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hope that provision of these two sets of guides to the entire contents of this work
will increase its utility as a reference tool concerning the aboriginal tongues still
spoken in the area, and of the past.
The opening article in this volume was written by Harry Hoijer, who died some
months after he gave his consent for its inclusion here, but a few weeks before his
proofs became available. He was my once and only formal tea
subjects covered in this book. I was his student on two successi
different institutions: first, in the Department of Anthropology
Chicago, in the early 1940’s, and, several Summers afterward
Linguistic Institute held at the University of North Carolina.
pursuit eventually forked off in quite another direction fr
contributions to North and South American Indian linguistics (viz., Winnebago
and Aymara) have remained altogether inconsequential, his craftsmanship and pro-
ficiency made an abiding impression on me as models of scholarship to be emu-
lated. The interest that he sparked in me in the languages of this vast region—that
could still be characterized by him in 1946 as being “‘of greater linguistic diversity
than any other in the world”—has endured, indeed, flourished. In dedicating this
collaborative volume to the memory of this master technician of American Indian
linguistics in its full geographic extent as well as historical depth, I am sure that I

am acting for the profession, not only as represented between these covers, but at
large.

cher in many of the
ve occasions, at two
at the University of
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om his, and my few

Bloomington, June I, 1976
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MICHAEL E. KRAUSS*

0. INTRODUCTION

This report covers academic research activity on the Athapaskan, Eyak, Tlingit,
and Haida languages since approximately 1945, though some of the more important
work before 1945 may for various reasons also be mentioned. Coverage since 1945
is fairly complete, including most if not all of the significant unpublished as well as
published work in this area, up to 1970, with some last minute addenda and corrigenda
up through December 1971. Depth of coverage nevertheless varies considerably,
e.g. significant psycholinguistic papers dealing with certain areas of Navajo lexicon,
or editions of texts of Navajo ceremonials, or the entire New Testament in Apache,
are not mentioned at all, whereas the possibility that J.P. Harrington may have
gotten a few words of Nicola in 1940 is fully reported. The line has somehow
been drawn to exclude that which is not systematically linguistic (includes ethno-
botanical wordlists but excludes articles with many Indian technical terms occurring
throughout running text ; excludes translations of the Bible, even ‘though these can be
used, especially with the English Bible concordance, as convenient sources of primary
data). Works on vigorous languages with many speakers and a relatively large
literature, e.g. Navajo, are covered in less depth than those at the other extreme, e.g.
Kwalhioqua-Tlatskanai or Eyak.

The author has himself been deeply involved since 1960 in work in this language
group. He makes no claim to lack of bias, especially where his own conclusions are
at odds with those of other researchers.

In 1969 the author sent form letters to a large number of personnel known to be
active in linguistic work in this language group. He wishes to acknowledge the gen-
erally very cooperative response of all those who supplied information on their own
and others’ recent activities. This information has contributed very greatly to making
Ppossible a report as current and complete as it is hoped this may be.

* Theresearch on which this report is based was carried out at the University of Alaska (Department
of Linguistics) as part of a program supported by the National Science Foundation (Grants G-23994
and GS-733), and at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Research Laboratory of Electronics,
Department of Linguistics) as part of a program supported by the National Institutes of Mental

Health (Grant MH 13390-03). The author gratefully acknowledges this suppost. See also note on p. 358.
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284 MICHAEL E. KRAUSS

At the outset, the author wishes to lament the fact that there are practically ng
American Indians working in this American Indian linguistic field, just as there are
very few American Indians working in any professional academic capacity connected
with American Indians. This is bad for Indians and bad for linguistics. American
Indian linguistics, as it still is, remains simply one facet of the nearly universal pattern
of the exploitation of the American Indian. Many non-Indians have increased their
earning power, social security and prestige, by writing a dissertation or publishing an
article on an American Indian language or culture, but which in no way or to a far
lesser extent has benefitted the Indians upon whose cooperation it fully depends, and
whose culture and language are in fact the victims of unabated cultural genocide.

In some ways it is absurd, although it is written here, to write something to the
effect that e.g. ‘“The X language is virtually unknown’. X is in fact very well known to
the X Indians, but it is as if Western society cannot rest content until this wealth too
has been taken from the Indians, until well-paid non-Indian professionals have
acquired the language for ‘science’ (libraries and archives of academic and government
institutions), while it becomes lost, through ‘education’ and ‘assimilation’, to the
Indians themselves. The academic community takes few real pains to prevent this
tragic injustice, rather only profits itself from the opportunity presented.

1. ATHAPASKAN!

The organization of this section into subdivisions is simply one of convenience, like
the organization of this report as a whole, and is in no way meant to imply that the
language areas treated in each subdivision are coordinate branches in any scheme of
genetic relationship.

