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1, INTRODUCTION

LI

1.1 Linguistics as a social science,

The study of language, if it is to be acceptably comprehensive ahd relevant,
has to match the scope and character of the language user's intuitions about the
nature of meaning,  For all of us, meaningfui use of language, among other things,
is that which appropriately reflects its social and cultural milieu and conveys
social and cultural purpose. The present account tdkes stock of some current
developments, both within and outside linguistics itself, in the study of the
linguistic expression of social and cultural meaning, S

1 In.many respects the.position today is still aptly reflected in soie -words -

» ' wricten in 1929 by E,SAPIR: “It is peculiarly important", he remarks, "that -
Linguists, who- are-often accused, and accused justly, of fsilure to-look -beyond- -
the pretty patterns .of their subject matter, should become -aware -of what -their _
Science-mey.meas for-the interpretation of human.conduct. {n-gemersl, Whether- - -

. they like it or not, theymust.become incrsasingly concerned with-the-many. :

- ‘anthropalogical, . socialagical, -and. psychological problems-which iivadé.the fteld-.

f of linguistics" (E.SAPIR, 1929a),  The.essay-itself was yignificantly.titled

. ““The. Status of Linguistics.as a Science”: significantly because the impétus to

- make linguistics a "science" has generally or until rather recently tomtributed-in

. -10-small meagure”to-notions—of. its relative independence (1) from most of the other’

= social sciences" (see for example N,CHONSKY, 1965, p.20),. It .cannot now de.said

. that linguistics-continues'to repel psychological problems, but it {s still true to..

E say tuat most linguists today are not sufficiently aware of, still less..concerned
about, .issues. faniliar to anthropology and.sociology, Im.tlie-case of socialogy -
the lack of involvemert is,.moreover, éntirely mutual. Thexe-is's very noticeable--
lack of published interest ic language -~ more however than-in linguistics - among

" sociologists the world over, Yet for SAPIR (1929 and elsewhere) linguistics is
-above all a social ‘science,  Much more recemtly R.Ai.HALL,. Jr. (1965) has been
moved to plice a similar emphesis on the social character of 1} nege: "..... there:-
ks the-ever-present danger that ..., ultra-structured-grammar will lose ‘toveh-with
. linguistic reality, which is that of individual humans.speaking to and reponding to
the speech of other individual .humans in the context. of their social relationships”
(p.345). Compare too C.A.FERGUSON (1959) ™Descriptive liaguists in their understandable
zeal to -describe the .internal structure of the language they axe.studying-often fail
to provide even the most elomentary data about the socio-cultwral setting {n which
the language functions” (p.437). On-'the.gide of ‘sociclogy, it was pointed out in
1956 by the Americans G.N.PUTNAM and E.M,O'HERN that “Sociologists have merely
skirted the edges of the.sociology -of language.” In- 1965 the British sociologist
J.KLEIN wrote, in response to.the isolated example- of the.London sociologist
B.BERNSTEIN: - "The difficulties of communication_between hembers of different social
classes are worth investigating in'a systematic way. . This kind of social study is
still in its infancy" (p.2:0). ‘ o tme

 —————. L K
Some further views on the égiil.ilrgeli goténtla;.1nﬁotp§gg§;9£ftha study-of language
in culture and society, arranged_chronologically -

" F.BOAS (1911) in HYMES 1964c; p.17.... =
B.MALINOWSKT (1923). T
-B.MALINOWSKI (1935).
J.R.FIRTH (1935); p.17, 32; and "Sociological linguistics is the great field--
‘for future research" (p.27). ‘ T T
. JR.FIRTH (1937); esp, ch.B, e e
B.MALINOWSKI (1937); ' Rt T y
+ GLLEVI-STRAUSS (1958),. in HYNES 1964c; p.41 (it is by no means jmplied however -
that the general line of argument bere is necessarily sound).
. J.H.GREENBERG (1948), in HYMES 1964c; the.author rvates the. picture as he ‘sees it, .
withont contention: "With the pragmetic aspeot: of languags we-srrive at the
. {“&t where the interest of the ethnologist, is: grestest and that of the
" lisguist merely marginal" (p.26). Compere J.R.FIRTH (I957) below, and much
- of D, HYMES (196ds).. - L e
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J.B.CARROLL (1953); p.113; also fn.6 on p,240, T
J.0,HERTZLER (1953); p.109, -
U.WEINRKIG:: (1953); p.4, 5.

K.L.PIKE (1954-60); esp, Part I, p,1-7, 21 etc. See now K.L.PIKE (1967, + -
E.HAUGEN (1956); much of this, for example: "The linguist's task is to == o

identify and describe all cases of interference, and them to .., .. ..., r .

co-operate with other social scientists in accounting for them" =~ =~
(poll)o , . . , N . et H
G.R.PICKFORD (1956); p,211, 212, 220-3, 'Thus: "Sociology has not completed. .,
its analysis of class, but it is proceeding ‘critically and it needs -
~ the help of linguists ... language certainly looks like:-being .one of
" the clues," A great deal in the writings of B,BERNSTEIN, puxsues
_ this point, including (1965), esp, p.144, 145, . T
K.L.PIKE (1956). A convenient starting-point for the study of PIKE's view of .
language, : ' "
C.A.FERGUSON and J.J.GUMPERZ (1960); p.2,.10,.11,. -
A.R.DIEBOLD" (1961), in HYMES 1964c; p.496, 497,

J.J.GUMPERZ (1961), in HYKES 1964; p.416 ff. L

s PRI

D.HYMES (1941a); p,337 and (1961b); p.66,

g

C.A.FERGUSON (1962); 'p.3, . . ¥ TR
R,JAKOBSON (1963}, in J.H.GREENBERG 1963; p.277: "The intensive collaboration. . . °
of linguists with cultural anthropologists and psychologists in. the.. .

?énféxéhce'qniLaqguéqe Universals indicates that the present-day. . ., . .
 linguist'is about to reject the apocryphal epilogue which the  , . -
rditors of Saussure's Cours added in italics: "The true and unjque. .

ut
b

[
)

" ¢

o ubjgct‘éﬁ“liﬁqugstigs 1s Tanguage studied in and for itself', . Do L
ve toddy dt conceive language as a whole 'in and for itself' and .. .
' sjimuI*aneously as a-constituent part of culture and society?" SRR

T.A.SEBEOK (1963); p.58, o | e
D. HYMES'(1964a, 1964b, 19648, 1964d). Compare especially 1964b, p.31 £f,, .
¢ with J.KATZ ghd J.A.FODOR (1963), and fn, 9 below, - N

- sy

W.BRIGHT (1966); Introduction. | L
J.AFISHMAN (1966); Appendix B, p..34, fn.2, etc, SRR
' Py i . . ) . , L% B L g

It should be underitood that thé references above are very far.from <. ,'
QXthstivq,'and,égnnot‘pfopgrly‘bg,read vitside their contexts, They are .
set out ‘however .becsuse thiey make the same . <neral point from different ‘angles,

L : AT SRRV e 'J.‘-...‘:i . T I . s ,‘ N .,‘_r ( ,..- -
S I Sl SR R I R TR P s‘.\
oty e—— i BRI oo

i . .. . . .t|k y 1! ‘ e . . " ' . “.__’. . R . b i ® v
1 It 'would appear that the official position takca by the "socihl,idtéhqqi"
in respect ‘of the study ‘of ‘language in social contexis is much the same both tn
Britein and the United States, if one .can Judge from reprepentative re’po‘x"t;’.’, W
abstraqtqy-und‘biblfoqrdpﬁ{éa'(although'lbg.l;21f‘iv. below)., ~Three notdble
sources -of informktion arell - o e Toh e e Ve T

[

. . 1
y oy g RO

D . "The .!icin‘Behawioutqll§gﬁqntrst;Guide to Recent .« o+ . ut

o Publications in the Social & Behavioural Sciences™; - ... .. '. ..
1965, Contains 6,664 items, including some dozern
pertaining to the study of language,

Y

. 14) ?quorq_pththe‘éagsfiiééﬂéﬂ‘$6cia} Studies", H.M.S.0.. .
! ) b | ‘M; .m."_“."‘.l_ ! fr: ‘ - “\' ‘. vi:\;‘. ', ,‘\\:' ‘e . ' ’_ . . . ‘ ;_’.. LRy Y
1ii) "Report of the Social Science Research Council, Dec. 1965 .
to krch 19&"' H.".s.o.' llth Aug&"‘q l%.\ : . ) . ,u- t wove ;
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1.2 Sources of activity, * ™ = Sut - v vl P oo G ;}-f"h,ﬁ;.fi o

Such is the sheer scope of the subject, however, that. one. can 3pﬁji%i,fjff?3ﬁ“f

point ¢o a very substantial amount of work on the general theme of "language ' . ' .

in culture and: society™; moreover the output appesrs to be progressively ' ' .

quickening, A liiQG‘nuiber‘of.diicipdfhesjarigfepretented;;pﬁttichlaxixj‘:, .

anthropology, - Soke- bibliographical cosiparisons will make this ¢lear, For * - -
example, thére 14 astonishingly’ little tommon ground between the: 704-iten '

Selected Titles in Sotiblingnistics {Center for Applied Linguisti¢s, Washington,
bR A ndex X N

, ' the. amd. bibliography of ‘a.large. recent work by ‘' .
J.0.HERTZLER entitled A Sociology of Language (1965), and the bibliog¥anhy
worked into the present account, ‘The sheer bulk of D H, HYMES' Language

in Cultvrs & Sagl - gy, eateiaing (Bt o momservative ostimatel scue .
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. . 2,200 items, commands attention,  These moreover overlep very little |
. with the 658 items in’ the text.of the-classic-Languages in Contact by - ‘
A = U, WEINREICH (1953), whic¢h’in tutn:have little in common with the 640-odd
items in the complementary Bilinjualism in the Americas by E,HAUGEN (1956),
It is necessary to point"out however that much of this prolific- output
stems from work carried.out in the United States. This fact is weil -
reflected in the next section (1.21); is seen in historical perspective
by J.B.CASAGRANDE (1963), p.279, 280 and (esp.) fn.l, p.294; and is
placed beyond all doubt by even a brief perusal of ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS,
which since 1964 has been largely devoted to the findings of contributing

ccnsultants to the Languages of the World File under development at Indians.
University (see also 1,21, iii and iv below).

The most prolific source of information is undoubtedly the Ceater for
Applied Linguisitcs (C.A.L.), Washington D,C,, which among other functions
produces a regular Newslefter which reports significant inter-éisciplinary
activity involving linguists of all persuasions. From this it is possible
to learn for example about forthcoming and past major conferences, seiinars,
courses, etc, - which in ihe United States can amount in themselves to
appaerently influential events, The largest, as it would appsar, took place
at the Cniversity of Indiana in 1964 ‘'(iv below), lasting no less than eight
weeks, A feature of such conferences is that they tend to be. sponsored by
such bodies as the Social Science Research Council, National Science ‘Foundation,
National Committee for the Teaching of English, Co-operative Rezearch Branch of
the U,S, Office df Education, etc., and are prone to recommend the establishment
.0f new national committees,

1,21,Some recent conferences:-

i. Bloomington, Indiana, A conference on "Social Dialects and Language
Learning™, held in 1964, 25 participants, including linguists, psychologists,
sociologists, and educators, Sponsored by the National Council for the .
Teaching of English (N,C.T.E.,) and the Centre for American English of the.
Illinois Institute of Technology. Financial support was provided by the
Co-operative Research Branch of the U.S, Office of Education, e

. Specific topi¢: Egnlish language problems of the culturally under-
privileged. "One of the major objectives of the conference was to devise
some means for facilitating a continuing exchange of informationm ,..."

Publication: Social Dialects and Language Learning (ed. R.W.SHUY), 1965,

* Further development: ‘First meeting of a new National Committee on the

q

. subject held at the Center for Appiied Linguistics, Washington D,C,
i, - Symposium of the American Anthropological Association, 1963,
~P§bltcation: The Ethnogkaphy of Communication, (containing D,HYMES -

fl963r, S.ERVIN-TRIPP 1964, J.J.GUNMPERZ 1964, W.LABOV 1964, E,M,ALBERT 1964,
eted. - .. : ' ‘ ’

1

fii, Blodmington, Indisna;, May 17-19, 1962: "linguists were invited to -
participatéd SItE‘worEers from foar other disciplines - psychiatry, psycholcgy,
education, and anthropology - in a discussion of the developing study of . .
non-verbal communication", Directed by T.A,SEBEOK. Five "state of the

art" pepers were prepared and distributed in advance (representitygy five -
disciplines); and debated at the conference itself. ' SR
.. Y o

e - -

. ‘Publication: Approsches 'to Semiotics (ed., T,A,SEBEOK, 1964). (Contains

: A.S.HAYES 1964, nnd.E;-ﬁANKIEﬁcz 1964). o

2 VNG PR . : ' ‘ '

% iv,.- 1 Indisw8 , for eight weeks in 1964, on socio-linguistics. Sponsored
by the foclal Seience Research Council and Netional Science Foundation, e
In: preparation for the seminar, the C,A.L, compiled an annotated bibliography

' of 704 books and articies, SELECTED TITLES IN SOCIO-LINGUISTICS, The'Shly
- +piblished: product so far appears to be ‘Language, Dialect, Nation' (E.HAUGEN; "
1966a); in Americam Anthropologist, 1966, © - IR

i heéo-lenditlols»iucludeda Social Science Research Council Committéee
on Socio-Linguistics; the‘estab}iahnent of cross-disciplinary fellowships,
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v, University of California, Los Angeles, Way 11-13, 1964, A conference =~ * 2
on Sotig~linguistics, “Twelve specially invited scholars from.oiisy .. =+ *. ;;.‘
universities wet for the occasion with members of the Los Angeles linguistics P
comunity .... in what was perhaps the first conference to be exclusively. AN

devoted to the field",  Advance distribution of thirteen papers, discussed )
at the conference, "o

J

Publication: W,BRIGHT (1966).
1.22.Bibliographies, historical surveys, ete:-

"BULLETIN SIGNALETIQUE", |

K.W.DEUTSCH (1953).
R.J.GOODELL (1964). | S
E,RAUGEN (1956), - Ce 5
E.HAUGEN (1964), IR et
R.AHALL (1966), , : Y S

J.0 HERTZLER (1965), ~ S 3
D.HYNES (1963, 1964a, 1964b, 1964c), y NI '

J.J.GUNPERZ (1965b), . . .. | e 2
F.LOUNDSBURY (1959,.1962), .. . . , :

C.MOURMANN (1961); p,110-127.. . . . . SN ’
. K.L.PIKE (1954-60); now (1967). : I §
"SELECTED TITLES IN SOCICLINGUISTICS" (1964): on "aultilinguaiism, .

language standardisation, and languages of wider communication”. . e
H.H,STERN (1562),
W.A STEWART (1964), - el C W
V,VILDOMEC (1963), . ... . . RRTTTRN
U.WEINREICH (1952, . - o h RN RRR %
o F,,WRT“ and SoB.FL'mNER (19&)0 Cs s A R T:“ég\
2. CULTURAL COMPETERCE, . A a B y .
' : N ER N oy
2.1 Langue and parole, - ‘ C L S < %3
Before proceeding any further, it may be worth while .asking whether L ) !
the developing body of work referred to here holds out promise of powerful .. x
insights that can be applied right across the field, This is the natural . 73
requirement that : :y discipIiné oF dTs€YIpIines charged with the work will be 5
tested against, In this connection it .is instructive to consider the views g
of some very antipathetic critick of the Britizh anthropoiogist B,NMALINOWSKI, since K
he as much as anyone held to the conviction that language is of ‘the essence of L
culture and society, and they of it, , - For MALINOWSKI {1935)- the real iinguistic .
fact is the "fullutterance within its context of situation" (p.11), Side by 5
side with the context of reference "wo have another context: the situation in B
which the words have been uttered". The duty. of the ethnographer is to put S
words back where they come from, and the main object of linguistic study is Kb
"living speech in its actual context of situation™, which in turn requires "the “ ik
empirical approach to linguistics" rather than one "largely confined to deductive w5
arguments” (1937, p.63), Further than this, the diztinction bétween "parole” S,
(or speech) and "langue" (or code) is 2 false one because the one must pltimately Y
be some general norm of the other. Nein emphesis must be placed therefore on 2
parole. S L C S Y ks
A reasonable representation of the oppusite view - that of the supposed AN
utter hopelessness of a direct assault owm parole - is given by J.BERRY (1966);, who .
introduces a very recent edition of the sécond volume of The Language of Magic 5
and Gardening in order, it wculd seem, to dismiss him once anrd for all from the i\
linguistic scene, His main point is that the meaning of an uttierance cammot . -
pe “determined” by its context of situation, fer less analysed in those terms, g?
since contexts are infinite, Unless some vay of reducing such imfinite variety . §§*
can be found, context of situatiom will haye to remaim "below the. level of: g -

geasral abstract theory" (xv), hence of no particular interest. .This is a:lipe

of argument on a par with that of J.J.KATZ and J.A.FODOR (1963);, whose illustration
of the "disambiguation" problem inheyent in such expressions as "slligator. shges"
and 'horse shoes” is designed to stress the infinite accidents which go jnto our
"knoyledgs of the world”.(2) For BERRY, for- KATZ and FODOR, and for most

(not all -b,qt those. opposed to: the notion of context of situation, the meaning

of an utterrnte is autonomous, situation merely providing "a clue to the . . .
particular meaning with which the word is used” (xv) - or utterance, presumably,

1*
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**'If other Words MALINOWSKI is regarded in this light as-a bebaviourist.
Whether this'is so or not, N.CHOMSXY's damaging review (1959) of B.F.SKINNER's .
Verbal Behaviour has ‘to be ‘reckoned with by all those who wish to study language
in lt%‘épntex;'of situation.  ~SKINNER had taken the position that it is futile
to postulate inlicrent meanings for the forms of language, since these.are
unobservable 'and werely perpetuatc "an outdated doctrine of the expression of
idess", kept alive by a "sort of patchwork" of undeveicped psvchological notions,
Unobservability means uuaccountability, (4) and before we know where we arc
"meaning” wiil be "assigned an independent existen..”. The only way out is to
assume that human verbal behaviour is not species-specific, so allowing oneself
theréfore to carry out controlled experiments in which the environment of
animals is manipulated ard responses observed. Thus “responpe" types can be
related to "stimulus" types, and conclusions drawn fsr the causation of human
verbal behaviour. On this line of argument CHOMSKY had a great deal to say,
almost all of it securing the concurrence of many scholars, and not only those |
syspathetic to the pavticulsr linguistic theory put forward by CHOMSKY himself,
A few of his main observations are: that we have no right to assume that basic
underlying features of verbal behaviour are not specific to human beings alone,
rather quits the comtrary; that we "cannot predict verbal behaviour in terms . .
of the stimuli in the speaker's environment, since we do not know what the

-current stimuli eze until he responds" (p.553); nor for that matter is it

possible to go in the oppisite direction, identifying aspects of the envirvhment
from utterances, since we will then have to explain bothk scholarly and intuitive
evidence for "latent learning”, whereby the stimulus for action comes from inside
the organism’'rather than from some external "reinforcing” agency; that the
contribution made thus by the organism is clearly of great importance, gnd beceuse
of the limited capacity of the humsn brain (5) can only whdult from the kcquisition

e e

uf a finity-set of abilities; that this in turn means that the human being in

acquiring the ability ‘?63'“d1° the infigite variety of language has mastered

» finfee séz(qf';gjgg. i that the rules are "intersaliséd"ss grammatical :
competerce™ ‘'’ by & process of ih%efgncg'on the part of the language userx,;who

is gewetically sndowed with the @ ty to do just this; and finally that ,

the aralyst in turn bas to infer the structure of competence from what he(s),
along hith‘hetifb-ipelkﬂng informants - can observe and ln;ugtivel¥ kaggg «

of scceptable uttorances,  Elsewhere CHDQSKY deals with the Qquestion °‘-th°‘ht9)
lmmmAfﬂ‘dfcl’liw’tvﬂs8‘.‘9!8"&8883:-8!1185‘_8:%..8&88!‘&.!!}“!&‘8 o
the iinglist'ioynles-in the light of native speakers' intuitions, and “internal

validation” ( in terms of their apparent universality, simplicity, and
consistemey, .. .. . ~ ~ E '

KSR '
It_iq1§sbo clphnzlsad that generative )inguists, in their lirgsly (but
certainly not wholly (11) gceptical view of attempts to describe the - -
"situational™ sspect of language use, do not turn away, as "distributionsl”
lirguists seeq to meny to do, from fundamental .questions of meaning, = One of

the main curreats in geumerative theory is concermed with further developing the
semantic component of grammetical competence, Utterances are alike of not alike
because of their waderlying semantic idextity, The dttii’ctlon between “deep”
and "surfage” ctrecture was at no time not funderenmtally' semantic, MNore - -
receatly, the semantic character of grasmatical relations has Deen rediced '
by meny generative linguists to specific sets of universsl, fixed, imnate

sementio primitives (often, but aot always, called "semsntic markers") related
to the rest of the grammar by similarly fixed "projection rules" (13),  yith

this development the ever-present a!finit{ with some basic assumptions of '

DE SAUSSURE (1931) becomes closer still,(14)  DE SAUSSURE did mot of course
thizk in terms of generative rules, nor generative linguists In terms of an
Ctlﬁltilllxsgoclal "eollective conscience”, pet both' held a mentalist view of .
langwyge, 1297 . : - . s o L

.The term "meatalist™ does not zecessirily~i-p1y long-standing "traditional
conceptual” motions of Uualism”, (10) But neither. in gemerative nmor in
Ssussurean. texms, does {t reject the gggggggg%i"aound-iilge” pature of '
lilguigticwnligl;ﬂlhqthgg‘thcx are phonemes (17) deep structures, lexical
items, or whptever, It is its essentially reslationsl nut?is”thut préserves =
DE SAUSSURE's "sign” aguinst a valid imputation of dualism,(18) A sige fs &  °
relatiome)} composite of "clqnlf{i‘gt"'und.“ltqni!te" (with the latter compere =
"semant{ic marker”); the formal. structuré of a lengwage is expressed, agaia °
relatiemplly, in torms of -inter-relations (“valewr™) among signs; and - * ' b

. “
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signs are largely defined by such inter-relations ("logical and psychological
relations that bind togekher coexisting terms and form a system in the © .,
collective consCience of speakers"), Language systems looked at like this -

appear like systems of metaphor - ‘seemingly unlike constituents fused together

to yield new and unified meanings. Metaphor, cne might add, is not explained

by turning a blind eye to one of its constituents, however interfused with the

whole it may be; nor for ithat matter is it explained by extracting for inspection
from each just so much as can be directly observed, So it may be with that

part of the meaning of language which is social and cultural pjther than

semantic (in the sense in which the word is used in Saussurianj{enerative
linguistics); that is to say not duilistically separable yet at the same time
somehow inherent in linguistic feim, That is to say, it is not necessarily

the case that social and cultural reaning stand outside the structure of

language, occasionally disambiguating se¢ntences the sum of whose parts in

itself convey nothing social or cultural, One is led therefore to question .
whether alongside grammatical competence (and in some way closely related to it)

the language user may rot possess what for want of a better term could be

called socio-linguistic competence, both kinds of competence contributing to

more general cultural competence, - We shall turn immediately therefore to

certain pablished hints of this antuve, o

Co-existing competences, : o N

Both PIKE and FIRTH, critice of the dualism they see in SAUSSURE's sign, -
like MALINOWSKI come under attack on account ‘of what is felt to be their
behaviourism. M.GAUTHIER (1963) 'for example believes PIKE's examples of

. verbal /non-verbal pattérning (bireakfast, a church service, a football match) to

have been carefully chosen to suit his particular purpose, being unusually .
rituaiised, hence serving to hide the need to emphasise the creative aspect of -
language; moreover easily ségmented, "tied to the surface of phenomerna”, . FIRTH
is taken fyrther by D.T.LANGENDOEN (1964, p.307-9) for not hdving exemplified . -
his categories at all: "Firth .,, had not even shown how a linguist can isolate . -
a single element of a context of situation"; .LANGENDOEN's:objections hinge on
the necessity to elaborate a prior "theory.of culture" which'will provide an
«ccount of "how individuals growing up in a particklar society learn its :
cultural pattern and what is expected of them in it" (308, fn.9);" ‘He then"
hints at the need for a competence model for such a theory, ' '« .0 - T
LANGENDCEN's brief footnote calls to mind something of the'perspectlve:,~”
which iaforms many bf SAPIR's writings, linguistic and non-linguistic alike,’ -
For example: "An excellent test,of the f:ditfalnezs.dtfthe study of culture S
in clos¢ conjunction with a stucy of personality.would he' provided by studies -
in the field of child.development, It is strange.how little ethdology has' - '*
cencerned itseisbyith‘thq intimate genetic problem of the scquirement of culture.
vy the child", . More recently, there is W, GOODENOUGH's now wéll<kmown
criterion.fox ‘cultural .analysis, -namely the need to specify what it ‘i% that h
l'stranger to a society would have tq ksow in order to perform sppropriately
in it,‘il) J.B,CASAGRANDE : (1963) makes reference to some obsérvations of
A.I.HALLOWELL in pointing out that few anthropologists specify in auy but the
most general terms "just what would be required of language if it is to do the '
work of culture" (p.287). G.A.MILLER (1965) suggests in passing that one day
we might even have "pragmatic rules", cspable of characterising "our unlimited
variety of belief systems",(22) AR ‘ _ R

The notion of pragmatic rules has Leen taken very seriously by O.NERNER '
in an article which aime to:'extend the assumptions under%xiyq*ﬁﬂOISKY's theory -
of gramatical competence to the "domain of pragmatics",(<3).".  WERNER delines: -
his pragmati¢ subject mutter as, among other t.ings: "a psychological analysis
of the relation between speaking behaviour and other behaviour; a psychological
theory of different cozngtations of one and.the same word for different ‘
individuals; ethnolegicel ani sociological studies of the speaking habits'and .
their differesccc in différent tribes, differeat age groups, and. socisl-strata”. (p.59).
The last part "iscludes the 'ethmography of speaking' (D.HYNES, 1962y: 19648) - . *:
and socio-lisguistics™. 1In one place WERNER states: "Pragmatics: accouats ‘for: thé
ability of native speakers”to understand (and-use) langvage in a manser that is -
culturally appropriate and results in pragmatically interpreted sentences™ (p,44).
His however is’ s sentence-and word-based :theory which ‘owes ‘muéh ‘to the-aétasl =~
methods of KATZ and FODOR, - "Minfwum atomic Plaus" take -the place of "semantic
~arkers”, and comprise a "set uf active verbs" which cannct be further subdivided

"witgout difficulty”, The attempt does not work out, its author admitting that
" ” ” .
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. reiterates some of the fundamental requiréments for3grammatical competence
_'thcory in CHOMSKY (1965), (24) x - X

M. DURBIN, on "The Goals of Ethnoscienceﬁ, in the same volume, baldly

This then appears to be a dead end, .One is struck particularly by the '
reversal of priority between goals and subject matter on the one hand and
method on the other, It is difficult enough to deny that the semantic markers
of KATZ and FODOR in their own domain may very well owe too much to the *° °
cognitivc systems of their creators, that they are probably only susceptible
of intarnal (not extern=l) validation, never reaching beyond the "model" stage
to the stage of a theory true to iiic subject matter, moreover multiplying nearly
as fast as the knowledge-of-the-world "distinguishers" appended to them, = But
these entities when so literally translated inig what might Le 8 radically different
field of enquiry seem surely even more alien, ( ) It must not be assumed for
instance that the contextual components of socio-linguistic competence would
typically be realised as lexical items (as in the case of semantic markexs),

The relevant units may well be larger, or‘Qiscontinuous, or phonological, etc,

or all these together, a veritable "mixed bag", as A,MGINTOSH has i;t§26s‘*'fi

yet all a part nf the structure of the language, Neither does itffoll@ﬂ_tyai

the linguist should feel the latter to be only marginally relevant ‘to his owit"
conccins: standard Korean requires obligatory choices of verb-morphology ‘in 'strict
accordance with ingroupness and outgroupness, and in each case with sslection of
one of three points on a scale of intimacy, whenever another person is addressed
(S.E,MARTIN, 1964); there seems no reason why the expression say in English of
what appear to be rather similar sociological factors should not be és.ihi§nsively
studied, even though corresponding formal variations are not quite so obligatory -
and not largely restricied to the morphoicgy of the word, fox that ‘matter,’

J.B,CASAGRANDE (1963, p.287) quotes some particularly well-qhosbn”?brgé-bf
A, I, CALLOWELL (1955): ",,. all human zultures must provide the,ind;yidualﬂﬂith
basic orientations that are among the necessary conditions for the_déyélopﬁcnp,
reinforcement, and effective functioniag of self-awareness,"  HALLOWELL' himself
singles out three such »asic orientations: self-other orientation, spativ-temporal
orientation, and object orientation, each common to all culturés, It is'' "'
noticeable that the kind of evidence which supports each one is, again, primarily
that of words, grammstical and lexical, Thus, respectivély, these includé?’
personal pronoun systems, kinship terms, personal names, terms for psychophysio-
logical processes such as dreaming, listening, etc.; nasues. for places and "~

" significant topographical features; and the "orientation of the self to'a' *

phenomenological world of objects." 'To the extent that HALLOWELL has started

from linguistic units of a certain jort, rather then from otherwixze specifiable
similprities 1A the experience of men, it would appear that attention might in
consequence have been deflected away from factoxs of orientation which ‘are ’'
characteristically not so marked, yet may be no léss commonly recognisdble dy
culturally relevant to choice of language, . Yet one feels that this particular
signpost does point in the right direction, . The developing shape of socié"
linguistic competence will be determined Ly cur view of it as conceivably unique
subject matter, not as a function of prematurely imposed method already established

¥

for what might be quite different ends. . | e
Variety in théalingui:pié:expreséidﬁ‘6f comparable cuitural meanifgs’ one
should assume ,to be as wide as that of language itself, ' Recognisably’ reciirrent

culturai motivations for choice of .one language or dialect in preferefice ‘to

" another are likely(ﬁg)be,equallylrelebant‘tb‘choice among the minutést Btylistic

variants elsewhere At the same time, it seems hardly iikely that every
single feature in the grammar, or item in the lexicon etc,, can be accounted:for
as culturally significant, or equally.so, and there may be little sense in
attempting o t?g-§o~bottom analysis of the kind usually or s8¢ often favoured

in linguistics, (<0 Even so, there seems every reason to rejard socio-linguistic
competence in the same light as grammatical competence and the more inclusive
cultural competence that contains them both as a finite set of abilities, largely
universal, partly inherited, inherent in languages and in parts of languages
(though not by any means in a1l or most parts}), .and more or less habitually and
acceptably deployed in practice, The language user, one might say, hds it in
him to make sense of language in context, by registering what are in some way
central aspects of it rather than by relying op his continuous and rever-ending
experience of alligator shoes and horse-shoes, The analyst's job is to linfer
whet the language user registers, through observation of and introspettion’ about
behaviour, Fisally, it will be necessary to attend to the fact that all’'features
of language are in any case wmore, or less, habitual and. more, or less, acceptable,
as well as being either obligatory or opiicnal. This moreover applies to
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language users as members of particular cu&tures and particular sociéties "f," ¢
(and parts of these) and as individuals, (2 When it comes to the cultural . -

and social properties of language, the boundary dividing langue from parole '
may turn out after all ta be thoroughly blurred. The present acccunt aims
to focus rather particularly on some of those recurrent concerns of
.socio-linguistics - and some™not-su: recurrent--that appear to be reasonaB&e
candidates for recognition as fundmental aSpects of cu1tura1 competence J

DOMAINS AND ROLE RELATTONS. .

