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FOREWORD
Departing from the more or less traditional central theme of past meetings, the Fourteenth Round Table Meeting on Languages and Linguistics
dealt with three major topics. The first panel was concerned with the
relationships of linguistics to philosophy. In addition to three linguists
deeply interested in philosophy, a professor of philosophy was invited to
join the discussion. The second panel treated points of timely interest in
the analysis of grammar. The papers presented reflected four distinct
views of language design. The third panel outlined recent and important
contributions of linguistics to the area of language learning.
The first luncheon address provided useful information about the expanding program of foreign-language training in the Foreign Service. The
speaker at the closing luncheon outlined a new concept in the organization
of educational aid to underdeveloped countries.
All papers delivered at the meeting, including the luncheon addresses,
are reproduced in this monograph. Selected and revised portions of the
discussions have also been included.
A word of thanks is due to those who aided in the preparation of this
monograph. I am grateful to Mr. Leslie Hanzely for his expert recording
of the entire proceedings of the meeting and to Mr. James Welch and Miss
Maura McDowell for their aid in the final stages of editing. My wife,
Vincenzina G. DiPietro, was a constant help and encouragement in the
many facets of the preparation of the manuscript. To her I owe my
eternal gratitude.
ROBERT J.

Editor

DIPIETRO

INTRODUCTION
Welcoming remarks by the Reverend Frank L. Fadner, S.J., Regent,
Institute of Languages and Linguistics, Georgetown University
Ladies and Gentlemen, Colleagues, Participants and Guests at Georgetown
University's yearly Round Table Meeting on Linguistics and Language
studies:
I don't suppose that in these days a man could win popularity by stating
that humanity and the world owes a debt of gratitude for the advent of
Communist ideology.
The historical record, however, shows that since the rise of Bolshevism
and its triumph in a large neighborhood, people in the rest of the world
have become more socially aware—if for no other reason than to follow
the simple old strategy of "fighting fire with fire."
For example, in bygone days of static hierarchy, philosophers were
content with a stress on the static aspect of that important creature known
as man; and they said of him: Man is a rational animal.
Now we have come to realize that an equally essential definition of man
stresses his dynamic aspect, his nature—the way he acts, and we say: Man
is a social animal—an intelligent free animal with an inner urge or drive
to enter the society of his own kind as a necessary means to his immediate
and ultimate end.
This means communication—human language. Hence we come up with
yet another definition of man—rather waggish if you will—Homo sapiens
nonnunquam loquax—an intelligent animal who has to talk.
Therefore, it is a source of great gratification to note the subjects among
the agenda of this year's sessions—revolving, as they do, around the
philosophy of language and its practical communication to our young
charges in the language classroom.
Your chairman has asked me for a word of welcome. It is with cordial
warmth that I extend it in the name of the President and the Board of
Directors of Georgetown University—and especially our esteemed Dean,
Dr. Robert Lado, who is at the moment in Spain furthering the cause of
language teaching.
May God, the source of all wisdom, inspire you in these days of thoughtful
deliberation.

PANEL I
LINGUISTICS
AND
PHILOSOPHY

LINGUISTICS AND CLASSIC PHILOSOPHY

FRANCIS P. DINNEEN, S. J.

Georgetown University

Modern linguistics and traditional grammar differ from each other markedly in the data they handle, in their methods and purposes. As a consequence of the linguistic description of languages, many scholars are convinced that most traditional views of language have been falsified. Most
notable among these falsifications, it is generally held, is the rejection of
the traditional parts of speech.
As a consequence of this falsification, a great deal of classic philosophy
is also considered to fall by the wayside, since it is the opinion of many
philosophers and linguists that just as traditional grammar is a reflex of the
Latin and Greek languages, so too are the basic categories of classic
philosophy.
It would be a waste of time to rehearse the excellent reasons we have
discovered for denying the validity of an eight or ten part-of-speech basis
for all languages. But there is a certain value in comparing notions of traditional grammar and classic philosophy with those of modern linguistics.
By classic philosophy, I have in mind the work of those thinkers who
developed the insights of Plato and Aristotle, the Stoics and the medieval
synthesizers of those views. Despite fundamental oppositions between different schools in the classic tradition at any given time, and certainly from
one period to another, there is still a remarkable unity in all their speculation. This is a consequence of their logical framework, the set of descriptive categories or frames in which they set problems for solution.
There is one single book which is the chief source of this unity, the
Categories of Aristotle. By considering the influence of this work, I think
it can be shown at one stroke how different the approach of the classic
tradition and that of modern linguistics is, and at the same time, that this
difference need not have existed, since there is a surprising similarity in
their descriptive methods.
The usefulness of such a comparison is twofold: first, we can only
know clearly what we are doing, and what the traditional scholar is doing,
3
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when we are sure about what neither of us is doing; secondly, all linguists
can probably be considered part-time propagandists, since we are eager to
make linguistic methods and findings known, especially to as many educators
as possible. The intellectual background of many educators in the field of
language is traditional grammar; this traces back through a fairly straight
line to the medieval logicians, the Roman grammarians and the ancient
Greeks. Knowledge of this tradition would therefore seem to be useful for
showing the advances we have made. This would be even more valuable if
we could show, as I propose, that our methods are partially a development
of a notion central to that tradition, but largely neglected by it.
The notion which traditional grammarians did not adequately exploit,
which is an integral part of the inheritance of philosophy in the Aristotelian
tradition, is the notion of Analogy. This notion played an important part in
the speculations, logical and metaphysical, of the ancients and medievals.
It was also a descriptive device of central and explicit importance in the
work of the original Greek grammarians.
So what I would like to show in this paper is the similarity and differences
of approach in classic philosophy and modern linguistics. This can be
done by considering three main points: (1) the notions of Substance and
Quality in the Categories of Aristotle; (2) the traditional definitions of
'noun' and (3) the pertinence of the notion of Analogy to both of them.
The method of this paper will therefore be to explain briefly what the
Categories of Aristotle are about, then a comparison of logical and grammatical definitions of 'noun', and finally, the role of Analogy in both of
these, with a comparison of structural descriptive methods and analogical.
The Categories of Aristotle is the first of three books which were part
of the Organon or 'tools of science' as it was understood by the ancients and
medievals. All three of these works were logical and therefore linguistic
in orientation. The first of these three, the Categories, claims to deal with
the meaning of any free form; the second, On Interpretation, treats of these
forms in the syntactic construction known as 'predication'; the third, Prior
Analytics, concerns the theory of the syllogism, three predications so arranged as to enable us to check the correctness of the third as a logical conclusion from the other two, because of its formal relationships to them.
In the first book Aristotle lists ten 'categories' or types of predicates.
He says: "The meaning of any free form is either Substance, Quantity,
Quality, Relation, Place, Time, Posture or position, State or condition,
Action, or Affection." *
For our purposes the most important of these predicates are Substance
Categories lb.25.IV.
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and Quality, since it is to these that the grammarians appealed in defining
the noun. As far as the things meant by these predicates are concerned,
there is this radical difference: Substance can be defined as what is not the
other nine, but what is necessary for their existence. The other nine
categories are called 'accidents' with respect to Substance, and the relationship was justified as follows: if there were no Substance to be the subject
of the accidents, there could be no accidents; unless color, or size, or location, or a relation of equality were the accidents of some Substance, we
would neither discover nor discuss qualities, quantities, locations and
relationships.
Substance is distinguished into primary and secondary: "Substance in
the principal and strictest meaning, in the primary sense of the term, is
that which is neither predicated of a subject, nor can be found in a subject." 2 The subjects of which he speaks can either be physical or logical
subjects. Examples of these are man and horse. By secondary substances
he means the notions of genus and species. Man as a specific notion contains the individual man; animal as a generic notion contains both the species horse and the species man and therefore the individual horse or man as
well. Both genus and species could therefore be predicated of an individual
horse or man, even though they are not in them, since they were notions and
not physical parts or properties. The nine accidents could also be predicated
under the same conditions.
Quality is defined as "that because of which men are called such and
such." 3 The notion was not restricted to men, of course, but applied equally
to any substance. The examples he gives of this, however, principally concern human 'habits' such as wisdom, goodness, and other qualities such as
dispositions, innate capacities or incapacities.
Both the notions of Substance and Quality were used to give a semantic
definition of the 'noun' by later Greek grammarians. Their technical term
for this was onoma, which has an instructive history. Its primary meaning
is 'name' and it is in this sense that Plato gives the first important definition of it in Greek logic. It is the name of the actor. The other part of
speech which he distinguished is rhema, which "names the action." 4
Aristotle has a more general definition of onoma: it is "a sound having
meaning by convention, which has no reference to time, no part of which has
meaning separate from its whole." 5 This is distinguished from rhema in
2

Categories 2a.ll.V.
Categories 8b.25.VIII.
4
Sophist 261 ff.
5
On Interpretation 16a.2O.
3

6

FRANCIS P. DINNEEN, S. J.

two ways: what they have in common is that they name something; they
differ because the rhema "has a particular reference to time" in addition,
and it always means "something said or asserted of something:" 6 that is,
it is always a predicate.
These definitions obviously do not fit any particular grammatical elements
of Greek exclusively; they define a logical subject and predicate, even though
the examples which Aristotle gives of the onoma are nouns, and those for
the rhema are verbs.
Successors of Aristotle defined the onoma in a more restricted fashion.
The Stoics, for instance, define it as what signifies Quality. And there were
two types, proper and common.7 It is worth noting in passing that although
the Stoics were adversaries of Aristotle, they retained the same descriptive approach; instead of ten categories they said there were only four:
Substance, Quality, State and Relation. The first two coincide with
Aristotle's; the others include the rest of his list. The obvious difficulty
with such an approach is in knowing when the list is sufficiently extended
but closed, or sufficiently compact but inclusive.
We find significant grammatical work for the first time in Dionysius
Thrax in the first century B.C. He defines eight parts of speech (for him
they were really eight parts of a sentence, of course) and to the best of his
ability he first gives a formal specification, and then adds a typical meaning. His definition of onoma, which could now be better translated 'noun'
than the preceding definitions, is "a part of a sentence having case-inflections, signifying a person or thing, proper or common." In distinguishing
proper and common nouns, he uses the notion of Substance: common
nouns denote specific or generic substances, proper nouns individual substance. Examples were stone and Socrates*
Thrax was succeeded by another Alexandrian grammarian, Appolonius
Dyscolus, who improved on the grammar of Thrax by dealing with syntax,
which had been completely neglected. In his definition of the 'noun',
Dyscolus combines the Stoic and Alexandrian views: it signifies "Substance and Quality," the person or thing with their defining property.9 This
work of Dyscolus was the model for the most influential of Roman grammarians, Priscian. He uses the same definition of the noun but differently
6

On Interpretation 16b.6.
cf. Benson Mates, Stoic Logic, Univ. of Cal. Pub. in Phil., Vol. 26 (Berkeley,
1953).
8
Text in I. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca II (Berlin, 1816).
9
Analecta Graeca II.
7
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worded: "The noun is a part of the sentence which assigns a common or
specific quality of persons or things." 10
The notion of Analogy is the term by means of which these concepts
can be united. Basic to any analogy is similarity of relations, and a very
general definition would be 'similar relations between terms'. This is
especially significant when the terms are of different natures. The simplest
and clearest analogies are mathematical proportions: 2 : 4=JLJ 6 illustrates the basic notions here. The terms are different (2, 4, 3, 6) but the
relation is the same; here it is double.
This points up the most important and characteristic feature of analogies:
to establish an analogy, certain aspects of the terms involved are declared
irrelevant. Their existence, or their importance to some other point of
view, need not come into question. By abstracting from undenied and
inseparable features of a set of terms, we often discover a kind of unity
which makes them all instances of the same relationship.
It is interesting to compare this notion of Analogy in general with its
applicability in the logical and ontological speculations involved in the
Categories, On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics, its role in grammar,
and how this resembles modern structural methods of description.
First, it should be noted that Aristotle developed this notion of Analogy
as a descriptive device of great generality; it was used to classify arguments,
concepts, things, terms; later the medievals used it explicitly to answer the
difficulties of Parmenides and Heraclitus. Jn discussing the meanings of
free forms, for instance, he distinguishes between what we would call
univocal, equivocal and analogical terms. Those which have a constant
phonetic shape and constant meaning are univocal (e.g., proper names).
Those which have a constant phonetic structure but different meanings
each time are equivocal or homonyms. Those which have a constant
phonetic shape, but whose meanings vary with the environment (terms
which nevertheless preserve an important community of meaning despite
the environmental differences) include the analogical terms. For the sake
of this analogy, the higher unity of meaning, the differences are declared
irrelevant.
A typical analogical term, one that is partially the same and partially
different according to environment, is substance. The main defining note
of Substance, as you will recall, is that properties are in or predicated of it;
but Substance itself is not in or predicated of anything else. For Aristotle,
this depends on the universe of discourse, with a sort of lower ontological
limit for substances like man and animals.
10

Priscian II, in H. Keil, Grammatici Latini II.
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That is, in all non-mathematical analogies there is the prime analogate,
the paradigm case of what is meant by a term. Other terms or uses are
called analogical with relation to this clearest instance. In the case of Substance, the prime analogate or paradigm case is man himself, as the subject
of various properties, without being the property of something else himself. Other things are called substances or are conceived substantially and
are called 'subjects' if they have the required proportion or analogy to a
man in relation to his possible modifications and relationships.
There is, therefore, a very clear distinction in principle, though often
violated in practice, between the ontological and logical orders in Aristotle
et al. between something that is a substance in the primary, ontological
sense, and something that is conceived as a substance. For instance, there
was a whole range of sciences whose subjects (i.e. things conceived substantially) were clearly recognized as ontological accidents. In mathematics,
the subject of the science was taken to be Quantity, which as we have seen,
was listed among the accidents: Aristotle and the others certainly did not
think it was a substance like a man, but an obvious accidental property of
bodies like men.
However, it had the required proportion or analogy to typical first
substances: properties can be predicated of it, even though they are not in it,
such as mathematical relations of equality and inequality. It is worth
declaring the differences between subjects like numbers and men irrelevant,
in view of the powerful unity of relationships that can be discovered: we
can manipulate men in some circumstances exactly like numbers.
Analogy also played an important and explicit role in grammar. The
Alexandrians were the scientific followers of Aristotle's Lyceum, which
moved to Alexandria after his death. This thought-factory produced two
of the most influential books of antiquity: the Geometry of Euclid and the
Grammar of Dionysius Thrax, in both of which Analogy had a central
role. He assigns as one of the six tasks of the grammarian the discovery
of the analogies of the language. This was obviously his declaration of
where he stood in the prolonged Anomaly-Analogy dispute.
Unfortunately, Thrax did not get below or beyond the level of words in
his grammar, and the most important words in Greek are complex forms.
He knew nothing of morphemes and had nothing to say about Greek syntax.
He deals only with inflected and uninflected words, but does not inform us
fully of how to group them. Dyscolus, his Alexandrian successor, did
discuss syntax in a limited way, treating some aspects of government and
concord; and Priscian, who modelled his work on Dyscolus, got no further.
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He did make the lamentable mistake, however, of explicitly denying the
morpheme grammatical status.11
In the work of Priscian, which builds on and borrows from Thrax and
Dyscolus, we can see in detail the framework within which these men
worked. It was almost exclusively the declarative sentence. This indicates
an obvious and fateful inheritance from the prestigious logical study of
language, but results in a narrow restriction of the patterns in which the
functions of the so-called parts of speech can be studied. On such a basis
it is not surprising that the 'noun' is defined as though its whole function
is that of logical subject. This represents a failure to employ the full implications of analogical descriptive method. While we might admit that from
some point of view—logically, for instance—the function of nouns as
logical subjects could be considered as the prime analogate, the paradigm
case of the use of nouns, there are many more functions that the same
morphological set fulfills. In this sense, the definition might be admitted to
be true, but uninformative.
The differences between the approach of classic philosophy and that
of modern linguistics is therefore obvious. To the extent that much of
traditional grammar relies implicitly on the work of classic philosophy
and logic, we can discuss the same weaknesses. But the differences could
be stated most clearly in terms of the data examined, rather than the
methods used, although there are important divergencies here as well.
It could be said that classic philosophers and logicians looked through
linguistic forms rather than at them, since they were studying the concepts,
taken to be their meanings, as the most important defining qualities they
had. Their purposes also differed from ours. We concern ourselves first
and foremost with the description of languages; they claimed to be explaining language in some sense.
So despite these differences, the resemblance of structural methods of
identifying units and the descriptive procedure in analogy is marked.
Analogies are established by ignoring differences in the composition of
the terms, because of the interest in the similarity of relations in which the
terms are involved. Linguistic levels are established in the same way. The
number and nature of aspects which are ignored defines the level of analysis. Phonemics ignores the non-distinctive, though patterned, differences of
sounds in varied environments in order to discuss the restricted number
of recurrent distinctive features. Unity is established among the variety
of phonetic shapes of morphemes by setting out the analogies, the similarity
of relationships among them, in terms of morphophonemic and distribu11

Priscian II.3.14, in H. Keil, Grammatlci Latini II.
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tional regularities. A syntactic construction like English active or passive
declares differences of person, number and gender irrelevant.
From these considerations, therefore, I would draw the three following
conclusions: (1) Despite differences of data and purpose, there is a similarity in descriptive method to be found in classic philosophy and modern
linguistics. (2) Descriptive categories are neither true nor false; they are
either useful or useless, adequate or inadequate for some purpose. The
methods and findings of modern linguistics therefore do not, because they
cannot, falsify the descriptive categories of classic philosophy or traditional
grammar. Given our extended data and purposes, however, the categories
of classic philosophy and traditional grammar are shown to be inadequate.
(3) It would appear that structural linguistics has exploited the analogical
descriptive method of classic philosophy better than traditional grammar.
Pointing this fact out may be one way of showing traditional grammarians
the continuity between our methods and the methods of those logicians and
philosophers to whom they could appeal for justification of their procedures.

DISCUSSION
AIDA MASTRANGELO (Johns Hopkins): It is my opinion that a conception of language is closely related to the philosophy of the person who formulates that conception.
DINNEEN: Yes, they are particularly related in Aristotle. For instance, if
you conceive that the two basic categories of Aristotle's work are act and potency then you have a whole series of parallels: the parallel between matter
and form in which matter is the potential and form is the actual; the parallel
between substance and accident in which substance is the potential and accident
is the actual; the parallel between subject and predicate in which subject is
potential and predicate is actual—and so on—through the entire hierarchy of
his knowledge.
WILLIAM F. MARQUARDT (New York University): Is there any new
orientation for descriptive linguistics that is suggested from your examination
of the difference between the traditional or classical philosophical approach to
linguistics and modern linguistics?
DINNEEN: Not at all. Linguistics is an autonomous science. Its methods
and its categories are established or rejected because of their success in handling
the data to be worked with. My intention was to show what I found to be a
striking parallel between a central idea—the notion of Analogy—and the way
in which classes of structures are established in modern analysis. This notion
of Analogy is a central part of classic philosophy which, in turn, is the background of traditional grammarians. There is no complete break, let us say,
between explicit definition which is much more typical of the classic approach
and implicit definition which is the method used in structural linguistics. To
show that there is this continuity might be a valuable contribution.
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C. I. J. M. STUART

Georgetown University

From the earliest times philosophers have undertaken analysis of key
expressions as a preliminary to philosophic investigation proper. British
empiricists from the seventeenth century until well on into the nineteenth
provide a notable example of this tendency in the philosophy of empiricism.
Modern analytical philosophy, on the other hand, takes the analysis of
language as its primary task. Its historical roots are in inquiries concerning
the foundations of mathematics and closely related investigations in the
development of modern systems of logic, and in interpretations of physical
science. With the exception of ordinary-language analysis, the main
branches of analytical philosophy are predominantly concerned with the
language of empirical science in an attempt to make explicit the meaning
of scientific propositions and the structure of scientific thought. To this
end, analytic philosophers make considerable use of mathematical logic in
constructing artificial languages in order to correct the ambiguities and
reduce the complexities of natural language.
It is precisely this last feature which causes many linguists to challenge
the value of analytical philosophy for investigations in empirical linguistics.
Among the more coherent forms which this objection takes, we may mention
the following by way of illustration. No logistic language is known for
which typical natural language corpora, such as provide data in empirical
linguistics, can stand as a domain of interpretation. Moreover, it is not
likely that any such logistic system or calculus will meet this requirement, if
only because systems of formal logic are obtained from natural language.
That is to say, the metalanguage in which formal logics are constructed is
always a natural language, and not vice versa. In this respect, we may add
that all known systems of formal logic have been developed within the
Indo-European languages.1 The question as to whether or not quite different
1

This fact was pointed out to me by I. M. Bochenski when I suggested to him
that natural languages may well turn out to be axiomatic systems. Bochenski then
went on to point out a possible relation between the above mentioned fact and my
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logics may be developed within languages of fundamentally different structure thus points out the further question as to whether or not the structural
devices of natural language, which are closely related to modes of conceptual
relations, may fix limits for parameters of relation in logistic systems
derived from natural language.
An objection is valid only in case it applies. In what follows, I want to
discuss a frame of reference with respect to empirical linguistics in which
the objection I have mentioned, whatever particular form it might take,
does not apply, and to go on to outline certain issues which come to attention
when one looks at linguistics from within this frame of reference.
The linguist's attempt, either in descriptive or in explanatory terms, to
account for phenomena of design in natural language is represented in
sets of activities which constitute the process of investigation, though
different activities would have to be specified as between different 'schools'
of linguistics. These activities are, in turn, represented in sets of statements
that the linguist makes about them. The order in which the different
activities may be undertaken is subject to a great deal of variation, but it is
always possible to direct attention to relations between the corresponding
statements so as to draw general conclusions independently of the activities
themselves. The general schema which I outline below is, perhaps, novel
in certain respects, but it does no violence, that I am aware of, to the
actual practices of individual linguists so long as we remember that it
involves no more than possible reorderings of statements of a kind actually
made by linguists.
The construction of a conceptual scheme is represented in definitions
which specify analytical terms and the kinds of relations in which they stand.
It is through the conceptual scheme that the data are observed and
interpreted, but individual devices are needed for the particular observational
acts. Such devices are obtained in the form of protocols which are statements of steps to be undertaken in the process of analysis. Since protocols
are the immediate observational devices of linguistics, their construction is
a task of great importance. Any distortion of the terms and relations of the
conceptual scheme which might occur in protocol construction will result
in a skewing of observation relative to the conceptual scheme through which
observed states of affairs are subsequently to be interpreted. This difficulty
can in large measure be controlled if we require that the protocol contain,
m. addition to statements of steps to be undertaken, statements as to the
suggestion: the classification of language types on the basis of their inherent logics
may prove far more illuminating with regard to the origins of language than an
approach based upon strict phylogeny.
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interpretation to be given to the results obtained at each step. That is to
say, the protocol will consist of a series of ordered pairs of statements; the
first statement of a pair tells the analyst what to do, and the second tells
him what result he will obtain, having done it, in terms of the initial conceptual scheme. Analysis itself consists in applying to the data each step in the
protocol. Each such step in the analysis constitutes an observational act
and is represented in an observation statement. The result obtained from
each observational act, thus corresponding to the second member of a
protocol pair, constitutes a theory-directed interpretation of the data, and
is represented in a protocol statement. Several layers of protocols may be
needed in the course of certain observations.
In terms of this schema, there are at least two broad categories of statements in empirical linguistics: those which justify observational acts and
the results obtained from those acts and those which specify what is
observed as a result of particular acts of observation. Such statements, which
form part of linguistic discourse, are themselves a subject for analysis if we
are interested in the meaning of linguistic statements, how they acquire
meaning and how the language of linguistic discourse is structured. This
last problem concerns logical relations among the terms which occur in the
individual statements of linguistics and systemic relations as between the
individual statements. Analysis of this kind, which is part of theoretical
linguistics, is concerned with the logic of linguistics as an empirical science,
and its primary justification lies in the extent to which we attach importance
to the problems it deals with.
It is in this kind of analysis that clear relations are established between
empirical linguistics and modern analytical philosophy. The most immediate
of these relations lies in the fact that the procedures of empirical linguistics
are inadequate for the task of analysing the logical structure of linguistic
discourse. The objection I mentioned earlier seems to lose its force when
we recognize this limitation on our empirical procedures and when we
recognize that the subject of investigation is the language of linguistic statements, not the language about which linguistic statements are made, the
objection seems to me to be irrelevant.
To say, however, that analysis of the logic of linguistic statements is
itself irrelevant to the goals of linguistics is tantamount to a claim that
linguistic statements are justified in so far as they correspond to the facts
vested in utterance corpora. Such a view of the objectivity of empirical
fact is not very satisfactory; however, since it would imply our regarding
science as consisting in a body of methods by which these 'facts' are discovered, and which establishes a body of 'factual knowledge'. In this
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respect, let me remind you that in my account of empirical linguistics I
spoke of protocol statements as representing interpretations of the data as
directed by the initial conceptual scheme. Close examination of the schema
will reveal that there is no other way of accounting for protocol statements.
This is because science is essentially an intellectual activity in which our
experiences of empirical states of affairs are organized within the formal
restraint of a logical system.
That this is an accurate account of science may be seen by reference to
the case of an empirical theory for which a calculus is specified. Assuming
standard modern accounts of the structure of theory, we should say that
the language in which observations are recorded is formally determined by
the logical structure of the theory^ That is to say, statements of what is
observed must be capable of occurring as empirical interpretations of
formulae derived within the calculus. So that what is observed is an
interpretation in the logical sense, and what we experience is that aspect of
the empirical state of affairs to which attention is directed by the formal
constraint of theory. From this we should conclude that scientific experience
in such cases is always relative to the theoretical structure from which
observation takes place. But this is to say that science is vested in experience
of empirical states of affairs within a logical system. Another way of
putting this is to say that the experience is not empirically founded, but
just so much of the empirical state of affairs is the object of experience as
may be correlated by rules of interpretation with the logical structure of the
language of theory.
It is on this account that scientific knowledge, represented in statements
about scientific experience, cannot properly be said to be correct. And this
is true not only in the case of theories where the initial conceptual scheme
is a linguistically ordered one, as in a calculus, and in such cases as the
schema which I gave for empirical linguistics, but applies with equal force
in the extreme case of pure description. Here the only terms which may
occur in statements are those which are taxonomic labels for directly
observed entities, and the only relations admitted between statements are
those which represent observed states of affairs, and similarly with regard
to relations between the taxonomic labels within statements. In such a case
the structure of statements is relative not to the gross empirical state of
affairs, but to those particular isolates in the crude data to which definitions
are attached.
In spite of recent claims to the contrary, there is no way open for us
mechanically to evaluate contending theories in linguistics or elsewhere in
science. This obtains in the three cases we have discussed and in theories
which lie at various points between, including logical constructions from
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taxonomic theories of the latter kind. Given two distinct theories, they can
only be evaluated in relation to sets of conditions, whether linguistic inventions or taxonomic isolates, which provide the initial frame of reference.
In such circumstances we say that this theory, rather than the other, accounts
more adequately for the sets of conditions. But this leaves us hanging in
the air, so to speak, as to the ultimate status of these conditions. Given, on
the other hand, two distinct sets of conditions and a theory relative to each
set, there is no mechanical way in which we may decide that one of the
theories is better than the other unless we can show, in a mechanical way,
that one set of conditions is better than the other. But this can only be
done by appeal to some further set of conditions which subsumes the other
two, in which case we should still be left to account for the criteria by which
this new set of conditions is established.
Such considerations point to the inadequacy of the view that certain
theories are 'correct' and that others are 'incorrect' in the absolute sense that
we have come to hear from certain proponents of transformation theory. To
know the full set of truth conditions for any field of inquiry, and to know that
it is the full set of truth conditions, is to obviate the need for science. As I
have tried to indicate, science is not vested in empirical states of affairs,
but in the mind of the individual scientist whence it takes on public form in
statements which correspond to this experience. The extent to which certain
of these statements, those which specify what is observed, also correspond
to empirical states of affairs is not only a measure of the adequacy of theory,
but is also precisely the extent to which these empirical states of affairs
constitute interpretations, in the logical sense, of these statements. Hence,
scientific experience has to do with particular interpretations which form the
empirical basis for the way in which we interpret, in the sense of providing
explanation or description, the world about us. Thus, to claim for a particular theory that it specifies the 'truth' is to indulge in a particularly unrewarding form of mysticism.
In the case of empirical linguistics the problem is dimensionally different
from that of most other fields of inquiry. Elsewhere, the parameters of
investigation are fixed between the initial conceptual scheme and the
empirical data. But in linguistics the data constitute a representational form
for a semantic, or behavioral, state of affairs: the matrix of ordinary
experience. The physical corpus which the linguist analyses may be viewed
as incorporating, in some sense or other, the logic of this further dimension.
Accordingly, the conditions of grammaticality in the physical data, E l5 may
be viewed as specifying the relations under constraint of which experience
coheres in the second dimension, E 2 . In this sense, a natural language is
regarded as a system of natural logic with regard to the matrix of ordinary,
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non-scientific, experience for a given community. Grammaticality is a
matter not only of the formal properties of utterances as formula-types in
the natural logic which underlies E l5 but is concerned also with these
formulae as specifying the constraints under which experience coheres in
the E 2 matrix. Thus, possible interpretations for Ei-formulae, within E 2 as
the specified domain of interpretation, constitute sets of relational or
structural meanings. That is to say, we specify a relational or structural
meaning as a member of a set of possible interpretations in E 2 for a formula-type which underlies the data in E^ A non-relational or isolative
meaning is specified as a set of possible interpretations for lexical items
which occupy positions in E1-formulae.
In this way, I think we can overcome the problem of semantic contamination in empirical linguistics. The value of protocols here is that we may
use them to determine when recourse to the second dimension, in order to
get through an impasse in the first dimension, is viciously circular or not.
There is, then, a two-way traffic between empirical.linguistics and analytical
philosophy; the latter provides a frame of reference in which we can undertake the logical analysis of linguistic statements, and the former may be
instrumental in adding to our knowledge of non-deductive systems of inference by investigation of systems of natural logic.

DISCUSSION
WILLIAM DINGWALL (Georgetown University): What is the role played
in linguistics by formal systems dealing with non-natural languages such as
were developed by Ajdukiewicz 1 and Carnap? 2 There seems to be great disagreement about this matter. Hiorth recently wrote a paper 3 on the characterization of sentences and shows that formal systems are of no use. Bar-Hillel4
thinks that they are of some purpose and that recent advances in semantics in
regard to the science of philosophy have a real contribution to make. Chomsky
disagrees.5 Finally, the procedure which you outline implies that there is no
such thing as an evaluation procedure. Not only is there no discovery procedure,
which has been rather thoroughly condemned in descriptive linguistics, but
there is no evaluation procedure as well.
STUART: What I refer to as discovery procedure is something quite different from the notion of discovery procedure as discussed by transformationalists. I meant specifically to challenge the possibility of an effective decision
procedure among theories. With regard to the contribution realized by the
construction of artificial languages within the constraints of modern logic, I
would like to make an immediate distinction. First of all, I am not approaching
this issue from the point of view of an analytical philosopher, but rather as a
linguist who has two kinds of problems. The first one concerns the degree of
control that he has over his work in linguistic analysis. How can he make this
control explicit so that others may continue and obtain exactly the same results
that he would have had? In this sense there are decision procedures. What
they reveal is an arbitrary construct in the mind of he who formulates the
basic conceptual scheme. The second problem is that of training people to
undertake linguistic analysis in a way that makes sense. Investigations in formal
logic that are, at least in part, attempts to account for phenomena of natural
language organization have not been very successful. They have been immensely
effective in establishing two separate although intimately related disciplines:
the discipline of logical syntax and that of logical semantics. Neither discipline
seems to be particularly helpful when applied directly to the kind of corpora
that the linguist analyzes, simply because one can point to so many features of
these corpora that cannot be accounted for by any known logistic systems. In
1

Ajdukiewicz, "Die syntaktische Konnexitat," Studia Philosophica, I (1935), 1-27.
R. Carnap, The Logical Syntax of Language (London, 1937).
3
F. Hiorth, Zur jormalen Charakterisierung des Satzes ('s-Gravenhage, 1962).
4
Y . Bar-Hillel, "Logical Syntax and Semantics," Language, XXX, 2 (1954),
230-237.
5
N. Chomsky, "Logical Syntax and Semantics: Their Linguistic Relevance,"
Language, XXI, 1 (1955), 36-45.
2
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this respect the most hopeful results so far have been obtained by Currey 6 in
combinatorial logic.
DON GRAHAM STUART (Linguistic Survey of Asia) : The most important
characteristic of any scientific theory is that it has a restricted scope of reference
while natural language has the universe as its field of discourse. It is very
important for us to underline this essential and fundamental distinction. While
I appreciate fully and am in sympathy with your feeling of constraint to culture ideas in a particular language, I think that it makes things very awkward
for most of us as linguists. The renewed interest on the part of linguists in
philosophy, and especially the influence of the modern philosophers, the analytic philosophy and the renewed consideration of the empirical basis of
linguistics have been producing a revolution in descriptive linguistics. In the
30's the Bloomfieldians thought that they were getting at the truth in some
ultimate sense. They thought that they were going to the facts and describing
them. One does not describe facts at all. One registers them in protocol statements and then produces descriptive theories which can be applied to these
collections of protocolized data to interpret them and to reduce the disparate
particularities into some sort of unity. If we regard theory as the definition of
data, then the theory is reflexive. If we select our data on the basis of the
theory, it will not be useful in interpreting new data because no data will come
in to which the thepry does not apply. And in a certain sense the theory will
be empirically trivial. The normal situation is the one in which we hope to
apply our theory to an unlimited body of data. However, we must realize that
no theoretical formulation can be exhaustive. There are always going to be
cases in any continuously increased body of data to which a theoretical formulation that we make up will not apply. The percentage of cases which will be
covered by a particular formulation can serve to a certain extent as a procedure
to evaluate the theory.
STUART: I gather that most of what I said you didn't understand, and what
you did understand you disagree with.
GARY MARTINS (Georgetown University): As I understand it, protocol
statements do not really belong to the formal portion of the theory but rather
are a kind of scientific "good manners" by which the scientist makes public
what he is doing and provides for the checking of his work by others. Is that
correct?
STUART: No. Protocols, in my sense, are not statements at all. They are
sets of sentences in ordered pairs which attempt to exhaust the meaning of the
definitions and relations of the conceptual scheme or the theoretical construct
6

Haskell B. Currey and Robert Feys, Combinatorial Logic (Amsterdam, 1958).
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in particular aspects. They constitute a means of establishing a procedural link
between theory or conceptual scheme and the observed state of affairs.
ROBERT A. SENCER (Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute): In your paper
you declared that a proper protocol should contain a series of ordered pairs of
statements, one member of the pair being the instruction for observation and
the other member being the interpretation of the results of the observation.
Did you indeed mean interpretation or did you mean rather a prediction of
what ought to be observed?
STUART: I said interpretation and that is what I meant.

