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Brief Communications

S10UAN LANGUAGES IN THE EAsST!

In a recent paper Carl F. Miller (1957) has “revaluated” the ‘“Eastern
Siouan problem’” and concluded that there is no basis for assigning to the
Siouan linguistic family any of the groups treated by Mooney in his Siouan
Tribes of the East (1894). Miller pays particular attention to the Tutelo,
Saponi, and Occaneechi, places less emphasis on other groups of Virginia and
the Carolinas (including the Catawba), and mentions the Ofo and Biloxi only
in a footnote. However, he implies (p. 188) that he believes there were no
Siouan groups ‘“‘east of the Mississippi”’ (the Winnebago and the most eastern
Dakota bands are not mentioned—probably Miller overlooked their location
east of the Mississippi).

Miller’s reasoning is not always easy to follow. He began his investiga-
tion because he felt that pottery he excavated in southern Virginia was unlike
“that usually attributed to Siouan-speaking peoples” (p. 119)—although “‘we
all recognize [that] language does not predict archeological remains but may in
fact differ so radically that there may appear, on the surface, to be no similar-
ity or connection” (p. 195). However, the paper does not involve ceramic typol-
ogy and distributions, but rather an examination of the data from historical
sources and the uses made of them by later writers. Miller’s treatment of these
sources is open to question at numerous points. But it is the linguistic evidence
which is crucial to his thesis, and this he does not examine. It is the purpose of
this communication to review that evidence.

The groups involved for which we have actual linguistic material are the
Tutelo, Catawba, Woccon, Ofo, and Biloxi. All are now extinct languages (the
last speaker of any is a Catawba man born in 1873, who has not used the lan-
guage for many years). Miller does not discuss any of the evidence on the last
four languages mentioned above, merely remarking in his conclusions (p. 206)
that ‘“‘studies should be made on the Catawba, Biloxi, and Ofo to determine
whether or not they should be assigned to the Siouan linguistic family.” How-
ever, he concludes (p. 206) that Tutelo is “not of Siouan linguistic stock but
rather of a primitive Algonquian stock. This has been demonstrated etymo-
logically and dialectically by Dr. John P. Harrington [1955:189-202].” The
latter paper deals entirely with Powhatan, long known to be an Algonquian
language (although not, as Harrington would have it [p. 195], “merely a dialect
of Delaware”’; cf. Geary 1953, 1955, and Siebert 1941); nowhere in this paper
does Harrington mention Tutelo or any of the other Virginia languages. Miller
elsewhere suggests that Tutelo was an Iroquoian language (pp. 183, 184, 185,
204), since there is evidence that the Tutelo enjoyed friendly relations with the
Tuscarora.

Miller cannot ignore the existence of Tutelo linguistic material collected
among the Iroquois of the Six Nations Reserve on the Grand River in Ontario.
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However, rather than consider the material itself or its use by comparative
linguists, Miller attacks the credibility of the informants who provided the
word lists published by Hale (1883), Sapir (1913), and Frachtenberg (1913).
He appears to believe that only a “pure blood” Tutelo could provide usable
linguistic material, and he misunderstands the linguistic and social situation
of the Tutelo among the modern Iroquois. Hale interviewed several Tutelo
in the 1870’s, at least one of whom apparently was a native speaker of the lan-
guage (who had, however, spoken only Cayuga for many years). Subsequent
investigators found no native speakers of Tutelo, but only Iroquois-speakers
who were members of the Tutelo tribe by descent or adoption, and who knew
a few words and phrases of the language. However, some of this later material
is usable, and it is ridiculous to say that because the informants of Frachten-
berg in 1907 and Sapir in 1911 gave many equivalent forms, ‘‘there appears to
have been some collusion attempted on the part of the Indians of the Grand
River Reservation” (Miller 1957:195).

The Tutelo materials published by Hale (1883) are quite extensive® his
vocabulary has 279 English entries, many with several Tutelo equivalents,
and his discussion of the comparative grammar occupies 18 pages. His in-
formants were an old man named Nikonha or Waskiteng (the only one con-
sidered by Miller), an unnamed man who occupied the Tutelo chieftainship on
the Six Nations Council, and the latter’s aunt, Mrs. Christine Buck (Hale
1883:9-11; 1877; 1879). Sapir’s word list of 55 items (1913) was obtained in
1911 from Andrew Sprague. In 1907 Frachtenberg (1913) collected a word
list of about the same length from Lucy Buck, through Cayuga for which he
used Andrew Sprague as interpreter. In 1882 and 1888 J. Owen Dorsey and
J. N. B. Hewitt collected more extensive materials than Sapir’s or Frachten-
berg’s but these remain unpublished (Bureau of American Ethnology Mss.
1412, 2511) except for some kinship terms and numerals given by Dorsey in
his preface to Riggs’ Dakota grammar (1893).

