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EDITORIAL

A year has passed since the first issue of NLC, and though it affords us
some satisfaction to be able to write 'Vol. II' on the title~page, our small
success does not entitle us to the editorial nonchalance we would like to
affect. Dare we reiterate that contributions are welcome, and that the
interest and vitality of a small bulletin like ours depends on the willingness
of its readership to take a hand?

Much of the present issue is devoted to programme notes for the year's
events in our Circle and in the greater calendar of Linguistics. With regard
to our summaries and papers, it will appoear that, as usual, variocus interests
are represented. This diffusion of subject matter may possibly deprive our
readers of some focus upon which to concentrate their own observations. Ve
should therefore be pleased to hear of any interest that might be given
special represenfafion, and we take this opportunity of noting that in
impending issues of NLC *he subject of stylistics is likely to take a prominent
place.

Recently (or so it seems) we bade good-bye to Ron Keightley. Now we are
to lose his fellow=-Hispanist and successor on our advisory panel, Barry Ife,
whose paper on transformational-generative grammar and the literary process
we printed in our last issus. Mr, Ife is leaving to take up a lecturership
at Birkbeck College, London., We congratulate him on his appointment, and wish
him well, At the same time, we welcome Christopher Pountain, who celebrates
his arrival among us with some powerful observations on a certain dilemma.

We look forward fto the coming session and fo the continuing success of
NLC. : v

R. Hartmann W. Nash

Dear Reader,

Membership of the Nottingham Linguistic Circle entitles you to a free
copy of NLC as well as other announcements. % 1.00 (in cash or by cheque
made out fo 'Nottingham Linguistic Circle") should be sent to the new
Treasurer, Mr. C.S. Butler, University of Nottingham Language Centre, NG7 2RD.

Subscription to the NLC without membership in the Circle is 50 p per
annum, including postage, “for two issues. Send the money with your name and
address to the Treasurer, Mr. C.S, Butlier, University of Neottingham Language
Centre, NG7 2RD.



NOTICES AND PROSPECTS' ~

-

n Nottingham Linguistic Circle activities 1972-73:

The first meeting this session on 2C October elected a new Committee
and heard Mr. W, Nash lecture On Linguimericks and Limeringuistics. In
"his talk Mr. Nash, using the limerick 2@s a2 'micro-model', discussed some
~ stylistic concepts in relationship to the sfrucfure of rhymed verse in .
. English. .

On‘Wednesday,‘NovembéP 15th at 7.30 p.m. tn the Audio/Visual Room of the
: - Untversity Language Centre, Dr. G.L.M. Berry-Rogghe (Senior: Resgarch
Associate, Atlas Compufer Laboratory, S.R.C. Chilton, Berks) will
- give a talk entitied Some Contributions of Comou+a+xonal Lunguxs+|cs
+o t+he -Study of Languagg. '

A

Other plans for the session include fhe following:

Mr. P.A.D. MacCar+hy, ‘Head of the Deparfmcn* of Phonetics, Unlversity of
' Leeds, will give a talk on Phonstic Training for Modern Language .
Students. This meeting will fake place on January 26th 1973 at
7 30 p m. |n the Aud;o/Vrsual ‘Room of fhe Unnverslfy Language Cenfre.

Mr C.S. Butier (of the Un!versify of Vo++xngham) will give a Talk on w;f
A Contrastive Study of Modality in Enalish, French, German and
falian., 1his meeting will probably take place on Parcn 5th.at 7.30 p.m,

DOr. Colin Stork (of the University of Sheffield). will give a talk on
Ltqgu:s+ics and Speech Therapy. Th|s meefing wtil ?ake place in May

4

I+ is al'so hoped to arrange for mee+ings on the subjects of WOrking Class
' " Language and Edudational Faliure and the Teaching of English to
Overseas Students.

Further details of these meetings will be sent to
paid-up members of the Circle.

- e [ . i es e . n

(2) For?hcom:ng mee+lnqs elsewhere-

17-19 Nov. 1972 -~  Autumn Meef:ng, Lnnguus?!cs Associa+:on of Great

Shefflield - Britaln, ¢/o Or. F.C. Stork, Universlity of Sheffield,
' 810 2TN o -
27-29 Dec. 1972 " Annual Meéting, Linguistic Society of America c/o A
Atlanta, Ga. -LSA Room 800, 1717 Massachisetts Ave, N.W., '
] Washlngfon 0.C. 20036 U. S A.
2-4 Jan. 1973 " Conference on Lénguage Teach;ng in Hugher Educafvon,
Lancaster : " ¢/o D.J. Hounsell, Unpvers:fy of Lancaster, Bailrigg,
2-5 Jan. 1973 Annual Joint Conference of MLA, ATG, ATI, ATR, ATSP
Gulldford ' - and AVLA, c¢/o Conference Off:cers MLA 2 Manwhesfer
" Square, London Wi SRF
- 3=6 Jén.'1973 © Meeting, International Association of Teachers of
London English as a Foreign Language, </o Or. W.R. Lee,
. 16 Alexandra Gardens, Hounslow, Middiesex TW3 4HU
5-7 Jan. 1973-“‘ v “gscséd Coﬁfé?ente‘oﬁ Pds¥—A;Lever>SpéHisg Language
Manchester "~ ' - 'Teaching, ¢/o Or. P. Russeli-Gebbett, University of

Manchester M13 9PL
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28-30 Mar, 1973
Hull

30 Mar.-1 Apr. 1973
Lancaster

3-5 Apr. 1973
Bangor

9-12 Apr. 1973

Spring Meeting, Linguistics Association of Great Britain,
¢/o PN, Werth, University of Hull HU6 7RX

BAAL Seminar on Communicative Teaching of English, c/o

'C.N. Caudiin, University of Lancaster, Bailrigg, Lancs.

Biennial Collogquium of British Academic Phoneticians,
c/o R.A.W. Bladon, University College of North Wales,
Bangor

Colloquium on Formal Semantics of Natural Languages,

Cambridge ¢/o Or. E.L. Keenan, Unlversity of Cambridge CB3 9DA
25-28 Apr. 1973 ’Elghth Congrsss, lnferna?iona! Assoclation for the
New York Study of 1talian Language and Literature, c/o AISLLI

Congress, 701 Main Bidg., New York Universify, NYC
. 10003 U.S.A.

22-22 Jul, 1973
Minneagolis

International Conference on Computers In the
Humanities, c/o Prof. J. Leavit+t, 114 Maln Engineering
Bldg., University of Minnescta, Minneapolis 55455 U.S.A.

beginn}ng Sep. 1973
Edinburgh

(3) - Reggrfs on conferences:

First International Conference on Historical Linguistics,
c/o C. Jones, University of Edinburgh EH8 9JX

The BAAL Seminar on German A lccd L!ngulsfucs was held at the Unlversi+y

of Nottingham from 24-26 March 1972 wiTh the aim of providing a survey of how
- the models and techniques of linguistics may be applied to the description of
German. The 9 speakers (3 from Germany) dealt with the history of German
lingulstics, some syntactic problems from the point of view of dependency and
TG grammar, lexlcography, contrastive phonology and error analysis as well as
their relevance to flrst and second language !earning, fesflng and scientific
registers. (R. Hartmann)

The Symposium on the Use of Compufers in Literary Research met in
Edinburgh from 27-30 March 1972 under the same auspices as that 2 years
earlier at Cambridge (proceedings published by C.U.P. 1971 as The Computer in
Literary and Linguistic Research, ed. R.A. Wisbey). About 35 papers were
presented on technical procedures and substantial literary and linguistic
questions. Among the most noteworthy from the linguistic point of view were
those on collocations in English (Mrs, G. Berry-Rogghe), on French prose and
poetry (P. Fortier & J. McConnell, P. Laurette) and on a computer-aided
analytical dictionary/grammar of Russian (V. Sibayev). (Stuart G, Hall)

