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WELCOMING REMARKS

DAVID P. HARRIS, Associate Dean, School of Languages
and Linguistics, Georgetown University

It is with great pleasure that I welcome you, on behalf of George-
town University and its School of Languages and Linguistics, to this,
the Twenty-fifth Annual Georgetown University Round Table. Dean
Alatis deeply regretted not being able to extend his greetings person-
ally, but University business required him to be absent at this time.

The theme of this year's program, 'Linguistics: Teaching and
Interdisciplinary Relations', affords us an opportunity to consider a
number of vital and timely questions: How, in a period of unprece-
dented activity in the field, may we increase our effectiveness in
communicating linguistic knowledge to our students; how may we
bring about a more fruitful interchange of ideas with other disciplines;
and how may we better prepare ourselves for the challenges of an
immediate future which promises to be so unlike the era of the past
several decades ? Such considerations seem particularly appropriate
for our 1974 meeting, coming as it does at a critical time in United
States higher education as well as at a historic point in the history of
the Georgetown University Round Table.

I need not take the time, I am sure, to describe the problems which
external conditions have imposed upon our discipline. We have all
seen documentation in abundance, including the Linguistic Society's
recent Manpower Survey. And undoubtedly in the sessions of the next
two days we shall return to the subject many times. Rather, I would
like to devote a few moments to a backward glance at the Round Table
itself, which this year celebrates its silver anniversary.

The first of these programs was held in April 1950. Unfortunately,
no detailed record of that initial meeting was kept—a deficiency soon
noted and corrected, the first proceedings being published for the pro-
gram of 1951. Then, as now, the general purpose of the meetings was
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'to provide a forum in which those working in the language field can
discuss problems of mutual interest' (GURT 1951:vii). More interest-
ing, in the light of subsequent history, was the announced specific aim,
'to bring together what may be called the more traditional language
teachers and representatives of the newer school of scientific linguis-
tics, especially descriptive linguistics' (GURT 1951:vii).

We are fortunate to have the program of the first Round Table,
which comprised four sessions and a luncheon meeting. The titles of
the 1950 presentations and panel discussions are illuminating (GURT
1951:82-83):

'Wartime Experience in Language Teaching—Results and Their
Application'. Speaker: Henry Grattan Doyle.

'Introductory Course to the Study of Languages—Nature, Contents,
and Scheduling of Such a Course'. Speaker: George L. Trager.

'The Spoken Language Approach—Aids to Recalling'. Speaker:
George A. Kennedy.

'Report on Approaches to Problems of Language Teaching
Methods on the Pacific Coast'. Speaker: Howard L. Nostrand.

'Preparation of Material for Use with Technical Aids'.
Panelists: Leon Dostert, John De Francis, Carleton Hodge,

George A. Kennedy.

'Problems of Methods in Teaching Latin'. Panelists: Henry
Hoenigswald and Berthold Ullman.

A comparison of this year's Round Table Program with that of 1950
reveals, one striking similarity and a significant point of difference—
both, I think, equally welcome. In 1974, as in 1950, one sees an
emphasis on the improvement of classroom teaching. But what one
finds in this year's program but not in that of 1950 is a concern with
the need to consider linguistics in a much broader educational and
vocational context. In part this new emphasis is surely a response to
the changing external conditions I alluded to earlier. But I feel hope-
ful that it also reflects the coming-of-age of our discipline.

The School of Languages and Linguistics takes pride in its 25 years
of sponsorship of these meetings and extends its thanks to all of you
who have come to participate in, and help us celebrate, this anniver-
sary Round Table.
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INTRODUCTION

In the not too distant past, it was one of the goals of those who
called themselves 'linguists' to define the object of their study in such
a way that it would be clear that they had a unique and demonstrably
autonomous field. It was comparatively easy to distinguish themselves
from the prescriptive norms of 'traditional grammar', and to demon-
strate that they had no need of such disciplines as psychology, or
semantics. But the very thoroughness with which they developed this
autonomous, descriptive approach soon suggested that it would now be
possible to gain new insights into the actual use of language by re-
incorporating concepts and data from those fields which had previously
been declared irrelevant for the study of linguistics. The volumes of
the Georgetown University Round Tables have chronicled many signifi-
cant steps in this process, and this, the twenty-fifth Round Table, pre-
sents a view of current interests that, in many ways, almost seems to
do away with the concept of an autonomous linguistics.

Whether this process is progress or regression is disputed.
Autonomy should entail clarity. But this clarity can be bought at the
price of neglecting demonstrably relevant factors. Only if we had an
Omniscient Linguistics could we judge the degree to which a particular
approach comes closer to the ideal. We do not have, and do not ap-
pear to be rapidly approaching such a desirable state of affairs. But
one might consider that it is the task of the linguist to account for all
those factors which either cause or prevent describable linguistic
activity. In a purely descriptive approach, such a requirement was
clearly out of place. Once psychological considerations are reintro-
duced, some form of explanatory presentation becomes more natural.
Recent work in sociolinguistics also indicates that a purely cognitive
explanation of language use is manifestly insufficient. Doubtless, other
disciplines will shortly demonstrate that linguists must take their find-
ings into account, as well.

One of the principal reasons for the particular makeup of the twenty-
fifth Round Table was the imminence of the publication of the Report

ix
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by the Linguistic Society of America on the danger of overproducing
Ph. D. 's in Linguistics, when the future employment opportunities
appear to be dwindling. One possible solution was seen in more inter-
disciplinary work. We set about, therefore, to gather people who
could speak authoritatively on aspects of teaching linguistics, on inter-
disciplinary work involving linguists and allied fields, and on the social
contributions linguists can make. As Chairman, I sought advice from
a great number of colleagues, and would like to acknowledge particu-
larly the assistance generously given me by Professors Roger Shuy,
John Ross, and Charles Fillmore.

Despite the wide support received, there was a glaring deficiency
in the organization of the twenty-fifth Round Table for which the chair-
man alone is responsible: inexplicably, although it had figured largely
in our earlier discussions, no provision was made for an in-depth
treatment of the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language. When
this was called to my attention, last minute efforts were made to
remedy the regrettable lapse, but without success.

Because of a variety of production difficulties, it was regretfully
decided that we could not incorporate in this volume two of the stimu-
lating constituents: the discussion of the papers during the sessions,
and the reports of the Interest Groups held between sessions.

Unfortunately, two of the contributions to the Round Table do not
appear in this volume. Dr. Hood Roberts' paper could not be com-
pleted in time for our printer's deadline, and Dr. John Ross, after
much reflection, regretfully concluded that his paper should be with-
drawn, since he later felt it had been too tentative and negative.

Without the generous assistance of a host of students, the Round
Table could not have been the success it was. And without the untir-
ing help of Mrs. Marian Higgins, the students could not have perform-
ed as magnificently as they did.

Francis P. Dinneen, S. J.



ELEMENTARY TEXTS:

OR, EXPLAINING THE EXPLANATION

VICTORIA A. FROMKIN

University of California at Los Angeles

Writing a textbook does not make one an authority on textbooks any
more than teaching makes one an authority on theories of education.
Therefore, I am not speaking today as an authority on anything. Rather
I speak as a user of textbooks in the teaching of introductory linguistic
courses, textbooks which our students are required to buy. Students
are a captive audience and a captive market. We are usually assured
of a full house with a 'Standing Room Only' sign at the entrance and,
no matter how we may 'bomb out' on opening day, we can count on a
long engagement. If our lectures and our textbooks are unclear, am-
biguous, dull, or confusing we still receive our pay checks and our
royalties. Our failure is less tangible than is the student's GPA (grade
point average). But our failure may in the long run effect a student's
academic career, his view of the world, and his future life.

It is clearly not possible to discuss textbooks free from the context
of the courses in which they are used, from the universities in which
these courses are taught, and from the students who read these books.
Textbooks are, or should be, context-sensitive. In any one discipline
there will of necessity be many different textbooks, written for differ-
ent levels, directed towards different goals.

But all textbooks in a particular discipline have one thing in com-
mon. Their presence on a shelf in a bookstore signals the existence
of a distinct and definable discipline. As Kuhn (1962:137) points out
' . . . an increasing reliance on textbooks . . . was an invariable
concomitant of the emergence of a first paradigm in any field of sci-
ence. ' As linguistics emerged and developed as an 'autonomous'
science, textbooks were required to present to the linguistics student
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'the constellation of facts, theories, and methods' (Kuhn, 1970) of the
discipline. Textbooks are the tools by which the apprentice linguist
learns his trade. For a number of years this constituted the only aim
of linguistic textbooks—to train future linguists. Even in these years,
however, books on language were written, sold, and bought by non-
linguists, for we never had a monopoly on the interest in human lan-
guage. This is rather unique to our science. Theories of physics
effect our lives dramatically, but the non-physicist seldom ventures
an opinion on the wave versus the particle theory of light. Similarly,
one would find it hard to arouse much general interest in the transport
of sodium ions across the nerve cell membrane, and one certainly
would not expect an opinion from a non-specialist on this question.
But views and judgments on language, its origin, its use, its history
are commonly expressed by non-linguists; value judgments on the
'beauty' or 'ugliness' of one language as opposed to another, or on the
superiority of a particular dialect are put forth with an aura of author-
ity. We do not find statements such as 'I don't know anything about
linguistic theory, but I know what I like'; rather, most people who ex-
press views on language act as if they possess all the necessary knowl-
edge.

This is not really surprising; everyone knows a language and so is
in some sense an 'expert'. Nor is it surprising that scholars in other
disciplines venture to expound their views on language and even base
hypotheses on their unsupported linguistic assumptions.

But viable theories which assume knowledge of language require
that this knowledge be present. And this requires that the walls
erected between linguistics and other disciplines be torn down—walls
which were once erected to create the independence and autonomy of
our science. It was this autonomy which necessitated textbooks written
for our discipline; and it is the recognition of how our science relates
to other sciences which necessitates the writing of new kinds of text-
books, textbooks for the non-linguist.

In the last twenty or so years we have seen the tremendous growth
of our discipline as reflected in the increasing number of linguistic
students, linguistic courses, linguistic departments, and linguistic
Ph. D. ' s . We have come to recognize the many-faceted ways in which
our science influences or should influence other disciplines. This
presents us with a responsibility and a challenge.

We are all aware that uninformed views on the nature of language
have led to at least one dangerous genetic theory. In addition, unin-
formed views on the nature of language have resulted in the expendi-
ture of large sums of public money in the support of machine trans-
lation projects which assumed that language is a store of words and
that automatic translation could be accomplished readily. Incorrect
views of the nature of language have led to the development of



ELEMENTARY TEXTS / 3

pre-school programs which assume that non-standard dialects are
illogical and inefficient and incapable of expressing logical thought.
Ignorance of the nature of language and speech has led millions of
comic strip readers to believe that 'voice prints' are as infallible as
finger prints. It is up to us to dispel this ignorance.

While there is no unanimity in our discipline regarding linguistic
theory, we linguists do have many shared assumptions and agreed-on
conclusions. We do have even at this time, in all our ignorance, in
all our confusion, and in the midst of serious and important debate in
our field, much to offer to students and professionals of other disci-
plines and to all who are merely interested and curious about language.
If this is so, then I believe there is a need for classes and textbooks on
the nature of language directed not solely to the apprentice linguist but
to the general student population.

I would like therefore to limit my remarks to elementary textbooks
written primarily, if not exclusively, for the general student, for the
non-linguistic major in our colleges and universities. I start with
three major assumptions which I think must underlie the form and con-
tent of the textbooks which are to be used in such classes:

(1) An understanding of the nature of language is of practical im-
portance to other disciplines.

(2) An understanding of the nature of language is of interest in
and of itself in that it is related to man's curiosity about
himself.

(3) An understanding of the nature of language has social ' re le -
vance'.

As for the first assumption, each of us could present specific ways
in which a knowledge of linguistics may aid the non-linguistics student
or professional. In some disciplines there is already agreement.
Historians who use language 'clues' to trace the movements of peoples,
sociologists who study the social uses of different language dialects,
anthropologists who deal with the interrelations of language and culture
and who work with non-literate peoples have long recognized how 'dis-
coveries' in our science can aid in their work. Psychologists who are
interested in human behavior and cognition cannot ignore questions of
language development and use. A knowledge of the structure and use
of language is a necessity for theorists and therapists working with
language disorders—speech pathologists, aphasia specialists, teachers
and therapists dealing with autistic children, teachers of the deaf. Den-
tal students must know about the production of speech sounds in their
learning to make dentures which will not impede speech production.
Brain surgeons and neurophysiologists interested in brain mechanisms
are more and more concerned with how and where language is
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represented in the brain. Law enforcement agencies and police
'voiceprint' experts would be better able to uphold justice were they to
study phonetics and linguistics. Communication engineers and com-
puter scientists involved with the analysis and synthesis of spoken
utterances, whether they aim to increase the efficiency of telephonic
channels or hope to develop a system of automatic speech recognition
require knowledge of linguistics. An understanding of language can
help psychiatrists who study schizophrenic language in the attempt to
understand the mental states of the mentally disturbed. Literary and
stylistic analysis can be enhanced by linguistic knowledge. Second
language teaching and all the 'language arts' depend on linguistic
knowledge. The writing of TV scripts, plays, and novels—can be aug-
mented by an understanding of social and class dialects, code-switch-
ing, and stylistic variants. Political scientists and makers of the lan-
guage policy of newly created nations and bi- or multi-lingual countries
can not deal effectively with such problems without some knowledge of
linguistics.

This is not of course an exhaustive list. Nor do all these groups and
individuals recognize the importance of the study of linguistics. It is
up to us to present our case—yes, if necessary, to be proselytizers
of the faith. If we are not convinced, we will not convince anyone else.
And the best place to start is with the undergraduate student at the start
of his career. I strongly hold that students of all majors—pre-medical,
pre-dental, pre-law, history, psychology, literature, foreign languages,
education, social welfare, sociology, etc. should be exposed to at least
one elementary course in the nature of language. And for such courses
we need textbooks—that will 'turn them on', that will be convincing,
that will be informative. What they learn from their first class or
their first textbook can strongly influence their future work.

My second assumption is that we have much to offer students who
will enroll in our introductory classes out of intellectual curiosity.
Aristotle declared that 'All men by nature desire to know' and if stu-
dents are encouraged to seek knowledge for its own sake they will seek
an answer to the question 'What is language?' If, of course, all our
education persuades the student that his main goal is to receive a de-
gree, to take the required number of courses, and accumulate the re-
quired number of units—if, in other words the end material product
rather than the process is all that is important, there will be few such
students in our classes or reading our textbooks. We linguists can
not alone change the prevailing system which reduces the education of
students from the primary grades on up to a system wherein the stu-
dent is viewed as an empty container to be filled with facts, facts
which must be retained and spilled out in order to get the necessary
'A' or the necessary score on the Graduate Record Exam. It is un-
fortunate that speculative, reflective, and critical thinking is so little
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rewarded in our system. The system has produced students who want
textbooks filled with facts which they can underline in red or yellow,
who are suspicious of books which state that we do not know all the
answers but that the questions themselves are of interest. We can, in
our classes, help perpetuate these views of education or, instead, view
learning as a reciprocal process in which the professor, the writer of
the textbook, and the student jointly engage in the pursuit of knowledge
about language.

My third assumption is that students today are still concerned with
the 'relevance' of their education, despite the fact that they dutifully
attend our lectures rather than occupy our administration buildings.
Our classes and our textbooks should be made attractive and meaning-
ful to these students who are deeply concerned with how a study of lan-
guage can be socially meaningful. Such students will be more receptive
to understanding the difference between deep and surface structure
when a discussion of a non-standard dialect reveals the equal complex-
ity of sentences in that dialect.

The meetings of the Linguistic Society have recently been echoing
with resolutions concerning genetic theories of race as they relate to
language; it is clear that we have much to say about such soundly rele-
vant questions. In addition to explaining the difference between a
pheneme and a phone, or a context-free and context-sensitive phrase
structure grammar, I believe our lectures and our textbooks must be
willing to relate our findings to these interests of our students. Lin-
guistics as a science will continue to study language for its own sake
or as an end in itself, a view suggested by Saussure in 1916. This has
made possible the development of a formal theory of language. But
this does not imply that the findings of linguistic research are divorced
from the society in which language is used.

I believe that we need elementary classes and elementary textbooks
directed to all such students—to those who come to our classes from
other majors because of the relevance of linguistics to their own disci-
plines, to those who are simply intellectually curious about language,
and to those who are concerned with the social aspects of language. A
textbook written for such students obviously must be different from one
directed to the committed and involved linguistics major, to the pro-
fessionally oriented student. Such a textbook should be of equal inter-
est to the physics or engineering student who is concerned with the
physical nature of sound and the Chicano Studies major who is con-
cerned with bilingualism. This is a difficult, perhaps an impossible,
task.

What to include in an elementary textbook directed to the non-
linguist is not an easy question to answer. Textbooks written for the
linguistics major, which aim at training future linguists, are more
clearly defined. In a period of what Kuhn (1970:10) calls 'normal
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science'—where there is 'a paradigm' shared by members of the sci-
entific community—textbooks differ for the most part only in the style
or organization of how the facts and theories and methods of the science
are presented. During the post-Bloomfield period, American linguistic
textbooks projected the agreed on views of the phoneme, phonemic analy-
sis, the morpheme, the difference between 'bound' and 'free', 'deriva-
tional' and 'inflectional' morphemes, morphology as the structure of
words as opposed to syntax as the structure of sentences, endocentric
and exocentric constructions, immediate constituents, etc. I am not
implying that there were no debates or disagreements in the field, but
the differences were not such as to present the student with counter
theories.

The Chomskyan revolution ushered in a new rash of textbooks, aimed
at expounding the views of transformational theory for the beginning stu-
dent. Kuhn (1970:137) states:

Textbooks . . . being pedagogic vehicles for the perpetuation
of normal science have to be rewritten in whole or in part when-
ever the language, problem-structure, or standards of normal
science change. In short, they have to be rewritten in the after-
math of each scientific revolution; and once rewritten, they in-
evitably disguise not only the role but the very existence of the
revolutions that produced them.

These new textbooks redefined the goals of linguistics as well as
the concept of the phoneme. Rather than phonetic, phonemic, mor-
phemic, and syntactic levels, students read of phonological, syntactic,
and semantic components. Deep structure and surface structure be-
came technical terms to be defined and manipulated. The form of
transformational rules was distinguished from the form of context-
free and context-sensitive phrase structure rules. Phrase markers
and trees replaced IC structures. Distinctive features had binary
values and selectional features were distinguished from categorical
features.

Textbooks reflect the particular theory of the textbook writer.
When there is no agreed-on paradigm the textbook writer is faced
with a dilemma, and the student with even a greater one. We have
already emerged from the short-lived period of 'normal science' in
the standard transformational paradigm. New opposing camps have
already arisen. I leave to the writers of textbooks written for lin-
guistic students the problems which this presents.

It is also, of course, a problem for textbook writers who write for
the non-linguistic major, but somewhat less of one. Our textbooks
can be less concerned with the formal aspects of a theory than with
what these formalisms are attempting to explain and account for. It
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is true, of course, that one cannot deal with any phenomena—lin-
guistics notwithstanding—totally divorced from a theoretical frame-
work. What one considers to be language data is determined by one's
theoretical model. Semantics was totally excluded from linguistic
textbooks—elementary or advanced—when linguistic theory considered
'meaning' to be 'extra linguistic'. A theory which listed each phoneme
with its allophones had no need to consider the phonetic properties or
features which defined natural classes needed for phonological rules.
A theory of language which assumed that languages could differ in
innumerable ways would not direct a student to consider universal
categories or language independent constraints on relative clause for-
mation.

It may be true, as Shopen (1974:2) claims, that 'there is little known
about language that is truly axiomatic in the way that a lot in Physics,
for example, can be called axiomatic'. 'Nothing', he states, 'is
sacred in linguistics, not transformations, not binary features, not
the Katz-Postal hypothesis, nothing.' Nothing, of course, is sacred
in any science. Every theory, however widely accepted, is only an
approximation to the truth and may in time be superseded by a new
theory. This is an important lesson for all students to learn. If we
present one theory or a set of theoretical hypotheses, we do this to
the extent that the proposed theory can reveal hitherto hidden aspects
of language.

Perhaps such a textbook should be eclectic—but only to the extent
that different theories account for different data. It is clear that how-
ever broad a textbook is, the findings of linguistics to date must be im-
parted to the student.

Every elementary text written for the general student must include
the basic 'concepts' of modern linguistics. (Some of these concepts
of course were discussed in antiquity): Language as a system which
relates sounds and meanings; the nature of the sound systems of lan-
guage; the hierarchy of linguistic units; the arbitrariness of the lin-
guistic sign; the structure of 'words' and the form of sentences; the
'meaning' of words and sentences; the universal constraints on gram-
mars; what is a grammar; the historical dynamics of language; the
difference between 'langue' and 'parole', or 'competence' and 'per-
formance', or the structure of language and the use of language; the
'productivity' or 'creativity' of language. All of these concepts, and
others, can be discussed in non-formal terms. But the ways in which
formal theories can account for these aspects of language can also
clarify what we are trying to get across.

Many of the students who will be reading our textbooks have already
been exposed to what is called the 'new English'. Third and fourth
graders are taught 'syntax' and read in their texts that 'The first rule
of the grammar is this one: S-*-NP + VP' (The Roberts English Series,
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1966:4). Syntax, morphology, phonology, kernel sentences, trans-
formations, modals, determiners, NP's, VP's, arrows, and pluses
are now part of the vocabulary used by primary students. These stu-
dents have the right to know why such terms and concepts are used,
and what the formalism is meant to reveal. And the students who
will be the future teachers of a new generation of students will be
better teachers if they are given the opportunity to know why the tra-
ditional ways of teaching English grammar have been changed. The
teachers' manual for the Roberts series states (1966:11) that 'It is
very important not to define an adjective as a word that modifies a
noun.' The teachers' manuals do not provide the teacher with the
theory of language which underlies these new approaches. But our
textbooks can do this.

Certainly a student can be shown—which he already 'knows'—that
the set of possible sentences in a language is open ended or infinite
without learning anything about recursive mechanisms. He can be
asked to combine sentences, form relative clauses, coordinate noun
phrases without learning the formal machinery of generative gram-
mar. But once the concept is grasped, the ways in which a formal
model can account for this teaches him something about the nature of
scientific theories. Many students who will be reading our textbooks,
literature majors for example, will only be exposed to the importance
of formal and explicit theoretical models in this way. Linguistics
bridges a gap between the 'hard' sciences and the humanities, and I
believe this is a particular contribution which we are able to make.

What is difficult to present in a textbook is the excitement of dis-
covery as well as the frustrations of failure in the construction of
scientific theories. Everything we present in a textbook appears to
have sprung full grown from the heads of our linguistic heroes. Some-
where in his book Science and Common Sense (1951), James Bryant
Conant sums this up well:

The stumbling way in which even the ablest of the scientists in
every generation have had to fight through thickets of erro-
neous observations, misleading generalizations, inadequate
formulations, and unconscious prejudice is rarely appreciated
by those who obtain their scientific knowledge from textbooks.

In linguistics we are still stumbling, but we are also discovering.
And hopefully our students will also be led to understand the relation-
ship between observation and theory construction by the way we deal
with our discoveries, our observations, and our theories. Our text-
books should direct our students to test our statements by their own
observations. But this is only possible if we provide a model on
which they can base their observations. For as Einstein (1934:27)
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stated 'knowledge cannot spring from experience alone but only from
the comparison of the inventions of the intellect with observed fact.'
The textbook can teach the student what to observe. And in turn, those
observations make the 'facts' and the 'theories' we present come to
life.

Let me exemplify this by relating an incident which occurred in my
Linguistics I class. To follow up the textbook reading on phonetics
and phonetic features, I lectured in class on how speech errors reveal
the discreteness and semi-independence of phonetic features. A few
days later a student came up after class and told me that she had read
and reread the sections on this question in the text but was still very
unclear until she heard someone say 'Her poy friend was on the gam-
pus' instead of 'Her boy friend was on the campus,' She went on: 'I
realized that the "b" became voiceless and the "c* voiced, and I knew
what was meant by phonetic features.' I can assure you I didn't cor-
rect her at that time by saying 'You mean the "k" became voiced.'
She had made a discovery. Distinctive feature had become real to
her. The textbook provided the information which led to her obser-
vation, but it was due to the observation that the concept was under-
stood.

A student may read and memorize that 'language is rule governed'
—without really understanding what this means. The student in my
class who 'discovered' the rule for the use of the copula in Black Eng-
lish understood regularity in language. He didn't have to use the word
'habitual' to explain the rule to the class. When students on their own
construct the rule for the alternation between a and an in English they
begin to see what is meant by natural classes of sounds.

Textbooks should help students 'do linguistics' rather than merely
tell them how others do it. It should direct students to think about
their own language, to listen to others, to observe regularities, to
play with language, to experiment. The theory which directs this then
becomes important. It is not just a formal abstraction which has to
be learned and repeated on a test. It leads to discovery. And in this
way the theory becomes alive and the textbook has some meaning.

Kuhn (1970:137-138) writes that

Characteristically, textbooks of science contain just a bit of
history, either in an introductory chapter or, more often,
in scattered references to the great heroes of an earlier age.
From such references both students and professionals come
to feel like participants in a long-standing historical tradition.

I plead guilty. I think writers of textbooks, and I speak from personal
experience, also refer to our past in order to feel part of a historical
tradition; and I think this is important for both the non-specialist and
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the linguistics major. To know that the Hindu grammarians, and the
classical Greeks, and the modistic scholars, and the eighteenth-cen-
tury romanticists were concerned with the same kinds of questions
which are of concern to us today shows the ever-continuing interest
in the nature of language, shows what we have learned, and what we
are still trying to find out.

It is even more important to relate linguistic concepts to what the
student already knows. Metaphor and analogy can help a student who
is confronted with new and complex subject matter. It is important
in an elementary text to constantly relate the topic under discussion
to the students' interests and experiences.

The limitations of short-term memory in language perception, and
the creative aspect of language are better revealed in a quote from
Alice in Wonderland (p. 98) than in a long and detailed technical dis-
cussion, as is illustrated by the following:

'I quite agree with you,' said the Duchess, 'and the moral of
that is—"Be what you seem to be"—or, if you'd like it put
more simply—"Never imagine yourself not to be otherwise
than what it might appear to others that what you were or might
have been was not otherwise than what you had been would have
appeared to them to be otherwise.'"

'I think I should understand that better,' Alice said very po-
litely, 'if I had it written down: but I'm afraid I can't quite
follow it as you say it. '

'That's nothing to what I could say if I chose,' the Duchess
replied in a pleased tone.'

Anyone who has glanced through our textbook knows that Bob Rodman
and I agree with Alice's question: (If one can agree with a question)
'What.is the use of a book without pictures or conversations?' (p. 17).
I wish there were more pictures and more conversations in our text-
book. I find that students are intrigued with seeing how linguistic con-
cepts are revealed by jokes, and puns, and quotes, and cartoons. For
many years linguists have argued against linguistic 'purists', but there
are many kinds of purists. If we are to entice, educate, and 'turn on'
students to the excitement of linguistic study, we need to show that
not only is the study of language intellectually satisfying but also en-
joyable.

There is a charming book by Amsel Greene called Pullet Surprises
which is a collection of students' errors noted by the author when she
was a teacher of a high school course in vocabulary building. The
title was taken from an error made by a student who wrote 'In 1957
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Eugene O'Neill won a Pullet Surprise.' These errors illustrate in a
delightful fashion a number of linguistic concepts. Students have no
difficulty understanding the fact that the discrete units in language are
abstract and are not present in the physical signal when presented with
the error 'Pullet surprise'. It is simple to demonstrate our knowledge
of morphology with the example of the student who said that an alienist
was a 'naturalized citizen' or the one who defined deciduous as 'able
to make up one's mind quickly'. Students come to realize their knowl-
edge of language when they are able to explain why longevity was de-
fined as 'being very tall' or gubernatorial was said to have something
'to do with peanuts' or spurious was defined as 'wearing spurs'.
What better way to discuss morphology than by citing the definition
for sinister given as 'one who breaks sacred laws' or bibliography as
'holy geography?'

We linguists have always been intrigued and delighted with humor
based on linguistic properties. So are students, and they are able to
gain a deeper understanding of language from such examples.

So much of what we do is an attempt to make explicit what we all
know. Clearly in the discovery and formalization of the structure of
language we necessarily become technical as in any science. But in
so doing we can define our terms, and explicate our concepts so as not
to scare away or 'put down' the student reading our textbooks.

One of the most difficult things for Bob and me in writing for begin-
ning students was remembering that their life experiences span only
eighteen or nineteen years—that what we take for granted as shared
knowledge is not shared at all, that the vocabulary we have acquired—
technical and non-technical—may not be part of their lexicon. This
was brought home very sharply in class one day when I presented the
oft quoted sentences:

'He's an orphan but he still misses them'
'He's a eunuch but he still misses them.'

The point was completely missed. Most of the students didn't
know what a eunuch was. Lots of students don't know who Plato was,
and Aristotle is mainly thought of as a Greek ship owner.

These students are not stupid. They are unlearned. If we are to
teach them, we have to start with what they know and build from there.

Earlier, I briefly discussed the importance of including in an ele-
mentary text the basic concepts of linguistics. Clearly our textbooks
must also deal with the more general and philosophical questions con-
cerning languages. I have noted over the years the questions which
students write down on the first day of class. They include such ques-
tions as: Can we think without language? Is it true that experiments
with chimps have shown that language is not unique to man? Why was
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it easier for me to learn Spanish than Russian? How will studying
linguistics help me pass my French course? Can machines talk and
understand speech? Will children learn to talk if no one talks to them?
Why are there different alphabets? Will linguistics help me spell
better? Are languages 'logical'? Can one tell someone's race by the
way he speaks ? Why are there different dialects ? Why did my mother
never lose her Yiddish accent? Why do I have to take this course and
read this textbook ?

These are important questions. No one textbook can hope to deal
with them all, even with those for which we have some answers. But
in our zeal to impart knowledge on the structure of language we should
not forget that these are the kinds of questions that intrigue our present
students, that have interested former students, and will undoubtedly be
raised by future students.

I have attempted to describe the kinds of books we need in our ef-
forts to relate our discipline to the needs of undergraduate non-lin-
guistics students. Some of these students may become linguists.
They may never have a chance in other linguistics classes to discuss
some of these non-technical questions about language. Others will
hopefully use what they have learned to enrich their chosen profes-
sions or their intellectual lives.

I clearly disagree with H. G. Wells who once wrote, 'One book's
very like another—after all what is it? Something to read and be done
with. It's not a thing that matters like print dresses or serviettes—
where you either like 'em or don't, and people judge you by.' I sug-
gest that one book is not like another. And students will judge lin-
guistics by our books. The writer of the elementary textbook on lan-
guage bears the responsibility for communicating the wondrous imix-
ture of order and disorder, abstraction and pulsing humanity, conti-
nuities and startling leaps which enrich the fabric of linguistics and
which so delight us as its practitioners.
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A SUCCESSFUL TEXTBOOK

H. A. GLEASON, JR.

University of Toronto

In 1955 An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics appeared. I have
reason to believe that that event had a large part in the sudden increase
in the teaching of linguistics that occurred over the next few years.
Events like the following tell me that the book was directly credible in
the establishment of many courses: I was at a professional society
meeting that fall. A young man accosted me and congratulated me on
my book. He reported that his department had long felt that they ought
to offer a course in linguistics, and now, with the appearance of a usable
textbook, had finally judged it feasible. I could reconstruct: They
probably weren't that eager, but the pressure was mounting and now
they could no longer fend it off. He went on to say that he had been
selected to teach it. Again I could visualize the department chairman
surveying his staff and pointing his finger at the otherwise least useful
of the junior members. I congratulated him on his opportunity, and an
ill-concealed wince confirmed my reconstruction. Then he dropped
his voice and said, 'While I have you here, could you tell me quickly,
just what is a phoneme?'

Every textbook writer must bear a certain measure of responsi-
bility for bad teaching; in the circumstances of 1955 I had to accept
far more than most. Perhaps half of those new courses were in the
hands of people unqualified to teach them. But linguistics survived
the ordeal, and I think it is only fair to take some of the credit for
that too. It was a pretty good textbook. There are, I think, some
significant reasons for that. Since my only conceivable qualification
for being here is that I wrote An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics,
I feel I have a responsibility to say something about that book.

15
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I have long wanted to. Five or six years after it had appeared, the
editor of a well-known linguistic journal saw me and apologized pro-
fusely for not having published a review of it; the matter had just
slipped from his attention somehow, but he thought the book important
enough for a review even then. 'Do you know anyone,' he asked, 'who
could write such a review?' 'Yes,' I said, 'I do.' 'Who?' 'Myself.
I would love to do it, and I think I know better than anyone else what
is wrong with that book.' He stared at me dazed for a moment, turned
on his heel, and strode off.

I still could give a highly critical discussion, but I am not going to
do so on this occasion. Rather I am going to say a few things about
why An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics was a successful text-
book. It certainly was successful beyond my expectation. Now it no
longer has the dominant place it had for so long, so I trust it is no
longer improper of me to speak of this matter. It has not died, and I
don't think it will for a few more years. Although times have changed
and the demands on an introductory textbook have changed, the funda-
mental traits that made mine a successful book have not lost their
relevance. Just possibly my discussing some of these might help
someone writing a new textbook or some wider group in choosing
books and teaching introductory linguistics.

First, I didn't really write it—my students did. I think it was the
second or third time I taught introductory linguistics that I mimeo-
graphed a three-page outline rather than a mere reading list. A year
or two later it was a dozen pages. Then an eighty-nine page syllabus
revised a couple of times. Then a first mimeoed draft of a textbook.
Each of these was used with students—I taught the course at least
twice each year—and I sought and got a lot of feedback. A number of
colleagues tried it in their classes and sent me comments. Good text-
books are never written in the ordinary sense; they grow.

Second, it aimed at teaching linguistics by having students do lin-
guistics. The Work Book in Descriptive Linguistics was part of the
package, indeed, the more valuable part of the package. I have always
been pleased that sales of the Work Book have run at an unusually high
percentage of the sales of the text. That fact indicates that a consider-
able number of instructors see the importance of problems.

The Work Book, too, grew out of the class room. Each semester
I compiled problems, tried them, revised them, tried the revisions,
and so on through many cycles. Some survived the process, gradually
improving through it; most failed sooner or later and were dropped
out. The ones that successfully went through all this do teach, in
most instances not just what they are overtly designed to teach, but
some other lessons also. The credit for the good problems goes to
the students. It was they who ferreted out all the weak points and by
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asking probing questions suggested ways I could give them additional
impact.

There simply is no quick and easy way to create useful problems.
The Work Book shows that too. As the publisher's deadline approached
there were still some gaps, and I filled them as best I could. Anyone
who has taught the Work Book can spot the problems that were hastily
put together without this testing and revision; they simply don't work
very well.

Third, I kept a watchful eye on terminology. We linguists are in-
ordinately proud of our jargon, whether it be the old Latinate and
Graecate nomenclature like 'adessive' and 'hypotaxis', or the newer
ostensibly anti-pedantic stuff like 'whiz deletion' and 'squish', or any
of the other varieties. We expect our students to love them too; and
a few do, mostly prospective professional linguists. But most are
far more interested in the facts about language and languages. As I
look back on those early teaching years and that chain of outlines,
syllabi, and textbook drafts, I see a number of old Bloomfieldian
favorites dropped out. I wasn't as ruthless as I should have been—
but I was writing in an era when elementary students were commonly
taught from Bloomfield's Language with its 'noemes' and 'episememes',
etc., words that even Bloomfield could not find any use for!

Fourth, I was writing in the early fifties, a time when Bloomfieldian
linguists, like their transformational successors up to very recently,
had the world by the tail and were just on the verge of saving it. Some
outspoken ones were already telling anthropologists, literary scholars,
and assorted other academics how to run their disciplines, because,
they said, linguistics was the most precise of the social sciences, and
as such could provide the methodologic model if not the actual answers.
I tried in my book to avoid as much as I could of them. I saw myself
as writing a textbook, not a manifesto. As I look back I wish that I
might have been still less arrogant than I was. But I was, I think, on
the right end of the profession.

Fifth, I was writing with the practical values of linguistics in mind.
Most of my own students were studying linguistics for some distinctly
practical purpose. I myself had come into linguistics almost as a
refugee from philology, and had a certain nostalgic attachment to the
old country. I was, through the years that the Introduction was taking
form, also teaching a non-European language where the very different
structure compelled a different approach from that traditional with
French and German. For all these reasons and several more, I have
always seen linguistics as a discipline that is useful for something. I
assumed the same attitude in my students and in those who would study
the Introduction.

Not that I didn't see linguistics as intriguing in itself, but that has
always been a bonus. I think I have been as captivated by elegance as
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anyone. But I tried to show that the abstractly interesting matters
also had practical significance, and vice versa. Hence a chapter en-
titled 'Phonemic Problems in Language Learning.'

Sixth, I followed as closely as I could the consensus. There was
one then, perceptible to anyone who attended meetings and read the
usual literature. It was narrowly North American, and so at first
strange to me whose training was not in that tradition. Perhaps this
made me more aware of it, as I struggled to assimilate my thinking
to it. Everyone knew Bloomfield's Language, and a generous sampling
of the facts that it reported about language and languages. Actually
there was a great deal of Bloomfield that was not universally accepted,
and very few linguists who accepted all of it. Yet you could always
count on all serious participants in the debate being throughly familiar
with Bloomfield and his chief apostles, and so the debate could always
start from that common foundation.

My principle was to adhere to what I felt was the general consensus
as far as I could. That meant, first, as far as it extended; among
those things that had to be mentioned to give a coherent picture were a
few points that lay outside the consensus. And that meant, second, up
to the point where I found myself in definite dissent. I did not go along
only as far as I was definitely convinced but just as far as I was not
thoroughly unconvinced. The consensus always had the benefit of the
doubt. I believe that a textbook writer is not writing to the profession
but on behalf of the profession.

Moreover, when I could not go along I tried to make it as easy as
possible for the instructor who felt he could. Trager and Smith's
work had very quickly achieved deutero-canonical status, and their
transcription was the one that everybody could be expected to know
whether they accepted its principles or not. I followed it most of the
way. But I could not see that the centering-lowering glide was con-
phonemic with pre-vocalic /h/ by any acceptable definition of pho-
nemicity. I chose to write it /H/. This permitted those who pre-
ferred to say, 'Just disregard the distinction that Gleason makes be-
tween two kinds of aitches.' They could interpret it in their way
without my being deeply implicated in the crime.

The orthodox damned me for /H/. The seekers after absolute
truth were then passionately attached to Trager and Smith, though not
a few switched to a new saviour soon after 1957. They had little
tolerance for heresy in one who by and large went along with the
Trager and Smith system. They were particularly irked that I had
left the point even partly open by using so ambiguous a symbol. Open-
ness was for some even worse than error.

You may remember too, that I had a chapter entitled 'Interpretations
of English Phonemics'. This set out a small sample of the disagree-
ments in the field and tried to show that they were not all of the same
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kind. It had a practical motivation, of course; many of the students
would find themselves with books on English that employed a different
transcription. But this fit in with a more academic motivation. I was
convinced that students, even in a first course, should see something
of the open questions and the debate, and learn to look just a little be-
low the surface in these matters.

The place where I departed most blatantly and extensively from the
consensus was in including a chapter entitled 'Written Language'. I
believe that the written form has as much claim to the label 'language'
as has the spoken. But on this point Bloomfieldians were not only in
solid agreement; they were also smarting from the attacks of Miss
Fidditch's prize students, now promoted to headships of influential
English departments or deanships in Arts and Sciences.

But for the most part I kept my doctrinal aberrations inconspicuous,
and my heterodoxy went largely unnoticed. Only one linguist ever com-
mented publicly on my non-Bloomfieldian definition of an allophone as
a range of variation, and few seemed troubled by my rejection of de-
fining morphemes in terms of recurrent partials.

I did not at the time fully understand what I was actually doing in
this, but I had somehow found what in retrospect I believe to be the
proper basis for a textbook. More on that in a moment.

Outwardly the situation has now changed drastically. We have
marked, by mourning or rejoicing according to our taste, the demise
of that Bloomfieldian consensus on which An Introduction to Descrip-
tive Linguistics was based. If we look for a successor consensus to-
day we may be puzzled. In the early sixties a replacement seemed to
be emerging around a line of development initiated by Syntactic Struc-
tures . This was a consensus firmly centered in theory (in contrast
to the folklore which alleged that Bloomfieldianism had been atheoretic
or even anti-theoretic). It presented one immediate difficulty as a
base for a textbook; it was changing so rapidly that however solid the
consensus might have been at any given moment, it was not constant
over the minimum life span of a textbook. Indeed, any book reflecting
this consensus at the time of writing would be hopelessly divergent by
the time of publication.

Lying behind the fast-flowing stream of change in theory, there was
another consensus that did have a much greater measure of stability.
That was a general agreement on what can be labelled a little pre-
tentiously 'epistemology' and 'philosophy of science'. Here was an
edifice built around the notions of generativity, of competence sharply
set off from performance, of levels of adequacy, of mentalism. This
was remarkably constant for about a decade, and even today still re-
ceives a great deal of verbal assent, though by now most of the terms
have lost their original meanings or their relevance.
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The difficulties here show up even within An Introduction to Descrip-
tive Linguistics. For the 1961 revision I added a chapter on Trans-
formational Theory. It was published under a nihil obstat abstract from
the highest authorities in the Archukase of Cambridge. It is now
clearly the most thoroughly obsolete chapter in the book, and has been
for most of the intervening dozen years. The runner-up is another
new chapter 'Languages and Grammars' in which I tried to present a
reaction to some of the speculations of the day on the goals and nature
of grammars.

But in any case, those apparent bodies of consensus are no longer
relevant. Around 1967 both began to deteriorate, and then to break
down. There is simply no consensus in either of these places today.
Neither theory nor metatheory can now provide a basis for a textbook,
unless it is content to be a party tract.

But pondering this situation has caused me to see more clearly the
true nature of the old Bloomfieldian consensus. It was real; I was not
alone in feeling its presence very strongly. Yet it was a time of sharp
debate. The issues seemed as momentous to the debaters and their
partisans as issues do today. And they were just as puzzling to the
outsider who strayed into a meeting of linguists or tried to wrestle
with their publications.

This debate was a debate over theory. Theories came and theories
went, then as now. In their short lives they underwent constant change,
perhaps not as fast as now (there were far fewer theoreticians at the
job), but fast enough that every LSA meeting revealed some new align-
ment. The consensus was not, then, a consensus on theory, but a con-
sensus that in some sense underlay theory. There was some general
sharing of what might today be called 'metatheory', (except that we
tend to restrict that term to versions we approve of). But the signifi-
cant consensus was somewhere else.

It was in a body of 'facts' about language and languages. Much of
this was given in Bloomfield's Language, which is, after all, a rather
encyclopaedic book. But much of it antedated Bloomfield by anything
from a decade or two to a millennium or two. Some of it was post-
Bloomfield. And of course, anyone surveying that corpus today would
find it greatly augmented by post-post-Bloomfieldian work.

But it was more than that. It was a common neutral language for
pre-theoretic exposition. If you would label it, it might be appropri-
ate to call it something like Ur-Bloomfieldian. It was pretty largely
the language of Language with Bloomfield's non-surviving theoretic
biases removed or suppressed.

If you look at An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics and ask
again just how it does relate to the consensus, you will find that by
and large I followed this underlying consensus pretty closely, and I
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diverged most sharply and most extensively in points of theory and
occasionally of metatheory.

I now would like to have drawn the line a little more precisely here.
For example, the notion of replacive was one bit of then current theory
I accepted with some misgivings. It very soon began to give difficul-
ties. The fact that it formulates is another matter; I have heard no
denials that English inflection is sometimes, marked by vowel changes.
The identification of pre-vocalic /h/ and the centring-lowering glide
was one bit of then current theory that I rejected; and have never re-
gretted rejecting, though it lives on in the current generative phonology
classification of [w] and \y] as glides with [h] and [?] instead of with
[r] and [1].

In short An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics was successful,
and persisted so long in being successful, in part because it avoided
theoretical bias. In a day when we seem at long last to be moving to-
ward a healthy theoretic pluralism after a time of theoretic uniformi-
tarianism, this must again be the model for introductory textbooks.

