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The Fundamental Problems of Comparative Linguistics
A forgotten Spanish contribution from the earlyl2@entury

Gregorio del Olmo Lete Universidad de Barcelona

Angel Amor Ruibal's_os problemas fundamentales de la filologia comgaras the work which
actually reveals its author's linguistic competersgecifically in his treatment of what today isnted
Comparative Linguistics. Let us leave aside hiseptwork, Principios de Linguistica Indo-Europea.
Introduccién al estudio de la Ciencia del Lenguajich AR placed as an introduction to his tratisfa
of the book by Regnafand in fact is a summary of the question focusethe Indo-European family of
languages. In the following appraisal, then, we keiler only to the first work mentioned.

In a preliminary appraisal, we can say that thekwepresents the fusion of three levels, which
nowadays would be given separate treatmdritsPhilosophy/Theory of LanguadBFFC I: chaps. I-li
II: chap. X), A History of Linguistics(PFFC I: chaps. llI-VIII + II: chaps. IlI-VI) andComparative
Linguistics (PFFC II: chaps. VII-IX). It is, therefore, a kiraf encyclopaedic survey @ummaof the
linguistic/philological knowledge of the time, a robination of HjelmsleV, Areng/Mounir® and
Szemerényfi,that is not to be found in modern manuals of liatics! On the one hand, one is amazed at
the scope of the enterprise and on the othergatdmplete isolation in which it has remained, eiading
into account the almost absolute lack of concerrsteh studies in the Spain at the beginning oRita
Century. This state of affairs recalls immediatahpother great Spanish linguist of the late 18thy/ek8th

1. A. Amor Ruibal,Los problemas fundamentales de la filologia comgareSu historia, su naturaleza y sus diversas
relaciones cientificasPrimera/segunda parte (PFFC), Madrid/BarcelonaRaipzig 1904-1905 (repr. Consello da Cultura
Galega, Santiago de Compostela, 2005).

2. P. RegnaudPrincipios generales de linglistica indo-europeaysion espafiola, precedida de un estudio sobre la
Ciencia del Lenguajgor el Dr. A. Amor Ruibal (PGLI), Santiago (de Corsfaa) 1900 (repr. Consello da Cultura Galega,
Santiago de Compostela, 2005). This study is mat@iically erudite in character than linguisticaliformative; in fact, it is an
outline of the later work we are commenting upod etludes its data.

3. L. Hjelmslev,Prolegomena to a Theory of Languagtoomington, IN, 1955.

4. H. Arens,La linglistica. Sus textos y su evolucion desdéntigiiedad hasta nuestros di@Biblioteca roméanica
hispanica. Manuales 37), Madrid, 1975 (orig. 1969).

5. G. Mounin Histoire de la Linguistiqueds origines au XXe &ile, Paris 1967.

6. O. Szemerényintroduction to Indo-European Linguistic®xford, 1996; (German Original 1970/1990).

7. For example, see H. H. Robii@&eneral Linguistics: An Introductory Surydyondon, 1964. In this work the question of
the theory of language and comparative linguistiesmarginal and of lesser importance.
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century, Lorenzo Hervas y Pandero, who had alstiemran wide-ranging work in the field of linguisfic
and to whom AR devotes fervid and patriotic ackremlgement (PFFC 1:72, 338, 367; Il:1f.; 8, 36, etc.;
see also PGLI:4, n. 1, 34ff., 48, etc.). Nevertbgldoth scholars have remained marginal in theenmod
history of linguistics.

Before moving on to the specific analysis of thebtems implied in the three levels just mentioned,
we are going to set out a general appraisal ofcaspieat touch the work as whole.

a) The first thing that attracts the reader'srditbn is the breadth of perspective into which AR
sets Comparative Linguistics (CL). The main paftcaurse, is taken by Indo-European Linguistics (1.
E.), as is the case nowadays (see Szemerényi'samaiready mentioned) and as imposed by the efate
such studies in the 19th century; AR himself reisem this (PFFC l:xv, n. £)However, within the
possibilities that such studies allowed and withaaimg skill, he also uses other linguistic familes
evidence: Semitic, Egyptian, Ural-Altaic, Chines&merindian, etc. Their phonological and
morphosyntactical traits are discussed with expein the basis of their own lexica.

b) The enormous bibliographical information cited AR is in keeping with this vast linguistic
perspective. The number of scholars of any periodtef in the original as withesses of the different
schools or tendencies is striking. Especially digant is the knowledge the author shows of the letho
bibliography that the 19th century provides on .l.aBd comparative linguistics, when those branches
attained the rank of fully developed scientific aidines. Unavoidably, German bibliography is given
preference, not to say the monopoly, and is quatedchdantly in the original in an explicit way, as w
said, not through mere references. In his seancthélatest works in the field, AR left a large@mt of
correspondence with German editorial houses. litiaddhis personal library, now in Santiago, i®gi
of his first-hand information®

c) All that implies a good working knowledge ofiny languages, both living and dead. In this
regard, what is surprising is his constant use refeté and Latin texts, but also of Sanskrit and kesaer
extent of other ancient languages. Furthermorepibiography in modern languages includes some as
unusual as Hungarian, and is cited when necessary.

8. L. Hervas y Pander®yrigine, formazione, meccanica ed armonia deglomdi Cesena, 1785, idenGatalogo delle
lingue conosciuteCesena, 1784 (in vol. 17 of his Idea dell'UniverSpan. ed. 1800-1804); see G. Mourtifistoire de la
Linguistique @s origines p. 151. AR was awarded a prize by the Altorieatdle Gesellschaft of Berlin (1892-1893), which no
longer exists; in this connexion, see J. L. LemamMnet, Obra vivd' de Angel Amor RuibdCuadernos de estudios gallegos.
Anexo xxxii), Santiago de Compostela, 2004, pp. 28fother distinguished Spanish linguist from thistfihalf of the 19th
century and whom AR quotes favourably (PGLI:8) isOfchell Ferrer, Professor of Hebrew at the Uniies of Alcala and
Madrid (PFFC 1:79f.; PGLI:8). AR shows less este@mA. Garcia Blanco, also a Hebraist from the |&th Tentury; see in this
connexion G. del Olmo Let&emitistas catalanes del siglo X\{@rientalia Barcinonensia, 5), Sabadell (Barcelpt888, pp.
269f. (index). The most significant Spanish worksgeneral and Indo-European linguistics publishetthe turn of the century,
also quoted by AR, are those by F. Garcia Ay@$@studio de la filologia en su relacion con ehskrit, Madrid, 1882; idem.,
Ensayo critico de gramética comparada de los idsdndo-europeos ..., Vol. I, Madrid, 1986; J. CejagléiraucaEl lenguaje.
Sus transformaciones, su estructura, su unidadorgin, su razon de ser, estudiados por medio dedmparacion de las
lenguas... Vol. I. Introduccién acerca de la lingiistica. Salamanca, 1901. The last two works, privatelplished by the
authors (1), remain incomplete.

9. In relation to the Semitic languages, it woulel $everal years before the appearance of the stamdak by C.
Brockelmann,Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der senfigscSprachenWiesbaden, 1908-1913. It was preceded by
the pioneering essays by Renan (18633), Lindbe8§7land Zimmern (1898), far removed from the apomding works of I.-

E. linguistics. In fact, AR's book was intended $ardents of Semitic languages, as he himself réseg (PFFC |:xi).

10. See S. Casas Blanco, "El catalogo de la bibkotecdon Angel Amor RuibalPensamient®5, 1969, 371-402; 26,

1970, 33-71.
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d) However, beyond these traits of AR's work, ahhtould be considered as more or less
circumstantial or incidental, the author exhibiteekentless critical acuteness when rejecting opithat
he considers as unacceptable. This criticism igethiout without any complex and at the same time i
open to acknowledging the contributions and thédvaérspective which such opinions may contain. AR
adopts a position that we could define in genexahs as sound realism, conditioned by his 'schiolast
training (PFFC I:11, n. 1) and, why deny it, by pisfession of theologian and believer. This eattika
priori dismissal of certain evaluations, unacceptablgsreyes, in some of the opinions he rejects. i th
connexion, | would like to point out a peculiar egory of his way of thinking which catches the eye
because of its unusual character in this field rdaya. It is the frequent use AR makes of the cayegb
'psychological' to define what today would be a@hlleuman’, ‘mental’ or 'voluntary' and refers inegal
to 'semantics' as opposed to or in complementatyitdition with ‘phonology™ It is what makes a word a
sign of human intercommunication rather than a rsetend.

e) This mental attitude, which AR turned into rafpssion? caused his plan of Comparative
Linguistics to be 'holistic' in character, namelyiversal and radical. He tries to include everysea
involved in the origin and configuration of its ebj. And as the object is a human product, it reguihe
idea of man implied here to be taken into accolmtvitably, then, a certain apologetic tone will
sometimes emerge and the author will become indoivghe development of questions that today would
be considered obsolete, not to say outside thensfic ambit.

f) Finally, one has to acknowledge that this higliscursive and critical approach in AR's work,
the fruit of a complex and reductive mentality,guently comes wrapped in a prolix style of long
sentences that attempt to include all the aspdcsstopic within a single main clause. Also, thigles
frequently becomes repetitive, a condition oftepased by his claim to reject or analyse, one by, one
opinions that inevitably have many aspects in comn@ne can also find certain solecisms and even
syntactical errors, along with moments of lyriceakation. In this regard, the work opens with wbaitild
be called a 'Hymn to the Word' (PFFC I:1ff.) andsels with a 'Praise to Philology' and to the great
Geometer(PFFC I1:735f.), emphasised by the quotation ahedrphic verse. Also, his frequent attempt
to summarise long critical disquisitions as predisamclusions' results in the repetition of conseft the
long run and without his attempts to criticise gvether opinion, a compilation of all those 'corsituns'
would give us AR's own linguistic theoty.

Once these general appraisals of AR's work haws lset out, we can proceed to evaluate the
interpretation of what he calls "Los problemas faméntales de la Filologia Comparada”. What aresthes
‘fundamental problems'?

1.- Preliminaries: Philology or Linguistics?

AR sets up Comparative Philology (CPh) asamguage Scienc@.Sc) (PFFC 1.7f.), which studies
language in its nature and manifestations, afteméeng the subject of his investigation, the wadd its

11. In this programmatic way, AR expresses his ainhis note 'Al lector: "... estudio la Filologia cparada en su
naturaleza, en sus mdltiples problemas y varieacia@ies cientificas... pesando con imparcial critick luz de la verdad
psicolégica y de la verdad linguistica, el valodateteorias que se disputan el campo glotologBFC |:xii; cf. also 11:733f.).

12. One must not forget that AR's great work hael shme title as the one here commented upos: problemas
fundamentales de la filosofia y del dognma 5 double vols. (Xunta de Galicia, Santiago@empostela, 1995), a work of
profound and very modern philosophical content.

13. Many errata have crept into the work, more ttase supposed by the fnal note (PFFC I1:737), aladivin respect of
texts and transcriptions of ancient languages,csihe Semitic.
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conceptual implications, making it distinct fronhet scientific perspectivés Later on, he will make this
notion more precise and single out the relatiorsbipCPh/LSc with Glottology (the analysis of lingfic
material) and General Philology (the historico-gtdt study of language and its products).

La Glotologia y la Filologia General preparan loegaientos dedrte linglisticoy la Ciencia del Lenguaje o

Filologia comparada los eleva al orden cientificegentandolos como manifestaciones histéricas deletnan

sistemaPFFC 1:58).

Reducidas a la unidad la par@mpiricay filoséfica en la naturaleza histérica de la Ciencia del Leajgy es

dado distinguir en ésta un elemento descriptivo quoaestituye laglotografia un elemento racional del

eslabonamiento de hechos, propio Behgmatismpun elemento tedrico, lglotomathia o ensefianza de las

teorias y dogmatismo cientifi¢(BFFC 1:66).

Consequently, LSc includes a philosophy/theolody language and a history of language.
Apparently, this position seems remote from the enodapproach of linguistics, which is predominantly
analytical. On the other hand, however, it forstéll some way the plurality of perspectives fromckh
linguistics is dealt with today: psychology, sooigy, the acquisition and transmission of language, so
on. The holistic horizon mentioned above is thewefdearly set out from the very beginning:

Y en estas investigaciones de la naturaleza dealabpa como auxiliar de la inteligencia, de las rfas

histéricas que reviste en el tiempo, esta todameilejo de la Ciencia del Lenguaje, que estudidadsintesis

singular de la palabra y del concepto viene a catse en los confines de las ciencias del espiritie la
materia, y en cierta manera ha de contraponerseasly otras, ya que la palabra es 6rgano univedsatoda

forma de conocimientFFC 1:7)

AR feels obliged to justify his identification @omparative Philology with Language Science. He
distinguisheglottics (the instrumental usage of languagw#ilology (the scientific study of language as a
historico-cultural 'monument/documgntand Language Sciencdin the sense previously defined).
Nevertheless, he prefers to calCibmparative Philologyather tharLinguistics which he considers to be
a more fitting alternative term faglottics It is clear that this label has not been accejptethodern
linguistic studies. There, the expressidamparative Linguistichas prevailed to mean the comparative
aspect of language, whereas ARsmparative Philologycorresponds to what today is call€&neral
Linguistics As for philology, it has taken on the specifidtatal meaning it assumed in the 19th century,
as an institutional and academic rather than anfieelabel: even today, a treatise on philologstyet to
be written™ Nevertheless, although AR recognises that itrigpsi a question of names, and not worth
dwelling upon (PFFC 1:20), it reveals a profoundgight into the significance of comparison in the
scientific study of language, as universally reéegt and carried out today, even when linguistics i
focused on the analysis of a single langu&deven if non-comparative philology could ever exfspm
an abstract point of view, linguistics simply cahawoid being comparative.

14. In this regard he sets out a long disquisitioh11-15.

15. However, see H. Fleisch's woFkaité de philologie arahel-2, Beirut, 19902, which, in fact, is a grammartte
Arabic language with an introductory chapter orhigtory.

16. See J. H. Greenberg, "Some Methods of Dynamiggadson in Linguistics", in J. Puhvel, e8ybstance and Structure
of Language Berkeley/Los Angeles, 1969, pp. 147-203; W. Ejlei®ie vergleichend-semasiologische Methode in der
Orientalistik”, in AWLAbGSKI Jahrgand 973 10; see also in this connexion G. del Olmtel ®uestions de linguistique
sémitique. Racine et lexeme. Histoire de la redieid940-2000§Antiquités sémitiques V), Paris, 2003, pp. 1%ifhce | have
recently dealt with current problems of Comparativeguistics in this work, | allow myself to refemgone who may be
interested in more detailed information to it.
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. tenemos que en la Filologia general existe unarainguistica y una razén de comparacion que,
concentrada a los idiomas en si mismos, lleva threente a la Ciencia del Lenguaje el elemento coativa

de la Filologia, por el cual se constituye en FildmgomparadgPFFC I: 21).

The reasoning seems rather false, but AR wasaxblig justify the title of his book. In any cadeeg t
subject —the scientific study of language— was wsthblished in his day and he intended to justify
very astute way. The Science of Language, or Lstond par excellence, was Comparative Philology,
focused on the study of the languages themselvesrwersely, Comparative Linguistics is Philolqupr
excellenceas LSc"’

... denota la comparacién manifestada expresamehtmodo peculiar de ser y sefial caracteristica de la

Ciencia del LenguajéPFFC I: 21).

2.- Establishing th&subject

For AR, language is a human product with two congpds: one psychological (/internal/formal
(meaning < semasiology) and other phonetic/exténadérial (sound and its forms < phonetics and
morphology). Together, both forms shape the word aocording to our author the many erroneous
theories on LSc to be analysed and rejected otigifiam the inbalance in maintaining this combioati
(PFFC 1:.271.). He defines its subject in an empirivay, whatever the name given to the science in
guestion:

La suma cientifica de las razones naturales y dezanes psicoldgicas del lenguaje histéricameatdizadas

(PFFC 1:28).

In this way, AR sets out a theoretical discusdiovo types of 'reasons’) in order to establish his
subject matter, which he will develop later on: thistorical character of language. LSc, then, ideki
structurally a discursive or philosophical side keeping with what nowadays is called ‘Language
Theory') and an historical side (‘Historical Lingtizs'). Both shape the double perspective whish it
components impose, since it includes the phoneticsemantic development of the language, as ratjuire
by clearly theoretical problems like those relatedhe causes that determine its phenomena or leyen
topics which go further, such as the origin of laage (PFFC 1:29, n.1).

From this perspective, AR sketches an adequatsiativof historical and comparative grammar, as a
description of the transformations experiencedamgliage forms (morphology in a broad sense) through
space and time (morphogeny and metamorphism) (PEFL. Today, we would define this as the
synchronic and diachronic structure of languagengydack to a proto-language and its branches. AR
calls itglottological paleomorphisntPFFC 1:32).

Once this outline of the subject matter of LSc basn set out, which can be defined as perfect, AR
yields to his uncontrollable inclination as a themian and a polemicist, namely, the analysis and
rejection of other scholars and their theories.sEheave deviated from an overall perspective, tatimg
one of the two components of the subject of lintess theories that are positivist and Darwinian,
neglecting the free and psychological element ofileage (Schleicher, Hovelacque, M. Miiller, etcy an
theories that are historical, tending towards thengtic component and its laws (Humboldt, Whitney,
Sayce, etc.).

Against such options, AR maintains that LSc inekidboth elements as well as a philosophical
discussion on the reasons of the subject mattes. Stibject matter, which is the 'word’, is humang ao

17. Remember, however, that the work translateditoyfour years earlier, although a work of compamisbears the title
Linguistics (cf. supra n. 1).
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free, but it is also phonic in nature, and therefsubject to laws that are perfectly predictabde,simply
verifable, which allow the etymological reconstiont of a pattern that underlies the historical
development of language (PFFC 1:45).

Here, for the first time, AR introduces the topicetymology, which later on he will refine in ditta
(PFFC .56, n. 1, 69, 212ff.; 1:119, 22, 34, et@)topic of fundamental importance in a treatment o
Comparative Linguistics. He holds to the histonasychological perspective, provided that this does
dispense with the phonetic component.