-

1 mhgyd for:p)rticnl rity' R

. Clarification of"the notion of "cuItural competence" we have suggested
can be sought by, noting some of the recurrent concerns of socic-linguistics,
This is 80 in spite of the apparently behaviouristic tendencies of.much
socro-linguistic work, yieiding statements of the type: in environment X
we can predict the occurrence of language y (or dialect, style, variant, éetc.).
The ,important point however is that in published work the same as it weére
reduced ingredients of environment do tend to recur, and not necessarily as
a rcsult of preconceived expectations. | . . ‘ v
o ﬂne might start for. example with the use and development of a term like
"donain", which has been applied (by J.A. FISHMAN, 1965, 1966) to “the occasions
., on which one. language (variant, dialect, style, etc,) is habitually employed
,rather than (or in addition to) another" (1966, p.428). Recurrent comaing °
would be. such. as "the family", "the neighbourhood" governmental administration”,
"occupations”, and so forth, At first sight, thése bear some resemblance to the
. neo~Firthian catego"'ies(3 ) of "field of discourse" (M.A.K.HALLIDAY et al, 1964,
$,90,. 91; and R.M,W.DIXON, 1964a, p.37 ff.), and "register" (at any rate in the
 sense. in which this term is used by k., DAVIES 1965, as the language of :
..'occupational groups"), "Domains" of language use are intended’ however by
FISHHAN to ‘be arrived at in a quite different manner, Instead of wishing t
rely heavily on the linguist' s direct pgﬁgeption of formal (grammatical, lexical
i phonoloqical graphological) contrasts - reinforcing or reinforced by his
oWn perception of socio-cultural ‘contrasts - FISHMAN stresses that “"the appropriate
designation and definition of domains of 1larguagé¢ behaviour obviously calls for
considerable 1nsrght into the socio-cultural dynamics of particular multilingual
setttngq at. particular periods in their history“ (reference is @lso made, esp.
in fn. 15, to previous discusﬁgns along thesé lines, notably by E.HAUGEN, .
M. EMACKEY, and U. WEINREICH) What characterises FISHMAN's handling of
rather obvi»us category is however, notmon&y'hiS“ansistence on the inter- .
disciplinary identification of rélevant domains; but also, second, the requirement
that. .each douain be difierentiated into role relations such as judge = petitioner,
ete., tthouqh not, all role-relation differences are necessarily related to laiiguage-
choice az fferences see fn, 197 third, the need to recognise a clear distinction
.between domain and topic fourth thé need to relate psychologically | compound"
. and “carordinute" bilingualism fn the individual to "overlapping" and "non-overlappinc
‘domains to use {giving four resultsnt types of bilinguals); fifth, the tendency
of certain domains to be more "maintenanée-prone" in a language contact setting
than others (this factor being related or not related to other sources of variance

.« .SHCh. 88 written or spoken medium, "formal"/"iniormal" “product jon"/"reception"/

"innex. speech" etc,): and sixth the implicatisii that domain is the key concept
i, understandlnq lanquage maintenance and shift, rather than "group intactness”,
"class" or "prestige" (generalisations couched in these teris are discuised on

, p5442 If ) ! ] ”‘lqc \ P
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FIShM;h leaves the identity of domaihs and their constituent role relations

e uuch more open than other writers appear to wish to d6. ~  In so doing, Ye is

undpubtedly concerned to wait upon the emergence of more explicitly generalisable
factors, which might be possibly different from those ( like "cldss” etc.) in
current use. It should be noted that hé is 41so more concerned with “sotio-
, ecplogical. purpose”, bearing upon choice of language or dialect, than with a
. possibly different set of factors related to variation "within a code" (p.439).
The linguistic "dominance configuration" (from U, WEINREXCH, 1953) ( (34) of a speech
couqunity is seen as, best expressed in terms of a chart showing “domains of language
behaviour horizontally and "other sources of variance" vertically, each
i:tﬁx:ection,parked for rdentity, and change 1n direction of languaqe/diaiect
i, enelce. [ORSEEEEN SR | : . . . .
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FISHMAN's awareness of the sociological dimensions of his category of
domain deflects criticism on this core, but one is still led to question the

- .assumption of an apravently pre-determined set of vertical sources of variance

such as those he presents, For example, three degrees of ﬂformality"'are:«‘fcf‘
taken as o yardstick for the measurement of influential participant relations@jp;?j*
The question is, however, what other factors might have been taken into f ’*f’
consideration clongside formality? There are those for example of "group ¥+

intactness", "ciass", “presitge", and surely many others (see' 3,2 below), which - °
are discounted both horizontally as factors entering (as aspects of role e
Telations) into the definition of each separate domain, and also (cutting across - -
domains) vertically, It is not. clear what the term formality itself is ..o ot
“intended to-imply, It is apparemt)y regarded as something move general in. -
cope than “prestige” and so forih, since these ate.pot mentioned anywhexe, The:
use of the term itself reminds.one of a neo-Firthian category, correspondingly  °
namod "farmaljit:". Bud pritisipant relptioghohips suzoly Ja not “;pafoltr'é‘ &9@!}139’1"!0? :
on all occasions invo degrees of formality and” informality, -one feels:(g - IR
Similarly, the isolation vertically of a "written: spoken” distinction Suggests. -
a lack of consideration of other possihly relevant features of media of Vit
cormunication, such as for example the presence or absenge of various kinds of < !
visual ccmponent, the means or lack of means provided by’the medium for immediatéliﬁ
or delayed ‘eedback cx reciprocal communication (in¢luding interruption), the P
degree of isolation frea an on-going activity, the particula¥ mass medig- in’ "7
questiod, etc.” o R SR U R R F At
iy T ‘ B - R o P A YT AL v A
J.B.CARROLL (1952 :@ appreaches the question of characterising "language *+ 7 "
learning citraticns' in a not;digsimilar manner. He states- that in order to e i
study ‘the “characteristics and course of the learning process .., a number of’&oimon
types of languagé learaing situaticns should be thoxvaghly- investigated; ' Thege'? =i
commion types shonld represent varicus combinations. of key wariables" (p,75), % 2
Among these ave: "degree of contact with ihe second language (aside from “
educational ‘conxtact)" (p.73) - as, for example, “inmediate femily oz household",
"same' neighbourhosd! cx "s:ime towm", the use of the' second: language by "a- spécial
group of indiviguals (e.g. a religious society, a servant class, ...)", etc, - " d
CARROLL's various categories are merely. examples, and may or may ‘not be- intended !
to arise from the scme depth of socio-cultural analysis as- FISHMAN's., . At the .*..
seme ‘time, CARRVLL - in, contrast to FISHMAN - refers to generalised factbi§ of “7%%:
participant relationship (inherent in atitudes towards. the second language) -/t
such as “"rzletive social status®™, "instrwmcntal vrine”, "cultural and liberal - - et
values”, etc,, without reduction to.a single scile of Tormality and without'* ' i
suggestion of their sccondary relevance relative to doman itself (here seen in
terms of situations instancing degree of cortdot with "the second language),

X
'

There are many sccio-linguistic approachkes to the category of domain which
1o a greater or lesser extent resolve themselvos into genexal factors of role
relationship of the sort dismissed by FISHMAN. B.BERNSTEIN for example discusses
choice of variety of English ("code") by schodl~chiidren in relation to socio-
economnic ¢lass and domains such as the home, the playground, the classroom, etc,
Jomains ¢fthis scit are not however left unresolved, They are characterised in
terms of activities and relationships which on the one hand stress "loyalty to the
group” and "insulate the speaker from personal involvement", and on the other stress
the expression of individual meaning and allow an "acquisition of skills which are
stzategic for educational and occupational success", BERNSTEIN's hypothesis
(1964 is the most recent published statemenl) is that.a,"sha;g ;t;gtif@quion?g' ,
(the phrase is that of W.LABOV, 1966a, P, 190, fn.12) on the sociological side. ...
between "some sections of the working class strata, especially lower working .-, .\
class”, and, in contrast, "middle class and associated strata", relates very' -
closely indeed to an equally shaxp distinction between‘the‘avqilability (fofﬂghg i)
lower working class) of a group-oriented "restricted" code of English, and, for
the rest of the po%ulation, the availability of this code plus an individual-oriented
"elaborated” code, (36) Domains <« such are the mere occasions on which.these
more pervasive factors operate to constrain choice of langiage. - To take one of
BERNSTEIN's less familiar examples (1964), the middle—clasg.psychiat:isi{ppsqg,gn
unfamiliar problem for his working-class patient, that of ‘elaborating his own - -
personality; the occasion itself however, might form one of many physically quite
different occasions, each posing the same kind of problem. . J.KLEIN (1964) seos .. .

; SSSIT VHYe S
the same factors at work in the husband-wife- family Gugrrel, where "nroblgéiféili ni
be phrased. in an incomplete way and the real nature oi the decision may never .be. ..,
revealed” (p.173), KLEIN speaks of the "cognitive poverty" of certainsectors . ..
in society, which she calls a "stibborn determination not to develop" (p.87): ﬁpa%:37
is to say, in large part a disinclination to develop the power to express onéself, o)
Dowain of use, as a category, in this view of things ccquires meaning when it cen

ue regi vded in tcrms of very genmeralisable factors of role relationship.
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In general, socio-linguistic investigation tends not to stress the
observatisn of correspondences between 11nguxst1c and domain variety, but
rather attempts to explgin linguistic variety in terms of more generally
recurrent, or abstract, factors, J,J,GUNPERZ (1958) and (1966) provide
examples of contrasting emphases which might well reflect a more general
recent trend, In the earlier account, GUMPERZ explains that in "urban
agglomerates in the so-cilled plural societies of the east" there is often
a high degree of "role specificity” - the round.of daily activity “segmented
into a series of separate spheres governed by distinct and often conflicting
norms," . This leads to the preservation of linguistic norms (relative
absence of complete code-merging) but allows considerable overlap of one sort
or another, noteably a "code-switching style" for each language, marked by
extensive structural interference, In the later account, of code-switching
between “rana malet" (the local dialect) and "bokwal" (the literary, religious,
and generally high prestige dialect), in a Norwegian country district, GUMPERZ
refers to various "social networks"( (38) ) (religious, political, and so forth),
but dispenses with all these in favour of a speciflc set of generalised factors:
*friendship networks" (in terms of "closed" and "open" groups, rather in the
manner of the sociological distinction between "primary" and "secondary" groups(39))
"transactional” and "personal" settings, and local/non-local topics., Choice of
dialeét i3 related not so much to the analysis of each partisular domain as to what
amounts to eight possible combinations of these more generalised factors., One
notes in passing, however, that GUMPERZ wishes to generalise types of setting
without reference to factors like "class", "prestige", etc, (p.38), hence in
this respect ranges himself alongside FISHMAN There is no theoretical reason,
he states (p.34), why socio-economic status, education, and so forth, should
automatically be directlyrelevant,

. There is certainly no general agreement among socio-linguists ablut what
the more general factors in the field might be, let alone about how they might
be defined . once stipulated or suspected Likely correspondences
turn out oxn inspection as often as not to fall short of exact identity,
J.J.GUMPERZ (1966) makes use of a distinction between "closed" and "open" networks
based on friendship ties ("linguistic simxlarity is most closely reflected through
friendship ties": p,35), each observed either in "personal" settings {calling for
the expression of individuality) or in "transactional" settings (callxng for
"linquxstic etiquetee" and the suspension of individuality):-

Social networks (religiom, politics, etc.) '

J . |
SRR R "Friendship" networks
I O R TR et / 3 \
- Closed groups Open groups
s ' « /! " \ ’ / ' \ '
" Transactional(T) . Persossl (P) T P

STEWART (1963) states that "two main kinds of behavioural variables play an
important rgle as the determiners of language usage in any social situation”
(po 156) . “

(The térm “formclised" is paraphrased as"fotmalli prescribed")

Batads

- . Private - Public
Lt :'-‘ x.‘, ' d \ . / : \
‘Unformalised (N) = Formalised (F) ~ N F

To these variables STEWART feels drawn to add one more, distxnguishing between
"a colloquial and a more formal style of speech, say, from Joos' casual to
consultative" signalling a change in the "mood of ,.... discourse" (p.158),
BERNSTEIN a8 wa have Seen, is concerned with whether the use of language is or
s nbt group-oriented but does not specify four distinct possibilities,

i
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*It can be seen that for BERNSTEIN the suspension of individuality is rather '’
closely related tc the fosu:s of the participant on the (closed) group, hence
not "personal" - yet at the same time not "transactional"; and "public" rather
than "private", but (according to the sense one chooses to stress) hoth o
"formalised" €alling for language which is highly predxctable and normative)
and "unformalised" (calling for language which is appropriate for "1nformal
gatherxngs" rather than for "official ceremonies" and the like). .~ STEWART's
term "formalised" dces not equate with GUMPERZ's "transactxonal", sxnce he
observes that in the course of generally unformalised behaviour the speaker
might suddengys shift to a "formalised" language not because the setting had
suddenly become transactional but rather the "mood" of the discourse had changed
(the example provided is that of a "Haitian friend with whom I had been on
Creole speaking terms for some time" who switched to French with a SW1tch of
tepic to that of the health of his mother: p.157),

y

)

Seeming synonymity among different terms and 1dent1ty in ‘the meanxngs of
the same term are normally more apparent than real, whatever the partxcular,
field of linguistics ane chooses to study. - In socxo-lxnguxstxcs it is eSpecxally
necescary to guard against the too rapid assumption of common labels like "class",
"power", "prestige", "status", "solidarity", "acquaintanceship", "formality", etc.
particularly if a clearly specxfxed connection with particular settings or occasions
is not maintained or demonstrated, (40) FISHMAN's basic perspective then is
valuable, amounting to a methodological warning (see 5 below) not to be distracted
by the ready availability of neat axes and labels, but rather to seek well grounded
understanding of the actus. situations in which language is. used,

Few domains of language use or even factors of participant relationship
can be assumed to be universal, (41 Perhaps none are. But whether this is so
or not the description of situational variety has to take account of the ways
in which different social groups indulge in different activities and exhibit
different inter-personal relationships, The categories in FISHMAN's chart, or
in CARROLL's 'language learning situations" are only Iikely to hold good for
(particular' groups of) immigrants in say one part of America and (particular
groups of) language learners in say one part of Nigeria respectively: hence
FISHMAN's emphasis on the meed for insight into "the socio-cultural dynamics of
particular multilingual settings". Moreover, there is no doubt that, the
sociological identification of social grr .ps (indebted to the sociologist's
perception of largely non-linguistic markers) in general. precedes any solely
linguistic indentification. The point is obvious, yet has to be made., A study
such as that of W.LABOV (1566a; see also 1964 and 1966b) could not have been.
undertaken without initial use of sociologxcal data of considerable complexity,
concerned with socio-economic groupings in New York City. In cohnection especially
with LABOV (1966b) it has to be conceded that the linguist as linguist is quite
powerless to estimate types and obtain measures of, for example, gocial, mobility.

- Yet, ‘'as LABOV shows rather convincingly, social mob111ty is a strong candidate to

put alongside measurements of the social status quo. Much of one's language
behaviour, that is to say, is probably normative, in the sense of conforming

to one's own ideas of the norms of the group we aspire to rather than the
performance of the group we belong to, From an anthropologxcal angle, .
W,GOODENOUGH '(1961) makes the same point in stressing the "intense concern",

of the individual with the various symbols (which are more than 'mere markers")
by which they might prove to themselves and the world that .they are achreving )
appropridte goals of "sécial identity". In a sense, a very!1mportant key to
the schoolchild's language performance is precisely his notions of where, socially,
he is heading. LABOV notes a much closer correspondence between "lower middle
class upward mobility type" and "upper middle class!' speech (at any rate in,
respect of the particular phonological variants studied) than between the former

and "lower middle class stable mobility type “, the former alsg shoW1ng the
stxongest subjective endoruement oi the norms concerneq (12

1

"It i8 not of course possxble to apportion people each to one Singleé ﬁroup in
society. . ,LABOV points out for example that socio-economic classification along
fragments jnto several characteristics, moreover atquired at different times in a
person's life- educational level occupat1on, income, et¢.: that cases of."status
incongruence”. are not at all 1nfrequent and that these are reflected in linguistic
behaviour, .J. KLEIN (1965, p.430 £f,) gives a useful aécount of differing
socioJ gical schemes of classification for social differences,(42),  There is

clearly very great need for collaboration between sociologists and linguists in
this matter, partivi. .sly if one accepts the str1ctures of BEENSTEIN KLEIN




12, ,
PICKFORD, PUTNAM and O'HERN, and others referred to in 1.1 above, el

. "Social group", with particular reference to linguistic correlates, is
approached from various angles in:- -

"~ B,BERNSTEIN (throughout),
G.L.BROOK (1964); ch,7,
C.A.FERGUSON (19539),
J.J.GUMPERZ (1958; etc.).
M.HAAS (1944). A :
M.A K. HALLIDAY, A McINTOSH, P,D,STREVENS (1964); ch.4,
E.HAUGEN (1956, 1962),
J.S.KENYON (1948),
J.KLEIN (1965),
Ww.LABOV (throughout),
S.NEWMAN (1964),
G.R.PICKFORD (1956),
G.N.PUINAM and E,M,0'HERN (1955),
R. QUIRK (1958).
E. SAPIR (1921, 1931b, 1933),
L.SCHATZMIN and A. STRAUSS (1955).
T.A,SEBEOK (1963) (0n "social dialects" in the animal kingdom), o
W.J.H.SPROTT (1958). See fn.39 above, Cen
R.W,SHUY (1965). S
WA, STEWART (1964, 1635),'

3.2 General Factors

Allowing for the dangexs implicit in a too ready acceptance of neat azes
and labels, intuition suggests the likelihood that undexlying the undoubted
variety among domains, socizl groups, topics, etc,, there will still be certain
factors of cultural competerce that are an1versally applicable, Moreover, it
would be surprising if their identity were particularly obscure - at any rate
at a certain level of awareness, There is therefore some sense in pursuing the
literature. of socio-linguistics from this point of view, Leaving aside the very
popular concern with "formality", three texms are particularly recurrent: "status",
"power", and "soliderity", each possessing several apparent or near synonyms .
(as 'prestige" with "status™, group “loyalty" with "solidarity", etc,). . Further
than this, the first two (not infrequently interchangeable: rightly or wrongly)
‘are often made to contrast in their effect on choice of language with the third, .
However, the sociologist's distincticn between “status" and "power" would seem to
be ‘quite as pertinent, Briefly, "status" concerns evaluation (socially conditioned
in varying degrees) of the characteristics of others - including their language -
while "power" concerns the actual exercise of "force", "domination", or "manipulation”
by one person or group over anciher (see EnQ COSER and B,ROSENBERG, 1964, p,B4-143).
Neither may be easy to observe or define - ) but the distinction itself seems to.
be important for its bearing upon choice of language, . Partial or complete -overlapping
is, of course, not uncommon (indeed, all three can come together on occasion; one
can speak of the solidarity of status and power), But in a sense the more :
interesting cases are likely to be those where non-congruence is most apparent, not
only of each with the other but among different types of the same general factor
(especially, perhaps, "status"), The linguist is likely to be especially
interested in these cases in which choice of 1anguage scems most problemetical or,
in othe* words, least predictable, Co

To what extent does the individual language user, and the larqer speech '
comminity, select languages, dialects, styles, variants, etc, in accordance with
needs ‘o reflect and establish particular relationships of status, power, and
solidarity? Do these same needs (44) govern a rangz of behaviours from the
selection and development of a “standard" language, vrit'-g system, etc,, to the
exact choice of words su1tab1e for addressing an cld frle.‘ over the garden fence?

Standard languages can arise from two main sources: first, from the promotion
of a_language largely used ontside the "speech community" (see 8 below) to'the
role of supcrposed medium of communication, in cases where none of the several
indigenous languages or dialects are cousidered suitable énd second, from the
selection of nne particular local dislect from twr or mo=e candidates, including
the possible development of one or other of the varieties of a language in a
gitnatior of "diglossia" (or the standardisation of some mixture of these: see
C.AFER., i, 1959), 4 Once chosen, the sotio-political decision to resognise
the exis'c. .. of a “language" wheryu, structurallv (and/or by various or1ter13 of
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. hus not infrequently been pointed out that three bhasic factors have to be welyuon
""" together by the community and those .in power, namely. the need to reinforece the
unification of the community itself, to assert its separation fr°“‘°"tﬂ§?“\'«
neighbours, and to ensure its ability to communisete internationaily, >’ The
" 2iX¥st two of these are clearly aspects of group solidarity, the last any .aspect of
~ 'the ‘pead fox status ard power - power being. naturally conferred by.any"winaow on
' " thetyorld” . What strikes one .about each particular locale.however is precisely
A e’ paxtivilarity or seeming uniqueness oi what these very genmeral considerations
E “entail or ‘lniply (coupare fn,40.above), iyet still with ljints of resemblances,
P T EJHAUGEN ©(1959) provides a thought-provoking account of the then standard language

é

' situation in Norway, where the rival varieties of "bokmal"”.and "nynoFsk" cam be
spoken of, witliout-‘tdo much risk of aver-simplification, as "more civilised" and
"more Norwegian":respectively, : " Such factors as status, power,.solidarity, etc,
will no doubt, in the course of time, .find an .equilibrium which will allow the one
or the other, or some form of:fusion of the.two, to emerge as standard, .but it
~is worth pondering the fact that governmental .support (refleoted for example in
educational policy) has not effectively checked the decline of nynorsk since 1945,
Risking an over-stereotyped view of.ihings, .oné might say.thet "power'l is.not

“¥ 7 '+ winningout over “status", Even-so, if:HAUGEN.is right .in pointing.to the

"urban sub-standard™ bridge variety as the nascent standard language, then:again
"“we wry-be witnessing the long~term but péssibly.inevitable .succass. of relatively

' low-stdtus everyday communicative efficiency (and of.course commercial utility)

' "over 4 relatively high-status form of language, .. The suxvival of Eaglish xzather

"than French after 1066 helps .to underming .the.gensralization that the moxre . ..
prestigeful language displaces, tho  less prestigeful.(see J.A,FISHMAN, 1966
P.444, 445, for several other examples), and g0 too (closer.to.the Norwsgian cese,
does the story of the origins of modern Stendard English in south-gasgtera.dialects

"“of .apparently low socal status .yet high, ytility value, - The various. papexs. on

"' ‘4RkE subject by (in particular) N.DAVIS, also.by .J.DOBSON (1961) and E,EKMALL contai

e

+*lessons ‘of soie considerable releyance. to medern .preblemg,. .. :i -

¢ oyt L

In a sease, any functional attribute of a language, whatever its status,

{ confers “power™ on.the user,:. .The "high", vaxigty.ip a:situation of diglossia, ‘

it indeed. iti"is notiused by any.sector of the commupity for ordinary .conversation™:

(C.A,FERGUSON, 1959, p,433), must correspordingly lack power of a certaigm, sort -

not only tarpugh.its non-use for conversational puzposes byt also perhaps, .ip .

.cansequence, through some degree of functional atrophy,. The, fate .of Sanskrit and .

Latin in particulas amony high-status litepary languages nepds no more than mere

mention,  Tie "power” of casuel conversational language xeminds one that vermacular

too have their special strength, contributing to and Qexiviggqitog.the strength of

) smali-group solidarity. - There is the well-known passage by E.SAPIR. (193la);

1 "Genexally spealing, the smaller the cirxcle, and the more, complex the understandin,

already errived at within it, the more. ecohomical can the act of communication

. afford to become.. A single word passed between members of an, intimate group,

f . Am spite of itz apparent yagueness and embiguity, may consiitute a far mexe -precise
communication than yvolumes of carefully prepared correspondence interchanged betweer
two governments,”  There is reason to take what SAPIR is saying here quite litera?
not 35 much in order to adyocate the promotion of local yernaculaxs at the expense
of more widespread languages, as ta retain regard for the unique effectiveness of
many langusges or dialects precisely because they serve this. purpose so well,. If
a "restricted code" exists for English it too ha;,powgr.(qnd.,incideltaily, aesiiera
qualities, hence a kind of status: see B,BERNSTEIN, 196la,.p.308; and A.A,HILL,,
1958, p.2Y1), the power which comes, from socisl cohesiveness and, identity,, the
power the politician and advertiser alike seek to tap, Paraguay has been called
en interesting "language laboratory” in that it presemts a pictuxe of unusually

-, stable co-existence between & world language, Spanish,, and, a geographically. . T

restricted vernacylar, Guarani,  J.RUBIN,(1962) points out that.(at the, time of !

*77 writing) 524 of the pupulation were bi-lingual, Spanish.is the languyge OF.(2su¢) i

_ Guarani of "solidaxity", broadly speaking, RUBIN wishes to.explain choice of e

-1 one or the other in terms of this pair of axes first, and. by reference to, others -
" _(socio-ecounomic class, urban/rural origin; topic, sex, etc,) sacond, Leaving asi?
the question of whether this is the right sort of hierarchy to, recognise (it leans

. heavily on the need to reduce a comp'™¢ situation to simple dimensions, and may

'+ well be rathex too deductive in method: see 5.1 below), the interesting. - indeed

.powerful - slot mey quite pocsibly be whexe positive golidaxrity intgraects with

equality of status, .. At this point Guarani iz the ncrmal medium, . Now to the

‘extent that d{ads in general tend towards, or at aay rate. seek, precisely this

relationship,(47)  so Guarani is well placed to survive pressurs from tiv yenexrz:
superior status of Spanish, (48) '

WP




Solidarity among equals does not always of course confer the kind of power ' }. 4

that survives. The predicament of the Hawaiian schcolchild faced with the ticklish * - SR

problem of having to code-switch on appropriate vccasions between the high-status .

non-solidary standard English he is taught in the schools and the form of "vulgar"

English (related historically to pidgin English) which symbolises solidarity with

his peers (ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS, 6, 7, Oct, 1964, p.76 ff.) - and.for this J

reason possesses, for him, equaily high status of a sort ~ can be illustrated all

over ‘the world in many different contexts. .The primary function of BERNSTEIN's

"restricted" code, for example, springs tomind. So too does the phenomenon of

"age-grading" whereby an apparently consistent use of low-status dialect among lower

class Negro hoys (rather than girls) in Washington D.C. is restricted.to those of

very young age who have not yet been “accuituraiwd" io the more prestigious dialect

(.W.A.STENART, 1964), ‘At the age ¢f seven or eight, noviceable dialect shifting

takes place, fairly independently (in STEWART's view) offiri.ck education. The

power of language or of a particular form of language to confer solidarity brings

l with it a very real but dften insecure, form of status, W.LABOV (1963) relates

the tendency to centralise diphthongs among inhabitants of Nartha's Vineyard, a

. small island off Massachusetts, to feelings of resentment against incoming economic
"exploiters; fishermen in perticular, and of a certain age (3-45), form the focal
point for“the expression (inc¢luding linguistic expression) of independence, "I
‘think we use an entirely differént type of English language" expresses consciousness
of the need for status attaching to solidarity., "Hypercorrection" is most
‘pronounced among young men whc had left for the mainland but then returned, and
it may be noted in passing that hypercorrection may also be a normal feature of
upward social mobility (LABOV, 1966b), hence very much an expression of siatus
feelfngs. U.WEINREICH (1953) suggests that frustrated superiority feelings can
give rise to intense language loyalty, resentment being cause "mmong the more
steadfast members of the dominated group, a resentment which brings with it

" unswerving language loyalty" (p.101). However, as J,A.FISHMAN points out (1966,
p.444, 445), this would be a questionable generalisation if taken too far, and
WEINREICH too ¢oncedes the need for qualification, in pointing éut that “a group's
language loyaity and nacionalistic aspirations do not necessarily have parallel

[ goals" (p,.100),

Thesé various ¢onsiderations apply naturally to the adopiion of any one
‘language or dialect for special purposes, or in particular domains, as weli as io
~ the ‘adoption of ‘4 standard language for the whole community. In December 1964
the writer had otcasion to make & rather rapid asséssment of the classroom
linguistic experience of Somali school pupils, in order to make recommendations
- which might bear upori a re-assessment of the educational linguistic policy of the
"' tountry, with special reference to the creation of a national university ('SOMALIA"
' 1964).  The Somali Republic is admittedly more mearIy homogeneous linguistically
. than perhaps any other ‘African state, but from the point of view of individual .
'bilingualism it would appear to present as heterogeneous a picture as most, The
motlier-tongues are Somali, Rahanwiin (unintelligible to Somali speakers:
B.N.ANDRZEJEWSKI, 1962; J.J.PIA, 1966), and a Bantu tongue, Chimini, 1In terms of
nuabers speaking each mother-tongue language, one might agree with ANDRZEJEWSKI and
" PIA in regarding Sowalia as a basically monolingual country, that is, speaking
Somali, However, three oiitside Wgusges (Arabic, Italian; and English) are used each
for certain purposés and by certain groups and are uséd as media of instruction in
Certain parts of the educationdl system - each one very nearly qualifyirg as a "major"
~ language, vsing G.A,FERGUSON'S criteria (1966b). One of these, Arabic, presents on °
top of this its own picture of diglossia, A1l in all, the use of the phrase
"1inguistically homogeneous"” for Somalia would be somewhat misplaced (szee H.KLOSS,
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1966, esp, p.138’oﬁighe‘1egs extreme examples of Naita and Luxembutg). . -

" It is not uncommon for & Somali to handle ~ for various purposes, but very
largely also as a consequence of his #hooling = each or any of Arabic, English,
Italian and at least his own dialecz 6f the vernacular Somali, Some also speak ¥
Swahili, the primary "vehicular" language of East Africa. Each returning graduate "
or school leaver from ovérseas, moxeovér, is liable to speak at least one other

