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' Preface
N /u-bs—L "“"’};b' oo C?" If asked, most linguistic historiographers would probably subscribe to the fol-
}t, _)u.\,;.Ua o~ ol & 4\:;-S '

lowing statement:
Important contributions to all branches of lmguxsucs have been made as a result of
hremga i B o

the activities of Christian scholars and missionaries,
a»r.-l-,u);b NMNAaAAda LS o—

As a result of their work, many languages and dialects were

recorded for the first
time, and the first grammars and dictionaries produced. (Sawyer 1994: 3533)
,.—-—F_.,_——
s

However, the > interesting_question then is why there is so little research
done on this material and why it is so marginally treated in the htstormgraphy
of !mgulsncs” B .’ ,W.T‘ PESY T m}

T At ICHOLS VI al Georgetown in 1993, four participants — identical with
the authors of this book — who had research interests connected with the histo-
riographic study of missionary linguistics, came together. We decided to do.
something to promote this ﬁeld of research and met for a colloquium in Oslo
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we presemed at that colloquium.

A number — maybe the majority — of languages got their first and in many
cases only linguistic descriptions from missionaries, and a number of theoretic-
al and descriptive linguistic studies owe their data to linguistic works by mis-__

sionaries. Furthermore, missionaries have had a profound influence on the de- .
velopment of literary, and sometimes even oral, norms of many_ languages i

o (Nowgk forthe. .); Accordingly, we think that a sansfactory hlstory of linguistics __
~cannot be written before the impressive contribution of missionaries is recog-
nized.

We hope that this book may contribute to changing the current marginal
status of m1551onary linguistics and to stimulate further researéh in various as- /

Even Hovdhaugen (Ed.), ... and the Word was God. Missionary Linguistics and Missionary Grammar, 7-8
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Preface

octs of this field thereby giving it the place it deserves in lingyjg histg

: Fig.
aphy. : 554

¥ PE)‘m Hovdhaugen’s article Msszanao_f (?‘rammars ke Attempy ar p

2 ‘.rFr'e[d of Research tries to situate MISSIONAry grammars withip p, s,

ing @ mar writing and to delineate aspects of theg © tragi.

tion of Western Bram ¢ grampyg,

and of their study. L » %
Elke Nowak's article Considering the Status of Empirical Researc in L

-

and Attitudes since 1800 puts the study of Missiongpy p:
guistics in the broader p?fﬁpecfi"e of des?r‘R"Vc_|1{180i_Slics Pointing 0?; lin
neglect of empirical linguistics, in general, in linguistic hlS[OTiOgraphy. the

In his case study The first qumma{ical Sketch of Nimip-tim; Mi
Mackert shows how important missionaries were for providing dat’a roclu?el
guists and he also provides important details on how the missionary |ip ru!m_
worked. Buists

Finally, Ridiger Schreyer presents in Take your Pen and Wrie, Learn;,

Huron: A Documented Historical Sketch an in-depth analysis of migs; ning
field work and how the missionaries approached the learning of ap unkonary
language in their missionary field. fown

The authors would like to thank the Oceania-group at the De
i i g art

Linguistics, University of Oslo, for financing the colloquium in 1894 T: n“t,:;lf

as the publication of the present book.
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Even Hovdhaugen

Missionary Grammars —
An Attempt at Deﬁning/a

ield of Research!

.
Vs

0. Introduction /
From a historiographic poiny/of view, the study of missionary grammars be-

foags bods o “‘ws and to the history of gram-
mar writing. Unfortunately, none of these fields have received much attention
so far.
Missionary linguistics has been treated in some articles and monographs
(e.g., Hanzeli 1969; Bendor-Samuel 1994; Hewson 1995; Nowak forthc. a)?
and is given some attention in some handbooks in the history of linguistics
(Auroux 1992; Brekle et al. 1992 ff.).