A third synthesising, historical and naturaligijmnion or school will accept phonetic laws, buthie
Darwinian sense, as natural and immutable (F. M)ill®nce again, for AR this position falsifies the
guestion (PFFC 1:46f.) as it applies evolutiondrgdry, a method unsuitable for the nature of thgest
matter (PFFC 1:48). This is one of AR's clever gigs, in tune with our own time, when attempts have
been made to apply 'scientific' methods to theyaigmbf the radical lexeme

Seen from this perspective, his notion of languagi@n individual reality and at the same time as a
social reality is very interesting:

La lengua y el dialecto no son cosas distintasy siranifestaciones diversamente consideradas; lgu@mo

esta en el orden social, sino en cuanto es puraeniedividual; por eso llamese dialecto o idiomapesuliar

de cada individuo o sea, existe tan solo en el mermgbe lo habla; y si de esta suerte cada hombie Ha

lengua cada lengua puede considerarse como dialectcopetsy asi como de la suma de idiomas personales

resultan los dialectos regionales,slbstractuntomudn de los cuales da lugar a la lengua, a sutiedecto de

la rama respectiva de donde procd@&FC 1:40s, véase p. 51).

His criticism of M. Muller's distinction betweegphionetic change' and 'dialectal restoration' prowes
be correct: both imply each other, they are natigaions' but transformations of a flexible wh@RFFC
1:41).

In his critique, AR shows remarkable acuity a®kmicist with a firm philosophical and theological
base, who makes no concessions to the fashioneofttment, and is not blinded and seduced by the
brilliant discoveries of a new and overwhelmingescie that displaces a wholly imperfect past. The
philosopher and the thinker that AR was emerges fawery quarter. Next, he substantiates his own
opinion, advanced earlier, in a long digression thevelops and repeats the basic concepts already
formulated (PFFC 1:48-58). His opposition to aniatienship between language and race is to be noted
("ninguno de los aspectos verdaderamente glotadgie la palabra tiene relaciones antropolégicas”,
1:51), which later he will extend to the 'natioRHFC 11:347).

The discussion on the scientific determinatioh € provides the opportunity for a long disquisitio
on science in general, very like a treatise ontepislogy, where he feels at ease, reflecting hdewi
vision of theArbor scientiae(PFFC 1:60-66). In this connexion, he points te tiniformity of human
nature as the primargaseof LSc, which guarantees the homogeneity of lisgiaifacts that otherwise
would not be comparable. Its primacgnditionis their distribution by families, attained by cpaning
them, which allows their reduction to common centvetrunks (A este procedimiento debe su exiséenc
la Filologia comparada") (PFFC 1:69). Finally, g@mmonprinciple is etymological parallelism:

Esto es, que en toda etimologia se proceda porjcate formas que tengan el mismo estadio

linguistico, 0 que mediante una legitima recongtiduit se puedan ofrecer en el grado de desarrollpjur de

la época en que corresponde hacer la comparaciéte fsncipio constituye la garantia de acierto exdld la

labor deductiva de parentesco de idiomas, de doistbs de raices, y deméas problemas concernieitesr

intimo de la lenguaPFFC 1:69).

Base, condition and principle combine into thecdpsive and philosophicalunction of LSc, a
function that AR always bears in mind. It is quiggnarkable that this theoretician of linguisticslides
etymological parallelism as the basis of philosophgpeculation on language. It would be rathéicdilt
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to assert the function of LSc/CL in a more precisay, above all in relation to etymological
reconstruction. This function is primordial, bus@lquite risky, given the frequent contradictiohatt
seem to obliterate the kinship or the family reskimte between languages, which can only be
surmounted by reduction to the same linguisticlléR€FC 1:70).

3.- TheHistory of the Language Science

AR devotes chapters Il to VIII of the first volunasd chapters | to Il of the second to setting out
the history of LSc, as mentioned above. After sdumef considerations on the philosophy of the higto
of language (he is always concerned with the 'WhyPFFC [:72f.), he sets out a brief but complete
survey of the subject matter, basically focused.dfi Some thoughts on the division of this historio
periods follow (PFFC 1:74f.), allowing AR to recavihe pattern of the two tendencies that he wid se
emerging throughout this history, one experimeatal the other speculative, moulded by the Indiaws a
the Greeks respectively. In fact, as we said abthese chapters as a whole form a separate wodhvidi
more worthy of admiration than comment.

In any case, the tone of these chapters is ovémimg, so different from the speculative tone df th
preceding chapters and of the those that will fello the second volume, and clearly demonstratesAR'
mental agility. In fact, they are summaries of thstories of the respective literatures, disguiasdf
intended to be mere histories of language.

3.1.-Sanskrit Linguistics

AR sets out a complete overview of Sanskrit listjos that is amazing because of its thoroughness
and erudition. A complete survey of Sanskrit litera is provided within the precise framework af it
periods and language levels. One remarkable agdbis historical view that can be singled ouths
appearance of all the basic topics of LSc and dtetien, very often definitive, that had alreadyehe
reached at that time. The discovery of Sanskrit ahdts grammarians was decisive for the modern
scientific shaping of LSc, as AR will emphasiselire course.

3.2.-Greek and Latin Linguistics

Next comes the historical presentation of Grerguistics (Latin simply being its successor) (PFFC
I: chaps. IV-V). In it, the dominat interest isspeculative matters rather than in empirical ongretical
aspects, as provided by Indian linguistics. Herdoable theory of the origin of language is congpics,
either byphyseior thései,either natural or conventional, a duality that desi from earlier philosophical
positions. In this regard, the emergence of phorafihabetical symbolism has to be mentioned (see
infra), the echo of which still rings in our da}fsAgain, in this connexion, the vast knowledge o€
and Latin grammar shown by AR is astonishing, vatlundant quotations and appraisals of writers,
without translation as a matter of fact. In the givaof this historical overview are interesting slees of
such disparate questions as the accentual qudlitiassical verse (PFFC 1:121f.) or the significaraf
Greek and Roman libraries for the developmentrfuistics at that time.

However, AR is not satisfied with an historicakdaption, and in a new chapter (PFFC I: chap. V1),
once again he inquires thoroughly into the problémas this history has thrown up and will remaipital

18. See in this connexion R. M. Voif@ie infirmen Verbaltypen des Arabischen und dasdkalismus-ProblenfAWLM,
Veroff. der Orient. Kommission, 39), Stuttgart, 898. 50; G. del Olmo Let&uestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 113f., 126,
132f.
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in linguistics. Some of these problems are: thenator conventional origin of the word, as menédn
above (PFFC 1:163ff.) and the associated processomaly/analogy in its formation (PFFC 1:169), the
guestion of meaning (PFFC 1:169f.) and such questas the nature of grammarempeiria téchneor
epistémethe distinction between grammar, philology aniticism (PFFC 1:173, n. 1), the origin of the
theory of parts of discourse and the shaping omgrar (PFFC 1:196f.) and also the question of the
relationship between verbs and nouns (PFFC 1:195¢k also 1:22f., 79f., 82, 95, 109, 137; 11:2227,
237f., 240ff., 362ff., 366). AR is shown to be aghcritic of the different theories of Antiquitiput his
layout, as we pointed out above, becomes repet#tive very unsystematic, and continually mixes up
historical data and theoretical reflections sooagave the reader bewildered. One gets the impresisat
this chapter was once a separate essay, reused here

A long discussion on the etymological theory vatidhis field is carried out as part of his app&hi
of Greek and Latin glottology: the creation andiiron of words, the nature of roots, etc. This isasic
problem of CL which AR had touched upon earlier aridch he will once more develop systematically
later on. His historical approach imposes unsystiemepetition of this kind.

In this regard, he rehearses classical theoriethemature of the word, asserting their recurrent
phonetic symbolism as the ultimate basis of etypl(PFFC 1:216; see also |:72f., 122, 143f., 148f,;
11:144ff., 409, 411ff.), to which we have alreadsfarred. Of interest is his commentary on the daffié
modes of words and consequently of etymology, aliogrto the Stoics: by imitationm{imesis) by
resemblanceomoéiesi$, by analogy dnalogig and by antiphrasis or enantiosengndntiosiy (PFFC
1:216f.).

For him, etymology is basically historical not ical. Nevertheless also at this level it is very
significant, not only in 1.-E., but also in the Sémlanguages, as has always been the case iricAaall
is now projected in a systematic way onto the etpgioal level®

In the long run, the fundamental principle of batgtymology was resemblance (PFFC 1:218),
completed by rules for the development of meaningetonymy/metaphor) or of sound change
(metathesis, epenthesis), elements still validyoBaymology of any kind has to function on the ibaxf
phonology and semantics simultaneously, in ordevircome the unavoidable problems of homophony
and polysemy that constantly emerge.

Sobre el principio, pues, de comparacién de laglpas con las cosas y de las voces nuevas comtagias,

las reglas proximas de analisis se refirieron urssonidoy otras alsentidg ya que por uno y por otro

concepto eran las palabras imitables y de hechtathais, o imitacion a su vé2FFC 1:218).

3.3.-Semiitic Linguistics

If his account of Greek and Latin linguistics igr@ising, it is no less surprising that he makés o
Semitic linguistics. His mastery of the theme isiagcomplete and detailed, very much in accordance
with his biblical and oriental studies, which wertainded off during his brief stay in Rome. Curigusl
enough, however, generally speaking in this caséshmore inaccurate in certain aspects of Semitic
linguistics. In general, one has to assert thdtdea good knowledge of language type (PFFC 1:288)
of the history of its linguistics. However, he stwoweficiencies, for instance in his knowledge of
Akkadian grammar and of the history of Arabic gramnmamong other things. For him, Semites are
basically Syrians, Jews and Arabs (PFFC 1:229)ARshimself shows, the same sluggish state of Semiti
studies at that time, as compared to work on Indmpean, must have influenced his information

19. See G. Bohasjatrices et étymons. Développement de la théoemiigire de Sainte$999, Lausanne, 2000, pp. 139-
149; G. del Olmo LeteQuestions de linguistique sémitiqyxp. 81, 146, 194.

240



THE FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS OF COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS

concerning Semitic. In what follows, we group tdgetlanguages on which his opinions or assertions
deserve to be stressed because of their excelEatthtent and those which need some correctionseor t

complete exclusion. AR will summarise and repea ®pinions later on, when he deals with the

classification of the Semitic languages (PFFC f:cdll).

Hebrew By starting with the biblical text, AR entangleisnself in an impossible distinction between
Palestinians, Phoenicians/Canaanites and SemhesC@naanites came from the Persian Gulf, from Punt
(from which <PhoinikegPoen[!] is derived) (PFFC 1:255f.), a region from whiétebrews and Assyrians
also camé? The Canaanites took over their language from theres (1) (PFFC 1:256). Aramaic was to
affect the Semitic language of all those peoples tgreater or lesser extent, which resulted in the
formation of two linguistic groups: Assyro-Aramaind Canaanite-Hebrew.

Apart from his somewhat inexact appraisal of Raightradition (PFFC 1:231, n. 1), he shows a good
knowledge of the value of theasorahas a pre-grammatical attempt (PFFC 1:232, cf292, 299ff.) and
of the Judaeo-Spanish grammatical school (PFFC3tt33as well as the task of Christian Hebraists,
starting from the 17th century, in shaping sciéntifebrew grammar (PFFC 1:238).

He considers Hebrew to have a special relationshigh “primitive Aramaic, Assyrian and
Phoenician" (PFFC 1:277) within the Semitic famiys we will see later on, on this depends his theor
the origin of the Semites and their language, dated by the biblical view as derived from Catholic
exegesis at that time. AR presumes that Hebrewuisdler the influence of Aramaic and had already
disappeared completely in Ezra's time (PFFC 1:208)this basis, he sketches the historical periddise
language and of its study among Jews and Chris{RREC 1:279), expanding the description of each
period with great erudition, generally in a correehy. Naturally, his characterisation of Targumic
literature has to be revised in the light of newcdveries, which curiously enough he guessed aigas
was well informed of the latest news in the fieRFFC 1:283, n. 1). He gives a correct appraisahef
LXX version (PFFC 1:285, n. 1) and an enthusiastefence of the Vulgate, along with a precise
evaluation of the/etus Latina(PFFC 1:286ff., n. 1). His ideas on the origintbé Hebrew alphabet and
even to some extent of its development are coniplateto date.

La escritura hebraica es una de las derivacione$adescriturafenicia como la fenicia es a su vez derivacion

de la egipcia, cuyo ideografismo (tiperatico [sic]) supieron los fenicios convertir en sistema alfaioé

totalmente fonéticGPFFC 1:287f.).

Taking advantage of the topic of the alphabet, gxBvides arexcursus(PFFC [:188, n. 1) on the
anomalous hermeneutical systems based on the waflleters or similar sounds in other languages. H
also gives a correct interpretation of the taskiedrout by the compilers of thmasorahin fixing the
written biblical text (PFFC 1:291ff.) and its poimg/vocalisation, along with the increasing comgiexf
the system. He defends the Syrian origin of thecgeding (PFFC 1:295). His discussion of vocalic
notation leads him to develop the subject of vecatiunds in Hebrew (PFFC 1:295f.) and the use of
matres lectionig? in this connexion, he also offers for considerat®emitic vocalism in general. The
Kabbalahis considered to be an extension of mh@sorahbecause of its obsession with letters. AR also
offers a correct description of it, going beyond gopular sense (PFFC 1:299, n. 1), but all irhallabels
it "trabajo tan fatigoso como inutil". He is ultitedy in favour of leaving aside threasorahas a source of

20. It is not clear whether AR considers the Phaangto be Semites (“tres pueblos ... no de unaraak.."); linguistic
classification does not clarify the question, beeatiney all adopted the same language (PFFC 1:256).

21. In this field, AR has twodbes noires, against whom he will battle throughastwork: Renan, with higlistoire des
langues sémitique®FFC 1:237, n. 1), and Garcia Blanco, withbigduq (PFFC 1:231, n. 2, 288, n. 1, 290, n. 1, 293, n..2,

22. Note the incorrect presumed mnemonic charattrese letters (PFFC 1:296).
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linguistic study, a position widely shared by m&gmitists and Hebraists, in spite of the high estée
enjoys in the Jewish world, since

debe decirse que Imasoraha acarreado grave perjuicio a la buena filologidnermenéutica; si ha sidoerco

de la leyfue mas para estrecharla que para defendéPlaFC 1:302)

In fact, in the past biblical exegesis was pradiwithout thenasorahbeing taken into account and
the same also applies now, generéllynstead, AR is an enthusiastic exponent of théogeof the
grammatical study of the Hebrew language, followimg masoretic text. He gives a thorough presemtati
of it in its medieval, renaissance and mature phasying particular attention to the comparativethad
that emerged then for the first time, both in graatical studies and in lexicography. AR sums up the
situation as follows:

El actual momento cientifico en la materia esta esgntado por su conjunto equilibrado del métodhiso,

critico y comparado, en cuya aplicacion esta ladesfera norma de investigaciones lingiisticas. lemglias

semiticas, sin embargo, esperan todavia su Bopp figuear dignamente al lado de las indoeuropéB&FC
1:318f.).

However, before reaching this conclusion, AR cawdtlforego providing, even if only in the form of
a long notdPFFC 1:312, n. 1), a summary of poetic technigukiblical Hebrew, in order to round off the
horizon of the applications of language in its pis components. He gives a sound summary of Lewth'
theory on parallelism ("la rima del pensamientcs,hee labels it), so fashionable in modern studies o
Hebrew poetry, and at the same time he shows higegt for medieval Hebrew poetry (PFFC 1:316, n.
1: "no tiene originalidad"), a position that sur&lifl not be shared by many specialists and edibdris
poetic world, which is so well studied in our day.

Aramaic In contrast with his prolix description of Hebrdimguistics, his summary appraisal of
Syro-Aramaic grammar (PFFC 1:237) is surprisingaragrom isolated references elsewhere, generally
apropos of Hebrew. It is excessively succinct ilatiren to the medieval and renaissance phases, and
neglects the significance of the survival of Syma&ects to modern times. Even in his day theatedis
had already begun to be studied.

Arabic- For AR, Arabic is the most complete and perfaciguage among all the Semitic languages
(see below on language classification). He maistd original unity in which the dialectal aspéets
only a marginal value and is only lexical in chaeadPFFC 1:2425* This appraisal is difficult to accept
today. However, he is very critical of the valueAsabic literature, which he considers as meredtioh
and lacking originality (PFFC 1:238f., 244, n. 452 n. 1); much the same can be asserted of itsypoe
(PFFC 1:253, n. 1). Nowadays, such an assessmeunitdveatisfy many people and anger just as many
others® | cannot resist quoting the following paragraphas much as it can signify a diagnostic of a
situation that touches us so closely. Arabic litera passed through

Un periodo de decadencipie alcanza desde la caida del Califato hastataa de Egipto por Selim (1515), si

bien puede decirse perpetuado hasta el siglo XX, ymortpda la moderna literatura ardbiga dista

inmensamente de sus antiguos esplendores, a ldescu@ volvera mientras el contacto con sélidas

23. He makes Ben-Nephtali a Babylonian massorete@REB02); P. Kahle's works on théassoreten des Ostens/Westens
(1913/1927-1930) had not yet appeared.

24. In this sense, he ignores the linguistic pecityi of the South-Arabian 'dialect’ (PFFC 1:252 1. This whole section of
the book would need thorough revision in respec¢heftranscription of proper names and titles ofiigo

25. "Sobre las doctrinas y libros que guardabarlszpipueblos (those invaded by the Arabs) se apmya la ciencia del
Islam, cuyo caracter y nota distintiva estuvo enseovar e ilustrar, sin que pueda decirse en KGger haya sabido producir"
(PFFC 1:238).
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civilizaciones no coloque a los hijos del desiemtocircunstancias psicoldgicas analogas a las de tiémpo,

si no es que debe negarse la existencia de unaraulgurosamente arabiga .(PFFC 1:244, n. 1).

AR feels, then, the significance of the Turkisksert' in which Arabic culture became lost for four
centuries and the necessity of recovering the sudioral level that allowed this people to lookthe
future and escape the perspective of the pastai@btthe Nahda had not yet given its best fraitsl
neither Taha Hussein nor Nagib Mahfuz had yet agoea

He also words a very strict judgement on the Kotself, only permitted to outsiders in the wake of
I. Golziher:

Es una de formacion sucesiva, sin unidad de platerpensamiento, y en la cual no solo hay desprapoes

de estilo y hasta de extension... sino también @pegés y contradiccion en las ideas, sin ordeniei@po ni

de materiagPFFC 1:241, n. 1).