_ Ianguage, ‘The socio-linguistic facts are likely therefore to be complex, but it is
" clear that linguistic planning for the educational system could alter the whole -

"' plcture quite radically, given'time, » -
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There are two haiﬁ educational fields to qonsid;r - the school syiteu'iuside
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Somalia, on the one hand, and ‘the experbence of schcol-leavers studying overseas, f;l
“on the other, ° " The language patterns of school curricula in the north of the e

o  country differ markedly from those in the south,

. Fo quote a small extract from the
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_ . their being learnt locally,
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Report (SOMALIA, 1%44):- "In the north, a child first passes through a Koranic

* school where the wedium of his instruction becomes, modern colloGuial Arabic,
and where he becomes acquainted with the Classical Arabic.of the Koran., Some
time before he is ten years old (in rural areas this may be between ten and four-
teen) he moves on to an Elementary School, where Arabic continues to fulfil this
role as medium of instruction At this point, English is being taught as a
subject. At the Intermediat: stage, English assumes this medium fu®tion, and

. retains it throughout the Seconcary School, Arabic, meanwhile, is taught in the

Intermediate and Secondary School. =2 a subject language; at Sheikh Secandary
School it takes up nearly 13% of th. total curriculum time, In the south, Arabic
is used as the medium of instruction .= the first two grades of the Elementary school
after which~ at present - Italian assum.~ this function, MMQlish wes introduced
in the Academic Year 1963/64 in Grade 3 o. ihe Elementary Scnool as a further
second langhage, alongside Arabic, It is i.tended to replnce Italian as the
medium of instruction in Grades 3 and 4 by Ar.nic in the near future, Italian is
currently.the.medium of instruction in the Inte-mcdiate Schools, while in the
Secondary Schools in the south there are three me 'l .depending on the school -
Italian, Arabic and English,(49) 1t is intended i%ay, ultimately, as in the
north, English will become the medium of instruction i the Iatermediate Schools

" in place of Italian, but no final decision has yét bee. taken with respect to these
or to the Secondary Schools,' ‘The Report goes on:-

"There dre at least two major aspects of this situatio: to be noted, First,
the output from the schools is composed of muitilingual indiviauaiz with varying
competence in-euch of several languages. As it stands, this s i:zziion does not

easily lend itself to singP medium teaching at any further instiiution of learning.
Second, as the three members of the Unesco 1962 Educational Planni.:: Group remarked,
the curriculum 'stresses the linguistic side of education too strong:sv*., This
second point is certainly so, In Elementary Schools in the south, 53X of the
pupi‘lc'"time is spent learning Arabic and Italien . - against a home baciivound of
Somali, "

At the school-leaving level, the facts state that over 500 students were
studying 26 subjects in 17 overseas countries (representing at least 12 different
native languages) at the degree Ievel, while more than 500 others were following
12 very distiact types of course in 13 overseas countries (in at least 10 language::.
Such students, us a group, wiil be possessed of fluent abilities in many different
languages, more than half of which play no normal part in Somali life, 'That is to
say, translation (in fields where translation may be particularly difficult)
hecessarily takes on what can only be imagined as survival value for many of the
most highly educated members of society, Moreover, in the case of those languages
which are used in Somalia, overseas students are bound to bring back with them.
varieties more in keeping with each particular overseas environment than with that
of Someli life itself, The real strength of an internatianal language, it should
be remembered, is quite largely a function of its pawer and adaptation to national
or othexwise local environm%gbg; and this entails certain advantages attaching to

Status, pover, and solidarity are haxd at work in discriminating among the
three main outside languages in Somalia., Arabic dvaws much of its strength from
the fact that Somalia are Muslims, In-seme schools at least the English lesson
provides merely another vehicle for the teaching of the Koran - through the use
of translation, Arabic is in many respects the language of prestige, par excellence.
Italian however is the predominant language of commerce and (slightly less so, beside
Arabic) law: one does very nearly all one's shopping in Italian, English, on the
other hand, is the language overwhelmingly used :by United Nations.persounel, by many
overseas delegations, and so forth, The ever-present underlying tension between
Arabic and English (and to a lesser extent Italian) is painfully obvious in respect
of the long~-standing but still unresolved and extremely delicate problem of whether
to develop an Arabic or a Roman script for Somali: the Somali government were not
necessarily prepared in 1964 to accept any outside linguistic advice., Somali
itself has the strength and weakness cof any other vernacular, and being unwritten
into the bargain ("When a road accideat occurs, the police will question witnesses
in Somali, but write sheir report in Italian in the somth, or English in the north,..":
ANDRZEJEWSKI, 1952, p.177), would seem to be a rather weak candidate for official
status, or indeed for additional strengthening beyond a certain stage in the
educatioral curriculum,




' The writer's expérierice of advising on the teaching of English at the ,
State University of Ulan Bator, in the Mongolian People's Republic, and teaching -
English there, during April and May 1966, proved instructive in *l.is respect,
=" A run-down of some favourite learners' "centres of interest" (xequiring expression
in English) might Be interestingly compared with those which might obtain elsewhere:
agriculture, éspecidlly animal husbandry, land cultivation, dairy farming, etc,;
"“travel inside aml outside the country, including transport by ox, camel, ard horse;
- hational customs and legends; sport, especially wrestling, horse~racing, and
archery; Mongolian cdoking; at home, especially the "yurt" in the countryside;
Yesearcii inio locally relevant scientific and technological problems; wild life
and huiting; clothes, especially the national dress; sightseeing, especialily museums
" " of historical interest; and so on, These are not, of course, wholly unfamiliar -
as mere labels, But it is what English looks like when made to do an adequate job
of expressing each one that is distinctive - s * « Only tb some
extent can tie relevance of each centre >f interest to the use of English be
properly assessed by making a socio-lingu.. i- survey of cuxrent practice, since
in this kind of context (which, 'in kind if not .~ degree, beurs certain affinities
with that of Somalia) English has a number of uses that are only potghtial until
there are those competent to realise them, This means that at leagt some of the
basic uses for the language being learned will be to some exteni a function of what
goes on ir school classrooms (just as psychologicully "compound” and "coordinate"
biiinguals are largely produced in the classroom: see H,H.STERN, 1963, p.18, i9),
- .One is inclined towewer whether the teacher who is a native speaket of the
‘language being taught, and represents a different culture, is or is not better
placed to adapt the ‘language to the pupils' socio-cultural needs than the teacher

- '*" ‘whose culture and native language are those of the pupiis; unless, of course, the

LAREY

‘7" " latter is also an ext¥emely competent bilingual. That is to say, exploitation of
" the various quaiities uf adaptability in the language may not be at all easy for
' the non-native speaker or learner, particularly if it is his intention to resist
‘incipient creolisation, Perhaps this is a major if not the greatest single crux in
the language learning problem: the achievement of bilingualism without prejudice to
ene’s uliural identity, (54)

Motivaiion to learn or use another language or dialect is bound up with the

factor of intelligibility, This becomes particularly clear by a reading of

" H.CLFF (1959), Faced with the task of devising orthographies for Nigerian |

‘'languages and dialects. WOLFF made a fairly natural starting assumption that

""" intelligibility wouid be largely predictable from contrastive structural analysis,
This proved in very many cases not to be so; indeed the phenomenon of non-reciprocal
intelligibility pointed rzther to the disturbing play cf local economic and power
structures, along with feelinys of "ethnic self-sufficiency"” (p.443), giving rise to
what” amounted to 'hoding. qrders. . intelligibility", As WOLFF points out, the
nature of intelligibilic; it=. 7 is st1ll 21l too little understood, nNevertheless
the question presents itself o. micthsr cextain forms of socio-linguistic contrastive
analysis might not have correl.:-* mcre closely with intelligibility, At advanced
levels of learning, the more resi’. .. . T L e <-wg~hension are undoubtedly
socio-linguistic in nature, The - ~--~ed overseas learner of English for example
takes a long time to master socio-liny.-..ic distinctions in the language of very
common everyday occurrence, In the prassgent connection it should be noted that
factors of relative status and power, group solidarity, and many more such aspects
of ‘socio-cultural meaning, are not only diZfcrontly symbelised by languages as wholes

but dlso express~d by each language in a more or less systematically different fashion,|.

"" Mention was madc n 2,2 above of word-oriented so~fa-linguistic analysis, (55)  But

" it is rather the relatively "mixed bag" system nct lending itself to neat tabulation
(neithex in the textbook nor in the learner's mind} that provides the greatest
difficullty, especially where symbolisation of factor» .. status etc, is already a
sensitiwe matter across language or dialect boundaries., Pex..ps then it is no:
‘'wonder that some degree of correlation between non-linguistically observakie relation-
ships of this general sért and intelligibility ratings ce~ be arrived at - yet fail
to connect with more direct aspects of linguistic other th  -~~eio-lirguistic interfere
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D ABERCROIBIE‘(1956 4, ' : ' o
W. BRIGHT and A.K. JAN (1962) ; discusa in particular tha role ot litaracy as LN
_ prestige factor counterinq linguistic innovation; the case of Icalandic
"referred- to in the ersuing discussion by E HAUGEN. e
L.F,BROSNAHAN '¢1963), ' i .
W.E.BULL (1955); highly eritical of the assumption in U.N.E.S.C.0. (1953) that
“the best medium for teaching is the mother tongue of the pupil."” Stresses -
the Yimitations of vernaculars, ard difficulties involved in the rapid |
.., éxtension of their usefulness, = Compare D, HYNES balou (1961b) But see
""" alko R;A;HALL, 1966,  ch. 10,

‘a
c.a.msusou (1959). o ‘ Coae el
C.A.FERGUSON (1966a, 1966b), S L e
P.L.GARVIN (1959), Properties necessary for & standard 1anguage. With.thia,_;,,

-+ " compare E,HAUGEN (1966a), . . . o ‘
P.L.chavm and M, MATHXOT -(1960), -
. J.3,GUMPER? anid C,M.NAIM (1960), ~ - -
A
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J.J.GUMPERZ (1961).

R.A.HALL ' €1966) ; Piike O o : e

E.B UGEN (1956)., ~* . ‘ . T

E.H UGEN (1959);" . : -~ ‘ ; o

E.” HAUGEN' (1962) ; In defence of normative attitudes, L

E, HAU('N“%I) :

E HﬁUGdﬁ (19064), Properties netessary for a standard lanjuaye, all.or ‘some of

‘o .gszdi are lacking in a vernacular, Remarks COmpara W.E,BULL, 1955, abova) .
¥ beat. upoi U,N.E,5.C.0, (1953). g

E. ﬂﬁUGEN (1966b), Ehphasiaes the role of the written language in languaga pilnnlnq,

daacrlption or creation of a norm; planning for diversity as well ax for .

L , Untforms fy; difficulty in learning versus difficulty in use; anrichlant of,:

_Standa¥d language by atudy of dialects; "prastige"A ‘the role ot the linguiatr

F.W. HOUSEHOLDER (1962), = . .- v

D. HY!ES (l961hl. Argues for the ‘recognition of & "full"/"advanced" diatinctlon i

"‘,"', aqnnq lanquaqea, implying much the same concluaiona s that ot BULL (1955),‘
Loy ete. - Coe
HYIES (1964a). ‘523-6 a.large "topical bibliography . R

ﬁ;B.LE PAGE (1964). Pp.2L1.£f, On the use. of vernacular languagas in education .pro's.

and con's for .the' uaa of the vernacular, short-term and long-tarn._

N.6.MOULTON, (1962}, : . o
G.E.P "and X.F, Il)U.ONAY (1964) S T ,’" | .,\._5
«Py S Y (1963):. - ] | | i
"H.H,STERN (1965) Daala with the dasirahility of 1earning an intarnational laaquaqa,
in the' early chapters. - TR STV

WA STEWART ((1962), . 0 . . LT T e

JuLo o f' (1%1) ) ‘,' AR ‘ ‘ ‘ l ‘ .

U.WEINREICH (1953). p.99-103 Langgaqe atandardiaation as a conaaquenaa of “languaga
... loyaXty": "the symholic aaaociation of »' ‘language’ a8 a atandardiaad ayataq
"“with the ‘group’s integrity".  ‘But’see J.A FISHMAN (1966) % p.442, ’

H.WOLFF (1959). Non-equivalence between atructural Tikeness and nutual iatalligibility
of fanguagés and dialects - bearinq upon’ 'the problea of daviainq new
orthoqraphiaa., . o \ e

4.spm:n TONS . T e

.

Tta raductian ot uhat llqht saem to be intinita numbera of "donaina" xq nora .
lanaqaabla proportions invltaa then the use of general factors of “role rala&ipuahipa".
such as "ztatus” of dne sox{ or another,, pouar""lol,idarity“, etc, . There.are of.
course ot!ara fhat haye.not been dealt at all or at any length here, such as: laugtl,
of acquaiutaneaahip, frierdship; generation; kinship; degree of uncertainty about .
ralatioaahxps on the part of either or both (or all, as the case may be) of the ..
participln&: - which will make among other things for more or less spontaneity or -

deliberatiitess in: the tqrnulation of utterances; axpectation and awount of ”taadhack“

(see esp. A WILKINSON, 1965); and se forth. -All these tend to have the quality of -

relatively stable or gradually evolying relationships.. . In this. raapact one .¢ees

8 close amlogy with the basic elements of personality; ghe former can be. thought of
o 88 describable in terms of a finite set of factors. which co-occur inm particular ways
. ERIC to charqcta:iad u potentially infinite number of domaihs, while the latter similarly
Y _Co~ooeur to’ aharaetariaaApraaumablx infiniteiy differentiated individual personzlities,
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But there are other functions for languegw which may likewise, taken one L

.

by one, be firite in number,  yet enter into more composite sets of co-occurring, ‘
functions which may again verge on the infinite. One speaks here of such '
everyday co-occurring purposes as "commands", "requests"”, "invitations", @ .
"suggestions", "advice", "offers of assistance", "acceptante or non-scceptance -
of non-compliance with a request", “"gratitude", "agreement and disagreement", ot
"greeting", "leave-taking", "encouragement", "permission", "promising", "apology",
"threats", "warning", "insulting", "pleading”, and so forth, - There are very

many such terns in everyday languige (one might compare, on a different plane,
G.N.ALLPORT'S collection of 168,000 terms in English referring to personality
characteristics: referred to in ALLPORT, 1963). * Most-can be switched from
“giving” to "asking for" ("advice", etc.); or related to different particijants

or persons (hence especially tied to participant relationships), as in: "I wonder

if you've thought of - ", "So you think it would be a good idea if T -*, " MHe

tried to get me 1o -", etc. (see the amusing exercises in S.I.HAYAKAWA, 1952, p.96);
made negetive or positive; conveyed or recognised by a mere word, or a.tonie perhaps,. -
or alternatively be only apparent at the end of the chapter or six months later.or .
"between the lines", or through all of these mrans together; wundérstood or not ‘
understood in the manner intended (cf. T.BUUNS, 1957, and 5.23 below): deliberately -
ambiguoiis; and so forth, Ore cannot classify functions of this sort as say ."purpose”
or aspects of "social control" or "progmatic" functions, and s¢ forih, sinop all |«
of these overlap with many other functions such as the expression (including'
establishment) of “status" etec. .Or in other words the cladfication . (etc,) -, .0,
of relative status-is a basic form of social control, highly purposive, an. . - " *'
xerving many prgmatic ends, It is not even easy to accept such a distinction. -

.5 that of E,HAUGEN (1956, p.96) between the two basic social functions of language -
of "comunication" and "identification", since (ta take up-jusét one necessary
qualification)..one must dgree with J.R.FIRTH in his insistance that it is part of the
Frénchman's meaning to sound like one (that is to say, he cormunicates this meaning),
N AL T S 18 R S '

criteria for separating out what we intuitively do feel to be an underlying
difference betwmen say the expression dfstatus and the .expression of a conmand is
that of,telativepeyﬁaienge and recurrence. ."Power", “status”, "sclidarity" (ete,)
relationships hedge.us in more or less,continuously, yet it is very intermittently
indeed.that we wish to give orders, strike up or discourage acquaintanceships, say
goodbye, express.agréement, and 'so on. These are recurrent but .norn-continuous
functions which in . temporal sense are the less inclusive, In terms of duration

and recurrence the pkysicnl aspects of "domains", and particular "topics" tdo, occnpfl’“

an intermediate place: a man may be a manager of a firm and talk about ¢ertain things
only, for six hours evéry day - and then switch to another domain and set of topics,

. J.R.FIRTH (1935) chose to refer to the more intermittent type of function as
"speech functions”, reserving for such categories as "familiar, colloquiqlg and
more formel speech", or “the languagés of the School, the Law, the Charch, and all ' .
the specialised forms of speech”, the term "speech situations", He does not however .
apply the criterion of duration/recurrence, since. as examples of thé*l@tter he
includes "such common situations" as "address", "greetings, forewells or mutual
recognition of statux or relationship ‘on contact, adjustment of relatjons after
contact, bresking off relations, remewal of relations, change of relations”, etc,
FIRTH's rejteration, of the word "relations" underlires the fact tihat {gz him
"situation” is largely u matter of addresser-addressee rélationships;' ,)Tit/
cextainiy forces one to regard say the ‘expression of group "solidarity" and
_ "agreement" alike &s expressions of role relationships, The timé Factor therefore
would seem to-be,the only real distinguishing criterion.

, e~ N et
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"Attitudes" of course stand in a similar relationship to the more pervasive
elements of personality, activated relatively intermittently yet marked always:
Ly the stamp of the individaal,  One might suppose toc that the expression -of
agreementand disagreement and the like will always Lie marked by such factors as-
relative status, length of acquaintanceship, etc, There is reason thérefore to
study the expression of the ‘latter in terms of the corresponding expressicn of the _
formexr, - ‘We haye ‘alceady imnlied (3.1 and 3,2 abave) that domain analysis -~ while -
not forgetting the necessity for constant renewal of connéction with data ‘oft the ‘
ground as it were - might profitably take the form of the analysis of th&:exprissioh of
corresponding but sore generalisable factors of role relationship,- Therefore o
(to pick up FIRTH's términology) there is ¥sason to regard "speech functions™ as
indispensable points of reference ‘i socio-linguistic onalysis, o
There is very little published work which seeks to approsch the langusge -’
behaviour of speech comrunities or scocisl groups (or individus g f5r that matten

soixw . Perhaps one of the more relfable '

._‘
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terms of domains themselves approached in terms of role relationships nots only of
the more prevasive but also of the more intermitient sort, Most socio-linguists
tend to select linguistic points ¢f reference which are rather readily definable
in formal terms (such as the realisation of the first ‘consonant of ‘thing', 'thought',
etc, as stop, affricate, or fricative: W,LABOV, 1964, 1966a, 1966b), or the slection
of first name, title and last name, etc, as forms of address: R.W.BROWN and M,FORD,
1961; and so forth - see 5,23 below), One might question however whether these

are as interesting, either linguistically or sociologically, as the varied linguistic
realisation of such everyday purposes as those we have been referring to, Linguisti-
cally speakimg, the features answering to these latter purposes will tend to be

very much less atomistic and homogeneous, yet still require linguistic description,
Sociologically speaking, the adoption of more functional points of reference might,
one suspects, throw if not more light at least s different light on the structure of
society which one thereby infers, Indeed, it seems fairly apparent that misinter-
pretation of the various dimensions of meaning attaching to say an innocent request
like "You couldn’t change half-a-crown for me, could you?" can often be far less

npoticeahl~.tg either partici ant (hence far more persistent) and far more annoying
tudd tue’ kadd of untgéelli ility that might arise from the use of /t - /where one

uses /9 - /oneself, BERNSTEIN addresses himself to matters of this more socially
functional sort, so too does S, ERVIN-TRIPP (1964), and a few others, but there can

e little doubt that current attention to such matters in no way reflects how fertile
a line of enquiry this could be,

(57

’ Methodologically speaking, there are of course difficulties in identifying the
occurrence of “"commands", "requests", etc, This will be returned to shortly,

But we have agreed that goals and subject-matter take precedence over methodology.
a Many of these func.ions, besides being extremely recurrent (witness the large number
' of "conversational formulas" and "everyday idioms" books for learnexs of English

as a second language - 1nadequate1y selected and presented as they normally are),
are, if anything, more immune from "conscious suppression" (W,LABOV, 1964, p.166)

or censorship than say LABOV's sharply delimited phohological variables - which
people often are rather conscious of (as LABOV shows himself), At the ‘same time,
evidence for deliberation in choice of language in these respects would seem to

have very considerable interest in itself, and in all probability still be relatively’
free ofusertainly more revealiny and 1nc1usive than - those highly conventionalised
social §t¥1tudes commonly associated with the pronunciation of individnal phonematic
l units, ( It should also be mentioned in passing that the lihguistic study of
literature can. gain much from a similar perspective, in seeking, that is to say,

for "strands. of things" that run through the whole work, reflecting the play-and
development of .different characters, moods, intentions, and so.on, against a
constant backcloth of socro-llnguistic noras (see A, McINTOSH 1965, p.JQ).

The relatively slight attention that has so far been paid to these matters
has tended, as we have implied already, to be rather discursive or programmatic.
R. JAKOBSON's spectrum of functions according to relative focus on the various
constituents of the speech evenu has the merit of showing that linguistics might have
something to say in this area, even if it means that the analyst is not faced with
discrete yes/no alternatives but railer with the continuous gragégnce which also
characterises the expression ol emotive elements and the like, JAKOBSON's
scheme has heen taken up mowe recently by D,HYMES (1964a, p.21 ff.), who wishes
description of the speech event to erntail a very compxehensiye set of factoxs |
indeed, In HYMES's paper the general stress laid on "inner structural relations
and purpose" (p.22) does not carry with it any particular emphasis .on participant
relationships, B, MILINOWSKI (1935, clearly articulated the view that "pragmatic”
functions stand very near the heart of lan;uage in use; indeed, "it is the pragmatic
use of speech within the context of action which has shaped its structure" {(p.52),
Whether or not one feels scepticism for MALINOWSKI's structural descriptions (see
J. R FIRTH, 1957), the question can still be asked whether the structure of each
language might not answer in a deeply systematic mander not only to some conceivably
distinct "ianner form" but also to those more recurrent functions which invélve the
human being from the earliest stages of language acquisition, g

. The term "pragmatics" itself, which is particularly associated uith IALINOWSKI's
view of language, flits in and out of this general areda of concern, As U,WEINREICH
(1963) points out, the field of pragmatics has "virtually no conventional content"

(pd:»)and £n,12), D, HYNES (1964a, p.10) refers the possibility of a "Structural .
pragpeiics” to the total set of functions which he derives from JAKOBSON, J.H,GREENBERG -
nad earlier (1948) drawn much the same picture as that of HYMES for the pragmotic '
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view of pragmatics, vastly wider siili - at any rate in principle - has already
been referred to (2,2 above), The term itself is a useful one however if it is
taken in the more or less everyday sense which MALINOWSKI gives to it, namely
to do with language as an "instrument of action", and more generally with its
users (see also C,MORRIS, 1938), ,

In-this context, U.WEINREICH's handiliig of whot is pragmatic in language
(1963) is instructive, First of all, WEINREICH wishes to restrict its coverage
to that "paradigm of discourse features which comprise assertion, and features
incompatible with assertion and with each other: question, command, and .attitudes
to the content of discourse, insofar as they are coded" (p,150), The requirement
of mutacl incompatibility would appear however to rule out, on one occasion or

. another, even the exemplified categories - as they, appear already to huve ruled

“out for WEINREICH such functions as "suggestion", "advice", etc. Thus the
question "What are you going to do about it then?" as often as not conveys what
would- appear to be a clear question and a clear command simultaneously, . The
conttituents of this utterance which express question and comnand so everlay one.
another than “incompatibility" would be very difficult to explain or demonstrate,

" Nor do "attitudes" easily lend theniselves to an either-this-or-that approach:
approval and disapproval (p,152) can undoubtedly both be expressed at once, in _
relation to an.identical target, even in sey particular renderings of the word
"yes". We all sooner or later learn to ¢xpress agreement simultaneously with

; disagreement, fear with longing, etc. (again see WEINREICH p,152), in such a way
as to throw doubt on their incompatibility - non<linguistic and linguistic alike

(but sse Appendix 2), WEINREICH's attention, to return to a point already made

moxe tdan once, rests on those highly coded formal markers (verbal morphology, question

particies, etc) that seem to correspond most directly with particular functions, . .

rather than on "mixed bags" of formal features that come tcgether in answer to

functional needs, . The principle involved is. clearly articulated: "In this paper

it will be #ssumed that the grammatical description of a language is not only . ..

autonomous vis-a-vis the semantic onme, but is also presupposed by it" (p. 146, but

‘ see also p,192: "Postscript 1965"), Yet one feels that nothing is really autonomous
in the make-up of language, and too strong & leaning towards one direction or other
in analysis must tend to distort or.shrink the picture, . . e et ]

WEINREICH makes a further. distinction between signs as "designators" and signs
as "formators", the former conmsisting of a sign-vehicle and a designatum, the latter
of a sign-yehicle and "an implicit instruction for an operation, such as negation, .
generalisation, -and the like" (p,145), “A designatum may.be said to constitute °
a séi'pfﬁconditions: in o situation in which such conditions are actually fulfilled,,..
the tokén of the sigH may.be said to denote" (p.145; compare C,05G00D's distinction
in-thé seme volume between “"dengtation" and “connotation", the latter concerning
Haffective reactions t6 signs" where WEINREICH's "designation" conte the "intensional
‘$tFucture" of "language: it is difficult to assess the degree of equivalence); Similarly
transformative-gederative linguistis regard context of situation as merely ."disambiguating"
alternatjve postibilities of meaning (see 2.1 above). This may or.may not be -8o0;
the point at issue is whether or ‘not the distinction between designators and formators
itself is misleading, WEINREICH states: "But for our purposes we can apply Carnap's
working definition of 'designator': 'all those expressions to which & semantical
analysis of meaning is applied’" (p.149), He goes on tc contrast "bread", "smear"
and "fast", on the one hand, with "or" and “this", on the other, as examples of .
designators and formators respectively - corresponding roughly therefore with.the very
traditionsl ‘notion of language as consisting of "full" words and "empty" words. . The
difficulty-of such & distinction is exemplifiéd by the cases of Thai "hat", "“bat", -
meaning “royal hand", royal foot", regardless of who is speaking to whom, .and Tibetan
"u™ and""go", both meaning "head", but each chosen in accordence with.the attitude
of the speaker to the listener or subject of discourse, The Thai words are referred
to as ¢xamples of designators, the Tibetan as formators (p,155), The criterion .. .
applied here is simply that while the former type of meaning is semantic, the
expression of attitude, or rather inter-personal relationship, is not semantic,. Yet in
each case it would be equally possible to refer to pairs of semantic components each
realised by one formal item, To do otherwise amounts to the expulsion of significant
areas of meaning from semantic analysis (note: ",,,. there must be a, clear-cut realisation
that’ the province of linguistic semantics is the study ..... of the designational ...
system proper to each language", p.19D. In other words, the study of meaning. (which
is WEINREICH's concern) should comie down to the job of correlating the forms of . .
language (not confined to "labels", etc, : note that for WEINREICH "status labels"..
come under "designation": p,.155) with a range of contextual factors within which role
©_elatious, elementS of perscnality, and so forth, play as large a part as any other

(ERIC omponents of meaning, -
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Suppose for example one were interested in the expression of "commands",

. "requests", "invitations", "suggestions", "advice", etc, (SKINNER's "mands").

It would not be difficult to list some hundreds of differently structured

examples of even the most overt utterance-initiating expressions, many of which
incidentally .illustrate the crucial role of phonological features in oL
distinguishing otherwise formally identical utterances (see Appendix 2), Labels
like "command", "request", etc, .are of course by no means easy io deiine, What
might be a "command" for the speakexr or writer might have the force of a "request”
or mere piece of "advice" for the listener or reader (see T,BURNS, 1957), Moreover,
for any one person what a "command" is will depend on what a "request" is, and a
"suggestion", etc. Quite intuitively speaking however, there would still appear
to be a set of terms here amounting to a semantic field in their own right, each
texm linked perhaps by a common component - which might informally be referred to
as the intention of inducing someone else to do what one wishes him to do.
Definition of each particular term cannot be achieved purely conceptually or
notionally, in the manner of dictionary definitions without examples, Behaviouristic
definition is equally inadequate, as we have seen in referring (earlier in 2.1) to
CHOMSKY's criticism of SKINNER: the two main issues (to reiterate) being first that
what the receiver does is not the whole point, if one thinks (as one must) of the
traditicnal and everyday regard for the intention of the speaker (N,CHOMSKY, 1959,
p.567), and second that experimental methodology found useful for studying animals
may be quite irrelevant when it comes to the study of human verbal behavioux,

-

However, one should not be concerned to rule out notional and behaviouristic
considerations - since if one does this they may very well somehow re-assert
themselves through some back door as it were as part of the subject matter of
language: the recognition of formally linguistic overt markers (and systematic
relationships among these) which certainly assist one in inferring relevant
notional and behaviouristic categories may itself depeud to no little extent on
one's awareness of notional and behaviouristic categories in the first place. It
seems impossible to analyse in one direction, Further than this, it should not be
assumed that the only kind of overt marker is the formally linguistic, "How about
another one old chap?", spoken in the nicest possible way, might induce a gasp of
fear on occasion ,,, (note W, LABOV's "contextual" criteria, 1964, for the
recogaitron of "casual" speech), There are undeniably overt “para-linguistic"
markers to consider, and non-linguistic, Even so, as many from F, BOAS (1911)
onwards have pointed out the forms of language are often (perhaps deceptively)the:
more observable, on the whole, and serve well 2s reference points for the
description of correlations among notions, behaviours and forms,

The task of describing systematic relationships holding among the vastly
differentiated’ command/request (etc,) forms of a language like English and such
factors as social group, domein, role relationship, related "speech functions”
(gratitude, apology, etc.), topic, actitude, channel of communization (speech,
writing, mass media, etc.), and so forth, in terms of the relative frequency and
acceptability of each, has (not surprisingly) not yet been tackled, What is
surprising however (as already suggested) is that even sevzrely delimited parts
of fields such as this have scareely been described or even (apparently) contemplated
as a valid subject for linguistics - or socio-linguistics for that matter {see however:
E.M.ALBERT, 1964; B,BERNSTEIN, esp. 1961b; S,ERVIN~TRIPP, 1964; A, MaINTOSH, 1963).
See also 5.23 below,

The methodological problems involved are of course acute, highlighting
(among other things) the question of the relative usefulness and feasibility of
observation and introspection, To put the matter crudely, it is not enough to
hang around with a tape-recorder waiting for commands, requests, and the iike to happen,
They may not happen for uncomfortably long periods of time, and even a vast amount
of tape may not in the end contain more than a small proportion of what one knows
very well might have been said, On the other hand, merely listing expressions and
asking oneself or some other informant(s) to annotate likely or appropriate role
relationships etc, (or, alternatively, starting out from non-linguistic factors and
thinking of or asking for expressions which fit) may provide more information on
"hbelief systems", individual powers of imagination, degrees of social inhibition, and
so forth, than on what in fact goes on in performance, The best way to proceed,
speaking generally, is of course to make use of both in conjunction, for example,
prompting participants in a tape-recorded discussion, after the event, to suggest
how else they might have phrased this or that expression, and why ox why not, and what
¢! oy might have said if the role relationship, topic, etc, had been different in certain
1 pects, and so forth, Perhaps the really valuable advances in this field for some
ﬁime to,come will he methocoroyical, the working out of waysand means for acquiriag
iata, |
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Description itself in turn will possess the utmost value when it.?gggides ‘.‘,’
contrastive information, across languages, dialects and social groups, It )

is not possible to do more than envisage in very general terms a set of "universal"
speech functions. Yet there seems no reason to doubt the possibility that these

may amount to the most deeply rooted and persistent universalsof all, the very
building blocks ‘of cultural competence, . '
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5. METHOD

Se 1 Inductive and deductive

The main difficulty presented by the study of parole is that of
finding some sort of order among the "imponderabilia of everyday life"
(MALINOWSKI) or, as SAPIR put it, the "nooks and crannies of the real'.