Hale’s demonstration (1883) of the Siouan affiliation of the Tutelo lan-
guage, through comparison with Dakota and Hidatsa, is still convincing.
There is no point in repeating here the names of authorities who have accepted
Hale’s results or refined them. It is sufficient to point out that the latest and
most thorough investigation of the subgrouping of the Siouan family, that of
Wolff, places Tutelo, Biloxi, and Ofo in one group. Wolff summarizes his results
as follows: “The Ohio Valley group of Siouan languages consists of three lan-
guages, Biloxi, Ofo, and Tutelo, all of them now extinct. The geographic dis-
tribution of these languages is worth noting. While Ofo on the lower Mississippi
and Biloxi around Mobile Bay are virtually neighbors, Tutelo and its dialects
were spoken in Viginia. Yet, from the viewpoint of comparative phonology
Tutelo and Biloxi are much more closely related, while Ofo shows a consider-
able number of phonological innovations. In spite of their geographic distribu-
tion, however, these three languages clearly represent a distinct group within
the Siouan linguistic family, having mostly archaic features as far as their
phonology is concerned” (Wolff 1950:64-65; as Wolff points out, Griffin has
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objected to the label “Ohio Valley Siouan” introduced by Voegelin, but this of
course does not reflect on the validity of the linguistic grouping). None of
Miller’s arguments bear on this conclusion or affect the evidence for it which
Wolff presents (Miller does not cite Wolff, nor does he cite Voegelin’s 1941
paper which established the Biloxi-Ofo-Tutelo group). Certainly no informant
or combination of informants, Iroquois or other, could have invented in the
1870’s (before Biloxi or Ofo were recognized as Siouan) a language with a
Siouan grammar and with a phonology consistently related to Proto-Siouan
as reconstructed by Wolff in the 1940’s.

The linguistic position of Catawba (of South Carolina) is at present less
certain. Siebert (1945:100-101) has summarized the history of work on this
question. The first to suggest a Siouan affiliation was Lewis Henry Morgan,
in 1869; others followed him or independently arrived at the same conclusion.
As Siebert points out (1945:101), the evidence on which Catawba was classified
as §iouan in Powell’s Indian Linguistic Families (1891:111-116) has never
been published. However, a manuscript dated 1890 in the B.A.E. archives
(Ms. 3989) appears to be this evidence; in this, J. Owen Dorsey has compared
116 Catawba forms with forms of similar meaning from fifteen Siouan lan-
guages, marking 56 as cognate, 52 noncognate, and 18 doubtful. Of those
marked cognate, Dorsey selected 23 as particularly close in form and meaning.
He made no attempt to establish sound correspondences or to place Catawba
in a particular subgroup of Siouan. Swanton in 1923 published a short compara-
tive vocabulary which indicates the divergence of Catawba from other
branches of the Siouan family. As Wolff (1950:66) correctly states, “the
Siouan affinities of Catawba morphology were conclusively demonstrated by
F. T. Siebert, Jr.”” in 1945. Siebert did not attempt to place Catawba in one
of the Siouan subgroups, and Wolff had so much difficulty in finding obvious
Siouan cognates in the Catawba material he used that he was unable to estab-
lish sound correspondences and concluded that “Catawba may form a group
of Siouan, strongly divergent from all other groups and from the parent lan-
guage . . . [or else it] may be the remnant of a larger pre-Siouan linguistic
stock” (Wolff 1950:66). There is sufficient Catawba material available—much
of the best of it still unpublished—so that eventually it will be possible to be
more precise as to the specific relationship of Catawba and the Siouan lan-
guages. Siebert has shown that there is a relationship and a rather close one, in
comparison with the broader North American linguistic groupings. The sound
correspondences remain to be worked out. It makes little difference whether
the inclusive group is called “Siouan-Catawba’ or merely “Siouan”; the deci-
sion will depend on whether Wolff’s reconstructed Proto-Siouan will account
for Catawba, or whether a preceding stage will.have to be reconstructed from
the comparison of Catawba and Wolff’s Proto-Siouan.

