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PREFACE

This monograph was originally put together as the
basis for talks given at the 1971 Linguistic Society
of America Summer Institute at the State University

of New York, Buffalo. Many revisions and additions
have altered the form in which it was first circulated
among colleagues. It may avert misunderstanding if I
here distinguish the role of the historian of ideas
from that of the advocate of ideas. Both ought to
credit the sources of ideas which have been advocated
in such a manner as to have been influential. The
historian has two additional tasks which do not seem
to me to belong to the job of the advocate of ideas.

He needs to record items that went unnoticed and lacked
influence, especially if later they should have turned
out to have been significant for the present. And the
historian also needs to ascertain what a scholar (such
as Saussure) really intended to convey. The advocate
of ideas, on the other hand, may limit his attention

to the effects which in actual fact eventuated out of a
man's teachings, whether through infelicitous changes
of mind or through distortions caused by his editors.
This present study definitely belongs to the advocate
of ideas category and not to the historical one. It is
the writer's hope, not that the principles and other
proposals included in this writing will necessarily
prove correct; rather that they will show the feasi-
bility of dynamic grammars and stir up discussions
which -~ whether they prove these proposals right or
wrong -- will advance our discipline on the road toward
a more realistic and adequate linguistic theory.

In preparing this volume, the writer has had the
aid of both colleagues and students. The interest and
help of William Labov is gratefully acknowledged, al-
though nothing in the following pages should necessarily
(?e assumed to be in agreement with his present views,
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vi PREFACE

given the differences in emphasis between us. A gen~
eral acknowledgement here, and the references in the
text itself, will have to suffice for those other col-
leagues and students who have 'made me aware of errors
and weaknesses in my positions. A detailed listing,
if at all possible, would be too long and too prone to
invidious, if accidental, omissions. But the writer's
students have been a constant help in exposing flaws
in his attempts to arrive at working models for formu-
lating polylectal grammar, and have also helped in
providing illustrative analyses for the following pages.
Thanks are due Allene Guss Grognet who edited this
volume and Freda Ahearn who typed the manuscript for
publication. Finally, grateful acknowledgement is made
to the National Science Foundation for funds givan to
the School of Languages and Linguistics, Georgetown
University, for its Sociolinguistics Program. which in
turn made time for revising this work possible.

c.-J.N.B.
Washing*on, D.C.
June 1973
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1 PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS

1.0 Introduction. During the past few years, lin-
guists working in different branches of the dis-

cipline have increasingly shown discontent with the
framework of axioms for descriptive work which have
been widely accepted for almost half a century. Their
frustrations have led to attempts to escape from the
procrustean framework of idealized oppositions by de-
vising models that handle variation and continuums in
linguistic data, whether semantic or phonological.

While it would carry the present writing far beyond

its necessary limits to fully document such develop-
ments,! a proper perspective for following the remainder
of this book does seem to require mentioning in summary
fashion the main lines of these developments. First in
time has been the work of those variationists or lec-
tologists, mostly with backgrounds in historical lin-
guistics or creole studies, whose work so far has mostly
concentrated on the social variation of language in
speech communities. Then there are the massive re-
searches of the generative semanticists, whose investi-
gations have led them to an awareness of the role of
communicative competence in the use of language and to

a new understanding of fuzziness in semantic continuums
which goes we.l beyond previous assumptions. At least
two schools of natural phonology, as well as the gener-
ative semanticists, have been increasingly taking notice
of implicational patterns, already familiar in récent
years to variationists.

Clear convergences among these groups, whose mem-
bers have often overlapped, has been taking place on
several fronts. The theoretical importance of fine

/ (low-level) variation in empirical data is rapidly be-
ing acknowledged by the parties just mentioned. Con-
tinuums are replacing discrete breaks in implicational
series or squishes, fuzziness in logic, etc. The role

Q




VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

of force (intention or attitude) and presupposition

is now apparent in both phonology and syntax. Dis-
course analysis is replacing sentence analysis. The
use of language in its social contexts is now recog-
nized to have imporimt effects on the grammar. This
is beginning to change old beliefs about idiolects

and dialects. The role >f time in 'synchronic' lan-
guage patterning is gaining some recognition, although
this has hardly begun, or at least not gone very far,
in various quarters. These developments are.having
far-reaching effects on historical linguistics (cf.
Bailey 1973a) and on transcriptional phonetics

(cf. Bailey MS). And even those who espouse the
assumptions of the old framework have begun to question
previously accepted views (e.g. those concerning rule
ordering and prosodic analysis) and are taking increas-
ing interest in formerly disdained topics (e.g. syl-
lable-sensitive phonological markings).

The contrxibution to the new developments embodied
in the present treatment of variation in English pho-
nology will consist of a discussion of the problems
inherent in widely held Saussurian doctrines and the
developing and illustrating of dynamic models for des=~
cribing the patterning of variation within a framework
that is not purely synchronic, but which includes a
temporal dimension,?

1.1 The homogeneity paradox. At the beginning of the
second decade of this century, Ferdinand de Saussure
(1962:30 = 1959:14) proposed a distinction that was
destined to have ominous consequences.

In separating langue from parole, we
simultaneously separate: (1) what is social
from what is individual; (2) what is essen-
tial from what is accessory and more or
less accidental. '~

Saussure often spoke of parole as equivalent to indi-
vidual exécution, or production., For him, the object
of linguistic study was langue, which he likened to the
score of a symphony, not parole, which he likened to
the performance of that symphony by an orchestra--with
all its unintended mistakes. It is clear that the dis-
G*inction between langue and parole entails a concentra-
E[{l(}on on the essential and a disregard for what is

Toxt Provided by ERC 9




PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS

conceived to be accidental.® While linguists could
hardly demur to such sentiments,* there are serious
disagreements among them over where the line is to be
drawn between langue and parole, or rather between
what is viewed as essential and what is viewed as
accidental.

Saussure (1962:37 = 1959:18) himself was clear
that the study of parole belongs to "an ensemble of
disciplines whose place in linguistics is due only to
their relation to langue":

The study of language therefore com-
prises two divisions: the essential one has
as its object langue, which is social in its
essence and independent of the individual;
this study is purely psychological; the other,
secondary [study] has as its object the indi-
vidual aspect of language, that is, parole,
including phonation; it is psychophysical.

He goes on to add that his definition of langue "sup-

poses our setting aside all that is foreign to its

organism, its system, in a word, everything that is

referred to by the term 'external linguistics'"

(1962:40 = 1949:2C). He allows that external linguis-

tiecs includes many important things, especially lin-

guistic matters that have to do with ethnology. He

also mentions issues that today might be referred to

under the heading of the sociolog, of language. And

then he lists everything that has to do with "the

geographical extension of languages and dialectal

splitting" (1962:41 = 1959:21); in short, what has

traditionally been called dialectology. While con-~

ceding the merits of the study of "external linguistic

phenomena" (1962:42 = 1959:22), Saussure firmly denies

the validity of the view that the internal linguistic |

organism cannot be known without sturdying such external

phenomeni,. |

It is easy to discern the contradicti:n between

this point of view and Saussure's social view of lanque

quoted earlier, His acceptance of the view that lin-

guistics should pursue the study of transpersonal phe-

nomena (those which are "independent of the individual")

does not harmonize with his refusal (see §1.2) to grant

@ the legitimacy of studying transpersonal patterns in

[ERJ!:vhich a time factor intervenes, e.g. the varieties of a
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YARIATION 2ND LINGUISTIC THEORY

language spoken by father and grandson in the same
household. As will be seen in the next section,
Saussure makes a radical distinction between the
diachronic and the svnchronic. His four-way split-
ting up of descriptive, historical, dialectological,
and ethnographic linguistics has been accepted with
few demyrrers (most notably by Roman Jakobson). This
has resulted in a degree of theoretical isolation
among the workers in 2ach sub-discipline from the ad-
vances in the others. The fission of linguistics into
so many different methods and theoretical outlooks for
the respective pursuits has been deleterious to the
entire discipline and has been acutely felt by the few
linguists who have pursuegginvestigations in several
of the sub-disciplines. is has been exacerbated by
specializations within a given sub-discipline, e.g.
phonology or syntax.

One who took seriously Saussure's social char-
acterization of lanque, or at leas*: of language, was
Edward Sapir. After comments full of insight on the
differences between individual and communal variation
in English (1921:157), he went on to speak (158) of
“something like an ideal linguistic entity dominating
the speech habits of the members of each group". But
such a sentiment, more or less isolated in America,
was not destined to have the influence that Leonard
Bloomfield's point of vicw was to wield. Despite a
cautious attitude toward %the variation which he recog-
nized to be omnipresent even in individuals' speech,
Bloomfield's understanding of science induced him
‘provisionally' to abstract from the 'inessential dif=-
ferences' between the speech of Midwesterners and
Englishmen or Southerners (1933:45). This being so,
why then did he not attempt a descriptive formulation
of English as a whole, rather than simply of one kind
of Chicago English? The answer to this quesiion leads
us to a slightly broader survey of the development “of
contemporaily linguistic theory.

For the past half century, the linguists that have
had the most influence on the discipline have regarded
it as feasible and worthwhile to limit their attention
to invariant samples of language. Although the liinita-
tions of linguistic theory in their day can account fcr
snme of this attitude, there have been those who, so
far from fearing that this procedure would vitiate their

Q
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PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS 5

work, have insisted that it will lead to an adequate
theory of human language. At .ssue 1S the extent to
which a linguistic description should abstract from
variation in a language beyond the level of systematic
phonetics, a level of abstraction excluding the random
deviaticns which may be called performance variations.

It is something of a paradox that the greatest
degree of abstracting away from data variation has been
advocated by the empiricists. Linguistic thought in
the thirties and forties in the United States was dom-
inated by a positivist philosophy of science ard be-
haviorist mathodology. The empiricist-positivist oxi-
entation (derived from medizval nominalism through
Romanticism) stressed the reality of the individual
datum and was loath to admit the reality of abstract
relations among data. This outlook generally brings
in its train cautions against reifying 'natures'.
Bloomfield's way of having his orientational cake and
eating it too was to attend to a particular set oi
homogeneous data as a means of abstracting away from
the variation that he admitted to be inherent in all
linguistic data.®

His thought was developed by his followers in such
a way as to insist on abstracting not only from inter-
personal differences, but even from the stylistic dif-
ferences of a single speaker-hearer. Abstracting from
variation (and I omit discussion of the fallacy dis-
cussed by Postal (1968:12~18) ) was carried to such
lengths by Bloomfield's followers that no patterned
variation was taken to be relevant to grammars except
the distribution in mutually exclusive (complementary)
surficial environments of phones and morphs in a single
style of a given speaker. The classic example of this
doctrine is the following passage from Bernard Bloch
(1948:7-8) :

Definition. The totality of the possible
utterances of one speaker at one time in using
a language to interact with one other speaker
is an idiolect... As for the words 'at one
time',...they are included in the definition
only because we must provide for the fact that
a speaker's manner of speaking changes during
his lifetime. The phrase 'with one other
speaker' is intended to exclude the possibility

RIC C48




6 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

that an idiolect right embrace more than
one stvle of speaking....

Definition. The process of dis-
covering [sic] different auditory fractions
of an idiolect and their different arrange-
ments is phonological analysis.

Definition. A class of idiolects with
the same phonological system is a dialect.

Recent researches, however, have undermined the
utility of the concept of an idiolect. 1In Labov's
(1966:6-7) wordss

~ It is generally considered that the

most consistent and coherent system is that
of an idiolect... According to this view, as
we consider the speech of [any] individual
over longer periods, or the combined dialects
of a neighborhood, a town, or a region, the
system becomes progressively more inconsis-
tent....

The present study adopts an entirely
opposite view...in New York City, most idio-
lects do not form a simple, coherent systems:
on the contrary, they are studded with oscil~
lations and contradictions....

Traditional dialect studies have shown
that isolation leads to linguistic diversity,
while the mixing of populations leads to
linguistic uniformity. Yet in the present
study of a single speech community, we will
see a new and different situation: groups
living in close contact are participating
in rapid linguistic changes which lead to
increased diversity, rather than uniformity.

Our understanding of this apparent
paradox stems from the recognition that the
most coherent linguistic system is that which
includes the...speech community as a whole.

(Cf. also Labhov 1972b:109.)

While there have been scholars working in the
same general framework as Bloomfield and Sloch, e.qg.
Gleason (1961:392), who have conceded the worth of

@ ~hat Saussure called secondary studies of external

IToxt Provided by ERI




PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS 7

linguistic phenomena, the lack of an impressive pro-
ject in this direction argues for the limitations.of
their orientation. Less than twenty years ago Hockett
(1955:14) was once willing to relegate semantics and
phonetics, the two poles which grammars are supposed
to link, to the subsidiary roles of "peripheral sub-
systems" .®

The positivist rejection of universals and the
empiricist rejection of abstract explanations in the
pre-transformational orientation are uncompromisingly
stated by Joos (1966:96).

...in the long run [Praguean] ideas
were not found to add up to an adequate
me thodology [sic]. Trubetzkoy phonology
tried to explain everything from articu-
latory acoustics [sic] and a minimum set
of phonological laws taken as essentially
valid for all languages alike, flatly
contradicting the American (Boas) tra-
dition that languages could differ from
each other without limit and in unpre-

. dictable ways, and offering too much of

a phonological explanation where a sober
taxonomy would serve as well.

Children want explanations, and there
is a child in each of us; descriptivism
makes a virtue of not pampering that child.

The advent of Noam Chomsky signaled a swing of the
pendulum to the opposite extreme of idealism or ration=-
alism, a climate favorable to universals an¢ unfavor-
able to unpredictability. Chomsky not only countered
the positivist position with a seeking for universals,
which had already been mooted by Roman Jakobson and
Joseph Greenberg, but also checked taxonomy with an
insistence on explanation. He countered behaviorism
with mentalism, and empiricism with abstract underlying
representations. And a newer, conceptualist orientation
is now accepting naturalness as thz basis of both ex-
planation and prediction.”

Following Jakobson, Chomsky and Morris Halle pro-
moted a broadening of the restrictions on the analysis
of variation which went at least one degree beyond mere

@ phonic and morphic complementarity. For they made

- 14




8 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

morphophonic relationships the underlying representa-
tions of phonological analysis, paralleling abstract
representations in syntactic analysis. But those in
the transformational school were not willing to endorse
further broadening to provide abstract underlying repre-
sentations for transtylistic and transpersonal variants
in whole language systems. This was so even though it
is part of speakers' knowledge of their language to use
different styles and part of hearers' knowledge to com-
municate with speakers employing different variants of
the language system from their own. Although for op-
posite reasons, Chomsky endorsed the Blochian view of
interstylistic and interpersonal variation. His
strongly Saussurian attitude is clear in this state-
ment by him of the doctrine of homogereity (1965:3-4):
{
Linguistic theory is concerned pri-
marily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a
completely homogeneous speech-community, who
knows its language perfectly and is unaf-
fected by such grammatically irrelevant con-
ditions as [performance variations]. . This
seems to me to have been the position of the
founders of modern general linguistics, and
no cogent reason for modifying it has been
of fered.

Whatever mental property enables children to interna-
lize grammars can be just as adeguately and more easily
discovered from homogeneous data as it can from complex
heterogeneous data. What language-users know about the
function of their language, including their ability
competently to communicate with speakers having differ-
ent grammars, is to be investigated in secondary studies
of performance, Formal grammatical competence is in=-
adeguate to account for anything but the imaginary
desert-island situation.®
While the simplifying idealization advocated by
Chomsky has probably been a necessary step in the
development toward an adequate theory of language,
sociolinguists, variationists, and denerative seman-
ticists maintain that even formal grammatical competence
has to include the functional knowledge of how to com~-
municate. Their Platonic abstraction of idealized es-
@ nces fron the fluctuation of phenomena has not

ERIC 15
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PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS 9

prevented Chomsky and Halle (1968:49,54) frcm be-
lieving that different varieties of a language have
many ‘'early' rules in common. The idealistic ori-
entation thus permits a degree of abstraction which
paradoxically embraces more empirical variants than
what linguists of the empiricist persuasion allow.

The interests of some linguists who appear to
subscribe to the homogeneity doctrine have led them
to a concern with how understanding occurs among dif-
ferent varieties of a language. The early attempt of
Klima 1964 discussed rules and different orderings of
rules for converting one grammar to another. Such
grammars could represent different styles of a single
speaker. Rules like Klima's, variously known as
extension, 1linking, shifting, and conversion rules,
have been defended in Butters 1971, where they are
accorded status in competence, and in Agard 1971.
Troike's (1969) generative diaphonemic rules are not
thought of as part of language-users' competence.

In a study of Black Vernacular English (hereafter
BVE), Loflin 1971 (the relevant paragraph is absent
in earlier versions of this writing) proposed that
language varieties with similar deep structures are
related by means of low-level rules belonging to a
special 'component'. Houston (1970:11) speaks in
favor of contingency rules, which belong to syste-
matic performance, "are quantificational in the
sense that they are marked for general probability
of occurrence in a particular way", and convert a
"basic competence" into "dialect forms, into regis-
tral forms, and into the regular patterns of idio-
lect...."

The issue that has been the concern of these
writers and the variationists revolves around the
inevitable differences among even speakers of the
same 'dialect'.® The Chomskian teaching that that
universal mental property, the faculté de langage,
can be sufficiently discovered with restricted and
invariant data is the basis for obviating the other-
wise contradictory character of these two observa-
tions: (1) the non-universal character of an idiolect
within a language system; (2) the futility and unre-
warding nature of investigating all the idiolects of
a2 language. Elliott, Legum, and Thompson (1969:52)
ave justly scored the attitude towards data

- 10
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10 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

differences that has prevailed, which they have summed
up in the words, "“You describe your dialect, I'll des-
cribe mine." This procedure has not prevented such
linguists from basing universal conclusions on data
that are not even universal for the population of a
single classroom. Finally, it falls something short
of professionalism to refer to isolated differences as
'dialectal’, in view of the traditional notion of dia-

lects as mutually intelligible varieties of a language

separated by bundles of covarying phenomena, even if
this notion is hardly a useful or serviceable one.

It will be worth reflecting that, if an inter-
personal dialect is as simple an abstraction as this
procedure and Bloch's previously mentioned definition
imply, it poses fewer analytical problems than an
internalized interstylistic grammar that generates all
the (competence) variants in an individual language-
user's language. There are amply attested languages
in which allegro-tempo neutralizations result in fewer
vowels or consonants in rapid tempos and informal
styles than in slower tempos and formal stylesi® 1In
actual fact, interstylistic and interpersonal differ-
ences are guite comparable in terms of writing gram-
mars that generate both, as linguists must do if they
are to account for language-users' knowledge of their
language. Labov 1966 and much subsequent work have
provided evidence that some class differences among
different speakers covary with and are equivalent to
style differences in the usage of the members of a
single class. This being so, Loflin's suggestion al-
ready referred to would require a special 'component’
for shifting from the grammar used in one style to
that used in another.

It should also be clear that the same difficulties
are posed by abstracting from idiolects!! to dialects
as by abstracting from dialects to languages; So why
not formulate grammars of entire languages that gener-
ate all their subvarieties and be more comprehensive?la

This rather obvious point was made more than
eighty—give years ago by Hugo Schuchardt (1971:M-14),
who happens to have been a creolist as well as dia-
lectologist: "...therefore everything which is valid
of the relationship between dialects of any level has
to be valid also of that between idiolects...." Schu-
chardt was clear that every form of speech is a tran-
and he knew that the closer you

1%
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PROBLEMS WITH OLD ASSUMPTIONS 11

get to the individual, the more you will £ind devi-
ations from the regularity of the uverall system.
Both points have been amply confirmed in recent re-
search.

If one has read the writings of the pioneers of
Romance dialect geography or taken a look, for example,
at the data of the North of England (cf. Kolb 1966 and
see Fig. 10, pg. 87, or if one has considered the fail-
ure of structuralist attempts to make the term dialect
meaningful, one will have difficulty accepting the tra-
ditiorial characterization of a dialect, as set forth
above. Isoglosses do not usually bundle in a neat man-
ner without a great deal of fudging, including the
ignoring of overlaps at the boundaries of phenomena
which are mostly located in different parts of the map;
everyone speaks transitional dialects (cf. Weinreich et
al., 184), to use traditional terminology without imply-
ing the existence of varieties of language which are
not transitional in the sense being considered. Lin-
guistically adjacent varieties of a language are fre-
guently dispersed in spatial mappings, which detracts
from the utility of such maps for formulating grammars
of entire languages. If cross-hatchings of class, =ex,
age, and other social differences are superimposed on
maps of regional variation (for some given combination
of social parameters), the traditional notion of dia-
lect becomes hopelessly inadequate and at war with
reality!® And the criterion of mutual intelligibility,
long known to be of little use, loses all pretenses to
vslidity if (Bailey 1972) speakers of marked phenomena
are able to understand speakers of unmarked phenomena
with greater readiness than conversely. An alterna-
tive to dialects will be proposed later in §2.1.

In what follows, the terms lect and isolect will
be employed in place of dialect. Lect is a completely
non-commital term for any bundling together of linguis-
tic phenomenal!® Isolects are varieties of a language
that differ only in a minimal way, say by the presence
or weighting (see §3.1) of a single feature in a rule,
or by a minimal difference in rule ordering. A single |
isogloss stands between two isolects of a language. |

In view of what has been said, it should be clear
that tihe time has come to abandon the previously ortho-
dox view that language-users have competence only in
their own ‘'dialect'. The view stated several years ago

[:R\!: by Becker (1968:7) was:
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Whenever a rule is found in more
than one dialect, it must be remembered
that its presence is motivated entirely
by the requirements placed on the form of
a generative phonology and the data of the
dialect in guestion. No attempt has been
made to set up common underlying forms for
the three dialects. The independence of
the three phonologies presented here cannot
be over-—emphasized, for without it this
[writing] could be construed to be not a
synchronic phonological study, but rather
a kind of exercise in the application of
the comparative method of historical lin-
guistics to some closely related German
dialects.

The object of the following sectinns is precisely
to demonstrate that the dichotomy between the dia-
chronic and synchronic approaches just suggested is a
misguided onie, and that children do indeed possess the
reconstructive and comparative methcds of internalizing
what they know of their language and its variations--
knowledge that extends beyond their own 'idiolects'.
While I am not contending that diachronic and synchronic

studies are the same thing, I am contending, and have

given reasons (in Bailey 1972) for believing, that

their essential methods are the same. We need no longer
feel guilty, as Bloomfield may have when he realized
that his avowedly descriptive analysis of Menomini
{1939(1964) :106] looked like a historical analysis.

As the Saussurian point of view won acceptance,
fewer dissentient voices were raised, and the Saussurian
paradox prevailed. Labov (1972b:105) expresses this
paradox as f£dllows:

The social aspect [langue] of language
can be studied through the intuitions of any
one individual, while the individual aspect
[parole] can be studied-only by sampling
the behavior of an entire population.

But perhaps a discerning reader will suppose that
the writer has fallen into a paradox of his own. On
he one hand, I have maintained that the structuralists

IToxt Provided by ERI
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and transformationalists, in their insistence on the
homogeneiity of their descriptions, have abstracted

tco far away from the data; on the other hand, I have
implied that grammars ought to abstract beyond the
idiolectal level to a much higher and more abstract
transpersonal level. The apparent paradox evaporates
when it is seen that my position is one in which it is
maintained “hat, whatever the level of abstraction
represented by a grammar may be, it should contain
underlying representations and rules which will gener-
ate all the systematic variation in the data at the
systematic phonetic level of every lect abstracted
from. Thus the abstract and empirical issues are re-
solved without slighting either.

1.2 The temporal paradox. One of Saussure's most
memorable statements asserted that it is the "time
factor" that causes linguistic differentiation
(Saussure 1962:271 = 1959:198). Continuing, he says:
"Geographical diversity ought to be thought of as
temporal diversity." One could go further and say
that diversity in social space ought to be thought of
as a function of the time factor. Social space is
divided by the barriers of space, age, seX, and
classes (whether based on birth, occupation, economic
status, educational attainment, ethnic or religious
background, future aspiration, etc.) and whatever
social factors determine different styles of speaking,
whether the status of the interlocutors or the lofti-
ness of the subject. New phenoncna begin--at first
variably and in limited linguistic environments--in
some corner of social space defined by the conjunction
of values for each sociological parameter. In the
manner prescribed by the wave model and accompanying
sociolinguistic algorithms (see §84.1,4), the change
spreads in time from one adjacent set of social char-
acteristics to the next and from more restricted to
more general linguistic environments. The effects of
time are seen in the order of change and in the re-
sulting patterns. (Cf. also Weinreich et al., 155.)
Saussure, an Indo-Europeanist of the very first
calibre, began with the good intention of ridding lan-
guage descriptions of an atomistic approach and of
historically valid, but psychologically invalid, analy-

ses. If his notion of langue counteracted his social
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14 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

view of language, his good intentions for arriving at
psychologically valid formulations also issued in
what I hope to show in the following section is a psy-
chologically invalid result. The attempt artificially
to freeze language data and ignore the on~going nature
of linguistic change has forced linguists into strait-
jacketed descriptions which exclude a vast amount of
linguistic knowledge or language-user competence, in-
cluding the elemental facts of a grandchild's communi-
cating with his grandparent. Erecting walls between
descriptive, historical, and dialectological pursuits
has proved a cure worse than the disease. Aside from
the untoward effects on linguistic description, there
has been an unfortunate trichotomization of the dis-
cipline into pursuits which have been theoretically
more or less isolated from one another, while logic
and the study of the use of language have been dele-
teriously excluded altogether. Bloomfieldian behav-
iorism went further and excluded the study of pre-
supposition and force (or intention) from syntax.

Since Saussure's view of synchronic analysis led
him to refer to that pursuit as static linguistics,
this term will be retained in what follows. But
dynamic linguistics will be preferred to his term for
the pursuit of diachronic analysis--evolutive lin-
quistics. To guote Saussure:

It is therefore an [inner] necessity
that compels us to split up linguistics into
two parts, each having its own principle.
[1962:115 = 1959:79]

The opposition between the two view-
points--synchronic and diachronic--is absolute
and allows of no compromise. [1962:119 =
1959:83]

...diachronic facts quite obviously
have no relationship to the static fact that
they have produced; they are of a dif ferent
order. [1962:120 = 1959:83]

So a diachronic fact is an =vent that
has its raison d'é@tre in itself: the particu-
lar synchronic results that may devolve from
it are entirely separate from it. [1962:121 =

1959:84]
o This essential difference between suc-
RJ!:‘ cessive terms and co-existent terms, between
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partial facts and facts affecting the sys-
tem, precludes making [both] the ones and
the others the matter of a single science.
[1962:124. = 1959:87]

...despite certain contrary appear-
ances, diachronic events always have an
accidental and particular character.
£1962:131 = 1959:93]

The radical antinomy between dynamic
[évolutif] and static fact has the result
that all the notions relating to the one or
the other are equally irreducible to one
another...So it is that the synchronic )
'phenomenon' has nothing in common with the
diachronic...the one is a relation among
simultaneous elements; the other, the sub-
stitution of one element for another in
time--a [metalinguistic?] event.

[1962:129 = 1959:91]

The thought world of his time forced Saussure
into thinking of change as a succession of statesi®
His view that only states matter presupposes a con-
trariety between descriptive science and time. Since
Saussure's death, new outlooks have made the absence
of a relationship between past cause and present re-
sult anything but the obvious thing it seemed to that
scholar. Even on such terms, ignoring historicism and
the work of Einstein, how can linguists overlook the
manner in which language-users competently communicate
across temporally caused differences? It was already
obvious to Schuchardt in 1885 that "the old and the
new appear distributed within a dialect, however, not
only according to age, but also according to sex, edu-
cation, temper--in short, in most diverse ways" (M-15).
indeed, this is the basis for saying that "every stage
of a language is a transitional stage, each as normal
as any other..." (M-18) . Schuchardt also refers to
Karl Brugmann's assumption that mother and daughter
forms could exist side by side not only in a given dia-
lect, but even within one and the same individual. 1If
what was obvious to Schuchardt eighty-five years ago
is even more palpable today, there should be no doubt
that a Newtonian or non-temporal linguistic framework
is as inadequate for linguistics as pre-Einsteinian

RJ!:frameworks are for rhysiecs. So, however much one may

IText Provided by ERIC

€)
Q%




16 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

fault the Neo-~Grammarians for their view of change
and for their family-tree model, one must acknowledge
that they worked within a temporal framework.
Occasional dissent from the Saussurian dichotomy
between static and dynamic linguistics was lost in the
prevailing climate, sometimes because appropriate
models for implementing a different theory were not
provided by the dissenters, sometimes because of fail-
ures to moitivate other points of view with adequate
justification on the metatheoretical level against
Saussurianism, and sometimes because of simple mis-
understandings. In his Oslo Report, Jakobson (1958)
denied that 'statics' and synchrony coincide in lin-
guistics any more than in physics. Jakobson (24)
phrased the matter as follows:

Permanence, statics in time, becomes a
pertinent problem of diachronic linguistics,
while dynamics, the interplay of subcodes
within the whole of a language, grows into a
crucial guestion of linguistic synchrony.

Jakobson's ideas on these topics had more influence on
his followers in the social sciences than on linguists.
Linguistics did not develop the necessary models for
carrying out analysis within a dynamic framework within
the decade following Jacobson's statement. Despite
interesting suggestions, the situation in linguistics
up to a couple of years ago had been accurately des~
cribed in the following words of LePage (1966:vi-~vii):

It is now being recognized that this
division [sc. between synchronic and diachronic
studies] helps to falsify the picture. The
descriptive analysis of an idiolect at any
given moment may reveal a great many over-
lapping systems, some of which are coming to
the end of a period of change, others just
beginning.: The descriptive analyst freezes
for a morent what is in fact a highly dynamic
system, and describes it in static terms. The
'quantum mechanics' era in linguistics has not
yet arrived, but I believe that the study of
Creole languages will help it forward....

Many of the world's languages have prob-
ably undergone some dﬁgrge of creolization at

o
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one time or another; by studying what is
happening under our noses at the present

day we should get a much better idea of

what has happened...in the past. Until we
have evolved descriptive techniques some-
what analogous to those of gquantum mechanics,
however, the best we can do is to describe
the two ends of the linguistic spectrum...
and give some indication of the continuum in
between.

The aim of the.present undertaking is to show that
LePage's words are no longer true, that the future
framework he envisioned in 1966 is in fact now being
realized.

In the vast community of all who communicate
fluently and competently with one another in English,
changes will be more advanced among younger speakers
than among older ones. Men lag almost a generation
behind women of the same sociological description
in some instances (Labov 1972b:118). Changes begin-
ning in informal styles and in the lower classes will
reach the upper class formal style much later, etc.

Describing the competence of such speakers in
formulations representing the internalized grammars
which generate all the differences with which they
deal competently is impossible with static models.
The artificially idealized data which they handle
represent but fragments of language-users' competence,
which is distorted when forced into such procrustean
moulds. At the very least (Bailey 1972), we must
attribute to language-users an internalized comparative
method.

Saussure himself admitted (1962:113 = 1959:78)
that "if time is excluded, the reality of language is
not complete...". Unlike Chomsky, he realized that
his methodological simplification was soimething of a
distortion. This makes even more perplexing his con-
tention that the synchronic viewpoint is the only
reality for the community of speakers. Indeed, Saus-
sure himself had the insight at one point to state the
temporal paradox (1962:113 = 1959:78) as follows:

If you took langue in time, apart from the
Q mass of speakers--suppose an isolated individual
) [ERJ!:‘ living through several centuries--~you would
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18 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

perhaps not establish any change; time

would produce nho result in it. Conversely,
if you considered the mass of speakers apart
from time, you would not see the effect of
the social forces that operate on langue.

It was the fear of time that lad to antipathy
toward processes in structuralism, and eventually to
a baffling preference for lists of allomorphs over
ger.eralized rules for morphophonic relationships.
While operating fully within the static framework,
Chomsky & Halle (331) at least admit that the notion
of instantaneous acquisition of language by children
is a counterfactual simplificationi® Now that dy-
namic models which were not available to them in the
sixties have become available, their statement that a
non-instantaneous model of acgquisition would be too
complex is no longer relevant. In more general terms,
it is worth stressing that there is no reason what-
ever to suppose that simplified static models would
ever prove adequate for the real-life situation in
which language is used, althcugh, on the other hand,

a more complex time-based theory would work as well
for the imaginary desert-island situation as for the
real-life one.