1.1 Alaska

Though the political state of Alaska of course has no meaning as a subdivision of
Athapaskan, it does include the original American home of the Athapaskans and is
the sector longest inhabited by Athapaskans. This history is clearly reflected in the
fact that far greater variety and divergence in Athapaskan is found within Alaska
than anywhere else. For instance, the divergence between Koyukon and Kutchin,
neighbors in northern Alaska, is greater than that between e.g. Navajo and Sarsi,
or Hupa and Chipewyan. In addition, many of the Alaskan Athapaskan languages
are conservative in various unique ways, and thus preserve still more information
on Proto-Athapaskan (PA) which is not available (though sometimes in existence

in the form of difficult irregularities) outside Alaska. Therefore, from the compara-
! It is perhaps time to standardize the spelling of the term Athapaskan. This writer personally
prefers and proposes adoption of the present spelling with p and k to ‘Athabaskan, Athabascan,
Athapascan’, but also happens to pronounce it [®0ib&skin], with a b.
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tive Athapaskan point of view (not to mention Eyak and Tlingit, also Alaskan),
Alaska is by far the most interesting area. Far more about PA can be learned from
a comparison of what is in Alaska than from what is elsewhere. Yet there is not in
print a single grammar or even grammatical sketch of any consequence for any
Alaskan Athapaskan language. It can, incredibly but accurately, be said that no
linguist has ever done any fieldwork on any Alaskan Athapaskan language under
the auspices of any university outside Alaska. A number of ethnologists have worked
in Athapaskan Alaska, e.g. Cornelius Osgood from Yale, Robert McKennan from
Dartmouth, Frederica de Laguna from Bryn Mawr, but their training and work has
not been primarily linguistic. The only exception is E. Benveniste from Paris, who,
as a result of a short stay for fieldwork in Kutchin, published a flora-fauna list
entitled “Le vocabulaire de la vie animale chez les Indiens du Haut Yukon (Alaska)”
(1953a).

The only other near-exception is the earlier work of Sapir, still unpublished, but of
course important, especially in the development of Sapir’s thinking about Athapaskan:
Sapir worked with an Anvik Ingalik informant for a few hours in 1923 in Ottawa,
and, under the same circumstances, got a rather good amount of material from John
Fredson, a Ft. Yukon Kutchin, also in 1923. Sapir’s Kutchin material was later
worked on at Yale under Sapir by Mary Haas and still later at Berkeley by Victor
Golla, who have prepared a manuscript stem list from this material. Sapir understood
the phonology of Kutchin at least as well as any linguist has, but this is still not well.
Kutchin has undergone very severe, almost complete, loss of stem-final ob-
struents, with resulting development of tone (early, from glottalization and gradation),
diphthongization of stem-vowel which simplified with the development of a system
of palatalization, in at least two waves, of stem-initial consonants (still the situation
in Han, which might be regarded as a kind of ‘medieval Kutchin’), and then mergers
of certain of the resultingly multiplied series, but with certain differences in the mergers
in the various dialects, and then, increasingly, dialect mixture. It should therefore
not be surprising that even Sapir found Kutchin phonology extraordinarily difficult,
and the Haas-Golla interpretation of Sapir’s work, though very important, is not
meant, of course, to be considered definitive, Additional Kutchin data from Ft.
McPherson on the Canadian side have recently been collected by Michael Krauss,
Marshall Durbin, Harry Hoijer,Geoffrey O’Grady, and John Ritter.

Sapir’s Anvik material is much less extensive than his Kutchin, and the place of his
Anvik work in Sapir’s thought is discussed in the section on Comparative Athapaskan
below.

Another effort on Ingalik from outside Alaska should be mentioned here, that
based on his own earlier fieldwork by Cornelius Osgood, published in his Ingalik
material culture (1940) and reprinted in Ingalik mental culture (1959), consisting
mainly of a fairly extensive vocabulary as an appendix. Along with this should be
mentioned Osgood’s comparative vocabularies from six Tanaina subgroups appended
to his The ethnography of the Tanaina (1937), especially because this too has served as
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an often misleading source for studies in comparative Athapaskan, and also for two
derivative articles on Tanaina dialectology, Herbert Landar’s “Tanaina subgroups”
(1960a), and H.A. Gleason Jr.’s “A note on Tanaina subgroups” (1960). Osgood
makes no claim to being a linguist, but his use of symbols such as &’ or ¢q has misled
some linguists, like Pinnow, discussed below in the section on comparative Na-Depe,
into taking Osgood’s transcriptions too seriously as being consistent and observa-
tionally adequate transcriptions of the Athapaskan forms, which they most certainly
are not. F. de Laguna, although not a linguist, has transcribed extensive Ahtena
linguistic data in the course of her ethnographic work in the Upper River region.