The Spring Meeting of the Linguistics Association of Great Britain was
held at the University of York from 4-6 April 1972, The plenary session papers,
covering a range of topics in the areas of sociolinguistics, neurolinguistics,
syntax and phonetics, were particularly noteworthy for the interest shown, even
by the transformationa! grammarians, In organisation at a higher level than the
sentence. T. Moore spoke of inter-sentence constraints within a transformational-
generative framework, 2nd L.A. Jackson presented his ideas on a transformational
theory of context, while U, Fries ftreated from a2 discourse analysis viewpoint
the relationship between questions and answers in English, The sectional
meetings were concerned with language teaching, semantics, sociolinguistics and
developmental and clinical linguistics. (Christopher S, Butler)

The Third International Congress of App!ied Linguistics, held in Copenhagen
from 21-26 August 1972, was attended by approx. 700 people. Among the speakers
at plenary sessions the President of AlILA, S.P. Corder, indicated as one of the
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main developments since 1968 the fruitful but still rather vague concept of
lcommunicative competcence' and E, Roulet similarly held that existing, .-
sentence-based, grammars were Inadequate for language teaching. The ~ =777
importance of sociolinguistics was affirmed by C. Ferguson, and a claim for
a science of transliaticon was made by A. Neubert. Over 250 papers were oo
given. (W, Grauberg) ’ ST T T

The Eleventh iInternational Conaress of Linguists took place at Bologna
between 28 August and 2 September 1972, 1+ is difficult to give an
- adequate account of the proceedings which invoived 1200 participants, 5
plenary sessions and over 5 dozen section and group meetings on subjects’
ranging from phonology to semantics, from ancient Greek -to transformational-:
generative grammar, and from the hierarchical structure of syntactic units '
to political decisions on a standard language in the Philippines. But
certain trends emerged: a critical self-assessment of what linguists are
doing and why, an integration or at least convergence of contemporary
theories, a renewed interest in the problem of meaning, and 2 widening of
approachaes to admi+ techniques of other disciplines. " (R. Hartmann)

PN

The Annual- General Meeflng of the Brifnsh Association for Applied

LIHSUISTICS was held 2t the West Midlands Colliege of Ecucafion/Wa!salt

rom 15-17 September 1972, Eleven papers were read; of thess about half
dealt with languz2ge teaching in the context of research into instruction
and the factors operating on its success (P, Strevens, S.P. Corder and
W. Currle). The other half showed the relevance of inter-disciplinary
studies involving linguistics and psychology, sociology, educational
technolcgy and medicine for-our understanding of the acquisition,-
deveiopment and use of ianguage as well as any rehabilftation of dusorders
(R, Harfmann) R .

(4) Recenﬂy publ shed:

V. BECKER MAKKAI Ed. Phonolcgical Theory. Evolufxon and Curren? Prac+tce.
Holt~Rinehart-Winston, New York - London
CtLT Ed Teachzno Modern Languages Across the Ablllfy Range. Papers from
a conferencs.: CILT, London WCIR 4TN
CILT/ETIC Ed. A Language Teachlng Bibliography. 2nd ed Cambridge U. P
W. DRESSLER Textlinguistik. Niemever, TUbingen
J.A. FISHMAN Ed. Advances in the Scciology of Language. Vol, |: Baslc
T Concepts, Theories and Problems. Mouton, The Hague
V., FRIED Ed. The Prague School of Linguistics and Language Teaching.
—  Oxford U.P.
R.R.K. HARTMANN - F.C. STORK Dictionary of Language and Linguistics.
Applied Scisnce Publishers, London
E HAUGEN - The Ecology of Language. Essays ed. by A.S, Pil. Stanford U.P,
: - Oxford U.P. - : ,
R W. LANGACKER Fundamentals of Linguistic Analysis. Harcourt/Brace/
Javanovich, Mew York S
P.A.D. MACCARTHY Talking of Speaking. Selected Papers on Applied
Phonetics. Oxford U.P.
B. MALMBERG Ed. Readings in Modern Linguistics. Mouton, The Hague
R. QUIRK et al. A Grammar of Contemporary English. Longman, London
W.P. ROBINSON Language and Social Behaviour. Penguin Books
M.L. SAMUELS Linguistic Evolution, with Special Reference to English.
Cambridge U.P.
J.McH. SINCLAIR A Course In Spoken Engltsh Grammar. Oxford U.P.
D.A. WILKINS = Linguistics 'in Language Teaching. Arnold, London
J. WINDSOR LEWIS A Concise Pronouncung Dicticnary of Brlflsh and
Amerlcan Enolnsh Oxford U.P. : :
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(5) Periodicals and Newsletters received (by Dr. Hartmann):

Englisch. Eine Zeitschrift fir den Englischliehrer. Cornelsen/Velhagen &
Clasing, Barlin No. 4/1972 :

Fremdsprachenunterricht. Volk und Wissen, Berlin No. 9/1972

The informant. Department of Linguistics, Western Michigan University at
Kalamazoo, No. 2/1972

Mitteilungsblatt fur Dolmetscher und Ubersefzer. B.0.0., Germersheim No., 7/1972

Sprachmittier. !Informationshefte des Sprachendiensfes der Bundeswehr. Hirth/
Mannhe!m No. 3/1972

UMRCCLL Newslettsr, Manchester No. 5/1972

‘Wiener Linguistische Gazette. Institut fOr Sprachwrssenschaf+ der Universitét
Wien, No. 1/1972

Language and lLore. The Journal of the Survey of Language and . Fo1k|ore, University
of Sheffield, No.6/1972

ON A DISCUSSION WITHOUT DECISIONS

fn NLC, Vol.1 , Nr. 2, pp.10-12, we reported on Miss R.M. Kempson's
address fo the Linguistic Clrcle on The subject "What is Semantics?", and
printed that part of her paper dezaling with conditions for a semantic theory.
At a subsequent meeting of the Circle, this paper provided a point of departure
for a forum discussion on semantics. The discussion, which was attended by
linguists philosophers and psychologists, was introduced by David Evans,
speaking for the linguists, and Robert Kirk, speaking for the philosophers,
The tape recording of these exchanges unfortunately has not preserved much
more than the opening statements of Mr. Evans and Dr, Kirk, so that it is
difficult for one not present at the meeting to establish whether the dis-
cussion actually produced firm decisions as to the similarities and dif-
ferences of linguistic and philosophical approaches to meaning. To at least
one listener it would appear that certain vital contrasts have bsen touched
upon but left unexplored. We reproduce here a summary with quotations of the
2 principal offerings of the evening. (A library copy of the tape, No. 2114,
is available in the Unlversity Language Centre.)

Mr. Evans opened the proceedings with the observafnon that meaning is
"+he point of common ground between linguistics and philosophy." Remarking
that "linguists talk fairly freely in terms such as 'meaning implies choice!
(Lyocns) 2nd 'meaning is function in context! (Firth)", he went on to say that
"most linguists are used to thinking of meaning at various levels of languags."
"Within the context of these ferms the notion is 'operational', so to speak,
but probably not very rigorously outiined."