Static models are also inadequate for dealing
with diachronic linguistics. Some transformation-
alists. (e.g. Kiparsky MS) have sought to bring unity
into their work by testing synchronic models with
attested historicai changes, although there is still a
reluctance to allow performance to influence competence
(notwithstanding the admission that one purpose of
transformations is to make abstract underlying repre-
sentations performable)l’ And yet the gradual (vari-
able) initiation of changes, well-documented (e.g.
Labov 1966) among variationists, has generally not been
incorporated into the transformationalists' overall
theory of changei? The doctrine that grammars are
monolectal is seen within the perspective of the grad-
ual initiation of change to contradict the doctrine
that linguistic changes are changes of rules, i.e. of
significant linguistic generalizations. (See Kiparsky
1971, which provides a popular summary of more tech-
nical writings by Halle, Paul Postal, and himself.)

Q This can be shown with a simple example.
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.

In the Western States, the sound which is [9]
in many other varieties of English began to be heard
as [a], first in paroxytones like naughty, where an
apical followed the nucleus; then in oxytones like
caught and dawn, where an apical also follows the
nucleus; and finally, speakers are now introducing
{a] (or failing to change underlying /p # to [o])
before velars, as in hawk. The result of the changes
is to make the words cited sound like notty, cot, don,
and hock, respectively. Younger speakers are of course
more advanced in *he change than older speakers. Weé
may further assume, on the basis of what is known of
other examples of change, that the oldest speakers have
{a) in the oldest environment, an alternation between
formal [o] and allegro [a] in the next-oldest environ-
mént, and only unchanged [o] in the prevelur one; and
that the youngest speakers have only [a] in the two
oldest environments, but an alternation between formal
{2] and allegro [q] in the newest one. A monolectal
phonclogy can sbow only one of the vowels in single-
style grammars; where both vowels appear in a single
style, if they should do so, the most that can be shown
is an equipollent (unweighted and non-directional)
optionality hetween them. When the new pronunciation
of naughty (like notty) 1s first introduced (horrowed)
into a speaker's language, it is nct of course a rule
generalization, but only a relexification, since the
new [g) cannot be ‘'compared’ with older [»] in some
other style or in the language of some other group in
the speech community without contradicting the premises
of the monolectal doctrine. Unless a $izable number of
new [q] pronunciations are introduced on the same day,
the likelihood of & new generalization's being interna-
lized is vanishingly small. Hence, the two fundamental
doctrines of change in transformationalism combine to
make change impossible. The paradox is obviated in the
polylectal grammars of the variationist framework, since
the vector-like models employed there formalize language-
users' knowledge both of new and old forms in their own
different styles and in the different class and other
lects with which they communicate competently.

Note that whatever relations language-users may in-
fer about the variants that they become familiar with
will no doubt tell them something (and something that
is correct in many instances) about the history of their

'y d"‘n
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20 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

language. Given 'natural' effects of natural de-
velopments in history, the uniformitarian principle
which is accepted in historical sciences like geology
should also apply in such instances (Labov 1972b:
101,MS). There will, nevertheless, be differences

in historical and descriptive analysis. As noted in
Bailey 1972, what may be only exceptions in the latter
may prove to be valuable relics in the former.

The effects of current studies of creolization on
historical analysis have already been alluded to above
and ouxlined in-Bailey 1973a. The prevalence of cre-
olization, especially as an important means of intro-
ducing 'unnatural' or 'marked' phenomena into a lan-
guage system, is becoming more widel: recognizedt®
Since creolization may be the only means by which new
language systems can arise, it seems more than probable
that every system or node in a family tree should have
at least two parents. Even so, the family~tree model
will have a more doubtful status in futuxe analyses
than in former ones.

There is an additional static paradox, but dis=~
cussion of it will have to be postponed to §4.1.
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2 THE NEW FRAMEWORK

2.0 General observations. To review the substance
of Bailey 1971, the new framework advocated by the
writer has two aspects, corresponding to §81.1,2
which have just preceded. 1Its ideological orienta-
tion contrasts with the homogeneity doctrine of both
positivism and rationalism. My orientation is the
traditional and perennial one of conceptualism, which
accepts as real and worthy of study both the flux of
variation in data (in contrast with Platonism, ideal-
ism, and rationalism) and also the reality and suit-
ability for study of abstract relations among data
variants (as opposed to positivism and empiricism).
The second aspect of the new framework is the dynamic
paradigm, which, in contrast with the static paradigm
of both structuralism and transformationalism, in-
cludes time as a fundamental dimension of all analysis.
To allay any misunderstandings about conceptual
bias, it should be stressed that my orientation is not
the essentialist conceptualism of western scholasticism,
but the vitalist conceptualism of post-Hellenistic
scholasticism. The Iormer concentrates on essences
and ignores life and function, which the Greek scho-
lasticism emphasizes above all. But all scholastic
argumentation involves tightly-knit logical arguments
which begin and end in data--empirical data, if the
question is an empirical one. It is important to
stress this, in order to characterize the position, be-
ing taken here vis-a-vis the new empiricism cropping up
in sociolinguistic and glottometric circles, where
scholastic is a term of opprobrium. The acceptance of
abstract hypotheses and formalized arguments does not
commit me to any acceptance of Platonic views on innate
'knowledge' or the role of intuition as more than a
sometimes useful discovery tool. On the other hand, the
Q \cceptance of naturalness in linguistics (cf. fn. 7)
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22 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

does not commit me to the acceptance of statistics as
more than a sometimes useful discovery procedure. And
if it can be shown that theory is underdetermined by
data (as it car), it can also be shown that (inadequate)
theories of language exclude from the status of factu-
ality data that are as theoretically important to ac-
count for as the data which such theories do accept,

and therefore that data cannot be easily overincluded
in a theoretical framework.

I do not find it credible or useful to suppose
that children can internalize relative guantities as
such (cf. also Bickerton 1971), especially where cross
products like those found in most treatments of vari-
able rules (cf. Labov 1969) are concerned. Nor do I
limit linguistic reality to the measurable. Like
probably most linguists, I have been convinced (e.g.
by Labov 1966) that relative guantities do exist. in
language data, are systematic, and can be predicted.
Like other variationists, I reject the idea that lan-
guage-users' demonstrated ability to interpret and pro-
duce the statistics is a matter of 'pecrformance' rather
than of basic linguistic competence. But I disagree
with glottometrists in that it is not the statistics
vhich are acquired, learned, or internalized, but
rather a psychologically credible implicational pattern
generated by the wave model (§4.1).

Scholasticism at its best maintained a psychoso—
matic view of man and his nature. Man is not simply
the mind endowed with innate knowledge of the last ori-
entation in linguistics, but also a body wh.se physio-
logical chardcteristics define the limits of 'natural-
ness' in language. Man is Aristotle's communal animate
being whose 'life' is social. As the object of linguis-
tic study, this conception of man demands the inclusion
of the function of language in its social context as an
essential part of linguistics. The scholastic balance
in these matters is further seen in the balance hetween
what is variable and what is constant (the emphasis of
the rationalist orientation): water : fish = air : bird.

Since linguistics, like the sciences, is an as-
thetic pursuit for all but its drudges, it must seek to
preserve an @sthetic balance as well as a balance of
all sides of what is truth. One cannot overstress the
dangers of a new and doctrinaire empiricism, possibly

@ striving to emerge in some circles, which would denigrate
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explanatory hypotheses as 'thought experiments"' and
elevate methodology above theory. This will prove no
more adequate a remedy for the doctrinaire rationalism
just past than that in turn was for the older doctrin-
aire empiricism.

It should also be said that my position is not
that of gome 'sociolinguists’'--viz. that the study of
variation is simply a valuable adjunct to linguistics--
but rather that the study of patterned language vari-
ation in its communicative life cannot be omitted from
linguistic theory and practice witnout invalidating
them. What is proposed below is not so much a new the-
ory as a new framework. This framework will of course
transform much that is taken over from generative the-
ory, e.g. the study of sound relationships in phonology
will now include the level of interpersonal and inter-
stylistic variation. Models will be provided for imple-
menting the new point of view in terms of concrete an-
alyses, for even good ideas remain barren withcut these.

2.1 Justification of pclylectal grammars. Given the
complexity of the data on variation that will be con-
sidered, it is incumbent on anyone who would claim that
language variation belongs to competence not only to
show that language-users do in fact competently deal
with variation in the very formulation of their inter-
nalized grammars, but also to put forward credible
hypotheses concerning how the attested patterns could
be acquired by children and stored within the brain
(cf. fn. 69). One should eschew theories for which
no plausible mode of acqguisition and storage can be
suggested. Indeed, the patterns of variation in lan=-
guage could well provide psycholinguists with inter-
esting hypotheses concerning the structure of the brain
for profitable future investigations. What follows is
an account of the nature of children's acguisition of
language which is so basic that the writer hopes it
will be obvious and non-controversial to the reader.
Two main assumptions are being entertained in the
present account: (1) Speaking competence is a rela-
tively small subset of the much vaster competence re-
guired for understanding those one competently communi-
cates with; and (2) a child, in an on-going process, is
constantly revising his internalized grammar with every

‘new encounter with systematic variation in the speech
. [
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24 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

of others, and this is done in such a way as to create
an underlying grammar which will generate all the vari-
ants that he must competently cope with. Let us now
consider what happens during the first decade of lan-
guage~acquisition, say up to the age of twelve, which
is the crucial period for acquiring native competence
in a language.

Ordinarily, a child is mostly exposed to the speech
of females in his earliest years. The child is even-
tually confronted with the speech of his grandparents,
who may all be from other regions. Some of them may be
of different social classes from each other and from
the child's parents. The child, of course, meets neigh-
bors of different regional backgrounds and may travel °
to neighboring and distant locales. He will communi-
cate with language-users of different classes at school,
delivering papers or mowing lawns, at shops and markets,
etc.; even in private schools children meet students
from more distant locales in compensation for the lack
of a variety of class lects, although school employees
may provide these. Since it is known that women are
about a generation ahead of men in some changes, the
language of one's mother will be different from that
of one's father, even if their age and class traits
are similar. Each of the interlocutors encountered
by a child has a multitude of styles which he or she
must competently deal with, and there is whispered
speech to cope with also in each instance. The spread
of radio and other communicational media in this cen-
tury has further extended the range of data that the
child copes with.

The result is that what the child produces gets
more and more restricted to the exemplar of his peers
(unless he is isolated from them), while what he has
in his understanding competence is constantly being
enlarged. That our 'active' vocabularies are only sub-
sets of our 'passive' ones is widely recognized. But
such considerations have not deterred educational psy-
chologists from equating competence with language pro-
duction (during interviews, especially with poor chil-
dren), nor linguists from trying to exhaust competence
by asking, 'Would you say...?' Klima & Bellugi 1966:
183 say: "Sentences the child understands describe the
scope of his grammar more accurately than those he pro-

Q@ “uces, just as with the adult"2® Against Chomsky's
ERIC
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view of the symmetry between productive and under-
standing competence {(cf. Shipley, Smith & Gleitman
1969:337 fn. 8), most linguists today accept the
asymmetry of the two. On children's competence, com-
pare again the opinion of Shipley et al. (1969:336-
337):

Our data show that children make dis-
criminations that are not reflected in their
speech....Thus a description of the child's
spontaneous utterances does not do justice
to his linguistic organization. In some
fairly clear sense, comprehension seems to
precede the production of well-formed sen-
tences....A description of natural speech
leaves this implicit system entirely out of
account. Therefore, in no sense can recent
descriptions of children's speech...be taken
as grammars of child language.

The linguist can run around tape-recording every
utterance of his informants, but if their competence
is greater than what they produce, it follows that
such recordings, however thorough, will not exhaust,
even remotely, his informants' competence. This
does not mean that competence cannot be empirically
determined, as the work of Shipley et al. in fact
shows .

At this juncture, it may be of service to pro-
vide a simple illustration of the reconstructive and
comparative method in the acquisition of language by
children. There have to be at least three stages:
(1) The child relates the pronunciations of words he
hears in the mouths of different speakers and intexr-
nalizes a reconstructed representation from which all
of them {aside from what were earlier called perfor-
mance variations) can be systematically generated in
his understanding. (2) He acquires different pro-
nunciations for different styles with respect to many
of his underlying representations, thus broadening
his production variation. This may coincide with the
beginning of (3) the child's learning to relate @dif-
ferent forms of morphemes in different contexts. At
first perhaps the child learns to distinguish formal
[t] from informal [d] in a word like cheater, related

Q%
o~




26 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

to cheat with [t] only. Eventually this ability will
be extended to cope with more complex instances like
ignite : ignition.

It will not be doubted that variation is heard by
the child in the nucleus of came, game, save, way,
rain, laid, cane, etc., and in the slightly shorter
one in late, wait, gate, hate, etc. Of course, no two
pronunciations of the same word, even by the same
speaker, are identical. But children descend from the
more general to the less general, e.g. calling all
animals doggie before learning to distinguish the dif-
ferent kinds of animals. By whatever method they may
use; they identify the common internal representation
of all the variants of a word like train uttered by
different speakers with whom they come into contact;
and presumably they learn to identify the nucleus in
this word with the one in came, game, save, etc., and
even with the one in late, wait, gate, etc. It could
hardly be open to question that the underlying repre-
sentation of their internalized grammars is eventually

.revised to handle different pronunciations of the

nucleus which are more or less diphthongized in differ-
ent environments, in which the peak will be closer or
opener or more or less retracted, etc. Other nuclei

in English exhibit even greater variety than the one
chosen here for illustrative purposes, which is rela-
tively stable. The talents displayed in these efforts
are gradually extended to handle morphophonic variants
like sane : sanity when the child progresses to the
stage that he must cope with these.

Chomskian linguists obliquely grant that the
faculté de langage includes the ability to employ the
method of internal reconstruction in creating under-
lying represeantations like those of sane and sanity,
at least on cthe synchronic level. If we accept some
kind of naturalness condition that requires rules to be
of the sort that could evolve in real historical change,
then we must conclude that children have within them
the ability to 'reconstruct' history in some sense (cf.
Chafe 1970:7) . For the dimension of history is spread
out synchronically on the other dimension of lectal
differentiation, just as a beam of white light which
has passed through a prism spreads out in a rainbow on
a surface perpendicular to the beam. Given the possible
restructurings, generalizations, and the like which can
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change the structures of past times to different ones
later on, the reconstructions of the child will not
exactly coincide with those the linguist reconstructs
with the help of earlier records. The child who has
never heard the Irish pronunciations of mean and meant
will hardly assign these and similar words the same

" underlying vowel that he assigns to break : breakfast
and retain : retention. But, just as the historical
linguist_can reconstruct a parent tongue from the
residue in either a few unleveled®! scions or a larger
number of leveled ones, so the child@ can asymptotically
approach a panlectal competence in his language and a
grammar that resembles the same one that other users of
the language are also asymptotically approaching from
somewhat different data, or at least data encountered
in a somewhat different sequence. The ability of
language~users to do this argues for their possession
of the 'comparative method'. So far from agreeing with
Kiparsky (1971:310) that "the child is the synchronic
linguist par excellence", I would say: "The child is
the comparatist par excellence'"

What distinguishes the view of language being pre-
sented here from static, homogeneous views of language
is that the goal of acquiring a language to communicate
is taken seriously and treated as the fundamental con-
sideration in trying to understand language. The ac-
count just given clearly accepts the requirement of
justifying grammars on the basis of what is psycho-
logically plausible or provable®?® Without this con-
straint, of course, there would be no bounds to combin-
ing the most diverse data into a single, supposedly
unified, putative 'system'., The grammar envisioned in
these pages is not located in some reified 'communal
mind', socially real though the grammar is claimed to
be. And it certainly does not presuppose two compe-
tences, one for speaking and one for understanding,
desplte some asymmetry between the subset and the over-
all set. The naturalness criterion provides further
constraints (which are quite strong) on the kinds of
formulations that are tolerated.

It should be obvious that a polylectal grammar can
be a psychologically real one, even though no single
language-user has all of it internalized, if every pair
of adjacent subsystems which are attested are unified
1n some language-user's internalized competence. In

E;;{ 1
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such a case, there is no risk in positing that the
whole grammar is potentially internalizable for a
given language~user exposed to all the subsystems of
the language.

Until now, the discussion has omitted an addi-
tional factor relating to competence, viz.- literacy.
That literacy greatly affects competence and one's
underlying representations can scarcely be doubted,
despite all the insistence by modern linguists on the
spoken form of a language, but psycholinguists have
been negligent in providing linguists with an adequate
account of these effects. Speakers who 4o not hesi-
tate to pronounce Einstinian (the adjective for
Einstiné) with {1] in the second syllable balk at
Einsteinian, pronouncing it now with{a(®)], now with

‘[1]. wWhen I first heard ['gra®sisn], I thought the

adjective referred to the name Greis, not Grice. And
despite exceptions (which one may or may not be able
to account for, [n] seems to be more frequent for
underlying /n// before orthographic 'k' and 'g' than
before 'c' or 'q' (as in Bancroft, Hancock, and ban-
dquet; contrast Bankok and Bengali).

Since Decamp 1971 (delivered in 1968), Bailey
1972 (delivered in 1969), and Elliott, Legum, & Thomp-
son 1969, it has become increasingly obvious that a
great deal of linguistic variation patterns in an
implicational manner, i.e. item d implies ¢, which
implies b, which in turn implies a. This is true
both of different kinds of linguistic phenomena and
of different rules, as has been shown (cf. Bailey
1973b); it is inescapable for the suboutputs of vari-
able rules, as will be shown later in connection with
the wave model. And even though languzge-users may
greatly differ in their intuitive ratings of the ac-
ceptability of different examples, they will generally
agree in the relative acceptability of the examples.

Insofar as lects differ in terms of phenomena
which can be placed on an implicational scale, they
can be uniquely designated by the point at which they
occur on such scales. The phenomenon whose presence
or absence characterizes them implies the presence. or
absence of other phenomena lower on the scale and is
implied by, but does not imply, phenomena located
higher up on the scale. On-~going work indicates that
the different phonologies of English can be uniquely
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designated in this manner. If future work continues

to corroborate the surmise that all varieties of Eng-
lish can be designated in terms of a larger overall
scale including semantic and syntactic as well as phono-
logical materials, then linguistics will have a prac-
tical concept which will prove far more serviceable than
dialect2® On the other hand, if sets of rules operate
in blocs vis~a-vis the rest of the rules in an impli-
cational scaling, as suggested in Bailey 1972, perhaps
forming separate branches on an implicational scaling,
then the concept of a dialect may be amenable to being
rehabilitated, though on entirely new terms. To the
extent that implicational patterning obtains among the
lects of a language system, the polylectal system can
be formulated so as to include all the phenomena of the
system. The implicational ordering of the rules will
indicate which lects have which phenomena, while lexi-
cal features designating the lects (implicationally)
will have to handle the listings of the lexicon. Rules
will have to be formulated in the least general form in
which they are found anywhere in the language system
(Bailev 1972), the formulation will employ the most
marked feature weighting found anywhere in the systenm,
and whatever marked orders are found in the system will
appear in the overall grammar. Other patterns in the
system due to more general rules or to less marked
weightings of features or orderings of rules will be
generated with the principles in later sections. These
will specify how waves spread through the system and
which feature in a rule will reweight or be deleted to
make the rule more general. They will also deal with
the hierarchy of markedness3® the hierarchy of unmarked
feature weightings and the rules or conventions®® that
unmark features.

2.2 Pragmatic competence. That the knowledge of how to
use one's grammar should be considered part and parcel

of one's linguistic competence, rather than performance,
has been proclaimed for a decade by Dell Hymes (cf. 1962)

_and other scholars of language in the social disciplines.

The idea ran too much counter to the prevailing ethos in
linguistics, however, and for many years fell mostly on
deaf ears. But pioneering work represented by Gordon
and G. Lakoff 1971 and R. Lakoff 1972 made it clear

+hat competence in the use of language in social
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situations has direct and perceptible effects on gram-
mars. The leadership of these scholars and their col-
leagues has effected a reversal in the prevailing
attitude toward what Charles Morris (1946:219) called
pragmatics, viz. “"that portion of semiotic which deals
with the origin, uses, and effects of signs within the
behavior in which they occur" Hymes' term for an
equally broad area of study, which extends beyond the
purely verbal, is the ethnoqr_ghv of communication.
Those who limit attention to verbal language may wish
to think of formal grammatical competence and prag-
matic or functional competence as subsets of communi-
cative competence. Formal competence refers to the
substance of the grammar;?® pragmatic competence, to
the life and use of the grammar. Today there is no
need to refer studies of the function of the grammar
to Saussure's 'external linguistics', to studies of
per formance, and the like. Just as semantics has re-~
cently become the chief concern of current linguistic
research of the highest degree of sophistication, it
is only the natural consequence of this concern to
formulate the relationship between presupposition and
intention with syntactic form. Bloomfield himself
(1933:141-2) was aware of the connection when he ob-
served that a beggar and a child resisting an early
bedtime mean quite different things when they say,
"I'm hungry". But his approach to meaning left such
observations sterile. The orientational changes ef-
fected by Chomsky created a climate for studies of
such questions, but the relegation of the status and
other aspects of the social contexts of conversations
to performance, together with the concentration on
sentence grammar, prevented the burgeoning of such
studies until recently. Karttunen 1968 can now be
seen as a break with the prevailing orientation.

If empiricism concentrates on the matter, and
rationalism on the form, of data, conceptualism (at
least of the variety espoused here) focuses on the life
and functioning of its object of study. The words of
R. Lakoff (922) are quite at home in such a framework:

)

...we cannot stop our analysis at the
point of superficial structure, or at the
’““ﬁzint of logical structure, in fact: we must

ask in every case what the extralinguistic

3
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context of a sentence is, what purpose it

is used for; only on that basis can we

establish whether or not sentences in two
« languages are parallel.

In contrast with old-line linguists who still maintain
that social context is not relevant to ‘grammar', it
is notable that Hoenigswald (1966) some time ago was
suggesting a variety of topics which belong to a
language~user's knowledge of his language. Besides
knowledge of conventional orthographies among the
literate, he mentioned cultural suppositions about
larguage itself, knowledge or beliefs about the
analysis of language, and a folk vocabulary referring
to speech activity. The use of puns, obscenities,

and the like differs vastly from culture to culture,
as does the role of silence in conversation and the
veneration of rhetoric and poetry. Hoenigswald men-
tions differing attitudes toward interpreters' skills,
the study of when and how corrections are performed
on children, and attitudes toward stuttering and
muteness.

The advocates of the new framework consider the
study of the use of language an idea whose time has
now come. This became very evident at the First Annual
Colloquium on Ne- Ways of Analyzing Variation in Eng-
lish at Georgetown University in October, 1972, and at
the Conference on Performances, Conversational Impli-
cature, and Presuppositions at the University of Texas
in March, 1973.

2.3 Paradigm characteristics and contrasts. While
there exist differences among those working in the new
framework, there are a number of more or less novel
assumptions being accepted y various linguists tod%y
which it may be helpful to list hered? e
1. The introduction of directional vectors into
linguistic descriptions was proposed as long ago as
1949 by Fries and Pike (see the quotation in §3.0); and
later Labov (1966:10) envisioned grammars showing .dir-
ectionality and rate?® The following sections claim to
offer models for implementing such suggestions. The
models are dynamic or time~based and suitable for either
historical or descriptive analysis. They therefore

gualify as models for a view of linguistic analysis in
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which historical, descriptive, and variational analysis
are integrated. They presuppose that the function of
time in defining synchronic language patterns cannot
be ignored in valid descriptions of lanquage.

2. Although virtually every writer since Hermann
Paul except Saussure (1962:281,288 = 1959:205,210) has
correlated diversification of language with a reduction
in contact density and homogenization with an increase
in density, Labov's more informed view {(guoted in §l1.1)
is now accepted. Fishman's (1971:70) recent summariza-
tion of what has been learned on the matter concludes
that "both uniformation and differentiation are found
to go on simultaneously...".

3. The sufficiency of idiolectal data for syste-
matic analysis is not accepted; rather the grammar that
represents what speakers know about their language in-
cludes both_all that they deal competently with in under-
standing the language of others and their ability to
vary the use of their grammar in different social con-
texts. A grammar of production competence and limited
to sentences is but a subset of language-users' overall
knowledge of their language, which includes what speak-~
ers intend when they utter a sentence in an actual dis-
course. The goal of the new work is to formulate
psychologically valid polylectal grammars of language
systems.

4., One of Labov's most important contributions to
the data side of linguistic research has been ascer-
taining that unmonitored speech is vastl’ more syste-
matic than monitored speech (Labov 1972b:112). The
commutation or minimal-pair test has been shown in some
instances to falsify the facts of competence (see Labov
1972bs:101 £n. 3, 103). It of course goes against the
grain of long-standing (Fries & Pike 1949:35-6) assump-
tions to say that speakers are not consciously aware
of distinctions consistently made by then, or that
speakers lose these in monitored production, but such
is the case. The intuitive source of data which has
dominated the last orientation is obviously no longer
to be regarded per se as a reliable or valid source.

5. 'Linguistic changes begin variably in relatively
restricted environmants, being later extended~-at first
variably~-~to more general envirommants if the vitality
of the rule continues long enough, and eventually be-

(¢ ~ning categorical in all the environments where vari=-
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able?® Three stages are described in Weinreich et

al. (lgﬁ): (1) a speaker learns an alternative form;
(2) 0ld and new forms exist side by side within his
competence; and (3) the older form becomes obsolete.
Because most rules have long existed in any language
exXcept a recent ex-pidgin, they will have had time to
become categorical (i.e. non-~variable). Consedguently,
few of the rules in a language will be variable at any
given time. Variable rules usually have sociolinguis-
tic significance for reasoas that will become clear
later.

6. A description of poulylectal competence pre-
supposes_internal reconstruction and some comparative
method. Given natural rules and natural modifications
of them, it should not surprise the descriptivist if
his polylectal formulation bears strong resemblances
to historical developments which in fact took place.

He will not be able to use information from the past,
however available to the philologist, when it is not
available to an illiterate child acquiring his or her
language; and he will have to treat as pure exceptions
relic relationships like that exhibited in draw : dray s
drag : draft.

7. The prevalence of creolization in the creation
of new systems (nodes in a genealogical tree) makes
vines more likely candidates as models of intersystem
relations. 1In short, creoles and the utility of the
wave model make family trees obsoleta. While there
are some parallels between mixing of the sybsystems
of a system and the mixing of different systems--both
result in neutralizations--much further study is neces-
sary to determine how the two kinds of mixing differ.
There is every reason to believe that mixing of sub-
systems will not destroy the character (e.g. the impli-
cational relations) of the overall system to any large
extent, while mixing systems creates new systems. The
new framework demands that the omnipresence of on-going
change be built into linguistic .escriptions. 1In ad-
dition to the usual ways in which su.systems are differ-
entiated within a system-~-the natural developments of
rule generalization, feature reweighting, and changes
from marked to unmarked rule ordering--there is the
additional process occurring in Swahili. After Swahili,
itself a creole (like probably all languages, and cer-
:ainly English),®® was further creolized with different

l" 0
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forms of Bantu as it spread away from the coast to

inland villages,

these local creoles began to de-

creolize®'in the direction of coastal Swahili, cre-
ating new lects within the system of Swahili.

The following tabulation of contrasts between
the static (whether structuralist or transformation-
alist in orientation) and dynamic paradigms is added
here to help pinpoint the differences which justify

speaking of & new_paradigm:

Static Paradigm:

1, Variation other than
morphophonic variation is
to be relegated to the
category of performance and
excluded from the work of
the descriptivist.

2. Creole situations are

freak situations; creoles
are necessarily unstable

and rapidly changing.

3. Homogeneity is a neces-
sary and useful fiction

that will not vitiate lin-
guistic theory cr analysis.

4. Relations among differ-
ent grammars can be ade-
guately portrayed with the
family tree model.

5. Equipollent optional
rules are sufficient to
handle all the variation
that needs to be described
in grammars that claim to
represent language-users'’
‘ompe tence.

41

Dynamic Paradigm:

1. If variation above
the level of systematic
phonetics is structured
and can reliably be
attributed to what lan-
guage-users Xnow about
their language, it must
be formulated in an
adequate grammar.

2. Creolization is normal;
all languages have pro-
bably once been creoles.

3. Homogeneity would be
dysfunctional in language;
sweeping variation under
the rug is deleterious to
theory and analysis.

4. A wave model is re-
quired for explaining the
patterns of variation in
language data.

5. Rules generating impli=-
cationally arranged outputs
are required to provide an
adegquate account of lan-
guage-users' competence.
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6. Descriptions of lan~
guage should be instan-
taneous and exclude
temporal correlations.

7. Idiolects are more
systematic than higher
abstractions; commutation
tests adeguately reflect
language~users' knowledge
of their language.

8. Understanding and pro-
duction are symmetrical.

9. The Saussurian paradox:
competence is looked for
exclusively in the indi-
vidual, but variety is
sought in society.

10. Intelligibility among
different varieties of a
language depends on good
guessing, which is in turn
based on similarities.

35

6. Directionality and
relative rate of change
can and should be incor-
porated into the descrip-
tive apparatus of grammars,

7. Idiolects are not syste-
matic; unmonitored pro-
duction is more systematic
than monitored production.

8. Understanding and pro-
duction are not symmetrical.
{(But cf. fn. 20.)

9. Competence is polylectal;
what language-users know
about communicating with
others more nearly repre-
sents their language com=-
petence than the subset of
this knowledge exhibited in
production.

10. Intelligibility among
different lects is predi-
cated either on their tauto-
systematicity or, in the
case of decreolizing gra-
datums, on one's internali-
zation of the algorithms
according to which related
systems are mixed.




3 DIRECTIONALITY AND RATE IN VARIATION

3.0 Directionality and markedness. While restruc-
turings can and sometimes do occur, it remains true

that the patterns of a language are the cumulative
result of natural, unidirectional changes, which begin
variably and spread across the social barriers of age,
sex, class, space, and the like in waves. Such is the
thesis of the present writing. It is time that differ-
entiates the patterns found at different points in
social space closer to or more remote from the origin
of a change. Since however the relative rate among
differert. aspects of a change may affect the resulting
patterr, descriptive rules must have rate factors as
well as directionality built into them. Such rate fac-
tors must be able to handle the acceleration of later
changes ahead of earlier ones.

What is new in the present undertaking is not the
idea, but the models, and even these are mostly adapta-
tions of Labov 1969, with the exception of the general
principles in §3.2 and §4.1. Fries & Pike (1949:42)
advocated the incorporation of diractionality into lin-
guistic description more than two decades ago:

It is impossible to give a purely syn=-
chronic description of a complex mixed system,
at one point of time, which shows the pertinent
facts of that system; direction of change is a
pertinent characteristic of the system and must
also be known if one wishes to have a complete
description of the language as it is structurally
constituted.

The prevailing assumptions of the static paradigm ob-
structed the hope of realizing descriptions of the sort
that were needed.
Q Even the revival of interest in marking theory among
ERIC 43
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the transformationalists led merely to a more subtle
evaluation metric. They did not replace static
plusses and minuses in rules with dynamic markings3?
whose proneness to change endows them with direction-
ality in accordance with this fundamental premise of
the new paradigm:

(la) The directionality of natural change

is from what is more marked to what is
less marked;

(1b) when two changes conflict, unmarking on
"a higher hierarchical level may over-
rule a lower-level feature-marking pro-
duced by the higher-level unmarking.

A few comments on several aspects of this prin-
ciple are in order. The first is that only natural
changes are concerned; see fn. 19 for other develop-
ments. The main [x natural] source of marked values
is borrowing. The borrower of a linguistic rule, at
least if from another language system, usually ac-
guires a more general form of the rule, as a result
of missing one of its features (cf. children).
Secondly, the changes specified by the principle do
not have to occur. The principle indicates a pro-
clivity, a directionality of change if it should
occur, not a necessity that things must change. The
need to keep words apart in communication may often
obstruct natural changes, especially those that yield
neutralizations, and prevent their occurring. Finally,
the manner in which higher-level unmarkings (cf. fn. 24)
can produce lower-level marked values of features can
be illustrated with two kinds of examples. Assimila-
tion often produces marked neutralizations, nasal vowels
in the environment of a nasal consonant and intervocalic
lenited (voiced and continuant) obstruents. Another
example comes from the reweighting of features to their
unmarked weights (see the Appendix), since a heavier-
weighted feature may unmark at the expense of marking a
lighter-weighted one. A simple example is the change
of u to i, where heavier-weighted [grave] changes from
a marked to an unmarked value, and lighter-weighted
[{rounded] changes from an unmarked to a marked value.
The role of the formalism is important3® and an adequate
formalism would make it impossible to formulate un-
natural changes. (For the change of the vowél u to %

4
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to i, a change formalized as [D grave] with [round]
remaining unmarked, See on the implicational coef-
ficient 2 below.)