AR exhibits a rather poor knowledge of the histofyArabic grammar, and knows almost nothing
about its lexicography. He gives an outline of deselopment of Arabic grammar that goes up to 8th 1
century?® enhancing its autochthonous origin (PFFC 1:252flthough its tripartite division into 'nouns,
verbs and particles' is considered to have beeworiteg from outside (PFFC 1:253). He shows himself t
be enthusiastic about the Arabic language, thetmioieh less so about Arabic culture.

Akkadian Given the recent entry of Akkadian or Assyro-Blalojan language and literature into the
academic scene, it is not surprising that AR's Kedge of it is revealed to be somewhat confused. He
knows the prehistory of cuneiform well (PFFC |:257260ff.f’ and the history of its interpretation
through the Persian inscriptions. For instancekriavs that the second column of the large insaiptf
Darius in Behistun corresponds to Elamite (latemanwill return to this question), while the langea
later called Hurrian uses its own cuneiform alphlalbéttite had not yet appeared on the scene). AR
correctly interprets the 'hieroglyphic', i.e. pigtaphic origin of cuneiform writing (PFFC 1:258, J), but,
as he himself acknowledges, "no existe todavia ecwlaccion completa de los signos de escritura
babilonia y asiria para fijar sus grados evolutivgd-FC 1:259, n. 1). This task, well establishgdAR,
was reserved for syllabaries in the future. He exly describes the original direction of cuneiform
writing and its transformation from ideographicaid phonographical signs (PFFC 1:260, n. 1), araldha
good knowledge of the Assyriological texts avakalh his day, including the El-Amarna letters, and
successfully sketches their historical and lindgaigstoblems (PFFC 1:262, n. 1).

Matters become more complicated when AR attengptiefine the position of the Assyrian/Akkadian
language within Semitics. Misled, perhaps, by thg&al usage made of Hebrew in the interpretatiobn o
that language and dependent on biblical traditienestablishes a close kinship between both peaplks
languages under a single Aramaic umbrella in raspeéhomeland and language (PFFC 1:264). The
Babylonian language is a Semitic language, bttt the earliest of the Aramaic-Hebrew group (1):

De hecho la familia del semitismo, conocido sobdbten las formas arcaicas del arameo, habra ddasque

proporcione la luz necesaria para alumbrar las alostades de la fonética y morfologia asirias, pae nos

sea dado ver el lugar en que haya de ser colocagizelaidioma dentro del semitismo ya estudiado y

comparaddqPFFC 1:265).

An extraordinary historiographical concoction st aip in this way, the result of an uncritical
telescoping of data and dates (PFFC [:265) andhefambiguous meaning of 'Assyrian’ in Antiquity,
understood as follows:

26. The absence of Caspari's grammar is surprigimgnrk later made widely available in Wright's sad English edition
(1859/1862) and still a reference work today.

27. Some of the ancient references to the Assyeiders refer to Aramaic, as correctly pointed loptAR; certainly this is
true of Firdausi's simile (the Pahlavi text).

243



GREGORIO DEL OLMO LETE

Es un hecho digno de ser notado que en generaldtms éntiguos que llegaron a nosotros de la lendeidos

asirios la presentan como idioma aramaico o la sugoen afinidad proxima a esta fami(RFFC 1:265).

The confusion may be so great that we do notyrdéadbw the language that Sennacherib's general
used to address the inhabitants of Jerusalem (8sKU8:26ff.):Aramaic-Aramaic, Aramaic-Assyrian or
Assyrian-Aramaic (PFFC 1:266).

In connexion with defining the language of theasetcolumn of the Achaemenid inscriptions, which
AR considers of "tipo linglistico de transicion $goo-aria”, he introduces the question of Sumerian
(sumeriang, then fully in a state of ferment, as a pre-Semétement of the region (PFFC 1:268f.). A
series of names and theories are brought into ifmigkion, which sound awkward and fantastic today
when Sumerian has attained an objective statustamililisation is clearly defined, in spite of sauch
vagueness regarding its semantics. AR tries td fitto the scheme of language groups that develope
later; it is even possible that Sumerian was piteisethe second column of the Persian inscriptipss
mentioned (!). He presumes that we are dealing wipiarticular language different from Akkadian but
with the same writing system. In any case:

El 'sumerianorepresentaria una forma de transicion aglutinaatis principales variantes linguisticas de los

tres grupos indicados (dravidico, ario y uralo-atta), cuya base evolutiva es evidentemente en ahas

aglutinacion rudimentaria . (PFFC 1:271).

AR is perfectly aware of Akkadian literature irs itlifferent genres (PFFC 1:272ff.), pays special
attention to the lists and lexicographical textsduse of their peculiar linguistic relevance andvah
interest in their relationship with biblical litdtee, a question very much alive then under thetanot
"Babel und Bibel". A common cultural backgroundréecognised, but also the superiority of biblical
conceptions (PFFC 1:272, n. 1). Given the fragmgmsate of many Assyro-Babylonian texts, it beceme
very difficult to classify them by genre and toigesa period to the inscriptions as well. All id, &R
shows himself well acquainted with the state of adtlan studies, but the backwardness that Semitics
suffered in those days and its inability to incogie the new data into the old classification frame
prevented him from interpreting them correctly.

3.4.-Contemporary Linguistics

From this moment the historical attention of AR@rk is not on the task of study and development
carried out by ancient peoples on their own langaagut on the task carried out by European scholar
languages in general and, evidently, on their odgo.aln this way, the Renaissance continued the
development of Greek, Latin and Semitic linguistiwgh a certain dominance of the latter (PFFC 2)32
On the other hand, not only does a new period udysbegin, but also one of imitation and use of the
ancient languages, furthered by the abundant &thoiss of 'Classical’ works (PFFC 1:323f.). A climaf
vast erudition begins, due to the discovery aneweah of the past, along with the introduction ofwne
insights into language studies. One example isléi@te on the pronunciation of Greek (iotacismH®F
1:324, n. 1). With patriotic ardour, which neveadkens throughout the entire work, AR gives maximum
importance to the task of Spanish linguists, whoewthe first to deal with the languages of Asia and
America (PFFC 1:326ff., 331ff.), along with thoskather European nationalities (PFFC 1:327ff.), who
they preceded and inspir&tiAs was to be expected, the long list of grammatiafellenists and Latinists
closes with the mention of Hervas y Panduro (PEBGS)).

However, the Renaissance did not succeed in shapiBcience of Grammar'; it lacked the correct
comparative viewpoint (PFFC 1:338), preventing amass of true linguistic problems. Classical Greek

28. Curiously, he does not mention the translataitsorace and Virgil by Fray Luis de Ledn.
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had been succeeded by Byzantine Neo-Greek, whagliresl the study of its phonetic rules to expla i
development without dialects by a non-apriorisigtdrico-empirical method. In setting out this lingtic
problem, AR shows himself in full command of théuation (PFFC 1:339-344). In keeping with the
transformation of Greek, it enabled him to sketich tinguistic framework in Asia Minor into which
Greek fits (PFFC 1:356, n. 1). He feels at ease¢hensubject of relationships among the |.-E. laggsa

As for Latin, it overcame the phase of vulgar Latiith its own problematic development, startingnfiro
the Latin spoken in the Lacium (PFFC 1:344-354)eithit gave way to the fragmentation of Romance as
a consequence of its diffusion through the wholenBo Empire and of contact with more differentiated
languages. This contact did not mean real dialectalamination. In fact, according to AR, the Lédtiom

the Lacium had already been contaminated by itsactmvith the Italic peoples. In this way the 'Laiv
Margins' in the diffusion of language, accordingwbich languages are more conservative the more
distant they are from their original centre, alpplees here (PFFC |. 253). Following AR, four stagan

be pointed out in the historico-philological proge$) the formation of the Latino-Italic dialec®), the
formation of Latin in Italy; 3) the formation of Lia in the Empire and 4) the splitting up of Imeri
vulgar Latin, which can be connected with the logsontact with the Imperial Court. The process is
similar to the one followed by Greek, taking intocaunt the differences in the way they were spread.
However, Greek endured better the conservativetiomathat both languages suffered before their
definitive breakdown (PFFC 1:355, n. 1).

As a colophon to this historical outline, AR ment two questions that arose at that time and have
implicit significance for the studies of comparatigrammar to appear in the last historical phasgevaih
mean the arrival and affirmation of scientific luigtics.

The first question concerns the earliest langwagkthe origin of language, and it had alreadyearis
before (PFFC 1:374f). Theories multiply, both frothe historico-revelationist viewpoint (the first
language) and from philosophy (the origin of lamgeja based on symbolism, onomatopoeia, ‘rhemic' or
root language, or on a system of the nine basiand®PFFC [:359). Among theologians, Hebrew
prevailed as the earliest language, but there mewrey other fantastic theories (PFFC 1:359f.).

The second question that then arises concerngaisible relationship among languages. The
abundance of new linguistic material which contaith the peoples of America and Asia brought, al we
as the creation of chairs of oriental languages, ghblication of polyglot bibles and the resulting
preparation of grammars and dictionaries, calledHfe comparison and classification of languag&d-(P
1:360f.). However, this was not yet a science.sltpossible to think that the beginning of scieatifi
comparativism began with Leibniz (I: 364f.). He wedd languages to one common trunk with two
branches: the Japhetic and the Aramaic languadeshwoday would be called I.-E. and Semitic (PHFC
365). This programmatic beginning received itst fpi®neering form in the work of Hervas and Adelung
at the end of the 18th century (PFFC I: 367).

AR emphasises how this comparativist treatmentalias to the interests of the Classical world, due
mainly to its lack of concern for 'other' peopleldo its xenophobia (PFFC [:367ff.). It was Chasity
that opened the way, with its doctrine of univedsadtherhood and, from the 16th century on, with it
expansion among peoples all over the world (PFF&7Q). The versions and comparison of the Lord's
Prayer in many different languages exemplifies toatact among these peoples and the comparative
study of them (PFFC [:370f.; II:14, n.1). The prablef general grammar and of the possibility of a
universal language, that Leibniz himself and ot@olars after him tried unsuccessfully to cretiten
arises as a corollary of the question of the estrlanguage (PFFC I: 371ff.).

In this way, according to AR, the beneficial irdhce that religious ideas had on the development of
Comparative Linguistics (PFFC 1:373ff.) is acknodged. The chapter closes with a defence of thisighe
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in respect of the whole subject of the earliestglayge, a subject that could be considered more
appropriate in a book on apologetics than in aigean linguistics.

3.5.-Comparative Linguistics: its Origin

The beginning of LSc was set in by Hervas' wookwhom warm and patriotic praise is attribdted
(see II:1ff.). He established the principle of thistorical development of language, put aside the
exclusivity of filiation as a kinship principle andtroduced the principle of etymology and gramicsilti
analysis instead of mere external lexical resendaglaas a research method (PFFC II:5f.). Hervas' work
was supported by Adelung's (PFFC I1:8). Howevechspioneering inklings were still mere juxtapositio
rather than authentic comparison.

The definitive turning point was provided by thgpaarance of Sanskrit (PFFC 11:9). Study of this
language and comparison with other languages wbtddk the impasse in which LSc stood at this
moment, allowing the full development of the newtimoels identified by Hervas and Adelung. Above all,
the principle of collaterality developed, which waspermit many languages to be collected under one
common trunk, and so make strange classificatosyesys obsolete (PFFC 11:0). The study of Sanskrit
enabled the comparative and genetic instrumene tieefined (PFFC 11:1), the concept of linguistienidy
and its relationships to be specified, and phonktes as the basic principle of linguistics to be
established.

Nevertheless, in this case the enthusiastic daahSanskrit was the original language (PFFC )I:12
also had to be given up, once primitive forms walso discovered in other languages. The common
centre is detected that coordinates them and snvithiy an historical understanding of the develogroén
languages is obtained. As a final result, the e reconstructing this common centre or truknely
I.-E., could begin (PFFC I1:12), without howeverckiding its dialectal nature (PFFC 11:12, n. 1).

Although Sanskrit was already known to other pesPFFC II:16ff.), including European scholars
and Catholic missionaries, since the Renaissan€eEGRI:13, 16ff., 21ff.), its discovery as a catglypf
Comparative Philology began with the foundationtié Asiatic Society in Calcutta. This Society
furthered the work of scholars such as Wilkins,erForster, Carey and the brothers Schlegel, who
opened the way for the renewed and comparativey sifithe language, with their versions of the main
works of Vedic literature and Sanskrit epic (PFRCAff.). In this sense, Jones had already drawn
attention in 1788 to the resemblance Sanskrit sheitvs Greek, Latin, Gothic, Persian and Celtic (BFF
11:14f.),*° a resemblance already pointed out previously bsu@toux and Halhed (PFFC 11:23).

In this premonitory context, Bopp's woltkeber das Conjugationssystem der sanskrit Spranhe i
Vergleichung ...(1816) appeared (PFFC I1:25ff.). It was a worktth@eant the triumph of the new
science, Comparative Linguistics, carried out o lthsis of the study of five branches: Sanskriget&y
Latin, Persian and Germanic, as lateral variatafrem original unified organism, 1.-E. (PFFC 11:28)

What Bopp actually discovered was a procedureoofparative morphology that later on he himself
was to generalise in hi¥ergleichendeGrammatik (1849), profiting from similar studies by other
colleagues on other languages and language fariitiggrticular theDeutsche Grammatiky J. Grimm
(1819-37). AR describes Bopp's task as follows:

Bopp tratando de buscar el primitivo indo-europesgb a la Filologia comparada, casi a la manera como

Cristobal Col6n descubrié la América buscando el icemdle las IndiagPFFC 11:29).

29. His work is acknowledged by all; for examplee $5. MouninHistoire de la Linguistique & origines p. 151. If one
were to believe AR, all work on comparative and gehlinguistics originated in Spain (PFFC 11:2ff.).
30. See O. Szemerénptroduction to Indo-European Linguisticsp. cit., pp. 4f.
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AR has a detailed knowledge of Bopp's basic ambbmiorks. He sets out his doctrinal development
and summarises it in the following appraisal:

Las palabras de las lenguas indo-europeas constarates monosilabicas; estas raices no se desanren

palabras por crecimiento interno, sino externo y @glutinacién de elementos extrafios. Hay dos slaee

raices, o sea raices verbales de las cuales prewidos verbos y los nombres, y raices pronominaledas

cuales se originan los pronombres, las preposiggmamitivas, conjunciones y particuléBFFC 11:42).

In Bopp's method, speculative and practical teoidsnare combined. At the beginning of his book,
AR had already stated that this combination wasllpgcto Greeks and Indians respectively, and would
open the way to LSc (PFFC 1I:32), leading to theghbto Comparative and General Philology (PFFC
11:33, n. 1). The opposition of Classical scholansl others had to be overcome, as they were ndy tea
accept interference in their discipline. In thissw&reek was inserted into a wider context and gegkin
its splendour as a harmonious selection of forntkiwithe vast variety at its disposal, as Sangkoves.
The result was a rich morphology and a nuancedagymhaking it into a wonderful language, "el mas
prodigioso instrumento de la inteligencia que el de un pueblo haya podido jamas elaborarFE@F
II: 35).

In one of his frequent flash-backs, AR gives ailied account of Bopp's antecedents (PFFC 11:36ff.)
which is unavoidably repetitive. He dwells mainlgam the theory of the 'unique verb' ('to be') and M
Schlegel's theory on inflexion by inward developmeheories that Bopp would reject in the long run
(PFFC 11:7-40). His last position appears refleatethe summary quoted above, to which could besddd
the determination of desinential morphemes shapitilgxion, considered as derivations from the
pronouns. According to AR, Bopp created a genémedy on word construction, but without achieving a
general theory of LSc (PFFC I1:43). His positioreissentially analytical and empirico-positivist} Iis
contribution was enormous and today, nobody disputis position as the father of Comparative
Linguistics. His method is still unsure and falbgri The same applies to the 'phonetic laws' heqzes
some of them 'physical' and others 'mechanicaljuely understood as laws of sound changes and their
syllabic compensation with each other (PFFC Il:His antecedents can be seen in Humboldt and in A.
W. Schlegel, who finally criticised Bopp's method.

Other criticisms of his work were feeble. Insteagry soon Bopp saw his position strengthened and
rounded off by the theories of J. Grimm, the founafeHistorical Grammar (PFFC 11:46). In his famous
Deutsche Grammatikmentioned above, Grimm insisted on research phmonetic variations and their
rotation®" which are subject to fixed laws. In their turn, A.Pott, with his rule of etymological analysis
and his comparative table of sounds, T. Benleyh Wwis theory of primary verbs and of suffix derieat
Schleicher, with theories that are erroneous inyraspects, F. Schlegel, the first to use the esjoes
'Comparative Grammar', and others (PFFC 11:48fintmued Bopp's work, and followed him on essential
points.

AR then summarises this key phase in the develapofeLSc, from the first insights of the similar
relationships among I.-E. languages, that had rardee to Sanskrit coming on stage, up to the
consolidated work of Bopp and his followers (PFRG3f.). Two complementary tendencies develop
under the guidance of Bopp (in Berlin) and W. Sghlgin Bonn). One is more analytical and the other
more philological (in the general sense of the Wwobdit both share an interest in grammatical prokle
and in the diffusion of Sanskrit literature (PFH®GA41f.). The Gottingen School, led by T. Benfey, i
intermediary between both tendencies. In this pcbde context, M, Miller and many other German

31. On phonetic circularity or the 'Law of consonanbstitution' see O. Szemerénpitroduction to Indo-European
Linguistics op. cit., pp. 17ff.; AR has some reservations mdigg its universal application (PFFC 11:47, n. 1).
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Sanskrit scholars of both schools developed, wippsgress AR follows, carefully and skilfully (PFFC
11:55f.).

As a matter of fact, this flowering of comparatistudies was not exhausted with the study of
Sanskrit. Later, AR provides a long survey of sammland works, true followers of the new trendbset
Bopp. These scholars were engaged in the studyomiparative and historical grammar of the other
languages and linguistic families: German, Latime€k, Romance, Celtic, Slavonic, Iranian, Semitic,
Egyptian (which for AR is a [pre]-Semitic languag€hinese, Ural-Altaic, Polynesian, Dravidian, $vut
African, Australian and Amerindian. Nothing escapé¥s overview, which provides brief commentaries
on most of the works quoted (PFFC I1:56-60).