As examples of linguistic approaches to meaning, Mr. Evans cited that of
Ruth Kempson - as examplified in her papsr - and, by contrast, the neo-
Firthian 'bshavicural' model of M.A.K, Halliday. In the first of these
approaches meaning Is "a statement of the conditicons in the world for which
this utterance Is true." Mr. Evans developed this with reference to Miss
Kempson's componential analysis of the utterance the man killedthe boy. In
assessing the value of this approach, he criticized the "dominance of the
ideational ccmponent"”, and azlso objected to "the extrapolation of syntactic
functions as referential." Referring specifically to the utterance the man
killed the boy, he observed that this is '"fairly directly referent t+iail, as




opposed to cther utterances marked by non-referential but nonetheless
informative features (s.g. utterances marked by a medal cholce,
performafnve’ ufferances, ufTerances with an 'affective! confenf)
' Mr, Evans then ‘proceeded ?o deccrubg the 'complemen+ary approach’

_ empllfied by the writings of M.A.K. Halliday. Referring to Malinowski
and Firth, Mr. Evans formulated the position that "language is behaviour
po+en+ial", or, more strictly, that language provides options, and
thereby "oncodas behaviour potential within meaning potential." "There -
is a distinction between behaviour potential, meaning potential, and
language potantial, such that the formal choices that language offers
realize meaning cholcss, which in furn (whan) put into operation realize
ways of béehaving." As a weaknass of this theory, Mr., Evans pointed to the
lack of definition of basic concepts. What, for instance, is "meaning
potential"® Are thare language-independent concepts - i.e. concepts
existing prior to language? Furthermere, the theory is weighted towards
the speaker-exprassion side of meaning, as oppcsed to the referential side.

These 2 approaches, Mr, Evans concluded, are consistent in themselves,
resemble each other in that they try to give a lexical-external! character
to meaning, and yet are to be regarded as complementary rather than
parallel.

Or. Kirk began by obsethng that philnscophers are Interested in
language (2) for what It is, and (b) for Its power to deceive - a power
which has engaged the attentions of philosophers from Parmenides to
Wittgenstein. The interests of linguists and philosophers overiap, their
aims being formulated in the questions "What is it for anything to have a
meaning at all?" "What is it for a particular sentence to have the meaning
or meanings it does have?" "what is it for a particular phrase or word to
have the meaning or meanings it does have?" Hewever, given this common
ground, thers is still rcom for considerable differences of opinion. "There
Is general agreement (...) that meanings are somehow or other a matter of
conventions and/or rules, but not aoreemen+ as to what conventions and/or
rules are." : -

Dr..Knrk characferlzed “ass KempSAn s approach The ’fru+h approach',
as "falrly venerable", citing Carnap. Asking the guestion whether there
exists a "characteristic philosophical apprcach” to meaning, he sxplained
that philosophers are not concerned with rule-specifying for particular
lanquages, but are interested in ways in which 'truth-conditions' are
characterized. 1t is here that the linguist fails fo satisfy the philos
opher. "When | look at some of the things that some linguists say with a
view to characterizing the functions of linguistic expressions in context
and sc forth, | feel that there's a great desal of clarification reguired,
f the accounf is going to be satisfactory and more than just a rough
sketch (...). The sort c¢f thing that would puzzle us is when Halliday, for
example (...) says things liks (...) 'serves for the expression of content,
that is cf the speaker's experience of the real world, including the inner
worid of his own consciousness. We may call this the ldeational function,
though it may be understcod as easily in behavioural as in conceptual
terms', Now | flnd in that smaill sentence such a wezlth of cbscurity and
dubious assumptinns that one weuld really want to go intc this and ftry fo
sert it out." "The sort of thing that leads to philoscphical difficulty is
when one starts trying 1o get clear about conventions - the noticn of 2
convention is not clear.' -

As an example of an attempt by a2 ohilesopher to deal with "the notion
of a2 conventicn", Dr. Kirk cited David K. Lewis's Convention, A Philoseophic2l

Study. Proceeding from conventions fo 'rules', Or. Kirk remerked that "the



8.

notion of 2 rule is not as clear as it might be'"; there are analoques - for
example, chess = which, however, are also "disanalogues". What happens in
language is obscure, ""The sort of worry .that c¢an be raised by philosophers
about rules is raised for example in Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investiga=-
tions (...). You say, 'this is the rule'! (...,) and then the question arises,
how on earth are you going to tell whether in any given case you're following
the rule correctly? |t seems that the idea of a rule necessarily involves
the idea of being able to follow it correctly and belng able (...) on occasion
to make mistakes about it (...) and there are obscurities in the notion when
you start brooding about it (...)." DOr. Kirk clted the possibility of
divergences from the rule on a large scale; where would the 'ruile' stand, if,
for example, half the population were to start calling the grass red. Dr.
Kirk remarked that Wittaenstein meets this kind of objection by appealing to
the notion of a 'form.of tife': “as a matter of natural history" human
beings agree to certain things, and this basic agreement makes rule-following
possible. - ' B

(W. Nash)

LINGUISTIC STYLISTICS BY CANDLE=-L!GHT

(On 23 February 1972, at the height of the electricity
reductions because of the coal miners' strike, about 2 dozen asso-
ciates of the Nottingham Linguistic Clircle assembled to experience
an unusual poetry writing and discussion session, staged by
Professor Sinclalr of Birmingham University.

We first looked at a poem by Robert Gravas (see below).
Professor Sinclalr asked us to 'complete' the 'truncated! section C
(linos 31-32), J4hich helped to esteblish the recurrent structure A
(lines 1=5 and 33-37) B (6-11, 17-22, 26-~30) and C (12-16, 23-25).
We then argued about what it is In syntax and lexis that makes this
poem appear 'regressive' and 'cumulative', or possibly even
'terminal'. Then we were asked to retire individually and/or In
groups - at that point the lights faded - and to produce a 'piece!'
which incorporated any or all of the stylistic features we had dis-
covered in the Graves poem. Six of these writings are reproduced
here, together with Professor Sinclair's comments. May we take
the opportunity of thanking both John Sinclair for a fascinating

- evening and our 'instant poets' for allowing their works to be ’
treated in such a manner. R.H.)

Warning to Children

Chlidren, if you dare to think

0Of the greatness, rareness, muchness,
Fewness of this precious only

Endless world in which you say

You live, you think of things like this:
Biocks of slate enclesing dapp.ed

Red and green, enclosing Tawny
Yellow nets, enclosing white

And black zcres of dominoes,

Where a neat brown paper parcel
Tempts you to untie the string.



In the parcel a2 small island,

On the island a large free,

On The tree a husky fruit,

Strip +he husk and pare the rind off:

In the kernel you will see

Blocks of slate enclosed by dappled

Red and green, enclosed by tawny

Yellow nets, enclosed by white

Angd black acres of dominoces

Where the same brown paper parcel -

Children, leave the string alone!

For who dares undo the parcel

Finds himself at once inside it,

On the Istand, in the fruit,

Blocks of slate about his head,

Finds himself enclosed by dappled

Green and red, encliosed by yeilow

Tawny nets, enclosed by black

And white acras of dominoces,

viith the same brown paper parcsel

Still unopened on his knee,

And, if he then should dare to think

0f the fowness, muchness, rareness,

Greatness of this endless only

Precious world in which he says

He lives - he then unties the string.
Robert Graves

Commentary ’

"A writing or re-writing Job can be carried out at various levels
witThin the same general specification. People agree that the Graves
poem gives an impression of 'going round and round' and also of
regression (like having a mirror both in front of you and behind you).
These are both simulations of open-ended cyclical patterns that seem
to arouse the Imagination, especially in children. (A simple one is
given at the bottom of this paper, In the form of a Moebius strip.

Cut the dotted iine, twist the strip once and line up the 2 A's
facing each other. Stick together and read.)

A}

Here are the patterns of repeated vocabulary, in a rough
stanzaic layout. Repetitions with reversed sequences are In capitals.