Given. the convention of writing heavier-weighted
variable features above lighter-weighted ones in the

same segment, the change of [23 gi; to [}: gl;]

results in an overall reduction of markedness, since
the single m in the output is lighter~weighted than
the single m in the input®® This is illustrated in
the change of u to U already discussed, and will be
further illustrated presently. It should also be
noted that the same result can be achieved by a change

that simply reweights E ng to the unmarked weighting
; g% . Where the value of a feature depends on the
value of that feature in an adjacent segment, the value
in the segment where it is dependently defined seems to
have unmarking priority over the segment in which it is
independently defined in cases where both are marked.
This can be illustrated with [continuant], where
[= ent] (not-minus continuant) is more usual or unmarked
than [+ cnt] in the special position in the syllable
following the nucleus?® The expected or unmarked value
of [continuant] in the next segment (which is not in a
special position) will be minus if the preceding is not
minus, but plus if the preceding is minus. Therefore,
ft and xt following a tautosyllabic nucleus have a
(u cnt] t, where [continuant] is contingently de~
fined. The change from fb to ft in 014 English and
some current lects is found in 1ftgh ; cf. sixt(h).
This change reduces the markedness of [continuant] in
the segment wher= it is contingently defined. A
change of fp to 3t would increase the markedness of
[continuant] in che segment where it is independently
defined, but does not occur. The change of pt and kt
to ft and xt reduces the markedness of the feature in
both segments and is well-known; cf. PIE *zeptp 'seven'
and *oftd 'eight' with modern Greek efti and oktd and
with German acht. The change of pt, kt to fb, Xb, which
would reduce the markedness of [continuant] only in the
segment in which it is independently defined, does not
seem to occur. But the feature may be unmarked where
‘rﬂntingently defined at the cost of increasing its
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markedness where independently defined) as in the
change of 014 English wzfs to wzps (see below for
later 0l1d English wzsp) ‘'wasp', from PIE *webhs3.

A more complicated example can now be discussed,
viz. the change of sk to ks (in the derivation of 01d
English &xian from &dscian 'ask' or of late West Saxon
English fixas from fiscas ' fishes'), in contrast with
the apparently opposite kind of change seen in the
change of wzfs or wzps to wasp, madern English wasp.
Since [lingual] is less marked for k than p in the
special position, but elsewhqfe {lingual] is more
marked for p than for k, we might expect some ex-
planation for the different directionality of the
changes to be found in this difference. The Appendix
shows that the values of the features which differ-
entiate [s], [p]l, and [k1 are as follows in the special
position: )

{s]: [m ent, m lig, u =ul, u grv, m lngl

{k1: M ent, M lig, M sul, u grv, u lng]

{pl: M ent, M lig, M sul, u grv, m lng]

Elsewhere these values are all unmarked for [s1, though
in the case of [continuant], this is only true when a
preceding postnuclear seguent (or a following pre=-
nuclear one) is {- cntl, as in the cluster being con-
sidered here. And [k] and [p] are marked as follows

in the position following an immediately postnuclear
segment:

{kJ: [u ¢n%, u lig, u sul, m grv, M lng]

{pl: [u ent, u lig, u sul, m grv, m lng]

A calculation of the change of ps to sp in wasp results
in about the same amount of markedness in the output as
in the input, if all features were equally valued; but
the increase in the lighter features is offset by a de-
crease in the heavier ones, which is therefore greater
than the increase. In the change of sk to ks, what
reduction of markedness occurs is found in the lighter-
weighted features (assuming the same relative weight-~
ings as before), but is more than the increase in mark-
ing in the heavier-weighted features. On the other
hand, a putative change of ks to sk would represent a
large increase in markedness and would not be expected.
The change of sp to ps would similarly be unexpected
because it would involve at least as great an increase
of marking as decrease, and the increase would be in
the heavier, not the lighter, features. If this change
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is found, it will be necessary to assume a different,
presumably marked, weighting of the feature values.

The widely attested change of tk and tp to kt
and pt, respectively, is an unmarking of [grave] in
both segments. The further change of kt, pt to tt
{(e.g. Italian fatto, rotto) is an assimilatory change;
see Principle 1lb above. The simplification to Spanish
roto is a feature-unmarking. What of the opposite
changes of x to £ and £ to x in many languages? It is
easy to assume that % would become f before a nucleus
and that £ would become x following a tautosyllabic
nucleus, if their values of [lingual] correspond to
those of k and p. A crazy rule (cf. Bach and Harms
1972) could then generalize the new segment to other
environments (see further fn. 38). Similarly, the
change of agical [r] to uvular [R] must have ‘haturally
begun in an environment with lowered uvula (it seems
to begin, in fact, in languages having nasalized
vowels) and been generalized to other environments.
0f course, the change may occur in a different manner,
namely through the borrowing of [R], but this is a
relexification, not a new rule. For while the de-
velopment of [R] beside a nasalized vowel is natural
according to Principle lb, the natural denasalization
of the vowel leaves [R] henceforth without a rationale.
But now it-is merely a lexical entry, rather than the
result of some 'unnatural' rule in the language.

It has been seen that opposite changes can be
explained without abandoning Principle la by invoking
feature-reweighting, the special position, and crazy-
rule generalization, as well as other items involved
in Principle 1lb (under which are included the impli-
cational feature coefficients D and € discussed kalow,
which specify chain shifts; for others, see Sn. 24).
Other ways for being true to data involving opposite
changes can be handled by distinguishing morphological
or morphophonic rules from phonological rules. Thus,
ablaut (though in pre~Indo~European doubtless a phono-
logical reldtionship) is morphological in English, while
the vowel shift is phonological, and some metatheses are
morphological, while many are phonclogical. The phe-
nomenon of rule-inversion (Vennemann MS) appears to be
amenable to this distinction. Another kind of opposite
changes or rules can of course be handled by the phe-

@ 1omenon of rule-inhibition, which is discussed elsewhere;
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thus, an apparent unnatural change of a® to o is due
to the inhibition of the natural change of s to aS.
Yet another variety of opposite changes involves the
change of an unglided vowel to a rising or falling
diphthongal nucleus and the converse. These phenomena
seem to be related to the interdependence of prosodic
phenomena discussed in £n. 24. Thus a shift in syl-
labication~-due, e.g. to anaptyxis, vowel epenthesis,
syncope, or apocope—-may result in a preference for a
different type of diphthong (rising or falling) or un-

‘diphthongized nucleus. A falling diphthong is unde-

sirable in a language that prefers unmarked syllabi-
cation (open syllables). Further, a rising diphthong
may become a pure vowel when the palatal or labio-
velar glide at its beginning is absorbed into the pre-
ceding consonant as a palatalization or rounding
feature. .

Linguistic analyses using marking feature coéf-
ficients instead of static plusses and minuses have
directional change built into them. As for the natural
basis of unmarking and rule-generalization, it is to be

looked for in the acquisition of language by children. *

Generalization is obvious: children perceive more
generally at first and only later with greater specif-
icity. Missing a feature makes a rule more general.
Assuming a correlation between markedness and relative
difficulty of acquiring, we may assume that when chil-
dren fail to acquire a marked aspect of adult language,
perhaps because the language has (through borrowing by
adults or some other cause) exceeded the threshold of
their ability to acquire markings, they simply end up
with the unmarked equivalent3® Their failure to ac-
quire a given mark results in a diachronic change of
marked to unmarked, which is only apparently paradox-
ical in the light of children's own acquisitional pro-
gress from unmarked to marked. It must be assumed that
children in some sense 'know' the directionality of
change, or at least of such changes as are ‘'natural’,
i.e. due to the manner in which children acguire lan-
guages. The directionality of other changes$’ due to
borrowing and hypercorrection must be assessed with the
help of relative gquantities and Principle 20 (pg. 82).
It will be made clear later that the child must know
what classes prefer or shun a new phenomenon, i.e. vhat

O “he value of the social feature [favored] is for it.
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For some changes, this awareness may be postponed
until the late teens.

In view of the differing concepts of marking
and naturalness that abound today, it may be useful
to interpose here a few comments on the different
positions, all of which derive from Jakobson 1968
(first published 1941). Aside from the views of
Jakobsonians and Pragueans guite outside the gen-
erative tradition, those known to the writer either
share the generativist point of view of Chomsky &
Halle 1968 {e.g. Postal 1968, Schane 1968, and Cairns
1969, 1970) at one end of the spectrum nr are asso-
ciated with & point of view not very different from
the 'natural phonology' proposed by David Stampe (cf.
Stampe MS). Nearer to the former pole, but distinct
from the point of view that prevails there, are the
views of Schachter 1969 and Vennemann 1972; nearer to
the other pole are Matthew Chen {see References) and
Schane 1972. All of these schola.s employ plus and
rinus values in phonological rules, although several
permit marking values in the lexicon. Those closer to
the outlook of generative phonology utilize marking
values to determine unique (non-arbitrary) underlying
representations of neutralized feature values, as a -
metric or interpretative tool to adjudge the natural-
ness of rules, and to trigger what is known as linking e
(Chomsky & Halle 419-35; see criticism in Bach & Harms
1972).

Besides using ternary-valued features and marking
coefficients of features in phonological rules, the
position taken here differs from others chiefly in the
distinction between the two levels represented by
Principle la (feature-unmarking) and 1b (higher-level
natural rules) and in making use of the special position
in the syllable (cf. fn. 35) in differentiating the
making values of several features. Stampe, like the
generativists, makes no distinction between feature-
unmarking and natural rules, although he advocates only
the latter, while they maintain only the former. The
position taken hexe utilizes natural rules that both
unmark feature values--thus, marking theory is part of
the point of view maintained in this study--and perform
higher—-level simplifications. This point of view has
been intimated by Vennemann 1972b:240, whose typological-
adjustment rules have correspondences with the writer's
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higher-level unmarking rules. (Vennemann's I-rules
show how different his position is, however; where
changes that increase markedness are not due to
borrowing, they can be handled as proposed in the
discussion of rules effecting opposite changes which
are discussed several paragraphs above.) Like other
scholars, the writer admits that the marking values
of lighter-weighted features may vary with different
values of heavier features, and that marking values
of features may differ according to the values of
features in adjacent segments (see the discussion of
[continuant] above and of [nuclear] in the Appendix).
But the present view differs from some in our not
having contex-sensitive non-markedness when due to
assimilation. Further, the writer's special position
goes a good deal beyond what has been accepted by
others (except Parker MS, where the present position
is anticipated, and--in a limited way--in Chen MSb)
and requires tyeating syllables as basic production
units. But it is the distinction between unmarking
feature values and higher-1level natural rules which
is most important in enabling us to explain opposite
rules without abandoning (as in Miller 1972) the
principle of unidirectionality of natural changes,
Without this principle and the dynamic rules which
the use of marking values permit us to formulate, the
goal of polylectal grammars would be unthinkable.

3.1 Generation of subsystems. The advantages of
marking formulations in reconstructing underlying
representations for polylectal systems, whether 'syn-
chronic' or 'diachronic', ought not to be overlooked.
A principle of internal reconstruction that fcllows
from Principle la in the preceding section is Prin-
ciple 2a; Principle 2b has a similar logic:

(2) It is feasible to formulate a polylectal
underlying representation to generate
variants that differ

(a) in the value or relative weighting of a
feature or in the ordering of a pair of
rules, if the pre-unmarked feature value,
weighting, or ordering is reconstructed;
and

(b) in more and less general forms of xrules,
if the least general form of the rule--

A
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the one with the greatest number of feature

constraints=--is reconstructed.
The wording of Principle 2z mentions the ‘pre-unmarked’
value of a feature instead of the ‘'‘marked' value in
order to take into account the 'unmarkings' specified
by Principle 1lb as well as la. Principle 2a is valid
because what is unmarked can be generated--therefore
predicted and presumably more easily understood--from
what is marked. But the converse is not possiblel®
Principle 2b depends on the fact that what is more
general can be generated from what is les's general by
simply dropping a feature$¥® Principle 9 below purports
to specify that it is the heaviest-weighted variable
feature in a rule that gets deleted@ and the lightest
that gets reweighted when such generalizations and re-
weightirgs take place. Although what is more general
can be predicted from what is less general, it is the
more general formulation that implies the less general
one in tests like the one in Elliott et al. (Bailey
1973b).

At this point it will be helpful to provide an
illustration of reweighting and its formulation in a
polylectal grammar. The example is based on data from
Labov 1969, 1972, and Labov, Cohen, Rchins & Lewis 1968,
taken from samples of the speech of male Black speakers
in Harlem in New York City. It has to do with the pat-
terns of deleting clustered word-final apical stops in
the presence or absence of two variables:

(i) The presence or absence of an internal word

boundary*® between #/t/ and a preceding ob-
struent and between /d/ and a preceding /n/
or lateral (in nonstandard speech, also an
obstruent). (The boundary, which is present
in miss#ed, bann#ed, bowli#ed, and billfied,
is absent in mist, band, bold, and build.)
(ii) The presence or absence cf a vowel?! at the
beginning of the word that follows immediately,
if in the same phonological phrase.

The earlier form of the rule is given informally
as 3a below. Here the two variables have their marked
relative weights: [word boundary] is heavier than
[nuclear]}. A reweighting to the opposite, unmarked
relative weighting yields rule 3b. The variable fea~
tures in the rules are indicated by variable features
o~ by parentheses. (Rule 3a will be reformulated in

RIC
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§3.3 as 3a'.) Table 1 provides a calculus for the
four environments~-~a, b, ¢, and d of rule 3a according
to the principles outlined in the Appendix. Tabkle 2
does the same for environments a, b', ¢', and g of
rule 3b. Note that in calculating environment weight-
ings, minus weights give positive products when multi-
plied with minus feature coefficients, and negative
products when multiplied with plus feature values. The
principles discussed in the next section provide that
rules operate 'faster' in heavier environments than in
lighter ones!?

(3a) {%} 4% /¢ [-2 w.b.] __ ## [~1 nuc)

(3b) {%} 4% /¢ [~1 w.b.] __ ## [-2 nuc]

Table 1. Calculus for rule 3a in the temporally successive
environments, a, b, ¢, and d.

(-2 w.b.] (-1 nuc] Tota 1]
Env. a |mist ## [- nuc] “2X-=4+2 |1 X~ =41 3
Env. b |mist ## [+ auc] “2X-=42 (-1 X + = -1 +1
Bav, ¢ {missffed ## {~ nuc])l =2 X + = -2 -1 X - = +1 -1
Env. d |missfed /#H [+ nuc]ff <2 X +=-2 [-1 X + = -1 -3

Table 2. Calculus for rule 3b in the temporally successive
environments, a, b', ¢', «ad d.

[-1 w.b.] [«2 nuc] Total]

mist ## [- nuc] “-1X ==+ [-2X - =+2] +3
missffed # [~ nuc])| -l X + =~ (-2 X - = $2 +1
mist ## [+ nuc] Sl X -=+41 [-2X + =2 -1
missffed ## [+ nuc]ll =1 X + = =1 [-2 X + = -2 -3
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Deletion in the heaviest envivonment is of course
normal in both American and British standard pronunci-
ation. (See fn. 41.) Most of the male Blacks investi-
gated by Labov and his associates had rule 3b in casual
conversation. But in the style used with an inter-
viewer present, working-class teenagers and adults who
had lived mostly in the North had rule 3a. Pre-
adolescent boys, as well as adults who had J.ived in
the South in their early years, used rule 3b in the
interview style. Isolated pre-adolescents who did not
belong to gangs (the lames) and middle-class adult
Black males used 3a in the interview style. Thus, the
newer (reweighted) form of rule 3 is characteristic of
youthfulness and informality or lower educational status.

The comments in the preceding paragraph about the
relative recentness of rule 3b assume normal linguist.c
change. But it is likely that the actual direction-
ality of time is just the reverse for many speakers.
This is becausc the process of decreolizing an criginal
Black Creole involves changes of unmaried to marked by
borrowing English niarked phenomena in place of crecle
unmarked phenomena. Since the criteria for direction-
ality of change are reversed in such cases, the result
is the same: 3b has the unmarked weightings of the
variable features found in rules 3a and 3b. That we
may be dealing with natural changes here, rather than
decreolization, may possibly be deduced from the fact
that the standard English rule (operative rarely in all
but the earliest environment) is the ‘'later' 3b, not
the 'earlier' 3a.

Let us now turn to marked and unmarked rule order-
ings, a subject for which the literature representing
new points of view is becoming copious. New views are
being represented by Andersor 1269, Kiparsky 1971, and
King MS. Koutsoudas, Sandevs & Noll MS, Koutsoudas MSa
and MSb, Ringen MS, Norman 1972, and Lehmann 1972, as
well as Vennemann 1972, claim that there is no extrin-
sic rule ordering, i.e. that universally valid prin-
ciples uniquely determine the applicational priority
of any two rules, if they have any ordering relation-
ship to each other%® The following discussion will
show that this assumption is not tenable. Neverthe-
less, the general principles advocated by Koutsoudas
et al. and by Vennemann may well define unmarked rule

@ order, th~ order to which a marked orxdering may give
[ERJ!:‘ .o
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way in the natural development of a language system.
At all events, the result of the work referred to in
this paragraph is to take linguistic theory much
closer to a position in which no two rules can have
both their relative orderings marked or unmarked, but
where one ordzring will be uniquely unmarked and the
other marked.

The examples of reordering which follow are both
amenable to the principle of maximizing feeding order
first proposed in Kiparsky 1968. (Many more examples
are found in Bailey 1973c¢c.) Both of the examples to
follow probably began (variably) in allegro pronunci-
ations, when monitoring was minimal and the suppression
of unmarking ceased_to prevail (cf. £n. 36). The first
example is an example of a lexical exception to the
prevailing rule order of a single lect, according to
principles proposed in Bailey 1968b and later estab-
lished in Anderson 1969. Both examples show how dif-
ferent lects of the same overall system are differ-
entiated by ordering differencest?

1. Rules iii and iv are required for all (non-
creolized) varieties of 'r-less' English and are rele-
vant to the intermediate representation of pattern,
/'p=tgén/. 1n the order shown below, iii-iv, they
convert this representation to /‘'paten/, which is
changed by later rules to become tne phonetic outpnt
of Southern States English: ['phzdsn]. Since rule iii
cannot operate on the representation /'pztgn/ if not
preceded by rule iv, this is the marked order. (Rule
iv generates [?] in Patton and paten.)

(iii) Unaccented /sn/ becomes [n] following non-
syllable-initial (unclustered and non-word
initial) /@ t 8 v/ and following /z s/
(also /% %/ in BRP and in fast tempos of
other lects), whether syllable-initial or
not.
(iv) The sulcal vowel /g/ (which is found as a
syllablc peak only in unaccented syllables)
is changed to /a/ (i.e. it is desulcalized)%®
But in New England and in the so-called 'received pro-
nunciation' of England, the rules just given have their
unmarked ordering, iv-iii, in which both rules operate
‘on the form /petdn/. Rule iv first changes this to
/pztan/, which is then changed to /p&tn/ by rule iii,
x resultlng in a merger of the output of battern with the
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But even Southern States English, with its marked
order, iii~iv, has exceptions like modern ['m=dn],
generated with the unmarked order, iv-iii. Since this
variety of English would have the marked order, iii-iv,
as the normal order of its grammar, some notation for
exceptional lexical items must indicate that rule iv
has its unmarked order. It is important to note that
this order can be predicted from the marked order. For
this reason, the panlectal grammar of English would
adopt the marked ordering. Lects having the unmarked
ordering for all lexical items on which the rules could
operate are simply marked in the grammar and in speak-
ers' minds for an across~the~board reordering.

2. The next example to be considered involves
rules v and vi, given here in their marked. order:

(v) A lateral not followed by a vowel is changed
to become the satellite of a preceding
nucleus4® (The satellite is written[Z:]:
note the length indicator.)

(vi) Unaccented /ui/ (generated from underlying
/u/ standing before a weak consonantal
cluster followed by an underlying vowel)
is changed to /ye/.

The operation of these rules (in the order shown) can
be illustrated with Southern States volume ['velyem
‘veyem -am], value ['velye 'vays -3, and valiant
['velydt ‘'vay5t]?’” from underlying /vnlume vd&lue
vil+iant/A® Rule v cannot operate on these forms un-
less rule vi has previously created a consonant (viz.
/y/) immediately after the /1/. ‘'fhis later, unmarked
ordering, in which both rules vi and v operate in turn
on the underlying representatious of these examples is
what in fact generates the Northern States pronunci-
ations: ['ve¥:yem =-sm ‘vaf:ye -a ‘'vat:yitl.

The variants just discussed in both of the pre-
ceding examples do not differ in their underlying repre-
sentations, but only in the rule orderings of the lects
in question*®

It is being taken for granted here that rules are
added at the end of the rule component®® to which they
belong (cf. King MS), although simultaneous reordering
to an unmarked position higher up is possible. And the
writer accepts the view (discussed, e.g. in Anderson
1969) that rules »re normally applied in iterative
fashion. This is clearly the case with PIE [syllabic],
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in harmony languages (like Turkish, where an anharmonic
segment interrupts the process), and in generating in-
tonational patterns in English (Bailey MS).

Mention has been made (fn. 36) of unmarking pro-
cesses which operate in adult specch because of haste,
fatigue, or emotlonal ugset, conditions that reduce
self-monitorings? Conversely, late rules which unmark
even normal informal styles are suspended in more mon-
itored, formal, or over-correct styles; cf. the study
of 'Sunday Greek' by Kazazis (1968). The obvious
reason for this is that late rules make phonetic out-
puts more unlike underlying representations (including,
for literates, the spelling) than they would be with-~
out such late rules. The most monitored pronunciation
is employed for disambiguating. If the late rule that
changes syllable~final /t/ to [d] intervocalically is
suspended, [t] will be heard in mettle and metal (cf.
metalic), which are distinct from medal (cf. medallion)
and meddle. If ‘r-less' speakers suspend their late
rule iv (see above), spar (cf. sparring) will be kept
distinct from spa.

Rule~inhibition has been misinterpreted by vari-
ationisis and also by other authorities on rule order-
ing. To justify the sulcalization of /s/ or the change
of /a® a%/ to /sl oW/ would require such an extreme
view of rule-inversion that the justification of
natural~language rules in terms of historically valid
changes would be impossible. Note that Kiparsky 1968,
which specifically accepts this principle {(and it has
not been overthrown in Bach and Harms 1972, once the
hierarchy of markings is understood; cf. fn. 24}, quite
correctly speaks of 'the loss of word-final devoicing
in Swiss German and Yiddish' (1968:190). Other gen-
erative phonologists have not always been so careful.

If we assume that unmarked rule ordering is simply
the absenc ordering (fn. 43), so that an unordered
rule may opera rep-atedly as an 'anywhere rule', then
unmarking the order of a rule will unmark any; marked-
order relation it has with every other rule, not simply
the marked relation between it and one or some of the
other rules. This interesting assumption appears to
have been corroborated in a rather complex example from
Ccarden's (1970) thesis, which will now be discussed.

In his thesis, Carden discovered four isolects differ~
ing with respect to the orderings of three rules:

FAl
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TAG (Tag—Question Formation), QT (Quantifier-Lowering),
and NT (Not-Transportation). The lects which Carden
had discovered in 1970 were W, X, ¥, and 2 in Fig. 1l;

- !

——> ¥

QL NT
QL
TAG
WL——X u
TAG TAG QL
NT
QL NT NT
TAG
NT QL TAG
QL

Fig. 1. Succession of Lects Generated from Lect X
by Successive Reorderings of a Single Rule
to its Maximally Unmarked Order with Respect
to Each of the Other Rules. (Arrow heads
indicate the directionality of the changes;
broken shaft of the arrow pointing to the
impossible lect, V, indicates a reordering
forbidden by the theory.)

X has all the rules in their mutually marked orderings,
orderings from which all the other mathematically pos-
sible lects could be derived. Carden predicted that
isolects represented by the other two orderings, shown
in Fig. 1 as U and V, would also be possible. And he
in fact later went looking for them. Bailey 1970
questioned the possibility of lect V, while granting
that U, where all the rule orderings are unmarked, would
indeed be possible. The reason for ruling out lect V
was that it could be generated from X only through a
Q@ artial reordering, i.e. a reordering of a rule with
ERIC -
e 9
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respect to only one of the other rules. Subsequent
investigations by Carden have provided a large number
of instances of U, but none of V.

Despite the impressive apparent corroboration of
the view that rules cannot unmark partially, but only
in toto, further research (Bailey 1973¢:237) suggests
that it may require modification. Obviously, further
checking is in order.

The writer has for several years been of the
opinion that rule-deletion comes about through changes
to unmarked order. 1In Bailey 1973a, it was pointed
out that, if the marked order of rules (a) y + z and
(b) x » vy is unmarked to permit (b) to feed (a), so
that x » y #+ 2z, a restructuring would occur: Rule (b)
would be dropped, and the input to (a) would be gen-
eralized as both x and y~-or only x, if x should be-
come the sole source of y, in which event y would be
eliminated from lexical representations. Such changes
would not take place in a polylectal grammar until
practically all its subsystems had undergone the re-
ordering in question. Lack of space prevents extended
discussion of rule~deletion, which can perhaps be caused
by creclization also, but the foregoing will suggest
what may be involved.

All such changes take effect gradually, and no
doubt items which are eliminated from the language dis-
appear in some implicational sequence%® A possible
explanation for chain shifts (like the consonant shifts
in Armenian and German or the chain palatalizations in
Slavic and French, for some discussion of which cf.
Dressler 1971) which utilizes an aspect of marking
theory was put forward several years ago in Greenberg
1966:95~6. (See also Lass 1971.) While it may be that
changes which destroy the expected implicational re-~
lationships among items in the inventory of a language
demand the restoration of the proper relationship,
either by changing the implicans to the implicate or by
restoring the implicate in some manner, there are enough
problems connected with this view to be cautious about
it. However, the reasonableness of this theory warrants
a fair testing for it%® Changes that result in some '’
sort of additional markedness of an environment or
lower-level feature can be tolerated until the language
gets too marked for children to be able to acquire it.

Q@ Once their threhold is exceeded, they will fail to ac-
[ERJ!:Quire some marks of their native language.
e~ o
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Earlier and later changes and environments of
changes can be built into rule formulations with impli-

" cational feature coefficients. These are illustrated

below with rules of my own proposing and three rules
from Chen MSb, where a quite different notation is
found. (The notation [! lower] is proposed in Miller
1972:140 to denote "the increasing likelihood" of a
rule's operation with respect to a lower vowel.} In
the notation proposed here, [> Fj] indicates that the
plus value of a feature is relevant to the rule before
the mid value ([x Fj]), and that the mid value is
relevant prior to the minus value. This temporal se-
quencing of [+ Fj] before [x F;j] before [~ Fj] creates
the overall implicational patterning in the language,
[- F;1 2 [x Fj] o [+ F3]. When the value of a feature
is [c], its mﬁnus value is prior to its mid, and that
is prior to its plus value. Where an input [D> F;] or
{c Fi]l effects a chain shift, one step of which changes
an input fu low] ([+ low]) vowel to an output [M low]
({x low], or mid) vowel, as in rule ll below, we see
Principle 1b overruling Principle la. The same is true
of the assimilatory rule 5a below, which changes un-
marked values of input features to marked values in the
outputs. Of course, an input unmarked feature does not
violate Principle la if some other feature is the one
that is changed in the output, as in rules 4a and 6a.
Thus, rule 4a stipulates that like changes affect

{- grave], or front, vowels prior to affecting [x grave]
(mid-grave or central) vowels; and these before
{+gravel], or back, vowels.

The illustrative rules that follow show how dy-
namic formulations are possible and how they permit
the linguist to break out of the straitjacket of the
static framework.®? Rules 5a, 5b, and 6a are assim-
ilatory. Since 6b merely reverses 6a, both are com-
bined in rule 7.

59




DIRECTIONALITY AND RATE 53

‘4a)[ v ]a
C grave

(4p) c
: S voiced ot
u grave u nuclear
(a) { M lingual |/ ___ | u grave
[ C ] A | m dorsal c low
(5) | @ lingual
(b) [M continuant:l/ v v
m voiced —
~ V ha
(6a) | < grave | » Im nasall / ____ f{u nasal]
|2 low
- v ]
(6b) | > grave | @ [u nasall / ___ [m nasal]
c low
R
(7) o« < grave | <+ [n nasal] / ___ [« u nasal]
La D low

vhere -2 = ¢, where -¢ = >, where -u =m or M, and
where n abbreviates u in non-assimilatory natural
rules, but an assimilatory value (here: plus)

in assimilatory rules (cf. Schachter 1969)%°

Rules 4a, b are really metarules governing other,
substantive rules; e.g. 5a, b should include the input
feature [> voiced].

Rule 5 changes consonantal inputs in this segquence:
first [+ linguall consonants, or dorsals (in Sa: velars);
then [x lingual] consonants, or apicals; and finally,

[- lingual] consonants, or labials. The change gener-
ated by S5b is lenition, i.e. the change of intervocalic
obstruents to voiced continuants. The output feature
{M continuant] denotes a fricative only if the segment
in question is prenuclear. If it should turn out

to be true that such assimilations occur also in syl-
lable-final intervocalic obstruents (as appears to be
the case with the rule illustrated in American English
beater ['bidg1), the rule will have to be complicated
Q@ :ccordingly, but this is not necessary for the present

o0

[ERJ!:Llustration.
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Rule 5a palatalizes inputs before front vowels--
first, if these front vowels are [~ low], i.e. high;
next, if they are [x low], i.e. mid; and lastly, if
they are [+ low]. For the intersequencing of the nine
outputs resulting from the interaction of the two
variabkles in rule 5a, see §3.3.

Rule 6a generates a nasalized vowel before a seg-
ment that is unmarked for the feature [nasal]--which
in the special position can only be a nasal consonant.
The rule stipulates that the change occurs in [+ low]
vowels before occurring in [x low] vowels; and that
[- low] vowels are the last (and least likely) ones to
be affected by the rule. Note also that grave inputs
are affected before non-grave inputs, which are less
likely to undergo rule 6a. With rule 6b, which de-
nasalizes vowels, everything is reversed. Consecjuently,
6a and 6b are combined as rule 7. Note that rule 6a
agrees with 4a while 6b--if indeed it should mention
[ grave] in the input--merely reverses the assimi-
lation of 6a.

Many more natural rules remain to be written.
There will be rules specifying the raising of long and
close vowels and one specifying the lowering of short
and open vowels (but cf. fnn. 60, 73, where certain
prcblems connected with 'tense' and 'lax' vowels are
discussed). As already observed, rule 4a should be
superimposed on rules 5a and S5b in the manner that
rule 4b already has been on 6a in the above formulation.
Another rule will provide that vowel-raising changes
usually begin in oxytonic syllables before fc gravel
consonants, while another will provide that vowel-
lowering rules operate first in paroxytonic environ-
ments before word boundaries and subsequently before
[c lingual] consonants (cf. §4.2), eventually spread-
ing from paroxytonic to oxytonic syllables. The facts
surrounding the diphthongization of /i/ (cf. £n. 73)
show that rhythmic and incremental length have opposite
effects on the rate of that change. This rule operates
earlier in paroxytonic vowels, where rhythmic shorten-
ing occurs, but later in vowels followed by heavy
(underlying voiceless) obstruents, where the vowel is
shorter than in environments followed by light (under-
lying voiced) consonants. Some linguistic evidence
indicates that /8/ unrounds prior to the unrounding of
/i/: here the input is [D low].
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In the Western states speakers lose underlying
/x/ (which changes a preceding //p/ to /o/, no less than
do other heavy fricatives in other varieties of English,
as in cost, soft, and cloth) in the environment
[c lingual]. The loss occurs earlier in dauber than
in naughty, caught, and dawn (see fn. 73), and reaches
hawk last. The result is to make dauber rhyme with

robber and the other words to sound like knotty, cot
don, and hock, respectively. The reason why the oper-

ation of the rule specifying the change in gquestion in
a more recent environment implicates its operation in
an earlier one is explained in §4.1 below. The rule
strengthening the heavy consonants in High German af-
fects input [c grave, © 1lng] ones, where [grave] is
the heavier feature: the only [- grave] heavy con-
sonant is t, and it is affected first; of [x grave]
inputs, p is affected prior to k. (I ignore the special
cases where the inputs are adjacent to liguids.) 1In
these instances (as in chain shifts), M, m, and u co-
efficients do not suffice; for one thing, the order of
the consonants is probably the same both in prenuclear
and postnuclear parts of the syllable.