THE RELEVANCE OF LINGUISTICS TO PHILOSOPHY

PUNYA SLOKA RAY

University of Chicago

I shall not hide my philosophical will behind a presumption of impersonality. Philosophy does need to be a science, but only in the same way as
poetry needs to be verse. It is not really a discipline separable from the
individuals who philosophize and will never achieve or even aspire to
either value-neutrality or impersonal consensus. Science is the ultimate
peace, but philosophy is the ultimate war.
The reason why I, bred as a professional philosopher, have become a
linguist of some kind, is my fascination with procedures of discovery and
of reasoning. Philosophy has always claimed to be validated by some nonordinary kind of discovery and some non-specialist kind of reasoning. I
find that linguistics too depends for its existence on a similar transcendence
beyond actual observation and formal reasoning. This is of course no more
than an analogy. For linguistics, unlike any philosophy, achieves an
impersonal consensus and does not need to change the moral personalities
of those it trains.
Yet it is an exciting, and in many ways enlightening, analogy. By
systematic discipline alone, most of it self-designed and all of it self-imposed,
the linguist becomes able not only to learn what is difficult to learn, but also
to learn better every next thing that is to be learned. Should we need to be
reminded that philosophy is love of learning? This heightened subjectivity
is matched by an equally heightened objectivity, as an art develops of
checking the records and the inferences of the analyst with those of the
informant, a dialogue between one of superior rationality and one of superior
commitment.
My thesis here is then the statement that the subjectivity of a linguist
cannot be adequately restrained by mere actuality of observation or formality of reasoning, but needs a dialogue similar to but not at all the same as
the dialogue of philosophizing. Let me put to you four elementary examples.
Consider first even what an articulatory phone is. It is by no means an item
that can be isolated and inspected in the same way as a chair or a certain
height of the thermometer can be. It is indeed only there as playing a role
23

24

PUNYA SLOKA RAY

in a network of remembered or imagined relationships to other role-playing
items, whether or not these others are also given at any definable or predictable distance from it in space and time.
Let us take for example the backed aspirated [k] in English. It is what
it is only if the producer and the recognizer of it are able to commute it,
that is, contrast it in maximally similar sequences, with such other phones
as a fronted aspirated [k], a backed unaspirated [k], etc. Again, it is what
it is only if the producer and the recognizer are able to approximate it,
that is, imitate it by a sequence of other phones, such as the fronted
unaspirated [k] of French. Further, it is what it is only if the producer
and the recognizer are able to collocate it, that is, expand it or fail to
expand it into classifiable sequences with other phones, with such other
phones as a strongly stressed backed vowel or a weakly stressed vowel or a
fronted vowel. Finally, it is what it is only if the producer and the recognizer are able to derive it, that is, enter it into a hierarchic organization of
elements in which there may often be a primus inter pares and which as a
whole manifests an entity of a different level, such as into the family of the
allophones of the phoneme / k / .
Not only the observed item, but also the postulated relationship within
a language is admitted only if it transcends. Consider the relationship of
similarity which is taken to exist between the English articulatory phones [d]
and unaspirated [t]. This similarity commutes with the similarity between
[d] and [b] or with that between [d] and [z]. It is approximated by the
similarity in French between [d] and [t]. It collocates with the similarity
in English between long [i:] and short [i] as in 'bid' and 'bit', but not
with the similarity between [iy] and [uw] in 'mead' and 'moot'. It derives
from the higher level similarity which is manifested in a less restrictedly
occurrent version by the similarity in English between [d] and aspirated [t|.
Thus, the particular observed item or the particular postulated relationship
is a genuine element of the language only if it enters into various commutative, approximative, collocative and derivative structures, taken up in a
well-architectured memory and imagination increasingly shared between
the analyst and the informant.
Let me add two more examples, this time from morphology. The
masculine and the feminine adjectives of French constitute one case. Are
they formally related at all? One may certainly make a case that they are
not, any more than English 'dinosaur' and 'pig' are formally related in
spite of the semantic relationship. If a formal relationship is still postulated,
then it has to be with a peculiar kind of a morpheme, a meaning assigned
to the absence of a final consonant. This is possible only because the final
consonants permitted in French feminine adjectives constitute a surveyably
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finite and inelastic set, capable of being known by an ordinary speaker of
French. The element of form is here nothing but an exhaustive absence of
what might have been present. This would be impossible if linguistic
elements had to be necessarily inspectable.
Again, consider three colloquial English sentences: 'He's done it', 'He's
a fool', and 'He's gone'. In the first sentence, the morph / z / is derived
from a morpheme fhas-}, in the second it is derived from a morpheme fis-},
and in the third from either morpheme. The different derivations of / z /
are not correctable here to any also presented differences in other segments.
For, such sentences as 'He is Dunnitt. (a Mr. Dunnitt)', 'He has a fool',
etc. are not un-English. If formal deduction was sufficient reasoning to
linguistic form, this would be impossible. To talk of probabilities here is
not a solution, for such probabilities as matter here are not any actually
available statistics.
What I have said this far agrees very well with what Noam Chomsky
has been saying over the last half decade, if I understand him correctly.
This is a reluctant confession, for I had started into linguistics with a bias
for empiricism. There remain just two points on which I am still unable
to agree with his position. First, I do not share his apparent conviction
that all linguistic behavior, or even a particular language as a whole, must
be a convergent array. It is not a question of a single system versus many,
as Firth and Pike have taken it to be. Nor is it one of a finite and small
and rigid manifold versus an infinite or large or elastic one, as I have had
occasion to distinguish elsewhere. Fundamentally, it is a philosophical
choice between seeing through the multiplicity of partially independent and
partially dependent structures towards an ultimate stable unity, a nature,
and an ultimate unstable diversity, a freedom.
Secondly, I insist on the need to have all deduction certified by the
informant just as much as all observation is to be certified by the informant.
Chomsky's work in grammatical theory offers to me a splendid analogy to
Henry Sweet's work in phonological theory. The unsurpassed standard of
accuracy in observation of Sweet is matched by the unsurpassed standard
of formality of inference of Chomsky. The contempt Sweet had for explicit
procedures of reasoning is matched by the contempt Chomsky has for
explicit procedures of discovery. And alas, the methods of checking upon
the arbitrariness of the analyst by the decisiveness of the informant are just
as much undeveloped. Reasoning in linguistics has to go beyond mere
deduction as much as discovery in linguistics has to go beyond observation.
And the subjectivity of the analyst will not be checked by mathematical
logic any more than by laboratory instruments. For, it is clear that different
axioms and inferences can be chosen as easily as different widths and lengths

26

PUNYA SLOKA RAY

on spectrograms and tape recordings. Here is a science that is truly a
science and definitely not philosophy and that is yet dependent for its
objectivity, not only upon cooperation between man and nature, but equally
upon cooperation between man and man. This inevitable engagement with
the will of another fellow human being is to me the deepest lesson linguistics
and philosophy can teach one another.

DISCUSSION
C. I. J. M. STUART: I should like to ask Dr. Ray just one question concerning the assertion that certain sentential or utterance forms do not occur, like
"He has a fool." In philology it is quite proper to asterisk certain forms as
reconstructions. It seems to me that the pernicious habit has developed in
recent years in linguistics of asserting as a matter of fact that certain utterance
forms of syntactic length do not occur. I should like to know what enormous
corpus has been searched so as to justify such facts. When linguistic analysis
is undertaken by thinking of sentences that illustrate a point, it is bad linguistics.
The only good linguistics is that which is achieved by detailed analysis of
enormous corpora.
RAY: The detailed analysis of a corpus is not exactly what can be delivered
briefly at a conference. A grave problem is that of the identification of clauses
within sentences, or the distinction between clause and phrase. In such cases,
it is the informant or the response of the informant or the known predilections
of the informant (e.g., his purpose and his needs) which show the validity of one
interpretation as against the other.
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GEORGE L. FARRE

Georgetown University
"The Logos, God whose altar is in the mind of man . . ."
Euripides, Fragment 170

1. Introduction. One of the characteristic traits of the Greek genius
has been the firm belief that all events, happenings, things and states of
affairs in general make sense; that they have a meaning in terms of a few
principles embodying a Logos, or central perspective within which all
things are ordered.
Thus it is that the Milesians began the systematic search for the Logos
of the cosmos. Euripides, Sophocles and the great playwrights of classical
Greece displayed the tragedy inherent in the conflict which opposes the
logoi of men to the logos of God.
In the long series of thinkers who preceded Plato, we may single out two
who are of particular interest to us because their thought bears on Plato's
notion of language—namely Parmenides and Pythagoras—I should say,
the Pythagoreans. For the philosopher of Elea, the 'real', that is, what
he calls 'being', is eminently knowable: "thought and being are the same
thing;" and 'being' is simply, in his terminology, 'what is', or what we will
call an 'existent'. For the Pythagoreans, another form of knowledge is
attainable, namely the knowledge of relations—more specifically, what we
would call 'mathematical' relations. Furthermore, this knowledge of
relations is fully expressible by means of an appropriate language, while
the knowledge of mathematical existents (i.e., the nature of numbers),
though believed to be attainable, is not so expressible.
Thus, by the time Plato appeared on the scene, this much seems to have
been acquired: there are two basic forms of knowledge: (a) knowledge
of ideal existents, (b) knowledge of relations and of relational structures.
It is with Plato that the question of the expressibility of knowledge
through language is first approached in earnest. It is neither the place nor
the time to engage in a detailed study of Plato from the point of view of
a philosophy of language, so we shall limit ourselves to a brief resume of
29
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the conclusions that may be drawn from such an analysis. First, it is plain
that Plato recognized both relations and existents as knowable. Furthermore, ideal existents—such as the 'Good', the 'Just', 'Man', 'Circle', etc.—
are eminently intelligible in their own uniqueness by a sort of intellectual
contemplation.1 As for sensible existents, they are intelligible only in as
much as they are innervated and informed by the ideas, i.e., by the intelligible
existents themselves.
From a study of the dialogues, most especially the Cratylus, the Phaedo,
the Theaetetus, the Parmenides, as well as the seventh Epistle, one may
infer the following concerning Plato's views on the relationship between
knowledge and language: The intelligible existents may be named and
can be related to one another by means of language, but they cannot be
described in themselves; they are, so far as language is concerned, ineffables.
Indeed, the dialectical method—and before it the maieutical method of
Socrates—is useful in demonstrating the inadequacy of nominal definitions
and consequently, in pointing out the inherent incapacity of language to
describe nonlinguistic entities.2 On the other hand, the knowledge of relations and of relational structures is completely expressible linguistically
since language itself is, by its very nature, relational. So that in Plato's
view, it seems that language fulfills its epistemological function in the
following way: to primitive atomic terms (such as 'man', 'good') are
attached a signification and a denotation through the independently acquired
knowledge of the corresponding intelligible existents (the eidos, or 'idea').
Such a term has a connotation, that is to say, a linguistic and therefore
nominal definition linking its name to those of other existents in a way
which is characteristic of the term denned. This linguistic relation will be
called a 'concept'. It is worth emphasizing that the concept is not the same
thing as the idea; it is simply its projection on the language.
The philosophical option directing our approach to the epistemological
study of language is Platonic in the sense indicated above.
1

" . . . as a result of continued application to the subject itself and communion
therewith, it (i.e., knowledge) is brought to birth in the soul on a sudden, as light
that is kindled by a leaping spark, and thereafter it nourishes itself. . . . " (seventh
Epistle, 341 d-e), translated from the Loeb edition (London, 1929).
2
cf. for instance the seventh Epistle (342 b-344 b), and in particular the following
excerpt: "But in all cases where we compel a man to give the [intelligible existent]
as his answer and to explain it, anyone who is able and willing to upset the argument gains the day . . . for they are ignorant sometimes of the fact that it is not
the soul of the writer or the speaker that is being convicted but the nature of the
[linguistic entities associated with the intelligible existent] which is essentially
defective."
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We will begin by giving a first definition of language as a sort of working
hypothesis which we will later refine. By 'language' we shall understand
'a system of symbols developed and organized for the specific purpose of
rendering intelligible certain aspects of human experience'. This definition
states, among other things, that the characteristic feature of language is
epistemological, and not communication. The important question of communication will not be touched upon at all here. We will assume throughout
that language is perfectly 'public', a situation which is closely approximated
by formal object-languages, as we shall define them later.
Language fulfills its role of introducing intelligibility into human experience through two specialized and correlative functions. These will be called,
respectively, 'semantical' and 'logostical'. We shall turn our attention first
to the semantical function, then to the logostical and finally to the relationship obtaining between the two.
2. The Semantical Function of Language. We begin by defining those
terms which are used here in a sense which differs from the accepted practice
of philosophers of language and logicians.
'What is the case' is an element of human experience, the existence of
which is in no wise dependent on language. 'Facts', 'events', 'properties',
considered in and by themselves, are simply the case. As such, they are
meaningless, being neither 'this' nor 'that', but being, purely and simply.
The totality of 'what is the case' will be referred to as 'the real', independently of any ontological or metaphysical status that one may wish to
attach to that term.
A 'state of affairs' is an ordered set of elements of the real. It is directly
apprehensible within a certain conceptual framework or perspective by
means of appropriate experiential modes or techniques. Consequently, a
state of affairs is linguistically describable in principle: in the sense that
it is possible to define certain linguistic terms in a way that a proposition
may be formed and asserted of the. given state of affairs. A state of affairs
has thus two characteristic features from our point of view: as an aspect of
the real, it is a given of experience, and the existence of its elements is
independent of the language. On the other hand, through the ordering
principle which gives it intelligibility it is formally linguistic, i.e., its mode
of existence is linguistically determined, though not its concrete existence.
It follows that a given set of states of affairs, each determined by a common
group of principles, constitutes a particular arrangement of the real as seen
from the point of view embodied by the principles taken collectively. The
totality of all states of affairs will be referred to as the 'natural referential R n \
If we consider the set of all states of affairs which are describable from
a given group of linguistic principles, this set will be said to be 'homogeneous'
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(with respect to these principles), and one may refer to this restricted
and specialized referential as a certain kind of 'reality'.3 For example, by
'physical reality' we denote the set of all states of affairs which are formally
definable within the linguistic framework of physics; similarly with 'biological reality', 'economic reality', 'ethical reality', etc., each qualificative
indicating the nature of the ordering principles involved.
The set of semantical descriptions obtained from the referential will
be referred to as the 'semantical universe of discourse U s \ It constitutes
the linguistic image of the nonlinguistic referential, there being a one-to-one
correspondence between the two at least in principle.4 The members of
U s must, by definition, fulfill whatever rules of semantical verification that
are operative in the given language, and are consequently defined only
within these limits.5 They describe the formal structure of actual states of
affairs by means of an appropriate terminology.6 It is evident that such
descriptions are purely linguistic entities both in form and in content, and
that furthermore, they are always semantically true. For this reason, we
will call them 'statements of fact'.
It must be observed at this point that U s is devoid of any intrinsic
ordering principle; it is simply a collection of unrelated descriptions. Whatever relations may obtain between the members of U s come from elsewhere.
In point of fact, the statements are correlated by means of a conceptual
structure or theory. The development of such structures is the logostical
function of language, just as the definition and description of states of
affairs is its semantical function.
3. The Logostical Function of Language. By logos, we mean an ordering
3

It is quite evident that there is an important distinction between 'reality' and
the 'real'. While the real is simply given as a multiplicity of irreducible existents,
reality is its intelligible aspect. Therefore, there will be as many 'realities' as there
are ordering principles for the elements of the real. This does not mean that every
principle (or set of principles) must encompass the real in its totality. Most ordering principles—if not all—make a selection among the elements of the real. Those
that are ignored in this process remain what they always were: meaningless. In
this sense, it can be said (a bit paradoxically perhaps) that a language creates what
it talks about.
4
In principle only, since there is often little reason to describe every individual
state of affairs; in most cases, such exhaustive description is not practically feasible,
individual states of affairs being imbedded in time and distributed in space.
5
For example, in a language like physics the descriptions of experimental states
of affairs are governed by rules similar to those known as operational definitions
and by the experimental techniques which define the states of affairs themselves.
6
By 'terminology' we mean an algorithm and the semantical definitions of
primitive terms.
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and unifying principle which is susceptible of expression through a relational
structure. In the case of an object language, the logos is the source of
intelligibility from which meaningful states of affairs are definable and by
means of which their descriptions may be correlated and ordered.
By 'theory' we understand the conceptual structure which incorporates
a given logos. The conceptual structure is characterized by a set of interrelated propositions, some of which, called 'axioms', are primitive in the
sense that they express the characteristic properties of the logos itself. We
assume that a 'theory' is always formalizable, at least in principle.7
The logostical function of a language is thus the development and description of a given model or theory. This explicative process is done according
to syntactical rules 8 appropriate to the nature of the theory and to its
function.9
All propositions obtained by syntactical derivation form the logostical
(or theoretical) universe of discourse U L . Every member of U L is thus
L-determined in Carnap's sense and will be called an L-term. Furthermore,
it describes a particular property of the model and nothing else.
At this point, it is desirable to classify the various types of languages
that are distinguishable with the help of the notions so far introduced.
By 'object-language', we mean a language suitable for the description
of nonlinguistic states of affairs. A language describing linguistic states of
affairs is usually referred to as a 'metalanguage'.
Among object-languages, we can further distinguish two types according
to the sort of referential they describe. An object-language describing a
heterogeneous referential will be called a 'natural', or 'ordinary' language.
English, French, etc. are such natural languages, since their referential
encompass the totality of human experience and therefore imply a whole
bundle of different logoi. Because of its complexity, the philosophical study
of ordinary language has not yet been carried significantly beyond the
7

Actual axiomatization being mostly a metalinguistic requirement, it is seldom
done in the linguistic system itself.
8
The syntactical rules usually comprise the rules governing the algorithm used
and the logical rules which govern the generation of the set of propositions as a
system.
9
In the case of an object-language, the semantical requirements may rule out
certain algorithms. In other cases, it would appear that the nature of the theory
itself requires a certain kind of algorithm, such as the tensorial calculus in the case
of Einsteinian relativity. However, it is difficult to determine whether the theory
conditions the algorithm, or whether the availability of a certain algorithm does
not give the theory its particular form. What is beyond reasonable doubt is that
both are intimately linked.
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domain of pragmatics, wherein the principal method consists in the determination of the uses made of given terms. The British school of philosophic
analysis has been most prominently associated with the study of ordinary
language. An object-language describing a homogeneous referential R
will be referred to as a 'formal object-language' because the theory of such
linguistic systems is always susceptible to axiomatization. Physics, biology,
the several behavioral sciences and the various philosophical disciplines are
thus formal object-languages.10
A formal language which has no semantical dimension will be referred to
as an 'abstract-language'. Its sole function is the linguistic expression and
development of a particular logos. The different branches of mathematics
are examples of 'abstract-languages'. Geometry, for instance, describes
the properties of abstract space manifolds. It does not, in any way, either
directly or indirectly, describe the properties of the real world.11 The
conspicuous absence of a semantical dimension does not, however, preclude
the use of an abstract-language as an algorithm for a formal objectlanguage. However, the abstract-language so used is no longer a 'formal'
language, but simply a 'calculus', i.e., a set of convenient algorithmic rules
dissociated from any original logostical meaning.
Finally, there are systems which have a linguistic structure though they
possess neither a semantical nor a logostical dimension, being nothing more
than simple syntactical systems. Such pseudolanguages will be referred to
as 'linguistic matrices'. The different logical systems are of this type. They
are called 'matrices', because any formal language, by the very fact that
its logostical dimension is a relational structure, must, of necessity, be built
around a syntactical skeleton.
What follows pertains specifically to formal object-languages. We think
that it probably can be extended to encompass natural languages as well,
despite the fact that the philosophical significance of such an extension is
not immediately evident to us.
4. The Problem of Linguistic Verification. So far, we have encountered
two types of linguistic molecular terms: the L-determined propositions
10

This is actually an oversimplification. Physics, for example, is a family of
languages usually related at the semantical level, although sometimes at the logostical
level as well (so it is that relativity is part of classical physics on purely logostical
grounds). To illustrate this, let us denote the different branches of classical physics
as L1,L2, . . . L k (e.g., mechanics, optics, thermodynamics, acoustics); then the
language Lc, denoting classical physics, could be represented as the union of its
sublanguages:
Lc = U k L k
11 cf. for example: Poincare's Science and hypothesis,
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(or L-terms) and the statements of fact (or s-terms). It is quite evident
that the logostical dimension of an object-language must be related to its
semantical dimension by virtue of the definitions that we have given for
these terms. Since each function of the language culminates in the formation
of a corresponding universe of discourse, we can reasonably expect this
relationship to be apparent at that level. The most obvious way for it to
appear is undoubtedly as the overlap of the two universes of discourse so
that the intersection U s f l U L is not empty. There must be elements in
both sets that are formally identical despite the fact that they are different
types of terms. U s n U L will be referred to as the 'domain of adequation'
of the language.
As we saw earlier, U s contains only descriptions of actual states of
affairs, i.e., of concrete individual elements of the referential. Their meaning
is thus purely denotative and they are in the strict Kantian sense 'synthetic
a priori'.
On the other hand, U L contains only propositions which describe the
properties of the theoretical structure characteristic of the language. As
such, they are L-determined; whatever verification is required concerning
them is a purely linguistic process (e.g., syntactical derivation) and in no
way semantical. It is therefore quite proper to refer to these as 'analytic'
in Carnap's sense.12 The question which presents itself at this point is the
following: how is it possible for such dissimilar linguistic entities as s-terms
and L-terms to be formally identical? In attempting to answer this question,
it must first be noted that 'statement' and 'proposition' as used in the present
context refer to the way in which these terms are obtained and verified and
not to their syntactical (or more precisely to their algorithmic) structure
which may or may not be the same. Next it may be observed that in as
much as a statement refers to a unique state of affairs and a proposition to
the property of an abstract system, the possibility of their formal similarity
requires some sort of proof. However, this possibility will become more
evident when we note that, although L-terms do not describe actual states
of affairs, they may describe classes of possible ones: provided of course
that the atomic constituents of the propositions are susceptible of receiving
a semantical interpretation. For if we say that 'all planetary orbits are
conies' on the strength of the gravitational field theory, we describe a class
of possible states of affairs—if, and only if, we can define semantically
what we mean by a 'planetary orbit' and by a 'conic'. Still, the question
of the adequation of the language has not been solved. Classes of possible
12

cf. R. Carnap, Meaning and necessity, (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press,
1947). Enlarged ed. 1956.
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states of affairs simply do not exist in the referential, although individual
states of affairs do. The L-terms remain general and are consequently still
incapable of semantical adequation. To achieve this goal one more step
must be taken: the transformation of the still general term into a particular
proposition describing no longer a class, but a single possible state of
affairs. Not surprisingly, all formal object-languages possess the means of
achieving this propositional particularization. To illustrate this process of
particularization by means of an example taken from physics (which is a
syntactically simple language), let us imagine that a student is observing
the free fall of some object in a laboratory. He will describe this event in
the following way:
y=y 0 +v 0 t+a o t 2
(a)
where 'y0' denotes the altitude from which the said object was released,
'v0' the release velocity and 'a0' the acceleration during the fall. This
description is quite evidently a statement of fact.
Let us assume further that our student wishes to find out whether or not
the chap who taught him mechanics was right. Turning to his notes on
gravitational field theory, he will find a general proposition describing the
motion of any particle in the field of any other particle written as:
r - ^ Q l + lcosA]
(b)
This general proposition describes a class of possible states of affairs,
provided that 'r', 'C, 'E' and 'A' are semantically interpreted. At this
point, comes the process of propositional particularization which will transform proposition (b) into another proposition which algorithmically is
equivalent to (a). This will be done very easily by applying what are
known as 'initial conditions' to (b), so that the transformation yields:
y=y o +v o t+a o t 2
(c)
Now (c) is a proposition, obtained by derivation on the theory; (a) was
obtained by direct observation. It is quite evident that they are algorithmically identical, i.e., (a) = (c).
While the mode of propositional particularization varies with the different
algorithms, all known formal object-languages have it. We are thus able
to see how the semantical and the logostical functions of language are
related through the domain of adequation. This enables us to redefine the
notion of language from the epistemological point of view. Language, then,
is 'a system of symbols and syntactical rules developed and organized for
the definition and the description of states of affairs by means of an
appropriate logostical structure'.
At this point, we might add a few remarks in the form of a conclu-
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sion. Whenever two sets overlap, three subsets are thereby defined: 13
(1) U L nU s is the domain of adequation which was mentioned above.
(2) U L nU s is the set of all s-terms which are not subsumed under any
L-term. It indicates the degree to which the language is 'semantically
incomplete'. Ideally, all members of Us should be in the domain of
adequation. (3) U L riU s is the set of all L-terms for the particularizations
of which there are no semantical equivalents. As such, it may be called the
'set of logostical hypotheses'. Depending on the nature of the language,
this set marks either its semantical limitations or its logostical inadequacy.
However, it should be noted that UL H Us can never be empty, even in the
ideal case. This is due, in part, to the fact that not all logostical terms
(atomic or molecular) are susceptible of receiving a semantical interpretation. But to pursue this matter further would take us too far from our
announced purpose.
13

We ignore in this paper the fourth subset U L 0 U s .

DISCUSSION
REV. FRANCIS P. D1NNEEN (Georgetown): Do you feel that the function
of language is primarily epistemological, or is it preferable to view language, as
the linguist does, as independent of any particular use? Is conceptualization, to
reverse Sapir's idea,1 the highest possible use of language and "ordinary" language the lowest possible use, or is conceptualization the lowest possible and
ordinary language the highest?
FARRE: Language can be studied, and, as a matter of fact, is studied from a
variety of angles—the philosophical, the linguistic and many others. I don't
see that there is need of a hierarchy of studies, putting the various approaches
to language on some sort of a scale which would give automatically a greater
value to certain types of studies over others. It all depends on what you want
to do with language. If you want to study it from an epistemological point of
view, obviously you have to approach it in a certain prescribed way.
C /. J. M. STUART (Georgetown): The notion of applying the concept of
the epistemological function of language to relationships between natural language and states of affairs, that is, taking natural language as the object-language,
is precisely the case in which one has tremendous need for more and more
detailed statement from the linguists; it is precisely the case in which one needs
to be able to present the linguistic results in increasingly rigorous form and
precisely the case in which linguistics itself can contribute towards developing
the formal tools that will provide the algorithm required—or at least contribute
towards it. In this respect, Dr. Farre has said something of great importance
for the empirical linguist.
1

See Language (Harvest ed.), p. 14.
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I. The Era of Passive Diplomacy
The language problem in the foreign affairs community is as old as the
republic itself. Benjamin Franklin, representing the U.S. in Paris during
the Revolutionary War, complained that he could not speak or even understand the French language very well. A hundred years later in 1881
John A. Kasson, Minister to Austria, filed a dispatch in which he wrote:
". . . . We have few native-born Consuls who are really
masters of any other language than English. Even after years of
employment, when they have picked up shreds of a foreign
language, they are often transferred to posts where the language
and the usages are wholly unknown to them. . . . As a rule such
agents content themselves with mere routine, and for ordinary
intercourse depend upon some poorly paid interpreter of foreign
origin, of whom the English language becomes in turn the victim.
The same is true of some of our Legations. The real interpreter
of our interests becomes at last an irresponsible and partially
educated foreigner.
"It is to be greatly desired that the United States should escape
from this condition of inferiority. . . ." 1
The Cleveland Administration: First Official Action on the Language
Problem. The language problem received top-level recognition for the
first time in any official way in 1895 when President Cleveland issued an
Executive Order requiring candidates for appointment to the middle grades
in the consular service (salaries from $1,000 to $2,500) to pass an oral
examination either in French or in the language of the post to which they
were to be assigned. The order was hardly an effective solution to the
problem. The Foreign Service was still in the throes of the "spoils system."
1

William Barnes and John Heath Morgan, The Foreign Service of the United
States, 1961, p. 139 ff.
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When President McKinley took office in 1897, he continued the requirement of an examination, but it seems to have been a virtually meaningless
exercise: 112 candidates were examined and only one was rejected.2
The T. Roosevelt Administration: First Language Training. The first
solid provision for language proficiency among foreign affairs personnel
was made in March of 1902 when Congress authorized 10 "student interpreter" positions at the Legation in Peking. Interestingly, the officers
designated to these positions to learn Chinese were protected from the
"spoils system" and thus were among the first to have the opportunity of
planning a career in the foreign service extending beyond the next presidential election. Similar legislation in 1906 established six student interpreter positions at the Embassy in Tokyo. Later, the program was extended
to Turkey with the result that, during the years from 1902 to 1926, 53
officers were trained in Chinese, 27 in Japanese and "a smaller number"
in Turkish.3
A significant fact about the early legislation was the recognition that
language training represents an investment of serious proportions which
must not be made casually and without assurance of an adequate return.
Any investment in training for members of a diplomatic and consular service
with the high rate of turn-over which ours had in the 19th and early 20th
centuries would have been hazardous indeed unless it was insured by
special legislation.
The Coolidge Administration: Right Setting But Little Language Training. The Rogers Act of 1924 provided this insurance throughout the
Foreign Service by establishing a non-partisan career Foreign Service
protected by law from the quadrennial threat of decimation. However, the
Rogers Act was followed by no great increase in the number of Foreign
Service officers who were assigned to language training. For the modest
numbers who were so assigned, Chinese and Japanese remained the most
popular languages. Turkish remained on the list, and Russian and Arabic
were added. Training in the Far Eastern languages was usually carried
out in the country where the language was spoken with the assistance of
special tutors over a period of two to three years. For the study of the
Near Eastern languages and Russian, officers were usually assigned for one
to two years at a university, notably the University of Berlin, l'Ecole des
Langues Orientales in Paris, and Harvard. During the ten-year period
from 1932 to 1941, a total of 58 officers received language instruction at
2 Ibid., p. 150 ff.
3 ibid., p. 212.
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government expense: 42 in Far Eastern languages, seven in languages of
the Near East and nine in Russian.4
Small, Passive Diplomatic Corps: Twelve Languages Enough. There are
three factors which explain, at least in part, the small numbers of officers
assigned to language training during the years preceding World War II.
First, the U.S. foreign affairs community was very small by present standards. In 1939, the Foreign Service of the State Department numbered
slightly over 700 officers. The separate Foreign Services of the Departments
of Agriculture and Commerce totalled a little more than 100 officers.
Including the military attaches, the foreign affairs community in 1939
comprised fewer than 900 officers. Second, the U.S. maintained embassies
or legations in only 58 countries in 1940 in contrast to 109 in January
1963. A dozen foreign languages would have sufficed to conduct virtually
all official U.S. business in these countries. These would have included
Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Persian, Portuguese,
Russian, Spanish, Turkish and possibly Thai. It was a normal, and usually
rewarded, expectation that the officials with whom our Foreign Service
dealt in most countries would speak English or, at worst, French, which
many had learned through study abroad before entering the Foreign Service
or contrived to learn through their own efforts because of its general
utility. Third, this was still the era of passive diplomacy when the functions
of the ambassador and his staff were largely limited to looking out for
the few Americans who ventured abroad, reporting economic and political
events and trends and conducting official U.S. business with the host
government itself. The members of the foreign affairs community were not
in any real sense participants in economic and political events in the host
country, nor did they have much occasion to deal directly with its people
in an official capacity.
II. The Era of Active Diplomacy
The New Diplomacy: Language Proficiency Gains New Importance.
World War II changed all this completely and dramatically. The U.S.
emerged from the war with responsibilities which demanded a new kind
of diplomacy, an active diplomacy, a diplomacy which was to bring millions
of Americans face to face with foreign peoples through new programs of
economic, technical and military aid and through cultural and educational
exchanges. Diplomacy before the war was a government-to-government
relationship. Diplomacy after the war was to be somewhat more of a
* Ibid.
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people-to-people relationship. Foreign languages were to take on more
importance in several ways: the new diplomacy called for more proficiency
in more languages on the part of more people.
The U.S. Foreign Service faced the new era only slightly better prepared
language-wise than it had been at the turn of the century. Perry N. Jester
wrote in the Foreign Service Journal in 1946: "One of the conspicuous
deficiencies of our foreign service taken as a whole has been the lack of
widespread and effective knowledge of foreign languages." His commentary was reminiscent of Minister Kasson's plaintive dispatch from Austria
three generations earlier. This time, however, the observation was made as
a prelude to action. The purpose of his article was to introduce the newly
appointed Director of Language Studies, Dr. Henry Lee Smith, Jr., whose
entry on duty June 1, 1946 was a landmark in the history of language
learning in the foreign affairs community. It was, at long last, the beginning
of a major effort to solve the language problem which had plagued the
United States Foreign Service for a century and a hah0.
FSI School of Languages Established. In the same issue of the Foreign
Service Journal, Dr. Smith, in a policy declaration, outlined the linguist's
view of language and described a language teaching procedure which was
novel—though not entirely new—in 1946: intensive instruction, stress on
speaking, small classes, a linguist-native speaker team of teachers and use
of audio aids. The organization which he proposed was a language school
in Washington with a world-wide network of extension programs operating
under its supervision at U.S. embassies and consulates. The Foreign Service
Institute opened its doors officially November 13, 1946 with a School of
Languages as one of its components. While the philosophy and plan
proposed by Dr. Smith in 1946 have been refined with the advance of the
science of linguistics and the art of language teaching, they have not been
basically changed in the intervening 17 years.
Established by the Foreign Service Act of 1946 to provide instruction
as necessary to meet the needs of the foreign affairs community, the
Foreign Service Institute is the principal school for the civilian agencies
responsible for the conduct of foreign affairs. Its two major branches are
the School of Foreign Affairs and the School of Language and Area Studies
(the School of Languages until a 1962 realignment of functions).
While the essential purpose of FSI is to prepare people for responsibility
in the field of foreign affairs, FSI is only one of several sources of language
training for personnel destined for positions requiring proficiency in a
foreign language. Among others, the military services have maintained
programs of language instruction at the Army Language School in Monterey,
California, the Naval Intelligence School in Washington and in the Air
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Force language program 5 conducted mainly at Indiana, Syracuse and Yale
Universities and at FSI. Among the students in each of these programs are
officers who are being prepared for duties of a diplomatic character, notably
as attaches and military advisors to foreign governments. We shall be
paying particular attention to FSI in the succeeding paragraphs since
language learning in the foreign affairs community is a particular concern
of FSI, but it should be noted that the language programs sponsored by
the Department of Defense contribute significantly to the preparation of
official Americans for duty abroad.
Foreign Affairs Community Grows. In the years following the establishment of the Foreign Service Institute, the foreign affairs community underwent an unprecedented growth. In 1948, the Economic Cooperation
Administration came into being and has continued to operate in its subsequent reincarnations as the Foreign Operations Administration (1951), the
International Cooperation Administration (1955), and the present Agency
for International Development (1961). As the task of interpreting
the U.S. to the world increased in size and importance, the U.S. Information
Agency was established in 1953 as a separate agency. Military assistance
programs became an important new arm of diplomacy. The Foreign Service
Officer corps itself increased from 1,900 to 3,400 between 1954 and 1957
with the integration of 1,500 new officers including more than 600 who
had previously held Civil Service positions in the Department of State
in Washington.
The Lean Years: 1946-1954. It would be logical to suppose that the
Foreign Service Institute would grow in stature and strength with the growth
in size and responsibility of the community it was created to serve. Not so.
The Institute fell on hard times before it had become firmly established.
By 1954 it had reached such low estate that its continued existence was in
some doubt. The Wriston Committee6 reported in 1954: "The Institute
at one time participated actively and valuably in research [in applied
5

A recent development of major significance in the area of language learning
within the military component of the foreign affairs community is the establishment
of the Defense Language Institute as the central coordinating agency for all language
training in the Department of Defense. DLI assumes full administrative authority
July 1, 1963.
6
The Secretary of State's Public Committee on Personnel, an ad hoc committee
appointed in 1954 and chaired by Henry M. Wriston, then president of Brown
University, to make recommendations concerning "the measures necessary to
strengthen the effectiveness of the professional service to a standard consistent with
the vastly increasing responsibilities in the field of foreign policy which have devolved
upon the President and the Secretary."
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linguistics] but that program has been virtually destroyed until now the
work in language, though good within the limits permitted, is nowhere as
distinguished as it should be."
The Committee strongly recommended that "the purposes of Congress
as expressed in the Act of 1946 be fulfilled." This recommendation in 1954
marked the beginning of a vigorous new attack on the language problem
in the foreign affairs community under the leadership of a revitalized
School of Languages.
Language Learning Emerges. A survey of self-appraisals throughout the
Foreign Service, completed in early 1956 at the instigation of Loy W.
Henderson, then Deputy Undersecretary of State for Administration,
revealed that less than half of the 4,000 regular, reserve and staff officers
then on duty in the Foreign Service had a sufficient command of any
foreign language to conduct official business in a satisfactory way in it.
Plans were immediately laid for a "crash program" to provide substantial
numbers of Foreign Service personnel with competence in French, German
or Spanish. The facilities of the School of Languages were greatly expanded
in Washington and temporary field schools were established in Nice, France,
Frankfurt, Germany and in Mexico City.
On November 2, 1956, the Secretary of State approved a new language
policy based on the premise that foreign language skills are vital to the
conduct of foreign affairs. The policy read: "Each officer will be encouraged to acquire a 'useful' knowledge of two foreign languages, as well as
sufficient command of the language of each post of assignment to be able
to use greetings, ordinary social expressions and numbers; ask simple
questions and give simple directions; and to recognize proper names,
street signs and office and shop designations. The acquisition of a 'useful'
knowledge, as defined, of one of the widely-used languages within the
next five years or within five years of the date of appointment to the
Foreign Service." As a measure of enforcement, promotions were denied
to newly appointed Foreign Service officers until they had demonstrated
proficiency in at least one language.7
The new language policy of the State Department was followed by new
policy statements by ICA and USIA encouraging their personnel to achieve
job-level proficiency in the local language of their posts of assignment. In
1960 Congress reinforced these policy statements with one of its own:
7