- g - . e - - -

Y me a story. He would sit me down on his knee and light his pipe and gaze A




Then he would say "when | was a2 boy, my father used to tell

out of the window.

2 greatness 34 FEWNESS
rareness MUCHNESS
muchness RARENESS
fewness GREATNESS
preclous ENDLESS
endless _ . PRECIOUS
world ' : world
say ‘ say
live live

5 blocks of slate 17 blocks of slate 26 blocks of slate

(enclosing) (enclosed by) (him enclosed by)
dappled dappled dappled
red red GREEN -
green green ReD
tawny tawny YELLOW
yel low yellow TAWNY
nets nets nets
white white BLACK
black black WHITE
acres of domlinoes acres of domlnoes acraes of dominoes
brown brown brown
paper paper paper
parcel 12 parcel . parcel 23 parcel parcel
string string ' 37 string

Island Island
Istand
tree
tree
husky
fruit fruit
husk
rind
16 kernel
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- The break in pattern occurs bvetween line 31 (parcot) and 37 (string)
where an A section is intruded. |t wOUld ke pascihie To write a new |ine
31 with the word string in it, and then go through another.Section C
routine, then a B without the string line, then fit in a renumbered 32 7
with adjustments. The vecezbulary, rhythm and context of the poem ars
provided; the problsem is to chcose which variations are appropriate for
.a.new section. Superficially, almost anything would do, because the poem
has a strong rifual effect. But in looking more closely at the possibilities,
one is forced to find meanings for The variations that already appear.

“

The inverted sequence of Section A at the end is heralded by small-
scale inversion in B 25-30, where the adjectives change over though the
segquence of nouns remains the same. The other Inversion, of active voice
(8) to passive (17) suggesTs a neat mirror image. The malin subject of
lines 1-22 is you = childran, and from 23 onwards it is he = who dares
undo_the parcel. A new saction might put together he as subjsct and
enclosing as active verb, e.g. .

find himself enclosing dappled
green and red enclosing yellow
tawny nets enclosing ....

- Item| ddes Just this. The repetition parcel-island is not possible
because the segquence of Section C is reversed, but the symmetry of
Section B is exactly as predicted by the text.

Item i attempts more than this, howaver, and in the reversed Section
C introduces a development in the still-life objects. The kernel is ripe,
the fruit Is cut, eftc., but In lines |, 5-6, the syntax and vocatulary are
changed from any modsi In the poem. Brown paper does not reverse in that
structure (unlike fawny velliow), so brown neat is chosen even though neat
is not a repeating word and paper is.

I+ is an unreal question where lie the limits of fidelity to the
original text. But the novelty of I, 5-6 also breaks the general
'enclosing! theme. Time Is not reversad, tne rind does not return to the

”~

kernel. and the transition from !. & To |. 7 Is unexplained.

(1

He who dares untie the string
There will find a ripsned kernel,
Pared of rind and stripped of husk,
Husky fruit cut from a tres,

Small the tree upon 2n island
Large insids the brown neat parcel.
In the kerne! he will find

Blocks of slate inside his head,
With himself enclosing dappled .
Green and rad, enclosing yeliow
Tawny nets, enclosing black

And whit2 acres of dominoes.

The other pcems handed in do not attempt 2 fit inside the Graves text, but
explore the same sort of pattairning in a much more direct abstract fashion.
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Most take reversal as their dominant pattern, developing mainly Section
A of Graves. Item || has reflection as its theme as well as its structure.
I+ works by a reversed sequence of 8 words (light, trees, re-echo, gloom,
spiraling, water, glass, faceted), and, with a tiny variation, fine and
darkness. A central section, ! 4-5, ||nks the two, and this reversal of
vocabulary forces a2 changed syntax in the final third of the poem, re-
aligning the words. It manages to reverse the 'enclosing' pattern through
the words inside, outside, within which characterize Sections B and C of the
Graves poem. So item |l compresses the main patterns of the original,
except for the flxed sequence repetition.

(1

Eyes light, dark inside, through the trees re-echo,
Down in the gloom, spiraling within water,

Outside glass faceted fine to see

Through my darkness, light. Ought there

Your character, individual, repose?

Outside shaded ordinary life, sunshine

Inside faceted glass shows

Your reflection as darkness fine -

Lost within water, spiraling In the gloom

Through trees that re-echo in its light.

Item 11l attempts to combine a progressive 'story! with |ine-by-line .
repetition, and also encapsulatas much of the Graves patterning. Growin
more, deeper, self-confidence repeat in fixed sequence; growing/what/children
and feel/see reverse. Children provides the outermost cycle, and one can
readily imegine this pcem on interlinked Moebius strips.

-Graves does not attempt such intricate structures, and so avoids some
almost inevitable artificiality. The vocabuiary, being reversed, is controlled.
The metre, being repeated, is also controlled. So the syntax has to be
squeezed to fit. Item | we have noted hits problems in |, 5-6; then Il cleverly
avoids it in the parallel passages but has to keep the central portion brief,
and packs the cyntax there. Item I!l leaves itself so Iittlie room for chonce

in line 11}, 7 that yes has To be repeated to provide some sort of shape to a
staccatto line.

(L

Children, what is growing up? .
To see more, to feel deeper
gaining self-confidence.
Growing up, what is that?
Feeling more, sseing deeper
self-confidence, yes and no.
Growing, ves, to what? Children.,

ftem IV is one complex sentence that exploits a thematic possibility
of the recursive/regressive structure - the fumbling for words to describe
something on the limits of perception. The last line is again weak because
there is no object for see, but | don't think that adding it would deform the
pattern, |f uses mainly conditional clauses, which can occur either before or
after the main clause, and the regression of the 'report' structure - you
thought you saw him find you noticing him (...). Although the poem asserts
twice (IV. 3, 3) that your percepTions were mistaken, the hedging of con-
ditionals after these |ines suggests second thcughts, and. leaves the issue
still in doubt. The unrepgaated central section (IV. 5-6) neatly fits by
using a because clause, very similar to a conditional, and a2 report structure
with remembe
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V)

1 you thought you saw
What you thcought was there,
But was not there,
Although i+ could have been,
Because it was too dark to see clearly;
You should remember :
That although it could have been,
" 1t was not there, : :
Although you thought it was there
If you tThought you suw.

Item V attempts a tighter structure still. Apart from some freak
phrases of limited utility like "Able was | ere | saw Elba", the reversal
-of short lines fo make any sense 2t all, far less a developing poem, must
be one of the most tricky tasks a writer can do. The additional reversal
of V. 7a and 7b forces that characteristic packed syntax, and the relation
of V. 3b with 2b, although grammatical, is not obvious, and makes inter-
pretation difficult. This is one for the Moebius strip. (See balow)

The last poem, item |V, moves away from the repetitive/regressive
structure tcwards the metaphysical paradox, reaching an intermediate stage
we may call the obsessional. A basic one-many dichotomy is laced with puns.

I - one (numeral) - one (pronoun) - one (whole); meny-men; box (noun) -
box (noun)

On a small scale it reproduces the effect of bewilderment that one derives
from Graves' changing sequences of repetition, but it misses the ritual-
istic 'round we go again' flavour of the original.

(V)

1 | : I f yéu want _v 1

23 To know To know 2b
3a | Why | haven't ~ Why | haven't b
42 ; Been to see | R .Been to see 4b
5a My mother My mother's 5b
65. - Recenfly Recently &b
7a' 1 can tell you | can tet! you 7b
8 ‘ Now-Now 8

V1)

What am 1? - A many sided bex.

| - What? I am not.