All fieldwork by linguists on Alaskan Athapaskan since well before World War II
(with the one minor exception of Benveniste from Paris) has been done exclusively
either from the University of Alaska or the Summer Institute of Linguistics, which has
a branch base in Fairbanks. Ifa large group of Indo-European languages were found,
like Anatolian with ‘laryngeals’ still overt in some form and/or many other archaic
and/or unexpected features, a large crowd of linguists would be expected to come
flocking, even if these languages were in central Amazonia or Antarctica. Tt is to be
hoped that more Athapaskanist linguists will do work in Alaska. °

At the University of Alaska since 1960, Michael E. Krauss has conducted a field
survey of Alaskan Athapaskan. He has collected data from over sixty Athapaskan
checkpoints in the state, adequate for a reasonably complete mapping of the develop-
ment of at least the surface stem-phonology of the whole area. He has more extensive
information from certain points, especially Minto, but his Alaskan fieldwork has been
essentially a phonological survey, and his publication on it entirely from a comparative-
historical point of view. It has accordingly been discussed in greater detail in the
historical-comparative sections below.

In 1956 Gordon Marsh, then of the University of Alaska, did fieldwork with the
Han. Krauss and Nancy McRoy have since also collected significant Han material,
and Mrs. McRoy further data on nearly extinct transitional Tanana dialects. Also,
Krauss and Ruby Tansy have worked together on Miss Tansy’s native Ahtena. And,
under the University of Alaska program in 1961, Clark A. Davis collected some
Tanaina data and Robert O.H. Peterson some Ahtena. None of these materials
have been published.

The rest of the Alaska Athapaskan work has all been done by linguists of the
Wycliffe Bible Translators/Summer Institute of Linguistics. Raymond and Sally Jo
Collins have been in Nikolai since 1963, and have published, besides a primer, a
noun dictionary entitled Dinak’i (1966, 74 pp.), of the Upper Kuskokwim language,
which, though intended for popular use, is of very great benefit to the linguist. The
Upper Kuskokwim language, spoken in an area Osgood (1940) erroneously assumed
to be Ingalik, is not Ingalik (of the Anvik, Shageluk, Holy Cross, Middle Kuskokwim
type) at all, but is mutually unintelligible with Ingalik, and much more closely related
to Central Tanana (Minto-Nenana). This language, still spoken, incidentally, by the
children at Nikolai, is perhaps, all told, phonologically the most conservative Atha-
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paskan language extant. It preserves stem final glottalization and the *g: *k series
contrast stem finally, lost there in Minto-Nenana, and preserves the k*-series distinct
as tr, like Minto-Nenana. However, for all Nikolai speakers except optionally for the
oldest, the PA *c (>0 or tg) and *¢ (> ts) series have fallen together as ts. The
Collins dictionary does not record the archaic distinction.

David C. and Kay Henry of SIL have been with the Koyukon since 1959. In
addition to primers, a reader and portions of Gospel in Koyukon, the Henrys have
published a noun dictionary, like the Collins one mentioned above, entitled Dinaak’a
(1969a, 81 pp.), and two significant articles: “Koyukon classificatory verbs” (1965),
and “Koyukon locationals” (1969b), probably the only one of its kind in print of a
very highly developed system within Koyukon; all other Alaskan Athapaskan lan-
guages also have a very elaborate system of locationals, and most of the rest probably
do too, but the Henry article seems to be the only published specific study of the
problem. There are two major dialects of Koyukon, called by Krauss the ‘Inner
Koyukon’ (Tanana Village, Stevens Village, Crossjacket, Kantishna, Roosevelt,
Manley, Bearpaw: essentially upriver extensions into the interior) characterized by
the interior trait of velar fronting, PA *q¢>k, *k>¢, and the ‘Outer Koyukon’
characterized by the peripheral (‘Eskimoid’) trait *q > ¢, *k > k. The language of the
Henry materials is Outer Koyukon. Two striking unique characteristics of Koyukon
are 1) the innovation PA *c(> t0) >t (=t < *4), and the conservation of certain
final clusters, especially *-C-/ > -C-A (in future-progressive of verbs, and also -/
‘instrumental’ suffix, e.g. Koyukon saxA ‘hook’) and *-C-g in repetitive of verbs (e.g.
PA *-Pas-g ‘sneeze’, Outer Koyukon -Pasg, Inner -Pas3). These clusters, though
certainly predictable from comparative Athapaskan, are overtly attested only in
Koyukon. ‘

Richard J. Mueller of SIL has been with the Alaskan Kutchin since 1959. He has
published a Kutchin dictionary (1964, 52 pp.), of the type that Henry produced for
Koyukon and Collins for Upper Kuskokwim, which is a valuable addition to Kutchin
(noun) lexicography. In addition to religious materials, Mueller has recently pub-
lished elementary popular materials for learning Kutchin (1970, 1971).