There exist numerous historiographic studies of single grammars and even
a few collections of such studies (e.g., Ahlgvist 1987;"Dahmen et al.’ 1991)
have been published, but there has so far been no more general methodological
_approach to_the historiographic study of grammars.— let alone the study, of

/"‘Elissionar! grammars. It is significant that in none of the many encyclopaedic
=

!
/
/

surveys of linguistics that have appeared over the last years are there any ‘en-

tries for missionary linguistics or for the history of grammar writing,

’ N = e

2 Aetal y\::@:i:___, }j:'—.—r‘:,_ (Hpe cﬂg) W‘}‘::_

1) Thanks to Elke Nowak and Elizabeth Lanza for thorough comments on an earlier version of °

this paper.
2)  Cf. also the extensive treatment of missionary linguistics in Hawai'i in Schiitz (1994).

Even Hovdhaugen (Ed.), ... and the Word was God. Missionary Linguistics and Missionary Grammar, 9-22
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14
|.  Parameters fo/rCI -
k3 / Oy
coll¢étion of information on some componeny, SN

A grammar is a ﬁ)l ; . it
normally systemafized for normative and/or pedagogical purposes Tl11 Ngugg,
+ These

practical fount(alions of grammar writing are closely connected sin twg
gical will practically always focus on presenting one p Ce a Pedag,,
several)-norms of the language. So-called descriptive or SCienti?- a fe Caseg
which represent a late and rare species of grammars also iy Ic 8rampyy,
usually unconsciously — have 2 normative aspect since no gra':r;ltably sl

«chosing between VETZ2— ing between variants and basing the description on a few sali ey
~0 A JeW selected g
aty

Thereby establishing a_certai m_for_the_language described, Ty,
LN Cre are

“however, cgnam}y many normative-descriptive grammars that are vy !
no pedagogical aim! Itten wig,
Grammars — frequently of one and the same lan
; guage —
vary at least according to the following parameters: ¢ = can furthermgy,
1. letent of coverage (phonology, morphology and/or syntax)
%. Time perspective (synchronic vs. diachronic grammars)

Data basis (oral corpus,? written corpus, introspection and/o
r

tion from informants) elicita-

2. A Sketch of the History of Western Grammar Writing

Missi ol
m;:g{":ﬁ’v’:rligal::sllz; ];13; b.ee" a part of the missions of many religions —
e hxi b mission: f}hls.m and Chl’ISlial.ﬁty — and has existed as long as
_alphabetization, the transf ‘ypl'qﬁp_{gggc_tlpgyons_of missionary linguistics are
al¥ interpretations and stug on of religious texts, and semantic and etymologic-
elongs e studies. Missionaty grammar, o he other hand, largdly
cordingly, I shall giy ristian mission of the post-Renaissance period.|Ac-

give a short survey of some basic features of the Western

grammar tradition whj issi
<t ich missionary grammars built upon and of which they

The first descriptj
is probably the Sf:;?::;nrzf Greek which we would consider to be a grammar
Law/Shuiter 1995). 1y i inxlf}" Ypauparucj attributed to Dionysius Thrax (cf.
grammar designed as 3 basi e introduction explicitly defined as a pedagogical
y T 15 for the reading and understanding of literary texts

Le. data gathered by i /
listeni . /
E‘Yﬂ'lolngy ks Y listening (besides actively trying to learn to speak the lahguage)-

T not used j
Biven tim : in a mode . ; ;
€, €.2. medieva] Christian or r;u;.r;lsl: ::;'tn::lme AR v e
ogy.

-10- L
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Missionary Grammars — An Attempt at Defining 2 Field of Research

If is a taxonomic systematization of Greek phono-

ts of metrics) and morphology- ]
Priscian’s Institutiones grammaticarum is the first grammar in \:Ves}em llcr;
guistics which covers phonology, morphology, and syntax ar{d which is bas 1 + T
on an extensive corpus of data. Such a_corpus-based analysis was rather un
common in Antiquity. Except for the treatment of prosody an_d lexical and syn-
factic errors and irregularities, the other Roman grammarians and'a]sp'the
Greek ones (except Apollonius Dyscolus) largely used their own intultions

when rendering data.