It is worthy of note, as an aside, that the State Department had measured its
language problem and had taken vigorous action to solve it well before Sputnik
and "The Ugly American" made our national deficiencies in language education a
table topic.
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"It is the policy of the Congress that chiefs of mission and
Foreign Service officers appointed or assigned to serve in foreign
countries shall have, to the maximum practicable extent, among
their qualifications, a useful knowledge of the principal language
or dialect of the country in which they are to serve."
The Overseas Language Program. The composite effect of these policies
was to increase language enrollments very considerably at FSI/Washington
and to create a large demand for language instruction at overseas posts.
In quantitative terms, the amount of language instruction provided by FSI
in its world-wide program was to increase nine-fold from 1954 to 1962—
from 120,000 student-hours of attendance in the fiscal year which ended
in June 1955 to 1.1 million student-hours in the fiscal year which ended
in June 1962.
FSI had sponsored a system whereby local instructors were hired to
provide language classes for a few people at overseas posts almost from
the beginning of its existence in 1946. This was still a very small program
in 1954, numbering in all only a few hundred participants. Under the
impetus of new language policies throughout the foreign affairs community,
participation in the FSI overseas language program grew from about 750
in 1954 to about 9,000 in 1962, an increase of 1,200%. In order to
provide professional guidance for this growing program, FSI started in
1958 to send Regional Language Supervisors into prescribed areas overseas
to travel from post to post, organizing instruction along productive lines,
training instructors, showing them how to use existing teaching materials
(or devising new materials when necessary) and in other ways insuring
that the Government had a worthwhile return on its now substantial investment in language training overseas.
These instruction programs at more than 200 sites around the world are
generally one-hour-a-day classes. The students are representatives of the
State Department, AID, USIA, the military attache systems, the Marine
guard service and twenty other U.S. agencies. It is probably not surprising
that over 1,600 foreign service personnel and their wives were enrolled in
French instruction during a recent six month period, or that more than
1,100 were enrolled in Spanish. The demands that these growing programs
are placing on the field of applied linguistics begin to be apparent, however,
when it is noted that 335 were studying Arabic, that 117 were studying
Turkish in Ankara, 114 Persian in Tehran, 124 Thai in Bangkok and 33
Cambodian in Phnom Penh. A look at the total picture brings the demands
even more clearly into focus: 9,000 official U.S. representatives in a world
in turmoil making an attempt, with such materials as could be found, to
learn 60 languages in order to get their jobs done.
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FSI Moves Into Textbook Production and Proficiency Testing. The
increase in the volume of language training at FSI/Washington after the
lull of the early 1950's was accompanied by a diversification of activities.
The primary function of the FSI School of Languages was then, and is now,
to teach. However, it was becoming increasingly apparent that the task
took the School somewhat afield from the mere meeting of classes. Textbook problems and the need for measuring language skills were claiming
increasing attention.
The Spoken Language series of textbooks from World War II days had
become somewhat threadbare. These manuals were supplemented or
replaced by more sophisticated texts as they appeared. However, new
texts appropriate for the FSI student body were sparse, while new developments in language analysis and new techniques in language presentation
were manifold. So, with its substantial staff of linguists, FSI moved seriously
into the field of textbook production.
The publication of Volume I of the FSI Spanish Basic Course in 1957
was the beginning of a flow of new texts which have included French,
German, Turkish and a dozen other languages, incorporating recent advances in the art of teaching foreign languages. In 1961, under NDEA
sponsorship, FSI undertook an ambitious program of research and materials
preparation with a commitment to produce textbooks in eleven African
languages. The first three texts in this series—Igbo, Swahili and Twi—
were published by the Government Printing Office in the early months of
1963 and are now available for public purchase. Yoruba is ready for
printing as of this writing. The other seven 8 are scheduled to appear by
mid-1965.
Meawhile, in 1958 the FSI Testing Unit was established to replace selfappraisals of language proficiency with more reliable estimates based on
structured interviews by a linguist-native speaker team. The experience
which the Testing Unit has gathered over the last five years is now being
counted on for guidance in the calibration of new and hopefully less cumbersome tests under development by Professor Wilmarth H. Starr and others
at New York University.
III. Stating the Language Problem
It is commonplace to talk glibly—and vaguely—about "the language
problem." The foreign affairs community is exhorted in editorials, and
8

Lingala, Kituba ("State Kikongo"), Bambara, More, Fula and Hausa. In addition to the eleven textbooks which are being developed through the support of the
Office of Education under the National Defense Education Act, FSI will include an
Amharic textbook in the African language series, bringing the total to twelve.
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even in novels, to solve its language problem. But the difficulty with
problems, to quote an aphorism, lies not so much in solving them as in
stating them. Since 1955, FSI has had a hand in devising means for a
usefully explicit statement of three aspects of the language problem which
confronts U.S. representatives abroad.
Language Proficiency Scales. The first step was to devise scales for
quantifying the language skills of people and the language requirements of
jobs. Speaking and reading scales with levels from 0 to 5 were adopted
by the State Department in 1955. Abbreviated definitions of the levels
are as follows:
S-0 No practical speaking proficiency.
S-l (Elementary proficiency)—Able to satisfy routine travel needs
and minimum courtesy requirements.
S-2 (Limited working proficiency)—Able to satisfy routine social demands and limited office requirements.
S-3 (Minimum professional proficiency)—Able to speak the language
with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to satisfy
representation requirements and handle professional discussions
within a special field.
S-4 (Full professional proficiency)—Able to use the language fluently
and accurately on all levels pertinent to foreign service needs.
S-5 (Native or bilingual proficiency)—Speaking proficiency equivalent
to that of an educated native speaker.
R-0 No practical reading proficiency.
R-l (Elementary proficiency)—Able to read elementary lesson material
or common public signs.
R-2 (Limited working proficiency)—Able to read intermediate lesson
material or simple colloquial texts.
R-3 (Minimum professional proficiency)—Able to read nontechnical
news items or technical writing in a special field.
R-4 (Full professional proficiency)—Able to read all styles and forms
of the language pertinent to foreign service needs.
R-5 (Native or bilingual proficiency)—Reading proficiency equivalent
to that of an educated native speaker.
These scales have made it possible to talk about degrees of language
proficiency within useful limits of accuracy without long and awkward
descriptive phrases. It is thus possible to make a terse and meaningful
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summary statement, for example, that of the 3,162 Foreign Service Officers
who had been tested as of last August 64.9% had S-3 or better and that
89% had S-2 or better in at least one language. Similarly, USIA can
summarize the present inventory of language skills among its 700 Career
Reserve Officers with the statement that 56% have either S-3 proficiency
or better in French, German, Italian, Portuguese or Spanish, or else at
least S-2 proficiency in one of the more difficult languages. The Director
of our Foreign Aid Mission in Asuncion was able recently to state a
reappraisal of the language needs of his organization by a brief message
to Washington raising the prerequisite for 13 jobs from S-2 to S-3 R-3 in
Spanish.
The Time Requirements Chart. The second major step was to relate the
levels on the speaking and reading scales to time requirements for training.
On the basis of its own experience and with advice from other schools and
universities, FSI, working with others in the Government who were interested in the problem, prepared a chart showing the approximate period of
training which well-motivated students would require to reach specified
levels of proficiency starting from S-0 R-0. Taken into account are three
variables: the aptitude of the student, the difficulty of the language and
the intensity of training. The chart provides an easy if crude reference for
administrators with no knowledge of language training, giving them useful,
though approximate, information as to how much time must be allowed to
prepare people for jobs which require language proficiency.
Classification of Local Languages. The third step was to devise a way
of talking conveniently about the communication situation at overseas
posts. FSI proposed three terms—primary, primary alternate and secondary
languages—and assisted in preparing a questionnaire addressed to U.S.
embassies and consulates in more than a hundred countries around the
world to gather information on the communication situation at each post.
The terms were defined thus:
Primary Language. Either an indigenous language used generally by the
people, or an indigenous language used by a significant segment of the
people and used officially by othe government, either as the sole official
language or on a co-equal basis with another language. Examples: Spanish
in Madrid, Japanese in Tokyo, French and Flemish in Brussels and Persian
and Pushtu in Kabul.
Primary-Alternate Language. A non-indigenous language used widely by
the government in conducting both internal and foreign affairs and by
educated circles whether or not an indigenous language is also used officially
or generally by the people. Examples: French in Saigon, Italian in
Mogadiscio and French and Spanish in Tangier.
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Secondary Language. Any language other than a primary or primaryalternate language useful in communicating with a substantial segment of the
population or with a minority group that is politically, economically, or
culturally significant. Examples: Chinese in Bangkok, Phnom Penh and
Saigon and French in Athens, Ankara and Damascus.
An excerpt from the questionnaire will suggest the kind of information
which was sought:
"In the following questions if any language is definitely correlated with any identifiable factor such as social class, minority
cultural group, geographic subdivision or whatever, identify that
factor.
Language(s) decreed as official:
Language (s) in which the Chief of State addresses the people:
Language(s) in which the internal affairs of the government
are conducted
a) orally:
b) in writing:
Language(s) used in judicial proceedings:
Language(s) used as the medium of instruction in schools
(note differences in the various levels of instructions, if
appropriate):"
The answers to the questionnaire provided the principal basis for
classifying as primary, primary-alternate or secondary the languages which
appeared, in 1962, to be significant from the point of view of present or
potential need in the conduct of U.S. foreign affairs. As a practical necessity, the survey was, for the most part, restricted to investigation and description of the language situation at Foreign Service posts, i.e., within the cities
in which the U.S. maintains embassies and consulates. An exception was
the inclusion of 11 minority languages of the USSR as secondary languages
although they are not widely useful in Moscow, the only city of the USSR
in which the U.S. has diplomatic representation. The tentative list which
this classification yielded added up to 154 languages exclusive of English
(simplifying the complex dialect situation in Arabic to two general
categories, Eastern and Western, and counting five variants of Chinese). 9
9

Tentative list of primary and secondary languages within cities in which the U.S.
maintains either an embassy or a consulate (no primary-alternate language occurs
which is not listed elsewhere as a primary language; asterisk marks languages which
are primary at one or more posts; parenthetic enclosure distinguishes regional variants which may not be mutually intelligible; hyphen indicates mutually intelligible
variants): * Afrikaans, Akan (*Twi), *Amharic, Arabic (*Eastern, *Western),
Armenian, Assamese, Aymara, *Azerbaijani, *Bambara-Malinke, Basque, Bassa,
*Baule, Beja, *Bemba, *Bengali, Berber, *Bulgarian, Bulu, ^Burmese, *Cambodian,
Catalan, Chinese (*Amoy, *Cantonese, *Fukienese, *Mandarin, Swatow), Chokwe,
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Number of Posts at Which Language is

Language
Afrikaans
Arabic (Eastern)
Arabic (Western)
Chinese (Cantonese)
Chinese (Mandarin)
Dutch
English
French
Fula
German
Hausa
Hindi
Italian
Japanese
Persian
Portuguese
Russian
Spanish
Swahili
Tamil
Turkish
Urdu

Primary
5
17
8
2
1
4
46
15
1
15
1
2
9
7
5
13
1
48
3
1
5
3

Primary-Alternate
—
—
—
—
2
1
36
30
—
—
—
—
2
—
—
2
—
1
2
—
—
—

Secondary
—
7
—
5
2
1
41
31
6
8
4
4
4
1
—
—
4
4
3
5
1
3

By the same method of calculation, there were 97 primary languages. The
tabulation lists the languages which are primary at one or more Foreign
Service posts and useful in some degree for foreign affairs personnel at five
or more posts.
Escaping "This Condition of Inferiority." The language list makes it
*Czech, *Danish, *Duala, *Dutch, Estonian, *Ewe, *Ewondo, Fanagalo, *Fijian,
*Finnish, *Flemish, *Fon, *French, *Fula, *Ga, *Gaelic, Galla, Georgian, *German, *Greek, Guarani, *Gujarati, *Haitian Creole, *Hausa, *Hebrew, *Hindi, '^Hungarian, *Icelandic, *Igbo, Ilocano, ^Indonesian, ^Italian, ^Japanese, Javanese,
Kannada, Kazakh, *Kikongo, Kikuyo, *Kimbundu, *Kinyarwanda, Kirghiz, *KitubaMonokutuba, *Korean, *Krio, Kurdish, *Lamba, *Lao, Latvian, *Lingala, Lithuanian, Luba, *Luganda, Lunda, Luo, Macedonian, ^Malagasy, *Malay, Malayalam,
*Maltese, *Marathi *Martinique Creole, Masai, Maya, Mende, *More, *Nepali,
*Norwegian, Nubian, Nyamwezi-Sukuma, *Nyanja, *Okinawan, Oriya, *Panjabi,
*Papiamento, *Pashtu, *Persian, *Persian (Afghan), *Polish, *Portuguese, *Quechua,
*Rumanian, *Rundi, *Russian, *Sango, *Sara, *Serbo-Croatian, Serer, *Shona,
Sindebele, Sindhi, ^Singhalese, Slovak, Slovenian, *Somali, Soninke, Sotho, *Spanish,
*Susu, *Swahili, *Swedish, *Tagalog, *Tamil, Telugu, Temne, *Thai, Tigre, *Tigrinya,
Tshwa, *Tsonga, Tswana, *Turkish, Ukranian, Umbundu, *Urdu, Uzbek, Vai,
*Vietnamese, *Visayan, Welsh, White Russian, *Wolof, Yakut, *Yoruba, *ZarmaSonghai, Zulu, Zulu-Xhosa.
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possible to measure approximately, but again within useful limits of
accuracy, the diversity of the language problem of the U.S. foreign affairs
community. It seems a reasonable estimate that the number of languages in
which the Government would stand to gain by having at least a few people
able to conduct official U.S. business abroad is something between 97 and
154. The foreign affairs community has vastly improved its foreign
language competence in recent years, and scholars in the field of linguistics
have provided the tools for further improvement in the form of descriptions
and textbooks for growing numbers of the crucial languages. As it becomes
possible to state the language problem of the foreign affairs community
more explicitly, however, it becomes increasingly apparent that the U.S.
can escape entirely from the "condition of inferiority" which Minister
Kasson described in 1881 only after labor of heroic proportions has been
accomplished in the field of applied linguistics.

PANEL II
MODERN
APPROACHES
TO GRAMMATICAL
ANALYSIS

SOME INDETERMINACIES IN LANGUAGE

WALLACE L.

CHAFE

University of California, Berkeley

One of the dogmas of American linguistics during the post-Bloomfield
period and one that still exerts considerable influence on linguistic theory
and practice has been that language patterning involves boundary lines
which are wholly and in all cases impenetrable; that everything must be
either this or that; and if this, then never also that as well. It is generally
recognized that some aspects of language do in fact fall outside this
restricted framework, but it has been assumed that such aspects do not
form part of the self-contained system, usually called language structure,
in which linguists are above all interested. This dogma looms behind the
aphorism 'once a phoneme, always a phoneme', for example, and it explains
the lack of enthusiasm shown in this country for the concept of phonemic
neutralization. If a distinction exists between some elements, it has been
assumed other elements cannot straddle the distinction or be ambiguous
towards it. There is, of course, no justification for retaining such a doctrine
if the facts of language refute it, and I will now suggest some ways in
which they do.
There are four situations, I believe, all of them to be found in language,
which are not in harmony with the doctrine of discrete boundaries as I
have just stated it. I will refer to them as neutralization, ambiguity, gradience and indeterminacy. Let me define them briefly. Neutralization means
that a distinction between A and B, significant in some environments, has
no significance in others. Ambiguity means that X is sometimes A and
sometimes B, depending on its environment. Gradience means that X
stands somewhere between A and B. Indeterminacy means that X has some
characteristics of A and some of B, but is not in all respects identifiable as
either the one or the other.
Neither neutralization nor ambiguity is inconsonant with the doctrine of
discreteness, if it is given a slightly broader interpretation than that with
which I opened this paper. If such situations occur, and you may all be
able to think of examples of them, it is still true that in any particular
57
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environment rigid lines are present. It is easily possible to relax the
assumption that a boundary which exists anywhere exists everywhere in
order to permit environmental variation in this regard. Gradience and
indeterminacy, however, if we must take account of them in language as
well as in paralanguage, mean that discreteness has indeed been a dogma,
a deterrent to progress, and an example of the over-extension of mechanical
principles which happens so often in the history of every science. A recent
monograph by Bolinger has dealt with possible instances of gradience in
language.1 It is cases of the fourth type, of indeterminacy, that I wish
to consider here.
But before I do, it is necessary to say some other things about language
in order that we may have a common framework within which to proceed.
There are so many conflicting theories now in the air that it is virtually
impossible to talk about anything at all without a preliminary understanding
on fundamentals. The most important assertion I want to make at this
point is that there are two areas in which language has contact with the
world outside itself, and that consequently there are two aspects of language
which can be directly or indirectly observed: its sounds and its meanings.
To attempt a description of language based on sounds alone is a course
that I believe is foredoomed to failure, since it ignores at least half, and
in a sense, much more than half of the behavior we want to describe. I
would like to have you think of language, for just a minute, as if the
observable part of it consisted of two streams flowing in the same direction,
like the Potomac and the C & O Canal, except that they flow through time
rather than through space. One of them is the stream of sound. Like the
canal, this one is easy for us to control. We can record it magnetically
and re-examine it whenever we wish. We can cut it up in pieces, stretch
it, or compress it. We can produce it artificially and can make pictures
of it on paper that include more detail than we know what to do with. The
other stream is the streajn_^)Jjneanings, of which, as we are accustomed to
say, the sounds are symbols. But, like the Potomac, meanings are considerably more difficult for us to handle. It is only in the minority of cases
that we can observe them directly, as when Jack hands Jill the apple for
which she has just asked. Most of the time we can only reconstruct their
properties on the basis of indirect evidence, or, as is most often done,
attempt imperfectly to relate them to our own internalized meanings through
1

Dwight L. Bolinger, Generality, Gradience, and the All-or-None (The Hague,
1961). Kenneth L. Pike has also called for a broadening of linguistics beyond the
restrictions of discrete categories; see for example his "Language as Particle, Wave,
and Field," Texas Quarterly II, 2 (1954), 37-54.

SOME INDETERMINACIES IN LANGUAGE

59

translation. It is intriguing to think of the possibility of machines that would
record the stream of meanings in speech as we now can record the stream
of sound, of a semantic tape recorder or a semantic spectrograph, but how
such machines might be constructed is beyond the range of imagination.
Because, however, meanings are so hard for us to deal with, we are not
justified in pretending, ostrich-like, that they are not there, or that we can
describe language without them. It would be obvious folly for us to
proceed on the assumption that the canal is the only route by which water
flows past Georgetown.
If we have learned anything about language in all our systematic study
of it, it is that while these two streams may seem laden with mud as they
flow through the physical world where we can observe them, in their origin
and destination they are limpid. Somehow, that is to say, within the mind
of the speaker and the mind of the hearer, although certainly beyond the
level of conscious awareness, they are patterned. I would like to say that
patterning entails nothing more than the recurrence of relationships. Relationships, however, imply elements that are related, and we are used to
dealing with elements such as phonemes and morphemes, syllables and
words and various others. These elements are found to be arranged at
different levels of inclusion, what Hockett calls 'size-levels',2 yielding a
kind of hierarchy of arrangements, although I believe it is an oversimplified
distortion to visualize these hierarchies as a branching tree, as in traditional
immediate constituent analysis and so-called 'phrase structure' grammar.
In any case, we can look upon the origin and destination of the stream of
sound as patterned within one hierarchy which can be called phonological
and the origin and destination of the second stream, the stream of meaning,
as patterned within another hierarchy which can be called grammatical.
Joining these two hierarchies together, is the non-hierarchical realm of
morphophonemics. And it is in morphophonemics that our first cases of
indeterminacy occur.
These are familiar cases, and I don't want to spend much time on them.
They are simply the numerous instances where it is impossible for us to
decide whether a particular phoneme expresses one morpheme or another.
Anyone who has attempted to describe a language in morphemic terms
must have run into this situation. There is a fairly common kind of language
change, the re-cutting of morph boundaries—whereby, for example, a
napron became an apron—which is evidence that not only linguists, but
2

Charles F. Hockett, "Ethnolinguistic Implications of Studies in Linguistics and
Psychiatry," Report of the Ninth Annual Round Table Meeting on Linguistics and
Language Study, Georgetown University (1958), 178-9.
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also the speakers of a language may vacillate in this respect. The 'empty
morph' and 'morph overlapping' have been suggested as devices for the
handling of these situations, but whatever one does about them, the
important thing is to recognize that morphophonemics does often present
us with such cases, and to be able to accept them as part of the scheme of
things. I would like to talk mainly about some ways in which indeterminacy
may affect the very identity of grammatical elements, for somehow our
preconceptions make it harder here to accept.
A question that frequently arises in grammatical analysis may be stated
in this form: 'How do we know whether these two (or three, or more)
different phoneme sequences express the same or different grammatical
elements'? The question is an old one, but it has usually been treated as
if it always had an answer. Let us begin by considering the English plural
allomorphs / s / , / z / , and /iz/. There are two things about this set of
phoneme sequences which lead us to equate them grammatically: first,
the differences between them are phonologically predictable, a fact which
suggests that they all three developed out of a single earlier shape; and
second, they have, as we say, the same meaning. But the supposition that
they have the same meaning is confirmed by the phenomenon of agreement:
for example, by the fact that all three co-occur with the same plurally
inflected verbs. The semantic criterion, thus supported by distributional
dependencies, is sufficient in itself to convince us that the words children,
men and feet contain this morpheme too, even though in these cases
phonological predictability is wholly absent. There are other cases,
however, where the supposed semantic identity is not independently confirmed: for example, in derivational affixes that show no agreement with
external elements. Take the phoneme sequences /ayz/ in legalize, / a n /
in widen and the vowel difference in fill as opposed to full. The meanings
of all three may be paraphrased 'to cause to be in the state denoted by
the stem', but is identical paraphrase sufficient evidence of grammatical
identity? Does it really matter whether we consider them one morpheme
or three? It matters if we are concerned with counting morphemes, but
if there is real indeterminacy here—if the question regarding grammatical
identity or difference is actually a meaningless one—then counting
morphemes cannot be a rigorous procedure. This consequence would be
disturbing to language typologists, whose methods would then need some
revision, but I think the rest of us might do well to accept it with equanimity.
Closely associated with this kind of indeterminacy, which might be called
'paradigmatic', is another kind for which the term 'syntagmatic' would be
appropriate. I would like to illustrate it with the English numerals. When
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we begin counting—one, two, three, etc.,—we find a series of minimal
grammatical elements which have the characteristics of morphemes. This
situation holds at least through ten, and probably through eleven. Skipping
twelve for a moment and passing on to the teens, we find now arrangements
of two morphemes each, one of them identical with the already encountered
three, four, etc., the other, the teen morpheme, having the meaning 'added
to ten'. Before long we come to other two-morpheme arrangements,
twenty, thirty, etc., in which we have the same initial elements again, but
with a second element, ty, that means 'multiplied by ten'. I will leave out
of consideration the possible identifications between ten, teen, and ty—all
three partially similar both phonetically and semantically—and concentrate
on twelve, where an analogous situation appears in especially clear-cut form.
If twelve were not twelve but *twenteen, we would most certainly know
what to do with it, for it would be to twenty as thirteen is to thirty, fourteen
to forty, etc. The first part of twelve might easily be associated with the
first parts of twenty and twice, as well as with two itself. Is then its second
part, / l v / , identifiable with the teen morpheme? There really is no good
answer. The uniqueness of twelve makes us want on the one hand to fit
it into the prevailing pattern and on the other hand to give some recognition
to its place outside the pattern. Its relation to the teens is indeterminate;
it belongs and it doesn't belong, both at the same time.
I would not like to rule out the possibility that there is even a gradient
continuum of morphemicness, a nondiscrete scale of 'status as an independent grammatical element'. Toward the bottom end of the scale would
be elements like the initial consonant cluster of slip, slide, slick, slink,
slither, slurp, slop and slush. Towards the top of the scale would be the
English plural morpheme, but its status might slip a little in deer and
sheep, indicating that status also depends in part on environment.
The last kind of indeterminacy I want to mention is homonymy. Here,
instead of several different phonological items expressing one grammatical
element, we find several different grammatical elements being expressed
by a single sequence of phonemes. Here, again, it is possible that there are
degrees of indeterminacy. There seems little room for doubt that the phonological sequence /tuw/ in too many expresses a different grammatical
element from the same sequence in two men. Indeterminacy is at a minimum
because there is overwhelming external evidence of distinctness in the
grammatical roles. But what about the / h e d / in head of hair and the one
in head of cabbage? The semantic differences are evidently predictable;
but if for that reason we identify the two heads, should we do the same
with the ears in earache and ear of corn? The phonemic identity is a
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historical accident in this second case, but the semantic similarity and
predictability are comparable to those found in the two heads. Has accidental phonological convergence coupled with accidental semantic similarity
led to grammatical identity? How can we answer any of these questions
with complete assurance?
I have a feeling that such questions are difficult to face because they are
simply questions that should not be asked. They are like the question
whether midnight belongs to the preceding or following day. We can arbitrarily decide what we want the answer to be, but we cannot thereby overcome the fact that the question is unanswerable because it is improper to
the circumstances to begin with. Just as the science of physics in this
century has moved away from a narrowly conceived materialism and
blossomed out in all directions, it seems to me not unlikely, and more than a
little intriguing, that linguistics may sooner or later also have to abandon
its narrow framework of discrete pigeonholes, and that its ability to handle
the elusive phenomena of language will likewise abundantly increase.

DISCUSSION
WILLIAM G. MOULT ON (Princeton University): I would like to thank
Mr. Chafe for these very illuminating and honest remarks. Few of us have had
in the past such courage. I am constantly reminded that every time I speak of
a phonemic split or a phonemic merger, there must have been just such a
period of indeterminacy as Mr. Chafe has spoken of.
WILLIAM STEWART (Center for Applied Linguistics): I don't think it is
necessary to move away from discreteness in linguistic analysis. The fact that
you have problems is not necessarily grounds for saying that linguistics should
become indeterminate. It means rather that we should take a second look at our
categories and our general descriptive methodology. For example, the fact that
you recognize neutralization in treating certain lacks of opposition between
items you would like to separate phonemically on the basis of other environments
is no recognition of any kind of indeterminacy. It is merely a case where linguists have encorporated neutralization into their analytical procedures. If anything, your remarks constitute a step in the direction of greater discreteness in
the sense that you are recognizing more kinds of elements and conditions. I
agree that the cases you mentioned should be dealt with; but I don't think they
should be dealt with by questions not being asked, as you put it, but by more
discreteness in our descriptive approach.
CHAFE: I wasn't calling neutralization indeterminacy. I had four categories: neutralization, ambiguity, gradience, and indeterminacy. I spoke at
length only about the last of the four. We could go on to talk about neutralization, but I'm not confusing it with indeterminacy.
H. A. GLEASON (Hartford Seminary Foundation): The cases of indeterminacy cited are of several kinds. Homonymy was one of these. I might
point out that homonymy does not weaken the case for a more or less traditional Bloomfieldian type of structure, but, in fact, is absolutely essential to it.
If you did not have homonymy and similar phenomena, your phonology and
your morphology would be isomorphic and there would be no point in making a
distinction between the two levels. The other point that needs to be made is
that while we can show a serious kind of indeterminacy affecting our morphologic analysis, the inability to identify precisely whether two morphs are the
same morpheme or not is not a case of indeterminacy, because a morphological
analysis never can be based on the identities of morphemes. It can be based
only on the identities of morpheme classes. Therefore, any indeterminacy as
to the assignment of morphemes, so long as they are in the same morpheme
class, has no grammatical consequence whatever. Now there are instances of
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indeterminacy of assignment to morpheme classes and these are crucial cases,
but the cases that you cited are none of them crucial.
CHAFE: On the latter point, all that I can say is that I disagree with you.
I don't see that morpheme classes—simply because they are higher up the
hierarchy—are necessarily more important than morphemes, or things below
morphemes which I like to call components. On the former point, I believe
you said that if homonymy did not exist, then phonology and grammar would be
isomorphic. This is not true because there would still be what is called 'allomorphy' which I take to be the opposite of homonymy, that is, where the
same grammatical element is expressed by different sequences of phonemes.
GLEASON: I said "homonymy and similar phenomena."
CHAFE: "Similar phenomena" are quite important here. I don't like this
word 'allomorphy', but whatever you want to call it, it is certainly of equal
importance.
RICHARD S. HARRELL (Georgetown University): Why should twelve
pose such a problem and why should it be considered an example of indeterminacy? Can't we strive for a greater determinacy here and a separation of
levels and say that, in a semantic sense, twelve is perfectly identifiable with the
teens along with fourteen, fifteen and so on, whereas in a strictly formal sense
it doesn't fit with the teens. We simply have another example of a lack of
isomorphism between two different levels which is a very common matter in
linguistic structure.
CHAFE: What would you do with eleven then?
HARRELL: I would treat it the same as twelve.
CHAFE: In that case you would be enclosing a decimal pattern on the whole
set of numerals whether it is there or not. In semantics, you can enclose any
kind of patterns you want. Semantics is more pattern than phonemics, because
you are allowed more freedom.
HARRELL: No, I don't mean that at all. There are cases where you find
morphophonemic regularities correlated with semantic irregularities. Such an
example is oats, or scissors, both of which are morphophonemically and syntactically plural, but semantically not quite so. I would say that eleven and
twelve are cases in the English number system where the semantics are completely regular whereas the morphophonemics are slightly irregular; but 'irregular' in my mind is not to be confused with 'indeterminate'.
CHAFE: The trouble is that nobody uses terms in quite the same way nowadays. You use the term 'semantics' in a somewhat different way than I do.

A TRANSFORMATIONAL MODEL FOR JAPANESE

ALAN A.

KOMAI

Princeton University

In the last four decades, a large number of American linguists have
considered descriptive linguists to be a classificatory science. The task
of descriptive linguists is, as far as they are concerned, the observation and
classification of linguistic data by means of a rigorous procedure. 1 The
contributions of these linguists are indeed significant, and we are indebted
to them for a large number of well-organized descriptions of various
languages, together with many devices in analytical procedure. Since thousands of languages remain unanalyzed, field work based on their findings
ought to be carried on even more vigorously. The importance of such
discipline is fully recognized by all linguists who are not blinded by excessive
and often ill-guided zeal for the newer linguistic theory.2
The descriptive linguists' strong adherence to 'analysis' (mapping observables into terms) seems to be rooted in the conviction that scientific work
can proceed only by investigating directly observable physical features.
It is true that physical properties are the important clues in a classificatory
science, however the above conviction is clearly a false one of science. For
instance, the scientific study of chemistry, indeed, began by systematic
observation of chemical phenomena; however, in modern times, chemists
have been constructing theories and hypotheses to account for unobservable
chemical phenomena, using empirical data only as a starting point. Such
theories or hypotheses are considered valid as long as they are not selfcontradictory and as long as no empirical evidence is found to contradict
the theory or hypothesis. While some chemists devote their time to constructing theories and hypotheses, other chemists pursue experiments to
iSee, e.g., Charles F. Hockett, "A Note on 'Structure'," UAL, XIV (1948), reprinted in Martin Joos, Readings in Linguistics, p. 279.
2
The above statements by no means indicate that the underlying theory and analytical procedure in descriptive linguistics are completely sound and acceptable as they
are. On the contrary, descriptive linguistics does not escape some severe criticisms
on both theoretical and practical grounds. Improvement in theory and refinement in
analytical procedure are highly desirable.
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uncover more facts and to validate or to invalidate the constructed theories
and hypotheses. Both types of academic activity are equally important and
necessary in the advancement of the science of chemistry.
In the field of linguistics, the first type of research was developed under
the name of descriptive linguistics, but the second type has just begun. Just
as in the field of chemistry, there are many features in a language structure
that cannot be satisfactorily explained merely by observation and classification. For instance, the Japanese phrase /tabe-ru usi/ is ambiguous. The
phrase /tabe-ru usi/ 3 may mean either 'cattle for eating', or 'cattle that
eat'. Between the two phrases, there is no distinction in phonetic qualities,
nor in IC structures, nor in its comprising elements; consequently, descriptive
linguistics cannot explain the structural difference that underlies the semantic
distinction of the two phrases. There are many instances of this sort in all
the natural languages we know. So it is quite reasonable for the linguists,
as it is of other scientists, to construct theories and hypotheses about
linguistic behavior and structure, if by doing so they can clarify many of
the problems that descriptive linguistics cannot handle.
In this newer theory of linguistic science, a grammar is considered to be
a finite set of rules that generates all the grammatical sentences—but only
the grammatical sentences of the language with a maximum projection of
the linguistic intuition of the native speakers. The main requirement that
can reasonably be imposed on linguistic analysis here is that the description
be maximally general and simple and account for all the essential facts 4
concerning linguistic behavior. The most powerful grammar of a language
in this approach is what is commonly called the transformational grammar.5
The grammar can be subdivided into two sections, syntax and phonology.
The syntax is comprised of rules that generate well-formed strings of
morphemes,6 each of which is spelled in morphophonemic symbols. The
phonology of the grammar is comprised of rules that relate the strings of
morphemes to their phonetic properties.
3

/tabe/: verb base, 'to eat'; / r u / : present indicative verb ending; /usi/: noun,
'cattle'.
4
The "fact" should not be confused with "data." See Chomsky, "Some Methodological Remarks on Generative Grammar," Word, XVII, 2 (1961), 219: "The
linguists' data consist of certain observations about the form and use of utterances.
The facts of linguistic structure that linguists hope to discover go well beyond these
observations. A grammar of a particular language is in effect an hypothesis about
the principles of sentence formation in that language."
5
For an evaluating discussion, see Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, chapters 3, 4
and 5.
6
It must be noted that "morpheme" implied here is not a grammatical entity
discovered by analytical procedure.