One does not wish merely to mirror the complex phenomena to be described
or explained without adding ¢ altering anything. How does one make sense
of context? The difficulty w.th langue is that of constantly renewing the
connection with the phenomena to b: exmlained. Ours has been called an
age "riddled with abelractions, often inadequate to a stubbornly plural
reality" (7. WALSH, 1964). How can one make sense out of context?

Interest in parole tends to attract o a. predoninantly inductive approach,
in langue a predominantly deductive approach. But these should be regarded
merely as tendencies. It is not possible to work purely inductively or /
purely deductively. There will always be something of both present, in
vhatever sort of equilibrium. The pattern of deciding how much. of each
can be given various kinds of illustration. For example, taking a
predominantly inductive case, in his study of "components of social culture!
relevant to the choice of personal. pronoun in nineteenth century Russian
literature, P, FRIEDRICH (1966) had to decidewhether or not or how long to
postpone speculation about the more general operation of some much smaller
number of compcnents, or whether to stick to the ten which to him seemed to
emerge from the observed "facts". Those he settled for were general enough:
"topic', "context!, "age!, "generation", "sex", "kinship", "dialect!,

"group membersiip®, "jural and political authority", and "emotional
solidarity". In discussion, it was suggested that he could just as
effectively haye operated with two only: "power' end 'solidarity".

FRIEDRICH countered: "I prefer a large number of analytical distinctions
that are only oné or itwo steps from the data, as against only two categories
that would require many intervening sieps and subdivisions.! In other words,
only if the "gower" inherent ia M. 2" operates upon choice of pronoun in
cxactly the same way as the ''power™ in "jural and political authority' will
nothing be lost by handling only the larger concept power!" without
reference to the smaller ..ore spacific categories. Idantity of operation
ircludes, of course, degrees o% independence or inter-dependence which cach
category exhibits relative to others, in its relationship to ch01ce of

language. (63)

Although there is a great deal of difference bctween on the one hand
starting with ten factors which have (so far as the analyst is able) been
allowed to crerge inductively from the data, and subsequently in some way
demonstrating and eliminating redundancies, and on the other deductively
checking whether two more powerful and speculative factors work in practice,
it is stil), as suggested above, usually difficult to avoid doing both, and
probably in some measure impossible, The unavoidable necessity for some
reductioniem is expressed by J. B. CASAGRANDE (1963) in these termss
" ... we still are left with the largely historical task of accounting for
the particular phenonena of specific langusges and cultiures, but I would
ask whence come the explanatory printjples in terms of which these
accountings are cast, and in the case of comparative studies, whence come
the categories and concepts that permit valid comparison® (p.291). The
point he is making is that they do not, and cannot, all spring from the
ground to be examinec. Some prior perspective is essential for analysis.
It need not perhaps be more than temporaty - in K. L. PIKE's terminology,

an Metic" framework for the discovery of "emic" contrasts (64) - but the
analyst has to bring something to the data, Just as the infant in acqulrlng

the language presumably does.

Pure speculation, however, 1mposed on the data by the analyst,
equally liable to prove useless, except no doubt for the analyst caught up
in the elegance of his own "internal! validation. CASAGRANDE points
therefore to techniques uhlch, in C.C, FRAKE's words (1962), aim to "tap
the cognitive world of one's infbrmants,® discovering those "features of
objects and events which they regard as significant for defining concepts,
fofmulating propositions, andmaking decisions," That is to say, what
might otherwise be unwarranted and overly pro-conceiwved reductionism by .
the analyst ie replaced by the discovery of far more intuitive reductionism
oii the part of the participant. Or, to put it another way, the process for
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the analyst is both on¢ of deduction (imposing catcgories and concepts that , .
permit questioning of the informant) and of induction (allowing the .
informant himsclf to be part of the data). The informant respunds in the

light of his experience, but still within the terms imposed on him by the
questions, This means that he may well be drawn in offect to identify with
their general drift, that is tc analyse in their light, and respond

accordingly. (65) This will bz partly a question of personalities.

Behind some apparently explicit statemcnts of methodological intention and
achievement one often scems to detect implicit, far-reaching, and possibly
unconscious bargains struck hetween analyst and informant. As SAPIR

has rather cogently put it: "The personality of the¢ anthropologist and of

the individual with whom he interacts must structure the methodM.

This in turn, one must add, entails the question of how representative the
informant might be of the particular social group in question

( see ™, H, WHITELEY, 1966, p. 146)

5. 2 %hose job?

Most work then is recognisably both inductive and deductive, explicitly
and implicitly so, leaning in its various phases one way or the other.
In either case, however, a relatively morc closed" or "giveni set of terms
is related to a more "open' or problematical set. (66) It is the latter
which stamps the @ire®tion of work as more sociological, linguistic, etc.(67)
For example, a given body of phonological data or a given recorded text, if
analysdd inductively in terms of abstract sociological correlates, should to
this extent (and it is a v  large extent) be regarded as a sociolegical
piece of work. Conversely, .ie inductlve working out of patterning within
linguistic correlates of a set of sociclogical obscrvations would be an
essentially linguistic operation. Again, a linguistic speculation or given
set of categories once correlated with sociological variables takes on a
sociological aspect; and the places of sociological. and linguistic can, as
tefore, be reversed. One might go so far as to suggest that in broadly
inter-disciplinary work what one starts out from certainly necd not be what
one is primarily interested in. The opposite is far more likely in fact to
be the case. The difficulty of course lies in the need to devclop the
grounds of a starting-point which largely falls outside one's own discipline.

In practice, the study of language in its social and cultural context
covers a range of activities extending from the basically linguistic to the
basically non-linguistic (in each case very often stopping short of
appropriate involvement on the other side) and to some recunt delincations
of a "second descriptive science comprising language, beside that of present
linguistics proper" (D. HYMES, 196ka) - some features of which there may be
good reason to regard as direct potentisl extensions of the scope of
linguistics itself.,

5.21 Linguistic.

Of basically linguistic work the most obvious is perhaps that vhich
investigates linguistic habits and abilitics associated with given socio-
regional groups, whether in terms of choice of language, dialect, or style.
The very use of the term "language", if B, BLOCH and G. L. TRAGER's
definition be accepted ("a system of arbitrary vocal symbols by means of
which a soclal group co-operatés"), obliges one vo specify what is meant by
a "social group'. (68) But also essontially linguistic are studies such as
those of E. STANKIE"ICZ (1964) into "the linguistic devices which serve to
gignal the emotional attitude of the speaker", which have Vso far been
insufficiently and unsystematicelly explored?® (p.266); (69) and indeed, as
we have suggested, all work which explores the linguistic diuensions of
phenomena "given" in terms which may belong outside linguisties.

The identity of the analyst himself, and his interests outside his own
field, naturally matter a great deal. The value of linguistic corrclates of
say sociological categories is likely in gencral to be more limited
(moreover linguistically so) if those catogories have been put therc by the
linguist as linguist. As J. LYONS has pointed out, all that is measurcd i
not meaningesss,s A vory noteable quality in MALINOWSKI's approach to
language is precisely the degres of validity in its original non~linguistic
: premises. MNALINOWSKI's feithfulnuss to the particulars of the social ond
o — _ —— _ N I
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cultural environment in which language is uscd led FIRTH (1957) ito eriticise
what for him was MALINOUSKI's excussively ‘'realist!" (70) approach,
emphasising - as FIRTH put it - the "brute fact! or "concrete situation" in
which the utterance is "dircctly embedded". ¥IRTH himsclf, however, in
contrast, seems rather to have run into an cxcessively deductive train of
thought about matters largely non-~linguistic. Those who in turn criticise
FIRTH's categories for ''context of situation' do so in general not so much
for their beihg arrived at too deductively as such, as for their being too
normative, (71) excluding mention of reference, (72) lacking illustration,
(73) and so forth. TFIRTH establishes a very broad initial grid, as one
might say, for the world of experience:

The relevant features of participants (persons, personalities):
(i) The verbal action of the participants
(3i) The non-verbal action of the participants
The relevant objects
The effect of the verbal action.,

At the some time, however, particularly in "The Technique of Semanticd{.935),
FIRTH paints a picturc of persons and personalities in terms of their
"accumulation of social roles” (74), and for this rcason states that

"Unity is the last concept that should be applied to language". FIRTH had

a live interest in sociology, and the gencral impression left by his
writings is of a gen.ral tendoncy towards deductive statement invaluably
modified by natural curiosity in ficlds lying ostensibly outside linguistics.

Knitted in to this somewhat ambivilent porspective is FIRTH's clear
(and of course quite unexceptionable) unjunction to utilise scrupulous
descriptive linguistic techniques. One has to avoid "loosc linguistic
sociology without formal accuracy" (J. R. FIRTH, 1935, p. 31). But he did
not go so far as to require that the categories of context of situation
should themsclves be determined by formal linguistic analysis. (75)
This is the theoretical view of "neo-Firthian" linguists in this country,
and has been most clearly articulated by M. A. K. HALLIDAY (1961),
HALLIDAY splits "context of situation" into "context" and ‘Bituatipn",
tre former comprising categoricus of the latter which aro rclevant to choice
of language. It is where the contextual categoriocs come from that matters.
All, from the most genernl (“register") downwards, are defined formally,
which is to s&y in fterms of grammatical (lexical, phondlogical,
graphological) contrasts. More particularly, contextual meaning is requircd
to be “logically dependent on formal meaning", (76) the statement of the one
to "logically precede" that of the other. This is a vicw of linguistics
which in effect tends to place mcthod before subject-matter (rather as in
the case of O, ERNER, above). Logical dependencd on formal meaning must
mean, in practice, over-dependence on the linguist's direct perception of

. formal contrasts, and these mereover must be couched in terms of (hence

derived from) his own particular descriptive theory, which itsclf owes
nothing to contrasts of a "situational " kind. A register catégdry such
as "tone" ‘or "patronising and/or joculax! (J, ELLIS, 1966, ps 85) becomes
part of the linguist’s equipment becauwse, in looking directly at the forms
of texts; he has perccived certain patterns which he decides to label in

' this'way. Accordingly, very elaborate grid systems, "lcgically" derived

from Io¥mel contrasts, can be placed over the world of experience, or
“gituation". (77) It is said that for the linguist ‘two otherwise discrete
"situations!" are identical if their formal realisations are identical.

One can only reflect however that such & case must surely be inpossible to
illustrate. Leaving aside the question of whether or not this is a
behaviouristic view of language use, the question of identity.is a wholly
relative one: how similar must two texts be to be "identicall?

The dependence of context on form appears then to come down to
dependence on the linpuist's own personal perception of formal contrast.
But this in turn, one suspects, derives in large but ambiguous measure
from his perception of situational contrasts in the first place.

The starting-point for all schemes of register may after all very well be
in part the linguist's non-linguistic view of the world. If this is so,
then independence from other disciplines in the study of contoxt is




;r ‘1ikely to be a distinct drawback. There is little gain in clarity from

’ M. GREGORY's view (1967) that the linguist should beware of a "failure of
nerve' in the 1 se of situational variety, and insiead feel more free to
make" situational facts. 'i. S. ALLEN's statement is quoted with approval:
"There are no facts in linguistics until the linguist has made them.?

This may well be so, but GREGORY then goes on to state that the situational
facts which interest him as linguist are those which have "high potent1a1

f contextual significance': the linguist's task is to study the "fixed ways
of coping with certain recurring situalicns.! Tke drift of his remarks, and
the perspective of this particulor pnrace alike, place main emphasis on the
"fixed ways" rather than on the f'recurring situationsi" HMaking facts does
not justify total indupendence for the discipline concerned in their making,

(78)

Neo-Firthian institutional linguistics® was intended by T. HILL (1958)
to be concerned with “particular cases’® rather than with ‘‘gemeral principles
3 of the tongue-spesker or tongue-~community relation,™ the latter being the
i field of sociological linguistice. But as J. FILIS (1965, p. 6, fn. 7)

, points out, sociology itself gives no terminological recognition to the
1 distinction between general and particular, and in any case there is nc
] doubt nine years later, that the real distinctions are quite different.

Y
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5. 22  Anthropological/Sociological, .- . N | :m‘:; |

To say of any investigation c» disgussion that it is partly of largely
non-linguistic does not in itself impiy that it has little {i. do with
language nor that it has little interest for linguistics. Take for example
the approach by J. RUBIN (1962) to the question of bilingualism in Paraguay.
Over half the population swifc!. betwsen Spanish ard a vernacular language

~called Guarani. "Code-switching!" Lehaviour of this sort is the given
'Linguistic grcund for the investigation of sociological and psychological
factors that might bear upon choice of orfe language or the other. .- such as
for example socio-économic cl:-~c, urban and rural locality, 1nt1macy, povier

" relationships, sex, and so forth. A compurable range of factors, as we have
seeén, emerges from P, FRIEDRICH's study of personal pronoun ysage ;in
nineteenth~century Russian literature, where again the inltlal data is
defined linguistically while the findings are soc1a1—psychological.

. LABOV*(1963) notices a marked degree of centralisation in the
pronunciation of diphthongs among some of the native inhabitants. of
Martha's Vineyard, a small island off ..assachusetts.. What were the pre-
disposing factors? They, hence the study itself, take us into an, ;ntrlgulng
politico-sociological exploration. 411 three studies could have gone the
other way: what, for example, arc some of. the characterlptio linguistlc
habiis of tecnagers in the Paraguayan countryside, of dramatis personae in
a Russian novel, of fishermen in Martha's Vineyerd? It will of oourse only
be when all the facts are told that the two approacnes w1ll yzeld the same
gnswer and bear the same complexmon. L Ve

5. 23+ Linguistic, with sociologloal comnections.

No less inteéresting however, but from. a different point of view, are
those apparently non-linguistic undextakings that seem as if they ought, by
virtue of their goals and subject matter, to ¢ontain a strong linguistic
component - yet do not. As we hove suggested earlier, discussion or

\ recognition of linguistic matters is in fact very 1nfrequent in the field
ERIC of sociology. There are some noteable exceptions however.
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_B. BERNSTEIN throughout his writings, draws the attention of 8005010"18t8
and others to the central importance of language to their concerns:

Speech marks out what is relevant - affectlvely, cognitively, and socially -
and experience is transformed by that which is made relevant " (1961n).

J. KLEIN (1964), disecussing the social background of "cognitive poverty"

("a stubborn determination not to develop”) returns frequently to BERNSTEIN,
A, R, LURIA ("social class differences in the urgency with which the child
is encouraged to talk well", p, 488, ctc.), the language of "complex,
meaningful play, which proceeds from some preliminary project and involves
the steady unfolding of this project in a series of play activities (p.501)
socially differentiated tolerance of "ambiguity" (p.521), and so on, and
does so naturally as a sociologist. We shall select five particular
examples in which awarenuss of potential linguistic interest does not, in
contrast, appear to be present, or at any rate is not articulated.

(1) . T, BURNS (1957) reported the results of an investigation which he made
into some aspects of the communication systcmsof eight firms in Edinburgh.
Part of his study concerned the cxtent to which managers and staff divergod
in their understanding of subject-matter, and in their understanding also
of whether messages were intended on the one hand to be "instructions and
decisions" or on the other, "information and advice'. In the first case,
subject-matter, wide discrepancies showed up in over a third of all cases,
and in the second in no less than half the cases. But what exactly was it,
one might ask, that differentiated the successful communications from the
wnsuccessful? There may very well, that is to say, have been llnguistic

- a8 well as soclological factors at work.

(11) It is clear that not a few of the "speech functions" which FIRTH
mentioned, and msny which he did not mention, as entering into owx
"1inguistic human nature" are now the province of social psychology, but
mihus ~ in very many cases - any involvement with lingulstics or even 2
linguistic perspective. Many pieces of work etop short at precisely the
point where linguistic description seems crucially relevant. For example,
much interest has been centred on the discussion group interaction work
of BALES and his associatcs, an acceptably detailed account of which is
aveilable in ¥, J. H, SPROTT's excellent introduction'to social psychology.
called Human Groups (%.J.H. SPROTT, 1958). BALES is concerned with ‘the
possibly alternating attention of the seminar group to, on the one hand,
the appointed task area, and, on the other, to an interpersonal area where
factors such as status operate. Suggestions, requests for opinions,
agreement, disagreement, and the like, are open to either or both inter-
pretations, But as SPROTT points out, there is the difficulty for the
observer-investigator of knowing which remarks should come under which
categories. In other words, therc is an absence of underlying studies
(along with the development of appropriate methodologies) of for example
how different social groups convey suggestions under particular conditions
of status relationship. 'Ye have all asked ourselves, at some time or
another, "How do I put this to hin? How does one get this sort of thing
across?" Theése are sub-vocal markers of widespread socio-linguistic
phenomena, or problems. The relation between BALES' work and socio-
linguistics is incidentally rather analogous to that between literary
stylistics and socio-linguistics: there is a "stylistics" of group
discussion, conversation, etc. still awaiting development long after
FIRTH 80 clearly advocated 1ts pursuit,

(iii) The American scholar W. LOBDAN concludes, on the basis ot
longitudinal work, that one can get a fair measure of the school pupil's
"maturity of mind" by observing how extensive are his means for expressing
the notions of tentativeness, supposition, and so forth (see R. BRADDOCK,
1963), The "sociro-linguistid' questions that present themselves are:

over the years, how has the pupil in question, and how have other pupils,
placed in different social circumstonces; heard tentativenoss expressed,
and #ho by, etc.? W.W. and W.E. LAMBERT (1964,n12, 13) refer fo & recent
investigation carried out by teams of researchers from corneIl, Harvard
and Yale, into the identifications of major social pressures. upen children
in six quito different cultures. Data was factorised into seven major
areas, Four of these quite naturally roise the question: how is this kind
of pressure exerted lingulstically? The first concerned thé demands for
independence made on children, the exvrcise of which apparently relates to
the later development of achievemsat needs, and even, it is suggested in
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passing, to the economic development of the country one generation or more - ., -
later. The socio-linguist would observe that different values are placed |

by different sectors in society on the motivation of linguistic independence
in small children, and it seems, on the facc of it, a feasible proposition

to study how this is achieved. The second, third, and fourth areas of

pressure relate to such matters as praise and discipline, and to no less an
extent seem to be as it were translatedatle into linguistic terms. On these
issues, ses esp. D. BEINSTEIN (196la, 1i961b, 1961lc, 1965).
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(iv) Another concern of sociologists (or better perhaps "social psychcl-
ogiste": see W.J.H. SPROTT, 1958, p.19, and W,W. LAMBERT, 1964, p.2 ff.,
and fn. 39 above) in this general finld is with the question of verbal
reinforcement: '"uh-huh", "I see", 'go on', "I'm listening, Myes",

"good boy', and so on. The relevan: scholarly literature of social
psychology makes interesting rcadirg. Perhaps not surprisingly, it seems
that one can change a speaker's praferred sentence structures by saying
"good" whenever a particular structure appears (7.W. LAMBERT, 196k, p. 75).
How long wowld it take, like this, to make a speaker set to chat away at
rancdom, provide one with an account of his views on classical music?

One can do it, apparently, Implicit in all this are more general questions
of how patterns of verbal reinforcement, including the reinforcement of
others by the very young learner, enter into socio-linguistic usage.

lamnadin ogbo s an

The converse activity of what one might call conversational opportun:ism
does nct appear to have attracted attention. Part of the listener's job,
i for instance, is to watch out for "thematic" cues which might connect with
what he wants to say anyway or serve as associational hints to asay something
he had not already intended to say. There are not only cues of this sort,
of course, but also es it were take-over cues which in effect say to the
liatener, 'help me out", or, conversely, "be quiet I want to keep talliing,
s The more thematic cues might include, to toke a simple example, lexical
items which will prompt the use, by the listener, of items from various
associated lexical sets. The transition points betwéen units of any sort
are oiten more interesting than the units themselves, and in the case of
conversation such points are only partially marked by change of speaker.
The linguist, sociologist, etc., no less than anyone else, might very
understoandably wish o know what he is not doing when he finds himself
unable to indulge in those forms of verbal repartee that are most highly
velued in particular parts of his own society. Among many others, this too
is the kind of problem implicit in FIRTH's statement that fNeither linguists
} nor psychologists have begun the study of conversation; but it is here that

'+ shall find the key to a better underestonding of what language really is

and how it works" (1935, p. 32). :

A (v) The last example will be that of R.'W. BROWN ond M. FORD's (1961)
investigation of "Address in Americcn English', This piece of work is
unfortunately least explicit where it might have been most linguistic.

The authors state: "It is desirable to dudy sociol structure in everyday
life, but much of the everyday behaviour that is governed by sccial
dimensions is difficult to record” (p.234). Instead they aim to infer
aspects of social structure from their abstraction of speech patterns, (79)
in this case '"forms of address'. Their general approach iz stated to be a
"sort of controlled induction" (p.235)s However, the various phases of
induction and deduction, and the various forms of informemt analysis, ore
not easy to identify. For example, forms of address are said. - without
further explanation - to be 'reasonably well described by a single binary
contrast: FN or TLN" (first name; title and last name). Now this is a
quasi-linguistic assumption, which ought to have been based on prior l
linguistic investigation into variable means for the expression of address,
not merely in terms of name-selection but also in terms of other
cu-ocg§;§ing formal features: "good morningl", "how are you getting on?",
atc. e

From this point BROWN and FORD's study matches in principle those of
RUBIN, FRIEDRICH, and LABOV (5.22 above). Correlations (with FN/TIN. usage)
of a social-psychological nature are sought, initially and primarily in
thirty-eight modern American plays.(8l.) Factors such os degree of
acquaintance, age, sex, occupational status, and s¢ forth, all familiar
enough, emerge; but it is not apparent how they emerge: how deductive in
fact is their 'controlled" induction? The authors conclude that, as in the
ERIC case of personal pronoun usage in many Indo-European languages, we might
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well detect the operation of the two pervasive scales of "power! and
"golidarity". . And further, these are felt to be abstractly linked in that
"intimacy" is seen to co-occur with "condescension", and "distance! with
Hdeference" (the senior person can afford to be the more familiar L..).
This, they go on, may be a "linguistic universal"(p.239). What we have
been saying however about the very attenuated nature of the selected forms
of address strongly suggests that even if the investigavion were largely
inductive the avthors might still be working towards sociological
correlations based on somewhat arbitrary linguistic grounds; or at any rate
of an overly simple atomistic nature. See also fn. 59, and Section L
generally,

There are further reasons why the linguistic validity of this
particular study is in doubt. Over the whole of America the uniformity
of address usage it is suggested ‘must be great® (p.23l4). But an
agsumption of this sort must be wrong: identity has to be found, not
imposed or assumed. "Unity is the Iast concept that should he applied to
language". Three sets of supplementary data are used as "checks" on the
conclusions drawn from the plays: direct informant observation (within vhat
terms of reference is again not clear) of usage in a Boston drafting firm,
westiomaires for business executives at M.I.T., and tape-recordings of
waarldren talking in Kansas. The extreme heterogeneity and indeed vagueness
_of setting (geographical,social, physical, nuwbers present, fact and fiction,
etc.} is matched by the variety of data-gathering techniques ~ not merely
. to tX . itent that these can be given unequivacally differing, labels but,
more &' nificantly, in that the reader is left to guess what the informants
were in. r.ucted to do, how far the authors themselves were busy '
~ illustra s .g a ready-made hypothesis with ready-mede categories, apd the
extent tc '’ ch the criterion throughcut was obligatory, habitual,or

acceptable »:iage.

~ These &. ..rs were seeking to locate dimensions of social structure in
the form of “semantic rules which might be universal. Their general aim
is not entirely distinct from that of C. 0SGCOD's "semantic differential
investigations. C..I70D attempts to locate dimensions of "gubjective
culture" in the form. .# "common semantic factors' which might also be
universal. It is ingtructive to compare their methodologies.

0SGOOD (1963) explo. : how affectivo meaning systems vary across
cultures, languages, and'.- -epts", He begins by selecting 100 concepts
(words) which have been "se¢ .. .41 linguists and anthropologiets as being
tculture~fair' and that have s..7rived a stringent back-translation test
with bilinguals from all of t.° . language-families represented.” (82)
100 high-schovl boys in each covr'. .7 are made to respond to each.concept
with one M"qualifier (adjectives -  rglish)!, These are then .ranked for
frequency, and compared - for each toicept ~ across the various.groups of
responding subjects (100 concepts times 100 subjects times .6 countries).
The 50 top-ranking qualifiers are then cssociated with each other by 6
fresh groups of 100 subjects and the res ..~ factorised. Three well-defined
factors (or clusters of responses) emerge ° this, ‘and are given the
labels "evaluative", "potency", and "activi‘,  .33) These arc found to
be noticeably constant across subjects but (r ' .x1aps surprisingly)
not so across concepts. They are regarded, c.:s - 1tly, as potential
semantic universals. ..

0SGOOD's control over experimental variables . st rigorous after
the point at which the various ''concepts' are chosern “: - words, why these
words, and why qualifiers in response?). Unlike BROWN r - 7D, OSGCOD

is cgreful to elicit information from comparable groups ‘.. ' ~~uparabl~
manner, and more general factors are arrived at with the -.. ~ explicitly
inductive procedures owing nothing to pre~-conceived catego. .- .. "3 on the

part of the analyst. (8&4)

5. 24 Borrowing and influence.

Inter-disciplinary collaboration involves locating uasuspected
problems and clerifying distantly suspected problems as much as, if nc
more than, teking ready-made problems to someone else for advice. But ¢ on
the latter course involves a far-reaching choice between supposedly self-
sufficient borrowing cn the one hand and allowing oneself to be

-
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genuinely influenced by what one borrows on the other. Not many will adopt - . .

the standpoint of G.A. MILLER (1965) when he urges his fellow psychologists,
"to propose and test performance rodels for a language user' but in so
doing-to rely on the linguist to give them ila precise specification of what
+it is a language user is trying to use", Earlier, in Plans and the
Structure of Behaviour, MILLER (ond his co-authors) had acknowledged that
certain psychological assumptions would have to be radically modified in the
light of recent advances in grammatical theory, This is an extreme exzmple
of basic theoretical influence, illustratifng the point made by C. LEVI-
STRAUSS (1956)% "..... when an event ci (scme) importance takes place in
one of .the sciences of man, representatives of neighbouring disciplines
are not only permitted but required to examine promptly its implications
and its possible application to facts of ancther order.’

Such a degree of influence may very well be felit to endanger the
proper autonomy of one's own discipline within its proper area of
competence, But self-sufficient borrowing, on the other hand, is not
normally possible. A need is felt for information relevant to one's own
problem but belonging to another discipline; very often the precise
available nature of the available information is such as to preclude its
direct integration into the framewsci’k of one's own discipline (see for
example D.S, BOOMER, 1964); one is then profipted to restrict the range
of questions that we it into the original formulaticn of one's problems.
The %application" of linguistics to the teaching of English as a native or
foreign language is just such a case: education can easily becone
resiricted in kind and scope so® to fit in (and, by degrees, fit in with)
linguistics, and go runs the risk of ceasing +> be itself( this particular

- cage will be det .t with later). Many feel indeed that inter~digciplinary
borrowing leads all too readily to processes of (iur say the linguist)
"drifing into sociology", "sliding into psychology" (hoth phrases from
M. GREGORY, 1966), or to even worse fates. The line between allowing
@eself to be influenced by or merely to borrow from another discipline
is always difficult to draw. (85)

Geals and subject matter have priority over methodology, but even so
methodological insight is naturally worth seekiog,wherever it may be found.
Thus E. SAPIR (1929z): WLinguistics is of strategic importance for the
methodology of social science!. This is 5¢ because firstly language
“betrays ... such regularities as only the natural scientist is in the
habit of formulabing', and secondly "it is a regularity of infinitely less
apparent rigidity and of another mode of apprehension on ocur part? (p.166).
K.L. PIKE (1956) expresses the necd for a single methodology: 'An event
comprised of hoth verbal and non-verbal activities ... could not be
analysed by the combination of a linguist and a non-linguistic
anthropologist, since ..... any joint analysis by the two of them would
merely be an aggregate of conclusions' (p.59). Perhaps the most fruitiful
perspective is that of §.Z. YOUNG (1955} vho speaks of the’ distinct
"language" of each disciplime, in effect its favourite ways of talking
about its phenomena and abstractions, its systems of "metaphor' for iss
purposes. The search for new insights can gain frosh impetus by talking
about one's own familiar problems as if they were someone else's, asking
questions 1ike: is the brain (like) an electric circuit? Suppose it were,
then how would we talk about it? He writes: "It seems that a science goes
on finding out more and more detail within one langusge system until new
comparigons are introduced™. ILooked at like this, medical scholarship
appears to have advenced from one 'rewarding analogy" to another; moreover,
the search for rewarding analogies and new language systens has in most
cases been carried out in the fields of other just: conceivably connected
disciplines. AR . ~

"o 6. THE SPEECH EVENT

We have assumed that some initial idea of what "'basic orientations!

might we can be distilled from the mass of on-going socio-linguistic work.,
- So, to recapitulate very briefly, what sort of work i1s likely to have most
s . value? First of all, whatever its disciplinary labsl, one has to be on
o the lookout for studies which are faithful to the subject matter one
believes in. Then, in general, one should incline towards basically
inductive approaches which allow relatively open-ended possibilities for
categorisation (otherwise ome would suspect the presence of ready-made
Q answers); even so, basically deductive approaches are also valuable if the
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categories used can be realised in intuitively satisfying and verifiable
instances of behaviour. In either case excessively neat atomistic entities
have to be more than merely elegant., The role of informants should be

made as clear (and data as overt) as possible - whether gathered by
observation or by introspection. Attempts to establish the independence

of any single discipline must always be most critically scrutinised: these
too often amount to farereaching claims to dictate all the categories to be
used (language for the linguist's sake), along with, sometimes, demands to
reject all consideration of certain levels of experience as inaccessible

to rational investigation by anyone at all., The ain throughout should be
to make sense of context, in context.