And not for textbooks alone, but for linguistics in general. We
must come to understand that results are not valid or acceptable be-
cause of the theory in which they are presented, but in spite of it.
That theories do not carry with them the truth about language, but
are only tools helping us in our search for knowledge and understand-
ing. That a discipline comprises at least theory, methodology, and
accepted results. And that of these the growing body of results is
the center, and theory and methodology are jointly—equally—hand-
maidens to it.

When I wrote An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics I did not
fully understand that. Its success, therefore, is not from my wisdom,
but from the fact that somehow I did better than I knew.

Postscript

Many speakers and discussants at the Round Table expressed con-
cern for the non-major, apparently feeling that standard introductory
courses and textbooks have been directed primarily at prospective
professional linguists. That certainly was foreign to the intent of An
Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics. In the early fifties graduate
programs were few, undergraduate programs almost non-existent,
and the total number of persons embarking on professional training
each year far too small to warrant a textbook. Nor was it the intent
of the revision. Since 1947 I have taught general introductory courses
about seventy times. Only once (at a Linguistic Institute) have pro-
spective professional linguists ever been a significant part of the en-
rollment—in most instances they were not identifiable if present at
all. I have always directed my courses primarily at non-linguists.
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For half of my career I could not have even visualized any other
possibility.

My circumstances have been peculiar, perhaps. I suppose that
there have been courses directed at majors in such a way that they
have not really been suitable for non-majors who blundered in. If
so, they have not really been suitable for majors either, and we have
been miseducating more students than we realize.

Non-majors need a broad view of the subject—so do majors; nar-
row technical training can come later and will be better for the broad
undergirding. Non-majors need a course focusing on what we know
about language, not on manipulating a specific formalism—majors do
too; without that basis, training in a formalism becomes a kind of
arbitrary scholasticism or an abstract game.

But we must resist the temptation that has characterized North
American post-secondary education for as long as I know: to give
non-majors a watered-down, less incisive version. Non-majors need
just as solid, contentful, insightful a course as do majors, and for
exactly the same reason: both groups need to see language as an
interesting, intricate, systematic, challenging, human phenomenon—
one that must be taken seriously by anyone working in any of the social
sciences or the humanities. Linguists here are exactly on a par with,
say, sociologists, literary critics, or historians. Language is
equally basic to all these disciplines. Linguistics, especially when
equated as it so often is with one formalistic model, may not be basic
to any of them—not even to the linguistics the students will come to
know toward the end of their academic preparation!

Our rule in writing textbooks or in planning introductory courses
should be two-fold: (1) Make it as broad and humanistic as we be-
lieve the non-major deserves. (2) Make it as solid and rigorous as
we think the major deserves. Both requirements must be met in any
one course and in any one textbook. Both should be applied in deep
faith in the students. Nothing less than that is fair to either group.
If we do this, it is then irrelevant to ask for which group a course is
designed.



SOME NOT OBVIOUSLY NON-OBVIOUS REMARKS
ON INTRODUCTIONS TO LINGUISTICS

RONALDW. LANGACKER

University of California, San Diego

All science is circular. All mathematics is defining in one big
circle. It will not matter if the circle is made big enough and
if the resulting system reflects well, or makes a good model of,
the object of study.

Y.R. Chao

In discussing elementary textbooks in linguistics, it is rather diffi-
cult to avoid saying things that are probably perfectly obvious. Much
of what follows will of necessity fall into this category. Sometimes,
however, what seems obvious turns out not to be so obvious at all on
closer inspection. Moreover, selecting precisely the right combi-
nation of obvious statements often leads to insightful and non-
obvious results. Let me therefore think aloud a bit about the writing
and selection of elementary linguistics textbooks, making no attempt
to avoid what seems self-evident. Since it is axiomatic that anything
a linguist says in public is either totally ignored or sparks a contro-
versy, quite possibly some of the obvious things I say will no longer
seem so obvious by the time I have finished. Whether the results are
insightful or not is another matter, one on which I would rather not
speculate.

The first obvious point I would like to make is that doing linguistics
and writing about linguistics are different kinds of enterprises. Both,
when well done, are creative in character, but linguistic analysis is
empirically constrained, while textbook writing is constrained, to the
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extent that it is at all, by more utilitarian considerations (like getting
published or how much money can I make). Linguists like to feel that
there are right analyses and wrong analyses, or at least that some
analyses are more nearly adequate than others, and that the choice
among competing theories can be made on empirical grounds. There
is thought to be an external reality, language, which descriptive lin-
guistics is to provide an adequate theory of, and however difficult it
may be in practice, in principle we always have this external reality
to aim at, to use in determining whether or not our analyses are
tenable. In writing a linguistics textbook, on the other hand, there is
no such external reality to aim at. Individual textbooks are not theories
of some independently existing, real-life textbook out there in the
physical world (or in there in the mental world); and it is hard to find
empirical evidence to justify writing one kind of text rather than an-
other. In writing or selecting a textbook, we are clearly facing an
issue of personal preference, not one of truth or falsity (unless the
author is hopelessly incompetent).

Having made the obvious point that doing linguistics and writing
about linguistics are not the same, let me go on to assure you that I
really believe precisely the opposite. I have never felt, in writing two
textbooks, that my activity was anything other than an extension of my
work as a descriptive linguist, or that it involved significantly differ-
ent abilities, methods, or modes of thought. Let me now sketch in
slightly more detail just how the two enterprises do not fail to lack
non-resemblances to one another.

The proposition that linguistic analysis is scholarly and empiri-
cally constrained while textbook writing is practical and constrained
by utilitarian considerations is either false or misleading, depending
on how one analyzes the word while. It is occasionally true that lin-
guistic analysis is scholarly, and even more occasionally true that it
is empirically constrained, but it would certainly be false to claim
that it is not practical and guided by utilitarian considerations. I
would not deny the existence and validity of long-range intellectual
objectives in linguistic research, such as that of understanding the
human mind; and I certainly recognize the intrinsic satisfaction of
problem-solving activity (at least when it succeeds). Nevertheless, I
judge it fair to claim that most linguistic research is inspired by
relatively short-term and practical considerations. The linguist may
want to translate the Bible. More commonly in academic circles, he
wants to write an article or a monograph and get both famous and pro-
moted. Most linguists would do far less analysis, I venture to say,
if it did not give them something to write about afterwards. Even the
word afterwards may be misleading here. Writing and analysis are
often so closely associated that these two aspects of linguistic re-
search can hardly be distinguished. More than once I have begun
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writing with only the bare outlines of an analysis in mind, using the
stimulus of having to write the next paragraph or even the next sen-
tence in order to bring myself to working out all the tedious details.
We are all familiar with the sequence of pre-preliminary, prelimi-
nary, post-preliminary, pre-final, and final versions of linguistic
articles, circulated in barely readable mimeographed form along with
requests for comments, emerging finally laden with acknowledgements
of the many scholars and anonymous readers who have made helpful
remarks on earlier versions but are not to be held responsible for any
errors or shortcomings that might remain. Even the scope of an
analysis is often determined by what will fit in a standard-sized arti-
cle. When the linguist figures that what he has (or what he will have
when he finishes writing) is sufficient in length and coherence to be
publishable, the analysis typically stops. The linguist-author fre-
quently has not pushed the analysis beyond the limits of what is neces-
sary to scrape together a minimally convincing argument; hence the
proliferation of topics barely touched on, superficial analyses, false
claims about meaning and grammaticality, and so on to be found in the
literature.

Just as linguistic research is highly utilitarian and often barely
distinguishable from writing and publication, so I would claim that
textbook writing is scholarly and empirically constrained. I need
mention only in passing the obvious and well-known scholarly impact
of introductory texts such as Sapir's Language and Bloomfield's Lan-
guage, not to mention Saussure's Cours de Linguistique Generate.
In writing a textbook, one is creating and presenting to the reader a
coherent view of the structure of language and its relation to other
phenomena. But this is precisely what one is doing when writing a
scholarly paper or monograph. The objective of a research publi-
cation is to delimit some range of linguistic phenomena, present a
coherent picture (pretentiously called a theory, usually) of its charac-
ter and internal structure, and show how it relates to other aspects of
language or the extra-linguistic world. There are differences to be
sure in the typical scope of coverage, level of detail, and manner of
presentation, but these are differences of degree rather than of kind.
The textbook writer presupposes less knowledge of the field, feels
obliged to touch on more subjects, limits himself to less intricate
analyses, pursues them in less detail, and employs a less technical
style, but both textbooks and reports on research vary widely along
these parameters, sometimes with overlapping values. Whether the
intended audience consists of a vast and unknown body of presumed
rank amateurs, of the two or three professionals capable of under-
standing highly technical papers in the author's narrow specialty, or
of any intermediate or composite group, the author faces precisely
the same problem: he must write in a way which is appropriate for
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his audience, and the model of linguistic reality he creates for them
must be coherent, must be presented in such a way as to be compre-
hensible to them, and must be, if not necessarily true, at least rela-
tively defensible as a first approximation. (Notice, by the way, how
infrequently linguists get around to second approximations.)

It might be claimed that in technical articles and monographs the
writer is reporting on his own research, while the textbook writer is
essentially summarizing the results of the research of others. This
is certainly true to some extent, but the difference is easily exagger-
ated. A research report typically begins by examining previous re-
search in its domain, and many technical publications consist mainly
or entirely of a review of the literature (note the current popularity
of long survey articles collected in massive and prohibitively expen-
sive volumes). By the same token, the textbook writer almost in-
evitably betrays his own research interests; he exposes himself and
some of his pet analyses to the innocent neophyte student. Both the
textbook writer and the linguist-author draw and depend upon the mas-
sive and ever-growing volume of previous linguistic scholarship, and
neither could get very far without it. They both face the task of in-
sightfully synthesizing this scholarship, or a substantial part of it,
and then doing something with this synthesis, either presenting it to
the student in some comprehensible way and with relatively few new
contributions at the level of analytical detail, or making relatively
more new contributions at the level of analytical detail and presenting
it to the linguist-reader in some typically relatively less comprehensi-
ble way.

I would not even consider it obvious that it is unreasonable to talk
of some independently existing, real-life textbook to be found in the
backs of linguists' minds, an ideal textbook of which all physically
extant textbooks are necessarily imperfect theories or renditions.
Some of us try, foolhardily of course, to actualize this ideal book—
the one that is perfect for its time, destined to be universally adopted
and lauded, and certain to make its author incalculably rich—but of
course we all fail, just as linguistic theorists inevitably fail to formu-
late a fully adequate theory of human language, or even a barely ade-
quate theory of even a limited aspect of human language. This con-
ception of an independently existing, ideal textbook has the advantage
of explaining why, just as traditional grammars through the centuries
bore striking resemblances to one another, modern introductory text-
books in linguistics display so many more similarities than differences.
Besides this virtue of explanatory adequacy, the conception has the
further desirable property of making textbook writing an empirical
enterprise. Just as linguistic theories are constrained empirically
by the requirement that they correctly describe the mental reality of
language, so textbooks are constrained empirically by the requirement
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that they reflect with some minimal degree of fidelity the ideal text-
book to be found somewhere in the mental reality (?) of linguists'
minds. In fact, textbook writing is even more empirically constrained
than linguistic theory, since we have available for it an objectively ob-
servable evaluation metric, namely the number of copies sold.

I hope to have shown that this conception of an ideal linguistic text-
book is very strongly motivated. It is not my concern here to trace
the empirical consequences of adopting this conception, but I would
like to note one of its more important theoretical implications: the
conception of an ideal linguistic textbook completely demolishes the
notion that there is no one perfect textbook for the introductory lin-
guistics class, and that the nature of the text most suited to a particu-
lar class depends on the background, needs, and objectives of the stu-
dents involved.

The second obvious point which I would like to make is that there is
no one perfect textbook for the introductory linguistics class, and that
the nature of the text most suited to a particular class depends on the
background, needs, and objectives of the students involved. A third
obvious point is that there are many variables in the situation above
and beyond the differing preparation and aspirations of students.
Teachers differ in their training, their ability as teachers, their most
effective style and format of teaching, and their conception of what an
elementary linguistics course should contain. Institutions differ in the
kinds of students and teachers they attract, what they do to these stu-
dents and teachers, what kind of atmosphere they maintain, and what
kinds of programs they offer. Even linguistics programs differ, for
example in whether or not they are intended to feed students into
graduate school, in whether the introductory courses are oriented to-
wards linguistics majors or are intended as service or general-edu-
cation courses for students in other departments, in how the intro-
ductory course relates to other linguistics courses, in the size of the
classes, and so on. This leads us inescapably to the fourth obvious
point, namely that the instructor has a far from trivial responsibility
in perceiving and assessing all these variables, in determining the
optimum type of course to give in view of the total situation, and in
selecting the most suitable textbook or textbooks for this type of
course.

As obvious as obvious points numbers two, three, and four may be,
they add up to a picture which is not, to my mind, obviously true. The
picture that emerges is one of non-random intra-class variation and
consequent inter-class diversification. It assumes that the various
factors involved in individual introductory classes vary conspiratorily
in such a way as to push the nature of the optimum course for each
class significantly far off center, resulting in a decently wide scatter-
ing of introductory class types and rendering the choice of textbooks
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principled rather than arbitrary (assuming that the textbooks them-
selves show a comparably wide type-scattering, which is not obviously
the case). Perhaps this is sometimes true. It would be foolish of me
to claim that all introductory classes are or should be the same, that
the make-up of an introductory class is never relatively homogeneous,
or that introductory classes are never prompted by special circum-
stances or practical objectives that call for special distributions of
emphasis and special textbooks to reflect these distributions of em-
phasis. I would nevertheless speculate that this is typically not the
case, at least not at the college undergraduate level. All the variables
I mentioned earlier do in fact exist, but in most instances they tend to
cancel each other out. Students do vary widely in their backgrounds,
abilities, and objectives; however, this variation obtains not just be-
tween students in different introductory classes, but more importantly
among the students in each individual class. Some students are analyti-
cal, others verbal; some students will become linguists, others male
secretaries; some students are bright and enthusiastic, others dull
and apathetic—and we get them all in the same class, not neatly sepa-
rated into homogeneous bundles. The other variables are also real
but less significant than one might imagine. Teachers do vary in
many ways, but only within fairly narrow limits, and not necessarily
in accordance with any accidental bias in the properties of the stu-
dents. Institutions and programs also vary, but usually not in any
dramatic way having clear-cut implications for the design and text-
book selection for an introductory class.

I suggest, then, that the potentially differentiating factors in intro-
ductory linguistics classes tend in practice to cancel each other out,
reducing most, though certainly not all, such classes to some reason-
able facsimile of a common denominator. This common denominator
makes it possible to talk about what an introductory textbook should be
like in the general case; there will naturally be many special cases,
but it is obviously not true that there are only special cases. Clearly,
the best introductory textbook for the general case would be the instanti-
ation of the aforementioned ideal textbook carried by all linguists
somewhere in the dark recesses of their minds. They say that within
every fat man there is a thin man struggling to get out. Similarly,
within every linguist there is this ideal textbook waiting and hoping to
be written. But since it can be written only by the linguist, it can
never be instantiated in its ideal form. As it struggles through the
linguist onto paper, it is subject to corruption and distortion, errors
and prejudice, hesitations and slips of the pen, memory limitations
and inability to write. Clearly, this is the competence/performance
distinction in its finest hour.

The futility of trying to reproduce the ideal linguistics textbook
explains why most linguists with any common sense never try to write
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one. It also explains why its character, like the structure of language,
remains a subject of controversy. Since my remarks so far have
been quite abstract, let me now briefly make things slightly more con-
crete by discussing my own theory of the ideal introductory textbook,
as reflected—most imperfectly to be sure—in Language and its Struc-
ture.

I wrote the first edition of Language and its Structure quite soon
after beginning to teach (I decided to do things the conventional way
and write the first edition first, saving the second edition for later).
At the time I did not think about the financial aspects of the venture,
though admittedly I have thought about them a little since. My moti-
vation was however quite practical—I needed a textbook to teach intro-
ductory linguistics, and no suitable.ones were available. There were
excellent textbooks on the market, of course, but at that point in time
there were none with a transformational orientation, and I thought it
futile to wait for someone else to get around to writing the kind of
book I thought was needed. It was meant to contain what I thought, on
the basis of having taught introductory courses, to be the minimal con-
tents of such a course. In fact, in contents and organization it parallels
quite closely the lecture material I had developed. (This left me with
quite a problem when the book came out—since the textbook covered
what I thought the course should contain and what I had previously pre-
sented mainly through lectures, I had to completely redesign the course.
For a while I had great difficulty teaching using my own textbook, though
I hope for a rather special reason.) Coverage was not meant to be ex-
haustive, and no one subject was gone into very deeply. The book was
meant to be supplemented by other readings and by classroom presen-
tations, allowing the instructor to slant the emphasis of the course in
any desired direction while covering the essential common core.

This notion of an essential common core is crucial to my theory of
the ideal linguistics textbook. I believe the discipline of linguistics
revolves around a central focus, and that an introductory course
should do so also, both in order to reflect the discipline accurately
and for more specifically educational reasons. I take this central
focus to be the structure of language, as indicated by the title I chose
for my book. (Actually, I simply couldn't find a better title. I wasn't
quite pretentious enough at the time to call the book Language.) I
view the description of language structure and the consequent formu-
lation of a linguistic theory to be most basically what linguistics is
all about, and to underlie all other aspects of linguistic investigation
and enterprise. Ultimately, if not immediately, descriptive lin-
guistics must provide the point of departure for all other linguistic
sub-disciplines. This is not meant to belittle these other sub-disci-
plines—it is simply meant to show my conception of the intrinsic
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organization of the field, as well as to glorify what I am personally
most interested in.

Language structure is quite literally the central focus of my book,
since it is treated in Part II, to which Parts I and HI are best viewed
as the onset and coda, respectively. This organization and emphasis
most certainly do not reflect the predominant interests of the students
found in introductory classes. Students want to know about what we
would call general semantics, thinking somehow that linguistics will
help us to communicate or that thinking about word meanings will
illuminate the mysteries of the human mind. Or they are going into
sociology and believe an elementary linguistics course will solve all
their problems in that field. Or they want linguistics to corroborate
their religious views. Few students expect to be turned on by lan-
guage structure, if they even suspect it exists, and most are not
turned on by it no matter how hard the instructor pushes it.

Why emphasize language structure in that case ? Simply because it
is the most important aspect of linguistics, the one with the most to
offer in terms of general education and intellectual value, and the one
most difficult for the student to learn about on his own. In an age so
permeated by superficial psychological notions, yet so obsessed with
the character of human nature, it would be hard to overestimate the
intellectual significance and potential impact of the major finding of
descriptive linguistics, namely that all normal children, regardless
of race, intelligence, motivation, or social background, manage to
acquire a fully functional linguistic system characterized by extra-
ordinary complexity, subtlety, abstractness, and structural regular-
ity. Both as an instructor and as a textbook writer, I feel a responsi-
bility to present to the student a coherent view of language and the
study of language which mirrors my conception of them, emphasizing
those points having the greatest intellectual significance and which
underlie the rest. This, at least, is my theory of the structure of
linguistics and the teaching of linguistics. Naturally, like any theory,
it may be wrong.

My penultimate obvious point is that much has changed since Lan-
guage and its Structure was written. For one thing, we as a nation
are not for the moment engaged terribly overtly in warfare. For an-
other, what then seemed a plausible and reasonably well-entrenched
linguistic theory has proven untenable when strictly interpreted and
has virtually disintegrated as a viable and functional theory; now it is
transformational grammarians who are engaged in overt warfare, not
with the outside world but with each other. We can certainly salvage
many of the insights of the standard transformational model, and it is
undeniably what got us where we are today (if we are anywhere today),
but as a formalized theory it leaks to the point of having sunk long ago,
and its offspring are too vague to be formalized, except arbitrarily.
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My own views as well have of course changed during this cataclysmic
period, and if I were going to write a new textbook today (don't worry—
I'm not going to) it might be very different in character from Language
and its Structure. One thing I would not change, however, is its em-
phasis on the primacy of language structure. Clearly I have main-
tained this focus in writing Fundamentals of Linguistic Analysis and
in preparing the second edition of Language and its Structure, and I
still view the description of language structure as the central, unify-
ing core of linguistics, despite the excesses of this overly permissive
age in which one is allowed to talk in mixed company, and even in
public, about such scandalous matters as social dialects, language
change, pragmatics, stylistics, the unreliability of grammaticality
judgments, and yes, even lexicon. I believe most descriptive lin-
guists feel the same way, if only because this heightens their self-
esteem, and despite the temptations of our sinful age. In fact, this
common belief in the centrality of language structure is perhaps the
only thing descriptive linguists have in common these days, the only
unifying influence which has prevented the field from disintegrating
into utter chaos, as opposed to the state of only semi-utter chaos that
we presently enjoy. This is my disintegrated theory of linguistic
descriptions.

The last obvious point I would like to make is that nothing I have
said here should be taken very seriously, especially what I am saying
now. It should be clear from the above that logic is not my forte.
For the linguist, intuitions are much more important than logic, and
it is well known that intuitions—particularly those of the linguist—
are often contradictory. (I might go on to observe that the work of
those linguists who seem to pride themselves most on their logic is
often vitiated by the ill-considered, counter-intuitive nature of the
premises from which they argue, particularly the hidden premises;
I might go on to observe this, but I won't.) Linguistics is ultimately
more intuitive than objective. This does not remove linguistics from
the hallowed domain of science, for it is true of all other sciences as
well, but the intuitive aspect is more immediate and more apparent in
linguistics than in other scientific disciplines. The intuitions involved
may pertain to the grammaticality or meaning of individual sentences,
or they may pertain to the relative plausibility of two alternative
theories of the structure of the atomic nucleus, but ultimately the
judgment is intuitive. Our conception of what counts as valid evidence,
our notion of insightfulness, and even logic itself are intuitively based,
and they might very well be different in other kinds of organisms. In
the end everything is circular. I see no reason to be disturbed by this
—it simply reflects our position in the universe, which we must ulti-
mately accept if we desire peace of mind, whether our inspiration
comes from God or from Godel.
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If we are to ask ourselves what sort of textbooks we should use for
elementary classes in linguistics, we must first make clear to our-
selves how we envisage the task of teaching linguistics. And perhaps
a 'How' question like this depends in part for its answer on a 'Why'
question: why should we teach linguistics, and why should students
want to learn linguistics, and what should learning linguistics do for
them?

These latter questions take on a new urgency in the more straight-
ened circumstances of today, referred to in the letter of invitation
from Professor Dinneen, in which we cannot regard a career in lin-
guistics of some sort as an expected consequence of pursuing first
degree or postgraduate studies in the subject.

For some people linguistics is still primarily to be taught as a
skill or a technique in describing and analyzing little known languages,
for didactic, evangelistic, and translation purposes. There is nothing
pejorative in referring to such objectives. They are prominent in the
Summer Institute of Linguistics schools, whose central aim is the
training of field workers for the linguistic tasks of the mission field.
For them in this work linguistics is an applied science (I am not here
referring to 'applied linguistics', which is something rather different).

Under such conditions a theory can be agreed on, say phonemic
phonology, taxonomic grammar, or tagmemic grammar, not neces-
sarily as the only worthwhile theory, but simply as the one currently
in use for the purposes in hand. Teaching will then primarily be
focussed upon understanding the theory and the operations derived
from it and developing skills to process language material in its terms.
Anyone who has taught in or attended such courses as the SIL organizes
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knows what high standards and dedicated scholarship are achieved
and maintained there.

I have instanced SIL courses, since I believe that today they repre-
sent a once more widespread attitude towards the teaching of our sub-
ject. If I am not mistaken, in the 1940's and early 1950's, when lin-
guistics departments were fewer and smaller than they are now, but
were growing more quickly and were being inaugurated in more and
more universities, students of linguistics looked for careers as teach-
ers or as research workers in linguistics as a prime object of their
studies; and teachers saw their own task as the preparation and train-
ing of researchers.

During this same period, particularly in the United States but in
other parts of the world as well, there was a considerable unity of
theory and practice in the subject. This was the time of the so-called
'Bloomfieldian' or 'distributionalist' phase in linguistics, the time of
a definite paradigm in Kuhn's sense of that term, and this paradigm
typified the teaching of linguistics for more than a decade. Kuhn
(1970:46-47) has stressed the role of the textbook in fixing a para-
digm, and one can instance a number of textbooks broadly designed
to bring up the student to work in it: for example the first edition of
Gleason's Introduction (1955), Hockett's Course (1958), Hill's Intro-
duction (1958), and Hockett's more specialized Manual of Phonology
(1955).

Of course there were alternative theories: Hjelmslev's glosse-
matics and Firth's prosodic phonology are two examples. But no
elementary textbook of glossematics appeared, and Firth left it to
others to expound his theory of phonology as systematically as they
could. Some subsequent textbooks have attempted to present the out-
lines of prosodic phonology: Dinneen (1967:chapter 10) does so, and I
have made an attempt to do so in my own book (Robins 1971:section
4.4), but Firthian theory was never made the basis of a single-theory
orientated textbook in the way that was done by linguists working with-
in the Bloomfieldian tradition. And, of course, the influence of
Hjelmslev and Firth was far less in their time than was that of the
distributionalists. In recent years Firthian linguistics has made some-
thing of a comeback, partly because his great concern with semantics
(unfashionable in his own day) now makes various points of contact
with some aspects of current linguistic semantics (e. g. on presupposi-
tional relations and felicity conditions), and partly because Firth's
early rejection of an autonomous biunique level of phonemic repre-
sentation has been greeted by writers such as Langendoen (1968:58-59)
as a step in the right, or at least in the transformational-generative,
direction (cf. Fromkin 1965).

At the present time the situation is very different from that pre-
vailing in the 1940's and 1950's. In the English-speaking world, to
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look no further at the moment, there are at any rate four competing
theories of language and models of linguistic description, quite apart
from the continuing tradition of taxonomic (Bloomfieldian) structural-
ism. Besides transformational-generative linguistics we must recog-
nize stratificational theory, tagmemics, and Halliday's systemic gram-
mar (as he now likes to call it). There have been published elementary
textbooks designed to explain the theory and practice the student in
applying it for tagmemics (Cook 1969) and for stratificational theory
(Lockwood 1972; Lamb 1966 can scarcely be regarded as an elemen-
tary textbook, whatever the intentions of the author); and Halliday is
said to be actively engaged in writing such a textbook for his own
theory.

Transformational-generative linguistics is today less a single
theory than a set of competing theories sharing a number of features
in common, notably the treatment of language from the speaker's
point of view as a particular sort of mental competence rather than
as an externally observed corpus of data, and the reliance for the pur-
poses of description and analysis on transformational processes of one
sort or another. The fissiparity and fluidity of transformational-
generative linguistics at the present time makes it difficult for a
single book, certainly for an elementary textbook, to take in the whole
range of transformational-generative linguistics in any detail together.
But one can cite at least two recent elementary texts, Larigacker
(1968) and Fromkin and Rodman (1974), and the earlier book by
Koutsoudas (1966). Fromkin and Rodman (1974), and Langacker
(1968) are more properly textbooks on linguistics, as they cover the
main divisions of the subject, while presenting grammatical analysis
through one version of transformational-generative theory. Kout-
soudas (1966) is more in the tradition of the workbook, so well estab-
lished in structuralist times; the theory and the methodology are set
out, and the reader is trained to apply them through a series of exer-
cises on limited data, in which a correct solution is provided and
justified. Koutsoudas (1966) links up with the series of books so
well represented by Pike (1947), Nida (1949), and the workbook at-
tached to Gleason (1961). Koutsoudas was unfortunate in having pro-
vided exercises in a version of transformational-generative gram-
mar that many people considered outdated by the time the book had
appeared (so Langacker, reviewing the book in 1968; this is part of
the difficult situation in which writers of textbooks find themselves
in today to a much greater extent than before).

The comparison of Langacker's and Koutsoudas's books brings me
to what should, perhaps, be the central question in examining the role
of the elementary textbook, which I touched on at the beginning of this
paper: are we primarily teaching our students to operate and apply
linguistic methods in the analysis of languages, or are we teaching
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them about linguistics and, to quote from Langacker's preface 'pre-
senting the fundamental insights about language to which every well
educated person should be exposed' (1968:v) ? We ought to be doing
both, but the emphasis will vary according to times and circumstances
(I have already referred to the predominantly operational and practi-
cal orientation of most tagmemicists).

In terms of these two types of teaching objectives we can contrast
books in the style of Pike's Phonemic s, Nida's Morphology, Harris's
Methods, Cook's Tagmemics, Koutsoudas's Writing Transformational
Grammars, Jacobs and Rosenbaum's Grammars I and II_(which I per-
sonally rate very high as really elementary books introducing trans-
formational-generative methods), and their English Transformational
Grammar, with books written in the tradition of Bloomfield's Lan-
guage, Gleason's Introduction, Hockett's Course, Langacker's Lan-
guage, Lyons's Introduction, and Dinneen's Introduction; and I would
like to think that my own General Linguistics belonged in this line.

The former are textbooks primarily aimed at teaching students to
do linguistic analysis in a particular way; one notices in Jacobs and
Rosenbaum (1968) the 'discovery procedure' use of cleft sentence con-
structions to differentiate the two sorts of verbal complement taken
respectively by condescend and prefer (1968:193). The latter class
of books is designed to teach students about linguistics as a science
and about language as a human capability and form of behavior. Of
course these two objectives are not mutually exclusive and both are
proper parts of an education in the study of language, and clearly
each is served to some extent by all our textbooks, but the broad
distinction between books designed for teaching linguistic operations
and books designed for teaching about linguistics seems clear enough.

A further distinction can be drawn within types of textbooks.
Operationally orientated books, the first sort I referred to just now,
almost of necessity present one theory or one methodology: structural-
ist, tagmemic, transformationalist (one version), and so on, whether
or not this is indicated in the book's title. If you want someone to
learn to use and apply a technique, you present him with that technique
and practice him in it.

Theory-orientated textbooks, on the other hand, need not confine
themselves to one theory. Some do, and this was the case with several
of the introductory books of the structuralist, 'Bloomfieldian', period.
But other authors try to introduce the student reader not just to one
theory of language and of linguistics, but to the field or to the main
part of the field comprising different and in some ways competitive
theories. Methods of doing this differ. Bloomfield, though firmly
preferring his mechanist theory of language, and, as a sound neo-
grammarian, the regularity theory of sound change, at least recog-
nized what he called the mentalist approach to meaning and devoted
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some space to the random mutation attitude towards historical changes
(1933:chapters 9, 20). Some writers of textbooks present a number of
contemporary theories, trying to bring out the salient points of each
(e.g. Bolinger 1968: the best example of this style is Davis, Modern
Theories of Language, though this can hardly be described as an ele-
mentary book). I have tried to do something like this in the second
edition of my own book.

The presentation of several theories together can be done in a his-
torical setting. It is broadly true that transformational-generative
theory, tagmemic theory, and stratificational theory, to name just
three, developed as a reaction against what were felt to be the in-
adequacies of taxonomic structuralism, particularly in its extreme
distributionalist form; and Firth's context of situation treatment of
semantics, from which a lot of Halliday's theory derives, and Firth's
prosodic phonology were earlier reactions against certain so-called
'Bloomfieldian' tenets. Several textbooks follow a historical line,
firstly going through structuralist phonemic and morphemic theory
and immediate constituent syntax, and then using this as the basis for
presenting more recent developments. This is the line we see in
Lyons (1968) and in Dinneen (1967), the latter book being very strongly
worked out on historical lines. It is also the characteristic of a recent
German introduction, Bunting (1972), where it is all the more to be
welcomed, as the structuralist phase in linguistics, with all its in-
sights (expressly recognized by Chomsky 1964:75-76), seems to have
been rather missed out in Germany.

The questions to be considered by the different panels at this meet-
ing cannot be considered in isolation from one another. We may not
now be able any longer to regard the prime aim of teaching linguistics
as the production of further teachers of linguistics, nor to see lin-
guistics as a vocational study in its own right, except in certain
special cases. If this is the situation, linguistics must take up the
more normal stance of a liberal study, namely that it properly forms
a part of the content of a university education, along with English and
foreign literature, history, philosophy, classical studies, and the
rest.

In this situation we require our students to start off as general
linguists, aware of and sympathetic to several of the main lines of
theoretical developments. Specialists in one branch and in one theory,
who will advance the subject and provide the pace setters of the next
generation will be an elite minority, produced in graduate and post-
doctoral programs. Our elementary textbooks should, therefore,
include some that are as catholic as is practicable, to give our stu-
dents a wide understanding of the subject and of what is going on in
it. Operational manuals and workbooks have their place, and an
essential place, but skill in applying one theoretical model cannot be
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regarded as enough in itself. There is a story, I hope an apocryphal
one, about a comment on a visiting professor at a summer school a
few years ago. Having agreed to teach an introductory course in
grammar, he divided his time between structuralist immediate consti-
tuent grammar and a version of transformational grammar. The com-
ment I refer to was 'What a pity he wasted the first half of his classes'.

I would press strongly for a place of considerable importance in
our textbook resources to be accorded to taxonomic phonemics and
structuralist grammar, despite the now widely recognized inadequa-
cies that they show in certain directions. I still believe that these
versions of linguistic theory make it easier for beginners to 'think
linguistically' about languages and to get an idea of what linguistics
is concerned with doing; and they were, after all, the context in which
more advanced theories were developed. It is much easier to see
'what a language is like' in a well-written grammar of what has been
called 'the Berkeley style' than it is in some transformational and
stratificational presentations. Structuralist descriptions can give a
fairly readily grasped idea to non-linguists of what linguistics is
about, and through structuralist theory one can present some of the
basic concepts of linguistic science, which may well be relevant to
other disciplines, such as distinctive features, systematic contrast,
finite corpus sampling, and so on. If it is true, as has been claimed
(cp. Koerner 1974:5), that linguistics 'has become within the social
and behavioural sciences what physics has been for the natural sci-
ences for some time: a model for many of the other disciplines in the
field', this consideration may well justify the presentation in some of
our textbooks of the structuralist, Bloomfieldian, version of linguistic
theory.

There is less controversy on the topics to be included in an ele-
mentary textbook than on the theory through which these topics are to
be viewed. In order of treatment there seems to be a general prefer-
ence for bringing in articulatory phonetics at an early stage, though
Hockett (1958) deals with phonemic theory before phonetics, and Glea-
son (1955) and Langacker (1968) postpone phonetics until after they
have covered grammar. My preference would be for allotting articula-
tory phonetics to an early chapter; acoustic and auditory phonetics
should be mentioned, but their details are much less readily under-
stood by the beginner and can well be left to more specialist books
(e.g. Joos 1948, Hockett 1955, Ladefoged 1962). Our students come
from backgrounds of a long literate culture, and we need to impress
on them straight away that languages developed the way they did, and
have taken on the forms they have taken on, largely through the
millennia of purely oral transmission rather than through the cen-
turies of literacy enjoyed by certain communities.
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Historical linguistics usually comes fairly late in textbooks. This
is almost inevitable, as we want students to understand the phono-
logical, grammatical, and semantic elements and systems that are
the subject of historical change. I would regard it as vital, however,
to make clear as early as possible that all levels of language must be
envisaged both synchronically, functioning at a given time, and dia-
chronically, always changing in the course of time. Perhaps in re-
action to the nineteenth-century situation, some first-year teachers
relegate the historical dimension of language study to a far too lowly
place in their teaching. Recent transformational and sociolinguistic
work in historical linguistics is now redressing the balance, and this
will find its way into our textbooks.

So far I have concerned myself with the requirements of the com-
mitted student and his teachers. But we have to attract students in
the first place, and we need books that will present our subject as an
attractive field for prospective students and as a subject that our
colleagues in other disciplines will find agreeable to have around col-
lege and on campus. As a book to popularize the subject of linguistics
(in the best sense of that verb) Sapir's Language has probably never
been excelled. As a textbook it is outdated and too little technical
(except for the typology chapter, which is hard going and almost too
technical); but the chapter on language and literature, in contrast to
the near neglect with which this topic is treated by too many linguists,
is a gem, and it is the sort of thing we need to keep the lines open be-
tween ourselves and our literary colleagues.

At least in the present state of the subject of linguistics, both in
itself and in its relations with the world at large, it would be a vain
task to look for the ideal textbook. I have tried to pick out three basic
types of textbooks, the practical manual type, the single theory type,
and the theory survey type. Our students ought to study with more
than one book; books of all these types have their rightful place, and
they should be evaluated with reference to their own specific objec-
tives.
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TEACHING LINGUISTICS

BY A PERSONALIZED SYSTEM OF INSTRUCTION

RALPH W. FASOLD

Georgetown University

Introduction. About a year ago, I became aware of a teaching sys-
tem called 'Personalized System of Instruction' or the 'Keller Plan',
the second after Professor Fred S. Keller of Arizona State University
who had originally proposed it (Keller 1968). A seminar in the method
was offered for the Georgetown University faculty by a staff that in-
cluded Professor J. Gilmour Sherman of Georgetown's psychology de-
partment and the recently founded Center for Personalized Instruction,
who was, with Keller, one of the originators of the system. Somewhat
dissatisfied with the overall quality of my course in Introduction to
Sociolinguistics, I took the seminar in hopes of finding a way to im-
prove the course. In the Fall semester, the system was initiated in
Introduction to Sociolinguistics and the results have been very satis-
factory.

General description. The Personalized System of Instruction (PSI)
centers on a sequence of units through which students move at their
own pace. Students are introduced to the units by means of a written
unit guide. The unit guides include a general introduction, reading
assignments, a series of specific objectives, and sometimes a written
assignment. The objectives are based on the reading assignments and
specify precisely what the student is expected to know from the read-
ing. The units are studied by students on their own. When the student
feels he has met the objectives, he reports for a unit test. The tests
are tests of thorough mastery, so the student is required to get very
nearly everything right in order to pass. Each objective in the unit
material is tested in the unit mastery tests. Tests are graded on a
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one-to-one basis as soon as a student completes one. When a student
has passed a unit test, she can move on to the next unit. If a student
feels that he cannot master all the objectives on his own, he can come
in for an explanation before taking the unit test. If a student should
fail a unit test, she must review the unit and retake the unit test
(there are multiple forms of the unit tests, so that students do not
actually retake the same form of the unit test). There are typically
no required lectures, although it is common to offer a number of
optional ones. A final examination is given at the end of the course.

A key ingredient in a PSI course is the presence of student proctors,
or tutors. If a course has more than about ten students, the instructor
cannot hope to do an adequate job of immediate grading of unit tests
and also to give explanations to students who did not understand every-
thing in the readings on their own. Proctors are recruited from stu-
dents who have taken the course in previous semesters and done well. *
The proctors are present at each class meeting both to give expla-
nations of difficult points and to grade unit tests. The instructor is
on hand to mediate possible disputes between a student in the course
and a proctor about test grading and to help out with explanations in
the event a proctor gets stuck.

Description of a PSI linguistics course. With this general descrip-
tion in mind, it would be useful to give a more detailed description of
the PSI version of the sociolinguistics course offered by me in the Fall
of 1973. The unit on speech acts will be given as an example. This
unit follows one on presupposition, entailment and invited inference
and precedes one on Ross's performative analysis (Ross 1970). The
introduction in the unit guide, reproduced below, is an attempt to re-
late the speech acts unit to the preceding one and 'set the students up'
for the following one.

Introduction. In addition to presuppositions, entailments
and invited inferences that sentences carry along with them
besides their literal content, much is communicated by the
kind of speech act an individual is invoking. Linguists and
philosophers of language alike have concentrated largely on
statements, sentences which inform. Statements are only one
kind of speech act. Unlike statements, it makes no sense to
declare a speech act like a promise or apology untrue. You
can say, 'He stated X, but it wasn't true', but to say, 'He
apologized for X, but it wasn't true' or 'He promised me X,
but it wasn't true' is very odd. The two readings in this unit
explore different varieties of speech acts. The two authors,
John Searle and J. L. Austin, are the two leading pioneers
in the field.
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Next follows the assignment of the readings, the first fifty-two pages
of Austin (1962) and all of Searle (1965). In this unit, there is a
written assignment to be handed in when the student takes the unit
test.

Assignment. Try to write the proposition, preparatory,
sincerity, and essential rules for the use of the function indi-
cating device for apologies. Bring your rules for evaluation
by the proctor before taking the unit test. We are not looking
for a single correct answer; any reasonable effort will be
approved by the proctor.

The assignment is designed to see if the student has absorbed Searle's
technique for analyzing promises well enough to be able to apply it to
apologies.

The guide also contains a list of objectives. The objectives may be
strictly factual, as is the following based on Austin (1962):

(5) Be able to distinguish 'misfires' from 'abuses'.

Other objectives can require the preparation of a more involved expla-
nation, such as the following, also based on Austin (1962):

(3) Be able to give a rough definition, in your own words, of
the term 'infelicity'.

Or it is possible to require the students to be ready to apply a concept
to an example, as does the following objective, again based on the
Austin reading:

(6) Be able to match examples of infelicities with the particu-
lar one of the six rules which is violated.

The student works through such a unit guide by reading the intro-
duction, studying the assigned readings in conjunction with the list of
objectives, and preparing the written assignment. When prepared,
the student's next step is to take the unit mastery test. In the socio-
linguistics course, there is always a precise one-to-one match be-
tween test questions and objectives in the unit guide. Since the tests
must be graded individually in a relatively brief period of time, there
can be no long essay questions. But besides the usual types of short
answers, such as multiple choice, true or false, and fill in the blank,
students can be asked to write short explanations of a paragraph or so,
or even to answer a question orally. The factual objective about
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misfires and abuses cited above is tested on Form 1 of the unit test
for the speech acts unit by the following matching question:

(5) Match the following subjects and predicates correctly.
1. Misfires a. cause the performative act
2. Abuses to fail.

b. cause the performative act
to become 'hollow' but do
not prevent the act from
being achieved.

On Form 2, a modified multiple choice format is used:

(5) If an attempted performative act fails to be achieved, it is
said to have (misfired, been abused), but if it is achieved,
although unhappily, it is said to have (misfired, been
abused).

The definition of infelicity is tested on Form 1 by a short essay ques-
tion asking the student to write his definition in a ten-line space. On
Form 2, the student must give his definition orally to the proctor
grading the test.

The objective on the categorization of examples of infelicities by
which of Austin's felicity rules is violated is tested as follows:

(6) Write the felicity rule (A. 1, A. 2, B. 1, B. 2, 1.1, I. 2,
see question 4) which is violated in each of the following
examples. Use the blank provided.

1. 'I divorce you' spoken by a wife to her husband
in a Christian country.

2. 'I think five dollars worth that Tonto's Mother-
in-law will win' as a way of making a bet.

3. A person says 'I promise to be here at eight'
and doesn't show up.

4. A person says 'I bet you five dollars that Tonto's
Mother-in-law will win' but the person he is
addressing says 'No deal'.

5. A person says 'I apologize for stepping on your
toe', but is secretly glad he did it.

6. A supposed Justice of the Peace says 'I pronounce
you man and wife' at the conclusion of a marriage
ceremony but is later shown to have been an im-
postor.
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The reference to question 4 is to a question in which the six felicity
rules are given with crucial terms left out. The student has to fill in
the blanks. If the student has answered question 4 correctly, he has
available the definitions of the six rules to refer to when answering the
question with the examples. The corresponding question 6 on the other
form of the same test takes the same format, but has different ex-
amples.

In a course based on readings scattered in books, journals, and
anthologies, as Introduction to Sociolinguistics is, there may be cases
in which the content of several articles needs to be tied together. Or
an article containing an essential concept may be written at a level
too difficult for an introductory course. Sometimes, it is desirable
for students to acquire a skill, such as the ability to construct a vari-
able rule if given raw data, which is not explained in sufficient detail
anywhere in the literature. In these cases, it is necessary for the in-
structor to 'patch' the inadequacy in existing literature, by writing
and making available to students, short essays covering the area of
difficulty. Eight of the thirteen units in the course required 'patches'
of this kind.