Many - boxes, though many sided.

But one bex am |, One many-sided

Let no one box me up!

So | am cne sided - but cne | must be.

- - n - e -

to see why | haven't tc know if you want +o know why | haven't been o see A



14.

In reading these seven poems, and discussing similar texts in various
groups, | have formed the Impression that a person encountering relatively
small-scale patterns of alternation or reversal within broadly repetitive
patterns, finds it difficult to describe what he hears or sees, and, without
study, cannot paraphrase precisely. Maybe bhell~-ringers are immune from this
disablility. The rest cf us find the effect disquieting, making us receptive
to feelings of bewilderment, cf things qoing on outside our field of per-
ception, which we reconclle by concentrating on their ritual aspects. Things
non finite, never-ending patterns, are not of course representable - a
Moebius Strip is a finite physical object -, but they can be hinted at,
simulated, suggested by a2 varisety of rhetorical devices. This seems to me fo
be the basis of the atmosphaere of the Graves poem, continued In item 1, hinted
at in item IV but not otherwise apparent.

A mirror-image structure is diffsrent. |+ tends to form a symméfrical,
cobviously complete and coherent artefact, with conscious craftmanship well to
the fore. |Its ending is highly predictable, and satisfying when reached, if
the poem is well-constructed. |t tends to make a game of item IV, and to
lighten the others. '

One cannot be conclusive on the slender evidence put forward here.® |+
seems to me to bg a valuable exercise, for 2 main reasons,

"(a) The spacification of the task requires analysis of the
original text, according to the detail of the specification.
This is the sort of analysis, toco, that brings out aspacts of
its meaning and structure which are not obvious at first
sight.

(b) Writing withlin externally-imposed limitations is at worst a
healthy exercise, and at best an education itn itself. In
all uses of lanquage, each utterance is interpreted largely
against the background of previous utterances in the dis-
course thus providing a type of external constraint. The
ingenuity, flexibility and resource needad to do wel!l in
these writing exercises seems little different from what
is needed in any other effective use of English.

| should Iike to thank the Nottingham Linguistic Circle for allowing me
to experiment with them, and especially the 6 who were willing To submit their
work for comment in this paper.

John Sinclair,
University of Birmingham

* | have argued 2 case in a pzper called "The Integration of Language

and Literature in the English Curriculum”, Cducaticnal Review vol, 23,
no. 3, June 1971,
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THE ENGLISH WRITING SYSTEM COMPLEX

In the preface to Pygmalion, Shaw says of the English Language 'no man
can teach himself what it should sound like from reading It+.' This is of
course qulite ftrue, or perhaps net quite frue - let us say fairly true. " But,
with all due respect to Shaw, It is | suggest beside the point.

It is not the object of a writing system to tell people how to pro=-

" nounce a language. The object of a writing system, as | understand I+, Is
to represent, through the medium of black marks on white paper, linguistic
texts which may equally and a2lternatively be represented, or expounded, or
if you prefar, realised, by disturbances of the air, i.e. by speech, and
which very often are so expoundad. There are, or have been, quite a number
of writing systems which bear no relationship at all to the sounds used in
speaking the languages concerned. The Chinese character system is one such,
Many other writing systems, and this is the mejority nowadays, arse related
to the scunds used, it is true, but the systems even in these cases are
based nn the sound pattern of the language rather than designed to tell you
hew to pronounce it. For one thing the speakers of a language know by and
large how to pronounce in any case, or can find out, without recourse fo 2
writing system (in many communities they still have to). The fact that the
English system is admittedly rather complex in terms of its relationship to
the spoken language, doss not therefore seem to me the failing that some:
people would have us believe. Note fco that this complexity has not proved
so great that we have in fact stopped using the system.

The English system then is a phonologically based one. It would seem
likely that such systems are the most efficient to work with, but tThe
phonological level of language is itself a highly ‘abstract one and the units
of phonology are very far from corresponding one to one with the sounds used
in speaking a !anquage. The relationship between marks made on paper and
sounds produced on the air is in the nature of things therefore an indirect
one - the marks and sounds are related via phonology, not directiy, and it
is wrong, for me, to talk of letters as being sounded or sounds as being
written., There is only a2 (two way) correspondance between sounds and
letters.

In addition fo recognising these facts about our writing system we must
I think also accept that, |like language itself, it is not & single system
but a system of systems. (And potentially no more difficult to acquire for
that reason. than language itself, with al! its undoubted compiexities.) For
historical reasons we have French and Classical spelling conventions in
addition to our own (in some cases we have reintroduced them | believe). So
we have 'get' but 'gem', 'city'! but 'sit' and so on. | am proposing there-
fore that we should regard these symbols (9,9 ; <,8) as belonging to dif-
ferent systems. Note in passing that we have to talk of symbols here,
though | used letters above. There are 26 letters in our alphabet, but such
combinations as ch (more than one of these), ph, sh constitute symbols of
the writing system. So do the single letters when regarded in their
relaticnship to sounds.

One or two points about these systems., |f we take system 1 (fhe
'English' system) we find such spellings as wan, swan, all, call, wall, |IT
is clear from these examples that we cannot taks symbols in isalation = they
ars discrete units. The correspondence of a in such words, as compared with
its correspondence in hat, tap, cat, can bé understocd only by taking into
accnunt a fellowing 1§ or preceding w. Further counter examples to wan,
swan on tha other hand, such as wag, swag, whack, are all found on
Tnvestigation to end in what for lack of space | will call fveiar symbols'.
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Further, 'lexical' items, with one or two possible exceptions, (ox is
one) are never spelt with less than three letters. This is the reason for
the ie in tie, lie, pie as compared with try, fry, shy (but cf, frying,
tznng), also the reason for fthe doubling at the end of ebb, egg, add, odd;
b, d, g and some other symbols are not normally doubled fo followung Jnngle
vowel letters - cf. bad Dod, log etc., Also the reason for the e in eye,

- awe, owe, ewe (cf. whey, raw, sow etc.).

If we now turn to 'grammatical' items we find two letters in be, me, -
we, he, by, my etc; up, at, in, on (cf. ebb, add, inn); and more sfruknngly,
This, yes, such, much, which with single final symbols (cf.. miss, tress,
witch, hutch = +hese symbo.s are regularly doubled in this way in lexical
items).

In system 2 (the 'foreign' one) | would place such symbols as the
vowels in command, grant, Caesar, cyst, field, fruit, juice, and the con-

sonants in cysf, Scene, gem, guard, chorus, psyche efc. | was asked after
my- talk, qulfe fa|r|y, how | had made the decision to assign symbois to
1 or 2. | admitted that it was a rather intuitive and practical business.

| would like to point out here however that If we accept my system 2 symbols
we find many words that contain several of them. Such are psycholo
philosophy, city (2 symbols), Caesar and so on. | mention this as a fac+or
in support of my analysis. It is not surprising of course that words of
classical or other foreign origin should contain more than one of these
originally foreign symbolisations. (See my The English Writing System,
Longman (forthcoming) for the full list of these symbols.)

Dividing the overall system in this way and considering the
environments in which symbols occur, and the grammatical status of items,
it seems to me that we can do much to explain how our writing system works
and find reqularities of pattern in it where i+ seems none (or few) were
suspected.

Kenneth A. Albrow,
University College of North Wales,
Bangor

PERSONAL VIEW

(In the first issue of NLC (Vol. !, Nr.1, pp.21-27) we printed an
article by Walter Nash, entitled "The Continuing Dilemma of Linguistics".
This short piece was an attempt to establish, as a reqular feature of our
bulletin, a section which we hoped might become a forum for lively debate.
The article was therefore written in pleasantly polemic spirit, In the hope
of nrovoking comment on® its deliberately drastic presentation of |linguistics
as a science beset by the necessity of choosing between the tasks of des-
~cribing performances or defining a competence.

