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Preface 

This volume contains two fundamental contributions to 
the study of Atnerican Indian languages. Although both bear 
on the problem of the exact nature of North American native 
language, they are of c1uite different intent: Franz Boas, in 
his Introduction to the Handbook of American Indian Lan
guages ( 1911), is concerned with basic linguistic characteris
tics, 1 while J. W. Powell, in "Indian Linguistic Families of 
America North of Mexico" ( 1891), treats the classification of 
languages in terms of lexical elements.2 Both works have been 
relatively difficult of access, yet both are of immediate and 
continuing value, not only to students of linguistics but to all 
Americanists and anthropologists in general. 

Boas's essay presents some of his fundamental ideas con
cerning language as oi the end of the first decade of the 
present century. Originally intended to lay the groundwork 
for the series of grammatical sketches presented in the four
vol ume Hand!Jook of American Indian Languages, it gives 
a clear statement of fundamental theory and of basic meth
odological principles which demonstrate the inadequacy of 
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the old methods and point to new paths of research which 
were to lead to impressive results. In later essays-his Intro· 
duction to the International Journal of American Linguistics 
(1917), "The Classification of American Languages" (1920), 
and ''Classification of American Indian Languages'' (1929)3

-

Boas presented further ideas concerning the theory and meth· 
ods of linguistic analysis and classification. These essays must 
be consulted by the student for a thorough understanding of 
the growth of linguistic studies, but nowhere in them will 
he find that Boas's original stand is seriously modified. 

J. W. Powell's work following Gallatin' s original efforts, 
is based on contributions by Horatio Hale, James C. Pilling, 
George Gibbs, Stephen Powers, Albert S. Gatschet, Stephen 
R. Riggs, J. Owen Dorsey, and many other ethnologists and 
linguists associated with the Bureau of American Ethnology 
during the nineteenth century. The long-continued study of 
North American native languages seems to have grown out 
of a central and vexing problem facing the United States 
government: how to adequately identify, classify, and locate 
the various indigenous peoples of North Atnerica, especially 
those of the United States and Alaska. 

Powell explains his methodology in considerable detail. 
While the weakness of classifying languages on the basis of 
brief vocabularies is self-evident-its dangers are fully ex
plored in Boas's essays-nonetheless, the linguistic families 
determined by Powell represent a very real configuration. 
The passing years have seen some consolidation of originally 
separate elements, a few changes in orthography, and various 
additions, but the main outlines re1nain unchanged. Boas 
paid a deserved tribute in 1917 when he said that "the classi
fication of North American languages, that we owe to Major 
Powell, ... will forn1 the basis of all future work .... " 4 

In a more recent appraisal, Harry Hoijer stated: "Though 
a number of far-reaching 1nodifications of this classification 
have been suggested since, the groups set up by Powell still 
retain their validity. In no case has a stock established by 
Powell been discredited by later work; the 1nodifications that 
have been suggested are all concerned with the establishment 
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of larger stocks to include two or more of Powell's groupings.5 

Thus Powell's fifty-eight families are reduced to fifty-four in 
Hoijer,s listing. In the present volume, modern spellings are 
indicated by listing Hoijer's labels in a table following the 
text. 

The student will find that inany of the ethnological and 
linguistic generalizations in Powell's preliminary discussion 
are no longer tenable. That we are able today to criticize 
and discard these generalizations is a measure of the growth 
of our field and the increase in our understanding of the 
complexities of cultural processes. 

The past two decades have seen great interest in the 
problems of classification raised by these lists, especially 
concerning relationships suggested by Edward Sapir at the 
super-family, stock, and phylum levels.6 The development of 
lexicostatistics and glottochronology under Swadesh's lead
ership has led to suggestions of relationships far beyond the 
level of the family and at the same time has given some indi
cation of the time intervals involved in the differentiation 
of the languages within families. The student must familiar
ize himself with this extensive literature if he is to under
stand the current direction of research in this field. 7 Again 
it must be stressed that all of this later work stems directly 
out of the pioneering'papers here presented. 

PRESTON HOLDER 

University of Nebraska 

1. FranL Boas, Introduction, Handbook of American Indian Lan
guages, Bulletin 40, Part I, Bureau of American Ethnology ('Vashing
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 191 l ), pp. 1-83. 

2. J. W. Powell, "Indian Linguistic Families of America North of 
Mexico," Seventh Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1891), pp. 1-142. 

3. All are reprinted in Franz Boa~, Race, Language and Culture (New 
York: Macmillan, 1940). 

4. Franz Boas, Introduction, International fo111nal of American Lin
guistics, in Race, Language and Cultme, p. 202. 

5. Harry Hoijer, Introduction, "Lingubtic Structures of Native North 
America," Vikmg Fund Publicat10ns in Anthropology No. 6, ed. C. 
Osgood (New York, 1956), p. IO. 
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6. Sapir's original presentation, updated by Hoijer in recent printings, 
is to be found in the I 4th edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica 
under "Central and North Americ.an Langqages," Vol. V, pp. 138-141. 
The table of relationships gives some idea of the suggested changes: 

Proposed Classification of American Indian Languages North of 
Mexico (and Certain Languages of h1exico and Central America) 

I. Eskimo-Aleut 

II. Algonkin-Wakashan 
A. Algonkin-Ritwan 

I. Algonkin 
2. Beothuk 
3. Ritwan 

a. Wiyot 
b. Yurok 

B. Kootenay 
C. Mosan (Wakashan-Salish) 

l. \Vakashan (Kwakiutl
N ootka) 

2. Chimakuan 
3. Salish 

III. Nadene 
A. Haida B. Continental Nadene 

1. Tlingit 
2. Athapaskan 

IV. Penutian 
A. Californian Penutian 

I. Miwok-Costanoan 
2. Yokuts 
3. Maidu 
4. vVintun 

B. Oregon Penutian 
I. Takelma 
2. Coast Oregon Penutian 

a. Coos 
b. Siuslaw 
r. Yakonan 

3. Kalapuya 

C. Chinook 
D. Tsimshian 
E. Plateau Penutian 

l. Sahaptin 
2. \Vaiilatpuan (Molala

Cayuse) 
3. Lutuami (Klamath

Modoc) 
F. Mexican Penutian 

1. M ixe-Zoq ue 
2. Huave 

V. Hokan-Swuan 
.-\. Hokan-Coahuiltecan 

1. Hokan 
a. Northern Hokan 

(I) Chimariko 

b. Coahuilteco 
(1) Coahuilteco 

proper 
(2) Cotoname 
(3) Comecrudo 

{ 

Karok 

Shasta-Achomawa1 c. Karankawa 
(2) Yana B. Yuki 
(3) Pomo C Kere~ 

b. Washo D. Tunican 
c. Esselen-Yuman l. Tunica-Atakapa 

(I) Esselen 2. Chitimacha 

(viii) 



(2) Yuman 
d. Salinan-Seri 

(I) Salinan 
(2) Chumash 
(3) Seri 

e. Tequistlatecan 
(Chantal) 

2. Subtiaba-Tlappanec 
3. Coahuiltecan 

a. Tonkawa 

PREFACE 

E. Iroq uois-Caddoan 
I Iroquoian 
2. Caddoan 

F. Eastern group 
1. Siouan-Yuchi 

a. Siouan 
b. Yuchi 

2. i\ atchez-M uskogian 
a. Natchez 
b. Muskogian 
c. Timucua (?) 

VI. Aztec-Tanoan 
A. U to-Aztecan 

1. Nahuatl 
2. Piman 
3. Shoshonean 

B. Tanoan-Kiowa 
l. Tanoan 
2. Kiowa 

C. Zufii (?) 

7. For a review of contribution~ following Swadesh's original sugges
t10m, see: Swade5h, Morris, "Lexicostatistic Dating of Prehistoric 
Ethnic Contacts," Proceedmgs of the American Phzlosophical Society, 
V0l. XCVI, No. 4 (1952)~ Gu<lschinsky, Sarah C., "The ABC's of lexi
costatistics (Glottochronology)," Word, 12, 175-210 (1956); Swadesh, 
Morris, "Linguistic Overview," in Prehistoric Man m the New World, 
edd. Jennings and Norbeck (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1964); an<l Hymes, Dell H., "Lexicostatistks So Far," Current Anthro
pology, I, 1 ( 1960). The last-named <.ontains an extensive bibliography 
indicating relevant current literature in specialized journals. 

The "Languages of the World" project, launched under Voegelin's 
direction in the journal Anthropological Lmgwstics (Archives of Lan
guages of the \Vorld, Anthropology Department, Indiana University) 
promises a new list of New \Vorld Languages as well as a revised map. 
The result to date will confu~e the beginning student but should be 
lomulted for recent trends. 

(ix) 
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Introduction 
By FRANZ BOAS 

I. RACE AND LANGUAGE 

Early Attempts to Determine the Position of the American 
Race 

When Columbus started on his journey to reach the Indies, sailing 
westward, and discovered the shores of America, he beheld a new 
race of man, different in type, different in culture, different in lan
guage, from any known before that time. This race resembled 
neither the European types, nor the negroes, nor the better-known 
races of southern Asia. As the Spanish conquest of America pro
gressed, other peoples of our continent became known to the invaders, 
and all showed a certain degree of outer resemblance, which led 
the Spaniards to designate them by the term "Indios" (Indians), 
the inhabitants of the country which was believed to be part of 
India. Thus the mistaken geographical term came to be applied to 
the inhabitants of the New World; and owing to the contrast of 
their appearance to that of other races, and the peculiarities of their 
cultures and their languages, they came to be in time considered as 
a racial unit. 

The same point of view still prevailed when the discoveries included 
more extended parts of the New World. The people ·with whom 
the Spaniards and Portuguese came into contact in South America, 
as well as the inhabitants of the northern parts of North America, 
all seemed to partake so much of the same characteristics, that 
they were readily classed with the natives first discovered, and 
were considered as a single race of mankind. 

I 



2 INTRODUCTION TO 

It was only when our knowledge of the Indian tribes increased, 
that differences between the various types of man inhabiting our 
continent became known. Differences in degree of culture, as well 
as differences in language, were recognized at an early time. Much 
later came a recognition of the fact that the Indians of our conti
nent differ in type as much among themselves as do the members of 
other races. 

As soon as investigators began to concern themselves with these 
questions, the problem of the position of the natives of America 
among the races of mankind came to be of considerable interest, 
and speculations in regard to their origin and relationships occur 
even in the early descriptions of the New World. 

Among the earlier attempts we find particularly endeavors to 
prove that certain parts of the beliefs and customs of the Indians 
agree with those of the Old World. Such agreements were consid
ered proof that the Indians belong to one of the races enumerated 
in biblical history; and the theory that they represent the lost 
tribes of Israel was propounded frequently, and has held its own 
for a long time. In a similar way were traced analogies between 
the languages of the New 'Vorld and those of the Old World, and 
many investigators believe even now that they have established 
such relationships. Attempts were also made to prove similarities 
in appearance between the American races and other races, and 
thus to determine their position among the races of the Old World. 

Classifications based on Physical Type, Language, and 
Customs 

The problems involved in the determination of the relations of 
the various races have been approached from two different points 
of view-either the attempt has been made to assign a definite posi
tion to a race in a classificatory system of the races of man, or the 
history of the race has been traced as far back as available data 
may permit. 

The attempts to classify mankind are numerous. Setting aside the 
classifications based on biblical tradition, and considering only those 
that are based on scientific discussion, we find a number of attempts 
based on comparisons of the anatomical characteristics of mankind, 
combined with geographical considerations; others are based on the 
discussion of a combination of anatomical and cultural character-
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istics-traits which are considered as characteristic of certain groups 
of mankind; while still others are based primarily on the study of 
the languages spoken by people representing a certain anatomical 
type. 

The attempts that have thus been made have led to entirely differ
ent results. Blumenbach, one of the first scientists who attempted 
to classify mankind, first distinguished five races-the Caucasian, 
Mongolian, Ethiopian, American, and Malay. It is fairly clear that 
this classification is based as much on geographical as on anatomical 
considerations, although the description of each race is primarily an 
anatomical one. Cuvier distinguished three races-the white, yellow, 
and black. Huxley proceeds more strictly on a biological basis. 
He combines part of the Mongolian and American races of Blumen
baeh into one, assigns part of the South Asiatic peoples to the Austra
lian type, and subdivides the European races into a dark and a light 
division. The numerical preponderance of the European types has 
evidently led him to make finer distinctions in this race, which 
he divides into the xanthochroic and melanochroic races. It 
would be easy to make subdivisions of equal value in other races. 
Still clearer is the influence of cultural points of view in classifica
tions like those of Gobineau and Klemm (who distinguishes the 
active and passive races), according to the cultural achievements of 
the various types of man. 

The most typical attC'rnpt to classify mankind from a consider
ation of both anatomical and linguistic points of view is that of 
Friederich Muller, who takes as the basis of his primary divisions the 
form of hair, whil~ all the minor divisions are based on linguistic 
considerations. 

Relations between Physical Type, Language, and Customs 

An attempt to correlate the numerous classifications that have 
been proposed shows clearly a condition of utter confusion and con
tradiction. If it were true that anatomical form, language, and cul
ture are all closely associated, and that each subdivision of mankind 
is characterized by a certain bodily form, a certain culture, and a cer
tain language, which can never become separated, we n1ight expect 
that the results of the variom~ investigations would show better 
agreement. Tf, on the other hand, the various phenomena which 
were made the leading points in the attempt at classification are not 
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closely associated, then we may naturally expect such contradic
tions and lack of agreement as are actually found. 

It is therefore necessary,. first of all, to be dear in regard to the 
significance of anatomical characteristics, language, and culture, as 
characteristic of any subdivision of mankind. 

It seems desirable to consider the actual development of these 
variou~ traits among the existing races. 

Permanence of Pliysil·al Type; Change.fl in Language 
antl Cultu1•e 

At the present period we may observe many cases in which a com
plete change of language and culture takes place without a corre
sponding change in physical type. This is true, for instance, among 
the North American negroes, a people by descent largely African; in 
culture and language, however, essentially European. While it is 
true that certain survivals of African culture and language are 
found among our American negroes, their culture is essentially that 
of the uneducated classes of the people among whom they live, and 

their language is on the whole identical with that of their neigh
bors-English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese, according to the 
prevalent language in various parts of the continent. It might be 
objected that the transportation of the African race to America was 
an artificial one, and that in earlier times extcmded migrations and 
transplantations of this kind have not taken place. 

The history of medieval Europe, however, shows clearly that 
extended changes in language and culture have taken place many 
times without corresponding changes in blood. 

Recent investigations of the physical types of Europe have shown 
with great clearness that the distribution of types has remained the 
same for a long period. '\\rithout considering details, it may be said 
that an Alpine type can easily be distinguished from a north
European type on the one hand, and a south-European type on the 
other. The Alpine type appears fairly uniform over a large territory, 
no matter what language may be spoken and what national culture 
may prevail in the particular district. The central-European French
men, Germans, Italians, and Slavs are so nearly of the same type 
that we may safely assume a considerablCl degree of blood relation
ship, notwithstanding their linguistic differences. 
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Instances of similar kind, in w hie h we find permanence of blood 

with far-reaching modifications of language and culture, are found 

in other parts of the world. As an <'Xample may be mentioned the 

Ved<lah of Ceylon, a people fundamentally different in type from 

the neighboring Singhalese, whose language tlwy seem to han~ 

adopted, and from whom they have also evidently borrowed a 

number of cultural traits. Still other exampl<'s an\ th<' .Japanese 

of the northern part of Japan, who are undoubtedly, to a consider

able extent, Ainu in blood; and the Yukaghir of Siberia, who, 

while retaining to a great extent the old blood, hnYe been as~imilat(\d 

in culture and language by tlw neighboring Tungus. 

Per111H nen<·e of La Uf/Uaf!e; Clutuf!e . ..; of Ph y . .;;i<~al Type 

"\\.,.hile it is therefore evident that in many eases n people, without 

undergoing a considerable changP in type by mixture, have changed 

completrly their languag<1 and culture, still otlwr eases rnny lw adduced 

in which it can be shown that a people haYe rf:lt.ain<'d t.lwir language 

while undergoing material changes in blood and <'ult.urfl, or in both. 

As an example of this may be rnentionPd the ~fagya.r of Europe, who 

have retained t lwir old 1anguagP, but havfl hfleome mixed with P'='oplc 

sp(1 aking Indo-Ruro1wan 1n.nguages, and 'd10 lrnYe, to n11 int.ent.8 and 
purposes, adopted European euJt.urP. 

Similar conditions must hav-e preYniled among the Athnpascans, 

one of the great linguistic familiPs of :North America. The great 

body of people speaking langung•'s belonging to this 1ingui8tic stoek 
live in the northwcst(lrn part of Amniea, whilP other dialects nre 

spoken hy small tribes in California., nnd still ot hflrs hy n lnrge body 

of people in Arizona and New ~I<.'xico. The rPlationship between all 

thes(' dialects i8 so dose that t lwy must he <'onsitlered ns branches 

of one large group, und it must l>e nssumfld t.hat n11 of them hal"e 

sprung from a language one<' spoken on'r n <'ontinuous nren. ...\t 
the present tinw tlw people s1wnking tlws<' languages diff <'r funda

mentnlly in type, the inlrnbitnnts of tlw l\fockenzie riYer n'gion 

being quite diff <'rent from th<' tril)('s of Californin, nnd these, ugnin, 

<liffflring from t.1w trib<'s of New l\Iexico. The forms of ('Ulture in 

these different r<'gions a re also quite dist in ct; the <'ulturc of t lw Cali

fornia Athapn.s<·ans 1·esem b1<~s that of other Californian tribes, while 

the rulturP of the At ha pa~enn=-' of Kew :\fr.xi<'o n nd Arizona is 

influenced Ly that of other peoplPs of thnt uren. ft ~eems most 
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plausible to assume in this case that branches of this stock migrated 
· from one part of this large area to another, where they intermingled 
with the neighboring people, and thus changed their physical char
acteristics, while at the same time they retained their speech. With
out historical evidence this process ran not, of course, be proved. I 
shall refer to this example later on. 

Changes of L<l'llf/lUt(Jt> tnul TlJpe 

These two phenomena-a retention of type with a change of 
language, and a retention of language with a change of type
apparently opposed to each other, are still Yery closely related, 
and in many cases go han<l in hand. An example of this is, for 
instance, the distribution of the Arabs along the north coast. of 
Africa. On the whole, the .Arab element has retained its language; 
but at the same time intermarriages with the native races were 
common, so that the descendants of the ..A.rubs have often retained 
the old language and have changed their type. On the other hand, 
the natives have to a certain extent given up their own languages, 
but have continued to intermarry among themseh-·es and haYe thus 
preserved their type. So far as any change of this kind is connected 
with intermixture, both types of changes must always occur at the 
same time, and will be classed as a r hange of type or a change of 
language, as our attention is directed to the one people or the other, 
or, in some cases, as the one or the other change is more pronounced. 
Cases of complete assimilation without any mixture of the people 
involved seem to be rare, if not entirely absent. 

Pernianen<·e of Type au<l L<Ulf/IUtf/(>: Clutllf/C of Culttu~e 

Cases of permanence of type and language and of change of culture 
are much more numerous. As a matter of fort, the whole historical 
development of Europe, from prehistoric times on, i8 one NHlless 
series of examples of this process, which Heerns to be much easier, 
since assimilation of cultures occurs everywhere without actual blood 
mixture, as an effect of imitation. Proof of <liffusion of cultural 
elements may be found in every single cultural area which covers a 
district in which many lnnguages are ~poken. In Korth America, 
California offers a good example of this kind; for here many lan
guages are spoken, and there is a certain degree of differentiation of 
type, but at the same time a considerable uniformity of culture pre-
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vails. Another case in point is the coast of New Guinea, where, 
notwithstanding strong local differentiations, a certain fairly char
acteristic type of culture prevails, which goes hand in hand with a 
strong differentiation of languages. Among more highly civilized 
peoples, the whole area which is under the influence of Chinese cul
ture might be given as an example. 

These considerations make it fairly clear that, at least at the present 
time, anatomical type, language, and culture have not necessarily the 
same fates; that a people may remain constant in type and language 
and change in culture; that they may remain constant in type, but 
change in language; or that they may remain constant in language 
and change in type and culture. If this is true, then it is obvious 
that attempts to classify mankind, based on the present distribution 
of type, language, and culture, must lead to different results, accord
ing to the point of view taken; that a classification based primarily 
on type alone will lead to a system which represents, more or less 
accurately, the blood relationships of the people, which do not need 
to coincide with their cultural relationships; and that, in the same 
way, classifications based on language and culture do not need at 
all to coincide with a biological classification. 

If this be true, then a problem like the much discussed Aryan 
problem re~lly does not exist, because the problem is primarily a 
linguistic one, relating to the history of the Aryan languages; and 
the assumption that a certain definite people whose members have 
always been related by blood must have been the carriers of this 
language throughout history; and the other assumption, that acer
tain cultural type must have always belonged to this people-are 
purely arbitrary ones and not in accord with the observed facts. 

Hypothesis of Original Correlation of Type, Language, and 
Culture 

Nevertheless, it must be granted, that in a theoretical considera
tion of the history of the types of mankind, of languages, and of 
cultures, we are led back to the assumption of early conditions during 
which each type was much more isolated from the rest of mankind 
than it is at the present time. For this reason, the culture and the 
language belonging to a single type must have been much more 
sharply separated from those of other types than we find them to be 
at the present period. It is true that such a condition has nowhere 
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been observed; but the knowledge of historical developments almost 

compels us to assume its existence at a very early period in the devel

opment of mankind. If this is true, the question would arise, 
whether an isolated group, at an early period, was necessarily char
acterized by a single type, a single language, and a single culture, or 

whether in such a group different types, different languages, and 
different cultures may have been represented. 

The historical development of mankind would afford a simpler and 

clearer picture, if we were justified in assuming that in primitive 
communities the three phenomena had been intimately associated. 
No proof, however, of such an assumption can be given. On the 
contrary, the present distribution of languages, as compared with the 

distribution of types, makes it plausible that even at the earliest 

times the biological units may have heen wider than the linguistic 

units, and presumably also wider than the cultural units. I believe 

that it may be safely said that all over the world the biological unit 

is much larger than the linguistic unit· in other words, that groups 
of men who n.re so closely relatecl in bodily appearnnce that we must 

consider them as representativ-es of the Rame variety of mankind, 
embrace n much larger number of indiv-iduah~ than the number of 
men speaking languages which we know to he genetically related. 
Examples of this kincl may he given from many parts of the world. 
Thu8, the E11ropenn race-including under this term roughly all 
thm:e individuals who are without he..;;itation classed hy us as mem
bers of the white race-would include peoples speaking Indo-Euro

pean, Basque, arnl Ural-Altaic languages. ",..est African negroes 

woulcl represent. indiv-iduals of a certain negro type, but speaking the 

most diverse languages; nnd t lw same would he true, among AHiatic 

type~, of Siherians; among American types, of part of the Californian 

l1HlianR. 
So for as -our historical eYidenre goes, then• is no reason to believe 

that the number of distinet languagps has at nny time been less than 

it iR now. On the <'ontrary, aH our Pvidenre goes to show that the 
1ntmher of appan'ntly tmrelated languagei;.; has been much greater in 
earliPr times than at pn)s(lnt. On the other hand, the number of 

type~ that havP presumably become extinct Heems ·to be rather 

small, Ro that there is no r~a~on to suppose that at an early period 

tlwt'(' ~hould hn W' hP<'n n 1wan\r <·on<."'~pondenee between the number 
of distinct lingui~tic and anaiumil'al ty-pcs; and we are thus led to 
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the conclusion that presumably, at an early time, each human type 
may have existed in a number of small isolated groups, each of which 
may have possessed a language and culture of its own. 

However this may be, the probabilities are decidedly in favor of 
the assumption that there is no necessity to assume that originally 
eac.h language and culture were ronfined to a single type, or that ea~h 
type and culture were confine<l to one language: in short, that there 
has been at any time a close correlation between these three phe
nomena. 

The assumption that type, language, and culture were originally 
closely correlated would entail the further assumption that these 
three- traits developed approximately at the same period, anti that 
they developed conjointly for a considerable length of time. This 
assumption does not seem by any means plausible. The fundamen
tal types of man which are represented in the negroid race and in 
the mongoloid race must have been differentiated long before the 
formation of those forms of speech that arc now recognized in the 
linguistic families of the world. I think that even the difl'erentin
tion of the n1ore important subdivisions of the great races antedates 
the formation of the existing linguistic families. At any rate, 
the biological differentiation and the formation of speech were, at 
this early period, subject to the same causes that are acting upon 
them now, and our whole experience shows that these causes act 
much more rapidly on language than on the human body. In this 
consideration lies the principal reason for the theory of lack of corre
lation of type and Janguage, even during the period of formation of 
types and of linguistic families. 

What is true of language is obviously even more tnJe of culture. 
In other words, if a certain type of man migrated over a considerable 
area before its language assunwd the form which can now be traced 
in related linguistic groups, and before its culture assumed the definite 
type the further development of which can now be recognize<l, there 
would be no possibility of ever discovering a correlation of type, 
language, and culture, even if it had ever existed; but it is quite 
possible that such correlation has really never occurred. 

It is quite conceivable that a certain racial type may have scat
tered over a considerable area during a formative period of speech, 
and that the languages which developed among the various groups 
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of this racial type came to be so different that it is now impossible 

to prove them to be genetically related. In the same way, new 
developments of culture may haYe taken place which are so entirely 
disconnected with older types that the older genetic relationships, 

even if they existed, can no longer be discovered. 

If we adopt this point of view, and thus eliminate the hypothetical 

assumption of correlation between primitiYe type, primitive language, 

and primitive culture, we recognize that any attempt at classification 

which includes more than one of these traits can not be consistent. 

It may be added that the general term '' eulture" which has been 
used here may be subdivided from a ('Onsidf'rable number of points 

of view, and different results again might be expected when we 

consider the inventions, the types of social organization, or beliefs, as 
leading points of view in our classification. 

Artificial Character of All Classifications of Mankind 

We recognize thus that eYery elassifi.cation of mankind must be 

more or less artificial, according to tlw point of vi£lw s(llt\ctecl, and 
here, even more than in the domain of biology, we find that elassifi
cation can only be a substitute for the genesis and history of the now 

existing types. 
Thus we recognize that the essential object in comparing different 

types of man must be the reconstruction of the history of the develop
ment of their types, their languages, and their n1ltures. The history 

of each of these various traits is subject to a distinct set of modifying 

causes, and the investigation of <>aeh may be expected to contribute 

data. toward the solution of our problem. The biological investiga

tion may reveal the blood-rC'lationships of types and their modifica

tions under social and geographical environment. The linguistic 

investigat.ion may disclose the history of languages, the contact of 

the people speaking them with other people, and the causes that led 

to linguistic differentiation and integration; while the history of civili

zation deals with the <~ontact of a people with neighboring peoples, 

as well as with the history of its own achievements. 
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II. THE CHARACTERISTICS OF LANGUAGE 

Definition of Language 

The discussions of the preceding chapter have shown that a con
sicieration of the human languages alone must not be understood to 
yield a history of the blood-relationships of races and of their com
ponent elements, but that all that we can hope to obtain is a clear 
understanding of the relationship of the languages, no matter by 
whom they may be spoken. 

Before discussing the extent to which we may reconstruct the 
history of languages, it seems necessary to describe briefly the essential 
traits of human speech. 

In our present discussion we do not deal with gesture-language 
or musical means of communication, but confine ourselves to the 
discussion of articulate speech; that is, to communication by means 
of groups of sounds produced by the articulating organs-the larynx, 
oral cavity, tongue, lips, and nose. 

Character of Phonetics 

Speech consists of groups of sounds produced by the articulating 
organs, partly noises made by opening and closing certain places 
in the larynx, pharynx, mouth, or nose, or by restricting certain 
parts of the passage of the breath; partly resonant sounds pro
duced by the vocal chords. 

Nwuiber of Sou1,ids Unlimiterl 

The number of sounds that may be produced in this manner is 
unlimited. In our own language we select only a limited number 
of all possible sounds; for instance, some sounds, like p, are pro
duced by the closing and a sudden opening of the lips; others, like 
t, by bringing the tip of the tongue 'into contact with the anterior 
portion of the palate, by producing a closure at this point, and by 
suddenly expelling the air. On the other hand, a sound might be 
produce<l by placing the tip of the tongue between the lips, making 
a closure in this manner, and by expelling the air suddenly. This 
sound would to our ear partake of the character of both our t and 
our p, while it would correspond to neither of these. A comparison 
of the sounds of the well-known European languages-like English, 
French, and German; or even of the different dialects of the same 
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languages, like tho:,f:l of ~coteh urnl of the Yarious English <lialects

reveals the fact that eomiidera ble variation occurs in the manner of 
producing sounds, nnd that eaeh dialect hns its own characteristic 
phonetic system, in which eneh sound is neurly fixed, although sub
ject to slight 1nodifications which are due to accident or to the effects 

of surrounding sounds. 

Efu•h _LUllf/IHlf/t~ r ... w . ..; (( Li Ill it~d ~..,.,, 1uber of Soinuls 

One of the most im~ortaut faet~ relating to the phonetics of 

human 8peech is, that e\·ery single language has a definite and 

limited group of sounds, und that the number of those used in any 

purticulnr <liuleci i~ JleY('f exce~siYely larg<). 

It woul<l seem thnt this limitution in the use of sounds is neces

sary in order to make pos~ihle rupi<l communication. If the num
hPr of :-;ounds t hut a.re u'"'r~d in uny purticulnr language were unlim

ited, the aecurncy with whieh the movements of the complicated 

mechnnism r~quirPd for protlueing the somH.I~ are performed would 
prf1suma.hly he Ju.eking. :rnd eon~{'quPntly rn.pidity and accuracy of 

prommcintion, nnd with tlwm thC' possibility of accurate interpre
tation of the ~ounds hea1·<l, would be diflicult, or even impossible. 

On the other hnnd, limitation oft he number of :-;ounds brings it about 

that the movements rN1uin'd in the production of each become 

automatic, that the ns:-;ociu.tion hetwePn the sound heard and the 

n1m~cular movement~, and that between the auditory impression and 

the muscular sensation of the articulation, become firmly fixed. 

Thus it woul<l ~eem thnt limited phonetic reBources are necessary 

for easy communication. 

Allef!e<l La,·/,· of f)ijf(>J-(>Jlf lation ol Sou nrls in Primitive 
La nf/Uaf!es 

It has been maintained that this is not n characteristic found in 
more primitiYe typ('~ of lnngunges, und particularly, examples of 

American lnnguu,ges hnYP often been brought forward to show that 

the nccurury of tlwir pronunciation is much less than that found in 
the lnnguages of t lw civilize'<! world. 

It would ~<'Pm t hut this Yi('W is based largely on the fact that cer
tain sounds thnt occur in .Amcirican languages are interpreted by 
obHervers sometimes as one European sound, sometimes as another. 

Thus the Pawnee language contains a sound which may be heard 
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more or less distinctly sometimes as an l, sometimes an r, sometimes 
as n, and again as d, which, however, without any doubt, is through
out the same sound, although mo<lifie<l to a certain extent by its 
position in the word and by surrounding sounds. It is an exceed
ingly weak r, made by trilling with the tip of the tongue at a point a 
little behind the roots of the incisors, and in which the tongue hardly 
leaves the palate, the trill being produced by the lateral part of the 
tongue adjoining the tip. As soon as the trill is heard more strongly, 
we receive the impression of an r. When the lateral movement 
prevails and the tip of the tongue does not seem to leave the palate, 
the impression of an l is strongest, while when the trill is almost 
suppressed and a sudden release of the tongue from the palate takes 
place, the impression of the d is given. The impression of an n is 
produced because the sound is often accompanied by an audible 
breathing through the nose. This peculiar sound is, of course, 
entirely foreign to our phonetic system; but its variations are not 
greater than those of the English r in various combinations, as in 
broth, mother, wlwre. The different impression is brought about 
by the fact that the sound, according to its prevailing character, 
associates itself either with our l, or our r, n, or d. 

Other examples are quite common. Thus, the lower Chinook has a 
sound which is readily perceived as a b, m, or w. As a matter of fact, 
it is a b sound, produced by a very weak closure of the lips and with 
open nose, the breath passing weakly both through the mouth and 
through the nose, and accompanied by a faint intonation of the vocal 
chords. This sound associates itself with our b, which is produced 
by a moderately weak release of the lips; with our m, which is a free 
breath through the nose with closed lips; and with our w, which is 
a breath through the lips, which are almost closed, all accompanied 
by a faint intonation of the Yocal chords. The association of this 
sound with w, is particularly marked when it appears in combina
tion with a u vowel, which imitates the characteristic u tinge of our 
w. Still another example is the b sound, which is produced with 
half-closed nose by the Indians of the Strait of Fuca, in the State 
of Washington. In this case the characteristic trait of the sound is 
a semiclosure of the nose, similar to the effeet produced by a cold 
in the head. Not less common are sounds intermediate between 
{)Ur vowels. Thus we seem to find in a number of Indian languages 
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a vowel which is sometimes perceiYed as o, sometimes as u (con
tinental pronunciation), and which is in reality pronounced in a posi
tion intermediate between these two sounds. 

'fhc correctness of this interpretation of Indian phonetics is per
haps best prove.tl by the fact that observers belonging to different 
nationalities readily perceh~e the sounds in accordance with the sys
tem of sounds with which they ore familiar. Often it is not diffi
cult to recognize the nationality of a recorder from the system 
selectetl by him for the rendering of sounds. 

Still another proof of the correctness of this view of Indian pho
nf'tics is given by the fact that, wherever there is a greater number 
of 1 ndian sounds of a class represented by n single sound in English, 
our ow'n sounds are misinterpreted in similnr manner. Thus, for 
instance, the Indians of the North Pacifie coast have a series of 
l sounds, which may hf' roughly compared to our sounds tl, cl, gl. 

ConsEquently, a word like rlose is heard by the lndians sometimes 
one way, sometimes another; our cl is for them an intermediate 
sound, in the samP way as some Indian Houn<ls are intermediate 
sounds to our ears. The alternation of the soun<ls is clearly an 
effect of perception through the medium of a foreign system of 
phonetics, not that of a greater variability of pronunciation than 
the one that iR characteristic of our own sounds. 

'Vhile the phonetic system of each language is limited and fixed, 
the sounds selected in different types of languages show great differ
ences, and it seems necessary to compare groups of languages from 
the point of view of their constituent phonetic elements. 

B1•ief Df->.~<·ription of Phonefi<~.~ 

A complete discussion of this subject can not be given at this 
place; but a brief statement of the charncteristics of articulate 
soun<ls, and the manner of rendering them by means of symbols, 
seems necessary. 

All articulate sounds are produced by the vibrations of the articu
lating organs, which are set in motion by breathing. In the vast 
majority of cases it is the outgoing breath which causes the vibra
tions; 'vhile in a few languages, as in those of South Africa, the 
breath, while being drawn in, is used for producing the sound. 

One group of sounds is produced by the vibration of the vocal 
chords, and is characterized by the form given to the cavities of 
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mouth and nose. These are the Yowels. 'Vhen the nose is closed, 
we have pure vowels; when the posterior part of the nose is more 
or less open, more or less nasalized vowels. The character of the 
vowel depends upon the form given to the oral cavity. The timbre 
of the vowels changes according to the degree to whieh the larynx is 
raised; the epiglottis lowered or raised; the tongue retracted or 
brought forward and its back rounded or flattened; and the lips 
rounded and brought forward, or an elongat~d opening of the inouth 
produced by retracting the corners of the mouth. 'Vith open lips 
and the tongue and pharynx at rest, but the soft palate (velum) 
raised, we have the pure vowd a., similar to the _a in father. From 
this sound the vowels vary in two principal directions. The one 
extreme is u (like oo in English fool), with small round opening of 
the protruding lips, tongue retracted, antl round opening between 
tongue and palate, and large opening between larynx and pharynx, 
the larynx still being almost at rest. The transitional sounds pass 
through a (aw in English law) and o (as in most), but the range 
of intermediate positions is continuous. In another direction the 
vowels pass from a through e (<i in English mane) to i (ee in fleet). 

The i is pronounced with extreme retraction of the corners of the 
mouth an<l elongated opening of the lips, with very narrow flat open
ing between tongue and palate, and the posterior part of the tongue 
brought forward, so that there is a wide opening in the back part of 
the mouth, the larynx being raised at the same time. 

Variations of vowels may be produced by a different grouping of 
the movements of the articulating organs. Thus, wlwn the lips are 
in i position, the tongue aml pharynx and larynx in u position, we 
have the sound u, which is connected with the a by a series passing 
through o. These sounds are similar to the German umlaut. 

Other combinations of posit.ions of the tongue and of the lips 
occur, although the ones here described seem to be the most fre
quent vowel-sounds. All vowels may become very much weakened 
in strength of articulation, and dwindle down to a slight intona
tion of the vocal chords, although reta.ining the peculiar vowel 
timbre, whirh dependH upon the posit.ion of inouth, nose, an<l lips. 
When this articulation becomes very weak, all the vowels tend 
to become quite similar in character, or· may be influenced in their 
timbre by neighboring consonants, as will be described later. 
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All sounds produced by vibrations in any part of the articulating 

organs other than the vocal ehords are consonants. These vibra

tions may be produced either by dosing the air-passages com
pletely and then suddenly opening the closure, or by producing 

a narrowing or stricture at any point. The former series of sounds 

are called '·stops" (like our p, t, k). In all of these there is a com

plete closure before the air is expelled. The latter are called "spi

rants" or" continued" (like our s and j), in which there is a continu

ous escape of breath. 'Vhen a stop is nrnde and is followed by a 
breathing through a stricture at the same place, sounds develop like 
our ts. These are calletl " aff rif'n tiYes." vYhen the mouth is com
pletely stopped, arnl the air escapes through the nose, the sound is 
called a ''nasal consonant'' (like our m and n). There n1ay also be 

stricture and nasal opening. A rapidly repeated series of stops, a 
trill, is represented by our r. The character of the sound depends 

largely upon the parts of the articulating organs that produce the 
closure or stricture, and upon the place where these occur. Closure 
or stricture may be made by the lips, lips and tongue, lips and 
teeth, tongue and teeth, tongue and hard palate, tongue and soft 
palate (velum), by the voeal chords, and in the nose. 

Jn the following table, only the principal groups of consonants are 
described. Rare sounds are omitted. ~\.ccording to what has been 
said before, it will be recognized that here also the total number of 
possible sounds is infinitely lnrge. 

Bilabial stop . p 
Linguo-palatal stops: 

Apical (dental, alveolar, post-ah··eolar) t 
Cerebral (produced with the tip of the tongue 
· turne<l backward) t 

Dorsal: 
Anterior palatal 
~Icdiul 

Velar . 
Glottal (a stop prudueed with the vocal chords) 
Nasal . 

. k· 

. k 
q 
t 

. N 

Almost all these stops may be modified by giving to the closure 
a different degree of stress. In English we have two principal de
grees of stress, represented, for instance, by our b and p or d and t. 
In many languages, as, for instance, in Sioux and in the languages 
of the Pacific coast, there are three degrees of stress that may be 
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readily differentiated. The strongest of these we call the "fortis," 
and indicate it by following the consonant by an ! (p!, ti). 

When these stops are not accompanied by any kind of vibra
tion of the vocal chords, they are called "sur<ls." 

It is, of course, also possible that more than one stop may be made 
at one time. Thus it might be possible to close at the same time 
the lips and the posterior part of the mouth with the tongue. This 
type of combination is, however, rare; but we find very frequently 
articulation of the vocal chords with stops. This results in the 
voiced consonants, or sonants. In English we find that almost 
always the stress of articulation of the voice~ sound is less than the 
stress of articulation of the unvoiced sound, or surd; but this cor
relation is not necessary. In American languages particularly, we 
find very commonly the same degree of stress used with voicing 
and without voicing, which brings it about that to the European ear 
the surd and sonant are difficult to distinguish. 

A third modification of the consonants is brought about by the 
strength of breathing accompanying the release of the closure. In a 
sound like t, for instance, the sound may be simply produced by 
closing the mouth, by laying the tip of the tongue firmly against 
the palate, producing a slightly increased amount of air-pressure 
behind the tongue, and then releasing the closure. On the other 
hand, the sound may be produced by bringing about the closure 
and combining the release with the expiration of a full breath. 
Sounds which are accompanied by this full breathing may be called 
"aspirates," and we will designate the aspiration by '", the symbol 
of the Greek spirit us asper. This full breathing may follow the 
stop, or may begin even before the completion of the closure. With 
the increased stress of closure of the fortis is connected a closure of 
the glottis or of the posterior part of the tongue, so that only the air 
that has been poured into the vocal cavity is expelled. 

In the case of voiced consonants, the voicing may either be en
tirely synchronous with the consonant, or it may slightly precede or 
follow it. In both of these cases we may get the impression of a 
preceding or following exceedingly weak vowel, the timbre of which 
will depend essentially upon the accompanying consonant. When 
the timbre is very indefinite, we write this vowel E; when it is more 
definite, A, I, O, U, etc. In other cases, where the release at the 
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closure is made without a full breath going out, and simply by com
pressing the air slightly in the space behirnl the closure, a break is 
very liable to originate hetween the stop and the following sound of 
the wor<l. Such a hiatus in the word is indicated by an apos
trophe (' ). It seems likel)~ that, where such a hiatus occurs fol
lowing a vowel, it is generally due to a c.lo~ing of t.he glottis. 

l\Irn;;t of the phenomena here deserilw<l nrny also occur with the 
spirants and nasals, which, howeYer, do not seem to differ so much 
in regard to strength: while the character of the outgoing breath, 
the voicing an<l the breaking-off, show traits similar to those observed 

among the stops. 
All the stops may be changed into nasals hy letting the air escape 

through the nose while the closure i:;; continued. In this manner 
originate our n and m. The nasal opening may also differ in width, 
and the stricture of the upper nares may produce semi-nasalized 
consonants. 

In the spirant sounds hefore describe<.!, the escape of the air is along 
the middle line of the palate. Tlwre an1 a numher of other sounds in 
which the air escapes laterally. These are represented hy our l. 
They also may vary considerably, according to the place and form 

of the opening through which the air escapes and the form of closure 
of the mouth. 

It seems that the peculiar timbre of some of the consonants depends 
also upon the resonance of the oral opening. This seems to be 
particularly the ca8e in regard to the t and lt1 sounds. In pronouncing 
the t sounds, one of the essential characteristics seems to be that the 
posterior part of the mouth is open, while the anterior portion of the 
mouth is fille<l by the tongue. In the k· series, on the othe.r hand, 
the posterior portion of the mouth is fillet! by the tongue., while 
the anterior portion remains open. Sournls produced with both the 
posterior and anterior portion of the mouth open partake of the 
character of both the k and t serieR.1 

Two of the vowels show a dose affiliation to consonants of the 
continuant series. These are i an<l u, owing largely to the fact that 
in i the position of the tongue is very nearly a stricture in the anterior 
portion of the mouth, while in u the position of the lips is quite near 
to a stricture. Thus originate the semi-vowels y and w. The last 
sound that must be mentioned is the free breathing h, which, in its 

1 See P. W. Schmidt, .Anthropos, II, 834. 
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most characteristic form, is produced by the expiration of the breath 
with all the articulating organs at rest. 

In tabular form we obtain thus the following series of the most 
important consonantic .sounds: 

-----i-- ------- -Stops. -- - - - -- Sp1rants Nasals. I Trill 

______ 1 _s_ona~t- - Su.:.i ;-Fortis - _So;;Ml~-1 _i;uro:_ Sonant. l _fl~.:__ Sonant_:_ _ B_':r~ -

Bilabial ___ , ..... ·I b J> . P' " I m • m 1........ . ...... 
Lab1o-dE'ntal.. . .: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.. . . . . . . . v f ............. .-. . . . . .... . 

Linguo-labml .... 1

1 

d t t' <:; ¢ n ~ . . . . . ... . 
Lmguo-df'ntal... d t t! ~ ¢ n t1 .......•......... 
Dental ........... ·I·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . c ......................... . 

Lmgual- i I 
Apical · · · · · · · · ~l d t t! z s n 

1 

y 
CerE'bral.. . . . . 1 f r 

Dorsal- \ 
lle<ltal.. .. 1 • k 

1 

k' y ' ~ fi J y r r 

Late':~~:: :::1 

! ~ I ~: ~ I ; .... ~ ... .' ---~ .. · ----~----- ---~- · 
Glottal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I..... . . . . . . . . . .1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

i ' I I 
Nasal. ............ 

1 
N I ··········!···· ... ..... ( .... . 

1 

........ . 

Semi-vowels y, w Breath, 'h Hiatus ' 

The vocalic tinge of consonants is expressed by superior vowels 
following them: n e 1 0 u. The series of affricatives which begin with 
a stop and end with a continued sound have been omitted from this 
table. 

It will be noticed that in the preceding table the same symbols are 
used in several columns. This is done, because, ordinarily, only one, 
or at most two, series of these groups occur in one language, so that 
these differences can be expressed in each special case by diacritical 
marks. Attempts have been made by other authors to give a genera.I 
system of sound representation. For any particular language, these 
are liable to become cumbersome, and are therefore not used in the 
sketches contained in this volume. 

Unconsciottsne.~ . .., of PlloueUc Elmnents 

In the preceding pages we have briefly discussed the results of nn 

analysis of the phonetic elements of human speech. It must, how

ever, be remembered that the single sound as such has no independent 
existence, that it never enters into the consciousness of the speaker, 
but that it exists only as a part of a sound-complex which conveys a 
definite meaning. This will be easily recognized, if we consider for 
a moment grammatical forms in the English language in which the 
modification of the idea is expressed by a single soun<l. In the word 
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hills, the terminal s does not enter our consciousness as a separate 

element with separate significance, expressing the idea of plurality,
except, perhaps, in so far as our grammatieal training has taught us 

the fact that plurals may be formed by the use of a terminal s,-but 

the word forms a firm unit, w'hirh conYeys a meaning only as 

a whole. The variety of uses of the terminal s as a plural, pos

sessive, and third person singular of the Yerb, and the strong effort 

required to recognize the phonNic id(::.ntity of these terminal elements, 

may be adduced as a further proof of the fact that the single 

phonetic elements become conscious to us only as a result of analysis. 

A comparison of words tha.t cliff er only in n single sound, like mail 
and nail, snake and stal~e, makes it also clear that the isolation of 

sounds is a result of secondary analYRis. 

Grammatical Categories 

Difference.~ iu Catefjorie.'l of .J)ijj·ereut Lrn1(/u.age.'l 

In all articulate speech the groups of sounds which are uttered 
serve to convey ideas, and each group of sounds has a fixed meaning. 
Languages differ not only in the character of their constituent 
phonetic elements and sound-clusters, but also in the groups of ideas 

that find expression in fixed phonetic groups. 

Limitation of the 1\..,-untber of Pllouetir Groups Express· 
in fl I<leas 

The total number of possible combinations of phonetic elements is 

also unlimited; but only a limited number are used to express ideas. 

This implies that the total number of ideas that are expressed by 

distinct phonetic groups is limited in number. 

Since the total range of personal experience which language serves 

to express is infinitely varied, and its whole scope must be expressed 

by a limited number of phonetic groups, it is obvious that an extended 

classification of experiences must underlie all articulate speech. 

This coincides with a fundamental trait of human thought. In our 

actual experience no two sense-impressions or emotional states are 

identical. Nevertheless we classify them, according to their simi

larities, in wider or narrower groups the limits of which may be 

determined from a variety of points of view. Xotwithstanding their 

individual differences, we recognize in our experiences common ele

ments, and consider them as related or even as the same, provided a 
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sufficient number of characteristic traits belong to them in common. 
Thus the limitation of the number of phonetic groups expressing 
distinct ideas is an expression of the psychological fact that many 
different individual experiences appear to us as representatives of 
the same category of thought. 

This trait of human thought and speech may be compared in a 
certain manner to the limitation of the whole series of possible 
articulating movements by selection of a limited number of habitual 
movements. If the whole mass of concepts, with all their variants, 
were expressed in language by entirely heterogeneous and unrelated 
sound-complexes, a condition would arise in which closely related 
ideas would not show their relationship by the corresponding rela
tionship of their phonetic symbols, and an infinitely large number of 
distinct phonetic groups would be required for expression. If this 
were the case, the association between an idea and its representative 
sound-complex would not become sufficiently stable to be reproduced 
automatically without reflection at any given ,noment. As the 
automatic and rapid use of articulations has brought it about that a 
limited number of articulations only, each with limited variability, 
and a limited number of sound-clusters, have been selected from the 
infinitely large range of possible articulations and clusters of articu
lations, so the infmitely large number of ideas have been reduced by 
classification to a lesser number, which by constant use have estab
lished firm associations, and which can be used automatically. 

It seems important at this point of our considerations to emphasize 
the fact that the groups of i<leas expressed by specific phonetic 
groups show very material differences in different languages, and dO' 
not conform by any means to the same principles of classification. 
To take again the example of English, we find that the idea of WATER 

is expressed in a great variety of forms: one term serves to express 
water as a LIQUID; another one, water in the form of a large expanse 
(LAKE); others, water as running in a large body or in a small body 
(RIVER and BROOK); still other terms express water in the form of RAIN, 

DEW, w A VE, and FOAM. It is perfectly conceivable that this variety 
of iden.s, each of which is expressed by a single independent term in 
English, might be expressed in other languages by derivations from 
the same term. 

Another example of the same kind, the words for SNOW in Eskimo, 
may be given. Here we find one word, aput, expressing SNOW ON 
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THE GROUND; another one, qana, PALLING SNOW; a third one, piq
sirpoq, DRIFTING SNOW; an<l a fourth one, qimuqsuq, A SNOWDRIFT. 

In the same language the SEAL indifferent conditions is expressed 
by a variety of terms. One word is the general term for SEAL; 

another one signifies the SEAL BASKI:S-G IN THE SUN; a third one, a 

SEAL FLOATING ON A PIECE OF ICE; not to mention the many names 
for the sea]s of different ages and for male and female. 

As an example of the manner in which terms that we express by 
in<lependent words are grouped together under one concept, the 
Dakotn. language may be selected. The terms naxta'ka TO KICK, 

paxta'ka TO BIND IN BUNDLES, yaxta'ka TO BITE, ic'a'xtaka TO BE 

NEAR TO, boxta'ka To POUND, are all derived from the common ele
ment xtalca TO GRIP, which holds them together, while we use distinct 
words for expressing the various ideas. 

It seems fairly evi<lent that the selection of such simple terms must 
to a certain extent depend upon the chief interests of a people; and 
where it is necessary to distinguish a certain phenomenon in many 
aspects, which in the life of the people play each an entirely in<le
pernlent role, many independent words may develop, while in other 
cases mo<lifications of a single term may suffice. 

Thus it happens that each language, from the point of view of 
another language, may be arbitrary in its classifications; that what 
~ppears as a single simple idea in one language may be characterized 
by a series of distinct phonetic groups in another. 

The tendency of a language to express a complex idea by a single 
term has been styled "holophrasis," and it appears therefore that every 
language may be holophrastic from the point of view of another 
language. Holophrasis can hardly be taken as a fundamental char
acteristic of primitive lan~uages. 

"'" e have seen before that some kind of classification of expression 
must be found in every language. This classification of ideas into 
groups, each of which is expressed by an independent phonetic group, 
makes it necessary that concepts which are not readily rendered by a 
single one among the available souml-complexes should be ex
presse<l by combinations or by modifications of what 1night be called 
the elementary phonetic groups, in accordance with the elementary 
ideas to which the particular idea is reduced. 

This classification, an<l the necessity of expressing certain experi
ences by means of other related ones, which by limiting one another 
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define the special idea to be expressed, entail the presence of certain 
formal elements which determine the relations of the single phonetic 
groups. If each idea could be expressed by a single phonetic group, 
languages without form would be possible. Since, however, ideas 
must be expressed by being reduced to a number of related ideas, the 
kinds of re la ti on become important elements in articulate speech; 
and it follows that all languages must contain formal elements, and 
that their number must be the greater, the fewer the elementary 
phonetic groups that define special ideas. In a language which com
man<ls a very large, fixed vocabulary, the number of formal elements 
may become quite small. 

Gra1n/nu1t l<~a l PJ'•oce.~se.'I 

It is important to note that, in th<.' languages of the world, the num
ber of processes which are utilized to express the relations of terms is 
limite<l. Presumably this is Jue to the general characteristics of 
articulate speech. 'J'he only methods that are available for express
ing the relations between definite phonetic groups are their composi
tion in definite order, which may be combined with a mutual phonetic 
influence of th<.' eomponent elements upon one another, and inner 
modifiention of the phon<.'tic groups themselves. Both these meth
ods ar~ found in a great many languages, but sometimes only the 
method of composition occurs. 

In order to understand the significance of the ideas expressed by 
indepPndcnt phonetic groups and of the elements expressing their 
mutual relations, we have to discuss here the question, What forms 
the unit of speeeh 1 It has been pointed out before that the phonetic 
elements as such can be isolated only by analysis, and that they 
occur in speeeh only in combinations which are the equivalents of 
de.finite concepts. 

Since all speech is intended to serve for the communication of ideas, 
the natural unit of expression is the sentence; that is to say, a group 
of artieulate sounds which c·onvey a complete idea. It might seem 
that speech can rPadily be further subdivided, and that the word 
also forms a natural unit from which the sentence is built up. In 
most cases, howevl)r, it is easy to show that such is not the case, and 
that the word as such is known only by analysis. This is particularly 
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clear in the case of words like prepositions, conjunctions, or verbal 
forms which belong to subordinate clauses. Thus it would be ex
ceedingly difficult to imagine the use of words like and, for, to, were, 
expressed in such a way that they would convey a clear idea, except 
perhaps in forms like the Laconic If, in which all the rest of the 
sentence is implied, and sufficiently indicated by the if. In the 
same way, however, we who are grammatically trained may use a 
simple ending to correct an idea previously expressed. Thus the 
statement He sings beautifully might elicit a reply, sang; or a 
laconically inclined person might even remark, in reply to the state
ment Ile plays well, -ed, which by his friends might be well under
stood. It is clear that in all these cases the single elements are 
isolated by a secondary process from the complete unit of the 
sentence. 

Less clear appears the artificiality of the word as a unit in those 
cases in which the word seems to designate a concept that stands out 
clearly from others. Such is the case, for instance, with nouns; and 
it might seem that a word like stone is a natural unit. Nevertheless 
it will be recognized that the word stone alone conveys at most an 
objective picture, not a complete idea. 

Thus we are led to the important question of the relation of the 
word to the sentence. Basing our considerations on languages differ
ing fundamentally in form, it would seem that we may define the 
word as a phonetic group which, owing to its permanence of form, 
clearness of significance, and phonetic independence, is readily sepa
rated from the whole sentence. This definition obviously contains a 
considerable number of arbitrary elements, which may induce us, 
according to the general point of view taken, sometimes to designate 
a certain unit as a word, sometimes to deny its independent exist
ence. We shall see later on, in the discussion of American languages, 
that this practiral difficulty confronts us many times, and that it is 
not possible to decide with objective certainty whether it is justifiable 
to consider a certain phonetic group as an independent word or as a 
subordinate part of a word. 

Nevertheless there are certain elements contained in our definition 
which seem to be essential for the interpretation of a sound-complex 
as an independent word. From the point of view of grammatical 
form, the least important; from the point of view of phonetics, how-
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ever, the most fundamental, iH the phonetic independence of the ele
ment in question. It has been pointed out before how difficult it is 
to conceive the independence of the English s, which expresses the 
plural, the possessive, and the third person Rin~ular of the verb. This 
is largely due to the phonetic weakness of this grammatical element. 
If the idea of plurality were expressed by an element as strong pho
netically as the word many; the possessive part of the word, by an 
element as strong as the preposition of; and the third person singu
lar, by an element like he-we might, perhaps, be much more ready 
to recognize the character of these elements as independent words, 
and we actually do so. For example, stones, John's, loves, are single 
words; while many sheep, of stone, he went, are each considered as two 
words. Difficulties of this kind are met with constantly in American 
languages. Thus we find in a language like the Chinook that modify
ing elements are expressed by single sounds which phonetically enter 
into clusters which are pronounced without any break. To give an 
example: The word ania'lot 1 GIVE nut TO HER inay be analyzed into 
the following elements: a (tense), n 1, i HIM, a HER, l TO, o (direction 
away), t TO GIVE. Here, again, the weakness of the component ele
ments and their close phonetic association forbid us to consider them 
independent words; while the whole expression appears to us as a 
firm unit. 

Whenever we are guided by this principle alone, the limitation of 
the word unit appears naturally exceeding-ly uncertain, on account 
of the difference in impression of the phonetic strength of the com
ponent elements. 

It also happens that certain elements appear sometimes with such 
phonetic weakness that they can not possibly be considered as inde
pendent units of the sentence, whifo closely related forms, or even the 
same forms in other combinations, may gain the strength which they are 
lacking in other cases. As an exampl<.> of this kind may be given the 
Kwakiutl, in which many of the pronominal forms appear as exceed
ingly weak phonetic elemrnts. Thus the expression HE STRIKES HIM 

WITH IT is rendered by mix·6t,' dEqs, in which the two terminal ele
ments mean: q HIM, s WITH IT. 'Yhen, however, substantives are 
introduced in this expr<'ssion for object and instrument, the q assumes 
the fuller form xa, and thP s the fuller form sa, which we might quite 
readily write as independent words analogous to our art;cles. 
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I doubt very much whether an investigator who would recor<l 
French in the same way as we do the unwritten American languages 
would be inc1ined to write the pronominal elements which enter into 
the transitive verb as indepen<lent words, at least not when :ecor<l
ing the indicative forms of a positive verb. He might be induced 
to do so on discovering their freedom of position which appears in 
the negative and in some interrogatiYe forms. 

The determining influence of the freedom of position of a phonetic
ally fixed part of the sentence makes it necessary to include it in our 
definition of the word. 

Whenever a certain phonetic group appears in a variety of posi
tions in a sentence, and always in the same form, without any, or at 
least without material, modifications, we readily recognize its indi
viduality, and in an analysis of the language we are inclined to con
sider it as a separate word. These conditions are fully realized only 
in cases in which the sound-complex in question shows no modifica
tions at all. 

It may, however, happen that minor modifications occur, par
ticularly at the beginning and at the end, which we may be ready 
to disregard on account of their slight significance as compared to 
the permanence of the whole word. Such is the case, for instance, 
in the Dakota language., in which the terminal sound of a permanent 
word- complex which has a clearly defined significance will au to
matically modify the first sound of the following word-complex which 
has the same characteristics of permanence. The reverse may also 
occur. Strictly speaking, the line of demarcation between what we 
should commonly call two words is lost in this case; but the mutual 
influence of the two words in connection is, comparatively speak
ing, so slight that the concept of the individuality of the word out
weighs their organic connection. 

In other cases, where the organic connection becomes so firm 
that either both or one of the component elements may never occur 
without signs marking their close coupling, they will appear to us 
as a single unit. As an example of this condition may be mentioned 
the Eskimo. This lang-uage contains a great many elements 
which are quite clear in their significance and strong in phonetic 
character, but which in their position are so limited that they 
always follow other definite parts of the sentence, that they can 
never form the beginning of a complete phonetic group, and 



HANDBOOK OF AMERICAN INDIAN LANGUAGES 27 

that the preceding phonetic group loses its more permanent phonetic 
form whenever they appear added to it. To give an example: 
takuvoq_ means HE SEES; takulerpoq_ means HE BEGINS TO SEE. 

In the second form the idea of seeing is contained in the element 
taku-, which by itself is incomplete. The following element, -ler, can 
never begin a sentence, and attains the significance of BEGINNING 

only in connection with a preceding phonetic group, the terminal 
sound of which is to a certain extent determined by it. In its turn, 
it requires an ending, which expresses, in the example here selected, 
the third person singular, -poq; while the word expressing the idea 
of SEEING requires the ending -voq for the same person. These also 
can not possibly begin a sentence, and their initial sounds, v and p, 
are determined solely by the terminal sounds of the preceding ele
ments. Thus it will be seen that this group of sound-complexes 
forms a firm unit, held together by the formal incompleteness of each 
part and their far-reaching phonetic influences upon one another. It 
would seem that, in a language in which the elements are so firmly 
knit together as in Eskimo, there could not be the slightest 
doubt as to what constitutes the word in our ordinary sense of the 
term. The same is true in many cases in Iroquois, a language in 
which conditions quite similar to those in the Eskimo prevail. Here 
an example may be given from the Oneida dialect. Watgajijanegale 
THE FLOWER BREAKS OPEN consists of the formal elements wa-, -t-, 
and -g-, which are temporal, modal, and pronominal in character; the 
vowel-a-, which is the character of the stem-jija F,LOWER, which never 
occurs alone; and the stem -negale TO BREAK OPEN, which also has no 
independent existence. 

In all these cases the elements possess great clearness of signifi
cance, but the lack of permanence of form compels us to consider 
them as parts of a longer word. 

While in some languages this gives us the impression of an adequate 
criterion for the separation of words, there are other cases in which 
certain parts of the sentence may be thus isolated, while the others 
retain their independent form. In American languages this is par
ticularly the case when nouns enter the verbal complex without 
any modification of their component elements. This is the case, for 
instance, in Pawnee: ta'tukut I HAVE CUT IT FOR THEE, and riks 
ARROW, combine into tatu'rikskUf I CUT THY ARROW. The closeness of 
connection of -these forms is even clearer in cases in which far-reach-
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ingphonetic modifications occur. Thus the elements ta-t-r1u/1n combine 
into ta'hu/:n 1 MAKE (because tr in a word changes to h); and ta-t-riks
rutn becomes tahikstu.:n I MAKE AN ARROW (because r after s 
changes tot). At the same time r'iks ARROW occurs as an independ
ent word. 

If we follow the principle laid down in the preceding remarks, 
it will readily be seen that the same element may appear at one time 
as an independent noun, then again as a part of a word, the rest of 
which has all the characteristics before described, and which for 
this reason we are not inclined to consider as a complex of independ
ent elements. 

Ambiguity in regard to the independence of parts of the sentence 
may also arise either when in their significance they become depend
ent upon other parts of the sentence, or when their meaning is so 
vague and weak as compared to the other parts of the sentence that 
we are led to regard them as subordinate parts. Words of this 
kind, when phonetically strong, will generally be considered as inde
pendent particles;_ when, on the other hand, they are phonetically 
weak, they will generally be considered as modifying parts of other 
words. A good exampl~ of this kind is contained in the Ponca 
texts by the Rev. James Owen Dorsey,1 in which tlie same elements 
are often treated as independent particles, while in other cases they 
appear as subordinate parts of words. Thus we find ¢eama THESE 

(p. 23, line 17)' but jdbe arnd THE BEAVER (p. 553, line 7). 
The same is true in regard to the treatment of the grammar of the 

Sioux by the Rev. S. R. Riggs. We find in this case, for instance, 
the element pi always treated as the ending of a word, probably 
owing to the fact that it represents the plural, which in the Indo
European languages is almost always expressed by a modification 
of the word to which it applies. On the other hand, elements like kta 
and 8ni, signifying the future and negation respectively, are treated 
as independent words, although they appear in exactly the same 
form as the pi mentioned before. 

Other examples of this kind are the modifying elements in Tsim
shian, a language in which innumerable adverbial elements are 
expressed by fairly weak phonetic groups which have a definite 
position. Here, also, it seems entirely arbitrary whether these 
phonetic groups are considered as separate words, or whether they 

1 Contributions to North American Ethnology, v1. 
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are combined with the verbal expressions into a single word. In 
these cases the independent existence of the word to which such 
particles are joined without any modification will generally deter
mine us to consider these elements as independent particles, pro
vided they are phonetically strong enough ; while whenever the 
verbal expression to which they are joined is modified either by the 
insertion of these elements between its component parts, or in some 
other way, we are inclined to consider them as parts of the word. 

It seemed important to discuss somewhat fully the concept of the 
word in its relation to the whole sentence, because in the morpho
logical treatment of American languages this question plays an 
important role. 

Stem and Afflx 

The analytic treatment of languages results in the separation of a 
number of different groups of the elements of speech. When we 
arrange these according to their functions, it appears that certain 
elements recur in every single sentence. These are, for instance, 
the forms indicating subject and predicate, or, in modern European 
languages, forms indicating number, tense, and person. Others, 
like terms expressing demonstrative ideas, may or may not occur in 
a sentence. These and many others are treated in our grammars. 
According to the character of these elements, they seem to modify 
the material contents of the sentence; as, for instance, in the Eng
lish sentences he strikes him, and I struck thee, where the idea of strik
ing somebody appears as the content of the communication; while 
the ideas he, present, him, and J, past, thee, appear as modifications. 

It is of fundamental importance to note that this separation of the 
ideas contained in a sentence into material contents and formal 
modifications is an arbitrary one, brought about, presumably, first of 
of all, by the great variety of ideas which may be expressed in the 
same formal manner by the same pronominal and tense elements. 
In other wor<ls, the material contents of the sentence may be repre
sented by subjects and predicates expressing an unlimited number 
of ideas, while the modifying elements-here the pronouns and 
tenses-comprise, comparatively speaking, a very small number of 
ideas. In the discussion of a language, the parts expressing the mate
rial contents of sentences appear to us as the subject-matter of lexi-
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cography; parts expressing the modifying relations, as the subject
matter of grammar. In modern Indo-European languages the num
ber of ideas which are expressed by subordinate elements is, on the 
whole, limited, and for this reason the dividing-line between grammar 
and dictionary appears perfectly clear and well drawn. In a wider 
sense, however, all etymological processes and word compositions 
must be considered as parts of the grammar; and, if we include those, 
we find that, even in Indo-European languages, the number of classi
fying ideas is quite large. 

In American languages the distinction between grammar and 
lexicography often becomes quite obscure, owing to the fact that the 
number of elements which enter into formal compositions becomes 
very large. It seems necessary to explain this somewhat more fully 
by examples. In the Tsimshian language we fin<l a very great number 
of adverbial elements which can not be considered as entirely inde
pendent, and which, without doubt, must be considered as elements 
modifying verbal ideas. On account of the very large number of tl\ese 
elements, the total number of verbs of motion seems to be somewhat 

restricted, although the total number of verbs that may be com
bined with these adverbial ideas is mueh larger than the total number 
of the adverbial ideas themselves. Thus, the number of adverbs 
appears to be fixed, while the number of verbs appears unlimited; 
and consequently we have the impression that the former are modi
fying elements, and that their discussion belongs to the grammar 
of the language, while the latter are words, and their discussion 
belongs to the lexicography of the language. The number of such 
modifying elements in Eskimo is even larger; and here the impres
sion that the discussion of these clements belongs to the grammar of 
the language is increased by the fact that they can never take an 
initial position, and that they are not placed following a complete 
word, but are added to an element which, if pronounced by itself, 
would not give any sense. 

Now, it is important to note that, in a number of languages, the 
number of the modifying elements may increase so much that it 
may become doubtful which element represents a series of ideas 
limited in number, and which represents an almost unlimited series 
of words belonging to the vocabulary. This is true, for instance, in 
Algonquian, where in ~lmost all verbs several elements appear in 
conjunction, each in a definite position, but each group so numerous 
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that it would be entirely arbitrary to designate the one group as 
words modified by the other group, or vice versa. 

The importance of this consideration for our purposes lies in the 
fact that it illustrates the lack of definiteness of the terms stem 

and affix. According to the ordinary terminology, affixes are 
elements attached to stems or words, and modifying them. This 
definition is perfectly acceptable as long as the number of modifying 
ideas is limited. When, however, the number of modifying elements 

· becomes exceedingly large, we may well doubt which of the two is 
the modifier and which the modified, and the determination finally 
becomes entirely arbitrary. In the following discussions the attempt 
has been made to confine the terms prefix, suffix, and affix entirely to 
those cases where the number of ideas expressed by these elements 
is strictly limited. Wherever the number of combined elements 
becomes so large that they can not be properly classified, these 
terms have not been used, but the elements have been treated as 
co-ordinate. 