Woccon is an extinct language of North Carolina, known only through a
vocabulary of about 140 items first published in 1709 (reprinted in Lawson
1952:240-251). Siebert (1945:100) has noted that Adelung and Vater in 1816



Brief Communications 741

and Gallatin in 1836 compared this vocabulary with Catawba and concluded
that the languages were related. The former cited three pairs of probable cog-
nates out of eight pairs compared (Adelung and Vater 1816:308); Gallatin
(1836:87) remarked that “out of fifty-one words found in both [languages],
sixteen appear to have more or less remote affinities,” and listed fourteen pairs
as ‘“‘the most remarkable”—most of them appear to be cognate. Albert S.
Gatschet, in an unpublished manuscript in the B.A.E. archives (Ms. 1449)
gives a Woccon-Catawba comparative vocabulary which contains 86 Catawba
equivalents taken from his own field notebook. He did not draw any conclu-
sions in this manuscript, nor indicate which pairs he accepted as cognate. My
own estimate is that about 19 are probable cognates and about 11 possible
cognates. This comparison is probably the basis for Gatschet’s implication
(1884:15) that Woccon and Catawba belonged to the same linguistic group,
and for Powell’s (1891:112) assertion that “it is only recently that a definite
decision has been reached respecting the relationship of the Catawba and the
Woccon,” although Powell also cites Gallatin’s conclusion (Powell 1891:111).
Mooney (1894:65) merely states flatly that Lawson’s vocabulary “shows that
their [the Woccon’s] dialect was closely related to that of the Catawba.” It is
true that it is evident from mere inspection of comparative vocabularies that
Woccon and Catawba are related. However, it is also evident that they are far
from being dialects of the same language. Swanton (1923) reports that he com-
pared some of the Woccon material with Tutelo, Biloxi, Ofo, Hidatsa, Dakota,
and Catawba, and found about twice as many resemblances with Catawba as
with each of the other languages. However, he did not publish his data. Law-
son’s word list is extensive enough to serve as the basis for a more precise
classification of Woccon, now that more satisfactory Catawba data are avail-
able and we know something of Proto-Siouan.

Nonlinguistic considerations are irrelevant for the determination of linguis-
tic relationships. But where we lack linguistic evidence—as we do for most of
the groups Miller considers—we must use whatever data exist. Cultural re-
semblances, geographical proximity, political association, brief lists of proper
names without meanings, and contemporary summary statements on linguistic
resemblances, do not prove linguistic relationships between groups; however,
such nonlinguistic factors do indicate possibilities or even probabilities of
linguistic relationship. In using such materials it is important to know what
language families are certainly represented in the region, since the probability
is that an unknown language belonged to one of these families, rather than to
one not represented in the vicinity. There is no doubt that Siouan languages
were present in the Southeast. Siouan is among the possible affiliations of
groups such as the Saponi and Occaneechi, and the historical data must be
evaluated with this possibility in mind. This has been the approach used with
varying success by Hale, Gatschet, Mooney, Dorsey, Swanton, Speck, Griffin,
and others, and it must continue to be used. Sober “revaluation” of the his-
torical documents and of the conclusions drawn from them is all to the good,
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but contentiousness resulting in distortion of the evidence merely misleads
those unacquainted with the sources.
WiLLiam C. STURTEVANT
Bureau of American Ethnology
Smithsonian Institution
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NOTE

! Published with the permission of the Secretary, Smithsonian Institution.

GARO AVUNCULAR AUTHORITY AND MATRILATERAL CROSS-COUSIN M ARRIAGE!

In one of the most elegantly reasoned arguments ever to appear in an-
thropological literature, George C. Homans and David M. Schneider have
suggested that if preferential unilateral cross-cousin marriage exists in a
society, then it is to be expected that matrilateral cross-cousin marriage
(marriage of a man to his mother’s brother’s daughter) will occcur in those
societies where authority is held by the father. Conversely, they expect that in
societies where authority is located in the status of the mother’s brother, cross-
cousin marriage will be of the patrilateral variety (marriage to father’s sister’s
daughter) (Homans and Schneider 1955). One of the societies which they con-
sider is that of the Garo of Assam, India, the data for which were admittedly
sketchy. Material which I have recently obtained on the Garo raises some
general questions concerning this theory. It will be the purpose of this paper to
discuss the Homans-Schneider theory with reference to more complete data
from the Garo, and to suggest the implications which these data have for the
theory.

Though it is possible to do no more than give a superficial account of their
argument in a brief space, it follows roughly these lines: In the typical patri-
lineal and virilocal (patrilocal) society, where the men of a patrilineage live
more or less close to one another, and where authority is clearly concentrated
in the status of the father, the cross-cousin favored for marriage is expected to
be the mother’s brother’s daughter. Radcliffe-Brown pointed out that such
societies tend to allow Ego to have a peculiarly warm and permissive relation-
ship with his mother’s brother (Radcliffe-Brown 1952:15-31). This uncle
might be happy to give his daughter to his cherished nephew, and their friend-
liness might ease the strains of the father-in-law relationship. For comple-
mentary reasons, the father’s sister’s daughter would be an undesirable spouse
in these societies, since the father’s sister tends to be a sort of “female father”—
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