Paul and Trude Milanowski have been with the Upper Tanana since 1959. Milanow-
ski has so far published, in addition to gospel and primer material, a short dittoed
wordlist in 1961, and a paper on the phonology, entitled “Sound system of Upper
Tanana Athapaskan: A preliminary view” (1962).

The following is a brief summary of the Alaskan Athapaskan ‘languages’ as
defined (in part arbitrarily) by Krauss as a result of his 1961-62 survey. Very rough
estimates of the number of speakers and indications of the age of the youngest speakers
are also given.

AHTENA A. Chitina, Tonsiné, Copper Center, Glenallen, Tazlina, Louise-Tyone,
Gulkana-Gakona, Denali-Cantwell.
B. Chistochina, Batzulnetas.
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Columbia, especially perhaps Tahltan, as much or more than Chilcotin. Far too little
is still known about that northern area, however. Certainly Californian areal influences
have also been very important in shaping PCA (in this connection see Golla 1970 on

consonant symbolism and diminutives).

1.5 Apachean

1.5.1 Navagjo
Of the Southern Athapaskan or Apachean languages — and also of all the Athap-

askan languages — indeed of all American Indian languages — Navajo® is by far the
most important sociopolitically in terms of number of speakers. In spite of the decline
in number of speakers of most Athapaskan languages, more persons now speak
Athapaskan than probably ever before, the number of Navajos now having sdrpassed
120,000, perhaps even 140,000 and still growing, and most of these speak Navajo.
(Recently published estimates of 80,000 — Chafe 1962, Sapir and Hoijer 1967 — are
certainly far too low.) Accordingly, the quantity of linguistic (as well as anthropologi-
cal) literature on Navajo dwarfs that on most other American Indian linguistic com-
munities. The present account of work in Navajo will perforce be somewhat selective,

Harry Hoijer, who had studied Navajo as a student of Sapir’s in the pre-war

period, continued his and Sapir’s joint work in Navajo, publishing their Navaho texts
in 1942, and only much later, The phonology and morphology of the Navaho language
in 1967 (for reviews of the latter, see Richard Stanley 1969, and Michael E. Krauss
1970a). Hoijer’s fundamental Navaho phonology appeared in 1945c. Zellig Harris
published a highly interesting restatement of part of Hoijer’s phonology in “Navaho
phonology and Hoijer’s analysis” (1945). Additional publications by Hoijer on
Navajo during the period, aside from those concerned more broadly with general
Apachean or Athapaskan, include two articles on Navajo semantics: “Cultural
implications of some Navaho linguistic categories” (1951a), and “Semantic patterns of
the Navaho language” (1959). For a bibliography of the work of Harry Hoijer see
IJAL 30:169-74, 1963, complete to that date. To this may be added, for Navajo,
“Navaho” on word-classes and parts of speech (1966b), “Navaho reference verbs and
verb expressions made up of two verb forms” (1968), and “Internal reconstruction in
Navaho” (1969).

Closely related to the Sapir-Hoijer tradition in Navajo studies is the work of the
late Berard Haile, also continuing his long association with Navajo from before the
war. Most important here are his Learning Navaho in four volumes (1941-48), and
his A stem vocabulary of the Navaho language: Navaho-English (1950), and English—
Navaho (1951). The former, intended as a pedagogical work, is rather chaotically
organized and difficult to use as a reference work, though fairly well indexed, but it

? The spelling with -j- is that oiﬁcially adopted, in preference to the also current one with -A-, by the
Navajo Nation.
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contains a great deal of interesting grammatical and semantic information. The Stem

vocabulary volumes, for all their serious defects, still constitute the most detailed

lexicon of an Athapaskan language in print. Father Berard also leaves a vast collec-

tion of unpublished materials on and in Navajo at the Library of the University of

Arizona, Tucson, and at the Department of Anthropology, University of Chicago.

See further H. Hoijer 1951b, for a bibliography and appraisal of Father Berard’s
_ work to 1950.

Somewhat less closely related to the Sapir-Hoijer-Haile work is that of Robert W.
Young and William Morgan. In addition to volumes of texts in and translations into
Navajo, Young and Morgan published jointly in 1943 The Navaho language (reprinted
1967). This work consists of a grammar and Navajo-English and English-Navajo
dictionary. It is probably the most useful reference work for many purposes (both
comparative and descriptive) in existence for Navajo, indeed for any Athapaskan
language, especially because of the Navajo-English dictionary, which is arranged
essentially by stem, but includes excellent detailed and extensive derivational and
paradigmatic information on verbs. Important supplements to this work are Young
and Morgan’s The function and signification of certain Navaho particles (1948), and
especially, 4 vocabulary of colloguial Navaho (1951). More recently Young published
a grammatical resumé as a section entitled “The Navajo language”, in The Navajo
Yearbook (1959), which he edited. In addition, William Morgan has collaborated
with Leon Wall in Wall and Morgan’s mimeograiphed Talking Navajo before you
know it (1954), and a Navajo-English dictionary (1958) arranged alphabetically by
word rather than by stem.