Discussion of Grammatical Categories 

From what has been said it appears that, in an objective discus
sion of languages, three points have to be considered: first, the con
stituent phonetic elements of the language; second, the groups of 
ideas expressed by phonetic groups; third, the methods of combining 
and modifying phonetic groups. 

It seems desirable to discuss the second of these points somewhat 
more fully before taking up the description of the characteristics of 
American languages. 

Grammarians who have studied the languages of Europe and 
western Asia have developed a system of categories which we are 
inclined to look Jor in every language. It seems desirable to show 
here in how far the system with which we are familiar is character
istic only of certain groups of languages, and in how far other systems 
may be substituted for it. It seems easiest to illustrate this matter 
by discussing first some of the characteristics of the Indo-European 
noun, pronoun, and verb, and then by taking up the wider aspects of 
this subject. 
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~T"outiual Categories 

In the treatment of our noun we are accustomed to look for a 
number of fundamental categories. In most Indo-European lan
guages, nouns are classified according to gender, they are modified 
by forms expressing singular and plural, an<l they also appear in 
syntactic combinations as cases. None of these apparently funda
mental aspects of the noun are necessary elements of articulate 
speech. 

GENDER 

The history of the English language shows clearly that the gender 
of a noun may practically be suppressed without interfering with the 
clearness of expression. While we still find traces of gender in 
English, practically all inanimate objects have come to belong to 
one single gender. It is interesting to note that, in the languages 
of the world, gender is not by any means a fundamental category, 
and that nouns may not be divided into classes at all, or the point 
of view of classification may be an entirely different one. Thus the 
Bantu languages of Africa classify words into a great many distinct 
groups the significance of most of which is not by any means clear. 
The Algonquian of North America classify nouns as animate and 
inanimate, without, however, adhering strictly to the natural classi~ 
fication implied in these terms.~ Thus the small animals may be 
classified as inanimate, while certain plants may appear as animate. 
Some of the Siouan languages classify nouns by means of articles, 
and strict distincti~ns are made between animate moving and ani
mate at rest, inanimate long, inanimate round, inanimate high, and 
inanimate collective objects. The Iroquois distinguish strictly be
tween nouns designating men and other nouns. The latter may 
again be subdivided into a definite and indefinite group. The Uchee 
distinguish between members of the tribe and other human beings. 
In America, true gender is on the whole rare; it is found, perhaps, 
among a few of the languages of the lower Mississippi; it occurs in 
the same way as in most Indo-European languages in the Chinook 
of Columbia river, and to a more limited extent among some of the 
languages of the state of Washington and of British Columbia. 
Among North American languages, the Eskimo and Athapascan 
have no trace of a classification of nouns. The examples here given 
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show clearly that the sex principle, which underlies the classification 
of nouns in European languages, is merely one of a great many pos
sible classifications of this kind. 

PLURAL 

Of a somewhat different character is the plural of lndo-European 
nouns. Because, for the purpose of clear expression, each noun 
must be expressed either as a singular or as a plural, it might seem 
that this classification is almost indispensable; hut it is not difficult 
to show, by means of sentences, that, even in English, the distinction 
is not always made. For instance, in the sentence The wolf lias 

devoured the sheep, it is not clear whether a single sheep is meant, 
or a plurality of sheep are referred to. Nevertheless, this would not, 
on the whole, be felt as an inconvenience, since either the context 
would show whether singular or plural is meant, or an added adjec
tive would give the desired information. 

While, according to the structure of our European 1anguages, we 

always tend to look for the expression of singularity or plurality for 
the sake of clearness of expression, there are other languages that 
are entirely indifferent towards this distinction. A good examp1e 
of this kind is the Kwakiutl. It is entirely immaterial to the 
Kwakiutl whether he says, There is a house or The1·e are houses. 

The same form is used for expressing both i<leas, an<l the i<lea of 
singularity and plurality must be understood either by the context 
or by the addition of a special adjective. Similar con<litions prevail 
in the Athapascan languages and in Haida. In Siouan, also, a <lis
tinction between singularity and plurality is made only in the case 
of animate objects. It would seem that, on the whole, American 
languages are rather indifferent in regard to the clear expression of 
plurality, but that they tend to express much more rigidly the ideas 
of collectivity or distribution. Thus the Kwakiutl, who are rather 
indifferent to the expression of plurality, are very particular in 
denoting whether the objects spoken of are distributed here or 
there. When this is the case, the distribution is carefully expressed. 
In the same way, when speaking of fish, they express by the same 
term a single fish and a quantity of fish. When, however, they 
desire to say that these fish belong to different species, a distributive 
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form expressing this idea is made use of. A similar indifference to 
the idea of singular and plural may be observed in the pronouns of 
several languages, and will be noted later on. 

On the other hand, the idea of number may be much more strongly 
emphasized than it is in the modern languages of Europe. The dual, 
as in Greek, is of common occurrence the world over; but it happens 
also that a trialis and paucalis-expressions for three and a few-are 
distinguished. 

CASE 

What is true of number is no less true of case. Psychologically, 
the substitution of prepositional expressions for cases would hardly 
represent a complete absence of the concept of cases. This is rather 
found in those languages in which the whole group of relations of the 
nouns of a sentence is expressed in the verb. When, for instance, in 
Chinook, we find expressions like he her it with cut, man, woman, 
knife, meaning The man cut the w01nan with the knife, we may safely 
say that the nouns themselves appear without any trace of case
relationship, merely as appositions to a number of pronouns. It is 
true that in this case a distinction is made in the pronoun between 
subject and object, and that, in this sense, cases are found, although 
not as nominal cases, but still as pronominal cases. The case
relation, however, is confined to the two forms of subject and 
object, since the oblique cases are expressed by pronominal objects, 
while the characteristic of each particular oblique relation is 
expressed by adverbial elements. In the same language, the genitive 
relation is eliminated by substituting for it possessive expressions, 
like, for instance, the man, his house, instead of the man's house. 
While, therefore, case-expressions are not entirely eliminated, their 
number, which in some European languages is considerable, may be 
largely reduced. 

Thus we find that some of our nominal categories either do not 
occur at all, or occur only in very much reduced forms. On the other 
hand, we must recognize that other new categories may occur which 
are entirely foreign to our European languages. Classifications like 
those referred to before--such as animate and inanimate, or of nouns 
designating men, and other nouns; and, further, of nouns according 
to form-are rather foreign to us, although, in the-connection of verb 
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and noun, form-classifications occur. Thus we do not say, a tree is 
somewhere, but a tree stands,· not, the river is in New York, but the 
river flows through New York. 

TENSE 

Tense classes of nouns are not rare in American languages. As we 
may speak of a future husband or of our late friend, thus many Indian 
languages express in every noun its existence in presence, past, or 
future, which they require as much for clearness of expression as we 
require the distinction of singular and plural. 

:Pertlo1utl Pronoun.ti1 

The same lack of conformity in the principles of classification may 
be found in the pronouns. We are accustomed to speak of three 
persons of the pronoun, which occur both in the singular and in the 
plural. Although we make a distinction of gender for the third per
son of the pronoun, we do not carry out tpis principle of classification 
consistently in the other persons. The first and second persons and 
the third person plural have the same form for masculine, feminine, 
and neuter. A more rigid application of the sex system is made, for 
instance, in the language of the Hottentots of South Africa, in which 
sex is distinguished, not only in the third person, but also in the first 
and second persons. 

Logically, our three persons of the pronoun are based on the two 
concepts of self and not-self, the second of which is subdivided, 
according to the needs of speech, into the two concepts of person 
addressed and person spoken of. When, therefore, we speak of a 
first person plural, we mean logically either self and person addressed, 
or self and person or persons spoken of, or, finally, self, person or per
sons addressed, and person or persons spoken of. A true first person 
plural is impossible, because there can never be more than one self. 
This logical laxity is avoided by many languages, in which a sharp 
distinction is made between the two combinations self and person or 
persons spoken to, or self and person or persons spoken of. I do 
not know of any language expressing in a separate form the com
bination of the three persons, probably because this idea readily 
coalesces with the idea of self and persons spoken to. These two 
forms are generally designated by the rather inaccurate term of 
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"inclusive" and "exclusive first person plural," by which is meant 
the first person plural, including or excluding the person addressed. 
The second and third persons form true plurals.. Thus the principle 
of division of the pronouns is carried through in many languages 
more rigidly than we find it in the European group. 

On the other hand, the lack of clear distinction between singular 
and plural may be observed also in the pronominal forms of a num
ber of languages. Thus the Sioux do not know any pronominal dis
tinction between the singular an<l plural of the second person, and 
only a very imperfect distinction between the third person singular 
and plural; while the first person singular arnl plural, according to 
the fundamental difference in their significance, are sharply distin
guished. In some Siouan dialects we may well say t.hat the pro
nominal object has only a first person singular, first person plural, 
and a second person, and that no other pronoun for the object occurs. 
Thus the system of pronouns may be reduced to a mere fragment 
of what we are accustomed to find. 

Dmno11strati1,•e Pro11ountt 

In many cases, the analogy of the personal pronouns and of the 
demonstrative pronouns is rigid, the demonstrative pronoun having 
three persons in the same way as the personal pronoun. Thus the 
Kwakiutl will say, the house near me (this h<Y~se), the house near thee 
(that house), the house near him (that hou~- J. 

But other points of view are added to the principle of division 
corresponding to the personal pronoun. Thus, the Kwakiutl, and 
many other American languages, add to the pronominal concept just 
discussed that of visibility and invisibility, while the Chinook add 
the concepts of present and past. Perhaps the most exuberant 
development of the demonstrative idea is found among the Eskimo, 
where not only the ideas corresponding to the three personal pro
nouns occur, but also those of position in spare in relation to the 
speaker,-which are specified in seven directions; as, center, above, 
below, in front, behind, right, left,-and expressing points of the com
pass in relation to the position of the speaker. 

It must be borne in mind that the divisions which are mentioned 
here are all necessary parts of clear expression in the languages men
tioned. For instancet in Kwakiutl it woul<l be inconceivable to use 
an expression like our that house, which means in English the single 
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house away from the speaker. The Kwakiutl mu~t ex pre~:-; t.hi~ idea 

in cne of t1w following six forms: 

The (sing·ular or z>lural) lwu.i.:e visible Htal' mt' 
fo.i'isiblf 1um· me 
visiblf rua r thu 

iniiNible near tl1ee 
'risible near him 

imisible near It im 
while the Eskimo would express n. term like th iR man as 

ThiR man 11Htr me 
·near thee 

near him 
behind me 

in front of me 

to the right of me 
to the left of me 
above me 

below me, etc. 

re-rbul ('uteyorle.~ 

W c <:'an follow out similnr diff erenct:~s in the Yerb. In our Indo

European languages we haYe ('Xpressions signifying persons, tenses, 

moo<ls, and voices. The ideas represented by these groupR arc quite 

unevenly developed in various languuges. In a great many cases 
the forms expressing the persons are express('d simply by n, eombina

tion of the personal pronoun nn<l t hf' Yerb; while in other eases the 

phonetic complex<'s (_)xpressing p(lrsonal relations are developed in 

an astonishing manner. Thus the Algonquian and the Eskimo possess 

sperial phonetic gronps expres~ing definite relations between the 

subject and obieet whi('h oreur in transitive verbs. For example, in 

sentences like I .~trike thef, or Tiny .~frikP me, the combination of the 
pronouns I - thee, nnd they - me, are <'Xpr£l~sed by specinl phonetic 

equivalents. There are eYen cases in whieh the inclireet obieetf; (as in 

the sl'ntencc, I send him to 11ou) mny be express<'d by a singlt• form. 

The <"1rnracteristic trait of the form~ here r<'ferred to is, that the 

romhi1wcl pronoun rnn not l)(' rC'clueed to it~ constituent elements, 

alt hough historicnJly it may lutY(' originated from eombinntions of 

separate forms. It is obvious tha.t in cases in which t.hc development 
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of the pronoun is as weak as in the Siouan languages, to which I have 
referred before, the definiteness of the pronominal forms of the verb, 
to which we are accustomed, is entirely lost. Thus it happens that 
in the Sioux the verb alone may be used as well for the more or less 
abstract idea of verbal action as for the third person of the indicative. 

Much more fundamental are the existing differences in regard to 
the occurrence of tenses and modes. We are accustomed to verbal 
forms in which the tense is always expressed with perfect definite
ness. In the sentence The man is sick we really express the idea, 
The single definite man is sick at the present time. This strict expres
sion of the time relation of the occurrence is missing in many 
languages. The Eskimo, for instance, in expressing the same idea, 
will simply say, single man sick, leaving the question entirely open 
whether the man was sick at a previous time, is sick at the present 
time, or is going to be sick in the future. The condition here is 
similar to the one described before in relation to plurality. The 
Eskimo can, of course, express whether the man is sick at the present 
time, was sick, or is going to be sick, but the grammatical form of 

his sentences does not require the expression of the tense relation. 
In other cases the temporal ideas may be expressed with much greater 
nicety than we find in our familiar grammars. Generally, languages 
in which a multiplicity of tenses are found include in their form of 
expression certain modifications of the tense concept which might be 
called "semi-temporal," like inchoatives, which express the beginning 
of an action; duratives, which express the extent of time during which 
the action lasts; transitionals, which express the change of one state 
of being into another; etc. There is very little agreement in regard 
to the occurrence of such tenses, and the characteristics of many 
languages show that tenses are not by any means required for clear 
expression. 

What is true of tenses is also true of modes. The num her of 
languages which get along with a single mode, or at most with the 
indicative and imperative, is considerable; although, in this case also, 
the idea of subordination ntay be expressed if it seems desirable to 
do so. 

The few examples that I have given here illustrate that many of 
the categories which we are inclined to consider as essential may be 
absent in foreign languages, and that other categories may occur as 
substitutes. 
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Interpretation of Grammatical Categories 

Wlwn we consider for u moment what this implies, it will be recog
nized that in cneh language only a part of the complete concept that 
we have in mind is expressed, an<l that each language has a peculiar 
tendency to select this or that aspert of the mental image which is 
con Ye.reel hy the expression of the thought. To use again the example 
whieh I nwntione.d before, The man i.~ sick. We exprElss by this 
sentence, in English, the idea, a, <le.finite single man at present sick. 
In Kwakiutl this sentence would have to be rendered by an expres
sion which would mean, in the vaguest possible form that could be 
given to it, d~finite m.an near him invisible sick near him invisible. 
Visibility and nearness to the first or second person might, of course, 
have heen sEllertcd in our example in place of invisibility and nearness 
to the third person. An idiomatic expression of the sentence in 
this language woul<l, however, be mueh more definite, an<l would 
require an expression somewhat like the following, That invisible 
man lie.<J sick on his back on the floor of the absent house. In 
Eskimo, on t11e other hand, the same idea would be expressed by a 
form like Cnngle) man sick, leaving place and time entirely indefi
nite. In Poncn, one of the Siouan dialects, the same idea would 
require a dec·ision of the quPstion whether the man is at rest or mov
ing, and we might have a form like the moving single man sick. 
If we take into consideration further traits of idiomatic expression, 
this example might be further expanded by adding inodalities of the 
verb; thus the Kwakiutl, whose language I have used several times 
as an example, would require a form indicating whether this is a new 
subject introduced in conversation or not; and, in case the speaker 
had not seen the sick pC'rson himself, he would have to express whether 
he knows hy hearsay or by evidence that the person is sick, or 
whether he has dr(lamed it. It seems, however, better not to com
plicate our present discussion by taking into consideration the pos
sibilities of exact expression that may be required in idiomatic forms 
of speech, but rather to eonsi<ler only those parts of the sentence 
which, aeeording to the morphology of the language, must be expressed. 

We conclude from the exampl<1s here given that in a discussion of 
the charaderisties of various languages different fundamental cate
gories will be found, and that in a comparison of different languages 
it wil I be neccssn ry to com pare as well the phonetic characteristics 
as th<1 ehnrnctcristies of the voeabulary and those of the grammatical 
con<'<'pts in ordPI' to gin' <1n<'h language its proper place. 
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III. CLASSIFICATION OF LANGUAGES 

Origin of Dialects 

In many cases the determination of the genetic relationship of 
languages is perfectly simple. 'Vherever W'<' find close similarities 
in phonetics, in vocabularies, and in details of grammar, there can 

not be the slightest doubt that the languages that are being studied 
are varieties of the same ancestral form. 

To a certain extent the differentiation of a single language into a 
number of dialects is spontaneous. 'Vhen communication between 
peoples speaking the same tongue ceases, peculiarities of pronuncia
tion will readily manifest themselves in one region or the other and 
may become permanent. In some eases these modifications of pro
nunciation may gradually increase and may become so radical that 
several quite different forms of the original language develop. At 
the same time words readily assume a new significance, and if the 
separation of the people should be uccom panied by a difFerentiation 
of culture, these changes may proceed at a very rapid ·rate. 

In cases of such phonetic changes and of modifications in the sig
nificance of words, a certain degree of regularity may always be 
observed, and for this reason the historical relationship between 
the new dialects and the older forms ean always be readily estab
lished and may be compared to the modifications that take place in 
a series of generations of liYing beings. 

Another form of modification may oecur that is also analogous to 
biological transformations. "\Ve must recognize that the origin of 
language must not be looked for in human faculties that have once 
been active, but which have disappeared. As a matter of fact, new 
additions to linguistic devices and to linguistic material are con
stantly being made. Such spontaneous additions to a language may 
occur in one of the new dialects, while they do not occur in the other. 

These, although related to the structure of the older language, will 
be so entirely new in their character that they can not be directly 
related to the ancestral language. 

It must also be considered that each of these dialects may incor
porate new material. X evertheless in all cases where the older mate

rial constitutes the bulk of the material of the language, its close 
relationship to the ancestral tongue will readily be recognized. In 
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all these cases, phonetics, details of grammatical structure, and 
vocabulary will show far-reaching similarities. 

Comparison of Distinct Languages 

The problem becomes much more difficult when the similarities in 
any of these traits become less pronounced. With the extension of 
our knowledge of primitive languages, it has been found that cases 
are not rare in which languages spoken in certain continuous areas 
show radical differences in vocabulary and in grammatical form, 
but close similarity in their phonetic elements. In other cases the 
similarity of phonetic elements may be less pronounced, but there 
may exist a close similarity in structural details. Again, many 
investigators have pointed out peculiar analogies in certain words 
without being able to show that grammatical form and general 
phonetic character coincide. l\Iany examples of such conditions may 
be given. In America, for instance, the phonetic similarity of the 
languages spoken between the coast of Oregon and :Mount St. Elias 
is quite striking. All these languages are characterized by the occur
rence of a great many peculiar k sounds and peculiar l sounds, and 
by their tendency towards great stress of articulation, and, in most 
cases, towards a clustering of consonants. Consequently to our ear 
these languages sound rough and harsh. Notwithstanding these 
similarities, the grammatical forms and the vocabularies are so 
utterly distinct that a common origin of the languages of this area 
seems entirely out of the question. A similar example may be given 
from South Africa, where the Bantu negroes, Bushmen, and Hotten
tots utilize some peculiar sounds which are produced by inspiration
by drawing in the breath, not by expelling it-a.nd which are ordi
narily called "clicks." N otwi thst anding this very peculiar common 
trait in their languages, there is no similarity in grammar and hardly 
any in vocabulary. 

'Ne might also givC' the example of the Siouan and the Iroquois 
languages of North America, two stocks that have been in proximity, 
and which are characterized by the occurrence of numerous nasal
ized vowels; or the phonetic characteristics of Californian languages, 
which sound to our ear (\uphonious, and are in strong contrast to the 
languages of the North Pacific coast. 

It must be said that, on the whole, such phonetic rhara.cteristics 
of a limited area appear in their most pronounced for1n when we 
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compare the whole region with the neighboring districts. They 
form a unit rather by contrast with foreign phonetics than when 
compared among themselves, each language having its own peculiar 
characteristics in a group of this kind. Thus, the Tlingit of the 
North Pacific coast differs very much from the Chinook of Columbia 
river. Nevertheless, when both languages are compared to a lan
guage of southern California, the Sioux or the Algonquian, traits 
that are common to both of them appear to quite a marked degree. 

What is true of phonetics is also true of grammatical form, and 
this is evidently a characteristic trait of the languages of the whole 
world. In North America particularly such groups of languages 
can be readily recognized. A more detailed discussion of this prob
lem will be given in another place, and it will be sufficient to state 
here, that languages-like, for instance, the Athapascan, Tlingit, 
and Haida-which are spoken in one continuous area on the north
west coast of our continent show certain common characteristics 
when compared with neighboring languages like the Eskimo, Algon
quian, and Tsimshian. In a similar way, a number of Californian 
languages, or languages of southern British Columbia, and languages 
like the Pawnee and Iroquois, each form a group characterized by 
certain traits which are not found in other languages. 

In cases where such morphological similarities occur without a 
corresponding similarity of vocabulary, it becomes exceedingly diffi
cult to determine whether these languages may be considered as 
descendants of one parent language; and there are numerous cases 
in which our judgment must be suspended, because, on the one hand, 
these similarities are far-reaching, while, on the other hand, such 
radical differences are found that we can not account for them with
out assuming the introduction of an entirely foreign element. 

Similar phenomena have recently induced P. \V. Schmidt to con
sider the languages of Farther India an<l of Malaysia as related; and 
the same problem has been discussed by Lepsius, and again by :Mein
hoff, in reference to the relation of the lunguages of the Hottentot 
to a number of east African languages and to the languages of the 
Hamitic peoples of North Africa. 

Difficulties also arise in cases where a considerable number of 
similar words are found without a corresponding.similarity of gram
matical forms, so that we may be reluctant to combine two such 
languages, notwithstanding their similaritic.s of vocabulary. 
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The comparison of vocabularies offers peculiar difficulties in 
American languages. Unfortunately, our knowledge of American 
languages is very limited, and in many cases we are confined to col
lections of a few hundred words, without any information in regard 
to grammatical forms. Owing to the strong tendency of many 
American languages to form compound words or derivatives of various 
kinds, it is very difficult in vocabularies of this kind to recognize the 
component elements of words, and often accidental similaritiei may 
obtrude themselves whieh a thorough knowledge of the languages 
would prove to be of no significance whatever. 

Setting aside this practical difficulty, it may happen quite often 
that in neighboring languages the same term is used to designate the 
same object, owing, not to the relationship of the languages, but to 
the fact that the word may be a loan word in several of them. Since 
the vocabularies which are ordinarily collected embrace terms for 
objects found in most <·ommon use, it seems most likely that among 
these a number of loan words may occur. 

Even when the available material is fuller and more thoroughly 
analyzed, doubt muy arise regarding the significance of the apparent 
similarities of vocabulary. 

Mutual Intluences of Languages 

In all these cases the final df'eision will depend upon the answer to 
the questions in how far tlistinet languages may influence one another, 
and in how far a language without bf'ing subject to foreign influ
ences may deviate from the parental type. \Vhilc it seems that the 
time has hardly come when it is possible to answer these questions 
in a definite manner, the evidf'nec seems to be in favor of the existence 
of far-reaching influences of this kind. 

I?ll o 11 (>f i ,. Iujl u '>" ,.e.'4 

This is perhaps most dearly eYident in the ensf' of phon<'ties. It 
is hardly eon(·<'ivabl<' why langunge~ spok('n in eontinuous areas, and 
entirely distinct in voenhulnry nnd in gmmmatienl strudure, 8houhl 
partake' of thf' sanw phonf'tie ehnmdf'risti<'s, unless, by imitation, 
certain phonf'tie traits may lw <"nrriPd h<'~·orn1 a singlf' linguistic 
stock. 'Vhilc I t1o not know that historien\ f'Vit\rm·p of SlH:h occur

r<'nces has hf'en d<'finitf'ly giYf'n, tlw phf'nonirnon ns it o<'<'Urs m 
South Africa, among the Bantu anu Hottentot, aumits of haruly 
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any other explanation. And the same i~ true, to a more or less 

pronounced extent, among- other <listinet hut neighboring languages. 

'fhe possibility of such a t ran~fer of ~ounds can not be denied. 

Among the American Indians, for in~t tu1ee-where intermarriages 

between individuals belonging- to different tribes are frequent; '''"here 

~lave women raise t lwir own and their master~' <'hildren; and where, 

O\ving to the ~mall number of individunl~ eonstituting the tribe, indi

viduals who have mastered beveral distin<'t languages are not by 

any nleans rare-nmplP opportunity is given for one language to 
exert its phonetic influence over another. ""'"hether this explanation 

is adequate, is a question thnt remains to he deeide(l by further his

torical stu<lies. 1 

Influence of the 8yntax of OIH' language upon another, and even, 

to a certain extent, of' the morphology of one lnnguage upon another, 

is also probable. The ~tudy of tlw language-., of Europe has proved 

clearly the dPep influeneP PXerted by Lntin upon the syntax of all 

the modern European lnnguages. """ e enn nl~o recognize how certain 
syntactic forms of expression occur in neighboring languages on our 

American continent. To gin_' nn in~tnncc of this kind, we find that, 

in the most diverse languages of tht' Xorth Pacifie coast, commands 

are given in the periphrastic form, It 1could be good if you did so 

and so; and in many rases this periphrastic form has been substi

tuted entirely for the ordinary imperatin~. Thus it may well be 

that groups of psychologienl eoncepts which are expressed by means 

of grammatical forms hnYf' developed in one language under the 

influence of anotlH'r; and it is difficult to sny, if we once admit such 

influence, whrre tlw limit may be to the modifications caused by 

such processes. 

On the otlwr hand, it ~eems PX<·eedingly difficult to understand 

why the moHt fundnnwntnl morphological traits of n language should 

disappear under the influencP of tmother form of thought as exhibited 

in another languagP. This would mean that the greater number of 

grammatical forms would di~appcar, and entirely new categories 

develop. It certninly ean not he denied that far-reaehing modifica

tions of this kirnl are possihlt\ hut it will requir(l the most cautious 

proof in (l\'"(lry singl(l ('ase befor(l t lwir exi·4PIH'(> can he accepted. 
----------- ----·· 

i Sec abo p .'.iJ. 
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Cases of the introduction of new suffixes in European languages 
are not by any means rare. Thus, ihe ending -able of French words 
has been adopted so frequently into English that the ending itself 
has attained a certain independence, and we can form words like 
eatabk, or even get-at-able, in which the ending, which was originally 
French, is added to an English word. In a similar way the French 
verbal ending -ir, combined with the German infinitive ending in 
-en, is used in a large number of German words as though it were a 
purely German ending. I do not know, however, of any observations 
which would point to a radical modification of the morphological 
traits of a language through the influence of another language. 

Lexicograpltic Inftumices 

While the phonetic influence of distinct languages upon one 
another and the modification of morphological traits in different 
languages are still obscure, the borrowing of words is very common, 
and sometimes reaches to an enormous extent. The vocabulary 
of English is an excellent example of such extensive amalgamation 
of the vocabularies of quite distinct languages, and the manner 
by which it has been attained is instructive. It is not only that 
Anglo - Saxon adopted large parts of the vocabulary of the 
Norman conquerors, that it took over a few terms of the older 
Celtic language, and adopted some words from the Norse invaders; 
but we find also, later, introductions from Latin and Greek, which 
were introduced through the progress of the arts and sciences, and 
which filtered <lown from the e<lucated to the une<lucated classes. 
Furthermore, numerous terms were adopted from the less civilized 
peoples with whom the English-speaking people came into contact 
in different parts of the world. Thus, the Australian and the 
Indian-English have each adopted n great many native terms, 
quite a number of which have found their way into colloquial and 
written modern English. This phenomenon is so common, and 
the processes by which new words enter into a language are so 
obvious, that a full discussion is not required. Another example 
that may be mentioned here is that of the Turkish lnnguage, which 
hns adopted a very lnrge number of Arah words. 

In such a transfer of the vocabulary of one language into another, 
words undergo, of course, far-reaching changes. These may be 
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partly due to phonetic difficulties, and consist in the adaptation 
of an unfamiliar group of sounds to the familiar similar sounds 
of the language by which the word has been adopted. There may 
be assimilations by which the grammatical form of a word is made 
similar to more familiar forms. Furthermore, changes in the sig
nificance of the word are common, and new derivations may be 
formed from the word after it has once become entirely familiar, 
like other native words. 

In this respect a number of American languages seem to be
have curiously when compared with European languages. Bor
rowing of words in Europe is particularly common when a new 
object is first introduced. In almost all these cases the foreign 
designation is taken over with more or less fundamental phonetic 
modifications. Examples of this kind are the words tobacco, canoe, 
maize, chocolate-to take as illustration a few words borrowed 
from American languages. American natives, on the other hand, 
do not commonly adopt words in this manner, but much more 
frequently invent descriptive words by which the new object is des

ignated. Thus the Tsimshian of British Columbia designate rice 
by a term meaning looking like maggots. The Kwakiutl call a 
steamboat fire on its back moving on the water. The Eskimo 
call cut tobacco being blown upon. Words of this type are in 
wide use; nevertheless, loan words taken from English are not by 
any means rare. The terms biscuit, dollar, coffee, tea, are found in 
a great many Indian languages. The probable reason why descrip
tive words are more common in American languages than in Euro
pean languages lies in the frequent occurrence of descriptive nouns. 

We find, therefore, that there are two sets of phenomena which 
must be considered in the classification of languages: (1) differences 
which can easily be proved to be derived from modifications of a 
single ancestral language; and (2) similarities which can not be 
thus explained, and some of which may be due to the effects of 
mixture. 

Origin of Similarities; by Dissemination or by Parallel 
Development 

Before we proceed with this consideration, we have to discuss 
the two logical possibilities for such similarities. Either they may 
be due to dissemination from a common source, so that they origi-
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nated only a single time, and were diffused by the influence of 
one people upon another; or it may be that they are due to an 
independent origin in many parts of the world. 

This alternative is present in the explanation of all ethnic phe
nomena, and is one of the fundamental questions in regard to which 
the ethnologist, as well as the investigator of languages, must be 
clear. In the older considerations of the position of the American 
race among the races of man, for instance, it has always been assumed 
that occurrence of similar phenomena among the peoples of the 
Old World and of the New proved genetic relationship. It is 
obvious that this method of proving relationship assumes that, 
wherever similarities occur, they must have been carried by the 
same people over different parts of the world, and that therefore 
they may be considered as proof of common descent. The method 
thus applied does not take into consideration the possibility of a grad
ual diffusion of cultural elements from one people to another, and 
the other more fundamental one of a parallel but independent 
development of similar phenomena among different races in remote 
parts of the world. Since such development is a logical possibil
ity, proofs of genetic relationship must not be based on the occur
rence of sporadic resemblances alone. 

A final decision of this vexed problem can be given only by historical 
evidence, which is hardly ever available, and for this reason the 
systematic treatment of the question must always proceed with the 
greatest caution. 

The cases in which isolated similarities of ethnic phenomena in re
mote parts of the world have been recorded are numerous, and many 
of these are of such a character that transmission cannot be proved at 
all. If, for instance, the Indians of South America use sacred 
musical instruments, which must not be seen by women, and if 
apparently the same custom prevails among the Australian aborigines, 
it is inadmissible to assume the occurrence of what seems to be 
the same custom in these two remote districts as due to transmission. 
It is perfectly intelligible that the custom may have developed inde
pendently in each continent. On the other hand, thne are many cases 
in which certain peculiar and complex customs are distributed over 
large continuous areas, and where transmission over lar~e portions of 
this area is plausible. In this case, even if independent origin ha<l 
taken place in different parts of the district in question, the present 
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distribution is fully explained by the assumption of extended dissem
ination. 

It is true, for instance, in the case of similar traditions which are 
found distributed over large districts. ~n example of this is the 
story of two girls who noticed two stars, a bright one and a small one, 
and wished these stars for their husbands. The following morning 
they foun<l themselves in the sky, married to the stars, and later on 
tried to return to the earth by letting themselves down through a 

hole in the sky. This rather complex tale is found distributed over 
the American continent in an area extending from Nova Scotia to the 
mouth of the :Mississippi river and westward to the Rocky mountains, 
and in places even on the Pacific ocean, for instance, in Alaska and in 
the state of Washington. It would seem difficult to assume, in a case 
of this kind, the possibility of an independent invention of the tale at 
a number of distin~t points; but it must be assumed that, after the 
tale hacl once attained its present form, it spread by dissemination 
over that part of the continent where it is now found. 

In extreme cases the conclusions drawn from these two types of ex
planation seem quite unassailable; but there are naturally a very 
large number of others in which the phenomenon in question is neither 
sufficiently complex, nor distributed over a sufficiently large contin
uous area, to lead with certainty to the conclusion of an origin by dis
semination; and there are others where the sporadic distributions seem 
curiously arranged, and where vague possibilities of contact occur. 
Thus it happens often that a satisfactory conclusion cannot be 
reached. 

We must also bear in mind that in many cases a continuous distri
bution may once have existed, but may have become discontinuous, 
owing to the disappearance of the phenomena in question in inter
mediate regions. If, however, we want to follow a safe method, we 
must not admit such causes for sporadic distribution, unless they can 
be definitely proved by other evidence; otherwise, the way is open to 
attempts to bring into contact practically every part of the world with 
all others. 

The general occurrence of similar ethnic phenomena in remote 
parts of the world admits also of the explanation of the existence 
of a certain number of customs and habits that were common to 
large parts of mankind at a very early period, and which have main
tained themselves here and there up to the pres~nt time. It can 
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not be denied that this point of view has certain elements in its fayor; 
but in the present state of our knowledge we can hardly say that it 
would be possible to prove or to disprove it. 

We meet the same fundamental problem in connection with simi
larities of languages which are too vague to be considered as proofs 
of genetic relationship. That these exist is obvious. Here we have 
not only the common characteristics of all human language, which 
have been discussed in the preceding chapter, hut also certain other 
similarities which must here be considered. 

Infiuence of Environment on Language 

It has of ten been suggested that similarities of neighboring lan
guages an<l customs may be explained by the influence of environ
ment. The leading thought in this theory is, that the human mind, 
under the stress of similar conditions, will produce the same results; 
that consequently, if the members of the same race live in the same 
surroundin~s, thPy will produce, for instancP, in their articulate speech, 
the same kind of phonetics, differing perhaps in detail according to 
the variations of environment, but the same in their essential traits. 
Thus it has been claimed that the moist and stormy climate of the 
North Pacific coast caused a chronic catarrhal condition among the 
inhabitants, and that to this condition is due the guttural pronuncia
tion and harshness of their languages; while, on the other hand, the 
mildness of the California climate has been made responsible for the 
euphonious character of the languages of that district. 

I do not believe that detailed investigations in any part of the 
world would sustain this theory. We might demand proof that the 
same language, when distributed over different climates, should pro
duce the same kind of modifications as those here exemplified; and 
we might further demand that, wherever similar climates are found, 
at least a certain approach to similarity in the phonetics of the lan
guages should occur. It would be difficult to prove that this is the 
case, even if we should admit the excuse that modifying influences 
have obscured the original similarity of phonetic character. Taking, 
for instance, the arctic people of the Old and New 'Vorlds as a unit, 
we find fundamentally different traits in the phonetics of the Eskimo, 
of the Chukchee of eastern Siberia, ancl of other arctic Asiatic and 
European peoples. The phonetics of the deserts of Asia and South 
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Africa and of southwestern North America are not by any means the 
same. The prairie tribes of North America, although living in 
nearly the same climate, over a considerable area, show remarkable 
differences in the phonetics of their languages; and, on the other 
hand, the tribes belonging to the Salish family who live east of the 
Rocky mountains, in the interior of British Columbia, speak a lan
guage that is not less harsh than that of their congeners on the north
ern coast of the state of ,y ashington. In any attempt at arranging 
phonetics in accordance with climate, the discrepancies would be so 
numerous, that an attempt to carry out the theory would lead to the 
necessity of explaining exceptions rather than examples corroborat
ing its correctness. 

What is true in regard to phonetics is no less true in regard to mor
phology and vocabulary. I do not think that it has ever been 
claimed that similar words must necessarily originate under the stress 
of the same conditions, although, if we admit the correctness of the 
principle, there is no reason for making an exception in regard to the 
vocabulary. 

I think this theory can be sustained even less in the field of lin
guistics than in the field of ethnology. It is certainly true that each 
people accommodates itself to a certain extent to its surroundings, 
and that it even may make the best possible use of its surroundings 
in accordance with the fundamental traits of its culture, but I do not 
believe that in any single case it will be possible to explain the culture 
of a people as <lue to the influence of its surroundings. It is self-evi
dent that the Eskimo of northern arctic America do not make 
extended use of wood, a substance which is very rare in those parts 
of the world, and that the Indians of the woodlands of Brazil are not 
familiar with the uses to which snow may be put. We may even go 
further, and acknowledge that, after the usefulness of certain sub
stances, plants, and animals-like bamboo in the tropics, or the cedar 
on the North Pacific coast of America, or ivory in the arctic regions, or 
the buffalo on the plains of North America-has once been recognized, 
they will find the most extended use, and that numerous inventions 
will be ma<le to expand their usefulness. We may also recognize that 
the distribution of the produce of a country, the difficulties and ease 
of travel, the necessity of reaching certain points, may deeply influ
ence the habits of the people. But with all this, to geographical 
conditions cannot be a.scribed more than a modifying influence upon 
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the fundamental traits of culture. If this were not true, the peculiar 
facts of distribution of inventions, of beliefs, of habits, and of other 
ethnological phenomena, woul<l be unintelligible. 

For instance, the use of the underground house is distributed, in 
America and Asia, over the northern parts of the plateaus to parts of 
the Great Plains, northwar<l into the arctic region; and crossing 
Bering strait we find it in use along the Pacific coast of Asia and 
as far south as northern Japan, not to speak of the subterranean 
dwellings of Europe and Xorth Africa. The climate of this district 
shows very considerable differences, and the climatic necessity for 
underground habitations does not exist by any means in many parts 
of the area where they occur. 

In a similar area we find the custom of increasing the elasticity of 
the bow by overlaying it with sinew. 'Vhile this procedure may be 
quite necessary in the arctic regions, where no elastic woo<l is avail
able, it is certainly not necessary in the more southern parts of the 
Rocky mountains, or along the east coast of Asia, where a great many 
varieties of strong elastic wood are available. X evertheless the use
fulness of the invention seems to have led to its ~eneral application 
over an extended district. 

We might also give numerous examples which would illustrate 
that the adaptation of a people to their surroundings is not by any 
means perfect. How, for instance, cu.n Wt"' explain the fact that the 
Eskimo, notwithstanding their inventiveness, have never thought 
of domesticating the caribou, while the Chukehec have acquired 
large reindeer-herds~ Why, on the other hand, should the Chukchee, 
who are compelled to travel about with their reindeer-herds, use a 
tent which is so cumbersome that a train of many sledges is required 
to move it, while the Eskimo have reduced the frame of their tents 
to such a degree that a single sledge can he used for conveying it 
from place to place~ 

Other examples of a similar kind are the difference in the habita
tions of the arctic Athapnsean tribes and those of the Eskimo. Not
withstan<ling the rigor of the elimate, the former live in light skin 
tents, while the Eskimo have succeeded in protecting themselves 
efficiently against the gules and the snows of winter. 

What nctually seems to take place in the movements of peoples 
is, that a people who settle in a new environment will first of all 
cling to their old habits and only modify them as much as is abso-
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lutely necessary in order to live fairly comfortably, the comfort of 
life being generally of secondary importance to the inertia or con
servatism which prevents a people from changing their settled habits, 
that have become customary to such an extent that they are more 
or less automatic, and that a change would be felt as something 
decidedly unusual. 

Even when a people remain located in the same place, it would 
seem that historical influences are much stronger than geographical 
influences. I am inclined, for instance, to explain in this manner the 
differences between the cultures of the tribes of arctic Asia and of 
arctic America, and the difference in the habits of the tribes of the 
southern plateaus of North America when compared with those of 
the northern plateaus of North America. In the southern regions 
the influence of the Pueblos has made itself felt, while farther to 
the north the simpler culture of the ~Iackenzie basin gives the 
essential tone to the culture of the people. 

While fully acknowledging the importance of geographical con
ditions upon life, I do not believe that they can be given a place 
at all comparable to that of culture as handed down, and to that 
of the historical influence exerted by the cultures of surrounding 
tribes; and it seems likely that the less direct the influence of the 
surroundings is, the less also can it be used for accounting for peculiar 
ethnological traits. 

So far as language is concerned, the influence of geographical sur
roundings and of climate seems to be exceedingly remote; and as 
long as we are not even able to prove that the whole organism of 
man, and with it the articulating organs, are directly influenced 
by geographical environment, I do not think we are justified in con
sidering this element as an essential trait in the formation or modi
fication of human speech, much less as a cause which can be used 
to account for the similarities of human speech in neighboring areas. 

Influence of Common Psychic Traits 

Equally uncertain seems to be the resort to the assumption of pecu
liar psychic traits that are common to geographical divisions of the 
same race. It may be claimed, for instance, that the languages of 
the Athapasc1n, Tlingit, and Haida, which were referred to before 
as simil&.i~ in certain fundamental morphological traits, are alike, 
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for the reason that these three peoples have certain psychical traits 
in common which are not shared in by other American tribes. 

It seems ~ertainly admissible to assume slight differences in the 
psychical make-up among groups of a race which are different in re
gard to their physical type. If we can prove by means of anatom
ical investigations that the bodily form, and with it the nervous 
system nnd the brain of one part of a race show differences from 
the annJogous traits of another part of the race, it seems justifiable 
to conclude that the physical differentiation may be accompanied 
by psychic differences. It must, however, be borne in mind that 
the extent of physical difference is always exceedingly slight, and 
that, within the limits of each geographical type, variations are 
found which are great as compared to the total differences between 
the averages of the types. To use a diagram: 

I 
a. 

b' 

I 
c 

c' 

If a represents the middle point of one type and b and c its extremes, 
a' the average of another type and b' and c' its extremes, and if 
these types are so placed, one over the other, that types in the second 
series correspond to those in the first series vertically over them, 
then it will be seen that the bulk of the population of the two 
types will very well coincide, while only the extremes will be more 
frequent in the one group than in the other. That is to say, the 
physical difference is not a difference in kind, but a difference 
more or less in degree, and a considerable overlapping of the types 
necessarily takes place. 

If this is true in regard to the physical type, and if, furthermore, 
the <liff erence in psychical types is inferred only from the observed 
differences of the physical types, then we must assume that the same 
kind of overlapping will take place in the psychical types. The 
differences with which we are dealing can, therefore, be only very 
slight, and it seems hardly likely that these slight differences could 
lead to radically <liverse results. 

As a matter of fact, the proof which has been given before,1 that 
the same languages may be spoken by entirely distinct types, shows 
clearly how slight the effect of difference in anatomical type upon 

t Seep. 9. 
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language is at the present time, ancl there is no reason to presume 
that it has ever been greater. Viewing the matter from this stand
point, the hereditary mental differenres of various groups of ·man
kind, particularly within the same race, seem to be so slight that it 
would be very difficult to believe that they account in any way for 
the fundamental differences in the traits of distinct languages. 

Uncertainty of Definition of Linguistic Families 

The problem thus remains unsolved how to interpret the similari
ties of distinct languages in <'ases where the similarities are no longer 
sufficient to prove genetic relationship. From what has been said we 
may conclude that, even in languages which ~an easily be proved to 
be genetically related, independent elements may be found in vari
ous divisions. Such independent elements may be due partly to new 
tendencies which develop in one or the other of the dialects, or to 
foreign influence. It is quite conreivable that such new tendencies 
and foreign influences may attain such importance that the new 
language may still be considered as historically related to the ances
tral family, but that its deviations, due to elements that are not found 
in the ancestral language, haYe become so important that it can no 
longer be considered as a branch of the older family. 

Thus it will be seen that the concept of a linguistic family can not 
be sharply defined; that even among the dialects of one linguistic 
family, more or less foreign material may be present, and that in this 
sense the languages, as has been pointed out by Paul, 1 are not, in the 
strict sense of the term, descendants of a single ancestral family. 

Thus the whole problem of the final classification of languages in 
linguistic families that are without doubt related, seems destined to 

· remain open until our knowledge of the proce~ses by which distinct 
languages are developed shall have become much more thorough 
than it is at the present time. Under these circumstances we must 
confine ourselves to classifying American languages in those linguistic 
families for which we can give a proof of relationship that can not 
possibly be challenged. Beyond this point we can do no more than 
give certain definite classifications in which the traits common to 
certain groups of languages are pointed out, while the decision as to 
the significance of these rommon traits must be left to later times. 

1 Paul, Princ1pien der Sprachgescbichte. 
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IV. LINGUISTICS AND ETHNOLOGY 

It seems desirable to say a few words on the function of linguistic 
researches in the study of the ethnography of the Indians. 

Practical Need of Linguistic Studies for Ethnological 
Purposes 

First of all, the. purely practical aspect of this question may be 
considered. Or<linarily, the investigator who visits an Indian tribe 
is not able to converse with the natives themselves and to obtain his 
information first-hand, but he is obliged to rely more or less on data 
transmitted by interpreters, or at least by the help of ihterpreters. 
He may ask his question through an interpreter, and receive again 
through his mouth the answer given by the Indians. It is 
obvious that this is an unsatisfactory method, even when the inter
preters are ~ood; hut, as a rule, the available men are either not 
sufficiently familiar with the English language, or they are so entirely 
out of sympathy with the Intlian point of view, an<l understand the 
need of accuracy on the part of the investigator so little, that infor
mation furnished by them can be used only with a considerable 
degree of caution. At the pnlsent time it is possible to get along in 
many parts of AmElrica without interpreters, by means of the trade
jargons that have developed everywhere in the intercourse between 
the whites and the Indian8. These, however, are also a very unsatis
factory m<'ans of inquiring into the customs of the natives, because, 
in some cases, the vocabulary of the trade-languages is extremely 
limited, and it is almost impossible to convey information relating 
to the religions and philosophic ideas or to the higher aspects of 
native art, all of which play so· important a part in Indian life. 
Another difficulty which often develops whenever the investigator 
works with a particularly intelligent interpreter is, that the inter
preter imbibes too readily the views of tlw investigator, and that his 
information, for this reason, is strongly biased, because he is not so 
well able to withstand the influence of formative theories as the 
trained investigator ought to be. Anyone who has carried on work 
with intelligent Indians "ill recall instances of this kind, where the 
intf,rpreter may have f ormulate<l n theory based on the questions 
that have been put through him, and has interpreted his answers 
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under the guidance of his preconceiYed notions. All this is so ob
vious that it hardly requires a full discussion. Our needs become 
particularly apparent when we compare the methods that we expect 
from any investigator of cultures of the Old World with those of the 
ethnologist who is studying primitive tribes. Nobody would expect 
authoritative accounts of the ciYilization of China or of Japan from a 
man who does not speak the languages readily, and who has not 
mastered their literatures. The student of antiquity is f'Xpected to 
have a thorough mastery of the ancient languages. A student of 
Mohammedan life in Arabia or Turkey would hardly be considered 
a serious investigator if all his knowledge had to be derived from 
second-hand accounts. The ethnologist, on the other hand, under
takes in the majority of case8 to elucidate the innermost thoughts 
and feelings of a people without so much as a smattering of knowledge 
of their language. 

It is true that the American ethnologist is confronted with a serious 
practical difficulty, for, in the present state of American society, 
by far the greater number of customs and practices have gone out 
of existence, and the inYestigator is compelled to rely upon accounts 
of customs of former times recorded from the mouths of the old g<'n
eration who, when young, still took part in these performances. 
Added to this he is confronted with the difficulty that the number of 
trained investigators is very small, and the number of American 
languages that are mutually unintelligible exceedingly large, probably 
exceeding three hundred in number. Our investigating ethnologists 
are also denied opportunity to spend long continuous periods with 
any particular tribe, so that the practical difficulties in the way of 
acquiring languages are almost insuperable. Nevertheless, we must 
insist that a command of the language is an indi~pensable means of 
obtaining accurate and thorough knowledge, because much informa
tion can be gained by listening to conversations of the natives and 
by taking part in their daily life, which, to the observer who has no 
command of the language, will remain entir~ly inaccessible. 

It must be admitted that this ideal aim is, under present condi
tions, entirely beyond our reach. It is, however, quite possible for 
the ethnographer to obtain a theoretical knowledge of native lan
guages that will enable him to collect at least part of the information 
that could be best obtained by a practical knowledge of the language. 
Fortunately, the Indian is easily misled, by the ability of the observer 
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to read his language, into thinking that he is also able to understand 
what he reads. Thus, in taking down tales or other records in the 
native language, and reading them to the Indians, the Indian always 
believes that the reader also understands what he pronounces, because 
it is quite inconceivable to him that a person can freely utter the sen
tences in his language without clearly grasping their meaning. This 
fact facilitates the initial stages of ethnographic information in the 
native languages, because, on the whole, the northern Indians are 
eager to be put on record in regard to questions that are of supreme 
interest to them. If the observer is capable of grasping by a rapid 
analysis the significance of what is dictated to him, even without being 
able to express himself freely in the native language, he is in a position 
to obtain much information that otherwise would be entirely unob
tainable. Although this is wholly a makeshift, still it puts the 
observer in an infinitely better position than that in which he would 
be without any knowledge whatever of the language. First of 
all, he can get the information from the Indians first-hand, without 
employing an interpreter, who may mislead him. Furthermore, the 
range of subjects on which he can get information is considerably 
increased, because the limitations of the linguistic knowledge of the 
interpreter, or those of the trade-language, are eliminated. It 
would seem, therefore, that under present conditions we are more or 
less compelled to rely upon an extended series of texts as the safest 
means of obtaining information from the Indians. A general review 
of our ethnographic Ii tera tu re shows clearly how much better is the 
information obtained by observers who have command of the lan
guage, and who are on terms of intimate friendship with the natives, 
than that obtained through the medium of interpreters. 

The best material we possess is perhaps contained in the naive out
pourings of the Eskimo, which they write and print themselves, and 
distribute as a newspaper, intended to inform the people of all the 
events that are of interest. These used to contain much mytholog
ical matter and much that related to the mode of life of the people. 
Other material of similar character is furnished by the large text 
collections of the Ponca, published by the late James Owen Dorsey; 
although many of these are influenced by the changed conditions 
under which the people now live. Some older records on the Iro
quois, written by prominent members of the tribe, also deserve atten
tion; ·and among the most recent literature the descriptions of the 
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Sauk and Fox by Dr. William Jones are remarkable on aecount of the 
thorough understanding that the author has r<\a<'hed, owing to his 
mastery of the language. Similar in <'haraeter, althoug-h rernlered 
entirely in English, arc the obserYations of Mr. James Teit on the 
Thompson Indians. 

In some cases it has been possible to interest edu(·ated natives in 
the study of their own tribes and to induce them to write down in 
their own language their ohsen?ations. These, also, arf' mueh superior 
to English records, in which the natiYes n.re generally hampered by 
the lack of mastery of the foreign language. 

While in all these cases a collector thoroughly familiar with the 
Indian language and with English might give us the results of his 
studies without using the native language in his publications, this is 
quite indispensable when we try to inw\stiga te the deepf\r problems 
of ethnology. A few examples will show clearly what is meant. 
When the question arises, for instance, of inv·estigating the poetry of 
the Indians, no translation can possibly be eonsiderNl as an adequate 
substitute for the original. The form of rhythm, the treatment of the 
language, the adjustment of text to music, the imagery, the use 
of metaphors, and all the numerous problems inYolved in any thorough 
investigation of the style of poPtry, can hP interpretPd only by the 
investigator w·ho has equal command of the ethnographieal traits of 
the tribe and of their language. The same is true in the investigation 
of rituals, with their set, more or ltlss poetic phra.ses, or in the investiga
tion of prayers and incantations. The oratory of the Indians, a sub
ject that has received mueh attention by ethnologists, is not ade
quately known, because only n Yery few Hpeeehes have been handed 
down in the original. Her( ... , also, an accurate inYeRtigation of the 
method of composition an<l of tlu~ devic(\S US{'d to reach oratorical 
effect, requires the preservation of s1weehes as n\ndert1 d in the original 
language. 

There are also numerous other features of tlw life of the Indians 
which can not be adequately presented without linguistic investigation. 
To these belong, for instance, the discussion of personal, tribal, and 
local names. The translations of Indian nameR which are popularly 
known-like Sitting...;Bull, Afraid-Of-Tlis-HorR~, ete.-indicate that 
names possess a deeper significanel'. ThP translatiorn~, howl")YPT, are 
so difficult that a thorough linguistic knowledge is required in order 
to explain the significance adequately. 
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In all the subjects mentioned heretofore, a knowledge of Indian 
languages serves as an important adjunct to a full understanding of 
the customs and beliefs of the people whom we are studying. But 
in all these cases the service which language lends us is first of all a 
practical one-a means to a clearer understanding of ethnological 
phenomena which in themselves have nothing to do with linguistic 
problems. 

Theoretical Importance of Linguistic Studies 

Language a Part of :J.iJthnoloyical Phenomena in General 

It seems, however, that a theoretical study of Indian languages is 
not less important than a practical knowledge of them; that the purely 
linguistic inquiry is part and parcel of a thorough investigation 
of the psychology of the peoples of the world. If ethnology is under
stood as the science dealing with the mental phenomena of the life of 
the peoples of the world, human language, one of the most important 
manifestations of mental life, would seem to belong naturally to the 
field of work of ethnology, unless special reasons can be adduced why 
it should not be so conside1red. It is true that a practical reason of this 
kind exists, namely, the Bpecialization which has taken place in the 
methods of philological research, which has progressed to such an 
extent that philology andl comparative linguistics are sciences which 
require the utmost attention, and do not allow the student to devote 
much of his time to other fields that require different methods of 
study. This, however, is no reason for believing that the results of 
linguistic inquiry areuni1mportant to the ethnologist. There are other 
fields of ethnological investigation which have come to be more or 
less specialized, and which require for their successful treatment 
peculiar specialization. This is true, for instance, of the study of 
primitive music, of prirnitive art, and, to a certain extent, of primitive 
law. Nevertheless, these subjects continue to form an important 
part of ethnological science. 

If the phenomena of human speech seem to form in a way a sub
ject by itself, this is perhaps largely due to the fact that the laws of 
language remain entirely unknown to the speakers, that linguistic 
phenomena never rise into the consciousness of primitive man, while 
all other ethnological phenomena are more or less clearly subjects of 
conscious thought. 
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The question of the relation of linguistic phenomena to ethno
logical phenomena, in the narrower sense of the term, deserves, 
therefore, special discussion. 

Language and Thought 

First of all, it may be well to discuss the relation between language 
and thought. It has been claimed that the conciseness and clearness 
of thought of a people depend to a great extent upon their language. 
The ease with which in our modern European languages we express 
wide abstract ideas by a single term, and the facility with which 
wide generalizations are cast into the frame of a simple sentence, have 
been claimed to be oJl~ of the fundamental conditions of the clearness 
of our concepts, the logical force of our thought, and the precision with 
which we eliminate in our thoughts irrelevant details. Apparently this 
view has much in its favor. When we compare modern English with 
some of those Indian languages which are most concrete in their forma
tive expression, the contrast is striking. When we say The eye 
is the organ of sight, the Indian may not be able to form the expres
sion the eye, but may have to define that the eye of a person or 
of an animal is meant. X either may the Indian be able to generalize 
readily the abstract idea of an eye as the representative of the whole 
class of objects, but may have to specialize by an expression like 
this eye here. Neither may he be able to express by a single term 
the idea of organ, but may have to specify it by an expression 
like instrument of seeing, so that the whole sentence might assume 
a form like An indefinite person's eye is his means of seeing. Still, it 
will be recognized that in this more specific form the general idea 
may be well expressed. It seems very questionable in how far the 
restriction of the use of certain grammatical forms can really be con
ceived as a hindrance in the formulation of generalized ideas. It 
seems much more likely that the lack of these forms is due to the 
lack of their need. Primitive man, when conversing with his fellow
man, is not in the habit of discussing abstract ideas. His interests 
center around the occupations of his daily life; and where philo
sophic problems are touched upon, they appear either in relation to 
definite individuals or in the more or less anthropomorphic forms of 
religious beliefs. Discourses on qualities without connection with 
the object to which the qualities belong, or of activities or states 
disconnect~d from the idea of the actor or the subject being in a 
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certain state, will hardly occur in primitive speech. Thus the Indian 
will not speak of goodness as such, although he may very well speak 
of the goodness of a person. He will not speak of a state of bliss 
apart from the person who is in such a state. He will not refer to 
the power of seeing without designating an individual who has such 
power. Thus it happens that in languages in which the idea of pos
session is expressed by elements subordinated to nouns, all abstract 
terms appear always with possessive elements. It is, however, per
fectly conceivable that an Indian trained in philosophic thought 
would proceed to free the underlying nominal forms from the pos
sessive elements, and thus reach abstract forms strictly correspond
ing to the abstract forms of our modern languages. I have made 
this experiment, for instance, with the Kwakiutl language of Van
couver Island, in which no abstract term ever occurs without its 
possessive elements. After some discussion, I found it perfectly easy 
to develop the idea of the abstract term in the mind of the Indian, 
who will state that the word without a possessive pronoun gives a 
sense, although it is not used idiomatically. I succeeded, for instance, 
in this manner, in isolating the terms for love and pity, which ordi
narily occur only in possessive forms, like his love for him or my pity 
for you. That this view is correct may also be observed in languages 
in which possessive elements appear as independent forms, as, for 
instance, in the Siouan languages. In these, pure abstract terms 
are quite common. 

There is also evidence that other specializing elements, which are 
so characteristic of many Indian languages, may be dispensed with 
when, for one reason or another, it seems desirable to generalize a 
term. To use the example of the Kwakiutl language, the idea to 
be seated is almost always expressed with an inseparable suffix 
expressing the place in which a person is seated, as seated on the 
floor of the house, on the ground, on the beach, on a pile of things, 
or on a rourul thing, etc. When, however, for some reason, the 
<lea of the state of sitting is to be emphasized, a form may be 
used which exprosses simply being in a sitting posture. In this 
case, also, the device for generalized expression is present, but the 
opportunity for its application arises seldom, or perhaps never. I 
think what is true in these cases is true of the structure of every sin
gle language. The fact that generalized forms of expression are not 
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used does not prove inability to form them, but it merely proves 
that the mode of life of the people is such that they are not required; 
that they would, however, develop just as soon as needed. 

This point of view is also corroborated by a study of the numeral 
systems of primitive languages. As is well known, many languages 
exist in which the numerals do not exceed two or three. It has 
been inferred from this that the people speaking these languages 
are not capable of forming the concept of higher numbers. I think 
this interpretation of the existing conditions is quite erroneous. Peo
ple like the South American Indians (among whom these defective 
numeral systems are found), or like the Eskimo (whose old system of 
numbers probably did not exceed ten), are presumably not in need of 
higher numerical expressions, because there are not many objects 
that they have to count. On the other hand, just as soon as these 
same people find themselves in contact with civilization, and when 
they acquire standards of value that have to be counted, they adopt 
with perfect ease higher numerals from other languages and develop 
a more or less perfect system of counting. This does not mean that 
every individual who in the course of his life has never made use of 
higher numerals would acquire more complex systems readily, but 
the tribe as a whole seems always to be capable of adjusting itself to 
the needs of counting. It must be borne in mind that counting does 
not become necessary until objects are considered in such generalized 
form that their individualities are entirely lost sight of. For this 
reason it is possible that even a person who has a flock of domesti
cated animals may know them by name and by their characteristics 
without ever desiring to count them. ~!embers of a war expedition 
may be known by name and may not be counted. In short, there 
is no proof that the lack of the use of numerals is in any way con
nected with the inability to form the concepts of higher numbers. 

If we want to form a correct judgment of the influence that lan
guage exerts over thought, we ought to bear in mind that our Euro
pean languages as found at the present time have been moulded to a 
great extent by the abstract thought of philosophers. Terms like 
essence and existence, many of which are now commonly used, are 
by origin artificial devices for expressing the results of abstract 
thought. In this they would resemble the artificial, unidiomatic 
abstract terms that may be formed in primitive languages. 
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Thus it would seem that the obstacles to generalized thought inher
ent in the form of a language are of minor importance only, and that 
presumably the language alone would not prevent a people from 
advancing to more generalized forms of thinking if the general state 
of their culture should require expression of such thought; that under 
these conditions the language would be moulded rather by the cultural 
state. It does not seem likely, therefore, that there is any direct rela
tion between the culture of a tribe and the language they speak, 
except in so far as the form of the language will be moulded by the 
state of culture, but not in so far as a certain state of culture is 

conditioned by morphological traits of the language. 

Unconsciou.'I Character of Lingui.t.1tic Plteno1nena 

Of greater positive importance is the question of the relation of the 
unconscious character of linguistic phenomena to the more conscious 
ethnological phenomena. It seems to my mind that this contrast is 
only apparent, and that the very fact of the unconsciousness of lin
guistic processes helps us to gain a clearer understanding of the ethno
logical phenomena, a point the importance of which can not be under
rated. It has been mentioned before that in all languages certain 
classifications of concepts occur. To mention only a few: we find 
objects classified according to sex, or as animate and inanimate, or 
according to form. We find actions determined according to time 
and place, etc. The behavior of primitive man makes it perfectly clear 
that all these concepts, although they are in constant use, have never 
risen into consciousness, and that consequently their origin must be 
sought, not in rational, but in entirely unconscious, we may perhaps 
say instinctive, processes of the mind. They must be due to a group
ing of sense-impressions and of concepts which is not in any sense of 
the term voluntary, but which develops from quite difierent psycholog
ical causes. It would seem that the essential difference between lin
guistic phenomena and other ethnological phenomena is, that the lin
guistic classifications never rise into consciousness, while in other 
ethnological phenomena, although the same unconscious origin pre
vails, these often rise into consciousness, and thus give rise to secondary 
reasoning and to re-interpretations. It would, for instance, seem 
very plausible that the fundamental religious notions-like the idea of 
the voluntary power of inanimate objects, or of the anthropomorphic 
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character of animals, or of the existence of powers that are superior to 
the mental and physical powers of man-arc in their origin just as 
little conscious as are the fundamental ideas of language. While, how
ever, the use of language is so automatic that the opportunity never 
arises for the fundamental notions to emerge into consciousness, 
this happens very frequently in all phenomena relating to religion. 
It would seem that there is no tribe in the worl<l in which the religious 
activities have not come to be a subject of thought. While the reli
gious activities may have been performed before the reason for per
forming them had become a subject of thought, they attained at an 
early time such importance that man asked himself the reason why 
he performed these actions. With this moment speculation in regard 
to religous activities arose, and the whole series of secondary explana
tions which form so vast a field of ethnological phenomena came into 
existence. 

It is difficult to give a definite proof of the unconscious origin of 
ethnic phenomena, because so many of them are, or have come to be, 
subjects of thought. The best evidence that can be given for their 
unconscious origin must be taken from our own experience, and I think 
it is not difficult to show that certain groups of our activities, what
ever the history of their earlier development may have been, develop 
at present in each individual and in the whole people entirely sub-con
sciously, and nevertheless are most potent in the formation of our opin
ions and actions. Simple examples of this kind are actions which we 
consider as proper and improper, and which may be found in great 
numbers in what we call good manners. Thus table manners, which 
on the whole are impressed vigorously upon the child while it is 
still young, have a very fixed form. Smacking of the lips and bringing 
the plate up to the mouth would not be tolerated, although no esthetic 
or other reason could be given for their rigid exclusio1 ... ; and it is 
instructive to know that among a tribe like the Omaha it is considered 
as bad taste, when invited to eat, not to smack one's lips, because 
this is a sign of appreciation of the meal. I think it will readily be 
recognized that the simple fact that these habits are customary, while 
others are not, is sufficient reason for eliminating those acts that are 
not customary, and that the i<lea of propriety simply arises from the 
continuity and automatic repetition of these acts, which brings 
about the notion that manners contrary to custom are unusual, and 
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therefore not the proper manners. It may be observed in this 
connection that bad manners are always accompanied by rather 
intense feelings of displeasure, the psychological reason for which can 
be found only in the fact that the actions in question are contrary to 
those which have become habitual. It is fairly evident that in our 
table manners this strong feeling of propriety is associated with 
the familiar modes of eating. When a new kind of food is presented, 
the proper manner of eating which is not known, practically any 
habit that is not in absolute conflict with the common habits may 
readily establish itself. 

The example of table manners gives also a fairly good instance 
of secondary explanation. It is not customary to bring the knife 
to the mouth, and very readily the feeling arises, that the knife is not 
used in this manner because in eating thus one would easily cut the 
lips. The lateness of the invention of the fork, and the fact that 
in many countries dull knives are used and that a similar danger 
exists of pricking the tongue or the lips with the sharp-pointed steel 
fork which is commonly used in Europe, show readily that this expla
nation is only a secondary rationalistic attempt to explain a custom 
that otherwise would remain unexplained. 

If we are to draw a parallel to linguistic phenomena in this case, 
it would appear that the grouping of a number of unrelated actions 
in one group, for the reason that they cause a feeling of disgust, 
is brought about without any reasoning, and still sets off these 
actions clearly and definitely in a group by themselves. 

On account of the importance of this question, it seems desirable 
to give another example, and one that seems to be more deeply 
seated than the one given before. A case of this kind is presented in 
the group of acts which we characterize as modest. It requires 
very little thought to see that, while the feelings of modesty are 
fundamental, the particular acts which are considered modest or 
immodest show immense variation, and are determined entirely 
by habits that develop unconsciously so far as their relation to 
modesty is concerned, and which may have their ultimate origin 
in causes of an entirely different character. A study of the history 
of costume proves at once that at different times and in different 
parts of the world it has been considered immodest to bare certain 
parts of the body. What parts of the body these are, is to a great 
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extent a matter of acci<le:m.t. Even at the present time, and within 
a rather narrow range, great variations in this respect may be found. 
Examples are the use of the veil in Turkey, the more or less rigid 
use of the glove in our own society, and the difference between street 
costume and evening dress. A lady in full evening dress in a street
car, during the daytime, would hardly appear in place. 

We all are at once conscious of the intensity of these feelings of 
modesty, and of the extreme repugnance of the individual to any act 
that goes counter to the customary coneepts of modesty. In a 
number of cases the origin of a costume can readily be traced, and 
in its development no considerations of modesty exert any influence. 
It is therefore evident that in this respect the grouping-together 
of certain customs again develops entirely unconsciously, but that, 
nevertheless, they stand out as a group set apart from others with 
great clearness as soon as our attention is directed toward the feel
ings of modesty. 

To draw a. parallel again between this ethnological phenomenon 
and linguistic phenomena, it would seem that the common feature 
of both is the grouping-together of a considerable number of activi
ties under the form of a single idea, without the necessity of this 
idea itself entering into consciousness. The difference, again, would 
lie in the fact that the idea of modesty is easily isolated from other 
concepts, and that then secondary explanations are given of what 
is considered modest and what not. I believe that the unconscious 
formation of these categories is one of the fundamental traits of ethnic 
life, and that it even manifests itself in many of its more complex 
aspects; that many of our religious views an<l activities, of our eth
ical concepts, and even our scientific views, which are apparently 
based entirely on conscious reasoning, are affected by this tendency 
of distinct activities to assoC'iate themselves under the influence of 
strong emotions. It has been recognized before that this is one of 
the fundamental causes of error and of the diversity of opinion. 

It seems necessary to dwell upon the analogy of ethnology and 
language in this respect, because, if we adopt this point of view, 
language seems to be one of the most instructive fields of inquiry in 
an investigation of the formation of the fundamental ethnic ideas. 
The great advantage that linguistics off er in this respect is the fact 
that, on the whole, the categories which are formed always remain 
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unconscious, and that for this reason the processes which lead to 
their formation can be followed without the misleading and dis
turbing factors of secondary explanations, which are so common in 
ethnology, so much so that they generally obscure the real history 
of the development of ideas entirely. 