Our hope has been almost amberrassingly fulfilled, and this has proved
itself Yo bs, indeed, 2 dilemma with differences. The first differentiation
was proposed by John Shotter, in 2 paper published in NLC, Vol.l, Nr.2, pp.
15-19. Mr, Shotter related the 'dilemma' to two ways cf viewing man's
interaction with his environment, the one 'mechanistic', or isolating, the
other 'organismic', or integrating. Mr. Shotter's paper was still in our
hands when we received further contributions from Edward Fichtner, of
Queens Colliege, City University of Naw York, and from Christopher Pountain,
now with the Department of Spanish at the University of Nottingham.
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Professor Fichtner's paper has not a littie In common with Mr,
Shotter's., He proposes for linguistics a 'biological model! - cf, Mr.
Shctter's ‘organismic system' = in which a 'functional® linguistics and a
‘formal' linguistics stand in "complementary and mutually suppor?ive .
relationship”, thereby resolving the dilemma. Mr. Pountain is less con=
tent to accept the problem as propounded. Answering our potshot with a
broadside he concludes that "thers is no dilemma for modern I!ngulsfics
(...) Jus+ because there are dichotomies which are definable."

- There are times, ev;denfly,‘when an aeditor gets more than he
bargained for, and Is happy to get it+. Perhaps enough has now been said
on our 'dilemma' and its differences; but perhaps, also, the vigour of this
debate will encourage others to propound a 'personal view'? There is
surely much in linguistics that lies onen to constructive question.)

FORMAL VERSUS FUNCTIONAL LINGUISTICS

The epistemological mode! which has bean used - implicitly or
explicitly - in most discussions of language function frem Plato to
Descartes to the present day is one which we will call the 'mechanical
modsl' (for a modern version, cf, Farre, 1968). In Western philosophy,.
this takes the form of the camera obscura, which is really only a mechanized
version of Plato's cave. ' In this device, a scene or picture is refracted
through a pinhole or lens and projected onto a screen at the back of the
box. On the basls of its function, a distinction is drawn between the
'subject', which is the instrument which does the viewing, and the 'object!,
which is the scenc being viewed. Transferred to the realm of language, the
camera box itself becomes the |istener, the act of viewing is analogous to
the reception of the utterance, and the scene projected onto the screen Is
the utterance itself. Given this model, a tinguist may examine the pro-
duction of an utterance by one individual (articulatory phonetics) or its
reception by another (acoustical phonetics). By a comparison of many such
utterances, hes can come to certain conclusions about the relevant features
of the sound system (phonemics), or about the morphological and synfacflcal
features of the language in question. :

vhat is of importance here, however, is that the mechanical model
leads the linguist to consider the phenomenon of language primarily from
the standpoint of cognition. Nowhere in connection with this model is
there any reason to ask what the mode! is doing there in the first place, or
what possible function language, or indeed, communication and cognition of
any kind, might possibly have in the life of the crganism. Plato's cave and
the Cartesian camera obscura are both analogues for one aspect of tho
total ity of human intellectual function, i.e., cognition, and the assumption
which Is often made is that fhls is the only, or at least the most important
function fhere is.

There are 2 number of questions which, within this frame of reference,
are meaningless or irrelevant. As language seems to be a characteristic of
man exclusively, why did it arise in the species at all? What is the
relationship, if any, between language and other elements of a given
culture? How does the speech situation affect the utterance, In terms of
the lexical items and grammetical structures used? Where several alterrn-
ative words or structures are availabie to a2 speaker, why does he use one
and not one cf the others? To what degree is the structure of language
contingent cn the neurophysiological and other anatomical structures of the
human organism? The whole range of questions dealing with the function of
language is effectively excluded because of the emphasis on cognition
inherant in the mechanical model. Under the circumstances, it is easy to
sece why the theoretical linguist, one who is interssted in the structure of
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tanguage. and The applied l!ngu1s+ whose concern Is w!fh +he express:ve and
communicativa use of language, feel that they have very lLittle in common . .

If we attack the problem a+ its source = the inadequafe epls?emologlcal
model = we may be able to escape this dilemma. . Let us examine the Implications
for an organization of the sclence of Innguisfics of a 'biological model', which

could replace. the 'mechanical mode!' described above. This biological model .
takes at its point of departure the thesis that we arz dealing, not with a tox
camera, but with 2 much more elaborate structure, one which is equipped with a
variety of neurophysiological and anatomical features characteristic of the
higher mammals. Human beings share with these a number of structural
characteristics which are relevant fo an epistemology of language constructed.
on this basis. .Our perceptual un:verse, for. example, is organized stereo-
metrically: we have two eyes and two ears, and it is by means of these organs
that we locate objects in space. I+ is not surprising that much of our
higher conceptualization is based on metaphors involving. spatial relations
(for examples in German, cf. Henzen, 19%59). All -mammais have certain rudimen-
tary intellectual functions, such as the ability to retain and recal! data
(memory) and to extrapolate future Ilnes of action from those data (problem=
sclving).

To fhese functions, which are shared to a varylng degree by all mammals,
we add certain additional ones which are specifically human. We have evolved
certain special structures which are connected with the process of symboliza-
tion. We cam associate certain vocalizations with certain entities. We can
manipulate these signs in 2 network of complex relations. We can use these
signs to communicate data to others of the species. Despite these abilities,
1+ must be emphasized that the general mammalian functions and the specific
human traits exist side by side. We can see traces of this In the growing:
child, - in whom thought and speech develop independently, up to a point where
these two lines of development meet; at that point, thought becomes verbal,
and vocallz=+|ons take on 2 Isnguusflc charac#er (Vygofsky, 1965 p. 44).

The bio!ogical mode! has a number of nmrorfanf implications for linguis-
tics., The facutty of speech is seen to be a2 specific evolutionary develop-
ment within the higher mammals; it is therefore legitimate to inquire as to
the factors which contributed to its appearance. (The zoologist Desmond
Morris, 1969 has some interesting ideas on this point.) Since linguistic
activity is only one of the intellectual functions of man, linguistic
activity may be a2ffected by other Internal functions of the organism. (The
influence of the unconscious on the use of language is an almost completely
unexplored field, yet early in his career the psychologist C.G. Jung, 1906~
1910, made an important study of word associations; in this area, the art
historians are far ahead of us.) Furthermore, while some forms of thought
seem to be possible without the aid of language, our higher Intellectual
operations are to a preponderant extent carried on by means of symbols; hence
our conception of the world is not simple or mechanical, but is to some
degree contingent on the structure of the language we .speak. (B.L. Whorf
opened the door to this area some years ago, 1950/1956, but as yet there has
been 1 ittle expansion on his efforts.) All of these exfra-linguasfnc
factors impinge inescapably on language 2t some point. For this reason, we
can say that language has both a functional and a formal aspect: It may be
described as a formal system of symbols and their raiations, which functions,
first of all, as an instrument of analysis and interpretation of sense data,
mediating between the individual and his social and physical environment, and,
in addition, serves as 3 communicative code for the fransmission of data from
one individual to another. (The word formal is used here in the sensa of
texplicit! and 'not notional'; for a discussion of the meaning of the term,
cf. Lyons 1968, pp.135-137,)
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In light of this definition, we can divide the fisld of language study
into two large areas: function2l linguistics, and formal {inguistics. in’
the former are included the fisids of genetic linguistics, which deals with
the origin of language, as well as with problems connected with chiid
language; the fisld of psychological linguistics, which deals with the
psychological aspects of language function, including the psychoanalytic
aspect mentioned above; socioiogfcal lingulistics, which trsats of the
linguistic aspects of man's relationship to his social environment (the
traditional field of dialect studies might be included here); and anthropolo-
gleal linguistics, which examines the reflexes of human and cultural
relationships in language. (The anthropologist Lévi=Strauss has recently,’
1967, called attention to the fact that anthropological structures no longer
in ex'sfence frequently leave their mark In the vocabulary of a language; If
nothing else, this raises the traditional tinguistic subdiscipline of
etymology from the |imbo of an antiquarian pastime to a new significance.)
The fields of formal linguistics include those more familiar to the student
of language, i.e., phonetics (which, on the other hand, has certain points of
contact with biology and physics), phonology, morphology, syntax, and
semantics (which touches, through loglc, on philosophy). |n short, the sub-