For fully natural rules, there is reguired a prin-
ciple, not yet formulated, which specifies which fea-
ture pairs can be linked with Greek-letter variables
(for a discussion of other principles relating to these,
cf. Principles 9¢ and 10 below).

Rule-inversion (Vennemann MS) has already been

discussed. (The kind of rule-reversal found in de-
creolization as the result of borrowing of course
poses no problems for the matter under discussion.)

It .nay be worth pointing out here that even if some

or all of the models already discussed and the prin-
ciples and models to follow should prove grossly in-
adeguate, the present proposals are not without value,
since they show how a dynamic analysis could work, and
since they therefore show that a dynamic grammar is
guite feasible. .

3.2 Exposition of metalinguistic principles. It is
being taken for granted that Labov 1966 and 1969,
together with other work still unpublished, has made
unassailable all but the (a) part of Principle 8.
(8) New rules are added at the end of their
component of the grammar, and they begin

0%
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(a) in a very limited environment,

(b) variably--in this first and in

each successive environment--and (c)

often with a feature or two in a marked

relative weighting.
(See some discussion on the gradualness of change in x/
Schourup 1972.) Much work remains to be done in order
to ascertain the conditions operating on rules at their
inception. But the provisional principles below--9 is
very tentative--will show what features are altered and
how, as the rule spreads beyond its original, limited
environment. The sequencing of the operations defined
in Principles 9 and 10 are discussed in §3.3. Prin-
ciple 10 will be augmented with Principle 19 in the
discussion of the wave model in §4.1.

(9a) When natural developments delete a rule
feature--i.e. generalize its value to a
Greek~letter variable ranging over all
feature values used in the system--to
make the rule more general: heavier-
weighted variable features in a given
part of the rule (either input or environ-
ment) are changed earlier than lighter
variable features in that part of the rule®

(9b) When a feature is reweighted to its un-
marked relative weighting: lighter-weighted
variable features are affected earlier than
heavier ones in the same part of the ruled’

(9¢) When values of implicational feature co-—
efficients (c,D) are changed: 1lighter-
weighted variable features are affected
earlier than heavier-weighted ones.

(10) Since heavier euvironments are earlier and
faster than lighter ones, it may be said
that rules effect changes at a faster rate,
i.e. earlier, in greater guantity, and to a
greater extent, in the presence of (a)
heavier-weighted variable features3® a
faster rate also accompanies (b) a marked
value, if the coefficient is a Greek-letter
variable; and (c) a plus value if the co-
efficient is 3, and a minus value if it is
<. (Note that 10b pertains only to variable
features, sometimes parenthesized in variable
rules.)
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It seems probable too that we should regard higher
items in curly brackets as faster or earlier than lower
ones. Note the Greek-letter variable, @, first sug-
gested by Chin-Wu Kim to represent the extreme values
of a multivalued feature, i.e. plus and minus in a
ternary system. Note that o F] may refer to the
absolute (plus, mid, or minus) values of [w F]} or to
the marking values of [¢ F] or [@ F] (where the bar
above negates the value). Principle 10 ensures that
when [« F;] and [«¢ Fs;] or (& Fy ] appear in the same
segment (where F; > % ). the [m Fj, u F.] values will
have a faster rate than fu F; i M F. J. gr1nc1p1e 10c¢c
is an example of a higher~ level (\viz. chain-shift) un-
marking which overrules feature-unmarking according to
Principle 1lb, as already noted.

Before illustrating the application of these prin-
ciples, it should be pointed out that there are two
ways in which they can combine to cause the acceler-
ation of an originally slower input or environment
variable ahead of an originally faster one. Principle
9 may combine with 10a, or Principle 9a may combine
with 10b. To take the latter case first, if an input
feature is generalized (according to Principle 9a) £rom
[u F;] to [a F;i], then Principle 10b dictates that
[m F;j] will-~after an interim of readjustment perhaps--
be faster than [u Fj], even though the rule operated
with {u Fj] before the generalization to include [m F;].
See the input to rule 1l below for an example. Simi-
larly, if a lighter-weighted and slower variable en-
vironment feature is, in line with Principle 9b, re-
waeighted to a heavier weight, Principle 10a will cause
the environment of the reweighted variable feature to
become faster than those it had been reweighted over,
even though they were faster before the reweighting.
This will also be illustrated in rule 11. ©Note that
the principles just enunciated make empirically vul-
nerable predictions. For example, there should be no
acceleration of the first sort, i.e. due to reweighting,
in rules where features have their unmarked relative
weightings.

The example to be given now is based on Labov
1972a%° ©Labov points out that /=/ is ‘'tensed' (i.e.
changed from the unmarked [x pharyngeal widening] to
the marked [+ pharyngeal widening])®® before (a)

Q ieavy (i.e. underlying voiceless) fricatives,

E119
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abbreviated F; (b) light (i.e. underlying voiced)
stops, which are abbreviated $; and (c) nasals, abbre-
viated N. The resulting 'tense' vowel is written /&/.
As a result of this prior rule, the F and § environ-
ments can be unambiguously designated as [« continuant,
g voiced], provided they are non-nasal, Features in
rule 11 that lack implicational coefficients or paren-
theses are categorical, i.e. non-variable parts of the
rule. Within a given segment, heavier-weighted fea-
tures are written above lighter ones.

v
m accent {(m continuant)
(11) (u grave) + [ 1ow] / __ | (u voiced) Co #
D low < nasal

m phar. wid.

Table 3. Isolects generated by rule 1ll.

Stage i Stage ii
Isolect Isolect
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
(F) () (F) ($) (N) N N (N) (N) N N
$) ($) ®  ($ () $ %) ($) 3
(N) (N) (F) (F) F (F) (F) F

Earlier lects, or earlier environments for the operation
of rule 11 in a given lect, are to the left; later ones
are on the right. Stage i represents the change of a
low nucleus to a mid one; stage ii represents the change
from mid to high.

Rule 1i changes a [+ phar. wid.] (tense) low (later
mid also) nucleus to a mid (later high also) nucleus in
a word-final accented syllakle before F, $, and N at
rates specified by Principles 9 and 10. (The use of
the feature [pharyngeal widening in this rule is proble-
matic, in view of the designation of underlying and post-
vowel-change heavy vowels the same way. But see fn. 73;
it is possible that [peripheral] could be used here.)
Isolect 1 represents the (long since past) fastest en=-
vironment in operation--[m ent, u voi, m nas], i.e. F.

Q If the heaviest variable feature (viz. [(m cnt)])
o
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generalizes first according to Principle 9a, it can-
not represent either of the other two possible en-
vironments ($ or N) without further changes in other
features?l SO no new isolect can result. But when

{u voi] is then generalized to include the specifi-
cation [m voil, both $ and F environments are now
specified, viz. as [« cnt,3 voi, m nas]. The result
is the unattested isolect 2. Then Principle 1l0b
dictates that $§ ([M cnt, m voi, m nas]) should ac-
celerate ahecad of F after a period of readjustment,
during which the change might occur in the two en-
vironments at eqgual rates. The data from Labov show
that the lightest-weighted variable feature in the
enviromment ({> nas]) generalizes during this interim,
creating isolect 3 (attested in Labov 1972a:137) . The
reweighting of $§ and F is consummated in isolect 4,
which is not attested.

Isolect 5 is attested in the speech of a sixty-
year-old Jewish male (Labov 1972a:144). It is notable
that in the speech of this informant the input has
gencralized, according to Principle 9a, to [a grave]
so that rule 1l affects back-vowel as well as front-
vowel inputs. Indeed, the change effected by rule 11
is more advanced for back vowels in the speech of the
informant for isolect 5 than for front vowels, as
stipulated in Principle 10b. The informant in ques=-
tion has raised /3/ to a position as high as, or higher
than, /3/ has reached in any environment in his speech.
The ordering of the successive generalizations and re-
weightings in rule 11 will be discussed in §3.3. The
form which rule 11 has in isolect 5 is shown as rule 12:

v {u nas.]
m accent
(12) | y grave 2 M low) / ___ o cont C, ##
u low 8 voi
Lu phar. wid.J m nas

Once generalizations and reweightings have brought
apout changes in the rate of inputs and environments
in rule 11, these remain until further changes that
accord with Principles 9 and 10 take place; the orig-
inally earliest environment will not be earliest in
the second stage of rule 11. But before discussing

stage ii, it is necessary to conclude our consideration

Von
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of stage i.. Labov refers to isolect 6, but aives no
example of it. He refers to isolect 7 as exemplified
in earlier documentation.

Stage ii is represented by the second stage of
the output, viz. the change from a mid to a high
position. ‘he output for this rule (as for other
examples) then goes through an isolectal series, that
parallels the isolects of stage i, except that the
relative rates of the three environments is now per-
manently reweighted. Isolect 8 is represented by a
Jewish male aged 57 (Labov 1972a:146), who, inci-
dentally, lacks the acceleration of the back-vowel
input. 1Isolect 9 is represented by a twenty-three-
year-old Jewish male (Labov 1972a:148). His speech
shows the acceleration of input/3/ ahead of /z/.
Labov speaks as though some females have reached
isolect 10, but 1l can only be found in very informal
styles, if at all, in New York City.

The rule that tenses /=/ has been generalized
to all preconsonantal environments in Buffalo, where
rule 11 now variably generxates stage ii outputs in
all of them. 1In other words, the last part of rule 1l
is to be parenthesized as an environment variable,
the lightest-weighted of all: (Co##)4. This advanced
development suggests the possibility that Buffalo
might be the origin of the rules. Detroit and Des
Plains (a suburb of Chicago) have the rule that
tenses /z/ generalized to all preconsonantal environ-
ments. Labov thinks that the reweighting which made N
the fastest preconsonantal environment had already
occurred when rule 11 began in Detroit. Detroit has
isolect 8 already attested, but Des Plaines may not
have developed beyond stage i. It is evident that,
as rule 1l spread to the West, changes in the environ-
ment outpaced the extension of the output to stage ii,
in contrast with what happened in the East.

3.3 Interrelations of time factors in rules. We have
seen several instances of rules having temporal seguen=-
cings in more than one part of the same rule--input,
environment, and output--as in rules 5 and 1ll. This
raises the guestion of how the temporal sequencings are
meshed together in the single dimension of real time.
It has already been observed that most of the rules of
O e sort being considered show the progression of a

E119
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given output through all the sequences defined by the
variables in_the structural description (i.e. input
and environment). This may be called the normal situ-
ation; it does not always obtain. It has also been
noted in connection with the deveclopments of rule 11

in Detroit and New York City that the changes in the
environment did not precede stage i in the latter, but
did precede stage i in Detroit. Here is a difference
in the intersequencing of the temporal changes in the
output and in the environment. Further, it has been
pointed out that isolect 8 in New York does not have
the input feature [(u grave)] generalized to [« grave],
although this generalization has occurred in isolects

7 and 9. Here is illustrated a difference in the inter-
sequencing of the inputs and outputs of rule 1ll.

The problem may be made clearer by showing the
different sequences of the nine outputs of rule 5a ac-
cording to whether the input feature [lingual] is
heavier or lighter than the environment feature [low].
When input [linguall is heavier than output [low], the
outputs are sequenced from earlier to later as follows:

Dorsals
Dorsals
Dorsals
Apicals
Apicals
Apicals
Labials
Labials
Labials

T

OO F-O O F O P

(Cf. the discussion of Tables 1 and 2 in §3.1,) 1If
the input feature [lingual] is lighter-weighted than
the environment feature [low], the sequencing of the
outputs from earlier to later is as follows:

Dorsals
Apicals
Labials
Dorsals
Apicals
Labials
Dorsals
Dorsals
Dorsals

NNNNNNNNN

ST
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Perhaps general principles will be discovered to
show which of the above is more natural. Of course,
the explana*ion may well lie simply in feature weight-
ings. But 1t may lie in universal principles which
dictate what the unmarked temporal priorities are among
input, environment, and output. If the explanation
lies in feature weightings, then numerical weights (as
in rule 3 above) would be the most natural notation to
suggest itself. But if the explanation lies in more
general principles governing the sequencing of differ-
ent parts of a rule, then the more natural notation
might be rate indexes, attached as conditions to rules
or (in the case of a monolectal rule) written over the
arrow. Such rate indexes might simply abbreviate
generalizations and reweightings in the environment as
G and R, respectively, and those in the input as g and
r; successive outputs or stagés in the change repre-~
sented by the rule could be designated with subscript
i, ii, etc. Principles 9 and 10 would define which
features were to be affected by G, R, g, and r. The
code symbols could be sequenced from left to right in
the order of time above the arrow in a rule. The change
discussed in the preceding section developed differ-
ently in its westward spread from the way it developed
in New York City. In New York City, the segquence of
developments presumably (not all the facts are known
about the [+ grave] input) has been: two environmental
reweightings and then generalization of input [grave],
both of which occurred before stage ii was completed;
the deleticn of the part of the environment specifying
oxytonesis has barely begun. Thus the rate index might
be: [RR}i[g(G)J;;. The deletion of the segmental «<n-
vironment has not yet begun in New York City, as in
Buffalo and the locales to the west. (Note that the
change in question moves from city to city, usually
skipping over the countryside.) 1In the Midwest, both
the segmental environment and the part of the environ-
ment specifying oxytonesis have been deleted from the
rule, but stage ii (output ii) has not been reached,
at least in some areas, nor has input [+ grave] yet
become involved. Here the rate indices are:

[RRGG]j ([g]ii). I£, as seems probable, this is the
unmarked weighting of the rate indices and the New York
City sequence represents their marked weighting, then
*he indices tend toward an unmarked situation in which
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environmental changes (feature-reweightings and gen-
eralizations) are prior to input generalizations.

It should be noted here that in most of the analyses
of changes in process examined, environmental changes
occur in order during each (output) stage of a rule
change. This in fact appears to be the normal algo-
rithm for rate indices.

If rule 3a is slightly rewritten as 3a', the
intersequencing of the outputs of the rule is pro-
vided for by both the implicational coefficients and
the weighting operators:

(3a') {%} 48 /C [2cw.b.] __ ## [1lc nuc)

(See Fasold 1970 for the use of numerical weighting
operators.) The initial environment is (a) [u w.b.,
u nuc)]. When the implicational value of the lighter
feature changes, as provided by Principle 9c, it be-
comes [m nucl), since [M nuc] (the satellite of a
compound nucleus) is not possible here. When the
value of the heavier-weighted feature changes to

(M w.b.], we have the situation in pas+t, which is
more like the environment in mist (containing no
boundary) but actually promoting the rule's operation
more than in mist but less than in pass#ed or miss#ed.
As the heavier feature becomes [m w.b.], the environ-
ment is (¢) {m w.b., u nuc], as when pass#ed and
miss#ed are followed by a non-vowel. Note that the
lighter-weighted feature has reverted to its original
u value. In fact, Principie 13 governs the inter-
sequencing of such weighted features:

(13) When a heavier-weighted variable feature
changes its value, the successively
lightest-weighted variable features that
have implicational coefficients go through
the entire sequence of values provided in
Principles 10b and 1l0c.

A heavier-~weighted variable feature would not, of
course, be reweighted before a lighter variable fea~
ture (Principle 9c). An examination of the seguencing
of environment relative weightings in Table 1 will
show why Principles % and 13 have to be as stated.
Only in this way will lighter-weighted features actu-~
ally have less effects on variable rules, i.e. in the

RV
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calculus of the environments®® The last environment
in which rule 3a' operates is (d) [m w.b., m nuc].

One who believes in the universality of natural
developments in language will entertain a sanguine
view of the possibility of simplifying rules like 11
because of future insights on the general conditions
governing the initisl forms of new rules.




4 THE WAVE MODEL, LANGUAGE
COMMUNITIES AND SPEECH COMMUNITIES

4.0 The language community. The framework which is
assumed for the present undertaking is one in which
the notion of 'the [English] language' is taken quite
seriously. Those who communicate competently in
English, with all its variants, are assumed to con-~
stitute the language community of English-users.
The resources of Enjglish, and in particular its pat-
terns of variation, may be allocated in different
ways within different speech communities®® e.g.
'r-lessness' is highly valued and 'r-fulness' lowly
valued in some speech communities within the English-
language community, while in others the converse
evaluation obtains®*
The grammatical (including phonological) rules
of a language system include only such as would
potentially be available to contemporary learners of
the language without benefit of historical knowledge.
Only materials that could be naturally collocated
within one system would be included, a statement whose
truth has to be accepted, even though little is yet
known about the (natural) limits of language systems.
|
|
|

Not all lects will be equally intelligible to other
lects, given the directionality of markings, impli~
cations, and the like, even in socially neutral con-
texts. But easy adjustments would be expected when
the users of the language move from one speech com-
munity to another. To be sure, those most familiar
with more leveled forms of English grammar would have
learning problems when they moved to communities where
less leveled forms of the language were frequent, and
these would be different from the problems encountered
by those moving from regions where less leveled vari-
eties existed to regions where more leveled varieties
were frequent. Some would probably have to learn
@ »ore than others, as I have poin.ed oui elsewhere®®
ERIC
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New lexical uses would have to be learned by all, as
anyone who has served in the armed forces realizes.
New uses of items present in all varieties have to be
learned, and the absence of an item in one variety
presents problems for its speakers in other areas, as
well as conversely®®

An overall system is a union, rather than an
intersection, of subsystems. While it cannot be open-
ended if it is to be useful and meaningful for the
linguist, its limits need not be rigid (as envisioned
in Agard 1971), but can be left flexible. One must
distinguish the diverse effects of natural developments
from within and of mixture due to contact with other
systems. The internal mixing of subsystems is still
fairly lacking in sophisticated investigations, but
two notions may be tentatively put forward on the basis
of what little is known. Like cross-system mixture,
subsystem mixture results in leveling, e.g. the vari-
eties of English found in the Midwestern and Western
States and BVE in Northern cities across the country
(even though in each specific city the contributions
from regional varieties of BVE have varied a great
deal)8’ Secondly, mixing of subsystems is not likely
(pace Sapir 160-1) to result in new systems, in the
manner that mixing systems is. I would reject the
term creolization for the mixing of subsystems within
a system, though not for mixing different components
(e.g. the lexicon) of different systems. Here the
term has a valid use.

Studies of a large number of phonological rules
in English convinced me some years ago that rules can J
not only be ordered implicationally, but that impli- ‘
cations can branch off and form blocs within which 1
only language-users familiar with a particular over-all |
type (perhaps dialect) would be expected to *know' the ‘
internal subimplications. As noted in Bailey 1972,
the whole bloc of implications may fill one place in ‘
the implicational ordering of the rules for language- |
users not familiar with the details of that bloc of |
rules. As a result, the occurrence of any single rule |
‘from the bloc in guestion would be eguivalent to the |
whole bloc for the outsiders. |

One problem that has received considerable atten- }
tion in recent years may cease to be such a large pro-

o hlem in the polylectal framework: abstractness and

Vo
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absolute neutralization (Kiparsky ME). For it would
seldom be the case that what was completely abstract
in one lect of the language system would be so in all
the others that a speaker-hearer would be familiar
with. In other words, even speakers for whom bad,
bared, bed, bid, and beard were alike in some style
would nevertheless normally be familiar with other
lects, and precisely other styles of their own pro-
nunciation, in which the outputs were not neutralizeds®
Speakers of BVE who often neutralize then and den do
not over-correct den to then, as the monolectal as-
sumption would predict, since the alternation [d] : [3]
in then keeps [d] here apart from [d] in den. When

radio announcers over-correct noon to [‘niﬁn], it is
precisely because they are aware that other lects do
not neutralize Ju/ and /%/ after /nj; they just do not
know which lexical items have which underlying vowel.
Not all variation is of course patterned. Besides
the non-identicalness of any two pronunciations of the
same word, 2ven by a given speaker, Morgan (MS) sug-
gests that situations can get so complex that the rules
simply are not prepared to handle them and break down.
The result is that a speaker unsystematically produces
an output that fits some aspect of the rule (e.g. an
agreement rule), but which may not be strictly in ac-
cord with the rule. This would be especially likely
where two rules might apply in similar situations; the
choice might simply be made randomly by a speaker.

4.1 The wave model. The isolects in Table 1 (in §3.1)
are temporally differentiated: the isolent generated
by the operation of rule 3a in environment a (i.e. mist
before a non-vowel) is prior to the cne generated by
the operation of the rule in environment b (i.e. mist
before a vowel); this is prior to the isolect generated
by the rule in environment ¢ (i.e. miss#ed before a
non-vowel); and this is in turn prior to the isolect
generated by the rule in environment d (i.e. miss#ed
before a vowel). Speakers intuitively know Principle 14,
which is a corollary of Principle 10a8® -
(14) The operation of a rule in a lighter-
weighted environment implies its operation
in heavier-weighted environments. (If en-
vironment a is heavier-weighted than b,
and b is heavier than ¢, then: ¢ ® b D a.)

T
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time O: 0

time iz 0

time ii: ' 0

time iii: a 0

@b

time iv:

The Simplest Form of the Wave Model. (The
letters represent successively later, or
lighter-weighted, environments in which
the rule operates.)
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Fig. 2 portrays the spread of the isolects of
rule 3a through social space as a simple wave. The
wave is different for each relative time. Relative
times are defined on minimal (isolectal) changes.

Each new ‘'point' in social space results from 'cross-
ing' a single social barrier, i.e. from a single dif-
ference in social characteristics resulting from
differences in age, sex, social class, ethnic group-
ings, etc., including the urban/rural difference.

The point of origin is the point where the most recent
development has occurred--d at time iv, ¢ at time iii,
etc. Fig. 2 is unaffected by the reweighting that
occurs in rule 3b; one simply substitutes environment
b' and ¢' of Table 2 for b and ¢, respectively, in
Fig. 2. As a wave is propagated through social space,
it may have a different development (e.g. it may re- i
weight at some point different from the origin) in one
direction from the developments found in other dir-
ections. (See table 8 in 4.2.)

In order to bring Table 1l into accord with Prin-
ciple 8b in §3.2, each environment must begin variably,
as in Table 4. Fig. 3 represents this information in a
different manner from the portrayal of Table 1 in Fig. 2.

Table 4. Temporal development of isolects of rule 3a
according to Principle 8b. (Variable ele~
ments are parenthesized.) ‘

Environments a b c da

— —

Time: Isolect: mistiHC mistiV miss#ed##C missHed#HvV

i (a) nis (t) mist nissed missed
ii (b) mis (t) mis (%) missed missed
iii (c) mis (t) mis (t) miss(ed) missed
iv (d) mis (t) mis (%) miss(ed) miss (ed)
v a nis' , mis (t) miss(ed) miss (ed)
vi b mis' mis' miss(ed) miss(ed)
vii c mis' mis" miss' ’ miss (ed)
viii d mis' mis’ miss' miss®

ST




70

Relative
time:

ii

iii

iv

Lect:

vi

Lect:

VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

Lo
0
(a)
0
0 1
(b)
(a) | (a)
B 0
0 1 2
(c)
(b) | (b)
(a) { (a) (a)l
0
0o 1 2 3
(a)
(c) | (e)
(b) | (b) | (b)
(a) | (a) [ (a) | (a)
0
0o 1 2 3 4
(a) | (a)
(c) | () | (c)
(b) | (b) | (b) | (b)
a |(a)|(a)|(a) (a)l
_ [0
0 1 2 3 4 5
a
(d) | (@) | (a)
(c) [ (c) | ()| (e)
b [ (b) [ (b)]|(b)](b)
a | a |(a)|(a)](a)]|(e)
| 0
0o 1 2 3 4 5 6
b a

"‘{ !“"




THE WAVE MODEL 71

Relative
time:

vii (@) ()| (a)] (a)
c [(e)](a)](c)](c)
b | b |b)] ()] ()](b)
al aitlaj(ai(aij(a)

(a)

0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Lect: c b a
viii a |(ayjaylata
c}| c [(c)] (c)|(c)](c)
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0
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cl el cl(|c)l(c)i(c)
bl bbb |d{d)|d]k
a a a a a |(a){(a)](a)] (a)
0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Lect: d d c b a

Fig. 3. Propagation of Temporal Lects Shown in
Table 4 Through Social Space.

In Fig. 3 the vertical dimension is time; the
horizontal dimension represents points successively
remote from the point of origin (0} in social space,
i.e. points separated frcm the original lect by suc-
cessively more social barriers. Variable environments
for the opexation of rule 3a arce parenthesized. At
times later than those shown here the pattern continues
rightward.

Fig. 3 shows how to resolve the second static para-
dox (Becker 1967:64). Dialect geography shows that
rules get less general at the periphery of the areas
where they exist; but the logic of the acquisition of
language by children shows, as do many rule changes,
‘that rules get more--not less--general, i.e. by feature

-
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Relative
time:
i (a sz B Fl)
9
0

(a Fz) 8 Fl) (o sz 8 F1)|

0

0 1 2

iii (-a sz 8 Fl)
(a Fy» B F))|(a £, =8 F))

’ 0

0 1 - 2 3
iv ("0 le -8 Fl)
(a sz -8 Fl) (a th -f Fl). (a sz -8 Fl)

(a Fpr BF)I(aFy, B F)|CaFys B FDI(F, B F))

0

0 1 - 2 7 3 4
v | (-aF, -8 FD(-a Fys -B F]
('0 le B Fl) ('q inl 3 Fl) ('0 Fz) 3 Fl)
(a Fpy -BFD[(aF, -BF)(aFy -BF)
n sz g Fl (a F2| B Fl) (a th 8 Fl)

0 1 2

(a F2' 8 Fl) (a th g Fl
0
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Relative
time:

vi (-a Fpy =B Fy)[(-a Fy, -B F))j(-a Fyy -8 Fy)

(-a an BFI) (-a FZ’ B Fl) (-a an 8 F].) (-a an 8 Fl)
a an -8 Fl (a an -8 Fl) (a an -B F].) (a an -8 Fl)
aFpy BF |aF, BF [(aFu BEDI@FR, §F)

0 1 2 3

(a FZ) -8 F].)
(a an B Fl) (a an 8 F].
0

4 5 6

vii (-a Fy» -8 F))[(-a Fy, -8 F))|(-a Fy, -8 Fy)
-a Fyy B F, (-a Fy, B F))|(-aF,, 8 F))
a Fp» =3 Fy aF,, -8 F, (a Fp, -B F)
a Fy» 8[-‘1 an, BFl a Fys B Fy

0 1 V 2
(~a FZ) -8 F].)
(a Fp» =3 F|(a Fpr -8 F))a Fps =B F))
(a an 8 Fl) (a FZ' 8 Fl) (a an BFI) (a an 8 Fl)

0
3 4 5 6 1
viii -0 Fps =8 F |(-a Fpy -BF)|(-a Fps -8 F))|(-a Fp, -B Fp

-a FZ) 8 Fl ~-a FZ) 8 Fl (-a FZ’ 8 Fl) (~a FZ) 8 Fl)
a sz -3 Fl a Fz) '5 Fl a Fz) '8 Fl (0 FZ) ‘B Fl)
a an 8 Fl a an BFI a Fz) 8 Fl a FZ’ 8 Fl

0 1 2 3

("'u FZ) -8 Fl)
(-a ¥,» B FI(-a Fys B F))
(a FZ’ -8 Fl) (a FZ) - Fl) (a FZ) -8 Fl)
(a Fz) 8 Fl) (a FZ) 8 F]_) (a an bFl) (a an 8 Fl)
0

4 s 6 ' 7 8 |
» Fig. 4. Another Version of Fig. 3, Employing Features. 8()
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deletions or value-generalizations. In Fig. 3, rules
do indeed get less general at points in social space
more and more remote from the origin, simply because
the earliness of the most limited environment for the
rule's operation ensures that it has had time to spread
farthest. But at any one point in social space the
rule indeed continues to become more general until it
is categorical (non-variable) in all environments, un-
less something causes the rule to die out before t.is
happens?® This also explains the principle of the
antiquity of peripheral phenomena in areal linguistics.

Two principles have been assumed in Fig. 3 and in
the discussion up to this point:

(15) A single isolectal change creates a new

relative time.

(16) A)1 the environments of a rule become
variable before the oldest becomes
categorical.

Principle 16 is probably not correct for all instances
(cf. Table 5 below), and supplementary algorithms will
be required. The principle is given here only tc pro-
vide a handle for the discussion. The correct algo-
rithm for generating matrixes such as those shown in
Fig. 3 may require that the oldest (earliest, fastest)
environment become categorical in the isolect in which
the last environment begins to Le (variably) operative.
This scems unlikely, as does the idea that variability
persists through a given number of isolects (equal,
pernhaps, to the number of variable environments, as in
Fig. 3). The variability may well depend on clock time
in some manner. All such guestions must be left for
future determination.

Fig. 4 (p. 72) is a slightly more technical formu-
lation of Fig. 3 in terms of the variable features that
create the four environments of rule 3a. Note that, as
before, the lowest-number isolects are the oldest. See
Trudgill MS for interesting observations on models for
the diffusion of a change through social and geograph-
ical space.

The same notations used in Fig. 3 are used in Fig. 4
Fy is a feature that is heavier-weighted than F;. At
each relative time subsequent to those shown here, each
isolect moves one step to the right.

It is important to stress that language~users in-

\)*?rnalize language patterns, and that these, rather

03

04
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than spatial distributions or statistical findings,

are what are of prime concern to the linguist. It

should be clear to the reader that the linguistic
pattern, viz. C O B D A, is the same in both Fig. Sa

and Sb; that for what is linguistically relevant here

the bundling in Fig. Sb is of no importance, contrary

+o claims of dialect geographers’! The importance of
such patterns, together with a corroboration of the
correctness of the wave model's predictions with re-

gard to previously unknown data, has been demonstrated

in Bickerton 1971, where the patterning shown in Table S
was verified. As for greater and lesser statistics

which language-users interpret and produce so competently
let us now turn to a discussion of how the wave model

and a couple of general principles account for this with-
out the linguist's having to embrace the scarecely
credible view that children learn and internalize rela-
tive statistics.

Table 5. Isolectal distributions of the infinitive
markers tu ('to') and fu (‘'for') in
Guyana Creole English, adapted from
Bickerton 1971. (The basilect is at
time 0; the acrolect, at time vi, The
isolect at time i was not attested in

the data.)
Verb classes:
Relative times:- I 11 111
0 fu fu £fu
*i tu/fu  fu £u
ii Ly fu £fu
iii tu tu/fu fu
iv tu tu fu
v tu tu tu/fu
vi ’ tu tu ﬁcr;. wt =
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(a)

u{/,,,_———-Bundl;gg

(b)

Fig. 5. The Spatial Pattern, C ® B D A, With 'Dialectal!
Bundling in (b), But Not in (a). (See fnn. 68
and 71.)
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Data which will be cited later show that incipient
changes begin slowly, that after they get going they
guickly pick up momentum, and that they begin to slow
down as they near 100% categoricality. This forms an
I-curve, as in Fig. 6. A principle like 17 governs
this fcatistical distribution. There results the
micromodel of statistical change seen as Fig. 7, which .%
is adapted from the simpler model in Labov 1972:106;
it illustrates the development of rule 18.

100%

904

80%

50%

20%

10%

0%

Fig. 6. The f—curve gencrated by Princi_le 17.

(17) A given change begins guite gradually:
after reaching a certain point (say,
twenty per cent), it ricks up momentum
and proceeds at a much faster rate; and
finally tails off slowly before reaching
completion., The rusult is an f-curve:
the statistical differences among isolects
in the middle relative times of the change
will be greater than the statistical differ-
ences among the early and late isolects.

84




78 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY

(8) X~»2/ __

on U

100% zZ/a,
90%
80% z/a, 2/b,

505, [~mmmm Ittt e S

20% 2/a, 2/b, z/¢,
10%

0% [ a,b,c.d b,c,d c.d o}

0 1 2 3
Relative time: i ii iii

100%| 2/a,2/Db, 2/a,2/b,2/c, 2/a,2/b,2/c,2/d
90%
80% z/c, z/4

50% |-——==== === mmmm e b e

20% z2/4
10%
0%

4 5 6
iv v vi

Fig. 7. The Statistical Development cf Rule 18,

The vertical dimension in Fig. 7 is that of in-
creasing statistical implementation of the rule, as in
Fig. 6. Time or space move rightward from the point
of origin, 0. 1Isolects are represented by Arabic
numerals; relative times, by small Roman numerals. The
nctation 2/a means that the output is present in en-

vironment a in the percentage of possibilities indicated

on the vertical scale.
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The application of the principles just discussed
to Fig. 3 results in Fig. 8. The application of Prin-
ciple 10 in time and space, as in Fig. 8, presupposes
Principle (19):

(19a) At a given point in social space, the
operation of a rule will be proportion-
ately greater in earlier or heavier-
weighted environments than in later or
lighter-weighted ones.