Cases are rare in which a people have begun to speculate about 
linguistic categories, and these speculations are almost always so 
clearly affected by the faulty reasoning that has led to secondary 
explanations, that they are readily recognized as such, and can not 
disturb the clear view of thA history of linguistic processes. In 
America we find this tendency, for instance, among the Pawnee, who 
seem to have been led to several of their religious opinions by lin
~ui&tic similarities. Incidentally such cases occur also in other 
languages, as, for instance, in Chinook mythology, where the Culture 
Hero discovers a man in a canoe who obtains fish by dancing, and 
tells him that he must not do so, but must catch fish with the net, 
a tale which is entirely based on the identity of the two words for 
dancing, and catching with a net. These are cases which show that 
Max Muller's theory of the influence of etymology upon religious 
concepts explains some of the religious phenomena, although, of 
course, it can he held to account for only a very small portion. 

Judging the importance of linguistic studies from this point of 
view, it seems well worth while to subject the whole range of lin
guistic concepts to a searching analysis, and to seek in the peculiari
ties of the grouping of ideas in different languages an important 
characteristic in the history of the mental development of the various 
branches of mankind. From this point of view, the occurrence of 
the most fundamental grammatical concepts in all languages must 
be considered as proof of the unity of fundamental psychological 
processes. The characteristic groupings of concepts in Ameri
can languages will be treated more fully in the discussion of the 
single linguistic stocks. The ethnological significance of these 
studies lies in the clear definition of the groupings of ideas which are 
brought out by the objective study of language. 

There is still another theoretical aspect that deserves special 
attention. When we try to think at all clearly, we think, on the 
whole, in words; and it is well known that, even in the advance
ment of science, inaccuracy of vocabulary has often been a stumbling-
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block which has made it difficult to reach accurate conclusions. The 
same words may be used with different significance, and by assum
ing the word to have the same significance always, erroneous con
clusions may be reached. It may also be that the word expresses 
only part of an i<lea, so that owing to its use the full range of the 
subject-matter discussed may not be recognized. In the same man
ner the words may be too wide in their significance, including a 
number of distinct ideas the differences of which in the course of the 
development of the language were not recognized. Furthermore, we 
find that, among more primitive tribes, similarities of sound are 
misunderstood, and that ideas expressed by similar words are con
sidered as similar or identical, and that descriptive terms are mis
understood as expressing an identity, or at least close relationship, 
between the object described and the group of ideas contained in 
the description. 

All these traits of human thought, which are known to influence 
the history of science and which play a more or less important role 
in the general history of civilization, occur with equal frequency in 
the thoughts of primitive man. It will be sufficient to give a few 
exam pl es of these cases. 

One of the most common cases of a group of views due to failure 
to notice that the same word may signify divers objects, is that 
based on the belief of the identity of persons bearing the same name. 
Generally the interpretation is given that a child receives the name 
of an ancestor because he is believed to be a re-incarnation of the 
individuality of the ancestor. It seems, however, much more likely 
that this is not the real reason for the views connected with this 
custom, which seems due to the fact that no distinction is made 
between the name and the personality known under the name. The 
association established between name and individual is so close that 
the two seem almost inseparable; and when a name is mentioned, not 
only the name itself, but also the personality of its bearer, appears 
before the mind of the speaker. 

Inferences based on peculiar forms of classification of ideas, and 
due to the fact that a whole group of distinct ideas are expressed 
by a single term, occur commonly in the terms of relationship 
of various languages; as, for instance, in our term uncle, which 
means the two distinct classes of father's brother and mother's 
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brother. Here, also, it is commonly assumed that the linguistic 
expression is a secondary reflex of the customs of the people; but 
the question is quite open in how far the one phenomenon is the 
primary one and the other the secondary one, and whether the 
customs of the people have not rather developed from the uncon
sciously developed terminology. 

Cases in which the similarity of sound of words is reflected in the 
views of the people are not rare, and examples of these have been 
given before in referring to l\Iax Muller's theory of the origin of 
religions. 

Finally, a few examples may be given of cases in which the use 
of descriptive terms for certain concepts, or the metaphorical use 
of terms, has led to peculiar views or customs. It seems plausible 
to my mind, for instance, that the terms of relationship by which 
some of the eastern Indian tribes designate one another were origi
nally nothing but a metaphorical use of these terms, and that the 
further elaboration of the social relations of the tribes may have 
been largely determined by transferring the ideas accompanying these 
terms into practice. 

More convincing are examples taken from the use of metaphorical 
terms in poetry, which, in rituals, are taken literally, and are made 
the basis of certain rites. I am inclined to believe, for instance, that 
the frequently occurring image of the devouring of wealth has a 
close relation to the· detailed form of the winter ritual among the 
Indians of the North Pacific coast, and that the poetical simile in 
which the chief is called the support of the sky has to a certain extent 
been taken literally in the elaboration of mythological ideas. 

Thus it appears that from practical, as well as from theoretical, 
points of view, the study of language must be considered as one of 
the most important branches of ethnological study, because, on the 
one hand, a thorough insight into ethnology can not be gained with
out practical knowledge of language, and, on the other hand, the 
fundamental concepts illustrated by human languages are not dis
tinct in kind from ethnological phenomena; and because, further
more, the peculiar characteristics of languages are clearly reflected in 
the views and customs of the peoples of the world. 
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V. CHARACTERISTICS OF AMERICAN LANGUAGES 

In older treatises of the languages of the world, languages have 
often been classified as isolating, agglutinating, polysynthetic, and 
inflecting languages. Chinese is generally given as an example of an 
isolating language. The agglutinating languages are represented by 
the Ural-Altaic languages of northern Asia; polysynthetic languages, 
by the languages of America; and inflecting languages, by the In<lo
European and Semitic languages. The essential traits of these four 
groups are: That in the first, sentences are. expressed solely by the 
juxtaposition of unchangeable elements; in the agglutinating lan
guages, a single stem is modified by the nttachment of numerous 
formative elements which modify the fundamental idea of the stem; 
in polysynthetic languages, a large number of distinct ideas are 
amalgamated hy grammatical processes and form a single word, with
out any morphological distinction between the formal elements in 
the sentence and the contents of the sentence; and in the inflecting 
languages, on the other hand, a sharp distinction is made between 
formal elements and the material contents of the sentence, and stems 
are modified solely according to the logical forms in which they appear 
in the sentence. 

An example of what is meant by polysynthesis is given, for instance, 
in the following Eskimo wor<l: takusarW.rtorumagaluarnerpa? DO YOU 

THIXK HE REALLY INTENDS TO GO TO LOOK AFTER IT1 (takusar[pa] he 
looks after it; -iartor[poq] he goes to; -uma[voq] he intends to; 
-[g]aluar[poq] he does so-but; -ner[poq] do you think he-; -a, 
interrogation, third person.) It will be recognized here, that there 
is no correspondence hetw·een the suffixed elements of the funda
mental stem nnd the formal elements that appear in the Indo
European languages, but that a great variety of ideas are expressed 
by the long series of suffixes. Another example of similar kind is 
the Tsimshian word t-yuk-ligi-lo-d' Ep-diiLEt HE BEGAN TO PUT IT 

DOWN SOMEWHERE INSIDE (t, he; yuk to begin; ligi somewhere; lo in; 
d' Ep down; daL to put <lown; -t it). 

American languages have also been designated as incorporating 
languages, by which is meant a tendency to incorporate the object of 
the sentence, either nominnl or pronominal, in the verbal expression. 
Examples of this ten<leney are the :Mexican ni-petla-t6iwa I MAKE 

MATS (petla-tl mat); or the Pawnee tA.-t-1'tka'wit 1 DIG DIRT (tA- indic-
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ative; t- I; i'tkar"' dirt; -pit to dig [rp in contact, form 'w]); or the 
Oneida g-nagla'-sl-i-zak-s I SEARCH FOR A VILLAGE (g- I; -nagla' to 
live; -sl- abstract noun; -i- verbal character; -zak to search; -s 

continuative). 
A more thorough knowledge of the structure of many American 

languages shows that the general designation of all these languages as 
polysynthetic and incorporating is not tenable. We have in Amer
ica a sufficiently large number of cases of languages in which the 
pronouns are not incorporated, but joined loosely to the verb, and 
we also have numerous languages in which the incorporation of many 
elements into a single word hardly occurs at all. Among the lan
guages treated here, the Chinook may be given as an example of 
lack of polysynthesis. There are very few, if any, cases in which a 
single Chinook word expresses an extended complex of ideas, and we 
notice particularly that there are no large classes of ideas which are 
expressed in such form that they may be considered as subordinate. 
An examination of the structure of the Chinook grammar will show 
that each verbal stem appears modified only by pronominal and a few 
adverbial elements, and that nouns show hardly any tendency to 
incorporate new ideas such as are expressed by our adjectives. On 
the other hand, the Athapascan and the Haida and Tlingit may be 
taken as examples of languages which, though polysynthetic in the 
sense here described, do not readily incorporate the object, but treat 
both pronominal subject and pronominal object as independent ele
ments. Among the languages of northern North America, the Iroquois 
alone has so strong a tendency to incorporate the nominal object into 
the verb, and at the same time to modify so much its independent 
form, that it can be considered as one of the characteristic languages 
that incorporate the object. To a lesser extent this trait belongs also 
to the Tsimshian, Kutenai, and Shoshone. It is strongly developed 
in the Caddoan languages. All the other incorporating languages 
treated here, like the Eskimo, Algonquian, and Kwakiutl, confine them
selves to a more or less close incorporation of the pronominal object. 
In Shoshone, the incorporation of the pronominal object and of the 
nominal object is so weak that it is almost arbitrary whether we 
consider these forms as incorporated or not. If we extend our view 
over other parts of America, the same facts appear clearly, and it is 
not possible to consider these two traits as characteristics of all 
American languages. 
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On the other hand, there are certain traits that, although not com
mon to all American languages, are at least frequent, and which are 
not less characteristic than the tendency to objective incorporation 
and to polysynthesis. The most important of these is the tendency 
to divide the verb sharply into an active and a neutral class, one of 
which is closely related to the possessive forms of the noun, while the 
other is treated as a true verb. We might perhaps say that American 
languages have a strong tendency to draw the dividing line bet ween 
denominating terms and predicative terms, not in the same way that 
we are accustomed to do. In American languages many of our predi
cative terms are closely related to nominal terms, most frequently 
the neutral verbs expressing a state, like to sit, to stan<l. These, also, 
often include a considerable number of adjectives. On the other hand, 
terms expressing activities-like to sing, to eat, to kill-are treated as 
true predicative terms. The differentiation of these two classes is 
generally expressed by the occurrence of an entirely or partially sep
arated set of pronouns for the predicative terms. 

Beyond these extremely vague points, there are hardly any char
acteristics that are common to many American languages. A number 
of traits, however, may be enumerated which occur with considerable 
frequency in many parts of America. 

The phonetic systems of American languages differ very consider
ably, but we find with remarkable frequency a peculiar differentiation 
of voiced and unvoiced stops,-corresponding to our b, p; d, t; g, k,
which differ in principle from the classification of the corresponding 
sounds in most of the European languages. An examination of 
American vocabularies and texts shows very clearly that all observers 
have had more or less difficulty in differentiating these sounds. Al
though there is not the slightest doubt that they differ in character, it 
would seem that there is almost everywhere a tendency to pronounce 
the voiced and unvoiced sounds with very nearly equal stress of artic
ulation, not as in European languages, where the unvoiced sound is 
generally pronounced with greater stress. This equality of stress of 
the two sounds brings it about that their differences appear rather 
slight. On the other hand, there are frequently sounds, particularly 
in the languages of the Pacific coast, in which a stress of articulation 
is used which is considerably greater than any stresses occurring in 
the languages with which we are familiar. TheRe sounds are generally 
unvoiced; but a high air-pressure in the oral cavity is secured by 
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closing the glottis and nares, or by closing the posterior part of the 
mouth with the base of the tongue. The release at the point of 
articulation lets out the small amount of strongly compressed air, 
and the subsequent opening of glottis and nares or base of tongue 
produces a break in the continuity of sound. 

We find also with particular frequency the occurrence of a number 
of lingual stops corresponding more or less strictly to our k sounds 
which, however, are more finely differentiated than our k sounds. 
Thus the velar k, which is so characteristic of Semitic languages, 
occurs with great frequency in America. On the other hand, the 
labio-dental f seems to be rather rare, and where a similar sound 
occurs it is often the bilabial sound. 

The same may be said of the r, which on the whole is a rare sound 
in American languages, and the trill of which is almost always so 
weak that it merges into the d, n, l, or y, as the case may be. 

On the whole, the system of consonants of American languages is 
well developed, particularly owing to the occurrence of the three 
stresses to which I referred before, instead of the two with which 
we are more familiar. In some groups of languages we have also a 
quite distinct set of stops accompanied by full breathing, which cor
respond to the English sur<ls. Furthermore, a peculiar break, pro
duced by closing the vocal chords, occurs quite commonly, not only 
in connection with sonants, but also following or preceding vowels or 
affricative consonants. This intonation is sometimes quite audible, 
and sometimes merely a break or hiatus in the continuity of pronun
ciation. Sometimes it seems related to the pronunciation of a voiced 
consonant in which the voicing is preceded by a closure of the vocal 
chords. In other cases it seems related to the production of the 
great stress of articulation to which I referrc<l before. For instance, 
in a strong t the tongue may be pressed so firmly against the palate 
that all the articulating organs, including the vocal chords, take part 
in the tension, and that the sudden expulsion of the air is accom
panied also by a sudden relaxation of the vocal chords, so that for 
this reason the strong, exploded sound appears to be accompanied 
by an intonation of the vocal chords. 

As stated before, these traits are not by any means common to all 
American languages, but they are sufficiently frequent to deserve 
mention in a generalized discussion of the subject. 

On the other han<l, there are languages which are exceedingly defi
cient in their phonetic system. Among these may be mentioned, for 



74 INTRODUCTION TO 

instance, the Iroquois, which possesses not a single true labial conso
nant; or the Hai<la, in which the labials are confined to a few 
sounds, which are rather rare. 

The vocalic systems of the northern languages seem peculiarly 
uncertain. The cases are very numerous in which obscure vowels 
occur, which are evidently related to fuller Yowels, but whose affilia
tions of ten can not be determined. It would seem that in the south
ern languages these weak vowels are not so prominent. We also find 
very frequently a lack of dear distinction between o and u on the 
one han<l, and e and i on the other. Although the variability of 
vowels in some of the languages seems beyond dou ht, there are others 
in which the vocalic system is very definite and in which distinctions 
are expressed, not only by the timbre of the vowel, but also by its 
rising or falling tone. Among these may be mentioned the Pawnee 
and the Takelma. The Pawnee seems to have at least two tones, a 
sinking tone arid a rising tone, while in Takelma there seem to be 
three tones. Nasalized vowels are very common in some languages, 
and entirely absent in others. This nasalization occurs both with 
open lips and with closed lips. An example of the latter is the Iro
quois um. 

It is not possible to give any general characterization of Ainerican 
languages with regard to the grouping of sounds. While in some 
languages consonantic dusters of incredible complexity are formed, 
others avoid such clusters altogether. There is, however, a habit of 
pronunciation which deserves attention, and which is found very 
widely distributed. This is the slurring of the ends of words, which 
is sometimes so pronounced, that, in an attempt to write the words, 
the terminations, grammatical or other, may become entirely inaudi
ble. The simplest form in which this tendency expresses itself is in 
the suppression of terminal consonants, which are only articulated, 
but not pronounced. In the Nass river dialect of the Tsimshian, for 
instance, the terminal n of the word (Jan TREE is indicated by the 
position of the tongue, but is entirely inaudible, unless the word is 
followed by other words belonging to the same sentence. In that 
language the same is true of the sounds l and m. Vowels are 
suppressed in a similar manner by being only indicated by the posi
tion of the mouth, without being articulated. This happens fre
quently to the u following a k, or with an i in the same position. 
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'Thus, the Kwakiutl pronounce wa'dEku. If, however, another vowel 
follows, the u which is not articulated appears as a w, as in the form 
wii'dEkwa. 

The slurring. however, extends over whole syllables, which in these 
cases may appear highly modified. Thus, in the Oneida dialect of 
the Iroquois, a peculiar l sound is heard, which presumably occurs 
only in such slurred syllables. It is very remarkable that the Indi
ans of all tribes are perfectly conscious of the phonetic elements 
which have thus been suppressed, and can, when pressed to do so, 
pronounce the words with their full endings. 

Another trait that is characteristic of many Ameriran languages, 
and that deserves inention, is the tendency of various parts of the 
population to modify the pronunciation of sounds. Thus we find 
that among some Eskimo tribes the men pronounce the terminal p, t, 
k, and q distinctly, while the women always transform these sounds 
into m, n, n, and fl. In some dialects the men have also adopted this 
manner of pronouncing, so that the pronunciation has become uni- · 
form a~ain. Such mannerisms, that are peculiar to certain social 
groups, are of course not entirely foreign to us, but they are seldom 
developed in so striking a manner as in a few of the Indian 
languages. 

In many American languages we find highly developed laws of 
euphony,-laws by which, automatically, one sound in a sentence 
requires certain other sounds either to precede or to follow it. In the 
majority of cases these laws of euphony seem to act forward in a man
ner that may be compared to the laws of vowel harmony in the Ural
Altaic languages. Particularly remarkable among these laws is the 
influence of the o upon following vowels, which occurs in a few lan
guages of the Pacific coast. In these, the vowels following an o in 
the same word must, under certain conditions, be transformed into o 
vowels, or at least be modified by the addition of a w. Quite differ
ent in character are the numerous influences of contact of sounds, 
which are very pronounced in the Siouan languages, and occur again 
in a quite different form in the Pawnee. It may be well to give an 
example of these also. Thus, in Dakota, words ending with an a and 
followed by a word beginning with a k transform the former into e, 
the latter into c. In Pawnee, on the other hand, the combination 
tr is always transformed into an h; b following an i is generally 
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changed into a w; rp becomes hw, etc. " ... hile in some languages 
these phonetic changes do not occupy a prominent place, they are 

exceedingly important in others. They correspond in a way to the 

laws of euphony of Sanskrit. 
Just as much variety as is shown in phonetic systems is found in 

the use of grammatical devices. ln discussing the definition of the 

word, it has been pointed out that in some Anwriean languages the 

word-unit seems to be perfectly <.·leur and consistent, while in others 

the structure of the sentence would se<'lll to justify us in eonsidf'ring 
it as compose<l of a number of independent elements eombmed by 

juxtaposition. Thus, languages whieh have a, polysynthetie <'har

acter have the tendern.·y to form firmly knit word-units, which may be 

predicative sentences, hut may uJso be used for denominative pur
poses. For exam pie, th~ Chinook m ny sn.'·, II e runs frdo llie water, 

and may designate by this term the minlt·_; or the Hupa may say 

They have been laid together, meaning hy this term a fire. On the 
other hand, therf' are innumerable languages m Amerien in whieh 
exprcs~ions of this kind are entirely impossible. 

In forming words and sentences, aHixes nrf' used extensively, and 
we find prefixes, as well as suflixes and infixes. It is not absolutely 
certain that eases occur in America wlwre true infixing into a stem 
takes place, and where it might not be better explained as an insertion 
of the apparently infixed (llemcnt into n eompoun<l stem, or us due to 

secondary phonetic phenomenn, like those of metathesis; but in the 

Siouan languages at least, infixion in bisyllnbie stems that are appar

ent!! simple in their origin occurs. Otherwise, suffixing is, on the 

whole, more extensively used than prefixing; and in some languages 

only one of these two methods is used, in others both. There are 

probably no languages in which prefixing alone occurs. 

Change of stem is ulso n, device that is used with great frequency. 

We fin<l particularly that methods of reduplien tion are used tlxten

sively. 1fodifications of single sounds of the stem occur also, and 

sometimes in peculiar form. Thus we lutY<' enses, as in Tsimshian, 

where the lengthening of n, vowl~I indicates plurality; or, ns in 

Algonquian, where modnlity is expressed by , .. oenlie modificution; 

and, as in Chinook, where diminutin• and augmentative are 

expressed hy increasing th<' strPss of consonants. Sometinws nn 
exuberance of rcduplieate,l forms i...; found, the reduplieated stem 

being reduplicated a secoml and even a third time. On the other 
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hand, we find numerous languages in which the stem is entirely 
unchangeable, excepting so far as it may be subject to phonetic 
contact phenomena. 

The following grammatical sketches have been contributed by 
investigators, each of whom has made a special study of the linguistic 
stock of which he treats. The attempt has been made to adopt, so 
far as feasible, a uniform method of treatment, without, however, 
sacrificing the individual conception of each investigator. 

In accordance with the general views expressed in the introductory 
chapters, the method of treatment has been throughout an analytical 
one. No attempt has been made to compare the forms of the Indian 
grammars with the grammars of English, Latin, or even among 
themselves; but in each case the psychological groupings which are 
given depend entirely upon the inner form of each language. In 
other words, the grammar has been treated as though an intelligent 
Indian was going to develop the forms of his own thoughts by an 
analysis of his own form of speech. 

It will be understood that the results of this analysis can not be 
claimed to represent the fundamental categories from which the pres
ent form of each language has developed. There is not the slightest 
doubt that, in all Indian languuges, processes have occurred analogous 
to those processes which are historically known an<l to which the 
modern forms of Indo-European languages owe their present forms. 
Grammatical categories have been lost, and new ones have developed. 
Even a hasty comparison of the dialects of various American lin
guistic families gives ample proof that similar processes have taken 
place here. To give an example, we find that, in the Ponca dialect 
of the Siouan languages, nouns are classified according to form, and 
that there is a clear formal distinction between the subject and the 
object of the sentence. These important features have disappeared 
entirely in the Dakota dialect of the same group of languages. To 
give another example, we find a pronominal sex gender in all the dia
lects of the Salishan stock that are spoken west of the Coast range in 
the states of Washington and in British Columbia, while in the dia
lects of the interior there is no trace of gender. On the other hand, 
we find in one of the Salish dialects of the interior the occurrence of an 
exclusive and inclusive form of the pronoun, which is absent in all the 
other dialects of the same stock. We have no information on the 
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history of American languages, and the study <?f dialects has not 
advanced far enough to permit us to draw far-reaching inferences 
in regard to this subject. It is therefore impossible, in the few cases 
here mentioned, to state whether the occurrence and non-occurrence 
of these categories are due to a loss of old forms in the one dialect or 
to a later differentiation in the other. 

Although, therefore, an analytical grammar can not lay any claim 
to present a history of the development of grammatical categories, it 
is valuable as a presentation of the present state of grammatical de
velopment in each linguistic group. The results of our investigation 
must be supplemented at a later time by a thorough analysis and com
parison of all the dialects of each linguistic stock. 

Owing to the fundamental differences between different linguistic 
families, it has seemed· advisable to develop the terminology of each 
independently of the others, and to seek for uniformity only in cases 
where it can be obtained without artificially stretching the definition 
of terms. It is planned to give a comparative discussion of the 
languages at the close of these volumes, when reference can be made 
to the published sketches. 

So far as our present knowledge goes, the following linguistic fami
lies may be distinguished in North America north of Mexico: 

1. Eskimo (arctic coast). 
2. Athapascan (northwestern interior, Oregon, California, 

Southwest). 
3. Tlingit (coast of southern Alaska). 
4. Haida (Queen Charlotte islands, British Columbia). 
5. Salishan (southern British Columbia and northern Wash-

ington). 
6. Chemakum (west coast of 'Vashington). 
7. W akashan (Vancouver island). 
8. Algonquian (region south of Hudson Bay an<l eastern Wood

lands). 
9. Beothuk (Newfoundland). 

10. Tsimshian (northern coast of British Columbia). 
11. Siouan (northern plains west of Mississippi and North Car .. 

olina). 
12. Iroquoian (lower Great Lakes and North Carolina). 
13. Caddoan (southern part of plains west of :Mississippi). 
14. Muskhogean (southeastern United States). 
15. Kiowa (middle Western plains). 
16. Shoshonean (western plateaus of United States). 
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17. Kutenai (southeastern interior of British Columbia). 
18. Pima (Arizona and Sonora). 
19. Yuma (Arizona and lower California). 
20. Chinook (lower Columbia river). 
21. Yakona (Yaquina bay). 
22. Kus (coast of central Oregon). 
23. Takelma (Rogue river, Oregon). 
24. Kalapuya (Willamette valley, Oregon). 
25. Waiilaptuan (Cascade range east of Willamette, Ore.). 
26. Klamath (southeastern interior of Oregon). 
27. Sahaptin (interior of Oregon). 
28. Quoratean (Klamath river). 
29. Weitspekan (lower Klamath river). 
30. Shasta (northeast interior of California). 
31. Wishok (north coast of California). 
32. Yana (eastern tributaries of upper Sacramento river, Cali-

fornia). 
33. Chimarico (head waters of Sacramento river, California). 
34. Win tun (valley of Sacramento river). 
35. Maidu (east of Sacramento river). 
36. Yuki (north of Bay of San Francisco). 
37. Pomo (coast north of Bay of San Francisco). 
38. Washo (Lake Washoe, Nevada, and California). 
39. Moquelumnan (east of lower Tulare river, California). 
40. Yokuts (southern Tulare river, California). 
41. Costanoan (south of Bay of San Francisco, California). 
42. Esselenian (coast of southern California). 
43. Salinan (coast of southern California). 
44. Chumashan (coast of southern California). 
45. Tanoan } 
46. Zuni (Pueblos of New Mexico and Arizona). 
47. Keres 
48. Pakawan (from Cibolo creek, Texas, into the state of Coa-

huila, Mexico). 
49. Karankawa (coast of Gulf of Mexico west of Atakapa). 
50. Tonkawa (inland from preceding). 
51. Atakapa (coast of Gulf of Mexico west of Chitimacha). 
52. Chitimacha (coast of Gulf of Mexico west of Mississippi). 
53. Tunica (coast of Gulf of Mexico west of Mississippi). 
54. Yuchi (east Georgia). 
55. Timuqua (Florida). 
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Indian Linguistic Families 

BY J. w. POWELL. 

NOMENCLATURE OF LINGUISTIC FAMILIES. 

The languages spoken l>y the pn1-Colum bian tribes of North Amer
ica we1·e many an<l diverse. Into the regions occupied by these tribes 
travelers, traders, and missionaries have penetrated in advance 
of civilization. awl civilization itself has marched across the conti
nent at a rapi(l rate. Under these conditions the languages of the 
various triLes have received much study. Many extensive works 
have been pu hlished, em bracing grammars and dictionaries; but a 
far greater number of minor vocabularies have been collected and 
very many have been published. In addition to these, the Bible, 
in whole or in part, an<l various religious books and school books, 
have Leen translated into Indian tongues to he used for purposes of 
instruction; and newspapers have been published in the Indian lan
guages. Altogether the literature of thmm language~ and that re
lating to them are of vast extent. 

While the materia18 seem thus to be abundant, the student of 
Indian languages finds the suhject to be one requiring most thought
ful consi<l<_)ration, difficulties arising from the following conditions: 

(1) A great number of linguistic Htoeks or families are discovered. 
(2) The boundaries between the different stocks of languages are 

not immeclia.tely apparent. from the fact that many tribes of diverse 
stocks have ha<l more or less a8sociation, and to some extent linguis
tic materials have been borrowed. and thus have passed out of the 
exclusive pos8eRRion of eognate peopl~s. 

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

83 
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( 4) This tendency to the establishment of intertribal jargons 
was greatly accelerated on the advent of the white inan, for thereby 
many tribes were pushed from their ancestral homes anrl tribes were 
1nixed with tribes. As a result, new relations and new industries, 
especially of trade, were established, and the new associations of 
tribe with tribe and of the Indians with Europeans led very often 
to the development of quite elaborate jargon languages. All of 
these have a tendency to complicate the study of the Indian tongues 
by comparative methods. 

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

In view of the amount of material on hand, the comparative study 
of the languages of North America has been strangely neglected, 
though perhaps this is explained by reason of the difficulties which 
have been pointed out. And the attempts which have been made to 
classify them 11as given rise to much confusion, for the following 
reasons: First, later authors have not properly recognized the work 
of earlier laborers in the field. Second, the attempt has more fre
quently been made to establish an ethnic classification than a lin
guistic classification, and linguistic characteristics have been con
fused with biotic peculiarities, arts, habits, customs, and other human 
activities, so that radical differences of language have often been 
ignored and slight differences have heen held to be of primary value. 

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

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

A fixed nomenclature in biology has been found not only to be 
advantageous, but to bea prerequisite to progress in research, as the 
vast multiplicity of facts, still ever accumulating, would otherwise 
overwhelm the scholar. In philological classification fixity of 
nomenclature is of corresponding importance; and while the anal
ogies between linguistic and biotic classification are quite limited, 
many of the principles of nomenclature which biologists have 
adopt.ad having no application in philology, still in some import.ant 
particulars the requirements of all scientific classifications are alike, 



LAW OF PRIORITY. 85 

and though many of the nomenclatural points met with in biology 
will not occur in philology, some of them do occur and may be 
governed by the same rules. 

Perhaps an ideal nomenclature in biology may some time be estab
lished, as attempts have been made to establish such a system in 
chemistry; and possibly such an ideal system may eventually be 
established in philology. Be that as it may, the time has not yet 
come even for its suggestion. What is now needed i~ a rule of some 
kind leading scholars to use the same terms for the same things, and 
it would seem to matter little in the case of linguistic stocks what 
the nomenclature is, provided it becomes den0tive and universal. 

In treating of the languages of North America it has been sug
gested that the na1nes adopted should be the names by which the 
people recognize themselves, but this is a rule of impossible appli
cation, for where the branches of a stock diverge very greatly no 
common name for the people can be found. Again, it has be~n sug
gested that names which are to go permanently into science should 
be simple and euphonic. This also is impossible of application, for 
simplicity and euphony are largely questions of personal taste, and 
he who has studied many languages loses speedily his idiosyncrasies 
of likes and dislikes and learns that words foreign to his vocabulary 
are not necessarily barbaric. 

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

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

Permanent biologic nomenclature dates from the time of Linnmus 
simply because this great naturalist established the binominal sys
tem and placed scientific classification upon a sound and enduring 
basis. As Linnreus is to be regarded as the founder of biologic 
classification, so Gallatin may be comddered the founder of syste
matic philology relating to the North American Indians. Before 
his time much linguistic work had been accomplished, and scholars 
owe a lasting debt of gratitude to Barton, Adelung, Pickering, and 
others. But Gallatin's work marks an era in American linguistic 
science from the fact that he so thoroughly introduced comparative 
methods, and because he circumscribed the boundaries of many 
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families, so that a large part of his work remains and is still to be 
considered sound. There is no safe resting place anterior tu Galla
tin, because no scholar prior to hh; time ha<l properly adopted com
parative mothods of research, and because no scholar was privileged 
to work with so large a bo<ly of material. It must further be said 
of Gallatin that he ha<l a very clear conception of the task he was 
performing·, arnl brought to it both learning and wh;don1. Gallatin's 
work has therefore been taken as the starting point, back of which 
we may not go in the hist0ric consideration of the systematic phi
lology of North America. The point_ of departure therefore is the 
year 183G, when Gallati n's '• Synopsis of Indian Tribes" appeared 
in vol. 2 of the Transactions of the American Antiquarian Society. 

It is belieYe<l that a name shonltl be 8imply a <lenoti ve word, arnl 
that no advantage ran accrue from a <iflHrriptive or connotive title. 
It is therefore <lesirablo to have the nanws as simple as pos~ih1e, 
consistent with ot.her an<l more important c011Hick~rations. For thiR 
reason it haR been found impracticable to recognize as family names 
<lesignations based on se,·eral distinct terms, such as deRcriptive 
phrRses, and words compomHled from two or more geographic names. 
Such phrases and componrnl ·words have heen rejected. 

There are many lingui8tic families in North Anrnrica, n.nd in a 
number of them there are many tribes 8peaking diverse languages. 
It is important, therefore, that some form Rhonld he given to the 
family name by which it may be distinguishecl from the name of a 
single tribe or language. In many ca8es Rome one language within 
a stock ha8 been taken as the type au<l its name given to the entire 
family; so that the name of a language an<l that of the stock to 
which it h(llongs are identical. This iH inconvenient and leads to 
confusion. For such rea8ons it has hem1 decicle<l to givo each family 
name the termination '·an_, or "ian.'' 

Conforming to the principles thus enunciate<!, the following rules 
have hPen formulated: 

I. The law of priority relating to the nomenclature of the sys
tematic philology of the North American tribes shall not 
extend to authors whose works are of <late anterior to the 
year 183G. 

II. The name originally given by the f oun<ler of a linguistic 
group to designate it as a family or stock of languages shall 
be permanently retained to the excl nsion of all others. 

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

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

V. Family names shall be distinguished as such by the termina
tion '' an " or '' ian." 
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VI. No name shall be accepted for a linguistic family unless used 
to designate a tribe or group of tribes as a linguistic stock. 

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

VIII. The original orthography of a name shall l)e rigidly preserved 
except as provided for in rule 111, and unless a typographical 
error is evident. 

'J.1he terms " family" and "stock "are here applied interchangeably 
to a group of languages that are supposed to be cognate. 

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

A lexic comparison is between vocal !31ements; a grammatic com
parison is between grammatic methods, such, for example, as gender 
systems. The classes into which things are relegated by distinction 
of gender may be animate and inanimate, and the animate may 
subsequently be divided into male and female, and these two classes 
may ultimately absorb, in part at least, inanimate things. 'fhe 
growth of a system of genders may take another course. The ani
mate and inanimate may be subdivided into the standing, the sitting, 
and the lying, or into the moving, the erect and the reclined; or, 
still further, the superposed classification may be based upon the 
supposed constitution of things, as the fleshy, the woody, the rocky, 
the earthy, the watery. Thus the number of genders may increase, 
while furtlier on in the history of a language the genders may 
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decrease so as almost to clisa.ppear. All of these characteristics are in 
part adventitious. hut to a lnrg•:' Pxtent the gender is a phenomenon 
of growth, indicating tht> stage to whieh the language has attained. 
A propPr case 8y:-;t.em may not lui Ye heen estahlu;hetl in a language 
hy the fixing of case pa.rt1ele-4. or, having been estahlished, it may 
change hy the increase or diminut10n of the number of cases. A 
tense system also has a heginuin~, a. growth, and a. deca<lence. A 
ffilHle system is variable in tlui various ~tages of the history of a 
language. Iu like manner a pronominal system un<lergoes changes. 
Partides mn.y he preflxe<l. intixe<l, or aflixe<l in compounded words, 
awl which one of thtse metho<ls will finally prevail can be <leter
minecl only in the later stagt:~ of growth. All of these things are 
hel<l t.o belong to the gra.mnutr of a language and to be grammatic 
meth()(ls, clistinct from lexical elements. 

With terms thu::; detined. lang-nage~ aresnppo~ed tu becogna.te when 
fundamental similaritie~ ard <11scoVPl'P<l in their lexical elements. 
Wlwn the members of n. family of languages a.rP to be classed in 
sulHliviHions and the history of such languages investigated, gram
matic characteristics become of primary importance. The wor<ls of 
a. language change by the methods <lescribed. but the fundamental 
elements or roots are more enduring. Grammatic methods also 
eha.nge, perhap~ even more rapi<lly than w·ords, au<l the changes 
may go on to such an extent that primitive methods are entirely 
lost, there being no ra< l ical grmnnrntic elements to be preserved. 
Grammatic Htructure is but a phase or accident of growth, an<l not 
a primordial element of language. The roots of a. language are its 
mrn;t permanent characteri:..;ties, and wlule the wor<ls which are 
forme<l from them may change so as to ohscurc their elements or in 
some cases even to Jose thPm. it seems that they are uever lost from 
all. Lut can Le recovered in large part. The grammatic structure 
or plan of a language is forever changing, and in this respect the 
language may Lecome entirely transforme<l. 

LITERATURE RELATING TO THE CLASSIFICATION OF INDIAN 
LANGUAGES. 

While the literature relating to the languages of North America 
is very extensive, that which relates to their classification is much 
less extensive. For the benefit of future stmlents in this line it is 
thought beHt to present a concise account of such literature, or at 
least so m nch as has been consulted in the preparation of this paper. 

1836. Gallatin (.Albert). 
A synop~is of the Indian tribes within the United States east of the Rocky 

l\lountain8, ancl in thP Britl"ih and Rus~ian pos.;;es~ions in North America. 
In Transaction':; anti Collection" of tlw American Antiquarian Society 
(.Archruologm Anwricana) CamhridgP, 18:l6, \ol. 2. 

The larger pa.rt of the volume consil-\ts of Gallatin's paper. A 
short chapter is aevote(l to general observations, including certain 
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historical <lata, awl the remaiu<ler to the discussion of linguistic 
material and the affinities of the various tribes mentioned. Vocabu
laries of many of the families arc appended. Twenty-eight lin
guistic divisions are recognized in the general table of the tribes. 
Some of these divisions are purely geographic, such as the tribes of 
Salmon River, Queen Charlotte's Island, etc. Vocabularies from 
these localities were at hand, but of their linguistic relations the 
author was not sufficiently assured. Most of the linguistic families 
recognized by Gallatin were defined with much precision. Not all 
of his conclusions are to be accepted in the presence of the data now 
at hand, but usually they wePe sound, as is attested by the fact that 
they have constituted the basis for much classificatory work since 
his time. 

The primary, or at least the ostensible, purpose of the colored map 
which accompanies Gallatin's paper was, as indicated by its title, 
to show the distribution of the tribes, and accordingly their names 
appear upon it, and not the names of the linguistic families. Nev
ert.heless, it is practical1y a map of the linguistic families as deter
mined by the author, and it is believed to be the first attempted for 
the area represented. Only eleven of t.he twenty-eight families 
named in this table appear, and these represent the families with 
which he was best acquainted. As was to be expected from the 
early period at which the map was constructed, much of the western 
part of the United. States was left uncolored. Altogether the map 
illustrates well the state of knowledge of the time. 

1840. Bancroft (George). 
History of the coloniza.bon of the United States, Boston, 1840, vol. a. 

In Chapter xxn of this volume the author gives a brief synopsis 
of the Indian tribes east of the Mississippi, under a linguistic classifi
cation, and ad<ls a brief account of the character and methods of 
Indian languages. A linguistic map of the region is incorporated, 
which in general corresponds with the one published by Gallatin in 
18:36. A notable addition to the Gallatin map is the inclusion of the 
U chees in their proper locality. Though considered a distinct family 
by Gallatin, this tribe does not appear upon his map. Moreover, the 
Choctaws and Muskogees, which appear as separate families upon 
Gallatin's map (though believed by that author to belong to the same 
family), are united upon Bancroft's map under the term Mobilian. 

The linguistic families treated of are, I. Algonquin, II. Sioux or 
Dahcota, III. Huron-Iroquois, IV. Catawba, V. Cherokee, VI. Uchee, 
VII. Natchez, VIII. Mobilian. 

1841. Scouler (John). 
Observations of the indigenous tribes of the northwest coast of America. In 

Journal of the Royal Geographical Society of London. London, 1841, 
vol. 11. 

The chapter cited is short, but long enough to enable the author 
to construct a very curious classification of the tribes of which he 
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treats. In bis account Scouler is guided chiefly, to use his own 
words, ''by consideratious founded on their physieal character, man
ners and customs, and on the affinities of their languages." As the 
linguistic considerations are mentioned last, so they appear to be the 
least weighty of his ''considerations." 

Scouler's definition of a family is very broad indeed. and in his 
"Northern Family," which is a branch of hh; "Insular Group," he 
includes such distinct linguistic stocks as "all the Indian tribes in 
the Russian territory," the Queen Charlotte Islanders, Koloshes, 
Ugalentzes, Atnas, Kolchans, Kenafos, Tun Ghaase, Haidahs, and 
Chimmesyans. His N ootka-Columbiau family is scarcely less incon
gruous, and it is evident that the classification indicated is only to a 
comparatively slight extent linguistic. 

1846. Hale (Horatio). 
United State8 exploring expedition, during the years 1838, 1839, 1840, 1841, 

1842, under the command of Charles \Vilkes, U. S. Navy, vol. 6, ethnog
raphy and philology. Plnladelplua, 1846. 

In adclition to a large amount of ethnographic data derived from 
the Polynesian Islands, Micronesian Islands, Australia, etc., more 
than one-half of this important volume iR devoted to philology, a 
large share relating to the tribes of northwestern America. 

The vocabulnrios collecte<l by Hale, an<l the conclusions derived 
by him from study of them, added much to the previous knowledge 
of the languages of these tribes. His conclusions and classification 
were in the main accepted by Gallatin in his linguistic writings of 
1848. 

1846. Latham (Robert Gordon). 
Miscellaneous contributions to the ethnography of North America. In Pro

ceedings of the Philological Society of London. London, 1846, vol. 2. 

In this article, which was read before the Philologfral Society, 
January 24, 1845, a large number of North American languages are 
examine<! and their affinities discussed in support of the two follow
ing postulatrn~ made at the beginning of the paper: First, "No Amer
ican language has an isolated position when compared with the other 
tongues en masse rather than with t.he language of any particular 
class;" second, "The affinities between the language of the- New 
World, as determined by their uocabularies, is not less real than that 
inferred from the analogies of their grarnrnatical structure." The 
author's conclusions are that both statements a.re substantiated by 
the evidence presented. The paper contains no new family names. 

1847. Prichard (James Cowles). 
Researches into the physical history of mankind (third edition), vol. 5, con

taining researches into the history of the Oceanic and of the American 
nations. London, 1847. 

It was the purpose of this author, as avowed by himself, to deter
mine whether the races of men are the cooffspriug of a single stock 
or have descended respectively from several original families. Like 
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other authors on this subject, his theory of what Hl10uld constitute a 
race was not clearly defined. The scope uf the inquiry re<1uired the 
corn;ideration of a great number of subjects aud loll to the accumula
tion of a vast hody of facts. Iu volume 5 the author treats of the 
American Indians, and in conuectiou with the different tribes ha:-; 
something to say of their languages. No attt~mpt at an original 
classification is made, and in the main tho author follows Gallatiu's 
classification and adopts his couclu:;ions. 

1848. Gallatm tAlbt.•rt). 
Hale's Imhans of Northwest Amenra, and vocalmlarie:, uf North Anwrica, 

with an intrudm·t10n. In Tran:..;actiuus uf the Amenl'all Etlrnulogical 
SueiClty, New York, 1848, Yol. 2. 

The introduction coush;b-l of a numher of chapters, as follows: :B..,irHt, 
Geographical notices an<l IH<liau memu; of suLsbteucc; securnl, 
Ancient semi-ci vilizatiun of New Mexico, Rio Gila and its viciuity; 
third, Philology; fuurt.h, A<ldewla aud miscellaneous. In these are 
brought together much vahmhle information, aua many important 
deduct.ions are ma< le which illuBtrate Mr. Gallatin ·s gTl'at acumen. 
The classification given is au amplification of that adopted in 1s:w, 
and contains changes aml addition8. The latter mai11ly rPsnlt from 
a consideration of the material sup1>lied by Mr. Hale, or are simply 
taken from his work. 

The gronp8 ad<litioual to those eoutaine<l iu the Archwologia 
Americana a.re: 

1. Arrapahoes. 6. Palainih. 
2. Jakon. 7. Sahaptm. 
3. Kalapuya. 8. Selh;h (Tsihaili-Selbh). 
4. Kitunaha. 9. Saste. 
5. Lutuami. 10. Wahlatpu. 

1848. Latham (Robert Gurdon). 
On tht-' languages of the Oregon Territory. In Journal of the Ethnological 

8ociety of London, Edinburgh, 184ts, ,~oI. 1. 

Thh; paper was rea<l before the Ethnological Society ou the 11th 
of December. The languages noticed are those that lie between 
''Russian America an<l New California," of which the author aims 
tu give an exhaustive list. He discusses the value of the groups to 
which these languages have been assigned, viz, Athahascau and 
N ootka-Columbian, and finds that they have been given too high 
value, and that they are only equivalent to the primary subdivisions 
of stocks, like the Got lnc, Celtic. and Classical, rather than to the 
stocks themselves. He further finds that the Athabascan, the 
Kolooch, the Nootka-Colnmbian, and the Ca<liak groups are sub
ordinate members of one large and important class-the Eskimo. 

No new linguistic groups are presented. 
1848. Latham (Robert Gordon). 
On the ethnography of Rm~sian America. In Journal of the Ethnological 

Society of London, Edinburgh, 1848, vol. 1. 
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This essay was read before the Ethnological Society February l 9, 
1845. Brief notices are given of the more important tribes, and the 
languages are classed in two groups, the Eskimaux and the Kolooch. 
Each of these groups is found to have affinities-' 

(1) With the Athabascan tongues, and perhaps equal affinities. 
(2) Each has affinities with the Oregon languages, and each per

haps equally. 
(3) Each has definite affinities with the languages of New Cali

fornia, and each perhaps equal ones. 
( 4) Each has iniscellaneous affinities with all the other tongues of 

North and South America. 

1848. Berghaus (Heinrich). 
Physikalischer Atlas oder Sammlung von Karten, auf denen die hauptsach

lichsten erscheinungen der anorganischen und organischen Natur nach 
ihrer geographischen Verbreitung und Vertheilung bildlich dargestellt 
sind. Zweiter Band, Gotha, 1848. 

This, the first edition of this well known atlas, contains, among 
other maps. an ethnographic map of North America, made in 18!5. 
It is based, as is stated, upon material derived from Gallatin, Hum
boldt, Clavigero, Hervas, Vater, and others. So far as the eastern 
part of the United States is concerned it is largely a duplication of 
Gallatin's map of 1836, while in the western region a certain amount 
of new material is incorporated. 

1852. In the edition of 1852 the ethnographic map bears date of 
1851. Its eastern portion is substantially a copy of the earlier edition, 
but its western half is materially changed, chiefly in accordance 
with the knowledge supplied by Hall in 1848. 

Map number 72 of the last edition of Berghaus by no means marks 
an advance upon the edition of 1852. Apvareutly the number of 
families is much reduced, but it is very difficult to interpret the 
meaning of the author, who has attempted on the same map to indi
cate linguistic di visions and tribal habitats with the result that con
fusion is made worse confounded. 

1853. Gallatin (Albert). 
Classification of the Indian Languages: a letter in closing a table of generic 

Indian Families of languages. In Information respecting the History, 
Condition, and Prospects of the Indian Tribes of the United States, by 
HPnry R. Schoolcraft. Philadelphia, 1853, vol. 3. 

This short paper by Gallatin consists of a letter addressed to W. 
Medill, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, requesting his cooperation 
in an endeavor to obtain vocabularies to a8sist in a more complete 
study of the grammar and structure of the languages of the Indians 
of North America. It is accompanied by a "Synopsis of Indian 
Tribes," giving the families and tribes so far as known. In the main 
the classification is a repetit.ion of that of 184:8, but it differs from 
that in a number of particulars. Two of the families of 1848 do not 
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appear in this paper, viz, Arapaho and Kinai. Queen Charlotte 
Island, employed as a family name in 1848, is placed under the 
Wakash family, while the Skittagete language, upon which the name 
Queen Charlotte Island was based in 1848, is here given as a family 
designation for the language spoken at "Sitka, bet. 52 and 59 lat." 
The following families appear which are not contained in the list of 
1848: 

1. Cumanches. 5. NatchitOC'hes. 
2. Gros Ventres. 6. Pam, Towiacks. 
3. Kaskaias. 7. Ugaljachmutzi. 
4. Kiaways. 

1853. Gibbs (George). 
Observations on some of the Indian dialects of northern California. In In

formation respecting the History, Condition, and Prospects of the Indian 
tribes of'"the United States, by Henry R. Schoolcraft. Philadelphia, 1853, 
vol. 3. 

The "Observations" are introductory to a series of vocabularies 
collected in northern California, and treat of the method employed 
in collecting them and of the <lifficulties encountered. They also 
contain notes on the tribes speaking the several languages as well as 
on the area covered. There is comparatively little of a classificatory 
nature, though in one instance the na1ne Quora.tem is proposed as a 
proper one for the family "should it be hel<l one." 

1854. Latham (Robert Gordon). 
On the languages of New California. In Proceedings of the Philological 

Society of London for 18:>2 ancl 18!';3. London, 18;)4, vol. 0. 

Read before the Philological Societ.y, l\Iay 13, 1853. A number of 
languages are examined in this paper for the purpose of determining 
the stocks to which they belong and the mutual affinities of the 
latter. Among the languages mentioned arc the Saintskla, Umkwa, 
Lutuami, Paduca, Athabascan, Dieguno, and a number of the Mis
sion languages. 

18!>5. Lane (William Carr). 
Letter on affinities of dialects in New Mexico. In Information r~specting the 

History, Condition, am.I Prospects of the Indian tribes of the United 
States, by Henry R. Schoolcraft. Philadelphia, 1855, vol. 5. 

The letter forms half a page of printed matter. ThH gist of the 
communication is in effect that the author has heard it said that the 
Indians of certain pueblos speak three different languages, which he 
has hearu called, respectively, (1) Chu-cha-cas and Ke~-whaw-hay; 
(2) E-nagh-magh; (!-l) Tay-waugh. This can hardly be called a 
classification .. though the arrangement of the pueblos indicated by 
Lane is quoted at length by Keane in the Appendix to Stanford's 
Compendium. 

7 ETH--2 
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1856. Latham (Robert Gordon). 
On the languages of NorthPrn, 'VestPrn. arnl f'Pntral America. ln Tmns

actions of the Philological Society of London, for 18:>6. London [ 1857 ?). 

This pn.per was read Lefore the Philologieal Soeiety May U, 185G, 
and is stated to he ~.a supplement tu two well known eontrihntions 
to American }Jhilology by the late A. Gallatin."' 

So far as cht8sitieatiou of North AmPl'iean 1angua.ge8 gops, this h~ 

perhaps the most import.ant paper of Latham·~. a:-; m it a numher 
of new names are propm.H:\d for linguisti<· gronps. :·meh as Coptlh for 
the Sacramento River tribe~, Eh nik for the Karok trilw8, .Mariposa 
Group and Mendocino Group for the Yoknt. awl Pomo tribes re8pect
ively, Moquelumne for the l\Iut~un, PuJttlli for the Meidoo, Weit
spek for the Eurocs. 

1856. Turner (Wilham Wacltlen). 
Report upon tlw Indian ti iht\s. by Liflut .. \. 'V. Whippk\, Thomas Ewbank, 

esq"' and Prof. "\Villiam W. TurnPr. Wa~hington, D- C .. 18a;). In Reports 
of Explorations and 8un'l\\·:-; to a""et\rtmn the most practicable and 
economical route for a railroa<l from tlw Mi..;Hil'\sippi to the Pacific Ocean. 
Washington, 18:36, vol. a. pat t a. 

Chapter v of the al'°ve rE'pnrt is headed · · Voeahularies of North 
American Langnage8, ., and i~ lJy Tur11er, a~ is ~tate<l in a foot-uote. 
Though the title page of Part III 1s tlat.ed 1855, the chapter by 
Turnet· wa8 not issued till 18t5H, the datP of the full volnme, as is 
stated by Turner on page S-1. The followmg are the vocabularies 
given, with their arrangement in families: 

I. Dt>la ware. l · 
II. Shawnee. f Algonkm. 

III. Choctaw. 
IV. Kichai. I p 'J 

V. Hueco. f awne~ · 
VI. Caddo. 

VII. Comanche. } 
VITI. Chemehuevi. t Shoshonee. 

IX. Cahmllo. J 
X. Kioway. 

XI. NamJ<>. ~ A 1 XI I. Pinal Leno. f · pac ie. 
XIII. Kiwomi. ( 
XI\:. Cochitemi. ( Keres. 
X\ . Acoma. J 

X\"I. Zufii. 
XYII. Pima. 

XVIII. C'uchan. I 
XIX. Coco-Maricopa. l ·u· 
Xx 'I . Jium~ 
Jo : • ·~ o.Ja' e. 

XXI. D1f>geno. 

Several of the family names, viz. Keres. Kiowa, Yuma, and Zuni, 
have hoen adopted under the rules formulated above. 

18!>8. Buschmann (Johann Carl Eduard). 
Die Volker und Spra.chen Neu-Mexiko's und cler 'Vestsflite des britisehen 

Nordamerika's, darg(lstt·llt YOU Hrn. nu~chmann. In Abhandlungen 
(aus <lem Jahre 18:J7) der koniglichen .Akademie der Wissenschaften zu 
Berlin. Berlin, 18:38. 

This work containR a historic reYiew of early discoveries in New 
Mexico and of the tribes living tlwrein. with such vocabularies as 
,.., .. ere available at the time. On pages :315--U-! the tribes of British 
America. from about latitude 54 ° to G0°. a.re similarly treated, the 
various discoveries being rPviewed; also those on the North Pacific 
coast. Much of the material should haYe been inserted in the 
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volume of 185H (which was pre1Jared iu 1854), to which cross refer
ence is frequently made, and to whieh it 8tauds in the nature of a 
supplement. 

1859. Buschmann (Johann Carl E<lnarrl). 
Die Spurt'>n der aztekischen Sprac1w irn nordlichPn l\lexico unrl hm1eren 

amerikanisclwn Norden. Zugleich eme Musterung (lt'r Volker urnl 
Sprachen des nc..)rdlichen Mexico'::; und der Westseite Nordamerika's Yon 
Guadalaxara an bis zum Eismeer. In Abhandlungen aus dem Jahrc 
18:>4 der kc.'miglichen Aka<lemie der Wissensehaften zu Berlin. Berlin, 
t8:m. 

The above. formiJJg a :-;eeornl supplemental volume of the Tram.;
aetions foe 185-l, i:; an extem.;ive compilation of much previous litera
ture treating of the Indian trihes from the Arctic Ocean southward 
to Guadalajara, and bears specially upon the Aztec language and 
its trace.s in the language:.; of the numerous tribes scattered along 
the Pacific Ocean and in] and to the high plains. A large number of 
vocahn laries arnl a vast amount of linguistic material are here 
brought togetlwr a.rnl arranged in a comprehensive manner to aid in 
the study attempted. In Jns classification of the tribes east of the 
Rocky Mountains, Buschm::mn largely f ollow(\d Gallatin. His treat
ment of those not inclU<lcd in Gallatin's paper iH in the main original. 
Many of the re~·mlt.s obtained may have been considered Lold at tho 
time of publication, but recent philological inveRtigations give evi
dence of the value of many of the author's conclusions. 

rnG9. Kane (Paul). 
Wanderings of an artist among the Indians of North America from Canada. 

to Vancouv~r'H !Hland an<l Oregon through the Hudson's Bay Company's 
territory and back again. London, 1859. 

The interesting account of the author's travels among the Indians, 
chiefly in the Northwest, and of their habits, i8 followed by a four
page supplement, giving the names, locations, and eenr.;us of the 
tribes of the Northwest coast. They are classified by language into 
Chymseyan, including the Nass, Chymseyans, SkPena and Sabassas 
Indians, of whom twPnty-one tribes are given; Ha-eelb-zuk or Balla
bola, including the Milbank Sound In<lians, with nine tribes: Klen-e
kate, incln<ling twenty trihes; Hai-dai, including the Kygargey awl 
Queen Charlottn·H Island Indians, nineteen trihes being enumerate•l; 
and Qua-colth. with tw(-lnty-nine tribes. No statement of the origin 
of these tahleH h~ givPn. and they reappear, with no explanation, iu 
Schoolcraft•s Indian T1·iheR. volume v, pp. 487-489. 

In his QuePn Charlotte Islawl:.;, 1870. Dawson publishes the part 
of this table relating to the Hai<la, with t.he statement that he received 
it from Dr. W. F. Tolmie. The census was made in 183n-·.n by the 
late Mr. John Work who <louhtl ..... ss wa8 the author of the more com
plete tables published by Kane and Schoolcraft. 
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1862. Latham (Robert Gordon). 
Elements of comparative plulology. London, 1R62. 

The object of this volume is_ as the author states in his preface, 
"to lay before the rea<ler the chief facts and the chief trains of rea
soning in Comparative Philology." Among the great mass of 
material accumulated for the purpose a ~hare iH devoted to the lan
guages of North America. The remarks under these are often taken 
verbatim from the author's earlier papt-'rs, t.o which reference has 
been made above, and the family names an<l classification set forth 
in them are substantially repeated. 

1862 .. Hayden (Ferdinand Vandeveer). 
Contributions to the ethnography and philology of the Indian tribes of the 

Missouri Valley. Philadelphia, 1862. 

This is a valuable contribution to our knowledge of the :Missouri 
River tribes, made at a time when the information concerning them 
was none too precise. The tribes treated of are classified as follows: 

I. Knisteneaux, or Crees. ) 
II. Blackfeet. ( Algonkm Group, A. 

III. Shyennes. J 
IV. Ar~pohos. 1-Arapoho Group B 
V. Ate,mas. ~ ' · 

VI. Pawnees. l p G 0 VII. Arikaras. f awnee roup, . 
VIII. Dakotas 1 

IX. Assiniboins. t 
X. Crows. 

XI. Minmtarees. Dakota Group, D 
XII. Mandans. J 

XIII. Omahas. 
XIV. Iowas. 

1864. Orozco y Berra (Mamwl). 
Geografia de las Lenbruas y Carta Etnografica clC' :Mexico Precedidas <lP un 

ensayo de clas1ficacion de las mi~mas lenguas y de apuntes para las 
inmigrac1ones de las tribus. l\Iex1co, 1864. 

The work is divided into three parts. {1) Tentative classification 
of the languages of Mexi<.'o; (2) notes on the immigration of the 
tribes of Mexico; (3) geography of the languages of Mexico. 

The author states that he has no knowle<lge whatever of the lan
guages he treats of. All he attempts to do is to summarize the 
opinions of others. His authorities were (1) writers on native gram
mars; (2) missionaries; (3) persons who are reputed to be verBed in 
such matters. He professes to have uBed his own judgment only 
when these authorities left him free to do so. 

His stated method in compiling the ethnographic map was to place 
before him the map of a certain department, examine all his authori
ties bearing on that department, arnl to mark with a <listincti ve celor 
a11 localities said to belong to a particular language. When this 
was done lw <lrew a bournlary li1w aroun<l the area of that language. 
Examination of the map shows that h~ has partly expressed on it 
tho classification of languages as giYe11 iu tlH) fir~t part of his text, 
and partly limited himself to irnlicating the geographic boundaries 
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of languages, without, however, giving the boundaries of all the 
languages mentioned in his lists. 

1865. Pimentel (Francisco). 
Cuadro Descriptivo y Comparativo de las Lenguas Indigenas de Mexico. 

Mexico, 1865. 

According to the introduction this work is divided into three parts: 
(l) descriptive; (~) comparative; (3) critical. 

The author divides the treatment of each language into (1) its 
mechani8m; (2) its dictionary; (3) its grammar. By "mechanism " 
he mean~ pronunciation and composition; by "dictionary" he means 
the commonest or most notable words. 

In the case of each language he statP-s the localities where it is 
spoken, giving a short sketch of its history. the explanation of its 
etymology, and a list of such writers on that language as he has 
become acquainted with. Then follows: "mechanism, dictionary, 
and grammar." Next he enumerates its dialects if there are any, 
and compares specimens of them when he is able. He gives the Our 
Father when he can. 

Volume I (1862) contains introduction and twelve languages. Vol
ume n (18H5) contains fourteen groups of languages, a vocabulary 
of the Opata language, and an appendix treating of the Comanche, 
the Coahuilteco, and various languages of upper California. 

Volume 111 (announee<l iu preface of Volume n) is t.o contain the 
'' comparative part" (to be treated in the same "mixed" method as 
the "descriptive part~'), and a scientific classification of all the 
languages spoken in Mexico. 

In the "critical part" (apparently dispersed through the other two 
parts) the author intends to pass judgment on the merits of the 
languages of Mexico, to point out their good qualities and their 
defects. 

1870. Dall (William Healey). 
On the distribution of the nath·e tribes of Alaska and the adjacent territory. 

In Proceedings of the American Aissociation for the Advancement of Sci
ence. Cambridge. 1870, vol. 18. 

In this important paper is presented much interesting information 
concerning the inhabitants of Alaska and adjacent territories. The 
natives are divided into two groups, the Indians of the interior, and 
the inhabitants of the coast, or Esquimaux. The latter are designated 
by the term Orarians, which are composed of three lesser groups, 
Eskimo, Aleutians, and Tuski. The Orarians are distinguished, 
first, by their language; second, by their distribution; third, by 
their habits; fourth, by their physical characteristics. 

1870. Dall (W'illiam Healey). 
Alaska and its Resoure<)S. Boston, 1870. 

The classification followed is practirally the same as is given in 
the author's artielo in the Procee<liugs of the Amerfran Association 
for the A<l va.ucement of Science. 
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1877. Dall {William Healey). 
Tribes of the extreme northwest. In Contributions to North American Eth

nology (published by United States Geographical an<l Geological Survey 
of the Rocky Mountain Region). Washington, 1877, vol. 1. 

This is an amplification of the paper published in the Proceedings 
of the American Association. as above cited. The author states 
that " numerous a<lditions and correct.ions, as well as personal obser
vations of much before taken at second hand, have placed it in my 
power to enlarge and improve my original arrangement." 

In this paper the Orarians are divided into "two well marked 
groups,'' the Innuit, comprising all the so-called Eskimo and Tuskis, 
and the Aleuts. The paper proper is fo1lowed by an appendix by 
Gibbs and Dall, in which are presented a series of vocabularies 
from the northwest, including dialects of the Tlinkit and Haida 
nations, T'sim-si-ans, and others. 

1877. Gibbs (George). 
Tribes of Western Washington and Northwestern Oregon. In Contributions 

to North American Ethnology. \Vashington, 1887, vol. 1. 

This is a valuable article, and gives many interesting particulars 
of the tribes of which it treats. References are here and there 
made to the languages of the several tribes, with, however, 110 

attempt at their classification. A table follows the report, in which 
is given by Dall, after Gibbs, a classification of the tribes mentioned 
by Gibbs. Five families are mentioned, viz: Nutka, Sahaptin, 
Tinneh, Selish, and T'sinuk. The comparative vocabularies follow 
Part II. 

1877. Powers (Stephen). 
Tribes of California. In Contributions to North American Ethnology. Wash

ington, 1877, 'ol. 3. 

The extended paper on the Californian tribes which makes up the 
bulk of this volume is the most important cont.rihution to the sub
ject ever made. The author's unusual opportunities for personal 
observation among the8e tribes were improYe<l to tlie utmost and 
the result is a comparatively full and eomprehPnsive account of 
their habits and character. 

Here and there are alhIHions to the languages spoken, with ref er
ence to the families to which the tribPs bPlong. No formal classifi
cation is presented. 

1877. Powell (John 'Veslfly). 
Appendix. Linguistics edited by J. W. Powell. In Contributions to North 

American Ethnology. Washington. 1877, -vol. 3. 

This appendix consists of a serieR of comparative vocabularies 
collected by Powers, Gibbs and others, cla8sified into linguistic 
families, as follows: 
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Family 
1. Ka-rok. 
2. Yi1-rok. 
3. Chim-a.-ri-ko. 
4. Wish-osk. 
5. Yu-ki. 
6. Pomo. 
7. Win-tfm'. 

1877. Gatschet (Albert Samuel). 

Family 
8. :Miit' -siin. 
9. Santa Barbara. 

1 O. Y 6-kuts. 
11. Mai'-du. 
12. A-cho-ma' -wi. 
13. 8has-ta. 

99 

Indian languages of the Pacific States and Territories. In Magazine of 
American History. New York, 1877, vol. 1. 

After some remarks concerning the nature of language and of the 
special characteristics of Indian languages, the author gives a 
synopsis of the language:-; of the Pacific region. The families men
tioned are: 

1. Shbshoni. 11. Pomo. 21. Yakon. 
2. Yuma, 12. Wishosk. 22. Cayuse. 
3. Pima. 13. Eurok. 23. Kalapuya. 
4. Santa Barbara. 14. Weits-pek. 24. Chinook. 
5. Mutsun. 15. Cahrok. 25. Sahaptin. 
6. Yocut. 16. Tolewa. 26. Selish. 
7. Meewoc. 17. Shasta. 27. Nootka. 
8. Meidoo. 18. Pit River. 28. Kootenai. 
9. Wintoon. 19. Klamath. 

10. Yuka. 20. Tinne. 

This is an important paper4 and contains notices of several new 
stocks, derived from a study of the material furnished by Powers. 

The author advocates the plan of using a system of nomenclature 
similar in nature to that employed in zoology in the case of generic 
and specific names, adding after the name of the t.ribe the family to 
which it belongs; thus: Warm Springs, Sahapt.in. 

1878. Powell (John Wesley). 
Thenat10nahty of the Pueblos. In the Rol'ky :Mountain Presbytt:lrian. Denver, 

Novf'mber, 1878. 

This iH a half-eolumn article4 the object. of which is to aHsign the 
H~veral Pueblos to tlieir proper stocks. A paragraph is devoted to 
contr~ulirt.ing the popular bPlief that. the Pueblos are in some way 
relat.e<l to the Aztpcs. No vocahularies are givPn or cited, though 
tho cln.RHification is stated to he a linguistic onf\. 

1~78. Kmne (Augu~tus II) . 
.Appernlix. Ethnography and philology of America. In Stanford's Vom

pPmlium of 0Pography and Trawl, e<l1tPcl and extencJ~c.l by H. W. Bates. 
London, 1878. 

In the a ppern lix are given. fl rHt, some of the more general c harac ... 
teristics arnl pPcnliaritie:.; of lJHlian languages, followed by a classi
fication of all t]w tribes of North America, after which is given an 
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alphabetical list of American tribe~ and languages, with their habi
tats and the st.oek to which they belong. 

The classification is com piled from many sources, and although it 
contains many errors and incomdsteucies, it affords on the whole a 
good general idea of prevalent views on the su hject. 

1880. Powell (John WeRley). 
Puebjo Indians. In the American Naturalist. Pluladelphia, 1880, Yol. 14. 

This is a two-page article in which is set forth a classification of 
the Pueblo Indians from linguistic considerations. The Pueblos are 
divided into four families or stocks, viz: 

1. Shinumo. 3. Keran. 
2. Zunian. 4. Tewan. 

Under the several stocks is given a li~t of those who have collected 
vocabularies of these languages and a reference to their publication. 

1880. Eells (Myron). 
The Twana language of \Vashington 'ferritory. In the American Antiqua

rian. Chicago, 1880-'81, vol. 3. 

This is a brief article-two and a half pages-on the 'fwana, 
Clallam, and Chemakum Indians. The author finds, upon a com
pariHon of vooalmlarie:-5. that the Chernakum language has little in 
common with its neighhors. 

1885 Dall (Wilham llt•ak•y). 
The natiw tribes of Alaska. In Proceedmgs of the American Association for 

the Advancement of Scipnee. thirty-fourth meeting, held at Ann Arbor, 
M:ich., August, 188:i. Salem, 1886. 

This paper if.; a timely contribution to the subject of the Alaska 
tribeR, and carries it from the point at which the author left it in 
ISGO to date, oriefly summarizing the several recent additions to 
knowledge. It ends with a geographical classification of the Innuit 
and Indian tribes of Alaska, with e8timates of their numbers. 

1885. Bancroft (Huhnt Howe). 
The works of Hubert Howe Bancroft. Yol. 3: the natiYe races, vol. 3, myths 

and languagPs. San Francisco. 1882. 

In the chapter on that subject.the languages are classified by divi
sions which appear to correspond to groups, families, tribes, and 
dialects. 

The classification does not, howeYer, follow· any consistent plan, 
and is in parts unintelligible. 

1882. Gatschet (Albert Samuel). 
Indian languagps of the Pacific States and Territories and of the Pueblos of 

New l\fex1co. In the Magazuw of Amerk,m History. New York, 1882, 
vol. 8. 