The Roman grammarians §g\_g_l_anguage_as_aisct of rule lz_\gd did_not only. X
givé-a taxonomy of the_data_but formulated rules that further_regulate and
's—nfum_r-e_'ﬁle;cla_ssiﬁcaﬁnn_The introduction of grammatical rules in the des-
cription of Latin was probably due partly to a profcssionalism among the

teachers of grammar (Hovdhaugen 1991) and partly to the gradually inf:reasing,
differences between the spoken and the written language in the Empire. The %
+

in the schools. The book itse
logy (including several aspec

introduction of rules as a basic feature of grammars _gradually created the con-
Cept of a grammar as a ‘set of rules for a language. This, however, did not ne-
~Zessarily imply that the collections of rules, or the rules themselves, were con-
tituted the language. Rules were just

sidered identical with the language or cons
practical means for pedagogical ends.

Modern grammar writing started in the Renaissance: The first grammar of
the vernaculars was Nebrija’s grammar of Castillian from 1492. The main mo-
tives for writing grammars of the vernaculars — frequently clearly spelled out
in the introduction to the grammars — were a combination ﬂi‘ﬂﬁ—mm‘i
nationalistic ones. A grammar was considered to be a ver ractical Ineans to

WncgJearwu**—AﬁnmnM Znd in the
schools, a knowledge of the grammar of the native tongue was considered to
be a great pedagogical advantage before the children were to embark on learn-
ing a foreign tongue (mainly Latin, Greek, and Hebrew).

Secondly, and equally important, a language without a written grammar
was not a real language. It would not be recognized and respected if it did not
(3s other decent languages had) a grammar written on it. Grammarians thought
that it would not function as a national written language without a grammar. In
Antiquity and the Middle Ages, grammar was something that was in the lan-
guage, i.e. the language was not chaos, but system. But in the Renaissance a
spoken language was considered as a fluctuating, dangerous chaos without sta-
bility and rules.’

5 g / e
) Observe that many authors at that time used the 1em1\lex “law”) and not regula “rule’ for
grammatical rules. — - -

-11-
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theory or were wri ithi :
e Al I€ written within a specific theg;

Even Hovdhaugen

True, the spoken language could be representeq in scrj

itself not a desirable situation, but something that could belpt, but thig ,,

ous. If everyone wrote as s/he spoke, anarchy would l'esulteve'? Mor daasb

ening 1o both state and church. The situation was eveq Ve Which % 1n§er.
~ic point of view. Written laws would be unintelligible ip 5 fe from a'diic_h‘;eal.

new Bible translations would, with short intervals, be pe, W generyy: nsruu.

Lord’s word rather unstable. Accordingly, the main task Ogessar 3king

to giverules for the languag and THis was really a task of -or M Marigy .
“The unchangeability of the written 2020 01 preap oY

language was linkec impop
foundation of the society. A breakdown of lin nked to tpe Very e

Buistic nor Moy
about a breakdown of moral norms as well! s could Casily hril;lal
g

The Renaissance grammars of Latin had in their prefere
Latin of antiquity and in their abhorrence for later medieya) ?)ce fo', the Correy
lot in common with the grammars of the vernaculars. Theijr arbatrisms Quite
ed to create a norm, a standard, out _of chags, Howsver- lh:;lh 0

015 ag, Wang
anOFhef_ way concerning data than did the authors of the vern o ork
While in the case of the vernaculars the author o

ular gram;
. e of the v s mainly h S
ysed their own linguistic intuition (and accordi 2 by e 'n fac
influence on the codification of t

ngly must have had 5 significap
classical Latin had to base their an

he language involved), the Erammarians of
The Lﬂlill'l. grammars of the Renaissance differed in

alysis on a corpus of written texts,

syntay based on principles of universal
‘::ly :_:fnizé;r?_?:gable to OIE. et languages, When Sanctius defined ‘ablative as the
lJsmgptheemer ?r an explicit or implicit Ppreposition, there was no problem in
il lm or any language having prepositions no matter what kind of
TPhology the language had; cf. Colombat (1995).