The above description covers materials associated with a typical
unit—the unit guide, the associated 'patches', and the (in this case,
two) various forms of the unit mastery test. But units of a very differ-
ent nature can be worked into a PSI course. In the sociolinguistics
course, there is a unit on field techniques which is not at all like the
other units. Basically, the unit requires students actually to go out
and gather data on a phonological variable in a manner similar, but
not identical, to Labov's famous department store survey (Labov
1966). The unit guide contains the reference to the department store
survey, but it is a background reading only and there are no objec-
tives or test questions based on it. Since the field project involves
making judgments on the social class of speakers, there are also
references to descriptions of social class, but these are also back-
ground readings. There is also a tape available in the language labo-
ratory which students can use to sharpen their hearing of the variable
involved. The guide ends with a form on which the field data is to be
collected. Turning in the form with the data collected replaces the
unit test for this unit. The unit is followed up by a seminar period,
with attendance optional, during which the data are pooled, computed,
and analyzed.

Proctors were drawn from the best students who had completed the
course earlier. Recruiting proctors was a challenge because there
were no funds available to pay them. Part of the solution was to re-
cruit enough proctors so that no one proctor would have to be avail-
able more than once a week. Care was then taken to point out to
proctoring candidates that they were selected from among the best
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students and that it was something of an honor to be asked. Then cer-
tain advantages of proctoring were pointed out, such as its review
value, especially for graduate students facing comprehensives, the
opportunity to get a certain amount of teaching experience, and the
improved probability that I would one day be able to find lots of glow-
ing things to say in letters of recommendation for people I had worked
with and knew well. The result, both in the Fall and the Spring semes-
ters, was that I was able to find more people willing to serve as proc-
tors than I really had to have, even with once a week service. Comments
from past and present proctors indicate that it is a worthwhile ex-
perience for them. Their work in every case has been completely
satisfactory to me.

There were midterm and final examinations given in the course.
Students were given the option of writing a term paper in lieu of taking
the final examination, but no one selected that option. Both exami-
nations were divided into short answer and essay parts. The short
answer questions were obligatory and were based on objectives selected
from the unit guides, but were not the same questions that appeared on
the unit mastery tests. The essay questions were designed to require
the contents of two or more units to be integrated in a coherent answer.
The test allowed students to choose the essay question from two or
three alternatives.

General evaluations of PSI. The PSI teaching method has been sub-
jected to numerous research studies in which comparisons have been
made between PSI and traditional courses (see Kulik et al. 1974 for a
summary). These studies tend to show that students learn more
thoroughly with the PSI method, often dramatically so. A few of
these studies show no difference between results with PSI and the
same course taught by a lecture format. None show PSI obtaining
poorer results than the traditional format.

Evaluation of the PSI linguistics course. The success level of the
Introduction to Sociolinguistics course can be evaluated with two kinds
of information. A rough indication of the relative achievement of stu-
dents in the course when it was taught by lecture and recitation com-
pared to students in the PSI course comes from the grade distribution
in the Fall 1972 (lecture) course compared with the grade distribution
in the Fall 1973 (PSI) course. It is only a rough indication, since the
course content, examinations, and grading procedures were not
identical (though the content and examinations were very similar),
and the two groups of students were not balanced for general ability.
For example, I cannot show that there are no significant differences
between the quality point averages of the two classes, or anything of



A PERSONALIZED SYSTEM OF INSTRUCTION / 49

the sort. The other information source is an analysis of student
responses on a questionnaire evaluating the PSI course.

The grade distribution for the two classes is given in Figure 1.
The grades in the 1973 PSI course are more sharply skewed toward
A. grades. While 6.3 percent of the students in the lecture course
got C's, none got C's in the PSI course. Only one of the twenty-five
students in the PSI class received a grade as low as B while fully a
fourth of the forty-seven students in the lecture class got that grade.

FIGURE 1. Grade Distribution for Introduction to Sociolinguistics
Fall 1972 (Lecture) and Fall 1973 (PSI).
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So sharply skewed are the grades for the 1973 class that it is
legitimate to ask whether the course was somehow too easy and that
the level of accomplishment indicated by a 1973 A grade is lower than
the level indicated by a 1972 A. Actually, the precise reverse is
true. Every A student in the 1973 class passed unit tests for all thir-
teen units with a percentage correct of not less than 85 percent (most
commonly, students get over 90 percent of unit tests correct). In
addition, they could not have missed more than a total of ten points
on the 20-point midterm and the 30-point final examinations combined.
To earn an A in PSI, a student has to show mastery of the unit mater-
ial at the time of first exposure to it plus retention on the midterm
and final examinations. The final examination, incidentally, is cumula-
tive over the entire course. On the other hand, a midterm examination
was given only to sociolinguistics majors in 1972, and only about half
the class took the final examination, since they also had the option of
writing a term paper instead. As a result, a student who was not a
sociolinguistics major in 1972 could have earned an A on the strength
of a term paper alone. While the student would have demonstrated a
certain excellence in researching and presenting a topic in which she
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was interested, I would have no way of knowing how much, if anything,
she had mastered of the course content itself. All in all, I would be
much more inclined to vouch for the amount of knowledge represented
by a 1973 A grade than a 1972 A.

The student responses on the course evaluation form were very re-
vealing. Although it proved necessary to develop a special evaluation
form for the 1973 PSI course, whereas the University Rank and Tenure
Committee evaluation form was used in 1972, the overall averages of
the two questionnaires are indicative of the perceived course value in
a general way. When the evaluations of all categories by all students
on the 1972 form were averaged, the course received an overall rating
of 4. 21 of a possible 5. 00. The overall average received by the 1973
course was 4. 78 out of 5. 00.

Student satisfaction with the course, instructor, and format was
queried in the following question on the 1973 questionnaire:

Would you recommend this course from this teacher in its PSI
format to serious students ?

There were five options for answering. The options and the numbers
of students selecting each were:

14 7 0 0 0
Enthusi- Probably Perhaps Probably Definitely
astically not not

The response seems to indicate a high level of satisfaction with the
course in general.

Several questions addressed the PSI method specifically. Students
were asked:

Do you feel that you learned more or less in the PSI format
than you would have in a traditional format?

and:

Do you feel you enjoyed the PSI format more or less than you
would the traditional format?

Sixteen students said they felt they learned 'far more' or 'somewhat
more', two thought they learned less, and three judged they learned
'about the same amount'. Fifteen students reported they enjoyed PSI
more than they thought they would the traditional format, four enjoyed
it less, and one reported the same amount. Although a large majority
endorsed both the learning efficiency and their enjoyment of PSI



A PERSONALIZED SYSTEM OF INSTRUCTION / 51

compared to traditional courses, there is a worrisome number who
made negative responses to these questions. It will be possible, a
bit later in the discussion, to speculate on the basis for their dis-
satisfaction.

The most revealing question was the following:

If there were two sections of the course next semester (there
won't be); both taught by the same teacher, but one PSI and
one traditional, and you planned to take the course, which one
would you select?

The options given, with the numbers of students selecting each, appear
below:

8 5 0 8 0
Definitely Probably Don't much Probably Definitely
PSI PSI care traditional traditional

Conflating positive and negative responses, we find that thirteen re-
spondees were likely to choose PSI with eight inclined toward the tra-
ditional format (though none definitely) and none with no preference.
When the responses were broken down into graduate and undergradu-
ate responses, the differences were striking:

TABLE 1. Preference for PSI or Traditional Formats Expressed
by Graduate and Undergraduate Students

Definitely or Probably
probably PSI traditional

Undergraduates 8 1
Graduates 5 7

Fortunately, it was not difficult to discover what it was that was
troubling graduate students about PSI. All respondees were given the
opportunity to give open-ended comments on the course. A very
strong thread running through these open-ended comments was that
the units were too much separate from each other and there was not
enough opportunity to integrate the material in the various units. I
am attempting to correct this difficulty by scheduling review lecture
and discussion periods after every two units, during the current
semester. How successful this effort will be will only be known when
the evaluation forms for the Spring semester are received.
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In spite of this feeling of uneasiness, the students did remarkably
well on the midterm and final examinations with the essay questions
requiring integrated discussions of more than one unit. This was in
spite of the fact that they had not been required to use this skill in
any of the unit tests. The evaluation form also asked:

Did you find difficulty integrating the material in the various
units in order to answer the essay questions in the midterm
and final ?

Seven students found integration 'fairly easy' or 'very easy', nine said
it was 'not too difficult, but not easy', and five found it 'fairly diffi-
cult'. None said integration was 'very difficult'. It seems to me to
be appropriate that the plurality of answers appears in the 'not too
difficult, but not easy' category. If too many students found the essay
questions easy, it would perhaps be an indication that they were not
sufficiently comprehensive and challenging.

Discrimination. An unexpected benefit of the PSI approach has to
do with discrimination against black American students and inter-
national students. A disturbing aspect of the results of the 1972 lec-
ture course was that the examination grades seemed to be systemati-
cally lower for black American and international students. The letter
grade distribution of the final examination and term paper grades in
1972 for A's (the highest grade given) and C's (the lowest grade given)
among white American, black American, and international students
appears in Table 2. It appeared that white American students would
be more likely to get A and less likely to get C than either black
American or international students. The final examination in the
Fall 1973 PSI course was worth 30 points.

TABLE 2. Distribution of A's and C's for White American, Black
American, and International Students on the Final Pro-
ject in Introduction to Sociolinguistics, Fall 1972
(Lecture)

White Americans (N = 29)
Black Americans (N = 5)
International Students (N = 12)

34.
0.

16.

5%
0%
7%

6.
20.
33 .

9%
0%
3%

The mean numerical grades for the same three categories of students
appear in Table 3.
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TABLE 3. Mean Numerical Grade Distribution for White Ameri-
can, Black American, and International Students on the
Final Examination in Introduction to Sociolinguistics,
Fall 1973 (PSI)

Mean numerical grade

White Americans (N = 16) 26. 75
Black Americans (N = 4) 27. 75
International Students (N = 5) 26. 60

Black American students did better on the average than white Ameri-
cans and the mean grade for international students was only slightly
lower than for white Americans. While the data in Tables 2 and 3
must be interpreted with caution since Table 2 includes term paper
grades and the number of students involved is somewhat low, the
indication is that any discrimination tendency that may have existed
in the lecture format appears to have been eliminated in PSI. There
is a reasonable explanation as to why this may be so. There were
some complaints in the 1972 course from the black American and
international student group that they did not know what to study in
preparation for examinations. The skills involved in judging what to
prepare for course examinations in our education system may well be
valued more highly in the value system of mainstream American cul-
ture than in the cultural systems of either of the other two groups.
Since PSI inherently makes it explicit just what is expected of stu-
dents, the advantage for white Americans seems to be neutralized.

Advantages of PSI. There are, of course, both advantages and dis-
advantages in using PSI compared to more traditional lecture-reci-
tation methods. One large advantage seems to be flexibility for stu-
dents. If a student is taking one or more PSI courses, he has the
option of delaying his preparation for the PSI courses when he is under
exceptional pressure from other courses or from some other source.
This delay option, if exercised in moderation, does not penalize the
student at all, since she can quicken her pace in the PSI course when
other pressures are relieved. A student can also allow a work or
athletic schedule to partially overlap with the class time of a PSI
course since there is no need to be present at every meeting of the
class. Students, furthermore, have the satisfaction of knowing that
they are acquiring just the knowledge that is expected of them as they
go along. The temptation for the teacher to rehash the material in
reading assignments in lecture sessions is eliminated. Since the in-
structor can assume that the student has as background the knowledge
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provided in the readings, the lectures that are given can concentrate
on advanced concepts and the professor's own personal insights. If a
student has difficulty in understanding points made in the readings, the
teacher or the proctors can clear these up when the student comes in
and asks for specific explanations. The possibility that time will be
wasted in explaining orally something that may be sufficiently clear
in the readings is eliminated. Students have a strong motivation to
actually ask for explanations that they need instead of letting unclear
points slip by since they know they will have to pass the unit test.

The PSI technique has the further value of extending the benefits of
the course to the student proctors. Having had courses beyond the
introductory course, the proctors are in an excellent position to bene-
fit from reviewing the introductory course. Since they will be required
to explain the course content to the newer students, the thoroughness of
the review is assured.

PSI can be of benefit in developing programs to extend higher edu-
cation to students not actually in residence at the university. Students
are guided through the course by written materials and they move at
their own pace. Special lectures and demonstrations can be televised,
unit tests can be corrected by mail, and explanations can be given by
mail or by telephone. Some of the techniques used in the British Open
University experiment are quite similar to PSI methods.

The flexibility of PSI can be exploited very easily when it is neces-
sary to teach students with different goals and interests in the same
course. For example, the Introduction to Sociolinguisties course will
be offered in the summer program this year at Georgetown. It is ex-
pected that some of the students will be from a special program for
teachers of English to speakers of other languages. These TESOL
teachers take courses for two rather than the usual three credits. It
is a simple matter to assign them two-thirds of the usual number of
units and to select those units so as to cover topics particularly rele-
vant to their needs. At the same time, regular students can take the
same sequence of units that are assigned during the Fall semester.

Disadvantages of PSI. It is also true that there are disadvantages
to teaching with PSI. From the teacher's point of view the most
prominent one is the hard work involved. It requires a great deal of
concentration and time to develop the unit guides, unit mastery tests,
and 'patch' essays in advance for an entire course. Having developed
a PSI course, however, it is a much simpler matter to keep it current.
Revisions can be made in just those units that need to be updated each
year and these can be integrated with old units which are still ade-
quate. In addition, one may find that he has done a substantial amount
of work toward writing a textbook for the course, if one has that
ambition.
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In developing the unit guide objectives, there is a strong temptation
to write objectives only for detailed facts since these are the items
that are most easily questioned in the unit tests. I have tried to show
that objectives and test questions can be written as well for more de-
tailed concepts and also requiring applications of principles to exam-
ple cases. But constant self-discipline is necessary to avoid the trap
of requiring mastery of only small factual details.

Another large disadvantage is the lack of student interchange and
the absence of integration of material, since there are no plenary
sessions of the course if attendance at the lectures is not required.
In fact, it is conceivable that two students could take the same PSI
course in the same semester and never meet each other. Part of
this kind of difficulty can be overcome with the scheduling of review
classes in which student participation is encouraged. Students can be
motivated to attempt to integrate ideas through the review classes,
by the 'patch' essays which should contain what the instructor would
say during lectures aside from reviewing the material in the readings,
through the judicious use of written assignments, and by including
essay questions in course examinations. From another point of view,
there is no guarantee that material is effectively integrated or that
there is good student interchange just because the professor lectures
two or three times a week.

Many people who become acquainted with PSI assume that the
apparently mechanical nature of the procedures would be a disad-
vantage. They suppose that a student would feel he is on a conveyor
belt made of unit materials. Personally, I have not received any com-
plaints of this nature. Individuality in PSI can be enhanced if the unit
introductions and 'patches' are written in a relatively chatty and per-
sonal style instead of a distant, bookish one, and if the instructor in-
stalls himself as one of the proctors and thus makes sure he is fully
open to individual contact with the students.

A chronic hazard for students in PSI courses is procrastination.
Since students move through the course at their own pace, some may
leave too much to be done at the end of the course and never finish.
There are numerous features that can be built into the course to
counteract this. A schedule that leads to completion on time can be
made available for students. Giving a midterm examination is an in-
ducement for students to complete enough units to be prepared for
that examination. Giving an early final examination so that a student
can be completely finished with the course before the end of the semes-
ter sets up a powerful goal for many students. If there are several
review lectures, the procrastinating student is repeatedly reminded
that she has not completed the units being reviewed. The posting of
honor lists of the students who are moving through the course ahead
of schedule can also exert a gentle pressure to at least keep up.
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Procrastination was not a severe problem in the Introduction to Socio-
linguistics course. Only two of the twenty-five students failed to com-
plete all thirteen units. Five students finished the course a month
early and then took the early final.

Applicability. It is also true that the PSI system is not fully appli-
cable to all kinds of courses. While I have been delighted with the
method in teaching Introduction to Sociolinguistics, I do not and would
not use it in my seminar on Language and Social Variation. If the
course is basically aimed at the acquisition of a certain body of infor-
mation and basic concepts, PSI is ideal. If much of the course deals
with difficult and involved concepts, it is necessary for the teacher to
monitor the progress of the class more closely than is feasible in a
PSI set-up. Some courses could, on the other hand, be constructed
partially of PSI units in order to teach basic background information
and then switch to lecture or seminar classes for more advanced
material. It is also necessary that the course be preparable entirely
in advance. If there is a strong likelihood that new insights will be
developed during the course of a semester and an instructor wants
her students to be aware of these, PSI is not appropriate. For
scholars who are themselves in the business of theory development
and want to keep their advanced students with them, PSI is out.

Conclusion. My own experience has demonstrated to my satis-
faction that there are strong reasons to consider teaching linguistics
courses by PSI. The efficiency and flexibility of the method make it
a very advantageous way to handle at least the introductory and basic
courses in our discipline.

NOTE

1. Proctors in PSI courses, if good past students cannot be re-
cruited, can be drawn from within the course itself. This is done by
the instructor taking the role of proctor in grading the tests for the
first several students to complete a unit. These students, if they are
willing, are in a sense 'deputized' to serve as proctors for the unit
they have just passed in grading the tests of students who complete
the unit later.
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PLURALISM IN LINGUISTICS

ROBIN LAKOFF

University of California, Berkeley

In the days when the white engineers were disputing the attri-
butes of the feeder system that was to be, one of them came to
Enzian of Bleicherode and said, 'We cannot agree on the cham-
ber pressure. Our calculations show that a working pressure
of 40 atii would be the most desirable. But all the data we know
of are grouped around a value of only some 10 atii.'

'Then clearly,' replied the Nguarorerue, 'you must listen to
the data.'

'But that would not be the most perfect or efficient value,'
protested the German.

'Proud man,' said the Nguarorerue, 'what are these data,
if not direct revelation? Where have they come from if not
from the Rocket which is to be? How do you presume to com-
pare a number you have only derived on paper with a number
that is the Rocket's own? Avoidpride, and design to some
compromise value.'

Thomas Pynchon, Gravity's Rainbow

Over the past dozen or so years, we have witnessed a profound
transformation in linguistics, in what were the methods and goals of
linguistic analysis. Today I want to suggest that some of our early
missionary zeal may have gone too far, that there are areas of re-
search that have been deliberately slighted in the last decade, to the
detriment of the field as a whole.

It is beyond question that transformational theory has been of im-
mense benefit to our understanding of language. Chomsky's basic in-
sights are striking in their beauty and clarity, especially if we can

59
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project ourselves back in time to pre-1957 and see what the other
choices were at that time for the analysis of syntactic phenomena. It
was not at all surprising that transformational grammar, within a few
years, spread like Christianity, making converts who preached the
new dogma with fiery zeal. And it is beyond question that the success
of transformational grammar, both in terms of its ability to account
for the sentences of English, and of its increasing influence inside and
beyond linguistics proper, can be attributed in large measure to the
formalisms Chomsky and his followers developed for representing
sentence structure: they seemed to be perfectly clear and precise,
fully motivated, and capable of expressing in a few symbols generali-
zations that the most perceptive linguists had felt intuitively to exist,
but could not talk about for lack of a succinct vocabulary. And there-
fore it was only natural that, among transformational grammarians
themselves, emphasis soon was placed on formalism above almost
everything else, until it was divorced rather completely from lin-
guistic description, and one could listen to discussions at MIT for
hours on end without being given the slighest clue that, underneath it
all, the description of languages was what was at issue. People
worried about possible underlying and derived constituent structures,
notational conventions, possible ways of writing rules and ordering
them, the existence and the nature of the transformational cycle; far
removed from those directly linguistic questions which people on the
fringes still had the naivete to believe were the issues to which lin-
guists should address themselves.

Obviously again, there was a need to raise and discuss such issues.
Linguistic theory could not be considered defined until they were
settled—at the very least. But an insidious assumption, never openly
stated but often implicitly believed, crept into the transformationalists'
minds over the years, that these questions were really all that was im-
portant; solve them and you will understand language, you will have a
full-fledged theory. The idea that a theory might stand or fall on its
formal assumptions alone is what I consider the most dangerous heresy
within the field. 1

Ill-advised, maybe, you say; boring, often; but dangerous ? Yes,
dangerous in the sense that it has led transformational grammar down
the garden path many times, to bad analyses and untenable generali-
zations, and into theoretical positions that are decidedly unhealthy for
anyone who wants to understand how language really works, as opposed
to someone who wants to study mathematically pretty notation. I
assume that linguistics is to be done by those in the first group, and
mathematics by the second; and I therefore assume that an emphasis
on formalism for its own sake is deleterious to the development of an
adequate theory of language use.
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There has, thus, over the years, been a great deal of too-glib
generalization based on the doctrine of the neatest formalism. The
idea is that if you can formalize an analysis, it is right, and if you
cannot either it is wrong or it is not within our provenance as lin-
guistic theorists.

Let me give a couple of examples of the way I feel we have been
led astray by our passion for formalism. Consider first the famous
analysis of the passive that appears in Aspects of the Theory of Syntax.

-̂ On its face, it seems to be a particularly beautiful abstraction and
generalization, beautiful in that it reduces two phenomena to one, and
allows clear and apparently insightful rules to be written.

First, Chomsky notes that most verbs may select manner adverbs,
but a few do not: verbs such as resemble, have, marry, fit, cost,
and weigh. He then says (1965:103f.),

The Verbs that do not take Manner Adverbials freely Lees has
called 'middle Verbs', and he has also observed that these are,
characteristically, the Verbs with following NP's that do not
undergo the passive transformation. . . . These observations
suggest that the Manner Adverbial should have as one of its
realizations a 'dummy element' signifying that the passive
transformation must obligatorily apply. That is, we may have
the rule (55) as a rewriting rule of the base and may formulate
the passive transformation so as to apply to strings of the
form (56), with an elementary transformation that substitutes
the first NP for the dummy element passive and places the
second NP in the position of the first NP:

(55) Manner -»-by~pas sive
(56) NP - Aux - V - . . . - N P - . . . - byfp_assive

What is seductive about this analysis? First, that it apparently
allows the generalization to be captured formally, that those verbs
that do not undergo passivization are the same as those that do not
select manner adverbs. Second, by proposing a rule of the form (56),
one can account for the derived constituent structure of passive sen-
tences, without proposing any additional machinery. Third, it is now
possible to account for 'pseudo-passives' like John is looked up to by
everyone, by slightly generalizing this rule. If all of this is true,
and no more, then indeed this rule achieves explanatory adequacy,
and we should accept it without question. But there remain nagging
doubts in the minds of those renegade informal linguists who will
look at data.

Let us note that the generalization Chomsky suggests here, linking
passives and manner adverbs, is incapable of exception: any exception
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will force us to throw the generalization out. The reason for this is
that, by this analysis, we are alleging a cause-and-effect relationship
between selecting manner adverbs and undergoing passivization.
Hence, a verb that takes manner adverbs but does not passivize, or
a verb that passivizes but does not select manner adverbs will shed
great doubt on the viability of the theory here proposed. We have
many such cases, exemplified in the sentences of (1).

(la) *Mary was married by John.
(lb) John married Mary ecstatically.
(lc) John is known by the FBI to be a Jansenist.
(Id) *The FBI ecstatically knows John to be a Jansenist.

These examples indicate that there is something very wrong with
the Lees-Chomsky generalization, so that the fact that Rule (56)
allows us to capture it is a black mark against this analysis of the
Passive (since it allows us to predict impossible sentences, and does
not allow us to predict sentences that do exist), rather than a point in
its favor. But this problem can only be seen by looking at example
after example—by loving attention to the data of the language. Anyone
can postulate a generalization on the basis of two sentences that happen
to work conveniently. But the linguist's work is not done at this point:
he must keep looking at all relevant cases until he is honestly con-
vinced that no counterexample to his proposal exists. One might
attempt to weasel out by saying, 'know and marry are exceptions,
and we can handle them by indicating their pecularities in the lexicon:
marry may take all manner adverbs except by passive, and know can
take no manner adverbs except by passive. After all, not every ad-
verb may cooccur with every verb, for semantic reasons'.

'For semantic reasons': ah, here the ugly notion that semantic
criteria might interact with syntax rears its ugly head. But if you are
going to allow yourself this leeway, you might just as well say that
some verbs did not take any manner adverbs, and others did not
passivize, also for semantic reasons, or for reasons based on peculi-
arities of underlying structure. And then it might well be, depending
on your exaplanations of each in turn, that some were peculiar in only
one aspect, some in both. And while you apparently lost a generali-
zation by no longer having an if-and-only-if statement relating non-
selection of manner adverbs to non-passivization, you would achieve
generalizations on a deeper level: you would be able to give reasons
why these verbs behaved peculiarly. For another difficulty with this
'generalization' is that it lacks explanatory power: it does not tell us
why these verbs are the ones that behave this way, or why these verbs
or any verbs should behave this way at all: it does not tell us why
there is a relationship between passivizing and taking manner adverbs.
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And this is one of the principal difficulties with excessive reliance on
formalization: it prevents the formalist from asking the deeper ques-
tions, since they defy formalization.

To say, as Lees and Chomsky do, that these verbs are 'middle
verbs' and therefore all behave this way is to beg several questions.
First, suppose there is such a category: why should it exhibit both of
these, and only these, extraordinary properties ?2 If we called them
'hot-dog verbs' rather than 'middle verbs', it might make it still
clearer that we are only giving a name, not suggesting real relation-
ships. And secondly, why does this hodgepodge of verbs comprise a
single category? Why should cost and marry and resemble—and pre-
sumably know—be put into the same pile? Because they are all
middle verbs? That, as you can see, is not a satisfying answer. So
even if we tried to get around the problems raised by the sentences in
(1) by claiming that various kinds of exceptions might exist, we would
only serve to weaken a generalization that itself was based on no firm
foundation. The very fact that formalism can countenance and camou-
flage such weaknesses of description is an argument against exclusive
reliance on formalism.

The first question that would occur to an intuitive linguist is, 'What
does a manner adverb have to do with a passive?' When intuitive lin-
guists asked such questions of the transformational Pooh-Bahs of a
decade or so ago, and when students venture to a address such ques-
tions to their teachers today, they get laughed down. 'Stupid, they
behave alike—that's what they have in common.' 'But why?' 'That's
not part of linguistics (stupid).' Arguing these points with transfor-
mationalists is like eating cotton candy—you get a mouthful every
time, but you end up still unsatisfied.

We see here that the claim that being able to formalize an analysis
will enable you to give correct predictions on the basis of it does not
hold water. In (56), we have formalized the rule of passivization, but
as we have seen, this formalism leads us to incorrect predictions of
grammaticality. Useful as formalism is, it is not enough.

Let us look forther at the causes we are given for gloating over this
analysis. It is useful, Chomsky continues, because it makes it
'possible to account for the derived phrase-marker of the passive by
the rules for substitution transformations'. But does this rule pre-
dict the correct derived phrase-marker? It predicts a phrase marker,
certainly, without recourse to additional ad hoc rules; but we must
again look at real examples to see whether the derived constituent
structure that (56) assigns to passives is correct. (If it is not, the
formalism will fail on formal grounds, too.)

Let us note that the rule Chomsky gives is tantalizingly vague.
Chomsky says that the passive rule applies to 'strings of the form
(56), with an elementary transformation that substitutes the first NP
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for the dummy element passive and places the second NP in the posi-
tion of the first NP'. Now, is this sufficient instruction? Let us con-
sider a sample derivation:

(2)

NP

John

past eat D N by passive

I I
the horse

Although Chomsky here has specified that the rule applies to
strings, both underlying and derived P-markers are classically de-
fined in terms of trees, as we have done above. Now this deep struc-
ture is acted on by the passivization rule. Presumably what we would
end up with is the derived p-marker (3), but nothing in Chomsky's
statement of the rule tells us how to get the be-ten into the Auxiliary.

(3)

The horse was eat4en by John

It is instructive that Burt (1971) revises Chomsky's formulation of
passivization considerably, dropping the manner-adverb relationship
that Chomsky was so proud of, but her treatment too fails to predict
the derived constituent structure of the underlying subject NP. So we
see that formalism can be used with great imprecision—and since
formalism is sold to disciples on the grounds of its great precision,
one may well wonder whether it is the panacea it is claimed to be. 3

So the first two claims Chomsky has made for this analysis of the
passive have backfired. What of the third?

Chomsky wants to claim that his analysis provides an account for
why (4a) may be passivized as (4b), but (4c) does not have a corres-
ponding passive (4d):

(4a) Many people are working at that job.
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(4b) That job is being worked at by many people.
(4c) Many people work at that office.
(4d) *That office is worked at by many people.

Chomsky's explanation for this behavior is that in the first type, we
can consider work at as the verb, with that job analyzed as the direct
object NP for the purposes of passivization (though he says a few lines
later, rather confusingly, that in a passive like 'John is looked up to',
John is not 'the Direct-Object of the deep structure'.) But in the second
type, the prepositional phrase at that office would occur in the deep
structure to the right of the Manner Adverbial, and therefore is of
course not subject to passivization. There are a couple of problems
here: first, this does not constitute an explanation of the facts, but
merely pushes the mystery back one level: on what principled grounds
is at that job to be analyzed one way, at that office, another ? Again
the reasoning is somewhat circular. Also, the case is not as open-
and-shut as this sort of analysis requires. So we do get sentences
like, 'This room looks worked in', 'offices are worked at (only) by
people whose homes aren't very comfortable'. Granted these sentences
are not stylistically as resplendent as others, still, they're not as bad
as (4d), which in turn is not really quite as out as its asterisk and
Chomsky's analysis of it would suggest. So again, the facts call for
a deeper and more semantically based explanation than we are given
here.

There is another, perhaps related, difficulty. Supposing even that
this analysis does provide an explanation for one sort of 'pseudo-
passive', there is another passive-like phenomenon in English that is
totally impervious to it. I am referring to those verbs that have been
called, by G. Lakoff, Postal, and others, FLIP or Psych-Movement
verbs, as in (5):

(5a) It surprises me that John is paranoid.
(5b) I am surprised at the fact that John is paranoid.
(5c) It is surprising to me that John is paranoid.

Since these sentences are essentially synonymous, and since the
rather special selectional restrictions we find in these sentences
ought, it would seem, to be statable once for all, rather than as a
subject-verb constraint in sentences like (5b), and a verb-direct
object constraint in (5a), it has been proposed that all these sentences
derive from a single common underlying structure source, perhaps
representable approximately as in (6):



66 / ROBIN LAKOFF

(6) I surprise S .

John is paranoid. "*

In order to get from (6) to superficial structures (5a), (5b), and
(5c) we must posit a rule that will have a great deal but not every-
thing in common with passivization. But this suggests that a passivi-
zation rule depending on the presence of a manner-adverb node and
necessarily occurring with the preposition by_ will be very hard to
reconcile with the FLIP facts. Perhaps the deepest generalization
will be one in which passivization and FLIP can be traced to similar
processes and perhaps performed for similar semantic-pragmatic
reasons. But the analysis proposed by Chomsky (and, along with it,
the revision in Burt) explicitly discourages us from finding such a
relationship.

So an apparently beautiful formalization turns out to be inadequate
in many ways. It is true that no perfect solution of the passive prob-
lem has been forthcoming from any quarter, but at least it seems more
honest to admit that your tentative solution is interesting but unwork-
able (as has been done by Postal and others within generative semantics
who have made proposals concerning passivization), rather than putting
a superficially-attractive solution up as a panacea without regard for
the data that contradict it.

I said too that overdependence on formalization might have the
effect of discouraging research from being done that, though incapable
of perfect formalization at present, nevertheless could be fruitful, in-
sightful, and good for linguistics through attracting new recruits.

I refer to two kinds of cases: first, work within the domain, as it
is generally envisioned at present, of 'linguistics proper'; then, work
that goes beyond the boundaries of our field. In both cases, of course,
what frequently happens is that first the informal work is done, point-
ing out the nature of the problem and why it is of interest; formal work
follows upon this, some time later. But if we insist on formalization
at the outset, much preliminary investigation will be squelched, and
we will be cut off from doing some of the most interesting potential
research.

Consider work by linguists such as Georgia Green, Deborah James,
Ann Borkin, and John Lawler.5 These scholars were among the first
to point out that classical transformational grammar was formally in-
capable of dealing with many areas of language use: types of speech
acts, interjections, polarity assignment, and genericity, to name a
few. It is sometimes held by more orthodox transformationalists that
if a solution can't be formalized the problem is of no interest to lin-
guistic theory; but this sort of work shows that nothing is farther from
the truth. The very fact that relationships existed that were incapable
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of formalization was sufficient to show that the formalisms thought by
orthodox transformational theory to be adequate for the complete
description of language were not so by any means. But the facts had
to be presented first; had we looked only at what our formal apparatus
could handle, we would never have discovered the inadequacy of that
apparatus.

Now what these and other investigators have found, the more
doggedly they tried to account for the distributions they discovered,
was, first, that syntactic criteria alone could not be used to account
for the data; then, that semantic criteria were not sufficient either;
and most recently that, if we are going to talk about the occurrence of
sentence-types, we must extend our vision beyond even what is nor-
mally considered 'linguistics' proper, and erase some of the bounda-
ries that have been imposed on our domain: we must become engaged
in research that we might be tempted to call 'psychology' or 'psychia-
try', or 'anthropology', or 'sociology', or 'literary criticism'—any-
thing in fact but linguistics. Yet if we are going to be serious lin-
guists, we must agree that our field is part of theirs (and vice-versa).

However, if formalization within the accepted bounds of linguistics
is unlikely at present, complete formalization within these broader
definitions of the field is, presently, impossible. This is not to say
that it will never be possible, but only that its realization demands
much more knowledge than we have available at present. Yet we will
never be able to integrate our knowledge about linguistics with these
various other fields and arrive at a formal system incorporating con-
cepts of the various branches of human knowledge, unless we first
discover what sorts of facts we will have to deal with: precisely
where, and how, linguistic data interact with other kinds of infor-
mation. So once again, close examination of the facts comes first,
and only after we have dealt informally with the problems for some
time will a means of formalization of what we have found out be likely
to arise. And even here, we ought not to expect a formal system for
the integration of all human knowledge to arise one day full-fledged
and complete, from someone's mind. The process of devising for-
malisms will be long and often frustrating, and we will have to be
content with only partial and rather unsatisfactory representations
for some time to come. It will be a process of trying a formalism,
seeing how it deals with the facts, modifying or discarding—and
starting anew. But always we must match formalism to the facts,
which come first—not the other way round.

In these days of declining enrollments and student interest turning
away from pure research to real-world relevance, it behooves us to
consider the relevance of linguistics to the real world. And the inter-
action of pure language phenomena with these other fields is precisely
where linguistics can be relevant, interesting, and fruitful. The
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majority of students are not apt to be turned on by Boolean conditions
on analyzability; rather, they find it interesting to ask how one's men-
tal state and status in society are reflected in one's use of language.
This is where we ought to be exploring; but this is also where we have
no rigorous methodology, and hence, where the traditional transfor-
mational linguist tells us to stay away from, since it isn't 'linguistics'.
This has, in my view, always been poor advice, but now it is becoming
utterly dangerous.

Let me talk a little about the kinds of questions I think it is time
we, as linguists, started addressing ourselves to: questions about
the intent and total effect of communication, both purely linguistic,
and, where necessary, paralinguistic as well; gestures, intonation
patterns, posture, and so on, rather than merely its superficial
purely linguistic form.

1. The use of language by minorities, or, more generally, groups
who don't set the dominant style

Among such groups, we might identify:

(a) blacks
(b) Chicanos
(c) lower and higher (than middle-class) economic groups
(d) women
(e) academics
(f) children
(g) hippies
(h) militants of various persuasions

This is just a partial list, but I think everyone will agree that each of
these groups possesses a language pattern that stamps it as not within
the English spoken by the media and other spokesmen of the 'normal',
or maybe we should say 'President 's ' , English. There are several
reasons why the language of each of these groups, individually and
severally, is worth studying.

It is obvious that the use of a nonstandard English is both evidence
that a speaker is not from the dominant group, and a means of keeping
him out of that group. However compassionate we think we are, it is
still the usual gut reaction to assume that, if someone is not speaking
the dominant language, he is, therefore, not expressing his ideas in
optimal form. Of course, this prejudice acts against all Americans
for speakers of RP British, several of whom have been delighted to
tell me how sloppy, inarticulate, and fuzzy-minded all Americans
are, because they don't speak RP. Naturally I find this highly in-
furiating, and I generally point out that it 's (sloppily speaking) hogwash;
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Americans are as articulate as anyone, but they are articulate in
their own way. But what we want to do ultimately is link a person's
speech-style with his way of life, with the assumptions he makes about
how he wants to appear to someone else. There is no evidence that
any speech style is ipso facto worse than any other, or that if a dia-
lect is nonstandard, it is incapable of deep intellectual expression.
But an emotion that one dialect expresses in one way, another may
express in another. To the speakers of the first dialect, those of the
second may seem to lack the ability to express that emotion; and vice
versa. Speakers of RP British English, for instance, seem, both
male and female, to have far greater access to intonation variation
than do most male speakers of American English. Speakers of RP
can use their freedom in this area to express hesitancy and deference.
Speakers of American English, without this recourse, still want some-
times to express the same emotions, whether sincerely or as a polite
gesture: 'I don't want to step on your toes'. But, denied access to
intonational variation, speakers of most dialects of American English
must resort to lexical devices: among these are the much-maligned
'y'know', 'like', and 'I mean', all of which qualify the communicative
act in one way or another, and express the speaker's real or feigned
hesitancy to perform that speech act. It is fashionable to berate
Americans, or their language, for inarticulateness because they make
so much use of these devices; but when conventional deference may be
dispensed with, Americans certainly can sound as articulate as any-
one. It's just that the device they use to keep from being pushy is
wrongly identified as a mere conversational place holder to be used
when the speaker has run out of what to say. Generally he hasn't.

It is important, in cases such as these, that linguists lead in tell-
ing the lay public how to react to nonstandard speech styles. And they
can only do this if they have analyzed these speech styles in some de-
tail. Students have come to me looking for evidence to prove that
Black English is more logical than standard American, and I have
told them again and again that no language and no dialect is more
logical than any other, as long as both retain the ability to express
what the speakers of the dialect in question wish to express. It is
perfectly possible that speakers of Black English want to express
different ideas than do speakers of the standard language, and that
this is reflected in their language. But obviously it is impossible
and stupid to make value judgments on this basis. The same may be
said of women's language, and the language of other noninfluential
groups. The speakers of these sub-languages should know that they
may be misjudged according to the way they speak; they should know
the stereotype that exists in the mind of the public of speakers who
speak this dialect, and decide if they wish to fit this image or not.
(Gloria Steinem obviously does not want to fit the image of someone
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who speaks women's language; Pat Nixon, on the other hand, might,
faced with all the knowledge we could give her, make quite the oppo-
site choice.) At the same time, we must educate everyone to realize
that there exists the possibility of alternative modes for expressing
similar ideas, and that none is by fiat 'better' than any other. This is
not a simple task, but it will be greatly facilitated by an understanding
of the data, hopefully along with both formal and informal explanations.

2. Politeness and its attendant difficulties

We typically expect other people to be polite, linguistically and
otherwise, but often we don't recognize their politeness when it occurs,
because we apply our rules differently from the way they do (cf. R.
Lakoff 1973). In the first place, an understanding of the operation and
problems in the operation of these rules, formally expressible or not,
is at the very basis of human interaction; I believe that, if we can sort
out what is going on, linguistically and otherwise, we can make a start
in explaining to people why they have problems interacting, and how to
recover from them and understand other people better. This is true
both within a culture and between cultures. We know that such lin-
guistically relevant theories as Grice's (1968) rules of conversation,
Gordon and Lakoff s (1971) concept of conversational implicature, and
a great deal of the recent work in the theory of speech acts are funda-
mental in our understanding of what constitutes a polite action or
utterance, and why an utterance that is polite in one situation is con-
strued as impolite in another. We can state the rules and their inter-
action semi-formally at the moment, but more remains to be done.
However, it is necessary to achieve informal understanding at first.
It is also known that politeness interacts with syntactic phenomena, in-
volved as it is in the predictability of such rules as tag-question for-
mation and imperative formation, once believed to be governed by
purely syntactic conditions on applicability. For this reason it is
important to formalize these 'sociological' rules, so that we may
better understand what we mean when we talk about their interaction
with the already-formalizable rules of syntax.

3. Pathological and aberrant language

Here I am referring to the special linguistic usages of people in
one or another abnormal mental state. I am thinking most specifically
of the language of schizophrenics, but we might also include aphasia
and perhaps also the language characteristic of mysticism and trance-
states. I don't think there's much virtue in trying to construct a
schizophrenic grammar; rather, the task before us here is to cate-
gorize the ways in which schizophrenics use language in ways that
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psychiatrists can use in making their diagnoses, and then see how they
deviate from the 'normal' grammar. What I suspect we will find is
that the schizophrenic's grammar (up to a very advanced state of
decay, perhaps more due to the confines of institutionalization than to
any inherent mental deficiency) is perfectly all right, but that his
world-view is quite different from the norm. (Laing (1967) would have
us question the reasonableness of the norm.) And since, as we have
seen, normal grammar is strongly dependent on normal world-view,
we should expect to find deviations in the schizophrenic's use of lan-
guage that mirror the abnormal way in which he perceives his world.
We might ultimately be able to use language behavior as a fairly pre-
cise diagnostic: if trait x is there, the schizophrenic is thus-and-so
far advanced toward normality, and so on. But we need to view the
aberrancy from norms as a point on a continuum: it isn't that every-
body who is accounted 'sane' speaks one way, and everyone who is
'crazy' speaks an entirely different way. Rather there is an infinity
of points along the line, and some of us fit in at one point, others at
others. And certainly we would put Thomas Pynchon, say, at a
different point in our line than we would put Henry James, but this
does not, again, mean that we are making value judgments or casting
aspersions on anyone's sanity or creativity. It is, however, the busi-
ness of the linguistic theorist to try to figure out what the possible
sorts of world-view variations are, and how they are connected to
different forms of linguistic expression. Just as Chomsky showed in
Syntactic Structures that it was impossible to define a grammar with-
out reference to ungrammatical structures, so it is impossible for the
linguist to talk about his real-world-relevant grammar without refer-
ring to alternative views of the real world, normal and aberrant,
possible and impossible. Formalizable or not at present, this infor-
mation must be considered a part of the baggage of linguistic theory.

4. Language used for special effect: Literature, advertising,
and propaganda

We need to ask why stating something in one way is 'effective': it
gets a reader or listener to believe something, or do something,
while stating it another way is ineffective, although the denotative con-
tent of the utterance is the same. Certainly we are all familiar with
the aspirin commercial that says 'No other brand of aspirin is better
than Bayer' rather than 'Bayer is as good as any other brand' and the
oven-cleaner commercial that says, 'Easy-Off cleans as well as
another leading brand', and not 'At least one other brand is as good
as Easy-Off. We need to talk about why these statements are so
easily misinterpreted—as they are intended to be; probably the
techniques of logic will be of use here, but the facts to which they
must apply must be dug up first, and their significance noted.
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Similarly, we need to know how literature affects us as it does—
why, to return to my earlier allusion, some people respond, joyfully
to Henry James, others to Thomas Pynchon. Surely the reason is
linguistic since it is through language alone that a writer communi-
cates. But counting passives, or the number of Latinate words in a
writer's prose, or talking about the position of adverbs in a writer's
sentences, offers little insight into this basic question. We must
start from a writer's emotional effect, from the world he creates,
and talk about how what influences his language and produces his ef-
fect on us. Again, this sort of work cannot now be formalized, cer-
tainly not as prettily as one can cite statistics for passivization in
James Joyce, but this seems to be the track to take if it's insight we
want, not merely superfically attractive formal statements.

These are among the issues I see as attracting the next generation
of linguists, even if some of you scoff and say, 'Then they're not lin-
guists'. Whatever you call them these are some of the things people
should be thinking about. The question I address myself to here is,
'How are we to train people to handle such questions?' To be both
precise and flexible, to work with an eye to the future? For it
seems evident that the first course a student takes in linguistics, or
certainly in syntax and semantics, will mold him permanently into a
linguist of one or another specific kind. Our task is to decide what
kind of linguists we want our students to be, and devise methods of
training them accordingly.