This paper is in the nature of a supplPnwnt to a previous one in 
the same magazine aboYe referred to. It enlarges further on several 
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of the stocks there considered, and, as the tit.le indicates, treats also 
of the Pueblo languages. 'fhe families mentioned are: 

1. Chimariko. 
2. Washo. 
3. Yakona. 
4. Sayuskla. 
n. Kilsa. 

1883. Hale (Horatio). 

6. Takilma. 
7. Rio Grande Pueblo. 
8. Kera. 
9. Zuni. 

Indian migrations, as evidenced by language. In The American Antiquarian 
and Oriental Journal. Chicago, 1883, vol. 5. 

In connection with the object of this paper-the study of Indian 
migrations-several linguistic stocks are mentioned, and the lin
guistic affinities of a number of tribes are given. The ~tocks men
tioned are: 

Huron-Cherokee. 
Dakota. 

Algonkin. 
Chahta-Muskoki. 

1885. Tolmie (W. Fraser) and Dawson (George M.) 
Comparative vocabulat·ies of the Indian tribes of British Columbia, with a 

map 1llustratmg distribution (Geological an<l Natural History Survey of 
Canada). Montreal, 1884. 

The vocabularies presented constitute an important contribution 
to linguistic science. They represent "one or more dialects of every 
Iudian language spoken on the Pacific slope from the Columbia 
River north to the Tshil kat River, and beyond, in Alaska; and from 
th~ outermost sea-hoard to the main continental <livide in the Rocky 
Mountains." A colored map shows the area occupied by each lin
guistic family. 

LINGUISTIC MAP. 

In 1836 Gallatin conferred a great boon upon linguistic students 
by classifying all the existing material rela.ting to this subject. Even 
in the light of the kuowle<lge of the present day his work is found 
to rest upon a sound basis. The material of Gallatin's time, how .. 
ever, was too scanty to permit of more than an outline of the subject. 
Later writers haYe contributed to the work, and the names of 
Latham, Turner~ Prichard, Buschmann, Hale, Gatschet, and others 
are connected with important classificatory results. 

The writer·H interest in linguistic work and the inception of a plan 
for a linguistic classificat10n of I n<lian languages date back about 
20 years, to a time when he was e11gaged in explorations in the West. 
Being brought into contact with many tribes, it was possible to col
lect a large amount of original material. Subsequently, when the 
Bureau of Ethnology was organized, this store was largely increased 
through the 1ahor8 of others. Since then a very large body of 
literature puhli~he<l in Indian languages has been accumulated, and 
a great uumuer of vocalmlaries have been gathered by the Bureau 
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assistants and by collaborators in various parts of the country. The 
results of a study of all this material, and of much historical data, 
which necessarily enters largely into work of this character, appear 
in the accompanying map. 

The contributions to the subject during the last fifty years have 
been so important, and the additions to the material accessible to 
the stu<lent of Gallatin 's time have been so large, that much of the 
reproach w liich deservedly attached to American scholars because 
of the neglect of American linguistics has been removed. The field 
is a vast one, howeYer, and the workers are comparatively few. 
Moreover, opportunities for collecting linguistic material are grow
ing fewer day by <lay, as tribes are consolidated upon reservations, 
as they become civilized, and as the older Indians, who alone are 
skilled in their language, die, leaving, it may be, only a few 
imperfect vocabularies as a basis for future study. History has 
bequeathed to us the names of many tribes, which became extinct 
in early colonial times, of whose language not a hint is left and 
whose linguistic relations must ever remain unknown. 

It is vain to grieve over neglected opportunities unless their con
templation stimulates us to utilize those at hand. There are yet 
many gap8 to be filled, even in so elementary a part of the study as 
the classification of the tribes by language. As to the detailed 
study of the different linguistic families, the mastery and analysis 
of the languages composing them, and their comparison with ohe 
another and with the languages of other families, only a beginning 
has been made. 

After tlrn above statement it is har<lly nf'ceRsary to add that the 
accompanying map <loes not purport to represent final results. On 
the contrary, it is to be regarded as tentative. setting forth in visible 
form the results of investigation up to the present time, as a guide 
and ai<l to future effort. 

Each of the colorH or })atterus upon the map represents a distinct 
linguistic family, the total nnmher of fam'ilie8 contained in the 
whole area being fifty-eight. It i8 he1ifwe'1 that the families of 
languages reprPsentPd npon the map can not have sprung from a 
conunon source; they are as distinct from one another in their 
vocabularies and apparently in their origin as from the Aryan or 
the Scythian families. Unquestionably, future and more critical 
study will re~:mlt in the fusion of some of these families. As the 
1neans for analysis and comparhmn accumulate, reseinb1ances now 
hidden will be hrought to light, arnl relationsl1ips hitherto unsus
pected will he shown to exh~t. Such a result may be anticipated 
with the more certainty inasmuch as the present classification has 
been made upon a conservative plan. 'Vhere relationships between 
families are sus1wrted, hut can not be demonstrated l>y convincing 
evidence, it has been deemed wiser not to unite them, but to keep 
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them apart until more material shall have accumulated and proof 
of a more convincing character shall have been brought forward. 
While some of the families indicated on the map may in future be 
united to other families, and the number thus be reduced, there 
8t'ems to be no ground for the belief that the total of the linguistic 
families of this country will be materially diminished, at least under 
the preseut methodH of linguistic analysis, for there is little reason 
to douht that, as the result of investigation in tho field, there will 
be discovered tribes speaking languages not classifiable under any of 
the prpseut families; thus the decrease in the total by reason of con
solidation may be compensated by a corresponding increase through 
discovery. It may even be possihle that some of the similarit.ies 
used in comhining languages into families may, on further study, 
prove to be a.dventitions4 and the numher may he increased thereby. 
To whieh side tlw nunwricn.l halance will fall remains for the future 
to (foeide. 

As stated above, all the families occupy the same basis of dissim
ilarity from one another-i. e., none of them are related-and conse
quently no two of them are either more or less alike than any other 
two, except in so far as mere coincidences and borrowe<l material 
may he said to constitute likeness a.wl relationship. Coincidences 
in the nature of superficial wor<l resemblances are common in all 
languages of the worlcl . No matter how widely separated geograph
iral1 y two families of languages may 1Je, no matter how unlike their 
voc-almlarieR, how (lh;tinct their origin, some words may always be 
fonrnl w]afrh appear upon ~mperficia.l exa.miua.t.ion to indicate rela
tiouRhip. There is not a si11glP Indian lingni~tic family, for instance, 
w h ieh c loes not cont.a.in worth~ Himilar in Hou lHl, f4.nd more rarflly sim
ilar iu hoth Hound n.rnl nwaning, tu word~.;in English, Chinese, Hebrew, 
and othr>r langnagPs. Not only clo such resemblances exist, hut 
tlaey have been <liscovere<l awl pointetl out, not as mere adventitious 
similarities, but ns pi·oof of genetic relationship. Bm-rowcd lin
gni:..;tic material al~o app<'ars iu every family, tempting the unwary 
iu ,.P~t igator into making f alHe mmlogies awl clrawiug t~rroneous cou
clusio118. NPitlwr coinci(lP11ces n<Jr lmrrowetl matl'rial, howt•vPr, can 
lH~ properly rpgar<led as t.widt~ncu of ('oguation. 

While occupying Uie samn pla1w of gmwtic (lis&imilarity, tl1e fmni-
1 iPs aro hy uo meani-; a1ikn as rPgarcls oither t}w extent of territory oc
cn ph .. ·d, t.ho 11mnlH.•r of tril>es gToupe(l nncfor tlwm reHpeetively, or the 
i1mnhor of l:rngnagPs and diafoct.s of whieh they are composed. 
Some of tlwm cover wi<ln arcaH, wlirn~e <linwusio11s are Htated in 
tt•t·ms of latitwfo awl lougitwh• rat hor than hy miles. Others occupy 
so little 8pn.ee that the color8 l'PJ>l'Pst•nt.iug t11em are hardly discern
ible upon the map. Sonw of Uurn1 contain 1mt a single trihe; ot}1ers 
are r0prnsonte<l hy Heort)H of trihPH. Iu the! cai-m of a few, the term 
"family ' is eomnwnHuratu with Jauguago, siuco there is lmt one 
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language and no dialects. In the case of others, their tribes spoke 
several languages, so <listinct from one another as to be for the most 
part mutually unintelligible, and the languages shade into many 
dialect8 more or less di verse. 

The map, de8igned primarily for the use of students who are en
gage<l in investigating the Indians of the United States, was at fiTst 
limite<l to this area; suh;equently its scope was ext.ended to include 
the whole of North America north of Mexico. Such an extension of its 
plan was, indeed, almost necessary, since a number of important. 
famili~s, largely represented in the United States, are yet more 
largely represented in the territory to the north, and no adequate 
concept.ion of the size and relative importance of such families as 
the Algonquian, Siouan, Salishan, Athapascan, and others can be 
had without inclrnliug extralimital territory. 

To the south, also, it happens that several linguistic stocks extend 
beyond the boundaries of the United States. Three families are, 
indeed, mainly extralimital in their position, viz: Yuman, the great 
body of the tribes of which family inhabited the peninsula of Lower 
California; Piman, which has only a small representation in south
ern Arizona; and the Coahuiltecan, which intrudes into southwestern 
Texas. 'fhe Athapasean family is represented in Arizona ancl New 
Mexico by the well known Apache and N asajo, the former of whom 
have gained a strong foothold in northern Mexico, while the Taffoan, 
a Pueblo family of the upper Rio Gram.le, has established a few 
pueblos lower down the river in Mexico. For the purpose of neces
sary comparison, therefore, the map is made to include all of North 
America north of Mexico, the entire peninsula of Lower California, 
and so much of Mexico as is necessary to show the range of families 
common to that country and to the United States. It is left to a 
future occasion to atteinpt to indicate the linguistic relations of 
Mexico and Central America, for which, it may be remarked in pass
ing, much material has been accumulated. 

It is apparent that a single map can not be made to show the loca
tions of the several liugui8tic families at different epochs; nor can a 
Hingle map he made to represent the migrations of the tribes com
posing the linguistic families. In order to make a clear presentation 
of the latter subject, it would be neces::mry to prepare a series of 
maps showing the areas successively occupied by the several tribes 
as they were <lisrupte<l and driven from section to section under the 
pressure of other tribeR or the vastly more potent force of European 
encroachment. Although the data necessary for a complete repre
sentation of tribal migration, even for the period subsequent tu the 
a<lvent of ihe European, <loes 11ot exist. still a very large body of 
material hearing upon the snhjeet is at hand, and exceedingly valu
able results in this direction coulu be presented did not the an1ount 
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of tinw and labor and the largo expense attendant upon such a pro
ject forhid the attempt for tho preRent. 

The ma.p nn<lertakPs to show the habitat of the linguistic families 
only, awl this i~ for lmt a Hingle period in tlwir history, viz, at the 
time when the trihes comprn:dng them first beeame known to the 
European, or when they firi-;t appear on recorde<l history. As the 
dates when the <liffer~nt tribes became known vary, it follows as a 
matter of eourse that thf\ perio<ls represented by the colors in one 
portion of the map are uot syuchronouH with those in other portions. 
Thu8 the 'lata for the Columl>ia River tribes is derived cl1iefly from 
the account of the journey of Lewis and Clarke in 1803-'05, long 
before which period radwal changC's of location had taken place 
among the tribes of the eastern United States. Again, not only are 
the periods representea by the different section8 of the map not syn
chronous, but only in the case of a few of the linguistic fan1ilies, 
aud these usually the smaller ones, is it possible to make the color
ing synchronous for <lifferent sections of the same family. Thus 
our <lata for the location of some of the northern members of the 
Sho8honean family goes back to 1804, a date at which absolutely no 
knowledge had l>een gained of most of the southern members of the 
group, our first account~ of whom l>egau about 1850. Again, our 
knowledge of the eastern Algonquian tribes dates hack to about 
1600, whi1o no information was had concerning the Atsina, Black
feet, Clu.:.yeune .. and the Arapaho, the westernmo:;t members of the 
family, until two centuries later. 

N otwithstandiug thm;e facts, an attempt to fix upon tho areas for
merly occupied hy tlw several linguistic families, and of the pristine 
homes of many of the tribes compo:;ing thorn, is Ly 110 means hopeless. 
For instanco, concerning the t>osition of the WPsteru tribeH <luring tho 
period of early contact of our colonies and its agreement with their 
position later when tlwy u,ppear in history, it mny l>c inferred that 
aH a rule it was 8tationary~ though positive twi<lence is lacking. 
WJwu changes of tribal habitat actually took place they were rarPly 
in tho nature of extensive migration~ by which n portion of a lin
guistie family was sev~recl from the main bocly, but rnmally in tho 
form of encroaclnnout hy a trihe or t.rihes upon lh.'ighboring terri
tory, which rci~mltetl simply in the extension of tho limits of one 
linguistic family at the expense of another, the defeated trihe:.; hciug 
ineorporatrnl or eon tined within narrower limitH. If the ahoveinfer
OlH'e ho correct, tho fact that ,liff PrPnt f'hronologic perimh; arc rep
re:•H~nted upon the map is of comparatively little importance, since, 
if tho Irnlicm triheR wore iu the main HPcleutary, and uot nomadic .. 
the e han~ps rP~mlt.ing in the eour~e of one or two centuries would 
not make mat.Prial <liff<.~rflnces. ~~xnctly the oppmdte opinion .. how
ever, has bet•u expressed hy many writers, viz, that the North 
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American Indian tribes were nomadic. The picture presented by 
these writers is of a medley of ever-shifting tribes, to-day here, 
to-morrow there, occupying new territory and founding new homes
if nomads can be said to have homes-only to abandon them. Such 
a picture, however, is believe<l to con\"ey an erroneous idea of the 
former condition of our Indian tribes. As the question has signifi
cance in the present connection it mm;t be considered somewhat at 
length. 

INDIAN TRIBES SEDENTARY. 

ln·the first place. the lingnistie map, based as it. is upon the ear
liest evidence obtainable, itself offers conclusive proof, not only that 
the Indian tribes were in the main sedentary at the time history 
first records their position, but that they had been sedentary for a 
very long period. In order that this may be made plain, it should 
be clearly understood, as stated above, that each of the colors or 
patterns upon the map indicates a distinct linguistic family. It 
will he notice<l that the colors repreRenting tho several families are 
usually in single bo(lios. i. e., that they represent continuous areas, 
and that with some exceptions the same color is not scattered here 
and there over the map in small spots. Yet precisely t.his last state 
of things is what would he expected ha<l the tribes repre~enting the 
families been nomadic to a marked degree. If nomadic tribes 
occupied North America, instead of spreading out each from a 
common center, as the colors show that the tribes composing the 
several families actually did, they would haYe been dispersed here 
and there over the whole face of the country. That they are not so 
<lispersed is considered proof that in the main they were sedentary. 
It has been stated above that more or less extensive migrations of 
some tribes over the country had taken place prior to European 
occupancy. . This fact is disclosed by a glance at the present map. 
'fhe great Athapascan family, for instance, occupying the larger 
part of British America, is known from linguistic evidence to have 
sent off colonies into Oregon (Wilopah. Tlatskanai, Coquille), Cali
fornia (Smith River tribes, Kenesti or Wailakki tribes, Hupa), and 
Arizoua and New Mexico (Apache, Navajo). How long before 
European occupancy of this country these migrations took place 
can not be told, but in the case of mm;t of them it was undoubtedly 
many years. By the test of language it is seen that the great 
Siouan family, which we have come to look upon as almost exclu
sively western, had one offshoot in Virginia (Tutelo), another in 
North and South Carolina (Catawba), and a third in Mississippi 
(Biloxi); and the Algonquian family, so important in the early 
history of this country, while occupying a nearly continuous area 
in the north and east, had yet secured a foothold, doubtless in 
very recent times, in Wyoming and Colorado. These and other 
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similar facts sufficiently prove the power of individual tribes or 
gentes to sunder relations with the great body of their kin<lred 
and to remove to distant homes. Tested by linguistic evidence, 
~mch instances appear to be exceptional, and the fact remains that 
m the great majority of cases the tribes com posing linguistic f am
ilie~ occupy continuous area8, a.nd hence are and have been practi
cally sedentary. Nor is the bon<l of a common language, strong an<l 
enduring as that bond is usually thought to be. entirely sufficient to 
explain the phenomenon here pointed out. When small in number 
the linguistic tie would undoubtedly aid in binding together the 
members of a tribe; but as t.he people speaking a common language 
increase in number and come to have conflicting interests, the lin
guistic tie has often proved to be an insuffident bond of union. In 
the caso of our Indian tribes feuds and internecine conflicts were 
common between members of the same linguistic family. In fact, 
it is probable that a very large number of the dialects into which 
Indian languages are split originatecl as the result of internecine 
Htrife. Factions, divided and separated from the parent body, by 
contact, intermarriage, and incorporation with foreign tribes, devel
oped distinct dialects or languages. 

But linguistic evi<lenco alone need not be relied upon to prove that 
the North American Indian was not nomadic. 

Corroborative proof of the sedentary character of our Indian tribes 
is to be found in the curious form of kinship system, with mother
rite as its chief factor, which prevails. This, as has been pointed 
out in another place, is not adapted to the necessities of nomadic 
tribes, which need to be governed by a patriarchal system, and, as 
well, to be possessed of flocks and herds. 

There is also an abundance of historical evidence to show that, 
when first discovered by Europeans, the Indians of the ea~tern United 
States were found living in fixed habitations. This does not neces
sarily imply that the entire year was spent in one place. Agricul
ture not being practiced to an extent sufficient to supply the Indian 
with full subsistence. he was compelled to make occasional changes 
from his permanent home to the more or less distant waters and for
ests to procure supplies of food. When furnished with food and skins 
for clothing, the hunting parties returned to the village which con
stituted their true home. At longer periods, for several rea.sons
among which probably the chief were the· hostility of stronger tribes, 
the failure of the fuel supply near the village, and the compulsion 
exercised by the ever lively superstitious fancies of the Indians-the 
villages were abandoned and new ones formed to constitute new 
homes, new focal points from which to set· out on their annual hunts 
and to which to return when these were completed. The tribes of 
the eastern United States had fixed and definitely bounded habitats, 
and their wanderings were in the nature of temporary excursions to 
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establisl1ed points resorted to from time immemorial. As, however, 
they had not yet entered completely into the agricultural condition, 
to which they were fast progressing from the hunter state, they may 
be said to have been nomadic to aver)'" limited extent. The method 
of life thus sketched was substantially the one which the Indians 
were found practicing throughout the eastern part of the United 
States, as also, though to a ler-;s degree, in the Pacific States. Upon 
the-Pacific coast proper the tribes were even more sedentary than 
upon the Atlantic~ as the mild climate and the great abundance and 
permanent supply of fish and shellfish left 110 cause for a seasonal 
change of abode. 

When, however, the interior portions of the country were first 
visited by Europeans, a different stnt.e of affairs was found to pre
vail. There the acquisition of the horse and the posHession of 
firearms had wrought very great changes in aboriginal habits. The 
acquisition of the former enable<l the Irnlian of the treeless plains to 
travel distances with ease and celerity which before were practically 
impossible. and the possession of firearms Rtimulated tribal aggres
siveness to the utmost pitch. Firearms were everywhere dou 1ly 
effective in producing changes in trihal habitats, since the somewhat 
gradual introduction of trade placed these deadly weapons in the 
hands of some tribeR, an<l of whole congerie:-; of trilJf'S, long before 
others could obtain them. Thus the general state of tribal equilib
rium which had before preY:tiled was rudely tlisturbe<l. Tribal 
warfare, which hitherto ha<l been attended with inconsiderable loss 
of life and slight territorial changes, was now made terribly destruc
tive, and the territorial possessions of whole groups of tribes were 
augmented at the expem;e of thmm less fortunatP. The horse made 
wanderers of many tribes which there is sutlicient evidence to show 
were formerly nearly :;e<lentary. Firearms enforced migration and 
caused wholesale changes in the luibitatR of tribes, which, in the 
natural order of eYents, it would have taken many ceuturie8 to pro
duce. The changes resnlti11g from tlwse eomMnetl agencies, great 
as they were, aro, however. slight in compariRon with the t.remeudous 
effects of the wholesale occupancy of Indian tPrritory by Europeans. 
As the acquisition of territory hy the settlers went on, a waYe of 
1nigration from east to west was inaugurate<l w·hich affectcid triheH 
far remote from the point of disturbance. ever forcing tlwm within 
narrower and narrower hmuH.h;, and, ns time went on. producing 
greater and greater change~ throughout the entire country. 

So much of tho radical rhttngP in trihal habitats as took place in 
the area remote from European settle1uents. mainly west of the 
Mississippi, is chiefly unrecorded, srtYe imperfectly in Indian tra
dition, and is chiefly to he inferred from lingnistic evidence and 
from the few fact8 in our po~~ession. A~. howev-er. the most im
portant of these changes occurre<l after, an<l as a result of, European 
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occupancy, they are noted in history, and thus the map really gives 
a better idea of the pristine or prehistoric habitat of the tribes than 
at first might be thought possible. 

Before speaking of the method of establishing the boundary lines 
between the linguistic families, as they appear upon the map, the 
nature of the Indian claim. to land and the manner and extent of its 
occupation should be clearly set forth. 

POPULATION. 

A8 the question of the Indian population of the country has a 
direct bearing upon the extent to which the land was actually occu
pied, a few words on the subject will be introduced here, particu
larly as the area included in t.he linguistic map is so covered with 
color that it may convey a false impression of the density of the 
Indian population. As a result of an investigation of the subject of 
the early Indian population, Coi. Mallery long ago arrived at the 
conclusion that their settlements were not numerous, and that the 
population, as compared with the enormous territory occupied, was 
extremely small. 1 

Careful examination since the publication of the above tends t.o 
corroborate the soundness of the conclusions there first formulated. 
The subject may be set forth as follows: 

The sea shore, the borders of lakes, and the hanks of rivers, where 
fish and shell-fish were to be obtained in large quantities, were nat
urally the Indians" chief resort, and at or near such places were to 
be found their permanent settlements. As the settlements and lines 
of travel of the early colonists were along the shore, the lakes and 
the rivers, early estimates of the Indian population were chiefly 
based upon the numbers congregated along these highways, it being 
generally assumPd that away from the routes of travel a like popu
lation existed. Again, over-estimates of population resulted from 
the fact that the same body of Indians vh;ited different points 
during tlrn year, and not infrequently were counted two or three 
times ~ change of permanent village sites also tended to augment 
estimates of population. 

For these and other rcasom; a greatly exaggerate< l idea of the 
Indian population was obtained, and the impre8siom; so (lerived have 
been disHipated only in comparatively recent times. 

AH will be stated more fully lat.er, the Iwlian was dependflut to no 
small degree upon natural products for his food supply. Coul<l it 
be affirmed that the North Anwriean Indians lm<l increased to a 
point where they pressed upon the food Hupply. it would imply a 
very mneh larger population than we are justified in assuming from 
other consitlerations. But for Yarions reasons the ::\Ialtlrnsian law, 

1 Prue . .Am. A:;H. Adv. Science, 1877. vol. 26. 
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whether applicable elsewhere or not, can not be applied to the Indians 
of this country. Everywhere bountiful nature had provided an un
failing and practically inexhau~tible food supply. The rivers teemed 
with fish and mollusks, and the forests with game, while upon all 
sides was an abundance of nutritious roots and seeds. All of these 
sources were known, and to a large extent they were drawn upon by 
the Indian. but the practical lesson of providing in the season of 
plenty for the season of scarcity had been but imperfectly learned, 
or, when learned, was but partially applied. Even when taught by 
dire experience the necessity of laying up adequate stores, it was the 
almost universal practice to waste great quantities of food by a con
stant succession of feasts. in the superstitious observances of which 
the stores were rapidly wasted and plenty soon gave way to scarcity 
and even to famine. 

Curiously enough, the hospitality which is so marked a trait 
among our North American Indians had its source in a law, the 
invariable practice of which has harl a marked effect in retarding 
the acquisition by the Indian of the virtue of providence. As is 
well known, the basis of the Indian social organization was the 
kinship system. By its provif;;ions almm;t all pro'perty was possessed 
in common by the gens or clan. Food, the most important of all, 
was by no means left to be exclusiveiy enjoyed by the individual or 
the family obtaining it. 

For instance, the distribution of game among the families of a 
party was variously provided for in different tribes, but the pract:
cal effect of the several customs relating thereto was the sharing of 
the supply. The hungry Indian had but to ask to ~eceive and this 
no matter how small the supply, or how dark the fu~ure prospect. 
It was not only hi:; privilege to ask, it was his right to demand. 
Undoubtedly what waR originally a right, conferred by kinship con
nections, ultimately a8snmed broader proportions, and finally passe<l 
into the exercise of an almost indh.;criminate hospitality. By reaRon 
of this custom, the poor hunter was virtually placed upon equality 
with the expert one,. the lazy with the industrious, the improvident 
with the more provident. Stories of Indian life abound with 
instances of individual families or parties being called upon by 
those less fortunate or provident to share their supplies. 

The effect of such a system, admirable as it was in inany particu
larH, practically placed a premium upon idleness. Under such com
murnil rights an<l privileges a potent HIHlr to industry and thrift is 
wanting. 

There is an obverse side to this lJrohlem. which a long an<l inti
mate acquaintance vdth the Indians in their villages has forced 
upon the writer. The communal ownership of food and the great 
ho8pita1ity practiced by the Irnlian 1uwe hatl a very much grPater 
influence upon his character than that indicated in the foregoing 
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remarks. The peculiar institutions prevailing in this respect gave 
to each tribe or clan a profound interest in the skill, ability and 
industry of each member. He was the most valuable person in the 
community who supplied it with the most of its necessities. For 
this reason the successful hunter or fisherman was always held in 
high honor, and the woman who gathered great store of seeds, 
fruits, or roots, or who cultivated a good corn-field, was one who 
commanded the respect and received the highest approbation of the 
people. The simple and rude ethics of a tribal people are very 
important to them, the more so because of their communal institu
tions; and everywhere throughout the tribes of the United States 
it is discovered that their rules of conduct were deeply implanted 
in the minds of the people. An organized system of teaching is 
always found, as it is the duty of certain officers of the clan to 
instruct the young in all the industries necessary to their rude life, 
and simple maxims of industry abound among .the tribes and are 
enforced in diverse and interesting ways. The power of the elder 
men in the clan over its young members is always very great, and 
the training of the youth is constant and rigid. Besides this, a 
moral sentiment exists in favor of primitive virtues which is very 
effective in molding character. This may be illustrated in two 
ways. 

Marriage among all Indian tribes is primarily by legal appoint
ment, as the young woman receives a husband from some other 
prescribed clan or clans, and the elders of the clan, with certain excep
tions,. control these marriages, and personal choice has little to do with 
the affair. When marriages are proposed, the virtues and industry 
of the candidates, and more than all. their ability to properly live 
as married couples and to supply the clan or tribe with a due 
amount of subsistence, are disclfssed long and earnestly, and the 
young man or maiden who fails in this respect may fail in securing 
an eligible and desirable match. And these motives are constantly 
presented to the savage youth. 

A simple democracy exists among these people, and they have a 
variety of tribal offices to fill. In this way the men of the tribe are 
graded, and they pass from grade to grade by a selection practically 
made by the people. And this leads to a constant discussion of the 
virtues and abilities of all the male members of the clan, from boy
hood to old age. He is most successful in obtaining clan and tribal 
promotion who is most useful to the clan and the tribe. In this 
manner all of the ambitious are stimulated, arnl this incentive to 
industry is very great. 

When brought into close contact with the Indian, and into inti
mate acquaintance with his language, customs, and religious ideas, 
there is a curious tendency observable in students to overlook 
aboriginal vices and to exaggerate aboriginal virtues. It seems to 
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be forgotten that after all the Indian is a savage, with the character
istics of a savage, and he is exalted even above the civilized man. 
The tendency h; exactly the reverse of what it is in the case of those 
who view the Indian at a distance and with no prPcise knowledge of 
any of his characteristics. In the estimation of such persons the 
Indian's vices greatly outweigh his virtues; his language is a gib
berish, his methods of war cowardly, his ideas of religion utterly 
puerile. 

The above tendencies are accentuated in the attempt to estimate 
the comparative worth and position of individual tribe8. No being 
is more patriotic than the Indian. He believes himself to be the 
result of a special creation by a partial deity and holds that his is 
the one favored race. The name by which the tribes distinguish 
themselves from other tribes indicates the further conviction that, 
as the Indian is above all created things, so in like manner each par
ticular tribe is exalted above all others. ,. Men of men" is the literal 
translation of one name; "the only men" of another, and so on 
through the whole category. A long re8idence with any one tribe 
frequently inoculates the student with the same patriotic spirit. 
Bringing to his study of a particular tribe an iHadequate conception 
of Indian attainments and a low impression of their moral and in
tellectual plane, the constant recital of its virtues, the bravery and 
prowess of its men in war, their generosity, the chaste conduct and 
obedience of its women as contrasted with the opposite qualities of 
all other tribes, ~peedily teuds to partisanship. He discovers many 
virtues and find8 that the moral and intellectual attainments are 
higher than he supposed; but these advantages he imagines to be 
possessed solely, or at least to an unusual degree, by the tribe in 
question. Other tribes are assigned much lower rank in the scale. 

The above is peculiarly true of the stmlent of language. He who 
studies only one Indian language and learns its manifold curious 
grammatic devices, its wealth of wor<ls, its capacity of expression, 
is speedily conviuced of its ~mperiority to all other Indian tongues, 
and not infrequently to all languages by whomsoever spoken. 

If like admirable characteristics are asserted for other tongues he 
is apt to view them but as derivatives from one original. Thus he 
is led to overlook the great truth that the mind of man is everywhere 
practically the same, and that the innumerable differences of itB 
products are indices merely of different stages of growth or are the 
results of different conditions of environment. In its development 
the human mind is limited by no boundaries of tribe or race. 

Again, a long acquaintance with many tribes in their homes leads 
to the belief that savage people do not lack industry so much as 
wisdom. They are capable of performing. and often do perform, 
great and continuous labor. The men and women alike toil from 
day to day and from year to year, engaged in those tasks that are 
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presented with the recurring seasons. In civilization, hunting and 
fishing are often considered Hports, but in savagery they are labor~. 
a.nd call for endurance, patiencfl, an<l sagadty. And these arP (lX~r
cised to a reasonable degree among all savage peoples. 

It is probable that the real <lifficulty of purchasing quantitiPs of 
food from Indians has. in most cases. not heen in·op(-lrly mulerHtoo<l. 
Unless the alien is present at a time of great abundaneP. when tlu"'rH 
is more on harnl or easily obtainable than suffieient to ~mpply thr' 
wants of the people. food can not l1e bought of the Indians. This 
arises from the fact that the trihal tenure is comnm1m.L and to gt:1t. 

food by purchase requires a treaty at which a1l the }palling meml>Pr:-: 
of the tribe are present and give consent. 

As an illustration of the improvidence of the Indians generally. 
the habits of the tribe8 along the Columhia River may he eite<l. 'rhf' 
Columbia River ha~ often been pointed to as tl10 prohable Honrce of 
a great part of the Indian population of thi8 country. l)ecause of the 
enormous supply of :-;almou furnished hy it and its tributaries. If 
an abundant and readily obtained supply of food was all that was 
necessary to insure a large population. and if population n1ways in
creased up to the limit of food supply. unquestionably t.he tht~ory of 
repeated 1n.igratory waves of surplus population from the Columhia 
Valley would be plausible enoug·h. It is only necessary. howen~r, to 
turn to the accounts of the earlier explorer8 of this region, LewiH 
and Clarke, for example, to refute the i<lea, so far at least as the 
Columbia Valley is concerne<l, although a Htndy of the many <liYt:1rHP 

languages spread oYer the United States would seem sufficiently to 
proYe that the tribes speaking tlwm coul<l not liaYe originate<! at a 
common center, unle88, indeed. at a period anterior to the formation 
of organize<l langnag-P. 

The Indians inhabiting the Columhia Valley were cliYi<le<l iuto 
many tribes, belonging to seYeral distinet linguistic f amilws. They 
all were in t1u~ same culture status, however, and differed in hauits 
and arts only in minor particulars. All of them had rr>course to tlie 
salmon of the Columbia for the main part of their Rnhsh~tenee. and 
all practiced similar cru<le methods of curing fish and storing it away 
for the w·inter. "\\•ithout. (•xception. judging from the acconnt8 of 
the ahove mentioned and of more recent authors, all the trihes suf
f Pre<l periodically more or le~~ from insufficient food Rupply, althougl1, 
with the exercise of due forethought and economy, eY~n with their 
rude methods of catehing and euring Ralmon, enough might }l(~J'e 

have heen cured mrnually to ~ufficp for the wants of thP Indian popu
lation of t11e Pntire N ortlnn:)f-.:t for several yearH. 

In their asePnt of thP river in ~pring, before the salmon run. it 
\Vas only witl1 grt .. at difficulty that Lewis nnd Clarke were able to 
provi<le thPml'eh~es 1Jy purehast• with enough food to k(lep themse1n)R 
froru starving. Several varties of Indians from the vicinity of th.; 
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Dalles, the best fishing station on the river, were met on their way 
down in quest of food, their supply of dried salmon having been 
entirely exhausted. 

Nor is there anything in the accounts of any of the early visitors 
to the Columbia Valley to authorize the belief that the population 
there was a very large one. As was the case with all fish-stocked 
streams, the Columbia was resorted to in the fishing season by many 
tribes living at considerable distance from lt; but there is no evi
dence tending to show that the settled population of its banks or of 
any part of its drainage basin was or ever had been by any means 
excessive. 

The Dalles, as stated above, was the best fishing station on the 
river, and the settled population there may be taken as a fair index 
of that of other favorable locations. The Dalles was visited by Ross 
in July, 1811, and the following is his statement in regard to the 
population : 

The main camp of the Indians is situated at the head of the narrows, and may 
<'ontain, during the salmon season, 3,000 souls. or more; but the constant inhab
itants of the place do not exceed 100 persons, and are called Wy-am-pams; the rest 
are all foreigners from different tribes throughout the country, who resort hither, 
not for the purpose of catching salmon, but chiefly for gambling and speculation. 1 

And as it was on the Columbia with its enormous supply of fish, 
so was it elsewhere in the United States. 

Even the practice of agriculture, with its result of providing a 
more certain and bountiful food supply, seems not to have had the 
effect of materially augmenting the Indian population. At all events, 
it is in California and Oregon, a region where agriculture was 
scarcely practiced at all, that the most dense aboriginal population 
Ii ved. There is no reason tu believe that there ever existed within 
the limits of the region included in the map, with the possible excep
tion of certain areas in California, a population equal to the natural 
food supply. On the contrary, there is every reason for believing 
that the population at the time of the discovery might have been 
n1any times more than what. it actually was had a wise economy been 
practised. 

The effect of wars in decimating the people has often been greatly 
exa~gerated. Since,the advent of the white man on the continent, 
wars have prevailed to a degree far beyond that existing at an earlier 
time. From the contest which necessarily arose between the native 
tribes and invading nations many wars resulteJ, and their history is 
well known. Again, tribes driven from their ancestral homes often 
retreated to lands previously occupied by other tribes, and intertribal 
wars resulted therefrom. The acquisition of firearms and horses, 
through the agency of white men, also had its influence, and when 
a commercial value was given to furs and skins, the Indian aban-

1 Adventures on the Columbia River, 1849, p. 117. 
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doned agriculture to pursue hunting and traffic, and sought new 
fields for such enterprises, and many new contests arose from this 
cause. Altogether the character of the Indian since the discovery 
of Columbus has been greatly ehanged, and he has become far more 
warlike and predatory. Prior to that time, and far away in the 
wilderness beyond such influence since that time, Indian triheR 
seem to have lived together in comparative peace and to have settled 
their <lifficulties by treaty methods. A few of the tribes had distinct 
organizations for purposes of war; all recognized it to a greater or 
less extent in their tribal organization; but from such study as has 
been given the subject., and from the many facts collected from time 
to time relating to the intercourse existing between tribes, it appears 
that the Indians lived in comparative peace. Their accumulations 
were not so great as to be tempting, and their modes of warfare 
were not excessively destructive. Armed with clubs and spears and 
bows and arrows, war could be prosecuted only by hand-to-hand 
conflict, an<l dependPd largely upon individual prowess, while battle 
for plunder, tribute, and conquest was almost unknown. Such inter
tribal wars as occurred originated from other causes, such as infrac
tion of rights relating to hunting grounds and fisheries, and still 
oftener prejudices growing out of their superstitions. 

That which kept. the Indian population down sprang from another 
source, w hie h has sometimes been neglected. The Indians had no 
reasonable or efficacious system of medicine. They believed that dis
eases were caused by unseen evil beings and by witchcraft, and every 
cough, every toothache, every headache, every chill, every fever, 
every boil, and every wound~ in fact, all their ailments, were attril>
uted to such cause. Their so-ealled medicine practice was a horrible 
system of sorcery, and to such superstition human life was sacrificed 
on an enormous scale. The sufferers were given over to priest doc
tors to be tormented, bedeviled, and destroyed; and a universal and 
profound belief in witchcraft made them suspicious, and led to the 
killing of all suspected and obnoxious people, and engendered blood 
feuds on a gigantic scale. It may he safely said that while famine, 
pestilence, disease, and war may have killed many, superstition 
killed more; in fact, a natural death in a savage tent is a compara
tively rare phenomenon; but <leat.h by sorcery, medicine, and blood 
feud arising from a belief in witchcraft is exceedingly common. 

Scanty as was the population compared with the vast area teem
ing with natural products capable of supporting human life, it may 
be safely said that at the time of the discovery, and long prior 
thereto, practically the whole of the area included in the present 
map was claimed and to some extent occupied by Indian tribes; but 
the possession of land by the Indian by no means implies occu
pancy in the modern or eivilized sense of the term. In the latter 
sense occupation means to a great extent individual control and 
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ownership. Very different was it with the Indians. Individual own
ership of land was, as a rule, a thmg entirely foreign to the Indian 
1nind, and quite unknown in the culture stage to which he belonged. 
All land, of whatever character or however utilized, was held in 
common by the tribe, or in a fo\v instances by the clan. Apparently 
an exception to this broad statement iR to be made in the case of the 
Haida of the northwest coast, who ha\"e been studied by Dawson. 
According to him 1 the land is divided among the different families 
and is hel<l as strictly personal property, vdth hereditary rights or 
possessions descendieg from one generation to another. ''The lands 
may be bartered or giYen away. The larger salmon streams are, 
however, often the property jointly of a number of families." The 
tendency in this case iR toward personal right in land. 

TRIBAL LAND. 

For convenience of discussion, Indian tribal land may be divided 
into three classes: Fir:;t, the larnl occupied hy the villages; second, 
the land actually employed in agriculture; third, the land claimed 
by the tribe but not occupied, except as a hunting ground. 

r"illaye sites.-The amount of land taken up as village sites varied 
considerably in different parts of the country. It varied also in the 
same tribe at different times. As a rule, the North American Indians 
lived in communal housPs of sufficient size to accommodate several 
families. In such ca~es the village consisted of a few large struc
tures closely grouped together, so that it covered very little ground. 
When territory was occupied by warlike tribes, the construction of 
rude palisades around the villages and the necessities of defense 
generally tended to compel the grouping of houses, and the per
manent village sites of even the more populous tribes covered 
only a very small area. In the case of confederated tribes and in 
the time of peace the tendency "\Vas for one or more families to 
establish more or less permanent settlenwnts away from the main 
village, where a livelihood was more readily obtainable. Hence, in 
territory which had enjoyed a considerable interval of peace the set
tlements were in the nature of small agricuUural communities, 
established at short distances from each other and extending in the 
aggregate over a considerable extent of country. In the case of popu
lous tribes the villages were probably of the character of the Choc
taw towns described by Adair. 2 "The barrier towns, which are 
next to the Muskohge and Chikkasah countries, are compactly set
tled for social defense, according to the general method of other 
savage nations; but the rest. both in the center an<l toward the Mis
sissippi, are only scattered plantations. as best suits a separate easy 

1 Report on the Queen Charlotte Islands, 1878, p. 117. 
~Hist. of Am. Ind., 1775, p. 282. 
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way of living. A stranger might he in the middle of one of their 
populous, extensive towns without seeing half a dbzen houses in the 
direct course of his path." More closely grouped settlements are 
described by Wayne in American State Papers, 1793, in his account 
of an expedition down the Maumee Valley, where he states t11at 
"The margins of the Mimnis of the Lake and the Au Glaize appear 
like one continuous village for a number of miles, nor have I ever 
beheld sueh immense fields of corn in any part of America from 
Canada to Florida." Such a chain of villages as this was })robably 
highly exceptional; but even under fmch circumstances the village 
sites proper formed but a very small part of the total area occupied. 

From the foregoing considerations it will be seen that the amount 
of land occupied as village sites under any circumstances was incon
siderable. 

A9ricultural land.-It is practically impossible to make an accu
rate estimate of the relative amount of land devoted to agricultural 
purposes by any one ~ribe or by any family of tribes. None of the 
factors which enter into the problem are known to us with sufficient 
accuracy to enable reliable estimates to be made of the amount of 
land tilled or of the product8 derived from the tillage; and only in 
few cases have we trustworthy estimates of the population of the 
tribe or tribes practicing agriculture. Only a rough approximation 
of the truth can be reached from the scanty data available and from 
n, general know·ledge of Indian methods of subsistence. 

The practice of agriculture was chiefly limited to the region 
south of the St. Lawrence and east of the Missis8ippi. In this 
region it was far more general and its results were far more impor
tant than is commonly ~mpposed. To the west of the Mississippi 
only comparatively small areas were occupied by agricultural tribes 
anil these lay chiefly in New Mexico and Arizona and along the 
Arkansas, Platte, and Missouri Rivers. The rest of that region was 
tenanted by non-agricultural tribes-unle~s indeed the slight atten
tion paid to the cultivation of tobacco by a few of the west coast 
tribes, notably the Haida, may he considered agriculture. Within 
the first mentionea area most of the tribes, perhaps all, practiced 
agriculture to a greater or leRs extent. though unquestionably t.he 
degree of reliance placed up< '11 it as a means of support differed 
much with different tribes and localities. 

Among many tribes agriculture was relied upon to supply an 
important-and pPrhaps in the case of a few tribe8, the most impor
tant-part of the food supply. The accounts of some of the early 
explorers in the southern U nitPcl State8, where probably agricul
ture was more systematizP<l t ha.n ehmwhere. mention corn fields of 
great extent, and later knowledge of some northern tribes, as the 
Iroquois and some of the Ohio Valley tribes, ~hows that they also 
raised corn in great quantities. 
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The practice of agriculture to a point where it shall prove the main 
and constant supply of a people, however, implies a degree of seden
tariness to which our Indians as a rule had not attained and an 
amount of steady labor without immediate return which was pecul
iarly irksome to them. Moreover, the imperfect methods pursued 
in clearing, planting, and cultivating sufficiently prove that the 
Indians, though agriculturists, were in the early stages of develop
ment as such-a faet also attested by the imperfect and one-sided 
di vision of labor between the sexes, the men as a rule taking but 
small share of the burdensome tasks of clearing land, planting, and 
harvesting. 

It is certain that by no tribe of the United States was agriculture 
pursued to such an extent as to free its members from the practice 
of the hunter's or fisher's art. Adrnitting the most that can be 
claimed for the Indian as an agriculturist, it may be stated that, 
whether because of the small population or because of the crude 
manner in which his operations were carried on, the amount of land 
devoted to agriculture within the area in question was infinitesimally 
small as compared with the total. Upon a map colored to show only 
the village sites and agricultural land, the colors would appear in 
small spots, while by far the greater part of the map would remain 
uncolored. 

Hunting clairns.-The great bocly of the land within the area 
mapped which was occupied by agricultural tribes, and all the land 
outside it, was held as a common hunting ground, and the tribal 
claim to territory, independent of village sites and corn fields, 
amounted practically to little else than hunting claims. The com
munity of possession in the tril1e to the hunting ground was estab
lished and practically enforced by hunting laws, which dealt with 
the divisions of game among the village, or among the families of 
the hunters actually taking part in any particular hunt. As a rule, 
such natural landmarks as rivers, lakes, hills, and mountain chains 
served to mark with sufficient accuracy the territorial tribal limits. 
In California, and among the Haida and perhaps other tribes of the 
northwest coast., the value of certain hunting and fishing claims led 
to their definition by artificial boundaries, as by sticks or stones. 1 

Such precautions imply a large population, and in such regions as 
California the killing of game upon the land of adjoining tribes was 
rigidly prohibited and sternly punished. 

As stated above, every part of the vast area included in the present 
map is to be regarded as belonging, according to Indian ideas of land 
title, to one or another of the Indian tribes. To determine the sev
eral tribal possessions and to indicate the proper boundary lines 
between individual tribes and linguistic families is a work of great 

1 Powers, Cont. N. A. Eth. 1877, \·ol. 3, p. 109: Dawson, Queen Charlotte Islands, 
1880, p. 117. 
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difficulty. This is due more to the imperfection and scantiness of 
available data concerning tribal claims than to the absence of claim
ants or to any ambiguity in the minds of the Indians as to the bound
aries of their several possessions. 

Not only is precise data wanting respecting the limits of land 
actually held or claimed by many tribes, but there are other tribes, 
which disappeared early in the history of our country, the bound
aries to whose habitat is to be determined only in the most general 
way. Concerning some of these, our information is so vague that 
the very linguistic family they belonged to is in doubt. In the case 
of probably no one family are the data sufficient in amount and 
accuracy to determine positively the exact areas definitely claimed 
or actually held by the tribes. Even in respect of the territory of 
many of the tribes of the eastern United States, much of whose land 
was ceded by actual treaty with the Government, doubt exists. The 
fixation of the boundary points, when these are specifically men
tioned in the treaty, as was the rule, is often extremely difficult, 
owing to the frequent changes of geographic names and the conse
quent disagreement of present with ancient maps. Moreover, when 
the Indian's claim to his land had been admitted by Government, 
and the latter sought to acquire a title through voluntary cession by 
actual purchase, land assumed a value to the Indian never attaching 
to it before. 

Under these circumstances, either under plea of immemorial occu
pancy or of possession by right of conquest, the land was often 
claimed, aud the claims urged with more or less plausibility by 
several tribes, sometimes of the same linguistic family, sometimes of 
different families. 

It was often found by the Government to be utterly impracticable 
to decide between conflicting claims, and not infrequently the only 
way out. of the difficulty lay in admitting the claim of lloth parties, 
and in paying for the land twice or thrice. It was customary for a 
num her of different tribes to take part in such treaties, and not 
infrequently several linguistic families were represented. It was 
the rule for each tribe, through its representatives, to cede its share 
of a certain territory, the natural boundaries of which as a whole 
are usually recorded with sufficient accuracy. The main purpose of 
the Government in treaty-making being to obtain possession of the 
land, comparatively little attention was bestowed to defining the 
exact areas occupied by the several tribes taking part in a treaty, 
except in so far as the matter was pressed upon attention by dis
puting claimants. Hence the territory claimed by each tribe taking 
part in the treaty is rarely described, and occasionally not all the 
tribes interested in the proposed cession are even mentioned cate
gorically. "fhe latter statement applies more particularly to the 
territory west of the Mississippi, the data for determining ownership 
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to which is much less pr~eh;e, and the doubt and confusion respecting 
tribal boundary lines correspondingly greater than in the country 
east of that river. U n<ler the above circumstances, it will be readily 
understood that to <letermine tribal boundaries within accurately 
drawn lines is in the vast majority of case8 quite impossible. 

Imperfect and defectiYe as the terms of the treaties frequently are 
as regards the definition of tribal boundaries, they are by far the 
most accurate and important of the means at our command for fixing 
boundary lines upon the present map. By their aid the territorial 
possessions of a considerable number of tribes have been determined 
with desirable precision, an<l such areas definitely established have 
served as checks upon the boundaries of other tribes, concerning the 
location and extent of whose possessions little is known. 

For establishing the boundarie8 of such tribes as are not 1nen
tioned in treaties, and of those whose territorial possessions are not 
given with sufficient minuteness, early historical accounts are all 
important. Such accounts, of course, rarely indicate the territorial 
possessions of the tribes with great precision. In many cases, how
ever, the sites of villages are accurately given. In others the source 
of inf or ma ti on concerning a tribe is contained in a general statement 
of the occupancy of certain Yalleys or mountain ranges or areas at 
the heads of certain rivers, no limiting lines whatever being assigned. 
In others, still, the notice of a tribe is limited to a brief mention of 
the presence in a certain locality of hunting or war parties. 

Data of this loose character would of course be worthless in an 
attempt to fix boundary lines in accordance with the ideas of the 
modern surveyor. The relative positions of the families and the 
relative size of th~ areas occupied by them, howeYer, and not their 
exact boundaries, are the chief concern in a linguistic map, and for 
the purpose of establishing these, and, in a rough way, the bounda
ries of the territory held by the tribes composing them, these data 
are very important, and when compared with one another and cor
rected by more definite data, when such are at hand, they have usually 
been foun<l to be sufficient for the purpose. 

SU::\DIARY OF DEDUCTIO~S. 

In conclusion, the more important deductions derivable from the 
data upon which the linguistic map is based, or that are suggested 
by it., may be summarized as follows: 

First, the North American Indian tribes, instead of speaking 
related dialects, originating in a single parent language, in reality 
speak many languages belonging to distinct families, which have no 
apparent unity of origin. 

Second, the Indian population of North America was greatly 
exaggerated by early writers, an<l. instead of being large was in 
reality small as compared with the vast territory occupied and the 
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abundant food supply; and furthermore,. the population had now here 
augmented sufficiently, except possibly in California, to press upon 
the food supply. 

Third, although representing a small population, the numerous 
tribes had overspread North America and had possessed themselves 
of all the territory, which, in the case of a great majority of tribes, 
was owned in common by the tribe. 

Fourth, prior to the advent of the European, the tribes were 
probably nearly in a state of equilibrium, and were in the main 
sedentary, and those tribes which can be said with propriety to have 
been nomadic became so only after the advent of the European, and 
largely as the direct result of the acquisition of the horse and t.he 
introduction of firearms. 

Fifth, while agriculture was general among the tribes of the east
ern United States, and while it was spreading among western tribes, 
its products were nowhere sufficient wholly to emancipate the Indian 
from the hunter state. 

LINGUISTIC FAMILIES. 

Within the area covered by the map there are recognized fifty
eight distinct linguistic families. 

1.'hese are enumerated in alphabetical order and each is accom
panied by a table of t.he synonyms of the family name, together with 
a brief statement of the geographical area occupied by each family, 
so far as it is known. A list of the principal tribes of each family 
also is given. 

ADAIZAN FAMILY. 

=Adaize, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc .• II, 116, 306, 1836. Latham 
in Proc. Philolog. Soc., Lond., II, 31-59, 1846. Latham, Opuscula, 293, 1860. 
Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, xcix, 1848. Gallatin in Schoolcraft Ind. 
Tribes, 111, 402, 1853. Latham, Elements Comp. Phil., 477, 1862 (referred to as 
one of the most isolated languages of N. A.). Keane, App. to Stanford's 
Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 478, 1878 (or Adees). 

= Adaizi, Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind. v, 406, 1847. 
= Adaise, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .• II, pt. 1, 77, 1848. 
= Adahi, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 342, 1850. Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc., Lond., 

103, 1856. Latham, Opuscula, 366, 368, 1860. Latham. Elt'tnents Comp., Phil., 
473, 477, 186~ (same as his Adaize above). 

= Adaes, Buschmann, Spuren der aztekischen Sprache, 424, 1859. 
= Adees. Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.) 478, 1878 (same as 

his Adaize). 
= Adlii, Gatschet, Creek Mig. Leg., 41, 1884. 

Derivation: From a Caddo word hadai, sig. "brush wood." 
This family was based upon the language spoken by a single tribe 

who, according to Dr. Sibley, lived about the year 1800 near the old 
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Spanish fort or mission of Adaize, "about 40 miles from Natchi
toches~ below the Yattassees, on a lake called Lac Macdon, which 
communica~es with the divi8ion of Red River that passes by Bayau 
Pierre." 1 A vocabulary of about two hundred and fifty words is all 
that remains to us of their language, which according to the col
lector, Dr. Sibley, ''differs from all others, and is so difficult to speak 
or understand that no nation can speak ten words of it." 

It was from an examination of Sibley's vocabulary that Gallatin 
reached the conclusion of the distinctness of this language from any 
other known, an opinion accepted by most later authorities. ~A 
recent comparison of this vocabulary by Mr. Gatschet, wit.h several 
Caddoan dialects, has led to the discovery that a considerable per
centage of the Adai words haYe a more or less remote affinity with 
Caddoan, and he regards it as a Caddoan dialect. The amount of 
material, however, necessary to establish its relationship to Caddoan 
is not at present fort.hcoming, and it may be doubted if it ever will 
be, as recent inquiry ha8 failed to reveal the existence of a single 
member of the tribe, or of any individual of the tribes once sur
rounding the Adai who remembers a word of the language. 

Mr. Gatschet found that some of the older Caddo in the Indian 
Territory remembered the Adai as one of the tribes formerly belong
ing to the Caddo Confederacy. More than this he was unable to 
learn from them. 

Owing to their small nun1bers, their remoteness from lines of 
travel, a.nd their unwarlike character the Adai have cut bnt a small 
figure in history .. and accordingly the known facts regarding them 
are very meager. The first historical mention of them appears to 
be by Cabega de Vaca, who in his" Naufragios," referring to his 
stay in Texas, about 1530, calls them Atayos. Mention is also made 
of them by several of the early French explorers of the Mississippi, 
as d'Iberville and J outel. 

The Mission of Aday(ls, so called from its proximity to the homo 
of the tribe, was established in 1715. In 1792 there was a partial 
emigration of the Adai to the number of fourteen families to a site 
south of San Antonio de Bejar, southwest Texas, where apparently 
they amalgamated with the surrounding Indian population and were 
lost sight of. (From documents preserved at the City Hall, San An
tonio, and examined by Mr. Gatschet in December, 1886.} The Adai 
who were left in their old homes numbered one hundred in 1802, ac
cording to Baudry de Lozieres. According to Sibley, in 1809 there 
were only "twenty men of them remaining, but more women." In 
1820 Morse mentions only thirty survivors. 

1 Travels of Lewis an<l Clarke, London, 1809, p. 189. 
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ALGONQUIAN FAMILY. 

>Algonkin-Lenape, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Antiq. Soc.,11,23, 305, 1836. Berghaus 
(1845), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1848. Ibid, 1852. 

> Algonquin, Bancroft, Hist. U. S., m, 237, 1840. Prichard Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 
381, 1847 (follows Gallatin). 

> Algonkins, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 11, pt. 1, xcix, 77, 1848. Gallatin in 
Schookraft Ind. Tribes, III, 401, 1853. 

>Algonkin, Turner in Pac. R. R. Rept., m, pt. 3, 55, 1856 (gives Delaware and 
Shawnee vocabs.). Hayden, Cont. Eth. and Phil. Missouri Inds., 232, 1862 
(treats only of Crees, Blackfeet, Shyennes). Hale in Am. Antiq ., 112, April, 
188a (treated with reference to migration). 

< Algonkin, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc., Lond., 1856 (adds to Gallatin"s list of 
1836 the Bethuck, Shyenne, Blackfoot, and Arrapaho). Latham, Opuscula, 327, 
1860 (as in preceding). Latham, Elements Comp. Phil., 447, 1862. 

<Algonquin, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp., (Cent. and S. Am.), 460, 465, 1878 
(Jist includes the Maquas, an Iroquois tribe). 

> Saskatscha winer, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1848 (probably designates the 
Arapaho). 

>Arapahoes, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1852. 
x Algonkin und Beothuk, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887. 

Derivation: Contracted from Algomequin, an Algonkin word, sig
nifying "those on the other side of the river," i.e., the St. Lawrence 
River. 

ALGONQUIAN AREA. 

The area formerly occupied by the Algonquian family was more 
extensive than that of any other linguistic stock in North America, 
their territory reaching from Labrador to the Rocky Mountains, and 
from Churchill River of Hudson Bay as far south at least as Pam
lico Sound of North Carolina. In the eastern p~rt of this territory 
was an area occupied by Iroquoian tribes, surrounded on almost all 
sides by thei~ Algonquian neighbors. On the south the Algonquian 
tribes were bordered by those of Iroquoian and Siouan (Catawba) 
stock, on the southwest and west by the Muskhogean and Siouan 
tribes, and on the northwest by the Kitunahan and the great Atha
pascan families, while along the coast of Labrador and the eastern 
shore of Hudson Bay they came in contact with the Eskimo, who 
were gradually retreating 'hefore them to the north. In Newfound
land they encountered the Beothukan family, consisting of but a 
single tribe. A portion of the Shawnee at some early period had 
separated from the main body of the tribe in central Tennessee and 
pushed their way down to the Savannah River in South Carolina, 
where, known as Savannahs, they carried on destructive wars with 
t.he surrounding tribes until about the beginning of the eighteenth 
century they were finally driven out and joined the Delaware in the 
north. Soon afterwards the rest of the tribe was expelled by the 
Cherokee and Chicasa, who thenceforward claimed all the country 
stretching north to the Ohio River. 
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The Cheyenne and Arapaho. two al lie• l tribes of this stock, ha<l 
become separated f1om their k1rnlre<l on the north and had forced 
their way through hm;tile tribes across the :Missouri to the Black 
Hills country of South Dakota, awl more recently into Wyoming 
an<l Colorado, thus forming the adva1wc guard of the Algonquian 
8tock in that direction, havmg the Siouan tribes behind them and 
thm;e of the Shoshonean fmnily in front. 

Abnaki. 
Algunq uiu. 
Arapaho. 
Cheyenne. 
Conoy. 
Cree. 
Delaware. 
~,ox. 

Illinois. 
Kickapoo. 
MahICa.n. 
l\'Iassach uset. 

PRl~CIP_\L .\LUO~Qt'L\~ TRIBES. 

:VI ew >mi nee. 
Miami. 
:\lie mac. 
l\Iohegan. 
:\Ion taguais. 
:Mont.auk. 
l\I unsee. 
Nan ticok(\ 
Na rragauset. 
Nauset. 
Nipmuc. 
OJilnva. 

Ottawa. 
Pamlico. 
Pennacook. 
Pequot. 
Piankishaw. 
Pottawotomi. 
Powhatan. 
Sac. 
Shaw11ee. 
Siksika. 
Wampanoag. 
Wappinger. 

Pvpulatwn. -The present uum ber uf the Algonquian stock is about 
!l5,600~ of whom about H0,000 are in Cana<la an<l the remainder in the 
U nite<l States. Below is gi veu the population of the tribes officially 
recognized, compiled chiefly from the United States Indian Com
missioner"s report for l~~H and the Canadian Indian report for 1888. 
It is impossible to give exact figures, owing to the fact that in many 
instances two or more triheR are euumerate<l together, while many 
individuals are living with other tribes or amongst the wl1ites. 

Abnaki: 
'" Oldtown Indians,·· l\lame 
Passamaquoddy Indians. l\Iame 
.Abenakis of St. Francb and Bt>can<'om. Quehec 
"Amalecites" of Temiscounta a.ml Y1gPr, Quc-t>Pc . 
·· Ama.lecites ., of l\Iadawaska, etc., New Brunswick 

Algonquin: 
Of Renfrew, Golden Lake and Carleton, Ontario .. 
With Iroquois (total 131) at Gibson, Ontario 
With Iroquois at Lake of Two .:\fountains, Quebec . 
Quebec Province. 

Arapaho: 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Agen~y. Indian Territory .. 
Shoshone Agency, Wyoming (Northern Arapaho) .... 
Carlisle school, Pennsylvania, and Lawrence school, Kansas 

410 
215? 
369 
198 
682 

---- 1,874? 

797 
31? 
30 

. 8,U09 
---- 4, 767? 

1,272 
885 

55 
--- 2,212 
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Cheyenne: 
Pine Ridge Agenf'y, South Dakota (Northern Cheyenne) .. 
Cheyenne aml Arapaho Agency, Indian Terr1to1y 
Ca.rhsle school, Pennsylvania., and Lawrence school, Kan:ia.s 
Tongue River Agency, Montana (Northern Cheyenne) 

125 

517 
2.091 

153 
86;) 

--- 3,626 
Cree: 

With Sa.lteau in Manitoba, etc., Br!tish America (treaties Nos .. 
1, 2. and;;; total, 6.066)..... . ......................... . 

Plain and Wood Cree, treaty No. 6. Manitoba, etc. 
3,066? 
5,790 

Crt.~e (with 8alteau, etc.), treaty No. 4, Manitoba, etc ... . . 8, 530 
---17,386? 

Delaware. etc.: 
Kiowa, Comanche, and Wichita Agency, Indian Territory. 
Incorporated with Cherokee, Indian Territory . . . . . . 
Delaware with the Seneca in New York ................ . 

95 
. 1,000? 

3 
Hampton and Lawrence schools.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . a 
Muncie in New York, principally with Onondaga and Seneca... 36 
Munsee with Stockbridge (total 13i1), Green Bay Agency, Wis.. . 23? 
Munsee with Chippewa at Pottawatomie and Great Nemaha 

Agency, Kansas (total 75) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37? 
M unsee with Chippewa on the Thames, Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131 
u Mo1·a. v1ans" of the Thames, Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . 288 
D~laware with Six Nations on Grand River, Ontario........... 134 

--- 1,750? 
Kickapoo· 

Sac and Fox Agency, Indian Territory. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 325 
Pottawatomie and <heat Nemaha Agency, Kansas.. . . . . . . . . . 237 
In Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200? 

762? 
Menominee: 

Green Bay Agency, Wisconsin ... 1, 311 
Carlisle Hchool . . ........ . 1 

--- 1,312 
Miami· 

Quapaw Agency, Indian Territory. 
Indiana, no agency . . ........ . 
Lawrence and Carlisle schools. 

Micmac· 
Restigouche, Maria, and Gaspe, Quebec 
In Nova Scotia ..... 
New Brunswick . . . . .. 
Prince Edward Island 

67 
aoo? 

7 

732 
. ........... 2, 145 

912 
. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 319 

374? 

-- 4,108 
Misisauga: 

Alnwick, New Credit, etc .• Ontario . . . . . . . . . ........ . 774 
Monsoni, Maskegon, etc.: 

Eastern Rupert's Land, British America. 4,016 
Montagnais: 

Betsiamits, Lake St. John, Grand Romaine, etc., Quebec. t,607 
Seven Islands, Quebec . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . 312 

---- 1. 919 
Nascapee: 

Lower St. Lawrence. Quebec 2,860 

7 ETH--4: 
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OJibwa: 
White Earth Agency, Minnesota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6, 263 
La Pointe Agency, Wisconsm . . . . . . . . . . 4, 77'8 
Mackinac Agency, Michigan (about one-third of 5.563 Ottawa and 

Chippewa) . . . . . . . . . . . • 1, 854? 
Mackinac Agency, Michigan (Chippewa alone). . . 1, 3f)l 
Devff s Lake Agency, North Dakota (Turtle l\Iountain Chippewa). 1, 340 
Pottawatomie and Great Nemaha Agency, Kansas (one-half of 

75 Chippewa and Muncie) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38? 
Lawrence and Carlisle ~chools.... 15 
"Ojihbewas" of Lake Superior and Lake Huron. Ontario . 5, 201 
'"Chippewas" of Sarnia, etc .. Ontario . 1, 9l';6 
"Chippewas" with Munsees on Thames, Ontario.. 454 
"Chippewas'' with Pottawatomies on 'Valpole 18land, Ontario. 658 
"Ojibbewas" with Ottawas (total 1.856) on :Manitoulin and Cock~ 

burn Islands, Ontario... . . . . . . . . . . . . . 928? 
"Salteaux" of treaty N o'5. 3 and 4, etc., l\Ianitoba, etc . . . . . . . 4, 092 
"Chippewas" with CrPes in l\lanitoba, etc., treaties Nos. 1, 2, 

and 5 (total Chippewa and Cree, 6,066) . . . . . . . . . . . . 3, 000? 
---31,928? 

Ottawa: 
Quapaw Agency, Indian Territory ... 
Mackinac Agency, Michigan (:l,!>63 Ottawa anu Clnppewa) .... 
Lawrence and Carhsle schools. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
'Vi th '' OJihbewas '' on l\Ianitoulm and Cocklmi·n Islands, On-

137 
3,709? 

20 

tario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 928 
--- 4,794? 

Peoria, etc. : 
Quapaw AgPncv. lnrlian Territory ... 
Lawrpnce and Carlu.;le 8chooJs 

Potta watomiP: 
Sac and Fox .Agtmcy, Irnhan TPrritory 
Pottawatonu~ anti GrClut ~emaha Agt>m·y. K.-w·.,,t:-, . 
l\fac-kina<' Agency, Michigan 
Prairie hand, Wisconsin .. 
Carlisle. J,awrenee and Hampton schoob 
With Cluppewa on \\"alpule hlan<l, •Ontario 

S<tc and Fox: 
Sae arnl Fox Agprn·y-. Imhan TPrntory . 
Sac and Fox Agency. Iowa ..... 
Pottawatomie and Great Nemaha AgPncy. Kansas .... 
Lawrence, Hampton, and Carlhde schools 

Shawnee: 
Quapaw .Agt•ncy, Inchan Tt•rritory. 
Hae and Fox Ag-ency, Indian Tt>rritory ... 
Incorporated with Cherokee. Indian Territory. 
Lawrence, Carlisle. and Hampton schools 

S1ksika: 

160 
5 

480 
462 
77 

280 
117 
166 

----
515 
381 

77 
8 

79 
640 
800? 
40 

----
Blackfoot Agency, Montana. (Blackfoot. Blood. Piegan). . 1, 811 
Blackfoot resprveq in ... \lh~rta, British America (with 8arcee anrl 

Assiniboine) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4, 932 

165 

1,582 

981 

1,559? 

--- 6,743 
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Stockbridge (Mahican): 
Green Bay Agency, Wisconsin ........................... . 
In New York (with Tuscarora and Seneca).; .. . 
Carlisle school ..... 

A11HAPASCAN FAMILY. 

110 
7 
4 
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> Athapascas. Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am . .A.ntiq. Soc., II. 16, 305, 1836. Prich
ard, Phys. Hist. Mankind. v, 375, 1847. Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 
1, xcix, 77, 1M8. Berghaus (1845), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1848. Ibid .. 1852. 
Turner in "Literary World,'' 281, April 17, 1852 (refers Apache and NaYajo to 
this family on linguii-,tic evidence). 

> Athapaccas, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, In<l. Tribes, III, 401, 1853. (EYident mis
print.) 

> Athapascan, Turner in Pac. R.R. Rep., III, pt. 8, 84, 1856. (Mere mention of fam
ily; Apaches and congeners belong to this family, as shown by him in '•Liter
ary Wotld." Hoopah also asserted to be Athapascan.) 

>Athabaskans, Latham, Nat. Hist. l\fan, 302, 1850. (Under Northern Athabaskans, 
includes Chippewyans Proper, Beaver Indians, Daho-<linnis, Strong Bows, Hare 
Indians. Dog-ribs, Yellow Knives, Carriers. Under Southern Athabaskans, 
includes (p. 308) Kwalioqwa, Tlatskanai, Umkwa.) 

=Athabaskan, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., H5, {)(), 1856. Uuschmann 
(18:>4), Der athapaskische Spraeh8tamm, 2;)0, 18i';6(Hoopalu:;. Apaches, and Nava
joes included). Latham, Opuscula, 83a, 1860. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., !188, 1862. 
Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lonll., II, 31-50, 1846 (indicates the coalescence 
of Athahascan family with Es(1mmaux). Latham (1844), in Jour. Eth. Soc. 
Lm<l., 1, HH, 1848(Nagail and Taeulh reft•1-red to Atha.bascan). Scouler (1846), m 
Jour. Eth. Roe. Loncl.. 1. 230, 1848. Latham, Opm;cula, 2:n, 2l>9, 276, 1860. 
K~anc, App. to Sfanford"s Comp. (Cent. arnl Ho. Am.), 460, 463, 1878. 