Very few gram,

mars of the period. 1500-1800 had any impact on lingustc
: S retical frame with an awareness of
allis™ grja‘m,ﬁdr;sfugs' E’"cepllmﬁ were the Port Royal grammars and John
the post-Renaissa nglish. The more famous theoreticians in linguistics of

o e nee [JCl'IDd,.]ike Condillac, Dalgarno, Leibniz, Wilkins 0.
. ew, did not write gr%mmars.
no il i |
e -t_ 1;;1;: n.tlzstt;{e k19.th!cen:51ry that prominent linguists started to write
ask’and Wilhelm von Humboldt$ may be the first 023
erest in grammar writing and also started to read
r their theoretical works. These changes were P’

- :nd took some serioyg int
and use grammars as dagy fo

)
Cf. Humbolde (1994). /
rd

il @ 4

/77

Missionary Grammars — An Attempt at-Defining a Field of Research

S d

= s
bably connected with the beginning of language > typology and go@pq[at;qe—hls
torical linguistics. Rask, who was a very prolific grammar writer, argued that

1827;: 6-8). This meant that the study of grammatical structures could be pur-

“good grammars were a necessary prerequisite for comparative studies (Rask J

sued in its own right and not only as a means for normative or pedagogical
ends.

To sum up, the Western grammar tradition up to 1800 was quite stable and
uniform characterized by the following features:

a.  The purpose of a grammar was to create a norm for the language of-
ten implying that a language had no norm or rules before the gram-
marian established them. This norm was considered a necessary pre-
requisite for language learning and language teaching, for function-

'ing as a stable and stabilizing national literary language and for the
international prestige of the language. ’

b.  The grammars were all gznchronicmnd they were based on data from

either written corpora or introspection.

This is the background upon which we have to understand missionary gram-
mars.

3. Meeting Unknown Languages

People coming to an area for which they do not know the language and in
which there is no lingua franca have always had a problem. Either they can
force the people they encounter to learn their language, or more commeon they
have to learn at least something of the foreign language to communicate, For

onwards, the language barrier became a crucial problem. Small vocabularies,
and phrase books were soon produced, but to learn the new languages properly

the European explorers and colonists in America, Asia, and Africa from 1492 é /

5&
12

was considered an impossible or at least too time consuming task. Instead they _lj

kidnapped natives, brought them back to Europe to learn the language of the
/ colonists with the purpose to act later on as interpreters; cf. Greenblatt (1992)

and Schreyer’s article in this volume. When the great explorers of the enlight-

enment in the late A8th century ‘discovered’ and investigated exotic societies

they collected wordsjust-liké plants and animals to compare and classify lan-
guages, but they did not write grammars of these languages because they only
learned them superficially — and apparently were not interested in learning

AT e

\
a : \.go-' I~ 0
oy o

-13-

Scanned by CamScanner

i
z



(WP //

45 p
Jidee 54

Even Hovdhaugen

superficial and biased accounts of
or

.1 or — and gave
m properly either — &0 g
ctffegral:nmﬁ and extremely poor yocabulary. heir lack
¢ other hand, mostly had as a main and firg
Purpgy
e

Missionaries, 00 :
Jearn the 1anguage of the people they were trying (o convert, They
ne

Garn it (0 preach their faith and 0 tran_s:late the holy scri
@rislian and the Buddhist

guage. This app! : '

lamic mission is .
lam but also t© the Arabic language-

To reach their main purposes, viz‘. to preach in the new langua

able to translate the scriptures, the missionaries used various techn
guage learning. They listened to the new languages and tri ed:t?yiqq
and preach in them! — from the very beginning and with a rudim peak
edge of the language in question, they worked with informants fﬂlary

. were the first professional field workers — and they started to

ranging from small handwritten vocabularies for their fellow brctﬁoqec‘ words
sive dictionaries. For translation work as well as for langmm €xten-
was perhaps both the most important and easiest task. But gt;; arning, thi
4 grammars, and frequently good and extensive grammars to ey also wrope
‘i % of their missionary field. 0, of the languages
> #
A D W

tures intg that | to
an

g < issio -
&They were nof” bﬂly’tbﬁveningn:’egg; the y,.
Clols

4o pe
In .
them —
. kl‘low|_
Missionarjes

> L 4. Missionary Grammars — a Definition and Delimitation
Jo; 1

—

r—. - o
entative definition of missionary grammar is as follows: \?’g‘r ‘{‘
o 5
e L

