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Preface

It is an honor to contribute a preface to this collection of translated
papers by Leonard Bloomfield. His academic career, indeed, his whole
working life, was dedicated to refining and applying consistent, objective
methods to the study and description of all languages, for the benefit of
all people. As a long-time student of his work, I find it deeply satisfying
to acknowledge both the symbolic and practical importance of continuing
interest in his thought within the Chinese scholarly community .

This selection of his writings shows very well the range and
development of his system of structural descriptive linguistics. 1 believe
that his teachings are not only vital to a clear understanding of the recent
history of linguistics, but may also still be of practical use to linguists
engaged in serious work on a language or language family. Important
general lessons that Bloomfield distilled from his long comparative and
descriptive study of the Germanic and Algonquian languages can still be
learned from these articles. Moreover, it is inspiring to trace the path of
a subtle and persistent scholar who was not afraid to follow his principles
wherever they led.

His method of structural analysis is very simple. It rests entirely on
the contrast relation. His organization of descriptions is also very direct.
It must however be admitted that the exireme condensation of his writing
style at times challenges even the most willing reader to understand. Be

assured that if at times you find him difficult to understand, it is not a
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problem of translation! Once he has introduced and defined a technical
term or category for his readers, he requires that it be understood in
exactly that same sense throughout the text each time it is used. He
usually offers no helpful but digressive reminders. Since many of the
terms he used are still current, but are used in different senses today, it
is especially important to follow his own usage carefully in an effort to
understand him. I advise new readers of his work that the best way to
assimilate this consistent and extremely systematic use of technical terms
is to read the Postulates carefully several times, until the transfer of the
sense and implications of each technical term from one numbered item to
the next becomes clear. In that paper, as in his other works, his use of
data in brief examples is almost the only assistance he provides, and even
these examples are not always transparent. The topic and key term of each
postulate lies at the center of a web of conceptual linkages to other
postulates, some nearby in the paper, and others surpn'singlx distant.
This is of course what we would expect in an example of this genre,
borrowed as it is from philosophy. However, much the same tightly
linked conceptual structure is found in all of his writings, and it may be
harder to find and appreciate at first below the surface of his apparently
ordinary prose. The new reader of his work should realize that no word is
wasted; no example is superfluous.

The best introduction to his analytical practices is the Outline Guide
of 1942. Through studying this short monograph, one can see that his
method of work is a kind of inversion of the classical philological analysis
of textual traditions. In a sense, Bloomfield created a fresh textual
tradition around each new bit of “text” that he elicited from his
informants. As constant study of his files of data suggested them to him,

he would try out new ways of varying form and meaning at some structural
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juncture in a known form. In this way, he worked his way forward toward

a comprehensive understanding of the structure of the ‘target language,
systematically enlarging the body of interrelated material, rather than
backward, as philologists do, clearing away tangled variants to reveal an
original text.

Unlike his contemporary Edward Sapir, a gregarious man whose
method of field work relied heavily on teaching his informants to transcribe
traditional texts and on working interactively on the translations,
Bloomfield was, as one might expect, very reserved as a field worker.
Younger linguists who watched him working with informants were struck
by how quiet he was, and how carefully he avoided suggesting possible
forms himself. At times he would simply read aloud an item transcribed
earlier, rather than ask for a translation of something new into the target
language. At times he would simply wait silently for the informant to
speak, and then pursue whatever came up.

A close reading of these selections will show that Bloomfield’ s
system of linguistics differed in important ways from the work of the
generation of American linguists that immediately followed him. In
particular, it is almost completely free of the use of item distribution as a
criterion of analysis. He seldom engaged in public technical disputes with
other American linguists of his time, though some of his published
reviews and discussions seem to have been aimed at clarifying his side of
such disagreements without naming his opponents. Even in his lifetime,
however, many of the technical terms he clarified or introduced were also
adopted by others, and soon took on meanings different from his explicit
definitions. Often, they are understood by today ' s linguists in ways that
do not fit Bloomfield’ s own use of them. In reading Bloomfield, then, it
is especially important to give careful attention to his particular
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understanding of such key words as phoneme, morpheme, form, and
feature in order to follow his thinking.