A TRANSFORMATIONAL MODEL FOR JAPANESE

67

There are three types of rules in the grammar: rewrite rules, transformational rules and selection rules. Rewrite rules are of the form X-»Y,
which reads "rewrite X as Y." The transformational rules perform complex
operations, each of which converts a string with constituent structure, or
two or more strings with constituent structures into a new string with
constituent structure, such as XYZ—>ZYX. In selection rules, the purpose
of instruction is to select one symbol from a list; in the case of morphemeselecting rules, the lists comprise the lexicon of the language. The instruction
to select a particular morpheme or symbol must be provided from outside
of the grammar. The rules are ordered and the application of the rules
must be performed according to the stated order.7
The necessity for transformation rules has been insisted upon on various
occasions, and the reasons can be summarized as being: 1) simplicity
and economy, 2) inadequacy of a grammar without transformational rules.
By 1) we mean that even if it is possible to construct a generative grammar
without transformational rules, such a model would be extremely complex
and ad hoc. By setting up transformational rules, many repetitious rules
and descriptions can be avoided and a greater degree of simplicity results.
By 2) it is simply meant that the structures of many natural languages,
if not all, are such that parts of the structures cannot be specified by rewrite
rules alone. For instance, the set of sentences with infinite, overlapping
dependencies in Mohawk,8 the structural distinction of ambiguous Japanese
phrases such as /tabe-ru usi/ mentioned above and the unquestionable
relationships existing between various sentence types, such as that of activepassive sentence types, cannot be represented without resorting to transformational rules.
In the case of /tabe-ru usi/, the distinction between the two phrases,
one meaning 'cattle for eating' and the other meaning 'the cattle that eat',
is simply specified as two strings derived from different kernel sentences
by means of transformational rules; namely, /tabe-ru usi/ 'cattle for
eating' is derived from a kernel sentence /wareware wa usi o tabe-ru/ 'we
eat cattle',9 while /tabe-ru usi/ 'the cattle that eat' is derived from /usi
wa kusa o tabe-ru/ 'cattle eat grass'.10
In the Japanese speech that is spoken in a slow and precise style [</>]
voiceless bilabial fricative and [h] voiceless glottal fricative are in comple7

For a fuller explanation, see Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, chapters 4 and 7.
Paul M. Postal, "Some Further Limitations of Phrase Structure Grammars." To
appear in J. Katz and J. Fodor (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Language.
9
/wareware/ 'we'; /wa/ subject indicator; /usi/ 'cattle'; / o / object indicator;
/tabe-ru/ 'eat'.
10
/kusa/ 'grass'.
8
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mentary distribution, namely [<f>] before / u / and [h] before / e / , / a / and
/ o / . Consequently, [</>] and [h] may be assigned to one and the same
phoneme, say / H / . In slow and precise speech, Japanese morphemes
for 'flag' and 'two' are pronounced as [hata] and [<£utaizu]; however in
rapid and informal speech, the two above-mentioned morphemes may be
pronounced as [hta] and [</>ta£u], where [h] and [<£] are in contrast. Consequently, in descriptive analysis the analyst is compelled to set up two
separate phonemes / h / and / $ / which contradicts the linguistic intuition
of the native speakers. In generative phonology, the rules of which relate
morphemes to their phonetic properties, such an unfortunate problem is
easily avoided by setting up an optional rule.
In generative phonology, general obligatory rules will first specify the
phonetic properties of / H / in respective environments; namely
Rule A. / H / < / u / - » [ > ]
Rule B.
Rule A reads "rewrite / H / as [<£] when followed by / u / , " and Rule B
reads "rewrite / H / as [h]." 12 Then, an optional rule may be added, the
application of which generates the rapid and informal speech form.
Rule C. CVC-^CC
In Rule C, the symbol C stands for a voiceless consonant and V stands
for an unaccented vowel. Since Rule C is an optional rule, it may not be
applied, in which case the slow and precise speech form is generated. If
this rule is applied, then according to the instruction that reads "drop the
unaccented vowel bounded by voiceless consonants," such forms as [hta]
'flag' and [<f>tazn] 'two' will result. Such an hypothesis about the derivation
of informal style not only agrees with the linguistic intuition of the native
speakers, but also explains the existence of two alternative forms of the
same morpheme and the relationship of the omitted forms with
"informality."
In Japanese, both intonation and accent are pitch phenomena. If one
performs a purely descriptive analysis as Bloch has done,13 one is able to
recognize only one set of pitch phonemes; there is nothing in the phonetic
data that separates accentual pitch from intonational pitch. Such a descrip11

These rules are illustrative. To illustrate the general advantage of the approach,
the complete detailed rules are thought to be unnecessary and are consequently
omitted here.
12
It must be remembered that rules are ordered, so that Rule B is applied after
Rule A; that is, after all the /H/'s before / u / are rewritten as [$].
13
Bernard Bloch, "Studies in Colloquial Japanese IV: Phonemics," Language,
XXVI, 1 (1950), 86-125.

A TRANSFORMATIONAL MODEL FOR JAPANESE

69

tion, however, has two serious drawbacks. One is that there is no way to
describe the relationship between two or more pitch patterns of related
sentences. Still more seriously, there is no way to predict the possible
pitch patterns of any utterance which is not already in the corpus.14
The accent in Japanese is something specified by the language, and there
is no selectivity on the part of the speaker. Intonation is, however, something a speaker can choose. The morpheme sequence /tabe-ta/, 15 when
it is spoken in isolation, is always pronounced with a high-pitched first
syllable; the high pitch is a component that distinguishes the morpheme
sequence meaning 'ate' from all other morphemes in the language in exactly
the same way that six segmental phonemes function. This is the manifestation of accent. The third syllable in this morpheme may be pronounced
still higher than the first syllable to express 'question', or somewhat lower
than that of first syllable to express "suspension', or with the highest pitch
to express 'surprise', or with the lowest pitch to express 'collusiveness'.
This is the manifestation of intonation in Japanese, in which a speaker can
choose one out of four possibilities.
The morpheme sequence /tabe-ta/, however, may be pronounced with
different pitch patterns in a larger morpheme sequence. For instance, a
noun with a clause modifier /boku-ga tookyoo-de tabe-ta ayu/ 1 6 'the
trout that I ate in Tokyo (conclusive)' may be pronounced in any of the
five ways listed below without changing meanings.
T

4

2

2

12

2

2

2

3

2

3

2

l

" l

S-l. Lbokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayuJ
[ " 4

2

2

1

2

22

2 3

2 2 3

1"!

S-2. LbokugatookyoodetabetaayuJ
1 - 4

2

2

2

3

3 3

3 3

2 2 3

1-1

S-3. LbokugatookyoodetabetaayuJ
r

4

2

2

2 2

22

2 2

2 2 3

1"]

S-4. LbokugatookyoodetabetaayuJ
[ - 4

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 7

S-5. Lbokugatookyoodetabetaayu
14 "Predictability" is usually required in linguistic description. For instance, see
Hockett's statement below: "The analysis of the linguistic scientist is to be of such
a nature that the linguist can account also for utterances which are not in his
corpus at a given time." Hockett, "A Note on 'Structure'," UAL, XIV (1947).
15
/tabe-ta/ 'ate'; /tabe/: verb base, 'to eat'; / t a / : past indicative verb ending;
the hyphen is inserted to show the morpheme boundary.
16
/boku/: T; /ga/: subject indicator; /tookyoo/: 'Tokyo'; / d e / : locative 'in';
/tabe/: verb base 'to eat'; /ta/: past indicative verb ending; /ayu/: 'trout'. The
spaces indicate the positions for facultative pauses. See Bloch, "Studies in Colloquial
Japanese II: Syntax," Language, XXII, 3 (1946), 200-48, for "facultative pause."
17
'#' indicates a pause. There are five pitch levels, from [1] to [5], although [5]
is not used in those examples. [1] indicates the lowest pitch level, while [5] indicates
the highest.
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In these five strings, /tabe-ta/ is pronounced in three different ways; in
S-l, S-2 and S-3, the accentual pattern of /tabe-ta/ in isolation is preserved,
but in S-4 and in S-5 no high pitch is preserved. The above five forms are
used only in conclusive statements; still further variations of pitch patterns
are possible if other intonation such as that indicating 'question' or
'surprise' is chosen. When all the possible constructions of Japanese are
taken into consideration, the complexity of pitch patterns is so enormous
that no descriptive statement can handle it efficiently.
In this approach, accent and intonation are viewed as being two independent components which happen to be manifested by the same phonetic
qualities (pitch levels) and therefore modulate each other. The pauseeliminating rule is placed at two stages of the grammar.18 This hypothetical
process explains with insight the wide variation of pitch patterns of the
strings that are identical in syntactic and morphological (including intonation) components. It is believed that a separate treatment of accent and
intonation at the initial stage of the grammar and the postulating of the
pause-eliminating rule solve the otherwise insolvable problems of pitch.
A small number of relatively simple rules below can specify almost all
possible variations in pitch patterns of conclusive utterances.19
Rule (1) # - * 0

18

Rule

2. # ( . . .)R n (.. .)R m (. . . ) # - > # ( . . .)R»(.. .)R m (. • • ) #

Rule

3. #RXR2 . . . R n (. . . R m ) # - ^ # R 1 R 2 . . . R n (. . . R m ) #

Rule

4. #R 1 <R 2 ->#R 1

Rule

5. # R 1 < R 2 ^ # R 1

Rule

6. R 2 . . . R n > R ! ^ R 2 . . . Rn

Rule

7. # . . . R n (R n+1 . .. Rm) # @ - + # . . . R n (R n+1 . . . R m ) #

The pause-eliminating rule is an optional rule. An optional rule may or may
not be applied, and in either case grammatical sentences result. In this grammar,
the rule is set up in such a way that facultative pauses are eliminated if the rule is
applied; otherwise facultative pauses are present. ". . . repeated utterances of the same
sentence . . . will show the pause sometimes present, sometimes absent, without any
change in meaning. The presence or absence of pauses within a sentence depends
partly on stylistic factors . . . partly on the tempo and the care of utterance." Bloch
(1946).
19
Since only the general rules are presented here for illustrative purposes, not all
the pitch variations can be specified by those rules. For the complete grammar,
special rules to handle irregular cases must be placed between Rule (1) and Rule 2.
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Rule

8. #RxR 2 . . . R n #@-»#R 1 R 2 . . . R a . 1 R n #

Rule

9. # ... RnRn+1 . . . R m #R q . . - - > # . . . R J
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2

/

4

Rule 10. R—»R

/

if R is in the first string of R's in the sentence

Rule 11. R'->R
Rule (12) # ^ 0 2 0
As has been stated, the syntax generates well-formed strings of morphemes
of the language, all spelled in morphophonemic symbols. The morphophonemic symbols include an accentual marker / ' / , a pause marker
/ # / and an intonation marker / @ / , as well as segmental symbols.21 The
string /#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu#@/ is the input to the phonology, which will be rewritten by the phonological rules as one of the five
strings, S-l to S-5.
Rule (1) and Rule (12) are optional rules, so that they may or may
not be applied. All other rules are obligatory, so that they must be applied
in the stated order, if applicable.
The string S-l in the above example is generated if no pause marker is
eliminated by Rule (1) and Rule (12). If Rule (1) is not applied to
eliminate any of the pause markers, but Rule (12) is applied to eliminate
all the internal pause markers (consequently, eliminate pauses), then S-2
is generated. If Rule (1) is applied to eliminate only the second internal
pause marker in the string (/#/ between /tookyoode/ and /tabeta/) and
Rule (12) is applied to eliminate the rest of the pauses, then S-3 is
generated. If Rule (1) is applied to eliminate the first and second pause
markers, then S-4; and if Rule (1) is applied to eliminate all the three
pause markers, then S-5 is generated.22 Since those twelve rules can
20

#: pause marker
0:
zero
': accentual marker
any of the following types of symbols or sequences of symbols.
1) V (a vowel), 2) CV (a sequence of a consonant and a vowel), 3) CyV
(a sequence of a consonant, / y / and a vowel), 4) C: (a long consonant)
The presence of the symbols enclosed by parentheses is optional. The three dots
represent any number of R's, including zero. The arrowheads specify the environments where the rules are applicable. Rule 5 reads "assign the pitch level 2 to all
the R's from R2 to Rn when they are preceded by an unaccented R r "
21
In the complete grammar, other pause markers and intonation markers are
also used.
22
T h e interpretation of the rules and the operation of each rule to generate five
illustrative strings are in the Appendix.
R:
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specify the pitch patterns of an infinite number of well-formed conclusive
utterances, it is indeed an improvement both in simplicity and power over
the older description.

Appendix:
Rule (1) # - > 0
Optional.
Rewrite / # / as zero.
Example:

/#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu#@/
—»/#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu# @/

Rule

2. # ( . . .)Rn(. • .)R»(. • • ) # - > # ( • • -)Rn(. • .)Rm(. • • ) #
If two or more than two accented R's are present in a string
that is uninterrupted by a pause marker, drop all the
accentual markers except the first one in the string.
Example: /#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#@/
—>/#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu# @/

Rule

3. #RXR2 . . . R n (. . . R m ) # - » # R 1 R 2 . . . R n (. . . R m ) #
If Rn is accented, assign accentual marker on all the R's
before Rn except Rx.
Example: /#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#@/
—»/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#@/

Rule

4. # R 1 < R 2 ^ # R 1
If R2 is accented, assign pitch level 2 to Rx
Example: /#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu# @/
/

2 / / / / /

/

—»/:#:bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#:(5)/
Rule

5. # R 1 < R 2 - » # R 1
If R2 is not accented, assign pitch level 1 to Rx
Example: / # bokuga # tookyoode # tabeta # ayu # @ /
—»/# bokuga # tookyoode # tabeta # ayu # @ /

Rule

6. R 2 . . . R n >R 1 ->R 2 ... Rn
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If R 2 , R 3 , . . . R n are unaccented and are preceded by Rx
with pitch level 1, then assign pitch level 2 to all the R's
from R 2 to R n .
Example: /#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu# @/
/

1

2

2

2

2

/

/

—»/ # bokuga# tookyoode # tabeta # ay u # @ /
Rule

7. # ... R n (R n + 1 . . . R m ) # @ - > # . . . R n (R n + 1 . . . R m ) #
If R n in the last string of R's is accented, assign pitch level 1
to all the R's after R n .
/

2 / / / / /

/

Example: / # bokuga # tookyoodetabeta # ayu #@/
/

2 /

/ /

/

t

f

X

—»/:#:bokuga:#:tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
Rule

8. # R X R 2 . . . R n # @ - > # R 1 R 2 . . . Ru-xRn*
If Rx is marked with pitch level 1 and all other R's are
marked with 2 in the last string of R's, then drop the
intonation marker @.
1 2

Example:
Rule

2

2

2

1 2

2

2

2

/#tookyoode#@/—>/tookyoode#/

9. # . . . R n R ^ . . . R m # R q . . . - > # . . . R n R ^ . . .
If R n is accented in the nonfinal string of R's, assign pitch
level 2 to all the R's after R n and before the first # .
/

Example:

2 / / / / /

/I

/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
/ 2 2

2/

/ /

/

/

2 2

/ I

>/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
Rule 10.
If R is in the first string of R's in the sentence, assign pitch
level 4 to all the accented R's in the first string of R's in
the utterance.
/

Example:

2

2

2/

/ /

/

/

2

2

/I

/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
4 2 2

2/

/ /

/

/

2 2

/ I

->/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
Rule 11. R-*R
Assign pitch level 3 to all the accented R's.
4 2 2

2/

/ /

/

/

2 2

/ I

Example: / # bokuga # tookyoodetabeta^ ayu # /
4 2 2

23

3 3 3 3 2 2

3 1
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Rule (12) #-*0
Optional
Rewrite / # / as zero.
4 2 2

Example:

23

3 3 3 3 2 2

3 1

/#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#/
4

2

2

2

3

33

3 3

2 2 3

1

—>/ # bokugatooky oodetabetaay u # /
S-l:
input: #bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu#@
—^unchanged (Rule (1) not applied)
—^unchanged (Rule 2 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 3 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 4 not applicable)
-»#bokuga:#:tookyoode#tabeta#ayu;#:@ .
/

1

2

2

2

2

/

Rule 5

f

-^•#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu#@ ..
/

1 2 2 2 2

/

Rule 6

/I

k
•unchanged (Rule 8 not applicable)
/

2

2

1 2

2 2 2

/

2

2

f

Rule 7
1

#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu#
4

2

2

12

2 2 2

/ 2 2

Rule 9

/ I

#bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta:#:ayu:#:
4

2

2

1 2

2 2 2

3

2

2

3

Rule 10

1

#bokuga:#:tookyoode#tabeta#ayu:#:
^unchanged (Rule (12) not applied)

.

Rule 11
Terminal:

S-2:
Same as S-l in its derivation up to Rule 11.
4

2

2 1 2

2 2

2 3

2

2

3

1

—»:#:bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#

Rule (12)
Terminal:

S-3:
input: # bokuga # tookyoode # tabeta # ayu # @
/
/
/
—»#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#@

Rule (1)
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—^unchanged (Rule 2 not applicable)
—»#bokuga:#:tookyoodetabeta#ayu:#:@

Rule 3

-^#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#@
—^unchanged (Rule 5 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 6 not applicable)

Rule 4

/

2 / / / / /

/ I

-»#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta#ayu#
—^unchanged (Rule 8 not applicable)
/

2

2

2/

/ /

/

/

2 2

Rule 7

/ I

—»:#:bokuga:#:tookyoodetabeta#ayu:#r
4 2 2

2/

/ /

/

/

2 2

Rule 9

/ I

—»#bokuga:#:tookyoodetabeta:#:ayu:#:
4

2

2

2 3

3

3

3

3

2

2

3

Rule 10

1

—»#bokuga#tookyoodetabeta:#:ayu#
4

2

2 2 3

3 3

3 3

2

2

3

Rule 11

1

-*#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu:#:

Rule (12)
Terminal:

S-4:
input: # bokuga # tookyoode # tabeta # ayu # @
^•#bokugatookyoodetabeta#ayu#@

Rule (1)

^•#bokugatookyoodetabeta#ayu#@
-^unchanged (Rule 3 not applicable)
—unchanged (Rule 4 not applicable)
—»unchanged (Rule 5 not applicable)
—unchanged (Rule 6 not applicable)

Rule 2

—»#bokugatookyoodetabeta:#:ayu:#:
-^unchanged (Rule 8 not applicable)

Rule 7

Z 2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

22

/ I

—>#bokugatookyoodetabeta#ayu#
4

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

22

Rule 9

/ I

—>#bokugatookyoodetabeta:#:ayu#
4

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2

Rule 10

3 1

-»#bokugatookyoodetabeta#ayu#
4

2

2 2 2

2 2

2 2

2 2 3

Rule 11

1

^•#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#

Rule (12)
Terminal:
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S-5:
input: #bokuga#tookyoode#tabeta#ayu# @
—>#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#@

Rule (1)

—>#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#@
—••unchanged (Rule 3 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 4 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 5 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 6 not applicable)

Rule 2

/

i

i

l

l

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

—>#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#

Ruje 7

—^unchanged (Rule 8 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 9 not applicable)
4

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

->#bokugatookyoodetabetaayu#
—^unchanged (Rule 11 not applicable)
—^unchanged (Rule 12 not applicable)

Rule 10

Terminal:

DISCUSSION
H. A. GLEASON (Hartford Seminary Foundation): If descriptive linguistics is to be criticized for being classificatory, it must be established that generative transformational grammar is not also a classificatory science. One of the
outstanding characteristics of transformational grammarians is that they do far
more classification than anyone else. If classification is bad, then they are the
worse sinners.
WILLIAM STEWART (Center for Applied Linguistics): This paper, besides
presenting facts about Japanese, is apparently an apology for transformational
procedures. It is unfortunate when transformational grammarians attempt to
show the superiority of their method of nontransformational descriptive methods
by selecting examples that distort the procedures that descriptive linguists would
use. Such was the case when Mr. Komai explained the way a descriptive linguist
would handle the problem of the voiceless bilabial fricative [<p] vs. the voiceless
glottal fricative [h] vs. the palatal fricative [s], to add a third. According to what
Terakawa says in the Introduction of the Hijojun Nihongo Hatsuon Daijiten,1
voicelessness of the vowel occurs only on low pitch. In order to demonstrate
that a descriptive linguist would be forced into a recognition of a contrast
between [$] and [h], even in rapid speech, it would have to be shown that there
were cases where [$] plus a consonant actually contrasted with [$] plus a [u]type vowel, plus a consonant on low pitch. Since such a contrast does not occur
anywhere in the language, as far as I am aware, it would be perfectly acceptable
for the descriptive linguist to describe [<t>] plus consonant as a /hu/ combination;
[si] and [sto] would be /hi/ and /hito/ phonemically. Transformationalists, in
presenting their point of view, often take things out of context and ignore other
factors that descriptive linguists do take into account. A descriptive linguist is
not, by any means, forced into a false analysis of the language as was indicated.
KOMAI: I am not saying that descriptive linguistics is useless. On the contrary, I believe that descriptive linguistics is extremely important. Exactly as
in chemistry, certain people construct theory and certain people work at applying it. I simply mentioned a few examples where possibly transformation
describes language structure more effectively. I have no intention whatsoever
to condemn descriptive statements.
HENRY LEE SMITH, JR. (State University of New York at Buffalo):
Would you tell me what the different occurrences of these pitches lend in terms
of contrast in the examples given? Do they simply emphasize the 'trout' over
the 'eaters', or 'Tokyo' over the 'trout' and the 'eaters'?
1

Kyoto, Taigado, 1944.
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KOMAl: These pitch levels can be tagged to any kind of syllable in utterance.
SMITH: Therefore they are contrasting events.
KOMAI: Yes.
SMITH: Could you give me an idea of how you would gloss the differences
that these particular contrasting events contribute to the total utterance?
KOMAI: They constitute two different styles of saying the same sentence;
there is no semantic contrast as such, except to say that one style is more
informal than the other.
YASUO ISAMI (M. I. T.): In principle, I would like to support Mr. Komai's
approach, but I have some questions about his mode of analysis. First of all,
how can you locate the boundary in your rules? Secondly, how did you decide
on four pitch levels instead of five or six?
KOMAI: Boundaries are specified in syntax because they are closely related
to the syntactic structure. To grasp a clear picture of it, we have to examine
the syntax as well. In the complete analysis I recognize five relative pitch levels,
but the fifth level does not appear in this simple context.
ISAMI: Did you use any spectrographic data to convince yourself that five
would be sufficient?
KOMAI: As a matter of fact, about three years ago at Michigan I made a
spectrographic study of Japanese pitch. However, there is very little that we can
learn from a spectrograph of pitch, because absolute pitch levels are not very
meaningful. Only the pattern of relative pitch within the utterance is significant.
SAYO YOTSUKURA

(Georgetown University): How would you explain

the contrast between, say, /hanaqaaru/ and /hanaqaaru/? Do you believe that
/hananaaru/ becomes /hanaqaaru/ in certain levels of discourse?
KOMAI: The structure of the pitch contour in Japanese is determined by a
particular marker which functions as its complement. In your example, there
is no word to influence a change in the pitch pattern. Therefore, /hana/
meaning 'nose' and /hana/ meaning 'flower' may have the same or different
pitch patterns. If I should say: /bokuqatookyoodetabetahana/, the meaning
could be either 'the nose that I ate in Tokyo' or 'the flower that I ate in Tokyo'.
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YOTSUKURA: However, since a crucial contrast remains in certain environments you will have to revise the standing description of Japanese tone and
intonation.
KOMAI: No. Intonation and accent are positively defined at the beginning
of the phonology. Their manifestation is entirely in terms of the pitch levels.
At the very end of our procedure, we have the total phonetic description of the
utterance including the pitch contour.
JOHN CHEW (Foreign Service Institute): Why was pitch level 4 assigned
to /boku/ but no distinction made between the pitch of /ta/ in /tabeta/ and
f t

/

/

that of / a / in /ayu/? I believe that the /a/ of /ayu/ was lower than the
/ta/ of /tabeta/. My suggestion is that we have a lower degree of pitch on
each succeeding high-pitched syllable in Japanese as long as there is no juncture
to interfere.
KOMAI: In reading the examples, I may have put unintentional emphasis
in certain places. It remains to be seen whether or not in natural situations the
f t

t t

/ta/ of /tabeta/ and the /a/ of /ayu/ will differ in pitch. It is a matter worth
investigating.
C. /. /. M. STUART: First of all, I should like to add a comment to what
Professor Gleason has already said about the taxonomic nature of descriptive
linguistics.2 Since transformationalists make many claims on behalf of transformation theory and many claims contrary to non-transformational theory, one
should be quite clear as to what the transformationalists themselves believe about
what they say. At the Ninth International Congress of Linguists (August, 1962,
Cambridge, Mass.), I discussed the question of taxonomic theories with Noam
Chomsky and he privately conceded that transformation was a taxonomic theory.
I hope that transformationalists will take a cue from a most eminent leader
and stop bandying words over taxonomy.
Secondly, I should like to consider the question of theory. The word theory
is used almost as a kind of "social elite" formula by transformationalists in somewhat grandiose references to chemistry, physics and other disciplines. I do not
mind this at all, provided transformation theory is a theory of the kind it is
claimed to be. It is nothing of the sort. There are actually two senses in which
the word theory is used by Chomsky and other transformationalists. The first
sense is that used by Carnap when he referred to a grammar of a language as
essentially a theory of that language. He meant this in a very special sense.
He did not mean it in the other sense in which one talks about an empirical
2

See above, p. 77.
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theory of the kind occurring in certain branches of physics. Transformationalists
always use the word theory as if they were talking about it in the latter sense.
Yet, what they say can only be interpreted and be understandable in the former
sense. Transformation claims to be an explanatory theory. That is, it does not
begin with an account of empirical data; it begins by a mathematical or logical
calculus—to which are attached rules of semantic interpretation. The calculus,
together with these rules and some other parts and parcels, constitute an
empirical theory. Theories of this kind are used like a calculus to derive
formulae to which empirical content may be attached by the rules of semantic
interpretation. Theory is verified indirectly. That is to say, the higher level
hypotheses are not subject themselves to direct verification but are verified by
the closeness of fit between their derived propositions and the empirical states
of affairs they are to account for. If transformation were a theory of the kind
it is claimed to be, then one would derive formal, logical patterns which could
be interpreted directly as the empirical facts of the language. Transformation
theory does not do anything of the kind. However, this is not to say that the
basic notion of transformation is not an extremely illuminating one with regard
to the structure of natural language. I believe it is, but I think we must strip
it of claims that simply cannot bear examination.

SOME ASPECTS OF CHINANTEC GRAMMAR:
A TAGMEMIC VIEW

CALVIN R.

RENSCH

Summer Institute of Linguistics

In the literature dealing with grammatical structure, a wide variety of
theoretical frameworks is represented. One system, the tagmemic view,
recognizes the tagmeme as the basic unit of grammar. Pike describes this
unit as "the functional slot with its class filler." 1 Longacre elaborates: "Of
considerable importance here is the correlativity of substitution point and
class. A substitution point does not exist apart from the occurrence of
some linguistic item or sequence belonging to some class. On the other
hand, class itself has no reality apart from occurrence of items and sequences
at certain substitution points." 2
Another element of the tagmemic system is the hypertagmeme.3 The
hypertagmeme is a grammatical structure composed of one or more tagmemes which is itself a unit on some level of analysis and which functions as
a distributional matrix for tagmemes on the same or other levels of analysis.
The analytical levels commonly include word, phrase and clause, but
for any particular language may include levels above, below, or between
these. The number of levels is determined by the language under attention,
not by an a priori figure. The hypertagmemes of the language are the
contrasting types of words, phrases, clauses, etc.
The concept of the tagmeme is applied at the various levels without
initially recognizing a morphology-syntax division. Further analysis may
demonstrate that the distinction between word and phrase levels must be
recognized for a given language; but uniform procedures are, nevertheless,
applied throughout the range of grammatical levels.
1

K. L. Pike, "Grammemic Theory," General Linguistics, II (1957), 36.
Robert E. Longacre, "String Constituent Analysis," Language, XXXVI, 1
(1960), 63.
3
The hypertagmeme of Longacre differs somewhat from the obligatory complex
structure of Pike. Cf. K. L. Pike, Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of
the Structure of Human Behavior (Santa Ana, 1st ed. 1954), and Longacre, op. cit.
2
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One of the tasks of grammatical description, then, consists of describing
the contrasting hypertagmemes together with a presentation of their tagmemic constituency. It is a fragment of this task to which this paper
addresses itself: a study of the contrastive clause-level hypertagmemes of
Lalana Chinantec,4 an Amerindian language of southern Mexico. Although
only the independent affirmative clauses—taken from a considerable body
of text—are under attention at this time, the present description is intended
to be indicative of the manner in which the total grammar of a language
may be analyzed.
One of the areas of greatest interest in tagmemic studies has been that of
developing and consistently applying criteria for distinguishing hypertagmemes, i.e., for deciding when two structures are in contrast. The various
writers are not unanimous as to their criteria, but Longacre states: "A
criterion may be framed as follows: two strings on the same level are
hypertagmemically distinct if (1) they exhibit at least two structural differences relative to each other, and (2) if these differences are relevant either
to both obligatory and optional tagmemes in the two strings, or to more
than one obligatory tagmeme." 5
In accordance with Longacre's criterion, the equational type clause of
Lalana Chinantec can be distinguished from other independent affirmative
clause-level hypertagmemes. First, in the equational clause no verbal
element is obligatory or, for that matter, normally present. In the other
clause-level hypertagmemes, however, the only obligatory grammatical slot
is that filled by a verbal element. Secondly, the equational clause type—by
its very nature, the identification of one item with another equivalent
item—requires two tagmemes. In the other types, only one tagmeme, the
Predicate, is obligatory. Thus, by Longacre's criterion, the equational
clause type of Lalana Chinantec contrasts with other independent affirmative clause types of the language because (1) two structural differences
exist between this and other clause types and (2) these differences are
relevant to more than one obligatory tagmeme.
Grammatical structures can be described by tagmemic formulae. The
structure of the equational clause type of Lalana Chinantec may be described
in a formula 6 as follows:
Eq cl = + Iden: N + Item: Nom dep cl/N/pro
4
A Chinantec clause is a "non-co-ordinating, nonsubordinating" construction with
a single predicate or predicate-like tagmeme. Cf. Longacre, op. cit., and B. F. Elson
and V. B. Pickett, Beginning Morphology-Syntax (Santa Ana, 1962).
5
Longacre, op. cit., p. 75.
6
A simple system of abbreviations is normally adopted to shorten the formulae,
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The Equational clause is tagmemically composed of an obligatory Identification slot filled by a Noun phrase and an obligatory Item slot filled by a
Nominal dependent clause, a Noun phrase, or a pronoun.
The Equational clause type may be illustrated by sentence 1.
1. si3yu-3 kye-n^ma/na. 1
baby
my
'You are my babies.' 7

?n?-? 23
you (pi.)

The remaining independent affirmative clause types of Lalana Chinantec,
which may be termed Verbal clause types, are further subdivided into
Declarative and Imperative groups. There are a number of structural
differences which distinguish these two groups of clause types. First, the
Predicate slot of the Imperative clauses is filled exclusively by Imperative
verb phrases, whereas the Predicate slot of the Declarative clauses never is.
The following are ways in which the Imperative verb phrases are distinguished from other verb phrases: (a) different forms of the negative
occur: the ?a23 form is used in Imperative verb phrases as opposed to the
?a23hya?3 form used in Declarative verb phrases; (b) the verbal modifier
slot filled by adjective stems follows the verb in Imperative verb phrases,
whereas it precedes the verb in Declarative verb phrases; and (c) verb
forms can occur with only one prefix, ri 3 -, which appears only with the
negative in the Imperative verb phrases, whereas fuller lists of prefixes occur
in Declarative verb phrases. Secondly, the rarely occurring optional Subject
tagmeme of the Imperative clause types must follow the Predicate tagmeme,
whereas in the Declarative clause types the optional Subject tagmeme may
precede the Predicate or follow it.
Inasmuch as there are several types of Imperative and Declarative
although, of course, terms can be written in full. In the formula for the Equational
clause type, for example, Eq cl refers to 'Equational clause', Iden to 'Identification
slot', N to 'Noun phrase', pro to 'pronoun', Nom dep cl to 'Nominal dependent
clause'. Although systems of notation vary among writers, the following conventions are generally followed: To the left of an ' = ' is placed the designation of the
hyper tagmeme under attention; to the right are listed the constituent tagmemes of
that structure. ' + ' preceding a tagmeme symbol indicates that that tagmeme is
obligatory to the hypertagmeme; ' ± ' indicates that that tagmeme is optional to the
hypertagmeme. ':' is placed between the slot and the filler of a tagmeme. V is placed
between alternate fillers of a slot. Capital letters are used to symbolize clause- or
phrase-level slots and also filler classes whose analysis is relevant on the clause or
phrase level.
7
Raised numerals following each syllable indicate the tone pattern of that syllable; x indicates the highest of three tone levels. Other symbols are used with their
common values.
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clauses, formulae and illustrations will await the description of the
individual types.
Four Declarative clause types are distinguished: Transitive, Intransitive,
Impersonal and Adjective clause types. The first evidence for differentiating
these clause types is that of the differing kinds of verb phrases which fill
the Predicate slots. These verb phrases are distinguished principally by
differing groups of verb stems and, also, by the affixes with which they
co-occur. Those verb stems occurring in Transitive verb phrases filling the
Predicate slot in Transitive clauses are labeled stems a and br. Those
occurring in Intransitive verb phrases are labeled stems b and c. Thus,
stems a occur only in Transitive phrases and stems c occur only in Intransitive phrases. Stems b, however, occur in Intransitive phrases and stems b'
occur in Transitive phrases. Stems b' are so labeled because they consist
of the roots of stems b plus a tone and/or vowel replacive morpheme. Those
stems occurring in Impersonal verb phrases are labeled stems d and those
occurring in Adjective verb phrases stems e. Correlated with these differences in stem sets is the difference in affix sets. In Transitive verb phrases
set A affixes occur. In Impersonal and Adjective verb phrases, set C affixes
occur. In Intransitive verb phrases, some verb stems occur with set C
affixes and others occur with set B which is identical with set A, plus the
additional affix si3- 'habitual action' which does not occur with Transitive
verb phrases.
These different verb phrases, established as contrastive by the above and
other criteria, correlate with other differences in the clause to separate the
four Declarative clause types. Thus, in the Transitive clause type the
optional Subject tagmeme is rare and no more than one other tagmeme,
besides the obligatory Predicate and the Object, regularly occurs, be it
Subject or other optional tagmeme. In the Impersonal clause type, only the
optional Subject occurs in addition to the Predicate. In the Adjective
clause type, the optional Subject tagmeme regularly occurs and, at times,
one other tagmeme has been observed. Finally, in the Intransitive clause
type, the Subject occurs in a majority of the illustrations observed and in
addition to the Predicate and Subject, up to three optional tagmemes occur.
The Transitive clause type is further distinguished by occurrence of an
optional Object, which never occurs in the other three types. The Intransitive clause type is further distinguished by occurrence of an optional
Accompaniment tagmeme which never occurs in the other three types.

The various criteria by which the four Declarative clause types are
distinguished are now summarized:
Transitive clause type: Transitive verb phrase with stems a or b' and
affix set A; optional Object; rarely occurring Subject or one other tagmeme
other than Object; no Accompaniment tagmeme.
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Intransitive clause type: Intransitive verb phrase with stems b or c and
affix set B or C; no Object; usual Subject plus up to three other optional
tagmemes; optional Accompaniment tagmeme.
Impersonal clause type: Impersonal verb phrase with stems d, affix
set C and no person-marking suffixes; no Object; usual Subject but no other
optional tagmeme.
Adjective clause type: Adjective verb phrase with stems e and affix
set C; no Object; optional Subject with one other optional tagmeme
permitted.
The structure of the Transitive clause type of Lalana Chinantec may
be formularized as follows:
Trans cl = + P: Trans V ± O: Cl/N/pro ± S:N/pro
L:Loc cl/N l0C /Loc/nom
The Transitive clause is tagmemically composed of an obligatory Predicate slot filled by a Transitive verb phrase; an optional Object slot filled
by a Clause, a Noun phrase, or a pronoun; and (1) an optional Subject
slot filled by a Noun phrase or a pronoun, or (2) an optional Location
slot filled by a Locational (dependent) clause, a Noun phrase with a
locational noun as head, a Locational (prepositional-type) phrase, or a
nonexpandable nominal, or (3) neither of those tagmemes.
To the formula for the Transitive clause should be appended the
following statements:
(1) The Object may precede the Predicate with focus on the Object;
when filled by a clause or a Noun phrase containing the Quantifier tagmeme,
the Object slot regularly precedes the Predicate.
(2) More rarely, the Subject or Location may precede the Predicate.
The Transitive clause type may be illustrated by sentences 2, 3 and 4.
2. bi23

ka23hme.?n23

mih3

kye?2 za3
he 2
hen^na,1
hiswhere
very mistreated
woman house person
live-I
'The man where I live really mistreated his wife.'