A mjssionary gl‘amm i ipti r a) angl.;a creal ed
ar 1s a descrlptlﬂﬂ. of al't. {Q
i ]Cul
part Of mlsslomry ork by noﬂ'ﬂauve misSiO - l = : t r
wi e

ES—

A grammar writt
= en by a missiona i
izﬁ.mm" i el pomuan: wri::anolfa his ‘mc_ather tongue is excluded by this
tin) or grammers written by cler % mitipnacies afother BEGRSE ce.
T 418 st et gymen who were not missionaries.”
trzus 1649). The amhor‘éme_cases. One is the first grammar of Finnish (Pe-
ed in Uppsala 1619, who csch|1|u5 Petrzeus (1593-1657) was a Swede, educat-
sor of theology at the unj ame to Turku in 1628, and became the ﬁrs’t profes-
in Turku. Accordingly hwers“y of Turku in 1640. In 1662 he became bishop
with problems very s-m'm:r‘:';s ahlheo!ogian and a foreigner and he had t0 cope
e what most missionaries faced, having to analyze
E:::weﬁmal most linguistic work , .
pe from the M;, rk and al.
e Middle Ages to 1800 wer:)aII:oos\;n-g;:;n:‘aI&l of the vernacular langusges o
y clergymen.

-14-

a language with
“ropean language
orary missionary gram
which were all written
S4mi-speaking areas W
perficial phenomenon.
Actually, there-is onl

—_—

guages before 180U
ers were a mixed lot
soldiers, »officers, ' an
“produced was also not so mu
In some respects,
vary very much in
cations of their auth

cisely the prototypical

T ——

Missionary Grammars — An Attempt at Defining @ Field of Research
a structure completely different from >4 in gnc! other Indo-Eu-
ETHE'g?a'nTr_n—i? is also in most cases Very similar to contemp”
' mars. The same applies to the first grammars of‘ Sdmu

ors working 1D

by Swedish and Danish-Norwegian past
places was 2 recent aqd_su-

here Christianity in man
y-a’small mmm@mﬁ_ﬂf_ﬂ%—@uropsagm—
- others than missionaries. And the oth-
'Gf'tfiiréll'ér's,’-‘e_:_@ [orers/ amateur gentlemen, merchants,
d teachers in the colonies. The linguistic material they
ch grammars as phrase books and word lists.
the missionary grammars aré not homogeneous: T_hey
age reflecting the variation in the qualifi-
d their country, cf. 6. But if we look at
1. above, we can define more pre-

nt from Lat

1800, that were written by

quality and cover
ors, their time an

the parameters for classifying grammars in
missionary grammar with features that actually 2 signiﬁ-/

can

5.

For whom did the missionaries write their g

c.)

p_rjnted, but were copie

o learn to read their own lariguage — pre

Another more marginal group of pos
Q! t

y Tearn the language of their rulers.

t majority of misionary grammar

A missionary grammar is a descr

 part of missionary W
synchronic grammar covering
.on data mainly from a oral
mainly translated — texts).

s would share:

anguag created
is a pedagogical,
and syntax_based
from religious —

iption of a particular |
ork by non-native missionaries. It
honology, morphology
rpus (in a few cases

The Intended Audience of Missionary Grammars

rammars?
le intended audience was their

) The rlna_in. most obvious and sometimes SO
fellow missionaries; cf. Hanzeli (1969) concerning Algonquian and Iroquoian,
Hovdhaugen (1992) concerning Mochica (Peru) and Hovdhaugen/Mosel (forth-

concerning Polynesian languages. Many of these grammars were never
d by hand bymhex,miSmnancsmLheﬂald,

sible users was the natives who were
ferable the Bible — and/or more easi-

| audience was scholars or people belong-

third and even more marginal

A
!ng to the court, i.e. people with secular or intellectual status and power. This

g :
Awas clearly one intention

behind Carrera’s Mochica grammar (cf. Hovdhaugen

215 -

e e
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Even Hovdhaugen

general we can say that few missionaries o

1992: 114), but in : W £ "
< llf had an academic audience in mind. ng gra"lma
3 In addition to the needs of possible users, there may alsg 5 ry
ti