I am suggesting, then, that these days there are many more profit-
able avenues for linguistic exploration than may have been apparent a
few years back: we have widened our views, and have become capable
of dealing with deeper questions than we had originally. That doesn't
mean that every linguist has to become a propagandist, or a sociolo-
gist, or a psychiatrist. Obviously we will still have plenty of need for
formal work to be done, for purely linguistic syntax and phonology.
It's just that these will be only a few of the options, instead of all of
them. I think linguistics is becoming a more pluralistic field. People
of widely differing abilities will be able to make contributions—if we
train them right and don't turn them off. I feel that one of the kinds of
damage that has been done in the last dozen years by the overemphasis
on formal description of language for its own sake is the very business
of discouraging people who weren't interested in formalism, weren't
interested in pure syntax, were interested in 'relevance'. For what-
ever reason, we tended to sneer at such people, on the grounds that
whatever they were doing, it wasn't linguistics. And no one will stay
in a field after you've told him that he isn't capable of working on
those questions that the field in its wisdom considers germane, and
that the questions that interest him are irrelevant or trivial.
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I am also aware that many of those who have in the past been turned
off by undue obeissance to formalism have been women. It is a well-
known and ill-explained fact that among undergraduate linguistics
majors, more than half are women; among graduate students in their
first few years, about half in most schools; and then, as we get closer
to the Ph. D., the number of women inexplicably diminishes, so that
many fewer women than men actually get that degree, and the number
of women teaching in what you might consider respectable places is a
tiny proportion of the total. Something funny has happened. You can
get a lot of different answers, but I feel that it is the emphasis on for-
mal description of the superficial aspects of language that many of us
find discouraging: hence many women, in an attempt to escape into
relevance, go into psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics and TEFL,
but are lost to the mainstream and often end up dissatisfied anyhow.
I don't know, nor does anyone, whether there is an inherent indispo-
sition toward formalism among women, or whether it is a learned
trait that may eventually be overcome; I know merely that it is the
case now and is apt to remain so for some time to come. I think it
is criminal to attract'people into a field and then waste their abilities
and insult their intelligence by telling them there is no place for the
talents they have. Don't tell me this isn't done—I've been there.
And when jobs are given out, we all know that no one these days is
such a male chauvinist pig as to refuse to think about hiring women—
it's just that the prestigious kind of work, the sort of specialization
the department wants to acquire, is that typically possessed by men,
not women. The only way to equalize things in the long run, rather
than making token appointments that do no lasting good, is to broaden
the field's view of itself, to agree that many things can be done equally
respectably within a linguistics department. But we must educate
people, first, to be able to do this kind of work, and second, to
appreciate it. How is this to be done ?

I can't give any broad all-purpose solution. The best I can do is
describe the course I have been teaching, since it seems to have been
successful in producing the kinds of people I'm talking about, and per-
haps also salvaging some extremely promising students who would
otherwise have been lost. We feel it is important for students on the
one hand to gain an intuitive feeling for the problems of language, to
know what constitutes a problem, where one might look for its solu-
tion, what constitutes a generalization, a theory, a counterexample
as opposed to an example that merely shows that a solution needs some
broadening; and on the other, to know how to formalize these generali-
zations as rules, to know what a formalization can and can't do, how
much it may be relied on, how it may be defended and disproved, how
to tell whether a proposed formal mechanism is adequate. But we
like to stress that formalism is a tool like a hammer or a spatula,
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and we don't construct houses out of hammers alone, or rely totally
on the spatula to produce an omelet. Further, there are good and
bad hammers, and in the hardware store you have to know which to
choose. Merely producing the hammer—voila—does not guarantee
good construction; the hammer has to be good, and the materials it
works on have to be the best. A formalism is, to belabor the powers
of simile further, like a building plan—you can use it if you know how
to see whether you are heading in the right direction, but you have to
know whether the plan is sound, and how it corresponds to the mater-
ials you have at hand. And if you discover that the plan calls for
materials different from what you are able to get, it is generally
better to discard the plan than to discard the materials.

The introductory course is divided into two parts. The first, the
lectures, are entirely in my hands. They meet for 4-1/2 hours a
week, over ten weeks. The assigned reading for this part includes a
list of articles, about 1000 pages (see Appendix A). Most of these
are informal articles dealing with the description of the facts of Eng-
lish. We stick pretty strictly to English since we are trying to build
intuition and it's very hard to develop intuition and the ability to mar-
shall new data in languages you don't know. In lectures, I frequently
discuss two articles of opposing viewpoints on the same data, and try
to talk about where the positions are similar, where different, why
the authors hold the views they do, and which is the stronger, if any;
and whether one presents a counterexample to the other, say, or if it
merely gives new data that the other may incorporate without destroy-
ing it. I like particularly to use my own articles in this way, first
because they seem relatively accessible to fairly unsophisticated stu-
dents, and secondly because I know (I hope) what I meant and why I
said what I said, which I can't say for everyone. So I might contrast
my treatment of some and any with Klima's; or the Kiparskys' treat-
ment of factivity with Karttunen's; or the Green-Sadock view of per-
formatives with that of Lakoff, Ross, and Fraser. The lectures are
also concerned with discussing areas of English grammar in detail:
quantifiers, passivization, questions, negation, speech-act phenomena,
conjunction, and so forth.

Additionally every two weeks squibs are assigned, to be answered
in about five pages and dealing with the elicitation and description of
facts and of generalizations: the range of use of expressions like 'for
goodness' (God's, Pete's, Christ 's. . .)sake', the function and use
of the well in 'John may well be a Republican', and so on.

The sections taught by graduate assistants comprise the second
part of the course, equivalent to the first in weight for purposes of
the final grade. These meet for 1-1/2 hour per week, with a problem-
set due each meeting. The texts are M. K. Burt, From deep to sur-
face structure, and the manual edited by Ann Borkin, and written by
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students at the University of Michigan under the direction of George
Lakoff, Where the rules fail, a commentary on Burt. Rather than
have students go through sentences that Burt's rules predict correctly,
we assign derivations that will either produce impossible structures,
in accordance with Burt's rules, or be unable to produce good ones.
Our aim is not to show that Burt is a bad book, but rather to show that
transformational theory is an inadequate theory, and anything written
from a transformational point of view necessarily embodies these fail-
ings. Thus we teach students to do complicated derivations almost
automatically, and at the same time to be aware that the fact that
something works formally doesn't guarantee that it works with refer-
ence to real language. In this way we teach a healthy skepticism to-
ward formalism: students know how to use it, but also what its limi-
tations are. There is thus a huge amount of written work and reading,
in addition to a week-long take-home final exam (see Appendix B).
But of 100 students, undergraduates and graduates, majors and non-
majors, about 45 A's were given out, all well-earned, I felt, and over
30 students elected to take the advanced course. Of these continuing
students, some 15 have submitted abstracts to the CLA and/or CLS;
I feel this is significant for beginning students, since it normally takes
several years for a student to reach this level of sophistication and
confidence. It is still too soon to tell the eventual effectiveness of
the course, since this is the first year it has been given in this form;
but we are encouraged thus far that it both allows each student to
value and develop his or her particular ability; and to acquire back-
ground and sophistication that will enable him (or her) to do serious
work in the not-too-far distant future.

NOTES

Research underlying this paper was partially supported by the NSF
under grant Number NSF GS-38476.

1. I am not saying that interest in formalism per se is destruc-
tive; much less that we should abandon theory and formal rigor in
favor of purely informal description and nontheoretical data-collec-
tion. Certainly anyone would agree that a theoretical viewpoint is
necessary, at the very least, to show us what data are interesting,
and how to categorize the facts; it is unarguable that formalism is
very useful, properly used, in determining the accuracy of our ob-
servations. I am inveighing here only against blind dependence on
formalism for its own sake.

2. Classically, the term 'middle verb' was applied to verbs in
Greek in which the subject acted on, or for, or somehow affecting,
himself. The conjugational pattern of such verbs was almost, but
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not completely, identical to the passive. Thus one might contrast—

Tiauw TOV av-dpuuov 'I stop the man' (active)

uatfoyai uito TOU avdpwitou 'I am stopped by the man. ' (passive)

uauoyai 'I stop [myselfl, come to a stop. ' (middle)

It is not at all clear to me what the Greek middle verbs and Lees'
'middle verbs' have in common, except some funny relationship to the
passive. If I am correct in supposing that this is all, Lees is prac-
ticing (wittingly or otherwise) deception on his reader by pretending
that there is a well-defined class called 'middle verbs' in English
whose properties are known, and to which his verbs may be assigned.
(Note that in Greek, 'middle' was a voice, parallel to 'active' or 'pas-
sive', while for Lees it is a lexical class of verbs.)

3. Difficulties with Burt's passivization rule as well as her other
formalisms are discussed in Borkin et al. (1971).

4. For arguments in support of Flip-Psych Movement, cf. R.
Lakoff (1969) and G. Lakoff (1971).

5. For instance: Borkin (1971), Green (1973), James (1972),
Lawler (1972).

APPENDIX A
LINGUISTICS 120 READING LIST—FALL 1973

Articles in packet

Bolinger, D.
'The imperative in English'
'Linguistic science and linguistic engineering'
'Entailment and the meaning of structures'

Borkin, A.
'Coreference and beheaded NP's '

Borkin et al.
'Where the rules fail: A student's guide'

Boyd and Thorne
'The semantics of modal verbs'

Cattell, R.
'Negative transportation and tag questions'

Chomsky, N.
'Remarks on nominalization'

Dong, Q.
'English sentences without overt grammatical subject'
'A note on conjoined noun phrases'
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Fillmore, C.
'Coming and going'
'Deixis F
'Deixis IP
'May we come P
'Space'
'Time'

Foo, Y.
'Selectional restriction involving pronoun choice'

Green, G.
'How to get people to do things with words'
'On too and either, and not just on too and either, either'

Kiparsky, P.
'Fact'

Klima, E.
'Negation in English'

Lakoff, G.
'Deep and surface grammar'

Lakoff and Peters
'Phrasal conjunction and symmetric predicates'

Lakoff, R.
'IPs, and's and but's about conjunction'
'Language in context'
'Questionable answers and answerable questions'
'Some reasons why there can't be any some-any rule'
'The structure of the complement'
'Tense and its relation to participants'
Review of: Progress in linguistics, edited by Bierwisch

Langacker, R.
'On pronominalization and the chain of command'

Lees, R.
'Problems in the grammatical analysis of English nominal com-
pounds'
'Two views of linguistic research'
Review of Bolinger's Interrogative structures of American English

McCawley, J.
'English as a VSO language'

Morgan, J.
'Sentence fragments and the notion 'Sentence'

Perlmutter, D.

'On the article in English'
Postal, P.

'On so-called 'pronouns' in English'
Ross, J.

'Auxiliaries as main verbs'
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Ross, J.
'On declarative sentences'

Sadock, J.
'Whimperatives'

Ware, R. X.
'Some bits and pieces'

Zimmer, K.
'Some general observations about nominal compounds'

Readings (required; not in packet)

Text: Burt, M. K. From Deep to Surface Structure
Articles: In: Papers from the CLS Meetings, 1-9
Lakoff, R.

'Syntactic arguments for negative transformations (5)
'Passive resistance' (7)
'The pragmatics of modality' (8)
'The logic of politeness; or, minding your p's and q's ' (9)

Borkin, A.
'To be. and not to be' (9)

Karttunen, L.
'The semantics of complement sentences' (6)

James, D.
'Some aspects of the syntax and semantics of interjections' (8)
'Another look at say, some grammatical constraints on, oh,
interjections and hesitations' (9)

Postal, P.
'Anaphoric islands' (5)

Dong, Q. P.
'The acceptability of transformations to idioms' (7)

Gordon, S. and Geo. Lakoff
'Conversational postulates' (7)

Larkin, D. and M. O'Malley
'Declarative sentences and the rule of conversation hypothesis' (9)

APPENDIX B
TAKE-HOME EXAM FOR LINGUISTICS 120

Part I: Lecture
Do both A and B

A. Choose either 1 or 2:
1. Consider the 'impersonal' you, pronounced yuh, roughly

equivalent in meaning to one. It occurs in sentences like
the following:
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(a) You can't keep a good man down.
(b) It sometimes takes you a long time to figure out whether

you've understood this stuff—that's why I'm warning you
to listen closely. (Which you's here are which?)

but not (c) *Bill spoke to you yesterday.

(i) What kinds of sentences may this you appear in?
(Be careful to distinguish it from second-person you.)

(ii) Where it doesn't occur, why not? Can you formulate
the generalization about the occurrence of this you?

2. Consider the expression vice versa, as it occurs in sentences
like the following:

(a) John likes Bill, and vice versa.
(b) Bill gave money to Fred, and vice versa.
(c) [the well-known Dorothy Parker line]

Go away—I'm too fucking busy, and vice versa.

but not (d) *John likes spinach, and vice versa.

(i) Where may vice versa be used, and where not? Are
there constraints on its use, other than stylistic ?
Give examples of bad sentences and tell why they're
bad.

(ii) On what sorts of underlying structures does the rule
producing vice versa operate?

B. What is interesting about the following sentences?

(1) Someone, the cat 's on fire.
(2) Is John here, or haven't you been keeping track?
(3) Murgatroyd wrote me a letter saying that he wants to be here

when Fred comes in. [No remarks about whether letters
talk, please. ]

(4) John and Rose Marie explained and perjured themselves,
respectively.

(5) *Fred, Max, Fido, Jim, Alice, Lucy, and Arthur dispersed.
(6) *I made a log into the canoe.
(7) *Who did John mention the fact that Bill saw?
(8) I called Mary a virgin, and then /she insulted me.)

\sJ
(9) John hurt his leg, and so did Mary.

insulted me.j

(10) The manj who deserves itj will get the prizes he^ wants.
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Part II: Section
Do both A and B

A. Construct the shortest grammatical sentence of English that you
can in which all of Burt 's rules apply. (If you can't get all of
them into one sentence, tell why, and construct a sentence using
as many as possible.) Using Burt's rules, derive the sentence
step by step. (Par is 30 words, 27 is outstanding, 35 and you're
slacking off.)

B. Do one of (1) (2) and (3)
(1) Consider the validity of Burt's ordering arguments. What

different types of ordering are there (give examples)? How
valid are her arguments ? Are all the types necessary ? Do
her arguments show a need for other ways of handling order-
ing in a grammar? If so, give a non-trivial example of what
an alternative might be. In your discussion, select only
examples from the following sets of ordered pairs of rules.
(You need not discuss all of these.)

Extraposition
Question-formation

Extraposition
Relative clause formation

Passive
Reflexive

Passive
Agent-deletion

Equi-Noun Phrase deletion
Passive

(2) What modifications in Burt's rules do the derivations of the
following sentences suggest? Make it simple.

(a) John is believed to have hung himself on a tree.
(b) John is not believed by Harry to have hung himself on

a tree.
(c) The tape was expected to have been eaten by Dick.

(3) Burt designates as obligatory the rules of Passive and
Subject-Verb Inversion, while the rules of Adverb Preposing,
Dative, and There-Insertion are given optional status.
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(a) Choose one of the optional rules listed and discuss why
Burt classifies it as optional. What distinguishes it from
the obligatory rules cited? Do you agree with Burt's
analysis? (Cite specific examples to support your answer.)

(b) How does the following quote from Burt's book (p. 205)
reflect on this dichotomy ?
'Someone knew some ants to be believed by Mary to have
been eaten by John. —Passive on S-̂ , S£, not So.

Someone knew Mary to believe some ants to have been
eaten by John. —Passive on S-̂ , not S2 or S3.

Mary was known to believe some ants to have been eaten
by John. —Passive on S^ and S3, not S2.

Someone knew John to be believed by Mary to have eaten
some ants. —Passive on S2, not S^ or S3.

Mary was known to believe John to have eaten some ants.
—Passive on S3, not S^ or S2.

John was known to be believed by Mary to have eaten some
ant. —Passive on S£ and S3, not S^.

Some ants were known to be believed by Mary to have
been eaten by John. —Passive on all 3 S's.

Someone knew Mary to believe John to have eaten some
ants. —Passive nowhere.

The above sentences vary in acceptability from person to
person, but all can be derived from the D. S. given on
p. 194.'
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ON TEACHING SYNTACTIC ARGUMENTATION

DAVID M. PERLMUTTER

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

1. What is to be taught? The first question that confronts the
teacher of syntax is, quite simply, what is to be taught? I think that
by far the most important thing that should be taught in the early
stages of the study of syntax is syntactic argumentation.

Beginning courses in syntax have two kinds of students—those who
will go on in linguistics and those who will not. By learning argumen-
tation, those who will not continue in linguistics learn something that
will stand them in good stead whatever they choose to do in the future.
Indeed, for such students the study of syntax can serve as a general
introduction to scientific method. On the other hand, those students
who go on in linguistics will find themselves faced with a rapidly
changing field in which assumptions that are basic and widely accepted
today may be rejected a few years from now. What is important for
the student to learn is not any set of conclusions, but rather the struc-
ture of the arguments that led to those conclusions. The student who
understands this will be in a position to evaluate critically alternative
analyses that will be proposed in the future. He will also be able to
construct arguments of his own.

It may be necessary to emphasize that argumentation is not the only
thing that should be taught in early syntax courses. The student also
needs to learn how to see generalizations in data, and there is a great
deal about particular syntactic constructions and analyses of them that
have been proposed that the student should learn. Much of this can be
taught within the framework of teaching syntactic argumentation.
Those things that cannot be taught within this framework I will not
discuss further in this paper. Their absence should not be inter-
preted as indicating that I would exclude them from a syntax course,
but merely that they lie beyond the scope of this paper.
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In the course of teaching syntax over the past seven years at
Brandeis University and MIT, I have developed a series of syntactic
problems designed to teach some of the fundamentals of syntactic
argumentation which also teach at the same time something about some
basic syntactic constructions. I hope that these problems can be pub-
lished as a book in a year or two. In this paper, I will sketch some-
thing of the theory behind these problems.

2. On teaching a skill

Teaching syntactic argumentation has much in common with the
teaching of other skills. In teaching a particular skill, it is first neces-
sary to analyze the skill to determine what it consists of. Suppose that
it consists of four steps. The question then arises as to which step
should be taught first.

If we teach Step 1 first, we have to teach the whole thing in order to
get a result. That means teaching all four steps at once—a difficult
if not impossible task. For this reason, I would begin by teaching the
last step, Step 4, first. This means giving students problems in
which the first three steps have already been done, and they only need
to do Step 4. Next, teach Step 3. Give them problems in which Steps
1 and 2 have already been done. Now they are not only doing Step 3,
but they are also reviewing Step 4. In addition, they get the satis-
faction of completing the task. In the same way, one should next give
problems in which Step 1 is already done, introducing Step 2 and re-
viewing Steps 3 and 4. Last of all, Step 1 is introduced, and the stu-
dent can then do the entire task from beginning to end.

3. 'Doing syntax'

While I certainly would not want to pretend that all of what a
syntactician does can be reduced to a series of simple steps, this is
nonetheless true of a significant portion of syntactic work. Over-
simplifying, we can sketch the steps involved as follows:

Step 1. Find some interesting facts. (Which facts are
interesting will depend, of course, on current syntactic theory
and on what current theoretical issues are. In addition, there
is an ability to sense which facts will prove interesting; I have
seen students develop this ability over a period of time.)

Step 2. Construct a hypothesis to account for the facts.
Step 3. Construct an alternative hypothesis that accounts

for the facts in a different way.
Step 4. Find grounds on which to choose between the two

hypotheses.
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In practice, one may often begin with Steps 1 and 2 already done, as
when one takes as the point of departure the analysis of certain data
that has been/proposed by someone else. But in the course of doing a
piece of solid syntactic work, one often formulates and rejects dozens
of hypotheses, cycling through the steps outlined above again and
again. A student should feel comfortable with the entire procedure.

A key point in the procedure sketched above is Step 4—the choice
between hypotheses. Since this step encapsulates a great deal, let 's
examine somewhat more closely what it involves.

There are two kinds of grounds for choosing between alternative
theories or hypotheses:^

(1) External (empirical) grounds
The two theories make different empirical predictions, and
you see which is right.

(2) Internal grounds
Both theories make correct predictions about the data, but
they do it in different ways. We can distinguish two kinds of
theory-internal grounds for choosing between theories that
make the same empirical predictions:
(a) One hypothesis needs an additional device that the other

does not need.
(b) One hypothesis needs to state something twice, e. g.

to state the same condition at two different places in
the grammar, thus missing a generalization.

Although we can distinguish between external and internal grounds
for choice between theories, in practice the two are closely related.
For example, suppose we have two hypotheses, Theory A and Theory
B. We then find some facts that Theory A accounts for and Theory B
does not. We would then choose Theory A over Theory B on external
(empirical) grounds. However, it may still be possible to save
Theory B by modifying it in some way. At this point, the choice be-
tween Theory A and Theory B may shift from external grounds to in-
ternal grounds if it can be shown that the modification needed to enable
Theory B to account for the facts involves an additional device that
Theory A does not need or having to state something twice, thus miss-
ing a generalization. Thus, in practice there is a close interplay be-
tween evaluating theories on external grounds and evaluating them on
internal grounds. In many cases, because of the ever-present possi-
bility of modifying a hypothesis shown to be inadequate on external
grounds, arguments based on theory-external grounds reduce to argu-
ments based on theory-internal grounds.

Teaching the grounds for choosing between alternative hypotheses
is really the focal point of early courses in syntax. It is taught not
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only in the homework problems assigned, but during the class itself.
Whenever someone in the class suggests an alternative solution to a
problem, the class is immediately faced with the choice between the
hypothesis, that has just been suggested and the one that was already
under consideration or had already been provisionally adopted. In
each case, all the criteria for choice between hypotheses come into
play.

Since the choice between hypotheses is the last in the series of
steps outlined above, it is the one to be taught first. The problems
then progress upward in a series of steps, from choice between al-
ready constructed hypotheses to the more difficult task of hypothesis
construction itself.

4. A progression of syntactic problems

The problems that I have been using in teaching syntactic argumen-
tation divide themselves into ten stages. While these stages repre-
sent steps in the progression from the choice between already formu-
lated hypotheses to hypothesis construction itself, it is necessary to
remember that they do not form a strict hierarchy—that is, it is not
necessary to do everything at one stage before doing something at the
next stage. Second, while the problems are arranged here in terms
of where they fit in with respect to learning syntactic argumentation,
more is involved. At the same time, the students are also learning
particular syntactic rules and constructions, since these are used in
the problems themselves. In some cases, considerations of which
rules or constructions depend on which others dictate the order of
teaching them, rather than the place of particular problems in the
series of ten stages. Finally, it should be mentioned that some of
the problem formats sketched below are written problem assignments,
while others are formats for class discussion. In fact, one of the
chief purposes of the written problems themselves is to serve as
springboards for class discussion. The problems and students' differ-
ent approaches to them always raise a number of issues which then be-
come the central focus of class discussion. For this reason, flexi-
bility on the part of the teacher is important; he or she should ideally
be ready to let class discussion go wherever the issues raised by the
problems and the students lead it. It is only when the discussion
seems to be turning into an area that is unlikely to prove fruitful or
that involves issues that would best be dealt with at a later time that
the teacher should turn off the discussion on a particular topic.

Thus, while there must be considerable flexibility in the actual
handling of the problems in the classroom situation, they do arrange
themselves into a natural progression, which I will briefly sketch be-
low. For each problem I will state four things:
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(1) what is given
(2) the task
(3) what the problem teaches
(4) what the problem reviews.

(3) and (4) are stated here solely in terms of argumentation skills,
ignoring the particular syntactic rules and constructions that are
being taught by means of the problem.

Stage One
(1) Given: (a) Two hypotheses

(b) Crucial evidence that decides between the two
hypotheses

(2) The task: Which hypothesis do we adopt and why ?
(3) Teaches: Choice between hypotheses on external (empirical)

grounds
(4) No review
There is a variation of this problem format which, instead of giving
the student only the crucial evidence that decides between the two hy-
potheses, gives him a number of sentences and asks him which of
these sentences provide(s) crucial evidence, asking him to explain
why.

Stage Two
(1) Given: (a) Data

(b) Two hypotheses, both of which account for the data
(2) The task: Which hypothesis do we adopt and why ?

The task here actually involves two steps:
(a) Check to make sure that both hypotheses are

actually adequate on external (empirical) grounds
(b) If so, which hypothesis is to be preferr3d on

theory-internal grounds ?
(3) Teaches: Choice between hypotheses on theory-internal grounds.
(4) Reviews: Choice between hypotheses on external (empirical)

grounds, in that both theories must be checked against
the data first to ascertain that both hypotheses account
for it and that there are consequently no grounds for a
choice on external grounds.

Many of the instances of choice between hypotheses that arise in class
fall into this category; consequently, a great deal of class time is
spent on this kind of problem.

Stage Three
(1) Given: Two hypotheses
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(2) The task: Use X to construct an argument to decide between the
two hypotheses. X may be a particular construction
(e.g. idiom chunks) or a particular rule (e.g. THERE-
Insertion).

(3) Teaches: How to take some construction or rule and use it to
construct an argument.

(4) Reviews: Choice between hypotheses on external (empirical)
grounds.

Stage Four
(1) Given: Two hypotheses
(2) The task: Construct an argument to decide between them. Here

students have to find the relevant evidence on their own.
(3) Teaches: How to find evidence on their own.
(4) Reviews: Choice between hypotheses on external (empirical)

grounds.
The first few times students are asked to find the relevant evidence on
their own, the relevant arguments in fact are of the same essential
form as the arguments they constructed as Stage Three. Only later
do they have to find evidence in uncharted areas.

Ways that data can enter into consideration in problems
(1) It is given in the problem. There are two variations on this:

either the problem includes only the crucial data, or else they
are given a number of sentences that include the crucial data.

(2) Students are told to use construction X or rule X to construct an
argument.

(3) They have to come up with the data on their own.
There is thus a progression with respect to how data enters into con-
sideration. While this is part of the general progression, this pro-
gression with respect to how data enters repeats itself at a number of
different points in the general progression in argumentation.

Stage Five
Stages Three and Four deal with figuring out exactly what empirical
predictions different hypotheses make. Stage Five deals with combin-
ing hypotheses.
(1) Given: Two or more hypotheses or assumptions, all of which

were either motivated or assumed previously.
(2) The task: Show that these hypotheses or assumptions cannot all

be correct.
(3) Teaches: How to combine hypotheses or assumptions and see

what they predict taken together. While the predictions
that individual hypotheses make one at a time may be
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correct, it is still possible that the predictions that
they make together are not correct.

(4) Reviews: Choice between hypotheses on external (empirical)
grounds.

Stage Six
Stage Six is an exercise in theory expansion as a step toward theory
construction.
(1) Given: (a) Two hypotheses which, as they stand, are equal on

theory-internal grounds.
(b) Some additional data enters. It can enter in any of

the three ways mentioned above. The additional data
is such that it makes it necessary to modify one hy-
pothesis in such a way that it will then be rejected on
theory-internal grounds.

(2) The task: (a) Students check the two hypotheses on both internal
and external grounds, as the hypotheses stand
initially.

(b) They have to modify one of the theories to account
for the additional data. This is the new step. It
also involves checking both theories on external
grounds against the new data.

(c) Compare the two theories on internal grounds, and
choose between them.

(3) Teaches: A new step-modifying a theory to account for additional
data. This is the first step toward formulating their
own hypotheses.

(4) Reviews: (a) Evaluating theories on external grounds.
(b) Evaluating theories on internal grounds.

In addition, there is the variable of how the additional data enters:
students may be given it, they may not be given it but rather told
where to look, or they may be asked to come up with it on their own.
How the data enters thus may give a review of a different kind, de-
pending on how it enters.

Stage Seven
Stage Seven is an exercise in hypothesis formulation.
(1) Given: (a) Data

(b) Two ideas, about how the data can be accounted for.
(2) The task: (a) Formulate these ideas as explicit hypotheses.

(b) Compare the two hypotheses and find grounds for
deciding between them.

This format leaves open the question of how students are to decide
between the two hypotheses. In some cases, they will look for ways
in which the two hypotheses make different predictions about additional
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data and attempt to find the crucial data, thereby deciding between the
two hypotheses on external (empirical) grounds. In other cases, with
the data held constant, the only grounds for choice between the two
theories will be theory-internal.
(3) Teaches: How to take an idea and formulate it as an explicit

hypothesis.
(4) Reviews: (a) Checking hypotheses on external grounds (to make

sure that the hypotheses they formulate account for
the data).

(b) Looking for additional grounds for choice between
hypotheses—either differing predictions about addi-
tional data (external grounds) or theory-internal
grounds.

We are now moving in the direction of formulating hypotheses. As we
do this, we are continually reviewing the various aspects of the basic
skill of choosing between alternative hypotheses.

Stage Eight
(1) Given: (a) Data

(b) A hypothesis to account for the data.
(2) The task: Construct a better hypothesis. In some cases, the

alternative hypothesis that the students construct will
be preferable on external grounds (i. e. it makes cor-
rect predictions about additional data that the initial
hypothesis did not make), while in other cases the
alternative hypothesis will be preferable on theory-
internal grounds.

(3) Teaches: A new step—constructing a hypothesis.
(4) Reviews: (a) Checking a hypothesis on external grounds (to make

sure that the new hypothesis they construct is
empirically adequate).

(b) Looking for additional grounds for choice between
hypotheses—either differing predictions about
additional data (external grounds) or theory-internal
grounds.

A variant of the Stage Eight format that is actually midway between
Stage Seven and Stage Eight might also be used. In this variant, the
student is given some data and a hypothesis to account for it, as at
Stage Eight. He is also given an idea for a better hypothesis to ac-
count for the data, and is asked to formulate this idea as an explicit
hypothesis and to construct an argument in favor of his alternative
hypothesis over the hypothesis that was given at the outset. This
format teaches and reviews the same things that the Stage Eight for-
mat does; it is somewhat easier than Stage Eight in that the student
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is given an idea for a better hypothesis rather than having to think it up
on his own.

Stage Nine
(1) Given: Data
(2) The task: Construct a hypothesis to account for the data.
(3) Teaches: Constructing a hypothesis.
(4) Reviews: All criteria for choice between hypotheses. In the

course of doing problems in this format, the student
will have to formulate a number of different hypotheses
and compare them on both external and internal grounds.

At the same time that students are progressing through the various
stages that are sketched here, they are also working with data and
learning how to extract generalizations from data, as well as learning
about syntactic theory and current theoretical issues and controversies.
Thus, they will be ready for Stage Ten.

Stage Ten
(1) Given: Nothing
(2) The task: Find some interesting data and construct a hypothesis

to account for it.
(3) Teaches: A new step—finding the data on which to base a

hypothesis.
(4) Reviews: Everything—hypothesis construction as well as all

grounds for choice between hypotheses.
The format of Stage Ten is not a problem format but a term paper.
The student is on his own at every step on the way. But the problems
he has done previously, together with what he has learned about
extracting generalizations from syntactic data and about current
syntactic theory, have prepared him for most of what he has to do at
this stage. Stage Ten is rarely reached in the first syntax course,
but by using well-constructed problems in the various formats sketched
above, the introductory syntax course can lay the basic groundwork.

Returning to the analysis of 'doing syntax' in terms of four steps
that was given in Section 3, it can now be seen how the progression of
stages sketched above starts out with the last step in the chain (how to
choose between alternative hypotheses) and works up to the beginning
(the formulation of hypotheses) and then, finally, to the discovery of
data that can only be accounted for by means of hypotheses that will
have interesting consequences for syntactic theory.

To really do work at Stage Ten, a student must know current
theoretical frameworks and therefore which hypotheses are and which
are not theoretically interesting at a given time. But, for the general
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student who will not go on in linguistics as well as for the future lin-
guist, there does exist another area to be learned—that of syntactic
argumentation itself. This is something that is basically theory-
independent and therefore not subject to change as syntactic theories
change. In this paper I have attempted to show that syntactic argu-
mentation can be analyzed and taught by means of problems that put
the student in the position of one who is 'doing syntax'. My pain point
has been that it is possible to teach argumentation by structuring the
problems in a series of stages that work up from the last step in the
process (choosing between alternative hypotheses) to the process of
hypothesis construction itself.

NOTES

I am indebted to John R. Ross and Scott Soames for discussion of
the subject matter of this paper and clarification of the issues involved.

1. Throughout this paper, I use the terms 'theory' and 'hypothesis'
interchangeably.
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I want to suggest here that the linguist has an important role to play
in what is usually called applied linguistics, particularly in the area of
education, but a role that has been little appreciated by himself and
his peers and usually suppressed by both. The thrust of this remark
is certainly not new; it has been stated in one form or another in re-
cent conferences as well as in other papers in this volume. I wish
here, however, to present a view of this situation from what I hope is
a different perspective.

Unfortunately, at the moment we find little attempt at a construc-
tive dialogue between linguists on the one hand and educators, for ex-
ample, on the other. Occasionally these two groups have united and
cooperated for a common purpose, most notably during World War II
when many linguists devoted considerable effort to the development of
foreign language curricula and foreign language teaching. But in
general the two groups don't talk to each other.

Educators characteristically view the linguist as being too abstract
in his thinking, using unnecessarily confusing notation, worrying too
much about esoterica, and when consulted, being too impractical or
too dogmatic to cope with. An unfortunate and inaccurate stereotype.
But this view is not really surprising since most people don't know
what linguistics is, what linguists do, and wonder, as I was recently
asked, 'What ARE linguistics?' In point of fact, few undergraduate
or graduate schools of education have a full-time linguist on their
faculty; nor do they require an introduction to language/linguistics as
a prerequisite for graduation, even in areas such as public school
teaching, human development, curriculum development, bilingual
education, and the like. * It is little wonder that linguistics remains
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a mystery to education, and has thus far been pretty much ignored.
Moreover, many of those in education who have ventured into the area
of linguistics have usually complained that the courses available were
oriented towards the linguistic major.

In addition to this lack of understanding, there is an unfortunate
history of school experimentation and language intervention programs,
usually in the name of linguistic authenticity. Many of the now defunct
Head Start programs, for example, contained a language intervention
component designed to 'improve' the language of the children in the
program—to improve the language so that the children could eventu-
ally acquire the language of the educated white middle-class—Stand-
ard English. It was psychologists such as Bereiter and Engelmann
who argued that many minority children—usually the blacks—had an
inferior, deficient language, and thus needed special compensatory
education. These pronouncements were made in the name of lin-
guistics by people who weren't linguists; in fact, as far as I know, no
linguists were ever consulted in these programs until after the damage
was done.

Linguists, on the other hand, characteristically view educators as
interested only in what 'works for the moment', as atheoretical prac-
titioners who have been co-opted by the system, and as being closed-
minded to innovation. Again, a wrong and unfortunate stereotype. As
Labov has written, 'despite the fact that most linguists are equipped
with a strong social conscience, it is not immediately apparent to
them that theoretical linguistics can make a contribution to the urgent
social problems of our time. '^ Linguists as a group are as ignorant
about the aims and practices of .education as are educators of lin-
guistics.

This should not be interpreted as an attempt to sell anyone on the
virtues of becoming a linguist. A linguist today will readily tell you
that there are far too many linguists for the present jobs or the fore-
seeable future job market. 3 Nor should linguistics be viewed as a
cure for educational ills. Linguistics is not, as one noted doctor
recently wrote about Vitamin E, a cure in search of a disease. If all
educators were first-rate linguists, we could not expect significantly
better education for our children. In fact, if they all were linguists,
they would probably forget about their jobs as teachers and adminis-
trators, and worry about phonemic tone in Luo, the pragmatics of
modality, object raising in Japanese, or similar pursuits. What we
don't need is more educators trained as linguists; nor do we need
more linguists trained as educators. What we do need is educators
and linguists working closely on problems of concern to education. I
would now like to examine the nature of the relationship of the lin-
guist to education, in particular, addressing the following two ques-
tions: Why has there been so little involvement of the linguist in
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applied areas ? Why have there been so few results from the involve-
ment that has occurred?

The question 'Why so few linguists working in applied areas?' in-
vites the response 'Just what do you mean by a linguist?' (What consti-
tutes an applied area never seems to be at issue—this seems intuitively
obvious.) One can of course start with the narrow view that a linguist
is someone who has received an advanced degree from a bona fide lin-
guistic department or program (of which there are some 48 now oper-
ating). To this characterization of the narrow linguist come a variety
of responses: 'I'm a linguist even though I have a Ph. D. from an
English/Psychology/Anthropology . . . Department, and I've had just
as much linguistics as some of those Ph. D. 's in linguistics.' Or, 'I
work with language every day developing curricula for TESOL pro-
grams; how can you say I'm not a linguist?' And then there are the
'hyphenated' people from psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, anthro-
pologicalinguistics, neurolinguistics, and others (Webster's notwith-
standing) who claim linguisthood although their focus is not on theory
or description of English but on the relationship of language to psycho-
logical mechanisms, societal pressures, and so forth.

This issue of who or what is a linguist is a red herring though one
often raised. I, frankly, don't care if my refuse collector wants to
claim to be a linguist. If that makes him happy, so much the better.
What is important is why he and his fellow linguists haven't strayed
into the applied areas more often and more effectively.

At this point, a rejoinder may take the form of 'But look here,
there have been many applied linguists over the years. ' I agree that
there have been some, but let's take a very brief look, and examine
the extent to which the linguist, taken in the narrow sense outlined
above, has been involved. Without intending to overlook or slight
anyone, we can quickly point to the following people: Bloomfield,
Bloch, and Gleason working on foreign language efforts during World
War II, Gleason and Nida in Bible translation, Shuy and Labov in edu-
cational policy, Spolsky and Hale in Indian education, Halliday in
British education, and one well-known former chairman of a large
western linguistic department who worked with local schools over a
period of time but was reluctant to admit it. The number is, indeed,
appallingly small, even if I have inadvertently mentioned only 10 per-
cent of the narrow linguists involved. But even more significant, I
think, is the fact that each of these outstanding linguists became applied
after he had established a reputation as a narrow linguist.

There are several reasons for this. Not all linguists are actually
interested in applied work. Nor am I arguing that they should be or
are sufficiently well-trained to make substantive contributions. But
I think it would be fair to say that a good number of linguists of both
the narrow and broad sort have a serious interest in applied matters,
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and would like to become involved. I think the reason for their hesi-
tation is very clear: linguistics, as a field, during the last 15 years
has enjoined members of the profession from becoming applied lin-
guists. There wasn't a yearly dictum passed out by the incoming
president or an initiation ritual, as such, where the newly initiated
received the message that if you were a linguist you did linguistics,
which meant theory or language description for its own sake. Rather,
from the beginning of graduate school, particularly in the big 14 de-
partments in the United States, there has been the pressure to do
narrow linguistics. For the student who wanted to venture into speech
recognition or first language acquisition, there was marginal support;
for the student interested in TESOL curricula or speech and hearing
disorders, there was the accusation of 'But that is not linguistics; you
are leaving the field.' And it was even worse, if by moving into the
applied areas, you increased your earnings. I can still remember the
disgust evidenced by one now very famous linguist when he learned
that Peter Rosenbaum (whose MIT Ph. D. thesis on English verb-
complementation has been widely praised and is still widely used) was
going into education. Rosenbaum and others who took the 'big step'
were now 'applied linguists' with all that implied.

Of course with this use of the term 'applied' lies another termino-
logical morass. No one appears to have taken it upon himself to de-
fine what it is to be an applied linguist, though everyone seems to
know one when he meets him on the street. But opinions vary widely;
for example, at what point in the following progression has the lin-
guist, if ever, become applied: John Ross working on a theory of
squishes; William Labov working on dialect variation; Walt Wolfram
studying dialect interference; Merrill Swain studying concomitant
French/English acquisition in Canada; Richard Tucker outlining lan-
guage planning in the Mid-East; Larry Selinker developing TESOL
language curricula; Roger Shuy running a teacher-training workshop
for the Virginia public schools; or Victoria Fromkin writing an intro-
ductory text? Frankly, I think any attempt to place a label on whether
or not the work someone does is pure or applied is a waste of time.
Obviously what is important is what it is they are doing and the quality
of their work, not what label it is given.

I am sure that there has been a great deal of applied linguistics
done by linguists and non-linguists in the name of linguistics that
everyone would agree has been mediocre, at best. This, indeed, may
account for the pressure from the field as a whole to keep its own from
getting applied. And there certainly has been a justified concern since
the publication of Syntactic Structures to push the field of linguistics,
its theory, descriptive apparatus, and methodology, to a high point of
development, to the exclusion of applied work. However, I think lin-
guistics as a discipline is now sufficiently well-established that we
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should (not to mention that we must) encourage not discourage our
fellow linguists who have the interest to become involved in applied
areas. But this must, I think, be more than a token encouragement,
whereby some linguists tacitly accept other linguists who 'get their
hands dirty.' That's analogous to encouraging your wife to further
her career but refusing to do the dishes. I think that non-applied lin-
guists must actively support the involvement of our colleagues in their
applied work. We must, for example, accord a first-rate research
project in the area of second language errors, or in the area of lan-
guage deficits in multiply handicapped children the same accolades
that we do to a paper announcing amew cross-over phenomena or one
'destroying' the claim that there is an A-over-A principle. Moreover,
our linguistic departments should encourage their faculty and students
to enter into working relationships with those professionals in the
applied areas. Linguists will not become applied linguists if the
status is second-class.

This brings us to the second point: Why has the involvement of lin-
guists in the applied areas produced such meager results ? I think
the answer is clear: because linguists have enjoyed a consultative,
not a participatory involvement. 4 To the extent to which we as lin-
guists have been applied, it has been in the nature of Blitzbesuche,
periodic dropping in to give the word to the needy, and then a hasty
retreat to the sanctuary of the university. Doubters of this need only
review the budgets for consultants for a variety of projects in which
applied linguists were involved to note the small amounts allocated.
It is, of course, not always clear whether this paucity of involvement
was due to the mistrust of the linguist by the prime workers, or the
reluctance of the linguist to devote appreciable time to the project.
In any event, there hasn't been a deep, participatory involvement.

In addition, there has been a clear attitude on the part of linguists
(again, obviously not all linguists) that we know about language and if
others need this knowledge, they should come to us. Recently, I
heard a well-known linguist at a major conference declare that lin-
guists are now aware that we have been too secretive and that now
our doors are open, ready for a real give-and-take. The audience
was then strongly encouraged to come to the linguists who now had a
new attitude. But this is hardly a change of attitude. As Shuy has
written,

Linguists who are concerned about education must go to edu-
cation rather than expect education to come to them. But not
only must they go to education, they must also become accepted
by education (p. 8).

The message is, I think, quite clear. We cannot simply wait around,
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declare our willingness and openness, and expect to be drafted like
the reluctant political candidate. To use a football analogy, it isn't
enough to go out and meet the people with the problem at their fifty-
yard line. Rather, we must go to their 30- or 20-yard line and find
out exactly what it is that they think their problem is, and what we
might contribute. We must enter into a participatory involvement if
we expect to make any progress.

To the linguist who replies that he doesn't have the time, my answer
is this: either make time or don't try to become involved. Partial in-
volvement, like a little knowledge, is a dangerous thing. And when the
potential danger involves unknowing victims, like children in school,
patients in hospitals, and minority groups, partial involvement can
lead to total irresponsibility.

To those who argue that by doing such a thing, one is not being a
linguist or doing linguistics (whatever that is), my answer is the
following: What you1 call yourself at a point in time, and what you
label your activity is relatively unimportant; the really important
question is whether or not the activity you are doing is worth the time.
No one has ever argued as far as I know, that in developing a textbook
one was doing linguistics. But presumably because Victoria Fromkin
is a linguist, and feels that the problem of an introduction to the study
of language is important and deserved a better treatment, she under-
took the writing of her next text with Rodman. Who cares whether
Fromkin is a linguist, or what she did to write the book: the book is
a valuable contribution to the introduction of the study of language—
that is the important matter. And I seriously doubt if anyone would
suggest that Fromkin is any less a fine linguist because she wrote a
text. It is also worth pointing out that those linguists who have worked
in a participatory fashion in an applied area usually find out that there
are tremendous linguistic benefits which derive because of a new way
of looking at language data.

To those who have expressed skepticism with the thrust of this
polemic, in particular that there are no positions open for applied
linguists, my response is simply that you just haven't looked. Oppor-
tunities abound in a wide range of areas for highly trained and compe-
tent linguists. Of course, many groups may be loath to welcome the
'new' linguists into their midst for some of the reasons I've outlined
already. This poses an additional challenge: the establishment of
credibility. Let me pose a few examples.

There is presently in the Middle East and in the Third World
countries a tremendous emphasis on language teaching, particularly
English. Someone must describe the source and target languages,
characterize the processes and strategies of second language acquisi-
tion of the groups in question, determine the attitudes at all levels of
society towards the new language(s), evaluate alternate methods of
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teaching, and develop the curricula appropriate for the students of
each cultural milieu, to name just a few jobs that are waiting to be
done. There are a few linguists like Bjorn Jernudd in Egypt and
William Rogers in Malaysia who are deeply involved. But only a few
for the many jobs waiting.