The fundemental context is the speech event. The boundaries and ,
structure of the speech event are complex indeed., There are always little
events inside big cvents, extended "strands of something or other which
permeate long stretches of text and produce a gradual build-up of effect
(A. McINTOSH, 1965, p.19), and so forth. All of these thinge noreover are
in no small measure related to the viewpoint or focus of each of the
participants thepselves, This is so in a cultural sense (witness
A.I. HALLO"ELL's story of the old man diligently attending to what the
Thunder Birds had to say)(86), in a generational sense,(the speech events,
of very small children are not our own speech events), and in an everyday
sense (the speech event seen as a set of "ventures in Jjoint orientation',
a process of very imperfect sharing, each participant both creatively and
conventionally structuring and re-structuring his own view of things.X87)
The speech event is far removed. that is tc say, from the text as merely
recordeds (88)

K.L, PIKE (1954, 1967) attends to three types of participant focus:
"depth of focus" (size of the unit of behaviour percieved), "breadth of
.focus" (how many units at a time), and "height of focus" (over what stretch
of time). The unit which is so perceived is regarded a4s a composite of
verbal and non-verbal behaviour ( a "behavioureme!" ), and is a unit in
virtue of its "purpose" or "meaning" (89). It is siructured into three
"complex overlapping components' called ‘modes': the ffeature" mode
(identificational features, some of which are naturally elusive and
difficult to identify objectively), the "manifestation" mode (physizally
realised substance), and the "distribution "mode (dispersal among the rest
of the units), (90) PIKE is therefore concerned with depth, breadth and
height of focus in each of threce modes. It is regrettable therefare that
he finds relatively little space (and, most uncharacteristicnlly, very few
references) for the questicn of focus itself, although. he attaches some
importance to it. Moreover, no distinction is drawn between two basic
means by which foeus is attained - which we may term conceptualisation
and expectation. ‘ s N

Informally speaking, conceptualisation in the present conteéxt is taken
to refer to what people think they do and ought to do, and what ond how
they think about what t¢hey (think they) do, allowing "they" to be used
reflexively or otherwise, and "“do" to refer to verbal as well ae to non-
verbal behaviour. Expectation concerms what people expect or imagine
they will do (did, would do, would have dore, etcd), - . .

The fundmental relevance for & socio~linguistic approach to the
speech event of what and how (including how far) ;2ople think about what
they do deserves some treatment. Conceptualisation in .this respect ranges
~from the intuitive, where in effect we cannot put what we are doing into
words (or where the language - or language in general - has no appropriate
ond available meons of expression) to the fully verbalised annlytical:
see fn, 43, It can be correct or nistaken (*'commands" mistaken for MadvicH!
etc.: see T, BURNS, 1957, in 5, 23 above). And it can possess or lack
c¢larity of focus: what we ond others do may be not so much mistoken as
simply lost from sight, unattended to in the rush of eventa, as when we
make efforts to explain ourselves better, strike an appropriate note of
uncertainty or deference, verbally and non-verbally reinforce others when
they speak, wait for cues, and engage in a thousand ohd one other such
activities, taking little note at the time of what exactly we are doingd/9l)
In this latter connection, it has been said that with their very slow
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torrent of words coming at him every time he is spoken to, thereby dodglng
the effects of small but cumulative errors. It is a moot question how far’
(or whether) the receiver employs selective processing strategies for
handling groammatic~l deep structures, (92) semantic or pragmatic content,
(93) etc. Across a longer stretch of time, processing consists inter alia
of adopting in a sense a somewhat more conscious strategy of necessary
laziness or "non-committedness ... storing the gist of many successive
sentences perhaps rather 'openly! till we see where we are being led," this
being "part of the condition of a proper attitude of anticipation®

(A, McINTOSH). The producer rather similerly, in effect plans ahead,
(G.A. MILIER et al, 1960; A, SUMMERFITLD, 1964), choosing cmong alter-
native "routes" to a '"destination", or, if one wishes, among ulternative
choices answering a given need. The routes or choices thnt are not
selected, as J. LYONS (1964, p. 25) points out, impart meaning to the one
that is. Ranges of possible choice, allowing for all types of constraint,
are often likely to be extremely wide in most normal language behaviour:

a journey involving just ten calls can Benade in more than three million
differcnt ways. Both in the short term and the long term producer nnd
receiver appear to be engaged in very similar kinds of conceptualising
activity. This of course is fundamental to gencrative linguistic theory
(94), but even in the present more informel context one can suggest
several similarities. Neither, for example, attends to all parts of the
total utterance cor text, the producer rarely rehearsing what he is going
to say (he trusts, interestingly enough, that somehow it will all werk out),
the receiver attending as it were to the "gist" of the stored input at
invervals (and over the long term listening or reading "lazily" or non-
committally). Both may of course err in registering what is actually
intended, or even said ("Did I say that? Surely noti"). For both,
meaning is lrrgely a function of choice among permissible alternatives.
Both are concerned to avoid enslavement to the immediztelly preceding.

And both have thetask of achieving some degree of empathy with the other's
conceptualising processes.

There can be little doubt that different (groups of) people heve
different ideas about languzge and its use, both in general and on
particular occasions; are more, or less, aware of what is going on
linguisticallyj handle what they hear or read in a more, or less,
deliberate manner; -nd plan utterances differently. Factors of this sort
characterise participants in the specch event, ond so very largely
characterise the speech event itself. B. BERNSTEIN's work is now wcll-
knowit for the manner in which he distinguishes 'code.'' of o lenguege
("varieties", or "styles', one may wish tb call them) according not only
to their grammatical, lexficnl, and phonological characteristics but also
according to certainfarmative attitudes to langu~ge and conceptualising
prccesses of language production nd reception. As we have seen, BERNSTEIN
wishes to connect classes in society with the use of one or both of two
codes (by the "lower working class" and "middle class" respectively),
terued "“restricted" and "elaboroted"., The first of these has the primary
function of serving as 2 det of '"social symbols", the second as a set of
Uindividuated symbols', the first being more predictable, fluent,.
repetitive, etc., the second more idiosyncratically blanned, hesitant,
complex, etc. {95) The working-class child is not normally spoken to by
his pardnts in a grammatically complex monner reflectlng 4 encouraging
the use of complex reasoning. For him education is an overly linguistic
puzxle, "It is important to realise that the working-class boy's
ditfieulties in ordering a sentence and connecting sentences .o are
alien to the way he perceives and reacts to his immediate envircuoment.
The total system of his perception, which results in o sensitivity to
objects ratner than to the structure of objedts, applies equally to the
structure of a sentunce’”. The educatipna) crunch is indeed the hardest to
bear; the child from a poor backgr-und f .ds himself having in effect =
however he does it - to translmte (while learning the code of) his
middle-clnss teacher's utterances. Scholastically, socially, ("The attempt
to smbstitute a different use of langunge ... is ah attempt to change eee
the very meons by which he has been socialised": 1961z, p,}O#)g and
af&ectively, he suffera a8 a direct consequence. ' ’

Horeover, and very probubly of even more fundamental lmportance, for
the middle-cilass child "a theoretical attitude is develoned toward the
strustural possibilities of sentence organisation’ (1961&, Pe 201

.Now if this is indeed = merked characteristic of.educated lenguage use,
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it readily suggests a terdency towards generation of utterances in the one
social group, recall in the other, The interesting ~lternative, in the
light of modern generative theory, is not the former but the latter: for
how long and to what extent are the gencrative capacities of some people
not set in motion? E. HAUGEN (1962) loys considercble emphasis on
the pressures exerted on the child hy his peers to conform to linguistic
norms. How £ar do these amount to pressures to recnll, and how far (if so)
are they offset by adult pre:sures not to conform in this way (sze also
comments in "/."/. ~nd V,E. LAMBERP, 1964, in 5.23 above) ? Is there perhaps
o critical age for the development of & habit one way or the other? (96)

BERNSTEIN is also saying (1965, esp. p.150) that certain =spects of
social structure and their linguistic manifestations lend an intra-
linguistic dimension to the "linguistic relativity" hypothesis of B.L."HORF.
J.B. CARROLL and J.B. CASAGRAMDE (1958) explain what this is: "The
linguistic relativity hypothesis is a special case of the culture-
personality theory ... each language ... develops special ways of
communicating. These ways of communicating create special needs, special
responses, ond lead to the development of special modes of thinking. The
alternative to the linguistic relativity hypothesis™would be g statement
that the behaviour of a person is not a function of the languzge he
happens to speak or be speaking, that his modes of categorising experience
and dealing with his world operate independently of language, that
language is simply a way of communicating something which is in every way
prior to its ¢odification in language" (p.20). As D. HYMES (1961a) puts
it: '"One will find other statements of this view, ranging from the
sweépingly provocative to the gently urbane! (p.325).

References (culturally-slonted "linguistic relativity"):-

F. BOAS (1911); p. 17 ff,

AR, DIEBOLD (1964).

D. HYHES- (1961a); p. 324-337.

D. HYMES (1961b); p. 59, 60

D. HYMES (1964c): p. 5-11 (Note the distinciton drawn here *
between language as "a socially inherited system oee
seen primarily in terms of the cognitive function of
distinguishing or expressing meanings,' and as

. activity in social contexts)s Also Part IIT

E. LEFNEBERG (1953, 1962).

J. LYONS (1963); p. 39, 40, 80-87.

E. SAPIR’ (1924).

E. SAPIR (1933); p. 26 ff.

N.C.¥. SPENCE (196l).

B.L. WHORF,

BERNSTEIN heavily underlines our intuitive feeling that different
social groups using the same language within the same speech community
cannot be expected to make equivalent use of anvailable features, including
generative possibilities, in the language. WHORF concerned himself with
the significance of habituzl use of certain aspects of a languzge, rather
than their mere existence. W.H, WHITELEY (1966, p.150 ff.) has stressed
this distinction in connection with classificatory systems such as
kinship terminology, folk medicine, colour terminology etc., asking the
question who makeg habituzl use of what aspects of ~ given language.

& Reférences (implying - if no more - socinlly slanted
‘ "1inguistic relativity") -

~ B. BERNSTEIN (1965).
U. BELLUGI and R, BROWN (1964); p. 109, 116.
D. HYMES (1961a); p.341 ff,
D, HYMES (1964a); p. 19 ff,
' D 'HYMES (1964d). :
J. KLEIN ‘(1964).
_ D LAWTON (1963, 1964).
* " ¥ePe ROBINSON (19652, 1965b). ,
* " L. SCHATZMAN nnd A. STRAUSS (1955).
S. ULLMAN (1962); p. 243 ff., esp. 252.

Yo




= related to scholastic achievementggy *he school pupil ]

B, BERNSTEIN (1961a); p. 304 ff.; and throughout,
WENGLISH" (1965); p. 26. .
J. FLOUD (1961).
B, FRASER (1959).
" A, INKELES (1966);p. 271 ff.

Introspection suggests however that we do not simply store incoming
information until points are reached when we make a "decision! about it all.
Yo also predic*, although agnain what kinds of features we predict or try to
predict is not at all certain - it may be for instance that we are
relatively set to predict items which are to receive tonicity., It is
difficult to experiment, since no informant can state what he has
predicted or procemssd (after a delay), particularly since predictions are
no doubt multiple., The poet of course, and the lyric writer for he top
ten, and 211 of us at some time, consciously aim to set up predictions
or expectancies in the reciever in order to confirm or deny them (or both),
and we can work backwards too, realising for instance in retrospect that
some earlier expected choice had been in fact improbable in the later event.
The process of expectation, one feels, is not wholly a behavicurist
fabrication. It is true that not many would now identify with G.A. MILLEZR's
position in 1951, namely that ''Sequential grammatlcal habits can be
discussed within the fremework of an associative theory of verbal behaviour',
But there may yet be some truth in what lies behind the behaviourist
psychologist's remark, quoted by K.LASHLEY (1951), thot he "had reached
the stage where he could arise before an audience, turn his mouth loose,
ond go to sleep'" (p. 184). As J.R. FIRTH (1937) put it, “Whatever is
said is a determining condition for what in any reasonable expectation
may follow' (p., 9%). He called this "contextunl elimimation", affecting
both producer and receiver olike. Unrehearsed talk, lecturing, etc., is
full of wrong turnings induced by the lmmediately precedlng co-text and
by the direction taken by the on-going situatiun. Introspectlon ~ which
even here, where it is most difficult, may not be entlrely without value 2
further suggests that even mid-word expectancies are set up in the
receiver, since we are often surprised when they are not confirmed: it
could of course be argued that this is some kind of hindsight at work,
but it seems reasonable to assume that it is not. "Well, I'm afraid
it's - ', even without the customary glnnce at oneis watch, is normally
mcre than enough, without completion. It iz not ‘surprising that very few
investigations into relatlonshlps between predictabillty and abilitles to
predict on the one hand and socicl group, abllltles to comprehend, etc., on
the other, have been undertaken, in view of the methodological difficulties
involved, yet there can be little doubt that the self-propelling power of
langusge shapes the course of the speech event no less than many more
observable environmental factors. Socio-llngulstic analys s should there-

. fore take zccount of such mattera.
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7. HATIVE - LANGUAGE _LE.RNING _AND Tm'cnma

¥

The teacher of Engllsh Ms o native lunguage is well awore of the size
of his problem. There is abundant evidence of the "regrettably low!
standards of English attnined even by school leavers ‘and univenslty
entrants (THE EXAMINING OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE, 1964, p.2), while students at
the university have been said to suffer from an  "appallingly low level
of performance" (J. SMALL, 1964), and, in prose work, to give their tutors
an impression "both of awkward labour and of breathless rush! (G.S. FRASER
1965). These problems are not new., They hod been seen in very much the
some light, and were fully debated, as long ago o8 shortly after the First
Viorld War (cf. R. QUIRK, 1959, u. 9, . 1). Even at the postgraducte
level,the normal run of research pepers is not marked by cny particular
clarity an expression, and the turgent but aifficu1§ task of popularisation
rorely attrocts the best scholars (R. OALDER, 1963).. The NEWSCM REPORT
best focuses the problem of nntive language teaching at t e Junior
Secondary level: "They are not likely to persevere unle:s something is
done to lessen their greatest handicop - . that inability to express them-
selves which soon convinces them thnt they have nothing to expresg =--

A double obligation rests upon the schools, They have to provide the
background of conversation and exch nge of information which an educated
fomily offers, nnd they h-ve to coax their pupils to tnke part in it¥(ch.ld)
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The conclusion connot easily be escaped, therefore, thot few of us are
sufficiently sensitised to the language we and others use. Langunge study
is too often seen by the school-child as a kind of summation of rules

(of o strictly non-generntive kind), ond by the adult as something already
mastered, nnd certainly not worth studying "to stwetch the scope of
experience, to enlarge the possibility of maturity" (¥, WALSH, 1959, p.245).
It moy be true in turn that the quality of the teacher - of any subject -
is ‘"'vest indicated by his use of languoge" (7.VALSH, 1964), and that there
is accordingly an over-riding need not so much for new technique of native-
languoge tenching ~s for new perspectives in the study of native-langucge

E_O.rnins °

To begin with, one must be absolutely clecr about the pricrities
involved: learning before teaching, and a proper understanding of what is
leornt ns basis for the study of the learning process itself. But one
must equally be on cne's gucrd against equating "language' with any one
(only) of its many ~spects. For example, language is not some kind of
instrument which is put to use, the use thot is to sy divorced from the
thing 4tself. It is difficult to avoid some degree of metalinguistic
ambiguity: the English langunge works with a very great deal of
"eoncretisaticn" (as B,L. VHORF has pointed out rather graphically)
and it is natural to speok of "the use of English” without necessarily
intending any such divorce. Yet there are mony who do wish o see 2 basic
distinction of this sort. G.A, MILLER (1965) for example, as we hove seen
(5. 24 above), wishes the linguist to give the psychologist "a precise
specification of what it 1s a langucge user 18 trying to use"., Omne often
hears teachers too, of very different persuasions, ogreeing in principle
that, to quote one, "there is no point .t all in showing children how to
use longuage unless they have some lamguage to use'’s Perhaps the crudest , 4
expression (hoppily dying cut in examinations and the classroom alike) ) "P
is the time-honoured ritunl of grammatical analysis. This has been "
referred to, in some of its classroom monifestations, as "a kind of
mumbo-jumbo about as remote from linguistic practice as anything could
well be' (A. McINTOSH, 1963, p.119), awkword labours .choracteristically
spent on short stretches of concoct:d language well within the repertoire
of the normal six-year olde It is probably best too to assume that evca a
prolonged course in modern structurzl linguistics is unlikely to implent
practical skill in handling the notive language (R.C. O'DONNELL, 1964).

An infindtely more sophisticated development of the wish to keep language
and its use cuite distinct is that of tromsformative - generative
linguistics (see 2.1 cbove), It is one of the purposes of the present
account, however, to direct attention to langucge 2s @pre’thaﬁ a set of
grammotical rules. (97) Socio-linguistic perspectives and descriptions,
by no means necessarily confined to the lnngunge boing used or taught

or tought about, are as relevant - if not a good deal more relevant - to
the needs of the English teacher as any amount of gramatical expertise.

The task of teaching a subject to a child, or indeed to an adult, is
one of representing the structure of that subject in terms of his omn
experience or way of looking ot things. .It is now a familiar if perhaps
not universally established axiom of modern educational thought that any
idea con be represented, as J.S. BRUNER (1960) puts it, "honestly and
usefully" in the thought forms of children of school oge. A teacher of
mathematics at the University of Illinois has this, for instarce, to say
about the introduction of set theory to quite junior classes in the school:
"It may be that nothing is intrinsically difficvit. We just have to wait
until the proper point of view and corresponding longuage for wesenting
it are revoaled., Given particular subject matter or a partic. lar concept,
it is easy to ask trivial questions or to lead the child to ask trivial
questions. It is also eosy to ask impossibly difficult questions. The
trick is to find the medium questions that can be cnswered and that take
you somewhere. This is the big job of teachers and textbooks" (J.S. BRUNER,
1960). Speaking of the tenching of geometry and physics, B. INHELDER
writes: "Basic notions in these fields are perfectly accessible to
children of seven cnd ten years of age, provided that they are divorced
from their mathematical expression ond studied through mnterials that
the ¢hild can handle himself." The recent U.N.E.S.C.0. publication
entitled "Failure in School points oul that the vocabulary of history
as taught in French schools may be in laorge measure unintelligible to
pupils. (98) It goes on: M"There is little doubt too that the early stages
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of Numher work moy be impeded by children's ignorance of the precise meaning
of such apparently simple terms as 'plus! and 'minust, 'multiply'! and 4
tdivide'.” (99) It h:s often beecn 8~id however that in the English class
subject and medium are one and the same. If this is really so then it

would seem likely that the problem of translation does not face the English
teacher to the same extent as it faces say the mathematics teacher. In
practice however one recognises the scme four-way distinction between the
teacher's idea of what the subject is, the pupil's idez, the teacher's use of
language, and the pupil’s. Superimposed upon this general pattern moreover
3g a further dimension that is largely cbsent in the case of other curricular
sudbjects; that of evnluative attitudes. The geologist would not dream of
being sorczstic ahout the Ice Age, whereas the English teacher, no less if
no more than anyone else, might about ~8Spects of langwage and its use.

The teacher's task is not however simply that of identifying with the
learner in his use of language, let alone in his views about language. It
is also that of leading him somewhere, in mastery of and knowledge about the
native language just as in the casc of ony other subject. But the real
danger still lies in loss of contact rather than in loss of directidn,
especially at those stages at which interest and attitudes are most at dake.
There 8&re three main principles to be borne in mind¢ one, that the learner
should be involved in a basically inductive approach tc the subject
(cf w HoA. GLEASON, 1964) which admits at the same time of a good deal of
"intuitive" as opposed to "analytical' li:arning, especially in the early
stages; two, that the nature of the pupil?’s and teacher's natural and
acquirad intereste in and attitudes tewnrds langunge and langunge users are
indeed crucially important, and should be studied; and three, that it is
equclly coegential for the teaching of English to possess a disciplined basis,

Much thought has been given to the intuitive lecrning of subjects like
mathematics. If intuitive learning in this particular field does provide
the best foundation for later analytic learning, and if the teacher's task
is so to arrange things that intuitive learning in early stoges is allowed
to develop naturclly and yet purposefully into analytic learning, without
loss of intuitive ability, then there is every reason wiay one should be
thinking along these lines in the field of native-language teaching.
Unwillingness on the part of the teccher to tramslate his own omaiytic
knowledge into the intuitive mode of the young learner can do much damage.
A too premature formalism has the effect of malking the pupil believe thet
he has yot to learn something which in a sense he already knows, with the
consequent denger of warping the pupilts intuitive powers. The fortunate
child is encouraged to play with numbers long before he is expacted to put
what he is doing into words. It is now #idely believed that the ten-year-old
child can handle, if not put into words, the operations of what one authority
has termed "a formidable amount of highbrow mathematics. In more general
terms it has been said that intuition is founded on "a combinatorial playful-
ness that is only possible when the consequences of error are not over-
powering or sinful" (J. S. BRUNER, 1962). Knowledge about language too
shov?d presumably therefore be rooted in an environment which allows what
the child feelks to be "free' play with words - even if this is what the
teacher knows to be "conirolled" play. “hat is more, every tramsition from
intuitive to analytical activity should if possible follow from evidence of
readiness on the part of the particular pupil(s). And it is imfinitely
better, cne imagines, to make such transitions too late rather than too early.

The writer does not pretend to be able to illustrate teaching
strategies that succeed in estoblishing intuitive~leading-to-analytic
learning in the native-language context. It is clear however that success
or failure in this respect will depend largely on whether or not attention
has been paid to the secand and third principles; and here the linguist
(sociologist, etc.) con have much tosy. We shall take the third first.
J«S. BRUNER (1960) writes on hehnlf of thirty-five top-ranking scholars,
representing many disciplines, attending the 1959 “vods Hole Conference on
the teaching of science in American primary and secondary schools:

"The sxporience of the past several years has taught at least one important
lesson about the design of a curriculum that is true to the underlying
structure of its subject matter. It is that the best minds in any particular
discipline must be put to work on the taﬂk. The decision as to what should
he taught in Americon history to elementary school children or what should
be teught in arithmetic is a decision that can best be reached with the aid

of those with a high degree of vision ~nd competence in each of these fields!
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The Americen author of "Realms of Meaning®, 1964, (P.H. PHENIX), o study of
principles in curriculum design, puts the matter in a slightly different way:
"The teaching of material from any discipline should always be considered
specially in relation to the character of that discipline and not to some
supposed principles of teaching in general.'" In this light it is therefore
significant for native-language te. ching that th: study of language in its
broader social contexts, and having regard to its social. functioning, is
progressively developing its ovn disciplined basis.,

In a cense, it is the only baoic for a disciplinec study of socially
vatterned attitudes towards language. The English teacher faced with &
class of English pupils is faced in effect with a set of attitudes to
larguage : language in general, other people's language, exprossions in
particular notions about "correctness', and so forth. He in turn must
strike his pupils, consciously or otherwise, as likewise o bundie of
attitudes. Both sides of the picture therefore need to be studied, The
methodologicel omux however is the extent to which attitudes can be elicited
without in the process putting them into the subject's mind in the form of
questionnaires, etc.; and, perhaps no less, the extent to which strength
of attitude can he measured, and its relationship to perfbrmance. Anoiogous
problems faced "",E, LAMBERT et al (1961) in their assessment of various types
of motivation to learn a second language (see 3.2 abowe); in their case,
however, attention was directed almost entirely to just the most ‘prominent
attitudes to the other culture. Attitudes to language will subsume these
but will also embrace riuch else besides. For example, attitudinel studiee
underlie and are to some extent presupposed by attempts to arrive at a
consensus of opinion among the members of this or that group of teachers
concsrning the nature of pupils! wealmesses. Socio-lingulstic investigation
into such matters would both rely on information provided by the teacher and
elicit and interpret it in the light of what moy already be knowa about
tenchers' attitudes. Clearly the two types of investigation go ..and in hand.
Yet.the matter rests finally with the teacher. He, not the linguist, is
ultimately in the best position to asscss the ronge of “errors' made for
example in his pupil's reading: inability to follow clear but obliquely
expressed statements of opinion (of course it could be argued that ...."),
to respond to metaphor, to adapt to a writer's handling of Expectancius of
one sort or another, etc. (100)

The English teacher's task, perhaps above all élse, 'is that bf
involving the pupil in spoken langucge activity of the right sort. Reference
has clready been made to what the NEUSOM REPORT (osp. ch. 14) has to 82y
in this connection., The teacher, says W. VALSH (196k4,ch. 1), has to develop
a "sumee of touch", a "inguistic tact" which balances the need for
"sympathetic projection" sgainst the needs of the theme of thé lesson.

Now for all we know there may be certain features in the langunge of the
teacher, the wdy he encouranes, checks, agrees, disagrees, changes the
subject, expresses aurprise, shows amusement, supplies 1nformation, and so on
(see esp; 4 above), perhaps too the way he rsveals to his puplls what his owm
"attitudes are to their language, that help tonoke for sucoess or failure in
this respect. There is a very real sense in which his hwndlmng of language
affects the situation not as a mere adjunct to more powerful factors of
personality but as ingredlents (including acquired,lngredlents) of
personality: "1inguistic human nature! embodied in the teacher himself.

There seems no necessary reason, in principle, why it should not be possible
to predict about certain mpects of the language of this or that teacher that
his pupils are that much more, or less, likely to make certain types of
‘linguistic response - or to respond at all. (101}

. Attitudes towards and interest in 1anguage are as important as
interest in topices to discuss or to write about, et¢.: but not necessarily
or always more important. Fox most teachers there must be 2 strong.
implication that interest is very much part of the "poini! in.such a
statement as this of A.H. MARCKWARDT (1961) : “The linguist's claim that
a child of six has & grasp of all the fundamental language .patterns is quite
beside the point as far. as the teacher of composition is concerned, It was
pointed out in R. BRADDOCK (1963), a compendious review of research into
written composition in schocls in the United Stotes, that little was then
known about the question of writing interests, nor evén about how to set
about investigating the maotter, Socio-linguistic perspectives might huwewver
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have some bearing on what it is ihe learner might conceivobly be interested ,
in conveying in writing. 'Centres of interest,” for excmple, in writing as
in speaking or rending, are not necessarily best reduced to or elicited
merely in terms of "topics" : the analysis of wiiting interests might just as
profitably be undertaken in terms of domains, role relations, speech
functions, attitudes, media, etec., recognising that each such category admits
of very considerable refinement. The title of a writing assignment may
indeed be the only immediate stimulus for intercst, but will surely not in
itself generate whatever subsequent interest the pupil might come to feel

as the business of writing gets under way., The development of knowledge

in areas such as these depends to o large extent on what is put anto the
education and re-education of practising and potential teachers, There

are two main areas of concern: in-service courses for teachers and
administrators, and B.Ed. syllabuses (and, in certain places, non-degree
syllabuses) in colleges of education. In the long run the second may be

the more important of the two.

There is some considerable doubt at the present moment among
linguists, psychologists and teachers as to whiether or not linguistics and
psychology have very much to say that is relevant to problems in language
teaching. N. CHOMSKY (1966), for example, speaks for many others in

- agserting: "I am, frankly, rather sceptical about the significance, for the

teaching of langhages, of such insights and understanding as have been
attained in linguistics and wsychology" (p.43). He goes on to point out
that these disciplines arc "in a state of flux and agitation''s in both
some feel it necessary to shake themselves free from what CHOMSKY himself
rogards as the myth that linguistic behaviour is "habitual’ and that a
fixed stock of "patterns' is acquired through practice and used as the
basis for "analogy" (p.4l4). Teachers, he says, "have a responsibility

to make sure that ideas and proposals are evaluated on their merits" (p.45).
This is true, but two very closely related points still need to be
emphasised : one, there is danger in some current tendencies to minimise

the benefits - however indirect - that might accrue from an informed interest
in linguistic thinking (see ®r example R, O'HALLEY, 1964); and two, the
flux and agitation that grips one branch of a discipline may sometimes

‘have the effect of masking the developing conviction in another branch that

all thig flux and agitation leaves some very céntral issues quite untouched,
To proclaim for example that "it is only under exceptional and quite
uninteresting circumstances that one can seriously consider how 'situational
context! determines what is said, even in probabilistic terms'" (M. CHOMSKY,
1966, p. 46) seems to say more than in fact it does. It seems to suggest
for example that a relationship of "determination™ is a kind of primitive
assunption of any approach to language in context. ‘Socio-linguistics
however, in asking what "situation" is, asks such questions as what it

‘looks like from inside sociology and-Ehthropology (disciplines ignored by

CHOMKSY, and by 80 many others, in a totally arbitrary manner), and from
ingide the individial, what the non-infinite component parts might be that
come together to form no doubt infinitely varied‘situational profiles, how
these relate to (not "determine") linguistic form, and so forth. To state
or imply that there is not a great deal of interest in the contextual
patterning of language is to fly in the face of universal intuition.