been other reasons behind the grammar writing of missionarieg Moo e
naries opposed — especially in the first centuries of coloniZatiOH- any p. Ve
rica — the cruel and discriminating behaviour of the eolimiig: of Lat,.
of the Indians. And writing a grammar ofs and
the group's status by showing that the g ez klan Uage .
but human beings of. equa\l status and mora ETS Were .
and in possession of the same ability fo@g;/ns and order.
Other missionaries, who did not have ¢ same regard fo
language of their converts, also wanted to regulate the langua r
al rules and within the same framework as Latin as a part o f'ang
mpt of ing 4 ollivid o .
tempt of regulating 4 heatherl and uncivilized society within

Cfended

I to E“mpeam

thy
be Cultyre and

ore enery) i

Christian culture and moral, —~ __o=— the frame
e e ———— 0
6. The Missionary Grammarians

Not all missionaries wrote grammars
ot : and who were th i
did they among their brethren take up this task and wh:r cc)iril; su::h:.ﬁ:;q? Why
10naries

start writing grammars at all after ? ; :
would be: 15007 Two simple and preliminary answers

The gr: i
R a”E ‘jl:!;m\::r;wglitg; "”ET those who !md an interest in language and
Biislonate Sockeniatct 1 in language learning. The journals of the London
SErongly this copclorouary diaries from Tahiti and Samoa Sibstatate
ion, — " o
And the reason why
grammatisation massive
whole tradition of West

—$

t;’zrsmﬂed to write grammars was but a reflex of thé
e linou_x _1992: 11) which was characteristic of the
guistics after 1492 and which again was linked to

three factors:
a)  the emer
gence of the .
b)  the invent; he new nation states of Europe
c) vention of printing, and o

the colonj

al expansion
of the Americas, of European powers, primarily the conguest
were a]so’ of co

the verna

W i p

as a Practica] means to spczglar
up

urse, influenced by the practical p(ﬂ:lagﬂgfc“I
grammars of the Renaissance: A grammal
and facilitate the foreigners’ learning of the

The missionaries
arguments behind

-16-
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he native children’s learning of a foreign tongue (in
k, and Hebrew, but in the colonies mostly the lan-
naries). But there was, in addition, a the-
g a language faster and better
ient way (Hovdhaugen 1992:

language in question and ¢
Europe mainly Latin, Gree 1
guage of the colonial power or missio .
ological purpose that was important: by learnin
one could also save more souls in a more effic

116).
10 the differences |

research would be to clari

An important aspect of future _the ‘
in the general attitude towards grammar writing among the missionary SOCie~
ties and the differences in how they wrote grammars. Wq ) ow at least matl
there were significant differences Tn the qualification of missionaries. =

ith a good com-

Most of the Catholic missionaries were well educated wi
mand both of classical languages and Hebrew and of grammar e
here there were also differences that deserve further_study. In the ar.ea _doml-
nated by Spanish, the influence of Nebrija's grammars of Latin was sngmﬁcapt
on the structure of the missionary grammars, while this influence is absent In
the work of the French Marists. Furthermore, there were differences between

the various religious orders and the Jesuits had apparentl their own tradition

-ii srammar writing. Frequently — but by no means always — the Catholic mis-
“sionaries represented the establishment and worked together with the secular

power in the colonies.

The Protestant mis:
cated and had frequently no knowledge of an
tongue. Accordingly, they had of course also

matical model and had probably only seen an €
their mother tongue, and sometimes not even that, The reason for this is that

the Protestant mission was mainly based on smaller congregations like Calvi-
nist and Methodists, i.e. the Low Church and/or fundamentalist congregations
in which the clergy mainly consisted of laymen and were frequently anti-aca-
demic and oppositional. Lg-