The last stage of his historical survey of LScibggvith the tendency at the end of the 19th cemntur
that apparently opposed the thesis of Bopp anddfisol. In his appraisal of Bopp's grammar, AR idsse

... alli se hace un examen sdélido y concienzudo ddolasas linglisticas, pero sin atender otras

fuentes ni consultar otros actores que el lenguajecuanto escrito y muerto, recogiendo asi susnfiends

puramente externos. (PFFC 11:63).

Thus, language emerges as "un cuarto reino datlarateza", to use Bréal's expression. Against
Bopp's glottological positivism, focused on analysf the material phonetic data, a new trend ighsst
makes room for what AR calls "la parte psiquicdadelenguas”, namely, the role of the individuathia
development of language. This new school is gives label Neo-Grammariansjunggrammatische
Schul@, initiated by W. Scherer and A. Leskien. Its morgortant representatives were Bsthoff in
Heidelberg and KBrugmann in Leipzig (PFFC I1:63f.).

Los Neograméticogstablecen como postulado en sus investigacidresrdcter psiquico-histérico del habla

humana, la cual les lleva a conclusiones tocanteméodo lingliistico encontradas con las de la prian

escuela, dicha también de |IBaleogramaticod.a naturaleza de los cambios y leyes fonétiasedria de la
aglutinacion como base de las lenguas flexivasefaresentacion glotoldgica y el lugar preferenteecui
sanscrito debe asignarsele, segun los Paleograomstiodo ello viene discutido y nada de esto stébsis la

escuela de losleograméticos (PFFC 11:64).

Therefore, from the twofold mechanism of langudgsth psychological and physiological, that is,
from man as a speaker, one reaches the followinglgsion: phonetic changes obey laws without
exception ("la direccion del movimiento fonéticostsmpre la misma") and are applicable to any virrd
the same phonetic conditions, and any apparenpéroes due to analogy. It is here, according toedl-
known principle, that the 'psychological’ or indival aspect just mentioned lies (PFFC 11:65, n. 1).
Phonetic laws and analogy are universal and appéyy period of language.

De aqui que, mientras la escuela antigua contrapdegexcepciones lasnormas fonéticagda nueva escuela

contrapone, en toda época y en toda lengua, el desaanalogiaal de las leyesiegas y constant¢®FFC

11:66).

Some scholars prefer to focus on ‘letters’, othlmrs'sounds'; both sets offer advantages and
disadvantages in the practice of their methods (PFB71.). Certainly, Bopp ignores historical grarar,
apart from comparison, but in turn the Neo-Gramarezitake their basic data from Bopp and his school
and take the rigidity of phonetic laws to unaccbjgaextremes (PFFC II:70f.). For some scholars,
language is an independent system, while for otlieis formed by the speaker's phonetic prototypes
line with his speculative tendency, AR extends durutiny of the origin of both trends, going baok t
Indian linguistics, from which Bopp's work origieat and which did not dissociate sound and meaning
(PFFC 11:72ff).

The brilliant insight of Bopp and his followers svao use this comparative material in the
reconstruction of the underlying proto-Aryan langedoackwards in time, but it was not without proide
(PFFC 11:74f). In practice, the attempt was imgloles as it relied only on successive alterationg/hich
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analogy, namely, the speaker's will, had a prinandile (PFFC 11:76). Consequently, the attitudehef
Neo-Grammarians was opposed to the method of theofzammarians, based on the isolation of
germinalroots and on the exclusive function of inflexion and lagigation in word formation (PFFC
11:76). The change of direction was necessary, e Neo-Grammarians intended in a radical way and
as such, was equally unacceptable.

AR then tries to emphasise the elements that aleeady definitively acquired and to show how, in
the long run, both schools profited from them iea §ame way, although with excessive and one-sided b
(PFFC 11:77-82). These pages suffer from the deficy pointed out at the beginning of my note: they
too repetitive. However, in themselves they represecorrect account of the state of the art arehev
powerful summary. AR is not satisfied with the tbig' of the subject; he feels the need to undedstand
explain it.

The 'balanced' school that ought to replace thppesing attitudes (PFFC 11:88f.) must insist oa th
criticism of their radicalism and attempt a combior of their perspectives, namely, a harmony betwe
facts and laws, between induction and deductiorrdlis no such thing as a completely homogeneous
language. It is always the sum of variants creaiethe law of least effort (entropy) and the infiae of
its milieu and its traditions (PFFC 1I:95), com@édtin the case of phonetics by the 'general phoneti
circle' and the 'articulation basis' which eachylaage presents (PFFC Il: 96). Such typical variaaise
to take into account individual variants, which ateo produced by the law of least effort and dwe bf
emphatic meaning. AR sums up his unifying positaisrfollows:

Es innegable que en el conjunto de los fendmengéititicos, debe buscarse la estabilidad y constadei

ellos, ya que sin eso no seria posible conocimieigntifico en la materia; pero no debe pedirsaaleiditad

gue no se encuentra, ni esta conforme con la netzaade dichos fenémenos; por Io mismo, no puebdiatsz

de leyes fonéticas de constancia necesaria, sifa datural inconstancia del fonetismo glotolégicentro de

normas historicas regularg®FFC 11:95).

Es, pues, la palabra en todo tiempo efecto de un@asie concausas de distinto orden, contenidaseziosi

limites por los agentes sociales exteriores a ggjandos hecha referencia, sin que sea posible ljanedida

de su influjo en las alteraciones linglisticas sixas(PFFC 11:99).

Analogy is not the cause in this process of congtestability, but the means that articulatesnit a
facilitates and clarifies its expression, coordimgthe different forms. It turns out to be a coliing not a
disturbing force (PFFC 11:101).

This succinct digression ends with a grandioseiatghse speculation on the nature of language as a
psycho-physical activity, dependent on the willnohn who constantly reshapes it. That is, language a
bothenérgeiaandérgon Of course, AR will not fail to condemn the firaderrations in this connexion, so
patent in V. Henry's 'antinomies', a later abuseNeb-Grammatical ideas. This field of dialectical
polemics is where AR feels at ease (PFFC Il:108fgwever, in his final conclusion, he acknowledges
the merits of that school (PFFC 11:117, n.1), rdjmepthe subject of this chapter at its end, havirayed
away from polemical digressions on theory.

Here the historical part of AR's work ends. ItMes us at the threshold of the 20th century. linsee
to me that an attempt to extend it to the threshdlthe 21st century in his perspective is beydmal t
ability of one scholar working alorfé.

4.- Comparative analytical linguistics

32. On this matter see the remarks by R. H. Rol@esieral Linguistics: An Introductory Surveyp. Vs., who speaks of a
manual for beginners.
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4.1.-Phonetics

Before beginning the analytical study of languaapel position it correctly, AR feels obliged to
specify the nature of language and its compond?is-C 11:120f.). He had already repeated this many
times in the preceding pages. And so, after rejgct series of incorrect definitions, he defineast
enérgeiaandérgonat the same time, as we have seen. In other wibidsa system created by individuals
and received by society in keeping with the psyphgsiological bipolarity which AR constantly
propounds (PFFC I1:132). Consequently, he definneasi"un sistema de sonidos articulados para la
transmisién de nuestros conceptos y sensacion&§QM:. 121), or rather as "un simbolismo fonético
manifestativo de la vida psiquica y sus diversassicunderstanding this symbolism to be conveiation
and not natural (PFFC I1:122ff.). Therefore, we dadkie two basic components that today we define as
phonology and semantics. The most disputed poihidrdefinition is the idea of 'articulated soutidit
AR attempts to identify (PFFC 11:124-132), makirge tword' the primary subject of articulation. Thss
defined as a combination of sound and meaning asistgany claim to define it from a merely oral
mechanism.

Para constituir la palabra, hemos de repetirlo, nasta el sonido oral, cualquiera que sea su condiciti

basta la expresion de los conceptos o0 sensacionasin que las sensaciones y conceptos tenganpsasién

mediante sonidos orales; es menester que la refaendre el sonido y el sentido, de donde resultforma
verbal, se haga duradera y manifiesta por el tipoético de cada voz en consonancia con la serisude
modificaciones, las cuales constituyen su fison@nieelacion con la idea que en tales condiciomdsforma

y anima(PFFC 11:127).

For language to become a communication system,pidnetic regularity is inevitable, but it does
not exclude dialectal variation. In this casesithe ‘root' that represents the original articota(PFFC
11:128). Starting with these notions, it is possilib isolate for analysis the phonetic element,ctvhi
becomes feasible from the viewpoint of static, dgitaor historical phonetics (PFFC II: 132f). In
connexion with static phonetics, AR excludes phiggjiwal and acoustical aspects from LSc: it simply
makes use of their conclusions For him, linguigtionetics is clearly discredited (PFFC 11:133ffdam
1). This is clearly very remote from modern treattseof phonetics and even from such systems ag thos
of the Prague School. The distinction between pticse@nd phonology remains implicit, although AR
seems to take them as synonymous:

La division que debe admitirse filolégicamente esiere al cuerpo mismo fonético constituido, y cange la

clcasificacion de fonemas en unidades naturalesputdistas para la expresion de pensamientos, y idades

artificiales, que resultan de las operaciones gigewamos sobre unidades natura{f$FC 11:135f.).
And he concludes:

... o es la naturaleza y andlisis de los sonidos ypsapiedades lo que compete a la Filologia comparada

sino el conjunto realizado o realizable de la patalen el medio ordinario social de la vida humaiREFC

11:136).

As a proof of what he means by using the conchssif phonetics and perhaps somehow forcing his
own approach, AR gives us a precise and very wélirmed summary of physiological phonetics, its
organs and mechanics. This, surely, is only assis i the manifestation of the idea of sound (PFFC
11:137ff.) and its acoustical qualities: intensitigne, timbre, fundamental tone and overtone (PFFC
11:138f.). He sets out clearly the distinction beem sound and noise, and distinguishes the vakiods
of timbres (PFFC 11:139f.), as well as the distiontbetween language and music (PFFC 11:140). @n th
basis, he gives an excellent summary of the basiciples of phonetics, starting from the distiocts
between language/timbre // music/tone (PFFC 11-143).
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Moving on, now, to the conventional element of therd, its semantic load, without excluding
absolutely the role of onomatopoeia and analogthénformation of words, AR acknowledges that the
combination of 'root' and 'idea' takes place in ynamys, in which conventionthésis)is assisted by
nature physis) A purely conventional process is unthinkable rédpa cual seria siempre indispensable la
palabra antes de inventar la palabra" (PFFC 11:)4Bf this connexion, he gives us an excellenbant
of 'meaning'. However, at the same time he abdgluggects any form of ‘phonetic symbolism' as pure
fantasy (PFFC lI:144ff.), as well as any claim itwdfin it the existence of a primitive languageslam
labelled by him as "darwinismo invertido" (PFFCLH7). His rejection of this symbolism is very well
argued: on its own, no sound has meaning and thengality of 'exclamations' depends on their being
mere organic reactions; nor are some sounds mondige than others (PFFC 11:148ff.). Also, the icta
of creating a universal phonetic alphabet woulddasible only to the etxent that it avoided pharseti
sound and writing are independent systems (PFAGAQL:).

These considerations lead AR to set out the cpresti the origin of the graphic representation of
language graphematicy more specifically, of alphabetical languages.adks: How it is possible to turn
an optical tool into an acoustical one, into arhalpet? (PFFC 11:151f.). He successfully descrilhes t
process that resulted in the reduction or conversfesounds to graphic signs (PFFC 11:1511.).

To return to the phonetic element, once theseisgles have been settled, the problem of therorigi
and evolution of the sounds shaping the languageadposed. As we said above, here the law of least
effort applies (PFFC 11:156) and consequently adreowards developing or shifting from strong saund
to weak ones, from long sounds to short ones, awagintaining a certain compensatory balance (PFFC
11:156), as can be ascertained in the developméguturals. The process is verifiable, but is oofy
relative importance. It can be found in severableages, for instance, in the I.-E. family, startfngm
Greek, along with the concomitant processes ofraotion, elision, etc. (PFFC 11:157-164).

In these pages, AR is on a par with modern marafaBomparative Linguistics, which usually focus
on analytical aspects rather than on theory.

From the basic elements, phonemes, AR moves oartsider the natural unit (a word, a phrase) and
artificial glottological units (syllables) (PFFC:164ff.). The latter is visualised in alphabetidtimg, the
concrete origin of which AR sets out in detail (RFF:167, n. 1)** His emphasis is placed not on the
syllable but on the word (which appears to be gbitél and fits in with modern proposafs{PFFC
11:168). The word has an absolute existence, tHaldg only a relative one. In this way, a hierarci the
phoneme is present: organic, syllabic, asyllabisyllabic phonemes, i.e. consonants and vowels, are
arranged according to compatibility laws in thenfation of words (PFFC [1:173). The word is the
complete basic unit that has meaning, either fuliependent on other words (PFFC 11:171). Ultimatel
in monosyllabic languages this meaning dependsitipn (PFFC 11:172).

AR carries out an interesting analysis of constalaphonemes, taking into account 'sonant' or
consonantal syllabic phonemes and their doubletiom¢PFFC 11:173, n. 1), as well as the actuabpty
of the word, indeed of the phrase, before syllable.

Histdricamente, pues, las silabas y demas unidadéiiales son siempre posteriores al lenguaje, y de data

mas reciente. En las unidadesturales(palabra y frase) es la frase anterior a la palaben cuanto, ain

suponiendo que el lenguaje comenzare por la palaésia debe incluir todo el valor virtual de una

proposicién y, por lo mismo, de una frqgd&-FC 11:174).

33. However, note that Coptic is not a Semitic laggy nor is Egyptian either (PFFC 11:155).

34. AR's erudition is immense: he even knows tilseohy of mathematics and recommends it for philaalgstudies (PFFC
[1:170, n. 1).

35. See G. del Olmo Let@uestions de linguistique sémitigyop. 31, 49f.,
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The level of dynamic phonetics closes with an ysialof the vowel-consonant relationship in the
formation of the syllable (PFFC I1:174ff.). The tiistion is purely analytical. Today, it is accapthat a
vowel can stand alone, namely, it is syllabic elit, whereas to be realised a consonant alwaydsreee
vowel. This gives the consonant timbre, otherwisgduld be mere 'noise'. It implies the phonolobaa
unity of phonemic systems, although the distinctidrphonemes is acceptable from the functional tpoin
of view PFFC 11:174, n. 1¥° Finally, AR sets out the transition/distributiohqnemes with an accurate
analysis of their functions (PFFC 11:1771f).

There are five causes of phoneme variation:

1° Accidén y reaccion de fonemas que se encuen®®Accidn y reaccion a distancia o de fonemas queeio
encuentran entre sR° Accién y reaccion del medio sobre los fonerd@g\ccion perturbadora o reguladora de
la voluntad .5° Mutatacién de base glotolégi@n un lenguajéPFFC 11:180).

These are analysed carefully, recoding the phenantkey produce: assimilation, dissimilation,
analogy or diacritism; free interventions are irefig with the introduction/suppression of a woxd b
outside interference (PFFC 11:180ff.).

The most important cause of mutation, on whichd\uiRlls more at length, is the mutation based on
glottology, accent or prosody, and includes tonengity and intensity, all elements that AR exmain
extremely well (PFFC 11:182-188).

As for historical phoneticsit represents the summary of the rest, but icdit to reconstruct due to
lack of information. It forms the experimental sigied as such is the true subject of LSc as Coniparat
Linguistics (PFFC 11:188f.). Traditionally, it hdmeen focused on the I.-E. branch, the best docleder
to now. Its investigation is based on the detertioneof the 'genetic centre of phonetism' or theipalar
inflexion pattern of each language, and aboverallhe bearing of its 'phonetic continuity and regiy’,
which defines the degree of its possible variatiorom here the different historical variations dhdir
kinship will result, namely, the new languages.

Y esto es lo que da origen @érentescale lenguas entre si, el cual no es otra cosalgusEmejanza de las

resultantes linglisticas de dos o mas evolucioifiesedtes de una misma lengua hablada en otro tieSgbre

el parentescoasi entendido, se funda familia de lenguas, o seal grupo de idiomas cuyas diferenciaciones

marcan la evolucién de una lengua anterior, coaselw un tipo de semejan@-FC 11:191).

In this way, the kinship centres are generated aouss to the mother-tongue becomes possible
through various centres differently spread. Theceph of 'mother-tongue’, however, is relative, givts
largely hypothetical character. Here the theoriesreconstruction' are examined: Schleicher's theor
based on the three short vowels, the correspontibte of consonants and his thesis of dialectal
primitivism (PFFC 11:192, n. 1); the opposite theaf Brugmann, who starts from three original typés
the vowel /a/ that generate all the other vowelsH® 11:195ff.), a theory that will prevail in therg run.

As yet unresolved are the long or short charadtg@rimitive vowels and the processes of strengtigni
and weakening already foreseen by Sanskrit gramamal the laws of unavoidable inflexions since they
are psychological, that govern them (PFFC 11:198f.1). Our understanding of the process of languag
differentiation has to be founded on this amountdafa. Again, AR's authority and expertise in his
account of the state of the art are obvious.

36. On this see G. del OImo Lefuestions de linguistique sémitigye 85, without forgetting that semivowels andaus
mark the transition from one category to the other.

37. Note that he considers /h-/ to be a semivoREFC 11:179); see G. del Olmo Let@uestions de linguistique sémitique
p. 79.
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As for primitive consonants, less disputed thawels, AR offers some points for discussion that, we
may say, are still unresolved today: the vocaliarabter or otherwise of sonants, the number anarenat
of the gutturals and more specifically, the existeof a double /k/ (PFFC 11:199-203, 205, n*4).