> Kinai, Ua.Uatm in TranH. an<l Coll. Am. Autiq. Soc., II, 14, 30.3, 1836 (Kina1 an<l 
Ugaljachmutzi; considered to form a distinct family, though affirmed to have 
affinities with w~stern Esquimaux aml with Athapaseas). Prichard, Phys. Hist. 
Manldnd, v, 440-443, 1847 (follows Gallatin; also affirms a relationship to Aztec). 
G~lllatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Hoc., 11, pt. 1, 77, 1848. 

> KPnay, Latham in Proc. Philolog. Soc. Lond., II, H2-34, 1846. Latha1n. Opus
cula. 275, 1860. Latham, Elements Comp. Plnl.. 389, 1862 (referred to Esqui
manx stock). 

> Kinootzi. Prichard, Phys. Hist. l\fonkmd. v, 441, 1847 (same as his Kinai above). 
> Kl'nai, Gallatm rn Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 11. xcix, 1848 (see Kinai above). Busch

mann, Sptm~n dPr aztPk. Sprache, 69J. 18;)6 (refers it to .Athapaskan). 
X Northern, Scoul.:•r in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 218, 1841. (Includes Atnas, 

Kolchans. and Kenlties of present familv.) 
X Haidah. 8couler, ibid., 224 (same aK lm~ Northern family). 
> Chepeyans, Prichard, Phys. Hbt. Mankmd, v, 375, 1847 (Rarne as Athapascas 

ahove). 
> Tahkali-Umkwa. Hale in U. S. Expl. Exp., VI, 198, 201, 569, 1846 (••a hr .. meh of the 

grPat Chippewyan, or Athapascan, stock~" includes CarrierH. Qualioguas, Tlats
kanie~, Umguas). Gallatin, after Hale in Tranb. Am. Eth. Roe., n. pt. 1, 9, 1848. 

> Digothi, B~rghaus (1845). Physik Atlas, mnp 17, 1848. Digothi. Loucheux, ilnd. 
1852. 

> Lipans, Latham, Nat. Hi~t. Man, 34U, 1850 (Lipmu; tSipans) between Rio Arkansas 
and Rio Grande). 
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> Tototune, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 325. 1850 (seacoa."t south of the Sa.intskla). 
> Ugaljachmutzi, Gallatin in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes, Ill, 402, 1853 ("perhaps 

Athapascas '"). 
> Umkwa, Latham in Proc. Ph1lolog. Soc. Loncl., YI, 72, 1834 (a single tribe). 

Latham, Opuscula, 300, 1860. 
> Tahlewah. Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribl1s, III, 422. 1Hfl3 (a smgle tribe). Latham 

in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 76, 1856 (a single tribe). Latham. Opuscu1a, 342, 
1860. 

> Tolewa, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 163. 1877 (vocab. from Smith River, Oregon; 
affirmed to be di~tinct from any nPighboring tongue). Gatschet in Beach, Ind. 
Miscellany, 488, 1877. 

> Hoo-pah, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. TribeH, m. 422, 18J3 (tribe on Lower Trinity, 
California). 

> Hoopa, Powers in Overland Monthly, 15;). August, 1872. 
> H(1-pa, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 72, 1877 (affirmed to be Athapascan). 
= Tinneh, Dall in Proc Am. Ass. A. S., XYIII, 269, 1869 (chiefly Alaskan tribes). 

Dall, Alaska and its Re~ources, 428, 1870. Dall m Cont. N. A. Eth., I, 24, 1R77. 
Bancroft, Native Races, III, f>6:.? •• )$}, 603, 1H82. 

= Tim1e. Gatsdwt in Mag. Arn. Hist., 165, 1~77 (s1,ecial mention of Hoopa, Rogue 
Rh·er, Umpqua.) Gatschet in Bt>aC'h, Ind. l\Iisc., 440, 1877. Gatschet in Geog. 
Surv. W. 100th M., vu, 406, 1879. Tolmie anu Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 62, 18~4. 
Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72. 1H87. 

=Tinney, Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 463, 1878. 
X Klamath, Keane, App. to Htanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 475, 1878; or 

Lutuami, (Lototens and Tolt~wahs of his hst belong lu~re.) 

Derivation: From the 1a.ke of the same name; signifying. accord
ing to Lacombe, "place of hay and reeds." 

As defined by Gallatin, the area occupied by this great family ;is 

included in a line <lrawn from the mouth of t.he Churchill or Mis
sinippi River to its sourcP; thenee along the ridge which separates 
the north branch of the Saskatchewan from those of the Athapas
cas to the Rocky Mountains; and thence northwardly till within a 
hundred miles of the Pacific Ocean, in latitude 52° 30'. 

The only tribe within the above area excepted hy Gallatin as of 
probably a different stock was the Quarrelers or Loucheux, living 
at the mouth of Mackenzie River. This tribe, however, has since 
been ascertained to he Athapascan. 

The At.hapascan family thus oceupietl almost the whole of British 
Columbia and of Alaska, awl was, with the exception of the 
Eskimo, by whom they were eut off on nearly all sides from the 
ocean, the most northern family in North ~\ meriea. 

Since Gallatin's time thP history of this family has l1eeu further 
elucidated by the <liscoYN"Y on thP part of HalP, and Turner that 
isolated branches of the stock have become established in Oregon, 
California, and along the southern hor<ler of the Unit.eel States. 

The boundaries of the Athapa!"ean family, as now understood, are 
best given un<ler three primary groups-Northern, Pacific, and 
Southern. 
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Northern group.-This includes all the Athapascan tribes of Brit
ish North America and Alaska. In the former I egion the Athapas
cans occupy most of the western interior, being bounded on the 
north by the Arctic Eskimo, who inhabit a narrow strip of coast; 
on the east by the Eskimo of Hudson's Bay as far south as Churchill 
River, south of which river the country is occupied by Algonquian 
tribes. On the south the Athapascan tribes extended to the main 
ridge between the Athapasca and Saskatchewan Rivers, where they 
met Algonquian tribes; west of this area they were bounded on the 
south by Salishan tribes, the limits of whose territory on Fraser 
River and its tributaries appear on Tolmie and Dawson's map of 
1884. On the west, in British Columbia, the Athapascan tribes 
nowhere reach the coast, being cut off hy the Wakashan, Salishan, 
and Chimmesyan families. 

The interior of Alaska is chiefly occupied by tribes of this family. 
Eskimo tribes have encroached 8omewhat upon the interior along the 
Yukon, Kuskokwim, Kowak, and Noatak Rivers, reaching on the 
Yukon to somewhat below Shageluk Island! and on the Kuskok
wim nearly or quite to Kolmakoff Redoubt. :1 Upon the two latter 
they reach quite to their heads. 3 A few Kutchin tribes are (or have 
been) north of the Porcupine and Yukon Rivers, but until recently 
it has not been known that they extended north beyond the Yukon 
and Romanzoff Mountains. Explorations of Lieutenant Stoney, in 
1885, establish the fact that the region to t.he north of those mount
ains is occupied by Athapascan tribes, and the map is colored 
accordingly. Only in two places in Alaska <lo the Athapascan tribes 
reach the coast-the K'naia-khotaua, on Cook's Inlet, and the Ah
tena, of Copper River. 

Pacific group.-Unlike the tribes of the Northern group, mrn;;t of 
those of the Pacific group have removed from their priscan habitats 
since the ad vent of the white race. The Pacific group embraces 
the following: Kwalhioqua, formerly on Willopah River, Washing
ton, near the Lower Chinook:• Owilapsh, formerly between Shoal
water Bay and the heads of the Chehalis River, Washington, the 
territory of these two tribes being practically continuous; Tlatscanai, 
formerly on a small stream on the northwest side of Wapatoo 
Island. r. Gibbs was informed by an old Indian that this tribe 
"formerly owned the prairies on the Tsihalis at the mouth of 
the Skukumchnck, but. on the failure of game. left the country, 
crossed the Columbia. River, aud occupied the mountains to the 

1 Dall, Map Alaska, 1877. 
2 Fide Nelson in Dall's address, Am. Assoc. Adv. Sci., 1885, p.13. 
3 Crmse of the Corzciu, 1887. 
4 Gibbs in Pae. R. R. RPp. I. 18!)5, p. 428. 
5 Lewis an<l Clarke, Exp., 1814, vol. 2, p. 382 
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south "-a statement of too uncertain character to be depended 
upon; the Athapascan tribes now on the Gran<le Ronde and Siletz 
Reservations, Oregon, 1 whose villages on and near the coast extended 
from Coquille River southward to the California line, including, 
among others, the Upper Coquille, SixPH, Euchre, Creek, Joshua, 
Tutu tfmne, and other "Rogue Rin~1 ., or '"Tou-touten bands,., 
Cha.sta Costa, Galice Creek, N altunue tfmw'l arnl Chetco villages;2 

the Athapascan villages formerly on Smith River an<l tributaries, 
California;3 those village8 extending southward from 8mit.h River 
along the California coast to tlw mouth of Klamath River;4 the Hupa 
villa<,.es or "clans'' forn1erl v on Lower rrrinity River California· 6 

0 .. .. ' ' 

the Keuesti or Wailakki (2), locate<l as follows: ''They Ii \"e along 
the western slope of the Shasta l\Iountains. from North Eel River, 
above Round Valley, to Hay Fork; aloug Eel and Mnd Rivt:.\rs, 
extending <lown the latter about to Low Gap; also on Dobbins and 
Larrabie Creeks;"0 an<l Suiaz, who ··formerly occupied the tongue 
of land jutting down between Eel RiYer and Van Dusen's ~,ork."' 

Southern group.-Includes the Navajo, Apache, and Lipan. 
Engineer Jose Cortez, one of the earliest authorities on these tribes, 
writing in 1799, defines the boundaries of the Lipan and Apache as 
extending north and south from 2U 0 N. to 3G 0 N., and east and 
west from UH 0 W. to 114-0 vV. ; in other words from central Texas 
nearly to the Colorado River in Arizona, where they met triheH of 
the Yuman stock. The Li pan occupied the eastern part of the 
above territory, extending in Texas from the Comanche country 
(about Red River) south to the Rio Grau<le. (' More recently both 
Lipan and Apache have gradually move<l southward into Mexico 
where they exteu<l as f a.r as Durango. 9 

The Navajo, since first known to history. have occupied the coun
try on and south of the San Juan River in northern New Mexico 
and Arizona and extending into Colorado arnl Utah. They were 
surrounded on all ~ddes by the cognate Apache except upon the 
north, where they meet Shoshonean tribes. 

1 Gatschet and Dorsey, l\IS.. 1888-"8..J.. 
2 Dorsey, MS., map, 1884. B. E. 
3 Hamilton, MS., Haynarger Voeab., B. E.; Powers, Contr. N. A. Ethn .• 1877, 

vol. 3, p. 65. 
4 Dorsey, MS., map, 1884. B. E. 
5 Powers, Contr. N. A. Ethn., 1877, vol. 3, pp. 72. 7:1. 
6 Powers, Contr. N. A. Ethn., 1~77, vol 3, p. 114. 
1 Powers, Contr. N. A. Ethn., 1877, vol 3, p. 12~. 
8 Cortt•z in Pac. R. R. Rep .• 18:>6. vol. a. pt. :J, pp. 118, 11 H. 
9 Bartlett, Pt>r8. Narr., 1~,14: Orozco y Berra, Geog., 1HH4. 



A. Northern group: 
Ah-tena. 
Kaiyuh-khotana. 
Kcaltaim. 
K ~ J lai a.-k 1 wtaua. 
Koy nk ukhotana. 

B. Pacific group: 
.A.taltkftt. 
Cl iasta Costa. 
Chetcu. 
Dakuhe tede (on Ap-

plegate Crt:'P k). 
Euchre Creek. 
Hupfi. 
K:\lts'erfla tfmul\. 
KPneRt.i or W ailakki. 

C. Southern group): 
Arivaipa. 
Chiricahua. 
Coyotero. 
Fara011e. 
0-ileno. 
Jicarilla. 

A'l'IIAPA~KAN FAl\lU,Y. 

PIUNCIPAL TRIBES. 

Kutchin. 
Mon tagnais. 
Moutagnar<ls. 
Nagailer. 
Slave. 

K walhioqna. 
Kwalami. 
Micikqwfttme tunn~. 
Mikono tftnn~. 
Naltunne tfnm~. 
Owilapsh. 
Qwinctft mietfm. 
Saiaz. 

Lipan. 
Llanero. 
Mescalero. 
Mimbreilo. 
Mogollon. 
Na-isha. 

Sluacus-tinneh. 
Taculli. 
Tal1l-tan (1). 
U nakhotana. 

131 

Taltftctun tude (on 
Galice Creek). 

Tceme (Joshuas). 
Tc~tl~stcan tunn~. 

Terwar. 
Tlatscanai. 
Tolowa. 
Tutu tfmne. 

Navajo. 
Pinal Coyotero. 
Tchikfm. 
Tchishi. 

ll~1ntlaNon.-The present number of the Athapascan family is 
about ;J2.H!lU, of whom about 8,595, coustituting the Northern group, 
are in Alaska and British North America, according to Dall, Daw
son, awl the Canadian Indian Report for 1888; about 895, comprising 
t.he Pacific group, are in Washington, Oregon. and California; and 
about 2:3,409, belonging to the Southern group, are in Arizona, New 
Mexico, Colorado, and Indian Territory. Besides these are the Lipan 
and some refugee Apache, who are in Mexico. These have not been 
incl n<le<l in the a hove enumeration, as there are no means of ascer
taining their number. 

Northern group.-This may he Raid to consist of the following: 

Ah-tena ( 1877) . . . . . . . . . . . . 364? 
Ai-yan { 188S).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . 250 
Al-ta-tin (Sieannie) estimated (1888)..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 500 

of whom thert- are at Fort Halkett (1887) . . . . . . . . . . 73 
of whom there are at Furt Liard (18fo\7) . . . . . . . . . . . 78 

Chippewyan, Yellow Knives, with a few Slave and Dog Rib at Fort Res--
olution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 469 

Dog Rib at Fort Norman.......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 
Dog Rib, Slave, and Yellow Knives at Fort Rae . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 657 
Hare at Fort Good Hoile.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 364 
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Hare at Fort Nor man . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......••..••.•.••••• 
Kai-yuh-kho-td.na (1877), Koyukukhotana. (1877), and Unakhotana (1877) •. 
K'na1-a Khotana (1880). . . . . ........... . 
Kutchin and Bastard Loucheux at Fort Good Hope . . . . . . . . . ..... . 
Kutchin at Peel River and Li Pierre's House.. . . . . . . . ..... . 
Kutchin on the Yukon (six tribes) . . . . . . . . ........ . 
N ahanie at Fort Good Hope . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Nahame at Fort Halkett (including lfauva1s Monde, Dastard Na-

hanie, and Mountain Indians) . . . . . . . . . . . . 
N ahanie at Fort Liard. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Nahanie at Fort Norman .. 

332 
38 
43 

Nahanie at Fort Simpson and Big Island (HuJson Bay Company's Terri-
tory) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........ . 

Slave, Dog Rib, and Hare at Fort Simpson and Big Island (Hudson Bay 
Company's Territory). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . 

Slave at Fort Liard. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Slave at Fort Norman .... 
Tenan Kutchm (1877) . . . . . ..... . 

To the Pacific Group may be assigned the following-: 

108 
2,000? 

250? 
95 

337 
842 

421 

87 

658 
281 

84 
700? 

8,595? 

Hupa Indians, on Hoopa Valley Reservation, California. 468 
Rogue River Indians at Grande Ronde Reservation, Oregon.. . . . . . . . . . 47 · 
Siletz Reservation, Oregon (about one-half the Indians thereon)... . . . . . . 300? 
Umpqua at Grande Ronde Reservation, Oregon................ . . . . . . . . . 80 

Southern Group, consisting of Apache, Lipan, and Navajo: 

Apache children at C:arlisle,. Pennsyh·ania ... 
Apache prisoners at Mount Vernon Barracks, Alabama ... . 
Coyotero Apache (San Carlos Reservation).... . .................... . 
Jicarilla Apache (Southern Ute Reservation, Colorado) ................ . 
Lipan with Tonkaway on Oakland Reserve, Indian Territory. 
Mescalero Apache (Mescalero Reservation, New Mexico) ............. . 
Na-isha Apache (Kiowa, Comanche, and Wichita Reservation, Indian 

Territory).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Na,·ajo (most on NavaJO Reservation, Arizona and New Mexico; 4 at Car-

895? 

142 
356 
733? 
808 

15? 
513 

326 

lisle, Pennsylvania) . . . . . . .................. 17, 208 
San Carlos Apache (San Carlof" H.Pservation, Arizona) . . . . . . . . . 1, 352? 
White Mountain Apache (San Carlos Reserv~tion. Arizona) . . . . . . . . . . . a6 
White Mountain Apache (under military at. C'amp Apache, Arizona).... . 1, 920 

23,409? 
ATTACAPAN FAMILY. 

=Attacapas, Gallatin in Trans. nnd Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 116, 306, 1836. Galla
tin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 11. pt. 1. xcix. 77, 1848. Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 
343, 1850 (includes Attacapas and Carankuas). Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. 
Tribes, m, 402. 1Hr>3. Buschmann. Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 426, 1859. 

=Attacapa, Latham in Proc. Philolog. SO<'. Lond., II. 31-50, 1846. Prichard. Phys. 
Hu~t. Mankind, v, 406, 1847 (or '·)fen eaters"). Latham in Trans. Philolog. 
Soc. Lund., 103, 1856. Latham, Opuscula, 293, 1860. 
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-=-Attakapa, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 103, 1856. Latham, Opuscula, 
i366, 1860. Latham, EJ. Comp. Phil., 477, 1862 (referred to as one of the two 
most isolated languages of N. A.). 

=Atakapa, Gatschet, Creek M:ig. Leg., 1. 45, 1884 Gatschet in Science, 414, Apr. 
29, 1887. 

Derivation: From a Choctaw word meaning "man-eater." 
Little is known of the trihe, the language of which forms the 

bas1s of the present family. The sole knowledge possessed by Gal
latin was derived from a vocabulary and some scanty information 
furnished by Dr. John Sibley, who collected his material in the 
year 1805. Gallatin states that the tribe was reduced to 50 men. 
According to Dr. Sibley the Attacapa language was spoken also by 
another tribe, the '' Carankouas," who Ii ved on the coast of Texas, 
and who conversed in their own language besides. In 1885 Mr. Gat
schet visited the section formerly inhabited by the Attacapa and 
after much search discovered one man and two women at Lake 
Charles, Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana, and another woman living 
10 miles to the south; he also heard of five other women then 
scattered in western Texas; these are thought to be the only survi
vors of the tribe. Mr. Gatschet collected some two thousand words 
and a considerable body of text. His vocabulary differs considera
bly from the one furnished by Dr. Sibley and published by Gallatin, 
and indicates that the language of the western branch of the tribe 
was dialectically distinct from that of their brethren farther to the 
east. 

The above material seems to show that the Attacapa language is 
distinct from all others, except possibly the Chitimachan. 

BEOTHUKAN FAMILY. 

=Bethuck, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 58, 1856 (stated to be "Algonkin 
rather than aught else"). Latham, Opuscula, 327, 1860. Latham, Et.Comp. 
Phil., 4.53, 1862. 

=Beothuk, Gatschet in Proc. Am. Philosoph. Soc., 408, Oct., 1885. Gatschet, ibid., 
411, July. 1886 (language affirmed to represent a distinct linguistic family). 
Gatschet, ibi<l., 1, Jan. -June, 1890. 

Derivation: Beothuk signifies.,, Indian" or "red Indian." 
The position of the language spoken by the aborigines of New

foundland must be considered to be doubtful. 
In 18-16 Latham examined the material then accessible, and was 

led to the somewhat ambiguous statement that the language " was 
akin to those of the ordinary American Indians rather than to the 
Eskimo; further investigation showing that, of the ordinary Ameri
can languages, it was Al~onkin rather than aught else." 

Since then l\fr. Gatschet has been able to examine a much larger 
and more satisfactory body of material, and although neither in 
amount 1101· quality is the material sufficient to permit final and 
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satisfactory deductions, y~t so far as it goes it shows that the lan
guage is quito distinct from any of the Algonquian dialocts, and in 
fact from any other American tongue. 

HE<>GRAPHIC DISTRIBFTION. 

It sePmH highly pro ha hlP that the w 110fo of N ewfouudland at the 
time of it~ <lh;eovery hy Ca.hot iu 1-!!Vi wa~ inhabited Ly Beothuk 
I n<liaus. 

In J 5H-t Cartier met with Indimrn inha1>iting the southeastern part 
of the islawl, who, VL)ry likely, were of this peoph~, though the 
description is too vague to permit certain identification. A century 
later the sout.J1ern porti01i of the island appears to have been aban
<loned hy the8e Indians, whof'Yet' they wnrP, on account of European 
settlements, and only tlw nortl1flrn nud eastern part~ ot the island 
were oecupiP<l Ly th( .. m. Ahont thP beginniug of the eighteenth 
century western N pwf ournlland waK colonize<l hy t.he Micmn.e from 
Nova, Scotia. As a eo11K<>quence of the persistent warfare which 
followe(l the advent of the lattt .. r.and whieh was also wage(l against 
the Beothuk by the Europeans, especially the French, the Beothuk 
rapidly waste<l in numbers. Their main territory was soon confined 
to the neigh horhood of the Exploits River. The tribe was finally 
lost sight of about 1827, hnsiug hocon1e (!Xtinrt, or possibly the few 
survivors having croi-;se(l to the Labra<lor coast and joined the Nm;
capi with whom the tribe ha.d al .. vn.ys been on friendly terms. 

Upon the map only the Hmall portion of the hdn.nd is given to the 
Beothuk which is known definitely to have been occupied by them, 
viz., the neighborhood of the ExploitH RiYer, though, as stated 
above, it seems pruhahle that the entire island was onee in their 
possesswn. 

C.A.DDOAN FAlHLY. 

>Caddoes. Gallatin in Trnn~. and Coll. Am. Ant1q. Hoc., n. 116, 306. 1836 (based on 
Ca<l<locs alone). Priehanl. Phys. H1st. l\fankiml~ v, 406, 1~-17. Gallatin in School
craft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18:53 [gives as languages Caddo, Red River, (Nanda
lmes, Tachies, Nabedacheo)]. 

>Caddokit>s, Gallatm m Tran;;;. and Coll. Am. _\.nttq. Soe., II, 116, 1836 (same as his 
Caddoes). Prichard, Phy~. Hist. :Mankintl. Y, 406, 1847. 

>Cadtlo, Latham in Trans. P1n1olog. 8oc. Lond., n, 31-;JO, 1M46 (indicates affinities 
with Iroquois. l\Iuskoge. Catawba. Pawnee). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 
u, pt. 1. xcix, 77, 1848. (Caddo only). Berghau~ (1845), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 
1848 (CatldoK, f)te.). Ibul., l~.>2- Latham. Nat. Hi~t. :\Ian, 338, 1850 (between the 
:l\ilissfa8ippi and 8abine). Latham in Tran~. Plulolog. SoC' .. Lond .• 101, 1856. 
Turner in Pac. R. R. Rep .. III. pt. a • .").), 70. 1856 (fimls resemblances to Pawnee 
but keeps them separate)- Busehmann, 8puren der aztek. Sprache, 426. 448, 18;)9. 
Latham. Opusc:-ula, 290. 366. 1 SHO. 

>Caddo, Latham, Elements Comp. Phil.. 470. 1862 (includes Pa wni and Riccari). 
>Pawnees. Gallatin in Trans. an<l C1oll. ..:\.m. Antiq. Soc .• II. 128, 306, 1836 (two 

nation:'\: Pawnees proper and Rica1as or Black Pawnees). Prichard, Phys. Hist. 
Mankind, v. 408, 1847 (follows Gallatm). Gallatm in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 
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II, pt. 1, xcix, 1848. Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 344. 1850 (or Panis; includes Loup 
and Uepublican Pawnees). Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m, 402, 1853 
(gives as languages: Pawnees; Ricaras, Tawakeroes, Towekas, Wachos ?). 
Hayden, Cont. Eth. arni Phil. Misi-muri Indians, 232, 345. 1862 (inch1dei:; Pawnees 
and Arikaras). 

>Panis, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 117', 128, 1836 (of Red 
River of Texas: m~ntion of villages; doubtfully indicated as of Pawnee family). 
Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 407, 1847 (1mpposed from name to be of same 
race with Pawnees of the Arkansa). Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, ;-344, 1850 (Paw
nees or). Gallatin m Sehookraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 1853 (here kept separate 
from Pawnee family). 

>Pawnies, Gallatin in Tram;. Am. Eth. 8oc., II, pt. 1, 77. 1848 (see Pawnee above). 
>Palmies, Berghaus (1845), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1848. Ihi<l., 18!i2. 
>Pawnee(?), Turner in Pac. R. R. Rep., III, pt. 3, 5:'i, 65, 18:)6 (Kichai and Hueco 

vocabularies). 
=Pawnee, Keane, App. to Stanforu's Comp. (C~nt. and So. Am.), 478, 1878 (giYes 

four groups, viz: Pawnees proper; Arickarees; Wichitas; Ca<ldoes). 
=Pani, Gatschet, Creek Mig. Legend, I, 42, 1884. Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 

1887. 
>Towiaches. Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 116, 128, 1836 (same 

as Panis above). Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 407, 1847. 
>Towiachs, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 349, 18:>0 (includes Towiach, Tawakenoes, 

Towecas?, Wacos). 
> Towiacks, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m, 402, 1853. 
>Natchitoohes, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq.Soc., 11, 116, 1836 (stated by 

Dr. Sibley to speak a language different from any other). Latham, Nat. Hist. 
Man, 342, 1850. Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 406, 1847 (after Gallatin). 
Gallatin m Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 1853 (a single tribe only). 

>Alichc, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 349, 1850 (near Nacogdoches; not classified). 
> Yatassees, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 116, 1836 (the single 

tribe; said by Dr. Sibley to be different from any other; referred to as a family). 
>Riccarees, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 344, 1850 (kept distinct from Pawnee family). 
>Washita, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc., Lond., 103, 1856. Buschmann, Spuren 

der aztek. Sprache, 441, 1859 (r~vokes previous opinion of its distinctness and 
refers it to Pawnee family). 

> W 1tchitas, Buschmann, ibid., (same as his Washita}. 

Derivation : From the Caddo term ka' -ede, signifying ''chief" 
(Gatschet). 

The Pawnee and Caddo, now known to be of the same linguistic 
family, were supposed by Gallatin and by many later writers to 
be distinct, and accordingly both names appear in the Archreologia 
Americana as family designations. Both names are unobjection
able, but as the term Caddo has priority by a few pages preference 
is given to it. 

Gallatin states "that the Caddoes formerly lived 300 miles up Red 
River but have now moved to a branch of Red River." He refers 
to the N andakoes, the Inies or Tachies, and the N abedaches as speak
ing dialects of the Caddo language. 

Under Pawnee two tribes were included by Gallatin: The Paw
nees proper and the Ricaras. The Pawnee tribes occupied the 
country on the Platte River adjoining the Loup Fork. The Ricara 
towns were on the upper Missouri in latitude 4u 0 30'. 
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The boundaries of the Caddoan family, aR at prei:-mnt understood, 
can best be given under three primary groups, Northern, Mid<lle, 
and Southern. 

Northern group.-This comprises the Arikara or Ree, now confined 
to a small village (on Fort Berthold Reservation, North Dakota,) 
which they share with the Mandan and Hidatsa tribes of the Siouan 
family. The Arikara are the remains of ten different tribes of "Pa
neas," who had been driven from their country lower down the Mis
souri River (near the Ponka habitat in northern N ehraska) by the 
Dakota. In 1804 they were in three villages, 1warer their present 
location. 1 

According to Omaha tradition, the Arikara were their allies when 
these two tribes and several others were east of the :v.t:isRissippi River.~ 
Fort Berthold Reservation, their present abode, is in the northwest 
corner of North Dakota. 

Middle group.-This includes the four tribes or villages of Paw
nee, the Grand, Republican, Ta.page, and Skidi. Dunbar says: 
"The original hunting ground of the Pawnee extended from the Nio
brara," in Nebraska, " south to the Arkansas, but no definite boun
daries can be fixed." In mo<lern times their villages have been on 
the Platte River west of Columbus, Nebraska. The Omaha and 
Oto were sometimes southeast of them near t.he mouth of the Platte, 
and the Comanche were northwest of them on t.he upper part. of 
one of the branches of the Loup Fork. 3 The Pawnee were removed 
to Indian Territory in 187G. The Grand Pawnee and Tapage 
<lid not wander far from their habitat on the Platte. The Republi
can Pawnee separated from the Grand about the year l 7HG, and 
made a village on a ·' large north wartlly branch of the Kansas 
River, to which they have given their name; afterwards they sub
di vidPd, and lived in rlifferent parts of the country on the waters 
of Kansas River. In 1805 they rejoine<l the Grand Pawnee." The 
Skidi (Panimaha, or Pawnee Loup). according to Omaha tradition,4 
formerly dwelt east of the :\lissi~sippi River, where they were the 
allies of the ..Arikara. Omaha, Ponka, etc. After their passage of 
the Missouri they were conque1·e<l by the Grand Pawnee, Tapage, 
and Republican tril>es, with whom they have rPmained to this day. 
De L'Isle 6 gives tweh·e Panimaha villages on the Missouri River 
north of the Pa.ni villages on the Kansas River. 

Southe,.n group.-Thi:-; incln<le8 the Ca<l<lo. Wichita, Kichai, and 
other tribes or villages which were formerly in TexaR. Louisiaua, 
Arkansas, and Indian Territory. 

----·--· -------· 
1 Lewis, TraYels of Lewis and Clarke, 1;;, 1809. 
2 Dorsey in Am. Naturahht, :\larch. 11486, p. 215. 
3 Dorsey, Omaha map of Nflbraska. 
4 Dorf«.~~· 111 Am. Nat., March. 1886, p. 215. 
6 Carte de la Lomsiane, 1718. 
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The Caddo and Kichai have undoubtedly been removed from their 
pri:.;cau habitats, but the Wichita, judging from the survival of local 
names (Washita River, Indian Territory, '\Vichita Falls, Texas) and 
the statement of La Harpe, 1 are now in or near one of their early 
abodes. Dr. Sibley 2 locates the Caddo hahitat 35 miles we8t of the 
main branch of Red River, beiug 120 miles by land fro1n Natchi
toches, and they formerly lived 375 miles higher up. Cornell's Atlas 
(1870) places Caddo Lake in the northwest corner of Louisiana, in 
Caddo County. It ahm gives both Washita and Witchita as the name 
of a tributary of Re<l River of Louisiana. This duplieation of names 
seems to show that the Wichita migrated from northwestern Louis
iana and Routhwestern Arkansas to the Indian Territory. After 
comparing the statements of Dr. Sibley (as above) respecting the 
habitats of the Anadarko, Ioni, Nabadaehe, and Eyish with those of 
Schermerhorn respecting the Ka<lo hadatco, J of Le Page Du Pratz 
{1758) concerning the Natchitoches, of Tonti 4 and La. Harpe" about 
the Yatasi, of La Harpe (as above) about the Wichita, and of Sib
ley concerning the Kichai, we are le<l to fix upon the following as 
tl1e approximate boundaries of the habitat of the southern group 
of the Ca<ldoan family: Beginning on the northwest with that part 
of Indian Territory now occupied by the Wichita, Chickasaw, and 
Kiowa and Comanche Reservations, and running along the south
ern border of the Choctaw Reservation to the Arkansas line; thence 
due east to the headwaters of \Vashita or Witchita River, Polk County, 
Arkansas; thence through Arkansas and Louisianaalong the western 
bank of that river to its mouth; thence southwest through Louisi
ana striking the Sabine River near Salem and Belgrade; thence south
west through Texas to Tawakonay Creek, and along that stream to 
the Brazos River; thence following that stream to Palo Pinto, Texas; 
thence northwest to the mouth of the North Fork of Red River; 
an<l thence to the beginning. 

A. Pawnee. 
Grand PawneP. 
Tappa8. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Republican Pawnee. 
Skidi. 

B. Arikara. 
C. Wichita. 

(Ki-¢i' -tcac, Omaha pronunciation of the name of a Paw
nee tr1 be~ Ki-dhi' -cha,..,h or Ki-ri' -chash). 

1 In 1719,jitle l\fargry. YI. 2H9, •·the ow.,ita Y1llage ls on the southwest branch of 
the Arkansru; H.1 vp1-. 

2 180.), m Lewis and Clarkt->. Discov .• 1806, p. 66. 
18econd 1\faH"i. Hist. Col1., rnl. 2. 1814. p. 2it 
I rnuo. in Frcncl:, Ht~t. Coll. La .. vol. 1, p. 72. 
5 1719, in Margry, vol. 6, p. 264. 
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D. Kichai. 
E. Caddo (Ka' .. clo). 
Population.-The present number of the C::vl<loan stock is 2.25H, of 

whom 447 are on the Fort Berthold Reservation, North Dakota, and 
the rest in the Indian Territory,.some on the Ponca, Pawnee, and 
Otoe Reservation, the others on the Kiowa. Comanche, and Wichita 
Reservation. Below i:-; given the populatic m of the trihe8 officially 
recognized, compiled cluefly from the Irnlian Report for 188U: 

Arikara. 
Pawnee . 
\Vid1ita ..... 
Towakarehu . 
Waco .... 

Kichai ... . 
Caddo ..... . 

Total ...... . 

CHIMAKUAN FAMILY. 

176 
145 
64 

448 
824 

:385 
6a 

n:.m 

=Chimakum. Gihbs in Pac. R.H. Rep .. I, 431. u;:;:; (family doubtful>. 
-=Chemakum, Eells m .Am. Antiquarian ,:>2, Oct., 1880 (cun::,idPr:, lctnguage tlifft--rent 

from any of its neighhorl'l). 
<Puget Sound Group, Keane, .. \pp. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 187~ 

(China.kum included in this group). 
<Nootka, Bancroft, Native Races, III, ::>6-1, 1882 (contains Uhunakum). 

Derivation unknown. 
Concerning this language Gibbs, as above cited, statrn~ as follows: 
,.fhe language of the Chimakum ~. ditft"'r:-; materially from either 

that of the Clallams or the Nisqually, and is not understood by any 
of their neighbors. In fact, they seem to havP maintainerl it a State 
secret. To what family it will ultimately he referred, cannot now 
be decided.'' 

Eells also asserts tho (listinctiwss of this language from any of its 
neighbors. Neither of the abovP authors a~signe<l t lw language fam
ily rank, and accordingly Mr. Gat8chet, who has made a compari
son of vocahnlaries a.ml firnls the language to be <1uite distinct from 
any other, gives it tho aboYe unme. 

The Chimakum are said to have been f<•rmerly one of the largest 
and most powerful trihes of PugetSouwl. Their warlike habits early 
tended to diminish their nnmhers. awl when vbdte<l by Gibbs in 1854 
t.lwy counte<l ouly about f'ev·enty Jll<li V"itluals. This small remuaut 
occupied 8omn fiftefln Hm:tll lodgt's on Port Townsend Bay. Accord
ing to Gibbs" their t.Prritory seems to ha Ye embraced the shore from 
Port Townsend to Port Ludlow."• In 1884 there were. according to 

1 Dr. Boas was informed in 1889. b.'~ a "-un·frin~ Chimakum woman n.ml !4()\·eral 
Clallam. that the tribe wa::; continf'<l. to the pemn:::inla hPtwePn l100<l's Cannl an<l. 
Port Townc;:end. 
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Mr. Myron Eells, ab01.it twenty iu<li viduals left, most of whom are 
living near Port Townsend, Washington. ThreJ or four live upon 
the Skokomish Reservation at the southern end of Hood's Canal. 

The Quile-ute, of whom in 1889 there were 252 living on the Pacific 
south of Cape Flattery, Leloug to the family. The Hoh, a sub-tribe 
of the latter, number 71 and are un<ler the Puyallup Agency. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

The following tribes are recognized: 
Chimakum. Quile-ute. 

CHIM:ARIKAN ~.,AMILY. 

=Chim-a-ri'-ko,Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 474, 1877. Gatschet in Mag.Am. 
Hist., 2;j5, April, 1~.i2 (stated to be a distinct family). 

According to Powers, this family was represented, so far as known, 
by two tribes in California, one the Chi-1)1al-a-kwe, living on New 
River, a branch of the Trinity, the other the Chimariko, residing 
upon the Trinity itself from Burnt Ranch up to the mouth of North 
~.,ork, California. The two tri bps are said to have been as numer
ous formerly as the Hnpa, hy whom they were overcome and nearly 
exterminated. U 1 >on the arrival of the ..Americans only twenty-ft ve of 
the Chimahtkwe were left. In 1875 Powers collected a Chimariko 
vocahulary of about two hundred words from a woman, supposed to 
be ollf\ of the last three women of that tribe. In 1889 Mr. Curtin, 
while in Hoopa Valley, found a Chirnariko man seventy or more 
years ol<l, who is believed to be one of the two living survivors of the 
trihe. Mr. Curtin obtained a good vocabulary and much valuable 
information re In.ti ve to the former habitat and history of the tribe. 
Although a study of these voeahnla,ries reveals a number of wor<ls 
having correspondences with the Kulanapan (Pomo) equivalents, 
yet the greater number show no affinities with tho dialects of the 
latter family, or in<leed with any other. The family is therefore 
classed as distinct. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Chimariko. Ch imalakwe. 

CHJMM~SY AN Jt.,Al\ULY. 

=ChnnmPsy~m. Latham in Jour. Eth. Soc. Lorn]., I, l!'i-1, 1848 (between 5B'> 30' and 
f>5° 30' N. L. ). Latham, Opmwula., 2:>0, 1860. 

Chemmesya.n, L'ttha.m. Nat. Hii:;t. Man. 300, 18.")(} (includes Naaskok, Chemmesyan, 
K1tshatlah, Kethumish). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 72, 1856. 
Lath:nn, Opu~cula, 339, 1860. Latham, ~~lements Comp. Phil., 401, 1862. 

=Chrmseyans, Kane, Wanderings of an Artist, app., 18:39 (a census of tribes of 
N. W. <·oaf'lt <'la-;s1fiP<l by languages). 

=Chim:-;vans. Sehooleraft, Ind. Tribes, v. 487. 185r> (gh-es Kane's Jist hut with many 
orthograplncal changes). Dall in Proc. Am. Ass., 269, 1869 (pubfo,hed in 1870). 
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Dall in Cont. N. A. Eth .. I, 36, 39, 40, 1877 (probab\y distmct from T'linkets). 
Bancroft, Native Races, III, 564, 607, 1882. 

=Tshims1an, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 14-25. 1884. 
==Ts1mpsi-an', Dall in Proc . .Am. Ass., :379, 1885 (mere mention of family). 
xNorthern. Scouler in Jour. R,>y. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 220, 1841 (includes Chim· 

mesyans). 
xHaidah, Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 220, 1841 (same as his North

ern family). 
<Naas, Gallatin in Trans Am. Eth. Soc., 11. pt. 1, c, 1848 (including Chimmesyan). 

Berghaus (1851), Physik. Atlas, map 17. 1852. 
<Naass, Gallatin in Trans. Arn. Eth. Soc., u, pt.1, 77, 1848. Gallatin in Schoolcraft, 

Ind. Tribes, Ill, 402, 1833. 
=Nasse, Dall in Cont. N. A. Eth., I. 36, 40, 1877 (or Chimsyan). 
<Nass, Bancroft, Nat. Races. III, 564, 606, 1882 (includes Nass and Sebassa Indians 

of this family, also Hailtza). 
=Hydahs, Keane. App. to Stanford·s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 473, 1878 (includes 

TRimsheeans, Nass. Skeenas, Sebasses of present family). 

Derivation: From the Chimsian ts' em, .. on( keian, "main river:" 
"On the main (Skeeua) river." 

This name appears in a paper of Latham's published in 1848. To 
it is referred a vocabulary of Tolmie's. The area where it is spoken 
is said by Latham to be 50° ;30' and 55° 30'. The name has become 
established by long usagfl, and it is chiefly on this account that it 
has been given preference over the Naa8 of Gallatin of the same 
year. The latter name was given by Gallatin to a group of lan
guages now known to be not related, viz, Hailstla, Haceltzuk 
.Billechola, and Chimeysan. Billechola belongs under Salislian, a 
family name of Gallatin 's of 1H36. 

Were it necessary to take Naas as a family name it would best 
apply to Chimsian, it being the name of a dialect and village of 
Chimsian Inuians, while it has no pertinency whatever to Hailstla 
and Haceltzuk, which are closely related and belong to a family 
quite distinct from the Chimmesyan. As stated above, however, 
the term Naas is rejected in favor of Chimmesyan of the same date. 

For the boundaries of this family the linguistic map published 
by Tolmie and Dawson, in 18K±, is followed. 

PRI~CIP AL TRIBES. 

Following is a list of the Chimmesyau tribes, according to Boas~ 1 

A. N asqa': Gyits'umra'lon. 
N asqa'. Gyits·ala'ser. 
Gyitksa'n. Gyitqa'tla. 

B. Tshnshian proper: Gyitg·a'ata. 
Ts'emsia'n. Gyidesdzo'. 

Popnlation.-The Canadian Indian Report for 1888 records a tota1 
for all the tribes of this family of 5,000. In the fall of 1887 about 
1,000 of these Indians, in charge of l\Ir. William Duncan, removed 

1 B. A. A. 8. Fifth Rep. of Committee on ~W. Tribes of Canada. Newcastle
upon-Tyne meeting, 1889, pp. 8-9. 
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to Annette Island, about 60 miles north of the southern boundary 
of Alaska, near Port Chester, where they have founded a new set
tlement called New Metlakahtla. Here houses have been erected, 
day and industrial schools established, and the Indians are under
stood to be making remarkable progress in civilization. 

CHINOOKAN FAMILY. 

>Chinooks, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 134, 306, 1836 (a single 
tribe at mouth of Columbia). 

-=Chinooks, Hale in U.S. Expl. Expd., YI, 198, 1846. Gallatin, after Hale, in Trans. 
Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt.1, Hi, 1848 (or Tsinuk). 

=Tshinuk, Hale in U.S. Expl. Expd., VI, 562, 569, 1846 (contains Watlala or Upper 
Chinook, including Watlala, Nihaloitih, or Echeloots; and Tshinuk, including 
Tshmuk, Tlat~ap, Wakaikam). 

-Tsinuk,Gallatin. after Hale, in Trans. Am. Eth.Soc., II, pt. 1, 15, 1848. Berghaus 
(1851), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 18~2. 

>Cheenook, Latham in Jour. Eth.Soc. Lond., 1, 236, 1848. Latham,Opuscula,253, 
1860. 

>Chinuk, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 317, 1850 (same as Tshinuk; includes Chinuks 
proper, Klatsops, Kathlamut. Wakaikam, Watlala, Nihaloitih). Latham in 
Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 73, 1856 (mere mention of family name). Latham, 
Opuscula, 340, 1860. Buschmann. Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 616-619, 1859. 

=Tschinuk, Berghaus(1851), Physik. Atlas,map 17, 1852. Latham in Trans. Philolog. 
Soc. Lond., 73, 1856 (mere mention of family name). Latham, Opuscula, 340, 
1860. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 402, 1862 (cites a short vocabulary of Watlala). 

=Tshinook, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18:>3 (Chinooks, Clatsops, and 
Watlala). Tolmie and Dawson, Cctmp. Vocabs.Brit .. Col.,51,61, 1884. 

> Tshinuk, Buschmann, Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 616, 18'19 (same as his Chinuk). 
T'sinflk, Dall, after Gibbs, in Cont. N. A. Eth., 1, 241.1877 (mere mention of family). 

=Chinook,Gatschetin Mag.Am.Hist •• 167, 1877 (namesandgiveshabitats of tribes). 
Gatschet in Beach, Ind. Mis<'., 442, 187'i'. 

<Chinooks, Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 1878 (includes 
Skilloots, W atlalas, Lower Chinooks, W akiakums, Cathlamets, Clatsops, Cala
pooyas, Clackamas, Killamooks, Yamkally, Chimook Jargon; of these Calapoo
yas and Yamkally are Kalapooian, Killamooks are Salishan). 

>Chinook, Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, :165, 626-628, 1882 (enumerates Chinook, 'Vakia
kum, Cathlamet, Clatsop, Multnomah, Skilloot, Watlala). 

x Nootka-Columbian, Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. I .. om.l., XI, 224, 1841 (includes 
Cheenooks, and Cathlascons of present family). 

xSouthern, Scouler, ibid., 224 (same as his Nootka-Columbian family above). 

The vocabulary of the Chinook tribe, upon which the family 
name was based, was derived from the mouth of the Columbia. As 
now understood the family embraces a number of tribes, speaking 
allied languages, whose former homes extended from the mouth of 
the river for some 200 miles, or to The Dalles. According to Lewis 
and Clarke, our best authorities ou the pristine home of this family. 
most of their villages were on the banks of the river, chiefly upon 
the northern bank, though they probably claimed the land upon 
eh.her baiik for several miles back. 
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Their villages also externletl on the Pacific coast north nearly to the 
northern extreme of Shoahvater Bay, and to the south to about Tilla
mook Head, Rome 20 miles from the mouth of the Columbia. 

Lower Chinook: 
Chinook. 
Clatsop. 

Gp1Jer Chinook: 
Cathlamet. 

PRl~ClP . .\l, TRIBES. 

Cathlapot1e. 
Chilluckqnittequaw. 
Claekama. 
Cooniac. 

Echeloot. 
1\1 ult.noma. 
Wahkiacnm. 
'Vasco. 

Populntion.-There are two hundred arn1 eighty-eight 'Vasco on 
the Warm Springs Reservation, Oregon, and one hundred and fifty 
on the Yakanui ReserYation, 'Va~hingtou. On the Grande Ronde 
Reservation, Oregon, there are fifty-nine Clackama. From informa
tion derived from Indiarn; hy lV[r. Thoma8 Priestly, United States 
Indian Agent at Yakama, it is lParnPd that. there still remain three or 
four families of ••regular Chinook Indian~,·· probably belonging to 
one of the down-river tribe:;, about G miles aho,·e the mouth of the 
Columbia. Two of these :5peak tho Chinook proper, and t.hree have 
au imperfect command of Clatsop. Tlwre are eight or ten families, 
probably also of one of the lower river tribes, living near Freeport, 
Washington. 

Some of the W atlala, or Upper Chinook, live near the Cascades, 
about 55 miles below Tlie Dalles. '.(here thus remain probably be
tween five and six hundred of the Indians of this family. 

('HITDIACHAN FAl\IILY. 

= Chitimachas, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., 11, 114, 117, 1836. Prich
ard, Phys. Hist. Mankin,t v .407. 1847. 

= Chetimachas, Gallatin m Trans. anti Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., 11, 306, 1836. Gallatin 
m Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .• n, pt. 1. xc1x, 184~. Latham, Nat. Hist. :Man, 341, 1850. 
Gallatin m Schoolcraft, ln<l. Tn~s, III, 402, 18:33. 

= Chetimaeha, Latham m Proc. Philolog. Soc. Lond., II, 31-:>0, 1846. Latham, 
Opuscul~. 293, 1860. 

= l'hetemachas, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Hoe .. n, pt. 1. 77. 1848 (samE- as Chiti
machas). 

= Shetimasha, Gatschet, Creek ::\ltg. Leg;l.\nd, I. ·H. 1884. Gat8chet in Sdence. 414, 
April 29, 1887. 

DPrivation: From Choetaw word:; tchuti, ··cooking vesse18," 
nut~ha, ·· thpy poH~e~s:· (Gat~chet). 

This family was base<l upon the language of the tribe of the same 
name, " formerly Ii dng in the vicinity of Lake Barataria, and still 
existing (1s:rn) in lower Louisiana.·· 

Du Pratz asserted that. the Taensa and Chitimacha w~re kindred 
triues of the Na·htchi. A yocahulary of the Shetimasha, howev~r, 
reveale<l to Gallatin no traces of 8uch affinity. He considered both 
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to represent distinct families, a conclusion subsequent investigations 
ha Ye sustained. 

Iu 1~8l Mr. Gatschet visited the remnants of this tribe in Louis
iana. He found about fift.y individuals, a portion of whom lived 
on Grand River, but the larger part iu Charenton, St. Mary's Parish. 
The tribal organization was abandoned in 1879 on the death of their 
chief. 

CHl.TMASHAN FAMILY. 

>Santa Barbara, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc., Lond., 85, 1856 (includes Santa. 
Barbara, Santa Inez, San Luis Obispo languages). Bus~hmann, Spuren der 
aztek. Sprache, 531, 535, 538, 602, 1859. Latham. Opuscula, 351, 1860. Powell 
in Cont. N. A. Eth., 111, 550, 567, 1877 (Kasua, Hanta Inez, Id. of Santa Cruz, 
Santa Barbara). Gatschet in U. S. Gecg. Surv. W. 100th M., VII, 419, 1879 (cites 
La Purisima, Santa Inez, Santa Barbara, Kasua, Mugu, Santa Cruz Id.). 

X Santa Barbara, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 156, 1877 (Santa Inez, Santa Barbara, 
Santa Cruz Id., San Luis Obispo, San Antonio). 

Derivation: From Chumash, the name of the Santa Rosa Islanders. 
The several dialects of this family have long been known under 

the group or family name, "Santa Barbara," which seems first to 
have been used in a comprehensive sense by Latham in 1856, who 
included under it three languages, viz: Santa Barbara, Santa Inez, 
and San Luis Obispo. The term has no special pertinence as a 
family designation, except from the fact that the Santa Barbara 
Mission, around which one of the dialects of the family was spoken, 
is perhaps more widely known than any of the others. Neverthe
less, as it is the family name first applied to the group and has, more
O\"er_ passed into current use its claim to recognition would not be 
questioned were it not a compound name. Under the rule adopted 
the latter fact 11ecessit.ates its rejection. As a suitable aubstitute 
the term Chumashan is here adopted. Chumash is the name of 
the Santa Rosa Islanders, who spoke a dialect of this stock, and is a 
term widely known among the Indians of this family. 

The Indians of this family lived in villages, the villages as a 
whole apparently having no political connection, and hence there 
appears to have been no appellation in use among them to designate 
themselves as a whole people. 

Dialects of this language were spoken at the Missions of San 
Buenaventura, Santa Barbara, Santa Inez, Purfsima, and San Luis 
Obispo. Kindre<l dialects were spoken also upon the Islands of 
Santa Rosa and Santa Cruz, and also, probably, upon such other of 
the Santa Barbara Islands as formerly were permanently inhabited. 

These dialects collect.i vely form a remarkably homogeneous family, 
all of them, with the exception of the San Luis Obispo, being 
closely related and containing very many words in common. Vo
cabularies representing six dialects of the language are in possession 
of the Bureau of Ethnology. 
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The inland lhnits of this family can not be exactly defined, 
although a list of more than (Jlle hu11ure<l villages with their sites, 
obtained hy Mr. Henshaw in 188!, shows that. the tribes were essen
tially maritime and were closely confined to the coast. 

Populaf ion.-In 1884 Mr. Henshaw visited the seYeral counties 
formerly inhabited by the populous tribes of this family and dis
coYered that about forty men, women, and children survh~ed. The 
adults still speak their old languAge when conversing with each 
other, though on other occasions they use Spanish. The largest 
settlement if.~ at Sau Buenaventura, where perhaps 20 individuals 
live near the outskirts of the town. 

COAHUILTECAN FA)ULY. 

= Coahuilteco, Orozco y Berra, Geografia de las Lenguas de Mexico, map, 1864. 
= Tejano 6 Coahuilteco, Pimentel, Cuadro Descriptivo y Comparativo de las Lenguas 

Indigenas de Mexico, II, 409, 186S. (A preliminary notice with example from 
the language dPrive<l from Garcia's Manual, 1760.) 

Derivation: From the name of the Mexican State Coahuila. 
This family appears to have included numerous tribes in south

western Texas and in Mexico. 1.,hey are chiefly known through the 
record of the Rev. Father Bartolome Garcia (Manual para adminis
trar, etc.), published in 1760. In the preface to the '"Manual" he 
enumerates the tribes and sets forth some phonetic and grammatic 
differences between the dialects. 

On page 63 of his Geograf1a de las Lenguas de Mexico, 1864, Orozco 
y Berra gives a list of tlle languages of Mexico and includes 
Coahuilteco, indicating it as the language of Coahuila, N uevo Leon, 
and Tamaulipas. He does not, however, indicate its extension into 
Texas. It would thus seem that he intended the name as a general 
designation for the language of all the cognate tribes. 

Upon his colored ethnographic map. also, Orozco y Berra desig
nates the Mexican portion of the area formerly occupied by the 
tribes of this family Coahuilteco. 1 In his statement that the lan
guage an<l tribes are extinct this author was n1istaken. as a few 
Indians still survive who speak one of the dialects of this family, 
and in 1886 Mr. Gat.schet. collected vocabularies of two tribes, the 
Comecrudo and Cotoname, who live on the Rio Grande, at Las 
Prietas, State of Tamaulipas. Of the Comecruuo some twenty-five 
still remain, of whom seven speak the language. 

Tho C')toname are practically extinct, although Mr. Gatschet 
obtained one hundred and twenty-five words from a man said to be 
of this blood. Besides the aboYe, Mr. Gatschet obtained information 
of the existence of two womPn of the Pinto or Paka.wa tribe who 
live at La Volsa, near Reynosa, Tamaulipas, on the Rio Grande, and 
who are said to speak their own language. 

1 Geografia de las Lenguas de l\lexico, map. 1864. 



.Alasapa. 
Caehopostate. 
Casa chiquita. 
Chayopine. 
Comecrudo. 
Coto name. 
llano de perro. 
:\Iese al. 

COl'EHAN F.UIII.-Y. 

PRrnCIPAL TRIBES • 

:\fiakan. 
Orejone. 
Pacnache. 
Pajalate. 
Pakawa. 
Pamaque. 
Pam po pa. 

COPEHAN FAMILY. 

Pastancoya. 
Patacale. 
Pausane. 
Payseyn.. 
Sanipao. 
Tac a me. 
Venado. 
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> Cop-eh, Gibbs in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes. III, 421, 1853 (mentioned as a dialect). 
= Copeh, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc., Lond., 79. 1856 (of Upper Sacramento; 

cit~s vocabs. from Gallatin and Schoolcraft). Latham, Opuscula, 345, 1860. 
Latham, El. Comp. Pini., 412, 1862. 

= \Vintoons, Powers m o,·erland l\fonthly,330,June, 1874 (Upper Sacramento and 
Upper Trm1ty). Gatschet in l\lag. Am. Hist., 160, 1877 (defines habitat and 
naru~s tribes). Gatschet in Beach, Ind . .l\liscellany, 434, 1877. 

= \Vin-t(m, Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth .• m, 518-534, 1877 (vocabularie:5 of Wintun, 
Sacramento River, Trinity Indians). Gatschet in U. S. Geog. Surv. ,V. 100th 
l\I., vn, 418, 1879 (defines area O<'cup1ed by familv). 

x Klamath. Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.). 475, 1878 (cited 
as includmg Copahs. Patawats, Wintoons). Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, fi6.), 1882 
(contains Copah). 

>Napa, Keane, ibid., 476. 524, 1878 (inclndl~S Myacoma:o;. Calayomanes. Caymu..;;., Ulu
cas. ~u'icols). Bancroft, Nat. Races. 111, .)67, 1882 (includes Napa, M:yacoma, Calay
omane, Caymus, Uluca, Suscol). 

This name was proposed by Latham with evident hesitation. He 
says of it: ·'How far this will eventually turn out to be a conven
ient name for the group (or how far the group itself will be real), 
is uncertain.'' U n<ler it he places two vocabularies, oue from the 
Upper Sacramento and the other from Mag Redings in Shasta 
County. The hea<l of Putos Creek is given as headquarters for the 
language. Recent investigations have served to fully confirm the 
validity of the family. 

OEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The territory of the Copehan family is bounded on the north hy 
Mount Shasta and the territory of the Sastean and Lutuamian 
families, on the east by the territory of the Palaihnihau, Yanan, and 
Pnjnnan families, and on the south by the bays of San Pablo and 
Suisun and the lower waters of the Sacramento. 

The eastern bomulu,ry of the territory begins about 5 miles east 
of ::\Iount Shasta, crosses Pit River a little ea8t of Squaw Creek, and 
reacheR to within 10 miles of the ~astern bank of the Sacramento at 
Redding. From Redding to Chico Creek the boundary is about 10 
mile~ east of the Sacramento. From Chico downward the Puju
nan family encroaches till at the mouth of Feather River it occupies 
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the ea:-;tern bank of the Sacramento. The western hounrlary of the 
Copehan family begins at the northernmo~t point of San Pahlo Bn.y, 
trends to the northwest in a somew·lrnt. irregular line till it reaches 
John's Peak, from which point it follows the Coast Range to the 
upper waters of Cottonwood Creek, whence it deflects to the west, 
crossing the head water:-; of the Trinity and ending at the southern 
boundary of the Sastean family. 

A. Patwin: 
Chenpo~el. 

Guilito. 
Korusi. 
Liwaito. 
Lolsel. 
Makhelchel. 
Mal aka. 

PRI:SCIPAL TRlliES. 

Napa. 
Olelatu. 
Olposel. 
Suisun. 
Todetabi. 
Topaitlisel. 
Waikosel. 
Wailaksel. 

C'OSTANOAN FAMILY. 

B. Wintu: 
Dau porn. 
Nomlaki. 
Nommuk. 
N orelmuk. 
Normuk. 
Waikenmuk. 
Wailaki. 

= Costano, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond .. 82, 1856 (includes the Ahwa.8tes, 
Olhones or Costanos, Romonans. Tulomo~, Altatmos). Latham, Opuscula, 348, 
1~60. 

< l\Iutsun. Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., t:>7. 1877 (includes Ahwastes, Olhone-:t. Al
tahmos, Romonans, Tuloruos). Powt:>ll in Cont. N. A. Eth., m.535, 1877 (includes 
under this family vocabs. of Costano. l\Iiitsfm, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz). 

Deri Yation: From the Spanish costano, -· coast-men." 
U uder this group name Latham included five tribes, given above, 

which were under the supervision of the Mission Dolores. He 
gives a few words of the Romonan language, comparing it with 
T8l10koyem which he firnls to differ markedly. He finally expresses 
the opinion that, notwithstanding the resemblance of a few wor<ls, 
notably personal pronouns, to Tshokoyem of the Moquelumnan 
group, the affinities of the dialects of the Costauo are with the 
Salinas group, with which, howeYer, he does not unite it but pre
fers to keep it by itRelf. Later, in 1877, Mr. Gatsclrnt, 1 undsr the 
family name Mutsuu, united the Costano dialects with the ones 
clas8ified by Latham under Moq ue1umnan. This arrangement waH 
f ollowe<l by Powell in his classification of vocabularie8. 2 More 
recent comparison of all the publh~hed material by Mr. Curtin, of 
the Bureau, revealed Yery decided and apparently radical differ
ences between the two groups of dialects. In 1888 Mr. H. \V. 
Henshaw visited the coast to the north and south of San Francisco, 
and obtained a considerable body of linguistic material for further 
comparison. The result seems fully to justify the separation of the 
two groups as distinct familie:,. 

1 Mag. Am. Hist., t~n, p. 157. 2 Cont. N. A. Eth .. 1877, 'ol. 3, p. 53.>. 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The territory of the Costanoan family extends from the Golden 
Gate to a point ue~r the southern end of Monterey Bay. On the 
south it is bounded from Monterey Bay t.o the mountains by the 
Esselenian territory. On the east side of the mountains it exten<ls 
to the southern end of Salinas Valley. On the east it is bounded 
by a somewhat irregular line running from the southern end of 
Salinas Valley to Gilroy Hot Springs an<l the upper waters of Con
estimba Creek, and northward from the latter points by the San 
Joaquin River to its mouth. The northern boundary is formed by 
Suisun Bay, Carquinez Straits, San Pablo and San Francisco Bays, 
and the Golden Gate. 

Population.-The surviving Indians _of the once populous tribes 
of this family are now scattered over several counties and probably 
do not number, all told, over thirty individuals, as was ascertained by 
Mr. Henshaw in 1888. Most of these are to be found near the townH 
of Santa Cruz and Monterey. Only the older individuals speak the 
language. 

ESKIMAUAN FAMILY. 

> Eskimaux, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 9, 303, 1836. Gallatin in 
Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt.1, xcix, 77, 1848. Gallatin in Schookraft, Ind. Tribes, 
III, 401, 1853. 

=Eskimo. Berghaus (1845), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1848. Ibid., 1832. Latham, Nat. 
Hist. Man, 288, 1850 (general remarks on origin and habitat). Bnschmann,Spuren 
der aztek. Sprache, 689, 1s;;o. L 'tham, El. Comp. Phil., 38:;, 1862. Banc1oft, 
Nat. Races, III, 562, 574, 1882. 

> Esquuua.ux, Prichard, Phys. Hi&t. l\Iankind, v, 367-371, 1847 (follows Gallatin). 
Latham in Jour. Eth. SO<'. Lond., I, 182-191, 1848. Latham, Opuscula. ~66-274, 
1860. 

>Eskimo, Dall m Proc. Am. Ass., 266, 1869 (treats of Alaskan Eskimo and Tuski 
only). Berghaus, Phyf)ik. Atlas. map 72, 1887 {excludes the Aleutian). 

>Eskimos, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 1878 (excludes 
Aleutian). 

> Ounangan, Veniaminoff. Zapiski ob ostrovax U nalashkinskago otdailo, II, 1, 1840 
(Aleutians only). 

>Unugun, Dall in Cont. N. A. Eth .• I, 22, 1877 (Aleuts a division of his Orarian 
·group). 

> Unangan, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, t88'f. 
X Northern. Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 218, 1841 (includes Uga

lentzes of present family). 
x Haidah, Scouler. ibid., 224, 1841 (same as his Northern family). 
> Ugaljachmutzi, Gallatin m Schoolcraft. In.tl. Ti:ibes. III, 402, 1833 (lat. 60~. between 

Prince Williams Sound and Mount St. Elias, perhaps Athapascas). 
Aleuten, Holmberg, Ethnog. Skizzen d. Volker Ru88. Am .• 18:13. 

>Aleutians, Dall in Proc. Am. 1ss., 266, 1869. Dall. Alastm and Resources. ~74.1870 
(in both places a division of his Orarian family). 

>Aleuts, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 1878{comnst of 
Unalaskans of mainland and of Fox and Shumagin Ids., with Akkhas of rest of 
Aleutian _.\rch.). 

>Aleut, Bancroft, Nat. Races, III .. )62, 188~ (two dialects, Unalaska and Atkha). 
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> Konjagen, Holmberg, Ethnograph. Skizzen Volker Russ. Am., 1855 (Island of 
Koniag or Kadiak). 

= Orarians, Dall in Proc. Am. Ass •• 26.5, 1869 (group name: includes Innuit. Aleu
tians, Tuski). Dall, Alaska and Resources, 37 4, 1870. Dall in Cont. N. A. Eth., 
I, 8, 9, 1877. 

x Tinneh, Dall in Proc. Am. Ass. , 269, 1869 (includes '• U galense '~). 
> InnfJ.it, Dall in Cont. N. A. Eth., I, 9, 1877 ( .. l\IaJor group., of Orarians: treats of 

Alaska Innuit only). Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887 (excludes.the Aleu
tians). 

Derivation: From an Algonkin word eskimantik, ''eaters of raw 
flesh.'' 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The geographic boundaries of this family were set forth by Gal
latin in 1836 with considerable precision, and require comparatively 
little revision and correction. 

In the linear extent of country occupied. the Eskimauan is the most 
remarkable of the North American linguistic families. It extends 
coastwise from eastern Greenland to western Alaska and to the 
extremity of the Aleufian J slands, a distance of considerably more 
than 5,000 miles. The winter or permanent villages are usually sit
uated on the coast and are frequently at considerable distances from 
one another, the intervening areas being usually visited in summer 
for hunting and fishing purposes. The interior is also visited by the 
Eskimo for the purpose of hunting reindeer anrl other animals, 
though they rarely penetrate farther than 50 miles. A narrow strip 
along the coast, perhaps 30 miles wide, will probably, on the average, 
represent Eskimo occupancy. 

Except upon the Aleutian Islands, the dialects spoken over this 
vast area are very similar, the unity of dialect thus observable being 
in marked contrast to the tendency to change exhibited in other lin
guistic families of North America. 

How far north the east coast of Greenland is inhabited by Eskimo 
is not at present known. In 1823 Capt. Clavering met with two 
families of Eskimo north of 74:0 30'. Recent explorations (18ti4-'85) 
by Capt. Holm, of the Danish Navy, along the southeast coast 
reveal the presence of Eskimo between G5° and G6° north latitude. 
These Eskimo profess entire ignorance of any inhabitants north of 
themselves, which may be taken as proof that if there are fiords 
farther up the coast which are inhabited there has been no intercom
munication in recent times at leaRt between these tribes and those to 
the south. It. seems probable that more or less isolated colonies of 
Eskimo do actually exist along the east coast of Greenland far to 
the north. 

Along the west coast of Greenlan·~, Eskimo occupancy extends to 
about 74°. This division is separated by a considerable interval of 
uninhabited coast from the Etah Eskimo who occupy the coast from 
Smith Sound to Cape York, their most northerly village being in 
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78° 18'. For our knowledge of these interesting people we are 
chiefly indebted to Ross and Bessel8. 

In Grinnell Land, Gen. Greely found indications of permanent 
Eskimo habitations near Fort Conger, lat. 81° 44'. 

On the coast of Labrador the Eskimo reach as far south as Ham
ilton Inlet, about 55° 30'. Not long since they extended to the 
Straits of Belle Isle, 50° 30'. 

On the east coast of Hudson Bay the Eskimo reach at present 
nearly to James Bay. According to Dobbs• in 1744 they extended 
as far south as east Maine River, or about 52°. The name Notaway 
(Eskimo) River at the southern end of the bay indicates a former 
Eskimo extension to that point. 

According to Boas and Bessels the most northern Eskhno of the 
middle group north of Hudson Bay reside on the southern ex
tremity of Ellesmere Land around Jones Sound. Evidences of 
former occupation of Prince Patrick, Melville, and other of the 
northern Arctic islands are not lacking, but for some unknown cause, 
probably a failure of food supply, the Eskimo have migrated thence 
and the islands are no longer inhabited. In the western part of the 
central region the coast appears to be uninhabited fr01n the Copper
mine River to Cape Bathurst. To the west of the Mackenzie, Her
schel Island marks the limit of permanent occupancy by the Macken
zie Eskimo, there being no permanent villages between that island 
and the settlements at Point Barrow. 

The intervening strip of coast is, however, undoubtedly hunted 
over more or less in summer. The Point Barrow Eskimo do not 
penetrate far into the interior, but farther to the south the Eskimo 
reach to the headwaters of the Nunatog and Koyuk Rivers. Only 
visiting the coast for trading purposes, they occupy an anomalous 
position among Eskimo. 

Eskimo occupancy of the rest of the Alaska coast is practically 
continuous throughout its whole extent as far to the south and east 
as the Atna or Copper River, where begin the domains of the Kolu
schan family. Only in two places do the Indians of the Athapascan 
family intrude upon Eskimo territory, about Cook's Inlet, and at the 
mouth of Copper River. 

Owing to the labors of Dall, Petroff, Nelson, Turner, Murdoch, 
and others we are now pretty well informed as to the distribution of 
the Eskimo in Alaska. 

Nothing is said by Gallatin of the Aleutian Islanders and they 
were probably not considered by him to be Eskimauan. They are 
now known to belong to this family, though the Aleut.ian dialects are 
unintelligible to the Eskimo proper. Their distribution has been en
tirely changed since the advent of the Russians and the introduction 

1 Dobbs (Arthur). An account of the Countries adjoining to Hudson's Bay. Lon
don, 1744. 
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of the fur trade, and at present they occupy only a very small 
pot'tion of the islands. Formerly they were much more 11unwrous 
than at present and extended throughout the chain. 