In a letter written in 1919 to a fellow student of the Algonquian
languages, he stated in a single sentence the core of his method of
language analysis and description. I can think of no better guide to
understanding his work, and no better plan for any linguist to follow:
“ No preconceptions ; find ous which sound variations are distinctive ( as to
meaning) and then analyze morphology and syntax by putting together
everything that is alike .” '

J. Fought
University of Pennsylvania

2003.10



975 - A . 3E /R  (Leonard Bloomfield) 23 B4 ¥ iE
BEMEREAMBEEMNRRAYZ —, MKIESHER “7E 30
FERH 40 FRITAKEHEHETFRNSEMELREE LB
F” (Robins 2001:237), T 40 AR 50 MG e IE/REE
%Wﬂg%%(mﬁ-mmnﬁddians)&%x?ﬂ BOWHEISERRB
WAL RN S HkZ b MXE-MEF %L ENER, 5%
B THRLETEEL, HELEFRENERERKE, 2
RBEVEM,

ARIERENEEMR EEZEFERNTE, Bl 1) #5iF
BENEFHILES Y 2) HEWKIESFY; 3) +tEESHHE
fEEME; 4) SMEE¥E. TEXMXMEANFED TR,

—. BWEEEFNEXEREFE

XRAMKERLZH— . FREEREFXLBEIESY
IS 5T ENEAW S EPERAECGETRERN—FELE)(1926)
MCEF ) (1933a) 1, FHR(GESEINEERGIES¥EE
TNHIBHTRieER, ERHBREEERBEESHHA
T— BB . MINRIERAEERE, M RIFEREMTHEX
A A, BEHERE “Jack and Jil” WEE, & HEM
B “UE AR i F T A BT AL 9 E B AL AN R AR iE AR B
SHER RN (1933a:139); X i F A H A 49 H1R J6 2 % X R



R 2 b8

R (EREAKHR PR EWF YK RS SUAF
Bleg . MEBRRTLET, Hbb R SO E SO B R S
B (FLE:140), XBEAFEUEL “BEMHRLBNEFIE
A&, MARMEHE” (FL:162) &L, G XE—
FINEE H (40 1939:55; 1943/Hockett 1970:402) FH T iX — 7.4,
MWEA A, MARKELHE” TR B I OEF
FHMMKEE O AT . WTRRABORE, XHH
tE—Jrmt - EENBE, WRKTERX. ahER @
iy, BmOEH . B3, BRE. HERSE; H-hmEditie
TEEHE SO~ SBARNRIES L, WABREERE
0. FIXS HOR I AR RS X SR R EEH 32 SRS I 1 Wik —
FRBFTT THA, FHAREE TR S ¥ REBRERIES
FAEBR TR BRI . S hndE EROIREL, LIRS %
L FRBE SR, g, . AENIESHE S50
Pro GEER) RGN TZFR, BRARMMEIES ¥Rk
PRBET ARI/RERIETFRE, AUXMER “ERAEE
FEBERIHEFT A ITER —F5EE” (Matthews 1986: 248 )
Mme.

=, hEILBESF

BT A EEREEREGIESE LN RE TR, AMIEEEMW
HE S ¥ SR T 518 5 FOE T BUS I EEL, MmZ
MR TE S FHAMA GBI E R sk, Hs, “FhIERER
BB —~EEETE (LR IESFWMEFE” (Trager
1946:461) , H ZAEMI/R 57 €75 ( Algonquian) BV A BF 5 4 1, it
BAEARN—RE(BIGE P EBIT/R RESBEMIES RFEN1925]) 1
RERTZESHHE M. MIKFEEERYS . #iE



EE, WRERGE LEIEFTFEHEME, XESMAUGEHE
B YR (neogrammarians ) ) X 53, “MHRXMN#IREBEH.
BENAEREN—R" (Hockett 1999:301), “BHEFHEA(].
Grimm) . HEFEEFRAA RIERERX R EZ BIKE R EER,
i B2 EHAWH” (Waterman 1970/Fought 1999 [1]:121). BFLA
HAVES], N S5HRHXER L, mRIERE - m%ET &R
HIRMA, H—HEHXHE—E KRBT RS RE/RE Tt
TomiAIL o R B A X 4y, PAE FIA A BE B0 7 B4 XY,
“REFF LT ZE” (Saussure 1983:83); 1A (K B 4K 38 8 3t
RS, EdfsbtSHNZ MEEERGELXE, AN “—
5 B ST AR LA AR A B B4 BE S S AR LR,
PLZAE “Pi s LR MM E RS S8R (1933a:19) . PR
E, GEE®) PRERK—BIEBEREE I RFEHKIES
¥, MEM — A ESHN ARSI, HHY—345
Bloomfield [ 1928; 1933b]) L2 M 7 2 HLAGIE 5 2 89 £l B SR BRATED
BRiE ST R A B