In 1940 Gladys A. Reichard published in collaboration with Adolph E. Bittany a
significant booklet entitled Agentive and causative elements in Navajo, raising certain
points that have yet to be integrated into other accounts of the language. Miss
Reichard subsequently published a number of Navajo texts and articles on the lan-
guage, notably and still significant “Linguistic diversity among the Navaho Indians”
(1945), “Significance of aspiration in Navaho” (1948), and “The character of the
Navaho verb stem” (1949). Her Navajo work culminated in her Navaho grammar
(1952). This grammar is motivated in considerable part by Miss Reichard’s general
dissatisfaction with the approach of the Sapir-Hoijer-Haile ‘school’ of Navajo
grammar, dissatisfaction largely misplaced on theoretical grounds, for which Reichard’s
grammar was severly criticized by Hoijer in his review in 1953 (see also G. Trager
1953; D.L. Olmsted 1953; A.G. Haudricourt 1954). In spite of glaring faults, the
book remains of very great importance in Navajo studies, if for no other reason than
the head-on attack on the derivational prefixes of the verb to which nearly half of the
book is devoted. In this area the Sapir-Hoijer grammar is indeed very weak, and
Reichard’s account, chaotic though it is, rémains the only serious systematic attempt
in print at describing the derivational prefix system of the verb for Navajo (or, for that
matter, of any other Athapaskan language). Not published, but significant as the only
other major study dealing squarely with the derivational prefixes of the verb in more
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than a phonological way, and thoroughly systematic, though rather limited in scope,
is Kenneth Hale’s “The distribution of the class II prefixes in Navaho™ (1956).

A final major ‘pretransformational’ contribution to Navajo linguistics is that of
Herbert Landar, whose first article on the subject was “The Navaho intonational
system” (1959), which was followed by a series of articles on e.g. word order (1960b,
1961), the optative (1962), and lexical notes, mostly in IJAL (see Landar 1967d:69).
Most important, however, is Landar’s Navaho syntax (1963), a phrase-structure (non-
transformational) study of Navajo sentences, which is noteworthy also for its radical
departure from conventional Navajo transcription. Landar’s “Syntactic pattern in
Navaho and Huichol” (1967a) deals especially with ‘operators’ (like Young and
Morgan’s ‘particles’), and explores the application of transformations to Navajo
sentence structure.

Transformational work on Navajo has begun to develop. Most of it is still in the
form of theses and papers with limited distribution, but much of this is also of enough
interest to warrant mention here. There have already appeared two doctoral disserta-
tions on Navajo morphophonemics in terms of underlying representations and dis-
tinctive feature analysis. Muriel Saville’s “Navajo morphophonemics” (1968),
contains a review of the Sapir-Hoijer-Haile literature, on which it is based (e.g.
Young and Morgan’s The Navaho language is not even listed in the bibliography).
Mrs. Saville has since been concentrating her research on Navajo dialectology.

A study of major importance is Richard Stanley’s “The phonology of the Navaho
verb” (1969b). Stanley boldly attempts to analyze the entire Navajo verb into single
underlying representations for each morpheme, from which the phonetic representation
can be generated by ordered rules, for both the entire prefix-complex, and also stem.
The work has the advantage of being based on data from Young and Morgan’s The
Navaho language, and on work with Navajo informants. Though Stanley has lost an
important source of insightful hypotheses in choosing not to investigate comparative
Athapaskan evidence, and his analysis seems unrealistic at a number of important
points to those who have studied other Athapaskan languages, it is still quite clear
that Stanley has made an enormous and bold contribution at least to the study of
Navajo. For instance, with regard to the verb stem, the intricate variations of which
Hoijer documents but leaves unexplained as ‘suppletive’, Stanley not only segments
into stem - a series of suffixes (a rather obvious step from a comparative point of
view, and already attempted as internal reconstruction in Kenneth Pike and Alton L.
Becker’s “Progressive neutralization in dimensions of Navaho stem matrices” (1964),
which was somewhat naive from an Athapaskan point of view but otherwise highly
sophisticated and suggestive; see also Krauss, review of Sapir-Hoijer (1970a)); but
Stanley attempts also to predict tone by positing an underlying glottal segmental
suffix. That Stanley associates high tone with glottalization is counter to very clear
historical evidence that Navajo high tone developed in the absence of glottalization,
and low in its presence, but Stanley is certainly correct e.g. in attempting to account
for Navajo tone in terms of glottalization.
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Finally, Kenneth Hale and some students at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology produced a series of transformational studies on Navajo, concerned mostly
with sentence structure. Of these papers, mimeographed at MIT in 1968, only one jg
published (Adrian Akmajian and Stephen Anderson’s “On the use of the fourth person
in Navajo, or Navajo made harder” (1970)); it is greatly to be hoped that further such

studies will soon be printed. These papers are of great importance for Athapaskan

light facts about Navajo of fundamenta] 1mportance. For instance, in “Remarks on
pronominalization and the passive in Navaho”, by James E. Parrish, Stephen R.
Anderson, Adrian Akamjian, and Kenneth Hale, Navajo nouns are discovered to be
ranked in the order 1) human, 2) animal, and 3) inanimate, such that the passive
transformation (bi- as pronominal object) applies only when the object is animate or
human, and is equal in rank or outranks the subject; it is obligatory when the object
outranks the subject, but optional when object and subject are of equal rank.