Leaving aside Schleicher's theory and having éstad the hypothetical character of linguistic
reconstruction (PFFC 11:204f.), AR summarises tiagesof historical linguistics as follows:

... 8s menester reconocer en el lenguaje una inttéinsendicion de mutabilidad, de fraccionamientdetital,

de proceso general evolutivo fonético, morfologiceemantico, y puesto que el hombre hace lengua vazl

que habla, y una generacioén recibe el conjunto s&lgEente de variantes linglisticas de la generadjbe

precede, y ésta a su vez las aumenta y las tramsnitnormas precisas ni prefijadas, la descripdigstorica

de un lenguaje no podra hacerse jamas con exacitudocumentos que atestigiien los pasos de sucéol

... (PFFC 11:206)*°

4.2.-Morphology (morphosyntax)

After rejecting theories considered unsuitable (@RF207ff.), which generally revolve around the
function of the root in the primitive stage, AR sgs some time defining the nature of the root a&s th
basic category in the field. Any language supp@seseceding one of which it is a variation. However
there are limitations on reaching this earlier lzamg:

. aunque se dan raices propiamemistoricas de todo idioma, cuando nos referimos a un lenguaje
prehistdrico, como es el tronco indo-europeo, Ipsg fonéticos a que por andlisis reducimos laggpao son
indispensablemente representaciones de aquéllas, reipresentacion de utipo cominde palabras, que
aparecen reducibles mediante el analisis a una anhitbnética que encierra la unidad significativa telas
ellas; de esta suerte la raiz viene a constituirsimbolo por medio del cual se expresa la asociacié
palabras distintas en un centro fonético y sigatfio, el cual constituye la razén de un comunitiagiiistica
dada(PFFC II: 212).

The root, as the fruit of comparative analysis;jniscorrelation with the suffixes or endings as
substitution elements rather than with the wordsthef primitive language. It is necessary, then, to
dintinguish between ‘common’ and 'primitive’, beswecomparison and reconstruction (PFFC 11:213).
However, one cannot ignore the root simply for tiei@son. A root is an actual element (as is itsastin
load), at least as a hypothesis. It can be coreideither earlier or later depending on one's viemp
(PFEC 11:214).

Las raices consideradas en las locuciopamitivas sonldgica e histéricamenteanteriores a las palabras de

los idiomas que sobre ellas se han formado; penosicleradas como fruto del trabajo gramatical reflej

deben reputarséodgica e histéricamenteposteriores a las mismas, como elementos que digistencia de
relacidn a los deméas componentes que integran l@bpa, sin los cuales no tiene equivalencia corerebmo
éstos no la tienen sin aquélla. Consideradas estiags en su valor genético de la palabra en queaanson

en el orden objetivgramaticalelementos reales de conformacion linguistica; learden sujetivo dexpresion

psiquica simbolos préacticos por los cuales se traducedeai capital de un vocablo, que luego se hace

modificable por las desinencias y deméas elemeriogplementarios que las concretan en el discursoelen

38. In this connexion, there is still no referencédittite. The problem continued to be discussed-E. as was the origin
of /k:g/ in Semitic and Arabic phonology; see G. BshMatricesFtymons, Racines. Elémentsra théorie lexicologique du
vocabulaire arabe(Orbis / Supplementa 8), Leuven - Paris, 1997, 1%8-152; G. del Olmo LeteQuestions de linguistique
sémitique pp. 66f., 82.

39. However, in this context he does not mentian dhstems for establishing a language: the preass mducation, the
mass-media, etc. This explains centuries of idgniitextended geography and a population in nmifio...
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orden historicq tipo hipotético de palabras relativamente privgis en una fase también hipotética del

lenguaje(PFFC 11:214).

The root has to be dealt with very carefully mattificial, actual and hypothetical aspects idenrto
avoid overstated enthusiasm and discredit.

From the morphological viewpoint, the conceptsliegbhere have to be well specified: word, theme,
radical, root (primary and secondary), suffix (PFIE215f.). The idea of 'theme' was already straage
that time and AR felt obliged to discuss it (PFFQ16). In summary:

Sufijos, temas primarios y secundarios, y raices,ceanto términos de uneeduccibnque se considera

morfolégicamenteirreducible prescindiendo de que fuesen o no forma real [stgia en otro tiempo,

ofrécense como un extracto artificial formado sobtenaterial Iéxico de las lenguas pasadas que das
razén de las formas de hoy, como éstas nos dardasdermas de mafiana. Sobre esta base se apayaelo

atras dejamos establecido acerca del vakmal e idealde las raice PFFC 11:218).

Later, AR goes on to analyse more accurately aacigely the relationship between word and root as
perceptible and analytical, synthetic and mentainpltypes, to be projected either forwards or bacttsva
Correctly understood, the word is remote both fritva theory of inarticulate language and from the
theory claiming that language begins with the setdg(PFFC 11:219). However, the 'syntactic' valfie o
the word is defended (PFFC 11:220) and the correldtionship between word and phrase is specified
(PFFC 11:221f1.).

Within this perspective, the implicit concept ¢frmology also has to be valued, a concept that must
be measured from what has been said on the beafitige root with which it functions. And here, in
defence of the idea of creation, the theologianrges as we saw above, to reject any other orifytheo
word different from man being endowed with the facdor words and to maintain that language was
born as a human product. And from this origin, lzames depend on each other in a long process of
differentiation.

La historia del lenguaje en cada pueblo va siemimeulada a la de éste, a sus fraccionamientomfaljo de

clases determinadas, a la accion de colectividadegentro de ellas, a la de los individuos que ci@rge o

inconscientemente dan la norma en el lenguaje, cemmtras instituciones social@FFC 11:225).

The reconstruction of language is intimately catee with etymology:

De conformidad con lo que venimos estableciendmn®ruir la lengua primera en idiomas de un mismo

tronco, es restituir a las lenguas actuales susnis historicas primitivas, es hallar la prolongatide un

mismo lenguaje a través de las vicisitudes y rongpitas producidos por los hechos de la Historiaargiando

la continuidad de las transformaciones fonéticastaaosotrogPFFC 11:225).

However, we must not forget that dealing with soigtrelative and hypothetical in nature. Rootsiref
to the ultimate elements of the word and will netessarily be monosyllabic or of a defined gramraiti
category, either nominal or verbal, as such conaftgr etymology: "la morfologia es posterior a la
sintaxis, y ésta a la semantica" (PFFC 11:227).

The subsequent configuration of the word in it$fal categories, starting from that undifferentiate
beginning supposed by the root, follows a procdsslifferentiation and semantic and grammatical
individuation (sequence, empty words, phoneticataim) resulting in morphosyntax (PFFC 11:229f.).
These modes of grammatical individuation matchttiree types or phases of language (monosyllabic,
agglutinative, inflexional) which AR will discusater on (cf. ll:.chap. 1X).

He closes this account of his own theory of thet oy assessing other theories considered as
incorrect in respect of nature (Bopp, Pott, Say&HFC 11:231-236), kind (Bopp, Benfey, Humboldt,
Steinthal, Curtius, Muller) (PFFC 11:237-243) aratrh (Schleicher, F. Miller, Bopp, Fick, etc.) (PFFC
11:244-248). Also, as far as the formation of icfige words is concerned (Bopp), the psycho-
evolutionary theory (Westphal) and the theory odiadtion (Ludwig) (PFFC 11:248-258). Above all, in
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these last two parts AR gives a balanced and wgllesl theory of the root, with questions that are
absolutely modern, already going beyond the |.Higuistics where they were forged. Some of these
problems concern syllabism and vocalism (PFFC #)2%root determinatives and roots with a free third
radical (PFFC 11:245ff., 261%, or primitive phonetic variants (PFFC 11:250, n.269)? the infinitive as
the centre of inflexion (PFFC 11:2583,zero-root-words (zero-suffixes) (PFFC 11:170, p**1and the
original relationship between the noun and the W@BFC 11:274)° In fact, AR shows that all the
scholars quoted resort to the Semitic inflexioratitgrn in order to establish their own theoriesvofd
formation.

J. Curtius' theory merits special attention, witk linguistic chronology of I.-E. divided into sav
periods based on internal criteria, the only waydéal with such primordial epochs of language. AR
closely examined this theory in the light of higypusly maintained ideas (PFFC 11:258-263), of abhi
once again he provides a well argued summary, fedigscious of the unusual character of his own
position (PFFC 11:263-275). Nevertheless, it isagnp of view that, free from its polemical and thagical
partisanship, is vindicated by its balance and vgtigtogonic perspective. It is precisely in thema
summaries of this kind that AR displays his vastgbbgical knowledge.

These final remarks are collected here as a tokdris position on the question of morphology and
its origin, which will developed more extensivehtdr:

Por lo indicado facil es colegir también que nuestearia no es, como a primera vista pudiera creerse

contraria a la teoria de lagases ya porque la aglutinacién no queda excluida nege excluirse en muchos

casos, pues resulta evidente, ya porque siendeeeingsiento porincorporacionfonética lo que ha de dar las
variantes morfolégicas, antes de éstas variantes groducen la flexion nominal y verbal, existigpiaabra
tipo sobre la cual dichas flexiones hubieron deadiedlarse; dado, pues, este estadoftexivo de la palabra,

y una vez admitido como forma durable de la lendgnadidmonos necesariamente con la evolucion poesas

hasta llegar al periodo en que encontramos el iadmpeo. Sin duda alguna que estas mismas fase®ren

fijar los conceptos de aglutinacion y flexion dexumanera particular..(PFFC 11:275).

4.3.-Semantics

For AR, psychit (psychological)glottology is the conceptual element or meaning that the word
includes and that constitutes it as such, thasithe expression of or reference to some idea.tékes us
to the heart of language theory as such and comslguas AR points out, we are closely dependent o
the philosophical principles from which we starte feduces the types of systems to four: objective,
subjective, theosophical-subjective and theosopliogective theories. Or, stated differently, ploysi-
materialistic // idealistic // ontologist (based an innner-divine principle) // traditionalist (leason an
outer-divine principle) theories. Summing up, weadit two theories according to which the word is th
raison d'étreof the idea and another two that assert the ofp@FFC 11:277ff.). AR is at ease in this

40. On this see the theory of M. Diakonoff, "Prabteof Root Structure in Proto-Semitiétchiv Orientalni38 (1970), pp.
455ff.; G. del Olmo LeteQuestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 20f., 29, 34ff., 53.

41. See S. T. HurwitRoot-Determinatives in Semitic Speech. A contrilouto Semitic PhilologyNew York, 1913 (repr.
1966); G. del Olmo LeteQuestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 91ff.

42. See S. S. Majzelypes of derivation from the stock of Semitic rgmtRussian], Moscow, 1983; G. del Olmo Lete,
Questions de linguistique sémitiquop. 22f., 106ff.

43. See M. Diakonoff, "Problems of Root Structuré@mto-Semitic" Archiv Orientalni38 (1970), pp. 476ff.; G. del Olmo
Lete, Questions de linguistique sémitiquoe 51.

44. See M. Diakonoffop. cit, p. 460; G. del Olmo LetQuestions de linguistique sémitiquee 20, 31, 34.

45. See G. del Olmo LetQuestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 49ff.
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section of the book, which is basically speculativet inevitably there is a great deal of repetitinf
concepts, especially in view of the historical ettaer that part of it will assume.

The author begins by discarding all those thegiesumed to be valid in an absolute manner, since
all of them break the psycho-physical balancettiaispeaking act implies:

... la palabra, siendo de suyo creacion artificia tiene en si valor alguno determinado mas queuel g

librementele da el hombre, asi que no so6lo no es fundamdatmuestro conocimiento, sino que sin el

conocimiento no podria exis{iPFFC 11:281).

The word is really important because it is a sagl a means of communication, qualities that AR
explains very lucidly (PFFC 11:282f.). The word Bn image midway between outer world and
understanding. By nature, it belongs as much tixlag to 'psychic glottology' (LSc, semantics).

Leaving aside the logical and psychological pertpes, which he obviously knows very well (PFFC
11:284, n. 1), AR analyses what he calls 'psych& psychological) glottology' in its threefoldntiénsion:
historical, objective and semantic. His historiaatount, without omitting the Indian phase, whichsw
not very productive in theoretical arguments, stdrom the schools and trends of Greek and Roman
philosophy (PFFC 11:284-287). Next come Arabic phophy, with its rationalistic and mystical
tendencies, for whose value and originality he doetsfeel great enthusiasm (PFFC 11:288-282and
Jewish medieval thought that follows the same we(dFFC 11:293-294), although there is some
confusion in his attribution¥.

At this point, the Christian medieval period siibblhve been discussed, the linguistic achievements
of which he had defended enthusiastically (PFFZ90: n.1). Instead, attention is focused on thélpro
of universals which comes to summarise the contribution of thetiod to the question, oscillating
between nominalism and realism, conceptualism aodenate realism. An accurate account of all these
trends is provided (PFFC 11:294-318). All acce thaditional and biblical idea of the origin ohpuage,
apropos of which Abelard asserted that "vocis emipositionem summus artifex nobis commisit, rerum
autem naturam propriae suae dispositioni resetVRIEFC 11:303). The Renaissance did not supply
anything meaningful in this regard, restrictingltdo adopting earlier philosophical positions eragain,
preferably those of Platonic and Neo-Platonic aatan (PFFC 11:318f.). The question becomes more
acute in modern philosophical thought, from Engléshpiricism to Kant, who reproduced medieval
attitudes: in another guise (PFFC 11:319-321).

AR then gives his own decidedly apologetic defemtethe moderate realism of Aristotelian
scholasticism, pinpointing furthermore the actwationship between LSc, logic and psychology (PFFC
11:321-333). Let us quote the following paragraghaasummary of his historical vision on the 'psgchi
constituent of language:

Todo sistema, pues, de la Ciencia del Lenguajejeefin sus principios un sistedgico sobre su formacién y

naturaleza de ideas, juicios y raciocinios, y sobfevalor que se reconozca a los conceptos abstsade

género diferencia especieatributq etc., que constituyen al mismo tiempo que eleusal I6gico, el universal
lingliistico, o sea las categorias de las palabgenéricas especificas, atributivasetc.; y un sistema
psicolégico sobre la verdad de las palabras conresién de ideas y de objetos a los cuales estesfiseen,

y sobre la influencia de las palabras en las idgade las ideas en las palabras, asi como la realigue unas

y otras designan en las categorias del ser, o0 smtoversales ontologicdPFFC 11:325f.).

46. AR has a somewhat negative opinion of Arabiersz® and culture which today would be fairly undapthowever, it
is not without some foundation; see what has ba&habove. Otherwise it is a judgment that is fesgly made by their Iranian
'brothers', for whom so-called Arabic culture imly a copy of Persian culture.

47. AR makes Ibn Gabirol and Maiménides "karait@®arly, here 'karaita' does not have its usuabticstt meaning but
means "free-thinker", i.e. not subject to stridibiaic tradition.
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Unsatisfied with his long and detailed theoretaatount, AR once again feels the need to summarise
his own words in some no less verbose 'conclusainghe points. To a large extent, these repeait \vb
had said before, freed this time from the constnicof sequential history. In them AR summarises hi
linguistic thought, his theory of language andnitsrphosyntactic and semantic functionality. Oneld¢ou
say that here one has a glimpse of pure specul@®ieRC [1:333-349).

Since it is both impossibile and impertinent tonsoarise this already long summary, let me collect
some ideas that are particularly relevant to tkesemt discussion:

- nouns are adjectives, including 'proper' nanmefgct, there are no proper names:

todos los nombres, aun los llamados nombres progims en realidaddjetivosque expresan una cualidad;

ninguna palabra es, en rigor, propia; todo lenguae en orden a las individualidades un conjunto de

pseuddénimoscombinados. Por eso, si bien lo individual es etivoode la palabra, toda palabra es un

universal individualizad¢PFFC 11:343s, 346).

- This individualisation is reached deictically by combination with other words. Therefore,
denomination is not opaque, it marks a quality made a noun, or, as we would say, nouns are
lexicalised adjectives. The subject is interesting in keeping with the origin of semantics.

- Hablar, pues, viene a séimitar en combinacion lo general por lo generagdimnte las varias categorias de

palabragPFFC 11:344, 346).

- AR proposes a genetic classification of univensards: demonstrative pronouns, words of
instrument, attributive designations (quality-genamd substance-genres), abstract nouns. Once lagain
speaks of nouns as derived from adjectives (PF324).

- As a result, language is independent of itsioyithe human spirit:

El lenguaje que depende del hombre en su existeaalay en sus modificaciones, no tiene relaciéruaty

necesaria ni con el individuo ni con la sociedad de dio ser y forma determinada. En este sentiddan

menos exacto que decir que la lengua caracterizaugblo(PFFC 11:347).

This page of linguistic anti-nationalism would fa¢her provocative nowadays and in any case would
require some nuances, given that AR is speaking psre linguist (not as a socio-linguist) and that
'necessary relationship' is invoked. (Neverthel#ss, opinion of his did not prevent him from beiag
strong supporter of the culture and language oic{azdt this early prenationalistic stage).

- Language is not related to intellectual capad@tther of peoples or of individuals.

- En ninguna lengua las palabras tienen orden nagegara ninguna clase de ide@8FFC 11:348).

Here, this is 'raw' material in need of some alation. At all events, this axiom forces AR to eat
a range of modifications.

- En el lenguaje primitivo no era, pues, el hombrdiferente para todos los sonidos, que pudiesenesap

ideas, y existi6 para la designacion oral una ragdie no fue convencion@FFC 11:348).

This idea, bordering on the phonetic symbolisneaigjd by AR, is very interesting and in keeping
with his explanation of the origin of languagehaligh this 'razén' remains obscure (PFFC I11:348jeL
on, once it has been lexicalised, sound becomemrnified'. Afterwards, organised language is filled
with meaning accumulated by intellectual developthand is used normally without an awareness of all
its importance, whereas at birth language was sraptl elemental.

- Language is assumed by tradition, but is tramséal into one's own language:

lo que se nos ofrece como lengua comin y socidksate ser recibida personalmente, pasa a ser Unica

propiedad del individuo, como si nunca hubieraderiengua madréPFFC [1:349).

A tongue is therefore subject to a constant tenbetweerconservativeand modifying forces. The
sound produced in this way and changes in meanilhdp@vgoverned byphoneticlaws (and by the laws
of the personal creativity and social influence).
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At this point, the topic of etymology, already aissed by AR, reappears. Etymology has to sall
through the breakwater of changes in sound and imgaand for safety has at its disposal phonetisla
It is clearly understood that etymology is not @&sfion of simple phonetics, nor is phonetic resemix
any guarantee, as was claimed in the past (PFB29ff.). What is valid in this respect is not mere
analogy but a proven historical relationship, "@sesl objeto de la Filologia Comparada" (PFFC ;3%

1).

"The theory of tropes or figures of speech' playgetermining role in the change in meaning with
which semantics or semasiology deals. AR gives reecb summary of these tropes, which is a good
introduction to semantic etymology (PFFC 11:352854f., n.1)*® These semantic resources are based on
the allusive and incomplete character of languagenfwhich its semantic indefiniteness and its
transformations (synecdoche, metonymy, metaphoyel@FFC 11:254, n.2).