=, rEFBEEHAESHS

FEEPR O, i RE/REHFARDE THRKIES WHE,
fbxt—2o+ FEFHEE EHTRAPIR, EXHHE, BEY
BRSBTS, RIEFRN— T LZE AR MRS (5
(AR IS B SCA B =BT ,1917), HEF SVEA R F)
WRTRFEFE W — (LB IRE ML, 25, HidEREET
RESHAE T ENENELBNREEHRE L, FEEPTILEND
MR T EBEBHEMHAR: — FERWEF FHIEREE
(Menomini), —4E IR 3 BiE (Cree), = +HERERNER
AT ELIE (Ojibwa) o fhic 5 T KB MM K B 15 H1 % BB 4,
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HRER— O MA BRI KEE, AMUELEITAXITIEE®E T
—IiEERP . XETAER RS T /R 5T &5 LR UL KRR
MR ERB R T BRIl T Xt PTR TR S W E M HE
PR N R EINEN B LB FTRIITE” (Bloch 1949/Hockett 1970:
528—529)

M. SMEHF

BFANHEARKT %, i o JE /R FE— A R X SME 2 R A
BEERDGE, FFURE) TILIE S ¥R s I T/ME#
¥, MHERESTEEE (BEWRSIE) (914)BEm—=
(5% 9 B)IHE TAMEBE R, “MIMEHF T EHRMERE,
B R A E IE R EE T RHMCAIRTTE " (Moulton 1984/
Fought 1999 [11]:27), 1923 4, fhih T —FEEMRERE (W
RIEE), ZHEHEEN “FEBEHMPREEH” (Hall 1950/
Hockett 1970:549), % Kt R KK M, XEHEHHAEDT
“ERBAFERIEE VLR, LIBBISME AL . BB RTEWEIZARIM
HISHEA, CRARBEEEM A E, flIERESED TR
PETTHR . XM (S S5 M) FrES MM a1 . (IMESSHE
AEFIIEE) (1942), (FF2iBEOE) (1944) . (FF22iETIE.
HEEHAE) (1944) . (BEOIE. EREHAE) (1945)%, B4,
MR REARE T — i AMEHF RIS, I (BS%
MBEEE) (1942), CGEAMEEFE) (1945)%, HiTE S ¥ 54ME
HEFHRR, XU ¥R YRR EH T RWHFT RS
#EVE, R B CXIMER MBS, B4, TN EES
WEY WL WREM RIEREESHLMES FAEmn., 5
ERBEEMEL, ‘R AR RESERtE I T HEeS
BN BRIRE., XA RAE “EBARERIEVIMR hERE
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BB HME, fkIEREEESHREP HEHEROR X
(mentalism) . 2 R i (animism) & H #918 (finalism) 89 T3¢, MR
IE TSRS SREE . R RSE/RN EETRET
BE T HAGE SR AR TE, IR AR IEREER T8 5TE
T “BIEFHITAMA T —ITR 2" (Bloch 1949/Hockett 1970:
530),

YERA—%¥E, FRIFERES N 1EA—D A, filkdE
IRTERIFES NG, i AR ETMEM, BRI RET¥KEK,
HNAREmEEL, S84 #Y ., MiFERE, EARANTRIRES
RAWILITEBL, BFFEHRERDPEE, SR/ fE %
®E, MOTHCHITHE, TARBABC. &AW, “fERBHL
BES¥R D, BREALBEAESHNEE, SEZIEN S
WL E" (Bloch 1949/ Hockett 1970:529), 14, fABAISKAM .
B AR R A AN BT THRZIMEN %,