Intuitive feeling tells us, for example, even if the nearest

" available linguist does not, that the native language is acquired from the

earliest years in context, and that the particular context in each case
matters a great deal. One might therefore be surprised to learn that very
little thought indeed is currently being given to the matter. In contrast,
psycho-linguistic investigation, with virtually no reference to social
context, is well extablished : see for example U, BELLUGI and R. ¥, BRO'N,
(1964), P, SMITH and G. A. MILLER (1965), J. LYONS and R.J. VALES (1966).
Ir-the first of these collections a plea by D. HYMES. for attention to the
acquisition of social functions by the infant aleng with the forms of
language passed totally unliceded in published discussion. Abstracts of
recent and current investigations such as those provided in THE LINGUISTIC
REFORTER (April 1965) and I.J.A.L. (33,1,1967) paint much the same picture,
without one single really clear exception among some fifty items. There is
ueed for socio-linguistic investigation into such matters ss : the functional
discriminations displayed by the langasge of 3 - and h-year-olds; attitudes
of' patents and nursery school teachers to what is appropriate and -
inappropriate in the infant's languaze and in their own linguistic "handling"




of infants (what is "correct! or desirable, how and whether to correct or
enrich verbal behaviour, how and how much to encourage verbal independence
and/or play with words, etc. - in each case related to what is in fact
practised); the develcpment of recognisably distinct patterns of language
choice according to domain, role relationship, etc.; the development and
nature of oicitudes to language on the part of the child himsel{
(particularly perhaps among those who have suffered a geographical and/or
soclal transition of some sort -~ how early does sensitivity on this score
reveal itself?); and so forth. It is largely a question of "applying"
socio-linguistic questions (that have perhaps already been thought of or
looked into in other quite different connections) to the situation of the
very young language learner.

More work has been done on somewhat later stages in the child's
development; yet even here, apart from such exceptions as that of
B. BERNSTEIN in this country and the Urban Language Study in the United
States, not a great decl has been. achieved or planned. The Urban Language
Study (a project of the Center for Applied Linguistics, Washington; see
LINGUISTIC REPORTLR, Oct. 1966) aims to provide teaching materials for
"Standard English as a second dialect for culturally disadvantnged Negroes..
in selected schools of the District of ColumbiaM; it claims to uncover
"mistakes remarkably like those made by all but the most gifted learners
of foreign languages", and argues accordingly that the Negro should be seen
as endeavouring to M"asquire a.second grammatical system in addition to the
firgt", (102) Other indications of more than awareness of such problems
are provided by : A. INKELES (1966, p.271 ff.) who points to work in
rrogrogs in the Maited States on the warinble linguistic competence of
children from different social backgrounds; J. SCUPHAM (1966), who
discusses the connection between linguistic and intellectual advancement;
the NEWSCM REFORT and the Schools Council's Report entitled "ENGLISH", both
of which display sharp awarencss of the central role of language ability
in the development of intellect and personality; and, to close the list a
little arbitrarily perhaps, V. P. JOHN (1963), who reports a programme of
work thot seeks to ascertain "those patterns of linguistic and cognitive

behaviour that are ... reiated te the socio-economic environment!!' of
slum children, . .

What then of the B.Ed. syllabus in say "1angunge and education? To
what extent should it have a socio-linguistic compoment ~ or even basis?
The writer at any rate is convinced that a substontial proportion of the
work should be of this nature, especially in the early stdges; that
sensitivity to the nature of one's own md others' performance, spoken and
written, which gshould undoubtedly in any case be developed continuously
throughout any such course, is of its nature largely socio-linguistic,
hence invites the use of appropriate and disciplined perapsctives; that
the student's appreciation of the nature of attitudes to language and
language users is well developed by reference not only to the native
British context but also to settings much further afield; and that in
goneral commitment to any one theory or set of categorles is to be avoided
at all costs. In these terms the writer wishes to recaffirm he direct
and substantial. relevance of 1inguietics to the study of native-language
learning and teaching.

: 8 SECOND-LANGUAGE IEARNING» AND TEACHING

The question of whether, and how, linguistics might be "applied“ to
preblems of second-language teaching is now a very familiar one, But there
18 reason to believe that the sheer urgency of the problem has distracted
attention from the value that might accrue from enquiries into processes of
second-language learning. The. sdme priorities apply as in the native-
language case: 1) what 2) is learned and 3) taught.

Some of the opening remarks of D. E. BROADBENT (1967), on the state

of current knowledge conccrnifng the psychology of modern language learning,
provide an interesting framewrok for aocio-linguxstic interpretations of
~thersame problem:- - .

s »

" a) There is very little indeed that has been
‘ published directly in this area using the
methods ond criteria of ncademic psychologye.




b) There is a very large amount of expertise and .
opinion-based activity amongst language teachers, ¢ .
which is based on assumptions about hum-an behaviour
and vnich ssemis to work. It would not however come
up to the scientific standards of a purist psycholiogist.

c) There are a large number of areas of general psychology
which are of relevance, but the full implications have
not been worked out in the #pdcirl situation of language
learning,'

In a) and c) here one might quite adequately z3place "psychology"
by "socio-linguistics', In b) however, if one had so to generalise, it
would be necessary to recognisc some degree of failure on the part of
language teachers in general to recognise the vary basic relevance of the
" learner's socio-linguistic environment, behaviour, motivations, attitudes,
and so on. This does not amount however to total absence of awareness of
the exirtenge of such considerations. They may loom large cnough in the
teacher's experience, yet still strike him as belonging to the periphery
of his concerns, in the sense that language continues to be seen aa some
kind of sum total of grammatical, phenologic:zl and lexical items and systcms
basically independent of social function. Trends in second-language
teaching have long followed, and will continue to follow, trends in the
academic study of language; but socio-linguistics, being relatively new
cn the linguistic scene, has not yet made much of en impact on teachers and
textbooks., '"Situational' approaches to laonguage teaching derive much of
their undoubted impetus and value from psychological "assumptions about
human behaviour®, rather than from the conviction that what is learned is
shaped and coloured to a marked degree by undorlying socio~linguistic
factors. To put the matter anofher way, it must be very common experience
for the mecond-language teacher to feel that he. is imposing, through the
instrumentation of textbooks, ayllabuses, examinations, etc., & kind of
language and kinds of skill which ar: quite alien to the real nveds of his
pupils; and eoually common to feel that sympathy for their needs, inter:zst
in their inter its, and personzlly acquired information about their general
environment, would gain much from the insight that might stem from
disciplined studies of the place of language in their lives. Every
language teacher knows how powerful the generative nature of language
learning can be on those occasions when motivation to communicate is at
its highest. If CHOMSKY is right to doubt tle basically "habitual¥ and
analogical nature of linguistie behaviour, and if at the same time
generative linguistics is still very far from zchieving a "“level of
theoretical understanding that might enable it to support a.!technology'
of language teaching! (N. CHOMSKY, 1966, p.43), then there seems all the
more reason to orient the selected. content of syllabuses towards a proper
understanding of some of the socio~linguistic dynamics of learning
situations. (103) A ' -

One of the first requirements for sound language teaching is for

" adsquate socio-linguistic¢ descriptions of those features.of speech
communities thot bear most heavily on the needs and motivations of the
particular learners concerned, In speaking of Somalin (3.2 above), it

was pointed out that socio-linguistic surveys cannot be fitted meaningfully
into a uniform set of categories or questions. For one thing, the list and
its complexities soon bucoties prohibitively large,. for another not all

items on it will be of equiv-~lent significanee everywhere. J.A. FISHMAN
(1966), as we hnave seen, stresses the need to identify and describe domains
of language use against the background of socio-cultural dynamics particular
~ for the speech community concerned. The same principle applies - or should
at the outset be assumed to apply - to 2ll other relcvant features, noteably
of course features charactcerising bilingualism and bi-dialectalism in the
community. o o -

Bilingualism and bi-dialectalism must of course be seen against a
background of linguistic analysis applied to each given language or dialect.
But descriptive analyeis in multilinpual settings invites contrastive
analysis, and contrastive analysis the znalysis of ‘!'interference!' and
"integration" (see E, HAUGEN, 1956; A.R. DIEBOLD, 1961; %.F. MACKEY, 1967).
(104) The important point however is that all such analysie should relate
to the operation of socio~linguistic factors as secn from the standpoint of
the speech community itself ( on the speech community -5 focus in cnalysis,
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' see: U, WEINREICH, 1953, p. 83 ff.; E. HAUGEN, 1956, p.91 fZf.;
oo J.J. GUMPERZ, 1958, 1961, 1964, 1965, 1966; C.i. FERGUSON, 1959, 19062,
6a, 1966b, Cois FERGUSON and J.J, GUMPERZ, 1960; D,H, HYMES, 196la,
1961b, 196ka, 1964b, 1964c: esp. p.385 to 390; ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS,
6 6, June 196""’ 02 ffo, Jedre l‘ISH“AN, 1965, 1966 €5P. uppendix B;
W. BRIGHT, 1966). These will include, at x very general level of abstractiay
the following: the degree to which the community itself, or parts of it,
is monolingual, bilingual, multilingual, diglossic, eic.y asid the relation
of such facts to the facts of individual bilingualismand linguistic exposmre
(105) mode of use (production, reception, immer speech); the identity of
regional and socinl groups characterised by habitual c¢hoice of language;
"domains" of use in terms of physical settings and role relationships;
speech functionsy channels of communication (note that the wvarious mass
madia can 2lso be taken up under physical features of domains);
conventianally recognised status terms for langusges such as Vstandard",
"official", "clomssical", ''vernacular!, ''pidgin', "creole", 'high", "low',
etc.; attitudes towards (including motivations for learning) languages,
dialects, styles, habits of bilingualism and bi-dialectalism, etc. - and
towards users; the nature and effects of language planning (as,fdr example,
choice of media of instructién in aschools and higher education, adoption
or nodification of writing oystems, deliberate hastening 6f lexical
exponsion: see E, HAUGEN, 1966b, for a general discussion); thu nature
and extent of aocio-cultural adaptation suffered by lnnguages and dialects
in contact, not least by second-languages in school curricula (inclucing
emphases of this nature lent to a second language by teachers of -it who
happen to be notive speakers of ~ for the learners - some other.second
languege); and topic, or subject-matter (a difficult notion, but one which
is not necessarily to be relegated to second place behind '‘domaiu', as
J.Ao FISHMAN, 1966, wishex to do). Any and all of these factors can be
regarded in teims of statistics (speakers, longuages, geographical extent
and density and distribution, etc.); beliefs entertained by various groups
of perasons (concerning others as wellas themselves - compariscns of various
sorts would be instructive: see H.M., HOENIGS'YALD, 1966); directions. of
changa; levels of proficiency (involving questions such as the naturé of
intelligibility - reciprocal and non~-reciprocal, of 'compound" and
"coordinate" bilingualism, etc.); inter-relationships with other facters
(including various forms of incompatibiiity - as between language and
skills taught in schools and those used or valued or needed in the
commmnity outsidc the school); how each factor not only inter-relates
with others but also assumes greater or lesser relevance or power to
override the effects of others; end finally the approgriatensss or other-
wise of different methodol_gies for analysis (noteably involving n choice
between the use of introspection and observation, artificial ond
naturalistic settings, relative to each sther and in varioua degreenst
.see esp, S, ERVIN-TRIPP, 1964). -

A large number of quite distinct types of investigation could be
sketched out drawing on different combinations of all such factors at
_verious levels of refinement. To what extent it would be possible to
‘ -generalise, as J.B. CARROLL (1962b) would wish to do, among "language
4 " learning situations" with the use that is to soy of certain fixed factors

("key variables": p.75), ond excluding all others, is a moot point.
C.RROLL wishes to "maks predictions congerning the cheracteristics and
course of the learning process' in each type of situation, assuming that
each can be Mdiscovered to have numerous analogues" (p.76). But in order
to stand a real chance of finding analogues to a situation such as
 "native American children learning French in American public schools,"
~ and extending as widely as '"many classrooma of oountries in the Britiah
Comnonwealth(U.K., Canadn, Australia), in West Europoan countries, and in
certain parts of the U.S.5.R." (p.76), one's key varizbles would have to
" " be very general indeed: yielding, it would seem, equally general predictionse.
(106) Each of CARROLL‘s key voriables are indeed very general. ‘''Degrees
of difference between languages," historiecally derived, are specified as
precisely five in number, and concern the sdund system, gremmar, vocabuidary
and writing systém without reference to socio-linguistic cénsiderations and
without reference to the various particular respects in which'totally
~ unrelated languzges may be strikingly similar or dissimilar. Prominent
‘among these are those systems of cortextual-structur:l correlations in which
. there is evident comparability oi non-comparobility. JF.C. CATFORD (196%,
pebi5) illustrdtes the difforent coni:extual -md sttuctuml valuoa of
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reference, and between i'familiar" ana "non-familiar" relationships;

© English but sot Indonésion has genler distinctions; and so:forth. "
_ French, Italian, etc., match Indonésian more chsely than does English

in the second persor (tu, vous); and more generally, thers are the many
langueges ‘which also obligatorily ¢onvey an exclus;lve/incluaive distinction

.somewhere in the morpholcgy of fhe pronoun, verb, etc, Comparabilitjocs of

this- sort must have effect on the lo.nguage learning problem. There ure no
doubt meny differences bétween Standard Korean, Ezhaan Indoneaia, and
Fronch. The obligutory’ expressmn: "in Koroon howower of on “in<group"/

,"eut-grgxp" diat:mcr.:.on, in its choied of werb suffixes for add.ress

z’r@“ :3-. uronoun uso.ge Japanese, on the other hand, although in most
¥ L. vather similgr to Korean, does not do this except in the case of

vers - ‘.oxdng “ho give", Even more general likenesses between two

genet.: .° ~ite wnrelated langucges.in respect of their éxpression of a
rother .. - “v..e range of (say inter-perscnal) meanings by rather
camparabl | :.ttural means (but trithout exact equivalence in either re ct)

may still Li. . -~ bearing on the language learning process, The
codifiocation & -vw.:2 of distinct levels of fomilinrity ond deference in

* dn-group and out-r: .7 Inogunge by the use of o smll clnso 6f suffixes

is a0t even remote:r. , - mdled, etructurally specking, in a langunge like
pay English, .There . - . ooy =:7ognisable similaritiés to be meen in a
longuage as far remove. ut iue fontu ladguage Yoo (see K, MBAGA ond

" W. H, WHITSLEY, 1961), in v2'" ..~ 2o means incomparable dimensions of

"formolity and informality" wo. . wemsod with the use of ‘certein prefixes

" ond suffixes applied to certqin growatical forms. Langudges are in a

very real sense more meaniqgﬁﬂéz comp~rid,y the moreaomparieon 1o

" compositely strictured and c.:ont:ext:uale and the <o . Jcoparison is focussed
on anpocts of longuages rather than on whole 1angungee the better.

Even when’ a thia :Le recognised, however, ite Ja%eTeiiz to the

' learning situation itself will stil] vary enormoualy with drther of

CARROLL's varisbles: '"the 'skill of:the teacher in the .second: langunge
end in teaching ii." Bui what precieely (or even generally‘) is implied by

- the term "skil1"? This oppears to be the only "key viriable" that could

be. made to comect even remotely with the question (othervise ignored) of
what respects.of the I2 are in fact. taught = rather as; if this were some
of vonstant across all the situational eno.ioguee from Conada to the
U.8.5,R., "Level of attainment expected" too (p.73) ‘begs an equally large
number’ of questions; it may be true to say of American‘thildren learning
French in American -public schools that "it is expected that each child
will progress ns far as he can toward full oompetenoe in 211 aspects of

‘Frexch" (pJ75), but what do "full competence! and 'all uspects" mean?

It is noteable that CARROLL's other two. hxbo’chetioal examples of types of
situation duplicate this requirément,’rather than elucidate it contrastively.
In some respects on the other hand CARROLL multiplies distinctions in cn
equally imprecime monner. What for example is 3a:l.n§d by asserting a

" categorical distinction between “posi.tivei, "neutral",” and "negative

motivation? What is the nature of "irtrinsic!" as compared with Yextrinsic"
motivation? If intrinsic motivation "hhs to do,with tho child's o
attitudes towards the Jearning of the hnguage" e?ctr.'meic motivo.tion with
the 'rewards .or punishment which. smannte from. otharse', then, ohe has to
arrive 3t some means for identifying th ﬁetinguiehing chnracterdstics of
self-emanating wotivation, This is not .o deny. its validih.. however,

&' 0e some such distinction allows one, 28 We have mecit, to escape the
rigours of ‘behaviouristic lore (se¢ 2.1 abave);”. but is it therefore
approprinte to contribute to the codification of a 5i.ven situantion by
reducing the Qmplead.tiea of motivat ion to, exactly one out of exnctly nine
possible Jermutations? The appeumnce of p:rec.’mion oy a:lmply succeed in

‘concealing the mlativ;lty qt whot it ia ‘one is o.ttdch:lng la'bela to.

Fyen Hore inportant however is’ the oueettlon of what GARROIL chooses
tg omit entirely from his list of key yariobles: “For sxomple the uses to

' ix.‘.dx it ds expected thelemmer-will put his knawledgy of the 12 after

lecving mchool (wha uaoswhatlang\w.g;e with vhom and when ... in the speech
colmunity); how far the ledrner and his tenchers know what thess are, in
other words the broader mio-linsuiatic Mbelief systema!! ‘at work in the
Jearning situaticn; the extent to which the lecrmer will be required Rater
on to switoh codes according to the play of one contextuel, #actor or

- onother -» and, more meiate;;r, the nature ot .the code-ewitchi.ng habits
m
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"+ environment; the extent to which, and ruspects in which the pupil con be

observed to "pick up" the L2 outside the school, and how for these natural
processes of longucge learning are taken into nccount or even envisaged by
teachers, textbooks, cdministrators,-etc. ("degree of contact with the L2,V
one of CARROLL's varicbles, sub-categorised iato four cases, docs not in
itself cpnnect with the question of what the pupil mokes of the ‘various
situations in which he might stand a chance of learning somethlng), the
amount and direction of sociozgultural adaptation or "integration” suffered
by the 12 (at the hands of native speckers of the learner's Ll ... of the
12 itself ... or of some third langunge), how this factor relates to levels
of achievement of one sort.or another, and the manner in which the 12 is
adapted to meet problems presented by extreme socio-cultural heterogenelty
among pupils in the same bOhOOl or class; (107) ond so forthe No doubt
these perticular questions could easily be supplemented by others. (108)
The real. point however is that each such question is not necessarlly to be
~nswered by reference to some set of cardincl points or "cases!'s One
connot reduce the matter to algebraic notation (see also the discussion
arising from C.A. FERGUSON, 1966b),

Needless to say the gudy of socio-linguistic factors affecting the
learning situntion can be conducted by other than survey techniques
reflecting the status quo. It may sometimes be more instructive to initinte
something nnd see what happens, ac was done quite notcably by G.E. PERREN
(19592, 1%.i9b, 1960) in the eorly st-ges of the Noirobi Specinl Centre
Engilgh-medium "PEAK' Coursc. In aiming to establish an explicitly
educational element in the selection and grading of teaching material it was
felt necessary, among other things, to pay very particular regard to the
social environment of its young learnmers. lNuch too con be leanrned directly
from the use of adult ar near-ndult learners of an L2 as, in effect,
informants. The teacher who speaks the 12 natively and who is enabled to
set aside textbooks und syllabus requircments for a reasonable period of
time, and who is fortuncte enough to possess a tape-recorder and find it
welcomed in the classroom, can eliclt much valuable information. The
writer found himself in this position in the Mongolian People's Republic for
a teaching period of 180 hours during April and Moy 1966. The mutual
benefit to be gained from fbcu381ng most lessons on the very retural desire
among the learners themselves to give expression to their owmn oultural
heritage soon became eovident. This aim can be achieved of course not only
by bluntly asking for this type of information but almo by inviting it to
assert itself through tue use of imaginory situations or even informal games.

The probiem of what to tell the learner (as well as the teacher)
about the language neing learned has been referred to in connection with
the native language. D.E. BROADBENT (1967) points out that the current
tendency to minimise teaching of an abstract knowledge of the 12 may not
toke sufficient =zccount of the extent to which the learning of a principle
will transfer to a new situation. He goes on: "To take an analogy, it is
necessaxry for a pilot to learn the fine muscul:or movenents of flying an aire
craft ..o It i8 also useful however for him to understand the principles of
aerodynamics so that he is not surprised to still in a high speed turn, and
it is essential for him to understand the principles ¢f navigation rather
than to be taught the way to each new city by practising specifically on
that route" (p.9). BROADBENT's general point lende support to the view
that the secornd-language learner no less than the rative-longuange user-
learner will benefit not a iittle from instruction in the nature of
language, and of his task as o langucge learner. Moreover, this would
entail explanation of language learning as the making of discriminations
that are not purely grommatical, phonologicel, lexical, etc., but also (or
rather) sncio-lingusitic. Further than this, he should be made more aware
than he might already be of certain aspects of the roles played by the Li
and 12 in his community. The questicr is not merely that of whether
principles should be taught evpllcitly, as one of shat principles should
be taught.

Different processes of language leswmning result not only in a
contrast between compound and coordinaie bilingualism, but also in different

. saades of compound bilingua” isr, .depending on the nature.of the exiating
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It may be worth looking further into the possibilities inherent in 2 socio-
linguistic basis for the explanation of longuage and second language. ’

‘teaching makerisl with a view to assisting the learner in developing a

beneficial form of compound bilinsuelism, ZLearner and teacher alike are

. 'bound in any ease to conceptunlise their task in some degree. The .
| longuage lesson itself is a speech event in its own right, in which all

‘" concerned are therefore engaged, at various levels of awareness, in

focussing on one #spect or another of meaning (se¢ also & above).
The kind of psychological insight which sees longunge learning as more
thon the development of "basic perceptual and motor skills", more that is

' than the wnthinking and uncreative development of specific responses to

.

" specific stimuli, is by no means incompatible with the imparting of on

.ma\ﬁ.ml gocio-1 stic perspective. S

.
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It can be too eesily forgotten that the first minsprings ‘of nodern linguistics

"gcience®, P,M, POSTAL (1965,

lay in the work of anthropologists like BOLS and SAPIR,

Pel53 esp.) argues (like R,D, LZES, N, CHOISKY, ctc,

On linguistics as &

roals and

that the presurmed nethods of science

should not have priority over

11,.

L4

)
subject.
petter, Do HYiES (1964b, p.8) contrasts unwarranted general "independence
_with proper M"autonomy" in particular respects,

That is to say, there may be shoes for alligators or shoes madé out of ailigators,
but nothing in the organisation of the langusge tells us which sense is currently
appropriate, )

Not, for example, "distributional® linguists like Z, HARRIS, for whon utterances
do not have inherent meaning,

This is SKINMIER's view, Onc should not forget that the use of introspection is
not confined to generative linguists only. A, IARTINET's statecent (1964) that
"llodern 'structuralists! are at one in ,,, rejecting introspection in its entirity"
is ‘nisleading, ' ' }

Thus F.C, FRICK ("Perceptual Problems" in Current Trends in Information Theory)
corpares the 35 bits per second achieved by the huren being reading randonly

chosen words as fast as possible and the several nillion bits per second traasnitted
by television, '

$

See Appendix 1. .

14
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See Jo LYONS, 1966: "But the aralysis of situation is a progr&ﬁbe that should be
" pushed forward by linguists® (p.292),

Refer to N,CHOMSKY (1957) for exacple. Also 1964a: "In peneral, as syntactic
description becomes decper, what appear to be semantic questions fall increasingly
within its scope” (p.76,77). And 1955, esp, corments on p.99, 132 £f., 141 ff.
Note here the postulated semantic nunesignificance of transformations which fall

outside the base component (thereby «iphacising the semantic identity of deep
structures), ' '

See J.J. KATZ and J.A, FODOR (1963); J.J. KATZ and P, PCSTAL (1564).

"Langue" and "parole™ are indeed related (M. CHOMSKY, 1964, p.4) to "corpetence®
and "perfornance®, as the continued frequent use of the, terms by generative
linguists attests, N CHOMSKY (1964a) erphasises the differences, but still finde
the distinction itself a crucial one (see esp. p.52). S

Hote esp, N CHOMSKY (1964a): -In evaluating a particular gencrative graroar, we

ask whether the information that it gives us about a language is correct,

that is,

whether it describes correctly the linguistic intuition of the

speaker (Saussure!s

fconscience des sujets parlants?!, which to hin, as to Sapir, provides the ultimate
test of ndequacy for a linguistic description)", - ’
See P.lI, POSTAL (1965), fn.6. |

SAPIR's essay g%he psychological reclity of phonenes® (1933) is frequently referred
to in this connection, . :

See XL, PIKE (1954~60), ch.2, and (1957), p.149: bricf and somewhat cavaljer
refercnces, Vhat PIXE hinself intends to convey ks not, one fecels, so0 very
different fron what SAUSSURE intended to convey. '

The whole sign, not bcrcly_the‘sigﬁifiantg is a "fora", . o - »

'f See also DB, HYMES (196la),

e A ———_—




21, Sc: VK., GOODENOUCH (1957), pe37; clso, for a relatively informal yet informative
" treatment fron this angle, C.Q. FRAKE (1984),: - ’

22, See also U, VEINRIICH (1963), fn.12; alse, less specifically on “"pragmatics®,
D, HY2ES (1964b), p.35.

23, This is in Anthropological Linguistics, 8,8 (Novenber 1958), a sét of essays on
the there of "ethnoscience", the p: ~ ct of a symposiun organised by the 1656
lleeting of the Central States Anthropclogical Society,

24, Assuning, that is, an exactiy equivalent set of categoriey for analysis in terns
of cultural corpetence. - ‘

25, They seen alien enough Lo many in their own field of erquiry. Un2 night suppose
that corponential analysis is likely to be of direct relevance in this conncction:
if so0, it is worth reflecting, with J, LYONS (1963a, p.180), that corponential
analysis night satisfactorily locate coordinates for kinship systeas, yet be ) «
uneble to do so for most other semantic fields, The atterpt to impose a
distinctive feature patterning upon the use of words at large, anc in so doing to
peke minical reference to work of a fundamentally sinilar nature already done
outside linguistics, seems to pave the way for criticisi of the same order as that
of C, LEVI-STRAUSS when, originally in 1945, he dismissed an earlier sociological
attermt at a distinctive feature analysis of kinship on the grounds that it was
neither realistic, nor sicplifying, nor explanatory, "If system there is,”
he wrote, Mit could only be conceptual® (1958, p.42). In a sensc, KATZ and
FODOR arc engaging in a kind of nicro-sociology in puch of their semantic work,
which night well fail far short of what they concede to be the rerely "linited
theory of selection by socio-physical setting" (p.489) within reach of self=-
confessed socio-linguiste, .

26,. he UcINTOSH (1963), esp. pe120-1: on carkers of "involvenent" between Celia
and Nosalind in As You Like It, iy mein purpose in sketching this example has
been to show that a preoccupation with a certain kind of stylisitc 'tone! or )
tatriosphere! forced me to consider, all in one greup, & heterogeneous collection
of grammtical resources,.. which grammarians would not normally bring together
in this way ..."

27. Corpare for example the spplication of = "power : solidarity" distinction by :
J, DVBIN (1952) to help to .explain preferential selections of the Spanish or i
Guarani language in Paraguay, with its application, carlier, by RN, BROUN ond, o

. . A, GILHAR (19%0). to selection fron pronoun variants in rany Indo~Europecan languages. /’¥

28, See A, LicINTOSH (1965). The singlé isolated text, or set of texts, night well be
regarded as a form of accident, not obliging anyone to observe all of it qquallyf

29, "Grarzaticality" andw"gcceptability",‘hcpce all systen in language, being infinitely
relative, scen to demand statistical’ treatment in the final analysis. See .
.G, HERDAN (1967) for a very sharp statement of this view,

50, D.H. HYIES (19548, p.5) sketches a "Dritish point of view" (deriving largely frono
the work of MALINOWSKI) ;mich sces the relation between language and other aspects
of culture as interdependence between different aspects of the sark event or i
social acti n, "Language itself is seen as primarily an activity ..." In e

. general, th.s appears to be undeniable; one has only to note J.R. FIRTH!s s
rejection of DE SAUSSURE (in J.R, FIRTH, 1950, p.175-181), and the current

. enphasis of "neo-Firthian" linguistics upon,observable patterning at the level
of "context" (see 5.21below), Dut it is equally the casc that if there is a
single American tradition in this general ficld it is that which ophagises the
special irportance of language to the understanding of the unconscious patterning
of nental phenomenen (see again D.H, HYIES, 1964c,p.12)s E. SAPIR (192'7b)
epitonises the gkneral perspective which still inforns ruch fmerican worke,
Sec 1,2 above, . v ' '

, 31. . See 5.21 pEIOI. . . C ‘ ".’_'\..? . | ‘

32, A "domain" of language use is as twuch & two-sided notion as DE SAUSSURE's "sign",
calling for both linguistic and socio-cultural description, Thig being so0, it is
not the prerogative of the linguist alone, nor the sociclogist alone, hor anyone
else alone, to provide zach description, In practic¢e, however, and necessarily,
there has to be a general direction of analysis sucii that a largely Yinguistic

__stategent is rade on the basis of or concerning largely sociological {ete,) date,
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33, He writes: "It would scom that since we -2 concerned with the possidality of
stebility or change in language Lehaviou. .he one hand, we must be equally

conceraed with all of the forces .contribui.i gz to stability or to chenge in .
hu;:g::n behaviour ore geaerally, on.the other" (p.44l). There is need, he goes”
onh later, for "more generc! I.eorics of personal, social and cultural change eeeee

. it will De necessary for . “udy of language maintenance and languege shift to
be conducted irithin the cc.. of studies of inteirgroup contacts that attend to

. izportent other-than~language | sacesses: urbenisstion (ruralisation),. ,
. incustrealisation (or its abandoniaat}, nationalisa (or gemcthnizetion) eseesectcs’
The gvefall sbjective is a "typology of lamguege contact situations" {p.446)
capadble of systepatising how the "‘merican irmigrant case" differs fron the "Anglo-
Anerican conquest case”, and.sp on, DPeference is made to R.A, SCHENIERION!

* "wooward a General Theory of Minority Groups® (1953) and to earlier wori of a
sinilar uature, FISHIAN goes on to sugzest, that although "anthropologists, -
_historiens, linguists, sociologists and psychologists" have long studied "phenorena
related to language saintenance and languege shift", yet "only rarely and recently
has such interest led to a definitjon and formulation of this ficld of study in its

om right" (fn.2, p.424). -

. %. InEINREICH's view each one of a D
. not doninant) in'terms of geveral criteria separately: relative proficiency,
rode of use, order of learning and age, usefulness in comwnication, emotionsl
involverent, function in social ddvance, and literary-cultural valuc, each
_ discussed in turn (p. 75-79). “he specific question of "donains" is treated under
_ o separate heading (p.87 £f.), and is oddly enough not referred back to "ysefulness
v’ in'conounication” (p.77) = which is stated to be an®easily ncasurable factor',
It is difficuit e pin down JEIMDEICI's view of Mdomain", On p.98 it is stated
that the™difficulty of ranking two mother~tongue groups in hierarchical order is
nzgravated by the need to rank functions of the languages as well" (the tern
"functions® for UEINREICH having carlier, .p.87,bezen used 'more or less synonyziously”
‘with, "dooains"), > But he goes on (p.98) to clevate "differcnce in socinl status®

*
oY e s . »

above functicnal diversity as an “qxped’ient" restriction of the terg “deminant',
,.Wlio'.vcver, later still, and now in connectien with "language shifts", it is stated

**"“that these "should be analysed in terns’of the functions of the ienguages in the
contact situatiod, since a nother-tongue group may switch to o new language' in
certoin functions but not in others" (p.107). At this point, reference- is rade
te the discussion of domains on p.87., Also at this point VEINREXCH interestingly

. . endugh relegdtes 'a s\’*ja:lehstdtemnt as to which language has higher prestige!