On the other hand, syntax comes on stage fronedhbinations of sounds and changes in meaning
that formalise them in the long run.

Si la Fonética y la Semantica nos dan la pant&erialy la lexicografica de l&timologia o sea el sonido y la

significacidn, la Sintaxis histdrica, nos ofreceplarteformal de aquéllaPFFC IlI: 355f.)

In this connexion, his opinion, quoted above, aditg to which every word is by itself syntactic,
must be taken seriously into account:

las lenguas nunca comienzan sino por la frase; est@ue ya se trate de una o muchas palabrasqry &stas

de cualquier condicion .(PFFC 11:356, n. 1)

Consequently, syntax must be etymological, mugbayk to the first elements and must be historical
morphosyntax (PFFC 11:357, n. 1).

The failure of syntax comes from giving up thisrggective, and reducing it to a mere logical
sentence pattern (PFFC 11:358). However, this dmdsnean denying that a logical structure is atkwor
syntax, as the innate grammar of structuralismigspINeither the purely aprioristic starting-podrfitthe
logical order nor the historico-morphological stagtpoint is valid, then. The variability of eadnhuage
in this regard must be taken into account, sinceavee dealing with an operation of meaning by the
psyche; syntactical divergence or coincidence duasimply either genetic relationship or kinship
between them (PFFC I1:360f.).

The historico-psychifpsychological?lmethodrequired by syntactic analysis must take into anto
the common and the individual elements of eachuagg, including all its cultural life (Comparative
Philology) (PFFC 11:361f.). The classical startipgint, however, is the analysis of the elementsiriho
and 'verb' (PFFC 11:362f.). In connexion with thAR notes that the notion of 'time' is not esséndidhe
verb; it is merely a presupposition of any actionfact, there is a large variety of ways to sigrtifme in
the various verbal systems (PFFC I11:364f.). Herehage an excellent discussion of the subject. Merba
time is properly the present, as its basic ‘aspedtd mean activity or passivity, which differaatds it
from the 'noun’. Whose function is to denote gigsliand the objects that manifest th€rhis is very
close to the aspect theory, which is particuladiid/in Semitic (PFFC 11:365f.).

Asi como la razén de tiempo verbal en sentido I6gaoesponde soélo al presente, porque solo en esqte,

al cual nos trasladamos, se enuncia la identidablsugeto y del predicado, también la razén primadel

verbo esta légicamente en el sustanteg que por lo mismo que tiene significacEustantivase incluye en

todos los demas de significaciéddjetiva los cuales en una forma u otra pudieran descorapaen el verbo
sustantivo y un nombre (PFFC I1:367f.).

48. On this see G. del Olmo Lefuestions de linguistique sémitigymp. 189ff.
49. At this point, AR refers to the role of casetlie noun (PFFC 11:367), which should be nuanced iwithe general
concept of 'inflexion'.

258



THE FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS OF COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS

However, all that must be understood not on tleengnatical but on the logical level, as if the only
primitive verb were the verb 'to be'. Active andsgage meanings require a multiplicity of verbal o
(PFFC 11:368f.)°

5. The classification of languages

5.1.-Principles of glottological classification

The classification of languages has been attempiece Antiquity, but with the appearance of
Comparative Linguistics it was first set out on nbasis by the pioneers Hervas and Adelung (PFFC
11:372). The old principle of genetic filiation wagven up in favour of collateral kinship: languagio not
come from other known languages, for instance,nLattm Greek. Instead, they emerge together from
another language that had disappeared earliee t@dpnstructed through comparison of them. Thst fir
attempts failed from a lack of perspective and freagueness in understanding the dilemma of
inflexion/agglutination. Such attempts used fivpdy of classification according to the point ofwie
adopted: geographical, ethnographical, genealggionadphological and psychological (PFFC 11:373)eTh
geographical and ethnographical classificationtlaedeast scientific. However, | believe that ttrigerion
should be qualified* The most perfect criterion turns out to be theegéwogical one, but it needs the
morphological criterion for its correct developmgREFC 11:374)% On the other hand, however, this is
governed by the determination of the phases ofuaggs and in this way it always presupposes the
genealogical perspective (PFFC 11:374). Both cfasgions, then, complete each other. The
psychological classification works from the poirituiew of the expression of ideas, that is to daym
the point of view of semantics, but it is too riskpd in the long run it depends on morphological
classification.

From the morphological point of view, the divisiar languages into monosyllabic (with fixed
monemes), agglutinative and inflected is classigalwe have pointed out, there are problems imdedi
the last two categories (PFFC 11:375-384). Thithes division of Bopp, Schleicher and M. Miller, éak
from Humboldt, which other scholars replicate irffaedient ways. It is impossible to claim absolute
differences in character among languages, givemtiitg of the human race. Furthermore, languages do
not show clear-cut limits, defining a family of fwmges or an individual language (PFFC 11:387).
However, a classification according to their molpliacal characters is certainly feasible.

In an attempt to refine and round off the thregfdivision proposed, the question as to how the
fundamental element (root) and the formal elemeradjfication) are related in the word has to beélest
right from the start. The root and the word areghme in monosyllabic languages, where the matmnizl
formal parts coincide (PFFC 11:388). Agglutinatilaguages have external elements that are affixed t
central nucleus. In inflected languages, both etégmehange and become fused, as it is impossible to
distinguish and separate them (PFFC 11:389, n.li)this way the word is born. AR carries out a
tremendous balancing act in refining these concéfggurns morphological classification intoheeoryof
phaseshat languages are supposed to go through in defe@ming consolidated in one or other of

50. On the other hand, no reference is made tivigtaas a verbal category, which is so importanSemitic; it should be
included among the adjectives as a quality.

51. See G. del Olmo Lete, "The Genetic HistoricalsSification of the Semitic Languages. A Synthé#gaproach”, in L.
Kogan, ed.Studia Semitic§Festschrift A. Militarev) (Orientalia, Paperstbe Oriental Institute, Issue Ill), Moscow, 2009. p
18-52.

52. See A. Farber, "Genetic Subgrouping of trheiemanguages”, in R. Hetzron, edhe Semitic Languagekondon,
1997, pp. 3-15.
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those phases, and in the long run assuming elerfremsall three types (PFFC 11:390-394). It is pb&s
to distinguish different types of agglutinationie¥ion (by modifying the root, the suffix or the wel).
More specifically, it is possible to noti@gglutinative inflexion peculiar of 1.-E., andocalic inflexion
peculiar to Semitic languages. The latter seene tiie better and more original form of inflexion.

Y hablamos de una evolucigeneral porque ella basta para legitimar la teoria de fases, tal como puede

efectuarse en los idiomas; pues asi como es impokdllar una lengua o grupo de lenguas donde no se

descubran fendmenos ajenos al tipo lingiiistico espondiente sin que esto obste a la clasificaciones
generales que se hacen, asi no es necesario nblpogue todas las formas lingiisticas flexivas maya

comenzado por ser formas aglutinadas para que senazca en el conjunto de las lenguas de flexiéa, u

conformacion aglutinante transformada, o sea unsefalterior de aglutinaciéon, como ésta en sus knea

generales no excluye en manera alguna una fase emindel llamado monosilabismo, siquiera la
independencia que en los tiempos histdricos prasesmtre si las tres fases aludidas haya contrib@dacer
cada vez mas hondas la diferencias entre ellasddebla ineludible necesidad de sistematizar y etendcada

pueblo su tipo de lengua como propi@diocomunicativdPFFC 11:392).

Starting from morphological classification, one yngpeak of genealogical classification (PFFC
11:395). Due to phonetic changes, development ccaurevery language, but in a different manner and
degree (PFFC 11:395f.). AR repeats his criticisntted great gurus from the 19th century and ends avit
summary of his own viewpoint, aware at this momlg las doctrinas cominmente recibidas" (PFFC
11:394, n. 1):

Puede decirse que el principio genemthjetivo en las lenguas no monosilabicas es el crecimigmo

extensiony por yuxtaposiciénen sus varias gradaciones; el principsojetivo del orden fonético es la ley

dinamica del menor esfuerzelativo asi en los sonidos, como en el conjunto de elbwsnddo por
composicién, derivacion, etcétera; el princigojetivodel orden psicolégico es la mas intima relacidtren

materiay formaen las lenguas, entre la idea y el sonido. El eréento porextensiony yuxtaposiciérsujeta a

la accion fonética y a la accion psiquica, preselus cambiantes suficientes para la aglutinaciéfiexion

sobre el fondo comdn de un monosilabismo originaride elementos simples en su orden. Leyes fosética

leyes psicolbgicas son la razén dltima en la mod@ diversa de las lenguas y de su vario mecanigrmpor

lo tanto la razdn también de la clasificacion qustenemos, y de toda otra que no estadieiorila estructura

de los idiomagPFFC II: 396).

AR also analyses "la parte que en las lenguas/éle»es debida a la aglutinacion" (PFFC II: 397, n.
1) in a model exercise of analytical linguistiaswhich his unbelievable polyglot erudition is deyped,
and even includes the Asiatic languages. He exéieglhis opinion in the same analytical line with a
detailed group of phenotypes that can appear ih efthe three types of languages mentioned (PFFC
11:398-416). In a monosyllabic language, one hagat® into account not only 'order' as a specifying
element, but also the usage of 'empty' words asrm@ting ‘full' or 'root’ words, the first step tamls
agglutination. The agglutinative languages systematnd multiply this process, while at the sameeti
they appear to come close to inflexion. The infiesl languages, with the Semitic languages their
prototype, are distinguished by the variation of trery form of the root. AR analyses them well and
defends their prevalence in this regard, at theestimme acknowledging that they share this principith
I.-E. in such a way that it becomes feasible takpd a common Aryan-Semitic group. This trend, ahhi
was very much alive in his day, foreshadowed thestitic' theory of our own tint8.Doubled and

53. He gives a correct analysis of the root in $iemi

54. See A. R. Bomhard, J. C. Kerf$)e Nostratic Macrofamily. A Study in Distant Lirgfid Relationship(Trends in
Linguistics. Studies and Monographies 74), Berlidew York, 1994. AR analyses and rejects the abswedrtes put forward in
this connexion during the 19th century (PFFC 11:42425).
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reduplicated Semitic forms are good examples ofexidnal development, derived from Hamific
through Egyptian, according to AR. The bearingha$ fprocess is such that it is possible to ses the
explanation of triliteralism, which is typical dfi¢ Semitic root® To end these examples of characteristic
phenomena, AR quotes similar cases in the Uralidltanguages, in which vocalic harmony is prominent
and can be understood as a phenomenon of roottenggion/accommodation.

In keeping with this account, AR sets out a tatfldanguages "segin el enlace del elemento de
significacion y del de relacion" (PFFC Il:416f.yolating (monosyllabic): Chinese and Indo-Chinese;
agglutinative: most languages; inflective: by adjglative inflexion the I.-E. languages, by vocalic
inflexion the Semitic languages, also called infteral (PFFC 11:417). An adequate justification bfst
distribution is later provided according to the pluslogical, semantic and 'psychic' (psychological)
aspects (PFFC II: 417-420).

Nevertheless, these are not completely isolatedliés. Yet, as we said earlier, it is possible to
determine multiple relationships among them (PFEQ20f.), although each preserves its own distinct
historical development. Well aware of the problem, AR pays particular rtiten to the relationship
between Aryan and Semitic and does not considéngibssible (PFFC 11:423f.). Even so, he holds
opinions that are not easily acceptable nowadags.iristance, he asserts that "el camitismo no &s ot
cosa que una fase anterior del semitismo" (PFF22). The criterion of parallel descendance that he
invoked earlier fails here and today we do not pttiee existence of a Hamitic family, but of an é\fr
Asiatic or Hamito-Semitic super-family with five iiateral branches. In this connexion, he rejects th
arguments of Schleicher, F. Muller and others ajathe '‘reducibility’ of the Aryan and Semitic
languages, especially those showing the tricondahaoot structure peculiar to Semitic (PFFC 11:424
428).

La forma trilitera ... es completamente accident#d @iz semitica tal como se entiende ésta al hatidalas

raices indo-europeas, y representa en la palabracomplemento de la idea radical contenida en lanfar

primaria no trilitera y monosilabicPFFC 11:428, también p. 447f.).

As we have seen, AR is in favour of a generaldsisonantal/bi-syllabic origin of the root in Semjti
which became triconsonantal by processes of (réifdjon, suffixation and allothesis ("verbos idéos
por dos de sus letras radicales", such as the fartked/ group, 11:428, n. 1), mainly in the casewsfak
verbs®® The present triliteral roots come "de otras méspks" (PFFC 11:429) by processes of prefixation,
infixation and suffixation. Here, AR shows himskidfbe in perfect agreement with the modern debate o
the question and had his work not gone unnoticeinjportant academic circles we could say that he
sparked off that debate. He acutely observes thidgeralism is not contrary to monosyllabism, as
Delitzsch, Ascoli and Grill had already noted (PFR@29, 431ff., n. 1, 433, n. 1). Being lexically
simpler, monosyllabism is earlier (PFFC 11:430).rN® the use of prefixes and suffixes a discrimtnan
between both families (PFFC 11:430), but it is egle historical option along its development. Oa th

55. This concept is not outlined by AR, who preséntss a group of languages apparently in cont@asemitic. The
principle of collaterality among the five Hamito+Biic families fails here, as was pointed out abd¥is opinion of Egyptian as
a proto-Semitic language (PFFC 11:410, n. 1, 4201ngs to the the same deficient perspective.

56. See in this regard G. del Olmo Lefriestions de linguistiqueémitique pp. 126ff.

57. On Sumerian ("representante de los menos kejdebproto-semitico") AR voices a series of opisitimat are frankly
untenable nowadays (it was the language of thensiecolumn of the Achaemenid inscriptions (!), rethto Ural-Altaic, etc.)
(PFFC II: 421), which is not surprising in view lodw opaque this language has remained, even foemapecialists, as we
pointed out above.

58. See in this connexion, for example, A. ZabgréBiconsonantal Roots and Triconosonantal VariaiiorSemitic:
Solutions and Prospects”, in A. S. Kaye, &bmitic Studies in Honor of Wolf Leslalfiesbaden, 1991, vol. II, pp. 1675-1703;
G. del Olmo LeteQuestions de linguistique sémitiquup. 126ff., and the scholars quoted supra nmanti742.
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other hand, the claimed consonantal beginning ef dpllable has its parallel in the Aryan 'spirit',
ascertained in some of its old stages. There @@ rmlmerous syntactic links that relate Aryan w® th
Semitic languages, without considering the Semg&isofi biblical Greek, the result of secondary
contamination by translation (PFFC 11:435, n. 1).

Taking into account the importance of ‘roots' hims tquestion of linguistic correlation, AR lists a
series of rules that ought to be considered. Ih ttaey are a new summary, one of the many he feels
obliged to provide in order to recapitulate and liaye his ideas. Roots are not historical words and
therefore their irreducibility among families islpmelated to the level of their respective proangduage
or mother-tongue, which is where the root actuahpears ("no existen ni deben decirse raices griega
raices latinas, raices sanscritd3. This the mistake which modern 'Nostratic' l@gcaphy has made, by
directly comparing languages of different famileishout their own ‘radical’ reduction according taes
of their own historical evolution.

... aun dado que las raices estuviesen definitivaenetionocidas como formas histéricas, siendo pesibha

formacién porfasesen ambas familias, el proto-ario y el proto-seatitno excluyen formas comunes en un

periodo anterior a la aglutinacién, y en el que gede al actual triliterismo de la raiz y demas waates

semiticagPFFC 11:437).

Radical vocalism is also claimed for primitive S&sm, as is also asserted for I.-E. (PFFC 11:438),
but without therefore assuming the polysyllabicunatof Semitic triliteralism (PFFC 11:438f.). Indg a
certain uniform process in the form, extension fasion of roots in I.-E. and Semitic can be estitdd.

In support of his thesis, AR gives a long list aBmples of presumed roots common to both families
(PFFC 11:440ff.). The one hundred roots cited bylit2ech would be enough to demonstrate the original
unity or nexus of Aryan-Semitic and to rule out oradopoeia or chance as its explanation. Today,
Bomhard-Kerns has adduced more than five hundrets for the whole of Nostrafit(PFFC 11:442). We
are then speaking of a period that would be neiflrgan nor Semitic, and consequently must not to be
measured from their respective proto-languagesichkkemoteness must not deter us, because frdguent
it is greater within the same Aryan family thanvbegn |.-E. and Semitic in the basic list quotedReF
11:443, 445, n. 2).

However, we cannot deny the differential elemethest separate both families in phonetics and
morphology (PFFC I1:445ff.). In this regard, Semiéxhibits a more perfect syllabism, patent in aemo
regular gradation of the vocalic and consonanthehts (shock + vibration), in the use of free lisog
which derives from Egyptian (!) according to ARdan general in what has been said on root stractur

The preeminence of Semitic is also evident inftelel of morphology, from its apophonic vowel
inflexion as against the declensions in |.-E. "guéican cierto grado de inferioridad fonética" (RFF
11:449). Nevertheless, they also remain in Arakdod in Akkadian, Ugaritic and South-Arabian) in a
complete manner and in the remnants attested imeMé&b(and in Ethiopic). The Semitic conjugation is
also apophonic and simpler, with only two modes,dhly ones that are strictly acceptable (PFFG0)4
an assertion that would need to be refined. Timmigomitant to the Semitic verb, which properigkia
the present tense and becomes determined by teetasy action (PFFC 11:451). According to AR, the
present is an abstract in itself, difficult to agipend in the time as a process that consumestgethand
the past. It is the converter of the future inte fhast. From the morphological point of view, i¥El.
languages the present is an ancient future.

59. See the work quoted in n. 54.
60. Some of these (locative -h, adverbial -m) aterpreted incorrectly by AR (PFFC 11:449).
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All that is clearer in Egyptian (PFFC I1:452f.) ti its original multifunctional words, its
monosyllabism and its agglutination by auxiliargraknts that become internal inflexion in CoptictHis
way, it is a model of the process followed by Senigino es que el mismo egipcio, como para nosotro
es indiscutible, representa el verdadero tipo @mter predecesor del actual semitico" (PFFC 11:453)
Egyptian passed from biliteralism to triliteraligshrough the same process of duplication and adidfitio
the use of prefixed determinatives (S, T, M), sedfdi (T) with an added semantic value (lost latamy] of
biliteral roots extended by aspirated, nasal andtalleconsonants, resulting in a large pattern @t ro
development and transformation (PFFC I1:454ff.)isTis the same transformation system that Semitic
would follow and has parallels in I.-E., so docutirgnthe bond among the three goups.