Title VII with its millions each year has provided us in this country
with a wide range of bilingual education programs on which there has
been practically no research, and little evaluation to date. I am told
that there are presently no adequate texts for teaching English to
Chinese speakers, and that most of the texts for Spanish speakers
are for children, not adults. In addition, I understand that the only
standardized test currently available for assessing the intelligence of
Spanish-speaking children is a 1937 version of the Stanford Binet,
translated into Spanish, and standardized in Spain. A recent attempt
to find a Spanish version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
ended in failure; we simply sat down and made our own translation.
But this is, at least at the present, not available to the school systems
around the country. On top of this incredible situation is the fact that
the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped estimates that from
10 to 15 percent of a random group of children have some problem that
merits special education. It is bad enough that the best professionals
in the field of Special Education cry for better assessment measures
for the English-speaking child. What do we have for the Spanish,
Greek, Portuguese, French, or Chinese-speaking child? Precious
little. It will take more than one linguist to work on these problems.

Related to these two situations is that of the TESOL groups which
consist of several thousand teachers, curricula developers, and re-
searchers, whose major interest is the teaching of English to non-
English speakers. I find it hard to believe that the results of lin-
guistics, and the talents of linguists, cannot be of great value to
these TESOL professionals. But the linguist is going to have to find
out what TESOL is and what TESOL does to really make a contribution.
It's one thing to tell a fellow linguist about your latest insight into the
structure of English grammar; it's quite another to try to develop
curricula to involve this insight, and yet another to effectively use
such curricula in the classroom setting. Until you have tried for
example, to teach sequence of tenses in English to a native speaker
of Japanese, you can't begin to appreciate the problems of TESOL.

As a final example, I would like to resuggest an application of lin-
guistics that, to my knowledge, has not yet been tried: the use of an
introduction to linguistics as a device to teach the scientific method.
In the usual high school or college physics or chemistry course, the
student is expected to learn how to collect data, form inductive
generalizations about this data, make precise hypotheses based on
these generalizations, test out the hypotheses, and, on the bases of
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these experiments, revise the hypotheses so as to more accurately
reflect the experimental results. Unfortunately, the student usually
doesn't spend his time doing this but, regretably, works on memoriz-
ing a wide variety of new facts, and figuring out how to operate the
new laboratory equipment. He seldom recognizes that these data and
skills are, for the most part, only being used to develop further the
skill of abstract logical thinking and inductive generalization.

What if the high school or university were to first introduce the
student to a course in linguistics? The data for this course is the
language the students already command—there is no new material to
be learned. The tools for carrying out the linguistic analysis are few
and easily learned. Suppose, for example, the purpose of an 'experi-
ment' is to investigate the way in which the English language forms
noun plurals. First, the student must determine if there is anything
regular about this. He determines this by asking the normal English
speaker to provide the plural for a word he has never heard before.
Interrogation will reveal that one of three forms is usually used, with
a few exceptions for words like ox, deer, child, and so forth. The
exceptional cases, once determined, can then be ignored, and the
regular cases then analyzed for the rule which accounts for the plural
endings. The students participating in this experiment would be learn-
ing about data collecting, about separating exceptional from system-
atic data, about forming hypotheses on the basis of limited data, or
testing out these hypotheses, and reformulating their original rules,
if necessary. All of this without having to learn new material or de-
velop new skills, thereby permitting the student to concentrate on the
task at hand—learning the scientific method. One hopes that these
students now might approach a 'hard science' course better prepared
to learn something about the subject matter and become involved in
the study of the material.

Finally, the Linguistic Society of America has recently come out
explicitly encouraging the presentation of papers on applied linguistics
and submission of such articles to Language. On the surface, this
appears to be exactly what I have been arguing for. On the contrary,
it is not a call for linguists to become involved in applied areas be-
cause they are important and the people there need the talents of lin-
guists. Rather, it is because the recent assessment by the LSA Man-
power Survey Committee** made it very clear that for at least the
next five years, there will be approximately one job for every three
linguists on the market. In short, if you are a linguist who will be
graduating with a M. A. or Ph. D. within the next five years, you'd
better figure out some applied area to specialize in or you won't have
a job. It's even worse, since the available jobs will more than likely
be gobbled up by the linguists graduating from the Big 14, leaving only
the applied jobs for the remainder of the graduates. Thus, not only do
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we find the LSA encouraging linguists to enter the applied areas for
the wrong reasons, but the nature of the situation is such (if we can
assume that the Big 14 has its reputation of prestige because of its
quality of training), that the best-trained linguists will again end up
in the non-applied areas—the universities.

In conclusion, I have attempted to present my view of the state of
the applied linguist. It has not been a happy one for the last 20 years
or so because, as I see it, of pressure from fellow linguists to avoid
the non-pure areas. Many have heeded this pressure with the result
that relatively few linguists have become involved with applied work
and many of those, only in a desultory fashion. I have argued that
linguists as a group should actively support those linguists who
seriously want to do applied work, support them by taking an interest
in their work, recognizing good work in an applied area for what it is
—good work. I have suggested that there are many opportunities of
a varied nature awaiting the applied linguist and indicated several.
And I have argued that applied linguists should be encouraged because
of the inherent intellectual challenge of the work and its value to man-
kind, not because it's where the job market lies. The situation, I
think, is clear. What we as linguists are going to do about it is, at
best, problematical.
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HUMANISTIC LINGUISTICS

GEORGE LAKOFF

University of California, Berkeley

I would like to contrast two approaches to the study of linguistics,
what I will call the Nuts-and-Bolts approach and the Humanistic ap-
proach. Fields of study are characterized by (i) questions that re-
searchers seek to answer and (ii) tools, both technological and con-
ceptual, that are available and socially acceptable. The Nuts-and-
Bolts linguist views research in his field as an attempt to answer the
question:

(N-B) What formal principles, both language-particular and
universal, are necessary and sufficient to characterize
the distribution of and relationships among linguistic
elements in each of the languages of the world?

The Humanist linguist asks a very different question, namely:

(H) What can the study of language tell us about human beings?

The Humanistic approach is obviously the broader one, since it incor-
porates the Nuts-and-Bolts approach as a proper subpart: one of the
many things that the study of language can tell us about a human being
is which formal principles characterize the grammar of the language
he speaks. But Humanistic Linguistics is properly concerned with
far more than merely grammars and the theory of grammar. Let me
start off with just a short list of a few of the things I would take to be
part of Humanistic linguistics.

1. The study of the human conceptual apparatus—what is thought?
What are concepts? What is human reasoning?

103
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2. The study of what goes on in people's minds. Not just what
goes on in the comprehension of language, or production, or acquisi-
tion, but what people are thinking and feeling, consciously and un-
consciously, as it is revealed by the language they use.

3. The study of personality—how the use of language can tell us
what people are like.

4. The study of social interaction and social organization, as it is
revealed by the use of language, not just the study of social groups
and dialects, but also everyday social interaction.

5. The use of language in political, legal, and social reform.
6. The use of language in literature, the arts, and journalism.

The list can be easily extended, but I think you get the idea.
American linguistics in the Bloomfield-C horn sky era was mostly

concerned with Nuts-and-Bolts, although there were important ex-
ceptions which will be discussed below. Within the past five years,
however, there has been an important swing toward humanistic lin-
guistics. It is important to increase the momentum of this movement
and to give it as much intellectual content as possible. Which brings
us to the heart of the matter—intellectual content. The typical nuts-
and-bolts reaction would be something like: 'Gee, it would be nice to
be able to get some insight into people and society by studying lan-
guage, but given how little we now know, most of that would be just
bull.' And given much of the popular literature about language and
linguistics, one can only grant that such pitfalls exist. But what is
all too often forgotten is that nuts-and-bolts linguistics has within it
just as much potential for bull, potential that is constantly being
realized. Only in nuts-and-bolts linguistics, it is hidden by empty
formalism, and one has to know a lot about formal linguistics to
separate it out. Classical transformational grammar is rife with
examples. Take the Syntactic Structures analysis of the auxiliary in
English, which was for years taken to be a classic example of a great
result in Nuts-and-Bolts Linguistics. I was one of those who was im-
pressed by that analysis in the early sixties. Here were these very
impressive-looking formal rules that seemed to be able to spit out all
the morphemes in the right order. I thought there must be something
very deep about those rules that enabled them to do that. It seemed
to me at the time that there must be something profound about those
symbols, AUX, M, TNS, EN, that I did not yet understand but that
with study I could someday come to appreciate. What happened was
exactly opposite. The more deeply I got into nuts-and-bolts trans-
formational grammar, the more superficial that analysis became.
When people like Postal, Ross, Robin Lakoff, myself, and others
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started really looking into the details of that analysis, the whole thing
went up in smoke. In the first place, the morphemes didn't really
come out in the right order. Postal noticed that the analysis incor-
rectly predicted that '*Has John a book?' was the past tense of the
question 'Has John a book?' Ross observed that if 'need' and 'dare'
were treated as members of the category M, then the analysis claims
that the 'need' in 'Need you open the window?' and the 'need' in 'Do
you need to open the window?' have nothing whatever to do with each
other. Ross also observed that the analysis could not account for the
pronominalization possibilities in cases like (1):

(1) Will Sam have been slicing the salami, which Max says
he will (have (been)) ?

Once we started looking at the details, it became clear that the analy-
sis was just plain wrong. In case after case after case. And on re-
flection it became clear why it was wrong. The analysis told one
nothing whatever about the function of tenses and auxiliaries so far
as meaning and the use of language is concerned. One need only look
at J. McCawley's 'Tense and Time Reference in English' (1971) to
see that auxiliaries have a semantic function that is reflected in syn-
tax, or at Robin Lakoff's 'The Pragmatics of Modality' (1972) and
'Tense and Its Relation to Participants' (1970) to see that auxiliaries
have a pragmatic function that is reflected in their syntax. Symbols
like AUX, M, TNS, etc. are ways of disguising bull. They are
not profound. They give little if any insight into the nature of verbal
auxiliaries.

The case of the Syntactic Structures auxiliary analysis points up
the kind of danger that plagues not only Linguistics but other academic
fields as well: Formal research tends to drive out nonformal re-
search. The subject matter of the field becomes reduced to the sub-
ject matter that can be dealt with by the available conceptual and
technological tools. In the heyday of transformational grammar, lin-
guistics became defined by the conceptual tools that Chomsky had
made available. The job of the linguist was thought of as investigat-
ing how language could be described using transformational grammars.
At MIT, the course on other approaches to linguistics became known
as 'Bad Guys'. It has been largely through the work of Dwight Bolinger,
Charles Fillmore, Robin Lakoff, William Labov, and their followers
that linguistics has begun to transcend the nuts-and-bolts approach in
a way that has intellectual content. And equally important, it is largely
through their work that real intellectual content has begun to be given
to Nuts-and-Bolts Linguistics.

Now, I am primarily known as a nuts-and-bolts linguist. And for
good reason. I have worked at things like the theory of exceptions,
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pronominalization constraints, correspondence grammars, global
rules, transderivational rules, the logic of fuzzy concepts, the for-
malization of presuppositions, etc. Chances are that I will continue
to do this sort of nuts-and-bolts work on a day-to-day basis. But my
perception of what nuts-and-bolts linguistics is about—what good it
is and why it is worth the bother—has changed considerably in, say,
the past five years. What has brought about this change has been the
nonformal writings of Dwight Bolinger, Charles Fillmore, and Robin
Lakoff. In paper after paper, these nonformal grammarians have
taken up and insightfully discussed problems that are beyond, often
far beyond, formal description in any contemporary theories. Their
writings are informed by the results of transformational grammar,
generative semantics, and other contemporary approaches. Conse-
quently, they know that there is no point in trying to write formal
rules for what they are interested in, since there are no theories
that work. They have not permitted their interests to be defined by
the pitifully inadequate linguistic theories that happen to be available.
Yet their papers are insightful and interesting, usually more so than
papers on formal linguistics, an alarmingly large percentage of which
have fallen into the symbol manipulation syndrome and are no more
revealing than the Syntactic Structures analysis of the auxiliary. The
writings of the nonformal grammarians, together with the recent work
by Haj Ross on squishes, reveal the complexity of language in all its
glory and the inadequacy of contemporary linguistic theories in all
their poverty. They not only show that no theories now work; they
show that no theories are going to come close to working in the fore-
seeable future. They give us an inkling that current theories cannot
handle 10 percent, or even 5 percent, or even 1 percent, of what we
know about language—a better estimate would be more like
.000000000000023 percent!

But if this is so, why bother doing formal linguistics at all? What
are nuts and bolts good for if you can't build anything with them? !
What sense does it make to talk about ADVANCES IN LINGUISTIC
THEORY if we know so little ? How can one teach a course in lin-
guistic theory with a straight face? Or justify continuing to patch up
inadequate theories with Band-aids and Scotch tape? There are, I
think, answers to such questions, through not straightforward and
obvious ones.

To begin with, Humanistic Linguistics (currently embodied mostly
in the writings of the nonformal grammarians) is in a symbiotic re-
lationship with Nuts-and-Bolts Linguistics. Each gives intellectual
content to the other. The writings on formal linguistics, particularly
those in transformational grammar and generative semantics, have at
least in a negative way shaped the interests of the nonformal gram-
marians. Nonformal grammarians tend to get interested in what they
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write about largely because those topics are beyond the scope of con-
temporary formal linguistics. And formal linguists, at least those
working in Generative Semantics, choose the directions in which to
extend their theories because nonformal grammarians have pointed
out inadequacies. In fact, the so-called ' results ' in formal linguistics
are far and away more negative than positive. Most of the time, we
show you cannot handle such-and-such a phenomenon with such-and-
such conceptual apparatus. For example, take the following notion
of 'semantic representation':

A 'semantic representation' is a structure (say a tree struc-
ture) made up of symbols (semantic markers in one theory,
predicates, arguments, etc. in another) that can adequately
represent all aspects of the meaning of a sentence.

One of the important results in recent formal linguistics which
grew out of nonformal observations is that semantic representations
in this sense do not exist: finite structures made up of symbols can-
not adequately represent many aspects of the meaning of a sentence.
In fact, once you think about it, this 'result ' is obvious. Let's start
with a fact about hedges which was noted by Dwight Bolinger in his
classic book Degree Words (1972). Bolinger observed that words like
regular and real map connotations into literal meanings. Consider
(2):

(2) John's a regular Henry Kissinger.

Depending on context, (2) might mean that John is diplomatic, or that
he is a ladies' man, or that he is a manipulative advisor, or that he
is professorial, or that he is an opportunist, or that he is jovial, or
that he is a war criminal. The point is that connotations are context
dependent; and if there are an infinite number of possible contexts,
there are an infinite number of connotations for proper names. In
short, (2) has an infinite range of possible meanings, each of them
dependent on context. But to fans of Paul Grice this will hardly be a
surprise. Grice's study of implicature indicates that most sentences
have an infinite range of indirectly conveyed meanings, depending on
context. In fact, Grice believes that any sentence can mean anything,
given the right context. An important recent result in nonformal
grammar is that this is not true. For example

(3) John ran away.
(4) Away ran John.

(3) can be a request for help, while (4) cannot. Similarly,
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(5) Sam sliced the salami carefully.
(6) Carefully, Sam sliced the salami.

(5) can be a request to be lenient on Sam, while (6) cannot. The point
here is that certain syntactic constructions are limited in the mean-
ings they can convey. Interestingly enough, they are the exceptions
rather than the rule. The inadequacy of semantic representations as
descriptions of meaning is also shown by hedges like sort of, rather,
pretty (much), etc . , which, as Zadeh and I have shown, require
algebraic functions in any adequate account of their meaning. Such
hedges require a model-theoretical approach to meaning; combinatorial
structures just cannot do the job.

The nonformal observations that initially revealed such inadequacies
in the notion of semantic representation have led to formal theories in
which such facts can be handled. Current generative semantics depends
very much on model-theoretical interpretations of logical structures.
These permit both an account of hedges and an account of implicatures
in terms of entailments in context.

Over the past five years, nonformal linguists have pulled formal
linguists working on generative semantics more and more into the area
of pragmatics, that is, into the study of how language is organized in
terms of the assumptions and intentions of participants in a discourse.
Robin Lakoff's informal discussion of the function of conjunction in 'IPs
and's and but's about conjunction', for example, forced me into a real i-
zation that entailments in contexts played a central role in grammar,
and led directly to the development of transderivational rules. Another
example is Ann Borkin's work (1971) showing that the distribution of
polarity items depends upon conveyed meaning. Such results, in turn,
have led to the further use of model theory in generative semantics,
for the purpose of distinguishing between the literal meaning of a sen-
tence and those aspects of meaning that are entailed in a context.
Over the past five years, the constant challenge of the nonformal gram-
marians has led us to more and more theoretical innovations in the
area of pragmatics.

At the same time such formal developments have helped to clarify
the intuitions of grammarians who were straightjacketed by transfor-
mational grammar. For example, take the discussion of tag-questions
in Robin Lakoff's 'A syntactic argument for negative transportation'
(1969). She considers sentences such as (7)

(7) I don't suppose the Giants will win, will they?

She accounts for the positive tag in terms of negative transportation
and claims that tags in general agree with the subject and first
auxiliary of the sentential complement of verbs like suppose, think,
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and believe, which she refers to as kinds of 'performative' verbs, even
though these, strictly speaking, were not performative in the same
sense as state, order, etc. The intuition behind this description was
that the function of tags was to convey a hedged assertion and ask for
confirmation. But in 1969, there was no way to express this formally.
Given present conceptions of indirect speech acts and transderivational
rules, one can express more precisely what that intuition was. Verbs
like suppose, think, and believe can be used to indirectly convey hedged
assertions. Tag questions (at least of this type) function to ask for
confirmation of what is being hesitantly asserted, which is why they
agree with the complements of verbs such as suppose, think, and
believe. The tag is not simply introduced transformationally, but
is reduced from the corresponding full question. The tag-construction
is an amalgam (see G. Lakoff 1974) of the hedged assertion and the full
question; the amalgamation is constrained by the pragmatic conditions
described above. Of course, such an analysis is beyond the conceptual
resources of transformational grammar; it requires a theory of con-
textually conditioned indirect speech acts plus a theory of transderiva-
tional rules. The point here is that, even to provide a nonformal de-
scription of what is going on, as we just have, one requires conceptual
resources far beyond transformational grammar. Just as intuitive
grammar can guide the formation of theories, so theories can expli-
cate unformalized intuitive descriptions. Nonformal grammar and
nuts-and-bolts grammar are mutually supportive.

I would like to suggest that the recent nuts-and-bolts developments
in the area of pragmatics, particularly the use of model theory in the
study of context and transderivational rules—together with the mode of
inquiry developed by the nonformal grammarians—make possible the
development of a humanistic linguistics with real content. A good ex-
ample is Robin Lakoff s essay 'Language and Women's Place' (1973).
Humanistic linguistics would, of course, overlap in subject matter
with a number of other disciplines, especially psychology, philosophy
of language, logic, anthropology, sociology, literature, education,
even law.

At this point I would like to discuss very briefly what I think the
most interesting aspects of this overlap between humanistic linguistics
and other disciplines will be. Let's start with philosophy. First, the
obvious—at least so far as linguists are concerned. It has been noted
by many people, e.g. Harman, Davidson, Katz, McCawley, myself,
etc., that to the extent that philosophical analysis depends on linguistic
analysis, philosophical analysis is an empirical study. This is very
slowly beginning to be comprehended by philosophers, but there is a
long way to go. I am not talking merely about the philosophy of lan-
guage. Take the philosophy of action, for example. As Ross (1972)
and Vendler (1967) have shown, there is a wealth of linguistic evidence
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bearing on the analysis of actions. Or take causation. Philosophers
almost invariably talk about causation as a relation between events.
But sentences like (8) show that causation can relate states and states,
states and events, and events and states as well.

(8a) Being poor has prevented me from being happy.
(8b) Being poor made John go mad.
(8c) Sam's hitting Bill made John unhappy.

Or take the philosophy of logic. Logic was originally conceived of
as the study of human reasoning in general. Now the study of human
reasoning is, or should be, an empirical matter. But since Frege
and Russell, logic has been largely an a priori study, and in recent
years it has become a highly developed branch of mathematics, which
has little to do with human reasoning—except for the subfield of inten-
sional logic, which has been growing rapidly and slowly converging
with linguistics. Unfortunately, there is still relatively little empiri-
cal research done by intensional logicians. It is here that the work of
nonformal linguists can be especially!helpful in providing challenging
problems that known logics cannot deal with. I have discussed such
problems in a number of publications (G. Lakoff 1972a, 1972b, 1973).
For now, let me take up just one—the analysis of proper names, a
problem which is also of interest in the philosophy of language.

Logicians usually treat proper names as constants, which function
as what Kripke calls 'rigid designators'. Typical examples of what
logicians mean by proper names are the names of numbers, like '2 '
and '37', which (rigidly) designate the numbers two and thirty-seven
in all possible worlds. By the same token, 'The Eiffel Tower' would
always designate the Eiffel Tower. Another implicit property of
proper names as logicians conceive of them is that they are undecom-
posable. Even a cursory nonformal look at proper names in English
reveals that they are rather different than logicians conceive of them
as being.

First, they yield ambiguities in opaque contexts.

(9) Sam Schwartz told his girlfriend that his name was Henry
Kissinger, and so she believes that she has been dating
Henry Kissinger.

(9) has two readings—one where she thinks he is the Henry Kissinger
and one where she thinks he is merely a Henry Kissinger—which
leads to:

(10) Sarah is dating a Henry Kissinger, not the Henry Kissinger.
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The use of articles with a proper name has to be accounted for. There
is also a mysterious use of the number one with proper names.

(lla) Otie Henry Kissinger was arrested last night in Hyatts-
ville, Md.

(lib) *One Henry Kissinger is fat.

In (11), the 'one' is unstressed. What is it doing there? What is its
function? Even stranger for the logician's view of proper names is
the fact that parts of them can be quantified over.

(12a) Every Kennedy is jinxed.
(12b) Therefore, Teddy Kennedy is jinxed.
(13a) Every person with the surname Kennedy is jinxed.
(13b) Therefore, Menachem Kennedy is jinxed.

Clearly, this is a matter for logic. What is the internal logical struc-
ture of proper names? Why does 'every Kennedy' in (12a) pick out
only members of a certain well-known Kennedy family instead of every-
one with that surname? Moreover, parts of names can be questioned
(as Chris Smeall has observed):

(14a) John who?
(14b) *Who Smith?
(14c) * John which?
(14d) Which Smith?

Last names are questioned with who, and the rest of the name with
which? Note that when there is a middle name, which can question
both first and middle name, but not just the first name.

(15a) John Robert Ross.
(15b) *Which Robert Ross ?
(15c) Which Ross?

In addition, parts of names can be referred to by pronouns.

(16) Teddy Kennedy would never have been elected if that
hadn't been his last name.

Then there are cases (pointed out by Henry Thompson) where names
can refer to their phonetics, their spelling, or just themselves in the
abstract.

(17a) Sally Cherowski is a funny-looking name.



112 / GEORGE LAKOFF

(17b) Lillian La Verne is a lovely sounding name.
(17c) The aspiring jet-setters dropped two Henry Kissingers

and a Jill St. John within five minutes.

Then, there are the host of cases (pointed out to me by Berkeley
students) where the name picks out a property.

(18a) Harry is a regular Henry Kissinger.
(18b) It 's the Richard Nixons of this world who got us into

this mess.
(18c) Paris wouldn't be Paris without the Eiffel Tower.

daytime and night-time New York.

(18d) There are two New Yorks—
black New York and white New

York.
the East Side and the West Side.
the New York before 1800 and

the New York after 1800.
(18e) Chomsky is the DeGaulle of Linguistics.
(18f) John is Leonardo-esque.
(18g) Henry Kissinger-types bug me.
(18h) John is a cross between Kissinger and Bismarck.

Simply by using the methodology of nonformal grammar, we have iso-
lated a number of challenges to various philosophical conceptions of
proper names. It is my feeling that the real impact of linguistics on
philosophy will be in such empirical domains. At the same time, so-
called philosophical problems, like opacity, have become linguistic
problems, and the subject matter of the fields overlaps.

It will not be long before philosophy will have to confront a host of
empirical issues of this sort. That will be a real relief from the kind
of relationship conceived of between the fields in the mid-1960's, when
the inconclusive and, in my view, relatively boring version of the
empiricism-rationalism issue was raging. The debate was mostly
hot air. It was not the traditional knowledge-by-experience-only versus
some-innate-knowledge argument: the kind of 'knowledge' involved was
rather different—the capacity to learn one's native language. Nor were
the positions as different as one might be led to believe. The empiri-
cists were not tabula rasa types: they accepted the idea that man has
all sorts of innate capacities: an innate capacity to acquire reasoning
ability, innate memory and processing capacities, and an innate
general learning mechanism. They claimed that all that innate appara-
tus—whatever it would turn out to be like—should be enough to account
for the ability to learn language. Chomsky said it wasn't, and that
innate equipment to acquire syntax was also needed. What the debate
comes down to was the issue of whether the capacity to acquire syntax
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was a consequence of the other above-mentioned innate capacities.
Hardly the present-day incarnation of the rationalism-empiricism
debate. Not that the issue is uninteresting—it just isn't earthshaking,
and moreover there was (and remains today) no solid evidence on either
side. Each side claimed the burden of proof was on the other—a de-
bating ploy. Nothing conclusive has come of it, except perhaps pub-
licity. In the future, the overlap between linguistics and philosophy
will hopefully have some real empirical content.

What about psychology ? In 1967, Fodor and Garrett declared ' The
most profound problem in psycholinguistics is perhaps to specify the
nature of the relation between the grammar and the recognition rou-
tine. ' That attitude, if not dead, is dying fast. It is my opinion that
in the future, such studies will occupy a minor corner of the field.
There are simply more interesting problem areas worthy of the name
'psycholinguistics', areas that will become part of a humanistic lin-
guistics. They are:

1. Cognitive structure. What can the study of language tell you
about the nature of thought, of concepts? The introduction of model-
theoretical methods into linguistics has given us a means of studying
the human conceptual system in a formal way. Logicians mostly look
at model theory as a technical tool for doing completeness proofs.
But, when applied to the study of natural language concepts, it turns
out to be a way of probing into the mind. Of course, as in all en-
deavors in formal linguistics, the results are largely negative: the
more one formally describes a concept model-theoretically, the more
we learn we don't know. What is particularly impressive to me is the
extent and nature of the complexities of concepts whose simplicity has
previously been taken for granted. A good example is the complexity
of fuzzy and scalar concepts, as studied by Hans Kamp, Kit Fine, my-
self, and others. Another example is causation, as it has begun to be
analyzed by David Lewis. Once one sees what is really involved in
understanding even supposedly simple concepts, the cognitive capa-
cities of children become awe-inspiring. It is ironic that such work
at present is being done exclusively by logicians and linguists, and
not by psychologists. I believe that in the future the three fields will
converge in this area.

Model theory aside, however, the study of cognitive structure has
become, in influential circles, an integral part of psycholinguistics.
In the study of language acquisition, for example, more and more in-
vestigators, especially among current students, seem to be primarily
interested in the semantic and pragmatic aspects of language learning,
while syntax is being down-played. That is, students of acquisition
have been asking not what is the grammar of the child's short utter-
ances (which doesn't seem to give much insight), but rather what does
a child know, understand, and intend. Here also, the early results
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indicate that children know much more than they are given credit for.
I have in mind the work of Gelman and Schatz on the communicative
capacity of 4-year-olds. Gelman has found, not surprisingly, at least
to me, that 4-year-olds have mastered a wide variety of conversational
principles, use them skillfully, and moreover, use them very differ-
ently in addressing adults versus 2-year-olds. She claims this chal-
lenges the view that children of that age are completely egocentric and
lack the ability to reason logically. If implicatures are indeed entail-
ments in context, then it would seem that the 4-year-olds she has
studied have mastered an incredibly complex logical system. Not be-
ing a psychologist, I am not in a position to tell whether she is right.
But as a parent who has to daily engage in losing battles with a lin-
guistically cunning 3-year-old, I would feel very dumb indeed to be
told that he is incapable of reasoning.

2. Personality and personal interaction. When you meet someone
for the first time, you can learn a lot about him by talking to him for
a few minutes, discussing any random topic at all, and paying atten-
tion to the way he uses language. In any conversation, participants
reveal presuppositions, hedge in some cases but not in others, use
politeness principles in some places but not others, use various in-
direct speech acts instead of direct speech acts, etc. What you find
out about a person in a random conversation is very largely determined
by these pragmatic factors—and these are just the kinds of things that
are being studied insightfully today, and to some small extent being
formalized. To the extent that they can be formalized, we find out
what we do and do not understand about them—mostly the latter. More-
over, the methods of the nonformal grammarians, which are being de-
veloped into high art, should enable us to begin to analyze what it is
about the use of language that enables us to gain insight into personality
through the observation of language use. Moreover, such studies
should provide a gold mine of important data that humanistic linguistic
theory must come to grips with.

3. Mental disorders. There are good clinical psychologists who
can listen to a tape of a family conversation, with the child absent, and
tell with a high degree of success whether the child is schizophrenic,
delinquent, or normal. Moreover there are talented analysts who can
diagnose mental disorders accurately by listening to patients' use of
language. How are they able to do this ? At least partly by looking

at the revealed presuppositions, hedges, indirect vs. direct speech
acts, etc. Here again humanistic linguistics overlaps in subject
matter with something of interest and concern to all of us. By the
way, linguistic work in this area has begun in the research of William
Labov on therapeutic discourse and Robin Lakoff on schizophrenic
speech.
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In addition, much that was thought to be part of performance—for
example, hesitations, repetitions, and especially corrections in mid-
sentence—have been shown to be an intimate part of grammar. See
the classic studies by James (1972, 1973a, 1973b) and DuBois (1974).
Again subject matter that was taken to be in the province of psychology
has found itself as part of a broadened Linguistics.

Psycholinguistics, as it developed in the sixties, was very much a
nuts-and-bolts discipline. The nuts-and-bolts are well-known experi-
mental techniques: clock location, galvanic skin response, eye move-
ment, pupil dilation, sentence paraphrasing, and time measurements
for a variety of tasks. It was unfortunate that psycholinguistics, like
linguistics proper, fell into the trap of letting the field be defined by
the available technological and conceptual tools that were socially ac-
ceptable within the field. The alternative, which is now beginning to
be realized, is to ask fundamental questions, for example, what can
you learn about the mind by studying language, and vice versa ?

Let me now turn very briefly to sociolinguisties and anthropologi-
cal linguistics. The study of presuppositions, speech acts, and impli-
catures has forced contemporary linguistics into the study of social
interaction and culture. The reason is that there are linguistic princi-
ples that depend on social and cultural concepts. For example, Robin
Lakoff has shown that principles of politeness enter into rules of gram-
mar. Unfortunately, there was no adequate analysis of politeness given
in sociology on which those rules could be based. What she did was to
get an informal first approximation to those principles by studying lin-
guistics. On the other hand, there is at least one case where a non-
obvious sociological concept, Goffman's 'free goods', plays a role in
grammar, namely, constructions with 'may I ask', which requires the
assumption that what is being asked for is not free goods. Also,
Eleanor Keenan has shown that conversational principles that Grice
took to be universal vary from culture to culture, and that these in
part define a culture, and can be gotten at through the study of lan-
guage. In such area, linguistics can have a bearing on social theory,
and vice versa.

In the study of speech acts, implicatures, and presuppositions, lin-
guistics has come to overlap in subject matter with psychology,
philosophy, sociology, and anthropology. It is in this area that I
think most progress will be made in establishing linguistics not as
the study of the distribution of linguistic elements, but rather as the
study of man through language.

NOTE

1. So far as I can tell, the Gelman-Schatz results do not contradict
Piaget's results, as they suggest, but rather supplement them. Piaget
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has shown that children at age four and above behave egocentrically
with respect to certain types of tasks. Gelman and Schatz show that
in very different (non-Piagetian) situations, they behave, at least in
part, non-egocentrically. Their results suggest to me that egocentrism
is overcome at different times in different spheres of behavior, which
does not seem to me to contradict any Piagetian claims. The same is
true of reasoning. If the use of complex conversational principles
constitutes reasoning, it is certainly not the conscious, manipulative
reasoning of the sort Piaget has tested for. The Gelman-Schatz r e -
search seems to raise the question of what counts as egocentrism and
reasoning in non-Piagetian tasks and how can their development be
traced in ways that supplement Piagetian results.
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TOWARDS A SUPRADISCIPLINARY
GRADUATE DEGREE PROGRAM
IN THE LANGUAGE SCIENCES

JOHN W. OLLER, JR.

University of New Mexico

Departmental and disciplinary boundaries are evaporating every-
where. Disciplines are experiencing greater and greater difficulty in
determining where their limits are, so much so that a thinking person
is inclined to raise the question whether any clearly specifiable limits
exist.

Neither are authoritative pronouncements by scholars expressing a
misplaced loyalty to their own disciplines much help. For instance,
when one reads in a review of a book on the philosophy of language
that linguists and philosophers ought to keep to their respective areas
of expertise one is inclined to think that someone is either ignorant or
trying to perpetrate a snow job. The discussion that we might en-
vision in response to the question, what are the boundaries between
linguistics and the philosophy of language, would not be likely to pro-
vide an answer to the question, but would probably prove an interest-
ing excursion into the theory of language.

Before linguists began to learn logic and logicians began to do lin-
guistics (if there ever was such a day), the problem may have seemed
less complex. Actually, I think it was not less complex in reality,
but it only appeared to be so because knowledge was increasing at a
much slower rate than it is now.

In the well-known book, Future Shock, Toffler suggests some mind-
wobbling ideas about the acceleration in the rate at which human knowl-
edge is increasing. I am doubtful about the accuracy of the figures he
comes up with, but there is no doubt that the rate of knowledge acqui-
sition is accelerating. One qualification here, of course, is necessary.

119
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I doubt that even a humanist like Toffler would maintain the popular
modern conceit that all wisdom has been discovered in our own time.
I suspect that this conceit has always been modern, and I concur with
Hegel that history only teaches us that 'man learns nothing from his-
tory'.

In the academic world, there are two seemingly paradoxical effects
of the knowledge explosion on the taxonomies of disciplines and their
structural realizations which are departments, divisions, programs,
colleges, and the like.

First, there is a trend toward multiplication of disciplines.
Diversification and specialization is resulting in new sub-fields and
sub-sub-fields at an exponentiating rate. For instance, from lin-
guistics and sociology, we got sociolinguistics, and if Fishman's
recommendations take hold, we will soon have 'macrosociolinguistics,
microsociolinguistics, and applied sociolinguistics'. I do not mean to
argue against these particular new sub-fields proposed by Fishman or
any others, for that matter. However, there seems to be no end in
view to the multiplication of disciplines and their structural counter-
parts in universities. For instance, shouldn't we also expect to find
applied macrosociolinguistics? and applied microsociolinguistics?
and so forth, in a seemingly infinite regress?

The second trend which seems to be a result of the knowledge ex-
plosion is also a counter-trend to the increasing fractionation of disci-
plines. It is, in fact, a tendency toward unification and is hinted at in
terms like 'sociolinguistics', 'psycholinguistics', 'ethnolinguistics',
and the recently proposed 'pragmolinguistics' and 'ecolinguistics'
(Makkai 1973). These terms suggest a trend toward marriages be-
tween traditionally diverse fields of study. The very fact that these
weddings can take place is at once a recognition of the separateness
and commonality of interests among the supposedly diverse disciplines.
Similarly, the fact that an argument can arise between a linguist and a
philosopher concerning the territorial rights of their respective disci-
plines is at once a testimonial to those differences and to the difficulty
of saying where one discipline begins and the other leaves off.

A factor that increases the difficulty of clearly differentiating the
various disciplines is that the terms associated with them have a
tendency to enjoy rather temporary seasons of popularity. This is
especially true of the newly emerging interdisciplinary programs or,
one might say, interdisciplines. Their transient glory is reflected by
the great numbers of adherents who may shift from one to another.
For example, I know of several scholars and, indeed, gentlepersons
who were psycholinguists in the 1960's but became sociolinguists in
the early 1970's. This kind of terminological equivocation is further
evidence of the blurring of the supposed boundaries between the disci-
plines.
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Apparently, the paradoxically simultaneous trends of fractionation
and unification are merely Janus-faced aspects of the same knowledge
explosion. As more and more new specializations are invented, the
traditionally discrete disciplines appear to be less and less discrete
and more and more interrelated. The result of the new interdisci-
plines is that they in their own turn constitute the breeding ground for
more new sub-fields, sub-sub-fields, and so on and on.

I suggest that the invention of new terms and new fields of study,
as well as the plea for more 'interdisciplinary programs', is little
more than a taxonomic word game. Perhaps it is a game that we must
play, but I think that we should not allow ourselves to be played by it.

For some reason, when we entered the halls of academe, we were
almost immediately required to display a label. As undergraduates,
we declared a major; as graduates, we sought a degree in philosophy,
or linguistics, or psychology; or, if we are recent graduates, in
psycholinguistics or sociolinguistics, and the like. In seeking a job,
or in trying to find someone to fill one, we have been similarly limited.
The job may have called for a psycholinguist. If a sociolinguist or an
applied linguist sent in an application, those applications were probably
not considered. It is as though the academic initiation rites required
us to be stamped with labels much the way inmates are assigned num-
bers. Afterward, we have been relegated to our separate cells accord-
ing to our various labels.

On the other hand, labels have a certain administrative usefulness.
It is convenient to have a rather small and finite taxonomy of structures
(possibly hierarchically arranged) for the sake of administrative con-
venience. However, I think we should not be deceived into believing
that these conveniences are associated with any fundamental realities.
It ought to be clear that the continued exponential growth of the number
of disciplines, sub-disciplines, and interdisciplines will soon nullify
any administrative conveniences that might once have been associated
with our somewhat medieval taxonomies.

With respect to the study of language, I think we are all very much
in the position of the trite case of the blind men and the elephant. Re-
gardless what label we might choose to assign them, none of them can
properly be called an 'elephantist' nor could the man who held the tail
have claimed to possess any ultimate knowledge of tails, because
after all, he thought it was an elephant. He might have called himself
a 'ropeist', but he'd have been deceived even in this by his own label.
That is to say, whether I call myself a linguist, a psychologist, a
logician, an applied linguist, a sociolinguist, a psycholinguist, a
psychometrist, or any number of labels, is not, I think, a very funda-
mental issue. It is merely a matter of administrative convenience.

To illustrate my point more concretely, if as Chomsky (1972:1)
has suggested, linguistics is a 'particular branch of cognitive
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psychology', what is the need for the prefix, 'psycho-' in the term
'psycholinguistics'. The same could be said of the prefix 'socio-' in
'sociolinguistics' from say, a Firthian or some similar point of view.
Questions concerning whether there should be departments of socio-
linguistics, psycholinguistics, and the like, are just one step removed
from questions about whether there should be departments of applied
sociolinguistics, macro-sociolinguistics, micro-sociolinguistics, and
so forth. To seriously concern ourselves with such questions is, I
think, to be played by word games.

The taxonomic approach to the characterization of human knowledge
doesn't really carry us very far. To merely lengthen the lists of
disciplines and sub-disciplines and even to add interdisciplines is no
solution to any of the fundamental problems, as far as I can tell. In
fact, if the notion that knowledge can be parceled out to various col-
leges and departments in a university is pressed to its limits, it seems
to me that it offends everything we know about the acquisition of knowl-
edge. It may be that we must live with the slightly medieval and nearly
schizophrenic notion that knowledge can be compartmentalized, but it
seems to me that we require a notion of higher education that can
transcend the limiting assumptions expressed in the formal structures
of our universities.

In this connection, I think it is important to acknowledge the fact
that the invention of so-called 'interdisciplinary programs' is really
no solution at all. It suffers from all of the same difficulties of defi-
nition that the traditional notion of separate disciplines suffers from.
That is, if we have difficulty in saying how linguistics differs from the
psychology of language, or the philosophy of language, etc., surely
we will have similar difficulties in saying how sociolinguistics, for
example, differs from psycholinguistics.

A frequent objection to the newly invented interdisciplinary pro-
grams is that they lack the substance of the more traditional programs,
and what they gain in flexibility they often pay for in loss of quality.
Troike (1974:4) voiced a legitimate concern of many faculty members
when he urged that we should 'see to it that we not water down linguis-
tics requirements by adding requirements from other fields'. The
trouble is that many interdisciplinary programs are just that—watered
down programs. Instead of actually developing a serious course of
study that utilizes resources from several departments or programs,
some interdisciplinary programs simply allow students to collect a
certain number of credit hours in a list of largely unrelated courses.
At some universities, for instance, according to the Troike report,
students interested in 'interdisciplinary programs have been advised
to see to it themselves' (p. 3). I don't mean to say that some students
are not perfectly capable of doing just that, but surely it is the responsi-
bility of policy makers at the university level to provide excellent
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programs for students rather than to demand that they create their
own.

It seems to me that in theory and practice, what we need is not a
larger taxonomy of programs, degrees, departments, divisions,
schools, colleges, and the like, but rather a different order of con-
cept altogether. A concept that is not linked to the slightly medieval
taxonomic organization of our universities, or perhaps is linked to
that organization only in trivial ways for the sake of administrative
convenience.

The notion that I would like to propose is a supradisciplinaryl de-
gree program (where the term is pronounced superdisciplinary).
Such a degree program would be founded on the premise that the acqui-
sition of an education is a process of internalizing a generative system
or possibly several of them for the handling of a range of problems.
It seems to me that a good graduate degree program ought to be more
analogous to grammar construction than to list memorization. What,
then, might a supradisciplinary degree program look like, and how
would it differ from traditional departmental programs or new-fangled
interdisciplinary programs?

For the sake of illustration, I will describe a possible program for
a Master of Arts in the language sciences at the University of New
Mexico. If the assumptions underlying the discussion are correct,
or even nearly correct, the proposal that I will sketch could have a
much broader application. It is just an example, however, and even
if it were a poor one, I believe it could still serve as an illustration
for the more general issue. The focus on the M. A. level is partly
due to what I hope will be a short-lived resistance to new Ph. D. pro-
grams, and partly to the assumption that defining an M. A. program
is a first and tentative step towards an eventual Ph. D. program.

At the University of New Mexico, M. A. programs typically require
24 hours of coursework plus a thesis, or for students en route to the
doctorate, 32 hours of coursework without a thesis. Depending upon
the particular program, there are numerous ways the course hours
might be distributed. The objective of a supradisciplinary degree
program in the language sciences would be to provide a stronger M. A.
degree with a greater depth and breadth of training. It might seem
paradoxical to ask for greater breadth and depth simultaneously, but
I actually think both objectives can be achieved by better utilization of
university resources.

There is a great deal more expertise available than is usually made
accessible to the student. The typical M. A. program has a fairly
narrow focus with departmental interests in many cases overriding
the concerns and needs of the students and often overlooking the de-
mands and restrictions of the job market as well. Even more im-
portantly, the training that a student would receive if he stayed within
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the rather narrow constraints of many departments of linguistics, for
example, would be inadequate. There are far too many linguists in
the field today (even some recent graduates) who know almost nothing
of logic, and far too many applied linguists who know practically noth-
ing of experimental research. The fault in many cases is not with the
individual any more than it is with the institutions that set the require-
ments for the degree that the individual holds. A supradisciplinary
degree program would seek to overcome this problem by better utili-
zation of available resources.

The converse of the somewhat narrow focus of some of the more
rigorous disciplines is found in many colleges and departments of edu-
cation, or so-called 'interdisciplinary' programs where almost any-
thing that is offered for credit can be applied toward some graduate
degree. A supradisciplinary program would avoid the latter possibil-
ity by incorporating serious degree requirements flexible only within
the limits of available resources.

A first step in the development of a supradisciplinary M. A. in the
language sciences is to assess the available resources in faculty exper-
tise and course offerings in such areas as linguistics, philosophy of
language, speech communication, psychology of language, formal lan-
guage theory (as in the computing sciences and/or mathematics),
symbolic logic, communicative disorders, anthropology, educational
psychology, information retrieval (possibly under the heading of
library science), bilingual education, applied linguistics, sociology
of language, and so forth. A second step would be to specify a core
of crucial methodologies in the language sciences in which students
should acquire some competence. The definition of this core would
not necessarily be an easy task because it would require the transcend-
ing of traditional departmental boundaries.