" o Ysocial valuaT™ ti & lesser place behind depein enelysis and analysis of such
eatters ag urbanisation, religious affiliation, and gse forin (p.108). . FISITAN in
effect reinforces coy.uin developing tendencies observable in MEINRZICH's work, in -
general away fron over-sirplification of one sort or another, --.- wLE

35. Sce for example J,C. CATFORD (1955, p.SG), A, DAJIES {1585, pe25), I, ELLIS

T (1956, peB3), .., BALLIDAY ot al {1964, p.52, 93}, J. SPENCESR and ¥, GREGORY

-, (1944, $.08,89), P.D, SSREVERS (1964, 9029): N, GP-EGORY,(;%'L 183}y . oV '
A, VILXLGSON (1565). It is not so much that all these writers (anid several others)
regard parsicipant relationshsns themsclves &% casily reducible to o girgle scele
of formnlity, as thal io cach author corresponding linguistic variely cah be

+ described in terns of some such single scale, | There is & useful Aseussion of

"forzality" in J.L. FISCHER (1358). . FISCHER questions whether there 2ight or
night not De o more or less vniversel "formality ectplex' to which wany diverse
fectors contribute: compliance, tensencss, femalencss, topic, sacio~ccononic class,
.etec, He is surcly right toweyer to suggest that in cultures other than the
American the same inter-personal factors may not co-occur to constrain choice of
linguistic form upon one such scale. There gre pany related questions one night
wish to adds .in any given language, for exarple, are therc cerinin forrol features
which do scen to dnswer to & more or less replicable formality complex ‘of soclial
factors, whileother featurcs answer to quite different sets of socicl relation-
ships? - It seens often to be the case for exorple thot relatively sivple
norphological or phonolegical oppositions or tendencics {~-in/=ing; the initisl
consonant in "thing" es stop or affricate in New York specch: Y, LASOV, 1984,
1965e, 1965h; verb morphology in standard Jepanese and Korcan: 8.5, HARTIN,
1964; _ cven prefix patterns in the Bantn language Yao: K. PDAGA and VB, VHITELEY,
1651) do scen to relate to comparable formality complexes (allowing for the
uniqueness of cach culture at a pore refined ievel of tnalysis), yet will the sene -
factors necessarily operate to constrain choice of rore ustylistie" or less highly
codificd variants, or of ofie dialect or .anguage rather than anothar? These are
Guostions socio~linguistics has to ask, not - as FISHUAN appeors to do’= prejudge.

3%, I various places DSCNSTAXY provides details of what the two ccdes look lika when
t;.m.'is'scrl. Oue is liabls to be stivck howiver not only By e Ueegivistedh o
v » »
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(nore seriously) by a puzzling distinction {nade as recently as 1938)

between "linguistic™ and "verbal” on the oneh~a.and "perslinguistic" and
"extraverbal" on the other. Grammaticel and lexical contrast ore~se.n lo
belong with the first, while factors of rhythm, stress, pitch, etc, are

regarded (along with gesture and facial expression) as aspects of the second,

The cleborated.and restricted codes lean heavily in the one and the other
direction respectively, iIn the former, "neanings will have to be expanded and
raided to the level of verbel explicitness", while in the latter "the unicque
neaning of the individual is likely to be verbally implicit". One would have
ivagined that & fairly crucial ability of the cultured person is that of handling
a large range of inter-personcl meanings through the usc of systematically
contrasted features of intonation snd so forth - these Meing just as much
iinguistic as paraiinguistic or {which is surely mot the sane thing) extralinguistic,

See the very frequently (apd necessarily) reiterated erphasis in the NEVSON
REPORT on the inability of many school pupils to get themselves across, Thus:
“They are not likely to persevere unless something is done to lessen their
greatest handicap - that inability to express themselves vhich soon convinces
then that they have nothing to express .e..ee A double obligation rests upon

the schools, They have to provide the background of conversation and exchange
of information which an rducated fanily offcrs, and they have to coax their
pupils to lake part in it" (ch.l4). See also the following paragraphs: 49, 50,
86-39, 247, 291, 324, 329, 330, 346, 467, 468, 484, 485.

GUIIPEDRZ distinguishes among role-~governed social networks in India clsewhere
(1961, p.420; also 1965a): .nciworks of marriage, caste, trade, pilgrinage, etc,,
eacli related to the use of some particular vernacular, "argot", stondard
language, and so forth, with or without code~switching and differential
proficiency in production and reception, '

On "open® and "closed" networks, corpare V.JH, SPROTYT (1958), In particular,
pe9 ff.: definition of "social groups"; p.l5 ff.: "primary" and "secondery”
groups; p.53 ff.: "external" and "internal" systems of conrunicetion in the
group; p.57 ff.: types of primary group - according to interests and permancnoe;
etc, See also W), LANBERT and W.E, LAMBERT (1964), p.37 ff., on nrimary and
sccondary groups (briefly)., (Both SPROTT and LAIIDERT incidentally characterise
their work as “social psychology® rather than "sociology", and cach is

. concerncd to discuss this distinction (SPROTT, p.l19 ff.; LAILDERT, p.2 ff,),

LAMDERT reparks that social psychology is often referred td as "micro-sociology").

The nature of the occasion, its meaning for the participants, ney vary not only
with observable factors like physical setting ctc.. but also with perhaps
unsuspected characterigtics of participants - or groups of these, Thus
W.P, RODINSON (1965b) suggests that “lower working class" subjects mey respond to
the "Yeame" topic (for examplc capital punishment) on the sane occasior. with the
use of a different code fron "middle class" subjects: yet onec should not assume <
that this particular tepic will pecessarily prompt the use, for all subjects, of
a particular way of speaking, were this “vailcll:, ' -

¢ FISHIAN believes topic to be far lcss
significant than domain where choice of language or dialect, rather thaen variant,
is concerned, Not cnough is known about the dynamics of code-swiiching to
generalise, however, and one should be alive to the possiblc operdtion of meny
such unsuspected features of "domain",

-
.

In a sense, the validity of any general factor such as "prestige" or _
"formlity", even when all agree about their relevance as labels to choice of
language, will canand upen precise situational specification, F.V. HOUSEHOLDER
(1553) provides some illuninating deteils concerring the uses of the “literary
standard" Katharevusa (X) and "dianlectal™ Demotic (D) in present-day Greece,

The mere rocognition of the former as the liteorary standerd does not in itsclf
for ecxazple predict its equal representation (with D) in the literature of art
histdry, biography, and sone science; nor its exclusive use in most newspapers
for news storics as well as editorials; nor its use for "social®™ letters; nor
its inappropriaténcss for ncarly all artistic, literary, cond theatre criticisn;
and so forth, FISHIAN?!s elevation of "domain" ovzar ¥topic" does not eaucily
square with the apparent importance:-of the latter in the dynamics of rapid Qnde-
gwilching between K and D {p.130): compare the observations of t,A, STEIART
{1953) on the importance eof "mood of discourse®, clearly in part governed by
topic, above, HOUSEHOLDER slsc stresscs the conscious focus of "Greek folk
culture” on vocabulary, rather than on gracwmar, this hoaving the effzct of
prozoting lexical but not grammaticol continuity frox K to 2, speakers judging
usage in general in terms of vocebulary, Description at this level of

cash dad & el ot e st ettt 2 P et e o XY o W OO ¥YW O L o ey et e B 2 VY. T EY__ 2 " a3 B s e e




A 49,

41, Sece J,B. CASAGRANDE (1963), p.280 ff., and references nentioned there; plus

. . Co KLUCKHO:G! (1962), p.273 ff. There appears to be little indication in )
) anthropological thinking of universalities other than such as "wants" and

"moral concepts" (KLUCKHOIl}, Pe277),.etc, This accords with J.R, FIRTH'Ss
"pessinistic picture of lin,uistic human nature", drawn with a few "very

general categories" (1937, p.95) and, of course, with the remarks 5f
A.l. HALLOVELL referred to above,

42, One should note, as a methocdological point of some general;tv. the impossibility
(noted by M, STACEY, referred to by KLEIN) of "placing everybody, even broadly,
in one class systen®"; that is to say of classifying people "on an objective
characteristic, thus apparently identifying anc peasuring a group, al though it
has not been observed in operation", The preferred alternative is that of
deacrxbxng groups "which have been secen to exist", An analogous view of things
is that which focusses on specific domains, which do "exist", rather than on
aupposedly universal characteristics, which night or night not apply xn particular
cases,

43. The politically-minded reader may have noted the wistful remark by Douglas Jay,
once Pregident of the Board of Trade, that "power" is "rather a myth", a "very
difficult animal to find once youlre in contact with it", There is an
interesting brief discussion in S, SILVERMAN (1936, p.917 ff,) of what "power"
and "prestxge" are. In particular he points out that "social intimac " - our
“solidarity” - is not always expressxve of "social equality" - in the ‘sense of
equality of prestige, HNor will socio-econonic rank, education, or any cuher
,census iten - bearing comparison that is to say with the general factor of |

*power" - necessarily correspond with prestige as responded to by the bearers of
the culture conce'neds MNor will prestige factors necessarily lend themselves to
existing ternxnology in the language. With this last point, one night corpare
Ve and V.E, LANDERT (1964) pn.44 ff. and the discussion of "intuitive " and
*anaiytic" nodes of thought in J.S. DRUNER (1960) and (1952),

Compare_too J.L FISCHER (1958); 486 ff, "... people adopt a variant
primarily ... because it expresses how they feel about their relative status
versus other conversants, "bringing about a "protracted pursuit of an elite by an
cnvious mass and conszquent flight of the elite,” this being "the most important
mechanxgn in linguistic drift." He goes on to discuss the need to npply prestige
indices to linguistic varients - indices whose "threshold” will fall as tire gocs
on (necessitating the appearance of new series of varients, to be chased in
turn 4..). . FISCER adnits hovever that an elite is not to be easily identified,
and adds: ' “The study of social factors in linguistic drift is in the field of
the sociology of language rather than linguistics proper", U, VEINREICH.(1957)
oakes ouch the sane point: ™"The linguist's oversimplified model of a Jprestige
slope! on whitk: innovations slide down will presumably be modified to allow for the
diffusicn of foreign material into national languages in a slangy 'arti-prestige!
*irection” (pa191). Dut this too in effect stresses the fact that "préstige”,
like its sister tern "status, (and for that matter "powsr", "solidarity", ‘and
the 1ike) is a pany-faceted notion which demands of the linguist’ that he be
ldutthing‘of & sociologisv in oxder to make certain types of linguisti
statement, D, HYIES (1951b) writes: ihat a language my be retained. tithout its
possessing prestige, as for cxample in the case of "anti-white language loyal ty"
(p,62 ff), He too warns the reader, howeves, to beware of "the blankat tern of
an unanalysed differential ’prestxge‘" (po74)." .

44e The tern ®neeéds” is not intended in itseif to strike any ¢ne psychological chord
more than any clther; rather, it should be allowed in this context to have the
::ue ghdnxttediy imprec;se) Value as HALLow?LL’s “Hasic orzentatxons” (see 2,2
ove),

45, See C,A, FERGUSON's definition of "diglossia® in FERGUSON (1959), p.455. Very
broadly, the stable co-existence of two structurally rather different verieties of
a single lenhguage, the one of "high" status the other “Low", each apyropriate to
distinct contextual roles, See also esp, U, PATRT and AJK, REEHUIAN, -

46, See for eiample P.L, GARVIN (1959), E, HAUGEN (1956&7 GaE; PRREN and
H.Fe HOLLOUAY (1965).

41, Thxa is the und~r~y;ng assumption (rather, that the "inferior® person’ normally
ﬂeek:ifamilinrxty) of R;ﬂ. BRON and N, FORD (1961), but of courde it oy h@
C Jues oned. ' . CL




e,

(K. KLOSS, 1565): comains of use outside the classroon; the influcnce of
* ' role relationships of one sort or another upen choice of lenguage; the
, incidence of code-switching, integration, and interferencc; directions of
. langunge maintenance and shift (sec J.i..FISHMAM, 1956, /ppendix B);
corrcspondences or non-corrcspondences between bilingualism end biculturalisn;
mutual or non-reciprocal intelligibility among languages {(H. YOLFF, 1959); the
usoge of regional, socio~econonic, and other social groups involving an assessment
among other things of rela’ionships between ethnicity an: choice.of language;
socio~-culturcl change of on: sort or another, such as urbanisation, nigration,
industralisation, cte. (J.A. FISHIAMN, 1936, Appendix 3); and so forth (sece also
8 below)s At tho sare tine, erphasis has to.rxst on the relative irportance of
such matters, It is necessary to avoid the danger of 2 nmere listing and
equivalent weighting of all thosc considerations that night be rclevant to
' however sanll an extent,

51. It is unfortunate thet plens for a national university (vhich inter alia, ¢ould ;
have zpplied its hand to the problea of socio~linguistic education - a sine qua
non for sound language planning) appear to the outsice observer to have got no ‘
further since 1955. !

52. For Anericen students studying French in Louisiana and Connecticut the
("intcgrative") F - Scale and Orientation Index scores corrclate very poorly
with scores for "orel production", "achicvenent!, ond Mcptitude. :Zech of these ‘
two indices were obtained fron replics to questionair~s asliiing for rcasons for X
studying French (Part I, p.7, 8). Ncither‘correlate at all impressively with .
"intensity of motivation™, with the exception of the Orientatica Index in
Connecticut. Correlation with "ability to copprchend complex discussions in
French" averages approximntely nil (that is. to say, therc arc negative
corrclations): it is of interest however to note that verbal 1.Q. fares no
better In this respect, whereas & seni-creativc i‘c" on J.3. CARROLL's battery of
aptitude test itens ("spclling clues") cchicvez sone teasure of significance,
There arc notable differences in the Mainie results howaver, particularly with
respect to the F~Scale Index (roflacting "authoritative or undenocratic
tendencies and generalised projudicisl orientations towards foreign peoples").
Instruncntal motivation ratings fare on the whole cven worse than integrative
ratings., At the senme tine, intcnsity of notivation (*in terms of work done for
assignments, futurc intentions to study and make usc of Lhe languege, amount of
practice given to the language...."; ctc.,) corrclates recsonably well with such

‘ as "nid-year Fronch grades®, ctc. - as one nmight expect., So whence doés the

intensity arise?

ot

? .

53. There is an interesting but sonewhat neglccted treatment of hHilingualism and
biculturnlisn in N,A, RCQUOIN (1963). The author suSjects five ilexican
bilingual informants (onc Spgnish-speukiwg non~-Indian "ladino" and four
vernacular-speaking Indians) to T.A.T. and photographis "cult“rcl projection"
tests, sccking to relate responses to these with linguistic admixturcs of Spanish
and Indian vernacular respectively. Only two informants showed themselves to be

_ both bilingusl and merkedly bicultural, in.the scns2 that although, as in two
cases, the native . speeker ef an Indian yvernacuior night display much evidence of
"hispanicising" end "slavish literal translation" in his use of the vernacwar,
at the sane tike he night display very little sympathy or scasc of identity
with the Ladino culture. Further than this, there is an evident distinction
between knowledge of and fecling for fthe other culture (ROQUON's informent no.4}e.

"This study is concerned to explore the char&cteristics of bilingual nediators
between two cultures.

54. Tiis is clearly a cruciel problen for the language tcachies and underiines the
extrene undesirability,in principie, of using teachers and "advisers™ whoe spesk
neither language natively., Yet this is the very widespreead practice of for
cxample UNESCO., Sce alsc 8 beiow,.

‘ ‘ 55.' Good exarples are: R¥f, DROVH snd N.FORD {1951) = nore fully discussed in 5.23
‘. below, RM. DROVN and A, GILUAN (1966}, and 8.E, IADTVIN {1954). (

56, Onc might compare the broader sian of K. JAKODSON'!s approach to the functions of ‘ :
language (1952), which he sces in terms of a hicrarchy of "focus" oh the part of DS
sach participant ou 2aui of the characterisulu constitucnts cf the speech event: : 1§§§
addresscr, addresgec, chennel, code, messe ge. and conlcxt, Dircctiions of focus . B
are expressed as ¢ “responding functions: .emotive or expressive, conative,
phatic, metalingual, poctic, and centextudl, respectively. ’

5. L shugge:fer whose shop ifﬂ*(;&ioo %;?Veann;éf near a rovw of parking meters
L Tesponted Lo Phig pegrees by wnlr: et Jone mlk.' mmi\o B
eeem, "who doey c%ht‘,:qiw e i ﬁw ¥ I
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After gll, one soon adjusts to "I tought I taw a puddy tat" lanzuagCeess

See also fn.40: awarcna2ss of the sociolly syrdolic value of lancuage is always
nore or less sharp according to different features of the language in question,
In general, the more interesting features from this point of viewr cre those the
cheice of which cagage the user in a good d:al of deliberation of the sort which
is not entirely reducible to consciousness of gross sociel stercotypes or even
conscious awarencss at all. Leave~taking repertoires, for exarplc, are not
arrived at or handled quickly or eesily. Uho among us has not cought hinself at
some time or another trying to get awey, casting around in his nind for the

right forrmula, the odd word or two, or long story for that notter, thet does the
trick snmoothly and acceptably? chnvgggggiéﬁ935) undoubtedly had this sort of
thing in aind when he wrote that " is much more of a roughly prescribed
ritual than nost people think", The tern "ritual" here should not nmislead one
into thinking of such choices as straightforward., Slotting into the right
ritual in such respects is not so easy, not so conscious, yet still deliberatc
and revealing.

Sec eslso T.A, SEREOK (1963, p.56 ff., and references); and E, STANKIEWICZ
(1954, p0248)o

The linguist may be his own best informent, but if it is someone elsel!s language
he is studying the question can arise too of whether or not he nust or can or
should nake use of an intermediary who both ®knows" the pcrson(ss concernsyl aad
possesses a good neasure of the linguist's experience or awareness of problenms in
the use of introspection, This is inevitable of course in these cases where the
uvsage of a large number of people has to be gathered fron a representative
informant, and in the study of childrents laonguage. Not long ago o functionel
aenalysis, exploratory enough, of the language of tvo three~ycar-old nursery
school children in a one-hour natural ploy sitaution (recorded and obscrved
unseen) wes carried out by an experienced teacher (lirs, J.Y. Tough, Institute of
Education, University of Leeds) and the writer, A very recurrent functional
distinction indeed soon established itself, between the description of objects
(and the other participant) and their maripulation., The distinction seemed
certainly to be there, yet was by no means patched by formal linguistic contrasts
of an immediately obvious sort, In this as in other respects much reliance has
to be piaced on the interpretative ability of the knowledgeable or perceptive
infornant,

Code~switching itself, between languages and dialects, noy sometimes -be governed
by such functions: at ary rate the possibility should be entertained until .

. dispreved., This will also apply to thz "integration" of two languages

(E. HAUGEX, 1956, p.39 ff., uses this term for those cases where borrowed items
either clearly arc or clearly are not altered in structure: where there is °
uncertainty the tern applied is "“interference®). Similarly, one cen look at
phenoriene of inter-language "influence” (the coining of new words, extension of
neanings, ct¢.) end “displacement” (the loss or accretion of functional power
by one language under pressure fron another language or culture) from this same
viewpoint. And of oourse the question of the extent of "functional relativity"
across languages (D, HYIES, 1951b, fn.48 above) acquires fuarther ncaning in this
particular respect., For an interesting example of proficient bilingual codee
sttitching, considered to some extent functionally, between Enzlish and Spanish
in very young children, sce 11, CANPBELL, 1967.

For exarple, consider the trouble sometimes caused by having to weigh together
the relative significance of factors of age, sex, seniority, length of
acquaintanceship, physical zetting, identity of others present, etc., when
choosing the "right" address forn...

It is possible to get the irpression from PIKE that the looking-in-from~outside.’
perspective acquired by the polyglot (synchronically.gg diachronically
orientated, incidentally)‘is Lot of zreat value to the linguist. This is not
what PIKE himself intends to say, and would be quitc misleading.

The distinction between intuitive end anelytical thinking has been touched on

in fn.43 above, with references, From the present methodolokionl point of view
one notes CHOUSKY's call for "ingenious cxperiments” to achieve external
yalidation, end their recent use in practice by R. QUIRK

in his study of adceptability judgments. As QUIRK points out, linguistically

. aive infortmnts are hard to comichyy “S.iSILVTIIAN (1966) provides azn
inforoative account of informant {or ¥particinant" : PIKE) onclysis delil :rotely
provpiad by hinself, in his copacity os outside investipolor, in his enguirics
Ao prestice sfrebificntien in o centin} Iislian community.,  Tis cwahlewdn,
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. effect concerned cul tnral corpetence: how to "discover the principles by which
» + the bearers of particular culturcs organisc their universe and regpond to it in
cuiturally appropriate ways", SILVERMAN makes use of techniques whereby
specially sclected informants are made to progressively sort pairs of fanilies
known to them according to relative prestige ranks; " also to attempt to specify
what it is in cach case that secns to prompt. that particular sorting, That is

to say, his informants are pressed to reveal and even formulate systemetic
aspects of cultural competence of which they themsel 'es may initially have been
relatively unaware,

66, At any rate, a bias of this sort is methodologically expediert, even if, as
R.A. HALL jr. {1965) points out, verbal behaviour itself is not unidirzctional,
Although subject matter does have priority over nethod, it does not fu'low that
nethod should therefore reflect subject matter in every particular, 1In this
respect at any rate the dangers are fairly apparent, J.D. CARROLL (1952a)
provides an example of negative rcsults attending the attempt to relate two
sets of already "given" factors (structural and semantic in this case), while
RJ4M, DIXON (1964b) illustrates the difficulties arising from the opposite
epproach: keeping that is a very open mind about both sides of a "correlation®, i
It is noteable however that DIXON asserts the "relative priority of external i
meaning": "we are likely to rccognise very much stronger and more general sorts
of external correlations than if we had only looked at external meaning after
internal meaning" (p.109). Bui thepe arc no clear target arcas in DIXON's ]
external meaning: his real focus of attention is still on "pure" correlations '
which are not anchored as it were on one side or the other, In other words,
the approach is markedly inductive both %internally" and "externally",

67. Mere identificational labels usually provide little guidance. They tend to
proliferate; besides Manthropological linguistics" and "socio=linguistics",
there arc "ethnolinguistics®, "the cthnography of communication®, "the
sociology of language", and (occasionally applicable) "ethnoscience", Some
scholars work within this general field without making use of any of these terms
at all: J.A, FISHMAN (1966) for example, whose work is nevertheless
introduced by E, HAUGEN as a study in "socio-linguistics", J..., FISHMAN (1965),
concerned with much of the subject-matter of (1966), is entitled "lho spcaks
what language to whom and when?",. '

Perhaps the nmost persuasive definition of the general arca (whocver owns
it) is that of J.J. GUMPERZ (1954): "the study of verbal behaviour in terns of
the social characteristics of speakers, their cultural background, and the
ecological prepertics of the environment in vhich they interact", Perhaps on:
of the least satisfactory statements is that of A, CAPELL (1956), who states
that the relationship between linguistics, anthropology, aand sociology" is best
. referred to under the title ¥socio~linguistics'™ because "it is morc nearly self-
cxplanatory than cthnolinguistics®, He does not therefore go on %o explain,
One should note in passing that the isplications of "socio-linguistics" and
"the sociology of language" (J.0, HERTZLER, 1953, 1955) are very different;
"psycholinguistics" is not placed in quite the same position in this respect,

Ladaan.

68. This particular quotation was referred to by C.h. FERGUSON and J.J. GUUPERZ
(1960), But is worth repeating, since its implications arc indecd consicerable,

69, STANKIEVICZ's essay prompts A.S. HAYES: (1964, p.154 ff.) to argue for more
attention to "expressive language"(in which "functions" are the starting~point
against which to investigate "linguiéﬁic correlates”), to be set against the
study of "para-language" (whose linits are "operationally defined in terms of
a closed linguistic system": i.c, the starting-point is quite different),

E.li, ALBERT (1964) points out that in Burundi’ “manipulation of emotions by
acsthetic devices is the principle business of speech behaviour"; she goes on
to discugs linguistic mcans for such functions as "netitioning a superior for a
gift", Pvisiting", "how to cxpress disagrecment wiih one!s superiors®, "how to
eignal a change in the sitsation fron official business to informal conversation",
etc, ~ all central to the culturc concerncd (and ts cur own?) - just as "how to
ask for a drink in Subanun" is for those whe live there (C.0, FRAKE, 1964);
1 T+ vproper fulfilment of all such studies is or would be very largely linguistic,
g | Se..ion 4 above is of course undeniably linguistic, from this point of view,

-4 - 70, HNot dissinilar in spirit to IALINOUSKI ie tﬁe Anewiéan sociologist,ﬁ. GOFFMAN,
jy} . who advocates tho investigation of given Moccasions®, or Yencounters", or what
;:[ﬁiﬁ:‘ ~ he once refers to as the "neglected situation® (1984).
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72, J. LYONS (195€, p.293)., '"lestriction of the notion of roference to observable: -
entitics", hence its 2ceiriablevineorporation into an copiricel theory of -
semantics", nicht not have seemed as casy to FINTH as perhaps LYONS is implying,
Every schoolchild, teacher, linguist, philosopher etc., has difficulty with such -.
a question as "is it concrate’ or is it abstract?" - which is "g@iout.the sarss’ quastion
as "is it obscrvable or is it not?", ° .

&

73. 4s DT, LANGENDOEN (1964) points out: see 2.2 above,

74. FIRTH would appear to have hoon something of a "role psychologist": sce
G.W« ALLPORT ( 1963),

75. Docs one gather a hint of this however from the last senience of the quotation
fron Fritz Guttinger in FIRTH (1935)? -~ "Thence arises in the last analysis the
necessity, if the goal-direction, activity-regulating aspect © words and
scntences is to be isolated for consideration, to descriz the sphere of linguistic
fopys fronm strictly formal viewpoints®,

76, But see fn,15, where V/,E, BULL?s Tine, Tengz and the Verb, which approaches context
"from non-languuge" is referred fo as an "icportant® study which would have to be
"part of 2 study of context which starts from form as well as fron objective
reality", The point scenms to be conceded, albeit obliquely, since thcre 'is no
mention hvre of unidircctional logical dependence,

T7. See J, ELLIS (1966) for an exarmple, It should.be noted that some of the terns
in "institutional linguistics" are not used equivalently, Note for example the
use of "register® by J,C, CATFORY (1965), p.89 ("the perfcrmerts sociel role on a
given occasion"), which secms to correspond with the use by others of "social
dialect" plus "ficld of discourse®; but "register" for A, DAVIES (1965) p.23
("varieties of English used by occupational groups"), mitht be included
alternatively as part of "socirl dialect" alonc, '

78, A4t the sane tine, this is a relative matter, That is to say, emphasis lies on
the word "tctal™, since one still has to recognisc ihe fact of partial dependence
on the part of sociologists, etc,, on linguistic data -- if not very extensively
on linguistics, Scc for 2xample the reference to G,R, PICKFORD (195¢) in 1,1
above, and in general 5,23 below, HALLIDAY nakes use of the term "shunting" in
rclation to the grarmatical scale of raak, It is difficult to sec however why -
it should not be just as applicablc horizontally: from gremmar etc, out to
situation, and back againc.ee

79., Fo BOAS (1911) had much carlier stated the principle clearly: M... the very fact

of the unconsciousness of linguistic processcs helps us to gain a clearer

lerstanding of the cthnological phenonena®,

80. The'authors are awarc of these, as anyone oust be, but refer to them only in passing

(D 0241’)0

8l. The use of fictional sources is surely questionablc, of course,

82, There is probably an inevitable degrec of circularity in the whole investigation,
If the concepts arc really "culture-fair", then presunebly associations arising
fron then will sinilarly prove to be uniforn, It might be equally interesting
to look for cultural differenges among the meanings of .pparcntly common concepts
by the use of sirple association tests.. See G, GOUGHITEIE et al (1956).

83. Excrplified respectively by "goodebad", "strong-weak", and "fast-slow",

84. It is difficult to say how mony further cxamples of linguistically. underdeveloped
sociological work onc might find, without being a sociologist; or for that matter
examples of cducational, psychological, and anthropological work of this nature,
Onc begins to suspcct that with a change of attitude linguistic problens fron as
it were outside sources night begin to proliferate, Sonc years ago, 4
. revealing investigation into the rclative importance of houe environment and I.Q.

to school achieverient was carried out among Aberdeen schoolchilcren (E. FRAZER,
: 1959). Eleven environzental factors were taken into account, only one of which
(reading habits of parcnts and children) involved anything approaching dircect
linguistic obscrvation, It would therefore appecor that o possibly crucial
factor - linguistic background - was left buried among scveral reiated measurements,

Thzre is of cours: a largs dislinetion betwean borrowing or baing influenced Ly
P : . 2r
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See D, HYNES (19642); p.l4, 15.

See F. FEARING (1964), who reminds us that in & sensé there are precisely as
nany "situations™ as there are participants,

See too the persuasive remarks of B.C. BROOKES (1958).

Comparc the remarks of J.B. CARROLL (1964), esp. p«29, on our lack of knowledge
of the units sclected by the language user,

This is a long-established set of distinctions in Continental social psychology,
according to M. GLUTHIER (1950).

U, YEINREICH (1963, p.147) ‘raws attcntion to the "lesemanticisation" of language,
the rather frequent failure of utterances to "represent the language in its full
capacity as a semantic instrument"., The more pressing tesk for linguistics,
according to WEINREICH, is to "explain the elevator, not the doorbell". But

one is inclined to coubt the value of such a perspective, "Phatic comunion™
for example is (in its own right) extremely functional, although possessing
sepantic neaning of a sort not entertained by WEINREICH ... and very probably,

on occasion, not at all conscious, R, JAKODSON (1962) levels criticism' at *

C.F. VOECELIN's espousal of & "casual™/"non~casual® distinction in the use of
langusge: MAny verbal behaviour is goal-directed"(p.351).