The Eskimauan family is represented in northeast Asia by the 
Yuit of the Chukchi peninsula, who are to be distinguished fr01n 
the sedentary Chukchi or the Tuski of authors. the latter being of 
Asiatic origin. According to Dall the former are comparativ~ly 
recent arrivals from the American continent and- like their brethren 
of America, are confined exc 1 md vely to the coast. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES AXD VILL-\OES. 

Greenland gr01..1p-East Greenland village8 : 
Akorninak. Kemisak. 
Aluik. Kikkertarsoak. 
Anarnitsok. Kinarbik. 
Angmagsalik. Maueefa~uk. 
lgdlolnarsuk. Nar~uk. 
I Yimiut. Okkiosorbik. 

West coast villagPs : 
Akbat. Karsuit. 

Labrador group: 
Itivimiut. 
Kiguaqtagmiut. 

l\Iiddle Group : 
Aggomiut .. 
Ahaknanelet. 
Ai villirmi ut. 
Akudliarmi ut. 
Akndni rmiu t.. 
Amitormiut. 
lglulingmiut. 

Alaska group : 
Chiglit. 
Chugachigmiut. 
Ikogmiut. 
Imahklimiut. 
Inguhklimiut. 
Kaialigmiut. 
Kangmaligm i u t. 
Kaviagmiut. 

Aleutian group: 
Atka. 

Asia tic group : 
Yuit. 

Kangormiut. 
Kiuuepatu. 
Kramalit. 
N agPuktormi nt. 
N etchillirmiut. 
Nugumiut. 
Okomiut. 

Kittegarflut. 
Kopagmiut. 
Kuagmiut. 
Kuskwogmint. 
Magemiut. 
Mahlemiut. 
N nnatogmiut. 
N univagmiut. 

U nalashka. 

Sermiligak. 
Rermilik. 
Tate rat. 
Umanak. 
Umerik. 

Tessuisak. 

Taqagmiut. 

Pilingmiut. 
Sagdlirmint. 
Sikosuilarmiut. 
Sinimiut. 
U gjulirmiut. 
Ukusiksaliugmiut. 

N ushagagmiut. 
Nuwungmiut. 
Oglemiut. 
Selawigmiut. 
Shiwokugmiut. 
Ukiv-okgmiut. 
Unaligmiut. 

Populaf ion.-Only a rough approximation of the populatiou of 
the Eskimo can be given. since of ~ume of the divisions next to 
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nothing is known. Dall compiles the following estimates cf the 
Alaskan Eskimo from the most reliable figures up to 1885: Of the 
Northwestern lnnuit 3,100 (?), including the Kopagmint, Kangma
ligmiut, Nuwukmiut, Nunatogmiut, Kuagmiut, the lnguhklimiut 
of Little Diomede Island -10 (?), Shiwokugmiut of St. Lawrence 
Island 150(?). the Western Innuit 1-1,500 (?),the Aleutian Island
ers (Uuungun) 2,200 (?); total of the Alaskan Innuit, about ~0,000. 

The Central or Baffin Laud Eskimo are estimated by Boas to 
nnm Ler about 1,100. 1 

From figures given by Rink, Packard, and others, the total num
ber of Labrador Eskimo is believed to be about ~.ooo. 

Accor<ling to Holm (1884-'85) there are about 550 Eskimo on the 
east coast of Greenland. On the west coast the mission Eskimo 
numbered 10, 122 in 1886, while the northern Greenland Eskimo, 
the Arctic Highlanders of Ross, number about 200. 

Thus throughout the Arctic regions generally there is a total of 
about 34,000. 

ESSELENIAN FAMILY. 

< Salmas, Latham in Trans. Plulolog. Soc. Lond., 8.3, 18;,6 (includes Gioloco ?, Ruslen, 
Soledad, Eslen, Carmd, San Antomo, and San l\I1guel, cited as including Eslen). 
Latham, Opuscula, 3r>O, 1860. 

As afterwards mentioned un<ler the Salinan family, the present 
family was included by Latham in the heterogeneous group called 
by him Salinas. For reasons there giv(~ll the term Salinau was 
rPstricted to the San Antonio an<l San Miguel languages, leaving 
tl1e present family \vithout a name. It is called Esseleuian, from 
the name of the single tribe Esselen, of which it is compose<l. 

Its history is a curious and interesting one. Apparently the first 
mention of the tribe arnl language is to be found in the Voyage de la 
Perouse, Paris, 1797, page ~!88, where Lamanon (1786) states that the 
language of the Ecclemuehs (Esselen) differs "absolutely from all 
those of their neighborti." He giYes a vocabulary of twenty-two 
words and by way of comparison a list of the ten numerals of the 
Achastlians (Costanoan family). It \Vas a 8tudy of the former short 
Yoeahulary, published by Taylor in the California Farmer, October 
2-!, 18U2, that first led to the supposition of the distinctness of this 
language. 

A few yen rs later the EsselPn people came under the observation 
of Galiano, 'l who mentions the Eslen au<l Runsien as two distinct 
nations, and notes a variety of <liffereuces in usages and crn.:;toms 
wluch are of no great weight. It is of interest to note, however, 
that thi8 author also appears to have ob:.;en~e<l essential differt>nees 

'Sixth Ann. Rep. Bu. :f~tb .• 426. 18~. 
~ Relacion del viag~ hecho por la" Goletas Sutil y l\'1Px1cana en el afio <le 1792. 

'Madrid. rno2. p. 172. 
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in the languages of the two peoples, concerning which he 8ays: ... The 
same <lifference as in u~age an<l custom is ohserved in the language8 
of the two nations, as will he percPi n•<l from the following com
parrnon with \Yhich we will enn<·lu<le this f'hap:er. ,, 

Galiano :mpplies E~Relen and Runsien Yoeabularies of thirty-one 
words, most of which agree with thP ~arlier Yocabulary of Lamanon. 
The~e wt>re pnblishe<l hy Taylor in the California Farmer under 
date of April 20, l~GO. 

In the fall of 188H l\Ir. H. \Y. Henshaw yif.;ited the vicinity of 
Monterey with the hope of discovering survivor~ of these Indians. 
Two women were fonu<l in the Salmas Yal1ey to the south who 
claime<l to be of Esselen l>loo<.1, hut neither of them was able to 
recall any of the language, both ha.Ying learn\.1 d in early life to speak 
the Runsieu language in place of their own. An old woman was 
found in the Carmelo \ralley near }lonterey and an old man living 
near the town of Cayneos, who. though of Hunsien birth, remem
bered consi<lerahle of the languagP. of their neighbors with whom 
they \Vere connected by marriage. From them a vocabulary of one 
hundred and ten wor•ls arnl 8ixt.y-~ight. phra~e:-3 and short sentences 
were obtained. The8e 8e1Te to establish the gPneral correctness of 
the 8l10rt lists of wor<ls ~olleeted so long ago by Lamauou and Gali
ano. awl they also prove heyon<l reasonahlP (lou Lt that the Esselen 
language forms a family by it~e1f awl has no c<muectiou with any 
other known. 

The tribe or trihe8 compo~ing this family occupied a narrow strip 
of the California coa~t from :Monterey Bay south to the vicinity of 
the Santa Lucia Mountain, a <liHta.nce of ahout 50 miles. 

IROQUOJA~ FAlIILY. 

>Iroquois. Gallatin in Trans. Am .... \nhc1. SOC' .. II. 21, 28. 305. 1836 (excludes Chero
kee). Prichard. Ph vs. Hist. Mankind, Y. 381. 1847 (follows Gallatin). Gallatin tn 
Trans. Am. Eth. Hoe .. II, pt. 1. xcix. 7i. 1848 (as in 18:!6). Gallatin in School
eraft, Ind. Trilxi"· III, 401. 1s.1a. Latham in Trans. Plulolog. Soc. Lond., 58, 
1~:56. Latham, Opuscula. :327. 1860. Latham. Elements Comp. Phil.. 46:3, 1862. 

> Iroke8en. Berghaus (184.)). Physik. Atlas. map 17.1~48. Ibid., 1832. 
x Irokesen, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72. 18~7 (m<'ludes Kataba and said to be 

derived from Dakota). 
>Huron-Iroquois. Bancroft, II 1st. U. 8., III, 24:3, 1840. 
> Wyan<lot-Iro4u01s, Keane, A pp. Stauford"s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 

·rnK 1878. 
>Cherokees. Gallatm m Am. Anhc1. Soc .. II. 89. H06. 18:36 (kept $part from Iroquois 

though probable affinity a~serted). Bant'roft. Hi"t. U.S .. III, 246, 1840. Prichaid, 
Phys. Hu;,t. :\Iaukin<l, v, 401 ~ 1 R4 i. Gallatm m Tran~ . .Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1. xcix. 
77, 1848. Latham m Turn-, Plulolog. Hoe. Lornl. :>8, 18:>6 (a sPparate group 
p~rhaps to he clasHfl<l with Iroquois awl Hioux). Gallatm in Schoolcraft. In<l. 
Tribes. m, 401, t8:>a. Latham. Opusl'ula. :~~•. 1HGO. Keane. App. 8tanfor(l's 
Comp. (Cent. an(l Ho. Am. ). 460. 47~. l~iH <~anw as l'helekees or Tsalag1 -
"'apparently entirely dhtmd f1om all other American tongues"). 

> Tschirok1es, Bergham, (184.)). Phy~ik. Atlas. map 1i.1848. 
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> Chelekees, Keane, App. Stanford"s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 472, 1878 (or Chero
kees). 

>Cheroki, Gatschet, Creek Mtg. Legend, I, 24, 1884. Gatschet in Science, 413, 
April 29, 1887. 

=Huron-Cherokee. Hale in Am. Antiq., 20, Jan .• 1883 {proposed as a family name 
instead of Huron-Iroquois; relationship to Iroquois affirmed). 

Derivation: French adaptation of the Iroquois word hiro, used to 
conclude a speecl1. and koue, an exclamation (Charlevoix). Hale 
gives as possible derivations ierokwa, the indeterminate form of the 
verb to smoke, signifying "'they who smoke;'' also the Cayuga 
form of bear, iakwai. 1 Mr. Hewitt1 suggests the Algonkin words irin, 
true, or real; ako, snake; with the :B'rench termination ois, the word 
beco'lles Irinakois. 

With reference to this family it is of interest to note that as 
early as 1798 Bartou3 compared the Cheroki language with that 
of the Iroquois and stated his belief that there was a connec
tion between them. Gallatin, in the Archreologia Americana, refers 
to the opinion expressed by Barton, and alt.hough he states that he 
is inclined to agree with that author .. yet he does not formally refer 
Cheroki to that family, concluding t.hat '·We have not a sufficient 
knowledge of the grammar, and generally of the language of the 
Five Nations, or of the Wyan<lots, to decide that question. "H 

Mr. Hale was the first to give formal expression to his belief in 
the affinity of the Cheroki to Iroquois.• Recently extensive Cheroki 
vocabularies have come into possession of the Bureau of Ethnology, 
and a careful compari::mn of them with ample Iroquois material has 
been made by Mr. Hewitt. The result is convincing proof of the 
relationship of the two languages as affirmed by Barton so long ago. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

Unlike most linguistic stocks, the Iroquoian tribes did not occupy 
a continuous area, but when first known to Europeans were settled in 
three distinct regions, separated from each other by tribes of other 
lineage. The northern group was surrounded by tribes of Algon
quian stock, while the more southern groups bordered upon the 
Catawba and Maskoki. 

A tradition of the Iroquois points to the St. Lawrence region 
as the early home of t.l1e Iroquoian tribes, whence they gradually 
moved down to the southwest along the shores of the Great Lakes. 

When Cartier, in 1534, first explored the bays and inlets of the 
Gulf of St. Lawrence he met a Huron-Iroquoian people on the shoreA 
ot the Bay of Gaspe, who also visited the northern coast of the gulf. 
Iri the following year when he sailed up the St. Lawrence River he 

1 Iroquois Book of Rites, 1883, app., p. 173. 
~American Anthropologist, 1888, vol. 1, p. 188. 
2 New Views of the Origin of the Tribes and Nations of America. Phila., 1798. 
4 Trans. Am. Antiq. Soc., 1836, vol. 2, p. 92. 
i Am. Antiq., 1883, vol. 5, p. 20. 
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found the bank~ of the river from Quebec to Montreal occupied by 
an Iroquoian people. From statements of Champlain and other 
early explorers it seems probable that the Wyandot once occupied 
the country along the northern shore of Lake Ontario. 

The Conestoga, and perhaps some allied tribes, occupied the coun
try about the Lower Susquehanna, in Pennsylvania an<l Maryland, 
and have commonly been regarded as an isolated body, hut it seems 
probable that their territory was contiguous to that of the Five 
Nations on the north before the Dt·laware began their westwar<l 
movement. 

As the Cherokee were the principal tribe on the borders of the 
southern colonies and occupie<l the leading place in all the treaty 
negotiations, they came to he consi<lered as the owners of a large 
territory to which they had no real daim. Their first sale, in 1721, 
emb1·aced a tract in South Carolina~ between the Congaree and the 
South Fork of the Edisto, 1 lmt about one-half of this tract, form
ing the present Lexington County, belonging to the Congaree.~ In 
17'35 they sold a second tract ahoYe the first and extending across 
South Carolina from the Savannah to tl1e Catawba (or Wateree), ~ 
but all of this tract east of Broad Ri Yer belonged to other tribes. 
The lower part, between the Congaree arnl the W att)ree, had been 
sold 20 years before, and in the upper part the Broad River was 
acknowledged as the western Catawba boundary.• In 1770 they 
sold a tract, principally in Virginia and vVest Virginia, bounded east 
by the Great Kanawha, tJ but the Iroquoi~ claime<l by conquest all of 
this tract northwest of the main ridge of the Alleghany and Cum
berland Mountains, and extending at least to the Kentucky River, 6 

and two years previously they hwl ma<le a treaty with Sir \Villiam 
Johnson by which they were recognizetl as the owners of all between 
Cumberland Mountains and the Ohi.u down to the Tennessee. 1 The 
Cumberland River basin was the only part of this tract to which 
the Cherokee had any real title, having driven out the former 
o~cupants, the Shawne~'.\, about 1721. ~ The Cherokee had no vil
lages north of the Tennessee (this probably includes the Holston as 
its upper part), an<l at a conference at Albany the Cherokee <leleg·ates 
presented to the Iroq1.10is the skin of a <leer, which they said belonged 
to the Iroquois, as the animal had been killed north of the Tennes
see. v In 1805, lSOG, aud 1817 they sold several tracts, ma.inly in 

1 Cession No. 1, on Royce·s Ch~rok~e map. 1884. 
2 Howe in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. 18.14, vol. 4. p. 163. 
3 Cession 2, on Royce's CherokPe map, 1~84. 
4 Howe in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. 18:>.t, vol. 4, pp. 15:>-159. 
5 Cession 4, on Royce's Cherokee map, 18H4. 
0 Sir 'Villiam Johnson in Parkman·s Conspiracy of Pontiac, app. 
1 Bancroft, Hist. U.S. 
d Ramsey, Annals of Tennessee, 18."):1. 
9 Ramsey, Annals of Tennessee, 18.53. 
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mi(ldle Tennessee, north of the Tennessee River and extending to 
the Cumberland River watershed, but this territory was claimed 
n.n<l had been occupied by the Chickasaw, an<l at one conference 
the Cherokee admitted their claim. 1 The adjacent tract in north
('rn Alaba,ma and Georgia, on the head waters of the Coosa, was not 
permanently occupied by the Cherokee until they began tP move 
westward, about 1770. 

The whole region of We8t Virginia, Kentucky, and the Cumber
land River region of Tennessee wa,~ claimed by the Iroquois and 
Cherokee, but the Iroquois never occupied any of it arnl the Chero
kee could not be said to occupy any bflyoud the Cumberland Moun
tains. The Cumberland River wa8 originally hel<l by the Shawnee, 
and the rest was occupied, so far as it was occupied at all, hy the 
Shawnee, Delaware, and occasionally by the Wyandot and l\Iingo 
(Iroquoi.au), who made regular excur~ions southward across the 
Ohio every year t.o hunt and to make salt at the licks. Most of the 
temporary camps or villages in Kentucky and West Virginia were 
built by the Shawnee and Delaware. The Shawnee and Dela
ware were the principal barrier to the settlement of Kentucky and 
'Ve~t Virginia, for a period of to years, while in all that time neither 
the Cherokee nor the Iroquois offered any resistance or checked the 
opposition of the Ohio trihes. 

The Cherokee bounds in Virginia should be extended along the 
mountain region as far at least a~ the James River, as they claim 
tu have lived at the Peaks of Otter,~ and seem to be identical with 
the Rickohockan or Rechahecrian of the early Virginia writers, 
who lived in the mountains beyond the Monacan, and in 1656 rav
aged the lowland country as far as the site of Richmond antl de
feated the Engli3h and the Powhatan Indians in a pitched battle at 
that place., 

The language of the Tuscarora, formerly of northeastern North 
Carolina, connect them <lirectly with the northern Iroquois. The 
Chowanoc and Nottoway and other cognnte tribes adjoining the 
Tuscarora may have been offshoots from that tribe. 

Cayuga. 
Cherokee. 
Conestoga. 
Erie. 
~Iuhawk. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Neuter. 
Nottoway. 
Oneida. 
()nondaga. 

Seneca. 
Tionontate. 
Tuscar<>ra. 
Wyarnlot. 

Populnf wn. -The present number of the Iroquoian stock is about 
4:1,000, of whom over 3!,000 (including the Cherokees) are in the 
United States while nearly 0,000 are in Canada. Below is given 
the population of the different tribes, compiled chiefly from the 

1 Blount (1792) in Am. 8tate Papers. 18:i2, vol. 4, p. 326. 
2 Schoolcraft. Notes on Iroquois, 1847. 
{ Baneroft, H1~t. U.S. 
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Canadian Indian Report for 1888, and the United States Census 
Bulletin for 1890: 
Cherokee: 

Cherokee and Choctaw Nations, Indian Territory (exclusive of adopted 
Indians, negroes, and whites) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25t 557 

Eastern Band, Qualla Reservation, Cheowah. etc., North Carolina (ex~ 
elusive of those practically white) ..... . 

Lawrence school, Kansas .... 

Caughnawaga: 
Caughnawaga. Quebec. 

Cayuga: 
Grand River, Ontario. 
With Seneca, Quapaw Agency, Indian Territory (total 255). 
Cattaraugus ReserYe, New York. 
Otlwr Reserves in New York 

'' Iroquois ": 
Of Lake of Two Mountains. Quebec. mainly i\fohawk (with Algon-

1, 5001 
6 

27, 063? 

1,673 

972/ 
128? 
165 
36 

1,301? 

quin)....... . . - . . . . . . . . . 345 
With Algonquin at Gibson, Ontario (total 131) . . . 31? 

Mohawk: 
Quinte Bay, Ontario ..... . 
Grand River, Ontario. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...... . 
Tonawanda, Onondaga, and Cattaraugus Reserves. New York. 

Oneida: 
Oneida and other Reserves, New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Green Bay Agency, Wisconsin('' including homeless Indians'') .... 
Carlisle and Hampton schools. 
Thames River, Ontario 
Grand River, Ontario . 

Onondaga: 
Onondaga Reserve, New York. 
Allegany Retrerve, New York ..... . 
Cattaraugus Reserve, New York 
Tuscarora (41) and Tonawanda (4) ReserYes, New York 
Carlisle and Hampton schools ... 
Gran<l River, Ontario_ 

Seneca: 
'Vith Cayuga, Quapaw Agency, Indian Territory (total 255). . . ...... . 
Allegany Reserve, New Y 01·k. . . . . - . 
Cattaraugus Reserve, New York ... . 
Tonawanda Reserve, New York ...... . 
Tn:"'carora and Onondaga Reserves, New York .................... . 

nf1r!ve, Hampton, and Carlisle schools ......... . 
hrnnd River, Ontario....... . ........... . 

376? 

1,0=>0 
1, 30~ 

6 

2,358 

295 
1,716 

104 
778 
2a6 

3,129 

380 
77 
38 
45 

4 
346 

890 

86~ 

.i.318 
517 
12 
ld 

2J6 

B. 055? 
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St. Heg1:-,: 
8t. Regis Reserve, New York .. 
Onondaga and other Reserves, New York 
St. Rel!1s Reserve, Quebec ..... . 

Tuscarora: 
Tuscarora Reserve, New York 
Cattaraugus and Tonawanda Reserves, New York ... 
Grand River. Ontario . . . . . . . . . . ... 

Wyandot: 
Quapaw Agency .Indian Territory . 
Lawrence, Hampton, and Carlisle schools .. 
''Hurons,. of Lorette, Quebec . . ..... 
'· W yandots ., of Anderdon. Ontario. . 

157 

1,053 
17 

1, 179 

2,249 

398 
6 

329 

288 
18 

279 
98 

683 

The Iroquois of St. Regi:.;, Caughnawaga, Lake of Two Mountains 
(Oka), and Gibson speak a dialect mainly Mohawk and Oneida, but 
are a mixture of all the tribes of the original Five Nations. 

KALAPOOl.AN FAMILY. 

= Kalapooiah, Scoulerin Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 225, 1841 (includes Kala
pooiah and Yamkallie; thinks the Umpqua and Cathlascon languages are re
lated). Bui:schmann, Spuren der aztek. Spra.che, 599, 617, 1839. (follows Scouler). 

= Kalapuya, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., v1. 217 36!, 1846 (of Willamet Valley above 
Falls). GallatininTrans.Am. Eth.Soc.,1, pt.1,c, 17, 77.18~8. Berghaus(l&>l), 
Physik. Atlas, map 17. 1852. Gallatin in s,~hoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m, 402, 18:>3. 
Latham in Trans. Philo log. Soc. Lond., 73, 1856. Buschmann, Spuren der aztek. 
Sprache, 617, 1859. Latham, Opuscula, 340, 1860. Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 
167, 1877. Gatschet in Beach, Ind. Misc .• 442, 1877. 

> Calapooya, Bancroft, Nat. Races.III, 565.629, 1882. 
x Chinooks, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 1878 (includes 

Calapooyas and Yamkally). 
> Yamkally, Bancroft. Nat. Races. III, 565, 630. 1882 (bt>ars a certain relationship to 

Calapooya). 

Under this family name Scouler places. two tribes, the Kalapooiah, 
inhabiting '~the fertile Willamat plains" and the Yamkallie, who 
Ii ve " more in the interior. to ards the sources of the Willamat 
River.'' Scouler adds that the Umpqua "appear to belong to this 
Family, although their language is rathe\~ more remote from the 
Kalapooiah than the Yamkallie is.'' The Umpqua language is now 
placed under the Athapascau family. Seoul er also asserts the inti
matP relationship of the Cathlascon tribes to the Kalapooiah family. 
They are now classed as Chinookan. 

The tribes of the Kalapooian family inhabited the vallPy of Wil
lamette River .. Oregon, aboy·e the fall~, and extended well up to the 
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head w·aters of that stre,un. They avpe<u· not to have reached. the 
Columbia River, being cut off by tribes of the Chinookan family, 
and com.;efprnntly were not met hy Lflwi~ and Clarke, whose state
ment~ of their habitat were (leri veJ. solely from natives. 

Ahantchuyuk 
( Pu<l<l ing River 
lrnliaus). 

AthUati. 

PRl~ClPAL TRIBES 

Calapooya. 
Chelamela. 
L}tkmiut. 
8antiam. 

Yamil. 
Youkalla (Ayankeld). 

Populatwn.-So far as k·nown the surviving Indians of this family 
are all at the (Jrande Ronde Agency. ( )regon. 

The following iH a censu~ for 18HO· 

Atfalati ... _ 
Calapoo.rn 
Lcl.kmiut - . 
l\Iary's River 

28 Sanharn 
22 Yamil 
29 Yonkalla 

I 
28 i 

I 
! Tota] 

K.ARA.NKA "\\'"AN FAJIILY. 

27 
30 
7 

171 

= Karankawa, Gatschet in Gloom;. XLIX, ~o. 8. 12:l. 18S6 (\·ocabulary of 2.3 terms; 
du;tingmshed as a fanuly pro~u:;ionally). Gat~chet in Science, 414, April 9, 
1~87. 

Tlw Karankawa formerly· <lwelt upon the Texan coast, according 
to Sibley, upon an i8latHl or peninsula in the Bay of St. Bernard 
(Matagorda Bay). In 180! thi~ author, upon hearsay evidence, 
stated their number to be 500 men. 1 In seYeral places in the paper 
cited it is explicitly stated that the Karankawa spoke the Attakapa 
languag~; the Attakapa was a coast tribe living to the east of them. 
In 188! Mr. Gatschet found a Tonkawe at Fort Griflin, Texas, who 
claimed to have formerly lived among the Karankawa. From him 
a vocabulary of twenty-fl.Ye term8 wa~ obtained, which was all of 
the languct.ge he remembered. 

The vocabulary is unsatisf artory, not only bee a use of its meager
nesH, but heeause most of the terms are unimportant fur comparison. 
Nevertheless, such as it is, it represents all of the language that is 
extant. Judged by this Yocabulary the language seems to be dis
tinct not only from t hP A ttakapa but from all others. U nsatisfac
tory as the linguistic eYidPnee is. it. appears to hP safer to clas~ the 
language provi:-;ionaJly as a <listinct family upon the strength of it 
than to accept Sibley·s statement of its identity with Attakapa, 
eRpecially a8 we know nothing of the Bx.tent of hiH information or 
whether indPed his 8tatement. was l>asP(l upon a per~onal knowledge 
of the languagB. 

1 Am. State Pa1wrs. lHH:?, Yol. -t. p. 722. 
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A careful :;earch has been nHtde with the hope of finding a few 
survivors of this family~ hut thu:; fa,r not a single descendant of the 
tribe ha::; been discovered a.ml it i~ probable that not one is now 
living. 

KERE8AN FAMILY. 

> Keres. Turner in Pac. R.R. Rep .. m. pt. 3. lj.j .86-90. 18:>6 (includes Kiwonu, Cod1i, 
temi. Acoma). 

=Kera. Powell in Rocky Mt. Presbyterian, Nov .. 1878 (mclude~ San Felipe, ~.iuto 
Domingo, C6chiti, Santa Ana. Cm. A~mna. Laguna, Povate, HaRakh, l\Iogmo). 
Gatschet in U.S. Geog. Surv. W. lOOth M., vu, 41i. 1879. Gat~chet m )fag. 
Am. Hist. 2:;9, 1882. 

= Keran, Powell in Am. Nat . 604, Aug .• 1880 (enumerates ptt{lblos and gives lingm~t
ic literature). 

=-= Qneres, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. an<l So. Am.), 479, 1878. 
-=Chu-cha-cas, Lane in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes,v, 689, 18.3;)(inclu<lesLaguna. A<'oma, 

Santo Domingo, San Felipe, Santa Ana, Cochite. Sille). 
=Chu-cha-chas, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878 (1111s

p1·int; follows Lane). 
= Kes-whaw-hay, Lane in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes. v, 689, 1855 (same as Chu-cha-cas 

above). Keane, App. Stanford•r-, Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878 (follows 
Lane). 

Derivation unknown. The name is pronounced with an explosive 
initial sound, and A<l. F. Baudelier spells it Qq"neres, Qnera, Qneris. 

Under this name Turner, as above quotecl, includes the vocabu
laries of Kiwomi, Cochitemi, and Acoma. 

The full list of pueblos of Keresan stock is given below. They 
are Hituatecl in New Mexico on the upper Rio Grande. on several of 
its small western affluents, and on tho Jemez and San Jose, which 
also are tributaries of the Rio Grande. 

Acoma. 
Acomita. 1 

Cochitf. 
Hasatch. 
Laguna. 
Pagnate. 

VILLAGES. 

Pueblito. 1 

Punyeestye. 
Punyekia. 
Pusityitcho. 
San Fehpe. 
Santa Ana. 

Santo Domingo. 
Seemunah. 
Sia. 
Wavuchuseamma. 
Ziamma. 

Populotwn.-According to the census of 1890 the total population 
of the villages of the family is :3,500, <listribute<l as follows: 

Acoma" ;)66 San Felipe ~;.)4 

C0t·hiti. 268 Santo Dommgo 670 
Laguna'. 1,14:3 Sia 106 
Santa Ana .. 2:>3 

1 Summer pueblos only. 
2 Includes Acomita and Puebhto. 
3 Includes Ha~tch, Paguate. Punyee~tye, Punyekia, Pu~ityitcho, Seenmnah, 

Wapuchuseamma, and Ziamma. 
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KIOWAS FAMILY. 

=K1aways.Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. III. 402, 1833 (on upper waters Ar· 
kansas). 

= K1oway, Turner in Pac. R.R. Rep., m. pt. 3. 5;'). 80. 18;)6 (based on the Kioway (Cai
gua) tribe only). Bu~chmann, Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 432, 43a, 18!i9. 
Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 444, 1862 ( .. more Paduca than aught else··). 

= Kayowe, Gatschet m Am. Anhq., 280, Oct., 1882 (gh·es phonetics of). 

Derivation: From the Kiowa word K<)-i, plural Ko·igu, meaning 
'' Kayo we man.'' The Co mane he term kayo we means '' rat.'' 

The author who first formally separated this family appear8 to 
have been Turner. Gallatin mentions the tribe and remarks that 
owing to che loss of Dr. Say's vocabularies "we only know that 
both the Kiowas and Kaskaias languages were harsh, guttural, nn<l 
extremely difficult .. , 1 Turner, upon the strength of a vocahulary 
furnished by Lieut. Whipple, dissentr-; from the opinion expres8e<l 
by Pike and others to the effect that the language is of the sanw 
stock as the Ur.>manche, and, while admitting that its relationship 
to Camanche is greater than to any other family, thinks that tht.-• 
likeness is merely the result of long intercommunication. Hi8 
opinion that it is entirely distinct from any other language has heen 
indorsed by Buschmann and other authorities. The family is rep
resented by the Kiowa tribe. 

So intimately associated with the Comanches have the Kiowa 
been since known to history that it is not easy to determine their 
pristine home. By the Medicine Creek treaty of October 1~, 18U7, 
they and the Comanches were assigned their present reservation in 
the Indian Territory, both resigning all claims to other territory, 
especially their claims and rights in anrl to the country north of the 
Cimarron River and west of the eastern bou11dary of New l\lexico. 

The terms of the cession might be taken to indicate a joint owner
ship of territory, but it i:-; more likely that the Kiowa territory 
adjoined the Comanche on the northwest. In fact Pope' definitely 
locates the Kiowa in the valley of the U ppn Arkansas, and of itR 
tributary, the Purgatory (Las ..Auim9.s) River. This is in substan
tial accord with the statements of other writers of about t.he saml~ 
period. Schermerhorn (18lt) places the Kiowa on the heacls of the 
Arkansas and Platte. Earlier still they appear upon the headwaters 
of the Platte, which is the region assigned them upon the map.'1 

This region was occupied later hy the Cheyenne and Arapaho of 
Algonquian stock. 

Populaf'fon.-According to the United States eensus for 18!10 tlwre 
are 1, 1-lO Kiowa on the Kiowa. Comanche. an<l Wichita Resen·atiou, 
Indian Territory. 

1 Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc . 1886. Yol.11. µ. taa. 
"Pae. R.R. Rep .. 18il5, vol. 2, pt. a. p. 16. 
3 Pike. Exp. to sourc(:"s of the Missh;;sippi. App .. 1~10. pt. a. p. 9. 
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KITC~AHAN FAMILY. 

= Kitunaha, Hale m U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 204, :;35, 1846 (between the forks of the 
Columbia). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt.1, c, 10, 77, 1848 (Flatbow). 
Berghaus (l~;)t ), l'h:sik. Atlas, map 17, 18:)2. Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. 
Loud .. 70. 18:>6. Latham. Opuhcula, 338, 1860. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., il95, 
tH6t (betw~en ;)2' and 48. N. L., west of mam 1idge of Rocky l\lountains). 
Hathchet in lfag. Am. Hi~t., 170, 1877 (on Kootenay River). 

::-.::-Cc•utamP~, Hale in U. S Expl. Exp., VI, 204, 1846 (-=Kitunaha). 
-· Ki1tams, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man .. am. 18!'i0 (K1tunaha). 

=-= Kituanaha, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18!)3 (Coutar1a or Flatbows, 
north of lat. 4H0

). 

---~= Kootanieh, Bu:-iehmann, Spm·en der aztek. Sprache, 661, 1859. 
-:--:- Kutani, Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 395, 1862 (or Kitunaha). 
:::::- Cootanie. Latham, El. Com1>. Phil.. 39:i, 1862 (synonymous with Kitunaha). 
= Kootenai.Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 170, 1877 (dt>finesarea occupied). Gatschet 

in Beaeh, Ind.M1sc.,446, 1877. Bancroft, Nat. Races,m,n65, 1882. 
= Kootenuha, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 79-87, 1884 (vocabulary of 

tJ pJ*r Kootenuha). 
=Flat bow, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI. 204, 1846 (== K1tunaha). Gallatin m Trans. 

Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, 10, 77, 1848 (after Hale). Buschmann,Spuren der aztek. 
Spraehe. 661, 1839. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 395, 1862 (or Kitunaha). Gatschet 
in )lag. Am. Hist., 170, 1877. 

== Flachbogen. Berghaus (1851), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1852. 
x Shnshwaps, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 474, 1878 (in

eludt\s Kootenait:; (Flatbows or Skalzi). 

This family was based upon a tribe variously termed Kitunaha, 
KntfAnay, Cootenai, or Flathow, living on the Kootenay River, a 
l>ranch of the Columbia in 0 regou. 

Mr. Gat~chet thinks it i~ probable that there are two dialects of 
the language spoken respectively in the ext.reme northern and south
ern portions of the territory occupied. but the vocabularies at hand 
are not sufficient to definitely settle the question. 

The area occupied by the Kit.unahan tribes is inclosed between the 
northern fork of the Columbia River. extending on the south along 
the Cootenay River. By far the greater part of the territory occu
pied by these tribeR is in British Colnmbia. 

TRIBES. 

The principal divisions or tribes are Cootenai, or Upper Cootenai; 
Akoklako, or Lower Cootenai; Klanoh-Klatklam, or Flathead Coo
teuai; Yaketahnoklatakmakanay, or Tobacco Plains Cootenai. 

Pn1)ulrttion.-There are about 425 Cootenai at.Flathead Agency, 
Montana, an<l 539 at Kootenay Agency, British Columbia; total, 964. 

KOLUSCHAN FAMILY. 

= KohtbChPn,Gallatinin Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 14, 1836 (islands and ad· 
jacent coast from 60° to :">5° N. L. ). 

= Koulischen, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., n, 306, 1836. Gallatin in 
Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .. II, pt. 1, c, 77, 1848, (Koulischen and Sitka languages)• 
Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 1853 (Sitka, bet. 52° and 59° lat.). 
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< Kolooch, Latham in Trans. Philolog. f4oc. Lond .• II, 81-50, 1b46 (tends to merge 
Kolooch into Esquimaux). Latham in Jour. Eth. Soc. Lond., I, 163, 1848 (com
pared with Eskimo language.). Latham, Opuscula, 259, 276, 1860. 

= Koluschians, Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 433, 1847 (follows Gallatin). 
Scouler (1846) in Jour. Eth. Soc. J..,ond., I, 231, 1848. 

< Koluch, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 294, 1850 (more hkt>ly forms a subdivision of Es
kimo than a separate class; includes Kenay of Cook's Inlet, Atna of Coppflr 
River, Koltshani, Ugalent~. Sitkans, Tungaa~, Inkhuluklait, Magimut, Inkalit: 
Digothi and Nehanni are classed as'" doubtful Koluche~··). 

=Koloschen,Berghaus(184:i>, Physik. Atlas, inap 17, 1848. Ibid., 1852. Buschmann, 
Spuren der aztek. Spra~he, 680, 1859. Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887. 

= Kolush, Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 401, 1862 (mere mention of family with short 
vocabulary). 

= Kaloshians, Dall in Proc. Am. Ass., 37:>.1885 (gives tribes and population). 
x Northern, Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog So('. Lond .. xr, 218. 1841 (includes Koloshes 

and Tun Ghasse). 
x Hai<.lah, Scouler, ibid, 219, 1841 (same as his Northern). 
= Klen-ee-kate, Schoolcraft, Ind. Tl'ibe:-;. v. 489, 1853. 
=Klen-e-kate, Kane, Wanderings of an Artist, app .. 1859 (a census of N. W.coast 

tribes classified by language). 
=Thlinkithen, Holmberg in Finland Soc., 284, 18:36 (title Buschmann,676, 1859). 
= Thl · nkets, Dall in Proc. Am. As~., 268, 269, 1869 (di ·dded into Sitka-kwan, Stahkin

kwan, "Yakutats'"). 
== T'hnketb, Dall m Cont. N. A. Eth. t 1, 36, 1877 (<liYided into Yak 'fttats, Chilkaht' -

kwan, Sitka-kwan, Stakhin'-kwan. Kygah'ni). 
=Thlinkeet, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 462, 1878 (from 

Mount St. Elias to Nass River; includes Ugalenzes. Yakutats, Chilkats, Hoodnids, 
Hoodsmoos. Takoos, Auks, Kakas, Stikines. Eeliknus, Tunga.':ls, Sitkas). Ban
croft, Nat. Races, III, 562. 579, 1882. 

==Thlink1t, Tolmieand Dawson, Comp. Vocabs .• 14, 1884 (vocab.of Skutkwan Sept; 
also map showing distribution offamily). Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887. 

=Tlinkit, Dall in Proc. Am. Ass .. 375, 188:S(emuneratestribesandgives population). 

Derivation: From the Aleut word kolosh. or more properly, kaluga, 
meaning "dish," the allu::;ion heing to the dish-shaped lip ornaments. 

This family was based by Gallatin upon the Kolusehen tribe (the 
TAhinkitani of Marchand), "who inhabit the hdawlH and the adja
cent coast from the sixtieth to the fifty-fifth <legrPe of north lati
tude.'' 

In the Koluschan family, Gallatin observes that the remote analo
gies to the Mexican tongue to be found in several of the northern 
tribes, as the Kinai, are more marked tl1an in any other. 

The boundaries of this family as given by Gallatin are snl•8tau
tially in accordance with our present knowledge of the subject. 
The southern boundary is somewhat indeterminate owing to the 
fact, ascertained by the census agents in 1880. that the Haida tribes 
extend somewhat farther north than was formerly supposed and 
occupy the southeast half of Prince of Wales Island. About lati
tmle 56°, or the mouth of Portland CanaL indicates the southern 
limit of the family, and 60°. or near the mouth of Atna River, the 
northern limit. Until recently they haYe bt.~en Hnpposecl to be exclu-



KUI"AN~\PAN FAMILY. 163 

si vely an insular and coa:;t people, but Mr. Dawson has made the 
interesting discovery' that the Tagish, a tribe living inland on the 
headwaters of the Lewis River .. who have hitherto been supposed 
to be of Athapascan extraction, belong to the Koluschan family. 
This tribe, therefore, has crossed the coast range of mountains, 
which for the most part limits the extension of this people inland 
and confines them to a narrow coast strip, and have gained a perma
nent foothold in the interior, where they share the habits of the 
neighboring Athapascan tribes. 

TRIBES. 

Auk. Hunah. Tagish. 
Chilcat. Kek. Taku. 
Hanega. Sitka. Tongas. 
Hoodsunu. Stahkin. Yakutat. 

Populafion.-The following figures are from the census of 1880. 2 

The total population of the tribes of this family, exclusive of the 
Tagish, is 6,437, distributea as follows: 
Auk . . . . .. . 640 I Kek 568 
Chilcat . . 988 ~ Sitka . . . 721 
Hanega (includmg Kouyon and I Stahkin. 317 

Klanak). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 587 Taku. . . . . . 269 
Hoodsunu . 666 i Tongas. 273 
Hunah.. 908 1 Yakutat . . 500 

KU'LANAPAN FAMILY. 

x Kula-napo, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 421, 1853 (J;he name of one of 
the Clear Lake bands). 

> Mendocino (?), Latham m Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 77, 18:16 (name suggested 
for Choweshak, Ba.temdaikai, Kulanapo, Yukai, Khwaklamayu languages). 
Latham.Opuscula, 343, 1860. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 410, 1862 (as above). 

> Pomo, Powers in Overland Monthly. IX. 498, Dec., 1872 (general description of 
habitat and of family). Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 146, 1877. Powell, ibid., 
491 ('·ocabularies ot Gal-li-no-me-ro, Yo-kai'-a, Ba-tem-da-kaii. Chau-i-shek, 
Yu-kai, Ku-la-na-po, H·hana, Venaambakaha, Ka'-bi-na-pek, Chwachamaju). 
Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 16, 1877 (gives habitat and enumerates tribes of 
family). Gatschet in Beach. Ind. Misc., 4:36, 1877. Keane, App. Stanford's 
Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 476, 1878 (includes Castel Pomos, Ki, Cahto. Choam, 
Chadela, Matomey Ki, Usal or Calamet. Shebalne Pornos, Gallinomeros, Sanels, 
Socoas, Lama..q, Comachos). 

<Pomo, Bancroft, Nat. Races, Ill, 566, 1882 (includes Ukiah, Oallinomero, Masalla
magoon, Gualala, Maiole, Kulanapo. Sanel, Yonios, Choweshak, Batemdakaie, 
Chocuyem, Olamentke, Kainamare, Chwachamaju. Of these, Choouyem and 
Olamentke are Moquelumnan). 

The name applied to this family was first employed by Gibbs in 
1853, as above cited. He states that it is the "name of one of the 

1 Annual Report of the Geological Survey of Canada, 1887. 
9 Petroff. Report on the Population, Industries, and Resources of Alaska. 1884, 

p.3a. 
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Clear Lake bands,'' adding that " the language is spoken by all the 
tribes occupying the large valley .. , The distinctness of the lan
guage is now generally admitted. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The main territory of the Kulanapan family is bounded on the 
west by the Pacific Ocean, on the east by the Yukian and Copehan 
territories, on the north by the watershed of the Russian River, and 
on the south by a line drawn from Bodega Head to the southwest 
corner of the Yukian territory, near Sauta Rosa, Sonoma County, 
California. Several trihes of this family, viz, the Kastel Pomo, 
Kai Pomo, and Kato Pomo, are located in the valley between the 
South Fork of Eel River an<l the main river, and on the headwaters 
of the South Fork, extending theuce in a narrow strip to the ocean. 
In this situation they were entirely cut off from the main body by 
the intrusive Yuki tribes, and pressed upon from the north by the 
warlike Wailakki, who are said to have imposed their language and 
many of their customs upon them and as well doubtless to l1ave ex
tensively intermarried with them. 

TRIBES. 

Ballo Kal Pomo, '' Oat Valley People." 
Hatemdikayi. 
Buldam Pomo (Rio Grande or Big River). 
Chawishek. 
Choam Chadila Pomo (Capello). 
Chwachamaju. 
Dapishul Pomo (Redwood Canon). 
Eastern People (Clear Lake about Lakeport). 
Erfo (mouth of Russian River). 
Erussi (Fort Ross). 
Gallinomero (Russian River Valley below Cloverdale and in Dry 

Creek Valley). 
Gualala (northwest corner of Sonoma County). 
Kabinapek (western part of Clear Lake basin). 
Kaime (above Healdsburgb). 
Kai Pomo (between Eel River and South Fork). 
Kastel Pomo (between Eel River and South Fork). 
Kato Pomo, " Lake People." 
Komacho (Anderson and Rancheria Valleys). 
Kula Kai Pomo (Sherwood Valley). 
Kulanapo. 
Lama (Russian River Valley). 
Misalamagun or Musakakfm (abo\"e Healdsburgh). 
Mitoam Kai Pomo, "W oode<l Valley People" (Little Lake). 
Poam Pomo. 



KUSAN-LUTUA}IIAN FAMILIES. 

TRIBES-continued. 

Senel (Russian River Valley). 
Shodo Kaf Pomo (Coyote Valley). 
Siako (Russian River Valley). 
Sok6a (Russian River Valley). 
Yokaya Pomo, "Lower Valley People" (Ukiah City). 
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Yusal (or Kamalel) Pomo, "Ocean People" (on coast and 
along Yusal Creek). 

KUSAN FAMILY. 

= Kusa, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 257, 1882. 

Derivation: Milhau, in a manuscript letter to Gibbs (Bureau of 
Ethnology), states that "Coos in the Rogue River dialect is said to 
mean lake, lagoon or inland bay." 

The "Kaus or Kwokwoos'' tribe is merely mentioned by Hale as 
living on a river of the same name between the Umqua and the Cla- · 
met.. 1 Lewis and Clarke2 also mention them in the same location as 
the Cookkoo-oose. The tribe was ref erred to also under the name 
Kaus by tatham,' who did not attempt its classification, having in 
fact no material for the purpose. 

Mr. Gatschet, as above, distinguishes the language as forming a 
distinct stock. It is spoken on the coast of middle Oregon, on Coos 
River and Bay, and at the mouth of Coquille River, Oregon. 

Anasitch. 
Melukitz. 

TRIBES. 

Mulluk or Lower Coquille. 
Nacu?. 

Population.-Most of the survivors of this family are gathered 
upon the Siletz Reservation, Oregon, but their number can not be 
stated as the agency returns are not given by tribes. 

LUTUAMIAN FAMILY. 

= Lutuami, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 199, 569, 1846 (head waters Klamath River and 
lake). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, c, 17, 77, 1848 (follows Hale). 
Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 325, 1850 (headwaters Clamet River). Berghaus(1851), 
Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1852. Latham in Proc. Philolog. Soc. Lond., VI,82, 1854. 
Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 74, 1856. Latham,Opuscula, 800, 810, 1860. 
Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 407, 1862. 

= Luturim, Gallatin in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes, Ill, 402, 1858 (misprint for Lutuami; 
based on Clamets language). 

= I .. utumani, Latham, Opuscula, 341, 1860 (misprint for Lutuami). 
= Tlamatl, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., v1, 218, 569, 1846 (alternative of Lutuami). Berg

haus (1851), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1852. 
= Clamets, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 218, 569, 1846 (alternative of Lutuami). 

1 U. S. Expl. E"P·. 1846, vol. 6, p, 221. 
iz Allen Ed., 1814, vol. 2, p. 118. 

3 Nat. Hist. Man, 1850, p. 325. 
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= Kla1uath. Gatsehet m Mag. Am. Hi~t .• 16-1, 1817. Gatsdiet m Beach. Ind. l\lisc.,439, 
18i';. Gatschet m .Am . .Aut1q • Ml-St, 18~8 (geHPral rt-marks upon family). 

<Klamath, Keane, App. Stanfonl's Comp. (Cent. a11dHo. Am), 460, 475, t878(ageo
grapluc group rather thau a hngmstic fanuly; meluues, in addition to the 
Klamath proper or Lutuami, the Yacuus. l\lodocs. Copah:s, Shastas. Palaiki-;, 
Wintoorn;;, Enrocs. Uahrocs. Lototens. \Veeyots. "Tishosks. \Valhes, Toltiwahi-,. 
Patawats, Yukas, "and others ~tween Eel Rin\r an<l Humboldt Bay."' The 
list thus indudes several clistinet tanulies). BanC'roft, Nat. Races, Ill, 565, 64u. 
1882 (mclud~s Lutuanu or Klamath. :\Iodoc and C'opah, the latter belonging to 
the Copehan family). 

=Klamath lntlians of Southwe~tern Oregon, Gatsehet m Cont, N. A. Eth., 11, pt. 
1, XX}>.ill. 1890 

Deri nttion: From a Pit River word meaning· '·lake.'' 
The trihes of this family appear from time. immemorial to have 

occupied Little and Upper Klamath Lakes, Klamath Ma1·sl1, and 
Sprague River, Oregon. Some of the M0<loc have been removed to 
the Indian Territory, where 8-! now reside; others are in Sprague 
RiYer Valley. 

The language is a homogeneom; one and. according to Mr. Gat
sclwt who has made a special study of it. has no real dialects .. the 
two divisions of the family, Klamath and Modoc, speaking an al
mot't identical language. 

The Klamaths" own name is E-ukshikni. '·Klamath Lake people." 
The Modoc are termed by the Klamath }l(kloknL ·'Southern people." 

TRIBES. 

Klnrnath. l\Iodoc. 

Populalwn.-There were 7U9 Klamath and Mo<loc on the Klamaht 
Reservation in 1889. Sinee then they luwe 8lightly decreased. 

MARIP08AN FA:!\ULY. 

>Mariposa, Latham m Trans. Philolog. 80<'. Lund .• H4. 18,")6 (<.'oC'onoons language, 
l\lariposa Conuty). Latham, Opu!)Cttla, :J;)O, 1860. Latham. El. Comp. PJnlology, 
416, 1862 (Coconoous of l\lereede River). 

=Vo'-kutR, PowersmUont. N. A. Eth .. m. a6H. 1877. Powf>ll, ibifl .. !Y70 (nx·abu
larie;:; of Yo'-kut:-;. \Vi -chi-kik, Tin -lm-n~h~ Kmµ,::-. H1n•r. ( 'oconoon~. Calaveras 
County). 

= VoC'ut, Gatsehet in :\lag. AnL H1:-.t . Hi~. tH77 i 11wntio11s Tat'he~. Che\\'Pllet'. 
Watooga, Chookchmww:.;. { 'oeonoon~ antl othl'l:-.) (xatschet in Beach, Intl. 
Misc., 432, 1877. 

De~·iv-ation: A Spani~h wor<l meanmg ·· hutt~rtty ..... applie<l to a 
~ounty in C:i 1i fo1·nin mid su h~eqn~utly takt•n fo1· t lw fnmily uanw. 

Latham mPntwn:-; thP rt•mrntnts of thr<·e ,11:-\tin<:t bands of the 
Coconoon, e<wh with it:-; own language. in the uort.h of l\1a1·ipcHn 
County. Tht>:-;e a.rP cla8Se(l tog-Ptlwr under the ahove uame. More 
rees.ntly the trihPs Hpeaking 1angnagP8 allit.~d to tlw Coeonfm h:tve 
bPen trl"'at{ld of under the family nanw Yokut. ~H. however, the 
stoek wa~ established hy Latham 011 a sonw l basis, hi8 name is here 
re~tored. 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The territory of the Mariposan family is quite irregular in out
line. On the north it is bounded by the Fresno River up to the 
point of its junction with the San Joaquin ; thence by a line run
ning- to the northeast corner of the Salinan territory in San Benito 
County, California; on the west by a line running from San Benito 
to Mount Pinos. From the middle of the western shore of Tulare 
Lake to the ridge at Mount Pinos on the south, the Mariposan area 
is merely a narrow strip in and along the foothills. Oeeupying one
half of the western and all the southern shore of Tulare Lake, and 
bournled on the north by a line running from the southeast corner 
of Tulare Lake due east to the first great spur of the Sierra Nevada 
range is the territory of the intrusive Shoshoni. On the east the 
secondary range of the Sierra Nevada forms the Mariposau bound
ary. 

In addition to the above a small strip of territory on the eastern 
bank of the Sau Joaquin is occupied by the Cholovone division of 
the Mariposan family, between the Tuolumne and the point where 
the San Joaquin turns to the west before entering Suisun Bay. 

TRIBE8 

Ayapal (Tule River). 
Chainlmaini (lower King's River.) 
Chukahnina (Squaw Valley). 
Chuk' chansi (San J oaquiu River above Millerton). 
Ohunut (Kaweah River at the lake). 
Coconf1n' (Merced River). 
Ititcha (King's River). 
Kassovo (Day Creek). 
Kau-f-a (Kaweah River: foothills). 
Kiawetni (Tule Rh·er at Porterville). 
Mayayu (Tule River, south fork). 
Notoanaiti (on the lake). 
Ochiugita (Tule River). 
Pitkachl (extinct ; San Joaquin River below Millerton). 
Pohallin Tinleh (near Kern lake). 
Sawakhtu (Tule River, south fork). 
Tachi (Kingston). 
Telumni (Kaweah River below Visalia). 
Tfnlinneh (Fort Tejon). 
Tisechu (upperJ{ing's River). 
Wfohikik (King's River). 
Wikchumni (Kaweah River: foothills). 
Wfksachi (upper Kaweah Valley). 
Yukol (Kaweah River plains). 

Popltlaiion.-There are 145 of the Indians of this family now at
tached tu the ~fission Agency, California. 
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MOQUELrMSA~ FAllILY. 

> Tcho-ko-yem, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Irnl. Tribes, m. 421, 1853 (mention~rl as a 
band an<l dialect). 

> Moquelumue, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Hoe. Lon<l., 81, 1856 (includes Hale·s 
Talatui, Tuolumne from Schoolcraft. l-Iumaltachi, !\lullateco, Apangasi. La
pappu, Siyante or Typoxi, Hawhaw's band of Aplaches,San Rafael vocabulary, 
Tshokoyem vobabulary, Cocouyem and Yonk1ousme Paternosters, Olamentke 
of Kostromitonov, Paternosters for ::\Iission de Santa Clara and the Vallee de 
los Tulares of :\lofras. Paternoster of th~ Langue Guiloco de la l\Iission de Han 
Francisco). Latham, 0 1m .... ('ula, 347. 1H60. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 414. 1862 
(same as above). 

=Meewoc, Powers in Overland.Monthly. 322, April, 1873 (general account of family 
with allusions to language). Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 159, 1877 (gives 
habitat and bands of family). Gatsehet m Beach, Ind. l\lisc., 483, 1877. 

=Mi-wok, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth .• m, :~46, 1877 (nearly as aboYe). 
<Mutsun, Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth., 111. 33~, 1877 (vocabs. of Mi'-wok, Tuolumne, 

Costano, Tcho-ko-yem, Mutsfm. Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Chum-te'-ya. Kaweya, 
San Raphael Mission, Talatui, Olamentke). Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist .• 157, 
1877 (gives habitat and members of family). Gatschet, in Beach, Ind. )Iisc. t 
430, 1877. 

x Runsiens. Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 476, u;;S {includes 
Olhones, E8lenei:;, Santa Cruz, San liiguel, Loplllamillos, Mipacmaes, Kulana· 
pos, Yolos. Suisuues. Talluches, Chowclas, Wache8, Talches, Poowells). 

Derivation: From the river and hill of same name in Calaveras 
County, California; according to Powers the Meewoc name for the 
river is Wakalumitoh. 

The Talatui mentioned by Hale 1 as on the Kassima (Cosumues) 
River belong to the above family. Though this author clearly Jis
tinguished the language from any others with which he was ac
quainted, he nowhere expressed the opinion that it is entitled to 
family rank or gave it a family name. Talatui is mentioned as a 
tribe from which he obtained an incomplete vocabulary. 

It was not until 1856 that the distinctness of the linguistic family 
was fully set forth by Latham. Under the heatl of Moquelumne, 
this author gathers several vocabularies representing different lan
guages and dialects of the :.;ame stock. These are the Talatui of 
Hale, the Tuolumne from Schoolcraft, the Sonoma dialects as repre
sented by the Tshokoyem vocabulary, the Chocuyem and You
kiousme paternosters, and the Olamentke of Kostromitonov in 
Baer's Beitrage. He also places here provisionally the paternosters 
from the Mission de Santa Clara and the Vallee de los Tulares of 
Mofras; also the language Guiloco de la Mission <le San Francisco. 
The Costano containing the fi Ye tribes of the Mission of DoloreR .. viz., 
the Ah wastes, Olhones or Costanos of the coast, Romonans, Tulonws 
and the Altahmos ~eemed to Latham to differ from the Moquelumnan 
language. Concerning t.hem he states ''upon the whole, however, the 
affinities seem to run in the direction of the languages of the next 

1 U. S. Expl. Exp., 1846. ~ol. 6. pp. 630, 633. 
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group, Psp( .. t·ially in that of the Rm;len. He adds: "Nevet·theless, 
for tho pre:-;ent I place the Costauo by itself, as a transitional form 
of speech to the languages spoken north, east, and south of the Bay of 
San Fr<t,ueisco." Recent investigation hy Messrs. Curtin and Hen
shaw have confirme<l the soundness of Latham"s views and, as stated 
under head of the Costanoau family. the two groups of languages 
are considered to be distinct.. 

OEOORAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The Moquelumnan family occupies the territory bounded on the 
north by the Cosuume River, on the south by the :B"'resno River, on 
the east by the Sierra Nevada, and on the west by the Sau Joaquin 
River~ with the exception of a strip on the east bank occupied by 
the Cholovone. A part of this family occupies also a territory 
bounded on the south by San Francisco Bay and the western half of 
Sau Pablo Bay; on the west by the Pacific Ocean from the Gol<len 
Gat.e to Bodega Head; on the north hy a line runni11g from Bodega 
Head to the Yukian territory northeast of Santa Rosa, and on the 
east by a line running from the Yukian territory to the northern
most point of San Pablo Bay. 

Mi wok divh~ion: 
Awani. 
Chauchila. 
Chumidok. 
Chnmtiwa. 
Chu much. 
Ch mu wit. 
Hettitoya. 
Kani. 

Olamentke division: 
Bo llanos. 
Chokuyem. 
Guimen. 
Likatuit. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Lopolatimne. 
Machemni. 
Mokel umni. 
Newichumni. 
Olowidok. 
Oluwit. 
()luwiya. 
Sakaiakumni. 

Nicassias. 
Numpali. 
Olamentke. 
Olumpali. 

Seroushamne. 
Talatui. 
Tamoleka. 
Tumidok. 
Tu mun. 
Walakumni. 
Yuloni. 

Sonomi. 
Tamal. 
Tulare. 
Utchium. 

Populaf ion.-Comparatively few of the Indians of this family 
survive, and these are mostly Heattered in the mountains and away 
from the routes of travel. As they were never gathered on reser

. vations. an accurate census has uot been taken. 
In the detached area north of San Francisco Bay .. chiefly in Marin 

County. formerly inhabited by the Inrlians of this family. almost 
iwnP remain. TJ1ere are 8ai<l t.o be none Ii ving about the mission of 
Han RafaeL and Mr. Henshaw. in lfiH8. succeeded in locating only six 
at TomaleR Bay. where. howeYer. he obtained a very good vocabu· 
lary from n woman. 
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lll"HKHOHEA~ FAMIJ..,Y. 

>Muskhogee, Gallatin in Tran'i. and Coll. Am. Autiq. Soc .• II. 94, 306. 1836 (based 
upon )luskhogees, H1tchittee~, 8emmoles). Pr1ehar•l. Phys. Hist. }fankm<l, v, 
402, 1847 (includes Muskhogee:o;. Semmoles, HitclnttP~~). 

>Mm.;khog1es, Berghaus (18-1:>). PhyHik. Atlas. map li, 1~48. Ibid., 1852. 
>l\Im:>cogee, Keane, App. Stanfor.rs Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.}, 460, 471, 1878 (in

cludes Muscogees proper, Semmoles, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Hitchittees, Coosa-
das or Coosas. Alibamons. Apalaches). 

=l\la.~koki, Gatschet, Creek Mig. Legend, I, 50. 1884 (general account of family; four 
branches. Maskoki, Apalachian, .:\libamu, Chahta). Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, 
map 72. 1887. ' 

>Choctaw l\Iuskhogee. Gallatin in Tram~. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 119, 1836. 
>Chocta-Mm;khog, Gallatin m TranR. Am. Eth. So(' .. u, pt. 1, xcix, 77, 1848. Gallatin 

in Schoolcraft, Ind. TribeR. m. 401, 18;)3. 
=Chata-Muskoki. Hale in Am. Autiq., 108, April. 188'3 (con<.;idf'red with reference to 

migration). 
>Chahtas, Gallatin in Trans. and f1oll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 100, 306, 1836 (or Choc

taws). 
> Chahtahs, Prichard, Phys. Hist. l\Iankin<l, v, 403. 1847 (or Choktahs or .Flat

heads). 
>TschahtaR. Berghaus (184:>), Physik . .AtlaR, map 17, 1848. Ibid., 1852. 
>Choctah. Latham, Nat. H1st. l\lan, 337. 18i>O (includes Choctahs, 1\Iuscogulges, 1\Ius

kohges). Latham in Trans. Phil. 8oc. Lond.,103. 1856. Latham, Opuscula, 366, 
1860. 

>~IoLilian, Bancroft, Hist. U.S., 249, 1840. 
>Fiat-heaus, Prichard, Php;. Hbt. )fankmd, v, 403, 1847 (Chahtahs or Choktahs). 
>Coshattas. Latham. Nat. Hist. Man. 349, 1850 (not dassified). 
>Humas. Latham, Nat. Hist :;\Ian. ;.u,1, 18:>0 (east of ~Iississippi above New Orleans). 

Derivation: From the name of the principal tribe of the Creek 
Confe<leracy. 

In the :Muskhogee family Gallatin includes the Muskhogees proper, 
who lived on the Coo~a awl Tallapoosa Rivers; the Hitchittees, living 
on the Chattahoochee an<l Fiint RiYerR; arnl the Seminoles of the 
peninsula of Florida. It wa:-; his opinion, formed by a comparison 
of vocabularies, that the Choctaws and Chieka.saws ~hould also be 
clasHed umler this family. In fact, lw calle<l1 the family Choctaw 
Mm.;khogee. In deference, however, to established usage, the two 
tribes were kopt separate in hi::; table aml upon the colored inap. 
In 18±8 he appears to be fully eon Yineed of the soundness of the view 
doubtfully expressed in 1~:rn, and calls the family the Chocta-Musk
hog. 

GEOGRAPHIC DI8TRIBUTION. 

The area occupied by this family wa:; very extensive. It may he 
deReribe<l in a general way as externling from the Savannah River 
and the Atlantic weRt to th~ l\Ih;sisRippi. and from the Gulf of Mexico 
north to the T~unessee Rl\~er. All of this tP.rritory was held by 
l\I m~khogean tribes exc~pt the srnall ar(-las occn pied by the Yuchi, 
Na'htchi, and some small settlements of Shawni. 

·On p. 1 Hl, Archreologia Ameril'ana. 
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Upon the northeast Mnskhogean limits are indeterminate. The 
Creek claimed only to the Savannah River; but upon its lower 
cour8e the Yama8i are believed to have extended east of that river 
in the sixteenth to the eighteenth century. 1 'fhe territorial line be
tween the Mm.;khogean family and the Catawba tribe in South Caro
lina can only be conjectureu. 

It seems probable that the whole peninsula of Florida was at one 
time held by tribes of Timuqnanan connection; but from 1702to1708, 
when the Apalachi were driven out~ the tribes of northern Florida 
also were forced away hy the English. After that time 1.he Semi
nole and the Yamasi were the only Indian8 that held possession of 
the Floridian peuimmla. 

Alibamu. 
Apalachi. 
Chicasa. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Choctaw. 
Creek or Maskoki proper. 
Koasati. 

Seminole. 
Yamacra.w. 
Yamasi. 

Pop1tlation.-There is an Alihamu t.own on Deep Creek, Indian 
Territory, an affluent of the Canadian, Indian Territory. Most of 
thA inhabitants are of this tribe. There are Alibamu about iO miles 
south of Alexandria, Louisiana, an<loverone hundred in Polk County, 
Texas. 

80 far as known only three women of tl10 Apalachi survived in 
188(}, and they lived at the Alihamu town above referred to. Tlw 
United States Census bulletin for l890 gives the total number of pure
blood Choctaw at 9,996, these being principally at Union Ag-ency, 
Indian Territory. Of the Chicasa there are 3,464: at the same 
agency; Creek H,291; Seminole 2,539; of the latter there are still 
about 200 left in southern Florida. 

There are four familieR of Koasati, about twenty-five in<li viduals, 
near the town of Shepher<l, San Jacinto County, Texas. Of the 
Y amasi none are known to survive. 

NATCHESAN fi.,Al\ULY. 

>Natches. Gallatm in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Hoc .. n, 9;). :J06, 18:1() (.Natchfls 
only). Prichard. Phys. Hist. 1\Iankind, v, 402. 40a, 1~47. 

>Natsches. Berghaus (184•>), Physik .. Atlas. map 17, 1848. Ihi<l .. 18.32. 
>Nakhez, Bancroft, Hist. U. S., 248, 1840. Gallatin in Tran8. Am. Eth. 8oe., 11, 

pt. 1. xcix, 77. 1848 (Natchez only). Latham, Nat. Hist- Man, H40, 1850 
(tends to inclu<le Taensas, Pasca~oulas, Colapissas, Biluxi -in same fanuly). 
Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Trib(.~~. III, 401. 18.JiJ (Natchez onl~·). Kean~. App. 
Stanford's Comp. (CPnt. and So. Am.), 460, 47:1, 18i8 (suu;gest-; that it may in
elude the Utch~es). 

>Naktche, Gatscht>t, Creek .:\Iig. Legend. I. :-J4. 1884. Uatschet in Science .414, .\.pril 
2!l. tH87. 

1Hatsehet, Creek )fo~. Legentl, 1 H84, vol. t, p 62. 
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>Taensa, Gatschet in Tht- Natwn. :382, )fay 4. 188:.?. Gatschet in Am. Antiq .. n~, 
238, 1882. Gatschet. Creek Mig Legend, I. H;J. 188-1. Gatschet in Science. 414, 
April 29, 1887 (Taensai:; only). 

The N a"htchi. according to Gallatin. a residue of the well-known 
nation of that 1mme, canu::. from tl1e hank:-:; of the Mississippi. and 
joined the Creek h~ss tha.n one hundred year~ ago. 1 The seashore 
from Mohile to the .Mississippi was then inhabited by several small 
tribes. of which the Na'hte]u wa:-\ the principal. 

Before 1730 the tribe lh·ecl in the vieinity of Natchez, Mh~s., along 
St. Catherine Creek. AftPr their dispt:>rs10n hy the French in 11·;m 
most of the remainder joined the Chica~a and afterwards t.he Upper 
Cn--ek. They are now in Creek and Cherokee Nations, Indian Ter
ritory. 

The lingui~tie relationH of the language spoken by the Ta{~usa. tribe 
hasc long been in doubt, awl it is prulJal)le that they will ever 
remain so. As 1w vocabulary or text of th is language was known 
tu be iu existence. the • · Gramma1re et voea.bulaire de la laugue 
Taensa. avec textes tra.dnits et con11nentt~s par J.-D. Haumouh~, 
Parhmt, L. A<lam,'' puhlish3d in Paris in 18X2. was received h~, 
American linguistic stn<lents with peculiar interest. Upon the 
strength of the lingui~tic material embo<lie<l in the ahoYe Mr. Gat
schet (loc. cit.) was led to affirm the complete linguistie h~olatiou of 
tlu .. .) language. 

Grave clouhts of the authenticity of the grammar and vocabulary 
ha,"e, however, more recently bt->eu brought forward. /. The text eon
tains internal e\"i<lences of thP fraudulent eharactt-lr, if not of the 
whole, at least of a large part of tlw matt1rial. So palpable arnl gros~ 
art-' these that until the charaeter of tlw whole can better be mulPr
stoo<l by the mspection of the original manuscript, alleged to be in 
Spanish, by a competent. Pxpert it will lw far s<tft~r to reject hoth the 
voeabulary an<l grammar. By so doiu~ WP arc~ left without any 
linguistic e\'i(lPIWt~ whaten:}1• of the relations of tlLP Taen~a langnagP. 