No linguist would be likely to object to the inclusion of a set of
prerequisites like introduction to linguistics, articulatory and acoustic
phonetics, introduction to phonology, a first course in grammatical
theory, and possibly some others. The courses that I have mentioned
in my judgment, constitute a minimal set of linguistics prerequisites
for an M. A. program in the language sciences. Once in the program,
the student should also do some more advanced work in phonology and
grammar, say a minimum of two more courses.

On the side of philosophy of language and logic, there ought also to
be a prerequisite of at least one course in the foundations of mathe-
matics, or set theory, and a prerequisite of two courses in symbolic
logic. In addition to these prerequisites, it seems reasonable that no
language scientist should be allowed to graduate without some exposure
to the important link between grammatical theory and theories of for-
mal languages. The latter would probably require a minimum of two
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courses (possibly with some additional prerequisites in computer lan-
guages and mathematics).

One might like to stop here, but to do so would, I think, be a mis-
take. Although few of us have any patience with rat training method-
ologies as a basis for investigating properties of the human mind,
surely an M. A. in the language sciences should include exposure to
research in first and second language acquisition and the sociocultural
concomitants of language use (prerequisites here ought to include at
least two basic courses in statistics and research design). Even the
most hard-shelled theorist, it seems to me, ought to know something
of the dynamics of grammar modification in language acquisition and
in the course of normal language use as, for instance, in educational
systems. For this reason, I would insist on at least one course in
psycholinguistics and one in sociolinguistics.

With the prerequisites I have mentioned so far, we have a total of
nine courses (or 27 hours) and a minimal core of six more advanced
courses (or 18 hours) which would be required of the candidate once
admitted to the M. A. program. One other prerequisite that I feel is
essential is a demonstrated competence in some language other than
English.

The prerequisites would thus include a general introduction to lin-
guistics, articulatory and acoustic phonetics, phonology, grammar,
two courses in symbolic logic, one course in set theory, two courses
in statistics and research design, and a demonstrated competence in
some language other than English.

The first 24 hours of course requirements for the M. A., once the
student was admitted to the program, would include at least one course
in phonology beyond the introductory level, and at least one in gram-
mar, a course in psycholinguistics and one in sociolinguistics, two

, courses in theories of formal languages, plus two courses in the study
of an exotic second language.

At this point, someone may groan that what I have proposed as the
bare bones of an M. A. in the language sciences is already excessive.
My reply is two-fold: first, I told you that the prefix 'supra-' was
pronounced 'super-', and second, an undergraduate program suitably
designed with graduate study in the language sciences in view could
easily meet all of the prerequisite requirements I have suggested and
some of the core requirements before entering the program.

What is perhaps more important is that graduate students with
training in the above mentioned areas would be prepared then to con-
centrate on additional studies to uniquely equip them for any one of a
great number of professional careers. Consider the fact, for example,
that an M. A. candidate who has met the aforementioned requirements
(and who is incidentally only a little more than half-way through the
course work, not to mention the thesis) already knows more about the
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formal aspects of language structure and the tools for investigating
those formal properties than many researchers already in the field
with higher degrees; moreover, this M. A. candidate knows more
about experimental research design than most professionals in the
fields of applied linguistics, the teaching of English as a second lan-
guage, foreign language teaching, language testing, etc.; such a stu-
dent would also know more about the practical problems of computer
use in information retrieval than probably anyone trained in a tradi-
tional library science program.

Without going into any great detail on the next step in defining a
supradisciplinary M. A. in the language sciences, let me just briefly
describe a possible administrative mechanism in a structural frame-
work. Since I am constantly thinking in terms of the University of New
Mexico, and because of my knowledge of resources there, I would
recommend administering an M. A. in the language sciences at the
University of New Mexico through the Department of Linguistics. One
of the potential justifications for this choice is that linguistics is also
the area of greatest concentration of course work for the proposed
M. A. Also, at the University of New Mexico, there are other unique
aspects of our departmental structure which would vie for this solu-
tion. I need not go into them, except to say that at other institutions,
it might make more sense to administer a similar program on an en-
tirely different basis than the one I would propose. Except for the
need to negotiate course offerings and committee assignments with
other academic units, a supradisciplinary program could run just
about the same as any regular graduate degree program in a depart-
ment.

The candidate for the M. A. would need to select a committee on
studies well before approaching fulfillment of the core requirements.
This committee could consist of at least three members with a chair-
person who knows something about the availability of resources in the
domain of interest identified jointly by the student and the chairperson.
Naturally, students should be discouraged from attempting a focus of
studies where the university lacks resources. An example at the Uni-
versity of New Mexico might be a focus on neurophysiological corre-
lates of speech and language. Although we do have a person on the
faculty in engineering who is doing simulation studies of speech per-
ception using an analogue model of the human ear, I know of no course
work nor group of faculty who could guide a degree program in that
area. On the other hand, we do have sufficient resources to offer
courses of study focusing on various aspects of applied linguistics,
formal language theory, communicative disorders, sociolinguistics,
bilingual education, teaching English as a second language, teaching
of reading, and various other areas.
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The committee on studies would be responsible for specifying an
additional 15 hours of course work in a focused area of study. This
could include independent studies, problems courses, and research
projects under the direction of members of the committee on studies
or other qualified faculty members. The committee on studies would
also be responsible for the evaluation and acceptance or rejection of
the student's thesis proposal.

To insure some sort of continuity in the various M. A. programs
which could be designed within the framework I have described, at
least one member of any committee on studies should be selected
from among a specified cadre of faculty in the language sciences. In
the case of the University of New Mexico, because of the special
composition of the voting faculty of the Department of Linguistics,
one solution would be to require that at least one member of the com-
mittee on studies also be a member of the voting faculty of the De-
partment of Linguistics. In any case, the cadre of language scien-
tists, however specified, would be responsible for admission of stu-
dents to the program, setting of comprehensive examinations, and any
changes in the ongoing, overall M. A. program. To sum up, a supra-
disciplinary M. A. program in the language sciences could be estab-
lished at the University of New Mexico by better utilization of present
resources without additional cost. It could provide a greater breadth
of options to students and, at the same time, insure a greater depth of
training. The total course work required for the program would be
49 hours plus a thesis. Administrative control would be in the hands
of a specified cadre of faculty in the language sciences and in the case
of individual candidates, would be handled by three member commit-
tees on studies. Continuity and communication would be protected by
requiring that one of the members of the committee on studies also be
a member of the specified cadre of faculty in the language sciences.

All of this has been suggested specifically with the University of
New Mexico in mind, but the ideas contained here could easily be
applied at other institutions. The chief advantage in such a supra-
disciplinary program, when compared against more traditional degree
programs, is the explicit and deliberate specification of prerequisites
and core requirements that transcend traditional departmental and
disciplinary boundaries. Its chief advantage over so-called 'inter-
disciplinary' programs is that it is not a watered down version of some
amalgamation of existing programs produced by a partial merger of
courses and requirements. It is a 'super' program in that its re-
quirements are stiffer than existing programs, and it is a supra-
disciplinary program in that it transcends the taxonomical approach
to the definition of disciplines.

It seems to me that, at least for the limited case of the University
of New Mexico, such a program is needed to fill a lacuna in our
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curriculum, is feasible in terms of available resources (faculty, stu-
dents, and the all important one, MONEY), and could provide a primi-
tive model for the introduction of the concept of supradisciplinary de-
gree programs on a wider scale.

Epilogue

Asa kind of epilogue or postscript to the foregoing, I want to
briefly consider the problem of the job market in linguistics and some
ways in which the proposal contained here addresses that problem.

Practically all of the literature I have seen on the topic says some-
thing about the need 'to diversify the training of students' (Troike 1974:
1). If the term 'intensify' is also added, I agree with the general recog-
nition of this need. The fact that there are too few jobs may be, in
part, a product of the rather narrowly conceived function of traditional
departments, but be that as it may, higher education must cope as
best it can with the job crisis wherever its origins may be. Whether
it is bad academic manners or not, it seems to me that linguistics has
a great deal to contribute to any field which purports to study or utilize
language in any way. I think we need more linguists who know some-
thing about the methodology and findings of other disciplines. We cer-
tainly do not need less. Therefore, I disagree with the suggestion
from many quarters that we should arbitrarily limit the number of
graduate students in our programs. I believe rather that we should
strengthen our requirements, broaden our perspectives, and increase
the number of options available to our students both in program em-
phasis and, hopefully, in marketability of the degree as well.

Certainly, it is possible that entirely new job markets could be
created in the not distant future by inquiring minds that are already
stretching beyond the pseudo-limits of the traditional disciplines.
After all, those limits were conceived largely on the basis of medieval
models of epistemology. They should be recognized for what they are
worth. I agree with that stalwart group of academicians who still
think that performing a set of requirements in order to achieve a
degree may have some intrinsic merit. If we were manufacturing
large, luxury automobiles, cutting down the number might make
sense. However, I hope that our product is of a different sort alto-
gether, and if it is, I do not believe that the rules of the numbers game
should inhibit us from pressing on with the best graduate degree pro-
grams in linguistics that we can devise.

NOTES

1. To my knowledge, this term was first suggested by Thayer
(1967).
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2. Incidentally, this is a strong argument against the creation of
new interdisciplinary units which increase the cost of operation with-
out providing any new service that could not be achieved within the
limits of existing resources and without much, if any, increased cost.
The difficulties created by the knowledge explosion are symptomized
but not solved by the multiplication of interdisciplinary units. More-
over, the continued multiplication of such units must ultimately inten-
sify the problems rather than alleviate them.
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ON LINGUISTICS AND OTHER DISCIPLINES:
A PERSPECTIVE FROM ANTHROPOLOGY

JOEL SHERZER

University of Texas at Austin

The question of the relationship between linguistics and anthro-
pology has become an almost classic topic. Such names as Boas,
Sapir, Whorf, Hoijer, and Voegelin come immediately to mind. In
this country, linguistics as a field has developed largely within the
context of anthropology as a field and as a discipline. It is the de-
velopment of separate and independent university departments of lin-
guistics and the development of linguistics as a separate discipline
that enables us to talk about their relationship as an interdisciplinary
one.

What I want to talk about here is the two-way nature of this relation-
ship: first, as is perhaps more usual, the kinds of contributions lin-
guistics makes to anthropology and second, as my title indicates, some
contributions that anthropology, especially the theory and practice of
ethnography, can make to linguistics.

The separateness and independence of linguistics from other disci-
plines, in this case anthropology, is in a sense a barrier, precisely
because of the way in which it forces us to conceive of the relation-
ship, namely in interdisciplinary terms. This takes the form of separ-
ate approaches to language, 'paradigms' in the sense of Kuhn, which
have become increasingly difficult to relate. Yet at the same time,
linguistics has achieved a great prestige within the social sciehces
and the humanities, as the most advanced discipline in theory and in
methods of analysis and description. It has become a model for
practitioners of other disciplines to follow, by analogy, in their own
work. So the relationship between disciplines is unequal and there-
fore an uneasy one.

131
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The practical consequences of this uneasy relationship are relevant
to the concerns of this Round Table meeting, namely the teaching of
linguistics to students in other disciplines. There is a certain irony
in the fact that in recent years, as linguistics as a discipline has
tended to become increasingly narrow and concerned with very particu-
lar problems which it has generated within its own paradigm, it has
become fashionable for students in anthropology, sociology, literature,
etc. to take courses in linguistics in order to help them in their own
work. Those of us who teach such students are familiar with the com-
plaints: 'Linguists work work only on English.' 'Who cares about a
bunch of isolated, banal sentences, some with asterisks, some with-
out?' 'The problems linguists work on have nothing to do with us. '
'We have to learn a technical apparatus useful to them, not us. ' 'When
we finally learn their models and are ready to apply them, they tell us
they are out of date and there are new models to learn. '1

But this state of affairs can also be viewed as a challenge, both in
the practical sense of the teaching of linguistics to students in other
disciplines and in the theoretical sense of forcibly showing the way to
the possibilities for new approaches to the study of language. On the
practical side, we should feel impelled to develop both textbooks and
courses which make linguistics relevant to other disciplines by deal-
ing with linguistics in a broader and more basic way than is usual
within the discipline itself. To name just a few of the kinds of general
principles a student ought to be able to learn and feel comfortable
with: the general notion of structure and system, conceived perhaps
as 'etic'/'emic' oppositions; distinctive features as organizing princi-
ples of system; the notion of levels of structure and levels of abstrac-
tion or depth; paradigmatic vs. syntagmatic approaches; the concept
of rule—obligatory rule/optional rule; category and process in struc-
ture; the concept of shifter and related phenomena. ^ It is possible to
teach a course in linguistics, introducing such general principles and
at the same time dealing with language in various ways and in various
situations in which it is found, such as conversation, written litera-
ture, and oral folklore. Even more practical is the 'how to do it'
aspect of linguistics. Here I think students need to be given problems
to do, but not problems in abstract grammar based on a list of sen-
tences, some with asterisks, some without; but, rather, problems in
which they themselves collect the data, data from material that is of
interest to them in their own study and research—from such sources
as social interaction, folklore, and published literature.

Perhaps ironically, the fact of separate, independent disciplines
can also, and probably already is causing, theoretical advances in the
study of language, in the form of bridging the barrier between lin-
guistics and other disciplines. As linguistics as a discipline begins
to move out again towards other disciplines (as seems to be happening,
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the movement being led in part by some of the participants in this
Round Table), and as individuals from other disciplines become in-
creasingly interested in linguistics, new approaches to language will
develop in which there is equality of contribution. Students in fields
such as anthropology, sociology, and literary criticism, will make
contributions to linguistic theory, rather than simply borrowing lin-
guistic concepts. If this indeed happens, the result will be a new,
more broadly based linguistics, or perhaps several, overlapping lin-
guistics, in part independent of and in part cutting across established
academic disciplines.

The rest of my paper will be concerned with one particular inter-
disciplinary relationship, namely linguistics and anthropology, sug-
gesting some ways in which an anthropological perspective, especially
what has come to be known as an ethnographic perspective, is im-
portant in linguistics.

One of the basic and traditional problems within anthropology is the
relationship among the concepts: culture, society, and individual. If
we add language to this trio, an understanding of the relationship
among the four becomes relevant to linguistics, especially to the study
of language use, a topic increasingly under discussion in linguistic
theory. Perhaps the most important contribution an anthropologist
can make is to stress that the relationship among these entities is
problematical. It cannot be assumed, but must be worked out con-
stantly, for every society, speech community, or network of speakers.

Let me propose one set of definitions for these concepts and their
relationship, ones which I find useful as well for discussing the re-
lationship between linguistics and anthropology. Cultural behavior is
a patterned, symbolic organization of the 'real' world, an organization
which is potentially transmittable to others. Culture thus defined can
be viewed as residing in single individuals, although, of course, cul-
tural behavior is typically shared by groups of individuals.3 Language
is one type of cultural behavior, one type of symbolic organization of
the universe. A community or society can be defined as a group of
individuals who share rules for the production and interpretation of
cultural behavior, rules which enable individuals to interact with one
another, no matter how much personal variation there may be.

According to these definitions, although culture, society, individual,
and language overlap, they are by no means coterminous or isomorphic.
To treat them as such is a theoretical error. This is what is wrong
with a 'strong' statement of the Whorfian hypothesis. And, if an an-
thropological perspective can be used to criticize recent trends within
generative grammar, it is this same tendency to fail to treat the re-
lationship among language, culture, society, and individual as essenti-
ally problematic. When generative grammarians invoke discourse or
language in context in order to solve problems in linguistic theory, as
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proponents of various persuasions within generative grammar have
been doing of late, it is never clear whether this discourse or context
is part of the grammar of a single language (for example, English), of
culture, of society, or of a particular individual or group of individuals;
and this question, crucial to an anthropologist, does not seem relevant
to most linguists.

As an alternative way at looking at things, an alternative which, I
think, is also suggested by an anthropological perspective, we can
map the four entities—culture, society, individual, language—onto a
single model of language usage.4 (see Figure 1.) Essentially, the
model states that any linguistic (actually communicative) behavior can
be understood in its totality only in terms of several interacting per-
spectives. These might be viewed as a moving out from language to
culture and society or as increasing contextualization. The point is
that since these perspectives are interrelated, the meaning of a par-
ticular usage cannot be understood in terms of any one of them. The
perspectives are: 'linguistic' or '(socio)linguistic resources'—a set

FIGURE 1.

Ethnograph
of speaking

'(Socio)
linguistic
resources

Ethnography

of potentials for meaning which are only realized and filled in as one
moves right along the curve. 5 These linguistic resources take on
meaning as they are used in 'social interaction' in order to indicate
such social interactional notions as respect, deference, agreement,
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disagreement, and condescension. They also take on meaning, as
well as provide meaning, to the discourse structures in which they
are used—greeting, leave-taking, conversation, joking, etc. The
total organization of uses of language, in social interaction and in dis-
course, together with societal and individual attitudes toward language
and speech, is an 'ethnography of speaking'. The ethnography of
speaking of a society can only be understood in terms of the larger
context of the total 'ethnography' of a society, in terms of the social,
economic, and other types of structure and organization basic to the
society.

In order to demonstrate how such a model might work, I will go
through several examples, necessarily rather quickly and sketchily.
The examples are from both our own society and another, in which I
have carried out field research.

1. The first example has to do with the expression of person in
language, more particularly with the very varied uses of the pronoun
we by speakers of English. As a linguistic resource, we is one of the
many and complexly interrelated ways of referring to a participant or
participants in speech. As is typical of the units in this complex, we
is potentially ambiguous in many ways. It can refer to a single or
plural sender of a message, a single or plural receiver; it can be in-
clusive or exclusive, etc. As we move to the right along the curve,
that is, along the line of language use in context, these potential
meanings can become more specific and concrete. As an example,
in social interaction, there is the we that is sometimes used by one
interactant to another of a lower or out-group status. Well-known in-
stances are parent to child, doctor to patient, and teacher to young
student. Jespersen interpreted this we as a kindly, inclusive we,
a softener of the status distance between interactants. But this we
can also be a condescending, almost insulting we, reinforcing the
status differences. The crucial point is that these fairly specific
meanings of we are not inherent in the grammar of English pronouns.
They are rather realized because of the nature of the relationship be-
tween participants in social interaction and the structure of this inter-
action itself.

One of the most interesting aspects of the use of we in discourse is
the way its potential ambiguity can be exploited so that patterns of
ambiguity and disambiguation weave throughout a discourse. Political
discourse is an excellent place to observe such patterns. Examine any
speech by Richard Nixon, for example, and you will find that in a
small space, we_ is used with a variety of meanings:

(a) we: inclusive—me and you the American people
(b) we: exclusive—me and my advisers, the experts
(c) we: exclusive—me and my family
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(d) we: alone, plus my authority—a kind of 'royal' we.

There are others as well. What I find interesting about these speeches
is that sometimes these potential meanings of we are disambiguated and
sometimes not. The effect of not disambiguating them is to leave open
the possibility for some or all of them, to get 'discourse credit', so
to speak. So, We want peace with honor means 'you and I do', 'the
American people do', 'the experts and I do', 'I alone do', etc. No
good political orator would want to disambiguate here.

Moving further right along the curve, the ethnography of speaking
provides the general organizing principles and frameworks within
which to understand the various uses of we, in social interaction and
in discourse: the expression of differential or in-group/out-group
status on speech, or of the nature of political discourse, for example.
Finally, all of this must be placed in the context of the ethnography of
our society, taking into account the existence of such role and status
differences as parent/child, doctor/patient, and student/teacher, and
of political leaders with advisers and followers, called upon from time
to time to make speeches.

My point is that we, like other ways of referring to person, takes
on different types of meaning as one moves around the curve; but these
meanings are all related and are all relevant to a total understanding
of the expression of person in English.

2. The next example has to do with a phenomenon that is most
interesting from the point of view of the relationship between language
and social context and one which has been discussed recently by both
George and Robin Lakoff, namely the use of hedges and hedge-like
devices in speech.

According to the approach sketched here, hedges have very little
concrete meaning as linguistic resources alone. It is for this reason
that they can be used in a wide variety of ways. Their potential re-
source meaning seems to be something like: 'a frame (in the sense of
Bateson and Goffman) around a referential content whose exact purpose
and function can only be realized in context'. With regard to social
interaction, hedges are characteristic of in-group/out-group relation-
ships or interactions in which the participants are of unequal status,
in which the speaker feels somehow inferior to the listener or audience,
or even the subject matter he is dealing with. With regard to discourse,
hedges tend to be used in precisely those situations in which the in-
group/out-group or unequal status relationship is a major factor—stu-
dents disagreeing with teachers, women dealing with 'men's' topics,
etc. An ethnography of speaking of our society would provide a general
description of the expression in speech of in-group/out-group and un-
equal status relationships—not just hedges, but the total organization
of mitigating devices and their uses, in addition to community attitudes
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and reactions toward their use. And again, all of this only makes
sense in terms of the total ethnography of our society, in terms of
defined roles and social groups, their relationships and interactions.

3. My next example deals with the use of Spanish and English in
the Chicano community in the Southwest, more particularly in Austin,
Texas. Starting at the left of the curve, it is important to stress the
heterogeneity of linguistic resources available, not English alone or
Spanish alone, but both Spanish and English and various varieties of
each. Basic to an understanding of the linguistic resources of the
Chicano community is the fact that Spanish/English switching occurs
constantly. The rules for such switching are complicated and involve
syntactic, semantic, and lexical considerations, as well as social7

ones. What is important to recognize here is that there do exist such
switching rules (i. e. switching is not random) and that from the per-
spective of linguistic resources, they provide the material for 'cor-
rect' and 'incorrect' switches, allowing exploitation of the rules for
certain types of effects as we move around the curve, including play-
ing with and making fun of the switching rules themselves.

In social interaction and in discourse one can break the switching
rules in one direction, using more Spanish than is usual, or only
Spanish, especially the formal variety, for various purposes. For
example, when talking with a Mexican national or with an older person,
especially a border resident, a member of the Chicano community may
use this resource to show respect. One can also express and stress
nationalism, strong ethnic identity, and unity, by switching in the
direction of all Spanish. Switching to most or all Spanish can also be
a more personal or individual expression—a display of one's ability
to speak fluent Spanish. But the rules can also be broken in the other
direction, using too much English, throwing in words of Spanish only
here and there, sparsely and randomly. One might say, for example:
I'll reckon I'm gonna ir to Laredo. This is done frequently by Chi-
canos on the campus of the University of Texas in a kind of joking be-
havior which is doubly mocking—first it mocks Anglos who often make
fun of Chicanos for their switching behavior. But it is also self-
mocking, in the sense that Chicanos themselves are acutely aware of
their particular linguistic situation. 8 The switching rules are ex-
ploited in various types of discourse, from jokes to political speeches,
including the very interesting genre of bilingual poetry that has de-
veloped within the Chicano community. 9

Moving on around the curve, an ethnography of speaking of the
Chicano community provides the general framework from which to
view Spanish/English switching, especially the complex and ambiguous
attitudes associated with each language and with the pattern of con-
stantly switching them while speaking, attitudes which range from
ethnic pride to shame. Finally, an ethnography of the Chicano
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community provides the basic socio-cultural context of switching—the
fact of minority status, relations with both Mexican and United States
culture, and constant in-group/out-group interaction.

4. The last two examples have to do with the Cuna Indiana of San
Bias, Panama. The first involves phonology, particularly Cuna
vowels. Most Cuna words have vowels in certain specifiable posi-
tions which are typically deleted in colloquial speech, thus kicking
off a series of other phonological rules of consonantal assimilation.
The existence of these underlying vowels as a phonological variable,
and the consonantal adjustment rules, are some of the linguistic re-
sources made available by Cuna phonology. 10 In social interaction,
while shorter forms without the vowels are typical of colloquial speech,
longer forms with the vowels occur in more emphatic or formal speech,
such as anger, stress, and repetition. With regard to discourse, there
is a rich sys.tem of speaking, and chanting, ranging from informal to
very ceremonial and traditional. One of the characteristics of this
range is that the more ceremonial and traditional the discourse, the
more often underlying vowels occur, are not deleted. The ethnography
of speaking provides the information that the Cuna view most words as
being either long or short, the fuller, longer words forming part of a
complex of linguistic characteristics which the Cuna value as better,
more elaborate, and ceremonial speech. Finally, from the perspec-
tive of Cuna ethnography, we have the fact of the central role speaking
plays in Cuna social and political life, so that a person's ability to
speak well, which involves in part manipulation of the vowel deletion
system, is closely linked to his place in Cuna society.

5. The next example has to do with the understanding of a single
phrase in Cuna: mormaknamaloe . From the point of view of lin-
guistic resources, this utterance has a simple referential meaning,
'go make molas (reverse applique panels)'. It furthermore occurs
only with the intonation contour and suffix order characteristic of the
cries of Cuna policemen, used to give orders to the members of the
village. From a social interactional and discourse point of view,
this particular cry is used by policemen in the afternoon to announce
that in the evening a village chief will chant in the central 'congress
hall' and that everyone should attend. The ethnography of speaking
and ethnographic perspectives explain why it is that this cry has this
meaning. During Cuna 'congresses' the women of the village sit and
listen to the chief chant and while doing so, sew molas. The police-
man's cry is thus a metonym for the congress in general, in that it
describes one of the characteristics of the congress. And mola mak-
ing is a vitally important part of Cuna life; not only do the women wear
molas, but they are sold in Panama and all over the world.

This example, like the others, is intended to show that the mean-
ing of a particular use of language depends on a combination of
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linguistic, social, and cultural inputs, which I have here interpreted
as a series of related perspectives, from linguistic resources,
gradually through to ethnography. Precisely because these perspec-
tives are related, to fail to take them all into consideration is to lose
part of the total understanding of language which is involved in native
speaker competence. The contribution of anthropology is the insistence
on the intimate relationship among these various perspectives and
especially of the crucial role of the ethnographic perspective. It is
this ethnographic perspective which explains why certain linguistic
features or speech patterns are felt to belong together, while abstract
grammar offers no solution—why and how there is men's and women's
speech, adult talk and baby talk, kidding and cajoling, etc. Ethno-
graphy also provides a method or approach to data, namely partici-
pant-observation, in which the investigator both participates in the
activities of a community and observes the actions of others, makes
use of both his own intuitions as a participating member of a com-
munity, and his recorded observations of others.

In conclusion, the suggestion I am making for the relationship be-
tween the disciplines of anthropology and linguistics is that just as
anthropologists should continue to learn about linguistics, linguists
should insist that their students learn about anthropology, especially
the concepts and techniques of ethnography. There ought to be theo-
retical and practical rewards in both directions. H

NOTES

1. For a discussion of such problems in the relationship between
linguistics and anthropology, see Teeter (1973). I recognize that the
degree to which these problems exist varies from place to place.

2. These principles cut across particular schools and arguments
within linguistics. They can be found in the writings of Boas, Sapir,
Bloomfieid, Jakobson, and Chomsky, among others.

3. Such a conception of culture, hovering between individual and
society, has its roots in the work of Edward Sapir. See especially
Sapir (1938). I feel that it is consistent with the definition of culture
held by most ethnoscientists, made explicit by Goodenough (1957) as
what one needs to know in order to get along in a society. Finally, it
is the conception used by Wallace (1961) as the principle of 'organi-
zation of diversity'.

4. I think that this model is similar in some ways to that sug-
gested by Halliday in his work on the functions of language. (See
Halliday 1973.) It is based on the approach to language which Hymes
argues for in his writings on the ethnography of speaking (see especi-
ally Hymes 1973a, 1973b, 1973c), which has become explicit in the
work of researchers in this area. (See Bauman and Sherzer 1974.)
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5. The notion of linguistic potentials, only realized and only under-
stood through use, is for me one of the basic points of Jakobson (1947).
For a much earlier and Marxist statement of such an approach, see
Volosinov (1973; originally published in Russian, 1930). See also
Silver stein (1973) who argues that meaning cannot be described with-
out reference to context and criticizes current linguistic theory for
failing to come to grips with this fact.

Notice that the approach advocated here is inimical to any view of
language usage (whether in ordinary spoken speech or in literature)
as a deviation from some norm or standard. Rather it stresses the
ability of individuals to produce and interpret new uses of language,
understandable in terms of the personal, social, and cultural contexts
in which they occur.

6. This discussion is based on the work of Jose Lim6n, who is
currently carrying out research on expressive communication in the
Chicano community in Austin, Texas.

7. For a discussion of the factors involved in Spanish/English
switching, see Gumperz and Hernandez-Chavez (1972).

8. It is often important to pay attention to community-defined rules
for 'correct' and 'incorrect' grammar, as linguistic resources which
can be manipulated and exploited in speech. Among the Wolof of Sene-
gal, for example, certain grammatical errors are a sign of high rank.
(See Irvine 1973.) Notice that this view of grammaticality, defined by
members of the community in actual speech, is quite different from
the notion of native speaker-analyst intuitions about grammaticality
(of sentences, out of context), crucial to most argumentation within
generative grammar.

9. See, for example, Alurista (1971).
10. For a more detailed discussion of Cuna phonology, see Sherzer

(1973).
11. The examples I have used here are all synchronic in nature.

The perspective, however, is relevant to problems of linguistic his-
tory as well. Notice, for example, that the reconstruction of earlier
stages of a single language cannot be equated a priori with the recon-
struction of a single culture or a single society. Diachronically, as
well as synchronically, the relationship among individual, culture,
society, and language must be viewed as problematical, to be worked
out by the analyst.
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BREAKING INTO AND OUT OF LINGUISTICS

ROGER W. SHUY

Georgetown University

A recent article on the changing role of the contemporary university
portrays American higher education as the inheritor of a rich and com-
plex development (Knepper 1974). The early religiously affiliated
liberal arts schools were joined by engineering and vocationally
oriented, land-grant and public service universities in the latter
part of the nineteenth century, bringing with them a wave of applied
research in contradistinction to the earlier theoretical purism. After
World War II, a further development in education saw some universi-
ties becoming instruments of social utility and we began to look to
higher education to help solve some contemporary social problems,
especially those raised by industry and the military. The fifties and
sixties witnessed still another developmental phase, the existentialist
stage of the university, in which faculty and students alike tried to
make higher education an instrument of self-expression, free from
traditional restraints and patterns. Today higher education seems to
have no such clear-cut or definable role, although it is always diffi-
cult to be aware of the movement of which one is a part (who in the
late eighteenth century would have described himself, for example,
as in the midst of the industrial revolution?).

The future of linguistics in this country has been, in many ways,
closely linked to the future of the university. More than one observer
of the recent changes in university structure has seen this transfor-
mation in a negative light. Ronnie Dugger (1974b), for example, ob-
serves that American universities are becoming more and more like
big business, a process which he compares to the butterfly changing
back into a grub. As a result of their following Clark Kerr's defi-
nition of the multiversity's role as the facilitator for servicing the
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needs of government and business, Dugger sees universities as ceas-
ing to be free and stimulating places of learning conducted for the stu-
dent's culture and development. The president of The Ohio State Uni-
versity, Harold L. Enarson, argues against this development, citing
the current trend in university development as 'the triumph of tech-
nique over purpose' (Dugger 1974b:70). Thorstein Veblen's prophecy,
made over fifty years ago, that universities will eventually become
business places operated by business people for business reasons has
certainly begun to come true in some universities. At one prominent
university, for example, the president was advised by a member of
his board (who was also the president of a large oil company) to train
specialists to conduct fundamental research into the problems of the
natural resources industry and to avoid encouraging education which
might lead to dissatisfaction and unrest (Dugger 1974a:30ff).

The changing role of linguistics

Linguistics, today, faces a set of paradoxically contradictory goals.
While the very institutions in which we work are being drawn into the
big business matrix, we have assiduously avoided being relevant to
those aims. On the surface, this might seem virtuous. But no real
virtue can be deduced from this act, for it is in no way apparent that
our action was deliberate. Chances are, indeed, that we were unaware
of the problem altogether. There is, today, very little in linguistics
that would tempt the financing of an oil magnate board member; but,
on the other hand, we have also done relatively little within our field
which might be said to lead to institutional dissatisfaction or unrest.
Linguistics has been neither the sort of profit raising, corporation
pleasing, business-oriented enterprise that engineering, education,
psychology, and some of the hard sciences have been, nor has it
rocked the boat in the manner of the fine arts and humanities. In
short, we have been a rather blah discipline. * As such, we are faced
with the need to approach the future in two directions at the same time.
On the one hand, we need to help strengthen the institutions in which
we operate by advocating their abandonment of the idea that the uni-
versity is primarily a business operation where the boat is not to be
rocked. On the other hand, we need to develop a strong sense of
entrepreneurship among our students and colleagues to preserve our
field from being cannibalized by scholars from other disciplines and
from being ignored by representatives of enterprises which could use
our expertise. This paper will focus on the paradox of these two
apparently contradictory goals.

The development of linguistics to date may appear to be a haphazard
affair. Although it is always difficult to recognize the period or move-
ment of which one is a part, hindsight generally clarifies certain
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patterns. What is generally invisible to the initiates of a given field,
however, is the fantastic rapidity of change within any field that we try
to freeze long enough to examine. It may be well for us to stop and
remind ourselves that the influence of structuralism in linguistics was
not felt very strongly in this country until after World War n had ended;
that despite the appearance of the date, 1957, on Chomsky's Syntactic
Structures, his influence was not strongly imprinted until the mid-
sixties; and that the study of Vernacular Black English in this country
is not yet a decade old. This rapidity of change has led to many dis-
advantages. Heroes not only fall quickly, but they are consequently
assigned to utter oblivion if not disgrace. One essential ingredient of
the game in linguistics seems to be to kill the King, whoever he might
be. A second disadvantage, directly related to this rapidity of change,
is that linguistics teachers almost invariably have been trained in an
out-moded theory or approach. These two disadvantages ultimately
lead to a third: that a student in linguistics will be given an education
which is out-of-date the very moment he graduates and which grows
increasingly irrelevant year after year.

Nevertheless, these very disadvantages in studying linguistics can
also be seen to be its strengths. In the field of economics, revolutions
occur approximately every forty years. In literary criticism, the
time span between revolutions is less predictable but certainly longer
than that of linguistics. For a theory to dominate only for ten years or
less seems to be an event unique to linguistics, making our field one
of the truly credible academic enterprises, if we accept Ronald Ber-
man's observation that the true measure of the intellectual life is ex-
pressed by the low incidence of internal tranquility and inertia (1974:
14ff). The field is in almost constant turmoil and growth, a fact which
opens the door to exciting possibilities and speculative developments,
however hard these might be on the reputations of its individual mem-
bers.

What this rapidity of change means for us as a field, however, is
that there is, at present (without much possibility for improvement in
the immediate future), little hope for an established orthodoxy. The
field is simply too broad and too unstable, partaking as it does of al-
most every other discipline as part of its own. I take this to be a
positive characteristic in that any field with rigid and static ortho-
doxy has gone about as far as it can go. Its next stages will involve
vocational training programs rather than education for its initiates.

Perhaps a greater handicap brought on by the seemingly compulsive
development of linguistics is one which has also grown out of its re-
cency: that, until very recently, our graduates have been able to move
directly from their Ph. D. programs into graduate teaching positions.
The grim findings of the Manpower Survey Report clearly indicate that
we have reached the saturation point of program and departmental
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expansion and that the time has come to think creatively about the job
market for our graduates (Manpower Survey Report 1973:1-4). Else-
where I have argued against the suggestion that we reduce the number
of initiates to the field of linguistics, and have instead suggested that
we broaden our training programs and determine strategies for ex-
panding employment possibilities (Shuy, in press). The following sug-
gestions along these lines are meant to initiate further discussion and
thought. One set of suggestions relates to linguistic entrepreneurship
within the university setting; the other set is meant to apply outside the
university proper.

Developing linguistics within the university

One obvious method of increasing the users of one's product is to
move the product into new territories. Traditionally linguistics is a
graduate program. Very few undergraduate programs exist, and those
which do exist continue to be plagued by questions of their own function.
We have no really good answer to the question: 'What do I do with an
undergraduate major in linguistics?'. In some ways we prefer that
our linguistics graduate students major in some other field, such as
mathematics, philosophy, language, or psychology, so that their edu-
cation can develop from more than one perspective. It seems that very
little can be said in defense of encouraging the undergraduate linguistics
major, at least as it is now conceived and defined. On the other hand,
a great deal might be said for the potential usefulness of linguists at
the undergraduate level. Although a good case might be made for ex-
panding our efforts to serve many other majors, such as anthropology,
sociology, and psychology, where linguistics has been clearly recog-
nized in the past as a relevant component, I will focus my attention
here on three fields which contain, in my opinion, better prospects for
the infiltration of the linguists seeking a job market. These depart-
ments are English, Education, and Speech. Each of the three poses a
somewhat different problem and a slightly different training program.
It is my thesis, however, that all three fields can be broken into with
proper and careful management, with a little time, and with a change
in attitude both on their part and on ours.

1. English. Before World War II much of what was taught at the
college level in linguistics was found in English departments. Most
large departments still have at least one house-linguist, but years of
bad stewardship have tended to erode the effectiveness of his position.
Typically the English department linguist today is either a philologist
whose main interest is Beowulf or a recently trained generative gram-
marian who is trying desperately to get out of the English department
and into a linguistics department as fast as he can. Very few English
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departments have assessed their needs for a house-linguist, but those
which have done so have generally determined that linguistics depart-
ments are not training people to be useful to them. One early step,
therefore, would be for linguists to discuss these matters with Eng-
lish department chairmen or their representatives in order to try to
determine how our services for them might either be developed or im-
proved. Meanwhile, we might also take a hard look at the extant fresh-
man composition program. Freshman composition is taught by litera-
ture majors who are ill-prepared to teach it, typically not interested
in it, and generally ineffective at it. They do it only as part of their
graduate assistantship or as the necessary post-Ph. D. apprentice-
ship, a condition to be endured until an opening occurs for them to
teach what they have been trained for. In this regard it must be noted
that English, like most other fields, has an apprenticeship area.
While new foreign language professors teach introductory language
courses and new biologists teach new required freshman courses in
science, new linguists have, historically, moved directly to their
specialty, by-passing the apprenticeship stage entirely.

Unless things have changed drastically since the days when I taught
freshman composition, there is still large-scale insecurity in the
field. Each year brings out a spate of new approaches: writing about
poetry, writing about social concerns, writing about novels—even a
few texts in writing about language. Many of the topics for study in a
freshman English course are subjects about which well-trained lin-
guists would be more likely to have knowledge and resources than do
the literature scholars. We might view college composition, for ex-
ample, as the lect of educated people who survive four years of col-
lege. As such, the subject could be described and analyzed and a
kind of bilingual (bi-sytlistic?) program could be instigated. One
topic often dealt with in freshman composition relates to diction (geo-
graphical, social, educational, occupational, age, variation, etc.).
This topic would certainly seem to be within the domain of linguistics.
In freshman composition, one also is concerned with the concept of
appropriateness (sometimes called 'writing with a purpose' or 'talk-
ing the language of the audience'), a focus requiring some understand-
ing of code-switching, cultural relativism, and other topics less
appreciated by estheticians than by social scientists. Literature
scholars know how to be critical of some kinds of jargon (read 'wordi-
ness', 'stock words', 'overworked nouns', 'overused passive', 'techni-
cal language', etc.) but generally they have no appreciation for its
potential appropriateness and, far more damaging, they have little
or no skill in diagnosing it beyond the level of the terms used above.
In short, the English teacher sees the surface of the problem but has
little expertise in what underlies it all. Occasionally the freshman
English course deals with topics of circumlocution, euphemism,
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cliches, newspaperese, governmentese, and, with particular scorn,
social science-ese. Little is done with it, however, other than to
ridicule it and to rise above it. The opportunity for linguists here
should be immediately apparent. Here is language variability which
can be diagnosed, described with reasonable accuracy, and prescribed
for specific literary effect. The literature major may know what he
likes when he sees it, but the linguist is in a far better position to de-
scribe what it is and devise a teaching strategy to relate to it. If I
had to choose between the knowledge of the linguist and the knowledge
of the literature specialist, I'd choose the knowledge of the former as
a prerequisite for teaching freshman composition.

What is more, freshman composition also deals with semantics,
particularly the connotation of words, metaphors, symbols, and irony.
The potential in this area for linguists should be obvious. And when it
comes to discussing matters of sentence length, sentence arrangement,
syntactic complexity, or sentence rhythm, one would think that a lin-
guist would be clearly in a position to offer more advice than a special-
ist in Thomas Hardy or George Orwell.

Nor should we need to confine our potential usefulness for English
departments to the freshman English course. Recent developments in
the ethnography of communication and, in particular, the verbal arts,
suggest that the linguist (at least one type of linguist) may even have
something to say about ways of analyzing literature that the literature
specialists have no way of handling by themselves.

Naturally, these are only suggestions about how linguistics might
expand its horizons into the presumed territory of another discipline.
As a former member of an English department I feel that the issues
have been presented accurately enough. What remains to be done is
for us to determine an avenue of access. It is highly unlikely that
graduate English programs will want to relinquish their freshman
English teaching apprenticeships or assistantships to linguistics
majors or new Ph. D. 's . The obvious strategy is one which requires
an active, promotional program, not a passive 'sit-back-until-they-
ask-us' approach. The timing must be right, the circumstances
should be favorable, and, most of all, the first attempt must be an
unqualified success. (It is unlikely that we will get several chances.)
Any inroads developed in this manner will naturally need to be done
in conjunction with English department people who have not yet been
turned-off by years of arrogance perpetrated by linguists.

2. Education. It will not be my task to go into much detail here
about how linguistics can interface with education. Elsewhere I have
expounded at some length on this topic as has Bruce Fraser in his
paper at this Round Table (Shuy, in press; Fraser 1974). My point
for education is similar to that which I made for English: linguists
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have been poor entrepreneurs in the past, for whatever reasons; and
we are now reaping the results of our neglect. Very little of what
happens to children in the first three grades of school is unrelated to
the knowledge which linguists should have. Likewise, very little of
what elementary teachers are trained in relates in any way to this
knowledge. The situation is as dire as one could expect it to be.
Children come to school speaking a relatively well-developed dialect
of their native language. Little advantage is taken of this, regardless
of the socio-economic status or race of the child. He is then taught
to read by methods which should, but for the magnificent patience and
perseverance of children, turn the learner completely off. The human
brain being what it is, many children learn anyway, muddling through
a generally hostile environment which is shrouded by linguistic and
cultural ignorance. The study of language arts, English, spelling,
reading, and composition (all strangely separated in most schools)
suffers from essentially the same problems as the college freshman
composition course, as noted earlier. Foreign language instruction
is carried on, in most cases, without the foggiest notions of linguis-
tics, while bilingual education programs, in most parts of this country,
are potential disaster areas. If ever there was a subject which could
use the sympathetic assistance of linguistics, it is education. What it
most certainly does not need, at this point, is the kind of scorn prof-
fered by linguists in the past. Again, step one is clearly that of self-
assessment by linguists. We need to get our own attitudes in order
before we venture forth at all. Next, we need to learn a great deal
about these other fields. Then we need to devise a strategy of gradual
infiltration by our best linguists in such a way that our initial ventures
can be seen as friendly, helpful, and as unthreatening as possible.
Last, perhaps we can begin to devise ways of either working in edu-
cation as a kind of apprenticeship or, in some cases, as a full-fledged
field of fulfillment.

If we do not consider ways of breaking into education we stand to
lose a great deal more than a potential job market. A recent incident
leads me to believe that our avoidance of this opportunity can lead to
further serious problems. A few months ago after I helped instruct a
recent three-week intensive workshop for reading teachers (elemen-
tary, secondary, and college level), I received an excited telephone
call from one of the participants who exclaimed with joy that, having
had my course, she was now going to teach a course in linguistics to
be offered in the education department of her university. During
World War II certain hurry-up officer training programs produced
what was then referred to as 'ninety-day wonders'. It will give me
pause to offer any more 21-day institutes for teachers if they lead to
such refinements on this war-time innovation.
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3. Speech. A third area of potential infiltration and entrepreneur-
ship for linguistics is the field of speech. Like educationists, speech
clinicians and teachers usually employ a basically deficit-model in
their fields. Children either conform to the norm or they are declared
to have a pathology of some sort. To the credit of speech teachers,
several years ago they began to realize the weakness of this sort of
thinking and began to gear up for some understanding of the dimensions
of language variation. To that point the major overlap of linguistics
with the field of speech had been largely through phonetics, language
acquisition study, and language pathology. Despite these obvious first
steps toward broader understanding, it is generally perceived that
speech teachers and clinicians are still inadequately trained in lin-
guistics. To repair their weakness of background in language vari-
ation, several series of workshops have been conducted across the
country. Such workshops frequently contain the germs of good ideas;
but their brevity precludes anything more than band-aid treatment,
where surgery is indicated.