3. ka23te?n2te?23
?wvh23
they-made-fall ground
'They made him fall to the ground.'
4. bi23

ma,23?ne,3

fiu/hn3
many

hmj-h 2

ri 2 hme/ 2 ra 2

very exceedingly
days
we will do
ta2
kye?2 mi- 3
work of
jungle
'For very many days we'll clear land.'

n| 8
there
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The structure of the Intransitive clause type of Lalana Chinantec may
be formularized as follows:
Intrans cl = + P:Intrans V ± S:Loc cl/N/pro ± Ace: Ace
± L : L o c cl/N loc /Loc/nom
The Intransitive clause is tagmemically composed of an obligatory
Predicate slot filled by an Intransitive verb phrase; an optional Subject slot
filled by a Locational (dependent) clause, a Noun phrase, or a pronoun;
an optional Accompaniment slot filled by an Accompaniment phrase
invariably introduced by the form kya.?2 'with'; and an optional Location
slot filled by a Locational (dependent) clause, a Noun phrase with a
location noun as head, a Locational (preposition-type) phrase or a
nonexpandable nominal.
To the formula for the Intransitive clause should be appended the
following statements:
(1) The Subject may precede the Predicate with focus on the Subject;
when filled by a Noun phrase containing the Quantifier tagmeme, the Subject
slot regularly precedes the Predicate.
(2) The Location may precede the Predicate but does not normally do
so when the slot is filled by a Locational (dependent) clause.
(3) Not uncommonly, the Location tagmeme is repeated; both occurrences may follow the Predicate or one may precede it.
(4) The Locational (dependent) clause has not been observed to fill
both the Subject and Location slots in the same clause.
The Intransitive clause may be illustrated by sentence 5.
tah 3 la23 n£?n 2 3 n^ 2 3 kya?n 232 n£i1 si3yij •
early
baby
I-go-home with-I
kye-n 23na.23 ?a 3 mj 2 ?a-h 2 3
tomorrow
my
'Early tomorrow morning I'm going home with my baby.'
The structure of the Impersonal clause type may be formularized as
follows:
Impers cl = + P: Impers V ± S: Ind cl/N
The Impersonal clause is tagmemically composed of an obligatory
Predicate slot filled by an Impersonal verb phrase and an optional Subject
slot filled by an Independent clause or a Noun phrase.
To the formula for the Impersonal clause should be appended the
following statement:
Commonly, the Independent clause filling the Subject slot is discontinuous if some constituent tagmeme of the clause precedes the Predicate
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tagmeme, inasmuch as the Predicate: Impersonal verb phrase tagmeme
immediately precedes the Predicate of the Independent clause filling the
Subject slot.
The Impersonal clause type may be illustrated by sentence 6.
6. ?a23hya?3
not

li-h 2
rj2hi-2ra2 nu? 2
iswe-will
brushpermitted clear
land
'We aren't permitted to work their land.'

kye?2te?23
of-them

The structure of the Adjective clause type of Lalana Chinantec may be
formularized as follows:
Adj cl = + P:Adj V ± S : N ± L o c : L o c cl/Ni oc /Loc/nom
The Adjective clause is tagmemically composed of an obligatory Predicate
slot filled by an Adjective verb phrase; an optional Subject slot filled by a
Noun phrase; and an optional Location slot filled by a Locational (dependent) clause, a Noun phrase with a location noun as head, a Locational
(preposition-type) phrase, or a nonexpandable nominal.
No variation from this order has been observed; this is probably because
the sequence of classes noun-adjective would be interpreted as a Noun
phrase rather than as constituents of a clause construction.
The Adjective clause type of Lalana Chinantec may be illustrated by
sentence 7.
7.

mj31gwi-3 sijn23na/-'3 hmi-h 2
dark
sky
all
day
'Back then the sky was always dark.'
1I 2 ?Q- 3

mj2ho3
back-then

In addition to the four Declarative clause types described above, the
Verbal clauses of Lalana Chinantec include two Imperative clause types:
the Transitive and Intransitive imperative clause types.
The evidence by which these types are distinguished from each other
is similar to that by which the corresponding Declarative types are distinguished. The presence or absence of an optional Object tagmeme is
correlated with the use of the Transitive imperative verb phrase and the
Intransitive imperative verb phrase respectively. Imperative clauses are
sufficiently rare as to leave uncertain which additional tagmemes occur,
but probably the composition approaches that of the corresponding Indicative types.
The Transitive imperative clause type of Lalana Chinantec may be
formularized as follows:
Trans imp cl = + P: Trans imp V ± S: ?nj3 ± O: N/pro
The Transitive imperative clause is tagmemically composed of an
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obligatory Predicate slot filled by a Transitive imperative verb phrase and
an optional Subject slot rilled by the pronoun ?nj3 'you' and an optional
Object slot filled by a Noun phrase or a pronoun.
The Transitive imperative clause type of Lalana Chinantec is illustrated
by sentence 8.
8. ku3?en3 kye- 23 kye?2 za3
go-pick flesh of
person
'Go pick off some human flesh!'
The Intransitive imperative clause type of Lalana Chinantec may be
formularized as follows:
Intrans imp cl = + P: Intrans imp V ± S: ?nj3
The Intransitive imperative clause is tagmemically composed of an
obligatory Predicate slot filled by an Intransitive imperative verb phrase
followed by an optional Subject slot filled by the pronoun ?nj3 'you'.
The Intransitive imperative clause type is illustrated by sentences 9
and 10.
9. gwA?n3
go-home
'Go home!'
10. gwin3 ?nj3
sleep you
'Sleep!'
In the course of this discussion of contrastive clause-level hypertagmemes,
only occasional reference has been made to internal composition of lower
level hypertagmemes, such as phrases and words, and this only to distinguish between contrasting fillers of diagnostic tagmemes in the various
clause types. Of course, a complete statement would include such treatment. Likewise, a complete statement would draw attention to the distribution of hypertagmemes in differing matrices as a means of establishing
structural differences. It would also utilize differences of transformational
relationship to distinguish structural types. These methods, as well as those
demonstrated in this paper, are useful in presenting the grammatical structure, not only of clause-level structures, but also of structures at all levels of
the grammatical hierarchy.

DISCUSSION
RICHARD LONG (Morgan State College): Some reference was made in
your paper to the fact that the examples came from Chinantec folk tales; that
raises in my mind the question of whether we have the analysis of an actual
language or of an archaic language—or even of a literary language. For example, I would have to raise my eyebrows at an analysis of any kind of English
based on the Scottish ballad, "I'm weary wi' huntin' and fain would lie doun."
Similarly, an analysis based on a very special literary language, like that of
Gertrude Stein, would also raise questions. When I see a translation like this,
'The man where I live really mistreated his wife', I wonder where it comes from
and what it could possibly mean in Chinantec.
RENSCH: The forms of these folk tales were peculiar to a particular medium.
However, as is common in societies which do not have a written language, the
format of the folk tales varies with the individual. In the collecting of various
folk tales, I have noticed that the form changes with every retelling. Nevertheless it does jibe with a considerable body of conversational material that I have
elicited as well. You may rest assured that my examples do represent modern
colloquial, or perhaps semi-formal, Chinantec. As far as the composition of the
sentence, 'The man where I live really mistreated his wife', is concerned, the
translation is in literal order. The 'where I live' immediately follows the forms
'the man' and presumably modifies them, or is in some immediate constituent
relationship with them.
ELIZABETH MIRSKY (Foreign Service Institute): My question is concerned with subject slot and location slot. How do you distinguish between the
two? For instance, do you have utterances in this language like 'Inside is hot',
or 'The outside is purple'? In such cases, how would you distinguish between
location and subject? Could you make location a sub-class of subject?
RENSCH: You will find considerable overlap in regard to fillers of these
two positions. Chinantec does have sentences which could be translated like
'Inside is hot', but their analysis would render them more similar to 'It is hot
inside', with an impersonal predicate first, 'It is hot', and then a form specifying
location, 'inside'.
MIRSKY: What do you mean when you say that there is considerable
overlap?
RENSCH: I mean that some of the forms which occur in the subject slot
will also occur in the location slot. For example, town names will occur in both,
89
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in different sentences. However, location-type phrases do not occur in the
subject slot. We do not find sentences like 'Inside the box is hot', or 'Inside
the room is hot'. Forms like 'Inside the box', or 'Inside the room' would be
restricted to the location slot.
In addition to differing fillers of these slots, we have the question: are the
positions of these fillers reversible? This question is a very real one in deciding
whether possible slots are actually in contrast or are merely variants of the same
slot. As I mentioned in my paper, transformations can be used to determine
this under certain circumstances.

SYNTAX AND SEMOLOGY

HENRY L E E SMITH, JR.

State University of New York at Buffalo

[The following is an expanded version of the original paper. Perhaps
it would more accurately be titled "Aspects of Phonology, Morphology and
Semology," with the subtitle, "A look at the 'triadic' frame for the analysis
of language." The author apologizes for the extremely condensed handling
of certain points and for not being able, owing to space limitations, to
develop sufficiently all pertinent aspects of the theory. The table in footnote 1 exemplifies the symbology used throughout the article.]
Microlinguistic analysis of a specific language or of language in general
presupposes that all human beings use linguistic systems that fulfill the
same functions. Though each language is uniquely different as a structure,
1

Symbology employed in this article is demonstrated in the :

V = aw =
Vb./, Viy./
Vb.o-.y.
V ° l.ay.m.Vk.a.n. iV-ey.tV-i u ./s.V-Zi
a
V-iz
VS. hV-HtV2y.kV-Zi

*f
P

J

C

J

T;A + <
t

'S'+x

kernel vocalic nucleus
consonantal and vocalic morphophone units
free primary base
bound primary base
prebase (as in contract)
postbase (as in sublimate)
subbase (as in boyish)
morpheme (paradigmatic suffix)
allomorph (of paradigmatic suffix)
prefix (as in this)
postfix (as in that)
non-derivational affix (as in particular)
macro-morpheme class
stem component
phrase word
word phrase or "compound"
tactical phrase superfix
lexical phrase superfix
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all languages may be described by similar techniques of analysis, since all
languages, as cultural systems, are the same kinds of structures.
Charles F. Hockett, in Chapter 64 of his Course in Modern Linguistics,
notes that human languages all share certain design features which are
lacking in all other modalities of communication, animal or human. Principal
among these is that feature he terms "duality of patterning." Put in other
terms, languages have a phonological level and a morphological or grammatical level. The phonemes / p / and / t / have no "meaning" in and of
themselves, but when "looked at" in the base morphemes in the words
pin and tin they serve to make a contrast between two different words.
So, too, though the phonemes / s / , / z / and / i z / have no "encapsulated
meaning," the occurrences of / - s / in rats, / - z / in dogs and /-iz/ in horses
serve the same grammatical purpose; they are non-contrasting allomorphs
of the morpheme V-Z 1 , all of whose members contrast with the phonemes
/ t / , / d / , / i d / when seen as allomorphs of the contrasting morpheme
V-D 1 —"he horsed around," "he dogged my footsteps," "he ratted on his
friends."
Traditionally, these morphemes have been termed plural (of the noun)
and past tense (of the verb), and the morpheme as a construct of the
linguistic analyst has been generally defined in some such terms as "the
smallest recurring patterned partial of linguistic structure that has meaning."
The linguist is quick to assert that the term "meaning" here does not imply
referential meaning but grammatical or structural meaning. But the noninitiate's reaction is that "past tense" means "past time" and "plural" means
"more than one." Using a definition of the morpheme which substitutes
the wording "has grammatical significance" for "has meaning," we can put
off the problem of what "grammatical meaning" or "structural meaning"
implies until we have gotten out the morphemes of the language seen only
as recurring contrasting classes of grammatically significant components.
The informant tells us that dogged /dohgd/ is not the same dogs /dohgz/
and also the dogs in "he dogs" is not the same as dogs in "two dogs" or
"no dogs." Thus / z / belongs to two contrasting morphemes, V-Z 1 and
V-Z 3 . At this point we are not concerned with anything but an identification
and a labeling of the morphemes which are of several different kinds—
paradigmatic suffixes, derivational morphemes of various types, bases, etc.
Each class and each member of each class has grammatical significance
and hence in various distributions demonstrates what we may term a
"message-sending potential." It is the determination of how messages can
be sent and are sent that is the domain of semology; it is the study of how
language is able to make sense. Morphology is the study of the shape of
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the structure, the substance of language, while phonology has to do with
the determination of the units or the "building blocks" of the substance,
the selected classes of sounds that form the basis of all human languages.
Thus language conveniently or, perhaps, inevitably, yields to a threelevel analysis rather than a two-level analysis, and all languages can be seen
to possess three basic "properties"—sound, shape and sense, as Trager
puts it. Further examination of these implications might well necessitate
positing "triality" rather than duality of patterning as the essential design
feature of human language. An analysis that proceeds from this assumption
takes as data the actual linguistic occurrences and looks at them from three
different points of view or aspects, and the resulting description is termed
an aspectual analysis.
A glance at figure 1 shows a further subdividing of each of the three
major areas into three more levels, and, finally, each of these is again
broken down into three levels, making a total of twenty-seven. In each
case, the second of the three levels is taken as the substance and is the
entry point for looking at the data at that level. The first levels compose
the units or diacritics, to use Joos' term, of the substance, and at the third
levels, which have been termed, system, pattern and distribution, we
examine the systematic patterning of the substance and arrive at the classification of the substance, noting particularly permitted and prohibited
distributions.
FIGURE 1.
Classification of an ExtendedI Qualificative Nominal Collocation
1

2

3

4

7

6

Designative

Indicative

Quanti

Contrastive J

P

similar j fine | old

10

aged

brown French
etc.

aging

gray

a

stone | houses |
Technit

other

Tempo rative

ten

Qualitaitive J

| the

Compa rative]

All

9

Chromative

additional good
iremaining wretched
etc.
stc.

8

Aspecti

those
my
John's
such
etc.

5

CD

Y

C
A
B
Qualifying
Classifying
Indicating
* Junctures following each qualifying word above are single bar /{/, the terminal
juncture is double cross / # / , or double bar / | | / .
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To exemplify this, the area of Phonology would be entered at II, where
we concern ourselves with the phones as the basic substance. These are
seen as real events in the physical world, and the study of the composition
and structuring of the phones is studied in phonetics. But the phones
themselves are not "atomic," but are seen as "bundlings" of articulations
or "sound features" such as "stopness," "spirantness," voicing, "bilabialness," "lenisness," "fortisness," aspiration, etc., and the study of the kinds
of articulations a language selects and of the features which are permitted
to occur with each other or are prohibited from so doing is the province
of what might be termed phonics. In the case of English, for instance,
aspiration may occur with voicelessness and "stopness" but does not occur
with "stopness" and voice. "Bilabialness" may occur with "stopness" and
nasalization but does not occur with spirantization. As a consequence,
English has no voiced aspirated stops and no bilabial spirants in its
inventory of phones. In phonetics the kinds of phones—vocoids, contoids,
etc.—are seen as the diacritics of the substance, the inventory of the
occurring phones is the concern of phonetics 2, and in phonetics 3, the
permitted and prohibited distributional patterning of the phones is examined. Thus, to single out only a very small number of examples, we find
that voiceless stops are always aspirated in initial position and generally
unreleased finally and lose their fortisness and aspiration when preceded
by a voiceless spirant. Spirants and stops that follow any voiced phone
must themselves be voiced, and when following voiceless phones all
spirants must be voiceless. Statements similar to these result from the
complete examination of the material.
Thus a complete treatment of the material in Phonology I and II prepares us for the classification of the phones into phonemes, which is the
province of phonemics, the system level of Phonology. Here the tremendous
number of phones are gathered together into the familiar kinds of phonemes
—vowels, consonants, semi-vowels, stresses, pitches, or tones, and the
transitional or junctural phonemes. The inventory of the phonemes occurring for the language as a whole (the overall-pattern) is listed in phonemics 2, and the statement of the prohibited and permitted distributions
of phoneme with phoneme is the concern of phonemics 3. (It will be
noted that the statements made in both phonetics 3 and phonemics 3 are
part of what A. A. Hill has termed phonotactics.)
Returning to a look at the three basic aspectual areas, it becomes
apparent that Morphology II, which concerns itself with the study of
morphemes, is the principal entry point, into the analysis of any language.
The study of the various kinds of morphemes, their composition and
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classification, is the concern of morphemics. Here, too, we examine how
the morphemes enter into those kinds of lexical items which may be termed
true words. For English, there are two kinds of true words built from base
morphemes, simple and complex. Simple true words are composed of a
single free base morpheme, which is described as having as part of its
composition a strong stress (phonemically, a primary) and may be combined
with one or two paradigmatic suffix morphemes. Thus the base morpheme
V boy-yields the true word w Vb6y and w Vb6y may be combined with
the suffix morpheme X/-Z1 in the allomorph shape a V-z to yield the true
word w Vb6yz. Complex true words are formed by the addition of derivational subbase morphemes to simple true words. Thus w Vb6y is combined
with V-is- to give w Vb6yis ('boyish'), and w Vb6yis can be combined
with \/-nis- to give w Vb6yisnis ('boyishness'). It is important to note
here that subbases and suffixes are characterized by never, under any
circumstances, occurring except with weak stress. Hence, other derivational
morphemes that occur with tertiary stress or with primary stress form a
different class of morphemes to which the term postbase is given. The
'-ize' of realize, the '-ee' of employee, the '-ist' of realistically are examples
of postbases, and morphemes like the 'con-' of contract (noun) and of
contract (verb) are termed prebases.
All ten kinds of English morphemes cannot be exemplified because of
limitations of space, but it is important to note the lexical items in the
language can be classified by the kinds of derivational morphemes and/or
suffix morphemes present. Thus all words that take the subbase \/-nis(-'ness') can be combined with V-Z 1 and \/-Z 2 and are called nouns.
If, however, as in witnessed, the morpheme V-D 1 and/or V-D 2 is identified as final, the word is classed as a verb. All words that can take the
subbases \/-9r- and V-ist- (the "endings of the comparative and superlative") are termed adjectives in morphemics regardless of the fact that many
such compared words will be seen to have a syntactic role which will at
that level be termed adverbial as in the tactical phrase ran + faster. Space
limitations also prohibit a detailed examination of the four-slot derivational
matrix, but the following series—long, length, lengthen, lengthener; long,
length, lengthy, lengthiness; long, length, lengthy, lengthily—show the direction of derivation to be adjective, noun, adjective, noun; adjective, noun,
verb, noun; adjective, noun, adjective, adverb. In other words, adjectives
yield both nouns and adverbs, adverbs are derived only from adjectives,
and verbs yield nouns, but verbs that are true words are never derived
directly from adjectives. The series steal, stealth, stealthy, stealthiness and
steal, stealth, stealthy, stealthily show a verb in the first slot as the source
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of a noun and the resulting second-slot noun as the source of an adjective.
Grease, grease, greaser and grease, greasy, greasily show a second-slot
noun as the source of a third-slot verb as well as of a third-slot adjective.
Grease (n.), grease (v.), greaser, along with breath, breathe, breather
and life, live, liver show a zero occurrence of the third-slot verb-making
derivational subbase (compare the presence of \/-en- in this slot in the
series long, length, lengthen). In each set examined except the one beginning with grease (n.), vowel alternation (ablaut) is present in the derived
verb and there is voicing of the spirant. (Speakers like the writer voice
the spirant in grease (v.) and in the adjective greasy, as well.) This
comparison establishes the fact that the zero occurrence of the third-slot
derivational subbase is sufficient to indicate the verb, and the occurrence
of ablaut variation in the presence of a zero morpheme is analogous to
that which accompanies the zero suffix morphemes (not allomorphs)
present in the "irregular" nouns and verbs—ride, rode; foot, feet. It is
necessary to point out here that I have become convinced that there have
not been enough level distinctions in the description of morphemes. The
'-en' of oxen is not an allomorph of V-Z1 but constitutes a separate
morpheme, V-N1, with allomorphs aV-in'~'aV-n. Since I am also convinced that allomorphs are properly analyzed as being composed of
phonemes and since there are no zero phonemes because there are no zero
phones, zero cannot be an allomorph of any morpheme but must be seen
as a morpheme in its own right and as one of the members of a larger
morpheme class, or macromorpheme. Therefore, the macromorpheme
V-Z1 has several constituents or morpheme alternants, including the productive morpheme V-Z1: a V-s~ a V-z~V-iz, the non-productive V-N1
mentioned above, and V-Q (in sheep, and with ablaut in feet, etc.).
Similarly V-D1 has, among others, a productive V-D x : a V-d~ a V-t~ \/-id,
a non-productive V-T (compare burn, burned with V-D1, vs. burn, burnt
and sleep, slept, with V-T), and a V-Q in hit, hit.
By using the criteria of suffix morphemes and derivational subbases,
five principal morphemic word classes or morphemic "parts of speech"
may be listed and ranked in a hierarchy. First in rank is the verb, whose
paradigm displays the largest number of productive paradigmatic sufl&xes.
Next comes the noun, and third in line the personal pronoun, which is
ranked below the noun since all of the sufl&xes in the paradigm are nonproductive. The words in the pronoun paradigm also show a different kind
of structure from those constituting the verb and noun paradigms. Where
the latter show a base and affix composition, the pronoun yields to a
prefix, kernel vocalic, suffix analysis. For example, such forms as him
and them show the prefixes Vhh- and VoV, respectively, a kernel vocalic
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V =i= and V = e = and the object case suffix V-M 2 . The pronoun form,
/, would show a zero occurrence of a prefix (VQi—), me and my would
show a prefix \/m
and kernel vocalics V = i y = and V = ay = , respectively, and zero occurrences of the object case and of the first possessive case,
respectively. Mine shows an occurrence of V-N 3 ( a V - n ) , one of the
second possessive morphemes, as does thine and the non-standard hisen
and hern. Its shows a zero prefix, an V = i = kernel vocalic and a postfix,
not a suffix, V—it- followed by a first possessive V-Z 4 ( a V - s ) . If there
were a second possessive form for the pronoun it, it would be a zero
occurrence of the macromorpheme of the second possessive. Pronouns,
in the nominative case, are analyzed like nouns and verbs in their name
forms in that it is assumed they have nothing morphemically after them.
Thus the paradigm is seen to have four cases, an unmarked nominative,
an objective, and a first and second possessive marked by suffixes. There
are also six persons marked by prefixes, and the third person has three
forms, distinguished by contrasting prefixes ( Vhh-, Vs»-, V<QH- ) which,
later on in the analysis, are seen to be marked for semological gender. Also
later there will be seen to be two semological numbers exhibited in the
paradigm.
Below these first three word classes in the hierarchy are ranked the
adjective and its derivative the adverb, classified, respectively, by the productive subbases of the comparative and the superlative and by the
final, or fourth-slot subbase, 4 V-liy-, which must be distinguished from the
third-slot subbase 3 V-liy-, which forms adjectives, as in kindly and lowly.
Following these first five word classes is a second group of five which are
set off by virtue of their prefixes. All these words are like the personal
pronouns in that they are analyzed as having prefixes, kernel vocalics and,
like it, postfixes. However, their classification rests principally on their
prefixes. For example, all words beginning with /tS/, which are not classified among the personal pronouns are taken as showing a prefix Vt5i— and
are designated demonstratives. Examples are then ( V S i - , V = e = ,
Vi—n-), though, than, there, etc., and the pair this and that. These latter
show a non-productive constituent of the macromorpheme V-Z 1 in these and
those, and therefore must also be classed as nouns, but their \/tS I— prefixes
and their kernel vocalics \/=i=
and \/=ae = , respectively, and their
postfixes \ / H S - and V-it- necessitate a double classification—demonstrative nouns.
The prefix \ / ( h ) w
sets a class called relatives—which (V(h)wi— (
\Z=i = } Vi—c-), what, when, where, why, etc., and the minimal pairs
where and there, when and then, whence and thence (these latter showing
two postfixes \/—in-, V—« s-) furnish the basis for a "pseudo-paradigm."
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The prefix Vhr established the locatives—here, hither, hence, and the
prefix \/ni— the negatives—no, not, never, neither, nor, etc. The positives
are arrived at by the absence of a prefix in such minimal pairs as or vs. nor,
either vs. neither, etc. The eleventh morphemic word class is termed
unclassified and constitutes all the remaining true words in the lexicon
which cannot be conveniently classified by the morphemes which compose
them. Here, for example, are all the words that later in syntax through
distributions in binary phrases will be classified as conjunctionals and/or
prepositionals—in, of, through, over, as, if, so, etc.
At this point in our discussion it will be necessary to return to the unit
or diacritic level of Morphology, which treats the morphophones under
morphophonics. The material handled at this level has traditionally been
called morphophonemics, but since the morphophones have no "fl//o's,"
an "-erne" designation for this level is not an accurate one. From the point
of view of our theory, the level is of paramount importance, since our
frame of reference indicates that phonemes do not enter directly into
morphemes, but morphemes must be seen as being composed of morphophones as their units, or, to put it another way, all morphemes must have
a basis in morphophones. But looking at the phonemic level, it is also
obvious that this system level of Phonology must comprise the units for
the whole of the language, so the problem may be stated as one of seeing
how entities on one level—the phonemes of Phonology—enter into the
morphemes of Morphology. Further, there is abundant evidence that
linguists, by their failure to recognize the morphophonic level for what it is,
have confused phoneme with morphophone and thus have failed to see
how Phonology "feeds in" to Morphology. For example, C. C. Fries and
K. L. Pike have stated that English has eleven vowel phonemes and three
clusters or diphthongs, and Eugene Nida, as quoted by Gleason in the
revised edition of An Introduction to Descriptive Liguistics (pages 326-7)
saw his idiolect as having fourteen vowel phonemes, seven simple or short—
/i, e, ae, u, e, o, a/, and seven complex or diphthongal—/iy, ey, ay, oy,
uw, ow, aw/. The Pike-Fries and Nida statements agree in listing the same
fourteen "counters" but differ in that Nida is seeing all the complex nuclei
as structural diphthongs while Pike-Fries give diphthongal status only to
/ay/, / a w / and /oy/. But those who follow Trager's and my statements
of the over-all pattern of the vowel phonemes in English syllabic nuclei as
set forth in An Outline of English Structure last thirty-six: nine simple
or short vowel nuclei—/i, e, x, i, 9, a, u, o, / , and the combination of
each of these with each of the three semivowels—/y, w, h/, to make
twenty-seven possible complex (diphthongal) nuclei. The idea of a
"common core" put forth by Hockett as early as 1952 and restated in his
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Course in Modern Linguistics (pages 332-337) can now be seen as not
lying within the province of Phonology but rather as a matter to be seen
and handled in Morphology under morphophonics. By the same token,
Nida's phonemic analysis of the vowels of his idiolect and the Pike-Fries
statements of English phonemes can be seen to be quite good statements
of the vocalics of a morphophonic rather than a phonemic "common core."
To bring the problem into focus and understand the reason for making
the last statement, we must see the relationship between idiolect-dialect and
the language as a whole. The linguist's job is to write a description of the
language which will include and, of course, be based on the examination of
the several dialects. Fries asserts that his eleven vowel phonemes and
three diphthongal clusters are for "English," that is, the language over-all,
while Nida sets up his fourteen "counters" as the situation pertaining only
to his idiolect. Fries' statement simply closes the door to handling such
contrasts as the Central Atlantic Seaboard speaker's can (v.) /ksen/ vs.
can (n.) /kehn/, sorry /sariy/ vs. sari /sahriy/ or bomb /bam/ vs. balm
/bahm/, hurry /hariy/ vs. furry /f§hriy/, and gives no way of seeing the
phonemic structuring of the New Yorker's first /fayst/, the southern
Middle Westerner's ash /aeys/, push /puys/, the New Englander's home
/horn/ vs. pot /pot/ seen against the New Yorker's /howm/ vs. /pat/,
or of the Chicagoan's caught /kot/ vs. the Philadelphian's /koht/. Nida's
statement, on the other hand, simply says his idiolect needs no further
"counters" simply because these contrasts or these structurings don't exist
in his dialect. But to handle all the phonemic contrasts and structurings
for the language as a whole, the total number of thirty-six possible syllabic
nuclei need to be posited, even though no one dialect need make use of all
the possibilities.
The situation becomes more interesting when we realize that certain
dialects and idiolects may use more than one phonemic "actualization"
for the same word. For example, in Buffalo sorry is said with five different
selections, any speaker regularly using three of these is what seems to be
free variation—/sariy/, /soriy/, /sahriy/, /sohriy/, /sohriy/. Obviously
there is no contrast possible here between /sariy/ (sorry) and /sahriy/
(sari) as is the case with the Easterner, and the Eastener must calibrate
his /sariy/ with any of the five Buffalo pronunciations. The Buffalonian
hears no essential or "real" difference between any of the five and finds it
surprising to learn the Easterner insists on making "needless" distinctions.
Thus an important fact emerges: speakers of various dialects with
different phonemic selections in the same words must calibrate these
differences into "sames" at the same time that they recognize phonological

100

HENRY LEE SMITH, JR.

"sames" in another dialect are separated and kept distinct as "differents"
in their own. It is perhaps this matter of "same" becomes "different" and
"different" becomes "same," as we pass from level to level of the description, that is the very essence of the nature of a linguistic system, and is,
perhaps, basic to the hypothesis of triality rather than simple duality of
patterning.
It is suggested that the inventory of morphophones be posited in such
a way that all phonemic distinctions that carry a functional load for all
dialects be recognized as constituting a common core. Thus the short
vocalics Vi./, V e . / , Vae./, V u . / , V a / , V a . / constitute an absolute minimum as heard in contrast in pit, pet, pat, put, putt, pot, respectively. When
the northern Middle Westerner makes contrasts between /kset/, / k a t / , / k o t /
{cat, cot, caught), another short morphophone V o . / , must be added to
the inventory, giving seven, arrangeable as follows:
V i.
e

ae.

a

u.
o
a./

(N.B. Morphophones are symbolized by the root sign
preceding the syllable and the slant line following, with
a period after the symbol itself.)

We have now come out with the Pike-Fries and the Nida short vocalic
"counters," which they termed phonemes, / i / and / o / are eliminated
from the inventory as carrying no functional load at the level of the
morpheme. That is, / i / and / o / can be seen to be diamorphophones of
Vi./, Ve./ and Vo./, Va./, respectively. That is, the New Englander's
/pot/ calibrates completely with the Philadelphian's /pat/ in pot, and the
Baltimorean's variation between /ji-st/, /jest/ and /ja-st/ for just (adv.)
cancels out / i / as a necessary counter in the morphophonic common core.
By the same reasoning, the sever complex morphophone units Viy./,
Vey./, Vay./, Voy./, Vuw./, Vow./, Vaw./ need to be posited for the
common core, since, first, all dialects make true contrasts between such
items as Pete, pate, height, Hoyt, boot, boat, bout and, second, since all
dialects show productive morphophonic alternation between these complex
morphophonic units and several of the simple units, when in the morphophonic environment of morphophone Vy./ and Vi./ with the morphophone
of strong stress ( W ) o n t n e syllable in question. Note the following
examples: V i y - / ~ V e . / in extreme, extremity; V e y . / ~ Vae./ in sane,
sanity; Vay./-~- Vi./ in sublime, sublimity; V o y . / ~ Vd-/ in join, junction;
'Va./ in assume, assumption; x/ow./^ Va./ in verbose, verbosity;
Va./ in pronounce, pronunciation.
It becomes quite simple to see, then, that such dialectically different
occurrences as those appearing in say, the four phonemically contrasting
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pronunciations of house—/haws/, /h&ws/, haws/, /hews/—are dialectical
equivalents, and hence may be termed diamorphophones of the complex
pronunciations of house—/haws/, /hsews/, /haws/, /hews/—are dialectical
morphophone unit Vaw./, since they calibrate completely, one with
another, and no morphemic contrast is involved. These differences, seen
inside the base morpheme Vh.aw.s.-, constitute diamorphs of the morpheme, not allomorphs, and the alternation in the base morphemes in all
dialects, in the cases like sublime, sublimity, again do not constitute
allomorphs but, rather, altermorphs of the bases. One step further leads
us to the term dialog for the various non-contrasting dialect equivalents
of true words in the lexicon. (All these "dia-" forms constitute equivalences
when we get to Semology III.2. and will ultimately be classified according
to levels of style. It must be remembered that equivalence is not identity,
but different selections of equivalences carry a "message sending potential.")
Before leaving the level of morphophonics, it must be pointed out that
the fourteen vocalic units in the common core are not a sufficient number
of counters to handle all of the contrasts made within and between morphemes in all the dialects. Minimal contrasts like /ksen/ and /kehn/ and
/baSer/ (bother) and /fahdar/ (father) necessitate setting up an Veh./
and Vah./, and the fact that the Easterner has a contrast between /dohg/
(dog) and /lag/ (log) and has only /oh/ when the Middle Westerner has
only / 5 / (in caught, short, etc.) would indicate the necessity of setting up
an \/6h./ for these speakers and also indicates that the Easterner lacks
completely the short unit Vo./. This suggestion is further substantiated
by the situation in Western New York, where /se/ never occurs, but /eh/
occurs in the place where other dialects have /&/. These speakers, then,
lack short Vae./ and have Veh./ in its place.
The morphophonic inventory for the language over-all would then require
the addition of the three complex units with "h," making a total of seventeen
vocalics. No "pure" dialect seems to utilize more than sixteen—e.g. East
Coast U.S. and Southern British—and the northern Middle West shows
only fourteen, the smallest number of units, in fact the exact number of
counters posited for the common core, no more and no less.
Space limitation prohibits a detailed treatment of other morphophonic
"changes," such as shortening, as seen in the /kriyk/, /krik/ (creek),
/ruwm/, /rum/ (room) situations, where Viy./^ Vi./ and x/uw./^Vu./,
or lengthening where a simple unit may be lengthened by the addition
of Vh./, Vr./, Vy./, or Vw./,—cf. /was/ vs. /wahrs/ = /w.a.s/ vs.
/w.a.h.r.s./ when both the short Va./ and the combination of \/a.h.r./
are taken as diamorphophonic equivalents of the short unit \/a./. Note
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here, too, the New Englander's lengthening of Va./ in an unstressed syllable
as in "Cubar." Limitation of space also makes it impossible to treat in
detail the alternations of palatalization and affrication between t. to s. and
c., respectively, in the presence of Vy./ and Vy.uw./—cf. fraction and
fracture and similar alternations of \/d./, Vt./, Vg-/, and the voicing
of Vt/, VO./ and Vs./ must be passed over as well. But we must note
the interesting facts about the morphophonic semivocalics Vy., w., h.,
r., 1./, which form a group showing similar properties. All may alternate
with each other (except that Vh./ never alternates with Vr./), and all
may alternate with VQ./ as does / + ./. The alternation between Vy./
and VQ./ explains the Cockney's " 'ead" for head and the Marylander's
" 'east" for yeast and the same alternation after an alveolar morphophone
explains the difference in pronunciation in such words as /lyuwt/ vs. /luwt/,
/nyuwz/ vs. /nuwz/= Vl.y.^'Q.uw.t./, Vn.y.^Q.uw.z./.
It becomes apparent after a little reflection, that the English writing
system, though based on the alphabetic principle of "one phoneme, one
grapheme" is, in actuality, essentially a morphophonically based script.
We are writing, or trying to write, one graph for one morphophone. Thus
in fraction the i represents the Vy./ which is palatalizing the variable
consonantal Vt./ to Vs./. In the graph sequence (ute), (une) etc., the
(u) followed by the consonant graph, followed by the (e) stands for the
Vy./ which may alternate with VQ/ after a graph standing for an alveolar
consonantal morphophone—(tune), Vt.y.'-'Q.uw.n./. But when a graph
for a bilabial or velar precedes—cf. (moot), (mute); (coot), (cute), the
spellings (ute) vs. (oot) regularly indicate the presence or absence of
Vy./. The spelling system is amazingly regular in its representation of
morphemes in its morphographic aspects and of lexical items in its lexographic aspects. The author is becoming increasingly convinced that further
close study of the writing system as one essentially in practice based on
"one morphophone, one graph" will be richly rewarding.
Up to now, with the exception of the examples of the sublime, sublimity
type, we have been concerned with examining our "triadic" frame of
reference only in connection with the various types of true words with
their subbases and suffixes, prefixes and postfixes. But English has two
other types of lexical items, phrase words and word phrases. As the terms
imply, they are kinds of phrases, which means they lie actually in the
province of syntax, where the basic substance of syntax 2. is the phrase.
A phrase has been previously defined by Trager and me in the Outline of
English Structure as a stretch of material containing more than one word,
and the word has been defined as having only one (primary) base morpheme. In our earlier treatment, we added that a word to be complete
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must be combined with a word superfix, or "stress pattern." I have
become convinced that true words need not be thought of as being combined with word superfixes, since bases and kernel vocalics are by definition
accompanied by a morphophone of strong stress ( V ' - / ) > while subbases
and suffixes, never have anything but a morphophone of weak stress
( V " V ) a s inherent in their composition. Therefore the "stressing" in
true words is always completely predictable. However, when we are dealing
with combinations of more than one entity of base status in a lexical item,
that is, with more than one primary base or with primary bases and/or
the types of morphemes designated below as prebases, postbases and nonderivational affixes, we must posit the operation of a lexical phrase superfix.
This is necessitated by the fact that items of base status may appear in
completed phrase words or word phrases with any of the four phonemes
of stress—primary, secondary, tertiary, or weak. Phrase words differ from
word phrases in that the former have only one primary base morpheme
but may have a number of secondary bases—postbases or prebases. The
postbases may attract to them derivational subbases and the whole phrase
word may terminate with a paradigmatic suffix. In addition there are
non-derivational affixes, such as the V — y-.k.- of particular, which can take
the stress of a lexical phrase superfix but these can never terminate a
phrase word.
For example, such a maximum occurrence as decompartmentalizationalistically shows two prebases, \/d.iy.i— and \/k.a-.n.H- (the maximum
number permitted) preceding the one primary base Vp.a-.r.t.-, which, in
turn, is followed by the postbases V-m.e-.n.t.-, V -as-.l.-, V-a-.z.-, and
/•e-y.t.-. /y.a-.n.- is a subbase, which like \/-iy.- of the fourth slot only
combines with bound primary bases or with postbases. Next comes
\/-aV.l.- again, followed by the postbases V-i-.s.t- and V -y-.k.-; then
\/-aV.l. again and, finally the fourth-slot adverb derivational subbase
4
V-l.iy.-. It will be noted that this long phrase word can be "broken up"
at certain points. That is—compartment, compartmental, compartmentalize, compartmentalization, compartmentalizational, compartmentalizationalist, compartmentalizationalistic, compartmentalizationalistical and finally,
compartmentalizationalistically. Of course, the first prebase, Vd.iyi— can
be combined at least as early as with the string compartmental. Consequently, a matrix for the derivational postbases can be set up, analogous
to that for the subbases. The first slot forms nouns (V-m.e-.n.t.-), the
second, adjectives (V'-ae-.l.-), the third in two parts, verbs (V-a-y.z.- and