(19b) A rule will operate in a given environ-
ment proportionately more frequently--
up to 1l00%--at points in social space
nearer to the point of origin than at
points more remote from the origin.

Env. d: 10% 20% | 10%
Env. c: 20% | 10% 80% | 20% | 10%

‘E
Env. b: 80% 1 20% | 10% 90% | 80% | 20% | 10% ‘

Env. a: 90% | 60% | 20% | 10% || 100% | 90% | 80% | 29%

Locale!]] O 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
Relative time iv Relative time v
Env. d: 80% | 20% | 10% 90% | 80% | 20% | 10%

Env. ¢C: 90% | 80% | 20% |.10% || 1L00% [ 90% | 80% | 20%

Env. b: |l 100% | 90% | 80% | 20% || 100% |100% | 90% | 80%
Env. a:{ 100% [LO0% | 90% | 80% || 100% |100% {100% | 90%

Relative time vi Relative time vii

Fig. 8. Application of Principle Under Discussion
to Fig. 3.

In contrast with the increasing attenuation of physical
waves in time and space, the waves under discussion
show increasing strength in time (according to Prin-
ciple 17), although at any given moment those parts
more distant from the origin than others will be

statistically weaker. (3
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The wave-like nature of the statistics in Fig. 8
can be clearly seen in the breakdown of the figure at
relative time v, shown here as Fig. 9. Exemplifi-
cations of something like Fig. 8 with real linguistic
data are provided later on in Tables 9 and 10. These
tables illustrate both the wave-like nature of the
statistics and the f—curve of Principle 17.

8G% 20% - 10%
90% 80% 200 N 10% . X
100% 90% 80% 20%

Fig. 9. Portrayal of Wave-like Nature of the Statis-
tiecs in Fig. 8 at Relative Time v. (The wave
loses its impetus at progressively more dis-
tant points in social space, at least in the
relative statistics for any given moment.)

Cedergren & D. Sankoff (MS) have replaced Labov's
emphasis on statistics with an emphasis on probabil-
ities. This will certainly have a better chance of
being a credible model of competence. One might
hypothecate a universal (internal) bell curve or f—
curve, and then seek to justify it; but learning com-
plicated statistics will not be found credible. Proba-
bilities are well-defined in a way that statistics are
not; as Cedergren & Sankoff assert, "Frequencies are
clearly part of perfcrmance, but we use them to esti-
mate probabilities, which are part of the underlying
model generating the observed kehavior. It is our
contention that these probabilities are properly part

—r

@ - competence." Of course, there is more to performance

= 8%
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b

than a failure to achieve competence probabilities,

as these writers are well-aware. Their proposals
deserve further investigation, provided one thing is
kept in mind. In the papers just cited, rules are
provided with a static or fixed input probability,
which is affected not only by variable factors in the
linguistic environment, hut also by variations of
style, socio-economic class, and the like. These
scholars have informed me that the input probability
could be provided with a curve, thus creating vector-
like dynamic rules that would generate the variety of
patterns generated by Cedergrea and D. Sankoff, but in
a different way. Instead of generating them all at
once, or instead of selecting a given speaker and
setting his or her input probability at [some per-
centage] depending on their socio~economic group and
then calculating rule probabilities for each linguis-
tic environment (see Cedergren and Sankoff), we would
be more concerned with before-and-after relations among
outputs, i.e. with generating all of the linquistic
parterns of the language in the implicational sequence
that holds valid for any speaker. Then, sociolinguis-
tic algorithms of the sort proposed near the end of the
present mcnograph could be applied for assigning the
patterns so generated to the socia. parameters of a
given speech community. A given pattern would be
assigned to one style of a speaker in one class of the
speech community, to another style of a speaker in
another class, and so on. The linguistic parameters
would be handled as proposed by Cedergren & D. Sankoff,
but the input probability would ride on an f—curve, 50
to speak. For recent discussion of related issues, the
reader is referred to papers by Fasold, Bickerton,
Wolfram, Cedergren, G. Sankoff, Anshen, and others in
Bailey & Shuy 1973.

The writer's own difficulties with Cedergren and
Sankoff's original proposals have to do not only with
the static nature of the rules they have proposed and
the failure to distinguish social from linguistic
parameters, but also with the fact (not provided for
in their proposal) that features are not independent.
It is known that the values that promote or inhibit
rule outputs may be quite different in lighter-weighted
features according as the values of heavier-weighted
eatures change. (Walt Wolfram has shown m2 some
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guantitative data that make this statement indis-
putable; cf. Wolfram 1973.) None of these aspects of
the original proposals by Cedergren and D. Sankoff is
irremediable in their framework, and there is no reason
why their sophisticated techniques have to be incom-
patible with the program set forth here.

i Principle 20 enables the language-user to inter-
pret (and produce) statistics in accord with the pat-
terns of data just shown, without the language-user's
having internalized (relative) numbers. The reader
shculd note the asymmetry between Principle 20 and
Principle 14, both of which are corollaries of Prin-
ciple 10. .

{(20) what is quantitatively less is slower

and later; what is more is earlier and
~ faster, (If environment a is heavier-
weighted than b, and if b is heavier than
c, then: a>b> c.)
My view is that the competence pattern is the temporally-
created implicational one, which is perceptually de-
duced from the preceding pringiple.

Fasold 1973, agreeing on the perceptual prin-
ciple, examines the issue whether an inferred earlier-
later principle is to be regarded as the correct com-
petence principle. Fasold considers three cases in
which the quantitative implications and the temporal
ones disagree. The first of these is acceleration.
Fasold speaks uvf a rule accelerating ahead of another,
older -ne, but only cites instances of environments
or inputs accelerating. BAnd he thinks that a given
instance of acceleration could occur at some point
in social space other than the origin. I used to hold l
this view, but now think it highiy unlikely. The dif-
ference in the forms of the wave for /&/-raising in
the direction of New York City and in the westward
direction (discussed in §3.3) appears to be due to the ‘
rise of riew metropolitan centers of greater importance
than the one which the wave originally spread from.
Ordinarily, the time required for such new centers to
arise would far exceed the normal time required for
rules to reach completion (categoricality). Given that
reweighting or some other case of acceleration begins
at the origin of the wave, the effect is at some point
in time to rearrange the columns in a table like Table 4

@ bove, as in Table 6 belcw:
ERIC -
e - ) 8 )




E

THE WAVE MODEL

Table 6. A variant of Table 4 above in which a re-
weighting following time v transposes
columns » and ¢.

Environment: ° a =) c 4a

Times: Isolect:

i (a) mis(t) mist ‘ missed missed
ii (b) mis(t) mis(t) missed missed
iii (c) mis{t) mis(t) miss(ed) missed
iv (q) mis(t) mis(t) miss(ed) miss(ed)
v a mis’ mis(t) miss(ed) miss(ed)
vi b mis' miss' mis(t) miss (ed)
vii c mis' miss' mis' miss (ed)
viii d mis' miss' mis' miss'

Note that if the reweighting which causes the acceler-
ation of .column ¢ ahead of b does not occur precisely
when it does in Table 6 (see the broken line), it will
not be detectable in this chart. But Fasold contends
that in a guantitative chart (like Fig. 8 or Table 9
or 10) the statistics would be thrown off. I do not
think this would be the case provided the columns are
rearranged at the moment of acceleration in relative
time. (Note that the lect at the origin of the wave
is the one that is latest in time, viz. [d] in Table 6.,
Clearly, however, further investigation is. in order,
with due consideration of the points made in Fasold's
article. The real Question is, of course, how listen-~
ers would perceive the statistics: would they interna-
lize the columnar transpositicn? Probably not, though
this applies only to those speakers having the re-
weighting, since the others could 'predict' such a re-
weighting and might be able to understand the columnar
transposition caused by it. I know of no principle
that would produce the acceleration of a later rule
ahead of an older one, though I do net doubt that while
both are still variable the later one would normally ke
statistically farther from categoricality than the
older one. The one exception would occur when an older
rule became stagnant, but a later rule continued to
-progress toward categoricality.

N, £

VAV
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Since stagnant rules constitute Fasold's second
kind of discordancy between the quantitative and
temporal principle, these must be characterized now.

For up to this point the discussion of variation,
particularly the discussion of the f-curve, has assumed
that rules proceed in time to completion, unless they
die out and cease having any effect on the grammar.

But in fact rules may freeze in mid course, so to speak,
like the rule affecting the alternation of interdental
fricatives and their corresponding stopped pronunci-
ations in the lower middle class and the classes below
it in New York City (Labov 1966:365-372) . Such a pat-
tern may remain static for years. However, Principle
20 causes listeners to interpret even static rules in
vector terms. The frozen pattern represents the re-
sults of a time-differentiated spreading wave, so I

see no problems for Principle 20 here.

Fasold's third kind of problematic case involves
rule-inhibition. The rule desulcalizing /r# when not
prevocalic began in England as [- favored], but at
some point became [+ favored]; and it changed from
[+ favored] to [~ favored] for most classes in New York
City at the time of World War II, ‘as Labov 1966 shows.
(See discussion of [favored] in §4.4.) 1In the latter
example, older speakers simply have the rule in its
completed form; this is lect 0. Later lects show the
usual statistical developments, for Labov has shown,
both for this rule in New York City and for the rule
inhibiting the second output of rule 23 on Martha's ,
vineyard, that the guantities which are charted for
rule-inhibition exhibit the same pattern as those in a
rule like rule 3. (See Table 9 below.) The statistics
for the inhibition of a rule still progressing toward
categoricality should present a chart something like
Table 7 if no changes occur in the form of the rule
{as in fact was the case on Martha's Vineyard). Note
that the inhibition of the rule does not disturb the
historical relations of more and less among the environ-
ments; i.e. it is inhibited more in the originally later
(lighter) environments than in the originally earlier
(heavier) environments.

If it is true that rule-inhibition does not disturb
the patterns of rule development, it will be necessary
to explain an apparent counterexample through reweight-

Q lng or in some other way. The example in question

L « 91
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Table 7. Presumed statistical relations in the
development of a rule in earlier (a) and
later (d) environments when a revaluation
of the feature [favored] occurs following
temporal lect 4.

Age or
Relative other Environments:
time: Lect: groupings a b < a
Aiil 3 v 804 20% 10% 0%
iv 4 111 90% 80% 20% 10%
v 5 11 80% 20% 10% 0%
vi 6 1 2 O% 10% 0% 0%

involves the change of /o/ to /o/, which seems

(McLavid 1940) to have reached the velar environment
last in the Southeastern States, but which is the

only environment where the change remains in the speech
of some speakers from the northern Pacific Coast States,
who have [»o] in dog and song., but [a] in soft, cost,

and ¢cloth. Despite this problematic example, other
instances of rule-inhibition known to the writer show
no disturbance in the pattern created by the develop-
ment of the rule. ‘

A main point of Fasold's discussion fails to take
into account the difference belween natural changes and
decreolization, a form of borrowing across systems.

The latter is governed by the decreolization or mixture
algorithm treated at the end of this monograph. The
wave model applies to such patterns as well as to others,
but Fasold may be right in maintaining that the relative
time of different developments 1is so obscuraed as to be
rendered meaningless in the difference between natural
changes and changes which reverse this order as meso-
lects in the creole gradatum mix with (by borrowing
from) the acrolect. Nonetheless, the implicaticnality
of the wave model is maintained--this is the main point
for the position taken in the present writing--and

there is no reason to suppose that the decreolizing
pattern obscures the directionality of natural changes

92
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any more than rule inhibition ih Table 7. See the
earlier discussicn of decreolization in connection
with rule 3.

4.2 The variable rule for /i/ in English. If the
brain is to be credited with the ability to deal with
the diverse patternings of the outputs of English /1i/
which the facts of communication demand, we must get
away from the facts of geographical and social’®
,repartitions of the variant outputs of this underlying
unit. Aas will be seen on the map in Fig. 10 below,
geographical dispersions can be so chaotic as to
challenge the plausibility of any nypotheses about
the orderliness of language variation and therefore
of any hypothesis about the brain's manner of storing
and using such variants in communication. In what
follows, such non-linguistic patterns will be reduced
to linguistic patterns, in which implicationally
adjacent isolects are placed side by side, ‘egardless
of their geographical variation.

Let us begin with the pattern from which the
others can be derived with principles already ex-
pounded. This pattern is that of the North of England,
with data from Kolb 1966. The social charactexistics
of the informants for this data were Kept as constant
as possible, so that the geographical variable should
be the only variable other than sex. Despite the
social uniformity in the sources of these data, the
resultant map (Fig. 10) is fairly chaotic.

In Fig. 10, isolect numbers are the same as in
Table 8, but single parentheses indicate one deviation
from the pattern in that table, and double parentheses
denote two such deviations. Eighty-four sources of
data are represented on the map. Of a total of 672
items containing /if, 33--or less than 5%--are deviant.
Less deviance would probably result if sex differences
were controlled in the data. THe broken line separates
the isolects having positive numbers or letters in
Table 8. The dotted line surrounds the lectal area
where geese is pronounced ['gals] or something similar.
This possibly represents the result of a reordering of
the sub-rules of the heavy-vowel shift (the one raising
mid nuclei te high nuclei, and the one raising low
nuclei to mid ones). The origin of the main wave is

incoln. The origin of the later wave appears to be

R\!:ear Manchester (isolects B and C).
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Fig. 10. Isolects for the Outputs of /i/ in Dif-
ferent Linguistic Environments as
Distributed in the North of Englang.
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In Table 8 Ei indicates either the nucleus [¢*] or the
nucleus [s']. The wave from the origin (0) is gener-
ated with different algorithms to the left and to the
right. The isolects with negative numbers to the right
of the origin are generated by the 'normal algorithm'’
and overlap with the later wave spreading from 0.
Unattested isolects are starred. These may turn up in
later data. Alternatively, there may be some kind of
higher-level (dialectal?) boundary between isolects 6
and 3 aud between isolects -6 and E. The data are in-
adequate to test this matter bhecause the later wave
overlaps and obliterates the ground of the older wave
(see the mapping of these data in Fig. 10). Note that
the Ta] output of /G” (in about) accelerates ahead of
the [a] ountput of /i/ in isolects -2, -4, and -6. Be-
cause the older isolects are closer to the origins,
the directionality of time sequencings must be read
toward the origins. Thus the isolects with [i1 -wright
(as in cartwright) have not been completely affected
by the rule in question at the points where the wave
has arrived most recently. ‘

The pattern as illustrated in Table 8 is generated
with rule 21, which assumes, on the basis of data from
nther areas, that the prevelar environments are the
slowest of all.

~ \' N

m phar. wid.
< low u nuclear Y
£21) | v low /
M grave c low

2 < rhythmic length

. (u grave) J

C
_([*m segmental]){ [ 1 < lingual

3 D voiced

Condition l: At least one parenthesized element
must be present in the environment.
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L) ition 2: R e .
:ondltlon 2: Rcutput peak 3R output satellite-: .

{R = rate) until the stage /ad/ =
. . s {a) has been reached. . -
Condit'ion 3: In.the North ‘of England, the en- .: -
c. s . vironment ‘is absent for the outputs
¢ of, /u/ when this lnpu; becomes’ ~~~
. . ' operataive; input./ll or /UY is
, - still unchanged in older env1ron-
RN ments in the North of England.

+

We here 2xtend the denotatlons of the 1mp11cat10nal co-
efficients so that ﬂgnotes the order t, X; | where
gradient values are involved, while &~ denotes the
reverse sequeyice, Seg feature 36 in the.Appendix.

In rule Zlk the lnput Has two variable features;
where ne 1mp11cat10nal coefficient or weighting humeral
is present, varlabyllty is indicated by parentheSes.
Tha feature {= rhythmig lengthedhing] causes paroxytonic
‘environments (&.g. Friday, writing) to show later out-
puts than their correspondlng oxytones (e. ﬁled
write) /4'in accordance with the data under analy51s. - .
Input [(u grava)'1 ensures that Changes of input /u/ Adag e
,behind thosé of /i/ (see on the acceleration of /q/ a
"ahead of /i/ in England below). The input featuTe,
fpharyngeal w1dth], is somewhat doubtful’a Condition 2
ensures that the“lowness of the output satellite lags
behind that of the peak until the last stage is reached; .
the cutputs for front inputs .therefore are: ' (i) /eiy
or /al/. the: dif fereace *between whlch is ignored here-
in favor of the laLtFr, 411) /a%/; (iii) /a?/ = [a].

Ity the output, the foa&ure Lroundf*retalns its same
abﬁblutc valuus as in the input, but becomes marked in
‘' the outgut 7e¥/, which explains its latex unmarklng to
/aY/, and /a®/. Probably it unmarks~and re&ssxm ates
in 1¢ct3 hav1ng /e“/ (The writer favors Chomsﬁé and {f;
Halle's 1968: 419-435 view of link Xinking, despltb the e 1.
\c;1t1c15ms in Bach and Harms 1972, where the possx- ‘

gilltlea of dlscinguxsheng lower-level’ and hlgher level '.{f

anmarkings are got real;ned ) T see why the change of '
, [u grave] or [m gravel’ inputs to [M grave] is not un- o

_natural, it is neCtSSéry to re-examine Table 8. Therecg . /

"it'is obvious thdt /s'/ does not occur in lects 1ack1ng,’,
changes of input /G/, whi¢h are later than changes of
/I/. The compromise [M grave] position--central instead

O £ either front or back--is presumably a higher-level

(2K y ! .\ -
. 9% - A

’ . ) 1
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unmarking that overrules feathe nnmarkxng* see Pr1n~
ciple 1b in §3.0.° - -~

When the .optional variable T*m scgmental] (tBat™

. Jig, a syllabic boundary) 1s presaent in the\env1ronment L

the aetergsk indicates that the rule categprlcaLly

generates the latest output fdhnd in the lect in ques- ’

e tion. The data provide’ ev1dence only for sky, but. - .

., evidence in other lecls, suggests that the formulatlon je :

N of 21 LS correct.\ (Note that in Kolb's data .the ¢ le Y

operates in Fraday, so, that a # follow1ng,/ﬂ/ does not
need tJd be poslted for the rule here, as it does in

P .

- other lects?) a . .
R . ' The sequen&*%%‘of the’ outputs of- /u/ parallels
., . . those of /i/: /€% or [s%/,-/a%/, /a?/ = {a), as in
. mouse. ‘'In the North of England, the environments of -
the rule appear to Have little "affect on the distxi-
< " pution of the envlronments — speakers apparently using
some glven output for all ywords 1n\a‘g1ven style of
T.Sp aklng ‘. . N
he sﬁquenc1ng of the segmental gnv1ronments'QE
rule 2) depends as usual on- the redative weightings -
of the feathres. . in the cnv1ronment and on [rhythmic .-
length] }n the 1nput segment. The welghting {c llngual] '
- ensures that- 1dblal env1gpnmegts are faster than apigal
. =ones, while yela* ertvironthents are slowest of all. BAl-
though the data offer no evidence for velars, these
« form the slowest ¢nvironment in all  other lects fdr -
.which there is evidence;, 1In English /1/ precedes g/ -«
on}y in tiger, Geigen, gygrcn, and migratory (and words .
uyv1ng the same base form as this last); /U/ does not .

L}

h ‘occur before grave *consonants at all. Within each
category formed by a yalue of [llngual] s riythmic “ 1
.length] generates a ‘given output in an accented syllable.
" followed by unaccented syllables in the same word prior -
to generating that.output in oxytonic syllabless TWus, ° -

" Friday and writing change before died, flies, and nigh o4
Within each comblnatiop of [llngual] and [rhythmlc .
length] values, underlying voiced consonants provide
faster envircnments than underlying v01ce1ess26Q;sonents.

|
|

Table 8 shbws two patterns for intersequencing out-
puts and envir'onments. The normal algorithm sequences,

& the’ two outputs of the original wave, 317 and [a®], in |
each environment belfore moving to the next, as in iso-~ '
lects .0 through -6." 1In all attested i'solects shown on
‘the right of 0 in Table 8, [ae] has already been

A .
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generated in the five heavier-weighted ;nvironments. 7
~Bnother aldorithm'is evidenced in the ‘isoleats on the
;. left off isolegt 0, since the five heavier-weighted
ehvi;onments have [ei? before [a®] is generated in the .
- heaviest, and then {ei1 is successively genera'ted in -
. ' the lighter-weighted enVironments before [a®" Degins«
’ »'go'be generated in all but_thé/heaviest one. It is
* ne gréat task to devise,ad hoc rate ihdices for such
- ! intersequencing, and such notations probably hhave. to . .
" "be resorted to until moxg€ general principles governing °* ‘

2

" the interseﬁhencing?(gf% discovered. There would be

«

no point in' ¢complic ting rule 21 further, so the 'non- .. .,
. _ormai' algoriﬁhm‘ﬁgr intersequencing will be lefs for ~
"t ;pture research., .

.

Table 8- shows that ‘in isolects -2, -4, and~-6 the
output [a] has been generated for input /U/ before it
has been geperated for input /iI/. This could be pro-
vided for in rule 21 by generalizing the next vari-

« able input, feature, [u grave], to [m grave] accord- .
ing'to/Pfinciple %a. Princgple 10b wquld then ensure
.that, Aafter an interim, the [m grave] input, /u/,.would
be affected prior to /i/ in the wave spreading. from
the latter origii. - - B}

. ," Besides the treatment of /I G/ found in the North
of England--and the oldest speakers on Martha's Vine-

, yard ‘(Labov :1972a)-~there are several other important z
treatments .of the inputs, differing chiefly in the

., . environment®of the rule. In the standard pronunciation

/" Ot English in Scotland at the time of the first World:

= . Wag, many speakerse(Grant(1914:63) had,the second-stage
or 7 owtput of /i/ only before /r-z 3 v/ and #; ' <!

»  contrast-tide ['thald] with tie#d ['tha®d]. This sug-

gests thgt the boungary feature at the beginning of the
. environment in rule 21 should have been some other
. "~ “feature defined so that the value denoting a syllabic

"boundary could genera}igp to the value denoting an ~

 internal word .boundary. Grant says that a syllabic. ' .

- boundary. following the hugleus favors /a®/. And ap- .
parently /aY/ is not heard in the wariety of speech .
deseribed by Grant, which shows that the [m grave] in-
put has accelerated ahead of the, [u grave] input; ac-
'cording to Principle 10b. What is to be said of the . .
non-lateral continuants environing the Scots form of
ryle 21? Evidently there are two_possibilities:

' @"' The’original panlectal form.of the rule had ‘the

fEmﬁ - . 'gﬁe . .

-

-
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.appropriate, features, buu very llghtly—welghted orig-
inally, and then these were/rewelghted to greater im-
portance in Scots. While.the North of England data do
not offer the required ev1dgnce, the similar pattern
. among older speakecs on'Martha's ,Vineyanrd (Labov 1972a:
"122) does show light fricatlves, 1ess favorable to Jal/—-
and therefore more Yavorable to the iater output, /a®/--~
than stops are. (2) Ohe Qan easily envisjon -a para-
digmatic generalization of a word boundary from dle to
gdied. ' In fact Grant p01nts out that the veglety Tof
Enyglish being descr}bed sometimes had ['valv~1 as the .
~result of levellng the propunciation ox __ _ . to that

~

of wife. '@hls last exampl, do¥s not,” of course, -involve’

a boundary,“but the kind of generallzataon involved 1s
the same as ' in die and dléd .
. This problematdr lect will not be dealt with fur-
_ . ther here, but ra r ourlattentlon,w1ll be turned to
. Some lects,. that seem related to it. 1In varlous areas’
of New York State, Pennsylvanla, and Vlrglnla (and
probably elsewhere), theLe are speakers that have °
. /ae a°/ in brlbe, ride, loud down ,and elsewhere when
the environing consonant 1s 1mmedlaxely followed by #,
."as in briber, rider; contrast /st/ in fiber, cider,
. spider. (Note here that lt is a # fg}lowxng the en~
vgroning consonant “that i 1mportant, and not just
? simply a # preceding it, as in the Scottish speech des~
cribed, above ) The rate of environments is: oxytogfs

~

with env1ron1ng light con%onan&s other than /g’ ar
fastest; paroxytornies with # intervening before the un-

, atcented syllable that follows are next; and. paroxytones
without # following the environing light consonant»are
s}owest. This is just the opnosite of whah}was found

, in tHE~North of England, Where Friday is a ter. en~ .
vironment than died and flies. The influence Qf the # °
following the environing donsonant is attributable to a
parddlgmaﬁlc generallzatan often found.n language.
The priority of the charge in bribe and ride over fiber,
C1der, and spider mlght conuelvably be explained thus:
Let Us assume that the orlblnal (panlectal) rule had
{m = 1 rhythmic length] in'stead of [c rhythmic lengthl
in the input. Now, if this has already generalized tfo
to rpythmic length] in the| lects under consider ation,
Principle 10b .would dictate the prioritw of [M =
rhythmic length’] inputs. nfortunately, there 1$ no,~

Q ‘oncrate evidence of [« rhythmlc length] 1n these lects?’B

Y
8
’:
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l Labov's (1972),spectrograph1c data«tshow a change’

e e

from a pattern:similar to that of tﬁe North of England
. among the oldedt speakers on Martha's Vlneyard to a .
— pattern similar to what is found in-the Sputhern States

. (1nclud;ng most of the TldéWater QWeds) amqng yqunger L PN

. %

speakers in Martha's Vineyard. Here Ry01ce61 has be-

come the heav;est-welghted feature, whlle Frhythmlc '.‘
. length}-has only gpstlglal importance’® Both {u grave]
" and (m graveW inputs, i.e. /i/ and /u/6 are affected hy.

X

thé rule,” now formulated as 22. This rule has evolved -

naturally'out of 21 simply by reweighting [voiced].

For reasons thaf ,gd beyond the present°state of knowl- -
edge on the subject, the [m grave} inputs have not -
accelerated aheat’ of the [u grave] anputs, aqgordlng to
Rrinc1p1e 10b, (See below, however, for the acceler-

- ation,in- nlneteenth—century Englanpd.) There' is , Some, 2
questlon as to whether the final change--of /a® a°/ to
/ha/ = [a]--;s part of the rrule or some other, since - .

the fastest environment .in the Southern States, as in ., .

Southern England is before the back-vowel satellites

/X ¥ 3/, as in tile, tire, owl, hour (see Fig. }1)77 '
This contrasts with the cht that the yelar environment
(e.g. tiger) is the last llght—consonant environment to
be affectéd by the rule. It may be that the change of

‘rules 21 and 22 actually began in the envirénmentd pre-
cedlng satellités derived from.thg underlying liguids,

and then spread as a crazy-rule g nerala:atlon to other

»

environments. One can prOV1de for thé gqarly change be-~
fore these satellites by adding [:(nucl rl as the
heaviest-weighted Jfeature in the segmentql environment
(cf. also Labov 1972a: lﬂg) If this fedture belongs in
the Southern Stateés rule, rule 22 it also belongs in
'rule 21. .

. Since rule 22, is related to rule 21 by natural .
¢avelopments, speakers of at’ least thede varietles of
Engllsh presumably have-the‘panlectal rule in their
competence. It remains to be tested Whethér users ofy
-English in the North of England’ understand those in the

r@Southern States more readily than thé reverse. But in
view of the fact that speq&ers of differeht lec Qf}

" -English (otheg thad more ot less recent creoles) com-
municate with ofhe another after .a brlef acclimatiza-
tion, it would defy.common sense to inveigh against a-
unlfled grammar generating the l@ctal 'wariants under

1scusslon Idiolectal formulations would militate

'

. . .\ - o 5o
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. agaznst the, c:ommunlcatlve fact that we deal w:.th and
"kngw a lot moxe of ‘our language than the small parks .
of-1t that we pz:oduce in our manlfold styles. . e
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~ . 7, In Rig. 11, tile is like ‘tire; try, like time; ° .
hike, like night; fowl' like hour; and cow, like loud.
+ Since tha vave is spreadlng rom its origin in the
_ * direction of the arrow, the ¥empcral developments are ..
to,'be read in the opposite dlrectlon, from rlght to
~ left toward the orlgln. .
. v Fig. lL shows that the algorlthm for 1nterse-

' ment 4if ferenc is extremely complex. Isolects 3 and .
. - 4 are creat Ve dhanges on the input 74/, while" the
other isolects dre Zreated by changes ofn. the input }1ﬂ
Isolects 4, 5, and 6 are-created by changes vielding a
diphthong with a low-vowel peak, but the other isolecdts
«. . -afe created'by changes resulting in thé.satellite-less
nuclear, output [a] And assumihg ‘the correctness of .
Flg. 11, isolects 3,and 8 axne created by the rule's
Qperation in the heav1est environment, viz, beﬁqre
S~ Sy, on%y 1solect 7 shows the effects o. the next-
heaviest env1ronment, viz. a word ngundary or an. under-
Jlving voxced-non-velar segment; isolects 2 and 6 are.
»generated in the «2nvirbnment. formed by a fofioW1ng /gl ;
. and the lightest environment, the one where an under- .
ly1ng~v01celess ohstruent fellows, is opep ‘tive in "
creatlng isoleGts l, 4, and 5. i,f. ; . '
o *  Other developments of rule\ﬁi,can-be‘summarized e
" briefly. In the Midwestern and Weskern*States, as well .
aw in Brltlsh RP, the outputs [a® a®] (with retracted ~.
or raised peak vowel in some reglons) appear 1n‘a1Most
o all environments. In other wofds, the e v1ronment has
been almost completely generalized, i.e. eliminated. i
; However, the change of /a® a9/ to /ad/ ta):occurs, . 1
‘among some Mldwesterners and many Sduthdgn Engllshmen
before the satellites / & 8/, Jones' (;1964: 106-107 -
110-;11) cites British RP reductidns in“the environ-'
St ments n fire, hite, society, v1011n, trial, .power, our, .
' toWol and vowel, but exclude’s the, reduttions’ (at least
. in moderate ‘tempo), in hlgh#er dv#er, plough#erh allow-
' #able, allowiance, and {exceptionally) in,cowaid. One
should aldo note thg evidence (cited in Chomsky ‘and - N\
Halle 1968:284) that in the early nineteenth century -
. . xnwﬁouthern England the output of the: [m grave] input, =
ot jgad acqeleratedtahead of ‘that of the, [u grave] input,

. quenc1ng input, Zhangés} output differences, and environ-

’ s

it

xactly as Principlée 10kb. spec{fies, Since /a%/’ éxisted
;n\the fas;ér envitenments while /ae/ did not.yet exist.
3 Two summarlzlng remarks can conclude this section.
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Dedpite differences among Southerners in the United
States and despite the différences.in outputs and :

conditions_on the' opnratlon ‘of the rule dlphthong121ng
(ana monophthonglzlng again) the outputs, of underlying
*1 3" which have to be sReC1f1ed "between Southerners
and North Englanders and Midwesterners in America, all
the patterns can be reduced to & single’ panlectal rule,
though not without different algorithms here and there
for ‘intersequencing. the effects, of d%fferent parts of
the rule. This makes a panlectal grammar feasible,,
for these data are as complex as’'any to be met within
a language which indeed: possesses (at lcast-in some
lects) a supercomplex phonology . -
The other part{ of this summary involves dlalect
geography First, it is obv10us that,Table 8 tells us
more about the language_ than Flgb 10, which.only por-
trays chaos. Nevertheless, the, kind of mapping illus-
trateg in Fig. 10 greatly mlt;gates the qreater ‘chaos .
of older isoglossic approaches. It also, 'in combin-
ation with a table like Table 8, has the great advah-
"tage of permitting us to locate the orlgln of a wave of
change, i..e. by locating tlie home of. the idolect with
"the greatest developments. The fact that ih the -
Southern States the wave of changes to /a/s in the _ .

faster environments (and from /& 1 o/ \to /a® a9/ -in .

_the’ siower ones) is located well:inland from the .
Atlantlc Cohst and has, 'backed up’ toward the coast
lndlcates that lhe dlxectlon of thzs c¢hange has been
in'the opp051te direction from the dircction of migra-
Lion gfrom the éoast lnland), This makes the emphasis
on migration routes in previous dialect studies of
‘qquestionable value. Incidentally, the High- German con-
sonant shift, which spread northward from the South,

moved in a direction opposed to tiiat of migration. One'

does not yet know_just how general this phenemecnon is.