For instance, when the London Missionary Society (LMS) at the end of the
18th century recruited missionaries for the South Seas, the principal qualifica-
tion was that they knew a handicraft and were sincere believers, but no de-
mand was put on their theological education and even less on their more gener-
al education and knowledge of languages. Yet sometime we can be lead to
draw too hasty conclusions from the educational background of the missiona-
ries. The educational level of the LMS missionaries in the South Seas mention-
ed above does not at all mean that they were without interest in _linguistics or
unfamiliar with what was going on in ihat field; cf. Mosel/Hovdhaugen (1992:
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The missionaries more or less unconsciously used the mode|
Latin grammar when writing grammars of the languages the of Eleme,,
could hardly have been otherwise since they — as all gramp, Y descy lary
viously could not start from scratch but had to have z Hhise AT Writep, It
from which to start. And the current framework for gramm::fcal fr .
for every European = missionary or not — up to the HW;M&&
vas traditional Latin grammar — either as reflected in school grammeskity
=fin or in school grammars of English (many missionaries had grammars,of L:y
ing and no knowledge of Latin). very litile Shog).
Furthermore, the authors had to use a structure and 3 -
was familiar to their readers. After all, they were not |hcome.la!a“guage
very practical purposes in mind with Ihemﬁﬁs.'lﬁ'?n—a—;gictans but hyg
“suspect, and in some cases We know, that the missionary Y cases, we .
ml_zch more profound understanding of the structure of the glfammanans had 5
cribed than is evident from the grammars they wrote. Th anguage they geg.
tpe Latin grammar scheme — frequently as found in ;cﬁfﬁcﬂi_____"malim_s_,o
lish — were rather due to pedagogical reasons than to to O grammars of Fy.
;:[(:ggle we can give the following quotation from one o ack of insight, As an

To accommodate the English reader, the followin
¢ i g grammar

?;cn;:fgmashﬁsmsl:]; ::n lrtfad model of that of the Engglish by L?:;l:;e :dlfl?r:“&m o
e undre ; ily dqne 50 as he occasionally has found it co i
A iy haveeét ¢ authority of 50 good a grammarian. In some renven:m'"
e At et;n glad of a different arrangement, particularly inspt}?:tsc:ft
i Maorigl-(!)e :plmon that, strictly speaking, we have no distinct pos-
B e .and in::rTl:dc ho?vgver no alteration, chiefly lest he should
( ! € suspicion of a groundless desire of innovation.
.U" % e e o , (Maunsell 1842: xiii)
o ua-L"e“aﬁgr“g Y er ooked is the strong influence of Hebre;;} on the me-

rammatical analysis of many missj

Eal:mléﬁng liﬂgui n
stic phenomena =
do-European languages (he that were for

:
f

d s inle eign to Latin or other knownIn-
inofiE“mpea“ language availabje l;:j rlt(es frequently looked to the only non-In-

uence of Heprey nd known to them. A thorough study of the
{ ig_uages in the 17th andOTSF}:immauc?! descriptions of non-IndcfEurOpean Jan
"ography of lingyistics. €ntury is really a strong desideratum in the histo-

o\

]]le[e 15 no reason to assume t
Same over CCIHUIICS and thal u|e 1

the sa . hat missionary grammars have been the
me. Differens Brammar ywr;
i

tfnPOrtan.c;c of missionary grammars has beef
ing traditions may also have emerged in dif

8
Le, Murra
¥ (1795) which ;
which in 1832 hag ppeared in the filrty-sixr.h edition [E.H.]
ition [E.H.].
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a or the Pacific. These are largely points

ferent areas like, €.B- Soqth Americ
that need further investigation.

A historiographic study sh
grate all possible information i
etc., of the authors involved. This olu pecesshl
onary linguistics. The journals of the missionaries in Lani

—aTmost day by day their work on the grammar of the language,
for deciding what linguistic work (transl:?uon, dictionary, Or g
be given priority, who should do it, how it should be done, etc.

ould draw upon all available sources and inte-

like unpublished manuscripts, (letter diaries,

is absolutely necessary in the study of missi-
ti and Samoa reveal

their arguments
rammar) should

T Missionary Grammar Traditions in Samoa

ng of various missionary groups working

part of the historiography of missionary
y unique — is Sa-

The comparison of the grammar writi
in the same area is another important
grammar. A case in point — maybe not typical, but also hardl

moa. \G\'\L’
It is an open question which mission first came to Samoa, but the one that /
has had a continuous position there from 1832 onwards is LMS. The LMS
grammarian was George Pratt (1817-1894) who arrived in Samoa in 1839 and
who knew Greek, Latin, and Hebrew grammar. Pratt’s grammar and diction-
ary of Samoan first appeared in 1862 (Pratt 1862). The grammar was Very
short, but was nevertheless the first grammatical sketch of Samoan where the
basic structures of Samoan phonology and morphology were described. In the
second edition (Pratt 1876) both the vocabulary and the grammar were signifi-
cantly enlarged.