Hale (1971c¢), Frishberg (1971), and Taptto (1971, a native speaker of Navajo who
has studied with Hale) have further investigated the complexities of this highly
developed Navajo noun-ranking in a series of recent papers.

There are a number of important specialized contributions to certain areas of
Navajo lexicology and semantics. Leland C. Wyman has contributed extensively in
ethnobotany and ethnoentomo]ogy: with S.K. Harris in “Navajo Indian medical
ethnobotany” (1941), and The ethnobotany of the Kayenta Navaho (1951), and most
recently with Flora L. Bailey in Navaho Indian ethnoentomology (1964). In 1941
Adolph Bitanny made available a mimeographed Navajo medical dictionary. In
anatomy there is Oswald Werner and Kenneth Begishe’s mimeographed Anatomical
Atlas of the Navajo (1966), now being revised and expanded. These works document

noted in this class is Norma Perchonock and Oswald Werner’s “Ethnoscience
methodology and categories of Navajo foods” (1969), Werner’s “Semantics of
Navajo medical terms” (1965), and (with Kenneth Begishe), “A lexemic typology of
Navajo anatomical terms 1: The foot” (1970), and “The classification of the Navajo
universe” (1970). A number of articles by Herbert Landar also fail into this class:
see Landar’s bibliography in 1967d:69, items 69, 71, 74, 76, 80, 81.

To this list should be added Landar’s “Class co-occurrence and Navaho gender”
(1965b) and “The language of pain in Navaho culture” (1967b). (Oswald Werner’s
“Problems of Navajo lexicography” (1967) discusses especially the adaptation of the
Navajo writing system to use in computers; see also H.-J. Pinnow’s review of the

HP021224

gt




NA-DENE 309

yolume, 1968a). Recent studies on noun-classification in Navajo verbs are by Simmons
(1969) and Witherspoon (1971).

In the category of pedagogical grammars since those of Haile (1941-48) and Wall-
Morgan (1954) mentioned above, at least three extensive and systematic Navajo
learning grammars have recently been published: Irvy Goosen’s Navajo made easier
(1967); Robert W.Blair, Leo Simmons, and Gary Witherspoon’s programmed
Navajo basic course (1969); and Alan Wilson’s Breakthrough Navajo (1969) and reader
with full apparatus (Wilson and Dennison 1970). Pinnow has recently begun publish-
ing one for German speakers, “Wir lernen Navaho” (1970b). Also to be noted is
Oswald Werner, Kenneth Begishe, and Jeannette Frank’s 4 programmed guide to
Navajo transcription (1967). Irvy Goosen is preparing an expansion of the Wall-
Morgan Navajo-English word dictionary, to include also an English-Navajo section.
This veritable abundance of high quality practical materials for non-speakers to study
Navajo is no doubt a reflection of the vitality of Navajo and its unquestionable and
increasing sociopolitical importance. This category of linguistic literature exists in
fact practically only for Navajo of all the Athapaskan languages.

Navajo is also unique among the Na-Dene languages in possessing its own reason-
ably extensive and varied literature published in the language itself, e.g. ethnography,
religion (Navajo mythology and ceremonies), a newspaper, and translations into
Navajo of western materials, secular and religious. (For a brief recent history of
Navajo literacy see Penny Murphy in Spolsky et al. 1970). This literature cannot be
detailed here; however, a bibliography of it (Spolsky et al. 1970) is in its second
edition at the University of New Mexico under the direction of Bernard Spolsky.
Spolsky’s Navajo Reading Study Project at the University of New Mexico has
published a series of reports on the status of the Navajo language in its so far success-
ful struggle to maintain itself against the relentless pressures of Anglicization (“Navajo
Language Maintenance”, Spolsky 1970, 1971a, 1971b). This series also includes a
report by Spolsky and Wayne Holm (1971) on literacy in Navajo, studies on Navajo
orthography by Holm (1971a, 1971b, see also Conference on Navajo Orthography,
1969), reports on a conference on the teaching of reading in Navajo (Murphy 1970),
on the development of reading materials (Atcitty et al., 1971), and on the Navajo
vocabulary of six-year-olds (Spolsky et al. 1971a, 1971b; Holm et al. 1971).