On the other hand, Egyptian presept®netic variationaffecting the root (PFFC 11:456f.), which
could apply to Semitic and Aryan as well, whoseigaldstability could not be original in this regard
(PFFC 11:456f.)° This root variation is based @oot inversion a subject in CL that has emerged in our
day and that supposes a root that is not statiosaally envisaged, but mobfi€The process can also be
seen in I.-E. (PFFC 11:457f.), along with a possiliiversion of meaning. In this connexi@xpansion
and contraction of the rootveals biconsonantal components and in genezalahiable nature of the root
already mentioned. The laws of least effort antingfuistic reunification are also at work. In thigy, the
root develops from within through the various modeseduplication (PFFC 11:459ff.). This systensfit-

E. Theunion of several such phenomeaeaults in numerous combinations of radical exjmems

In the field of Semantics, also, Egyptian exhilniteresting phenomena that are easily transfetable
other families: multiple meaning of the same temad és semantic inversion (enantiosemics), largely
attested in Arabic grammar (PFFC 11:461)Such phenomena can combine with phonetic variation
(already mentioned), giving rise to a great nunmdferariants (PFFC 11:462). They must all be taketoi
account when assessing roots in Egyptian, as mroah the morphological as from the semantic point of
view. In this regard, AR guotes A. Abel's work atelapplication to the relationship between Aryawl a
Egyptian (PFFC 11:461f., n. 1), although he prefemnsider perspective, in the manner of Bomhard-Kern
Could it be supposed that this system emerged erdimtly in Aryan? No-one has detected it in this
language family, according to AR. It is in Egyptahere variants become more evident and conseguentl
they turn out to be more primitive than in |.-Edan Semitic (PFFC 11:465). We can assume that Hie
languages adopted some of the many variants fravotlyinal Aryan-Egyptian trunk (PFFC 11:465),
which are better preserved in Egyptian, the basisdmparison

To sum up: Egyptian supposes a previous phasangiuhge, and Semitic and 1.-E. stem from it by
their own evolution (PFFC 11:466f.); the phonetiedasemantic interchange points to a fluidity ofnfier
that may explain the variants of its Semitic, Haen@nd |.-E. derivatives. The difference lies i ttact
that while all of them are present in Egyptian ineosingle language, the variants in |.-E. appear
distributed among the languages of the group.

In our opinion, we have to admit that AR's claifrfinding the mother-stage of the other families in
the Egyptian model (certainly, not in the languagehs out to be very remote from the evolutionary

61. In this connexion, see G. Cor8tudi sul bilitterismo in semitico e in egizianoll ktema N121ZQuaderni di Semitistica
9), Florence 1984.

62. See in this regard G. del Olmo Lefeiestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 182-188.

63. See G, Boha#/atrices et étymons. Développement de la théoémiigire de Saintes 199thstruments pour I'étude
des langues de I'Orient Ancien), Lausanne, 2002@ip, 30 ; G. Del Olmo Let&uestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 132ff.

64. See G. del Olmo LetQuestions de linguistique sémitiqye 146 (the problem of enantiosemics in Semiti€sy
Hebrew see B. MorrisoWVonderful Words. The Development of the Meaningetirew antonyms from a Common Root. A study
in countersenselohannesburg, 1954.
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pattern proposed nowadays for all those languagasgely, an Afro-Asiatic super-family, from the pbin
of view of both linguistics and ethnography. At tthisne, there were no clear-cut ideas on this group
shaped by the Berber, Chadic, Cushitic and Omatitlfes along with Semitic and Egyptian. In facR A
does not mention these (Hamitic) language fam#dgesuch.

5.2.-Historical Glottology

Now AR goes on to analyse the materials providethe language types in their manifold variants.
Actually, this is a more detailed description of gpeneric groups that classification and its proisidave
brought to light, with no claim, of course (PFFGHNO0f.), to be an exhaustive record and study lahal
languages. Only the group changes are taken immuac, leaving aside variants in individual langesg
even if they have social roots. In this connexitie, concepts of tongue, dial&cand sub-dialect (PFFC
11:471) are defined. There is no completely unitEmyguage; every language is a complex of simiderit
that imply continuity and difference, and may beelded language (abstract) and tongue (concretejQP
11:472f.), a distinction that recalls De Sassudisinction betweeilangageandparole Linguistic kinship
emerges from comparison of certain historical faatd is defined assemejanza en las resultantes de
diversas evoluciones glotolégicas de una lenguamaisiablada en otro tiempgPFFC 11:473). The
notions of mother-tongue, trunk and branch defirge'tinship' or relationship of languages.

Hallar las relaciones més intimas posibles de ttiemas conocidos, multiplicando asi las manifestaes de

parentescolingtistico y disminuyendo el nimero &emilias y troncos no eslabonados, es uno de los

principales fines del trabajo comparado sobre Igenales de l&Glotologia historica. (PFFC 11:473).

To carry out this plan, AR takes the ethnograghioate, namely, the route of groups of speakers
(note that earlier he had rejected it as a priecifr classification, 11:373f.), grafting onto ihe
appropriate morphological observations. AR distisgas and describes the peculiarities of the faligw
groups, here merely listed, giving an unbelievaliéplay of erudition:

I. Lenguas africanas de la raza amarilla: de lagdntotes, de los bosquimanos.

Il. Lenguas de los pueblos Bantu.

lll. Lenguas de la raza negra africana: mandé, afotle Guinea, del Sudahdel Nilo.

IV. Lenguas de Papua-Nueva Guinea: mafor, lengubps negritos, de los mincopias.

V. Lenguas de Australia

VI. Lenguas malayo-polinesias: melanesias, polazgsnalayas.

VII. Lenguas dravidicagnunda/kolhgingalés, tamil/malabar

VIII. Lenguas amer-indias: distinguidas en 29 elas

IX. Lenguas hiperboreagyukaghir, tschitschkg koriaco, ainu, ostiaca-yenisey kote, kamchadal,
innuit, alotiana.

X. Lenguas mongodlicas: indo-chinas (con seis subos)®’ koreana, japonés, uralo-altaicas (con
cinco subgrupos)

XI. Lenguas nubias: occidentales (relacionadas elomolof) y orientales

XII. Lenguas caucasicas entre las que se compasikerd® y el ibérico.

65. His assessment of the dialects as languagesrynmodern: "De igual manera todos los llamadasedios de Espafia
adquieren caracter de lenguas con sélo presciediud relaciones de subordinacion, y atender &jstogropio como medio de
comunicacion de un pueblo dado" (PFFC 11:472)

66. Here he includes Hausa, the main Chadic langodlee Afro-Asiatic group: "con formas analogadoa idiomas
camiticos".

67. Including Chinese: "la lengua mas extendidandehdo, hablada por cerca de cuatrocientos millateesiombres”
(PFFC 11:484).
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(XIll). Lenguas camito-semiticas: egipcio, libierber, galg®® rama aramea, rama cananea, rama
arabiga, en la que se incluyen las lenguas etiGpica
(XIV) Lenguas indo-europeas: rama asiética y ragngopea’’ con los subgrupos conocidos.

AR spends most time on the description of therfraigtation and the peculiarities of this last group
(PFFC 11:499-508) and all his other digressionsocemn them.

However, before continuing, allow me to consider distribution of the Semitic group according to
AR. Here, curiously, we witness the worst aspechisftheories. It is paradoxical that it happensto
Christian theologian. However, the drawback of tnediaeval perspective (the origingilinguis
curriculum decided by the Council of Vienne: Aramdilebrew, Arabic), that still persists in the i
Spanish university system, makes its weight feftarh from the name 'Hamitic', mentioned above, ghou
data were available in his tiffeto avoid including Akkadian within the Aramaic fdy a reflex of a
rather elementary biblicism, although AR acknowksidgt to be "la representacibn més antigua del
semitismo" (PFFC 11:492). On the other hand, hassification of the Aramaic dialects is very vagsee
for instance what he says of Palmyrene, 11:494)s Itompletely unacceptable in respect of Rabbinic
Hebrew, the language of mediaeval Jewish litera{leibraza el periodo mas brillante de la literatura
judaica, debe su aparicion como dialecto formaditeyario a los judios sabios de Esparfia, de dorde s
propag6 a otras regiones"),.which is a form of Aramaic according to AR (RER:493ff.).”? As for the
Ethiopian family, even if it did belong to the Shtfemitic branch, it cannot be derived from Arabicce
again the collaterality principle fails here. Byeteame token, modern dialects of Arabic cannotkent
as derived from Amharic (PFFC 11:499). Furthermadne, ignores languages belonging to (erage
family. Finally, his notion of literary Arabic as single unit, from which the vernacular form wits i
dialects would derive, is too simplistic (PFFC 88). Although he acknowledges the supremacy of
Arabic among the Semitic languages, due to its danh literature, morphology, elegance and
smoothness, nevertheless he points out quite ¢lyr@ed with complete relevance today: "no puede en
manera alguna legitimarse la asercion de los getemien, o mejor, han pretendido, hacer del arbhbe e
sanscrito del grupo semitico" (PFFC 11:498). Howewe Comparative Semitic Grammar this claim was
prevalent up to our own timés.

In any case, within this linguistic panorama, l.rkEmains the prototype on which LSc/CL is set out
(PFFC 11:508f.). Historically, it was the motor am@dw structurally allows the study of the signifita
elements to be found in other languages.

From his frequently mentioned holistic perspectitrés forces AR to pose a related problem: the
origin of the Aryan people (PFFC I1:512ff.), because cannot separate anthropology from glottology.
Leaving aside different theories in this regardREAI:514ff.),/* we must take into account that I.-E. is

68. Later, he notes the connexions that Basquevitlad ibyan and therefore with Hamitic (PFFC 11:571)

69. Today these would be called Cushitic.

70. As yet he does not know Mycenaean Greek armblis enough to predict (!) the disappearance dfidahian and
Latvian, "uno y otro lenguaje, destituidos del ampde una nacionalidad propia y consiguiente viidadaria" (PFFC II: 506) .

71. On this compare the comparative grammar by Cck@tmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der
semitischen Sprachehll. Band, Hildesheim, 1961 (original edition:a®1913), pp. 1-38 ("Einleitung")

72. "Inutil serd advertir que los libros escrito binico, no los entiende un hebraista sin unpgpeeion especial
correspondiente" (PFFC 11:494).

73. It is the point of view governing Brockelmangteammar (cited above) and perpetuated by works aac. Moscati,
ed.,An Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of thenie Languages. Phonology and Morpholpilyiesbaden, 1964.

74. For a modern account of the problem see Faillos indoeuropeos y los origenes de Europa. Lengeidjéstoria
Madrid, 1991.
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not an anthropological concept, but merely a lisgaione (PFFC [1:518f.). This implies that in auase
the problem of origin is badly formulated. What sfeould ask is how those people came to speak delate
languages (PFFC 11:520).

However, it is quite clear that the claim of anpairy common language type implies the existence of
an original common society with its own territorts own history and its own social order, and irsth
sense its common fatherland. However, it is nate@stion of a single race but of a single langu&id-C
11:521). And one can ask, within this social groapd given the mobility of primitive societies, who
imported this language and who exported it? Whaewee Aryans and who the 'Aryanised'? Actuallys thi
becomes an anthropological question for which thewar has been sought in cranial typology or in
prehistorical archaeology (megalithic monumentghauit convincing results (PFFC 11:522ff.).

Faced with the dilemma of Europe or Asia, AR tetwdfavour the European point of view of Aryan
expansion. Historical traditions are not enoughstpport the Asiatic theory of Proto-Aryan (PFFC
[1:529ff.). This gives him the opportunity to prold a detailed account of Aryan literature. Norhs t
presence of 'lonians' in all the I.-E. traditiongdfisient to given an answer to this problem (PFFC
11:536ff.). In this regard, the presence of Hitsiten Asia Minor was still unknown, where an old non
Aryan substrate was shrewdly surmised.

The glottological argument starts from Sanskrit the oldest language of the I.-E. type and
consequently as the mother-tongue of the Europeanch (PFFC I1:539f.), which will provide the
greatest variations because of its greater distiiooethe original centre. However, what todayaisdlled
'the law of margins' opposes such a way of reagofila expansion de los idiomas estd en razon saver
de la alteracion glotolégica", 11:540). In any caee alteration depends on the social milieu irictvtit
develops and therefore has little weight as a glogical argument to found the originality and aea
linguistic variant. It is then possible to assuilmat tvariants within the same family which have ugdee
more transformations are linguistically more antieklowever, that does not mean they are
representatives of a ‘former' language (PFFC I).544 it would favour the European thesis. Duehto t
existing gap between both traditions, the ‘docuarghtirgument is no longer valid and the argumearhf
comparative grammar is ambiguous.

In favour of the European origin of the Aryans arfidheir tongue are their greater differentiataomd
diffusion as against the uniformity and concentratof Asiatics, where the linguistic type was fgrei
(PFFC 11:543ff.). However, its expansion was theuit not of an invasion but of the diffusion of the
original Proto-Aryan unit. This is independent afyaconnexion with dispersion after the Flood. Its
splitting up is completely vague (PFFC 11:549f.)aking it impossible to draw a subordinate geneaklgi
tree of the different variants. This fragmentationst have taken place in the last stage of Proy@r
This means that all I.-E. languages are considasdthving been born at the same time, in othersydrd
E. is intrinsically dialectal (PFFC II:551f.). Itdevelopment communicates peculiarities among the
branches and at the same time constitutes theajdarguage structure:

... asi se explica que no sea posible fijar una lidie&oria entre grupo y grupo linglistico, sin gaecada

paso sea menester interrumpirla, que no exista uringlengua ni grupo de lenguas del todo aislado y

representante genuino de su propio tipo, y, finalt®eque todas las lenguas hayan cooperado en geanta

constitucién de la lengua madre, y ellas mismalsagan hecho desaparecer, puesto que todas la baadb

consigo(PFFC 1I:552, véase p. 570).

All the above is valid for the first anthropologictype of Aryans and ‘Aryanised' peoples as a
linguistic type, whose anthropological expansiatsmuestran no haber estado en otra edad, comaéno es
actualmente, vinculada la raza a la lengua, rergua a la raza" (PFFC 11:553f.). On the other hamel
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claim that linguistic palaeontology is able to #tise the original 1.-E. civilisation through langea
analysis, a claim repeated nowad&ysjust be considered well-intentioned but hardistimorthy. AR
carefully analyses and successfully criticises ¢hagm (PFFC 11:554-570). What can be obtainedhtber
meagre and relates to the use of materials, stodaretals, to the metric system and to some legdl a
religious ideas.

If we now look ahead, we establish that Proto-Arydiffusion has contributed to linguistic
differentiation, taking in elements from the preyAn substrate as can be seen above all in toponymy:
this way remnants of Basque and Etruscan can bjectared in the Romance languages or remnants of
Egyptian in Celtic. The existence of a pre-Helleriiteo-Cretan and Asianic population has been also
established in the Greek-speaking region. It iarctbat metallurgy and the sexagesimal system were
imported from the Sumero-Akkadian east, togetheth véiome religious, technical, architectural and
artistic ideas and the writing system (PFFC II:53lfwhile from Greece the Indians took astrologica
knowledge (PFFC 11:577, n. 1).

As a colophon to language classification, AR cffer more precise grouping of the Proto-Aryan
fragmentation of dialects, the best known and rimdstesting for comparative linguistics. He sets thie
various theories (thBelasgicgroup, Graeco-Latin, Sanskrit), dwelling upon #oeount and criticism of
Schleicher's opinions (two groups: Latvian-Slave@&rmanic//Aryan-Graeco-Italic-Celtic) that broke
away from the European group, and the more cuwaw that also distinguishes two groups: Indo-
Iranian//Indo-European:

Dada la afinidad manifiesta del leto-eslavo y geniné con el indo-eranio, la rama europea y la raasdética

aparecen intimamente enlazadas, y por lo mismoegnante comprometida la distincion fundamental de lo

grupos que caracterizan a esta teoffRt-FC 11:582).

Against the branching theory, which appears tedebjectionable, J. Schmidt sets\Wweve theory

Partese en esta teoria como en la de las ramificasp de la conformidad fundamental de las lenguas

indoeuropeas en su materia y forma; pero distingués ella al establecer que en vez de separaciones

ramificadas en grupos linglisticos de mayor o metuntia, sélo existe una propagacion de variantes
afinidades, que pasando de unas lenguas a otrasradtituirse, producen los tipos de idiomas empaicos

sin soluciéon de continuidad en toda la fam{liRFFC 11:583).

Successive affinities among languages relate fathem within a system of intersecting circles,

creating a 'cyclic linkage' of the whole family (RE 11:585). Therefore, while the wave theory seems
preferable, it cannot be exclusive since therespligs that allow one to speak of 'branches'. Coueatly,
AR assumes an eclectic position that combines th&bries, fixing limits to its sphere of preferahtbut
not exclusive application. This should be differémt the first period of dialectal fragmentationdatine
later period of configuration. The efficacity ofthaheories must be maintained in the whole prodé&s
are dealing with a question that is current todethe classification of languages, specifically Semitic
language®

Puede, pues, decirse en nuestra opinion, que laiadede las ondas explica el procedimienmtgular de

formacion en la familia aria, y la teoria de lasméicaciones explica la partexcepcional que limita el

procedimiento regular, pero que lejos de excluzsmpletan el todo del cuadro genético de los id®indo-

europeogPFFC 11:586).

75. In this connexion, see P. Fronzaroli, "On tleen@on Semitic Lexicon and its Ecological and CultBackground”, in
J. and T. Bynon, (edshamito-Semitica. Proceedings of the Colloquium(Janua Linguarum, Series Practica, 200), Theuelag
- Paris, 1975, pp. 43-53.