disciplines of functional linguistics treat of language as an operant in
human affairs, while formal |ingulstics investigates the properties of the
linguistic code as such. However, both formal and functional linguistics
stand in a2 complementary and mutually supportive relationship, because each
serves to illuminate what can now be 'seen as different aspecfs of the sams
phenomenon.

In light of the foregoing, we can perhaps hazard some answers to the
questions posed by Mr. Nash. Can we study linguistic behaviour independently
of the study of language as such? Yes, if we keep in mind that language
itself is one of the most potent operative factors in human behaviour. A
discussion of kinship systems  for example, without reference to the terms
which exist for these relationships in the language of the social group under
conslideration would be futile. Can we analyze language Independently of the
behaviour of its speakers? Yes, provided we remember that language exists In
order to mediate between the organism and his environment. For example, a
discussion of delctic categories in language would be pointless if one failed
to take into account the stereometric character of the worid as we perceive
it, and the Implications this has for the orientation of the individual in
his physical and social environment. To approach the study of language from
either of thess points of view to the total exclusion of the othar Is to
place oneself again on the horns of Mallnowski's dilemma.

The reader of these lines, particularly if he has been educated in the
tradition of the humanities (as the author has been), is Iikely to have gained
the Impression by this time that vast tracts of academic terrain have bean
ceded whotesale to the soclial sclences with barely a murmur, This view is
mistaken on two counts. First of all, these areas never were the fief of the
linguist; for the most part, they have lain in the ferra incognita of
scholarship. Second, and more important, is the fact that the stimulus of
this kind of contact with the various social sciences can enlarge the scope
and range of the study of language (as the suggestions above were intended to
show), and can give the discipline 2 new sense of purpose and direction. A
study of language which retreats into pure formalism will surely end its days,
in Mr, Nash's words, as a poor pensioner in the house of philosophy. A
closer interrelationship with the social sciences will not comgel linguistics
to become a handmaiden to thoss disciplines. Quite the contrary - its own
efforts will be enriched by the ideas which come from them. And what is
perhaps even more valuable, this kind of contact can make the social scliences
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more aware of the importance of literate culture in soclial contexts, thereby
bringing those fields closer to the discipline of humane letters - in the
literal and best sense of that hallowed term.

Edwafd~Fich+ner,
Queens Col lege,
- Clity University of New York
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D!LEMMAS AND DICHOTOMIES

Walter Nash was quite right to state openly in NLC No.1 that "pure and
applied linguistics (...) represent opposing camps"; it is perhaps regrettable
that he did not declare equally openiy his apparent distrust of the 'pure!
linguist and give a few concrete examples to substantiate his implied indict-
ment of the "kind of linguist who will rest satisfied with nothing less than
an elegant, specific and comprehensive general theory (...)". | doubt if the
'pure' linguists in their turn would observe the 'good form' with which Mr,
Nash is so refreshingly concerned! Let us admit straight away that among
present-day linguists there is a growing dissatisfaction with the abstract
formalism of the Chomskyan variety. Wc have every right therefore to ask
whether 'pure! linguistics in the sense attributed to this term by Mr. Nash
is a worthwhile and desirable study, and fto be concerned about the status and
aims of our discipline.
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! must first of all confess myself perplexed by the Malinowskl raview
Walter Nash discusses. |1 seems to me that if we were to do as he recommends
and drop the language/spsech dichotomy, we would automatically solve his
dilemma, since we would have no means of stating i+. But let us concentrate
on an utterance/situation dichotomy for the moment, if that is what he might
have preferred. A linguistic Investigation might then with such terms of
reference attempt to characterisse the relationship between utterance and
situation, so that we might make 2 series of statements to the effect that an
utterance U 'applies' in a situation S. Let us symbolnse this re|a+lonsh|p
Ue=s s, ‘Thls could be a faxonomy of the Type-

2975

U, &35S - '.'?
UﬁF—aSn

where, for such an example as Bloomflield (1933) described, S, might equal
HUNGER and U, "I am hungry". But if we are to discover any principles

behind the U e« S relationship, we would surely want to know if 1+ made sense
to speak of any general classes of U's being in relation with any general
classes of S's, or if thers were any cases of several U's being in relation
with a single S, or vice versa, so that If nothing else, our U<«-3 S relation-
ship could be stated as concisely as possible. And if we do not want to have
+o include every U and S which have ever existed or will exist in our list

we would have to have some concept of ifdent!ty by which we could recognise a
'hunger situation' or a 'statement of hunger utterance', for example. There-
fore we would immediately have to do with sets and members and fokens and
types. This means of achleving anything beyond what Chomsky has calied (and
the idea is not necessarily psculiar to linguistics or to Chomsky) observa-
tional adequacy is an elementary and universal process In reporting phanomena.
If we wish to give an account of even numbaers for example, we do not list
them altl, but give some sort of principled description, such as all those
numbers divisible by 2. According to this basic view of things, the relation
between U and S would Involve:

(1) A principled account of the types of U
(2) A orincipled account of the types of S
(3 A'sfafemen+ of relations between types of U and S

Now if the 'apnlied! lingulsts want to Jjump straight away to (3), it is not
surprising that to remain sane they have to be 'cheerfully impure', since (3)
would seem to be loglically posterior to (1) and (2); we may compare a remark
by Firth (1935): "But even when phonetician, grammarian and lexicographsr
have finishad, there remains the blgger Integration, making use of all this
work, in semantic study”. (We should ncte, howevar, that Firth wants to
reserve the term 'semantics' for situational study alone. Although this view
is conceptually important in its ramifications, just what one calls
'semantics' Is essentially a terminologica! quibble, and ail one can conclude
is that Firth's concept of semantics is different from that of many other
linguists. John Lyons (1963), for exemple, seems to consider situational
context as a part only of the total context necessary for describing meaning =
see particulariy note 1 on n.85 where he compares his views with those of
Firth and Malinowski.) But there is no reason why there should not be interim
accounts of (3), and this 'impurity! is of course valid in its own way; tut

it does not preclude the expectation that armed with tha results of (1) and
(2) 2 mors systematic account of (3) will be made possibie. Equally it would
be shortsighted of analysts to remain content with abstruse formuiations of
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Uor S In isolation, since in the compiete view of language as gliven by
Maiinowskl they would not be ends in themselves but only preparations for
(3). |Indeed, Malinowski's dilemma falls away when language as an Isclated
system is seen as a constituent part of or logical prelude to Ianguage as
a social phenomenon :nseoarable from its social confexf