At least four studies have been published concerning the teaching of English as a
second language to Navajos, contrasting Navajo and English structures; see Pedtke
and Werner (1969), Saville and Troike (1970), and Young (1959:473-510, 1968).

Another unique contribution in connection with Navajo is Oswald Werner’s “A
typological comparison of four Trader Navaho speakers” (1963) (see also Linguistics
13.121-3, 1965), a study of the (non-standardized) or rudimentary Navajo spoken
by white traders with the Navajo. The existence of this phenomenon is also evidence
of the vigor of Navajo.

There even exists an outstanding sketch of certain aspects of Navajo grammar
of very general and popular interest, by Clyde Kluckhohn and Dorothea Leighton,
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Chapter 8 entitled “The tongue of the people”, pp. 182-214, of The Navaho (1946),
Finally, Kenneth Hale has written an inspired series of Ppapers on Navajo linguistics
for Navajos themselves in the study of their own language as a scientific and education-

al discipline. In this connection Hale also reports a paper by Higgins (1971) on the
Navajo classifiers.

1.5.2  Apache and Comparative Apachean

. All the other Apachean languages and comparative Apachean together have received
far less attention than Navajo. There have been several significant studies in this
area, however, where linguistic divergence is rather slight compared to that found in
the rest of Athapaskan, such that Apachean in general is far better attended to lin-
guistically than any other Athapaskan division.

Basic descriptive works in print on Apache (non-Navajo) are not numerous.
Fundamental is Hoijer’s early work on Chiricahua and Mescalero, which resulted in
his Chiricahua and Mescalero Apache texts (1938a), which include important gram-
matical sketches of both languages or dialects, as well as fairly extensive texts. Hoijer
also has stem lists for both in typescript, never published. Hoijer’s “Chiricahua
Apache” (1946a), is a typical sketch by Hoijer of part of the grammar of an Apachean
language; like his Phonology and molphology of the Navaho language (1945c¢), this
Chiricahua sketch is two-thirds devoted to the phonetics and morphophonemics, and
the rest to the morphology, especially the verb inflexional prefixes. There is nothing
on sentence structure. More recent work on Mescalero is in papers by Elaine Clark
and Grace Sutton, both of SIL, who have gathered a considerable amount of field
data which they are analyzing along the lines of the tagmemic model. As for Jicarilla
and Lipan, no recent work whatever has come to this writer’s attention. Lipan is
probably on the verge of extinction.

The Apachean linguistic community next largest to Navajo is the group of very
closely related and mutually intelligible dialects includin g San Carlos, White Mountain,
Cibecue, Northern and Southern Tonto, with nearly 10,000 speakers total. This
group, especially San Carlos, has been the object of a few major papers. Faye E.
Edgerton’s “The tagmemic analysis of sentence structure in Western Apache” (1 963)
is, as the title indicates, strictly drawn up in Pike’s framework, and rather confirms
what one would expect from Navajo if such a study for Navajo were available (see
also Landar 1965a for a criticism of this paper). Not seen at date of writing is
Marshall E. Durbin’s “A componential analysis of the San Carlos dialect of Western
Apache: A study based on analysis of the phonology, morphophonics, and mor-
phemics” (1964), where, according to the abstract, ‘the author proposes to demonstrate
that the phoneme as a cultural unit produces a generative phonology, while distinctive
features alone do not’.

Faith Hill’s article “Some comparisons between the San Carlos and White Moun-
tain dialects of Western Apache” (1963) gives a fair notion of the degree and kind of
dialectal or subdialectal divergence, especially phonological, within the group. A
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significant unpublished work on this language is Faith Hill’s “Tonein Western Apache”.
Recent papers on specialized semantic areas of the Western Apache lexicon are by
Basso (1967, 1968), and PhilipJ. Greenfield (1971). Finally, Greenfield is working on a
dissertation entitled “The phonological hierarchy of the White Mountain dialect of
Western Apache”, a work in the tagmemic framework.

Kiowa-Apache is by far the most divergent of all the Apachean languages. Itisalso
near extinction, with fewer than ten speakers, all elderly. Two students with William
Bittle have recently done specialized lexicographical work with the language: J ulia A.
Jordan on ethnobotany, and Michael G. Bross on body-parts and disease terms.
William Bittle’s “Kiowa-Apache” (1963 is the only published work on this language,
and is largely a condensation of Bittle’s doctoral dissertation “The position of Kiowa-
Apache in the Apachean Group” (1956). Its title notwithstanding, this dissertation is
essentially a descriptive work. Itis based closely on the model Hoijer had developed
for Apachean and published during the forties, and which has been very influential in
Athapaskan studies. Bittle’s work in Kiowa-Apache has the same strengths and
limitations.

