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Recently a heated discussion has started about the origin of Uralic and North-Indo-European languages (see esp. Kallio 1997; Kallio, Koi�vu�leh�to, Parpola 1997; 1998; Itkonen 1998; Künnap 1998). It has been brought about in the first place, by Kalevi Wiik’s novel points of view in this issue (see Wiik 1997a; 1997b). Wiik’s standpoints are shared by János Pusztay (1995; 1997) and myself (Künnap 1997a; 1997b; 1998b). Besides, Jan-Ola Östman and Jarmo Raukko have disputed the principle difference between genetic and contact-induced similarities of the languages (Öst�man, Raukko 1995). I can only support the latter position.


It would be interesting to observe, within the limits of the current discussion, what more recent international professional literature can offer on this point. Anthony Fox in his book ”Linguistic Reconstruction” (1995) treats of the method of comparative linguistics very throughly and, as I see it, rather objectively. Fox indicates that in recent years linguists’ in�terest in the Com�parative Method has increased noticeably (p. 1). My attention was caught by the author’s assumption, ”Linguistic re�con�struction may ... become not merely a tool in the historical analysis of lan�guages but the goal of this analysis: we reconstruct earlier forms of la�n�guages not merely to explain historical relationship between present-day lan�guages but in order to find out what the earlier languages themselves were actually like” (p. 3). There it is! In his book ”The rise and fall of lan�guages” (1997) R. M. W. Dixon recollects a fairly widely acknowledged ar�gument, ”As languages change over time, they tend – very roughly – to move around a typological circle: isolating to agglutinating, to fusional, back to isolating, and so on” (pp. 41–42). And so he concludes that ”it may never be possible to reconstruct even an outline of what the shape of the proto-language was like. Present-day agglutinative languages may have had an ancestor of more isolating profile ...” (p. 42). This conclusion is hard to contradict. But what about Fox’s goal then? I tend to believe that Fox sounds unrealistically optimistic in this respect.


Everyone who reads Fox’s book finds that the comparative method is rigidly limited as to its choices. The author writes himself, ”the comparative method is rigidly limited as to its choices. The author writes himself, “the comparative method is seriously inadequate in a number of important respects, since it demands a view of linguistic relationships and of language change which conflicts with accepted theories. In particular, the tree model, which is implicit in the method, requires a single historical source for a language, and excludes language convergence; it is, further�more, unable to deal with waves of innovation which cut across branches of the tree. The method also illegitimately assumes uniformity in the proto-language, and requires  contrary to the facts – complete regularity in the implementation of changes. In view of these weaknesses, it may ap�pear surprising that the comparative method not only is still in use, but con�tinues to be confidently relied upon to provide information about lan�guage relationships, and to reconstruct proto-languages” (Fox 1995: 137–138). That makes me wonder, too. Of course, Fox reassures that the goals of the comparative method are limited to a certain extent (pp. 138–142). It sounds as if someone goes out to have dinner at a restaurant but as his pockets are empty, he contents himself with reading the menu only. So what? Fox’s warning is to the point – language reconstructions are always ac�com�panied by idealization of reality, ”What we are not entitled to do, of course, is to mistake our idealizations for reality. It is all too easy to in�ter�pret our idealization of reality as though it were reality itself, and to draw in�appropriate conclusions on this basis” (p. 140). However, as we can ob�serve, the warning is constantly ignored (I would call this mistake ”back-re��construction”). Such a mistake does a lot of harm to linguistics, much more than the little and questionable good brought about by re�constructing language forms.


The development of both natural and social phenomena is traditionally described through the patterns of trees, generally binary in their structure. Re�cently the binary structure of the Uralic language tree was criticised by the spe�cialist in Uralics Tapani Salminen in his presentation at the Lammi sym�posion ”The roots of Finnish population” in October 1997  (see more closely in Kün�nap 1998a: 62–63). However, in addition to this criticue of simp�lifying bi�narism, internationally, among philosophers and social scientists, in particular, a note of protest against the use of tree patterns (ar�borealism) has become stronger and louder, in general. One of the mottoes to William E. Connolly’s book ”The Ethos of Pluralization” (1996) is from Gilles Deleuze’s and Félix Guattari’s work ”A Thousand Plateaus” (1987): ”We’re tired of trees. They’ve made us suffer too much.”


Arborealism is proposed to be replaced by rhizomatics. But let us follow the same authors themselves as pointed out by Connolly, ”A rhizome as sub�terranean stem is absolutely different from roots and ra�dicles. Bulbs and tubers are rhizomes... A rhizome ceaselessly establishes connections between se�miotic chains, organizations of power and circum�stances relative to the arts, sciences and social struggles. A semiotic chain is like a tuber agglomerat�ing very diverse acts, not only linguistic but also perspective, mimetic, gestural and cognitive. ... To be rhizomatic is to produce stems and filaments that seem to be roots, a better yet connect with them by penetrating the trunk, but put them to strange new uses” (Connolly 1997: 94). Deleuze and Guattari continue writing about lin�guistic issues, ”Binary logic is the spiritual reality of the root-tree. Even a discipline as ”advanced” as linguistics retains the root-tree as its fun�da�mental image [...] Chomsky’s grammaticality, the cate�gorical S symbol that denotes every sentence, is more fundamentally a marker of power than a syntactic marker: you will construct grammatically correct sen�tences, you will divide each statement into a noun phrase and a verb phrase (first dichotomy ...). Our criticism of these linguistic models is not that they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they do not reach abstract machine that con�nects a language to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to col�lective assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of the social field. [...] Language is, in Weinreich’s words, ”an essentially heterogeneous reality”. [...] It forms a bulb. It evolves by subterranean stems and flows, along river valleys or train tracks; it spreads like a patch of oil” (Deleuze, Guattari 1995: 5–7).


Against the backround of all the development of the international consideration, the Uralists do little more, concerning language history, than continue to busy themselves with their protolanguages and a lan�guage tree. I can certainly understand them, convinced, that human con�sciousness is a phenomenon in the society which changes the slowest. Tra�ditions are the foundation of the society, after all. However, in the respect of science the latter is not valid to the extent as in some other area. This is something never to be forgotten.
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