. Thet writer hopes to have demonstrated th valldlty
of his tlaim that the' study of"’ variation has § iqt vo
contribute to llngulstlc theory and to have subs thnti-
ated thg”Toasibility of ‘polylectal formulatiens. 1In
place of ‘dialectology, now on -the pédriphery of theo-
retical lingyistics, the writer would put lectology in

~the center of linguistics and insist that it perform

* the job that dialectology was -originally charged with

many years ago, viz. to tell us how language works. .,

LR ]
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,4.3 Overlapping waves. The first proposal of a wavé

thepry was by’ SCledt (1872) . Though lacking a wave

model, Schmidt's ‘evidence for waves and ‘against family

trees was conclusive ,and reads fresh today.‘ His other

, works indicate that he ranks with Saussure as a syste- .

\ matizer, far surpassing the.kheoretlcal talents of the

" .\ German Neogrammarians. From ‘now on, llngulsts will °

, surely rank Schmidt and SchuChatdt’above .the latter -~ .
.when it comes_to theory. “What ome, finds in a so-calle@ °
famlly tree of, say, Indo-European is a group of.lan- .

. guage Systems each ébn&alnlng some proportion of Indo-

European 1ngred1ents~~much less for Tokharian and PR

Albaniaft than for Greek and Sanskrlt, with other lan- .

guages rariged on a scale between 'these poieb, Each ‘

su¢h system contalns another prop&rblon, gréater ag the.

* Indo-European proportlon is lesser, of ingredients'from °

. ®other, non-Indo~European ancestorq. The view already
., expréssed earlier lS tHat natural changes caused by
- ‘chiidren a¢quiting a language-~unmark1ng, generaliga-
tlon-—wxil never* create new system. This is créated
by heterosystematic mixture. Thus, every legxtlmgte
. node (every hode represeriting a new system) gh & so-
called fomily tree must have two ox more parents. . -
Mixture among the lﬁcts of a system-is alway**
present, and- .probably enly rarely absent amorlg language

: systems. Mixture, lexical and otherwise, betwecen 01d 1
English and French (itse.if filtered fropm Litin through ’
Keltic, Frankish, and Norsg) produced Middle English.

. How thorough-going this was.may be\discefﬁga from three
formatives which arp Germanic in. form but Romince in
function: wh-relatives,ly ddverbs, -and ~=ing pro-
gressives (see further Bailey 1973a). And today we s
witness 'fore;gn formations like denominative adverbs,
in _-wise. (These were hardly modeled on English forms
11k? otherwise, which are de-adjcctivals.) what makes . }
English so adaptable as a world language 4s its con- N
tinuing adaptability to _cgeolization.’ |
. Table 8 has already shown the 1nteractloﬁ of two
parts of the same rule propajatod as waves .from sarlier '
and lqper points of origin. Schmidt 1872 made it clear
, that. language systems show the e¥feets ‘of overlapping
waves, at least on.the lexical level. Whatever is said@ =~

* now about the effocts of competing waves 1s af course )
speculatlve, in view of the lack_ of the requLSLte factual

Q data. Fig. 12 gives an idealized scheme of the over~ ¢,

[:R\/ 1app1ng of compet;ng'waves. The aymboL 1 represents the

i
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¢ origin of tule 1; and.2, the corigan Cef rule 2. The '

- marked ordering of the rulcs has 1 prior to 2.. The
idealization assumes that the rate of propagatxon of .
the two rules through social spaco n.\gee same, -The ° y
, capital- letters designate differant Yects. Lect E '
possesses only rade 2, and lect A possesses only rule L. A
THe other lects have bothYrules. 1In.lect B rule 2
»orraves after rule 1; the result as the marked order, ©° »
1, 2. I't is just "thg opposite in lect;D, where the un-
marked order, 2, 1, obtains. Lect C stems £rom B by -

. way of a rear&r*rmg of the~rules -te their unmur} od .
ML order, 2, 1. Thus lect C is just like lect’D, though .
t‘ne reasens are different for the ordering in the two :
.lécts. Presumably a lect *F would ‘be impossible 1f 1t .
involved chang®tng the unmarked rule order of ldct E 40 . s .
a marked one, since this violates Prainciple la. ~  ° )

Jt is obvious that differences in thg rate of .
propagation of the two waves would have to be taken )
into consideration in a redl-lifg situation. Whatever R
Q differences may exast betwecn the interaction.of o

ERIC . - - . 10V
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of ,course txr!'kqum "But g3y % thoe qor:r.xlxt'r M’ croahn
«. zatpon an languaqe) the sMiter reguires further os- *
. plotauon by variathoni s WHo are expert xn\cn’*ol‘x-

zation. In®thd end, £t might be possible to ‘cicar up

‘.the vexed questiong comormnq a possible Balw-nayxc’
Jmlo-‘keluc. or ther proto-lanquage. . - e

d \ . .’ ' . N L
, 4.4 Alggrx nt ol 1°13 com.-ermm uni bmegr 1~*plxcatxc€ml .

. mte:ns into multidimenaional sociolinguistic patterns

- in a speech .cormunmity. The® panlectal rulcs of a tran- -

guage community goenerate various paiterns whxcs are
handled differently in the speech communitigs defined

by such treatments of the patterns. Where I.abov defines
* ' a speech community “as a group of people who. share o. ’

.common sct of norms about language® (cf! fn. 63), T

would rather characterize it in terms of the evaluations
_®  (the feature 1s "favored!) and the sceiolinquistic algo-

rithms which assign the unilincar series of implica-~
- . tional outputs of a varlable rule to scts characmnzed

by different social parameters. - And 1n fact Labov’ 5
(1973:59Mmost recent publishad view 135 thad "the _
: crugial issue for pan-dialectal grammurs 1s not under- ..
BN ) :
standing or evaluatiof, but prediction.”

The present diSCussSiOn presuproses that rules have
features. A language~community rule feature. mxgh!; be
[+ tempo) or something similar, ta indicate that the
rul&-operates more often as :hc tempo increases. A
speech-communfty feature is fa*'ored' In a g:ven
speech community a "= fav éxcd rule a5 1nhibited 1n
more monito styles, while the same ruld would be -
e prefcr:ed' in monitored styles in spocch communities

where 1t 18 marked T+ favored . Noén-varilable. ralee >
are {x favored”, 1.e. neither favorgd not dxsfévoragi.
. Before- discussing the sociol¥nguistic algorithms,
st may be pelpful to allustrate with a simple cxample
¥ what 1s 1nwolved. Fig. 13 shows the wave-like spread
{cf. F1g. 14) Df 3 scries of four amplicationally ar-
ranged umrn'a of a yvarighle rule Tacross a bidimen-
sional matr;x fro~ one relative time to another. The
srall letters de nnte, prc«jroéﬂ‘woly later envirpnments,
well as thase.:implicd by then according to Pnncxgle
~ 14 (nqt all of which wil]l netessarily still be vanablc).
l'he small Roman numcrals sgand, for relatjve time steps. /
EMC capxtal lctzers and the capital  Roman numerals may

Pz e 1 0 ' e
JAFuiext provided by ERIC - . - . .
4. . s . v . .
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*\ Fig. 14. The Mdtrix for Time v from
. Fig. 13, Shown as a-Wave
' - Spreading Acgross Social Space.

w in England) "occurs, changes originating in the lover
_gr lower-middle class are ‘hormally [~ favored]j, while
those originatxng‘}n the upper class are [+ favored].
A [x favpred] change 1s one that is not evaluated;
this includes some variable rules. Only variable‘rules
. are dmenable to the sociolinguistic algorithms to be
- ‘presented below, although categorical rules may differ-
entiate social classes as well as any other. A point
.40 be noted 1n connection with the evaluation of a lin~
‘gaistic phenomenon as favored (prestigious) or dis-
favored (stigmatized) is that group solidarity may
" cause a' [- favored] feature of language to-become
[+. favored] 1n cenﬂgin social situations, and conversely.’
Differences in futule aspiration ‘may have a like effect
on [favored;. This effect may be so great that friends
\\‘:: the same social class going to the same school on
rtha's Vineyard or in Silver Spring, Maryland, may
grow up with different' 'accents’'.- Of the two kinds of
linguistic changes, the kind that begin in unmonitored
speech (perhaps figst as slips of the ‘tongue) may be
favored or disfavored, but most of those that begin in
monitored speech (over-corrections) will probably be
favored changes, though pronouncing.the 'w' in sword or
O nswer, the 't' in often or soften, and similar sfelling

C o 1iG
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pronunciations are likely to be viewed as simpletig-
* ‘norancé. Note that the 'ng' in the gerugd is viewed °. ’
by the middle classes as much superigpr ¢fo 'dropplﬁq.
the *g*'. ° N A e ‘1 .

Variable llngulstxc data will fie a table llke -
one of the matrixes in Fxg 13 if the social dimen- .,
sions which are selected are ones that covary with .
time steps.. This usually has to be g;certa1ned for a”
given rule by trial and error. Thus, Tabov (12§6: . -
279) found that differences in the 'social class’', '
constituted of occupational and edycdtional factors,
made the best €it in his study of variation in the .
pronunciation. of the initial consonant? of- thinrand . * '’
then. Other class differences fit other sityatigns \
better, including hereditary status, ethnic, rqllglous.
and eg@nomic differences. Thus, Labov found ethnic
correlations in his study of the raising of /2/ anq .

. /3/. Lhe best Fit for 'r-ful' variation in New York .
City was obtained with the 'socxo-economtc:class '
including salary, occupational, and educational factors.
The statistigs that resulted grom the 'r-ful’ study are

. shown here as Table 9, where *four ‘styles' are shown to
covary with, the sogio-economic class. Table 2 differs.
- from Fig 13 in two ways. The statistics do not repre-
sent separate linguistic environments (like a,'b, g.
“and'd in Fig. 13), but all environments. Further,:it
is a [+ favored] phenomenon that is shown in Takle 9.
It originates in the upper righ®-hand corner. ,:

In Table 9, the numbers on the left designate
successively higher socio-economic classes, while the®
capital letters designate successively more formal or
more monitored styles. The da‘a are from Labov 196632213
the cross-over of the second highest class is not shown .
in" this arrangement of the data. The differepces be-.
tween the average statistic of each wave are greater a{\
the lower left than elsewhere, thus confirming the

curve stipulated by Pr1nciplq¥l7.
The knowledge about his nguage which a language- .~

- user must possess in order to interprey or produce “‘
™ gpeech in accord with the statistics of Table 9 con~ ° \
\ gsists of Principles 14 and 20 and knowledge of whether “
the phenomenon is favdred or disfavored. This last may

have to await the end of adolescence for full attain-

ment. Although the ages of 12il1 and 18il1 are linguistic

O ling points in our culture, many age factors ‘are only

x
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el ‘NTable 9. Percentages of inhibition of tﬁe desul~

- . calization rule, shown as a wa@e.spreadh
1y . {]ing across the style-class matrix.
[ o ‘
Styles: || A B c b D!
Classes: B [
X .ve-9 ) NJ9-0 | <
o /1
4 °
3~5 "s/s.o /
) 0-2

-
‘
’
.
<
-
"*».4:,%
———
b -

/

acc1dentally relevant to a glven varlable rul The -
age of 40°in Labov's study of r—fulngss' in N w York
_City was quite arbitrary. It took into account the. |
time of WOzld War II and of the 1nfluk of Mid sternera
into New York City in managgrial posltlohs in jgreat | + -
numbers. The difference between male and fem le & be- :
tween urban and c1ty-dweller can oftén be fitted -into R
matrixes like those we' have been lodklng at as relevant
social dimehsions that covary with time differentes in
the data. Factors affecting style other than tempo>and .
familiarity are status and topic d}fferences. Muny of
these® have been investigated. 3 .

It has to be assumed that each band of the'wave *dn .
Table 9 is a separate isolect. So important statlsdlcal
dlfferences are to be regarded as a kind of mlnlmal dlf-
ference delimiting isolects. It has relevance to the E
author's definition of:a speech community, that dlffer-k
ent bands in a statistical ‘matrix shculd constitute \
different isolec¢ts; and 'the sociollngulstlc algorithms 3
as such are relevant tog the concept¢ \

The division of—th9/soc1o-econéglc classes in \
Table 9 obliterates the cross-over of the second highest
cldss whjch Labov has stressed so often. Another' class
division with six strata (Labov 1966:240) yields the ;
cross-over. It is provxded for.ln‘ihe algorithms given '

i

later. .

11%
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_? centages; i.e. the differences betweeni the average fig-

Ce cultmes in portraying larger numbers of o -Fa1 and lin-

> .Y ,\ - . .
—2%06 * . VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC HéORY
. » ' ' .‘
* N . \ .
Table 10. Percentages of deletion of theAiateral
consonant for %our groups of four
- Montrealers; from Sankoff M, Table 2, |,
X Professionals | Wérking Class .
Women  Men® | Women | Men.
il (1mpersona1) 94.7 ‘98.5 |- 100.0 [99.41
{is g |l 67.7 88.4 | 100.0. 100.0, ’
——= -
4L (persigal) |} 54.0 [90.03| 100.0 | 100.0
elle 29.8 * [29.71] " 74.6 96.4
les\ (propoun) . || 16.0° 25.0 5.0 78.1
+ | la farticle) 3.8 15.7 | 44.7 | - 49.2
*la” (pronoun) 0.0 [28.51] 33.3 [50.0]
l(artlcfle) {5.43 |-~ 13.1 21.7 84.6
; 7 7
L . ! DR

/ . . - '
/

/ Tdble 10 differs from Table 9 in portraying three,
nather ‘than two, sociolinguistic dimensiors. Dis- Lo
crepapt figures are placed in ‘huare brackets. The

, clearly discernible wave spreading atross the table

has hnot been drawn in here. Note, as ;ﬁ Table 9, tHat.
the statistics are nlore bunched in the, bot€bm and top.
percentagas and more spread out towards the mlddle per-

I}

ures of the wave bands aregless in the lqher left and

upper right corners than ifni the middle of the table.

* Ever» greater numbeIS‘have Been used (e.: q. ‘Labgv et al.
4 1968:i, 149) than are used in Table 10.,. e diffi-

gu1st1c dimensions in rule Variation shows qﬁe nced for
algorlthms that will convertr a uailinpar seﬁles like
e>d>c>boa or. asb>c>d>e 1nto such multi-~
dlmen51ona1 matrixes. These are easy enough to formu- ¢
. late, given a knowledge of the relevant pdints-on the.
scale of each dimension which covary w1th time steps.
They are purely relatlve, assuming we are already at a
pcint in a unilinear implicational series--defined for
a given set of soc1011ngulst1c characteristics-~and
@ “'ish to know where in that series some other set of
R\!:OCLG.IDQULSth characteristics wOuld be,

116)
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« In the soc1011ngu1st1c aldorithms that follow,
alpha lqglcates either plus br 1nus (buteonly one or
the cthen}throughout the formul ). The value +1 iso~

the oraglv Conversely, -1 isolect denotes a change to_
ore isolect..or.band #n a statistjcal wave which is
temporally: neaxer the orlgln. ThHe accumulation of,
several differences will result in several steps (for-
wards, backwards, .or both) in time. See the.example
given below. L

1. Move gl isolect for ¢l younger relevant age
grouping, and,-al isolect for eachjolder one, o

Move ol isolect for [o female] sex of speaker.;.

-Rufls ih: other_ cultures, and perha s even some in our
culturem will require [« ﬂ.&e] for- the‘algorlthm to

*operate correctly. . . fp
‘3. Move +l1 isolect for eaqh cyass farther from
. thd class in which the’change orlgrnateq (see also //

3

=N ‘

a&gorlthm 5.9 N

4a. If the change is [+ favored], move +1 isolect
for .each more monitored s Style and f} 1soleqt for ‘each
M¥ess ‘monitored stfle..‘ ¢ ./

4b. If the change ‘is [- favored], move -1 isole
for each more monlﬁgfed style| and +1, 1solec:t for eacﬁ
_less monitored style. | "

Note'spat degrees of formalmty (§£y1es, effecte
by different values of fmonltorea], which™is pggbgyl{ a
grad;ent feature; see’ fn. 54) a;e varieties of socia .
dlstgnce, no less than class, age,' and sexX dlffpredces.
Since a T+ favored] change ﬁ@&st enters the speech[of a’”
given seﬁ of soc1al parametéts‘ln its most monltored
style--and gonvErsely for [- favored] changes; whilch
enter in the léast monitored style-:ye 8o not get the
picture of a fuily developed wave (as in Fig. 13) until
the change has spread, through all the. styles. @f first
we-will ‘£ind breaks (see Table 11), as the ghange af-
_fects only one, ot at least not all, of the styles §n-
the‘speeqh af a typical speaker of a defined ‘set of-
soc1al traits. Note that the socidlinguisti
opera&e only for typical speakers, since sociladly de-
viant individuals may* well speak the lect of ome other
social group. Note also that it is 50c1ety, n % a string
of rule outputs, - ‘that is multidimensional-~the argument
‘against u51ng social factors in rules. Y A

- 114 o 3.-[
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@able 11. ,Portrayal of the spread.of a [+ favored] .

change having “two env1£onments in two -

styles, three age. grouplngs, and three
. .. classes.. (The change commences +in the’ N

A monitored (M) Style of each group and. ' !

later spregfds o the unmonltored (u)-

. style.)" ) . -

~y

) 0 f
. Age group- Grandparent ' | Parent Grandchild
sty.les- v M g {m.| ulm

} ‘Uppeggclassir - a

‘ . {f‘
Ve Middle class|® . = - S - o b .

i+ lower class - - - - - a .

o . ’ °. v . -t .t
. 5. fhe txoss-over of the second-highest class'® °
. In this class, for [« favored] changes, moVe a2 iso-
lects in changing from a non-readind style tq:an adja-
. cent reading style, and ra2 isoléctg in changing f
* a readinw style to an adjacent non-readlng style. = Txe
o See Fig. 13. - .
A It has already been noted that con51derat10ns of .
group solidarity or future aspirations may. reverse the Ve
coeffigient of the feature [favored] Note- that the P
mdve is. 0 isolect if the feature for-a difference is
S0 [x favored], i.e. neither favored nor ‘disfavored®
‘ Let us suppose that a speaker is a- female of the .
lower-middle class-using style.C, aqﬂ that we know
’ .Where.she stands on the scale.“*Towascertatn~where a
male in the next older age grouﬁing and the next higher
class°would be for a E+ favoged] change, we simply move
toward the or1g1n one isolédct each for his maleness and
- his older age and then one 1solect away om the orugln
\for his class. After thése three isolectal steps we
would then move two away” from the- origin 1f the older
male were speaking'in style D. :
If in place of the dimension represented by the —
- values of the feature ‘{favored], we substltute an acro-
lect, a mesolect, agd a basilect in a decreolizing
gradatum; we find t e 1nterest1ng nature of polysyste-
O atic mixture exhlblted in Table 12. This mixture is

ERIC . : ‘
T s L a 1[1.{5 . . to ‘\sd’
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Table :12.\ Pattern of m:.xture in a decr,eollzmg gradatum. .
R ' “u -7 *The Y guagé Commun:.ty 3
. i ./ . agural~ changes) -« _
Einguistic' v - 7L s ' -
nvironments: . a )_3_ c |. 8
&e)} . '; —r— [}
. . IACROLECTAL ¢ ¢ 3
v SYSTEM . e Z‘ Q R . 9 ‘
. . ~ll, 2 z % v W[
. A.Z :’15 a . ‘ . 2z 2 Z Q
) a {- favored] iten. - . )
5 U} [y « . Z - 'Z Z Z
SEL: -
£ & MESOLECTAL ) Y,2 z 4 2 |.%
Et} GR?DATUM . ‘ Y Y'Z Z . 2
. k 8..:; Y '?S peculiar tO M . ‘«;Yl ‘ Y / Y'z z .
o o g |the mesoletts. - g \
{ ol -, ' X XY Y \ Y.2
L8Rl . . X X .| xx| ¥
2R 4 . . . [y .
TeS C ] ox frx pxy )
" BASILECT gl 1,
is a basilectal ' X x_ « X . X
- iteﬂl. . N } '
A . ’ 5 . v " .
. . € -~ . ‘
nbt random, but is, governed by\an algoyrithm that requires

the order of 1tems in thm’chg.al (vertleal) dimension to
PR be prese;ved in the Llinguistic (hor:.zontal) dimension.
In.some gradatums X,Y,2 might be found in place of Y T
standing alone in @& given environment in the mesolects.
If Z in the acrolect is a [+ favored].item, the.pattern
will be different. For data illustratiny the implica- .'
tional nature of. sugh mix ures, cf. Bickerton MS. What
is relevant to the prebent discussion is that the mixture
accords with the patterns generated by a wave model; and
therefore sociolingulistic algorithms similar to those .
discussed above are appl:.cabkf also in situations where
polysystematic mixture is invdlved. What the interrela-
, 1 tions of different types of phenomena, in the overall pat-
. tern might be is someth1ng»~ too complex to cons:.der at the
g present time. It will be & fertile field for future in-

]:C vest).gat:.on. 110 ) o -
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- which have Bheen put forward heretofore.

2. [f{egressive]

»

. o ’
. v . ¢ .
.
L4 - . .

In ,thg view of the pregent wrlter, phone tic marklngs
depend on the position of a segment in a syllable..
This approach is syllable-sen51t1ve of syllable-
dependent and ﬁhereforq!dlfferent from most views -
-

Sources for ascertgining which feature.values
are unmarked (u),.marked (m), orf{overmarked (M} 135
clude rule changes (of the sort tkat do not i volve

h1gher-1evel unmarkings andaﬂ:y result in increased *
feature-marking)s implicatidl distributions among

languages of the worlgd, and——where the evidence is
'clear ,and a§qordant~W1th the foieg01ng--the order in
yhich children in their post~bath1ng stage of lan-
guage, acquisition acguire the features of a language
system (the marked being later than the unmarked).*
fhere- may be 4n addition considerations of physio~
loglbal production of sounds or ftacoastlcal simi-
larities’ angd" differences. ' Before giving the ‘details
of feature marklngs, the ternary-valued features ac-

¢epted in the preSent writing may be listed as fqlloWS~‘

1. [pulmonic] .« A
. + pulmonlc air -source, always u C

X glottal air source, always m

- velaric or palatar air source, always-M

3

+ egressive air s‘tream, always u '

x‘both egressive ahd ingressive (some . h
labial- ~-velars), "always M v

- ingressive, alvays m °

T3, [voiced]

\‘1

+ voiced, u for non-obstruents,

. X voiceless, m for non-cbstruents, u for
obstruents . ‘ ‘

m for obstnuents

S, AN

I

- aspirated, alwayg M "

Kim (1970) has proposed that the voicing feature is -

»
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: really a ‘feature denotiny the size of the glot- -
\ tal'opening. (I would haye used the feature name ’

[gloeggl opening], ‘except that [voiced] has’ come
- to be too well- known to make it worthwhile o
. substitute a new term.) ° '
~4y. [pharyngeal widening] .. . . . .
+ wider pharynx, u for vowels in open Syllables '+
. (see fn. 60) and sonorant consonants, m for
N L. vowels in closed syllablgs and forx obstruents
x neutral, usfor ‘vowels in closed syllables bu't
m for voyels in- open syllables and for "sonorant
* . consonants, u for obstruents < ¢
- ,nharrowed pharynx (pharyngealization), always\M
Becguse of a resyllablcatlon that oggurs in Engllsb\
.betyedn the first bloc of yulesr and the greater KX
number of rules that follow (Bailey MSb, MSc), Epg-
lish surface phonetlcs have an expectation Of
[* pharyngeal] vowels in open and in loosely closed
syllables (those closed with only & weak cluster
. not followed by two weakly .accented syllables in the - .
word) ahd [x pharyngeal] vowels in tightly.closed « o
syllables (those closed because of a heavy cluster ’
following the nucleus or because of’' two following
! unaccented syllables). These facts suggest that
“perhaps {length 1ncrement] (see feature no. 25 be- -
low) would be a more appropriate feature than
- [pharyngeal width]; but fn. 73 shows -that_there is
a difference between nuclear decrements dué to
follewj ﬂb heavy obstruents and nuclear shorteqlng
due to followlng unacgented syllables. (In an
accent-timed langudge like English, an accented syl-
lable has to-be shérter when unaccented syllables
+ intervepe before tﬂeénext accented syllable and
perceptuadly a;e m so as more unaccented syl-
lables folldw.) As for consonants, it is believed
e e that [pharyngeal width?l is”The cause of differences:
A _air préssure, so that a feature fair pressure]
is not'requ;red.
5.. [thytoid]
. 4 raised larynk, always M

* - >

N ¥

. %X neutral, marking values as for [x pharyngeal]
. - lowered, marking values as for~f+ pharyngeall
6. f[laryngeal] . v o
. + 4+ creaky voice, always M
Q - X murmured (breathy v01ce), always m
.RJ!:“ - no laryngeallzatlon, always u

116
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| 7. :[whisperl-, . . p
. + stage whispex, always M
\ . . - . - .
‘ ', ¥ plain whisper, élways m . '
| K + unwhispered, always u - ¢ . »
. 8. ‘fnuclear] . , .
’ + syllabic peak (see, discussion of values below)
. . ¥ satellite of compound nuqleus (unsyllablc
4 nuclear) . .
. - non-nuclear ¢ . v
9. [turbulent] - : .

+ Obstruents’ (see*discussion.,of values,below)
. «~ X semiturbulent or defleetgo air stream:
g s sonorants - . . 1
tos ~- non-turbulen; low and mid accented vowels
> 10. Tcontlnuant] -
. + continuants: fricatives and liguids other than
+ taps (see discussion of values below)
* +' ' . x semicontinuants (non-steady-state continuants
- and semi-stops): ‘glides, the glottal stop,,
taps, nasal sonorants®®
- ocqlu51ves (including [nd ts el th] but not
o [ £7)
11. ([released] ) .
The vajue of this feature for consonantal and
nuclear diphthongs is unclear; see below.
12. ([nasal] . :
+ fully nasalized (see discussion of values
* . below) - . -
% partially nasalized, always M (found in
. Chinantec and in those kinds of English that -

~ . "distinguish apple from ample as fx nasal) and
. [+ nasal], respectively).
’ - non-nasal
Perhaps a feature, fTair pressure], Wlll also be
. .+ reeded. ’ . .
13. fflquxd] -

. y .+ lateral (see discussion of values below)
. by X grooved (see [sulcal] below) *
wg— undeflected oral air stream
14.. Fsuloal] ‘o - .
aas. P narrow-grooved, u for sibilants (-‘nuc, + trb,
* 4 cnt, = sul) in non-special pesitions (see .
below),» m for sibilants in spec1a1 positions,

M otherwise’
11 I
7

"\ .

&

v
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X wide- grooved, u £br high vowels and sibilants ,
. in_special posltlons (as in Poptuguese lects
o~ and Swiss German), m otherwise -
- non-sulcal, u for non-high vowels ‘and npn-
51b11ants M, for sibilants, .
15. ([vibrant] ~ |
+ trilled (see discussion of values below, and
also see frelease]) -,
x tapped or flapped . ., p
- non~v1brant . < <
- [grave] . Ay
.+ back rounded- vowels and,labaal(lzed) vela:s.
rounded labials (1ncludlng fwl), and velar~
/1zed apicals or labials (see d;scu551on of
' consonantal values befow): always m for '
dccented vowels and M for unaceented vowéls
X central and back urrounded vowels and un~ >

rounded velar, postvelar, and labial con~ ~ ' .
- s-sonants; always M for ‘accented vowels and u . .
.. for unaccented vowels® T .

'+« front vowels and apical and palatal con-
sonants; *always u for accented vowels_and m
. or unaccented vowels. ,
Since this feature does not distinguish unrounded”

. back and gentral vowels, [+.grave] may have to be

made to include all back vowels. See:Figs. 15 and

¢ l6. C . , o

o 17, flingual] ’ . S
. . + dorsal or rhyzollngual (see d;scu551on of values
below) . Ve oo .
‘%" apical . < T s
* = labial

18. f[low] .

s . + low vowels, always u for accented and M for un-~
accented vowels (perhaps used for glottal con- N
sonants With m value) ) .

x mid vowels, hlways M for accentéd vowels and u
for unagcented wowels (perhaps used for uvular
and labial consonunts with M value)

-.high vowels, always m (perhaps. used for dorsal .
and apical consopants with u value)

dv -
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Fig. 15. Schematization of values of [grave]
for vowels.

Fig.-16. Possible allocation of values of [grave] for
*  wvowels and consonants. (Because of the prob- |
loms for consonants, these values have not - |
brﬁn adopted wn the systém of featuras pro=- |
osed in this writing.) ‘

»~

-
.
. H

K]

19. ?dorsaLR \
+ convex doxsum’ (dorsals), u for all vowels (see |
discussiort of values int consonants below) . -
. X dorsum neither convex nor concave, M for vowels
- concave dersum (retroflex articwlation), m for
vowels (e.g. [w]) .
[:RJ}:( _ Note the’ following distinctions:
-0 121
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. ¢ r"‘ do.r.], ',:.. wa:l f d{'ﬁ;@ .
{+ sull {53 \ LA e 1§§§3 e
(xsul]l || p) 7. (8] gL

LY -
n" 0. o
20. [round} - - .
¥ ovcr-raunq. 1n=-rounded,. o more-:ound¢d.
always' ¥ b

_ \ 21.
\_Jw .
3

.23,

. 24.

® plain rounded, u-for high bdck bawels, Twl, |
{rl, and wide-grooved 3ibilants

~ unrounded, u for other vowcls and consonants
‘To“acgount for .the agsimilatio , {5] fo round-
ing when adjacent tg a labial onunt in Enjy-
- 1ish, {x round] nght also re to labiality,
rescrving [+ round] to [b¥ m*} and the Like.
Notey that English {w} is moro~raumded. as.in

. woo, whereas classigal Latip {w k¥ and, earlinr

Bnglisthgl ‘wore [x ~ound] and thutefore swal-
lowed up-in followinyg rounded vowels., . ' .
[coronal) R - -

.+ apical, u for {» lng] coffdonants, Mkfnr

-

"vowels and othier consonants v
x laminaly m for {x lng] cansqpfnts af¥d all
ssibilaqts, m for vowels
- nonsgoronal, u for vc«nls,L\ lnqﬁ cmnaonants
- {dental]" ) . v,
P predantxl or addﬁntal (value depanding on
' foregoing), u for non-vibrants Toue
© X alvedlar (ganzva?),.u for trills _ .
- neither,. Always 8 for.8l1 segmonts oxedpt
« [x ). conzonants Sther’ th¢u tralls
Thcrq myy be a feature [per;phera13.~but thia is

‘
LAY

L]

not certdin; it would be ﬁ-yutely phonetxc (i.e. ’

non-phonological feature) ..
[awcent], a purely phonolugxual Eeuturu

-« + fullysaccented, m for vowels - . .

% mid-accented, M for vowels
. = accented, u for all scyments .
{lefigth xncrement] :
+ length ‘increment (ruleos may add several such
- oing¥hments), M for vowels, m for consonants-
% meutral, u Lor all segmenés

12
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+ % anereased pitch, loudness, and deration,
< u {from Ts aidres Le-arxennﬁd;) s . .

., X noutral, ¥
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- length decremgent, m for vowels, M for con-
gonants *
Heve that a longth ancremgnt gan be added to

others cumul;*xVKly g5 1 ‘r-loss' bird
2ArO

. 14

L

-1 docraxncd pitch, ’oudneqs, and duratich,
m {usecd for foregroundiny, impgo ves, and .
ccmponnding, foregroundang xncludes inibial
* wh=elements), o {(from {- addxessue~or;ented})

The arrows denote gradient values. The feature 4
(rhﬂtﬁmxe length] (nos 36) 15 not to be con- . )
ased with {1 tune ncrement]. -
{:a;sed Frtch 1adat] ~ .

v raised apper jpitch. lxmxt. m (from [+ vivad])
®eneutral -
f raiced lower jpitdh lgmxt, m {(from
fou téntatxwej) .
{awplxgxcation§ N
o amplifyed radaes of pitch, loudness, and tempo
{= revardataan), m {fron¥ [+ high-lighted])
» neutral, u (from {x high=-lighted]) .
1 contracted vangen of pitch, louanﬁsg, and
tempn {5 accdaloration), M (from [~ high-
1Lghted}) !
Tradencel Y f .
+ falling unacg vntcd &wlljbln at wnd of phono-
Yagaexl phrqie. u {from [+ vonclusivel) .
2 lewel, M (from [+ sanmusver] or % conclvsxve})
- rioang, m (fyom {~ conclusive], which is 1in
turn.qen axated fraﬂ various faatures)
L yagaed?d .
+ aed rﬁ"nlﬂpﬂ with unuacentcd s"Ilables T
fw groerl, u
jagaca en"clﬁpe with wnaccented syllables
T+ uppor], M
= gnvelope not jagged, o .
Tnig 18 probably a purely phonological feature,
whose values are respectively derived from the
torce features, T4 assertive, - assertive,
% OADBOXTIVG ) , .