As things now stand, the speech field may be just as well-off for
not requiring more linguistics courses as part of its undergraduate
major. Most speech departments of the country have not yet geared-
up their faculties to handle such matters. One danger in deciding that
new data or courses are needed is that self-declared specialists
suddenly arise to fill the needs (witness the previously mentioned three-
week workshop for reading teachers). Miraculously, three weeks of
training is enough, apparently, to cause one to declare oneself a lin-
guist. This laying-on-of-hands syndrome is also a constant danger for
the interrelationship of linguistics and speech. If the accrediting
agencies should suddenly declare that all speech departments must
offer certification requirements in sociolinguistics or generative
semantics, we must face the sobering possibility that, overnight,
professors of theatre arts, debate, acoustics, or even phonetics will
suddenly receive the mantle.

We can look upon this situation either as a threat or as an oppor-
tunity. My contention, of course, is that it is the latter. If we view
it as a threat, we can take the ludicrous position of trying to close the
door to speech specialists ever understanding our field. If we con-
sider it an opportunity, we can try to devise ways of breaking into
speech departments with well-trained linguists who will serve as
watchpersons against a sudden laying-on-of-hands.

Suggestions for extending relationships within the university

If linguistics as a field feels obligated to or even interested in ex-
panding its options in the undergraduate university program, such an
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entrepreneureal venture must avoid the haphazard nature of develop-
ment in the past. It is time that a certain amount of planning be done.

For one thing, as mentioned in each of the preceding cases, lin-
guists will need to divorce themselves from the sense of superiority
so characteristic of our field in the past. This time it will be up to us
to get ourselves accepted by the fields of English, education, and
speech and by any other discipline deemed desirable. Our time in the
catbird seat has expired. Linguistics is no longer the magic word in
these departments. When they needed our help most, we were too
busy doing other things so they developed their own breed of linguist
who, in each field, has not proved adequate. Such homegrown lin-
guistics will seldom pass the muster over time, and the enchantment
period has passed. Now if we want to repair past atrocities and patch
up a strained relationship, we will have to knock on their doors. But
this can be a good thing for us, for it will force us to do what we
should have done in the first place—ask them how we can be helpful.

Secondly, we will need to start small, preferably with low-keyed
pilot projects in reasonably friendly settings. It is imperative that we
not peddle snake oil this time, for their minds are still fresh with
memories of how structuralists claimed that the study of intonation
would aid in punctuation or that the study of Paul Roberts' version of
generative syntax would aid in composition. We taught their students
all about plus juncture; but, not surprisingly, they still spelled badly.
We had their students learn the basic syntax strings along with Neg
transformations, but the students still couldn't write well. This time
we will need to be able to prove that we are useful. Not many uni-
versities are going to be willing to let us try, however, until we can
offer the sort of evidence that a pilot-project can provide.

As a first step, then, it would seem wise to bring together a small
cadre of English department chairmen along with other opinion leaders
to meet with an equally small contingent of linguists who want to try
such a venture. The same could be done for speech and education de-
partment personnel. It would be presumptuous to plan beyond such a
step at this time. In such a meeting the potential of linguistics for
each field should be clearly presented by linguists who have clearly
done their homework in the matter. Such a step seems obvious and
elementary. But to take it would be history-making in our field.

Developing linguistics outside the university

However obvious it may be that linguists have not adequately ex-
plored the possibilities for expanding their work domain with the uni-
versity world, it is even more obvious that we have scarcely thought
about breaking out of the academic environment. This same need to
find an area of reasonable apprenticeship might be looked for in a
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number of places. But if we should ask ourselves to list all the lin-
guists we know who are working as linguists in non-academic jobs
(that is, excluding universities, research centers, government, and
professional organizations such as The Center for Applied Linguistics),
we would likely come up with a very short list. Our field has been
neither creative nor entrepreneureal.

One has to be perplexed about how linguists have grown to consider
themselves to be suitable only for teaching positions on college, usually
graduate level, faculties. On one hand, it seems to be a result of an
amazing oversight, perhaps related to our vaunted pride in loving our
work. On the other hand, we can be criticized for the sort of elitism
which has vision only for oneself. What sort of field is it that is so
egocentric that it actually believes that the pursuit of itself is all
that really matters? The word 'elitist' usually applies.

Whatever the reason for our conditioning, we must ask ourselves
what new job markets might be opened up if linguistics were to turn
outward rather than inward. Several come to mind.

1. Information processing and retrieval is a field in which some
infiltration by linguists has already occurred. It has become clear to
IBM and a few other computer corporations that language is heavily
involved in much of their input and that it would be a good thing to
have a linguist or two around to provide guidance and to do relevant
research. It would seem, however, that more than a handful of lin-
guists could be active in this industry and that we have not presented
ourselves to the question of how to make maximum use of this oppor-
tunity.

2. The field of medicine has been almost completely overlooked by
linguistics as a potential area in which to expand our work domain. To
be sure it is not easy to convince the profession which has perhaps the
greatest status in America that it needs help from anyone, much less
from linguistics; but there are signs that the armor is beginning to
crack. Part of our lack of success in convincing medical doctors that
we have anything to say to them stems from the strategy we have taken.
Typically we have begun with the assumption that doctors want to know
about linguistics. Not only is this a poor approach, but it is also
probably wrong. What the medical profession is usually interested

in are solutions to its own problems. Most of their perceived prob-
lems relate to medical technology. These we probably can't help
much with. Others relate to their relationships with their patients.
Such relationships are invariably carried out in language, either
spoken or written. The medical history is the first and usually the
longest verbal interaction in which doctors and patients participate.
This event is of critical importance for the patient, since all future
treatment hinges on its accuracy and breadth. 2 Yet little or no
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training is given the medical student in the 'field methods' of his pro-
fession, in the 'ethnography of interrogation', in the language of
minorities, in foreign language, or in any sort of cross-cultural
understanding. No mention is made of the need for the medical stu-
dent to develop at least a receptive competence for the many varieties
of language which a non-suburban practice might produce, and no
teaching packages have been developed to help accommodate this
possibility.

Only a few linguists in this country are in dialogue with the medical
profession on these matters; but there is reason to be optimistic about
its future development, provided that the focus of the relationship has
integrity. That is, we must genuinely promise our help in solving real
problems; and there cannot be evidence of the overpromise of applied
linguistics which characterized the overzealous blunders of our earlier
history. The most optimistic result one can visualize is a linguist in
every medical school.

3. The field of psychiatry will be perhaps the hardest one of all
for linguists to crack because it is so protective against outside influ-
ence. Nevertheless, even the most hardened antagonist to linguistics
will have to admit that without language the psychiatrist has little to
work with. Among the great tasks of the profession is to sharpen up
its terminology (exactly what is a 'language disorder', for example),
to improve methods of diagnosing particular illnesses (schizophrenia
is at best vaguely defined), and to develop methods of reaching non-
middle class patients (few successes are reported for working class
patients). Recent work in conversational analysis and generative
semantics offers possibilities of assistance to psychiatrists who are
willing to listen; for, in many illnesses, it appears that it is not the
language form which is distorted but, rather, the language function
which lacks adjustment. It may be, for example, that schizophrenic
patients make use of a language's inventory of potential hedges or
other mitigating devices, but do not use them in the expected or
proper functional slots. The following interchange from a real inter-
view is illustrative:

Doctor: Does anybody else live with you?
Patient: Well, there may be someone else living with me.

The patient's syntax is perfectly normal, but the sentence is still
slightly bizzare. Likewise, recent work on openings, closings, inter-
ruptions, and other conversational units relating to language functions
present promising ways for linguists to be helpful to psychiatrists in
analyzing their data.

Even more than the rest of the medical profession, psychiatrists
need to learn how to talk with patients from other cultures or dialects.
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As things now stand, precious few working-class patients are even
seen by psychiatrists, much less helped by them. Part of this prob-
lem stems from the pure elitism of the profession, but part of it is
because the field is unaware that it has a problem. The pathological
model here, as in education and in medicine, puts the blame for failure
on the patient rather than on the professional. Here, as in education
and in physical medicine, one might expect the healthy to adjust to the
sick. How this is to be done, of course, is not clear. But there can
be no doubt about the need. And a need is a potential opportunity for
expanding the work domain of linguistics. More importantly here, as
elsewhere, the most crucial point is not the discovery of a new job
market for linguists as much as it is the solution to a problem of
human need.

4. Lexicography is a field which has been and ought to continue to
be thought of as characteristically linguistic. Still, precious few
active lexicographers can be found at the meetings of The Linguistic
Society of America, The Chicago Linguistic Society, or the Georgetown
University Round Tables, or the New Ways of Analyzing Variation in
English conferences. A quick glance through the list of lexicographers
connected with the major dictionaries on the market today will yield
an almost mutually exclusive list of names from the people considered
to be the leaders in the field of linguistics. But those of us who have
recently wrestled with questions involving the lexical properties of
even the commonest nouns will attest to the complex linguistic sophisti-
cation which lexicography requires. If linguists would present them-
selves as interested in the problems involved in lexicography (and, of
course, if they were genuinely interested in such problems), they
might find themselves in a position to be useful in a vastly neglected
field.

For example, please try to determine the principles by which words
are syllabified in dictionary preface pages. You may be surprised to
learn that better contains two syllables, bet- and -ter. Then try to
say it that way: bet-ter. You will soon discover that the term 'syllable'
means something other than you thought it meant. I have yet to see the
dictionary that comes to grips with the fact that what it calls syllables
sometimes relates to sounds and sometimes to end-of-line word-
splitting. Or please explain why father is divided fa+ther while mother
is split differently, mother.

Once again, the field of lexicography would seem to be a natural
non-university point of employ ability. Perhaps the job market here
is not immense, but it is real, and it is time that some attention be
given to exploring it.

5. Related to lexicography is the broader area of publishing,
especially educational publishing. Every year, dozens of new edu-
cational books, kits, and programs are designed to capture public tax
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money in American schools. Every publication which is geared to
teaching children to read, to spell, to write, to talk better, or to
speak a foreign language could benefit by having a linguist on the staff.
Publishers who realize this respond in a number of ways. Some hire
a linguist-consultant and parade his name on the title page but do little
to utilize his ideas. Others send him manuscripts or ideas to criti-
cize and pay him by the job. Occasionally a publisher will actually
hire a linguist to work in the editorial offices, but this is thought to
be a radical approach since linguists are sometimes considered to be
of little usefulness outside their own field. Here, as in the broader
field of education, linguistics is losing the job market by default. On
more than one occasion I have observed a publisher hiring a consultant
to more or less educate an intelligent editor in what he needs to know
about linguistics in order to be a good editor. After a certain level of
success is achieved, the editor is awarded the title 'linguist' or 'edi-
torial linguist' or some such name; and the consultant is released.

The assumption here, as in every other of the potential job markets
noted above, is that the generalist can learn enough of the specialized
field of linguistics to get by. In not one instance has there been the
assumption that the linguist, with his special knowledge and skills,
can learn enough of the generalist's world to transfer knowledge in the
other direction. In the case of publishing, it may well be true that
linguists should take at least a few courses relevant to editorial work
along with their linguistic specialization. It might also be political to
take some courses offered by the departments of reading, mathematics,
social science, of of other fields in which one hopes to find employ-
ment. It appears that the burden is on us to prove that we can adjust
to their world. This is partly due to the sins of our ancestors; and,
as such, we will simply have to allow for windage and learn to live
with it.

6. The communication industry is still another area in which lin-
guistics has played a minor role despite its high potential for rele-
vance. I was once asked by Twentieth Century Fox (as a consultant,
of course) to check over the movie script of 'The Great White Hope'
to make sure that James Earl Jones did not speak an imperfect or im-
pure Black Vernacular English. This was a minor, though interest-
ing, job which would be difficult to parlay into a profession. But it
certainly is suggestive of a number of possibilities. What do the
Sarah Lee people really think is understood by the phrase 'Nobody
doesn't like Sarah Lee' ? Or how do listeners respond to the claim
'Every refrigerator is not a Frigidaire'? Cross cultural communi-
cation is certainly a problem to be faced by television, radio, maga-
zines, and other members of the communication industry. A few years
ago psychologists began to cash in on their profession by carrying
their salient principles to business and industry, thus giving rise to
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the creation of the field of industrial psychology. To be sure, a great
deal of their product was a kind of modern snake oil; and such prac-
tices are not to be condoned. What is crucial here, however, is that
the field of psychology did not sit back and simply wait for industry to
come to it. Entrepreneureal psychologists took their theory, looked
for problems in the real world, and went after them with an appli-
cation. In the process, they may have done some harm, but they also
did some good, and they most certainly can serve as a model for lin-
guists who seem to have chosen not to play the game at all.

7. Educational consulting is a field which has blossomed in recent
years, partly as a result of President Nixon's policy of revenue shar-
ing. Once again, linguists can be seen to be slow to respond to the
exigencies of the real world. When it became apparent that the grand
days of research money were past, education entrepreneurs did not
despair; they simply adjusted their tactics. Instead of going for large
research grants, they retooled for the market by presenting them-
selves as consultants (in management, in evaluation, for in-service
training programs, for proposal writing, etc.) to the organizations
both state and local to which the education monies were directed.
The educational institutions became middle-men through whom the
money flowed, but the sharp educationists never really suffered from
the change. In contrast, when linguistic research funds began to dry
up, linguists who had been on grant support beat a hasty retreat to the
relative safety of university teaching, thus crowding the already
diminishing job market for newly graduated linguists. Paradoxically,
linguists who stood the best chance of going it alone as grantsmen-
consultant-researchers, usurped the teaching positions of initiates-
apprentices whose only hope for a professional position was through
teaching. This left the role of linguist-consultant to the newcomer who
had little marketability in this area. Needless to say, the situation is
totally askew. We are now in the absurd position of suggesting to re-
cent graduates that their best hope of self-support is to apply for a
grant or that they offer themselves to a local school system as a con-
sultant expert. In reality, it is the established linguist who should be
in a position to assume the consultant role; but, unfortunately, he
usually has not prepared himself for such work.

Once again the past elitism of the field has blocked expansion into
a potential job market. We have trained ourselves and our students
so narrowly that, in time of crisis, we have few if any alternative
employment possibilities. It is not difficult to conceive of linguistic
educational consulting firms. Most certainly they are needed for the
honest and creative development of bilingual education programs
across the country. They could be instrumental in helping already
funded adult basic education programs develop concepts and materials.
Such concerns are natural ones for linguists; and, with a little broader
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training, we could also get involved in the many evaluation projects
which are flooding today's education scene. I, for one, would feel
more comfortable if a linguist with evaluation expertise, for example,
would assess a state Right to Read program than I would if an evalu-
ation expert with no linguistic background were to do so. Elsewhere
I have urged linguists to take a good, long look at the test instruments
used in such evaluations (Shuy, in press). At first blush, it would
seem that we have little to say on such subjects. But even a cursory
examination of such standardized tests of reading, of aptitude, of
achievement (about half of which involves the use of standard English),
and even of intelligence will reveal that linguists have been lax in
their protection of the public from misinterpretations which could have
been avoided.

These are only several of a possible number of outside-the-uni-
versity possibilities for job market expansion. Mere identification of
such areas, however, is only a first step. The more difficult ques-
tions involve ways of breaking into such fields.

The plight of linguistics compared to that of other fields

The situation in linguistics today, then, can be characterized by a
number of features. We have concluded that it just grew naturally to
where it is today with little conscious control or exercised planning.
It has done little to sell itself to the public, however that may be de-
fined. It has gone through various surges of attempts to be practical
(for language learning, for English teaching, and for reading, to men-
tion only a few), but linguists have never endeared themselves to
their clients nor have they come close to fulfilling their potential im-
pact on education, the field which would seem most amenable to their
ministrations.

Linguistics has adhered to its advantage as a growing and develop-
ing discipline, and as a field in flux. It has remained open to change
and reasonably academic in orientation.

On the other hand, linguistics is now beginning to suffer from not
having a natural apprenticeship domain; this makes it difficult for new
graduates to find work. The field has been lacking in entrepreneureal
tendencies and unimaginative in developing either a potential clientele
or a repertoire of uses. But not only has linguistics not been forward
thinking, it has also been negligent in protecting its rear flank. While
we have been preoccupied with other things, other disciplines (edu-
cation, speech, and English, in particular) have been developing their
own brand of linguists, training them in aspects of the field and with
degrees of accuracy and quality which would curl our hair if we would
bother to take a close look. For a while we could afford to ignore such
behavior, scorn their end products, and insult them with the most
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scornful of all in-group insults: 'He's not really a linguist anyway'.
Now it appears that we might be sorry that we let the training of lin-
guists by such departments get away from us. Now we must look on
such positions as potential job markets for our students. Likewise
we have neglected to protect our flanks outside the academic walls,
letting specialists in psychiatry, lexicography, publishing, and com-
munication (and probably many others) make language claims with
which we might disagree and use language in ways which we might
not appreciate.

In an effort to determine whether or not these current predica-
ments are unique to linguistics I have tried to ascertain what other
disciplines are doing in terms of employment, public understanding,
and generally expanding the potential of their fields. The American
Psychological Association, The American Anthropological Associ-
ation, and The American Sociological Association were contacted for
a comparison of their current condition with that of linguistics. Em-
ployment was described as not a problem among sociologists and
psychologists. On the other hand, the job market situation is critical
in anthropology.

In the case of APA, the problems seem fewest. Like linguistics,
psychology got its real growth after World War II. Before that time
it was a research- and theory-oriented infant science. The advent of
psychological testing caused a dramatic spurt in the development of
clinical psychology and psychological testing. This more or less
natural development of the field was soon parlayed into a number of
relationships with other fields of human behavior, including alcohol-
ism, business, industry, the military, and many others. The APA
Department of External Information, made up of a staff of 11 people,
claims that it makes no effort to sell the field of psychology, for
there is no need to. It has a membership of 36, 000, about half of
all the psychologists in the country. About 20, 000 of these are
directly involved in serving people in some way, usually as industrial
psychologists or as counselors. Of psychologists who are university
professors, about 40 percent are at the same time also counseling or
seeing patients on a part-time basis. The point here is that psycholo-
gists have been service-oriented and entrepreneureal for many years.
As a field, psychology seems to have followed the trend of universi-
ties to service industry rather than to maintain theoretical purity,
much as Clark Kerr advised in the sixties. In all, however, there
has been little or no need to beat the bushes for new uses to which
psychology can be put. This sort of thinking seems to come naturally
as part of the training in the field.

The American Sociological lAssociation operates its public infor-
mation office on a much smaller scale, with only one clerk who puts
in only about eight hours a week on the job market in sociology. The
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field is said to service the university community almost exclusively,
with only a few non-academic opportunities, usually in government.
Nevertheless, employment is not a problem; and there is little or no
thought of dreaming up new uses for sociology in today's world.

The field of anthropology shares a great many of the problems faced
by linguistics today. Like linguistics, anthropology is characterized
by a large graduate component and a small undergraduate clientele.
It also seems to have completed a cycle of development to the extent
that it has all its university positions filled or nearly filled. The
American Anthropological Association has taken official cognizance
of the problem by hiring a full-time public information director who
is currently planning to expand his effort to develop job market possi-
bilities in anthropology. He is also exploring the possibility of non-
university careers in areas such as urban planning, recreation, drug
abuse, media work, poverty programs, public health, and psychiatric
services. Although some anthropologists have addressed themselves
to questions of the application of their field to industry, especially to
multi-national corporations, such effort has led to heated debate re-
lated to ethical issues. There is apparent agreement about the need
for cross-cultural understandings about attitudes, reward systems
and needs; but there is considerable disagreement about the extent to
which industrial imperialism should be served.

All of the disciplines surveyed here have at least one thing in
common: they have a public information office. Although there is no
professed effort to display the virtues of psychology, the APA does
offer press releases which are subsequently reported in various pro-
fessional journals. A press release about the psychology of police
protection, for example, was recently picked up by Crime Control
Digest. This in turn led to 150 requests to APA for further infor-
mation. The AAA office is currently surveying its non-university
membership about how adequate their alternate career has proven to
be and what further or different training in anthropology might have
been useful. For 13 years, AAA has also operated a visiting lecturer
program which has focused on small colleges with few or no offerings
in anthropology. By providing a day or so of consultant-lecturing, the
AAA hopes that such colleges will expand or develop their offerings in
anthropology. Approximately 15 colleges have expanded their offer-
ings, presumably as a direct result of such efforts. Perhaps more
interesting from our perspective, the AAA visiting lecturer program
has also begun to service civic clubs, to provide the general member-
ship with a broader perception of anthropology and what it can offer.
One can only speculate on the success most linguists might have if
encountered by a similar assignment today.
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Suggestions for extending relationships outside the university

It is apparent that any real concern on the part of linguists to ex-
pand our territory involves a number of commitments, both personal
and as a profession. The following suggestions may be an indication
of such activity.

(1) Linguists will have to engage in a rather dramatic shift in
their personal attitudes. In the past decade or so it has been popular
for linguists to delimit that and only that which they, as linguists, are
qualified to say. This probably was a natural reaction against the
overpromise of linguists of the previous decades. It is likely that
such an attitude developed as a consequence of the attempt by linguists
to establish the boundaries of their own territory. Linguistics in the
fifties was difficult to pin down for the field seemed to partake of many
other fields, and had little identity of its own. The development of a
more sophisticated theory tended to separate linguistics from other
fields as well as from some internal practical concerns. Wherever it
came from, the tendency of linguists to disqualify themselves from
speaking about anything outside of linguistics tended to widen the gulf
between linguistics and other fields. Thus, linguistics courses were
set up for linguistics majors only, while psychology, sociology, or
education majors would either have to make do or go hang.

In this, linguistics departments could be accused of following a
kind of compensatory education model in which the learner is told
that he must adjust to linguistics rather than having linguistics adjust
to his beginning point. Linguists often accuse educators of dealing
with children from minority cultures as deficient rather than different.
Yet a linguistics which conceives of the beginning points of other fields
as deficient rather than different is surely guilty of the same perver-
sion. The point here is that linguists need to develop a new posture
and a new attitude, setting aside old biases against non-linguists and
accepting the vulnerabilities and insecurities involved in operating
out of their own depth. For too long we have been isolative, sitting
in judgment on other fields but not reaching out to them with what
linguistics has to offer.

(2) Linguists will have to make a physical commitment to develop
an active information office and placement service. It simply will not
be enough to maintain a passive job list to be made available to the un-
employed at annual conventions and in quarterly newsletters. All of
the sister organizations surveyed here have shown at least some evi-
dence of doing a good deal more than this. Specifically, one can
visualize a full-time staff member whose task it is to call together
'outreach-oriented linguists' to exercise their creativity along these
lines of development:
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(a) First, we must define what it is that we can do, prefer-
ably in terms which can be understood by a layman. A
small brochure would be a desirable first step.

(b) Next, we should thoroughly assess the targeted non-uni-
versity organizations which we feel that linguistics can
serve. We must develop a convincing rationale about how
our specific knowledge relates usefully to those fields.

(c) Then, we should approach the non-university organizations,
or fields, describing what we think we can do for them and
working actively with them to help solve their problems
with our resources.

Such an exercise would be an active step toward reaching out both
in service to and in opportunity for our initiates. Obviously we will
want to be concerned about the same ethical questions which bother
many anthropologists about their involvement in multi-national affairs.
We will also want to keep in perspective Veblen's prophecy that uni-
versities will someday turn into mere agents of business and industry.

Such a commitment might include a funded position, logically in the
LSA, but also a commitment of time on the part of a number of our
more entrepreneureal and public relations-sensitive members. One
can visualize special meetings of linguists with the targeted organi-
zations, or fields, in which the task of the linguists, having first done
their homework about another field, is to take the position of helping
that field solve a pressing problem.

(3) Linguists will have to orient their own training programs to a
focus which will permit and prepare for the development of such a
perspective. This suggestion is not an admonition to include applied
linguistics courses in the theoretical curriculum, however useful this
might prove; for applied linguistics suffers from some of the same
myopia. It has, in fact, become synonymous, in many circles, with
English as a Second Language. What I have in mind is a much wider
sense of relationship, to many academic and non-academic fields,
and a relationship in which linguists go to the target field, see its
problems, and relate our expertise to them. This sort of posture r e -
quires that we work hard to know the target fields well enough to be-
gin to see their areas of need. This may mean that our students will
have to take courses in such fields, or that they take advantage of
their and our experiences with such fields, or that we get a linguist
well placed in such a field so that he can work for the development of
linguistics from a position of internal security.

One example of the latter approach is the one which is currently
being exercised in the federal government where at least three lin-
guists are currently working for the expanded development of the
field. Two are looking after the concerns of linguistics in the area
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of research grants. The other is operating out of an office of plan-
ning and evaluation, helping to guide program development along lines
in which linguistics can be useful. Such efforts are being carried out,
in both cases, at great personal expense to the scholars involved. To
a certain extent, they are currently inactivated in the field in which
they have been trained. They run the risk of losing ground in the
publication and promotion races that linguists all run against each
other. Their work may be considered a sacrifice along the order of
the sacrifices made by all explorers of new terrains.

Another current example of an attempt by linguistics to benevolently
infiltrate another discipline can be seen in the field of reading. At the
1974 meeting of The International Reading Association a two-day work-
shop in Linguistics and Reading was conducted for participants (read-
ing teachers, professors, and administrators) who were willing to pay
to attend. The field of reading has recognized the importance of lin-
guistics for several years, but the focus has been primarily on psycho-
linguistics. In an effort to open up the possibility of the usefulness of
linguistics along other lines, a group of a dozen linguists and a dozen
classroom teachers presented a series of six three-hour 'performances'
in the fields of grammatical theory, phonological theory, language acqui-
sition, sociolinguistics, ethnography of communication, and pragmatics.
In each series of 'performances' (a) a linguist described his field, (b)
a reading specialist interpreted how that particular area of linguistics
related to reading, and (c) two classroom teachers who had previously
worked with both the linguist and the reading specialist demonstrated
the concrete consequences of this information in what-do-I-do-in-
tomorrow's-class situation.

These workshops were intended to avoid both the typical pronounce-
ments-by-linguists approach and the typical what-do-we-do-in-the-
classroom demands of teachers by guiding the discussions carefully
from theory to interpretation to practice. The entire effort was in-
tended to be a door-opener both to the reading people involved and to
the linguists who stand to benefit even more by this exposure to real-
life situations.

Conclusion

A field such as linguistics, with virtually no current undergraduate
clientele and no area of apprenticeship in which to place its initiates,
is faced with a problem quite unlike that of either psychology or
sociology but rather similar to that of anthropology. Anthropology is
working to develop a clientele outside the university world, much as
I am advocating here. The anthropologists* approach inside the uni-
versity is simply to develop a larger undergraduate major. Linguists
may wish to follow such an example; but, from my perspective, this
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would not be wise. Many serious questions must be asked about how
a linguistics graduate program differs from an undergraduate program
and how wise it would be to usurp the breadth of an undergraduate edu-
cation with our specialization. One strength of our field seems to be
the broad backgrounds our initiates bring to linguistics. The problem
we face today is not that our majors come from psychology, French,
literature, biology, philosophy, sociology, theology, or mathematics;
it is rather that we have not capitalized on this fact.

Unlike psychology, linguistics has not, through an accident of his-
tory, discovered a gold mine of natural uses and development. It ap-
pears that the world is not waiting for us with open arms. We will
have to engage in a type of market research for our products and ser-
vices. Our problem is not a unique one. It surfaced much earlier in
some of the humanities which, in the main, have chosen to ignore the
problem, hoping that it will go away. One prominent historian is said
to have observed that his field really had no uses to which other fields
could put it and that historians should simply be satisfied with the fact
that they had a Ph. D., even if they never got a job. 'At the very least',
he observed, 'we will have more interesting conversations with cab
drivers.' Some linguists might be satisfied to answer similarly, for
it is a noble response which smacks of martyrdom. But it is also a
noble cop-out; at least until an effort is made to find out whether or
not it is true that there are no other avenues to pursue.

It is growing popular in meetings which I have attended recently to
make statements such as, 'What is really important in education is
process', or 'If I had to choose between a manager who does not know
a field and an academician who does not know management, I'd take a
manager every time'. Perhaps it is our own fault; but governments,
offices, school systems, and businesses are being run by managers
who may know something about process but little about the content of
fields they are managing. I would rather see a person trained in a
content-area learn what is necessary about management than to con-
tinue to rely on managers to get occasional consultant help from us as
they manage our affairs. Perhaps this can be called being entrepre-
neureal. It seems to me to be more accurately identified as defend-
ing one's own interests. The thesis of this paper, of course, is that
we should do both. It is time for linguistics to break out of its self-
perceived straight jacket and to break into other pursuits.

NOTES

1. This is not to say that individual linguists have not been success-
ful in aiding in unrest, but it is well attested that such activity has
generally been done 'outside' the realm of linguistics (e.g. anti-war
demonstrations) rather than from within.
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2. For one examination of this problem, see Roger W. Shuy,
'Sociolinguistics and the medical history'. Paper presented at The
American Sociological Association, August 1973. Mimeo.
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LINGUISTICS AS A FOCUS

FOR INTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION

DAVID G. HAYS

State University of New York at Buffalo

A center that will hold is one of mankind's countervailing dreams;
a freedom for diversity is the opponent. This is not our only dilemma,
but it is engrossing. We meet it in many domains, not least in the
examination of our own thinking. Creatively free while productively
disciplined is what we want our intellectual systems to be. The only
common component of all intellectual systems is their use of lan-
guage. No system proposed heretofore has been able to supply a
general discipline; does the nature of language, rightly understood,
impose one? If so, then linguistics can pretend to be a focus for
intellectual integration.

The linguistic view of language

Language is a species-specific faculty with four parts.
Duality of patterning.1 Units of sound and units of meaning are

related in a special way.
Semanticality. 2 in our species the production and recognition!of

speech are cared for by neurological systems that appear relatively
free of interconnection with other systems except at the 'top'. Our
systems for perceiving and responding to the environment are like-
wise in touch with speech only at their own 'top'. This top-to-top
linkage is a good guess as to what semanticality is.

Syntacticality. 3 The units of language can be connected so as to
symbolize the perceptual-motoric relations of things.

Metalinguality. 4 Metalinguality is the capacity of language to
refer to itself. The most important use of this part of the faculty of
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speech is the use of a single element in place of a composite, a use
that enriches both syntax and lexicon immeasurably.

Before turning to the three parts that are not already too familiar
to us all (duality of patterning reappears only fitfully), I note a kind of
logical dependence among them. Semanticality comes first. The use
of symbols to stand for things gives value to the rest. Duality of
patterning is necessary for economy; semantics cannot go far without
it. Syntacticality is a powerful adjunct, permitting not only reference
to single simple things but also reference to complex happenings in
which several entities are participants in an event. Without syntacti-
cality, metalingual structure could not have much consequence. But
recursive metalingual structure added to a system with semantics and
syntax opens the system up to unlimited expansion. My thesis is that
this part of the faculty of speech is the source of human culture, in-
cluding philosophy and science as well as social institutions and person-
alities. On this part of the faculty, then, I propose to build my main
case for linguistics as a focus for intellectual integration.

Language has other characteristics. I do not deny their universality,
their importance, or their exclusiveness; but I dispose of them as pre-
supposed by at least one of the four I consider, or as consequences
derivable from these four, or as not primary because we would be
willing to recognize language in an extraterrestrial species lacking
them.

Semanticality

The classic view of semantics is that a thing and a symbol are re-
lated semantically. I think I see traces of this view in some current
linguistic semantics. Let us take the semantic interpretation of an
expression to be an implicit definition of a class of referents. Then
a semantic interpretation is a prescription for identifying things,
states of affairs, or happenings; and the linguist who uses the defini-
tion is a holder of the classic word-thing view.

Clearly, the classic view is profoundly different from the psycho-
linguistic view of semantics. The expression is one end of a chain.
The linguistic structure of the expression is analyzed by several
links. The next one or more links are cognitive. Perceptual pro-
cesses furnish some links. Internal processes are linked to the thing
in the environment by the physical action of light, sound waves, or
other mediators between the thing and receptors. The thing itself is
at the other end of the chain. The whole chain connects word and ob-
ject and is thus a semantic chain. But the linguist is responsible for
only a few links and cannot hope to write semantic interpretations of
any psychological use unless they correspond to cognition. Reality is
far beyond the scope of linguistics.
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Each link in the semantic chain is influenced by three factors. If
we think of the link as a process, these factors are three types of in-
put. What reaches a process from either direction in the chain is in-
put to it, but stored material is a third input. The stored material is
a grammar, say, at one link; or knowledge acquired through earlier
experience, at another. The perceptual history of the organism is
stored material influencing the perceptual link.

Where I have said 'perceptual', I could have said 'motoric', or a
fusion of perception and motor control.

If semanticality is the linkage, top-to-top, of the language system
with the perceptual-motor system, then cognition is the seat of the
linkage. Whatever view we take of the language-and-cognition prob-
lem, it is certain to be hard to make precise and bring under experi-
mental control, since the structure of language closest to cognition is
relatively inaccessible and the line of demarcation will vary with
subtle differences of theory.

Syntacticality

Syntax is the means of expressing conceptual structure. Although
I am not sure that I know all of the relations that have to be expressed,
some are apparent. The participation of entities in events is one;
Fillmore calls it case. The application of properties to things and to
events is another. No doubt events and properties are alike; no doubt
participation and application are similar. But in cognition the two
systems are hard to confuse, and it seems likely that to some extent
some languages distinguish them. Quantification is another conceptual
matter. Causality and temporal-spatial connection are similar, and
they distinct from the rest. Deontic and epistemic modality are fur-
ther conceptual problems. So also are the relation of parts to wholes,
the formation of collectivities, coreferentiality, purpose, point-of-
view, and target.

That all these aspects of cognition have to be expressed by the
limited means of category, order, and subordination;^ or, more
superficially, by category, functors, order, and intonation, 6 explains
the intricacy of syntax.

Metalinguality

To be able to speak about language is a help in passing language on
from generation to generation. It facilitates both constancy and change.
But its great advantage is enrichment.

Logic, transformation, stratal conversion, and definition all make
use of the ability to treat a composite as a unit. In logic, which is a
cognitive process, the composite is the schema of a proposition to
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which a rule of inference applies. ? In transformation, the composite
is the schema of a syntactic structure to which a change can be made. 8
In stratal conversion, the composite is one represented by a single
element on the adjacent stratum. 9 And in definition, the composite is
the definition and the unit is the defined term. 10

To speak of all these topics under a single rubric may seem strange.
Yet all of them rely on syntactic structure, all of them use notational
schemes in which classes of structures can be formulated perspicu-
ously, H and all of them gain something otherwise unattainable by
treating a class of structures as the definition of a unit.

Abstract definition is probably the most unfamiliar case; hence I
extend my discussion of it alone. I see three modes of definition: a
single term can be defined in all three modes, but for each term a
lowest level of definition can be fixed. The lowest terms are those
for which the minimal level of definition is perceptual or motoric.
For these terms, such as red, move, dog, and so on, the cognitive
element is, for at least some persons at least some of the time,
directly linked to schemata of perception or motor control. Definition
by pointing is an attempt to inculcate a definition at the lowest level.

Intermediate terms are those for which no motor or perceptual
definition is possible, but which can be defined by primitive cognitive
linkage of lowest-level terms. The most general terms in paradig-
matic structure are of this type. Such entities as grass, tree, and
vine are defined by perceptual schemata; but plant, which is not a
named concept in many cultures, is definable only by grass or tree
or vine or. . . . 12 Most persons evidently define the narrowest
terms in the same way; a particular variety of pepper plant, say, or
a special kind of horse is defined by genus and differential specifica,
not by a perceptual schema. But experience and training can incul-
cate a schema for the narrowest variety, or for a single individual.

'Abstract' terms are those for which perceptual and motor schemata
cannot be combined except syntactically, i. e., through the facilities of
language. The virtues and vices, disease names, theoretical terms in
all sciences, social roles, methods of action beyond the elementary,
and many more vast classes of terms are abstract. An abstract term
is the name of a linguistic composite; to know that it should be used,
or to tell that it has been used correctly, requires expanding it through
its definition and making tests on the elements thereof. Tell a story
that illustrates the virtue, the disease process, the role, the method,
or whatever; take out all the irrelevant detail, and what is left is the
abstract definition of a term. One can say that the term is the name
of the story.

An abstract term does not appear in its own definition, nor does the
genus to which it belongs; the term is the name of the composite that
defines it. Since the composite is, at least in an extended sense, a
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linguistic expression, the primary reference of the abstract term is
to language. Hence it seems to me that abstract terminology is possi-
ble only by virtue of the metalingual faculty.

Linguistics and culture

Anthropology looks to linguistics for a model of units, levels, and
rules;^ for the concept of contrast, and for the distinction of emic
and etic. ^ To these classic points, I add a sophisticated version of
the nature-nurture interplay and the concept of abstract definition.

That linguistics is a science of units, levels, and rules follows al-
most deductively from the fourfold nature of the faculty of language.
A semantic system must have units; duality of patterning implies a
system with two sets of units, that is, with at least two levels. Could
an organism evolve with a full referential system without discretizing
the universe? I think not.

The levels are, to begin with, phonological and cognitive. The
ontogeny of language appears to consist of a sequence of intercalations
of new levels between these two. At first the transfer from cognition
to sound is immediate and simple; then a linguistic level enters, then
another. Theoreticians can argue about generative components, about
clearly separated levels vs. transition by small steps, and about the
number of levels; but all agree that a level-like system gradually de-
velops between thought and overt speech. Perhaps this development
is not deducible from the four parts of the faculty, but it is in no wise
surprising that an organism with the endowment to build a bridge be-
tween the cognitive and the phonological levels uses that endowment to
build more bridges; great economy is achieved in that way. Further-
more, the metalingual ability in particular makes separation of levels
a natural method.

Rules are a more complicated matter; the concept of 'rule' is not
simply characterizable.15 That linguistics is a science of 'infor-
mation' and not of 'matter' is one point; like computer programmers
and unlike computer engineers, we are interested in function pri-
marily, and in physical structure just insofar as it gives us clues to
obscure questions of function. To say 'function' in this context is to
say information; to say 'structure' is to say matter. Rules are about
information; laws are about matter.

Rules are also about the correspondence between intent and effect.
The speaker begins with an idea he intends to communicate; he uses
his linguistic apparatus to formulate an expression that satisfies his
intent. Listening to himself, he uses another part of his linguistic
apparatus to determine the effect his expression has on his hearer.
The user of language thus enjoys what Hockett calls total feedback.
That language in the human species is equipped with total feedback is
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biologically obligatory; no complex biological system operates with-
out feedback for fine adjustment; and language is as complex as any
biological system. Feedback over the long span from the outermost,
phonological level to the innermost, cognitive level is a powerful
method of fine adjustment and gives linguistic rules a special flavor
lacking in systems with only shortspan feedback. Since the speaker
is listening for his effect upon the hearer, he is playing the role of
the hearer, thus bringing the hearer—society—inside himself.16

If the speaker finds that his effect is different from his intent, he
anticipates the hearer's displeasure; that is, the part of himself that
he has devoted to imitating his hearer tells him that his effort to ex-
press his intent has failed. When society disapproves of what one
does, the sociologist says that it is imposing a sanction. The speaker
must alter his expression system to make his model of the hearer
approve of the way he speaks; in doing so, he is responding to a social
sanction.

These three qualities of rules (about information, comparison of
effect with intent, social sanction) are not necessarily bound. Seg-
ments of the linguistic system are concerned with information; but do
not have the other qualities, which belong to the system as a whole.
Effect-intent comparison occurs only in information systems; but in
noncommunicative systems such as craft skills it does not—or need
not—have the internalization of the audience that it has in language.

Anthropology, the science of culture, rightly views the model of
units, levels, and rules as appropriate to its purposes. Culture is
the shared content of a collection of cognitive stores. The sharing
is mediated by language, and the structure of language (I mean for the
species) is identical with the structure of cognition. Some parts of
culture have fewer levels than language—that is, are more alike in
surface and deep structure; but some parts, such as religion and
social structure, are undoubtedly very deep. The identification of
units in culture is as reasonable as in language; both systems are in-
volved in the semantic chain. Some of culture may be only rule-like,
if parts of it are not enforced by internalized social sanctions, or if
parts are controlled by shortspan feedback. But parts are surely
rule-governed in the full sense first explicated in linguistics.

'Contrast' is the linguistic trick of seeing that some units are
different on one level but the same on another; do X and Y, plainly
different here, receive different treatment there ? If so, they con-
trast; if not, they do not. This trick is essential for the study of
multilevel systems, and anthropology needs it.

The emic-etic distinction is made by using the trick of contrast on
one level. The articulatory and perceptual capacities of the species
provide a large collection of usable devices; some of them are
adopted in each language. The phonemic system of a language is its



A FOCUS FOR INTELLECTUAL INTEGRATION / 171

selection from among those phonetic devices. The distinction is use-
ful in the study of kinship, where the usable devices are supplied by
the relations of sexual reproduction and the adopted devices are cul-
turally recognized varieties of relatedness. It is useful in the study
of color. And it is undoubtedly very widely useful.

How nature and nurture collaborate in the production of mature
specimens has enjoyed faddish attention from time to time. It remains
a difficult puzzle. The innateness hypothesis cannot be false; nor can
the theory of traditional transmission of language and all of culture.
To believe that simple ideas are innate and complex ideas nurtured is
not an adequate view either. What is required is a way for the capacity
to form complex ideas to be innate and a way for even simple ideas to
be inculcated by tradition.

Brain tissue has the capacity to become the record of experiences;
two versions of this capacity seem to exist, which I call learning and
internalization. What is learned is like the content of a store; what is
internalized is more like the structure of the store. I know an analogy
from computer design; perhaps no others exist. A computer is con-
structed with the ability to store any program within the limit imposed
by its size. When an arbitrary program is fed to the computer, that
is analogous to learning; the computer can do what the program says.
A program can also be constructed as a group of circuits made of
transistors and other elements wired together in such a way that when
the circuit is turned on the program is carried out. If such a circuit
is made part of the computer, that is like internalization.

In the human species, the capacity is extended; what is first learned
symbolically is sometimes internalized. To make this theory useful
to our friends the anthropologists, we have to clarify it. Since it con-
cerns the relation between information and matter, it lies in the most
difficult of all areas of intellectual endeavor. It is a key problem in
psycholinguistics, and its solution will be of great value to anthro-
pologists, who have to sort out what is universal because innate and
what is universal because the innately determined parts of culture can
fit together only in certain ways.

If abstract definition is the way all but the simplest part of culture
is organized, it is central to anthropology. We have not looked hard
at the methods of formulating such concepts as 'tabu', or 'marriage',
or 'justice'. How can the anthropologist compare two systems of
property in adjoining societies, with a view to sorting out diffusions
and independent inventions, unless he has, first, a well-defined
notational scheme for writing the definitions of the concepts in each
system in each society; and second, a specific theory for the appli-
cation of the concepts to cases? Linguistics is the obvious place to
look for both, but linguistics has not devoted any substantial amount
of attention to this problem.
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Linguistics became the idol of anthropology by offering contrast
and the emic-etic distinction. With a fuller theory of units, levels,
and rules it has earned a much greater right to emulation. As we be-
come more capable of speaking about nature and nurture, and when we
provide a theory of abstract definition, we will be even more helpful.
In return, we receive from anthropology several methods that are in-
dispensable to us. How to work in an exotic culture is one. The cross-
cultural method is another, and in a discipline beginning to search for
universals it is badly needed. -^ And for a third, the methods by which
anthropologists obtain the outline of a culture from work with numerous
informants who disagree among themselves are a model to be emulated
by a field in which the placement of asterisks and question marks is
contentious. 18

Linguistics and society

When I was a graduate student, I asked a professor of social re-
lations—the department was organized with the intent of integrating
the behavioral and social sciences—whether society is a part of cul-
ture or culture is a part of society; he did not answer. By now I have
formed the opinion that society is a part of culture, since culture is
the shared part of a collection of cognitive stores and the elements of
society are kept in those same cognitive stores. But society is at the
same time the carrier of culture; the institutions of society provide
for the transmission of culture and for its application.