76. See the studies quoted in nn. 51 and 52.
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5.3.-Glottological phases

In the previous chapter, based on the classifinatf I.-E., the subject of language origin is
introduced (in AR's account there is also themditik). However, the subject is dealt with more
profoundly in the following chapter, starting frothe three basic linguistic groups: monosyllabic,
agglutinative and inflexional, that represent thes®lutionary stages (PFFC 11:587f.). Are we deglin
with fixed types or with a transition from one toagher? In line with many other philologists, AR/darrs
the second option, aware that these are three pivasee language transmission in which each laggua
is established for reasons of historical evolutct@mmon to them all (PFFC 11:589). Apropos of this
evolutionary process, the different concepts of thether-tongue proposed earlier are summarised,
namely, collateral evolution, original variability Proto-Aryan and later dialectal development, a
development that absorbs the mother-tongue ansfénant to itself, etc. (PFFC [1:591ff.).

This state of the art is an indication that Pratgan is different from what derived dialects praei
now. From the data provided by comparative gramme, must conclude that Proto-Aryan was
agglutinative-inflexional in type, neither purelyonosyllabic nor purely inflexional.

Por cuanto las lenguas arias (se) constituian coonmés dialectales en el protoario, segin quedaalighlo

llevaron consigo al separarse, tenemos que la namngiforme de constituirse la familia es consecigenc

obligada del modo de ser comdn en su origen, asioctas diferencias tipicas que se observan, soio fru

natural de la separacion en cada rama desprendeladinidad primerdPFFC 11:595)

The apparent sophism implied by this type of reaspis due to the need to reconcile the process by
phases, assumed as logical, with the undeniabshiirof the I.-E. languages within these phaseanin
case, one must take into account the enormous itagac change implied by the agglutinative-
inflexional type, which allows a large evolutionaygp between the various languages of the group.

It is possible to go a step further and ask wiratheould be possible to reduce all tongues tingle
unity (PFFC 11:597). Opposing answers have beerrgimore or less connected with the question of the
unity and origin of the human race (monogenism/getysm), although they are questions that do not
imply each other, as is also true of tongue and @®F~FC 11:599). Any language shows an inner
development of forms and at the same time a siityilarith other languages. Both facts warrant their
belonging to a common trunk. The phase theorynamawer to this problem, is in keeping with larggia
as a unity, but neither element, phase and langumityg necessarily implies the other (PFFC 11.600he
problem has no clear answer, but this does notidata the phase theory as an explanatory modeh Ea
phase has its own peculiar way of working as péiltepsign of ideas! A fine summary of such a
process is reflected in the following paragraph:

Las raices arias entran en la palabra y crecen sndhuyen en vocales y consonantes, mientras laggai

chinas entran en la frase para poder ser palabsis recibir ni causar modificaciond®FFC 1l: 607).

The agglutinative languages, however, move towarflsxion in the reshaping of added elements,
while the inflected languages show the previoududiygtive transformation. This time making use of
Turkish and Sanskrit, AR once again repeats this similar ideas on inflexion, the phase theory, the
unique language, the relationship between lang@agerace, etc. (PFFC 11:609-625), in polemic with
opposing scholars. In connexion with the problem this chapter, he specifies that the
incorporating/polysynthetic (Amerindian) languagiesm the lost link between monosyllabism and
agglutination (PFFC 11:625). As we have pointed sexeral times, this repetition is due to AR's potal

77. Two digressions are inserted here, one ordithkettical' character of the phase theory andhanain the monosyllabic
functionalism of Chinese (PFFC 11:602-608).
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approach: he has to set up a discussion with efalsls @pponents; his diffusiveness is due to hiksho
thought, especially when dealing with questionsragin.

Language transformation, then, is gradual andnisaixed rhythm, nor does it suppose a particular
mental exercise. Evolution is the result of soaiadl external cultural pressure, the result of tlelarity
between words and creative ideas. Language receiviiils way is already determined, which is why it
persists in the various phases, but without losimigtact with other languages. This persistence does
exclude the process proposed: "las lenguas dedfietxan sido primero aglutinantes, y que las lenguas
aglutinantes han comenzado por ser monosilabi€asF ¢ 11:627).

AR stresses the false reasoning implied by thegaulist thesis, which asserts that "el lenguaje
comienza con los dialectos" (Sayée)his thesis assumes that the further we go badkrie, finding
more primitive communities, the more numerous they, until we reach an endless magma of dialects
which appear as wholly shaped types (Renan) (PFBZ9IF.). Ascendant human genealogy proves the
opposite, assuming an endless series of ancesiotswith inversion in the number of centres of
convergence: in fact the number of predecessorsnidines in both cases (PFFC I1:630). If we go
backwards, we have increasingly fewer languagesause there are fewer societies and there is less
dialectal differentiation. If, instead, we go fomada, we encounter development and differentiativith
an almost endless distance between variants, auddes nullify confluence (PFFC 11:632). If thavere
no linguistic development, we would have paraliee$ and many primary centres, running counter to
empirical experience.

De esta manera la Ciencia del Lenguaje vino a quiteda posibilidad de afirmar dogméaticamente la

pluralidad originaria de lenguas. Que no se haym#do a reconocer la concatenacion en muchos idoes

porque han desaparecido muchos eslabones de lanaag®ro eso no autoriza jamas a concluir que las
lenguas no han estado realmente eslabonadas ... Wdda, pues, de lafases ni la del monogenismo
linguistico son cientificamente impugnables, aunigagamos de reconocer, a tenor de lo expuesto Basva
lugares de este libro, que toda reconstruccion da kengua historica Unica ha sido, es y sera unositge
glotoldgico y que todas las tentativas en tal skntdeben tenerse por fracasad®sFC 11:632f.).

To complement what has been said, and in factimgnthrough it all, the question of the biblical
teaching on this subject is posed, with its focugle Genesis stories: the creation of languag&dam,
the episode of the Tower of Babel. This questiomagginal to LSc and both dogmatic and apologetic i
character, which a philologist who is a theologsmu a believer feels obliged to take into accodete,
possibly, another of AR's many succinct notes, wdwlve been enough. However, perhaps the appealing
nature of those stories spurred him on to develdjprther, as the self-justification of a scholaot
independent in questions in which the Church hadyet reached a defined position, caught between
overwhelming scientific theses and its own exegétiadition’®

The enemy to overcome is Darwinian evolutionisrapresented by the linguist Schleicher,
introduced as a hermeneutical pattern in this vaea similarly dogmatic uncompromising attituddie
friend to defend is the episode of the Tower of@albhere is an admissible evolutionism and in thet
phase theory is evolutionary. However, the patisrmot applicable to linguistics, nor does reducing
language to a single type contradict the Babelysteither in the literal sense or in other moreithe
interpretation that AR prefers. However, his tektarguments cited in defence of literal exegesis ray
longer considered valid today (PFFC 11:635, n.The story of the Tower of Babel does not referlto a

78. See nowadays L. Edzard's theBislygenesis, Convergence and Entropy: An Alternafleeel of Linguistic Evolution
Applied to Semitic Linguistic¥Viesbaden, 1998.
79. One will have to wait for Pope Pius Xl and BiscyclicalHumani generigo see the evolutionary theory exorcised.
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peoples, just as the Flood was not universal, biyt affected a group of rebels. Furthermore, follogv
the sequence of the stories and linking chaptewitl2 chapter 10 (even with chapter 9) we find ttiet
human race was already divided by languages, aidivithat could be even antediluvian. Furthermore,
AR thinks that the 'confusion' does not relatehi® fragmentation of a single language but to tbk Gf
mutual understanding (PFFC 11:635ff.). This is allviformed exercise in hermeneutics and the result
could be labelled concordism in a certain sensee AR starts from a '‘Babel event', which has to be
saved at any price. Instead, modern exegesis wsapdthat this is a theological pattern with merely
synthetic or symbolic historical objectivity, whidtas to be read from the dynamic point of viewld t
'History of the Origins' as an introduction to thiéstory of Election/Salvation' inaugurated by ttadl of
Abraham.

It is therefore possible to conclude that the @mésapparent irreducibility of languages does not
exclude either linguistic or even less anthropalagmonogenism (PFFC 11:645). However, reducibility
does not assure them either: other languages bawie existed and polygenetic man could have magle us
of an imported tongue. Glottology is not valid as argument either in favour of or against
anthropological monogenism. Language concerns marthe origin of man is another matter.

6.- The origin of language

Historically, the problem of the origin of languwggntroduced in the previous chapter, has entailed
the problem of the origin of man, placing it in alneady extra-linguistic perspective with unavoigab
philosophical and religious implications. AR criies them strongly and either rejects or modifies
practically all of them. He favours the idea of gpeaking act as a faculty or ability man receiesng
with his being, whatever his origin may be (obviguse follows the creationist thesis) and that rtrées
to actualise, influenced by his milieu. Languadeent is a human affair, even the original langutge
the bible ascribes to Adam, who gave things theirect names (Gen 2:19). Language is therefore born
from an ability and a stimulus (although AR doed watline it clearly) and develops through a
transmission process. Above all, AR opposes anyralitic trend that makes it develop from a lirggigi
Darwinism through onomatopoeia or the inarticul@mission of sounds: whether it is a shout,
vocalisation or simple consonantal articulationcéwling to him, empirical analysis of language® th
only material we have in this regard, refutes tegarically. However, this empirical base canndtvesdhe
problem that refers beyond itself. Consequently wilenot be able to see the birth of languagekiow
its origin, for the simple reason that we will nebe able to arrive at the original language framown
tongues, however many reductions to ‘radical' esntre may make, not even if we could arrive ahglsi
centre or trunk. Such reductions will always be dthpptical and abstract and will not be able to
correspond to an empirical language.

AR's attitude, even taking into account his idgalal thesis, is realistic and has a serious elitic
objectivity in relation to a problem that modernduistics considers to be marginal, even thougtillt
emerges from time to time in present day glottogagiproache¥. In fact, a thesis like that of Bohas is
not far removed from AR's perspectiifeBy virtue of this attitude, AR rejects any claim see any
specific language as the language of the first naawdl in this regard Hebrew has been a very much

80. See for instance M. Nowak and D. Krakauer, "Elelution of Language'Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences(Princeton) 96 (1999) 8028-8033; M. Nowak, D. Kaa&r and D. Dress, "An Error Limit for the Evolutiof
Language”, inProceedings of the Royal Socid€tyondon), 266 (1999), 2131-2136; for other prof®see G. del Olmo Lete,
Questions de linguistique sémitigye 133.

81. See the summary and critique in G. del Olme |@tiestions de linguistique sémitiquop. 132f.
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favoured candidate in the Judeo-Christian traditivve have seen already how AR assumes an
interpretation of the Babel story that saves itssee as would be expected in a believing theolodah
goes beyond its literal meaning.

As a matter of fact, this whole subject did notitnthe attention AR pays to it in a treatment df.C
And even less the other topic that by virtue of Indgistic and unavoidably theological perspective h
deals with next: the language that Jesus spokdatendoncomitant classification of Aramaic, which he
had already discussed in its appropriate placebdth cases, AR's opinions no longer seem to be
acceptable today, and the same applies to Hebre@anbeg extinct in the time of Christ, Rabbinic
Hebrew being considered a form of Aramaic or thaedital distribution of that language, in particuiés
idea of 'Assyrian' Aramaic.

However, when AR limits himself to the strict haon of CL, his position is completely modern and
reasonable. Primitive language eludes us and cdoenmconstructed, as he elegantly summariseseth
words:

... dado que las lenguas no sean, como legitimansenfgiede juzgar y nosotros pensamos, otra cosa que

prolongaciones sucesivas de un primitivo linguétn solucion de continuidad, acomodadas al medio

conjunto de influencias mesoldgicas de lugar, tiemaza, etc. no puede tratarse de reconstruirlpsrformas
existentes las formas primeras de la palabra paempre desaparecidas por la marcha ordinaria de los
idiomas, y sb6lo es permitido conjeturar un estailoldigicamente prehistérico del lenguaje que baate
explicar las formas del dominio histérico y de leariantes actuales. En este caso estamos en aieotto
siempre en posesion de la lengua primitiva sin diacy en alguna manera siempre fuera de ellapoder
hallarla aunque la busquem@BFFC 11:694f.).

Linguistic reduction by the lexematic analysisraflical and relational components, whether we
suppose a single trunk or several, what are caflether-tonguesdoes not give us the earliest language,
because a ‘root' is not a ‘word' and language derop of words (PFFC 11:698).

La lengua primitiva no estuvo constituida por usteina deaices como se nos ofrece mediante el analisis que

suelen hacer los fil6logos de las lenguas para @mngaracion,... sino por palabras completas como tales

[11:698].

This approach is thoroughly modern, causing margulsts nowadays to speak of 'base' rather than
of 'root' along with its restored vocalism, esplgim the field of Semitic languages, as an undabie
requirement?

Furthermore, AR maintains that, in order to fihdstoriginal tongue, one has to know it beforehand,
otherwise we would not know what we have found cauld we assert that it is the primitive language
(PFFC I11:696f.). On the other hand, the root reiuns, which AR defines gshonetic typestake on an
abstract and vague meaning, while in principle it words should have a concrete meaning as dsign
de objetos percibidos por los sentid&SAfterwards, they can 'be generalisedpasnetic categoriesn
keeping with the particular abstracting processhef human psyche which creates language, and which
the author correctly sets out when dealing with phablem of the 'universals' as a linguistic praotle
(PFFC 11:700, n. 1). This concrete meaning derivesn man's ability to name (language), but it doet
exhaust the significance of the object. In thisseemny name is a pseudonym (PFFC 11:702), evesetho
given by Adam, but it is also the correct name.sTikithe conventional phonetic sign (there is n& li

82. This is for instance M. Diakonoff's thesis. Sapran. 40.
83. See G. del Olmo Let@uestions de linguistique sémitigye 190.
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between sound and meaning), incomplete in its eetéal value since it makes an adjective into anféu
Therefore, language is concrete, but an individsialot (that would be impossible), and at the séime
language is abstract and general, but not unreal.

From this position, at once modern and soundMiticmal, AR rejects the 'glottological idols' whic
have been invented in order to explain the originamguage (PFFC 11:704). In the first place, the
'mythological idol' that relates language and mgtlows him to set out a long disquisition on the
relationship between myth and religion. In factthese pages AR is more concerned with the origins
myth (linguistic myth") than with the origin ofdguages (PFFC 11:704-729), the subject in quesiidre.
supposition that word is born as an expression ythrninomina/numinais completely gratuitous (PFFC
I1:712f.). The religious significance of language @n actual interpretation of reality always sugsoa
metaphorical transfer, a second degree of denntagieen in the case of understanding 'divine' ieali
(PFFC 11:716f.).

... hada nos autoriza para establecer en este puntoppoceso intelectual y verbal en los hombresnitivos,

gue el que hallamos en sus descendientes, el ®mréroente no nos ofrece las palabras como causksle

ideas que entrafian, lo mismo en el orden religipse en cualquier otro orden, sino todo lo contraiif-FC

I1:717). ... El sistema filolbgico no demuestra a posteriori eigen glotolégico de las divinidades del

politeismo(PFFC 11:718) ... La Glotologia, pues, como explicacion cierdifie las formaciones miticas es

mito lingistica.. (PFFC 11:729).

In principle, this whole disquisition, followed mediately by another on the origins of polytheism
(PFFC 11:729-733), once again seems superfluoastieatise on the SL as understood today. Integgsti
however, is his consideration in this connexiorttaninner relationship between etymology and maiaph
in order to define the original semantics of thetri@FFC 11:718ff.). In this sense, mythologicak®ms,
especially Vedic mythological systems, are the ltesuthis process of metaphorical transfer anerlat
revision by professional priests (PFFC 11:725f.).

At this point, AR ends his "disquisiciones... essitcomo estudio sistematico de los problemas
multiples que se ofrecen en la CL" (PFFC 11:733)d antended to provide the ideological basis for a
correct setting out of its contents in order toroeene the narrow perspectives of dominant positivids
we pointed out at the beginning of these notes,fitted page® represent a somewhat rhetorical and
emotional outburst (the last paragraph runs tarslwithout a full stop) of the master and schéldly
aware of and enthusiastic about his scientific ceehn to Philology and Linguistics, that throudte t
changes of history rises as firm as "una esfingediril en medio de la movediza arena del desierto"
(PFFC 11:736).

Let us end these notes summarising and commentifgR's work by quoting its final paragraph that
reflects the profound religious concern pulsatirithiv it, as well as the open humanism that alldniva
to end his task by recalling Plato instead of Esieicus (chap. 24) and quoting some Orphic
hexameter§ instead of Psalm 104 or the Prologue to St. Jdbogpel:

84. We have already seen that, according to AR, sal@nive from adjectives, and so the problem idgmweed but not
solved: to 'nominate' is in fact to point out a dtional relation of man with his environment, biitetsense of this
function/adjective is purely conventional. Seehis tonnexion G. del Olmo Let@uestions de linguistique sémitique 51.

85. The final three pages, like many others througithe book?, reproduce literally the closing pagePGLI.

86. In this connexion, Prof. J. Pértulas, ProfesfoBreek Philology at Barcelona University, comnseriSe trata de un
Himno a Zeus que aparece citado, casi sin variadéepunta a punta de la tradicién griega. La panoita se halla en Las leyes
de Platon; la Gltima, un tanto méas extensa, ematado neoplatonico de Porfirio. Son los fragmegtby 168 de lo©rphicorum
Fragmentade Otto Kern (1922); Alberto Bernabé los cita cdmagmentos 31 y 243 respectivamente”. See A. Berridibéos
Logos. Poesia o6rfica sobre dioses, el alma y el MEs(Akal/Clasica 68. Clasicos Griegos), Madrid, 2003.
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Desde las alturas del espiritualismo cientifico gpandes los horizontes, y hermoso y dilatado elocdel

saber; y es desde alli desde donde podremos oliseih@ganismo de cada ciencia, fijar las leyes sies

movimientos y hallar las trascendentales relacioges existen entre ellas, y que habra de llevarnosjo

cifra y remate de todo, a reconocer la existen@aaduel eterno compas con que el gran Gedmetradijoe
Platén, ha trazado a la luz soberana que destellaadessmo de su altisimo ser las érbitas de la tededad, y
a proclamar a la realidad divina principio y centde la realidad humana y de la realidad césmicanooya

bellamente lo significaron aquellos versos orficos:

Zebg " apyn (fxepain)) Zebg péooo Atg &' €k mhvto TETUKTOL
Z&L¢ mobuny yoing te kol oupavod 'aotepOevtog

273