£

A

b4
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31. [smooth] "
. - '+ smooth envelone, with unaccented syllables ]
‘averaged between surrounding pitches, m .
x stair-step 2nvelope, with.unaccented syl-
_ lables on same pitch as precedlng accented
- syllable, M i -
. This feature has its values derived respectlvely
from [~ detached, + detached ® detached]
32. [kinetic] - .
+ bidirectional pitch gliding, M .
X unidirectional pltch gliding, m, .
? - ungllded, u :
s Kinétic tones with one vertically long and one “
_»vertically short glide (i.e.v A\ /') are .

with both sides vertically long ‘do not exist).

In most languages, kinetic tones which are pivoted

"and have one side vertically long are compounded

of unpivoted kinetic tones; but in some languages,
. it may be that the compound represents a [+ upper ]

tone in the other pért of .the pitch range.
: 33. [upper]
+ upper two-fourths of pitch range,' m
X middle two-fourths of pitch range for non-
. glidad tones, u; entire four-fourths of pitch
’ ) ~range for gliding (kinetic) tones, M
- lower two-fourths of pltch range, M for un-:
glided tones, u for kinetic tones
This feature is derived from severak others; note
that presupposed information is [~ lower]. "
34, [rising-start] = ,
* 4 rising-start kinetic tene, m
X level {(non-kinetic) tone, u
- falling-start kinetic tone, M .
35. [{rhythm]
+ accent-tlmed. M.
X syllable~timed, u (often found in pidgins;
cf. also fn. 24)
~ neither .
36) [rhythmic length] . .
t gradient lengthéning, M ’
» X.no-lengthening or shortening, u
.4 gradient shortening, m )

L 124
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. = -neither (i.e. jagged), u 4 3

to be treated as compound tones (pivoted compounds'

o% [n ugper] pivoted tone and an unplvoted kinetic

e
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This feature is phonetlcally degendent on [rhythml,
bat is peeded in phonologrcal rules like rule 21
3 above.. JXts marking values depend on those of .o
{rhythm] but have ndt been worked out here.'
. 37. [(segmentall .
+ segment (not a boundary),

—_ x syllabic boundary, m ° . ’ T~
- other boyndary, M
. 38. [word boundaty] . .
+ internal word boundary (#), M .
N X morpheme boundaf§ (+), m

-~ neither of ﬁhe‘foregoing, u N
- Before explaining features not defined above like
"[release], it. may clarify matters to point out that -

phonetic fph hp Ma di-¢l 4% p-f a® 317 and the like may -
derive from phonolagical units or fromstwo phqﬁ%é;gical
segments. Thus, English [¢!] in £1luid derives

/ut/ (cf. fluidity), but fa®l in loud derives, frolm the *

underlying unit /G/. And English [d%] derives from
/dy/ in verdure and didya, but from the phonological
unit /g/-in regent (cf. regal). The feature [release]
may be helpful for designating phonological ttnits from
Whlch there are generated more than one phone (e.qg.

/ha - Q p/), prov1ded onsets are distinguished from off-
sets.’ (The asplratlon feature has to be used in con-
juncation with [release] for /bp/ and /ph/.) -1t is
assumed.that nuclear peaks would have homorganic per- A
ipheral releases if marked [+ release]; e.g. /st eY/.
The mid-value could be used for in-gliding, or else to
distinguish /a® q9/ from /al q¥/. One might respec-
tively distinguish /9%#/ from a tap from a trilled /t/ *
as [x release], [~ release], and [+ release], but
problems are involved in this course?® As for /ph/
and the like, it is .well-known that one may not.use
the aspiration feature; possibly such phonological seg-
ments could be designated as both murmurgd and aspir-
ated, but this is unclear.
Here follows a discussion of the values of {nue, -

trb, cnt, grv, lng, dor] and, as a group, [nas, lig,
vib, sul]. The special positions mentioned below are

- the position following a tautosyllabic accented syl-
labic peak and the p051t10n preceding a tautosyllabic

.Q “revocalic consonant. Only the first of these is

125
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relevant to [cnt], but both are relevant to the place .
features [grv, 1lng].

The values of fnuc] &re [+,u nuc] for the peak,
where no other value is possible; [x,u nuc] for a
satellite of the ‘peak; obstruents can orily be f-,u hucl,
except for those unusual cases of 'syNpbic sibilants
({+,M nuc]). But the vdlues of-sonorants can range
over all three values of [nuc], depending on the ens
vironment; hénce the specificatien of these values is
iterative. The unmarked values of [nuc] can be ascer-
tained from the study by Bailey and Milner 1968, where
they are posited for the binary feature; (syl] “(syl-
labic). This statement depended on the evidence of
Indo~European in the alternations referred to as Sievexs=
Edgerton's Law (not-valid after the internuclear loss
*of the so-called laryngeals)» But compare modern French,
where [y] is preferred to [i] in the environment heard
in rien, whereas [i] is preferred to {¥] in ‘that heard
in triomphe. 1In'English [x nuc] is grouped with [+ nuc]
as [= nuc], but in PIE it’ was grovped with [- nuc] as

+ [+]nuc].

To understand the values of' [cnt], it is ne¢essary

‘to begin with the syllabic peak—-[+ u cnt], uniess a

compound nucleus or syllabic nasal ([x,m cnt]), [-.M -
cnt] being impossible--and work away from it in both
directions. One thén establishes the values for the
segments precediﬁg and following the peak; after which
the values of the segments farther from the peak are
relative to the next segment nearer the peak, [~ cnt] .
alternatlng with [ cnt] as the ‘unmarked situation for
all consonants except in the prevocalic cluster {sn]
(see fn. 83). Except for the peak and the special
positicn immediately following it, [x cnt] is [M cnt].
The valuee for the Segments next to the peak ares

Post-peak
Prenuclear: (special position):
4
[~ u crt] [x.u ent] :
/ [x,m cnt] * {+,m ent] .
‘ [+/M ent] {-.M ent] »

i s

The values of the ®ther non-nuclear segments depend on '
what is found in the positions just described:

~

126



-~

120 VARIATION AND LINGUISTIC THEORY .

L4 "

Prenuclear: Postnuglear:

Before [-,u cnt]: [+,u cnt]?? ‘After . [x,u ent] or

f-.m cnt] {+,m cntl: [=,u ent]

\ N . - {+,m ent]
" Before {x,m ent] or &f After [-,M cﬁi{: A
{+,M cnt]:®® [-,u ont] {+,u cnt]®* . " ’
‘[+,m cnt] " [~-,m cnt] . >

The immediately preceding definitions must be applied

iteratively as one proceeds~away from the nuclear peak.
To understand the remaining features, it ,is nece

sary to note the expectations for the occurrence of

- different segments in different environments, but espe-

cially in the special position follow1ng the peak of

the syllable. Here glides are more expected than nasals,

nasals more than liguids, liquids more than fricatives, , =

and fricatives more than stops. Thus, [¥x cnt] is

{u-ent] here, [+ cnt] is [ m cnt], and [~ ent] is

(M cnt];. and [x trb] is [u trb], while [+ tr¥] is .

{m trb], and [~ $rb] is hardly possible, given’the -

limit of one peak per. syllable. Except for frlcatxves,

where [s] is expected in all p031t10ns, velars are more

expected thap labials, and' these more than apicals, in

the special position.  Thus velar}zed liguids and glides

are preferred to others in the special position follow=-

ing the nucleus, but not elsewhere."* ‘Of the liguids,

/r/ is preferred to the lateral everywhere (including °

the peak position) except at the beginning of a syllable

or followihg [s] (note the relative rarity of /tl skl

sr/), though - ‘a tap is preferred to a trill syllable- Cs

fmally. (Note the change of pl, gl, etc., to pr, gr,

etc., in Portuguese.) The features designating the

liquids must therefore have the appropriate values to .

ensure these expectations. In the ,non-special positions,

apical non~fr1cat1ves are preferred to labials, and

these to velars; thls accounts for the prenuclear and .

postnuclear matathesis of /tp/ and /tk/ in various lan-

guages. Palatals are regarded in the following markings

as being, like labialized velars, unexpected segments in

the special positions, except wheff® the result of .assimi=-

ldtion, .a higher-level unmarking pfocess. {Note the

change of underlylng I 4 to [1] in Spanlsh aguel.)

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Non-specdial positions: e

More expected: Apicals: [-,u gxv, x,u lng, x%,u dorl .
' Labials: . [x,m grv, =.,m Ing, x,u dor]
R Palatals: ([-,u grv, +M lng, +,u dor] ,
. ]

"- Less expected: .- Velars: {x,m grv, +,M lng, },Mhdofl‘

Special posidtions: .
4 ~ &,

-“ 5

N R

More expected: Véiqgs: {x,u grv, +,u lng, +,u dor]
' Labials: . [x,u grv, -,m lng, =-,u dot]
Apicals:' ([-,migrv, x%,M lng, -,u dor]
Less egpected: Palatals: ([-,mgzv, +M 1ng,. +,m dor] .
) . ) .

2 B B 1
Note that’ the values of [lﬁg] and [dor] are relétiveitq
. and'dependent the heavier-weighted feature, grv],
. thig .is true of {lng] only in the speclal pogitions).-
« In languages like English, wheré pogtjpeak des are é/
{= nucl, glides ([x trb, - nds, x cnt]) ,are part of th
nucleus and theréefore unpermitted in the special posi-
tions, which may still be occupied by other sonordnts,.
at least in the postnuclear part of the syllable. In
~\, languages where glides are [¥ nuc], the [+ grave] glide
{w] is preferred in languages having only one glide in
this environment, just as [~ graval] [y] is preferred
before the vowel in languages having only one gllde ln
this environment. Where both glides occur as satel-
lites, it appears that the unmarked one®is [w] after
back or central vowels and [y] after front wowels.
Where palatals occur, laminopalatal sibilants are-more .
\ expected than the pure palatals and are to be marked
[x,u dor]2® such segments are then less marked than
. labials in the non-special pQSLtlons—-pOSSLth indi-.
cating an incorrect feature analysxs—-and no more marked
in the special posxtlons qpan apicals. - “This must be.
left as a problem for further ihvestigation here.. (Note
that the metathesis.in classical Attic Greek of /ny ry/ -
to /inir/ after /a o/ does pot proVe that palatals are
preferred to apicals in the postnuclear special posxtxon;'
3ince glides are preferred to other sonorants there.)
While some languages have syllable~initial {g] but not
[n] and owter languages exhlblt syllable-1n1t1a1 n]

12¢
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w

but not [n], the only way to resolve the issue of
which is preferred in this p051tlon is tg assume that
the velar is preferred ‘and- to. set tp underlying /ny/
or something 51m11an £Qr~fm], ruling out palatals in
AN all’underlying representatlons, N )
. The marking values for fricative ‘obstruents have.
¢ Dbeen indicated only for the sibilants thus far. Pre-
" sumably, as with other: conscnants, lapials are more ﬁ
' expected than- vglars in the non-special positions,
while velars 'aré more expected than labials Ap the L.
. special posltlons“ The palatal, bilabial, and inter~ ’
ﬁental fricatives are, .rarest; the former presumably
results only from the hlgher—level unmarklng process
- of assimilation, whi e interdental fricatives pre-
sumably arise only in e higher-level unmarking pro-
cess of chain shifts. The place features have, to
depend on the combination of [+ trb, +.cnt] apd then .
have to be calculated for fricatives to insure the

-foreg01ng results.

VT Sometimes boundaries classify with consonants in

‘ rules; at other times, they classify with vowels.

Some provision should be made for this in a feature: ’ \ ‘
system. .
It is'important to observe' in connection w1th the
‘writing of\rules that "the abbreviations V (vowel) and
C (consonant) may sometimes -abhreviate quite complex,
even bracketed, environmentg. But the abbreviations ‘
. certainly seem justified in terms of language~-users' |
compelence. As is well-known to all who have been
_ &xtepsively engaged in writing rules with marking fea-
* ture values, some of these rules are much simpler and
others'are much moyre ‘complex than rules utilizing abso-
! lute.(plus and mlnus) values.

N For feature—strlpplng and for correlatlons of
various prosodic phenomiena with unmarked rhythm and un-
marked. syllabication, see. fn. 24. Thus, [h] is often

T preferred td;{é] in the special position. Note that

' when a goke marked phenomenon (e.g. a uvular trill) __

-

-

- replaces a leéss marked one (e.g. an apical tri as
the result of borrowing, it is still incumbe the
.+ linguist to posit a natural.origih. for the markeg phe- oo

nomenon. -Uvular trills may be presumed to begin in the =
environment of segments with lowered uvyla, and in fact
they often begin in languages having nasal vowels (e.g.
“rench, Portuguese), they can then spread to other Tt

Q
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- hierarchy and two very assimilable features
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* .
environments by a crazy-rule generalization (cf. Bach
and Harms). J

) The réader ‘is warned against the frequent con-
fusion of unmarking with leveling. Maximizing feeding
order, but not mlnlmlzlng bleedlng order, results in

. levellng. ‘Mixture often resujts in levellng, but also,
< &8s 1n the preceding example, ‘results in an increase of

maﬁkedne55° cf. also the borrowing of [m voiced] word-
infllal fricatives into 0l1d English from Frekch. . 7
.Besides Saussure-himself, a number of scholars
haée gliscussed hierdrchies of strength among features
or sounds: - Hoenigswald MS,. Foley, 1970, Vennemann
.1972a, Chen Msh, FrledE;ch 1971 and Zwicky 1972; cf.
also Krohn 1969. Various approaches are possible to
determine: the relative weightings. I have mainly used
reweighting ahanges (first discovered by Labov 1969);
cf. thesexposition of rule 3b in §3.1. This often gon-
vergds with the results of other approaches. 0One is to
regdard features as less heavily weighted than others
on wnpse markings thelr own markings depend when they
are bundled together in a single segment. Feature .
‘values which are implied by others ;n the phdnological
inventories of natural languages offer a good mode of
determining relative weightings, but frequency <n lan- °
guages of the world may be a less secure criterion.
Very important is the order in which most.children ac-
"quire features systematically (cf.-fn. 16), i.e. after
the babbling stage, especially when such facts converge
with the results of the other approaches. (But note
the caveat in Fromkin. ) The general convergence of

~ these approaches,lends credence to the view that there

is a natural physiological and/or acdustical basis for -
them all. But the air-stream features fmasal, voiced,
contlnuant v lateral] are scattered throughou the
;}ﬁqvxng

large neurdmuscular indexes in Krmpotic's (193§) cals
culus of nerve' sizes, [voiced] and [round]," differ
vastly in their unmarked relative weighting® in the -\
‘hierarchy.! This does not mean, however, that a natural
basis for weighting will not be discovered. Chen MSb
found a natural basis for nmatura} rule 6a in §3.1, and ¢,
the work of other scholars colld be cited? .

In the follow1ng hierarchical listing of the pro-
visional unmarked ‘relative welghtlngs of features, a
list which has been generally' found serviceable, only

< e X
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fifteen of the twenty-three non-prosodic features, ornly-
one of thirteen prosodic features, and only one of xwo
Jboundary features are included; [accent] and [word
boundary are both non-phonetlc (i.e. purely phongdlog-
ical) featuresS® while [peripheral] (Labov 1972a% 161; ,
this feature has been included in the numbers cited ~ -~

N in %2? foregoing) may be a purely 'phonetic feature: .
S, 17. ([nuclear]  »
. L 16. [accent]

15. [word boundary]
“14. [turbulent]

13.  [nasal]
.12, [liquiad .
R 11. ([voiced]

R ., 10. [continuant] 7
. C . . 9. [sulcal] . N .
. ‘ o 8. [grave] —
. 7. [}ingual] e
. . 6. [vibrant]
5., [low]
- 4. [dorsal]
' 3. [pharyngeal wideniny]
2. [thyroigd] . o
, i ' 1. ([round]

This list will doubtless undergo further revision and’
- expansion ag the ‘still incipdent investigation of

weighting progresses. Further work is required to .

determine whether flip-flops (like that of stark and

stork, card and cord, etc., in some Texas lects, which
eﬁchanges ‘m and R values of [round]) are amenable, to
. Principle 1 in any way. It is worth noting that thi{
‘+two Binary features to whlch any alleged ternary fea-
ture can Ye reduced enft dlfferent predictions abouty
feature-weighting from those 1mp11ed by a singlétter-’
nary feature; the two binary features imply a diffeérence
in their relative weights which should be impossible- in
. the case of. a single ternary feature. Note further that
© ,the problem of marking the mid vowels in a binary-
feature system (cf Chen MSa) is obviated in the ternary-
feature system. ''''

Two formalisms exist for building relative wezghts
intp rules. Where the features are tautosegmental, the
heavier ones may simply be-written (as suggested by
[:R\}:lruce Fraser) above the lighter-weighted cnes. Where

\
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this notation is not possible, i.e. where the features
do not belong to the same sggment, numerical relative-
welght operators may-b% employed, though without any |
claim that they* are 'psychologically real’. What is
psychqlogically real*i% the imjlicational arrangement
which thé relative heaviness and lightness of rule
features generaEe accoxrding to Principles 9, 10, ,etc.

Thg{galculus of féature weightings for a given
rille envdronment is baged on the numerical weight oper=-
ators and the absolute (plus, mid, or minus) values,
not the marking values) of their featurest’ (Pending
further investigation, | the mid value of a feature is
counted as zero and that featurp then has no effect on
‘the calculusé®} I.. the/ calculus in Tables 1 and 2 in
§3.1, two 'stéps are seen. irst, the absolute value
of’a variable feature'is mdSQiplied with the numerical
operator. If the feature is negative and the operator
is ‘also negacive, the result is positive. The sum of
such values for all variable features then constitutes
the weight of that environment.
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Views 'of the sort expressed in this writing are
indicated in Bailey 1972 (summarizing a pxesenta-
tion giVven in early .1969) and‘in Bailey 1971.
Bailey 1972 advocated my present views on ippli—
cational patterning, the role of time in descrip-
tive linguistics, and transpersonal language SyS-—
tems. ZImportant theoretical work of the same
period or earlier is$ to be found in Weinreich,
Labov, & Herzog 1968 .and in Labov 1972a (read at
the same 1969 conference when Bailey 1972 was read).
The manifestations of parole are “individual and
momentaryt and are not homogeneohs (Saussure 19622
38 = 1959:19); language gets its unity from the
social phenomenbn of lanque (1962:27 = 1959:11).
References to Saussure are giveh for both the 1962
French printing of the third edition and the 1959
English translation: the renderings are my own
throughout.’ d : "

I am not unaware of rejections of the distinction

" between competence and performance by various lin-

guists nor of new senses of the term performance
being advocated by scholars in the social sciences
who deal with language. Nevertheless, it does not
seem possible for any scholar seriously to include
in his analysis aspects of raw linguistic data which
are unsystematic'and unintended such as coughing,
sighing, distortions due to eating, and the like.
Slips of the tongue are another matter, and may be
systematically predictable with an adequate marking
theory; cf. fn. 36. I hope scholars who object to
the distinction between competence and gerformance
willl be disarined by my admitted aim of making the:
scope of performance as exiguous as possible, inocu-

latiing it from theYharm it has brought to linguis-

tic\discussions in recent years through its use as

135
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a waste basket for problems thag linguists have
e, not wanted to face, preferring to treat them as
inessential or accidental. As for neweTr pro-
posals by scholars in the’social diéciplines to
. . broaden the meaning of the term performance, the -
_reader will be excused from adopting either of
these because they run counte? to his interest in .
* inoculating the term from the very serious con-
fusions which it'has already occasidned. (See
- also fn. 36 .below.)
5. Bloomfield (1933¢45) admxtggd “that ho two per- -
sons--or rather, perhaps, no one person at dxffer-

' ent tlmes-—[Speaks] exactly alike". RPN
. 6. A later paradox ofjHockett's is dlscussed in
T Weinreich et al. 129.

7. For ¥ strongly dissentient view, see Foley 1970;
and cf. Shapiro.1972:345.fn. 6. Contrast the views
of the phonetician-phonologists Ohala (1971) and
Fromkin (1970). The writer's own advocacy of
naturalness below should not be construed as ex-
clus ‘vely ‘physigalist', any more than his favor-
dble comments on the empirical aspects of linguis-
tic study should be undersigod as a sign of hostil-
ity toward abstract entiti in the mind, explana-
tory hypotheses, etc.; see -§2.0. It is now widely
agreed that phonological changesf for example, may
be semantically and syntactically environed.
8. As regards the final clause in\the guotation from .
Chomsky 1965 cited above, many scholars would be
qﬁ the opinjon that a 'cogent reason' for modifying
e homogeneity doctrine had in fact been already
A provided“in Labov 1963. - .
» 9, These differences are by no meand necessarily of
equal probability in.their occurrence in' aspeaker's
utterances. Not only lxngu;sts but also language-
users themselves often tell us that certazn usages
sare frequent or usual, while others are not.” In=—
deed, they may tell us that a given phenomencn de-
_pends, on (implies) the presence of some other.
(Language-teachers tell students that when ohe calls
a man Monsieur, one addresses him with the pronoun
vous.)
10, Although it is stgles that are spoken of in most of
the literature, I prefer tempo as the more cbjective
Q and quantifiable concept and ohe—that corresponds
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more intimately with the degree of monitoring of
one's own speech. As Bierwisch (1966) was able.
to specxfy phrasings in terms of tempos, one ¢an
also specxfy relative tempos in terms of phrasing
phenomena (cf. the ,simplification of Bierwisch's
approach and its adaptatxon to English 1n Balley
MS). : .
Since I reject the term idioleck~as the désigna-
tiaon of any worthwhile notiof, it is employed here
purely for expository purposes. \
The formulation of interpersanal variants in a
single polylectal'grammar represent&ng language-
users' internalized competence is justifieQd belgy
on the basis of the acquisition of language by
chxldren.\ .

*...the evidence has beett disappointing: an un-
selected getwpf isoglosses does not divide a
territory into clear-cut areas, but rather into a .
crosshatched continuum of finely subdivided frag-
ments" (Weinreich et al. 151). In rejecting the
notion of dialéct, Schuchardt (N-13) complained
agdinst the notion of *a completely homogeneous
speech community" and against the practice of
"descend{ing] tb the language Gf the individual
and specifically.tdo ite momentary average, in order
to find real hotogeneity..." (C£. fn. 11 above.)
Various coinaged like sociolect affd-varilect, as °
well as proposals to use idiom,-variety, and tongue
for the purposeg: for which I am using lect have
The first of these terms obscures
the similarity in principls betwedh regional and
other social difFerences among varieties of a lan-
guage.” When dealing with creole continuums, it-is
convenient to sp%ak of-the lect which is linguis-
tically most remoteé from the prestige language as
the basilect; the7prestige language of the area
may be called tzﬁ matrilect or the acrolecti Fur-
ther comments Z the notion of dialects is found-
in Bailey \1973b, where a number of implicational
patterns gk//gnglxsh are cited and the possxblllty
of implicational patternings of lexical items-is
discussed.

Thé similarities between Saussure's dutlook and *
that of E. Durkheim have led a number of scholars
to attribute to Saussure:a gfbater influence from

2 . .
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" Durkheim than was probably the case. In contrast
with Seussure s views, 3us€ﬂquoted to the effect
that past .is past and present is present, Green-
bery (1966:61), sensibly maintains that "some con-

. nections between diachronic process and synchrondc

. regularities must exist, since no change can pro-

duce a synchronically unlawful state and all syn-

chronic states are the outcome of diachronic pro-

cesses." . Lot .

16. Arthur Compton (pexsonal communicatién) has ap-

ised me.of some interesting aspects of a child's
non-xnstantaneous acquisition of English sounds.

\ At” te stage when she was first 1nvest1gated the

,,’{ Chlld possessed three consonants in her repertoire:

\ {p mwl. One may assume the presepnce of the fea-
tureq (contlnuant] and [nasal] in her competence
at this point; [w] was used' for adult [r] as well®

. s {w], so that ring.sounded like wing. Then

oiced] was acquired, adding [b] to her inventory.
and {£] in opposition to-[w]--which now got re-

- placed with Pv} as the.voiced correlate of [£].

“  On the faceYof it, one might.suppose that ‘unlearn-
ing' the correct pronunciation‘of wing (now ving)
after' it had been correctly pronounced would be
anyth;ng but optimal progress in the acquisition
of 1anguage. But in a framework of non-jnstan- °
taneous acqu1sxt10n of featyres, the child des~-
cribed here exhibited progress (in acquiring fea-
tures) at every stage. . .

=~ - 17. an eption to the reluctante af transformation-

. a-li?g to . admit the effrcts of performance on com- -
petence is Bever & Langendoen 1972, beside Kiparsky -
1972:222; sce also Bolinger {962+ Kiparsky 1971
attributes instances of graddal sound change to
the allegedly scplar nature of phonetic features
(and would presumably'now attxibute semantic
changes-to the fuzzy nature of\ semantic features).
The speciousness of this artifice becomes appa:ont

. from the fact that the gradual faijsing of tens

/% in New York City changes the plus-minus values,
of two phonologicdl. fthures-— 1¥j they are Vinary.
18. A recent study maintaining the siye general point

. .of view as the writéx's is Househdlder 1972; ck.

\\ also Bhat 1970. The primary dodumgnt ‘remains

Weinreich et al.
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So Fraunert 1973 for further discussion of the

plyce of croolidation in varaation studies, . "
Elicwhere I charactoerize natural changes result-

ry frem o vhe marewr an «hxfh shildren acguire

theay natiwe languages as e+ naturall: changes .
dun to horrdahy from other systems, are 1x

nerurall, where o represcnts the mad value of the
fonsture: ang - natural} characterizes redlly un-
natural developrents (cf. fn. 29). Besides borrow-
g, -othey sourceys of increased markedness may be
meationed braefly. It 1s woll-known that unmarke-

1ng one sogment may leave another marked. Since .
tha mardangs arve depondent on position within the v
1¢llable, accordany to the views of the present
wester, Geonthesis and deletion will greatly alter
mgringy,  Soe further £a. 24, Speocial markings

uln aris? in order to distinguish different kinds

=f pheneving,  Contrast the c¢ldscd syllagble in

covar and dusli-t with the opon syllable (at least

in tre~less’ leets) procoding an undorlving sonorant

not proecoded by a doldted underlyang vowel in Mava,
Lesper, and hally:r and the rizang diphthong an -~
Fren, a1 with the falling diphthong in bourlle. )
Thxt recoynition precedes production in child lan-
@uads baw baon recognized for a long while (e.q.

Lr"xn 1969:164) . It 15 teo early to attompt “
aswerafg wuch Juestions as whether rules begin
~urx1b1“ i o' s ounderstanding competence before

Lecening {wariashle) rules in the subset .of one's
gomporeate which as weployed in producing speech.
Beoause of the soymmoetry betwoen wnderstanding and
prioduction {ste 2.3}, onc might hypothesize that ™~ ‘
anlsrstanding 15 ko Lo analyzed wath binary fea- . ’
tures, while production 15 to be analyzed with: J
torpary or scalar features.s Such g differcnce is |
gplikely, aad in any case listeners are able to .
seale what they héar, o.g: as more typacal of a
banxer or tﬂlcrﬁﬂnv onvratcr ar as moye typical of ¢

a ditchadigpyor. -

Leveled varwetaos of a language “oxhibit the meYrYger,

or neatralization et 1tews whach are unmerged in
unleoveled lects.  The wore i1toms merged or not
mogged, the more lewéled or unlcverthe lect,
respoctively. ) ‘
Since the orthader tranzformationalicts have ——n . -
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objected to polylectal grammars precisely on the ,

grounds cof psychological reality, it is para-

doxical that many of them are now first to give

up the requirement of psychonglcal reallty in J

their own work! ‘

23. One of the most far-feaching, investigations to
determine how well e ideas mentioned in this

. ~ paragraph stand up in the study o6f regional vari- '

ation is being conducted by Gary J. Parker (cf.

« Ms), who has found that a number of problems which
were but artifacts of the old framework can now be
easily dealt with in the new._

24, Higher-level unmarkings can overrule feature un= f
markings and result in the ‘marking of previously
unmarked features. See ‘Principal lb in §3.0.
(Parker & Bailey 1970 suggest writing m upside-
down, i.e. as w, in such instances to show that
the new value is a natural oane.) These higher-
level unmarkings include assimilation, dissimila-
tion, rule~reordering, chain, shifts, crazy rules,
and perhaps others’ (e.g. flip-flops? See also
Vennemann's [1972b:240] typological .adjustment rules
for the principle of symmetry). See also the dis-~
cussion following rule 21" in thislbook,‘where the
compromise of two opposite values may result in an
M {(overmarked) value. Polarization can easily be
illustrated with Hawaiian. When Kk became a glottal
stop in this language, t changed to k to become
maximally different from the only other stop re-

M maining--p. (Since t is unmarked for place of ar~

ticulation in the syllable-~initial position (see
“the Appendix), this change represents a change of
" {u lingual, u grave] to [w lingual, w gravel.
Alternating accents represent a polarization of i
‘ ' maximal oppositions. The relation between marking
. 3 and chain shifts will be taken up agdin below; such
phenomena include -the changes formalized witn the
Lmnllcatlonal (o and ) coeff1c1ents discussed ba-
low. Matath8519, epenthesis, and deletion often
change marked feature values to unmarked ones, and
may change the byllabication, .accentual, and ryth-
mic patterns of a language. DNote that unmarking
one feature may leave another marked. Intimately
connected with marking, but little understood (see, - -
Qo however, Schane 1972:211, whcere the changes in

.. 1388
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question fall under the rubric of polarization),
is what the writer calls feature-stripping. This
process deletes oral articulations for voiceless
or heavy stops (leaving them as [?]), fricakives
(leaving them [h] or, if they were vaiged, Phl). —
+ Similar to.these is the change of liguids to the
voiced glides [y w], depending on their place of
articulation.
) . There is a,ﬁkoble‘”WIEh chain shifts, which
- appear to be almost the only way that. certain
— fricatives-—[f b 3), if not [b], arise. (Simi-
larly, [¢] is“generated only in higher-level un-
markings-~assimilation, in this.case.) leen that
such changes begin gradually, in accord with Prin-
ciple 2, one must ask how a language-user krfws
that a given change is but the first step in a
shift, rather than a 2" single change, say of /b/ to
1. Do changes begin one way, and then get con-
verted to another species? Or are all su#h changes®
potentlally chain. changes, always affecting certain
classes of fricatives before others? Much empiri-
cal evidence is yet needed -to answer such questions. .
Another aspect of these questions is that lan-
guages seem to group into two classes of related
prosodic phenomena. ‘The A class has either no accent
or one which does not combine pitch and length;
syllable-timed rhythm; little vowel-weakening: un-
. marked syllabication (open syllables); rising
. diphthongs (fallihg diphthongs would close syle
lables); liaison; full voicing of light ‘consonants
next to boundaries and consonantal lenition; and
voice afiimilation of an obstruent to a following
obstruefity There is a basic distinction between
open and'closed ‘syllables, if the latter exist in
type A languages. 1In type B languages, one finds
a heavy accent usually combining pitch and length’
(so-called 'stress'); accent-timed rhythm; vowel-
weakening, syllablc sonorants, and syncope; marked
syllabication, with' consonants clusteglng around
accented nuclei; falling diphthongs; apocope; de-
voicing of light obstrdents next to boundaries and™™ .
consonant strengthening (as the High German g¢on-
sonant shift).. Here there is a basic“diStinction
between open and loosely clofed syllables (the
O  latter heard in sane, deep) vs. tightly closed
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syllables (e.g. sanity, depth). See further on
accent in Jakobson 1968:33. Céntradt the assimi-

* lation in French.opgerver and English obzerver, '
slipt, maps. (Lost and left have a peculiar
history in that the’ penultimate obstruent in each
was the underlylng one; it became an obstruent of -
the light order in-lose and leavé between vowels.)
In type A languages #x/ palatalizes before front
vowels and vdwels often nasalize after nasal con-
sonants; ‘in type B languages, /x/ palatalizes after
front vowels (e.g. German), and vowels often nasa- .
lize before nasal consonants.