V*e-y.t.-), and the fourth nouns (V-r.s.t.-). This fourth slot item can
be followed by the postbase V-y.k.-, an adjective maker and again, by
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V -ae-.l.-, another adjective maker, which can always be first combined with
the fourth-slot subbase 4 Y-l.Iy.-, the abverb maker.
The observations of the composition of phrase words indicates that
though the one primary (bound) base is always the node, or most important
constituent, the strings that have been put together into the final composition
must be seen to be recurring stem words of the phrase word and must be
handled first. Thus in the phrase word atheistic we have a prebase Vey. \-,
a bound primary base V v 0.iy.-, a postbase V-i-.s.t.- and a postbase
V-y.k.-. Now v/-i-.s.t. must first be combined with \/-y-.k. under L j'~~
to give the stem word s jistik which is then combined with s j#iy(V-d.iy.under ^y*' or L j~ w / to give the phrase words p j#iy+istik or pj0iyistik. It
is important to note that the Vy./ always "pulls" the stress to the syllable
immediately preceding it and hence controls the position of the one primary
stress in the resulting phrase word. To put in another way, once V -i-.s.tand \/-y-.k.- have been combined, Vist-/ keeps the primary stress. After
p
J#iy+istik, pj0iyistik is formed, Vey.t— can be combined with either
under L j v to give p jey+#iy + istik or p jey + 0iyistik. In the above, the
symbol is to designate that the superfixes and the resulting phrase words
are on the level of syntax, not morphemics. It is essential to note here that
the phrase superfix is not a morpheme but a "taxeme" or syntactic operand
that has the power or valence of reducing a morphophone of strong stress
on a base, postbase, prebase or non-derivational affix to a phoneme of
stress below the rank of primary. Also all operations involving phrase
superfixes are binary operations, that is only two items of base status can
be combined at a time. Hence our s [istik must be combined with V -ae-.l.under L j ' w " to give s ^istikal and \/ -ae-.L- must first be combined with
4
V-l.iy.- to give sJ£eliy before combination with s^istik to give sjistikSHy.
By the same kind of analysis the string s ^eysinal is arrived at and put
together with (de) compartmentalize before s jistikaliy is combined with the
material before it. In other words, the analysis of phrase words procedes
from the end of the complete string, taking stem words (themselves phrase
words) step by step and combining them binarily with a series of lexical
phrase superfixes until the string containing the one primary base and its
"satellites" is reached.
With word phrases (traditional "compounds") the procedure is reversed.
Here there are always at least two primary bases, and the typical examples
like White+House, Long+Island, lighthouse + keeper contain free true
words. Here we start with the first of the items in the composition—
fwayt & jhaws- L ^ + v->cjwayt + haws. This formula is to be read: the
word /wayt/ as a member of a lexical phrase, combined with the word
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/haws/ as a member of a lexical phrase, operated on by the lexical
superfix Lf' + X results in the word phrase c jwayt+haws.
Long+Island,
ice + cream, etc., have the lexical superfix L j v + ' rather than L j ' + \ In
the extended word phrase flight+house + keeper, the whole word phrase
c
jlight+house is combined with /kiyper/ under L [ ' + " to give the result
c
jlayt + haws + kiypar. Word phrases can be composed of a maximum of
three primary bases, and such items as psychological, biographical, etc.,
etc. are word phrases composed of the bound primary bases, V • s.a-y.k.-,
V'b.ay.-, combined with the non-derivational affix V— ow. put together
under L j ( + ', or L £'+~ to give s jsay + k6w, s ^bay + 6w, or s ^say + k8,
s
£bay+5, which then are combined under L [ l + ' with s jlajik9l, sjgr£efikal,
respectively. These latter are composed of s |laj & s ^ikal under L^'w~ and
s
jgnef & s jikal under L^'w~. The / a i / is, of course, the form of the postbase
V-se.L- which was first combined with the postbase V*y-.k.- under L$'w".
(Note that bound primary bases are symbolized by V °y, postbases by V •,
and non-derivational affixes by V —.)
But, of course, the main concern of syntax is the tactical rather than the
lexical phrase. Here the phrase superfixes are putting together two or more
words in binary or extended phrases that do not form lexical items but
phrases that are termed constructs and constructions. A construct tactical
phrase superfix never has a secondary stress as the partner of the one
obligatory primary stress— T ^ + ', T$' + \ T J W +', T\' + ~, T ^ Tl°v'> etc.,
whereas these tactical superfixes with secondary stress as the primary's
partner are termed construction phase superfixes. Note that stresslessness
in such a tactical phrase as 'tis counts as one of the two parts of the binary
phrase superfix— w [it & w Jiz- T f 0% "-» T Jtiz.
It should also be noted that normal transition, w, though not a phoneme
counts along with / + / as the binary division point of both lexical and
tactical phrase superfixes.
The three steps of syntactic analysis cannot be covered in any detail
here, but step one converts the eleven morphemic "parts of speech" into
syntactic "parts of speech" and notes the phrase superfixes that have put
the material together, dividing the lexical items from the tactical construct
and construction phrases. Step two concerns itself with the syntactic
relationships between the immediate, or intra-phrasal, constituents of the
binary tactical phrases. For example, the phrase white-{-house is a tactical
phrase (in contrast to White+House) since £ A +' always forms a tactical
construction. (Lack of space prevents a detailed listing of the tactical
versus the lexical superfixes in relation to the nature of the morphemic
material being phrased.) The relationship between any material phrased
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with a tactical superfix before a syntactic nominal (morphemic noun) is
termed prenominal. Among the eleven such relationships within binary
tactical phrases are anteverbal (nominal or pronominal material preceding
verbal material, and postverbal (nominal or pronominal material following
verbal material), and when relationships like the anteverbal and postverbal
("John + ^ a n 1 ^ , 2 hit+Bill 2 #) are put together so that the phonological
indication is a terminal juncture, ( 2 The big 2b6y 2 / ^an 1 ^:, 2 J6hn 2 # 2 hit 2 /
2
the big 3b6y 1#), the terminal junctures mark principal constituents of the
syntactic sentence. There are four such principal constituents—^subject,
\predicator, ^complement, ^adjunct. The sentence 2 J6hn s 2 hit p 2 / 2Billc2|
3
hard tt x ^: shows all four principal constituents. It must not be concluded
that only terminal junctures signal principal constituents; for example, the
syntactic sentence ^ohn + ^ a n 1 ^ , shows the anteverbal relationship which
always, in the third step of syntactic analysis, is the indication of the two
principal constituents of syntactic subject and syntactic predicator. In
syntactic analysis, the distinction between major (/#/,
/ l i / ) and minor
( / + / , / | / ) junctures is of primary importance. For instance, such distinctions as those between subordinate material—phrases and clauses—and
subordinated material are signalled by the contrast between major and
minor terminal junctures. Thus in 2They 2decorated 2 / 2the 2girl 2 / 2with
the 3fl6wers *# versus 2They -'decorated -/ 2the 2girl 2# 2with the 3fl6wers
1
#, the single bar juncture, / | / , signals the difference between an adnominal
phrase, included in the syntactic complement and the attached syntactic
adjunct, signalled by the /#/•
The difference between pitch phonemes,
that is / 2 / vs. / 3 / , is not a matter of concern at the level of syntax, though
the fact of pitch generation can be an indication of immediate and/or of
principal constituents.
After all the syntactic relationships have been handled and all the various
types of syntactic sentences have been classified and their principal constituents indicated, we can go on to Semology where we take first, in
Semology I, certain occurrences (from Semology II.2, "Phemics") having
no more than a single bar included in a stretch terminated by a major
juncture. Within these stretches, which are termed collocations, if they
have no verbal material, and colligations if verbal material is present, the
semes are determined. Some are direct conversions from morphemics;
for example the macromorphemes N/-Z1 and V-D 1 are seen to carry the
semes traditionally designated plural and past tense.
Figure 2. shows the matrix of a maximally extended qualificative collocation, and will give some indication of how the first level of semological
analysis is done. It will be noted that the items in this series can be said
with no more than single bar juncture separating them and that if the order
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is changed to put a slot-seven item, say, before a slot-five item, a major
juncture must intervene. Also, if more than one item from any of the
slots is uttered, it, too, must be preceded and followed by a major juncture.
This leads to the conclusion that every item that can go into any of the ten
slots shares at least one seme, that of the column as a whole, with every
other member found in that slot. It may seem at first blush that the labels
given to the slots—quantitative, chromative, technitive, etc.—are selected
because of referential meaning, but this is not the case. Even though all
chromatives (slot nine) refer to what we call colors, the slots could just as
well be designated by the numerals 1 through 10. To exemplify, an item
like the semological mass noun stone in the technitive slot (in prenominal
syntactic relationship) certainly refers to a material used in our technology
to build houses, but the semological proper noun French does not. However, our argument indicates that stone and French each contain the
technitive, or column ten, seme in common. It is interesting to speculate,
though, whether because of this occurrence of the proper noun in prenominal relationship in this semological matrix whether speakers of English
react to French in this position in some such way as they react to stone,
that is, that the "French" in "French wines" like the "Japanese" in
"Japanese cameras" is really referring to the materials entering into the
product. Such questions are relevant to the further testing of the SapirWhorf hypothesis.
The other classifications of noun collocations—the general and the
partitive cannot even be exemplified owing to the limitations of space—
and the classification of the colligations—the tenses, aspects, phases, modes,
moods and voices of the English syntactic predicators can only be referred
to as having been quite thoroughly handled. But some mention must be
made of the statements and concerns in Semology II as a whole. Here the
occurrences are looked at again but not limited to stretches with only single
bar junctures within them. And here, too, pitches qua pitches are of
primary importance, because in Semology II.3. all the semological junctions
are gotten out. Semological functions furnish an excellent example of
the principle of "sames" on one level becoming "differents" on another.
For example, a syntactic subject now is seen to have more than one semological function depending upon its distributional environment. A syntactic
subject of a semological transitive active verb is the semological actor, but
the semological subject of a verb in the semological passive voice is
designated the semological patient. Verbs themselves are classified as
stative, active, transitive, intransitive, as well as motive, affective and more
than a dozen other such categories by virtue of what kinds of distributions
they are permitted. For example, He taught the dog to bark versus He
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heard the dog bark, not "to bark," indicates that the verbs belong in
different semological classes, and verbs showing distributions similar to
teach go into the "instructive" class, and verbs following the distribution
patterns like hear can be classified as "sensitive;" they carry different
phemes though both are active and transitive.
Further, such a contrast as that between 2The 3king 2 # 3 J6hn 2 # 2is
3
dead 1# vs. 2The 3king 2 # 2J6hn 2|| 2Is 3dead x # signals, by virtue of
the contrast in both pitch and terminal juncture, the difference between the
semological junctions of appositive vs. vocative. In Semology II.3. all
sentences are "looked at" again and classified as to statements, questions,
conditions of various kinds, etc., and what has traditionally been called
grammar is completed. But the classification of equivalences, the substance
of Semology III, remains to be done. As we have indicated, equivalences
are not identities and what constitutes equivalences must be determined
at this final level, or before it. Dialogs are one kind of equivalence, and of
course the selection of, say, a semological active voice vs. a passive voice
constitutes another kind of equivalence. Selection of equivalences is the
province of Semology III and in Semology III. 3. the classification of all
such selections is done in order to arrive at statements of style. This can be
done only when all the prohibited and permitted distributions are thoroughly
understood and stated at the lower levels, but it must be done since every
selection carries "message sending potential."
Language looked at and analyzed in this triadic frame allows us to see,
step-by-step, how language can carry messages. No longer are "lexicon"
or "morphophonemics" left out in "left field," and no longer is the linguist
embarrassed by where "semantics" fits into his description. In the "final
analysis" he has not overlooked any of the data, and the data—the actual
occurrences—are always the beginning and the end of his concern. Followed through, such a triadic analysis and description shows how we can
get to meaning through structure, and gives a really adequate basis for
prescription, nothing more or less than an adequate description.

DISCUSSION
GARY MARTINS (Georgetown University): There is an old principle,
first made popular by Bloomfield, which is widely respected and given much
lip service. It is the principle that we cannot elicit data from the informant,
because we would prejudice the results one way or another. Nevertheless I
should like to raise the question of why we cannot elicit data provided we have
an informant who is a native speaker of the language that we want to analyze.
SMITH: I agree with you. I overstated the case to make a point. Of course,
you can elicit; this is one of the reasons for courses in field methods.
MARTINS: My second point refers to some remarks you made about transformationalists and the schools which they represent. One remark was that we
should go about collecting data before we start collecting presuppositions about
language. Yet, it seems to me that there is a good deal of what might be called
preconception contained in our collecting. The minute I make my very first
cut in my data, whether it is with a pencil, or the scissors, or a tape splicer, I
have decided something about the language. I have decided where I am going
to cut and I made the decision before I made the cut. Preconceptions are
absolutely essential to the analysis of language.
SMITH: Of course you are going to make many assumptions. The big problem for every linguistic scientist is that of endeavoring to adumbrate the frame
of reference at the same time as he is trying to do the job of description. I
believe that there is structure and order in language and it is our job as linguists
to find it. In the process we are going to make some wrong cuts and we are
going to assume many things which we will not go back and question.
MARTINS: The third point that I wanted to bring up was that of the use
of statistics. You mentioned that even if there is only one speaker in a language community who has a given phoneme, we must include it in a phonological description of the language of that community. It seems to me justifiable to
omit this unique phoneme provided that we label the analysis properly. Instead
of labelling it "Chicago English'" we would label it, say, "Chicago English with
the exclusion of Joseph Jones who lives at 234 Elm Street."
SMITH: I don't mind at all. That is why I said that Nida's analysis of his
own pattern is perfectly acceptable. However, in writing the description of a
language, everything must be handled. If there is one contrast that comes along,
we can't kick it under the rug.
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MARTINS: It might be well to save the presentation of that contrast for
another paper, or another lecture; or possibly we could forget about it and
put it in the drawer. We know it is there.
SMITH: No. I think once you find a contrast, you should put it in your
over-all pattern. That is, if we find a limited contrast in a particular variety of
Chicago English we have got to put it in the pattern. Then, there is another
point. We have got to re-examine the analysis that we have done without that
contrast in the pattern to see what happens.
MARTINS: Yes. I wanted to make the point about properly labelling an
analysis once it is done in order not to extrapolate too heavily from one speaker
to an entire community.
SMITH: No. You have to have a sample, but you don't need statistics. If
you get a sufficiently good sample, you should be able to do the language. If
you haven't got a good enough sample and some speaker comes along, you've
got to have a good enough frame of reference to decide whether he is a speaker
of that language or not. There are some very important theoretical considerations that come out of this discussion. One of them is: when is a form of
speech a language and when is it a dialect? Is Scots a variety of English, or is
it a closely related Germanic language? I think that opinions are almost
equally divided on this. I hope that working out a frame of this type might be
able to give us the criteria to answer that very embarrassing question. We go on
the assumption that there are dialects of a language, and this assumption has
been very useful. Yet, we still haven't been able to draw the line between language and dialect. I hope that my remarks might do that.
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LINGUISTIC THEORY AND LANGUAGE LEARNING
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Center for Applied Linguistics

Scholars whose chief intellectual interest has been in the development of
linguistic theory have generally looked on the problems of language learning either as of little concern to them or as an appropriate field for the
application of linguistics. In this discussion today I should like to present
the view that language learning is of great interest to the linguist and that
the application can work the other way: the study of language learning
has value for the construction of linguistic theory.
The first great advance in modern linguistics came in the nineteenth
century with the historical and comparative study of Indo-European and
other language families. The languages were studied chiefly from written
documents and the principal procedures were the comparative method and
internal reconstruction. Important notions such as genetic relationship and
regularity of linguistic change entered the body of linguistic theory.
The second great spurt came in the 20's, 30's and 40's of this century
in descriptive studies of dozens of languages all over the world. The
languages were studied chiefly from spoken material elicited from informants, and the principal techniques were segmentation, matching, substitution and the other familiar "discovery procedures" of linguistic books and
articles. Important concepts such as contrast, constituent and allo- became
part of linguistic theory.
Continuing this oversimplified view of the history of linguistics, I want
to hazard the guess that in the last few years a great new third period of
development in our science has begun. I am not referring to the intensive
work on grammatical analysis typified by the approaches of Pike, Chomsky,
Trager-Smith and others, important and fruitful though this is. I am referring to the increasing concern with a new kind of diachrony, and new
techniques to deal with it.
In what we may perhaps call now the "classical" kind of descriptive,
synchronic Linguistics, the analyst was concerned with the description of
relatively homogeneous bodies of data, and the structuralist approach was
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most immediately concerned with single dialects and styles, often even
idiolects or parts of idiolects. In spite of the application of structural principles to historical problems and the fitful development of techniques of
dialectology and "over-all analysis," the successes of the past decades were
most spectacular in the treatment of limited corpora of homogeneous data.
I have noted elsewhere1 that this kind of language material represents
only the exceptional situation, the special case, and that an adequate theory
of linguistics—or even merely better sets of discovery procedures or "protocol sentences"—must be able to cope with the complex reality of interpenetrating styles, dialects and languages extending out both in social space
and in time. Here, I want to refer to structural variation along the time
axis.
Most work in diachronic linguistics has been concerned in one way or
another with the change of one total structure to another, such as Old
English to Modern English, or a proto-language to its daughter languages.
The kind of diachrony I am now referring to is that which goes from zero
structure towards full structure.
As the first example, let me take the child learning his first language, his
"mother tongue." At the beginning, the child has no language and at age
six, let us say, he controls close to the full structure of the language. The
linguist's problem of diachronic description is to account for the development step-by-step, stage-by-stage, from the beginning to the chosen stopping
point. Here the linguist cannot work with written records, as in 19th
century diachronic work, and he cannot elicit spoken material with the
same degree of assurance and verifiability he is accustomed to enjoying
in his normal synchronic analysis. He must turn increasingly to new
methods of observation, techniques of experimentation with complex control of variables, new uses of statistics.
But what has this to do with the linguist's understanding of the nature and
function of language? What has this to do with linguistics, the theory of
language? A great deal. If Roman Jakobson, for example, maintains that
human beings speak and hear speech in terms of distinctive features, that
these are in some sense universal and that they are arranged in a hierarchical
order of some kind,2 then he must maintain and, in fact, he has maintained
that the child's learning to speak his own language must progress in terms
of distinctive features and in accordance with the hierarchy he posits.
1
Word, XIII,3 (1957), 479; UAL, XXVI,3 (Publication 13 of the Indiana University Research Center in Anthropology, Folklore, and Linguistics, 1960).
2
Roman Jakobson and Morris Halle, Fundamentals of Language ('s-Gravenhage,
1956), pp. 32-36.
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Actual work with children has shown that Jakobson is in part right and
in part wrong: for example, voicing and palatalization are often mastered
as distinctive features and applied to a whole series of consonants almost
simultaneously, then remaining available for use in new consonants learned
subsequently, while on the other hand some other distinctive features are
not learned this way. Of if he says that an [s]-type phoneme is learned
before a [c]-type phoneme, he can be shown many counter instances of
/ c / acquired before / § / which will force modification of this hypothesis.
Without pushing this point any further, it seems clear at least that any
comprehensive theory of phonology must include definitions and postulates accounting for the way children learn sounds and that such a general
theory then becomes testable at least in part by actual observation and
analysis of the changing structure of the child language.
Yesterday, Henry Lee Smith offered us as evidence of the universality
of his "true word" that children begin their speech behavior with items
closely similar to the "words" the linguist posits for the adult language.3
This little piece of theory given us in passing was not of course phrased in
such a rigorous fashion that it could be tested, but surely it is worth rephrasing with care so that it may become susceptible of controlled experimentation of the kind familiar to us from many other sciences. If it cannot
be so phrased, then the material on child language can hardly be adduced
as "evidence."
At several places in the work of Chomsky, there is the hint that he
feels his kind of grammar writing reflects more closely the way a child
learns his language. And it would be easy for us to go beyond this hint.
For example, if transformation rules have any real validity in linguistic
description it should in some sense be true that children learn in terms
of them and in terms of the ordering of rules to which generative grammarians attach such great importance. Again, I would say: if there is
to be a comprehensive theory of grammatical structure it must account for
the way in which children learn the grammar of their language, and if this
is so, one of the most pressing tasks of grammatical theorists is to phrase
their theories in such a way that they are testable by accepted methods
of controlled experiment. If it should turn out that such a phrasing or
such experimentation is impossible—or for that matter trivial or uninteresting—then even the hints that one kind of grammar writing or another
is more powerful in this respect should be eliminated.
So far we have been talking about the testing with child language learning of theory arrived at in other ways. There is another approach, the
3

See above, p. 95. Reference to children not in Smith's revised paper.

118

CHARLES A. FERGUSON

direct study of child language learning for its own sake and for the development of linguistic theory from that. This is, in fact, already beginning to
happen. This is not the occasion to report on these developments and,
indeed, there are others much better qualified to do so than I, but I would
like to refer to two instances of interest to me.
Three recent studies4 carried out independently have agreed in giving
this picture. When the child moves from the stage of one-word sentences
to two-word sentences, it soon appears that the two-word combinations
he uses have a grammatical structure consisting of a "pivot word," or
"operator" and an "X-word," or "content word." The pivot word is one
of a small number of high-frequency items, some of which do not occur
as single word sentences, and the X-word is one of a larger class of less
frequent words, all of which occur as single-word sentences. This is a
remarkable indication of the importance at some level of the nucleus and
satellite kind of phrase structure. It will be fascinating to see how future
observations follow this and detail the expansion and change of structure.
It will be most instructive to see the kinds of grammatical analysis which
the investigators will be led to adopt to portray most effectively this changing
structure.
The other instance is in the functions of language. In her recently
published book Language in the Crib ('s-Gravenhage, 1963), Ruth Weir
shows us the incredible extent to which at least one child played with his
language in a purposeful and creative way. Her child in his tape-recorded
evening monologs drilled paradigms systematically and created rhymed
and rhythmic sequences which show that what Jakobson and others have
called the metalingual and poetic functions of language can be surprisingly
well developed at age two and a half. Even for the child, language is not
just communication; it is grammatical analysis and artistry. Our theories
of linguistics must cope with this.
In this paper we are discussing the linguistic analysis of change from
zero towards full structure. Our first example was the child learning his
language. Let us take a very different example: the creation of a pidgin
language. Linguists have been acquainted for over a century with the kind
of language called a pidgin, which, instead of continuing in the usual genetic
way the language of a certain speech community, comes into being as a
4
W. Miller and S. Ervin, "The development of grammar in child language," to
appear in Child Development Monographs; R. W. Brown and C. Fraser, "The
acquisition of syntax" to appear in Child Development; and M. D. S. Braine, "The
ontogeny of English phrase structure: the first phase," Language, XXXIX, 1 (1963),
1-13.
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means of communication among speakers of different languages by a process which seems to take over the grammatical structure of one language
or set of languages involved and the lexicon of the other language or
languages involved.
Linguists have become accustomed to brushing this phenomenon aside
as something rare and isolated, the product of an unusual social situation,
but it is becoming increasingly clear now that this process takes place
fairly frequently in the world, in a variety of social situations, and that it
deserves deeper study as an important type of human language behavior.
From our point of view here today, there are two aspects of this I would
like to note in particular.
One is the notion of simplification. Observers, including competent
linguists, generally have the impression that a pidgin language is in some
way "simpler" than its source languages. And it also seems true that there
are remarkable structural similarities among pidgins no matter what their
sources and uses. Even if it should turn out that the very close similarity
of a number of French-, English- and Spanish-based Creoles is really understandable by virtue of the apparently wild theory that they had a common origin in a Portuguese-based Creole of the Cape Verde Islands subsequently relexicalized, I say even if this is true, the important point of
simplification remains. If some features of language are to be regarded
as^simpler, hence presumably more basic and fundamental than others,
this is an important matter for the linguist, and surely the intensive study
of pidginization in various places, at various times, and from various source
languages, should prove extremely instructive. Linguists could develop
some very powerful pieces of theory if they had solid empirically-based
notions of simplicity of structure.
The other point of relevance of pidgins to linguistic theory which I
wanted to mention is in the realm of historical linguistics as traditionally
practiced. Many months ago, Graham Stuart in a conversation put forward
the hypothesis that many of the languages of Southeast Asia were originally pidgin languages. I do not know the evidence on which he bases
this view, nor do I know how one could test its correctness with present
techniques, but if there is any truth to the proposition that many apparently "normal" languages are in reality the descendants of Creoles, then
it should be very unsettling for linguists who are concerned with comparative linguistic work. It would seem that we could hardly rest until we
had determined by careful sociolinguistic study the conditions under which
a pidgin and then a Creole is produced, or until we had determined by
purely linguistic study the telltale marks of the pidgin origin of a language.
If we cannot succeed in either of these efforts then we must reconcile
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ourselves to a degree of uncertainty in historical reconstruction much
greater than we have hitherto been forced to do.
The obvious place to start is with the description of a pidgin language
in the process of formation, beginning with no structure and progressing
towards the full structure of a Creole. This process is known to be taking
place in such areas as parts of the Congo, and I hope linguists are beginning to work on it.
Let us turn now to a final example of diachrony of the zero-toward-full
type, the learning of a foreign language in the classroom. A good deal
of attention has been focussed on this situation in the last few years, but
it has been almost completely in terms of the effectiveness of the language
teaching, i.e., how to achieve optimum results in the learning process, or
it has been in terms of discovering the basic principles of human language
learning from the psychologist's point of view. These interests of the
language teacher and the psychologist are both quite legitimate, but I
find it a little surprising that the numerous linguists who have participated
in studies along these lines have shown no interest from the purely linguistic point of view. With all the concern there has been for the teaching
of French, for example, to speakers of English, I do not know of a single
study which describes the linguistic structure of the French being learned
by an English speaker. Starting from zero, how does this acquired structure grow step-by-step, stage-by-stage, towards full mastery?
No doubt the major variable in accounting for this diachronic progression will be the order in which the material of the target language is presented, and other variables will include the methods of instruction. Also,
no doubt it will be difficult to elicit valid material by the normal informant
elicitation techniques. But these particular aspects of the linguist's problem
here do not detract from the general interest. People all over the world
study languages in classrooms, and the careful linguistic study of this
process should tell us something about the structure of the learner's language, and the structure of the target language, something about how
language structures can change through time and perhaps some fundamental things about human language in general. And we need not be
frightened of the variables mentioned and the difficulties of elicitation.
These are in some ways an advantage: the presentation can be controlled
for experimental purposes in this situation much more easily than in the
natural child language-learning situation, and the problem of elicitation
is, after all, only another way of looking at the important question of
proficiency testing in a foreign language which teachers, psychologists and
even linguists have been concerned with from other points of view.
More immediately productive, however, in this situation is the increas-
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ingly fashionable procedure of making contrastive studies between two
languages to account for the learner's difficulties with his new language.
Interestingly enough, we see these studies slowly changing their orientation. They are still concerned chiefly with analyzing and predicting the
kind of interference which takes place in bilingual situations, including the
classroom language-learning situation, but we are beginning to see concern with general typology of language structures, i.e., with linguistic
theory.
As I have pointed out on several previous occasions, contrastive analysis presents the descriptivist with his basic dilemma in its sharpest form.
He maintains, on the one hand, that every language must be described
and its structure identified in the terms of the language itself, not by an
imposition of categories from outside. He maintains, on the other hand,
that comparison of two language structures will yield useful predictions
on interference in bilingual situations. In order to contrast two language
structures, however, the linguist must have some frame of reference into
which both structures fit. One cannot compare, for example, the noun
system of language A with the noun system of language B without making it clear why the term noun has been given to two classes differently
defined and having different relationships within each language. The linguist is being called to create a new universal grammar, in other words,
a comprehensive theory of linguistics. Some who are working on contrastive studies have taken the first halting steps towards this. Comparisons
of demonstrative systems, of accentual systems, of relative clause types,
for example, have suggested general typologies for further elaboration and
verification.
To illustrate briefly what I mean, comparison of a few structurally
divergent languages has yielded the following set of hypotheses about
relative constructions, stated here quite unrigorously and without the necessary background of general theory and relevant definitions.
1. Every language has a construction in some grammatico-semantic
sense equivalent to the English relative clause.
2. Either this construction involves a subordinate clause with connective morphemic matter, or it is an attributive phrase without such
connective material. As examples of the latter type, one may cite the
normal relative equivalents in Japanese and Turkish, such as Mr.
Komai's example about the trout eater in Tokyo mentioned yesterday.5
3. If the construction involves a clause with connective, the connec5

See above, p. 69ff.
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tive material may lie outside the main and subordinate clauses, and in
this case there is generally a resumptive pronoun when the connective
corresponds to what would be the object of the subordinate clause in
English. Arabic is a good example of this type.
4. If the connective lies within the clause, it may be either in the
subordinate clause, as in English or most modern European languages,
or in the main clause as in Bengali, most modern Indo-Aryan languages
and possibly proto-Indo-European. In this latter case the relative connective normally precedes what is traditionally called the antecedent
and is resumed by a demonstrative elsewhere in the main clause.
Along with such hypotheses, we may note interesting correlations such
as the further hypothesis that if a language is of the type which has no
relative clause but rather an attributive phrase, it generally has verb-final
word order.
Typological hypotheses of this kind are stateable in forms which can be
tested against further empirical data. Thus the process of contrastive
analysis which has grown out of the problems of language learning leads
towards the development of general theories of language.
This paper has suggested that the study of the acquisition of language
from a purely linguistic point of view will help the linguist to a better
understanding of the nature and function of human language and will
contribute to the development of better procedures in the analysis and
presentation of the structure and history of specific languages. Three examples were used as illustration: the child's learning of his first language,
the formation of a pidgin language and the learning of a second language
in the classroom. But it is the author's feeling that the purely linguistic
study of almost any phenomenon of this general type can have the kind
of value suggested, and further, that here is the growing edge of linguistic
theory and methods of analysis where much of the effort of institutions
and individuals should now be directed.

DISCUSSION
J. C. THOMPSON (U. S. Government): My comment is not as a linguist,
but as a polyglot with various degrees of proficiency in English, Chinese and
Chinese pidgin English. Hall, in his article on pidgin English in the Britannica,1
points out that the idea of a pidgin as the grammar of one language clothed in
the speech of another is not accurate; the grammar comes from both languages.
The point that I would like to make is that the pidgin language can also pick up
structures of its own, independent of both of the other languages.2
FERGUSON: This is perfectly possible. I tried to phrase my statements
carefully so as not to take sides in any of the views put forth about the structure
of pidgin languages. Certainly I would recognize many cases where a pidgin
language has some features of grammar not found in the language on which it
is said to be based. It is more questionable that one could find a pidgin language
with grammatical features occurring in none of the languages which serve as its
sources, but I would see no reason why such innovations could not develop in
actual fact.
REV. FRANCIS P. DINNEEN (Georgetown University): In the interest of
unity of the Round Table Meeting, I would like your comments on a point
raised in two of the other papers. Professor Stuart suggests that a natural language can be examined as a kind of natural logic.3 Professor Chafe suggests
that there is a certain percentage of items that we cannot correlate definitely
with any class of experience type.4 This suggests to me that the natural logic of
a natural language is really the logic of "common sense" which lives quite
happily with contradictions and that the need for an explicit or formal logic is
derived from this situation. As a consequence, I wonder about the necessity of
not putting any psychological correlates on things that we establish by linguistic
methods.
!Vol. 17 (1962 edition), 905-7.
2
Ed. note: Mr. Thompson submitted the following as a postscript to his remark:
"I had in mind a structure from Chinese-Pidgin English such as, That man yesterday
come Round Table, he belong my friend. The he comes neither from English, which
would say: The man who came to the Round Table yesterday is my friend, nor
from Chinese, Dzwotyan lai Ywanjwo de neige ren shr wode pengyou. A morphemeby-morpheme translation of the Chinese would be: 'Last-day come Round-Table
(particle indicating that what precedes modifies what follows) that-one person is I
(possessive particle) pair-friend'."
3
See above, p. 13ff.
4
See above, p. 57ff.
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FERGUSON: I would prefer to sidestep most of the questions that were
raised by that comment. There is one point, though, that I do want to make.
I said that I would like to see linguists of all persuasions tackle with the same
kind of intellectual vigor not only whole language structures, which are relatively homogeneous, but partial structures of all kinds and changing structures
as well. I recommend this with the full expectation that any of the approaches
that we now have would become modified in the course of confrontation with
the other kind of data.
DONALD TUTTLE (U. S. Office of Education): I would like to ask a
question about the assumption that children go from one-word sentences to
two-word sentences. My most recent grand-child went from one- to three-word
sentences, and I think that this is a more normal English pattern. His first
sentence was: "I said no!"
FERGUSON: The way children learn language varies very much from one
child to another, from one language to another and from one set of circumstances to another. The particular frame of reference that I was discussing dealt
with a total of about 30 children—all within a certain age range and all speakers
of American English. Although the progression took place in a different way
for each child, in certain cases in a strikingly different way, it made sense to talk
at one stage in the children's development of having only one-word sentences and
at a subsequent stage of having principally single-word and two-word sentences.
There were a few marginal cases which did not fit.
FRIES: I am very glad that there is taken the view of one-word and twoword sentences. The idea that the child learns words and then sentences is
hardly tenable. The one-word utterance would have, of course, its intonation.
It would fit the situation of a sentence rather than that of just a word.