See G.A. MILLER {1962b), on the now familiar notion that we may tend to remember
sentences as surmations of non-transformational plus transformational elements;
that therefors we may process what we hear in some such manner, | See ulso

A. SUERERFIELD (1954). ’

Sec J.B. CLRROLL (1964, p.26 ff.). -
The language user's competence underlies both production and reception.

A rather lengthy test was given.in 1963 to fifty "lower-working class® 10-year-
olds in Edinburgh, Given a sentcnce~beginning, written on the blackboard, they
had to get out their pens and "finish off the sentence in as many different ways
as you can", and quickly, This was done over a period of time, without rehearsal,

. for 35 itens, yielding for analysis 25,000 sentences. Scores were allotted

according to gremmatical variation in the responses, Overall sceres ranged

very widely, two bright cxaninees of I,Q. 76 and 107 coning out top, as their
teacher had expected, Some of the responses were ingep.ous, ahd would seem to

have reflected, in slow moticn, something of the perhaps unsuspected planning
cepecity of such pupils, It seemed too to be the case that gramatical

{esgugcefulness was bound up with situational resourcefulnrss, See J.B, PRIDE
1553), ' - ‘ ‘

There are some promising reports of work being conducted in the United States, in
for example this statement by A, INKELES (19G65): "le may eagerly aweit the

sccond wolume of The Review of Child Development, which is to give us a chapter
on 'Language Development and its Social Context!, If we are to judge from
advance reports on the studies of tlartin Deutsch and Irving Taylor at the
Inst.tute for Developmental Studies, we ray yet meet some surprises in discovering
that i* _s not the number but the use of words that distinguishcs the

underprivileged child.," Ii would sppear that a main distinction in this work is
that between "a conceptual mode of expression™ and Tthe motoric mode® (p.271, fn.7.

Gancs anelogies are popular, but are not often uscd to stress the poiqt that
rules and physical moves all serve ohe end: winning the gaune. Rules which tell
you what you can an? cannot do are not the end -~ or beginzaing - of the matter.

Compare sone possiiy more far-reaching remarks Ly D,Cewe i . "The development of
fornal thinking®™, in British Journal of Educatign&l_géxgbg}ﬁgg, 1962, on "iine
and tense" difficulties in the presentation of Nis. ..., . It in pointed out that
rost children posness & very rudipentary tipe sense, ut.’ tie periticularly

troubled by the presentation of historical ideas and <yerni  in s sequence other

than historical,

One js reninded of the views of R.A. HALL jr. (1936) - see fn,110 belowVf on the
role of pidgin languages in the teaching of arithpetic, If such itenms are
d%ffieulg to grasp it does not follow that they are best “tragglgted“ into




100, itei.e JLidln (1901) reports o valuadlc pleCt 07 SLOCK~LTMANG WOrK of this sortis
The question of asscssment arises as i’ always docs: scen not merely im terms’ |
of raink errors, dir: wecaknesses, and gross infelicities, but also - far more
profitably - in terns of verious Jegrees of eppropriatencss to many dxffercnt :
dinensions of meaning,

101, Perhaps it need not be pointed out that the nore relevant linguigtic asﬁects nced
not be purely grammatical or luxical, Compare fn,3% above,

A A et g

102, Sce also the uscful article of V..., STEWART (1965)..

103, Onc of the purposcs of the prescnt occount is to erphasise the fact that socio-
linpuistics is not wholly or cven essentially behaviouristic in ite implications,

104, Intorference in particular may on occasion be sufficicntly pronounced to justify
reference to a distinct "code-switching style" of a language, conventionally
appropricte for usc when speaking to native users of another language, On this,
sec esp. JoJ. GUIPERZ (1958),

105, M, KLOSS (19G5) aims to categorise various relationships hetween the bilingualisn
of the spcech corrmunity itself and that of individuals or individual jgroups in it,

105, Corparc for exarple the manner in which "integrative" and "instrumental”
motivation have variable relevance for native fAnerican children learning French
in fnerican high schools according to localitys see U,E. LADERT et al (1961),
ard fn,52 above, The saze ossurption of unifornity is expressed in R, BROVH
oad 11, FORD (19G1) in their study of "Address in Amcrican English": over the
whole of the United States "the unifornity rust be great" (p.234), on this sec
5.23 abeve,

107. Ii. GUTERIE (1962) sces English (as a second-language) as frequently operating in a
“"eultural void", reclatively frce from severe prescription, socially stratified to
a marked degrec, each local variety posscssing its own canons of correctness, as
comparcd with French, The different "cultural atmosphere” of the two languages
ray, he suggests, have something to do with the higher standards of achievement
in French than in English in corparable situations, ..

. m— —— —

108, For oxample, therce is the problem of the place to be accorded to pidgin languages
in the cducational curriculur, R.A. FALL jr.(1966) describes pidgins as "the
very first stege of rudinentary language léarning® (p.127), more drastically
reduced in grammatical and lexical shape (often.in terns of nurber, case, gender,
etc,) than supplemented (with for example aspect markers wvhich may trace from
"sub-stratun" languages). The general quastion of a "functional relativity of
‘languages" is again spotlighted by the case of pidgins and creoles is2e fn, 48
above), It is claimed that l'eo-liclanesian pidgin has been found adequate for ‘
Zuropeans to discuss with cach other such subjects as theology and international
law, However, the substance of HALL's descriptive statenmcnts about pidgins and !
creoles, and any familiarity at all with texts in thesz languages, does not so
easi}y bear out his ¢-*inism, Thz scntence~structures ef pidgins tend to be
relatively simple; wi.n for cxample much co~ordination: subordinating
conjunctions are rare, Now. if an item like "becausc" is rarc, then there is
bound to he that zmch less functional power attaching to the language,

Sinmilarly, if vocabulary is reduced in the scnse that the ramge of meaning of
many items tends to be very wide, then one is thereby simply reminded of the
lexical pitfalls of Dasic English, A great deal of metaphor (bearing,
incidentally, some considcrablz 1:keness to /Anglo-Saxon) of the "grass of the
head/face/mouth® veriety ‘can be poctic and arusing - owing ruch to the rough
humour of traders -~ yet fail to cover up a well-nigh crippling absence of

lexlcal refinenent, HALL considers that since, as in New Guinca, pidgins

are scnetimes essential as a lingua franca anong non-Europeans, more usc should
be made of them in the educational systerr, "It cannot be said that one language
ig intrinsically inferior or superior to another; and it is universally

| . recognised that learning should begin in the child!s mothcr tongue" (p.141).

% Bence the teaching of arithmetic in pidgin in New Guinea is preferable to using

? : English: "you have to De sure what you mean and say it clearly, in which casc

o there is nu danger of being nisunderstood, Pidgin has no big empty words or

E abstract nouns like "multiplication" or "division" which the native learner can

, usc grandiosely without knowing what they mean, Talking Neo-[lelanesian in class

forces both teacher and pupils to talk sense" (p.145).

These last corments requirc seme rejoinder, and on various levels, First,
therz is sone difference betwzon boing forced to "talk ‘sense" and being forced f¢ ‘
try to talk sense, Seccnd, one rusi not condesn & len guage (dnglxsh in ihls I

r_\_f-»--\} racaly Tsseanes ane fine e oan 4 BeadJe dagrehte theye 3e n‘cwr-r c” —\x" v
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" "J.L. DILLARD(1963),

. 57,

for the possible effectiveness of the teaching of ali subjects on’ the
curriculum at a very early age through the mediun of a second language

(see H.H, STERN, 1963, esp, references to G,E, PERREN therein; and

W.E, BULL, 1963, referred to ebove; note that STERN's is a UNESCO .
publication, post-dating UNESCO, 1953, which HALL commends on this issue,
by ten years), Third, the sense of SAPIR's compelling statement "When it
comes to linguistic form, Plato walks with the lacedonian swineherd,
Confucius with the head-hunting savage of Assan" is surely:that in the course
of tive and in very favourable circumstances d" "Little lahguage" (HALL!s
apt expression for pidgins) can become a big language* there is nothing in
its structure to prevent this happening.’ But languages are not enriched
overnigiat; nor will a pidgin become vastly more- funetional when it

becomes a creole merecly because it is now the mother tongue of a social
group, Talking sense in pidgin, onc would have thought, means talking
sense only up to a certain point in the claboration of the subject-patter
of a large nuiber of domains, particularly the scientific, At the same

_time, pidgins must possess their own special strengths, proving their ¢. .

origins in the "successive and reciprocal imitations" of particularly

urgent but restiicted needs for cormunication (sce AMERICAN ANTHROI'OLOGIST, , -
8, Ty 1964, esp. p.20 £f,, on Hawaiian pidgin Engiish). A pidgin has
been called an"ad hoc example of a lingua france" (ANTHROPOLOGICAL _
LINGUISTICS, G, 5, 1964). If education is to be effective, its medium will
have to be more than ed hoc. .

¥
~e

References pertaining to pidgins and creoless- = - T

R.A. HALL jr. (1986); .contains & very corprehenaive bibYiography,.
J.-REINECKE-(1938), .- . . .. * .o AR
R.B. LE PAGE- (1957, 1958, 1960, 1961).

4
v,
. .
s - . LN

J. RUBIN (1563), T
ANTHROPOLOGICAL LINGUISTICS 6, 5; 6, 7; .6, 8 (1964).

T HYUES (1964b); p.543-6¢ & Targe "topical bibl iography"..

-
¥

. . . . - .
« . * - - » -
' . ' R . A L ¢
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The references to generative linguis*ic theory provided in this
Appendix (nimbers’refer to footnotes in the text) are fairly liberal
because: a) gemerative linguistics works with assumptions that have.

_gnined wide acceptance and are very radically opposed. to those which '
inform nost studies of language in its broader contexts, therefore :
deserves to be seriously attended to; D) many of its most meaning~
ful contrusts ‘and concerns (rulas vs, patterns; competence vs,
performance; the nced to discover "universals"; the.study of
meaningful correspondences ariong sentcnces - etc, ~ below the level .
of mercly "surface" patterns; cvaluation from "within" the theory
or, alternatively, by refercnce to native informant response;  the
nature of M"acceptability"; eotc,) are not necessarily paculiar to
any single approach to the study of ldnguage, and may come to have
increasing rclevance (direct or indirect) for the study.of language
in context, '

6. Sce for example N, CHONSXY (1951b, p. 136=141; 1955, p.15-18, and -conpare fn.30,
P.205); J.J. KATZ and J.A, FODOR (1963, p,481-2); G.A. HILLER (1962b, p,75451.;
1964; 1965); P.il., POSTAL (1954a, p.8). On "finitc statc -languages":

N. CHONSKY (1957, p.19 ff.); G.A, MILLER ct al (1960, P.144-8). .

7. On the distinction between "corpetence" ("the speeker-hearer!s knowledge of his

language") and "performance" ("the actual us. of language in concrete situations");
and on generative grammars as theories of corpetence =~

a) on the distinction itself:~ N, CHOUSKY (1957, p.48;" 1958, P.240; 196la,
p.120, 1215 1984a, p.52-60; 1565, p.3-15); J.J. KATZ and J.A, FODOR (1963,
Pe482-3); J, LYONS (1963h; p.436 ££.); G.h. HILLER (1964, €sps p.36; 1965);
P.ll. POSTAL (19042sp.90, n,83); R.P. STOCKVELL (1963, p.44 £f.); J.P. THORNE

3 re. i <
\‘ 3

b) on the need to diseover linguistic universals ("deép underlying similarities
among languages": 1, CHOMSKY, 1965, D.35):= To the extent that .a description
of the grammar of a language rests upon linguistic universals, so it achieves
"explanatory adequacy": it has "explained" aspects of the universal Human
ability to acquire linguistic competcnces- 1IN, CHONSKY (1964a, p.61-79, esp,
P. 81-68. Compars p.51, 62 with 1965, p.30-1; and p.63 with 1965, PeS4;
1965, p.15-37).

c) on methodologies for the elicitation of competence -
N. CHOMSKY (1964b, p.35ff.: the aim should be to study comprehension rather
than production, since the input for the first can be norc controllable),
Compare G.A. MILLER (1962, p.751) on the necad to give priority to comprehension
over learning and memory. Also E, LENNEDERG on experimental evidence of
ability to comprchend speech without the ability to produce it; with whici,,
compare G.A, MILLER (1964, p.32).

d) on performance in particular:- N. CHOMSKY (1961a, p,126~7, fn.16; 1965,
pP.10-15; J. LYONS (1963&, p.33 ff.; 19535, P440=-1); G.A. MILLER (1962a;
1962b, p.750 esp.); J.P. THORNE {1964, csp. p.42).

e) on performance versus corpetence models in terms of "expiricist" versus
"rationalist":~ N, CHOMSKY (1965, P«47-59, esp. on taxonomic linguistics as
empiricist, p.52 ff.; and on "the child!s discovery of what from a formal
point of view is a deep and abstract thcory", p.55-9).

&2) On the distinction between "deep" (intuitively known) structure and "surface"

(observab)-:) structure in grammar, allowing

i)  equiwslent "surface" analyses {as given by taxonenic theories) -of sets of
sentences to be re-presented as non-equivalent “deep" analyses (compi:re
"John is casy to please™ and "John is cager to please"),

ii) given single sentences to receive pore than one("decp") grammatical analysis
("flying planes can be dangerous"),

iii) non-equivalent (or wholly dissimilar) "surface" analyses of sets of
sentences to be compared with equivalent (or near equivalent) "deep"
analgses (compars " "it's casy to Flease John" and "to pleas. Sulue lo wusyM,
etc.).

N
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: . Note that the problen is not that of simply pinning alternative
"surface" analyses onto given sentences,

Introductogx

N. CHONMSKY (1957); ch.8 (on i, ii, iii), Note fn.Z, p.§7 (which in effect,
suggests total absence of "constructional homonymity" = ii at the "deep"
level), The argunents here are presented with sone clarity,and still deserve
attention, ten years later, " =~ - ‘

N. CHOMSKY (1964a); p.52 (very.briefly); p.66-63 and 82;85 on i), iii);

E. DACH {1964); chapter 1 (on i, ii, iii).
R.B, LEES (1958a, 1958b); on i), iii) for the most part.

G.A, HILLER et al (1960); p. 153 (ii); p.151-2 (iii); p.12 ff. (cn the
relevance of transformational insights to psychology in general),

lMore advanced .
N. CHOMSKY (1958); p,237 (on ii). (This is a clear, detailed, and explicit

exposition, of i, ii, iii and other issues, but in many respects now
superseded) .

N, CHOUSKY {1961b); wup to p.180 specifically (i, ii, iii).

N. CHOMSKY (1962); ii ("I don't approve of his drinking") and iii ("John's
drirking the beer", "John drinks the beer", "the beer is <00 strong for John
to drink", "John's drinking of thc beer", etc.). &

N. CHOMSKY (1965); P.63-68, leadins to p.68~74 (in the first instance) on iii.

R, OHIANN (1964); especially p.430 ff (on iii on .the whole, with perhaps
individual "cognitive" conclusions). - . ' .

%

P. POSTAL (1964a); p.35-38, n.64, p.l11 ff. (on iii),

b) There are said to be condjtions which rust be irposed on the rules in order
that the speaker (or listener; or analyst) will not arrive at differing
analyses of given sentences (see' esp. ~ P, POSTAL, 1964, p.9-17; also
Re STOCKVELL, 1963), If the rules satisty these conditions they possess
"strong generative capacity" (see N, CHOMSKY, 19642, fn.4, p.53; 1965, p.61-2).

c) On the apparent inadequacy of taxonomic theories tq.acﬁieve strong generative
capacity:- - : ' P

. -,
” 8

,N. CHOMSKY (1957); charters S:And 8 (oﬁ the sanc areas of weakness as dealt
with by STOCKVELL, 1963, plus a treatment of ambiguity, and notes on
"concord" ~ which is a form of discontinuity). . .

N. CHOMSKY (1958); p.215-219 (on discontinuity, and its resolution by the
adoption of, in this case, an obligatory transformation: see also p.228),

N. CPONSKY (1961a); p.128 (on ceordination), p.135 (on discontinuity).

N. CHGHSKY (1961b); p.177 ff. (on ambiguity and relationships be tween
sentences).

R.B. LEES (1958b); early parts (largely on ambiguity).
R.B. LEES (1958a); p.140 ff, (on discontinuity).

P. POSTAL (1954a); p.23, 24, 73, fn.97 (on coordination); p.&7 ff., 110 -
(on discontinuity, the problem of which "provides in microcosm n picture of the
general approach of classificatory linguistics to grammatical questions");

P73 (on anaphora: see also CHOMSKY, 1964a, P.G8); 7=idon doledions» see also

POSHIL, 19342, W35 ff., fn.64, and p.l11 ff,: on relationships between

tence .
fﬁp; gﬁoéﬂﬂELL,(l963); p.34 £f (on failure to handle discontinuity, co-
~ordination, and-groammatienl »eint ionshins Aetwecn srtsnees Yehars e ot 1us. Y =




) ‘ Jeoils THUNZ (1904); on POSTAL (1954a) above (briefly), ‘ .

L3

L ]

v ¢
lote: The above reterences concera strong generative capacity only, It is said, -
however, that (mathematically speaking) taxonomic grumwar will not even

achieve weak generative capacity: that is, will not.aliow the speaker (or

hearer, or granmarian) to generate (as opposed to anolysz) all poseible
gramatical sentences in "naturalvlanguages".

9. Evaluation tak»s two forms: internal and external, Internally “on
grounds of its relation to a linguistic theory that constiitutes an explana-
tory hypothesis about the for of language as such", and externally "on
grounds of correspondence to linguistic fact" (CHCLSKY, 1965, p.27). It is
related in any case either to "strong" or to "weak" generative capacity, or
to both, and is a matter of "grammaticality",

"Grammaticality" is not equivalent either tc "acceptability" or to
"normality® (scc CHOMSKY, 1957, p.l3 ff, in the first nlace),

External justification of grammars

This is achieved uore readily in respect of weak generative capacity,
but even here little advance has been made: there is not much in the
transformational literature which is simply "out-dated",

M, CHOMSKY (1957); p.l3 ff, chapter 9 (o the nature of the “intuit.on"
to which the linguist can rightly appeal: viz, intuition cor.cerning
"linguistic fornm" or “grammaticality" rather than "acceptability" or
"normality®), - ' '

N, CHOMSKY (196la); fr, 25, p.129.

M. CHOMSKY (1961b); the whole oarticle, Note thc treatment of the use of
objeci.ive tests for the eclicitation of judgments of grarmaticality (viz.
inherently less important than “introspective judgments": see especially {
fn,18), ‘"Degrees of gramaticalness" (but sce also CLOLISKY, 1965,
throughout, and p,75-79 in the first place),

No CHOMSXY (1904a); p.79 ff (on introspective judgment and operational tests).
N, CHOMSKY (1965); p.3-27, including fn.l especially,

K. HOIJER (1957); not part of transformational literature, but deals with

. the historicel developmert of appeals to introspective judgment, and types
of judgment (sece also CLOINSKY, 1957, chapter 9, and IZACLAY and SLEATOR, 1940},
Note remarks of E.M, UHLENBECK, 1957, on the nzed for (experimental)
psychological handling of thc problan, '

R.B. LEES (1964); p.96 ff., Two issues: "how to elicit "judgments" of
grammaticality from the infant; evaluetion is not at all a matter of
"which grammar converges on the data fester",

S. LEVIN (1952); note the concluding discussion, centred on the problen of
the significance of introspective judgments.

Jo LYONS (1963a); p.20 ff (cspecially on the "linits of grammatical descrip-
tion"; cf, CHOMSKY, 1961b, fn.32, p.190, and S, LEVIN, 1962),

J. LYONS (1963b)P.439 ff.
H, NACLAY and [1,D, SLEATOR (1960); on the independence of the three types of
Judgeent (see CHOMSXY, 1957) in weak generative terms, [Experimental

evidence (which gives only relative nmeasures, however), °

J.P. THORNE (19¢4); p.34 ff.

10, . Internal justification of grammars

This is said to rulate to e mich deeper and hence much more. rarcly
attainable lovel (that of =xplanatory adequacy)" - CHOUSKY (1965), p.27.

ERIC o CHOCSKY (1975); p.27-47 (note espociclly ths view that "simplicir ! og

rrore——e
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an evaluative criterion has been much misggggystépg: p.37 ff),

M. CHOMSKY (1964a); p.6l1 ff,

H, HALLE (1962, 1964).
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APPAIDIX 2

There are 132 utterance~initiating expressions and expressions in the list
at the foof of this Appendix. Even lecaving aside the question of their phonological
nmanner of delivery, it is clearly easy to add more, not merely by drawing on
recursive potentialities, looking a: the matter from the contextual end, one
recognises demains, role rxlationships, etc. which altract markedly conventional
= even rigidly stercotyped - usage, alonzside those wkich appear on the face of
thin;s to defy systematie linzuistic enalysis, The neture of this kind of data
nacessitotes multi-dinensional analysis in any case, in order to he meaningfuls
grammatical, lexical, phonologicel, and contextual (or "semantic") tercs,
liethodological expediency, however, if nothi..g clse, will dictate choice of
&) a genzral direction of enalysis (say fron & "given" or pre ~ selected contextual
base towards formal linguistic correlates, or vice-versa), along with b) a
predoninantly inductive or deductive approach, and - ¢) relatively "closed" sets of
variables (items, categories, ztc.) to De correlated with relatively "open" sets
(see Section 5), For example, one might envisage as cne phase of investigation a
particular context (young fenale teacher taking o class of ll-year-old grammar school
girls for an art lesson in a particular socio-regional setting, etc,) as the "fixed"
starting-point, Notation i: made of as Dany stretches of text as by introspection
(with or without observation or recording) ome tentatively ideniifies as erbodying
the expression of some given speech function (say "commands", "requests", etc, )
iIn addition, and to a greater or lesser extent in accordance with pre-~deternined
categorivs (i,e, more, or less, deductively), one annotates each such instance in
terms of as many further-refined cuntextual variants as seem relevant, At this
point one night wish to proceed in terms ofa’cube of data" (C. 0SGOOD, 1953):
setting stretches of text against contextual variants ageinst formal linguistic
constituents; and slicing the cube in any of the three possible directions, so
as to arrive at a serics of two-dimensional representations, For example,
slicing the cube in one dircgtion will show stretches of text against formal~
linguistic eonstituents, for each contextual variant’in turn,

Let us suppose however that we wish to arrive at a statement of constituent~
context correlations which cut across eeach particular stretch of text, It would
be necessary therefore o plot given contextuval veriants against overt formal
constituents relevent (or apparently relecvont) to these - the product that is to
say of largely inductive and socio~linguistic rather than possibly more deductive
and purcly formal analysis, Correlations shculd be sought among contextual varients
(cre there any restrictions on contextual co-occurrencea severe enough to invite
the use of the term "incompatible"? ~ see reference to U, WIEINREICH, 1503, in
Section 4, end immediately below), and among fornal constituents; .but of course
the interesting and aimed-for corrclations are those which link (correclations of)
contextual varients with (correlatiops of) formal constituents, The formeal
realisation of a given contextual meening will vary according to what other
contextual meanings are also present, and whether and how these are formally.
realised. One conveys suggestions to one's seniors, juniors, intimate friends, etc,
in quite different ways, Conversely, the same formal constituent will mean very

different things according to the presence or absence of other formal-contextual
components = . e o

\ﬁo yoquind doing the washingbgﬁ?
You'hon'glmind dping the washing-up, do‘yogt w

In these instances, one seemns to detect the same tone-group; bdut in the second
the use of the negative plus tag ending virtually disallows the inierpretetion that
night normally be placed on the first, i.e, impat ience, sarcasm, "why isnit it
done already?"; familiarity with seni- ity or equality of status, etc,.(seec.note
at foot of Appendix), "

‘ : I

The extent to which onalysis should be confined to the establishment of
correlations is however a very Lasic question, In order to escape a wholly
behaviouristi® gerspective it scems necessary to teke account o y the fact that
although contzztual variants may add up to finite lists, they gan nevertheless
combine into infinitely veried scts, This much has been implied xn\g:ctions 2,2,

4, and elsevhere, Hence a picture of correlations (even cutting across individual
stretches of text) such as the following rust necessarily be largely non-generative -
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co~occurrances of contextual variants, correlating:.
with one particular constituent,

— this contextual variant correlates with this
constituent when one other particular contextual
veriant "is prescnt,

Transﬁornative-generativq_theory requires both grammatical (and semantic) categories
and their nmonner of combination to be describable in.finite terms even though
sentences generated thereby are infinite in variety, Some kind of (no doubt very
loosely) analogous approach to speech functions woald seen likewise to require
contextual veriants not only to be finite in nuiber but also to co-occur in a finite
nuder of ways.e That is tno say, there must be contextual incompatibilities so
nuerous as to allow the finite description-of contextual compatibilities; but in
such & wey as to allow for seenin;ly strange functional assortments to present
thenselves across very short stretches of text ( "queslion" and "command", "approval®
and "disapproval™, etc. -...8ee Scction 4). One.needs to know what happens to formal
censtituents which correlate with indivicdual contextual variants when those contextual
veriants co-occur, Information of the sort indicated in the chert above would forn
an indigpensable point of Ayendurs forthis subsequent stage, _

Referrﬁng briefly to the two utterances . '
\Do’you nind doing the wamhing-up? cos
'\Coulq,I ask you to do the washing-up? _ ‘ ’

the kind of data requiring analysis could very roughly be indicated thus:-"
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Formal constituents Contextual variants Co-uecurrences

\ . Contextual Forpal i .
Tone group A M T | - - v
tetce?) \ o . .
"Impat ience" : ‘ -

(etee?)

Do you mind ~ing ;
(etco?)

‘a:

NIL?

|
!
4
¥

Tone group: A
(etc.?) :

" ' MCourtesy" -

o (et/c?)

Could I ask you to.

- Tone g;‘oub A
. 1 Do you mind..'s

(etc.?)
) - ,
] .
| Tone grooup A ,
| Could I aske,e :
" (Do you nind if I p=k you toees
v * " Would you mind if I askedeeo
. Would: ¥ou.mind =ing, .. _
: . ~etc,, by fusions of the two
‘e given forns and/or of others; one
Tone group seeks rules to generate as meny of
(etc.?) these as possible, i,e, without having

recourse to entering more than a very
few under the "Formal Constituents"

LKV »
Address to column itself),

senior/equal”
(etce?)

Do you nind =-ing

Could I ask you to,
(etCO?)

)

}

!

] \

v -

SOUE UTTERANCE~INITIATING EXPRESSIONS

%

Would you .o? Would you kindly +s? Would you mind ,.ing .,? Do you mind ..
ing oo 7 Lind you oo « You wouldn't mind .. ing .., would you? Would you please .7
Would you perheps +,? ‘ould you care to .7 Would you like to .o? iould you be
prepared to .7 ‘ould you agree to ,.? ilould you be knd enough to .7 ould
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you be geod enough to ..? Would you be so kind as to ..? Could you ..?

Could you please ,.,? Could you possibly ..? Could you perhaps ..? ¥ill V

you ,4? Will you keep quiet! Will you please ,.? Just you .. iay/micht I-

trouble you to .o? You go and eesvveesse ‘Go:and oo &  How ebout ..ing, . De a .

good chep eand .o « Do I teke it that yow wouldn't mind .o o Why Not s 2 .

Why don't you ,¢7 Do come and ,, . Let's ., . What do you say to our ..1n5,.?
What I want to do is .. « Don't you think we'd better .«? I'm inclined to.". -
think that you .. « There's a lot to be said for ., . Are you going somdwheret

If you could get me some string eeee « The successful athlete always irains
regularly. The ball should he thrown quickly, No .. ihig «o » If you. don't

watch out, you'll ... . Tea, please, Silence pleased Scxssopp. .I'1d like you

to 4¢ o I'ld like ..ed (please). I'ld be pleased if you wo*“ld/could ve o I'1d

be #ust) grateful if you Would/could .. . I'ld be fost)obliged if you would/could

ee o Would you oblige me by ., ing ..? I went you to oo o .I went ..ed’ (please),

I wonder if you would/could (perhaps; possibly) el I wonder if you would like to ..?
I wonder if you would care to ,,? Kindly .., . éhut the dobr. Xeep off tbe grass%
Please shut the door, Shut the door, would youl. Shut the ‘door please, You ought |
to us o« You've got to .« » You might (perhaps)’es-. You can .. « You could . o
You can't ., + Perhaps you might .. « You couldn't’ ee 7 Couldn'i you ,.? ‘You'ld
better .« « Can't you ,,? 'Wouldn't you ,.? Perhaps you'ld better +,.. Hadn't .:.
you better ..? Do you think you could ..? Do you think it would be advisablc to ,
«e? It would be (mich) eppreciated if you (would/coyld) .. . I would be (greatly)-
relieved if you (would/eould) .. o I'1d love oo Icwouldn't nind ,o o Shall

1 .e? I think you'ld better .+ » I think it would‘be a good thing if you . .«

I think what you®ld better do is t0ee o« I suppose. what you'ld better do is't0... .
Th. best thing is (for you) to .. . You!ld be well advised'tc ., o+ I-would . .
advise you to .. . Come on! For heaven's sake ¢4¢s G0 on! I dare YOU:Ge o

I would like to invite you to.. . lay I invite you to ..? ‘Hight/could I ask

you to ..? I'ld like to ask you if you would .s/s Would you mind' if I asked

you whether you would ,.?7 I would suggest that'you se I would stiggest .. ing oo o
Might I suggest that you ., . ‘1 suggest we«.. ‘s Could I persuade you to ,.7 I

beg you to .o « I would request that you o ey I request you to 4?7 I demond |
that you .. . I command you to .» + I order you to .,". I must instruct you to'yie !
I feel I ought to encourage you to .o o Could I tempt you to .o 2 I’ requzre you ,

to oo o You are requested/required to .. . Remember to .. . Don't forget to .. .
Don't fail to .. + If you come at 12 o'clock you'Id be able to ¢¢ » All mexbers |
of the course will ,.,/are urged to +es/are expected,%o ces/are requxred\tp ves/
should .../are to .ee/e. It is (not) edviseble (not)\ﬁp ees You are (not):.advised
/recommended (not) to ... =ing is not adv: sed/%ecommen&ed. It is urged upgn all .
members that oo o That'll do. That's enough of that.! .Can I ask you to suggest s
an alternat;ve dqte? Would February be all right?‘ Now‘now. Y

-Responses tg theae can of course also be lis€Ed aAs\relatedL. .

y -
. « Y M - i
\'.. l' . . —" L P . \ -
- x - . . ,*
or .- - . - ~ A o ‘ .
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