D'Iberville, it i8 trtw. supplh~~ ns with the Hame:; of ~evPn Ta~w"a 
towns which were gfrpn by a Ta(-ln8a ln<lia.n who aeeompanie'l him: 
but most of thesP. aceor<liug to :\fr. Gat~ehPt. WPrP gi v~n in the Chi<·a~a 
trade jargon or. as tPrme<l by the Freneh, t11P •· )lohilian tra<lP Jar
gon:" whieh i:-; at lea:-\t a ver~,. natural snpposit.iou. U n<ler thPse 
circnmHtaneeH wt."' eau. perlmp~. do no b<~tter than rely upon the 
statements of several of the ol<l writer:"; who appPa.r to be unanimuu~ 
in regarding the language of the Taen:4a as of ~a,'ht.chi comwetiou. 
Du Pratz"s statemer t. to that effect i:-; weaken(.)<! from the fad that 
the statement also JnchHlu:-\ the 8hetimasha, t.hP language of whieh 
h.; known from a vocahulnry to he totally distinct not only from 
thP Na'htehi but from any other. To :mpplement Du Pratz"s t(~:-;ti

mony, such as it is, we haYe tlw Htatemeuts of ~I. <le Montiguy. the 

1 Trans . .Am Anti4. Soc .. 1~!-10. ,·ol. 2. p 9:>. 
ilJ. G. Brinton in .Arn . ..\11t111u,1rwn. :\larch. I~~-•. pp. lOH-1 U. 
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1nissionary who affirmed the affinity of the Taensa language to that of 
the N a'htchi, before he had vh~ited the latter in 1699, and of Father 
Gravier, who also visited them. For the present, therefore, the 
Taensa language is considered tQ be a branch of the N a'htchi. 

The Taensa formerly dwelt upon the Mississippi, above and close 
to the N a'htchi. Early in the history of the French settlements a 
portion of the Taensa, pressed upon by the Chicasa, fled and were 
se.ttled by the French upon MoLile Bay. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Na~htchi. Taensa. 

Population.-There still are four Na~htchi among the Creek in 
Indian Territory and a number in the Cheroki Hills near the Mis
souri border. 

PALAIHNIHAN FAMILY. 

= Palaihnih, Hale in U. S. Expl. Expd., VI, 218, 569, 1846 (used in family st>nse). 
= Pala1k, Hale in U.S. Expl. Expd., VI, 199, 218, 569. 1846 (southeast of Lutuami in 

Oregon), Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt.1, 18. 77. 1848. Latham, Nat. 
Hist. Man., 825, 1850 (southea.qt of Lutuami). Berghaus (18!H), Physik. Atlas, 
map 17, 1852. Latham in Proc. Philolog. SO". Lond., VI, 82, 1854 (cites Hale's 
vocab). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 74, 1856 (has Shoshoni affini
ties). Latham, Opuscula. 810, 341, 1860. Latham, El.Comp. Phil.,407, 1862. 

= Palainih, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, c, 1848. (after Hale). 
Berghaus (1851 ), Physik. Atlas. map 17. 18:J2. 

= Pulairih, Gallatin m Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, 111, 402. 1853(obvious typographical 
error; quotes Hale"s Palaiks). 

=Pit River, Powers in Overland Monthly, 412, May, 1874 (three principal tribes: 
Achomawes, Hamefcuttelies, Astakaywas or Astakywich). Gatschet in Mag. 
Am. Hist., 164, 1877 (gives habitat; quotes Hale for tribes). Gatschet in Beach, 
Ind. Misc., 439, 1877. 

=A cho-ma'-wi, Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth., m, 601, 1877, vocabs. of A-cho-ma'-wi 
and Lutuami). Powers in ibid .• 267 (general account of tribes ; A-cho-ma' -wi, 
Hu-ma'-whi. Es-ta•ke'·wach, Han-te'-wa, Chu-ma'-wa, A-tu-a'-mih, Il-ma'-wi). 

<Klamath, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.). 460, 475, 1878 
(includes Palaiks). 

<Shasta, Bancroft. Nat. Races, III, 56a, 1882 (contains Palaik of present family). 

Derivation: From the Klamath word p'laikni, signifying "moun
taineers" or "uplanders" (Gatschet). 

In two places 1 Hale uses the terms Palaihnih and Palaiks inter
changeably, but inasmuch as on page 569. in his formal table of 
linguistic families arnl languages, he calls the family Palaihnih, this 
is given preference over the shorter form of the name. 

Though here classed as a distinct family~ the status of the Pit 
River dialects can not be considered to be finally settled. Powers 
speaks of the language as ''hopelessly consonantal, l1arsh, and ses
quipedalian," * * * '·utterly unlike the sweet and simple lan-

1 U. S. Expl. Expd., 1846, vol. 6, pp. 199, 218. 
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guages of the Sacramento." He adds that the personal pronouns 
show it to be a true Digger Iuuian tongue. Recent investigations 
by Mr. Gatschet lead him, however, to believe that ultimately it will 
be found to be linguistically related to the Sastean languages. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The family was located hy Hale to the southeast of the Lutuami 
(Klamath). They chiefly occupied the area drained by the l'it 
River in extreme northeastern California. Some of the tribe were 
removed to Round Valley Reservation, California. 

PRl::\CIP.\L TRIBES. 

Powers, who has made a special study of the tribe, recognizes the 
following principal tribal divisions :1 

Achoma'wi. Estake'wach. Ilma'wi. 
Atua'mih. Hante'wa. Pakamalli? 
Chuma'wa. Hmna'whi. 

PDIAN FA~IILY. 

=Pima, Latham, Nat. Hist. l\Ian, 398, 1s;;o (cites three languages from the l\Iithri
dates, viz, Pima proper, Opata, Eu<leYe). Tumer in Pac. R.R. Rep., m, pt. H, 55, 
1856 (Pima proper). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 92, 1856 (contains 
Pima proper, Opata, Eudeve, Papagos). Latham, Opuscula, 356, 1860. Latham, 
El. Comp. Phil., 427, 1862 (indu<le8 Pnna prop~r, Opata, Eudeve, Papago., 
lbequi, Hiaqui, Tubar, Tarahumara, Cora). Gatbchet in l\Jag. Am. Hist., 156~ 
1877 (includes Pima, Nevome, Papago). Gatbchet in Beach, Ind. Misc., 429, 1877 
(defines area and gives habitat). 

Latham use<l the term Pima in 1850, citing under it three dialects 
or languages. Subsequently, in 1856, he used the same term for one 
of the five divisions into which he separates the languages of Sonora 
and Sinaloa. 

The same year Turner gave a brief account of Pima as a dist.inct 
language, his remarks applying mainly to Pima proper of the 
Gila River, Arizona. This tribe had been visited by Emory and 
Johnston and also desrribed by Bartlett. Turner refers to a short 
vocabulary in the Mithriclates, another of Dr. Coulter"s in Royal 
Geological Soeiety Journal, vol. XI, 1841, and a third by Parry in 
Schoolcraft4 Indian Tribes, \"Ol. III, 1853. The !-3hort vocabulary he 
himself published was collected by Lieut. Whipple. 

Only a small portion of the territory occupied by this family is 
included within the United States, the greater portion being in Mexico 
where it extends to the Gulf of California. The family is repre
sented in the Unit.eel States by three tribes, Pima alta, Sobaipuri, and 
Papago. The former have live<l for at least two centuries with the 

1 Cont. N. A. Eth. vol. a, p. 267. 
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Maricopa on the Gila River about 160 miles from the mouth. The 
Sobaipuri occupied the Santa Cruz and San Pedro Rivers, tributaries 
of the Gila, but are no longer known. The Papago territory is much 
more extensive and extends to the south across the border. In 
recent times the two tribes have been separated, but the Pima ter
ritory as shown upon the map was formerly continuous to the Gila 
River. 

According to Buschmann, Gatschet, Brinton, and others the Pima 
language is a northern branch of the Nahuatl, but this relationship 
has yet to be demonstrated. 1 

Northern group: 
Opata. 

Southern group: 
Cahita. 
Cora. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Papa.go. Pima. 

Tarahumara. Tepeguana. 

Populatw1i.-Of the above tribes the Pima and Papa.go only are 
within our boundaries. Their numbers under the Pima Agency, 
Arizona,' are Pima, 4,464; Papago, 5,163. 

PUJUNAN FAMILY. 

>Pujuni, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 80, 1856 (contains Pujuni, 
Secumne, Tsamak of Hale, Cushna of Schoolcraft). Latham, Opuscula, 346, 
1860. 

>Meidoos, Powers in Overland Monthly, 420, May, 1874. 
= Meidoo, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 159, 1877 (gives habitat and tribes). Gatschet 

in Beach, Ind. Misc., 433, 1877. 
>Mai'-du, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 282, 1877 (same as Mai'-deh; general ac

count of; names the tribes). Powell, ibid., 586 (vocabs. of Kon'-kau, Hol-o'-lu-pai, 
Na'-kum, Ni'-shi-nam, "Digger," Cushna, Nishinam, Yuba or Nevada, Punjuni, 
'Sekumne, Tsamak). 

>Neeshenams, Powers in Overland Monthly, 21, Jan., 1874 (considers this tribe 
doubtfully distmct from Meidoo family). 

>Ni-shi-nam, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., 111, 313, 1877 (distinguishes them from 
Maidu family). 

xSacramento Valley, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 476, 1878 
(Ochecumne, Chupumne,Securnne, Cosumne, Sololumne, Puzlumne, Yasumne, 
etc.; " altogether about 26 tribes"). 

The following tribes were placed in this group by Latham: Pujuni, 
Secumne, Tsamak of Hale, and the Cushna of Schoolcraft. The 
name adopted for the family is the name of a tribe given by Hale. 1 

This was one of the two races into which, upon the information of 
Captain Sutter as derived by :"J.r. Dana, all the Sacramento tribes 

1 Buschmann, Die Pima-Sprache und die Spraehe der Koloschen, pp. 321-432. 
9 According to the U. S. Census Bulletin for 1890. 
2 U. S. Expl. Exp., vi, p. 631. 
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were believed to be divided. '' These races resembled one another 
in every respect but language.'' 

I-Ialegives short vocabularies of the Pujuni, Sekumne, and Tsamak. 
Hale did not apparently consider the evidence as a sufficient basis 
for a family, but apparently preferred to leave its status to be settled 
later. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The tribes of this family have been carefully studied by Powers, 
to whom we are indebted for most all we know of their distribution. 
They occupied the eastern bank of the Sacramento in California, be
ginning some 80 or 100 miles from its mouth, and extended north
ward to within a short distance of Pit River, where they met the 
tribes of the Palaihnihau family. Upon the east they reached nearly 
to the border of the State, the Palaihnihan, Shoshonean, and 
Washoan families hemming them in in this direction. 

Bayu. 
Boka. 
}~skin. 

Helto. 
Hoak. 
Hoankut. 
Hololupai. 
Kolo ma. 
Konkau. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Ki'l'lmeh. 
Kulomum. 
Kwat6a. 
Nakum. 
Olla. 
Otaki. 
Paupakan. 
Pustiua. 
Taitchida. 

Ql"'ORATEAN FAMILY. 

Tfshum. 
Toamtcha. 
Tosikoyo. 
Toto. 
Ust6ma. 
Wapumni. 
Wima. 
Yuba. 

>Quoratem, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m, 422, 1853 (proposed as a proper 
name of family " shoul<l it he held one "). 

>Eh-nek, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 422, 1853 (given as name of a band 
only; but suggests Quoratem as a proper family name). 

>Ehnik, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond .. 76, 1856 (south of Shasti and Lu
tuami areas). Latham, Opuscula, 342, 1860. 

=Cahrocs, Powers in Overland Monthly, 328, April, 1872 (on Klamath and Salmon 
Rivers). 

=Cahrok, Gatschet in Beach, Ind. Misc., 438, 1877. 
=Ka'-rok, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 19, 1877. PoweU in ibid., 447, 1877(vocabu

laries of Ka'-rok, Arra-Arra, Peh'-tsik, Eh-nek). 
<Klamath, Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 475, 1878(cited as 

including Cahrocs). 

Derivation: Name of a band at mouth of Salmon River, Cali
fornia. Etymology unknown. 

This family name is equivalent to the Cahroc or Karok of Powers 
and later authorities. 

In 1853. as above cited, Gibbs gives Eh·nek as the titular heading 
Df hi~ paragraphs upon the language of this family, with the remark 
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that it is "The name of a band at the mouth of the Salmon, or 
Quoratem river." He adds that ''This latter name may perhaps be 
considered as proper to give to the family, should it be held one." 
He defines the territory occupied by the family as follows: .;, The 
language reaches from Bluff creek, the upper boundary of the 
Pohlik, to about Clear creek, thirty or forty miles above the Salmon; 
varying, however, somewhat from point to point." 

The present.ation of the name Quoratem, as above, seems suffi
ciently formal, and it is therefore accepted for the group first indi
cated by Gibbs. 

In 1856 Latham renamed the family Ehnik, after the principal 
band, locating the tribe, or rather the language, south of the Shasti 
and Lutuami areas. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The geographic limits of the family are somewhat indeterminate, 
though the main area occupied by the tribes is well known. The 
tribes occupy both banks of the lower Klamath from a range of hills 
a little above Happy Camp to the junction of the Trinity, and the 
Salmon River from its mouth to its sources. On the north, Quoratean 
tribes ext.ended to the Athapascan territory near the Oregon line. 

TRIBES. 

Ehnek. Karok. Pehtsik. 

Population.-According to a careful estimate made by Mr. Curtin 
in the region in 1889, the Indians of this family number about 600. 

SALINAN FAMILY. 

<Salinas, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 85,1856 (includes Gioloco, Ruslen, 
Soledad of Mofras, Eslen, Carmel, San Antonio, San Miguel). Latham, Opuscula, 
350, 1860. 

> San Antonio, Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth., 111, 568, 1877 (vocabulary of; not given 
as a family, but kept by itself). 

<Santa Barbara, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 157, 1877 (cited here as containing 
San Antonio). Gatschet in U. S. Geog. Surv. W. 100th M., vu, 419, 1879 (con
tains San Antonio, San Miguel). 

x Runsiens, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 476, 1878 (San 
Miguel of his group belongs here). 

Derivation: From river of same name. 
The language formerly spoken at the Missions of San Antonio and 

San Miguel in Monterey County, California, have long occupied a 
doubtful position. By some they have been considered distinct, not 
only from each other, but from all other languages. Others have 
held that they represent distinct dialect.s of the Chumashan (Santa 
Barbara) group of languages. Vocabularies collected in 1884 by :\Ir. 
Henshaw show clearly that the two are closely connected dialects and 
that they are in no wise related to any other family. 
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The group established by Latham under the name Salinas is a 
heterogeneous one, containing representatives of no fewer than four 
distinct families. Gioloco. which he states ''may possibly belong to 
this group, notwithstanding its reference to the Mission of San 
Francisco," really is eongeneric with the vocabularies assigned by 
Latham to the Mendoeinan family. The ··Soledad of Mofras ·· be
longs to the Oostanoan family mentione<l on page 348 of the same 
essay, asalsodotheRuslen antl Carmel. Of the three remaining forms 
of speech, Eslen, San Antomo. and San 1\Iignel, the two lattPr are re
late1l dialects, and belong within the <lrainage of the Salinas River. 
The term Salinan is hence applied to them. leaving the E~len lan
guage to be provided with a name. 

Population.-Though the San Antonio and San Miguel were prob
ably never very populous tribes, the ::\fissions of San Antonio and 
San Miguel, when first established in the years 1771 and g'79, con
tained respectively 1,400 and 1.200 Indians. Doubtless the larger 
number of these converts were gathered in t .. 1e near deinity of the 
two missions and so belonged to this family. In 1884 when Mr. 
Henshaw visited the mis~.dons he was able to learn of the existence of 
onlv about a dozen In<liaus of this familv, and not all of these could . .. 
speak their own language. 

SALISHAN FA:\lILY. 

>Salish, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Antiq. Soc .. n. 134, 306, 1836 (or Flat Heads 
only). Latham in Proc. Philolog. Soc. Loncl., n, 31-t>O. 1846 (of Duponceau. Said 
to be the Okanagan of Tolmie). 

x Salish, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. anti So. Am.), 460, 474, 1878 (includes 
Flatheads, Kalispelms, Skitsuish. Colnlle~. Quarlpi, Spokanes, Pisquouse, 
Soaiatlpi). 

=Salish, Bancrnft, Nat. Races. m. 565, 618, 1882. 
> Selish, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc. II. pt. 1. 77, 1848 (vocab. of Nsietshaws). 

Tolmie and Dawson, Comp.Vocabs,, 63. 78. 1884 (rncabularies of Lillooet and 
Kullespelm). 

> Jelish, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, 111, 402, 1853 (obvious mis1n-int for 
Selish; follows Hale as to tribes). 

= Selish, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist .. 169, 1877 (gives habitat and tribes of fanuly). 
Gatschet in Beach, Ind. Misc., 444, 1877. 

< Selish, Dall, after Gibbs, in Cont. N. A. Eth., I, 241, 1877 (includes Yakama. which 
is Shahaptian). 

> Tsihaili-Selish, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., YI. 205, 5:35, 569, 18-16 (includes Shuhh waps. 
Seli<::h or Flatheads, Skit&uish, Piskwaus. Skwa1e. Tsihaihsh. Kawelitl-lk, 
Ns1etshawus). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .• n. pt. 1, c, 10, 1818 (after Hale). 
Berghaus (1851), Physik. Atla~. map 17, 18:)2. Bu"'d11nan11, Spuren der aztek. 
Sprache, 658-661.18:J9. Latham, El. Comp. P1ul.. 399, 1862 (contains Shushwapor 
Atna Proper, Kuttelspelm or Pend d·oreilles. St>li~h, Spokan, Okanagan. Skit~u
ish, Piskwaus. Nusdalum. Kawitchen. CathlaHeou, Skwali, Chechili, Kwaintl, 
Kw~naiwtl, Nsietshawus, Billechula). 

> Atnahs, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Antiq. Soc . II. 13-1. 13:5. 306.1836 (on Fraser River). 
Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v,427, 1847 (on Fraser River). 
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> Atna, Latham in Trans. Philolog.Soc. Lond., 71, 1856 (Tsihaili-Selishof Hale and 
Gallatin). 

XNootka-Columbian, Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI,224, 1841 (includes, 
among others, Billechoola, Kawitchen, Noosdalum, Squallyamish of present 
family). 

x Insular, Scouler, ibid., (same as N ootka-Columh1an family). 
x Shahaptan, Scouter, ibid., 22:> {includes Okanagan of this family). 
x Southern, Scouler, ibid., 224 {same as Nootka-Columbian family). 
> Billechoola, Latham in Jour. Eth. Soc. Lond., I, 154, 1848 (assigns Friendly Village 

of McKenzie here). Latham, Opuscula, 250, 1860 (gives Tolmie's vocabulary). 
'> Billechula, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 300, 18:i0(mouth ofSahnon River). Latham in 

Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 72, 1856 (same). Latham, Opuscula, 339, 1860. 
> Bellacoola, Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, 564, 607, 1882 (Bellacoolas only: specimen 

vocabulary). 
> Bilhoola, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 62, 1884 (vocab. of Noothlakimish). 
> Bilchula, Boas in Petem1ann·s Mitteilungen, 130, 1887 (mentions Satsq, Niitt''l, 

Nuchalkmx. Taleomx) 
xNaass, Gallatm in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc. 11, pt. 1, c, 77, 1848 (cited as including 

B1llechola). 
> Tsihaili, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 310, 1850 (chiefly lower part of Fraser River and 

between that and the Columbia: includes Shuswap, Salish, Skitsuish, Piskwau"i. 
Kawitchen, Skwali, Checheeli, Kowelits, Noosdalum, Nsietshawus). 

xWakash, Latham, Nat. Hist. l\fan, 301, 18.50 (cited as including Klallems). 
xShushwaps, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and 80. Am.). 460, 474. 1878 

(quoted as including Shewhapmuch and Okanagans). 
xHydahs, Keane, ib~d.,473 (includes Bellacoolas of present family). 
xNootkahs, Keane, ibid., 473 (includes Komux, Kowitchans, Klallums, Kwantlums, 

Teets of present family). 
xNootka, Bancroft, Nat. Races, m, 564, 1882 (contains the following Salishan tribes: 

Cowichin, Soke, Comux, Noos<lalum, Wickinnmish, Songhie. Sanetch, Kwan
tlum, Teet, Nanaimo, Newchemaiss, Shimiahmoo, Nooksak, Samish, Skagit, 
Snohomish, ~lallam, Toanhooch). 

<Puget Sound Group, Keane, A pp. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 
1878 (comprises Nooksahs, Lummi, Samish, Skagits, Nisqually, Neewamish, 
Sahmamish, Snohomish, Skeewamish, Squanamish, Klallums, Classets, Che
halis, Cowlitz, Pistchin~ C.hinakum; all but the last being Salishan). 

> Flatheads, Keane, ibid., 474, 1~78 (same as his Salish above). 
> Kawitshin. Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 39, 1884 {vocabs. of Songis and 

Kwantlin Sept and Kowmook or 'l'lathool). 
> Qauitschin, Boas in Petermann's Mitteilungen, 131, 188;. 
> Niskwalli, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 50, 121, 1884 (or Skwalliamish 

vocabulary of Sinahomish). 

The extent of the Salish or Flathead family was unknown to Gal
latin, as indeed appears to have been the exact locality of the tribe 
of which he gives an anonymous vocabulary from the Duponceau 
collection. The tribe is stated to have resided upon one of the 
branches of the Columbia River, "which must he either the most 
southern branch of Clarke's River or the most northern branch of 
Lewis's River." The former supposition was correct. As employed 
by Gallatin the family embraced only a single tribe, the Flathead 
tribe proper. The Atnah, a Salishan tribe, were considered by 
Gallatin to be distinct, an<l the name would be eligible as the family 
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name; preference, however, is given to Salish. The few words from 
the Friendly Village near the sources of the Salmon River given by 
Gallatin in Archreologia Americana, II, 1836, pp. 15, 306, belong under 
this family. 

GEOG RA PH IC DISTRIBUTION. 

Since Gallatin's time. through the labors of Riggs, Hale, Tolmie, 
Dawson, Boas, and others, our knowledge of the territorial limits 
of this linguistic family has been greatly extended. The most 
southern outpost of the family. the Tillamook and Nestucca, were 
established on the coast of Oregon, about 50 miles to the south of 
the Columbia, where they were quite separated from their kindred 
to the north by the Chinookan tribes. Beginning on the north side 
of Shoalwater Bay, Salishan tribes held the entire northwestern part 
of Washington, including the whole of the Puget. Sound region, 
except only the Macaw territory about Cape Flattery, and two in
significant spots, one near Port Townsend, the other on the Pacific 
coast to the south of Cape Flattery, which were occupied by Chi-
1nakuan tribes. Eastern Vancouver Island to about midway of its 
length was also held by Salishan tribes, while the great bulk of their 
territory lay on the mainland opposite and included much of the 
upper Columbia. On the south they were hemmed in mainly by the 
Shahaptian tribes. Upon the east Salishan tribes dwelt to a little 
beyond the Arrow Lakes and their feeder, one of the extreme north 
forks of the Columbia. Upon the southeast Salishan tribes extended 
into Montana, including the upper drainage of the Columbia. They 
were met here in 1804 by Le,vis and Clarke. On the northeast Salish 
territory extended to about the fifty-third parallel. In the north
west it did not reach the Chilcat River. 

Within the territory thus indicated there is considerable diversity 
of customs and· a greater diversity of language. The language is 
split into a great number of dialects, many of which are doubtless 
mutually unintelligible. 

The relationship of this family to the W akashan is a very inter
esting problem. Evidences of radical affinity have been discovered 
by Boas and Gatschet, and the careful study of their nature and 
extent now being prosecuted by the former may re~ult in the union 
of the two, though until recently they have been considered quite 
distinct. 

Atnah. 
Bellacoola. 
Chehalis. 
Clallam. 
Colville. 
Comux. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Co pal is. 
Cowichin. 
Cowlitz. 
Dwamish. 
Kwantlen. 
Lum mi. 

Met'how. 
Nanaimo. 
Nanoos. 
Nehalim. 
Nespelum. 
:Nicout.amuch. 
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~isqualli. 

Nuksahk. 
Okinagau. 
Pend d'Oreilles. 
Pentlatc. 
Pisquow. 
Puyallup. 
Quaitso. 
Queniut. 
Queptlmamish. 
Sacumehu. 
Sahewamish. 
Salish. 
Samamis11. 
Samish. 
San etch. 

PRI~CIPAI.. TRIBES-continued. 

Sans Puell. 
Satsop: 
Sawamish. 
Sekamish. 
Shomamish. 
Shooswap. 
Shotlemamish. 
Skagit. 
Skihwamish. 
Skitsnish. 
Skokomish. 
Skopamish. 
Sktehlmish. 
Smulkamish. 
Snohomish. 

Snoqualmi. 
Soke. 
Songish. 
Spokan. 
Squawmisht. 
Squaxon. 
Squonamish. 
Stehtsasamish. 
Stillacum. 
Sumass. 
Suquamish. 
Swinamish. 
Tait. 
Tillamook. 
Twana. 
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Population. -'rhe total Salish population of British Columbia is 
12,325, inclusive of the Bellacoola, who number, with the Hailtzuk, 
2,500, and those in the list of unclassified, who number 8,522, distrib
uted as follows: 

Under the Fraser River Agency, 4, 986; Kamloops Agency, 2, 579; 
Cowichan Agency, 1,852; Okanagan Agency, 942; Williams Lake 
Agency, 1,918; Kootenay Agency, 48. 

Most of the Salish in the United States are on reservations. They 
number about 5,500, including a dozen small tribes upon the Yakama 
H.eservation, which have been consolidated with the Clickatat (Sha
haptian) through intermarriage. The Salish of the United States 
are distributed as follows (Indian Affairs Report, 1889, and U.S. Cen
sus Bulletin, 1890): 

Colville Agency, Washington, Cceurd' Alene, 422; Lower Spokane, 
417; Lake, H03; Colville, 247; Okinagan, 374; Nespilem, 67; San 
Pueblo (Sans Puell), 300; Calispel, 200; Upper Spokane, 170. 

Puyallup Agency, Washington, Quaitso, 82; Quinaielt (Queniut), 
101; Humptulip, 19; Puyallup, 563; Chehalis, 136; Nisqua1ly, 94; 
Squaxon, 60; Clallam, 351; Skokomish, 191; Oyhut, Hoquiam, Mon
tesano, and Satsup, 2!J. 

Tulalip Agency, Washington, Snohomish, 443; Madison, 144; 
Muckleshoot, 103; Swinomish, 227; Lummi, 295. 

Grande Ronde Agency, Oregon, Tillamook, 5. 

SASTEAN F AM:ILY. 

= Saste, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., vi. 218, 569.1846. Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 
n, pt. 1, c, 77, 1848. Berghaus (18·11), Physik. Atlas, map 17, 1852. Buschmann, 
Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 572, 18F>9. 
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= Shasty. Hale m U. 8. Expl. Exp. YI. 218, Hlt.6 (=Sn~te). Buschmann, Spuren der 
aztek. Hprache, 572. 18:5U (= Sa..;tt>). 

~ Shasties, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., YI, HJ9, n<ln, 1R-16(=Sa::-,te). Derghaus (18.11), 
Physik. Atlas, map 17 , 1 ~:>~. 

= Shasti,Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, a~:;. 18.iO houthw~st of Lutuanu). Latham in Proc. 
Philolog. Soc., Lond., n, 8~. lH:>-t.. Latham, iuill, 74, 18:)6. Latham, Opuscula. 
310. 341, 1860 (allied to both Shoshonean and Shahaptmn families). Latham, 
El. Comp. Phil., 407, 1862. 

-:::::= Shaste, Gibbs m Sehoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 422, 18.33 (mentions Watsa-he'-w·a, 
a Scott's R1 ver hand). 

= Sasti, Gallatm in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 1853 (:= 8hasties). 
=Shasta, Powell in Cont. ~-A. Eth .• III, 607, 1877. Gatsehet in Mag. Am. Hist., 164, 

1877. Gatschet in Beach, Ind. l\hsc., 4:38, 1877. 
= Shas-ti-ka, Powers in Cont.~. A. Eth .• III, 243, 1877. 
= Shabta, Gatschet in Mag . .Am. Hist., 16-i, 1877 (==Shasteecas). 
<Shasta, Bancroft, Nat. Race~, 111. :;o:;, 1882 (includes Pala1k, Watsahewah, Shasta>. 
<Klamath, Keane. App. Htanforcls Comp. (Cent. and 80. Am.), 475, 1878 (contains 

Shastas of present family). 

Derivation: The single tribe upon the language of which Hale 
based his name wa8 located by him to the south west of the Lutuami 
or Klamath tribes. He calls the tribe indifferently Shasties or 
Shasty, but the form applied by him to the family (~·.me pp. t18, 5U!J) 
is Saste, which accordingly i8 the one taken. 

U EOG RAPHIC Dl~TRIBtiTIO~. 

The for mer territory of the 8astean family is the region drained 
by the Kln.nmth River and its tributaries from the western base of 
the Cascade range to the point where the Klamath fiowH through the 
ridge of hills ea:-;t of Happy Camp, which form~ the boundary be
tween the Sastean and the Quoratean familie8. In addition to this 
region of the Klamath, the Shasta extended over the Siskiyou range 
north ward as far as Ashland, Oregon. 

SHAHAPTIAN FAMILY. 

x Shahaptan. Scouler in Jour. Ro~·. Geog. Soc., XI. 223, 1841 (three tribes, Shahaptan 
or Nez-pPrces. Khketat, Okanagan; the latter heing Salishan). 

< Shahaptan. Prichard. Phys. Hist. :Mankind, v. 428. 1847 (two classes. Nez-perces 
proper of mountam~, and Polanches of plainH; includes also Kliketat and 
Okanagan). 

> Sahaptin, Hale in U.S. Expl. Expd., YI, 108, 212, :J4~, 1846 (Shahaptin or Nez-perces, 
WallawalJas, Peloosf>s, Yakema...;;. Khkatats). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 
11.pt. l,c, 14.184H (follow'-3 Hale) Gallatin.ibid.,11,pt. l,c, 77, 1848 (Nez-perces 
only). Berghaus (1831). PhyRik. Atlaf,, map 17, 18.52. Gallatin in Schoolcraft, 
Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18.13 (Nez-pf>rCe!i an<l \Vallawallas). Dall, after Gibbs, m 
Cont. N. A. Eth., 1, 241. ts;; (mclmles Ta1tmapam and Khketat). 

> Saptin, Prichard, Phyb. Hist. )fankm<l, Y. 428. 1~47 (or Shahaptan). 
< Snhaptin. Latham, Nat. H1o.;t. )lan. 823, 18:>0 oncludes Wallawallas, Kliketat, 

Proper Sahaptin or Nez-perces, Peli1s, Yakemas, Cayi1s ?). Latham in Trans. 
Philolog. Soc. Lond., 73, 1836 lincludes 'Vaiilatpu). Buschmann, Spuren der 
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aztek. Sprache, 614, 615, 1859. Latham, Opuscula, 340, 1860 (as in 1856). 
Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 440, 1862 (vocabulariesSahaptin, Wallawalla, Kliketat). 
Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 474, 1878 (includes Pa
louse, '\Valla 'Vallas, Yakimas. Tairtlas, Kliketats or Pshawanwappams, Cayuse, 
Mollale; the two last are W aiilatpuan). 

=Sahaptin,Gatschet in Mag.Am. Hist., 168, 18'77 (define3 habitat aud enumerates 
tribes of). Gatschet m Beach, Ind. Misc., 443, 1877. Bancroft, Nat. Races, m, 
563, 620, 1882. 

>Shahaptani, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 78, 1884 (Whulwhaipum tribe). 
> Nez-perces, Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 428, 1847 (see Shahaptan). Keane, 

App. 8tanford"s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 1878 (see his Sahaptin). 
X Selish, Dall. after Gibbs, in Cont. N. A. Eth., I, 241, 1877 (includes Yakama which 

belongs here). 

Derivation! From a Selish word of unknown significance. 
The Shahaptan family of Scouler comprised three tribes-the Sha

haptau or Nez Perces, the Kliketat, a scion of the Shahaptan, dwell
ing near Mount Ranier, and the Okanagan, inhabiting the upper part 
of Fraser River and its tributaries; "these tribes were asserted to 
speak dialects of the same language. ' 4 Of the above tribes the Okin
agan are now known to be Salislmn. 

The vocabularies given by Scouler were collected by Tolmie. The 
term" Sahaptin" appears on Gallatin's map of 1836, where it doubtless 
refers only to the Nez Perce tribe proper, with respect to whose lin
guistic affinities Gallatin apparently knew nothing at the time. At 
all events the name occurs nowhere in his discussion of the linguistic 
families. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBVTION. 

The tribes of this family occupied a large section of country along 
the Columbia and its tributaries. Their western boundary was the 
Cascade Mountains ; their westernmo8t bands, the Klikitat on the 
north, the Tyigh and Warm Springs ou the south, enveloping for a 
short distance the Chinook territory along the Columbia which ex
tended to the Dalles. Shahaptiau tribes extended along the tribu
taries of the Columbia for a considerable distance, their northern 
boundary being indicated by about the forty-sixth parallel, their 
southern by about the forty-fourth. Their eastern externsion was in
terrupted by the Bitter Root Mountains. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES AND POPULATION 

Chopunnish (Nez Perce), 1,515 on Nez Perce Reservation, Idaho. 
Klikitat. say one-half of 330 natives, on Y akama ReserYation, 

Washington. 
Paloos, Yakama Reservation, number unknown. 
Tenaino, 6U on Vl arm Springs Reservation, Oregon. 
Tyigh, 430 on Warm Springs Reservation, Oregon. 
Umatilla, 179 on Umatilla Reservation, Oregon. 
Walla Walla, 405 on Umatilla Reservation, Oregon. 
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SHOSHONEA~ FAllILY. 

>Shoshonees, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc-.. II, 120, 133, 306, 1836 
(Shoshonee or Snake only). Halt:> in U.S. Expl. gxp., VI, 218, 1846 (Wihinasht, 
Panasht. Yutas, 8ampiches, Comanches). Hallatm in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., n, 
pt. 1, c, 77, 1848 (as abow). Uallatin, 1bHI., 18, 1848 (follows Hale; see below). 
Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Trihe!:-1, Ill, -102, 18:iH. Turner in Pac. R. R. Rep., m, 
pt. a, 55, 71, 76, 18:i6 (treat~ only of Comanche, Chemehuevi. Cahuillo). Busch
mann, Spuren der aztek. Spraehe, 502, tl-19. 18;;9. 

>Shoshoni. Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 199. 218. :>69. 1846 (Shoshoni, Wihinasht, 
Panasht, Yutas, 8ampiehes, l'omanchfls). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. 
Lond., 73, 1856. Latham. Opuscula, 340. 1860. 

>Schoschonenu Kamantschen, Berghaus (184.3), Physik . .Atlas, map 17, 1848. Ibid., 
1852. 

>Shoshones, Prichtrd, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 429, 1847' (or Snakes; both sides 
Rocky Mountains and sources of Mfasouri). 

=Shoshoni, Gatschetin lfag ... \.m. Hist. 1:>-t. 187'7. Gatschet in Beach, Ind. ~Iisc., 426, 
1877. 

<Shoshone, Keane, App. Stanford·s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 477, 1878 (in
cludes Washoes of a distinct family). Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, 567, 661, 1882. 

>Snake, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, 120, 133, 1836 (or Sho
shonees). Hale m U. 8. Expl. Exp., VI, 218, 1846 (as under Shoshonee). Prich
ard, Phys. Hist. l\fankmd, v. 429, 1847 (as under Shoshones). Turner in Pac. 
R. R. Rep .. III, pt. H, 76, 18:>6 (as under ShoshoneeH). Bus~hmann, Spuren der 
aztek. Sprache, 552, 649. 1~7>9 (as under Sho:d1onees). 

<Snake. Keane, A pp. Stanford·s Comp. (Cent. and So . .Am.), 477, 1878 (contain~ 
Waslu.>fls in addition to Shu"'honean tribes proper). 

>Kizh, Hale in U. S. Expl. Exp .. YI, 369. 18-16 {San Gabriel language only). 
>Netela, Hale, ibid., 569, 1846 (San Juan Capestrano language). 
>Paduca, Pricha1·d, Phys. Hist. ::\lankirn.l. v, 415, 1847 (Cumanches, Kiawas, Utas). 

Latham, Nat. Hist., Man, 310, 326, 18:)0. Latham (1853) in Proc. Philolog. Soc. 
Lond., VI, 73, 1854 (includes Wihina.,t. Sho~honi, Uta). Latham in Trans. 
Philolog. 8oc. Lond., 96, 18.36. Latham, Opuscnla. 300. 360. 1860. 

<Paduca, Latham, Nat. Hist. l\Ian .. ~46. 18.50 <'Vihinast. Bonaks, DigKers, Utahs, 
Sampicheb, Shoshonu'\, Kia ways. KaskaiaH?. Keneways'?. Bald-heads, Cumanches, 
Navahoes, Apaches, C'arisos). Latham. El. Comp: Phil., 440, 1862 (defines area 
of: cites vocabs. of Shoshom. Wihinasht. Uta, Comanch. Piede or Pa-uta, 
Chemuhuevi, Cahuillo. Kioway, the latter not bt~longing here). 

>Cumanches. Gallatm in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. m. 402, 1853. 
>Netela-Kij, Latham (185;3) in Tranli. Ph1lolog. Soc. Lond .. VI. 76. 18:)4 (composed of 

Netela of Hale, San Juan Capistrano of Coulter. San Gabriel of Coulter. Kij of 
Hale). 

>Capistrano, Latham in Proc. Plulolog. Soe. Lond., 8.), 1856 (includes Netela, of San 
Luis Rey and San Juan Capistrano, the San Gabriel or Kij of San Gabriel and 
San Fernando). 

In his synopsis of the Indian tribe:-:, 1 Gallatin\; reference to this 
great family is oft.he mo8t vague and un~ath.;f aetory sort. He speaks 
of •·some bands of Snake Indians or Shoshou~Ps, living on the waters 
of the river Columbia., (p. l tO), which is almost the only allusion to 
them to be found. 'I'he only real claim he possesses to the author
ship of the family name is to be found on page :wu, where. in his list 

1 Trans. arnl Coll. Am .. .\nt1q. Soc .. II, l~:Jtl. 
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of tribes and vocabularies, he place:;; • • Sho:d10nees" among his other 
families, which is :·mfficient to show that he regarde<l the1n as a dis
tinct linguistic group. The vocabulary he possessed was by Say. 

Buschmann, as above cited, classes the Shoshonean languages as a 
northern branch of his Nahuatl or Aztec family, but the evidence 
presented for this connection is deemed to be insufficient. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION, 

Thh~ important family occupied a large part of the great interior 
basin of the United States. Upon the north Shoshonean tribes ex
tended far into Oregon, meeting Shahaptian territory on about the 
forty-fourth parallel or along the Blue Mountains. Upon the north
east the eastern limits of the pristine habitat of the Shoshonean tribes 
are unknown. The narrative of Lewis aud Clarke' contains the ex
plicit statement that the Shoshoni bands encountered upon the J ef
fersou Ri \rer, whose summer home was upon the head waters of the 
Columbia, formerly lived within their O\Vn recollection in the plains 
to t.he east of the Rocky Mountains, whence they were driven to 
their mountain retreats by the Minnetaree (Atsiua), who had obtained 
firearms. Their former habitat thus given is indicated upon the 
map, although the eastern limit is of course'luite indeterminate. Very 
likely much of the area occupied by the Atsiua was formerly Slw
shonean territory. Later a <li vision of the Bannock held the finest 
portion of south western 1\i!ontana, 2 whence apparently they were be
ing pushe<l westward across the mountains by Blackfeet. J Upon the 
east the Tukuarika or Sheepeater::> held the Yellowstone Park coun
try, where they were bordered by Siouau territory, while the Washaki 
occupie<l southwestern Wyoming .. Nearly the entire mountainous 
part of Colorado was held by the several bands of the Ute, the east
ern and southeastern parts of the State being held respectively by 
the Arapaho and Cheyenne (Algonquian), and the Kaiowe (Kiowan). 
To the southeast the Ute country included the northern drainage of 
the San Juan, extending fart her east a short distance into New Mexico. 
Th(:) Comanche division of the family extended farther east than any 
other. According to Crow tradition the Comanche formerly lived 
north ward in the Snake River region. Omaha tradition avers that 
the Comanche were on the Middle Loup River, probably within the 
present century. Bourgemout found a Comanche tribe on the upper 
Kansas Hi ver in 172-t According to Pike the Comanche territory 
l)ordered the Kaiowe on the north, the former occupying the head 
waters of the upper Red River, Arkarn~as, and Rio Grande. How 

1 Allen ed., Philadelphia, 1814, vol. 1, p. 418. 
'U.S. Ind. Aff., 1869, p. 289 . 
.. Stevens in Pac. R. R. Rep., 1855, vol. 1, p 329. 
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far to the c;outhwar<l Shoshonean trihes extentle<l at this early period 
is not known, though the evidence ternlti to ::;how that they raided 
far down into Texas to the territory they have occupied in more 
recent years, viz, the extensi v·e plain8 from the Rocky Mountains 
eastward into Indian Territory and rrexa-.; to about U7°. Upon the 
south Shoshonean territory was limite•l gPnerally by the Colorado 
River. The Chemehuevi lived on hoth banks of the river between 
the Mohave on the north and the Cuchan 011 the south, above arnl 
below Bill Williams Fork. The K waiantikwoket also lived to the 
east of the river in Arizona nhout Navajo :\Iountaiu, while the Tu
sayan (Moki) had establi:-3hed their seven pueblos, including one 
founded by people of Taiioan :-Jtock, to the east of the Colorado Chi
quito. In the southwest Shoshoueau tribes had pushed across Cali
fornia, occupying a wide band of country to the Pacific. In their 
extension northward they had reached as far as Tulare Lake, fr01n 
which territory apparently they had dispossessed the llariposan 
tribes, leaving a small remnant of that linguistic family near Fo1·t 
Tejon. 

A little farther north they had crossed the Sierras and occupiAd the 
heads of San Joaquin and Kings Rivers. Northward they occupied 
nearly the whole of Nevada, being limited on the west by the Sierra 
Nevada. The entire southea8tern part of Oregon was occupied by 
tribes of Shoshoni extract1011. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBEb A:SD POPULATIO~. 

Bannock, 51! on Fort Hall Reservation an<l 75 on the Lemhi Res
ervation, Idaho. 

Chemehuevi, about 202 attached to the Colora<lo River Agency, Ari
zona. 

Comanche, 1,598 on the Kiowa, Comanche and Wichita Reserva
tion, Indian Territory. 

Gosiute, 256 iu Utah at large. 
Pai Ute, about 2,300 scattered in southeastern California and south

western N evacla. 
Paviotso, about :J,000 ::;eattered in western N eva<la and 80uthern 

Oregon. 
Saidyuka, 14.> under Klamath .....\.gt'ney. 
Shoshoni, 97» urn ler Fort Hall Agency an<l 249 at the Lern hi 

Agency. 
Tobikhar, about 2, 200, under the liissiou Agency, Calif oruia. 
Tukuarika, or Sheepeater~, 108 at Lemhi Agency. 
Tusayan ( Moki ), L!lUn (eernms of lSfJO). 
Uta, 2,839 distributed as follows: 985 under Southern Ute Agt-1ncy, 

Colorado; 1,021 on Ouray Reserve, Utah; 833 on Uintah Reserve, Utah. 
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~HOUAN FAMILY. 

xSioux, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Arn. Antiq. Soc., II, 121, 306, 1836 (for tribes 
induded see text below). Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 408, 1847 (follows 
Gallatin). Ga.llatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .• II, pt. 1, xc1x, 77. 1848 (as in 1836). 
Berghaus (18i~), Phys1k. Atlas, map 17, 184:8. Ibid., 1852. Gallatin in School
craft, Ind. Tribes, III. 402, 18:>3. Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887. 

>Sioux, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 3::J3, 18.30 (includes Winebagoes, Dakotas, Assine
boins, Upsaroka, Mandans. ~iinetar1, Osage). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. 
Lond., 58, 18a6 (mer~ mention of fanuly). Latham, Opuscula, 327, 1860. Latham, 
El. Comp. Plul., 438, 1862. 

>Catawbas,GaUatin in Trans.and Coll. Am. Antiq.Soc., II, 87, 1836 (Catawbasand 
Woccons). Bancroft, Hist. U.S., III, 2!.), et map. 1840. Prichard, Phys. Hist. 
Mankind, v, 399, 1847. Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, xcix, 77, 1848. 
Keane. App. Stanford·s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.). 460, 47:1, 1878. 

>Oatahbas, Berghaus (1845). Physik. Atlas, map 17. 1848. Ibid., 1852. 
>Catawba, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man., 331, 1850 (Woccoon are allied). Gallatin 

in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 401, 1853. 
> Kataba, Gatschet in Am. Antiquarian, IV, 238, 1882. Gatschet, Creek Mig. Legend, 

I, 15, 1884. Gatschet m Science, 413, April 29, 1887. 
> Woccons, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., 11, 306, 1836 (numbered 

and given as a distinct family m table, hut inconsistently noted in foot-note 
where referred to as Catawban family.) 

> Dahcotas, Bancroft, Hist. U.S., III, 243, 1840. 
>Dakotas, Hayden, Cont. Eth. and Phil. Missouri Ind., 232, 1862 (treats of Dakotas, 

Assiniboins, Crows, Minnitarees, Mandans, Omahas, Iowas). 
> Dacotah, Keane, App. to Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 470, 1878. (The 

following are the main divisions given: Isaunties. Sissetons, Yantous, Teetons, 
Assiniboines, Winnebagos, Punkas, Omahas, Missouris, Iowas! Otoes, Kaws, 
Quappas, Osages, U psarocas, Minnetarees ) 

>Dakota, Berghaus, Physik. Atlas, map 72, 1887. 

Derivation: A corruption of the Algonkin word ·' nadowe-ssi-wag, 
"the snake-like ones,'' "the enemies" (Trumbull). 

Under the family Gallatin makes four subdivisions, viz, the 
Winnebagos,. the Sioux proper and the Assiniboins, the Minnetare 
group, and the Osages anrl southern kindred tribes. Gallatin 
speaks of the distribution of the family as follows: The Winneba
goes have their principal seats on the Fox River of Lake Michigan 
and towards the heads of the Rock River of the Mississippi; of the 
Dahcotas proper, the Mernlewahkantoan or'' Gens du Lac'" lived east 
of the Mississippi from Prairie du Chien north to Spirit Lake. The 
three others, Wahkpatoan, Wahkpakotoan and Sisitoans inhabit 
the country between the Mississippi and the St. Peters, and that on 
the southern tribut.aries of this ri ,·er and on the head waters of the 
Red River of Lake Winnipek. The three western tribes, the Yank
tons, the Yanktoanans and the Tetons wander between the Missis
sippi and the Missouri, externling southerly to 43° of north latitude 
and some distance west of the Missouri, between !3° and 47° of lati-
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tude. The "Shyennes" are included in the family but are marked 
as doubtfully belonging here. 

Owing to the fact that ''Sioux .. is a word of reproach aud means 
snake or enemy, the term has been discarded by many later writers 
as a family designation, and·' Dakota,'· which signifies friend or· ally, 
has been employed in its stead. The two words are, howeve1 .. , by no 
means properly synonymous. 'f he term '· Sioux" was used by Gallatin 
in a comprehensive or family sense and was applied to all the tribes 
collectively known to him to speak kindred dialects of a widespread 
language. It is in this sense only, as applied to the linguistic family, 
that the term is here employed. The term "Dahcota" (Dakota) was 
correctly applied by Gallatin to the Dakota tribes proper as distin
guished from the other members of the linguistic family who are 
not Dakotas in a tribal sense. The use of the term with this signifi
oation should be perpetuated. 

It is only recently that a definite decision has been reached respect
ing the relationship of the Catawba and Woccon, the latter an extinct 
tribe known to have been linguistically related to the Catawba. 
Gallatin thought that he was able to discern some affinities of the 
Catawban language with "Muskhogee and even with Choctaw," 
though these were not sufficient to induce him to class them together. 
Mr. Gatschet was the first to call attention to the presence in the 
Catawba language of a considerable number of words having a 
Siouan affinity. 

Recently Mr. Dorsey has made a critical examination of all the 
Catawba linguistic material available, which has been materially in
creased by the labors of Mr. Gatschet~ and the result seems to justify 
its inclusion as one of the dialects of the widespread Siouan family. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The pristine territory of this family was mainly in one body, 
the on1y exceptions being the habitats of the Biloxi, the 'rutelo, the 
Catawba and Woccon. 

Contrary to the popular opinion of the present day, the general 
trend of Siouan migration has been westward. In comparatively 
late prehistoric times, probably most of the Siouan tribes dwelt east 
of the Mississippi River. 

The main Siouan territory extended from about 53° north in the 
Hudson Bay Company Territory, to about 33°, including a consider
able part of the watershed of the Missouri River and that of the 
Upper Mississippi. It was bounded on the northwest, north, north
east, and for some distance on the east by Algonquian territory. 
South of 45° north the line ran eastward to Lake Michigan, as the 
Green Bay region belonged to the Winnebago.• 

1See treaty of Prairie du Cluen, 1825. 
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It extended westward from Lake l\fichigan through Illinois, cross
ing the Mississippi River at Prairie du Chien. At this point began 
the Algonquian territory (Sac, etc.) on the west side of the Missis
sippi, extending southward to the Missouri, and crossing that river 
it returned to the Mississippi at St. Louis. The Siouan tribes claimed 
all of the present States of Iowa and Missouri, except the parts occu
pied by Algonquian tribes. The dividing line between the tw·o for a 
short. distance below St. Louis was the Mississippi River. The line 
then ran west of Dunklin, New Madrid, and Pemiscot Counties, in 
Missouri, and Mississippi County and those parts of Craighead and 
Poinsett Counties, Arkansas, lying east of the St. Francis River. 
Once tnore the Mississippi became the eastern boundary, hut in this 
case separating the Siouau from the Muskhogcan territory. The 
Quapaw or Akansa were the most southerly tribe in the main Siouan 
territory. In 16731 they were east of the Mississippi. Joutel {1687) 
located two of their villages on the Arkansas and two on the Missis ... 
si ppi one of the latter being on the east bank, in our present State of 
Mississippi, and the other being on theoppositeside,in Arkansas. Shea 
says 2 that the Kaskaskias were found by De Soto in 1540 in latitude 
36°, and that the Quapaw were higher up the Mississippi. But we 
know that the southeast corner of Missouri and the northeast corner 
of Arkansas, east of the St. Francis River, belonged to Algonquian 
tribes. A study of the map of Arkansas shows reason for believ
ing that there may have been a slight overlapping of habitats, or a 
sort of debatable ground. At any rate it seems advisable to compro
mise, and assign the Quapaw and Osage (Siouan tribes) all of Arkan
sas up to about 36° north. 

On the southwest of the Siouan family was the Southern Caddoan 
group, the boundary extending from the west side of the Mississippi 
River in Louisiana, nearly opposite Vicksburg, Mississippi, and run
ning northwestwardly to the bend of Red River between Arkansas 
and Louisiana ; thence north west along the di vi de between the water
sheds of the Arkansas and Red Rivers. In the northwest corner of 
Indian Territory the Osages came in contact with the Comanche 
(Shoshonean), and near the western boundary of Kansas the Kiowa, 
Cheyenne, and Arapaho (the two latter being recent Algonquian 
intruders?) barred the westward march of the Kansa or Kaw. 

The Pawnee group of the Caddoan family in western Nebraska 
and northwestern Kansas separated the Ponka and Dakota on the 
north from the Kansa on the south, and the Omaha and other 8iouan 
tribes 011 the east from Kiowa and other tribes on the west. The 
Omaha and cognate peoples occupied in Nebraska the lower part of 
the Platte River, most of the Elkhorn Valley, and the Ponka claimed 
the region watered by the Niobrara in northern Nebraska. 

• Marquette's Autograph Map. 1 Di~. of Miss. Valley, p. 170, note. 
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There seems to be sufficient evidence for assigning to the Crows 
(Siouan) the north west eorner of Nebraska ( i. e., that part north of 
the Kiowan and Caddoan habitats) and the southwest part of South 
Dakota (not claimed by Cheyenne'), as 'vell as the northern part of 
Wyoming and the southern part of Montana, where they met the 
Shoshonean stock. 1 

The Biloxi habitat in HW!'J was on the Pascogoula river,3 in the 
southea8t corner of the present State of Mississippi. The Biloxi sub
sequently removed to Louisiana, where a few survivors were found 
by Mr. Gatschet in 188G. 

The Tutelo habitat in 1071 was in Brunswick County, southern 
Virginia, and it probably inelude<l Lunenburgh and Mecklenburg 
Counties.• The Earl of Bellomont {WfJH) says l> that tlie Shateras 
were "suppose<l to be the Toterm~, on Big Sandy River. Virginia,'' 
and Pownall, in his map of N" ort.h America ( 177G), gives tho Tottcroy 
(i. c., Big Sandy) River. Suh8equeutly to 1671 the Tutelo left Vir
ginia and moved to North Carolina." 'fhey returned to Virginia 
(with the Sapona), joined the Nottaway an<l MPherrin, whom they 
and the Tuscarora followed into Pennsylvania in the la~t century; 
thence they went to New York, where they joined the Six Nations, 
with whom they removed to Grau<l RiYer Reservation, Ontario, Can
ada, after the Revolutionary war. The last full-blood Tutelo died 
in 1870. For the important discovery of the Siouan affinity of the 
Tutelo language we are indebtt~d to ::\Ir. Hale. 

The Catawba lived on the river of the same name on the northern 
boundary of South Carolina. Originally they were a powerful tribe, 
the leading people of South Carolina, and probably occupied a large 
part of the Carolinas. The Woecon '""ere wi<lely separated from 
kinsmen liYing in North Carolina in the fork of the Cotentnea and 
N euso Rivers. 

The Wateree, living just below the Catawba, were very probably 
of the same linguistic couueetion. 

PRIXC'IPAL TRIBE8. 

I. Dakota. 
(A) Santee: include :Mde'-wa-kan.to11 -wa11 (Rpirit Lake village, 

Santee Re8erYation, Nebraska), and \Va-qpe'-ku-te (Leaf 
Shooters): some 011 Fort Peck Re:4PtTation, Montana. 

1 See Cheyenne treaty, in Indian Treaties, 1873, pp 124 .. 1481-:>489. 
~Lewis and Clarke, Trav .. Loud., 1807. p. 25. Lewis and Clarke, Expl.. tfi74, Yol 

2, p. :mo. A. L. Riggs. MS. letter to Dorsey. 1876 or 1877. Dorsey, Ptmka tradi
tion: "The Black Hills belong to the Crow~... That the Dakotas were not there till 
this century see Corbusier's Dakota \Vmter Counts, in 4th R~pt. Bur. Eth .• p. 130, 
where it is also ~aitl that thP C'1 ow wpn• the origmal owners of the Black Hills. 

3 Margry, Decouvertes, vol. 4. p. 19;;. 
4 Batts in Doc. Col. Hist. N. Y .. 18.13, vol. a. p. 194. Harrison, l\IS. letter to Dor

sey, 1886. 
~Doc. Col. Hist. N. Y., 1H14. vol. 4. p. 486. 
0 Lawson, Hist. Carolina, 1714: reprint of 1860, p. 884. 
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I. Dakota-Continued. 
(B) Sisseton (Si-si'-to11 -wa11

), on Sisseton Reservation, South 
Dakota, and part on Devil's Lake Reservation, North 
Dakota. 

tC) Wahpeton (Wa-qpe'-to0 -wa11
, Wa-hpe-tou-wan); Leaf vil

lage. Some on Sisseton Reservation; mm;t on Devil~s Lake 
Reservation. 

(D) Yankton (I-haiik'-to11 -wa11
), at Yankton Reservation~ South 

Dakota. 
(E) Yanktonnais (I-hafik'-to" -wa"' -na); <livide<l into Upper aud 

Lower. Of the Upper Yau kfonna is, there are some of 
the Cut-head band (Pa'-ba .. ksa gens) on Devil's Lake Res
ervation. Upper r·o nklo'llna·is, most are on Standing Rork 
Reservation, North Dnkota; Lower Yi.mktonnais, most. are 
on Crow Creek Reservation, South Dakota, some are on 
Standing Rock Reservation, and some 011 Fort Peck Reser
vation, Montana. 

(F) Teton (Ti-to11 -wa11
); some 011 Fort Peck Re8ervation, Montana. 

(a) Brule (Si-tca0 '-xu); some are on Starn ling Roek 
Reservation. Most of the irppe1· B;·ule (Highland 
Sitca11xu) are on Rosebud Reservation, South Dako
ta. Most of the ~ower Brule (Lowland Sitca11 xu) 
are on Lower Brule Reservation, South Dakota. 

(u) Sans Arcs (l-ta'-zip-tco', Without Bows). Most are 
on Cheypnue Reservation. South Dakota; :-;ome on 
Standing Rock Reservation. 

(c) Blackfeet (Si-ha'8a'-pa). Most are on Cheyenne Res
ervation; some on Standing Rock Reservation. 

(cl) ltlinnecon;ou (Mi'-ni-ko'-o-ju). Most are on Cheyenne 
Reservation, some are on Rosebud Reservation, and 
some on Standing Rock Reservation. 

(e) Ttco Kettles (O-o'-he-11011 '-pa, Two Boilings), on Chey
enne Reservation. 

(/) Ogalalln (0-gla'-la). Most on Pine Ridge Reserva
tion, South Dakota; some on Standing- Rock Reser
vation. Wa-za-za (Wa-ja-ja, Wa-zha-zha), a gem, 
of the Oglala (Pine Ridge Reservation); Loafers 
(Wa-glu-xe, In-breeders), a gens of the Oglala; most 
on Pine Ridge Reservation; ~mme on Rosebud Reser
vation. 

(g) Uncpapa (186;l-'G3), Uncapava ( 18~0-'81), (Huii' -
kpa-pa), on St.anding Rock Re~mrvation. 

II. Assinnboin (Hohe, Dakota name); most in British North America; 
some on Fort Peck ReserYation, Montana. 

III. Omaha (U-man'-ha11
), on Omaha Reservation, N ehraska. 

IV. Ponca (formerly Punka on maps; Ponka); G05 on Ponca Re~er
vation, Indian Territory; 217 at Santee Agency, Nebraska. 
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V. Kaw (:Xa"'-ze; the Kansa Indians); on the Kansas Reserva
tion, Indian Territory. 

VI. 0.'lage,· Big Osage (Pa-he'-tsi, Those on a Mountain); Little 
Osage (Those at the foot of the Mountain); Arkansas 
Band (san-'.lsU-:ltJi0

, Dwellers in a Highland Grove) .. Osage 
Reservation, Indian Territory. 

VII. Quapriw (U-){a'-qpa; Kwapa). A few are on the Quapaw 
Reserve, but about 200 are on the Osage Reserve, Okla
homa. {They are the Arkansa of early times.) 

VIII. Iowa, on Great Nemaha Reserve, Kansas and Nebraska, and 
86 on Sac and Fox Reserve, Indian Territory. 

IX. Otoe (Wa-to'-qta-ta), on Otoe Reserve, Indian Territory. 
X. ]tfissouri or Missouria (Ni-u'-fa-tci), on Otoe Reserve. 
XI. Winnebago (Ho-tcaii '-ga-ra); most in Nebraska, on their re

serve; some are in Wisconsin; some in Michigan, accord
ing to Dr. Reynolds. 

XII. Mandan, on Fort Berthold Reserve~ North Dakota. 
XIII. Gros Ventres (a misleading name; syn. ;..l[innetaree_; Hi-da'

tHa); on the same reserve. 
XIV. Crow (Absaruqe, Aubsaroke, etc.), Crow Reserve, Montana. 
XV. Tutelo (Ye-sa0

'), among the Six Nations, Grand River Reserve, 
Province of Ontario, Canada. 

XVI. Biloxi (Ta'-neks ha'-ya), part on the Red River, at Avoyelles, 
Louisiana; part in Indian Territory, among the Choctaw 
and Caddo. 

XVII. Catawba. 
XVIII. Woccon. 

Population.-The present number of the Siouan family is about 
43,400, of whom about 2,204 are in British North America, the rest 
being in the United States. Below is given the population of the 
tribes officially recognized, compiled chiefly from the Canadian In
dian Report for 1888, the United States Indian Commissioner's Re
port for 1889, and the United States Census Bulletin for 1890: 

Dakota: 
Mdewakantonwan and Wahpekute(Santee) on Santee Reserve, Nebraska 869 
At Flandreau, Dakota. . . . 292 
Santiee at Devil's Lake Agency. 54 
Sisseton and Wahpeton on Sisseton Reserve, South Dakota. 1, 522 
Sisseton, Wahpeton, and Cuthead (Yanktonnais} at Devil's Lake Reserva-

tion... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 857 

Yankton: 
On Yankton Reservation, South Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . .... 1, 725 
At Devil's Lake Agency.. . . . . . . . . . . 123 
On Fort Peck Reservation. Montana... . 1, 121 
A few on Crow Creek Reservation, South Dakota... 10 
A mw on Lower Brule Reservation. South Dakota·. . . . . . . . . . . 10 

2,989 



SIOlTAN FAMILY. 

Dakota-Continued. 
Yanktonnais: 

Upper Yanktonnais on Standing Rock Reservation ...... . 
Lower Yanktonnais on Crow Creek Reservation. . . . . . . . . . . . 
At Standing Rock Agency 

Teton: 

1,786 
1, 058 
1,739 

Brule. Upper Brule on Rosebud Reservation. 3, 245 
On Devil's Lake Reservation . . . . . . 2 
Lower Brule at Crow Creek and Lower Brule Agency. . 1, 026 

Minneconjou (mostly)and Two Kettle, 011 Cheyenne River Reserve 2, 823 
Blackf ret un Standing Rock Reservation . . . . . . . 5!5 
Two Kettle on Rosebud Reservation . . . . . . . . . 315 
Oglala on Pine Ridge Reservation . . . . . . . . . . . 4, 552 

Wajaja (Oglala gens) on Rosebud Reservation . . . . . l, 825 
Wagluxe (Oglala gens) on Rosebud Reservation... . . . . 1, 353 

U ncapapa, on Standing Rock Reservation . . . . . . . . . . . . 571 
Dakota at Carlisle, Lawrence, and Hampton schools 169 
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4,583 

-- 16,426 
Dakota in British North America (tribes not stated): 

On Bird Tail Sioux Reserve. Birtle Agency, Northwest Territory. 
On Oak River Sioux Reserve, Birtle Agency . . . . .... . 
On Oak Lake Sioux Reserve, Birtle Agency. . ..... . 
On Turtle Mountain Sioux Reserve, Birtle Agency ........ . 
On Standing Buffalo Reserve. under Northwest Territory .. 

Muscowpetung's Agency : 
White Cap Dakota (Moose Woods Reservation) .............. . 
American Sioux (no reserve) . . . . . . . . .................. . 

Assinaboin: 
On Fort Belknap Reservation. Montana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...... . 
On Fort Peck Reservation, Montana ............. . 
At Devil's Lake Agency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

The following are in British North America: 
Pheasant Rump's band, at Moose Mountain (of whom 6 at Mis-

souri and 4 at Turtle Mountain} . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Ocean Man's band~ at Moose Mountain (of whom 4 at Missouri) 
The-man-who-took-the-coat's band, at Indian Head (of whom 5 

are at Milk River) .. 
Bear's Head hand, Battleford Agency 
Chee-pooste-quahn band, at Wolf Creek, Peace Hills Agency ... 
Bear's Paw band, at Morleyville ...... . 
Chiniquy hand, Reserve, at Sarcee Agency. . . .. 
Jacob's band. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Omaha: 
Omaha and Winnebago Agency, Nebraska..... . ............. . 
At Carlisle School, Pennsylvania . . . . ............... . 
At Hampton School, Virginia.. . .... . 
At Lawrence School, Kansa.$... . . . ............. . 

Ponka: 
In Nebraska (under the Santee agent) 
In Indian Territory (under the Ponka agent) .. 
At Carlisle, Pennsylvania ......... . 
At Lawrence, Kansas. . . . 

108 
276 
55 
34 

184 

105 
95 

857 

952 
719 

2 

69 
68 

248 
227 
128 
236 
134 
~27 

8.008 

1, 158 
19 
10 
10 

1, 197 

217 
605 

1 
24 

847 
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Osage: 
At Osage Ag~ncy, Indian Territory 
At Carlisle, Penm.;ylvania ...... . 
At Lawrence, Kansas.. . ....... . 

Kansa or Kaw: 
At Osage Agency, Indian Territory 
At Carlisle. Pennsylvania 
At Lawrence, Kansas . . . 

Quapaw: 
On Quapaw Reserve. Indian Territory . 
On Osage ReserYe, Indian Territory 
At Carlisle, Pennsyh-ania... . ...... . 
At Lawrence, Kansas. . .... . 

Iowa: 
On Great Nemaha Reservation, Kansas ....... . 
On Sac and Fox ReHPn?ation, Oklahoma 
At Carlisle, Pennsylvama 
At Lawrence, Kan~a.s 

Oto and Missouri, in Indian Territory . 
Winnebago: 

In Nebraska . 
In Wiscon~in ( 1889) . 
At Carlisle, Pennsylvania .. 
At Lawrence. Kansas .. 
At Hampton, Virginia 

Mandan: 
On Fort Berthol<l Reserrntion. North Dakota . 
At Hampton, V1rgmia 

Hidatsa, on Fort Berthold Reservation, North Dakota 
Crow, on Crow Reservation, Montana . 
Tutelo, about a dozen mixed bloods on Grand Rh·er Reserve, Ontario, 

Canada. and a few more near Montreal (':'). say, about. 
Biloxi: 

In Louisiana, about ........ . 
At Atoka, In<lmn Territory 

Catawba: 
In York County, South Carol~na, about . 
Scattered through North Ca:.:olina. about . 

SKITTAGETAN FAMILY. 

1,509 
7 

65 
1,581 

198 
1 

15 
214 

154 
71 
3 
4 

232 

165 
102 

1 
5 

273 
358 

1,215 
930 
27 
2 

10 
2,184 

251 
1 

252 
522 

2,287 

20 

25 
1 

26 

80 
40? 

120? 

>Skittagets. Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Eth.Soc., II, pt. 1, c, 1848 (the equiv
alent of lns Queen Charlotte's Island group, p. 77). 

>Skittagetts, Berghaus. Physik. Atlas. map 17, 1832. 
>Skidegattz, Gallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 1853 (obvious typograph

ical error; Queen Charlotte Island). 
xHaidah. Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lorn.I., XI. 224, 1841 (Rame as lus Northern 

family; see below). 
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= Haidah. La,tham, Nat. Hi~t. Man, 300, 18:>0 (Skittegats, Massets, Kumshahas, Ky
ganie ). Latham in Trans. Plulolog. Soc. Lond., 72, 1856 (includes Skittigats, 
l\Ia.."8etts, Kum'5hahas, and Kygame of Queen Charlotte's Ids. and Prince of 
'Vale8 Archipelago). Latham, Opuscula, 339, 1860. Buschmann, Spuren der 
aztek. Sprache, 673, 18;j9. Latham. El. Comp. Phil., 401, 1862 (as in 1856). Dall 
in Proc. Am. Ass·n. 269, 1869 (Queen Charlotte's Ids. and southern part of Alex
ander A1el11pelago). Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, 564, 604, 1882. 

>Hai-dai, Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. v, 489, 185:>. Kane, Wanderings of an Artist, 
app., 18.19, (Work·s census, 1836-'41, of northwest coast tribes, classified by 
language). 

-=Haitla, Gibbs in Cont. N. A. Eth., I, t!J.), 1877. Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vo
cabs., l:i, 1884 (vocabs. of Kaigaui Sept, l\lasset, Skidegate, Kumshiwa dialects; 
also map showing c.fo,trilmt10n). Dall in Proc. Am. Ass'n, 375, 1885 (mere inen
tion of family). 

<Hydah:-,, Keane. App. Stanford"s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 473, 1878 
(enumerateg Massets, Klue, Kidd<ln, Ninstance, Skid-a·gate, Skid-a-gatees, 
Cum-she-waH, Kaigames. Thimsheeans, Nas.~, Skeenas, Seuasses, Hailtzas, Bell
acoolas). 