Note that 'r-less' English distinguishes
marked,and unmarked syllabication of underlying
obstruents, the former syllabication (agreeing

¢ with that of obstruents) being used for special
cases, viZz. where a glide is generated from a
single underlying vowel or where a satellite' liguid
results from a vowel-deletion (Bailey 1968a). 1In
.Frencn, where all consonants prefer unmarked syl-
labitation in lento tempo, we f£ind marked syllabi-
) cation being. used for special cases; contrast
normal [wi] in oui with [u!] in bouille (where an
v earlier latexal has been lost). “Latin changed
' : from type A to type B in Romance, perhaps as the
result of many losses of unaccented vowels. Portu-
guese seems to be changing, for whatever cause, N
back to a typegfd language, with vowel-weakening

Port. fogo with Span. fuego 'fire'). .
25, The'writer's'conventions for marking ternary (non- '
prosodic and prosodic) phonetic features, which
markings depend on a segment's position in the
syllable wad on the marking of heavier~weighted
features,* are given in the Appendix. The defin-
. "t jtions could be replaced with natural rules (see
§3.1; cf. the natural processes of Stampe | 1969) .
26. Although it has been fashiopable in post- Saussurlan
circles to think of sense and sound as the contént—
and expression of the grammar (somewhat reversing
the relation of form and matter in scholastic
thought), we‘hay.think of both semantics and pho- »
netics as the matter of the grammar with respect .
to content and of phonetics and morphonology as -

its expression.

. 1:0 .
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and falling diphthongs (ghd few rising ones; cfv-—

the matter and form of the grammar with respect to °
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27. Ccf. also the seven p01nts listed in Welnrelch‘ o
&t al. }87 -8.
28, It will'become evident in 33 that rate in the \
present discussion is far : ‘om having any con-
" nection with the use of this term in glotto-
chronology, between which and his own position
. the writer.wpuld admit no connection.‘
29. " Dying- languages exhibit the opposite direction-
allity, as oncde-categorical rules become variable
. (Dkessler 1972). This development is [~ naturall.
30. IZam taking it for granted that mixtures of sys-
tems “spoken by native' speakers--i.e. creoles--
may occur in different proportlons and degreés,
like the process of decrebllzatlon, which con-
sists of recreodizing the basilect and the meso-
lects with the adrolect. Let scientists borrow
pairwise from Germarn (helped\by English otherwise,
which, howewer, is a de-adjecthal adverb), and
let -wise become a ¥rodudectlve formative in ordin-
_ . ary speech for deriving adverbs from neins, and.
this is creolization! Dut one would not wish to
cpeak of creolization where only a few lexical
item$ were borrowed--in fact, not until relexifi-
cation reached massive propotftions, the amount ~
" probably depending on the social situation--
. because, Bloomfield (1933:274) noted, .the lexi-
- -coh is a Iist of irregularities, of exceptional
' and other unpredlctable aspects of a language.’
For new insights into the systEmat1c1ty of the
lexicon, see now Labov 1973.. N
31, _For the different species of creolization and a
brirnf discussion oﬁ.decreolizind‘gradatums and
— other issdes under consideration here, cf, Bailey *
\1ﬁ1973a. See salso the end of §4.4. ' -
32. " Unmarked is abbreviated u: marked, m; and, in a
ternary system, over-marked is M. My usual prac-’
tice is to place legical phonologlgal representa-
tions inpside double slants, representations for
some poxnt in a der;vatlon between underlying lexi-
. T cal representations and phonetic outputs in single
slants, and phonetic outputs‘themselves in square
brackets. Names of features are also enclosed
within sQuare brackets.
33. Formalisms for indicating feature /gtghting in
rules, together with comments on how relatlve

. -
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weightings are ascertajned, are found in the
Apbendix. See also on the coefficients ¢ and =
below. Kim 1966:82-83 has proposed”the coef~
ficient w for polar opposites; if w stands for
plus, then § (not @) will stand for minus, and

. conversely. . A method of calculating environment

weightings is outllned in the Appendix gnd 1llus~
trated in the text later on.

34, All u values are equally unwelghted thére are no
dlfferences resulting from different feature

weightlngs, , : .
35. Specifying that the segments follow a nucleus is
necgssary because of the dlfferent.marklngs of N

place and manner features of obstruents in the
special positions (immediately following a tauto-
syllabic accented vowel, where the marked value of
[npclear] is m1HUS‘ and precesling another obstru= |
ent in the prenuclear part of a syllable) and in *.
other environments. Thus, apical consonants are . -
more- éxpected immediately before tautosyllabic = .
'vowels than labials: and these are more expected
in tihis environment than velars. But in.the spec-
iI>Positions, except for fricatives, velar con~ .
sonants are more expected than labialb, and these™
« than apicals. Seeg the Appendix.-“ﬁlnce Rumanian

opt (from gotsd) cannot rightly be ascribed to

assimilation, asthas been claimedg<this change_,

constltutes something of a probleéSior the prégent

view of marking, although it is confirmed by a 5 — -~

vast number of changes, attésted slips of the '

tongue, etc.
36. When speech becomes extremely unmonitored as the

result “of hasta, fatigue, oxr émotional upsets,

marked phencmana progressively get replaced by the

4 corresponding unmarkdd phenomena. In terms of the

" concepts proposed by Stampe (cf. £n. 25), who first .
theorized on the matter, haste, fatigue, and emo- ’
tiondl upset break down the monitored suppression
of natural rules, which are then permitted to e
operate freely. Some natural rules are given at
the-end of §3.1 in an implicational formalism. \
Studies of.different sorts Rave established that vie-
tims of the apraxia of speech may exhibit changes’
which occur in a sequenc¢e which reverses tﬁk se-
quence’wof Eﬁg;; acquisition by most children. And
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Sasanuma & Fujimura 1971, building on older
studies, have carried on additional investiga-

*tions to sho hat the functiondl losses of ideo-
grams and phonograms .are not parallel in Japanese.

{ The systemat1c1ty of the 'd;51ntegrat10n of B
speech (e.g. in slips of the tongue) is sufflc1ent e
to inditate that even performance varlables are
predictable and may some day be included in gram-
mars. Undoubtedly some changes in languages begin

. @s slips of the tongue or unintended unmarkings in

" unmonitored speech, just as others (over-correc-
t15ns:Asee below) begin in over~monitoring., Pre-
dictions relat;ng to such matters properly Lelong
"to a theory of linguistic competénce, in my opin-
ion. Unmarking should 'soon account for the things
which Sapir. (1921) discussed under the rubric of
'drift', as well as.the.so-called 'conspiracies’
of more recent vintage,

There.is, of’ course, nothinfy, 'unnatural' or un-
usual in such/borrcwings. A® already noted, .
borrowings have the mid value of the feature. ...
[natural .
The directionality of change from marked to un-
marked may be set adide in borrowinyg between lan-
guage systems-—creolazatlon--as already observed.
Also, as the basilect or mesolects decreolize
through borrow1ng from the matrilect, items that
were unmarked in the lower-status lects may get
~‘marked -reversing the’ directionality cf-natural-
change. -

The reconstructlve task may present a special,
type o€ problem, which can be illustrated by the
problem of deciding whether. the wdrd-final nasal
in PIE was *m or *ns This is a problem because the
markedness of the different nasals is diffe¥ent in

.most eavironments from what is found-in the special

p051t10n following tautosyllabi¢ accented ‘vowels

(it is thte cofiparable to the same special posi-

tion for obstruents; cf. fn. 35). Contrast the

usual changes of ./m'to /n/ to [g] in the word-final
environment (Chen MSb: diagram 1) wfth. the change

of /qg¢ to [n] im allegro tempos after unaccented .

vowels in English. Where a a language permits a

neutralized word-final nasdl after accented and un-

accented vowels alike, as PIE does, either nasal
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" of the norpheme boundary

41.
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could-—so far as is now known—-be generallzed to
the other by a 'crazy rule’ of the sort discussed
in Ba¢h & Harms 1972. It is premature to try to
guess whether the directionality of such general-
izing processes will be predictable wnder con-
stralnts vyet to be discovered. '
Prlnc1ple 2b may 11 be connected with the general
application priority™of 'properly ipclusive' formu-
lations over those included by them according to
the principle first proposed by Gerald A. Suanders
f(according to Koutsoudas, Sanders, & Noll 1971:10).
This general principle accords well with the prin-
ciple gawgrning the application of disjungtive
notatzonéhgn Chomsky & Halle 1968:30 (since dis-
cussed in inderson 1969), as;well as the so-called
A-over-A principle in svnkax. N
The featurd is {w.b.]. Ste belé‘h he effects

n pas+t. bviate a’
confusion into which some giottometrlstz have ‘
fallen, it may help to sthte that there is no pho-

netic clusteling‘at the end of crank ['%hr& k1, |
work ['wa:k ¢wel:k ‘'wak], and board ['bo®:d 0
'vod] ({0} i§ over-rounded in BVE and/Deep South~ ~

ern White speech; [b] is injective in BVE and

‘fortis 1n'Dee Southern White pronunciation). Con-

trast the lateral cluster in old ['oul(d)] and

build ['bs+*:(d)] in BVE and Southern pronunc1at10n\

In Lhe rules that follow, # symbolizes an ipnternal

and #s# an exte#nal word boundary.

The feature [u| nuclcar] denotes vowels in this en-
vironment; {m nuc] @ndicates non-vowels, which™

class includes boundaries as well as consonants. . Qai
A number of factors ‘which ‘are 1gnored in the rules

may be mentlonf since the rules are purely illus-

tratx ¢ here, 1ncorporat1ng these complications

would not serve the purpose or be compensdted by

any advantages. \Iuvestigators of both BVE and

Southern States Wpite English have found thas the
deletion of a qlustered word-final,api :al stop is .
more likely if it ends an unaccented syllable than '
if i¢ ends an accented syllable; e.g. bBreakfas(t), ’
fores(t), den(t)is(t), fastes(t), ribal(d), husban(d),
and diamon(d). (The first /t/ in dentist is de-

leted by another rule irrelevant to this discussion,
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but dlscussed below in connection with sentgn ce.)
My own researches of English in the Sogthern

States indicate 'not,only that’the deletion of |t/
clustered with a preceding obstruent and of /47
clustered with a preceding #n? or lateral is least
likely before 'h” or a vowel; but also that .the
deletion is normal only before an obstruent (&.g.
wastepaver, restful, left goal,‘'handbag, windmill,
oldsqer; cf. acts, opts, rafts, etc.} or a nasal :
or latewal (e.g. goldmine, landlocked, shiftless,

exactly, softly, least likely, first news, worst
mess). (But epenthesis may restore a lost /df in

handfer.) Before /y/, the deletion of an apical
stop depends on whether the palatalization rule
follows (e.g.'jus' vet, las‘ year) or precedes~~—~

rule. 3; in-'the latter case, we have [stgj or [§t ]
in just vet and last «ear, as well as in guestion,
Pestial, etc. Note that /t! is always palatalized-
in the last examples, as well as_in_vesture, etc.
Before 'r: and /w , the deletion of a clustered
apical. stap depends on tke syllabication, which
dif“ers for the two sonorants when they are fol-
lowed by an unaccented vow/A Compare the reten-
tion of yllab1e~1n1t1al ds>before . r/ in-— . .
vestry (contrast ves ment), laundry, and oundgz
with their ~variable deletion (more likely in mgre
rapid tempos) when syllable-final before /w." ﬁnas
in westward and landward. Before /r w/ plud ad-

cented vowels, there are two possible syllabica-
tions of clustered apical stops; cf. once tried, :
run dry, twice twenty, tool drawer with jus{t)y- - |
right, lan(d) rights, mus(t) win, trus(t)worthy, ‘

and gol(d) rush.

Note that in normal tempos the difference be-

tween the presence of [t] incthe phonological type
excmplified in piston and pistol and the absence.

of ft? in %he type exemplified by mois(t)en and

nes {t)le (where no underlying vowel follows /'t/)
may be climinated through a reordering which causes
thq deletion of /t/ in restin' and-~if the speaker
is 'r<less'--in western. For further complications
of this rule, see Bailey 1973c.

Note that the heaviest and lightest env1ronncnts
are thé same in both 4a and 4b, while the middle
environments are reversed (cf. Labov 1972a:124) .
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Table 1 is brought into accord with Principle 8b
(§3.2) in.Table 4 below (§4.1).
Some of the writers just cited have also arrived
at the pogition, first ‘advocated in Stampe 1969,
that unm%r§§f oxdering is equivalent to non-
ordering." " The point will be amplified later

- ]

Since this writing was submitted to the g ¢
publisher, a' conference on rule ordering has taken
place at the University of Indiana (April, 1973).

The publication of papers from that conference

_will be of supreme interest to readers 1nterested

in rule oxdering. .

In addition to the examples of different rule-
orderings that either differentiate lects of

English or mark off lexical exceptions from ‘other
lexical items in the same lect which are given

below, cf. Bailey MSb, where thirty.or forty such
differences are listed.

The change does not occur in American 'r-less’
lects befo.e the geminate /r/ which is automati-
cally generated in American and British English
between /%/ and a following vowel, as in covering,

~Southern States ['Khavrrin]}. See Bailey MSc for

details of this process, which also affects the

other sonorants. .

In the Southern States, a lateral which is non-

nuclear at the stage of derivation where rule v

applies is not affected by the rule when it fols- - -
lows a heavy (tenée) rounded back nucleus; e.g.

tool ['thuYl], mule ['mii%1], qule {' glul], goal

f'goll], ball {'bol ‘bp®1l], and howl r'hmol]
(contrast Northern ['thu®:], etc., where rule v
has applied). But a syllabic lateral, generated
out ©F vnaccented /al/, is affected by rule v even
in such env1ronments- ¢.g. dualist (' dyu*lgqt] and
dual [’dyu 1, Erom /'d@ivt/ from /'diliz/ from
77di%s1/ from dual+, as in duality. 1In like
fashion are gencrated fluid ['fle!d] and poet
[*pho't] from /' fluid/ (cf. fluidity) and /'poit/
{cf. Qoetlc) Nog)pnly is rule v more_general
than formulatlon v in these respects: it also
applles to J/x¥, as in pore {'pho?:] and Jex'

[*d%e®:], with [%:] from [¥] by the late desul-
call‘kilon rule; contrast ‘r-less' Southern
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gorous ['phovres] and Jexry ([° déerx],»where
"rule v has not applued, with the 'r~ful' pro-

nunc¥ations ' pho “res] and 'déz“ri}, where the
gemingtion of /r/ before a jowel has’'created an
. enviroument in which rule ff(ln its more gentral o "
formulation affecting ﬁ’r// s well as #1/) can .o
= _operate,. Compare the para le]. gemination of /1%
, and the operation of rule in dualist abaqve and
in Northern silly ['s; 1i}[ (contrast Southe:n
! ['s111]). (The length mark is omitted between '
such geminates.) An exam Le wlth Jx# that paral—
lels dual above is mower -['mo¥ oa ]”ffaﬁ”
. /'mog/ from /'moex/.
47. A later Southern States rule deletes /1/ in all
. ' but lento tempos in the environment, V Y V..
. where ¥ is an unaccented yowel. The change of
heavy /37 (cf. pfevail) to /i/ in value is due
. to trlsyllablc llghtenmgE in valiant, it makes '

sense only if the strong tluster /ly/ is created
before the application of|the rule that lightens |
nuclei in this environmenk, since hormally a non- Y
high vowel becomes heavy before unaccented /i/
followed by a‘vowel, ’
48. FPor yvaliant and mJjllion t
guires replac1ng rule vi with a rule that changes
unaécented syllabic sGnordnts (including high«
vowels) to their corresponding non-nuclear phones
\before unaccented vowels.. Thus, in the unmarked
orderirks, the substitute rule vi would change
/‘valisnt ‘'milisn/ to /'valysnt 'milysn/, and

rule v would convert this into /‘vai:§ént,

" mi*‘yan/, which later rules would change to the
: phonetzc outpyt of Northern States Enzzush.

i
e illustratien here ré- -

['vad:yst ‘my¥:yan]. Contrast Southefn States
vl )yat 'mi{l)yen]. Note that evgn.a word

hoes not -count as a non~vowéi' Southecn

State Y elihit (' thelqt], hill#y (*Xilt). The
justiffication for the # in hilly is given in

MS; hote that a phonologlcal—phrase bound~

well |as elsewhere. MNote the operation of the late
rule descrlbed‘n fn. 47 across the word boundaxy
+in willl you [* wiye ~yal.

49. It'hdy not be amiss to observe that a good theory

ERIC N TV

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC r N




-

is a good discovery procedure. In addition to
examples later in this article, the following may

be instanced. Standard and mon-standard pronunci-
atlon in the Southern States change s2h to /d/ in
isn't, doesn't, hasn't, and wasn't. Non-sXandard 4
pronunciation also has a rule, absent in standard
g¥onurciation,” that changes /d/ to /t/ in the same
envrronment (as in couldn't and shouldn't), which
is converted finally to a glottal stop by a rule
which is found in most parts of the United States.
Since non-standard Southern States English has the
two main rules in their unmarked order, so that .
#z? + /d/ + /t/, the analyst is.'naturally led to
serk. relics of an earlier situation in which the
rules had their marked mutual ordering. This
would be a lect with ['i1dnt] for isn't and (! §+°nt]
for shouldn't. Note also that ‘holes in 1mp11ca-
txonaiy& ordered natuyral developments lead the
linguist to seek the representative lects, either
to corroborate or to discorroborate some aspect of
liis theory ‘of language.

Creole studies are confirming the independence of
the component The independence Bf the lexicon
has long been recognxzed' cf. now Gumperz & Wilson
1971. Carol Odo (MS) has found that young Hawai-
-ian children may pronounce the velar nasal in the
.formative ~ing, a phonological trait of formal
style, while at*' the same time de” ting the copula,
a syntactic characteristic of INIoEMal SpotcTis

Ccf. ‘flso Sasanum> & Fujimura (see £n. 386).

It is also probable that all adult-acquired lin-

|

guistic phenomena -are marked. If true, this would
mean that adults would have as much trouble learn-
ing the apical trill as the more marked uvular -
trill, which in Europe has been borrowad to replace
the apical one.
Cf. Sapir 1921:174:. "We may venture to suimise that
‘uhxle whom will ul¥imately disappear from English
speech, locutions of the type Whom did you see?
will be obsolete when phrases like The man whom I
referred to are still ip lingering use". (T am
- indebted to William Peet for this citation.) The
Grecist will be familiar with the facts.in™Lejeune
1955:148-56, showing that in Ancient Greek *w was
progressively deleted in an meligatxonally pat~
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generated with variable rules.

Charles Ferguson (personal communication) has
found an Ethiopra three /results of a change Ln‘
the dsull position of the verb from its older £
location. Neaghkering languages exhibit the |
following temporally successive situations:
-{(a) the expected relation between verb position
and pre/postposxtions has been obliterated:

{b) an interim alternation between prepositions
and postpositions has resu ted; (c) a-readjust-
ment of the particle position has resulted in the
expected amplication. 7

Elsevhere I have employed the coekficients [t]
and-{1] for gradient (ternary-valued) features in
intonational- analysis (c£. Bailey MS). The first,
use of such arrows was by Fred Houstholder (per-
sonal communication) in anothexr connection., °
Contrast my Principle 1b with the way Schachter
employs the natural valffes and note that the agsi-
mzlated {+ nasal] 1s [m nasal] in the vowel, but

tu nasall in the consonant. in the Sspecial position.
Principle 9a is evidently counterxntuxtxve, iince
a lighter-weighted feature, dr one with the least
effects on A rule's oporation; is obviously very
close to being generalized--i.e. rrrelevant to the
rule. The writer kegan with this assumption, but

-~

" the variable segment in the environment of rule 11

-

below shows why 9a Has been proposed. lHerxea -
generalized [nasall includes [u nasall, the last
environmunt to become operative and the slowest of
the three operative environments (before reweight-
ing occurs). Hence, the feature specifying the
slowest environment, the lightest, must ba the
last feature in the variable segment of the en-
vipénment to be generalized. No doubt further
investigation will show a way to make ‘Principle 9a
generalize lighter—wcxghted Eeatures before heavier
ones, '
There is Q psycholoqical problem, related to
one discussed in fn. 24. This 1is the question of
how a language-user knows that [nasall is a vari-
ant in rule 11 so long as it has only its marked
value and the nasal envaironment has aot become
‘effective in’ the rule. Unless the language-user
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already knows thit Tpasal  1s the lightenr feas
ture on the Bafis of 1ty felotive wenMit. g in
other rules of e loct, 1t does not sees® m'ﬂuble
that M or she would bnﬁw tvis gnt:l Tnasal’
generalized and the nasal enviroan~ont care into
play Nbut ne_will, o vousrse, then know that ot
15 the lighteat=weighited feat,fe an tne CnviIrOn-
ment segeoent,
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that there are optimal articulatory points

having guantal acoustic results which dominate

the phoenolngies of particular languages in that

the i1deal places of articulations for their

sounds tend to converge at such points. (Cf.

also Fromkain 18-39 and fnn. 17 and 81.) To assert
vhat a secech sound has an i1dealized articulatory
focus or target :s rAt to deny that such sounds

are actualized as a compromise botween such ideal
targets and the targets of adjacent sounds, iIn
accordance with a temporal factor and a coeffic;ent
for the degree to which the target of the soun
being articulated can be affectsd by other sounds.
Note that the phonetiec rules in Ohman 1967 include
a temporal factort All of this 18 quite another
matter frem asserting that’ vhere are phonological
features which are non-scalar and there are pho-
netic features which ae scalar, since (Lf the
present position is courrect) there are as many
phonetic targets for a feature ‘as the.e are phono-
logical values cf t.,

The marking of fpharyngeal widenlnq] or 'tense~
neas' 1n wowels 1s not without its problems. While
1t 15 truc thar languages lacking the distinction
botweon *tease' and ‘lax' accented vowels normally
have only the former, it is also indubitably true
that ‘tense' vowels are preferred in open accented
syllables, while *lax' ones are more expected.in
closed accented syllables. But this last may be
some -sort of assaimilatory ph¥momenon. Since rule
L1 teases /¢/ mainly 1n clesed syllables, it ap-
pears to contravene Principle la. Note that this
change rarely affects paroxytonic syllables, which,
however, are in English also-closed 1f an obstruent
fallows the acconted vowel.

The rale would progross gquite well through three
gnvironnents 1f the environment were specified as
1 continuant !, but this would not happen in the
rinht sequerce. Even :1f this were not a problem,
chunged in the rate of the three bnvxronments and
the acceleration which 13 described below could not
be generatod without the features in rule 11 and
the principles of gencralization and reweighting
praposed hero.

The situation i1s qaite different with Greek-~letter
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variable coefficients, since a generé}ization of

the unmarked value- to the marked as well as un-

‘marked values causgs an .acceleration of the marked

values ghead of the unmarked one, in accordance

with Prlnczple 10b. .
Besides monos/stematlc speech communities, there .
are two kinds of polysystematic speech communities.
One has closely related overlapping systems in use,
This is the decreolizing gradatum. Another poly-
systematic speech community has several unrelated

or distantly related language systems in use. If
this situation persists for long, a kind of creole
would be expected to develop (cf. Gumperz and

Wilson 1971). T
'R-lessness' refers to the presence of rule iv
above; ‘r-ful' speakers have the sulcal peak and

satellite {7 “] in barter, mere, mirror, etc. »
Psycholinguists ought to be able to tell us ¢
whHether it is ecasier for Ixish speakers, who

alternate [e] and [&] in mean : meant to under-

stand lects in which the alternation here is be-

“tween [1] and {¢] than conversely.

One would like to know whether user§ bf Englxsh

who have a four-way distinctiorn between informal

‘Suzie", less informal 'Susan'; more forimal 'Miss

Susan',-and most, formal 'Mrs. Jones' are -able to

deal more ccmpetently with the three-way dis-

tinction lacking 'Miss Susan' than conversely.

It xs probable today that most adult varieties of

BVE are in the last stage of decrevlization; i.e.

the BVE system has only a minimal difference from

. ¢ sygtem found among cultured Blacks and Whlteo

auu uncultured wWhites, l

Lects in which [¥] is heard.after the nuclear peak’

in carm, palm, and walnut have a different explan=- ~ {
1

atron which in fact also supports the *view of an
internalized polylectal grammax. These lects be-

~long to ‘r-ful' speakers whd. have had a great deal

of "contact with 'r-less' speech--or whose progeni-
tors have had this contact. From the phonetic sut-
puts [‘kha:m 'khes:m ‘'phasm *phosm 'wosnet], *
the language-users in question have inferred under=~"
lying /parm karm wornut’,on tie. basis of pairs
like gcard {'KRdy:d ‘khp:d] and ['khe™d@ 'kho¥d] in
their (understandlng) catpetence.

15% | . .
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69. Principle 14 implies a cerebral organization of
«.variation in terms of sets within sets--Venn dia-
. - grams. Any such storage principle in the brain
would severely constrain the kinds of variation
tolerated in languages. Note that it .has been .
- found that variant signs used hy the deaf form an
implicational series (Woodward MS). .
70. The causes may be linguistic - (cf Wang 1969:135). ,
- or social. 's
71." Fig. 5 is a spatial presentation. If Fig. 5a wege
a Venn diagram (cf. f£n. 69),-the opposite 1mp11§£\\\
catlon,would obtain: A2 B D C.. -
72. In order to avoid the confu51on that is current on
- . both sides Of the- fence dividing soc1ologlsts from
- linguists, it should be stressed that, whatever
problems deviant cases like the famous Nathan B.
" (Labov 1966:249-53) present for the soc1ollngu15t
1 or socig@logist, such cases present no problems for
4 "the linguist, provided the subgrammars of such
deviant rlanguage-~users are, among-the subgrammars-
(perhaps they are the subg&ammars used by other
e sociological groupings) genérated with'®n the over—a'
- all grammar of the language. : -
§ 73. One expects the light order of vowels in closed
N ; © + syllables; hence the heavy order is marked in, the
| input of rule 21. There is, however, evidence v ~
| that Lpharyngeal width] (note its use in rule 11
i for 'tenseness') is not the most appropriate fea- ¢
| . ture for _the dlstlnctlon between heavy and light
. . nuclei. The’ 'lax1ng or 'llghtenlng of the heavy
vowels (cf. deep, sercne) in depth and serenity is .
* due to rhythmic shortening (see feature 36 in the
’ hppendix). In depth, the lengthened cluster that
| +. follows shortens the nucleus; in serenity, the -
|
|

-

. demands of accent-timed rhythm shorten accented :
- nuclei as one or mere unaccénted syllables follow.
This rhythmic shortening is gradient and‘acceler-
| ates the operation of rule 21, since later outputs
| . are heard in Friday and writing than in died, flies,
| ) and night. “But the non-gradient, or decremental,
shortening of nucle1 that results from being fol-
lowed by tautosyllablc heavy obstruents (see fea- N
ture 25.in the Appeqdlx) retgrds the operation of
.2); so later output$ are heard in bribe and
ride than in ripe and write. Kolyfs data reveal

' 1’“ “
. ~
B
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" Labov 1972:123. For the Southern States, see fn. 76. .

‘part of the six northern counties, {i] in. that word

-The words employed in this study are not entirely

anothem aspect of gradient ‘shortening (input

fc rhythmic lengthl]). in that /1/ has later outputs
in right-handed and wheelwrlght than in night (see
fn. 74 for fight). Later outputs are heard in
~wright, whose mid-accented status makes it shorter
than a fully accented syllable, than in right-,
which is shorter because of the following not fully
accented syllable. For the effects of shortening
on the Martha's Vineyard equivalent oZ rule. 21, see

A comparison ofiTable 8 with Fig. 10 will show that
the change spread from the South northward.- Where
fa] is present for a given word in the southern

has already been pushed out of: the North of- England. ¢

consistent with other words of the same general -
type. In’ contrast with sky (where we find mostly
[a®]), eye has more [i] pronunciations than [ae],
and ‘most of the [a®] pronunciations are North of

the ‘[i} ones. It is not impossible that the ‘old \
velar 1n eye slowed down the change there. But

when we ‘compare pight (mostly [i]) with fight N
(almost all [¢17); this explanation hardly holds
up, and we must suspect whether the preceding
labial in fight hastens the 'nuclear change. There
is a known problem with velarfenvironments, dis-
cussed below, since the fastest environments for
the rule are the velar and prevelar satellites,
while the slowest environment for obstruents is
the velar one. "It is unlikely that reweighting
would affect single lexical items. For right-, ., - |
‘sce fn. 73. ‘ i |
In connection with this, it should be pointed out }
that Lehiste 1970:20 shows that, other things be-

ing equal, vowels are universally shorter before

labials than before apicals and velars. .This meang

that what looks like incremental shortening has the
accelerating effects of gradient rhythmic shorten-

ing in rule 21, where labial environments are the
fastest. As for the accelerating effects of gra-

dient rhythmic shortening in paroxytones, other

examples are known. DeCamp 1959:60 found that in

San Francisco there are speakers'*who pronounce

naughty like knotty while still preserving the
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distinction of caught and cot. The writer has
also observed a speaker £rom Washlngton, D.C.,.
who has [q] in foggv out [o] in fog. N
Theyeffetts of rhythmic shortening are discern-
ible in the Southern States ohly in clitics
(our is more likely to be [+a®:] than hour ‘is)
and in modifiers preceding their heads in rising
tunes. Compare [a®] (Charlestonian Lel]) in i)

united (where /t/ has become [d1) and ninety

(where Il is deleted) with [a] (Charlestonian v }

[ne]) in Qg;ted Statés and in nlnetx-nlne. In

the last itlms xule,22 has the unmarked ordering

after the Fhanges of ft/ found in these words.

Note' typewriter, where the -first two syllables

both havée [a®]’ (Charlestonlan [¢®]) in the des~ ¢

cending” tune. (See further Joos 19421) ’
Since pint (cf. ninety in fn. 75) has

P

[5 3, not [&] in cultivated pronunciation in .

most of the Southern States, it is-necessary to

assume either (1) that rule 22 follows the de- S/
letion of nasals when these are followed by )
tautosyllablc heavy (underl#ing voiceless) ob=\
struents, or (2)-that rule 22 operates in the
environment’of a follow1ng devoiced nasal in the

_same way that it operates ‘in the environment of a

following heavy obstruent. .

It may be noted here that Charlestonlan Eng-
lish has palatal {c 3] before front vowels (in-
cluding [a:] from far/ as in card, but not before -
(¢®]. in kite and [uoliip cow) and imggirl (which
is frdnted in British English.and is card by
some Japanese as gyoru). Subst'andard pronunci- .
ation has the palatals hefore [2°] (which'is stand-
ard elsewhere in the South) in cow-and before all
instahces of [3]--not j girl, but also gurl, .

gird/ etc. (Chdrlestonian is 'r-less' except for
{2]./a frequent situation.)
Fig./ 11 is based in part on the data 1n Kurath &

McDgvid 1961, but the writer has added necessary * |
supulements and emendations from his' own observa- o
tiohs. 1In Fig. 11 heavier-weighted outputs are . iy

wriftten beneath lighter-weighted ones.

Talle- 8 has not solved all thd problems involved in
sugh portrayals. The suspicious absence of. fal for .
abdut in lects -1, -3, and -5 may indicate that

159
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they should have been placed to the left of 0,
instead of to the right of{it.

79. This was discovered and first discussed by Labov
(1966) . :

80. Prenasalized stopb like [™pb] are’[- ecnt] and
[+ grb]: fricative- nasals are L+ cnt, + trb].
All of these are [+ nas]. Frlcatlve laterals
and trills are [ﬁ trbl,., Some rules treat p1a1n
nasal consonantskas [= cnt] segments, grouping
them with continuants; other rules treat nasal
consonants as [ cnt] segments, grouping them
with stops. 1

8l. If the trill-tap difference could ever be shown
to involve reweighting,’ this would be evidence
that the difference involves different features, .
since feature values presumably cannot reweight.
A further compllqptlon is posed by* the tentative
inclusion of flaps as well as taps ufder the mid
value of feature 15 above.

82. But [x-trb] is highly marked here.

83. But when before [+ nas] {+,u ent1 and [-,m cnt).

84. But [x trb] is hlghly marked here.

85. This expectatlon can,be changed by polar oppo

* sitions, since languages with ,two kinds of wide-

grooved sibilants normally have the convex-dorsum

({+ dor]) and concave-dorsum ([- dor]) opposites.

Some varieties Of Portuguese prefer postnuclear
[8] to [s): cf. Swiss German in both special
positions. 5 ‘

86. The view that phonologlcal and phonetic features
differ by being fixed~valued and scalar, respec-
tively, has introduced into linguistic dis&ussibqs
a number of confusions that cpuld well have been
avoided. ¢f. further, £nn. 17 and 59.

.« 87. Larger numerical operators, whether negative or

h positive, have greater effects on the rate of a
rule than smaller ones, whether negativeor posi-
tive. But the effect of the Positive or negative
51gn'attached to such a numerical operator is seen
in the actual calculus of the welght of a given
environment.

.
b
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