Catholic missionaries arrived in Samoa in 1845. One of these missionaries,
Le R. P. L. Violette, published a dictionary of Samoan (Violette 1879), which
also contained a long and thorough grammatical introduction, much more ex-
tensive and systematic than the grammatical section of Pratt.

The first Methodist missionaries in Samoa arrived about 1830 but were
later — due to an agreement between the Methodists and the LMS — forced to
le_ave. In the 1850s, Methodist missionaries returned to Samoa but the Metho-
dists’ interest in Samoan grammar came later. The Methodist missionary Spen-
cer Churchward published his grammar in 1926.% The language of the Bible
was the main source of data (besides proverbs and other specimens of Samoan
Ilteraturg) for Churchward (1926; 1951) which is basically a description and
systematisation of the language of the Samoan Bible.

9 Churchward (1951) is an enlarged and revised edition.
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These three missionary traditions knew about each of,
works, but had little scholarly contact and the three grammay; ers’ ey
mentioned above are in many respects quite different. This a::;al descr; lif)he
should be an ideal comparalive. field of research to uaa?:ﬁn_&is‘,mi Wy ng

—writing policy of the missionaries and their grammatical models. J_he gﬁ%ﬁ
________—-_,_,,..V,,..,,__,_,, e i B ‘\r

8. Conclusion ‘

ammars represent an important source of data fo
guages, data that partly are unknown and not utilized by scholars !
mars represent an enormous amount of basic linguistic research a- dhese gam. |
a lot about the long and strenuous journey of Western linpuis[icsn <an tell ys |
from the frame of classical grammar opening the mind to new m.f’,e?.ilsclr
Tinguistic cate orization and presentation of i iop. The h‘im[—s&b-'h-[—’eiﬂf
concepts like ergative, polysynthesis, local cases, etc., as well asS C}ry s
gy and phonetics cannot be written without taking this material ? By
Arfd such topics are probably as central to the study of human 1mo account,
universal grammars and truth logic which presently have a much i 3
nent place in the history of linguistics. -
. Furthermore, missionaries have had in many language societies fi
tl;ilu;nche. on language normalization and language policy and the nux:blz:rroo?l::
hurﬁi ; e% sl;ezf, ngi?a);c (;;02:2? Lr;.dally use — designed by missionaries run into

Missionary Br
many Ja. |
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Ty, e, the relation between data and linguists’ perception of them,

R T et e

Elke Nowak

Considering the Status of
Empirical Research in Linguistics

Approaches and Attitudes since 1800

1. Introduction

The objective of this paper is to outline a new perspective on empirical re-
search in linguistics in general and the series of developments leading up to
empirical, descriptive linguistics as it is known today. It is meant to draw at-
tention to the status of empirical research and the resulting descriptions of lan-
guages, generally called grammars.

1 have chosen to pursue this objective because of the still-prevailing atti-
tude in most influential approaches to language and linguistics, namely, to as-
sume that the relation between observational adequacy and descriptive adequa-

ey, i.e., ,and the

teprescﬁmlion of these data in defined modes of description is 2 straightfor-

ward matter — and not a potential source of difficulties. e
~7 1 will question just this assumption: there is no unproblematic, unbiased re-
lationship between observation and observational adequacy and description and
descriptive adequacy, let alone explanatory adequacy.

This scepticism concerning the relation of observational to descriptive ad-
equacy is based on the well-known history of grammar writing of European
vernaculars; it is, furthermore, corroborated by the examination of grammatic-
al attempts at non-Indo-European languages, especially Eskimo languages, dat-

Even Hovdhaugen (Ed.), ... and the Word was God. Missionary Linguistics and Missionary
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