LINGUISTIC GUIDELINES FOR INTERMEDIATE FOREIGN
LANGUAGE MATERIALS

PATRICIA O'CONNOR

Brown University

Nowadays, when we are asked to point to some contributions of linguistics to foreign language learning, we have a fairly impressive body of
evidence. Since the days of the Army Specialized Training Programs,
linguists have taken leading roles in the planning and preparation of materials for both teachers and students of foreign languages. Perhaps these
contributions have been most impressive in the two fields of teaching
English as a foreign language and teaching the "unfamiliar" or "exotic"
languages to Americans, but linguistically-oriented materials have also been
produced for the teaching of the "familiar foreign languages" in the schools
and colleges of this country.
Gratifying as it is to observe these productions, covering a wide range
of languages and teaching situations, it is still somewhat embarrassing to
recognize that so far, linguistic insights have been very largely exploited
only on the introductory phase of the language learning process. The
Bloomfieldian doctrine of overlearning in beginning language study has
been, as far as I know, unanimously accepted by linguists, and increasingly accepted by the general teaching profession, abetted by the development of electro-mechanical devices. It is probably fair to say that nowadays there is a fairly general competence in the profession to construct
linguistically sound elementary language materials. There is now available
an arsenal of drill devices and procedures, either "live" or on tape, to
insure this habit formation through overlearning, mixed and varied with
different degrees of pedagogical skill.
But beyond this introductory or lower-intermediate stage of habit formation, the linguist has not conspicuously contributed to an intelligent and
functional transition from drill on the language to the ability to use the
language. There are, of course, numerous reasons and justifications for
the linguists' apparent lack of interest in the intermediate and advanced
phases of the language learning process, but it is not our business today
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to go into them. We can simply observe that as far as the teaching and
learning public is concerned, we have had a lot to say about how to get
started, but very little to say about what to do next. Tacitly, we have been
like the mother in the "sick joke" of several years ago: in answer to the
question "Mommy, when do we get to Europe?" She replies "Shut up
and keep swimming!" And we know that far too many of our students
quit swimming somewhere short of halfway across and never reach Europe,
or anywhere else, linguistically.
Is it true that linguists can apply insights from their science only in
the introductory, habit-forming phase of language study? Are there no
insights in linguistics which can serve as guidelines for intermediate language learning? Let's be honest about it—to a certain extent, the answer
has been "yes." The linguists' professional interest is in the formal system
of the language—the expression system, the code. And the habits that
the elementary learner must form are, beyond the phonology, very largely
those of redundancies within the code: phenomena of agreement, order
and phrase morphology.
The complex process of language habit formation has been institutionalized into five distinguishable stages. The first stage, recognition, involves
the identification of the parts of a new word, construction, or idiom (the
sounds or letters, the stems and/or endings, the parts of constructions and
idioms) and the association with its meaning. The second stage, imitation, involves the learner's immediate echoing of a model performance.
Stage three, repetition, is the learner's performance on the basis of his
memory of his own earlier performance. The fourth stage, variation, involves the learner's performance, under close guidance, of phrases or sentences differing minimally from the ones he has previously imitated and
repeated. Selection, the final stage, is the learner's choice of the particular
phrase or sentence that is meaningfully appropriate to a particular situation from the repertory of statements, questions and requests he has
mastered through the previous practice.
It will be observed that the three middle stages of imitation, repetition
and variation, which, incidentally, account for approximately eighty per cent
of classroom time on the introductory level, are sheer drill, aimed overwhelmingly at practicing the code, with relatively little attention to the
"content" or "message" aspects of the language. For example, the various
forms of the so-called pattern or substitution practice have as their object
the manipulation of the code and are obviously unnatural as a succession
of messages. Indeed, the typical pattern practice is a violation of the
normal semantic redundancies of natural language: one deliberately
chooses a "stem" which is compatible, though rarely inevitable, with each
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of a half-dozen variables. This overt focusing of attention on practice of
the code is even more pronounced in the preceding stages of imitation and
repetition, where the genuine message content is practically zero.
In the first and last of the five stages, recognition and selection, the
learner is at least approximating real language behavior. The expert user
of a language performs recognition with a very high degree of unconscious
skill when he listens or reads and, as a speaker or writer, he performs
processes of selection often of such complexity as to invite the descriptive
label "generation." But during the introductory phases of language study,
these linguistic behaviors are stringently controlled and guided. The students' success in recognition is made almost inevitable by the use of every
pedagogical trick in the bag—gestures, pictures, native language glossings,
or paraphrasings. And in many materials, the systematic recurrence of
both lexical and grammatical items artificially averts the natural problem
of partial or total forgetting. Practice of selection, too, is so carefully
guided as to be almost a mockery in the elementary phases, for the students are led to "select" only those sentences which we know they have
previously practiced through all the preceding stages.
The foregoing comments are certainly not intended as strictures. The
introductory level is very properly one of concentration on structural habit
formation through drill, and at this stage, attention on message-sending
and receiving must yield at attention upon phonology and grammar. We
all know that the danger of infractions of the code are greatest when the
beginner is allowed freedom in the construction of messages and we must
be primarily concerned with reinforcing control of the structures, rather
than with the production of messages for their own sake. Naturally, the
more this concentration on structure can take the form of imaginable and,
if possible, interesting messages, the better—particularly for our younger,
less carefully selected, less motivated learners. But in the grand strategy
of language learning, drill on the code is the focus of the introductory
phase. The degree of sugar-coating of the materials will vary according
to the age and motivation of the beginning learner, but the pill is the same
—drill to build up structural habits.
But despite the fact that the linguist's professional competence is primarily in the structure of the code, linguists do have knowledge about and
interest in language as communication, and linguists can offer guidelines
for the intermediate and advanced stages of language learning. In fact,
the guidelines have existed for a long time; it is simply that only recently
has it been possible to exploit them in the preparation of language teaching materials. If we remember that the intermediate stage of the language
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learning process is that of transition from a predominance of drill to a
predominance of use of the language as communication, it follows that
of the five stages, the middle three—imitation, repetition and variation—
should gradually be allowed to atrophy on the second level of language
learning. Correspondingly, the development of the skills in normal language behavior of recognition and selection must increasingly become
primary objectives.
In the intermediate stage, it is above all the skill of recognition which
requires development. Largely as a consequence of the attempt to eliminate the burden of lexical memory during the introductory phase so as to
facilitate the formation of sound phonological and grammatical habits, the
intermediate student has not had practice in using the clues of semantic
and grammatical redundancy as means of recognition. The primary goal
of the intermediate course is to develop these skills, and there are linguistic insights which are relevant.
One of these is the linguist's appreciation of the high redundancy of
messages, the very considerable predictability of a particular item in a
message, given the rest of the message as context. The linguist is also
aware of the high degree of correlation in practical speech between the
linguistic message and the factual, practical environment. We know that
the user of a language is skilled in using such clues for recognition of the
content of a message and can very nearly always "understand" by supplying a meaning even when an apparently important element of the message
is lacking, be it a word with which he is not familiar, or a word acoustically obliterated by a slamming door or a loud sneeze. The linguist also
knows that in natural language continua, most of the vocabulary has a
very low frequency of occurrence. For example, of all the different word
forms in a given continuum, between forty to fifty per cent of them occur
once and only once, and approximately thirty per cent occur twice and only
twice. Thus one can say that three-quarters of the different word forms in
any "real" text or natural language continuum will occur within the text
fewer than three times. When our language learner has become a user of the
language and is no longer protected by the artificialities of our constructed
language materials, he must be prepared to cope with this fact of language. We cannot possibly supply him in advance with all the vocabulary
of any real text that he may read or any conversation that he may overhear or participate in. What we can and should supply is the skill in
using the inner redundancy of messages and the correlation between linguistic messages and the real world.
Clearly, then, in the intermediate stage the artificial guidance to recogni-
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tion must give way to practice in actively using all relevant clues; what
we did for the student in the introductory stage, he must begin to do for
himself. Of course, the shift cannot be an abrupt one; the withdrawal
symptoms are too horrible. One symptom is panic. Other, probably related, symptoms are the compulsive dependence on a bilingual dictionary
in which every unfamiliar word is looked up, or the faith-healing ritual of
memorizing bilingual word lists and the shuffling of vocabulary cards. All
of these, as language teachers know and linguists could predict, are fatal
to the development of any usable skill in recognition.
Thus, the linguist's insight into the internal redundancy of messages and
the frequency structure of a vocabulary determine the procedures of the
intermediate language course as far as the development of the skill of
recognition is concerned. They also call for some classroom procedures
and devices of a rather new kind. Students will do what they are rewarded
for doing. If we want them to develop skills in exploiting the internal
redundancy of messages, we must reward them for doing just that, or even
for trying to do it. The phrases "sensible guessing" and "toleration of
vagueness" may be anathema in many classrooms, but they could well
be slogans in an intermediate language course. Needless to say, there is
every reason to continue in the intermediate course some degree of vocabulary control in order to reinforce the budding habit of using grammatical and semantic clues as an aid to recognition. But the purpose of
the control is to maximize success at first, and to place upon the learner
increasing responsibility for making sense out of the messages. A judicious
use of pictures can help to simulate the correlation between a linguistic
message and the practical environment. In practical life, if I hear the
sentence "Look at that Cadillac with the funny XYZ on its roof!" I will
know what an XYZ is as soon as I look at the roof of the Cadillac. As
a language learner, if I see that sentence in print together with a picture
of an XYZ on a Cadillac, I am similarly enlightened.
Two further aspects of intermediate course strategy for which the linguist can provide helpful guidelines are those of culture and stylistics.
As to culture, linguists have maintained an awareness of cultural anthropology inherited from the time of Boas, Sapir and Bloomfield, and, of
course, professionally exemplified in many of our colleagues today. Hence,
linguistics prescribes a realistic component of cultural content in a complete language learning program. It is obvious that an awareness of cultural patterns is an important component of skill in exploiting the semantic
redundancy of messages. For example, we would want our students to
be able to draw the proper conclusions from these two sentences: "Mr.
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Cadwalader entered the room, followed by his devoted XYZ." (in which
XYZ might be either a beagle or a butler), and "Mr. Yamamoto entered
the room followed by his devoted XYZ." (in which XYZ is very probably
Mrs. Yamamoto).
Many applied linguists are of the opinion that it is unwise to introduce
drastically different cultural content at the beginning of a language course,
especially for younger learners. There is enough shock in the performance
of nonnative phonology and grammar in itself, and only after the learner
has developed some confidence in the use of the language is it desirable
to add differentness of culture as well. But the intermediate stage seems
to be indicated as the proper one for the development of cultural sensitivity. Here too, a judicious selection of visual materials can go a long
way in suggesting the differences and the similarities between the learner's
culture and that of the foreign language.
As for stylistics, linguistic analysis reveals some considerable variation
in both vocabulary and structures, corresponding to what we may call
stylistic levels. Linguists are aware that stylistic distinctions are not random, nor matters of individual whim. They are not content with a simple
dichotomy between standard and nonstandard, and insist that a useful
command of a language must include an awareness of stylistic differences
in, and control of, at least the two styles of formal written prose and cultivated, practical conversation. The widespread adoption of an aural-oral
approach is ultimately justified by both linguistics and pedagogy on the
grounds of the primacy of speech and of the greater effectiveness of oral
practice in establishing grammatical as well as phonological habits. As
a corollary, the content of the introductory language course is usually in
a conversational style, and for a considerable time at the beginning of a
total language program, it is probably advisable to work wholly or largely
on one style level. But the beginning of practice on the level of formal
prose, narrative and expository, should not be postponed indefinitely.
In various languages the conversational and formal styles show a considerable range of differences. We already know something about some
of the important differences and are finding out more through computerbased research. As an observation of the practicalities, it seems fairly
clear that in French, the formal prose style presents relatively less difficulty for the American learner than does authentic conversational material,
while in German, the situation is certainly the reverse. Obviously a linguistically-based appraisal of learning needs and difficulties in the stylistic
dimension is a guideline for the construction of intermediate language
teaching materials.
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It would be unrealistic to assume that the language habits practiced on
the elementary level will automatically be maintained or improved with
subsequent study of the language. Linguists are aware of the still insecure
control of foreign language habits, many of them conflict with native language habits even after several hundred hours of guided and supervised
practice. And linguists understand why there is often a retrogression,
especially on the phonological level, as the primary focus of attention
changes from practice on the code to practice with messages. As the learner
becomes increasingly skillful in recognition and as his vocabulary increases,
some of the foreign language morphemes and structures do indeed become
habitual. This involves the danger that the very familiarity on the morphemic level may invite a resurgence of the native language pronunciation
habits.
The basic shift, on the intermediate level, from the use of speakingpractice as a basis for reading to that of the use of more extensive reading
to provide a basis for speaking is partly responsible for this problem. As
Nelson Francis has pointed out, there is a significant and almost mutational
evolution from "reading" in the sense of making noises in response to
printed symbols to "real reading" skill within a tiny domain of controlled
lexicon and structures. It may be noted parenthetically that while in "real
reading" there is probably a nonvocalized accompaniment of the syntactic
intonations, in "skimming," this accompaniment is missing. In any event,
desirable as this direct association of printed image with language may be,
the linguist is aware that it involves the elimination of the detour via speech:
a "real reader" does not move his lips while he reads. Thus it may contribute to the problem of phonological retrogression as a concomitant of
morphological and lexical progress. Awareness of the possibility of retrogression suggests that intermediate foreign language materials should
include provision for systematic review and confirmation of desirable
pronunciation habits at the known troublesome conflict points.
It is ironical to reflect that despite the general acceptance of the aural-oral
approach, we must still be on guard against the grammar-reading method
which made grammar a bore and reading a puzzle. As we know, the
grammar-reading method is becoming extinct on the introductory level,
but it is all too often revived later as the only available framework.
These observations suggest that the linguists' contribution to language
learning need not end with the elementary phase of structural habits focussed
on the code, but that on the contrary, linguistic insights on the nature of
messages can supply guidelines for the intermediate level as well.

DISCUSSION
RUTH MENDOCH (Manhattanville College): I would like to ask you how
to relate the language lab to an intermediate stage of teaching based on recognition. My students seem to be going to a passive lab rather than to an active one.
O'CONNOR: I wish there were a good answer to that question. Most of the
mechanical devices that have been developed for use in language laboratories—
to say nothing of the design of the materials used in the laboratories—seem to
be predicated on the fact that most of our population is just beginning their
foreign language study. This just isn't true; and it will be less true before very
long.
ELIZABETH WOODWORTH (Manhattanville College): I am using a
book of which Dr. O'Connor is one of the authors.1 So far, only the first volume
of this new text has been produced. Although it is basically for high school
students, I have been bold enough to use it at the college level. It has been
eminently successful. My students speak German more or less correctly. However, the very able and industrious students handle even the most difficult patterns faultlessly. To my great joy, I have found that every one of them reads.
I have never allowed the use of a dictionary and am thankful that you do not
give them a vocabulary at the end that can serve as a crutch. The only shortcoming is that some read more slowly than others. Then I tested the slow
readers by giving them something to read in English. I found that they were
mechanically slow readers. I hope that your second volume will use the same
approach. I am fairly confident that it will be just as successful in developing
fast readers as the first volume.
RUTH ARONSON (Hebrew University): I would like to ask if you could
suggest any linguistic or psycholinguistic guidelines for the problem that one
faces when one gets away from the familiar cultural situation which is suitable
for the elementary stages. Eventually, one must face the problem of teaching
cultural concepts along with their verbalization. For example, at the United
Nations School, such concepts as "Christmas," "God," "Angel" go far beyond
just teaching the words as such. It is certain that the concept "Mr. Jones entered
the room preceded by his butler" would not be a familiar one for my students in
Israel.
O'CONNOR: I have no suggestion other than to say that this is a problem
which can be solved best by delaying the presentation of widely disparate cultural concepts as much as possible. Much more study is needed to know how
it can be handled most effectively.
1

Helmut Rehder, Ursula Thomas, Freeman Twaddell, and Patricia O'Connor,

Deutsch: Verstehen und Sprechen (New York, 1962).
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The ultimate purposes of a series of studies currently being conducted
at the University of Washington are two-fold: (1) to provide behavioral
correlates for three theoretical models of grammatical description and
(2) to demonstrate how in a specific language-learning situation, certain
models facilitate second-language acquisition.1
Chomsky has demonstrated that essentially three models underlie most
generative grammars: a finite state model, a phrase structure model and
a transformational model. He has pointed out the limitations of the first
two both from the point of view of generative potential and overall simplicity of description. That the three models are increasingly powerful
seems clear. Indeed, it is apparent from a simple characterization of them
that this must be the case, since a phrase structure grammar does not
preclude a finite state type of rule, but rather adds a different type of rule
as well, and similarly for a transformational grammar.
Consequently, we are not trying to provide additional evidence of a
purely logical sort for what we feel has already been adequately demonstrated. Rather, we accept the proposition submitted by Chomsky and
ask what kind of experimental situations can be set up which will show
differences in learning behavior which correspond to the different grammatical models. Phrased in the most general terms, we are concerned with
demonstrating that, all other things being equal, the learning of language
can be affected by the grammatical model underlying the presentation,
and, of course, that the difference will be in the predicted direction.
The following grammatical drills may serve as illustration of the different
approaches:
a) FS: Students are given a stem, e.g., The man saw—, and are asked
1
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to provide appropriate items such as John (The man saw John), him, trees,
poorly (The man saw poorly), etc. The process of formulating grammatical
sentences is thus viewed as a series of selections of items from some inventory, each selection of subsequent events being conditioned by antecedent
events.
b) PS: Students are presented with a particular pattern and expansions
of one segment of the pattern for substitution in the appropriate position:
thus, for example, with a model The man saw John, the student might
be asked to substitute his friend for John (The man saw his friend), his
good friend, his very good friend, etc. Underlying such a drill, is the view
that what is essentially the same pattern may be represented by different
combinations of word-classes, introducing a hierarchy of levels, according
to which, for example, John and his very good friend, of different internal
structures, may nevertheless substitute for each other in larger sequences.
The two are essentially different representations of the same construction,
in this case a noun phrase.
c) T: Students are presented with a pattern and are required to perform
a number of changes necessary to convert it into a different but related
pattern. Thus, presented with a stimulus, The man saw John, a student
must make a response indicating awareness of the relationship of patterns:
Did the man see John?, or John was seen by the man, etc. In addition to
the hierarchical levels of PS, this drill is based on exploiting relationships
between sentences.
Now the above are drills, not grammars, and the current studies are not
concerned with questions of pedagogy or of certain teaching techniques.
The variable which we are concerned with isolating is the underlying
grammatical model.
It soon became clear that there were at least two notions about which
we had made assumptions, but about which we had not been sufficiently
explicit. Our first job then was to define what kind of behavior could
appropriately be called 'learning a language' and furthermore, to determine
in what sense and to what extent we could talk about 'all other things
(except the underlying model) being equal'. The preliminary pilot studies
described here are aimed at clarifying these questions.
We assumed that we could write two grammars for the same corpus:
say, a finite state grammar and a phrase structure grammar and then use
these grammars as a basis for presenting material to two groups of subjects.
Such a requirement seemed to provide the best kind of experimental
controls, since it made it possible in theory at least to eliminate all variables
but the underlying grammatical model. But in so doing, we diluted the
advantage of the phrase structure model, since we were now restricted to
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use languages which could be described adequately by either generating
device, and, as Chomsky has pointed out, the advantage of a phrase
structure grammar is precisely that it can account for certain properties of
language which can not be handled by a simpler theory. In effect, then,
we were arguing that if we could demonstrate that a phrase structure
presentation could facilitate learning for languages which both models could
describe, then it would follow that such a presentation would have to
facilitate learning for a language which only the phrase structure model
could describe. Figure I shows two such grammars which are the basis
for the studies described here. Each grammar is presumably the simplest
one in keeping with the model and each generated the same corpus, a total
of 40 sequences of varying lengths.
The difference between the grammars is that for a finite state grammar
all symbols to the right of the arrow are terminal symbols, whereas in a
phrase structure grammar, the symbols A and B which occur to the right
of the arrow and subsequently to the left of the arrow are not terminal
symbols, but reflect something of the abstract nature of immediate-constituent analysis. In both cases, braces represent obligatory elements;
angles represent optional elements. The branching diagram represents the
derivation of one sequence, namely GNXNS.
In the first experiment, nonsense symbols were substituted for the
FIGURE I
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terminal symbols, G being represented by # , N by ||, X by § and S by / .
These symbols were substituted to avoid any built-in associations that the
letters might have which might prejudice the data. But this results in a
rather odd use of the word 'language'. In fact, the sequences of nonsense
symbols lack both a phonological component and a semantic component,
since they are neither pronounceable nor particularly meaningful. But they
do have a syntactic component, since there are clear restrictions on the
combinatorial possibilities. Hence, what we are concerned with at this
stage is not so much the learning of language, but the learning of syntax.
The first three experiments, which, incidentally, yielded negative results
may serve to illustrate the nature of the problem.
In the first experiment, subjects were shown each one of the 40 sequences
generated by the grammars at a rate of 5 seconds each. After this, subjects
saw 80 sequences composed of the same nonsense symbols. Forty of these
were the same sequences as shown before, and 40 were new arrangements
of the symbols not dictated by the grammar, that is, non-grammatical
sequences. The two groups of sequences had been randomly mixed to
form a list of 80 which was then presented to each subject on a memory
drum. The subject's task was to identify those sequences that he recognized
as having been shown before, that is, to distinguish grammatical from
ungrammatical sequences.
The independent variable which distinguished three groups of subjects
consisted of three different systems of placing spaces between symbols
within the various sequences originally shown to the subjects. In group one,
a space appeared after each symbol so that only a finite state description
was immediately apparent for a particular sequence. In group two, a space
appeared between those symbols which were divided by the major immediate
constituent boundaries which derive from the phrase structure grammar.
In group three, spaces were inserted between symbols at random, using
a table of random numbers. Here, the number of spaces that occurred
per sequence was equated with those in group two. Thus, three types of
groupings of symbols were arranged on the basis of three different schemes:
(1) a finite state arrangement, (2) a phrase structure arrangement and
(3) a random arrangement. An analysis of variance statistic computed for
differences between the three groups yielded no significant differences under
the three conditions.
The second experiment was a replication of the first with one change.
Instead of using the four nonsense symbols as vocabulary items, four
numbers, 3, 5, 2 and 8 were used. It was hoped that this would reduce
the extreme differences among subjects in the use of mnemonic devices.
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Indeed, we found that although we had tried to eliminate the phonological
and semantic variables by the use of nonsense symbols, subjects almost
invariably resorted to naming the symbols—presumably in order to facilitate recall. In any case, substituting numbers yielded no significant difference
among the groups.
We then felt that perhaps the 80-item test list might have been inadequate.
It was biased in favor of the finite state group, since no spacing was used
on the test list. This is, on the test, the phrase structure group saw the
same list as thefinite-stategroup, and the immediate constituent boundaries
were not indicated on the test sequences. Therefore, it was decided to
replicate experiment 2 with test lists appropriate to each group. Essentially,
for the phrase structure and random groups, spaces were maintained in the
40-test list sequences and spaces were inserted at random in the 40 ungrammatical items within the list. The difference in the test items in experiments
2 and 3 is illustrated in Figure II. The analysis of variance results approached, but did not reach statistical significance.
These three pilot studies demonstrate a number of things including the
obvious fact that it is possible and almost easy to design poor experiments.
It should be made explicit that the negative results reflect on the inadequacy
of the experimental design and not on the proposition that a phrase
structure grammar is superior to a finite state grammar, a proposition
convincingly demonstrated on independent theoretical grounds. At best,
such experiments can only demonstrate that, in searching for empirical
evidence, there may be limitations to the kind of learning situations in
which this superiority is relevant.
FIGURE II

A. Experiments 1, 2, 3
N= || =5
X= § = 2
S= / = 8
B. Experiments 2, 3
Test lists in Experiment 2
all groups
3 58
*2 8 5
2 3 85
5 2 5 25
* = ungrammatical.

Test lists in Experiment 3
PS
TeFS
3 58
3 58
*2 8 5
*2 8 5
2 3 85
23 8 5
5 2 5 25
5 25 25

Random
3 58
*2 8 5
2 3 85
5 2 525
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Implicit in the previous studies was the view that the learning of syntax
was essentially the ability to distinguish grammatical from ungrammatical
sequences after only one presentation. The next attempt had a different
orientation.
Using the same grammars as previously, a random selection of ten of
the 40 sequences was made with the constraint that strings of all lengths
be included, this time using the letters rather than nonsense symbols or
numbers. Each of three groups of subjects was presented with one set of
ten strings which were either (1) spaced evenly, (2) spaced according to
immediate constituents, or (3) spaced randomly, with the number of
spaces per sequence equalling the immediate constituent spacing. The
inclusion of the third group was aimed at demonstrating that it was not
merely grouping that was a factor, but the systematic grouping which
characterizes immediate constituent analysis. The three lists are shown in
Figure III.
The subjects were all undergraduate students from introductory psychology courses. The three groups were of ten subjects each. The subjects
were told nothing about the method of constructing the lists and were told
it was important to remember the correct order of the letters without
regard to the occurrence of spaces. The sequences were typed in capital
letters on 3 x 5 inch cards. The subject was seated across the table from
the experimenter who laid the cards face up in front of each subject at a
rate of one card every five seconds. After all ten cards in the list had been
presented, the experimenter, who laid the cards on the table, picked up the
deck of cards and shuffled it while the subject wrote, in any order, all the
sequences he could recall. When the subject finished, the experimenter
removed the response sheet and proceeded to the next trial. Ten such trials
were given, and the order of the cards was varied in the same way after
each trial. Response sheets were scored for the number of correct sequences
FIGURE

Finite State
NXS
NSXN
NXNS
GNSX
NXNXN
G N X N G N
NXNXGN
N X G N X
G N X G N S
G N X G N X G N

III

Phrase Structure
NXS
NSXN
NXNS
GNSX
NXNXN
GN XN GN
N X N XGN
N XGN X
GN XGN S
GN XGN XGN

Random
NXS
NSXN
NXNS
GNSX
N X NXN
GNX N GN
N XN XGN
NX GN X
G NX GNS
GNXGN XG N
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recalled. The acquisition curves for the three groups are shown in Figure IV.
Analyses of variance were performed for each trial. The significance of
differences between group(s) means is shown for trials 8 through 10. The
acquisition of the phrase structure group in contrast to the other groups
FIGURE IV

10.0
Phrase
O Structure
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Correct
X

7

Finite
State

8
9
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P<,10 P<,01 P<,001

TRIALS
Averages for three groups of ten each.
One trial consisted of a one-at-a-time presentation of all 10 sequences of a sequence
group. After each trial, the subject attempted to write as many sequences as he
could recall. The order of presentation was varied haphazardly on each trial.
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shows how organization into immediate constituents aided recall. The lack
of difference in the performances of the finite state group and the random
spacing group suggests that mere grouping is not of itself beneficial. A
summary of the statistical analysis is included as Figure V.
By this time, we were so delighted to get any positive results that we
overlooked one possible interpretation of the results. It was pointed out
to us that one might consider that the groups were presented with a vocabulary of 5 items G, N, S, X and space. In such a case, the systematic
introduction of spaces for a phrase structure group would increase the
redundancy as opposed to the random introduction of spaces which carry
more information in the sense of communication theory. However, we
had explicitly told the subjects not to worry about recalling position of
spaces. Undoubtedly, the spaces facilitate the grouping of symbols into
higher-level units, but we did not feel we had to apologize for this fact, since
it is precisely what immediate constituent analysis purports to do.
It is clear that these results cannot be safely generalized. However, once
a convincing case can be made for a particular experimental design, it is
hoped that similar results can be attained with the learning of material
more closely approximating natural languages—with the only relevant
variable being the model underlying the presentation and with no regard
for the actual pedagogical devices or method of instruction.
FIGURE

V

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source of
Variation
A:
B:

AxB:

Spacing
Error (A)
Trials
Spacing-Trials
Interaction
Error (B)
Total

Sum of Degrees of
Squares Freedom

Mean
Square

67
148
325
61

2
27
9
18

33.50
5.48
36.11
3.39

231
832

243
299

.95

F

6.11 (p<.01)
38.01 (p<.001)
3.57 (p<.01)

The three significant values indicate: (1) Spacing: that the number of correct
recalls differed significantly among the three groups (P.S: 36.0, Finite: 28.0, Random:
24.8); (2) Trials: the group averages differed from trial to trial; (3) Spacing-Trials
Interaction: there is a significant difference in the rate at which the three groups
improved over the ten trials. For discussion of the statistical technique involved,
see Edwards, A. L., Experimental Design in Psychological Research, New York:
Rinehart, 1960, pp. 227-232.

DISCUSSION
JEROME B. WHITE (General Programming Teaching Corporation): Were
the subjects of your experiments reinforced for correct responses after the
completion of each trial?
SA PORTA: In the first three experiments they were given 10 cents for each
correct answer and penalized 10 cents for each incorrect answer. In the fourth
experiment they were given no indication at all of whether they had identified
correctly or not. It was a cheaper experiment.
ROBERT A. SENCER (Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute): You commented
near the end of your paper that the results are not generalizable. First of all,
I would like to ask you to detail why they are not. I am asking that question
because I would like to know how the experimenters justify the implication that
so-called nonsense symbols were better than either letters or numerals for the
purpose of these experiments. Secondly, on what basis do you justify analysis of
variants? Thirdly, using analysis of variants, how do you justify the very small
number of subjects used for each cell?
SAPORTA: I said that the results were not safely generalizable. We are
cautious, because it is not clear how we would go about getting similar results,
say, for oral presentation where pauses would have to be equivalent to spaces.
It is not clear that the same results could be predicted for meaningful materials
if there were a conflict between the foreign structure and the native structure.
There would be an added variable in the case where immediate constituent
analyses for meaningful materials in the foreign language conflicted with similar
analyses for English. I cannot justify the rationale for the particular statistical
devices, because essentially they are the decisions of the statistician whose
opinion I accepted.
WESLEY C. PANUNZIO (English Language Services): I noticed your use
of the phrase "the awareness of the relation of patterns" as you gave the examples 'The man saw John', 'The man saw his friend', 'The man saw his very
good friend'. My attention focuses upon this matter, because it is an area of
personal interest. There is the possibility of definition here as to what awareness
means in the sense that you are using it. In my own thinking, I consider the
concept of awareness to be the self perceiving self, whereas the spontaneous
process of habit I think of as the self perceiving, but without the self perceiving
the self. In your own experimenting, have you deliberately used the concept of
awareness as a specific process that you call to the attention of your subjects?
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SAPORTA: Let me answer a different question. One of the things that we
did not do, or did not concern ourselves with, is whether or not to teach rules
to ourselves. That is, we were not concerned with explicitly telling our subjects
something about the nature of the grammar. In this sense, we were explicitly
avoiding awareness.
STANLEY FELDSTEIN (William Alanson White Institute): I presume that
the subjects were aware that this was an experiment in grammatical construction.
Can this be interpreted as a memory experiment? Secondly, have you considered
the possibility of interpreting the results in terms of Miller's chunking hypothesis,1 which is in terms of the amount of patterning and the number of patterns
that your different groups have?
SAPORTA: The subjects were not told anything about grammar or the nature
of grammar. They were asked merely to recall sequences of letters. The work
by Miller is indeed relevant; as a matter of fact it served as one of the sources
of our thinking. However, chunking is nothing more than a kind of immediate
constituent analysis. That is, not all grouping is equally relevant for memory.
The difference between the systematic spacing and random spacing aimed precisely at that problem. The total number of both letters and spaces is identical
for all three groups. It is the placement of the spaces which essentially distinguishes one kind of chunking from another.
1

George A. Miller, "Human memory and the storage of information," IRE Trans-

actions on Information Theory, IT-2,3 (1956), 129-135.

LINGUISTICS AND READING
A PLACE FOR THE SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION OF THE LINGUIST

CHARLES C. FRIES

University of Michigan

If "Johnny can't read," it is not because his teachers, or the principals of
his schools, or the superintendents of his school systems, or the professors
of education, or the directors of reading clinics have ignored or neglected
the problems created by the innumerable and diverse Johnnies and Janes
that must, for modern living, have an increasingly high standard of literacy.
Whatever the causes of the "failures of modern education," no one can
insist that they have arisen out of willful neglect of the problems or an
unwillingness to labor hard in their study.
A linguist, who seeks to discover just where his special knowledge and
experience might make a contribution to the understanding and solution
of the many perplexing problems of learning to read and of teaching reading,
finds not an empty field with a few inarticulate workers, but the floor of a
Wall Street Stock Exchange on the eve of a financial crisis. The movement
for what is called the "scientific study of education"—a type of investigation
depending in large part upon statistical procedures applied to data gathered
through the use of various types of "objective" tests and measurements—
got under way during the first two decades of the twentieth century. In
this accelerating trend toward the measurement-statistical approach to
educational problems, the number of studies directed to the teaching of
reading far exceeds that given to any other single subject of the school
curriculum.
Through the patient work of men like the late William S. Gray, of the
University of Chicago, Emmett A. Betts, formerly head of the Reading
Clinic in Philadelphia—now of the University of Miami in Florida, and
Arthur Traxler, of the Educational Records Bureau of New York City, in
listing, classifying and summarizing these studies, the bibliographical resources in the field of "reading" are exceptionally good. These men deserve
the gratitude of everyone who attempts to grasp coherently what this kind
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of research has contributed to an understanding of the nature of the reading
process and of the materials and procedures for teaching. But even with
the aid of Gray's Summaries of Investigations Relating to Reading (which
cover more than 4,300 items from 1900 to 1962), Traxler's four volumes of
Research in Reading (which though more highly selective cover 2,343 items
from 1930 to 1958) and Emmett Betts' Index to Professional Literature on
Reading (with its helpful information about more than 8,200 items)—even
with such aids as these the very mass of the material creates great difficulty.
The difficulties, however, do not arise out of the volume of the materials
alone. One comes away from a concentrated study of hundreds out of the
thousands of these investigations much distressed and frustrated. He seeks
in vain for the cumulative continuity that has characterized all recognized
scientifically-sound research. He struggles hard, without success, to find
strands of fundamental assumptions and accepted criteria of evaluation running through a series of studies attacking any of the major problems of the
teaching of reading.
Quotations from men like Gray and Traxler, who have carried the main
burden of recording and summarizing the published research on reading
during the last thirty-five years, and who have sought diligently and sympathetically for the studies that have made sound contributions, give expression to some of the reasons for the feeling of distress and frustration with
which one comes from an intensive study of these research materials.
W. S. Gray, Article, "Reading," in Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 1950, p. 966:
"Unfortunately, much of the scientific work relating to reading
has been fragmentary in character. . . . In the second place,
there is far too little coordination of effort among research workers
in the field of reading. . . . In the third place, many of the
studies reported have been conducted without adequate controls."
C. Winfield Scott, "A Forest View of Present Research in Reading," in
Educational and Psychological Measurement 14 (1943), 208-214:
"In reviewing a recent summary of studies on mixed eye-hand
dominance Gray concluded, 'Obviously final conclusions relating
to this problem cannot be stated at present'. This statement could
be written large after every area of reading research."
Arthur E. Traxler, Eight More Years of Research in Reading, 1955, p. 6:
"Phonics—The results of available research on phonics continues to be inconclusive as far as evidence of the value of phonetic training is concerned."
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Arthur E. Traxler, Eight More Years of Research in Reading, 1955, p. 5:
"The findings in studies of reading speed and comprehension
confirm earlier findings in that fast and slow readers appear to
comprehend reading material about equally well. There is a small
amount of evidence that fast reading is of advantage in the comprehension of pupils with high intelligence but is not advantageous
for pupils of average and low mental ability."
In spite of the tremendous number of the published studies of reading,
I have not been able to find the evidence to justify the frequent assertion
that the findings of educational research since 1920 have provided the
basis for most of the modern reforms in reading instruction. As a matter
of fact, every one of the method-approaches and combination of methodapproaches to the teaching of reading that are so vigorously and voluminously discussed today was in use, fully discussed and incorporated in textbooks and in teachers' manuals before 1890.
Perhaps the latest of the approaches to receive wide discussion is the
one which uses the Augmented Roman Alphabet (ARA) for what the
advocates of this approach call the Initial Teaching Medium (ITM). 1
"This alphabet of 43 letters (so says the newspaper report) was designed
by Sir James Pitman, grandson of Sir Isaac Pitman, who invented the
Pitman shorthand system." Isaac Pitman, however, did more than invent
a very successful shorthand system. He published his first Phonography
in 1837. Five years later in 1842, with the assistance of A. J. Ellis (now
well-known for his great work on English Pronunciation), he produced
the system called Phonotopy or printing by Sound. This system of printing,
using most of the letters of Romanic alphabet but augmented by seventeen
new letters constituted a 'Phonetic print' which was then tried in the
schools as a method of teaching beginning reading. The following statements are quoted from the journal The Massachusetts Teacher 6 (1853),
25-28, from the report of their committee appointed to examine this 'Phonetic system' as it was being used in 119 public and five private schools of
Massachusetts.
"It has been found . . . that a wonderful gain may be made in
teaching the reading, spelling, and enunciation of the common
orthography, by the primary use of the Phonetic alphabet, and the
Phonetic books. Not only should the child be taught to read by
the means of the sounds of the language, which has been a favorite
1
Introduced at the 27th Conference of the Educational Records Bureau, in New
York, November 1963, by John Downing of the Institute of Education of the University of London. "A two-year experiment is nearing an end at 75 British schools
where 2500 children aged 4 and 5 are being taught by the new method."
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idea of many friends of education, but he should have a fixed
character for every sound, or else, in the outset, he will be likely
to have a natural tendency to dislike his book; a tendency sometimes, to be sure, overcome by a skilful teacher, but often
irremediable.
"For the common orthography has such a variety of changes,
not only in the sounds attached to each letter of the Romanic
alphabet, but also in the number of combinations attached to
each sound, that the child is liable to become so confused at the
commencement of his educational career, as to render it extremely
difficult, if not impossible, for him to progress with any degree
of rapidity satisfactory to the teacher. . . . The Phonetic system
of instruction, thus beneficial in its effects, has been introduced in
119 public and five private schools of Massachusetts."
The report then lists eight important Committees that have reported in
favor of this system of Phonetic instruction.2 This approach using the
Romanic alphabet, augmented with seventeen so-called 'Phonetic' letters
had considerable use in Britain and in the United States from 1842 to 1873.
In addition to the report in the Massachusetts Teacher of 1853 just given,
the Journal of the Proceedings of the National Educational Association had
a similar report in 1873 (pp. 207-219).
But this use of an augmented Roman alphabet for the teaching of reading
was by no means new in 1837. Two hundred and sixty-seven years earlier,
John Hart had described his use of a quite similar alphabet. His book, which
was published in 1570, had the title A Methode or comfortable beginning
for all vnlearned, whereby they may bee taught to read English, in a very
short time with pleasure.
Of the teaching he says, "The ease whereof is such, that so soone as
one is able to name the .xxv. letters [of this alphabet] perfitly and readily,
whersoeuer they present themselves to his eye, so soone shall he be able to
reade."
Nineteen years earlier in 1551 he had discussed the Unreasonable Writing
of Our English Toung and "had sought the meanes (herein writen) by which
2
A Committee of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, a Committee of
the American Association of the Friends of Education, a Committee of the American
Institute of Instruction, two Joint Committees of the Massachusetts Legislature on
Education, a Sub-Committee of the Boston Primary School Committee, a Committee of the Ohio State Teachers' Association, a Sub-Committee of the School
Committee of Cincinnati and various committees of divers associations in different
parts of this country, as well as England, have reported in favor of this system of
Phonetic instruction.
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we may use a certaine, good and easi writing, only following our pronunciation and keping the letters in their auncient, Simple and Singular powers." 3
Among the most important of those that followed Hart's approach to
the teaching of reading was Charls Butler (1633/34), who says of the use
of his 'phonetic alphabet', that "the learners attein unto a more perfect and
reddy reading in one year, than otherwise they have doon in three."
In 1768 Benjamin Franklin proposed his plan entitled A Scheme for a
New Alphabet and Reformed Mode of Spelling 4 as a means of solving the
difficulties created by English spelling. The Pitman-Ellis materials of 1842
carried on into the nineteenth century the approach to the teaching of
beginning reading devised by John Hart in 1570 and revised and tried by
his followers (I have named but three out of a considerable number in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries).
But the Augmented Roman alphabets, although tried enthusiastically,
did not solve all the problems of the teaching of reading.
In 1881 George L. Farnham, a school superintendent conscientiously
devoted to the search for the methods that would procure the most efficient
reading, wrote the following.
"In 1858, the phonetic system was introduced into the schools
of Syracuse, N.Y., and for a time it was thought that the true
method of teaching children to read had been discovered. After
a trial of five years, however, it was seen that while pupils learned
to read by this method in much less time than usual, and attained
a high state of excellence in articulation, their reading was nearly
as mechanical as before, and few of them became good spellers.
The two systems of analysis, phonic and graphic, had so little in
common that permanent confusion was produced in the mind." 5
Other so-called modern approaches to the teaching of reading reach back
into the nineteenth century. As early as 1842 the Word-method 6 was vigorously discussed and fully worked out in widely used textbooks published in
3
See also his major book An Orthographie, contayning the due order and reason,
howe to write or paint thimmage of mannes voice, most like to the life or nature.
4
"As to those who do not spell well, if the two difficulties are compared, viz., that
of teaching them true spelling in the present mode and that of teaching them the new
alphabet and the new spelling according to it, I am confidant that the latter would
be by far the least. They naturally fall into the new method already, as much as
the imperfection of their alphabet will admit of; their present bad spelling is only
bad because contrary to the present bad rules; under the new rules it would be good.
—The difficulty of learning to spell well in the old way is so great, that few attain it;
thousands and thousands writing on to old age, without ever being able to acquire it."
5
Preface of his book on The Sentence Method (1881).
6
See The Common School Journal 4 (1842), 90-96 and 27, 29.
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1850, 1856, 1874 7 and 1883. 8 As a general practice, these books also
provided for the teaching of new words by using the methods of "word
analysis by sound," usually preceded by a period of "preparation" activity
to put the pupils "on their own" in approaching "new words" in their
reading.9
The Sentence-Method received considerable discussion and practice from
1870 on. George L. Farnham's little book The Sentence Method of Teaching Reading, Writing and Spelling was first published in 1881, with later
editions in 1886 and 1895. It was widely used in teacher-training institutes
in the East, especially in Pennslyvania and New York State and in the
Middle West, chiefly in Iowa and Nebraska. As explained and practiced
by Farnham and his followers, this approach through the "whole sentence"
was conceived and thoroughly worked out over a period of classroom trial
lasting ten years—from 1870 to 1880.
This book of 1881 treated with considerable breadth the problems that
face the teacher. It stressed the need for preparation exercises to make
the pupils "ready" for reading, constantly insisted upon the getting of
meaning and thought as the basic objective, made use of supplementary
reading material and selection on the basis of pupil interest and in asserting
that "True education is a growth," based the teaching of reading upon the
experience of the pupils.
7