The fundamental work alluded to above, and probably the most influential in the
history of Athapaskan studies, is Harry Hoijer’s “The Apachean verb”, which appeared
serially as follows: “Part I: Verb structure and pronominal prefixes” (1945a); “Part II:
The prefixes for mode and tense” (1946b); “Part IIL: The classifiers” (1946c¢;) “Part
IV: Major form classes” (1948a); “Part V: The theme and prefix complex™” (1949),
supplementary to which should be added “Classificatory verb stems in the Apachean
languages” (1945b) and “The structure of the noun in the Apachean languages”
(1948Db). These studies are profoundly the product of Hoijer’s discipleship to Sapir in
Athapaskan studies, but also clearly in keeping with the development of American
linguistics during the first decade after the untimely death of Sapir, because of which
certain ideas germinal in Sapir’s thought failed to develop in Athapaskan, e.g. further
‘internal reconstructive’ treatment of the phonology, now resumed by the trans-
formationalist work, instead of the rather ‘hard-line’ biuniqueness-taxonomic
phonemics in ascendance during this period. Hoijer’s “Apachean verb” remains
nevertheless a classic landmark in Athapaskan studies. It is truly remarkable as a
detailed descriptive analysis of at least the paradigmatic workings of the Apachean
verb, in fact a tour-de-force in handling all the Apachean languages together, with
copious exemplification, from Hoijer’s own first-hand field data on them all.

Based also on this fieldwork is another earlier classic study by Hoijer on the com-
parative phonology of Apachean, “The Southern Athapaskan languages™ (1938b),
which is a very clear and reasonably detailed exposition of phonological differentiation
within Apachean. Less felicitous is the Stammbaum-type classification of the Apa-
chean languages Hoijer develops as a conclusion, arbitrary and not justified by the
data as so well presented in the article itself (see Krauss 1969a), where in fact Apachean
can clearly be seen as a typical dialect complex with many crossing isoglosses and

cross-classifications. It is particularly important to stress the problem of ‘Stammbaum
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Vvs. wave’ in connection with Athapaskan, because of the apparent perennial hunger of
anthropologists for neat family-tree genetic classifications from linguists for American
languages, a hunger which Sapir and also Hoijer have often been tempted to satisfy,
their footnoted reservations and qualifications unfortunately going unheeded.
Hoijer amends his 1938 subclassification of Apachean in a paper presented at the 68th
Annual Meeting of the American Anthropological Association, New Orleans,
November, 1969, entitled “The position of the Apachean languages in the Athapaskan
‘stock”. On the basis of lexicostatistics, Hoijer shows that Kiowa-Apache is a
separate Apachean language equidistant from the rest, and that the rest are dialects
of one language. It is not clear whether the earlier Stammbaum for the rest still holds
for Hoijer or is to be repudiated, and in any case the role of wave or convergence,
certainly crucial in the development of the relationships within dialect complexes
such as these, is not explicitly considered.

2. EYAK®*

Eyak is not an Athapaskan language, but is in fact the only language clearly related
to Athapaskan in the untroubled classical genetic sense. Clear cognates in Athapaskan
can be found not only for Eyak affixes, but for stems also, with regular phonological
correspondences. Eyak is coordinate with all of Athapaskan as one branch of the
two-branch Athapaskan-Eyak family, and seems equidistant lexically to all Athapas-
kan (see section 5.3 below). On the other hand, areally, Eyak shares with Ahtena and
Tanaina the peripheral (‘Eskimoid’) trait of PAE *q>gq, *k > k. EByak, of very great
value, in fact unique value by virtue of its comparative position, is of all the more
crucial value for historical linguistics because of its extreme archaism in Very many
respects, both phonological and morphological, at least. For example, the Eyak
verbal prefix-complex and stem-suffix system, compared with the Athapaskan, is
relatively transparent and regular, and the source of many fundamental insights on the
origin and development of the Athapaskan verbal prefix--complex. The study of
Athapaskan can be immensely enriched by cemparison with Eyak.

Eyak was neglected by American science, in fact forgotten by it, until discovery by
Frederica de Laguna in 1930, and the publication of the very limited linguistic results
of the 1933 Danish-American expedition, in Kai Birket-Smith and Frederica de
Laguna’s The Eyak Indians of the Copper River Delta, Alaska (1938). This monograph
was based on about seventeen days’ work with a few Eyak informants, and the lin-
guistic material is limited mainly to a wordlist of about 500 forms and a few partial
paradigms in a not very adequate phonetic transcription. Almost all the linguistic

* Pronounced [iyzk] in local English by Indians and whites, < Eyak /Pi'ya-G/, the name of one Eyak
village-site, in later times the most important, < Chugach Eskimo fiiyiaraq/, placename, ‘neck
(narrowing, at outlet of lake into riverY. The occasional English pronunciation fayzk/, though in-
cluded in Merriam-Webster’s Third International, must be a spelling-pronunciation.
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