>Queen Charlotte's Islan<l, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., 11. 15, 306, 
H~il6 (no tribe indicat~d). Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., 11, pt. 1, 77, 1848 
(uase<l on 8k1ttagete language). Latham in Jour. Eth. Soc. Lond., 1, 154, 1848. 
Latham. Opuscula, 249, 1860. · 

XNorthern. Sconler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc. Lond., XI, 219, 1841 (includes Queen 
Char1otte•s Ii-.lancl and tribeH on islands anc.l coaHt up to60'' N. L.; Haidas, Mas
settes, Rkittegils. Cum~hawitsJ. Pricl.ard, Phys. Hist. Mankind, v, 433. 1847 
(follows Hcouler). 

==Kygimi. Dall in Proc. Am. Ass'n, 269, 1869 (Queen Charlotte's Ids. or Haidahs). 
X Nootka, Bancroft. Nat. Races, III, 564, 1882 (contains Quane, probably of present 

family; Quactoe, 8aukaulutuck). 

The vocahnlary referred by Gallatin1 to "Queen Charlotte's Isl
ands., unquer..;tionably belongs to the present family. In addition 
to heing a compound wor(l arnl being objectionable as a family name 
on account of its unwieldiness, the term is a purely geographic one 
and is based upon no stated tribe; hence it is not eligible for use in 
sy:.:tematic nomenclature. As it appears in the Archreologia Ameri
cana it represents nothing but the locality whence the vocabulary of 
au unknown tribe was received. 

The family name to be considered as next in order of date is the 
Northern (or Haidah) of Scouler, which appears in volume XI, Royal 
Geographical 8oehlty, page 218, et seq. The term as employed by 
8couler is in vol ve<l in much confusion, and it is ~omewhat difficult 
to determine jm-it what tribes the author intern led to cover by the 
designation. Retluced to its simplest form, the case stands as fol
lows: ScoulPr's primary division of the Indians of the Northwest was 
into two groups, the insular an<l the inland. The insular (and coast 
tribes) were then subdi dde<l into two families, viz, Northern or 
Haidah family (for the terms are interchangeably used, as on page 
224) and the Southern or Nootka-Oolumbian family. Under the 
Northern or Haidah family the author classes all the Indian tribes 

1.\rchreologia Americana, 18a6, II, pp. 15, <l06. 
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in the Russian territory, the KokhianR (Athapascas of Gallatin, 
183H), the Koloshes, U galentzes, and Tun Ghaase (the Koluscans of 
Gallatin, 1836); the Atnas (Salish of Gallatin, 1836); t.he Kenaians 
(Athapascas, Gallatin, 1836); the Haidah tribes proper of Queen 
Charlotte Island, and the Chimesyans. 

It will appear at a glance that such a heterogeneous assemblage of 
tribes, representing as they do seYeral distinct stocks, can not have 
been classed together on purely linguistic evidence. In point of fact, 
Scouler's remarkable classification seems to rest only in a very slight 
degree upon a linguistic basis, if indeed it can be said to have a 
linguistic basis at all. Consideration of "physical character, man
ners, and customs _, were clearly accorded such weight by this author 
as to practically remove hiR N" orthern or Haidah family from the 
I ist of linguistic stocks. 

The next family name which was applied in this connection is the 
Skittagets of Gallatin as above cited. This name is given to desig
nate a family on page c, volume u .. of Transactions of the Ethnological 
Society, 1848. In his subsequent list of vocabularies, page 77, he 
changes his designation to Queen Charlotte Island, placing under 
this family name the Skittagete tribe. His presentation of the former 
name of Skittagets in his ('omplete list of families is, however, 
~mfficiently formal to render it valid as a family designation, and it 
is, therefore, retained for the tribes of the Queen Charlotte Arch
ipelago which have usually been called Haida. 

From a comparison of the vocabularies of the Haida language with 
others of the neighboring Koluschan family, Dr. Franz Boas is in
clined to consider that the two are genetically related. The two 
languages possess a considerable number of words in common, but a 
more thorough investigation is requisite for the settlement of the 
question than has yet been given. Pending this the two families are 
here treated separately. 

<lEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The tribes of this family occupy Queen Charlotte Islands!' For
rester Island to the north of the latter., and the southeastern part of 
Prince of Wales Island, the latter part having been ascertained by 
the agents of the Tenth Census. 1 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

The following is a list of the principal villages: 

Haic.la: 
Aseguang. 
Cumshawa. 
Kayung. 
Kung. 

Kunxit. 
Massett. 
New Gold Harbor. 
Skedan. 

1 Ree Petroff map of Alaska, 1880-'81. 

Skiteiget. 
Tanu. 
Tartanee. 
Uttewas. 



Kaigani: 
Chatcheeni. 
Clickass. 

1,AKILl\IAN -TANOAN F AMILi.ES. 

Howakan. 
Quiahanless. 
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Shakan. 

Population.-The population of the Haida is 2,500, none of whom 
are at present under an agent. 

TAKILMAN FAMILY. 

=Takilma, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 1882 (Lower Rogue River). 

This name was proposed by Mr. Gatschet for a distinct language 
spoken on the coast of Oregon about the lower Rogue River. Mr. 
Dorsey obtained a vocabulary in 1884 which he has compared with 
Athapascan, Kusan, Yakonan, and other languages spoken in the 
region without finding any marked resemblances. The family is 
hence admitted provisionally. The language appears to be spoken 
by but a single tribe, although there is a manuscript vocabulary in 
the Bureau of Ethnology exhibiting certain differences which may 
be dialectic. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The Takilma formerly dwelt in villages along upper Rogue River, 
Oregon, all the latter, with one exception, being on the south side, 
from Illinois River on the southwest, to Deep Rock, which was 
nearer the head of the stream. They are now included among the 
"Rogue River Indians," and they reside to the number of twenty
seven on the Siletz Reservation, Tillamook County, Oregon, where 
Dorsey found them in 1884. 

TANOAN FAMILY. 

>Tay-waugh, Lane (1854) in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes. v. 689, 1855 (Pueblos of San 
Juan, Santa Clara, Pojuaque, Nambe. San 11 de Conso, and one Moqui pueblo). 
Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878. 

>Tafio, Powell in Rocky Mountain Presbyterian, Nov., 1878 (includes Sandia, 
Tewa, San Ildefonso, San Juan, Santa Clara, Pojoaque, Nambe, Tesuque, 
Sinecu, Jemez, Taos, Picuri). 

>Tegua, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878 (includes S. 
Juan, Sta. Clara, Pojuaque, Nambe, Tesugue, S. Ildefonso, Haro). 

-=Tewan, Powell in Am. Nat., 605, Aug., 1880 (makes five divis:ons: 1. Tafio <Isleta, 
Isleta near El Paso, Sandia); 2. Taos (Taos, Picuni); 3. Jemes (Jemes); 4. Tewa 
or Tehua (San Ildefonso, San Juan, Pojoaque, Nambe, Tesuque, Santa Clara, 
and one Moki pueblo); 5. Piro). 

>E-nagh-magh, Lane (1854) in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, v, 689, 1855 (includes Taos, 
Vicuris, Zesuqua. Sandia, Y stete, and two pueblos near El Paso, Texas). Keane, 
App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878 (follows Lane, but identi
fies Texan pueblos with Len tis? and Socorro?). 

>Picori, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 479, 1878 (or Enagh
magh). 

=Stock of Rio Grande Pueblos.Gatschet in U.S. Geog. Surv. W. lOOth M., vu, 415, 
1879. 

=Rio Grande Pueblo, Oatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 2n8, 18~2. 
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Derivation: Probably from "tainin, .. plural of t<li-ide, " Indian," 
in the dialect of Isleta and Sandia (Gatschet). 

In a letter 1 from Wm. Carr Lane to H. R. Schoolcraft, appear 
some remarks on the affinities of the Pueblo languages, based in 
large part on hearsay evidence. No voca lmlaries are given, nor 
does any real classification appear to be attemvted, though referring 
to such of his remarks as apply in the present connection, Lane 
states that the Indians of · · Taos. Vicuris. Zesuqua, Sandia, and 
Y stete, and of two pueblos of Texas, near El Paso, are said to speak 
the same language. which I have heard calle<l E-nagh-magh, '' and 
that the Indians of " San J nan, Santa Clara, Pojuaque, Nam. be~ San 
II de Couso, and one Moqui pueblo. all speak the same language, as 
it is said: this I have heard called Tay-waugh." The ambiguous 
nature of his reference to these pueblos is apparent from the above 
quotation. 

The names given by Lane as those he had "heard'' applied to 
certain groups of pueblos which Hit is said " speak the same lan
guage, rest on too slender a basis for serious consideration in a classi
ficatory sense. 

Keane in the appendix to Stanford's Compernlium (Central an<l 
South America), 1878, p. -H9, presents the list given by Laue, cor
recting his spelling in some case8 and adding the name of the Tusayan 
pueblo as Haro (Hano). He gives the group no formal family 
name, though they are classed together as speaking "Tegua or Tay
waugh." 

The Taffo of Powell (1878), as quoted, appears to be the first 
name formally given the family, and is therefore accepted. Recent 
investigations of the dialect spoken at Taos and some of the other 
pueblos of this group show a considerable body of words having 
Shoshonean affinities, and it is by no means improbable that fur
ther research will result in proving the racheal relationship of these 
languages to the Shoshonean family. The analysis of the language 
has not yet, however, proceeded far enough to warrant a decided 
O}lllllOll. 

GEOGRAPHIC DI8TRIBUTIO~. 

The tribes of this family in the United States resided exclusively 
npon the Rio Grande and its tributary valleys fr01n about 33° to 
about 36°. A small body of these people joined the Tusayan in 
northern Arizona, as tradition avers to assist the latter against 
attacks by the Apache-though it seems more probable that they 
fled from the Rio Grande during the pueblo revolt of 1680-an<f. re
mained to found the permanent pueblo of Hano, the seventh pueblo 
of the group. A smaller section of the family lived upon the Rio 
Grande in :Mexico and Texas, just over the New Mexico border .. 

1 Schoolcraft, In<lian Tribes, 18.).), 'ol. :>, p. 689. 
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Population.-The following pueblos are included in the family, 
with a total population of about 3,237 : 

Hano (of the Tusayan group) ..... 132 Sandia ........ . ...... . . . . . . . . . 140 
Isleta (New Mexico) ....... 1,059 San Ildefonso . . . . . . . ..... 148 
lsleta (Texas) . . . few San Juan ...... ..... . ....... 406 
Jemez .... . . 428 Santa Clara .... . ..... . . . ... 225 
Nam be . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79 Senecit (below El Paso) .... ..... few 
Picuri~ ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 Taos .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... 409 
Pojoaque ........ . . . 20 Tesuque. . . . . . . . ...... . ...... 91 

TIMUQUANAN FAMILY. 

= Timuquana, Smith in Hist. Magazine, II, 1, 1858 ta notice of the language with 
vocabulary; distinctness of the language affirmed). Brinton. Floridian Penm
sula, 134, 1859 (spelled also Timuaca, Timagoa, Timuqua). 

=Timucua, Gatschetin Proc.Am. Phil. Soc., xvi. April 6, 1877 (from Cape Cafiaveral 
to mouth of St. John's River). Gatschet, Creek 1'Iig. !Rgentl 1, 11-13, 1884. 
Gatschet in Science, 413, April 29, 1887. 

= Atimuca, Gatschet in Science, ibid. (proper name). 

Derivation: From ati-muca, "ruler," "master;'' literally~ "serv
ants attend upon him." 

In the Historical Magazine as above cited appears a notice of the 
Timuquana language by Buckingham Smith, in which is affirmed its 
distinctness upon the evidence of language. A short vocabulary is 
a.ppended, which was collated from the '· Confessionario" by Padre 
Pareja, 1613. Brinton and Gatschet have studied theTimuquana lan
guage and have agreed as to the <listinctness of the family from any 
other of the United States. Both the latter authorities are inclined 
to take the view that it has affinities with the Carib family to the 
southward, and it seems by no means improbable that ultimately 
the Timuquana language will be considered an offshoot of the Carib 
linguistic stock. At the present time, however, such a conclusion 
would not be justified by the evidence gathered and published. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

It is impossible to assign definite limits to the area occupied by the 
tribes of this family. From documentary testimony of the sixteenth 
and seventAenth centuries the limits of the family domain appear 
to have been about as follows: In general terms the present north
ern limits of the State of Flori<la may be taken as the northern 
frontier, although upon the Atlantic side Timuquanan territ.ory may 
have extended into Georgia. Upon the northwest the boundary line 
was formed in De Soto's time by the Ocilla River. Lake Okeechobee 
on the south, or as it was then called Lake Sarrape or Mayaimi~ may 
he taken as the boundary between the Timuquanan tribes proper 
and the Calusa province upon the Gulf coast and the Tegesta prov
ince upon the Atlantic side. N ot.hing whatever of the languages 
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spokPn in these two latter provinces is available for comparison. A 
number o'f the local names of these provinces given by Fontanedo 
{1559) have terminations similar to many of the Timuquanan local 
names. This slender eYidence is all that we have from which to infer 
the Timuquanan relationship of the southern end of the peninsula. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

The following settlement.!;:; appear upon the oldest map of the re
gions we posses~, that of De Bry (N arratio : Frankf. a. M. 15, 1590): 

(A) Shores of St. John's River, from mouth to sources: 
Patica. U tina. 
Saturi wa. Patchica. 
A tore. Ohilili. 
Homolua or Molua. Calanay. 
Alimacani. Onochaquara. 
Casti. Maya re a. 
Mali ca. Mathia ca. 
Melona. Mai era. 
Timoga or Timucua. 
Enecaqna. 
Cho ya. 
Edelano (island). 
Astina. 

(B) On a (fictitious) western 
mouth to source : 

Hiearanaou. 
Appalou. 
Oustaca. 
Onathcaqua. 

Mocoso. 
Cadica. 
Eloquale. 
Aquonena. 

tributary of St. John's River, from 

Potanou. 
Ehiamana. 
Anon ala. 

(C) East Floridian coast, from south to north: 
Mocossou. Hanocoroucouay. 
Oathcaqua. Marracou. 
Sorrochos. 

(D) On coast north of St. John's River : 
Hiouacara. 

(E) The following are gathered from all other authorities, mostly 
from the accounts of De Soto's expedition : 

Acquera. San Mateo (1688). 
Aguile. San ta. Lucia de Acuera (SE. 
Bash~a or Vacissa (1 GSS). coast). 
Cholupaha. Tacatacuru. 
Hapaluya. Tocaste. 
Hirrihiqna. Tolemato. 
Itafi (perhaps a province). Topoqui. 
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Itara 
Machaua (1688). 
Napetuca. 

Tncurnru (SE. coast) 
Ucita.· 
U rri pa1·acuxi. 
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Osile (Oxi1le). Yupaha (perhaps a province). 
San Juan de Guacara (168~). 

TONIKAN F AllIL Y. 

=Tunicas,Gallatin in Trans.and Coll. Am.Antiq.Soc.,u, 115, 116, 183fS (quotes Dr. 
Sibley, who states they speak a distinct language). Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 
341.1850 (opposite mouth of Red River; quotes Dr. Sibley as to distinctness of 
language). 

=Tonica, Gatschet, Creek Mig. Legend, I, 39, 1884 (brief account of tribe). 
=Tonika, Gatschet in Scienc-e, 412, April 29, 1887 (distinctness as a family as

serted; the tribe calls itself Ttmixka). 

Derivation: From the Tonika word oni, "man," "people;" t- is a 
prefix or article; -ka,-zka a nominal suffix. 

The di8tinctness of the Tonika language, has long been suspected, 
and was indeed distinctly stated by Dr. Sibley in L806. 1 The state
ment to this effect by Dr. Sibley was quoted by Gallatin in 183G, but 
as the latter possessed no vocabulary of the language he made no 
attempt to classify it. Latham also dismisseH the language with the 
same quotation from Sibley. Positive linguistic proof of the posi
tion of the language was lacking until obtained by Mr. Gatschet in 
1886, who declared it to form a family by itself. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

·rhe Tonika are known to have occupied three localities: First 
on the Lower Yazoo River (1700); second, east shore of Mississippi 
River (about 170!); third, in Avoyelles Parish, Louisiana (1817). 
Near Marksville, the county seat of that parish, about twenty-five 
are now Ii ving. 

TONKAWAN' FAMILY. 

=Tonkawa, Gatschet, Zwolf Sprachen aus dem Sildwesten Nordamerikas, 76. 1876 
(vocabulary of about 300 words and somesentenc'Js). Gatschet,Die Sprache der 
Tonkawas, in Zeitschrift fiir Ethnologie, 64, 1877. Gatschet (1876), in Proc. Am. 
Philosoph. Soc., XVI, 318, 1877. 

Derivation: the full form is the Caddo or Wako term tonkaweya, 
"they all stay together., (weya, '·all'~). 

After a careful examination of all the linguistic material avail
able for comparison~ Mr. Gatschet has concluded that the language 
spoken by the Tonkawa forms a distinct family. 

1 President's message, February 19, 1806. 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The Tonkawa were a migratory people and a colluvies gentium, 
whose earliest habitat is unknown. Their first mention occurs in 
1719; at that time and ever siuce they roamed in the western and 
southern parts of what is now Texas. About 1847 they were engaged 
a8 scouts in the United States Army, and from 1~60-'62 ( ?) were in 
the Indian Territory; after the secession war till 1884 they Ii ved in 
temporary camps near Fort Griffin, Shackelford County, Texas, and 
in October, 188±, they removed to the Indian Territory (now on 
Oakland Reserve). In 188! there were seventy-eight individuals 
living; associated with them were nineteen Lipan Apache, who had 
lived in their company for many years, though in a separate camp. 
They have thirteen divisions {partly totem-clans) and observe moth
er-right. 

UCHEAN F .AMIL Y. 

-=Uchees, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., n., 95. 1836 (based upon the 
Uchees alone). Bancroft, Hist. U.S., III., 247, 1840. Gallatin in Trans. Am. 
Eth. Soc. u., pt. 1, xcix, 77, 1848. Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. 
Am.), 472, 1878 (suggests that the language may have been akin to Natchez). 

-=Utchees,Gallatin in Trans. and Coll, Am. Antiq. Soc., II., 306, 1836. Gallatin in 
Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m .• 401, 1833. Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. 
and So. Am.), 472, 1878. 

= Utschfos. Berghaus (184!'>), Physik. Atlas, map 17. 1848. Ibid., 1852. 
=Uche, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 338. 1850 (Coosa. River). Latham in Trans. Philolog. 

Soc. Lon<l., 11., 31-!iO, 1846. Latham, Opuscula, 293, 1860. 
= Yuchi, Gatschet, Creek M1g. Legend, r, 17, 1884. Gatschet in Science, 413, .April 

29, 1887. 

The following is the account of this tribe given by Gallatin (prob
ably derived from Hawkins) in Archceologia Americana, page 95: 

The original seats of the U chees were east of Coosa and probably of the Chata
hoochee: and they consider themselves as the most ancient inhabitants of the coun
try. They may have been the same nation which is called Apalaches in the ac
counts of De Soto's·expedition, and their towns were till lately principally on Flint 
River. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The pristine homes of the Yuchi ceire not now traceable with any 
degree of certainty. The Yuchi are 8Upposed to have been visited by 
De Soto during his memorable march, and the town of Cofitachiqui 
chronicled hy him, is believed by many investigators to have stood 
at Silver Bluff, on the left bank of the Savannah, about 25 miles be
low Augusta. If, as ii.; supposed by some authorities. Cofitachiqui 
was a Y uchi town, this would locate the Yuchi in a section which, 
when first known to the whites, was occupied by the Shawnee. Later 
the Yuchi appear to have lived somewhat farther down the Savannah, 
on the ea"'tern and also the western side, as far as the Ogeechee River. 
and also upon tract8 above and below Augusta, Georgia. These 
tracts were claimed by them as late a8 l 7;JG. 



CCHEAN-W AIILATPUAN 14'Al1ILIE~. 203 

In l 7~H a portion of the Yuchi left their old seats and settled among 
the Lower Creek on the Chatahoochee River; there they established 
three colony village8 in the neighborhood, and later on a Yuchi settle
ment is mentioned on Lower Tallapom;a River, among the Upper 
Creek. 1 Filson:: gives a list of thirty Indian tribes and a statement 
concerning Yuchi towns, which he inust have obtained from a, much 
earlier source: " U chees occupy four different places of residence-at 
the head of St. John's, the fork of St. Mary's, the head of Can
uouchee, and the head of St. Tillis., (Satilla), etc. 4 

Populalion.-More than six hundred Yuchi reside in northeastern 
Indian Territory, upon the Arkansas River, where they are usually 
classed a8 Creek. Doubtless the latter are to some extent intermar
ried with them. but the Yuchi are jealous of their name and tena
cious of their position as a tribe. 

WAIILATPUAN. 

= 'Vahlatpu. Hall'. in U. S. Expl. Exp .. v1. 199, 214, 009, 18-!6 (mcludt's Cailloux or 
Cayuse orW1lletpoos. and Molele). Gallatin, after Hale, in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .• 
n. pt.1. c. 14 •. )6, 77. 1848 (aftPr Hale). B~rghaus (Hml). Physik .... \tlas. map 17, 
18;)2. Busdunann. Spuren tler aztek. Sprache, 628, 18.19. Bancroft. Nat. Races, 
III, !)6;j, 188.J (Cayu~e and l\follale). 

= 'Vailatpu, Gallatin in Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes. III, 402. 1833 (Cayuse and l\Iolelt•). 
X Sahaptin. Latham, Nat. Iii ~t. Man. 3~3, 1850 (cited as including Ca.y(1s ?). 
X Sahaptins, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 474, 1878 (dted be-

cause it includes Cayuse and Mollale). 
= l\Iolele, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 3~4, 18:JO (mcluues Molele, Cayi1s ?). 
> Cayi1s?. Latham, ibul. 
=CayusP. Gatschet in .Ma.g. Am. Hist., 166, 1877 (Cayuse and ~folele). Gatschet in 

Beach. Ind. Misc., 44~, 1877. 

Derivation: WayHetpu, plural form of Wa-Het, "one Cayuse 
man" (Gatsehet). 

Hale estahlishe<l this family autl placed under it the Cailloux: or 
Cayuse or Willetpoos, and the Molele. Their headquarter~ as indi
cated by Hale are the upper part of the Walla Walla River and the 
country a.bout Mount~ Hood arnl Vancouver. 

GEOGR.\PHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The Cayuse Ii V<-~<l chiefly near the mouth of the Walla Walla River, 
extending a, short distance above and below on the Columbia, be
tween the Umatilla and Snake Rivers. The Molctle were a mountain 
tribe awl occupied a. helt of mountain country south of the Columbia 
River, chiefly about Mounts Hood and Jefferson. 

PIUNCIP AL TRIBES. 

Cayrn;e. Molale. 
1 Gatsehet. Creek M:ig. Legend. I, 21-22, 1884. 
i Di:-.cu,·ery. C'te •• of Keutucky, 1793, II, 84-7. 
J Gat~chet, Creek :M1g. Legend. I, p. 20. 
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PopUlation.-There are !31 Molale now on the Gran<le Ronde 
Reservation, Oregon, 1 and a few others liYe in the mountains west of 
Klamath Lake. The Indian Affairs Report for 1888 credits 401 
and the Unite<l States Cemms Bulletin for 1890, 415 Caym.;e Indians 
to the Umatilla Reservation, but l\fr. Henshaw was able to find only 
six old men and women upon the reserYation in August, 1888, who 
~poke their own language. The . other~, though presumably of 
Cayuse blood, speak the Umatilla tongue. 

W .\KASH.\N F A:lllL Y. 

> Wakash, Gallatin m Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc., II, Hi, 306, 1836 (of Nootka 
Sound; gives Jewitt's vocab.). Gallatin m Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, 'f7, 
1848 (based on Newittee). B~rghau8 (18;jl), Physik. Atlas. map 17, 1832. Galla
tin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18;j3 (includes Newittee and Nootka 
Sound). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond .. 73, 18:>6 (of Quadra and Yan
couver's Island). Latham. Opuscula, 340, 1860. Latham. El. Comp. Phil .. 40::J, 
18fl2(Tlaoquatsh and Wakash proper; Ni1tka and congeners also referre<l here). 

xWakash, Latham, Nat. Hist. l\Ian, 301, 18;'>0 (includes Naspatle, proper Nutkans, 
Tlaoquatsh. Nittenat, KlaRset, Klallems: the labt name<l is Salishan). 

xNootka-Columbian.Scoulerin Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc .• XI. 221.1841 (indudeb Quadra 
and Vancouver Island, Haeeltzuk. BiUechoola. Tlaoquatch. Kawitchen. Noosda· 
lum, Squallyamish. Cheenookb). Prichard, Phys. Hist. Mankind. v, 43:>. 1847 
(follows Scouler). Latham m Jour. Eth. Soc. Lond .. I, 162. 1848 (remarki;:; 
upon Scouler's group of this name). Latham. Opuscula. 257, 1860 (the sam~). 

<Nootka, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., YJ, 220, :>69. 1846 (proposes family to includt~ 
tribes of Vancouver Island and tribes on south side of Fuca Strait). 

>Nutka, Buschmann, Neu-1\Iexico, 329. 1838. 
>Nootka, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist .• liO. 187i (mentiom;; only l\lakah. and Cla~set 

tribes of Cape Flattery). Gatsch(lt in Beach. Ind. :\hi.,c .• 446. 18i7. 
X Nootkahs, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So . .Am.). 473. 1878 (mcludes 

Muchlahts, Nitinahts, Ohyahts, 1\IanoRahts. and Quoquoulths of present family, 
together with a number of SahE>han tribes). 

X Nootka, Bancroft. Na.t. Races. m. :>64, 607. 1HR2 (a heterogeneous ~roup, largely 
Salishan, with \Vakashan. Skittagetan. and other families 1epresented). 

>Straits of Fuca, Gallatin in Trans. and Coll. Am. Antiq. Soc .• n. 134. 306, 1836 
(vocabulary of. referred herf' with doubt: considered {li~tinct by Gallatin). 

XSouthern. Scouler in Jour. Roy. Geog. Soc .. XI. 224, 1841 (same as his N0<.'tka
Columbian aboYe). 

X Insular, Scouler ibid. (same ac;; his Nootka-Colnmbian abo¥e). 
xHaeltzuk, Latham in Jour. Eth. Soc. Lond .. I. 1;);), 1848 (cities Tolmi~·s Yocah. 

S!lOkt>n from 50° 30' to ,33~ HO N. L ). Latham~ Opuscu1a. 2:ll. 1860 (the sanw). 
>Ha.t»eltsuk and Hailtsa. Latham~ :N'at. Hist. :\Ian. 300. 1fi50 (includes Hyshalla, 

Hyhysh, Esleytuk, Weekenoch, Nalah,enoeh. Quagheml. Tlatla-Shequilla, 
Lequeeltoch). 

>Hailtsa, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond .• 72.18:i6. Buschmann. Neu-1\IPXi<'o, 
32!!, lS.18. Latham, Opuscula, 3:19. 1860. Latham. El. Comp. Plul.. 401. 1H62 
(includes coast dialects between Hawkesbury Island. Broughton·R Archipelago, 
and northern part of Vancom·er Island). 

>Ha-eelb-zuk, Schoolcraft. Ind. Tribes. Y, 484. H~:'J:J. Kane. "'rand. of an Artist, 
app., 1859 (or Ballahola: a c~n"us of N. ,V. tr1h~-., dass1fied by languagt>). 

1 tJ. S. Ind. Atf., 1889. 
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>Ha-ilt'-zukh, Dall, after Gihbs. in Cont. N. A. Eth., 1, 144, 1877 (vocabularies of 
Bel-bella of Milbank Sound and of Kwakiiitl'). 

<Nass, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt 1, c, 1848. 
<Na.ass, Gallatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc .. 11, pt. 1, 77, 1848 (includes Hailstla, Hacelt

zuk, Billechola, Chimeysan). Gal1atin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, III, 402, 18:>a 
(includes Huitsla). 

x Nass, Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, 564, 606, 1882 (includes Hailtza of present family). 
>Aht, Sproat, Savage Life, app., 312, 1868 (name suggested for family instead of 

N ootka-Columbian ). 
>Aht, '11ohnie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 50, 1884 ('vocab.of Kaiookwiiht). 
xPuget Sound Group, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 460, 474, 

1878. 
xHydahs. Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 473, 1878 (includes 

Ifailtzas of the pres~nt family). · 
>Kwak1ool, Tolmie and Dawson, Comp. Vocabs., 27-48, 1884 (\"ocabs. of Haishilla, 

Hailtzuk, Kwiha, Likw1ltoh, Septs; also map showmg family domain). 
>Kwa'kiii.tl. Boas in Petermann·s Mitteilungen, 1~0, 1887 (general account of family 

with list of tribes). 

Derivation: Waukash, waukash, is ·the N ootka word " good" 
''good." When heard by Cook at Friendly Cove, Nootka Sound, it 
was supposed to he the name of the tribe. 

Until recently the languages spoken by the Aht of the west coast 
of Vancouver Island and the Makah of Cape Flattery, congeneric 
tribes, and the Haeltzuk and Kwakiutl peoples of the east coast of 
Vancouver Island and the opposite mainland of British Columbia, 
have been regarded as representing two distinct familieR. Recently 
Dr. Boas has made an extended study of these languages, has col
lected excellent vocabularies of the supposed families, and as a result 
of his study it is now possible to unite them on the basis of radical 
affinity. The main body of the vocabularies of the two languages is 
remarkably distinct, though a considerable number of important 
words are shown to be common to the two. 

Dr. Boas, however. points out that in both languages suffixes only 
are used in forming words, an<l a long list of these shows remarka
ble similarity. 

The above family name was based upon a vocabulary of the Wa
kash In<lians, who, according to Gallatin, ''inhabit the island on 
which N ootka Sound is situated." The short vocabulary given was 
collected by J ewitt. Gallatin states' that this language is the one 
"in that quarter, which, by various vocabularies~ is best known to 
us." In 18!8i Gallatin repeats his WakaRh family, and again gives 
the vocabulary of J ewitt. There would thus seem to he no dou ht of 
his intention to give it formal rank as a family. 

The term'' Wakash" for thiR group of languages has since been 
generally ignored, and in its place Nootka or Nootka-Columbian has 
been adopted. '' Nootka-Columbian" was employed by Scouler in 
1841 for a group of languages, extending from the mouth of Salmon 

1 Archreologia Americana, n, p. 15. iTranli-. Am. Eth. So<.·. n, p. 77. 
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River to the south of the Columhia River, now known to belong to 
several distinct familie8. · • ~ ootka family'' waH also employed by 
Hale in 18-16, who proposed the name for the tribes of Vancouver 
Island and those along the south ~ide of the Straits of Fuca. 

The term "N ootka-Columbian ·· is strongly condemned by Sproat.• 
For the group of related tribes on the west side of Vancouver IslanJ 
this author suggests Aht., '·house, tribe, people,'' as a much more 
appropriate family appellation. 

Though by no means as appropriate a designation as could be 
found, it seems clear tl1at for the so .. called W aka8h, N ewittee, and 
other allied languages usually assembled urnler, the N ootka family, 
the term Wakash of 183G has priority and must be retained. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBCTION. 

The tribes of the Aht <li vision of this family are confined chiefly 
to the west coast of Vancou Yer Island. They range to the north as 
far as Cape Cook, the northern Ride of that cape being occupied 
by Ha.eltzuk tribes, as was ascertained by Dr. Boas in 1886. On 
the south they reached to a little above Sooke Inlet, that inlet being 
in possession of the Soke~ a Salishan tribe. 

The neighborhood of Cape Flattery, Washington, is occupied by 
the Makah, or ... o of the Wakashan tribes, who probably wrested this 
outpost of the family from the Salish (Clallam) who next adjoin them 
on Puget Sound. 

The boundaries of the Haeltzuk division of this family are ]aid 
down nearly as they appear on Tolmie and Dawson's linguistic 
map of 1884. The west side of King Island and Cascade Inlet are 
sai<l uy Dr. Boas to be inhabited by Haeltzuk tribes, and are col
ored accordingly. 

PRINCIPAL AHT TRIBES. 

Ahowsaht. 
Ayhuttisaht. 
Chicklesaht. 
Cla.hoquaht. 
Hishquayquaht. 
Howr,huk1h;aht. 
Kitsmaht. 

Kyoquaht. 
Macaw. 
Manosaht. 
Mowachat. 
:M:uclaht. 
Nitinaht. 
:N" nchaJaht. 

Ohiaht. 
Opechisah t. 
Pachenaht. 
Seshaht. 
Toquaht. 
Yuclulaht. 

Populat wn. -There are 457 Mak ah at the N eah Bay Agency, Wash
ington. s The total population of the tribes of this family under the 
West Coast Agency, British Columbia. is :J,160.4 The grand total 
for this divh;ion of the family is thus 3,617. 

1 U. S. ExpL Exp<l., vol. l>, p. 22U. 
~ 8a vage Life, 312. 

.~ U. S. Census Bulletin for 1890. 
4 Canada In<l. Aff. Rep. for 1888. 



Aquamish. 
Belbellah. 
Clo wets us. 
Hailtzuk. 
Haishilla. 
Kakamatsis. 

W ASHOAN-WEI'1'8PEKAN FAMILIES. 

PRI~CIPAL HAELTZUK TRIBES. 

Keimanoeitoh. 
Kwakiutl. 
Kwashilla. 
Likwiltoh. 
Mamaleilaki tish. 
Matelpa. 

Nakwahtoh. 
Nawiti. 
Nimkish. 
Quatsino. 
Tsawadiuoh. 
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Populntion.-There are 1,898 of the Haeltzuk division of the family 
under the K wawkewlth Agency, British Columbia. Of the B~llacoola 
(Salishan family) and Haeltzuk, of the present family, there are t,500 
who are not under agents. No separate census oft.he latter exists at 
present. 

WASHOAN FAMILY. 

= Washo, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 255, April, 1882. 
<Shoshone, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 477, 1878 (contains 

Washoes). 
< Snake, Keane, ibid. (Same as Shoshone, above.) 

This family is represented by a single well known tribe, whose 
range extended from Reno, on the line of the Central Pacific Rail
road, to the lower end of the Carson Valley. 

On the basis of vocabularies obtained by Stephen Powers and 
other investigators, Mr. Gatschet was the first to formally separate 
the language. The neighborhood of Carson is now the chief seat 
of the tribe, and here and in the neighboring valley8 there are about 
200 living a parasitic life about the ranches and tovtns. 

WEITSPEKA:N' FAMILY. 

= Weits-pek. Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, m,422, 1853 (a band and language 
on Klamath at junction of Trinity). Latham, EI. Comp. Phil., 410. 1862 (junc
tion of Klamatl and Trinity Riv-ers). Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 163, 1~77 
(affirmed to be distinct from any neighboring tongue). Gatschet in Beach. Ind. 
Misc., 4;JS, 1877. 

< Weitspek, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 77, 18.j6 (junction of Klamatl 
and Trinity Rivers; Weyot and Wishosk dialects). Latham, Opuscula., 34:-l, 
1860. 

= Eurocs, Powers in Overland Monthly, vm, 530, June, 1872 (of the Lower Klamath 
and coastwise; Weitspek, a village of). 

=Eurok, Gatschet in l\fag. Am. Hist., 163, 1877. Gatschet in Beach, Ind. 1\lisc., 
437, 1877. 

= Yu'-rok, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 45, 1877 (from junction of Trinity to 
mouth and coastwise). Powell, ibid., 460 (vocabs. of Al-i-kwa, Klamath. Yu' -rok.) 

x Klamath, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 475, 1878 (Eurocs 
belong here). 

Derivation: "\,\T eitspek is the name of a tribe or village of the 
family situated on Klamath River. The etymology is unknown. 

Gibbs was the fi.r~t to employ thh; name, which he did in 1853, as 
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aboYe cited. He states that it h;; "the name of the principal band 
on the Klamath, at the junction of the Trinity,-' a<ltling that "this 
language prevails from a few miles abo,~e that point to the coast, but 
does not extend far from the river on either side." It would thu8 
seem clt_)ar that in this case, as in Reveral others. he selected the name 
of a band to apply to the language spoken by it. The langua~e thus 
defined has been accPpted a,s distinct by later authorities except La
tham, who included as dialects under the \Veitspek language, the 
locality of which he gives as the junction of the Klamath and Trinity 
Rivers, the Weyot aud Wishosk, both of which are now classed under 
the Wishoskan family. 

By the Karok these tribe~ are called Y urok, "down,. or "below," 
by which name the family has recently been known. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBt"TIO~. 

For our knowledge of the range of the trihes of this family we are 
chiefly indebted to Stephen Powers. 1 The tribes occupy the lower 
Klamath River, Oregon, from the mouth of the Trinity down. Upon 
the coast, W eitspekan territory extends from Gold Bluff to about 6 
miles above the mouth of the Klamath. The Chillula are an offshoot 
of the Weitspek, living to the south of them, along Redwood Creek 
to a point about 20 miles inland, and from Gold Bluff to a point 
about midway between Little and Mad Ri ,·ers. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Chilh1la. Redwood Creek. 
Mita, Klamath River. 
Pekwan, Klamath R1 \"er. 
Rikwa, Regua, fishing village at outlet of Klamath Riv·er. 
Sugon, ahragoin, Klamath River. 
Weitspek, Klamath River (above Big Bend). 

WISHOSKAN FAMILY. 

> Wish-osk, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, Ill, 422, 18.')3 (given as the name of a 
dialect on Mad River and Humboldt Bay). 

= Wish-osk, Powell in Cont. N. A. Eth., 111, 478, 1877 (\·ocabularies of Wish-osk, 
Wi-yot, and Ko-wilth). Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 162, 1877 (indicates area 
occupied by family). Gatschet in Beach. Ind. Misc., 437, 1877. 

> Wee-yot, Gibbs in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes. m. 422, 1853 (gfren as the name of a 
dialect on Eel River and Humboldt Bay). 

x Weitspek, Latham m Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 77, 1856 (includes Weyot and 
Wishosk). Latham, Opuscula, 343, 1860. 

<Klamath, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.). 475, 1878 (cited ·as 
including Patawats, Weeyots. W'1shosk~). 

Derivation: Wish-osk is th~ name gi \·en to the Bay and Mad River 
Indians by those of Eel Rh"flr. 

1 Cont. N. A., Eth .. 1877, vol. 3, p. 44. 
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Thfr.; is a small and ohscnre linguh.;tic family ancl little is known 
concerning tlw dialect~ compobiug it or of the tribes which ~peak it.. 

Gibbs 1 m~Htion~ \V~~-yot arnl 'Vish-osk a~ dialects of a general 
language extemling '·from Cape Mfm<locino to Ma<l River and as far 
back into the interior a,i; the foot of the first range of mountains,'' 
hut <loeH not <lif.;tinguish t.he language hy a family name. 

Latham considere'l Weyot an<l Wishosk to be mere dialects of the 
Hame language, i. e., the W eitspek, from which, however, they ap
peared to him to differ much more than they <lo from each other. 
Both Powell arnl Gatsehet have treated the language represented by 
these dialects as quite distinct from any other, and both have em
ployed the same name. 

GEOGRAPHIU DISTRIBUTION. 

The area occupied by the tribes speaking dialects of this language 
was the coast from a little below the mouth of Eel River to a little 
north of Mad l{i ver, incluuing particularly the country about 
Humboldt Bay. They also extended up the above-named rivers into 
the mountain passes. 

TRIBES. 

Pat.nwat, Lower :\Ia<l River and Humboldt Bay as far south as 
Arcata. 

Vv eeyot, mouth of Eel River. 
\Vishoi;k, near mouth of Ma(l River and north part of Humboldt 

Bay. 
Y AKON AN FAMILY. 

> Yakones, Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 198, 218, 1846 (or lakon, coast of Oregon). 
Buschmann. Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 612, 1859. 

> Iakon. Hale in U.S. Expl. Exp., VI, 218, 569, 1846 (or Lower Killamuks). Busch
mann, Spuren <ler aztek. 8prache. 612, 18.)9. 

>Jacon,Gallatin in Trans.Am. Eth.Soc.,II,pt.1.c,77, 1848. 
>Jakon,GalJatin in Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, pt. 1, 17, 1848. Berghaus (1851), 

Phy~ik. Atla-.;, map 17, 18~2. Uallatin in Schoolcraft, Ind. Tribes, 111, 402, 
1~:;a (language of Lowpr K1llamuk!i). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 
7:J.1H:>H. Latham. Opuscula, 340. 1860. 

> Yakon, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 324. 1850. Gatschet, in Mag. Am. Hist., 166, 1877. 
Gatschet m Beach, In<l. l\lisc., 441, 1877. Bancroft, Nat. Races, III, 565, 640, 1882. 

> Yakona, Gatschet m Mag. Am. Hist., 256.1882. 
>Houthern K1llamuks, Hale in U.8. Expl. Exp., v1,218,ii69, 184o(orYakones). Gal

latin m Trans. Am. Eth. Soc., II, 17, 1848 (after Hale). 
>Sud Killamuk, Berghaus (1831), Phys1k. Atlas, map 17, 18:i2. 
> Samstbkla, Latham, Nat. Hist. Man, 325, 1850 ("south of the Yakon. between the 

Umkwa and the sea"). 
>Hnyiu~kla, Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist., 257, 1882 (on Lower Umpqua, Sayuskla, and 

Smith Ri ,·ers). 
> Killiwashat, Latham, Nat. Ilist. l\fan, 325, 1850 ("mouth of the Umkwa "). 
x Klamath, Keant>, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 475, 1878 (cited as in

cluding Yacons). 
1 Schoolcraft, ln<.1. Tnbes, 1853, vol. 3, p. 422. 



210 INDIAN LINGUISTIC FAMIT ... IER. 

Derivation: From yakwina, signifying "spirit" (Everette). 
The Yakwina was the leading tribe of this family. It must have 

been of importance in early days, as it occupied fifty-six villages 
along Yaquina River, from the site of Elk City down to the ocean. 
Only a few survive, and they are with the Alsea on the Siletz Reser
vation, Tillamook County, Oregon. They were classed by mistake 
with the Tillamook or ''Kil1amucks" by Lewis and Clarke. They are 
called by Lewis and Clarke1 Youikcones and Youkone. ;£ 

The·Alsea formerly dwelt in villages along both sides of Alsea 
River, Oregon, and on the adjacent coast. They are now on the 
Siletz Reservation, Oregon. Perhaps a few are on the Grande Ronde 
Reservation, Oregon. 

The Siuslaw used to inhabit villages on the Siuslaw River, Oregon. 
There may be a few pure Sinslaw on the Siletz Reservation, but I\Ir. 
Dorsey did not see any of them. They are mentioned by Drew,' who 
includes them among the "Kat-la-wot-sett" bands. At that time, 
they were still on the Siuslaw River. The Ku-itc or Lower 
Umpqua villages were on both sides of the lower part of Umpqua 
River, Oregon, from its mouth upward for about 30 miles. Above 
them were the Upper Umpqua villages, of the Athapascan stock. 
A few members of the Ku·itc still reside on the Siletz Reservation, 
Oregon. 

This is a family based by Hale upon a single tribe, numbering 
six or seven hundred,. who live on the coast, north of theNsietshawus, 
from whom they differ merely in language. Hale calls the tribe 
lakon or Yakones or Southern Killamuks. 

The Sayusklan language has usually been assumed to be distinct 
from all others, and the comments of Latham and others all tend in 
this direction. Mr. Gatschet, as above quoted, tinally classed it as a 
distinct stock, at the same time finding certain strong coincidences 
with the Y akonan family. Recently Mr. Dorsey has collected exten
sive vocabularies of the Yakonan, Sayuskla, and Lower Umpqua 
languages and finds unquestioned evidence of relationship. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The family consists of four primary divisions or tribes: Yakwina, 
Alsea, Siuslaw, and Ku-itc or Lower Umpqua. Each one of these 
comprised many villages, which were stretched along the western 
part of Oregon on the rivers fl.owing into the Pacific, from the 
Yaquina on the north down to and including the Umpqua River. 

Alsea (on Alsey a River). 

1 Allen, ed. 1814, vol. 2, p. 473. 
' Ibid., p. 118. 

TRIBES. 

YakwI'na. Kuitc. Siuslaw. 

3 U. S. Ind. Aff. Rept., 1857, p. 359. 
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Population.-The U. S. Census Bulletin for 1890 mentions thirty
one tribes as resident on the Siletz Reservation with a combined 
population of 571. How many Yakwina are among thh~ number is 
not known. The breaking down of tribal distinctions by reason of 
the extensive intermarriage of the several tribes is given as the 

· reason for the failure to give a census by tribes. 

YANAN FAMILY. 

=NO-zi, Powers in Cont.~. A. Eth., III, 275, 1877 (or No-si; mention of tribe; gives 
numerals and states they are different from any he has found in California). 

==Noces, Gatschetin Mag. Am. Hist., 160, March, 1877 (or Nozes; merely mentioned 
under Meidoo family). 

Derivation: Yana means "people" in the Yanan language. 
In 1880 Powell collected a short vocabulary from this tribe, 

which is chiefly known to the settlers by the name Noje or Nozi. 
Judged by this vocabulary the language seemed to be distinct from 
any other. More recently, in 1884, Mr. Curtin visited the remnants 
of the tribe, consisting of thirty-five individuals, and obtained an 
extensive collection of words, the study of which seems to confirm 
the impression of the isolated position of the language as regards 
other American tongues. 

The Nozi seem to have been a small tribe ever since known to 
Europeans. They have a tradition to the effect that they came to 
California from the far East. Powers states that they differ markedly 
in physical traits from all California tribes met by him. At present 
the Nozi are reduced to two little groups, one at Redding, the other 
in their original cou 'ltry at Round Mountain, California. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION. 

The eastern boundary of the Yanan territory is formed by a 
range of mountains a little west of Lassen Butte and terminating 
near Pit River; the northern boundary by a line running from 
northeast to southwest, passing near the northern side of Round 
Mountain, 3 miles from Pit River. The western boundary from 
Redding southward is on an average 10 miles to the east of the Sac
ramento. North of Redding it averages double that distance or 
about 20 miles. 

YUKIAN FAMILY. 

=Yuki, Powers in Cont. N. A. Eth., III, 125-138, 1877 (gen~ral description of tribe). 
-=Yu-ki, Powell in ibid.,483 (vocabs. of Yu'-ki, Hiichnom, and a fourth unnamed 

vocabulary). 
= Yuka, Powers in Overland Monthly, IX, 305, Oct., 1872 (same as above). Gatschet 

in Mag. Am. Hist., 161, 1877 (defines habitat of family; gives Yuka, Ashochemies 
or Wappos, Shumeias, Tahtoos). Gatschet in Beach, Ind. Misc., 43:>, 1877. Ban
croft, Nat. Races, III, 566, 1882 ( includes Yuka, Tahtoo, Wapo or Ashochemie). 



212 INDI..\N LINGeI:-;Tic F.-DIILIE~. 

=Uka, Gab;che-t in l\Iag. Am. Hist., 161, 1877. Gats<-het in Beach, Ind. Misc., 435, 
1877 (same a..-.; his Yuka). 

xKiamath, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. an<l So. Am.), 475, 1878 (Yukas of 
his Klamath belong here). 

Derivation: From the Wintun word yuki, meaning "stranger;" 
Hecondarily, "bad,, or "thieYing." 

A vocabulary of the Yuki tribe is giYen by Gibbs in vol. III of 
Schoolcraft"s Indian Tribes, 185:3, but no indication is afforded that 
the language is of a distinct stock. 

Powell, a8 above cited, appears to have Leen the first to separate 
the language. 

UEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTIO:S. 

Round Valley, California, subsequently ma<le a reservation to re
ceive the Yuki and other tribes, was formerly the chief seat of the 
tribes of the family, but they also extended across the mountains to 
the coast. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Ashochimi (near Heald8lmrgh). 
Chumaya (Middle Eel River). 
Napa (upper Napa Valley). 
Tatu (Potter Valley). 
Yuki (Round Valley, California). 

YUlIAN FAMILY. 

>Yuma, Turner in Pac. R.R. Rep., III, pt. :.s. :>5. 94, 101, 1856 (includes Cuchan. Coco
Maricopa, Mojave. Diegei'io). Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 86, 1856. 
Latham, Opuscula, 851, 1860 (as above). Latham in a<ldenda to Opuscula, 392, 
1860 (adds Cuchan to the group). Latham. EI. Comp. Phil., 420, 1862 (includes 
Cuchan, Cocomaricopa, Mojave. Dieguno). Gatschet in Mag. Am. Hist .• 156, 
1877 (mentions only U.S. members of family). Keane. App. Stanford's Comp. 
(Cent. and So.Am.), 460, 479, 1878(includes YunHs, Maricopas, Cuchans, Mojaves, 
Yampais, Yavipais, Hualpais). Bancroft. Nat. Races, III, 569, 1882. 

=Yuma, Gatschet in Beach. Ind. Misc .• 429, 1877 (habitat and dialects of family). 
Gatschet in U.S.Geog.Surv. W.100th M •• vu,413.414.1879. 

>D1eguno, Latham (1853) in Proc. Philolog. Soc. Lonrl., YI, 75, 1854 (includes mission 
of San Diego, Dieguno, Cocomaricopas, Cuchaii, Yumas, Amaquaquas.) 

>Cochimi, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 87, 1836 (northern part peninsula 
California). Buschmann, Spuren der aztek. Sprache, 471, 1859 (center of 
California peninsula). Latham, Opuscula, 333, 1860. Latham, El. Comp. Phil., 
423, 1862. Orozco y Berra, Geografia de las Lenguas de Mexico, map, 1864. 
Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 476, 1878 (head of Gulf to 
near Loreto). 

>Layamon, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 88, 1856 (a dialect of Waikur ?). 
Latham, Opuscula. 3.53, 1860. Latham. El. Comp. Phil., 423, 1862. 

> Waikur, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 90, 18:>6 (several dialects of). 
Latham, Opuscula, 353, 1860. Latham, El. Comp. Plul., 423, 1862. 

>Guaycura, Orozco y Berra, Geografia de las Lenguas de l\fexico, map, 1864. 
>Guaicuri, Keane, App. Stanford's Comp. (Cent. and 80. Am.), 476, 1878 (between 

26th and 23d parallflls). 
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> Ushiti, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 88. 1856 (perhaps a dialect of Wai
kur). Latham, Opuscula. 353, 1860. 

>Utshiti, Latham, EI. Comp. Phil., 423, 1862 (same as Ushiti). 
>Pericu, Latham in Trans. Philolog. Soc. Lond., 88, 1856. Latham, Opuscula, 353, 

1860. Orozco y Berra, Geografia de las Lenguas de l\Iexico. map, 1804. 
>Pericui, Keane, App. Stanford·s Comp. (Cent. and So. Am.), 4i6, 1878 (from 2:1° N. 

L. to Cape S. Lucas and islands). 
>Seri, Gatschet in Zeitschr. fi.ir Ethnologie, xv, 129. 1883, and xvm, 115, 1886. 

Derivation: A Cuchan word signifying •·~mus of the river~' 

(Whipple). 
In 185H Turner adopted Yuma as a family name, and placed under 

it Cu.chan, Coco-Maricopa, Mojave and Diegeno. 
Three years previously (1853) Latham' 8peaks of the Diflguno lan

guage, and discusses with it several others, viz, San Diego, Uocomari
copa, Cuchaii, Yuma, Amaquaqua (Mohave), etc. Though he seems 
to consider these languages as allied, he gives no indication that he 
believes them to collectively represent a family, and he made no 
formal family division. The context is not, however, sufficiently 
clear to render his position with respect to their exact status as pre
cise as is to be desired, but it is tolerably certain that he did not 
mean to make Diegueiio a family name, for in the volume of the 
same society for 1856 he includes both the Dieguefio and the other 
above mentioned tribes in the Yuma family, winch is here fully set 
fort.11. As he makes no allusion to having previously established a 
family name for the same group of languages, it seems pretty cer
tain that he did not do so, and that the term Diegueiio as a family 
name may be eliminated from consideration. It thus appears that 
the family name Yuma was proposed by both the above authors dur
ing the same year. For, though part 3 of vol. III of Pacific Railroad 
Reports, in which Turner's article is published, is dated 1855, it ap
pears from a foot-note (p. 84) that his paper was not handed to Mr. 
Whipple till January, 1856, the date of title page of volume, and 
that his proof was going through the press during the month of 
May, which is the month (May 9) that Latham's paper was read be
fore the Philological Society. 'I'he fact that Latham "s article was not 
read until May 9 enables us to establish priority of publication in 
favor of Turner with a reasonable degree of certainty .. as doubtless 
a considerable period elapsed between the presentation of Latham's 
paper to the society and its final publication, upon which latter 
must rest its claim. The Yuma of Turner is therefore adopted as 
of precise date and of undoubted application. Pimentel makes 
Yuma a part of Piman stock. 

OEOOHAPHIC DISTlUBCTION. 

The center of distribution of the tribes of this family is generally 
considered to be th~ lower Colorado and Gila Valleys. At least this 

1 Proc. London Philol. Soc., vol. 6. 75, 1854. 
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is the region where the~· attainPd their higlwst physical and mental 
development. 'Vi th the exePphon of certain small areas possessed 
by Shrn~lwnean tribPs, Indians of Y uman stoek occupied the Colo
ra<lo River from its mouth as far up ag Cu.taraet Creek where dwell 
the Havasupai. Upon the Gila an<l its tributaries they extended a8 

far east as the Tonto Basin. From this eenter they extended west 
to the Pacific and on the south thronghout the peninsula of Lower 
California. The mi8siou of San Luis Rey in California was, when 
established. in Yuman territory, and marks the northern limit of 
t.he family. More recently and at the present time this locality is 
in possession of Shoshonean tribe:-;. 

The island of Angel de la Guardia and Tiburon Island were occu
pied by tribes of the Yuman family, as also was a small section ot 
Mexico lying on the gulf to the north of Uuaymas. 

PRINCIPAL TRIBES. 

Cochimi. Maricopa. 
Cocopa. Mohave. 
Cuchan or Yuma proper. Seri. 
Diegueiio. Waicurn. 
Havasupai. Walapai. 

Population.-The present population of these tribes, as given in 
Indian AffairR Report for 1~89, and the U. S. Census Bulletin for 
1800, is as follows: 

Of the Yuma proper there are H97 in California attached to the 
Mission Agency and 291 at the San Carlos Agency in Arizona. 

Mohave, 640 at the Colorado RiYer Agency in Arizona; 791 under 
the San Carlos Agency : 400 in Arizona not under an agency. 

Havasupai, 214 in Cosnino Canon. Arizona. 
W alapai, 728 in Arizona. chiefly along the Colora<lo. 
Diegueffo, 555 under the Mission Agency. California. 
Maricopa, 315 at the Pima Agency. Arizona. 
The population of the Yuman tribes in Mexico and Lower Cali· 

fornia. i~ unknown. 
ZUNIAN FAMILY. 

=Zuni, Turner in Pac. R. R. Rep .. III. ot. 3. ;).), 91-93. 1856 (finds no radical affinity 
between Zuni and Keres). Buschmann, Neu-Mexico, 254, 266, 276-278. 280-296. 
302, 1858 (vocabs. and gen~ral rPferences). Keane, App. Stanford's Com (Cent. 
and So. Am.), 479, 18;8 ("'a stock language,.). Powell in Rocky Mountam Pres
byterian, Nov., 1878 (indud{>s Zuni, La~ Nuttias. Ojode Pescado). Gatschet in 
l\lag. Am. Hist .. 260, 1882. 

= Zufiian. Powell in Arn. Nat .. 604. August, 1880. 

Derivation: From the Coe hi ti term Suinyi. said to mean "the 
people of the long nails.,. referring to the surgeons of Zuni who 
always wear some of their uails very long (Cushing). 

Turner was able to compare the Zuni language with the Keran, 
an<l his conclusion that they were entireiy distinct has been fully 
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substantiated. Turner had vocabularies collected by Lieut. Simpson 
and by Capt. Eaton, and also one collected hy Lieut. Whipple. 

The small amount of linguistic mat~rial accessible to the earlier 
writers aecounts for the little done in the way of classifying the 
Pueblo languages. Latham possessed vocabularies of the Moqui, 
Zuni, A'comaor Laguna, Jemez, Tesuque, and Taos or Picuri. The 
affinity of the Tusayan (Moq ui) tongue with the Comanche and other 
Shoshonean languages early attracted attention, and Latham pointed 
it out with some particularity. With the other Pueblo languages he 
does little, and attempts no clas~ification into stocks. 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBCTION. 

The Zuni occupy but a single permanent pueblo, on the Zuni 
River, western New Mexico. Recently, however, the summer vil
lages of Taiakwin, Heshotatsina, a.nd K'iapkwainakwin have been 
occupied by a few families during the entire year. 

Popnlaf ion.-The present population is 1,613. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS. 

The task involved in the foregoing classification has been accom
plished by intermittent labors extending through more than twenty 
years of time. Many thousan<l printed vocab1ilarie8, em bracing 
numerous larger lexic and grammatic works, have been studied and 
compared. In addition to the printed material, a very large body of 
manuscript matter has been used, which is now in the archives of 
the Bureau of Ethnology, and which, it is hoped, will ultimately be 
published. The author does not desire that his work shall be con
sidered final, but rather as initiatory and tentative. The task of 
studying many hundreds of languages and deriving therefrom ulti
mate conclusions as contributions to the science of philology is one 
of great magnitude, and in its accomplishment an army of scholars 
must be employed. The wealth of this promised harvest appeals 
strongly to the scholars of America for systematic and patient labor. 
The languages are many and greatly diverse in their characteristics, 
in grammatic as well as in lexic elements. The author believes it is 
safe to affirm that the philosophy of language is some time to be 
greatly enriched from this source. From the mate1--ials which have 
been and may be gathered in this field the evolution of language can 
be studied from an early forlll, wherein words are usually not parts 
of speech, to a form where the parts of speech are somewhat differ
entiated; and where the growth of gender, number, and case systems, 
together with the development of tense and mode systems can be 
observed. The evolution of mind in the endeavor to express thought, 
hy coining, combining, and contracting words and by organizing 
logical sentences through the development of parts of speech and 



216 INIH .\:N" J"'lNU l' lSTIC FA~fILCE:-;. 

their syntactic arrangement, is ahurnlantly illustrated. The lan
guages are very unequally tle\?elope•l in their several parts. Low 
gender systems appear with lug-h tense sy:;tPms, highly evol veJ case 
systems with slightly <lPYelope<l m0<le syBtems; and there is scarcely 
any one of these languages. so far a~ they have been stu<lied, which 
does not exhibit archaic deviceH in its g-rammar. 

The author ha:;; delayed t.he pr(:ls~nt. publication somewhat, expect
ing to ~upplement it with another }><tper on the characteristics of 
thm;e languages which have been most fully recorded, but such sup
plementary paper has already grown too large for this place an<l is 
yet unfinished, while the necessity for s1wedy publication of the 
present. results seems to be imperati Ye. The needs of the Bureau of 
Ethnology, in directing the work of tile lingubts employed in it, and 
especially in securing and organizing the labor of a large body of 
collaborators throughout the country. call for this publication at the 
present time. 

In arranging the scheme of linguistic familie8 the author has pro
ceeded very conservatively. Again anu again languages have been 
thrown together as constituting one family and afterwards have been 
separated, while other languages at first deemed unrelated have 
ultimately been com hint:_tc.l in one stock. N otwithstauding all this 
care, there remain a number of doubtful cases. For example, Busch
mann has thrown the Shoshonean and N ahuatlan families into one. 
Now the Shoshonean languages are those bPst known to the author, 
and with some of them he has a tolerable speaking acquaintance. 
The evidence brought forward by Buschmann and others seems to 
be dou btfnl. A part is derived from jargon words, another part 
from adventitious similarities, while some facts seem to give war
rant to the conclusion that they should be considered as one stock, 
but the author prefers, under the present state of kno,vledge, to hold 
them apart and await further evidence, being inclined to the opinion 
that the peoples speaking these languages have borrowed some part 
of their vocabularie8 from one another. 

After considering the subject with such materials as are on hand, 
this general conclusion has been reached: That borrowed materials 
exist in all the languages; and that some of these borrowed materials 
can be traced to original sources, while the larger part of such acquisi
tions can not be thus relegated to known families. In fact, it is be
lieved that the existing languages, great in number though they are, 
give evidence of a more primitive condition, when a far greater num
ber were spoken. When there are two or more languages of the same 
stock, it appears that this differentiation into diverse tongues is due 
mainly to the absorption of other material, and that thus the multip'!i
cation of dialects and languages of the same group furnishes evidence 
that at some prior time there existed other languages which are now 
lost except as they are partially preserved in the divergent elements 
of the group. The conclusion which has been reached, therefore, does 
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not accord with the hypothesis upon which the investigation began, 
namely, that common elements would be discovered in all these 
languages, for the longer the study has proceeded the more clear it 
has been made to appear that the grand process of lin~uistic devel
opment among the tribes of North America has been toward unifi
cation rather than toward multiplication, that is, that the multiplied 
languages of the same stock owe their origin very largely to absorbed 
languages that are lost. The data upon which this conclusion has 
been reached can not here be set forth, but the hope is entertained 
that the facts already collected may ultimately be marshaled in such 
a manner that philologists will be able to weigh the evidence and 
estimate it for what it may be worth. 

The opinion that the differentiation of languages within a single 
stock is mainly due to the absorption of materials from other stocks, 
often to the extinguishment of the latter, has grown from year to 
year as the investigation has proceeded. Wherever the material has 
been sufficient to warrant a conclusion on this subject, no language 
has been found to be simple in its origin, but every language has 
been found to be composed of diverse elements. The processes of 
borrowing known in historic times are those which have been at work 
in prehistoric times, and it is not probable that any simple language 
derived from some single pristine group of roots can be discovered. 

There is an opinion current that the lower languages change with 
great rapidity, and that, by reason of this, dialects and languages 
of the same stock are speedily differentiated. This widely spread 
opinion does not find warrant in the facts discovered in the course 
of this research. The author has everywhere been impressBd with 
the fact that savage tongues are singularly persistent, and that a 
language which is dependent for its existence upon oral tradition is 
not easily modified. The same words in the same form are repeated 
from generation to generation, so that lexic and grammatic elements 
have a life that changes very slowly. This is especially true where 
the habitat of the tribe is unchanged. Migration introduces a potent 
agency of mutation4 but a new environment impresses its character
istics upon a language more by a change in the sematic content or 
meaning of words than by change in their forms. There is another 
agency of change of profound influence, namely, association with 
other tongues. When peoples are absorbed by peaceful or militant 
agencies new materials are brought into their language, and the 
affiliation of such matter seems to be the chief factor in the differ
entiation of languages within the same stock. In the presence of 
opinions that have slowly grown in this direction, the author is 
inclined to think that some of the groups herein recognized as fam
ilies will ultimately be divided, as the common materials of such 
languages, when they are more thoroughly studied, will be seen to 
have been borrowed. 
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In the studies which have been made as preliminary to this paper, 
I have had great assistance from Mr. James C. Pilling and Mr. Henry 
W. Henshaw. Mr. Pilling began by preparing a list of papers used 
by me, but his work has developed until it assumes the proportions 
of a great bibliographic research, and already he has published five 
bibliographies, amounting in all to about 1,~00 pages. He is pub
lishing this bibliograpliic material by linguistic families, as classified 
by myself in this paper. Scholars in this field of research will find 
their labors greatly abridged by the work of Mr. Pilling. Mr. Hen
shaw began the preparation of the list of tribes, but his work also has 
developed into an elaborate system of research into the synonymy of 
the North American tribes, and when his work is published it will 
constitute a great and valuable contribution to the subject. The 
present paper is but a preface to the works of Mr. Pilling and Mr. 
Henshaw, and would have been published iu form as such had not 
their publfoations assumed such proportions as to preclude it. And 
finally, it is needful to say that I could not have found the time to 
make this classification, imperfect as it is, except with the aid of the 
great labors of the gentlemen mentioned, for they have gathered 
the literature aud brought it ready to my hand. For the classifica
tion itself, however, I am wholly responsible. 

I am also indebted to Mr. Albert S. Gatschet and :Mr. J. Owen 
Dorsey for the preparation of many comparative lists necessary to 
my work. 

The task of preparing the map accompanying this paper was 
greatly facilitated by the previously published map of Gallatin. I 
am especially indebted to Col. Garrick Mallery for work done in 
the early part of its preparation in this form. I have also received 
assistance from Messrs. Gatschet, Dorsey, Mooney and Curtin. The 
final form which it has taken is largely due to the labors of Mr. 
Henshaw, who has gathered many important facts relating to the 
habitat of North American tribes while preparing a synonymy of 
tribal names. 
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ADDENDA I. 

Concordance of Names 
POWELL HOIJER 
Adaizan included under Caddo 
Athapascan Athapaskan 
Attacapan Atakapa 
Chimarikan Chimariko 
Chimnesyan Tsimshian 
Chinookan Chinook 
Coahuiltecan Coahuilteco 
Copehan Wintun 
Eskimauan Eskimo-Aleut 
Kalapooian Kalapuya 
Karankawan Karankawa 
Kitunahan Kutenai 
Koluschan Tlingit 
Kulanapan Pomo 
Kusan Coos 
Mariposan Yokuts 
Moquelumnan Miwok 
Muskhogean Natchez-M uskogean 
Natchesan Na tchez-M uskogean 
Palaihnihan Shasta-Achomawi 
Piman Uto-Aztecan 
Pujunan Maidu 
Quoratean Karok 
Sastean Shasta-Achomawi 
Shoshonean Uto-Aztecan 
Skittagetan Haida 
Takilman Takelma 
Tonikan Tunican 
Tonka wan Tonkawa 
Uchean Yuchi 
Weitspekan Yurok 
Wishoskan Wiyot 
Yakonan Siuslaw and Yakonan 
Yukian Yuki 
Zunian ---
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ADDENDA II. 

Apachean: Hoijer (p. 11) "The Southern Athapaskan 
languages (now called Apachean)-W estern, 
Apachean (which includes Navajo, San Car· 
los Apache-Chiricahua Apache, and Mesca
lero Apache): and Eastern Apachean (which 
includes Jicarilla, Lipan, and Kiowa-Apache) 

,, 

Eyak: Hoijer (p. l l) "A recently discovered lan
guage spoken by about 200 people on the 
Copper River delta in Alaska. Its classifica
tion is as yet uncertain, but it may turn out to 
be a link between Athapaskan and Tlingit." 

Hokan-Siouan: see Sapir's listing below. Also Hoijer (p. 17) 
under Chumashan and p. 21 under Timu
quan. 

Na-Dene: 

Penutian: 

Ritwan: 

Hoijer (p. 12) .. Athapaskan, Tlingit, and 
Haida were grouped together by Sapir in 
1915 under the na1ne ... Na-Dene ... " 

Ho1jer (p. 14) "In 1913 Dixon and Kroeber 
combined l\liowk, Costanoan, Yokuts, Maidu 
and Wintun into a single genetically related 
group which they called Penutian." 
--- (p. 15) "In 1918 Frachtenberg pub
lished a paper comparing Takelma, Kalapuya 
and Chinook ... Sapir in 1921, suggested 
that these languages together with certain 
others constituted the Oregon Penutian 
family ... " 

Hoijer (p. 13) ''A ~imilanty between Wiyot 
and Yurok has long been noted. Dixon and 
Kroeber, in 1913, classed the two together 
under the natne Ritwan." 
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Sahaptin: Hoijer (pp. 15-16) "In 1931 Jacobs suggested 
that Powell's Shahaptian, Waiilatpuan and 
Lutuainian stocks be tentatively combined 
into a single linguistic stock for which he 
proposed the nan1e. Sahaptin." 

Tunican: Hoijer (p. 19) "In 1917 Swanton ... com
pared ... Tunican, Chitimacha, and Atakapa 
. . . he . . . gave the new stock the name 
Tunican." 

U to-Aztecan: Hoi jer (p. 21) "This stock, which includes 
the Powell stocks Piman and Shoshonean, as 
well as a number of Mexican families, was 
first clearly defined in Sapir's papers on 
Southern Paiute and Nahuatl." 
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