The choice of culture for first consideration was therefore a know-
ing choice; much of what I have already said is pertinent to the study
of society and need not be said again. Several topics merit attention
still.

The variation of language with role and status is a new topic for
linguistics, at least new in the level of detail being studied.19 For
the sociologist, it furnishes new measures of both. In his practical
and routine work of determining what roles exist in a society and who
is performing them, the sociologist can use language as an indicator.
To speak in a certain manner is to perform a certain role; as the lin-
guist explicates the manners that can be recognized, the sociologist
can make more and more use of the indicator. The great puzzle is
the coordination of language with other aspects of behavior; most per-
sons use, and certainly without conscious thought, the language of
each role as they perform it. How is the storage of language linked
with the storage of other role components so that everything changes
simultaneously in moving from one role to another?

Social interaction leads regularly to the formation of interpersonal
attitudes. 2 0 After a first conversation, each actor feels affection or
its opposite toward the other; each has formed opinions about the
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personality structure and behavioral potentialities of the other. This
tendency to form impressions is essential to our species; it makes
possible the establishment of networks of affect and power, and ulti-
mately all of social organization. Without it, we would only be able to
operate as the bees and the ants. Naturally, the social ability of other
mammals has to be recognized, and the part nonverbal communication
plays in the whole process. But when all of that has been taken into
account, the human species has social capacity that only the full power
of language could mediate. Elk can respond to one another as having
more or less power, and perhaps for as many as two or three distinct
purposes; human beings can respond for an indefinite number of pur-
poses. It requires a facility like abstract definition even to state
what the purposes are; the linguist and sociologist together have to
explain how verbal interaction leads to a selection of purposes and an
evaluation of the partner with respect to each purpose chosen.

The process of mutual evaluation begins with the construction of
internal images; each actor has an image of each other, at least in
intimate situations. The capacity to form these images seems to me
to be identical with, or at least made of the same stuff as, the capacity
for total feedback. Remember that genuine rules appear only in sys-
tems with longspan feedback: the speaker listens to himself as if he
were the person who is his listener. To take the hearer's point of
view requires an image of him. Of course, I have no way of knowing
whether the species evolved its linguistic faculty thanks to the prior
existence of a mechanism for internalizing images of others, or be-
came social because the feedback mechanisms needed for language
provided a means of image building. But I am not amazed that the
species has both capacities.

It goes without saying, I suppose, that each role has an abstract
definition; and so does each concept that legitimizes the exercise of
power. In fact, one could say that power is legitimate if and only if
the exercise of it fits the definition of authority in the culture.

Linguistics and personality

Personality is the description one gives to oneself. Naturally, it
is only the highest part of a system in which perception, action, and
emotion operate according to laws of biology. Only a small part of
the linkage between what is sensed and what is done reaches the cor-
tex; but I would restrict personality to that small part. Much of the
self-description is unconscious. In particular, everything inter-
nalized is beneath consciousness, including the mechanisms that
bring a few things up to the conscious level.

I believe, however, that the mechanisms of personality, whether
conscious or not, follow the linguistic pattern of levels, units, and
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rules; of learning and internalization; and of abstract definition. For
example, a plan is the abstract definition of its effect or purpose; the
same end may be defined simultaneously in another way, as by its
place in a purposive structure, but the plan itself is a definition and
can be carried out whenever the purpose it defines is potent.

The structure of personality can be understood by consideration of
the organizability of abstract definition. A term must have an ab-
stract definition if it can only be explained as the name of a general-
ized story—or, to use a popular term, of a pattern. In such a pattern,
other abstract terms can appear; they in turn must have definitions;
and in the patterns that define them, abstract terms can appear once
more, including a term that is ultimately being defined. A grammar
is called 'recursive' if it contains a rule in which the same symbol
appears on the left and also on the right, or if a chain of rules can be
constructed having the same effect. Abstract definition is a recursive
process in the same sense. Obviously an abstract term is relatively
simple if no abstract terms appear in its definition; let us say that
such a term is on the first level of abstraction. On the second level
are terms that contain only concrete terms or first-level terms in
their defintions. Higher levels can be defined in the same way. Some
theoreticians see strong similarities and linkages among terms at the
same level—for example, linguists thus arrive at components or
strata. To apply this model to psychology could be fruitful; the terms
in one's self-description must vary from nearly concrete to highly
abstract, and those at a given degree of absfractness may be so organ-
ized as to constitute a level of personality. Note that this theory has
nothing to do with levels of consciousness, which is instead a question
of internalization or learning.

Suppose that one's self-image and one's images of others are all
built of the same materials: internalized plans which are abstract
definitions of terms linked recursively as images. For several rea-
sons, it is plausible to attach both attitudes and motivation to these
images. They are stored in tissue, which carries on its biological
business spontaneously. Figuratively, each plan wants to be carried
out. If a plan exists only in the domain of information, no reason to
enact it is inherent in it; it is attached to a purpose; and when that
purpose arises, it is enacted. If a plan exists in the domain of bio-
logy, the cells are always ready to fire, tend to fire with little or no
stimulation, and therefore motivate the plan independent of purpose.
Each plan 'desires' to enact itself. One, therefore, welcomes oppor-
tunities to do what one knows how to do, and enjoys others who behave
so as to facilitate the enactment of images previously stored.
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Linguistics and science

Since linguistics concerns information, while such sciences as
physics, chemistry, and biology concern matter, its relation to them
is indirect. Some believe that the natural universe contains a second
complete information system, namely, genetics. If the genetic system
has, like language, semanticality and syntacticality, and perhaps even
duality of patterning and metalinguality, then there is one application
of the linguistic model beyond those in which brains are the realizing
material. But all of science shares an informational basis, and the
philosophy of science studies it. Linguistics is related to the whole
of science indirectly but uniformly through its relation to the philosophy
of science.

The structure of science is, in fact, exactly the structure of lan-
guage, perhaps omitting duality of patterning. It has levels, units,
and rules, and it has syntacticality, semanticality, and metalinguality.

The philosophy of science differs from linguistics in being pre-
scriptive and inventive rather than descriptive. The linguist takes a
rule to be a kind of regularity; he summarizes the behavior of a com-
munity by stating the rules that all follow, generally without knowing
them. The philosopher of science examines the behavior of scientists,
true, but more in the hope of telling them how to improve than in order
to report their prior customs. The philosopher of science criticizes;
the linguist never does.

If we pursue the philosophy of science to its ultimate, prehistoric
roots, we may take the impression that it began with the invention of
the connectives: and, or, if-then, etc. Perhaps at least some version
of one or more of them is innate, but the development of several re-
lated connectives resembles invention rather than discovery of the
laws of thought. The explication of valid principles for the use of the
connectives began early, but did not culminate until the nineteenth
century.

The quantifiers, also, appear to have been improved above the
innate level, and enjoyed a very slow history of growing comprehen-
sion for more than two thousand years.

Since I believe that even the connectives and quantifiers of logic
are inventions, I cannot hold that the primitive vocabulary of science
is identical with the innate primitives of human language. My case is
only that the system is built on the same plan.

The semanticality of science is obvious. Theories are about
things in the universe, or at least purport to be.

The syntacticality of science is also plain. If syntax is the means
of expressing conceptual structure, then the proper notational system
of science is one that chooses just the right means to express exactly
the primitive conceptual structure that metascience justifies. One



176 / DAVID G. HAYS

philosophical pressure is toward the reduction of that conceptual struc-
ture to the absolute minimum necessary; hence science tends toward
minimum syntax, whereas linguistics must tend toward syntax that
corresponds with its neuropsychological foundations, whether mini-
mum or not. Another pressure on science is the elimination of con-
ceptual structure that is known to fail under any circumstances.
Merely human conceptual structures can fail; when scientific structures
are shown to fail, replacements are demanded. Despite the contrast-
ing criteria, the fact remains that science has conceptual structures,
that it seeks notational systems that perspicuously express the re-
lations in its conceptual structures, and that advances sometimes come
when better syntax is introduced. Hence science enjoys syntacticality.

Science is described by laymen as abstract, and its philosophers
concur. The gene is a familiar instance of an abstract concept origi-
nally defined only as the name of a story that later became a concrete,
visible entity. Forces cannot be seen; fields of force can be detected;
but the definition of any force remains abstract in the sense that its
detection is indirect. The abstractness of science is no surprise; but
the attitude of philosophers of science toward its abstractness is some-
what surprising.

Their attitude, I find, is rather bland.
Systems of logic dealing in effect with one level of abstraction are

familiar, and receive endless attention. Their least detail is a sub-
ject of grave concern. To think that the traditional logic of science
might contain a flaw would be horrifying to a philosopher of science.

Systems of logic dealing with abstraction itself do not exist; or at
least efforts to create them are negligible. The essence of science
is abstraction; the logic of this essential procedure is unexplored; and
no one cares.

The central structure of science therefore consists of cut-and-try
engineering, guided by rule of thumb. The only fundamental justifi-
cation I have encountered for this state of affairs is a theorem that
that which can be done with a theory containing abstract terms, can
also be done in principle by a theory without them. In principle and
in practice they are often of little use to one another. What is needed
is a theory of the structure and application of abstract definitions; in
linguistics this theory would be guided by observations of human ability,
and in the philosophy of science by considerations of simplicity and
validity. The essential structure of the theory might be the same for
both.

Conclusions

I have tried in this paper to give some substance to the notion that
language is the vehicle of personality, society, and culture, with
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science as an elaborate development of humanly natural culture. I
have not extended the discussion into ethics, politics, or religion,
although it could apply to those domains as well.

I regret that my comments are both abstract and inconclusive.
Examples would be germane at every point, and the intersection of
linguistics with any aspect of human life is more a puzzle than a fact.

Brevity is the most important reason for the lack of illustrative
material.

The prevalence of puzzles is not my fault. To speak of them here
is not, I think, an error. I intend this discussion to prove only one
point: that a field of linguistics many times more populous than at
present would still find adequate employment. I bring the puzzles to
your attention as challenges; if their solutions are not interesting, I
will be amazed. But I do not pretend to know what the solutions will
be.

NOTES

[To express clearly the origins of the ideas in this paper, I choose
simply to identify the persons from whom I have acquired them; in
most cases much discussion has supplemented my reading of their
published work. ]
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2. John T. Lamendella.
3. Charles Fillmore.
4. Roman Jakob son.
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6. The significance of intonation in this context is clearest in the

work of Trager and Smith.
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the work of Patrick J. Suppes and his students.
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THE CONTEXT OF LINGUISTICS

M. A. K. HALLIDAY

University of Illinois at Chicago Circle

There is a feeling reflected in this meeting that linguists are on
the endangered species list. The reasoning seems to be that, when
the climate changes, the ones who are most exposed are those who
have become so specialized as to live off the leaf of only one particu-
lar kind of tree.

Most subjects have their periods of specialization: moments when
the focus is narrowed, the perspective sharpened, and the rest of the
world shut out. It is often said that this has to be so, that such
specializing is a necessary condition for a great leap forward; and
this may well be true, if we are talking about specialization as a
posture for research. It is less certain that it need determine the
scope of operations of a university department, or of its offerings to
its students.

To be highly specialized is in its way a kind of defence, a means of
protecting one's identity. We are constantly being reminded of how
many others feed on language: philosophers, psychologists, rhetori-
cians, speech pathologists, communications and media experts, and
many more besides. Yet there are significant aspects of language
that none of these groups takes account of; so linguists have tended
to retreat and to consolidate the terrain that is out of others' reach.
How often do we read statements like 'Linguists concern themselves
only with invariant forms', or 'Linguists ignore the cognitive aspects
of language', or 'Rhetoric is not acknowledged to be a part of lin-
guistics'.

It must be said at the outset that there have always been linguists
whom this image did not fit. But it is true that during the nineteen
sixties the majority, in the United States at least, did adopt a highly
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specialized work style. Faced with a choice between two ways of
being unique, one that of seeing language in the round, from all
angles (where disciplines for which language is an instrument, not an
object, see only one or two angles), the second that of seeing what
lies at the core of language (to which the other disciplines do not pene-
trate), linguists chose the second, in this way marking out their own
area of specialization and using the discipline 'linguistics' rather than
the object 'language' to characterize their domain. Linguistics be-
came the study of linguistics rather than the study of language.

Associated with this specialization was a determination that lin-
guistics should be useless, that it was a theory without applications.
It was widely held, for example, that linguistics had no application in
language teaching. Now it is true that harm has been done in the past
by exaggerated claims about what can be achieved through linguistics
—so much so that in some areas of the world students expecting to be
taught a second language (which they needed) found themselves being
taught linguistics instead (which they did not need). But the other ex-
treme view, one denying that linguistics has any relevance in language
teaching, is merely a reflection of the way the linguist conceives of
his subject; it is not a considered appraisal of the language teaching
process. The effect of this attitude has been to discourage linguists
from working in applied linguistics, and to make it difficult for those
who do to gain support.

Other instances could be cited; in my opinion machine translation
is one of them. It is not unusual to be told now that all the funds
spent on this were wasted; but I do not think so. Once it was estab-
lished that machine translation was a problem in linguistics as well
as in computer science, significant progress was made, only to be
cut short when the community of linguists rejected the kinds of in-
vestigation on which it was based as being of no theoretical interest.
So the work was abandoned, when it was just beginning to look realistic.
Now there are many parts of the world in which people are not being
educated in their mother tongue; and one of the reasons for this is the
cost of translating textbooks and background materials. Some form of
machine translation—and machine translation is not an 'all-or-nothing'
kind of activity—might eventually have made a critical difference.

In matters such as these, theoretical linguists refused to admit
the social accountability of their subject, and withdrew their expertise
from activities that could have been beneficial to large numbers of
people. I am not saying that all linguists held aloof. Nor am I im-
plying, in an access of linguistic paternalism, that miraculous solu-
tions lay around the corner. A massive accumulation of knowledge
and experience was needed, and still is. But to interpret this knowl-
edge and experience requires linguistic theory.
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There seems to be a general consensus, among those here, that
linguistics has tended to become overspecialized and underapplied;
the point need not be labored. I would like to suggest a third charac-
teristic, which I think is related to these two, but whose validity is
more likely to be challenged. This is the assumption that a human
being is bounded by his skin.

J. B. Priestley, the writer and critic, wrote in 1949: 'Art to me
is not synonymous with introversion. I regard this as the great criti-
cal fallacy of our time.' (He later developed this theme at length in
his account of 'the moderns' in Literature and Western Man.) Let me
adapt this maxim and say: human science is not synonymous with
introversion.

I am not referring to the point, repeatedly made, that the tech-
nique of introspection into one's own knowledge as a speaker has
tended to be overvalued as a source of facts about language. I have
in mind a much more general point: that in recent work in linguistics,
all the emphasis has been placed on language as stored within the
organism, as 'what the speaker knows'. A representative formu-
lation is one from Postal (1968): 'It cannot be too strongly emphasized
that grammar is a description of part of what people know, not of what
they do'. What has happened here is that a real and important distinc-
tion, that between the potential and the actual—between what people
can do and what they do do—has become conflated with another oppo-
sition that is distinct and independent, that between knowledge and
interaction—between what goes on 'within' the organism and what
goes on 'between' organisms, or between the organism and its environ-
ment. And this second distinction is a rather more problematical one.

It is related to the question that has exercised philosophically
minded linguists from Saussure onwards: 'where is' language—'in
here', or 'out there'? Pribram (1971) observes that 'Language and
culture appear to have unique characteristics which are hard to define
as either mental or physical'; and he aptly illustrates this by reference
to the legal problem of whether a computer program is subject to
patent or to copyright. We can resolve the issue, as Saussure and
Chomsky have done, by making the distinction between language and
behavior and parcelling out language between the two (and likewise
with culture). If we do this, we should recognize that behavior is no
more accessible to observation than knowledge is. Behavior is a
potential, and what we observe are instances of behavior.

But the distinction between knowledge and behavior is largely
transcended in a context such as that of Pribram's 'Biologist's View'.
'Consciousness', he says elsewhere (1973), 'describes a property
by which organisms achieve a special relationship with their environ-
ment', and 'the basic function of the brain is to generate the codes by
which information becomes communicated'. Many people now see the
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'language and culture' complex as an information system. If infor-
mation is to be located somewhere, no doubt it will have to be at the
interface where the organism joins with its environment; but why do
we need to localize it by reference to the skin? Meaning inheres in
the system: in the information system that constitutes the culture,
and in the various semiotic modes, of which language is one, that
serve to realize the culture. The system is more general than its
representation either as knowledge or as behavior (see Figure 1).

FIGURE 1.

Interaction
(behavior)

Introaction
(knowledge)

System

behavior potential
('can do')

knowledge potential
('knows, i. e. can bring to
consciousness') (= 'compe-
tence')

Instance

instantial behavior
('does') ^'perfor-
mance')

instantial knowledge
('brings to conscious-
ness')

In recent years theoretical linguistic studies have focused predomi-
nantly on introaction, to the exclusion of the interactive perspective.
As a philosophical standpoint, this has a particular consequence for
the description of linguistic systems: either the environment is left
out of account, or, if it is taken into account, its role is conceived of
as static and as passive. It figures as a decorative background to
semantic interpretations, but not as a dynamic element in linguistic
processes, or in the learning of language by a child. Riegel (1972)
remarked that

Both Chomsky and Piaget . . . while (their) orientation has set
them clearly apart from most American psychologists, . . .
have failed to assign an appropriate role to the cultural-histori-
cal conditions into which an individual is born and within which
he grows. . . . There is no place in these theories . . . for an
active role of the environment and for a codetermination of an
individual's development by other active organisms.

The child has been represented as learning language in insulation from
his environment, instead of as constructing a social reality through
interaction with it.
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This situation arises when an equation is set up such that what is
inside the skin is identified with the potential and what is outside the
skin is identified with the actual. 'Competence' is defined as knowl-
edge, and interaction is then characterized as 'performance'—the
concept of a 'theory of performance' cannot, in these terms, be other
than self-contradictory. Reality then becomes psychological. Mean-
ing is located entirely within the organism, and the social fact is re-
duced to a mere manifestation. In other words, to idealize is to
psychologize.

Here is Lyons's (1968) statement:

. . . linguistic theory, at the present time at least, is not, and
cannot be, concerned with the production and understanding of
utterances in their actual situations of use . . . , but with the
structure of sentences considered in abstraction from the situ-
ations in which actual utterances occur.

This recalls Chomsky in 1966: 'It is only under exceptional and quite
uninteresting circumstances that one can seriously consider how
"situational context" determines what is said, even in probabilistic
terms'. The impression is given that 'situation' and 'actual situation'
are synonymous, and this being the case the linguist cannot concern
himself with interaction and the environment—because interaction is
'what a particular speaker does' and the environment is 'on a particu-
lar occasion'. In this way linguistic theory idealizes out the social
context, and with it social phenomena of any kind.

To exclude the social context from the study of language is, by
implication, to exclude human interaction and the exchange of mean-
ings from the scope of serious enquiry. But there is an alternative,
which is to recognize that the 'situation' is an idealized construct, as
it was interpreted by Firth (1950) and developed by Hymes (1962). In
Goffman's (1964) words, 'It can be argued that social situations, at
least in our society, constitute a reality sui generis . . . , and there-
fore need and warrant analysis in their own right, much like that ac-
corded other basic forms of social organization'. (I would leave out
'at least in our society'.) The situation, interpreted as situation type,
or 'social context', is a representation of the semiotic environment
in which interaction takes place. Such concepts—social context, en-
vironment, interaction—are of the same theoretical order as 'knowl-
edge' and 'mind'. Interaction explains knowledge no less than being
explained by it.

It has been said that an obsession with what goes on inside onself
is characteristic of the modes of thought of the end of an era, when
intellectuals, not liking the reality that lies outside, the social up-
heavals, and wholesale resymbolization, find a pleasanter or at least
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more ambiguous reality within. Behind this somewhat facile obser-
vation there lurks perhaps an element of truth—that for the linguist
at least the reduction of human behavior to mental operations does
avoid the awkward consequence that, to adapt David Hays's formu-
lation, between semantics and reality lies social structure. However
that may be, the effect has been to turn attention away from social
meaning, and from the social act as a source of explanation.

It is here that speech act theory—the work of Austin, Searle, and
Grice—has had such significance for linguistics. When the social
context has been idealized out of the picture, a theory of speech acts
provides a means of putting it back again. It celebrates the linguists'
rediscovery that not only do people talk—they talk to each other.

The study of speech acts, which as Searle remarks is important in
the philosophy of language, starts from the speaker as an isolate, per-
forming a set of acts. These include, among others, illocutionary
acts—questioning, asserting, predicting, promising, and the like;
and illocutionary acts can be expressed in rules. In Searle's (1965)
words,

The hypothesis . . . is that the semantics of a language can be
regarded as a series of systems of constitutive rules [i. e.
rules that constitute (and also regulate) an activity the existence
of which is logically dependent on the rules] and that illocution-
ary acts are performed in accordance with these sets of consti-
tutive rules.

The meaning of a linguistic act thus comes within the scope of
philosophical enquiry. But a language is not a system of linguistic
acts; it is a system of meanings that defines (among other things)
the potential for linguistic acts. The choice of a linguistic act—the
speaker's adoption, assignment, and acceptance (or rejection) of
speech roles—is constrained by the context, and the meaning of the
choice is determined by the context. Consider a typical middle-
class mother and child exchange: 'Are you going to put those away
when you've finished with them?—Yes—Promise?—Yes.' The
second of these yesses is at one level of interpretation of a promise,
a concept which, in Searle's now classic demonstration, can be ex-
plained by reference to conditions of three types: preparatory condi-
tions, the sincerity condition, and the essential condition. But its
significance as an event depends on the social context: on modes of
interaction in the family, socially accepted patterns of parental con-
trol, and so forth—and hence on the social system, Malinowski's
'context of culture'. To describe the potential from which this
utterance derives its meaning, we should need to specify such things
as (sub-culture) professional middle class, (socializing agency)
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family, (role relationship) mother-child, (situation type) regulatory,
(orientation) object-oriented; and to interpret it as, at one level, a
move in a child's strategy for coping with a parent's strategy of con-
trol. How this may be done can be seen from the work of Bernstein
and Turner, from one viewpoint, and of Sacks and Schegloff from an-
other. We shall not want to say that the child's utterance is 'insin-
cere'; but nor shall we want to interpret it as 'one speech act convey-
ing another', which introduces an artificial distinction between a
speech act and its use, as if to say 'As an idealized structure, this
is a promise; when it is instantiated, by being located in a social
context, it functions as something else'.

This is not to be construed as a limitation of speech act theory,
which is concerned with the logic of individual classes of acts and not
with the ongoing exchange of interpersonal meanings. It does not
claim to account for interaction as a dynamic social process. But
this does raise an important issue in the study of language as object,
when one is trying to understand the nature of the linguistic system.
It is one thing to idealize out the social process when one is account-
ing for the ideational part of semantics, where the relevant 'environ-
ment' is a second-order construct of objects and events (Malinow-
ski's 'context of reference'). It is quite another thing to do so in
accounting for the interpersonal part, since this is, in effect, the
semantics of interaction. If speech act theory is taken as a point of
departure for describing the interpersonal component of meaning, the
social context has to be added in afterwards. This is somewhat like
idealizing the nourishment out of a loaf of bread and then adding vita-
mins in order to enrich it.

Among the interpersonal meanings expressed in language are the
sets of roles that the speaker can select for himself and for the hearer
from the social relationships that make up the potential inherent in
the speech situation. In the most general terms, the options are (i)
either giving (offer or response) or accepting (ii) either information
or goods-and-services; derived from these is a rich network of more
specific choices. But the meaning of any specific role-relationship
that the speaker can assign depends on the social context. The notion
of 'offering information', for example, means one thing in school and
another thing in the family; and something else again in the young
children's peer group. It is difficult to account for these patterns—
or for how a child comes to learn them—in terms of a semantics in
which the speech role has an idealized meaning abstracted from the
social situation.

The speech role system is one which has a great deal of 'play', or
variation, in it; it is highly sensitive to individual differences, and to
differences among social groups, and so plays a significant part in
the differentiation of meaning styles. Individuals differ widely in their
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meaning styles; this is how we recognize people by their meanings.
Subcultural meaning styles—what Bernstein calls 'sociolinguistic
coding orientations'—show the same phenomenon at the subcultural
level. Both individuals and social groups vary in the meanings they
typically associate with given social contexts, and the selection of
roles in the speech situation is a rich source of variation. If any
general interpretation is to be given, such variation has to be treated
as inherent in the system.

Of course, there will always be idealization; in any systematic
account of language, certain phenomena will have to be dismissed as
irrelevant. But the nature and extent of this idealization is a function
of the purpose in view. In order to achieve a syntax that could be
stated by rules, linguistic philosophy first idealized out natural lan-
guage altogether. Chomsky then showed that natural language could
be brought within the scope of rules, given a particular kind and de-
gree of idealization (labeled 'competence') which, among other things,
excluded all but the ideational component of meaning. If the rules are
to be extended to (that part of the syntax which expresses) meanings
of an interpersonal kind, it is still necessary to let the indeterminacy
in as late as possible, by idealizing out the social context—since it is
this that is responsible, so to speak, for the variation within the sys-
tem. This is not the only possible scheme of priorities; we can con-
ceive of a sociological semantics which excluded all ideational mean-
ing—and which would be equally one-sided. As it is, however, lin-
guistics has been dominated by a perspective which, because of its
emphasis on knowledge in contrast to interaction, has favored a
semantics without social structure, rather than one that character-
izes the meaning potential inherent in the contexts that are defined
by the social system.

Progress has then been achieved by further extending the scope of
rules. From having been first used in the representation of isolated
sentences having neither verbal context nor situational context, their
scope has been extended in these two directions: towards text gram-
mars, and towards the structure of interaction.

Text grammars have been described by van Dijk (1972) as gram-
mars in which

. . . derivations do not terminate as simple or complex sen-
tences, but as ordered n-tuples of sentences (n > 1), that is
as sequences. The intuitive idea, then, is that the text gram-
mar must formulate derivational constraints such that certain
sequences are grammatical and others are not, viz. that the
set of well-formed texts of a language is a subset of all possi-
ble sequences of sentences.
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Here there is verbal but no situational context; hence the concept of a
text grammar relates primarily to those registers in which the 'situ-
ation' is contained within the text as a second-order field of discourse,
typically various forms of narrative. Any descriptive ideal that proves
to be unattainable with a sentence grammar will be doubly unattainable
with a text grammar; for this reason text grammars are likely to re-
main purely formal exercises.

The structure of verbal interaction has been described by Sacks
and Schegloff in the form of rules of sequencing, turn-taking, and the
like (Schegloff 1968; Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1973). Such rules
do not specify relations between the social context and the text, but
they do take account of features of the nonverbal environment in specify-
ing the sequence of verbal events. The question at this point is how far
rules can take us in representing interactive sequences, and how much
this in turn tells us about the exchange of meanings as a social process.
Mohan (1974) suggests that a more appropriate model for interpreting
utterance sequences may be found in social action theory:

I shall view certain patterns of dialogue as the result of rational
goal-oriented linguistic action by the participants. . . . [The]
rational order does not determine the specific sequences of
utterances, but rather places constraints on the sequencing of
utterances.

In Mohan's view the 'means-ends' concept of the purposive, rational
actor may be more relevant to human action and interaction than a
system of rules.

If utterances are directed by rational action, what is the status of
the system that has evolved to produce them ? Without going into
problems of the nature of functional explanations of human symbolic
systems, or their relation to rational action as an explanation of the
behavior of the individual, I shall assume that it makes sense to say
that language has evolved in conditions which relate it to the creation
and maintenance of the social system. Given some form of 'means-
ends' interpretation of language (cf. Jakobson 1963), such as to elimi-
nate the distinction between the system and its use, what are.the 'ends'
to which the linguistic system provides the 'means' ? Essentially, lan-
guage expresses the meanings that inhere in and define the culture—
the information that constitutes the social system.

Language shares this function with other social semiotic systems:
various forms of art, ritual, decor and dress, and the like. Cultural
meanings are realized through a great variety of symbolic modes, of
which semantics is one; the semantic system is the linguistic mode
of meaning. There is no need to insist that it is the 'primary' one; I
do not know what would be regarded as verifying such an assertion.
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But in important respects language is unique, particularly in its
organization as a three-level coding system with a lexicogrammar
interposed between meaning and expression. It is this more than
anything which enables language to serve both as a vehicle and as a
metaphor, both maintaining and symbolizing the social system.

I do not mean by this that language provides a formal model for the
representation of culture. As John Lyons (1973) pointed out in the con-
text of a recent conference on communication studies,

. . . the structuralist approach to non-linguistic material in
terms of lower-level linguistic concepts would tend to support
the view that there is a fundamental difference between lin-
guistic and non-linguistic modes of communication. . . . We
cannot expect to be able to apply very much of the framework
of concepts and categories established by linguists to non-
linguistic material.

If we do find partial similarities between language and other symbolic
systems having semiotic value in the culture, this may suggest that
common functions determine common forms, but its significance lies
in explaining how one symbolic system can serve as metaphor for
another and is interpreted as such. For example, language has cer-
tain properties in common with games: it has tactic systems, or sets
of rules, it requires the adoption and assignment of roles based on
turn-taking, and so on. Not surprisingly, the two can serve a similar
social function; so we find verbal contests alternating with contests in
other spheres. Compare also Mead's (1934) view of language and
games as the two 'social conditions under which the self arises as an
object'. But we are not projecting the form of language on to other
semiotic systems; the link between them depends not on a common
mathematics but on a common social function and social value.

In using language, we are both observing the environment and in-
truding on it. Nearly every utterance has both an ideational mean-
ing, relating to the processes and things of the real world, and an
interpersonal meaning, relating to the roles and attitudes adopted and
assigned by the speaker. The semantic system is organized around
this dual focus of reflection and of action. Because it is so organized,
it also stands as a metaphor for the culture, since culture is a con-
struct of two environments, the natural and the social. Levi-Strauss
has stressed how the two are interlocked: the natural environment is
a focus both of action and of reflection, and the social system is en-
coded in natural as well as in behavioral symbols. This interde-
pendence is also both expressed and symbolized in language: to
speak is to be both thinker and actor at the same time, and the two
together define the act of meaning—which in turn has shaped the inner
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structure of the semantic system. Yet by the same token the act of
meaning transcends this duality of thought and action. Let me quote
here a passage from an article by Tambiah (1969), which makes the
same point in quite another context, that of the study of animal classi-
fication systems. Discussing the problem whether rules tend to accrue
to animal species for symbolic or for pragmatic reasons—because
they are 'thinkables' or because they are 'eatables', in Levi-Strauss's
mode of discourse—Tambiah (1969) concludes:

Between Levi-Strauss's sign-oriented intellectualism . . . and
Fortes's actor-oriented moralism . . . lies scope for an imagi-
native reconstitution and reconciliation of the structural proper-
ties of symbolic systems qua systems, and the effectiveness of
symbols to bind individuals and groups to moral rules of conduct.
Cultures and social systems are, after all, not only thought but
also lived.

This I think provides a perspective for a humanistic interpretation of
language.

This is a very abstract conception, but it has practical consequences
in explaining how language comes to symbolize the social structure, and
thus social values come to be attached to linguistic forms. Let me cite
a rather extreme example, that of Podgorecki's interpretation of the
'second life'—the subculture, or anti-culture, of corrective and penal .
institutions which he has studied in Poland and in America. This
'second life' takes the form of a hierarchy which represents in sym-
bolic form the social order of the world 'outside' and also controls be-
havior. It is ritualized through a 'language' which appears to have as
its primary function the maintenance of the social order of the second
life, symbolically and through the regulation of behavior. In
Podgorecki's words (1973),

The essence of the second life consists in a secular stratifi-
cation which can be reduced to the division of the inmates into
'people' and 'suckers'. The 'people' are equal; they differ
[only] in the degree of acceptance of the patterns of behavior
which are the second life rituals. . . . The body of those rituals
are called 'grypserka' (from 'grypa'—a slang word designating
a letter smuggled secretly to or from a prison); Malkowski de-
fined it as 'the inmates' language and its grammar'. In this
language, certain . . . words are insulting and noxious either
to the speaker or to one to whom they are addressed.

It may be said that these are pathological phenomena, of no general
interest. But only the most determined idealist would claim to
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distinguish the pathological from the normal and venture to ignore
pathological aspects of the social system. The second life comes
into existence in response to conditions created by the system; it
also stands as a metaphor for the system, representing it as though
projected into a closed shell. The anti-society is the society as it
becomes when cut off from nature and openendedness and forced to
close in on itself. A linguistic study of phenomena of this kind may
shed new light on more familiar patterns of interaction and their re-
lation to social structure.

In our concern with the rules of forms and the forms of rules, the
social structure tends to be forgotten, and language is set apart from
the linguistic community. But the linguistic community is an impor-
tant component of a linguist's reality. In its traditional sense, as a
linguistically homogeneous population linked together in a network of
communication, it is an idealized construct to which probably no
human group ever fully corresponds, and from which our modern
urban social structure is very far removed. But whether we think
in terms of the United States, or New York City, or the Lower East
Side, we are still referring to what are in a real sense semiotic do-
mains, entities throughout which meanings are exchanged in regular,
socially defined contexts. A modern city is an elaborate cosmos of
symbolic interaction in which language functions as a powerful and
yet sensitive instrument for the fashioning of social life. The pat-
terns of interaction recall in many ways the dialectic of society and
anti-society, though without the sharp boundary which separates the
two; between language and anti-language there is, rather, an uneasy
continuum, in which the street gangs and criminal subcultures define
one pole. In this sort of environment, the language of a social group
that is under pressure, for example what Labov (1972) calls 'BEV
(Black English Vernacular), becomes a major factor in the definition
and defense of that group's identity.

The linguistic 'order', to borrow the sense of 'social order', in a
complex society is closely bound up with variability in the linguistic
system, our understanding of which is due first and foremost to the
pioneering work of Labov. Wherever human behavior is perceived
as variable, social value tends to attach to the variants; language is
no exception. In many instances, the value assigned to a variant is
simply the value assigned to the social group with which it is thought
to be identified; this is the source of the 'prestige form'. From the
point of view of language as system, the assignment is arbitrary:
there is no intrinsic reason why + r should be favored over - r, or
the other way round as the case may be. At other times, the value
attaches to meanings, and here the effect is non-arbitrary.
Semantic options, especially perhaps (though not only) those of an
interpersonal kind, forms of address, politenesses and insults,
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modalities, and the like, mark not only individuals but also social
groups: these too have their 'meaning styles', as I expressed it
earlier. Elements at other levels, syntactic, lexical, morphological
and phonological, may become 'foregrounded' through association
with these semantic features, giving a sense of mutual reinforcement
—what in the context of a literary work is called its 'artistic unity',
where in layman's terms 'the style (or the sound) suits the meaning'.
An example is the social status of vocabulary derived from different
sources: in English, Graeco-Romance words are associated with
learning, and hence by a natural extension with pomposity and pre-
tense (a 'latinate' style). Either way, value-charged elements become
available as coinage in verbal exchanges of all kinds; the speaker may
'follow the rules', or he may play with them, bend them, and break
them, as Joel Sherzer described in his paper. Gumperz's (1971)
work brings this out strikingly in a number of different contexts.
Variation in language is a rich source of symbolism for the elabo-
ration of the social structure.

Since in the main stream of linguistics language had been isolated
from its social environment, work in this area came to be known by
the somewhat self-conscious label of 'sociolinguistics', the prefix
suggesting that here, by contrast, language is studied in its natural
environment. 'Sociolinguistics' thus corresponds to what at other
times and places has been called simply linguistics. It has led to
some striking new linguistic insights, particularly in the interrelation
of descriptive and historical theory. On the other hand, it has had
little to say about society; 'nor', as Bickerton (1972) remarked, 'has
there been any stampede of sociologists into the linguistic corral,
looking to see what there is for them there, as there has of edu-
cationists or philosophers'.

It will not do, in the present context at any rate, to read too much
into the 'socio-'. Most sociolinguistic studies still accept as given
the linguist's own rather simple model of the social structure. They
still concentrate on phonological and morphological indices, and they
still assume a situational determinism based on a concept of styles as
something somehow separate from meaning. The next step is to see
where language might suggest some new interpretations of the social
structure; to work towards a social semantics which could explain
patterns of social value in terms of more than the 'prestige' of
arbitrarily selected formal features, and to investigate the question
of how the social system, as a whole, works through the linguistic
system as a whole—which Hymes has referred to as the central prob-
lem for sociolinguistics in the immediate future.

Until this step is taken, the frame of reference for the discourse
will continue to be the traditional subject-matter of linguistics. This
is the basis of the definition of sociolinguistics as 'the study of language
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in a social context', as distinct from 'the study of language-and-
society', perhaps again reflecting the prevailing 'intra-organism'
mode of thought in its reluctance to postulate a deeper social reality.
Contrast in this respect the different and largely complementary con-
ception of sociolinguistics to be found in the work of Bernstein (1971,
1973), directed towards a theory of society, but one in which language
has a critical function as the effective channel of transmission of the
social structure.

Bernstein's studies of socialization suggest how the semiotic pat-
terns of culture and subculture perpetuate themselves in language, and
how a child is drawn into the systems of social values in the course of,
and as a concomitant of, learning his mother tongue. Among these
value systems are those relating to language itself, and these carry
with them a whole baggage of largely negative attitudes to which the
child is exposed—it is over-simple to suggest that a child has no con-
ception of linguistic inferiority other than that which he learns through
school. These attitudes are prevalent in family and peer group. But
they are sanctioned from beyond; and the authority that comes from the
adult world is felt most strongly in the context of the third of the pri-
mary socializing agencies, the school.

Through the accumulation of debate and experiment in the education
of non-standard speakers, it seems to emerge that it is no great bur-
den on a child, or even an adult, to live with two (or more) dialects
provided the conditions are not unfavorable. This is not surprising
once one accepts that, in language, variation is the norm. Unfortu-
nately, however, an environment of linguistic prejudice constitutes a
very unfavorable condition; as Riegel expresses it (1973),

Children raised under poor economic conditions . . . are com-
monly also raised under the least favorable linguistic contin-
gencies, those leading to confounded bilingualism. They are
prevented from transferring knowledge in one language to the
other because the two languages are not sufficiently separated.
. . . The first step to aid them has to consist in accepting the
two languages, e. g. standard and non-standard English, as
separate and equal.

Riegel's concept of separateness raises interesting questions of a
different kind, that we cannot go into here; but on the equality issue
there can be no hedging.

I think it is fair to claim as a positive achievement for linguistics
its part in modifying the prevailing social attitudes to dialectal varie-
ties. This is not to claim that the battle has been won. But those
who have worked in an educational context over a period of time can
testify to the increasing objectivity towards, and tolerance for,
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non-standard forms of speech; it seems to go hand in hand with a
greater interest in and concern for the spoken language. There has
been opposition, of course, both from within and from outside the
academic community. There are those for whom the recognition of
social value in non-standard speech is nothing but sentimental egali-
tarianism, as well as others who have seized on the idealizations of
formal linguistics as a justification for worn-out prescriptivism—a
move made easier for them by the prevailing but quite erroneous
notion that casual speech is fragmentary and formless. It is fairly
generally known, by now, that linguists have always insisted that the
standard/non-standard distinction has to do not with language as a
system but with language as an institution—it is a function solely of
the relation between a language and its speakers—and that all forms
of language are equally deserving of respect and attention. No other
group than the linguists has consistently espoused and explained this
position.

No one would wish to imply, therefore, that linguists everywhere
have contracted out of the social system. But the participation of a
group is not measured by the number of individuals in it who get their
feet wet. We cannot divorce the social context of linguistics from its
intellectual context; and it cannot be disputed that the profession as a
whole has tended to dissociate itself from many questions of language
that are of serious and understandable concern to laymen. We have
disclaimed interest in questions of rhetoric; in socially weighted lan-
guages, such as those of politics and the law; in writing, journalism,
and the media; in technical languages and technical terminology; in
translation and interpreting; and in the whole problem of evaluating
and monitoring human communication. An example of the very little
that linguists are doing in these areas can be found in Ferguson's
(1973) studies in the language of religion; but such studies are rare.
It is as if, far from struggling for social recognition, we have
struggled to reject the recognition that society wants to thrust on to
us, and the responsibility that goes with it. At an academic level we
have wooed those disciplines which allowed us to maintain our own
purity of thought, while the intellectual exchanges with other neighbor-
ing disciplines, such as those referred to by Roger Shuy—English,
education, speech—have been minimal.

In short: linguistics has not yet faced up to the question of its
social accountability. Social accountability is a complex notion which
cannot be taken in from one angle alone. It is not defined as satisfy-
ing some abstract or symbolic entity such as a board of trustees,
the business community, or the taxpayer. Nor is it the same thing
as satisfying our own individual consciences, which is a purely pri-
vate luxury. There is an ideological component to it, which consists
at least in part in eliminating some of the artificial disciplinary
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boundaries of which we have been hearing these past two days. At
this level, many of the arguments lead back to this same point: that
there are strong boundaries between academic disciplines, which
hamper intellectual development, and induce both overspecialization
and underapplication. Perhaps we need some 'semi-revolutions' of
the sort envisaged by Bennison Gray (1974), with his plea for unifying
linguistics and rhetoric in a 'semantic grammar'. At any rate, in the
human sciences, private conversations within one discipline seem to
have outlived their usefulness; as Mary Douglas has said (1973),

The specialists have had half a century to confer with their
inner circle of initiates and to evolve rules of discourse appro-
priate to the fields they have hedged off. The time has come
for a renewal of the original community and of the free-ranging
conversation about the social basis of knowledge that it once
enjoyed.

Nothing represents the unity and the social basis of knowledge
better than language. Here 'represents' is being used in both its
senses: as I have tried to suggest all along, the linguistic system
both realizes and symbolizes the social semiotic, of which academic
knowledge is one part—to quote Mary Douglas (1973) again, 'The time
has come to treat everyday knowledge and scientific knowledge as a
single field'. The 'truly comprehensive semiotic', which as envis-
aged by Maclean (1972) 'must find its point of departure in a humanistic
perspective upon social life', will have linguistics—or, at least, the
study of language—as a vital component. In more concrete terms, if
we are prepared to think of meaning as energy, and the exchange of
meanings as the social creation of energy, linguistics can help to en-
sure that this energy is effectively released and that people come to
achieve, much more than they are doing at present, their full poten-
tial as meaners.

But this role can be filled only by a linguistics 'in the round', as I
expressed it earlier, and unhampered by disputes over territoriality.
Linguists cannot afford to absent themselves from the dialogue of
disciplines; if they do, the study of language will simply go on with-
out them. The public image of linguistics—one that unfortunately
reflects the reality of some linguistics departments—is that it con-
tinues to be defined by a single interest and a single intellectual
mould. Both the image and the reality are changing, especially as
linguists reopen their contacts with teachers and educators. But
there are many other avenues of public activity that have hardly be-
gun to be explored.

This is partly, no doubt, because of our ignorance. How much do
we yet know, for example, about linguistic interaction in the young
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children's peer group, and the part it plays in their construction of
reality ? Or about how a doctor or a politician or a poet makes lan-
guage work for him ? Or about why one example of speech or writing
is judged more effective than another? But it is partly because we
have not yet given up our right to put our chosen object, language, in
its glass case and scrutinize it from just our own favorite angle. It
has to be everyone else's idea of language that we look at, not just
language as we choose to define it.

In this sense, the context for linguistics in the future is likely to
be one in which linguistics in its present form as a social phenomenon
ceases to exist. Society, language, and mind are indissoluble:
society creates mind, mind creates society, and language stands as
mediator and metaphor for both these processes. That is the slogan.
In terms of practicalities, provided there are still universities ten
years from now, I am confident that there will still be students of
language. I imagine they will have little patience with an academic
distinction between language structure and language use; but they may
be very much concerned with the concept of language and the social
system—with the language of politics, education, religion, ideology;
with language and poetry, cinema, theatre, music, dance; with the
language of mathematics and science, and with how it differs from the
language of literature or of everyday conversation. Also, I think,
with the whole question of how people use language to learn, and to
construct the various levels of reality by reference to which we de-
fine ourselves. These concerns, in turn, should enable theoretical
linguists to see more deeply into the semantics of language, the sys-
tems of meaning with which we actually operate as a symbolic poten-
tial. In my opinion, this is an area which we have hardly yet begun
to understand.
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