DA SRR PE N R 3 B 450 £ GE 5 0 HE 1B B
FE T RZIE W, "TLLEAS K, BADLEEREmME—
BERBAMESHERILFRSEHWE X WEH TSN E E
ARSI R R, MSUEEHITIE (1938—1943), B (BEkift
W) (1952—1953) i, FiA (6 (1953—1955) . £ X iE]
B(1955—1956) 1itie, BIATHERYM XL FHEIES $HENR
11(1961—1963) , F BN\ H4ERBIHT A H B 016 (1981—1982)
X—FINFHESHBEABEESEH TN, HUREESEHE X
BN, DETFH%ERD 20HMehEEEXN T EREAL
MELESMEHZE ST IR TE” (DK 1999a:
320)0 WXAABRYE, &M 7 IE/RENIES A, Wi
ARELSHELSDOTFEEMRER, #—HARNUE B
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SR RIGE R BRI, BRBA B XK.

E A I REESEEHN B SR AL, R
RIAFEBE(1958) . HA&TL(1964), RITHIA BFRH (1982) . &4
HIF(1989) . ZEFH(1991) . XIMHIE (1995) . AK A (1996) . HE
(2002)% . AitHEiFEE A, fiIERERNIE XMEFERTEENG
FBFEMAR T GEFR¥M—EA®) (1961, & FFiF) f
GBEFLY (1980, EF Y B IF HtHHEF) —FfF, WAy H b
ZERMAFNZEN ., XTERS BN E, HEXIHRIRE
I EHERETE —E B L IRAMNX —BRI& . AIFF IR XEXE L
C.Hockett %% ¥ B A Leonard Bloomfield Anthology (1970, Indiana
University Press) . SCEFME T I A Hockett BTN, 7EiF A E
B, FERBEFCHEESEU LIRS FEBAE, MUFEA
RERB N S EH A REARP R MR, 245K, #FRXH
(LY BRRHEMEENST ., HENSUFET “fiRkIE/RHE
FR—MEEIEARS TR A, TiEERMENARNFEE L ETLR
A B 2 R BF T Xk BB R IE” (Teeter 1969/Fought 1999
[M1]:5). FEFIRAEBERSE L, M IE/RE—m AT CRE .
FRREFERR, MAbEHEBXFHRERER THRE, UETFTAN
AEPEE ) —2eRiR--- RS R, AR ™R HE LT
R IF RIS —REXERE”  (Bloch 1949/Hockett 1970:530) , M.,
EBESREY, BAFERIEBIERER . LT HIARERN
BXSKE, ERTHAEZERERN(CYREEFEES KR
FR), ORI R AR RE L EEMEARMAZEZA,
TEH L BIESAEEMIFIEIE,

A () MBIFETAEBIATARAEER., FHEHXLMK
Fr, EFREENMAINIRRE KRS, B4k, FHEEELRGE
EESNRBERFEN/NFEEE, RUEAZN . ERFTXEES
RS . MR TR, MAEE, Ml T 2NME, I
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BETHFZERIBRENL., &AM S, XWHFE T
VERATREIIAF) SE 8. HIK, BEB R OB ES LT KER
J. Fought# - ME KRB K. Koemer H 4% . FFAlJE Fought ##%
U TR 5ABIE TEA XN ERME, JHESCH AT 7
R ITIR T BO R, MR NKFERE TRAUFE.
s A PRIEAR B AR R B IR AR HE VR . FRIR, 8 B 3L B A B
BRI e A . BEEAA CUE) MBHRETHES T
THER R, Rl RTERIE GEFRIEM —E0NE) —3nt,
BETESE TMCRTIEC(1961) . 5 SC b 546 3E 4] 4 4b 3
A WS TRMER . Hsh, JbatshEE R R
L KEEL . RS AR A AR TARRME T A
8 BT B FISCHE, TR e TR R Z ORI, A& Code)
GHRBRERZZA, —VISCFokdFEA A&,

G, BERBLUXEIES¥KXZ ZH(R.H. Robins) # T X
BOFRAE AR T 4 HRGE

BEMERBZERIRGFALHE, mALEREYETE
WA B RFREHEG 3, B AR &2 — A 9]
A el TA A FRAREDT? RNTA® LG iZEMiER, &
L TUARE Edbtg E e L AN E, (2 REMEBAT X4
FH, AR EAVE A FRTVE TR, AREANTRZ MR
EBR, AFERCHBERBZE, RIMBGALESRKELRZ LA —
FEZ Mty (Robins 1988:87)
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