Webb's Normal Reader No. 1, A New Method of Teaching Children to Read.
Part I Word Method
Part II Teaching New Words, Reading, Spelling, the Alphabet, and the Sounds
of the Letters
Part III Union Method
8
Butler's Series, 1883.
9
See Webb's Normal Reader No. 1, p. 16ff. and Part II.
See also Butler's Series—First Reader (1883) Preface p. 4.
Suggestions to Teachers
"The first step in any work is the most important. Of no subject is this more true
than of reading.
It is recommended that teachers using this book should employ the Word Method
in connection with the Phonic Method. We are satisfied that the Alphabetic Method
is a hindrance rather than a help. A child can more readily learn twenty-six words
than twenty-six letters. Words have interest to a child because they mean something.
Letters are merely arbitrary signs. . . . While advocating the Word Method, we
would guard instructors against teaching words without first developing the ideas
they represent.
To aid the teacher in this work, most of the lessons of this book are illustrated.
Begin the lesson by showing the children the picture. Let them tell all they see in it.
Have a familiar talk about it. Call the word by which the object is known. Be
careful to print the word as nearly like the one in the book as possible. Let the
children find the word upon the page wherever it occurs, and pronounce it."
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The leading teachers and administrators before 1890 did not conceive
the task of teaching reading in any narrow fashion, and their practical
classroom experimentation led to a continuing development in theory and
method. The important changes in approach that characterize the history
of the teaching of reading in the schools have grown out of the earnest
struggle of the teachers and administrators themselves to find better ways—
ways to achieve specific types of skills that the approach then in use
neglected, ways to make their teaching measure up to their ideals of all
that must be accomplished.
It is into this struggle, which has lasted approximately four centuries,
that the linguist must come and find the place for his special contribution.
The linguist, as a linguist, has a special competence in a special limited
field. We assume that that competence includes more than skill in using the
techniques and procedures necessary for the practitioner of linguistic analysis— that it does include the body of knowledge and understanding concerning the nature and functioning of human language built up by the devoted
labors of a host of scholars, especially during the last century and a half.
But we cannot assume that the well-trained linguist merely by virtue of the
fact that he is a linguist is competent to deal with the applications of his
science to the problems of teaching. As with the other sciences, I believe
that the engineering applications of the linguist's special knowledge require
an additional special competence which includes an understanding of the
particular practical problems of the field of application and the status of the
struggle to solve them.
From this point of view, there is a definite contribution that linguists can
and should make in the struggle to make the program for the teaching of
reading more adequate to meet the conditions that face the schools today.
Learning to read is learning to do something with language and we would
assume that reading ability must be based on language ability. Children
have learned to "talk" their language when they come to school (we assume
an age of five).
The linguist competent to deal with the application of his special knowledge should be of use, first, in analyzing and describing with some precision
the language achievement of the child as he enters the reading program.
Such a linguist should be of use, second, in defining, in relation to language, the nature of the reading process.
And third, such a linguist, with an added special competence in English,
should be able to describe the special characteristics of English spelling as
that spelling has been developed and is now used to represent the wordpatterns of the language.
With respect to the language competence of the child, the linguist's
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approach would not be "word-centered" in the sense that he would consider
primarily the number of vocabulary items the child "knows" (the Seashore
calculation or the earlier estimates). He would be able to investigate the
child's responses to the range of contrastive functioning units, the phonemes,
that English uses to separate and identify the lexical items. His investigations would also include the range of contrastive markers that identify the
basic structures to which grammatical meanings are attached.
With respect to the nature of reading he raises the question, "Just what
must the child, who has learned to talk, learn in order to add the skill of
reading to his already attained skill of talking?"
Learning to read is not a process of learning new language signals or other
language signals than those the child has already learned. The basic difference between reading and talking lies in the medium through which the
physical stimuli make contact with his nervous system. In "talk," the
physical stimuli of the language signals make their contact by means of
sound waves received by the ear. In reading, the physical stimuli of the
same language signals consist of graphic shapes that make their contact with
his nervous system through light waves received by the eye. The process
of learning to read is the process of transfer from the auditory signs for
language signals which the child has already learned, to the new visual
signs for the same signals.
Learning to read, therefore, means developing a considerable range of
high-speed recognition responses to specific sets of patterns of graphic
shapes. In the transfer from a succession of sound patterns in a time
dimension to a succession of graphic patterns in a space direction, there are
many (often neglected) arbitrary features that must be specifically and
thoroughly learned by much practice. Although the alphabet as used for
English is phonemically based, it is not a 'phonemic alphabet', in the sense
that there is a single letter for each phoneme and a single phoneme for each
letter. Throughout the history of English spelling, the letters of the alphabet
have never had a one-for-one correspondence with English phonemes. The
phonemes, especially the vowel phonemes, have always been graphically
represented by spelling patterns. English spelling today cannot be satisfactorily dealt with by trying to match individual letters with individual
sounds. To say this, however, does not deny the basic relation that does
exist between sounds and spellings. To grasp that relation, the beginning
reader must learn to respond to the significant features of the major patterns
of spelling rather than try to learn the many various sounds that each letter
can be said to represent.
The spelling-pattern approach differs fundamentally from the phonics
approach. Underlying the phonics approach is the assumption that much of
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learning to read is learning to match words as written, letter-by-letter, with
words as pronounced, sound-by-sound (sounds produced in isolation with
letters specified separately). It is perfectly true that for a certain range of
spelling patterns, notably the first major set of spelling patterns, the phonics
approach has been helpful, and this fact accounts for the persistence of
phonics in the schools. But the 'phonics way' does not lay the basis for the
kinds of responses to spelling patterns that can be used for all the materials.
One can learn such words as MAN, MAT, MEN, MET the phonics way
and project similar letter-sound correspondences through a substantial
number of words, but even for the three-letter words like MAN, it is not
the single letter A that indicates the vowel sound /ae/. It is the wholespelling-pattern MAN in contrast with the whole-spelling-patterns MANE
and MEAN that signals the different vowel phonemes that identify these
three different word-patterns /mam/ /men/ /min/, or the whole spelling
pattern MAT in contrast with the spelling patterns MATE and MEAT.
Although the spelling-pattern approach always gives attention to whole
words rather than to individual isolated sounds and letters, it differs fundamentally from any of the common "word-method" approaches in that there
is no uncertainty in the identifying characteristics that mark off one written
word from another. These are the identifying characteristics of the language
itself as incorporated in the patterns of our alphabetic spelling.
The handling of these beginning materials need not be mechanical, but
they must be subjected to rigorous criteria of selection and programmed into
a progression of small, coherent contrastive steps. Even from the beginning,
there must be complete meaning responses not only to words but to complete utterances. The cumulative comprehension of the meanings must
become so complete that the pupil-reader can, "as he goes along," supply
those portions of the language signals which the bundles of spelling patterns
alone do not represent. The case for the use of a considerable amount of
properly directed oral reading rests primarily on the need to develop this
kind of productive reading.
In the preparation of materials for the teaching of reading there should
be a place for more well-qualified linguists, well-qualified linguists who are
willing to make the sacrifices necessary for them to become competent to
assist in the application of their science.

DISCUSSION
ROBERT ILLW1TZER (Georgetown University): I would like to add a
footnote to Dr. Fries' talk. Not long ago I read a book by Carl Delacato 1 who
is primarily a psychologist and is very interested in reading problems. He believes that no matter what method is used to teach reading, there is always a
hard core of children who just do not learn to read—presumably children who
are quite normal in all psychological tests. Delacato feels that this inability to
read is really a first manifestation of some psychological or physical disturbance.
He studied the case histories of a great number of children who had had all
sorts of remedial reading courses and he found in a great number of these cases
a history indicating some slight brain damage, probably at birth. He says that
this damage can be found before its manifestation in the inability to read. One
of the earliest symptoms of it is what is called 'missed dominance'. In such
cases the child does not know whether he is right-handed or left-handed, or
right-footed or left-footed. Perhaps in looking at the controversy over methods
to teach children how to read, we may discover that it is not really the method
which is at fault. Rather, the child may be suffering from some physical or
physiological defect.
FRIES: Much has been said about the study of children who do not learn
to read by a regular process. First, I would say that the actual number of nonreaders who have physical defects is very small. In regard to the matter of
right-left dominance, the research done by some psychologists denies any
correlation between this situation and reading deficiency. The greatest cause of
reading inefficiency has two aspects: first of all, learners are not exercised on
the proper materials; secondly, they do not learn the first steps competently.
Involved in the first steps is the substitution of a direction in space for a time
dimension. The nature of our alphabet is also a factor: there is a contrast
between upper and lower case letters; yet another contrast lies in the separation
of one letter from another. In our program we believe that the habit of response
to the written shape should be automatic and rapid and have nothing to do with
meaning or sound. Nevertheless, if a child's speech is such that his production
of contrastive sound features is sufficient to enable him to express himself, he
can be taught to read. We generally consider talking to be a very simple process.
If a child has not accomplished it by the age of three, worried parents seek help.
On the other hand, we think of reading as a very difficult process for the
child and many people have urged that it should not be begun before the age of
five, six, or even seven. As a matter of fact, learning to talk is a much more
1
Carl H. Delacato, The Treatment and Prevention of Reading Problems (Springfield, Illinois, 1958).
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difficult process than learning to read. Learning to talk is perhaps the greatest
intellectual feat that most of us ever accomplish. Learning to read is by far a
simpler process. Reading is simply the transfer from physical means of contact,
or sound, to graphic shapes.
GEORGE P. FAUST (University of Kentucky): If I understand Mr. Fries
correctly, he has commented that there is a difference of medium but not of
signals between speaking and reading. I am very much interested in the problem of how signaling is affected by variations in dialects. We have all come
across dialects in which the neutralization between pin—pen takes place. In
addition, I have had several students who have written are where I would have
expected or. I would like to ask what would be meant by signal in this context.
FRIES: Professor Faust is entirely right that there are differences in signals
due to the various geographically and socially diversified dialects. For example,
there are the differences between British English and American English. Notice,
however, that both British English and American English use practically the
same graphic system of representation. When I speak of signals, I am not speaking of production signals, i.e., the talking of the language. I use the word "talk"
simply as the means to represent language. The dialect used by the child is not
especially important if you are teaching him how to read. More important is
the rapidity of his responses to a teacher who speaks a dialect which is an
acceptable variety of English. Our program is concerned with the developing
of high-speed recognition-responses to the spelling patterns of English. It is a
response-reaction and not a productive-reaction that we wish to achieve. The
child who is learning to write must learn to produce each spelling pattern as he
writes. This is not necessary for the reader. The reader's skill is in recognizing
word patterns. In the event that you have a problem stemming from dialect
divergency, spelling should not be used at the beginning. The copying of material
can be used, but not productive spelling on the part of the child.
FREDERICK D. EDDY (Georgetown University): Dr. Fries, I would like
to ask a few questions about something that came up at the very end of your
paper—the matter of the suprasegmentals. I assume from what you said that
most of the reading methods have been based on a spelling system that is concerned primarily with the segmental units and has almost no consistent and
satisfactory way of representing the suprasegmentals. What place do the suprasegmentals have in the problems that we are considering? In the culture of the
two languages that I happen to know fairly well, English and French, there is a
definite unrealistic sing-song way of reading aloud. When a person picks up
something to read, he goes into an intonational pattern that has nothing to do
with normal speech. It seems to me that it would be quite significant if a
youngster could be led away from this kind of pattern when he starts to read.
How can he make a correspondence between his speech and reading?

154

CHARLES C. FRIES

FRIES: First of all, one must realize that the child, when he comes to reading, already uses the intonation patterns of English. In fact, intonation is one
of the first things that he develops in the babbling stage. The point is that
there are fewer signals of the language in our writing than in speech. It is
speech that has the full range of signals. Because intonation is not marked in
writing, the child has to supply it when he is reading; but you should not teach
him intonation, nor should the child be allowed to pronounce words in citation
form; he should use his normal intonation—even in the matter of single word
pronouncing. The supplying of signals that are not in the graphic representation
is part of the teaching problem from the very beginning. We can avoid the whole
matter of sing-song in reading by encouraging the child to grasp the cumulative
meaning as it goes through sequences of sentences.
MARTHA KORNBLVM (Queens College, C. C. N. Y.): I think since
1945 we have been mistaking the need of the foreign student in the United
States by emphasizing the oral approach and his control of the spoken language.
Miss O'Connor's talk today is the very first that I had ever heard which would
indicate that the foreign learner of English has a formidable problem, especially
in reading, simply because he is a literate person. A majority of our foreign
students come to the United States as sophisticated persons with cultural backgrounds and an ability to read in their own language. It seems to me that what
we need is not an extension of the influence of linguists on the teaching of
English as a foreign language, but rather some original and provocative work in
the analysis of the lexicon of English. I would disagree with Miss O'Connor
when she says that grammar reading is not efficient. I think reading for the
foreign student is an extremely difficult thing, especially when he goes into a
university and must compete on this level with native students. For us to
neglect the techniques of bringing him to a creative and productive way of
reading, is to side-step our purpose. I would say that the influence of linguistics
has been concentrated on the teaching of English as a foreign language and
this has not always been a very happy thing. I would hope that there would be
a modification of this influence, because it is very important for teachers of
English as a foreign language to work more on their own discipline.
FRIES: I am afraid that the point of view of the linguist here has been very
badly misunderstood. When we say that our approach is oral, we do not refer
to the direct method. The oral approach does not describe what the teacher
should do or not do. Our use of the term "oral approach" describes what we
want the pupil to accomplish at the end of the first stage of language learning.
He must learn the basic materials of the language so well that he can produce
them orally in the proper situations, stimulated by meaning wherever necessary.
This is a matter of thoroughness of learning. We have always said that reading
can be used as part of the means of that learning and that the use of reading
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to stimulate those who are beginning the language should be only of material
which has already been taught thoroughly in oral patterns. We are very much
aware of the problems of reading and have done something about it. The point
that Miss O'Connor made was that we have been so taken up with the early
stages of this material, that very little has really been done for advanced college
students who are literate.
WILLIAM MARQUARDT (N. Y. U.): Up to now, all the discussion has
centered on the importance of the mastery of two codes. The spoken code has
been indicated as underlying the code in reading. Professor Fries pointed out
that the code for speech is certainly much more difficult to learn than the code
for reading. He also pointed out that practically all children learn to speak and
that some of them learn to speak eminently well by the time they are five years
old. Vast numbers of children, however, do not learn to read and this is the
great problem. It has been suggested that somehow the correlation between
the two codes must be thoroughly understood and the skill that is obtained in
the mastery of the one code must be transferred as quickly as possible to mastery
of the second code. I wonder if the great discrepancy in the mastery of these two
codes might not suggest that we have to take a new theoretical approach to the
problem of reading; perhaps we should think of the problem as a behavioral
problem. The child learns to speak very easily and thoroughly. He does not
read because reading is behavior which is not reinforced in the process of acquiring it as adequately as the behavior in the speaking process. Therefore, the
problem is to analyse each of the minimal steps of behavior in speaking together
with the kinds of reinforcement that succeed in getting the child to reproduce
these steps and to make a similar analysis of the point-by-point progression in
acquiring the various steps of proficiency toward the desired terminal behavior
in reading.
FRIES: I agree thoroughly with what you have just proposed. It is precisely
the kind of program that I am representing. In regard to your first point, I would
add that we have tremendous pressure to learn to talk. We do not have anything
like that social pressure to learn to read. As you know, reading is a rather late
situation. In many areas today, comparatively few people read. In Pakistan, for
example, the illiteracy is 85%. Now, we in the United States do not have
anything like the kind of social pressure that exists in Pakistan which is trying
to establish a democratic regime. In families in which there is a cultural background in reading and in which attention is given to children and their development, you will find that children learn to read fairly early. Learning to read at
three or four is not unusual. It can happen in a variety of ways. It sometimes
happens without having the parents know it. In some of the best private schools
in England, for example, they take pupils at five but they will not take any pupil
who cannot read well at that age.
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MARQUARDT: I would like to direct one more question to Dr. O'Connor.
She mentioned that we must somehow relate the culture of the learner of a
language to the code that the learner is trying to master. She feels that this
relating should be done at the intermediate stage. I wonder if a technique or
set of materials that has generally not been exploited might not serve in this
capacity. I mean the use of materials about the culture of the learner written
by outsiders; in other words, things written by Americans about Japan and
Japanese family life which are intended for other Americans and which show
Americans reacting to the culture of Japan. Such materials might serve as the
bridge between the learning of the code and the learning of the values of the
speakers of the code. They might also be a great stimulus to the learning of
the language.
O'CONNOR: Yes. I think that your suggestion is an interesting one. Materials based on the reverse culture approach would be of great value. Such an
approach would be appropriate, because one thing we certainly want to teach
early is that what is different is not necessarily peculiar.
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It is only fitting and proper that today, to a group of linguists, I should
formally unveil a new word, one that I have coined since joining the
bureaucracy. It is somewhat surprising (at least to me) that I should be
doing this since, up until three years ago, I had never met a linguist nor
coined a word. Indeed, I went through the whole of my formal education
without ever knowing there was such a discipline as linguistics—as my remarks will undoubtedly testify. And it is only recently that I learned that
language teachers are not necessarily all linguists. Even more amazing is
the fact that I had to leave university life and join the Office of Education
in order to meet a linguist. For there, at least in connection with my part
of it, many linguists are around—or so I was told, since to me they looked
very much like everybody else. But, for a while, I couldn't even say the
word linguistics without blushing.
But all things change and I blush no more. I suspect that just as the
typical Navajo family is now said to comprise a father, a mother, two
children and a Harvard anthropologist, so it will someday be said that the
typical college faculty is composed of a few scholars, some teachers and
a linguist. Although, on the surface, linguistics appears to be pragmatism
applied to the King's English, even I can see that it has a more vital and
mysterious role to play in American education. Perhaps its destiny is to be
like that of literary criticism in the last generation, a cult to which many
aspired, but few belonged. Certainly, linguists form an elite. I once asked
two well-known linguists (or so they described themselves) how one defined
a linguist. They both agreed immediately that there was no definition possible. But, they said, they could name all of them, adding that there would
be, perhaps, some forty people on such a list. Well, I see all of you have
gotten together here today and it is indeed fortunate for me that I have a
homogeneous audience. It is, of course, unfortunate for you that I know
nothing about linguistics.
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In spite of this expression of inferiority on my part (which I really don't
feel since a historian has to fear only the poet), I must get to the word for
which you are waiting. As a civil servant who is prohibited by law from
lobbying, I have been pleased to describe myself from time to time as burotic.
The word, I trust, is self-explanatory. Perhaps, however, the title of my
paper, "A Backdoor to the Future," is not. It is to this point, lest you
think I am only interested in exits or that I have been overwhelmed by my
burosis, that I shall now address myself.
My purpose here is to point out, though not all of you need a reminder,
that the so-called "elective system," often quite mistakenly thought of as a
thing of the past, has proved to be a continuing source of energy in the
development of the liberal arts, and that the liberal arts themselves are in
an ever-continuing and evolving process. Furthermore, I wish to draw
attention to the fact that the National Defense Education Act of 1958 has
opened what I have called a backdoor to the future. It is not always
appreciated that, although Title VI of that Act focuses on improving the
teaching of modern foreign languages, NDEA is almost unique among
government programs in that it offers encouragement and financial support
for instruction in the humanities, the social sciences and the study of history.
In doing this, the Act capitalizes on the advantages inherent in the elective
system: to remold the college curriculum so that the liberal arts can keep
pace with the new challenges we face.
General Grant, a far wiser man than many of us know, understood one
approach of the present-day linguist who, I am told, among other things,
emphasizes drill work and the use of memory in teaching his students—
phenomena (drill and memory) not unknown to eighteenth and nineteenth
century education, of which Grant was a victim. (The trinity of Latin,
Greek and mathematics had not yet been nailed to its particular cross.) The
General, who wrote an absolutely first-rate, two-volume autobiography,
graced by a literary style as direct as Hemingway's, gave one of the best
accounts of the Civil War written by any participant. Among the few
paragraphs devoted to describing his school work in a small village in Ohio,
he commented that he had told that "a noun was the name of a thing" so
often that he "had come to believe it."
Henry Adams, who wrote a whole book on his education and was more
interested in the law of thermodynamics than linguistics (and more interested
in himself than in Grant), was less than kind to the General when he wrote
the now famous observation: "The progress of evolution from President
Washington to President Grant, was alone evidence enough to upset
Darwin."
While there might have been other evidences that would have upset
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Darwin, certainly there is one aspect of American education that should
have pleased him. For I think that the evolution of education from the time
of President Eliot of Harvard to that of President Pusey is alone evidence
enough to vindicate Darwin. In my opinion, the so-called elective system
with which President Eliot is so firmly associated has proved to be one of
the major achievements of nineteenth-century American education. It is a
cornerstone on which much of subsequent development is based—a concept
with which higher education is still inextricably involved.
Eliot provided higher education with a synthesis previously lacking and
a restatement of the goals of the liberal arts that was greatly needed, one
which is not yet outmoded. A rereading of Eliot in the raw provides convincing evidence that his understanding of the elective system (which had
operated in Bologna 700 years before and which had been operating at
Harvard for forty years before he spoke), was a moderate and reasonable
position which time has only refined and modified to the general benefit of
higher education. The subsequent growth and change of the elective system
have been two of the more vigorous and happier aspects of American higher
education.
Roughly, the elective system has been limited to the last two of the four
years of college and replaced in the first two by various distribution plans
whereby certain sequences of courses and certain coverage are required so
that the student gets something of a balance among the sciences, social
sciences and humanities. But the principle remains, and general education
and specialized education exist within the framework of what was once
known as the elective system which, along with its other benefits, has
provided the American college with the flexibility necessary not only to
meet some of the demands made upon it, but also to resist other pressures
from the society to which it is bound. How else could we account for
the presence of linguistics in the curriculum today?
Eliot neither denied what many of us have come to call "general education" and to which he himself referred—and the term was as vague then
as it is now—nor did he think of the liberal arts as static, either before or
after he had finished explaining them. With Emerson he sought "manthinking" and with Whitehead he would have maintained that the proper
function of a university was "the imaginative acquisition of knowledge."
The purpose of his plea (and the reason he supported the elective system)
was to oppose the stultification he attributed to a rigid insistence upon the
classics, that same trinity of Latin, Greek and mathematics. Indeed, the
force of his argument was against specialization.
Supposedly, the elective system died at Harvard in 1910 and indeed, it
has been buried many times and ridiculed often. Abraham Flexner's famous
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report of 1930 referred to the elective system as the cafeteria system of education, and certainly students were often given a wide range of odd courses
to choose from. And, because of Eliot's insistence that "English, French,
German, history, political economy and natural sciences" should be added
to the list of studies "which the sixteenth century called liberal," Samuel
Eliot Morison, another American admiral who talks about American education, complained that the freedom offered the student by Eliot was "the
greatest crime of the century against American youth," since it deprived him
of his classical heritage.
Notwithstanding the advent of the space age and the liberal arts' ability
to encompass it—even to provide for it—there is much of the academic
tradition that derives from Eliot's time. For the liberal arts—a new name
for the old business of learning—is like the trio that has lasted by learning:
Judaism, Catholicism and Protestantism. And, whatever we may think of
the three, they have all shown one of the eternal characteristics of greatness,
an ability to survive, an ability to learn when, where and how to change.
The endless controversies whether language, philosophy, mathematics, or
science supplies the best mental training, whether general education should
be chiefly literary or chiefly scientific, have no practical lesson for us today.
[We] recognize no real antagonisms between literature and science and
consent to no such narrow alternatives as mathematics or classics, science
or metaphysics. We would have them all, and at their best. To observe
keenly, to reason soundly and to imagine vividly are operations as essential
as that of clear and forcible expression; and to develop one of these
faculties, it is not necessary to repress and dwarf the others. A university is
not closely concerned with the applications of knowledge until its general
education branches into professional. Poetry and philosophy and science
do indeed conspire to promote the material welfare of mankind, but science
no more than poetry finds its best warrant in its utility.
This last paragraph has no quotation marks around it because I did not
want to indicate ahead of time that it had not just been freshly said. Alas,
I did not write it: it is the first paragraph of the inaugural address Charles
William Eliot delivered when he became President of Harvard College
almost a hundred years ago. His belief that "the elective system fosters
scholarship because it gives free play to natural preferences and inborn
aptitudes" serves to remind us of our traditional emphasis on the individual's
right to choose. As with the eighteenth century's natural laws of supply
and demand, in Eliot's insistence on "natural preferences and inborn aptitudes," we have a concept which is basic to and greatly favors the continued
growth and prosperity of the academic community. In this direction lies
liberty and to this end the elective system has served us well.
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Recently, a prominent linguist from a great mid-Western university was
in my office talking about one of the more exotic areas of the world and its
uncommon languages. He said: "I only want six students for three years all
to myself. At the end of the first year, three of them will flunk out or leave,
to be replaced by three more. One of the successful three might become
an anthropologist, another a historian and the third, perhaps, a linguist."
So be it. This interaction among professor, student and curriculum is
the core of the system known as the liberal arts. It is a system which works,
else many of us would not be here today. Arrangement and rearrangement
of the curriculum are the means by which the content of liberal education is
permitted to change in accordance with changing ideas and circumstances.
The use which professors and students make of the evolving curriculum
determines the quality of liberal education, as well as the direction which
future change is likely to take.
While it may be that no one is ever wholly clear as to what is meant by
the adjective "liberal" in this connection (it often seems that, when speaking
of a liberal education, people are talking about a "liberal" sprinkling of
cheese on a dish of spaghetti), nonetheless, it is clear that the liberal arts
refers to a particular collection of facts, attitudes and abilities, none of which
has specific or immediate application, yet which—once acquired—identify a
man as educated. By definition it is a general, not a specialized, education.
Yet, at no time in history has the university been restricted to purely
abstract learning. The earliest of the European universities, the University
of Salerno, was devoted to medicine. In 1316, Cambridge was founded in
order to provide "clerks for the King's service," and we all know that three
centuries later Harvard was founded in order "to advance learning and
perpetuate it to Posterity; dreading to leave an illiterate Ministery to the
churches, when our present ministers shall lie in the Dust." The land grant
colleges afford another example, peculiar to nineteenth-century America, of
higher education bent to the service of intensely practical and immediate
social and economic concerns.
Clearly, the seeds of the struggle between specialized education and general education can be dated from the founding of the first university, if not
before. Equally clearly, the struggle has been more pronounced in the last
century as education has been made over to suit democracy instead of the
needs of the gentleman. And, since Eliot's day, whether one voted for the
elective system or general education—like voting for a Republican or a
Democrat—the choice was more often a matter of degree than of merit.
In the last few years, however, since the commencement of what was first
known as "area studies," but is now increasingly called "non-Western studies," we have begun to perceive the germ of a new synthesis by which, on the
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one hand, the proponents of general education can see a widening of the
educational horizons by the inclusion of non-Western studies, and, on the
other, the proponents of specialization can see the application of the various
disciplines in sharper focus than ever before.
Our national need to know more about the rest of the world has brought
an increasing emphasis on international studies at all levels of instruction.
In this context, what I have called the "center concept"—a concept of a
program within an institution of higher education providing instruction in a
non-Western civilization closely integrated with study of the modern languages of that civilization—assumes increasing importance in the changing
curriculum of our liberal arts colleges and graduate schools.
Currently more than 150 graduate programs alone can be identified with
this concept and the number continues to grow. Such programs, originally
called "area studies," are, perhaps, now commonly designated as "language
and area centers." Each program, however, has its own name, reflecting the
particular emphasis members of the faculty place upon it and represents the
peculiar and often unique conditions prevailing on a given campus. For
instance, some programs give virtually no attention to language study, while
others make such study a basic requirement. Some are exclusively designed
for graduate students, while others are equally concerned both with undergraduates and graduates. But increasingly the undergraduate college is
developing a major interest in such programs. The demands that the center
concept places upon the liberal arts college will produce a new version of
non-Western studies with the most dramatic and far-reaching results.
The center concept—with its challenge to departmental parochialism, its
emphasis on academic disciplines and its implicit recognition of the international dimensions of education—has already achieved academic respectability and has helped to replace the extracurricular and often highly emotional approach to "international understanding" with a scholarly apparatus
suited to academic needs. Alas, however, this will not prevent those who
must call for immediate action from attempting to start special schools for
overseasmanship and from dissipating our already limited resources and
few specialists. Furthermore, these same people encourage the exchange
of bodies among the countries of the world and call the process "international education."
Meanwhile, scholars who are seriously concerned with the international
dimensions of education envisage language and area study as the basis of an
interdisciplinary activity which can be carried on in a variety of ways. Instead of being limited by historical epochs or by disciplinary lines, these
scholars are concerned with a single world region; language competence is
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fundamental. Such an approach does not invalidate the need to offer
"regular" course work, nor does it threaten in any way the basic academic
disciplines. Rather, a language and area program serves as a nexus among
the several disciplines by drawing from them scholars who focus on a specific
world region, each in his own fashion and, in some instances, in collaboration. They constitute a team of specialists comprising the linguist, the
language teacher and the social scientist, as well as the humanist and the
historian.
The center concept, always malleable, is constantly changing in the
process of practical application. No longer is it concerned only with graduate students, nor does it rely exclusively on the linguist who has done so
much to help get the concept accepted. Already it has broadened considerably and now includes graduate study abroad, summer intensive language
programs at home and, most important of all, instruction at the undergraduate level in both language and area. The need to define the role of nonWestern studies in the undergraduate curriculum, to see its relationship to
the liberal arts and to find the new role of the linguist at this level is but a
part of the major considerations of the moment.
All this is evidence enough that the center approach to non-Western studies, deeply involved as it is with the foreign and international aspects of
education, bids fair to become pivotal in any re-examination of American
education at the college and university level. In the long run, a major
effect of the center concept may well be to revitalize and reinvigorate the
liberal arts to the extent that the problem of general vs. specialized education
might be settled for some time to come.
The center concept, at base, is part of a movement which profoundly
questions higher education's preoccupation with Western civilization. This
preoccupation has shown itself mainly in the liberal arts where the models
used have been largely those of Western thought; yet the liberal arts, which
aim at liberating the human mind, can recognize no limits and must
transcend all boundaries. In recent years, moreover, higher education, like
the society to which it belongs, has come to realize that the non-Western
world is important to the cultural, economic and political development of
the world and must therefore be understood. This realization has led many
graduate schools in our universities, some colleges and even some secondary
schools to make curricular changes that challenge, not the goals of the
liberal arts, but the limitations placed on them by undue concentration on
the history and culture of the West.
Already the movement in non-Western studies has inspired some institutions to reassess student interests and faculty skills, modify curriculums,
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shift library acquisition policies, emphasize research and study abroad and
drastically alter their attitudes towards the uncommon modern languages of
the world as well as towards linguistics. Perhaps none of these changes is
more important than that with respect to languages, for they are the essential
means by which we learn to understand the hitherto neglected parts of the
world.
Although the universities have made these changes on their own initiative,
originally they were given substantial encouragement by foundations and,
subsequently, they were offered support by the Federal Government. Because of the passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and
because of its Title VI (specifically intending to encourage and support
language development) and because of section 601 (a), authorizing the
Commissioner of Education to arrange for the establishment and operation
of language and area centers dealing with the uncommon languages of the
world and because Part "A" also authorized support for instruction in
"related studies" (meaning "area studies") and because that includes
linguistics—because of all of this, I present, in connection with the developing education known as the liberal arts, a backdoor to the future.
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