But | am not sure it Is falr to compare Malinowski's dilemma with the
dilemma Mr. Nash sees as affecting the contemporary scene. Malinowskl was
Justified in expressing discontent with the sort of formal linquistics
prevalent in his day - namely a structuralist schoo! of the Bloch and Trager
(1942) type committed to the study of formal relations, generally without
reference even to semantic considerations. Chomsky in fact was to be the
inheritor of this programme and could say in Chomsky (1957), "I think that
we are forced to conclude that grammar Is autonomous and independent of
meaning"; but he has since modified his viewpoint, as Chomsky (1971) shows.
Howaever, the lqgggp/odrole dichotomy against which Malinowsk! inveighed,

although comparable in some general respects to the competence/performance
dichotomy of modern formal linguistics, is by no means identical with it.
De Saussure uses the term 'langua' with 2 view to accounting for the
systematic nature of language:

"Si nous pouvions embrasser la somme des images verbales emmagasinées
chez tous les individus, nous toucherions le lien social qui constitue la
. langue. C'est un trésor déposé par la prafnoue de {a parcls dans les sujets
appartenant 3 un méme communautd, un systéme grammatical existant
virtuellement dans chaque cerveau, ou plus excctement dans les cerveaux d'un
ensemble d'individus; car la lanque n'est compléte dans aucun, elle n exlsfe
parfaitwicnt que dans la masse." (De Saussure (1916) p.30)

Thus i+ is a kind of highest common factor between individual systems which
explains the relative stability of language even in-the face of change which
makes it viable as a means of communication. 'Competence', on the othar hand,
is defined as the internalised ability of the individual native speaker to
know what is acceptable In his language and what is not - hence it is possible
to speak of individual competences, or competences pertaining to. particular
styles; but one cannot have individual 'langues'. There are Iimportant sub-
stantive discrepancies between competence and lanque too = Chomsky (1968)
points out (p.17) that de Saussure neglected the study of syntax and in fact
assigned it as a phenomenon to parole.

Let us assume then that Mr. Nash's dilemma boils down to the study of
competence versus the study of performance. He parailels this dichotomy with
a methodological one, implying that the study of performance is an empirical
procedure whereas the investigation of competence Is speculative. | would
like to take the latter point first. The object of investigation for the
Chomskyan linguist is primarily construed as a property of the human mind in
~ the sense that. 'grammar' is understood to mean 'grammar of competence'. Thus
the investigation will of i+s very nature rest on what can be inferred about
this property from the statements of native spezkers. In the same way as a
detective must reconstruct a crime that no one saw from 2 fragmented collec-
tion of evidence and therseby arrive at a hypothesis as to the identity cf the
felon, so the linguist must form his hypothesis about the structure of lang-
uage from evidence given by the native speaker. Now this evidence Is subject
to huge 2nomalies in the very nature of things - an informant may be mistaken,
or be influenced by his own ideas of what language 'ought to be'; but this
does not mean that in the best of all possible worlds the linguist cannot
base his case on actual experisnce. In this way | would say that comretence-
orientated linquistics is indeed empirical (znd certainly Chomsky (1964).
(1965) and (1968) never considers it to be anything else). As regards the
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method of describing 2 language by hypothesis - ths ‘speculation' side of
tThings, no doubt - we mey ask what other way thers is of describing a
property of the mind. There has been 2 lot of confusion on this issue,
mainly because 'menfalism' was 2imost a dirty word in pre-Chomskyan formal
linguistics; and acceptance of mentalism has been a bitter pill for many +to
swallow - sea Katz (1964} for a fuller statement of the problem, It is
interesting fo recall that long befors Chomsky, Sapir (1951) sensed the
importance of the native speaker's intuition in his work on American Indian
languages. And one may even ask how indapendent the minimial pair test -
“that vateran structuralist principle = really is of the native speaker's '
judgment., Mentalism in the Chomskyan sense is therefore nothing stunningly
new. The linguist's grammar, however, is best characterised as an empirical
hypothesis: that is, subject to the normal rules of the game where theories
are open to confirmation and refutation by example and counterexample.

Let us new return to the claim that the study of performance is par
excellence empirical. We have already seen that when we Investigate com—-
petence our data may be rather difficult to get at, but at lezst we know
what we are looking fer. | am unclear how 'real' language is to be used to
provide data as it stands; Hockett's ideza (Hockett (1958) p.142 ff.) of
tedited speech' immediately springs to mind 2s the sort of process that
should take place before everyday speech is susceptibla of analysis. It
would be a commonplace to point out 211 the 'impurities' in natural languags
- the ungrammeticalities, the hesitaticns, renetition and ellipsis. | think
anyone who trices to take such manifestation of language in isolation as his
data is attempting too much.and +aking too much for granted. Howevar, we
should note that it is not true that 'pure' linguists disregard performance
data. Their inferences abcut competence cannot be based initially on any-
thing else. But performence is not the central .interest of such linguists, ]
because they do not see how anything interesting can be said about it without
the assumntion cf 2" leve!l of ccmostonce - see Chomsky (1965) Ch.1 §2, par-
+iculariy 5.15. So g nerformance theory would provide an editing (or seen
tha other way round a generating) procedure which is principled and which
would meke the study of performance itself principled and non-chaotic since
I+ becomes 2 function of competence. Let us take a simple exampie, which is
not so ctearcut 2s most that Chomsky offers. Consider the sentences:

“ (a) The committes propose to elact a chairman
(b) The cemmittee proposss to elect a chairman

They may both be taken as performance data. As to their accentability.
logically either (a) is acceptable or (b) is acceptable, or both are
acceptable or neither is acceptable. T2 decide the question we could adopt
a general convention and say that since both occur then both ars acceptable
- but this wculd mean that anything anyone says is right and we c¢an admit te
full acceptability such sentences as:

(c) Yes but | don't think that we
(d) I well we were going
() Cingquering kongs their tTitles take

and »ther atftested and attestable utterances. The absurdity of such a
sclution should need no mere comment - it would doom performance o being
little more than a mass of unprincipled and ~ften contradictory phenomena.

To reach our decision about (a) and (b) we could adeot other performance=-
based procedures - for example, we could ascertain which of the two sentences
occurred more freguently, and define acceptability on a statistical index.
But anyone who has done any work in syntactic statistics will know the near
impessibility of establishing sufficiently low margins of error to make any
significant statement at all. '“hy nct adopt the simplest expecient, which is
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to get hold of a2 native speaker, and to 2ssess his view of things? When we

do this for the sentences In question we fand that there are +hree broad
classss of speaker5°

(I) Those finding (a) accepfable
(i1) Those finding (b) acceptabie
(11i) . Those finding either acceptable, but generally considering them
. to have slightly different meanings

But once we make this kind of enquiry, we must accept that we have to do with
competence. Now there are twc empirical issues in this simple example:

(1) whether the forms actually exist, (2) whether they are both acceptable and
part of English. Reference to performance can solve the first issue, but only
reference to competence c¢an solve the second. We conclude then that if the
study of performance is to be empirical (as everyone cited in Mr. Nash's
article including himse!f seems to assume it to be) it can only make a trivial
Inventory of observed utterances - as soon as it fries to become 2 principled
description it must refer to competence and hence depend on the arblfrafion of
the native speaker's intuition. -

The compefence/performance dichotomy seems to oe reducible, then, to the
mentalist/antimentalist dichotomy. Chomsky concluded that this, as a controversy,
wzs "idle", since it was "not an arguable matter", the antimentalist or
behaviourist position simply being "an expressicn of lack of interest in theory
and explanation", (And oddly enough, it is with regard to the antimentalist
linguists that he speaks of 'methodological purity! in the spirit of strong
verificationism which was a legacy of logical positivism.) By the same token,

! do not see why modern linguistics is in a dilemma. Mr. Nash seems to lean
towards this view too in the abstract but raises scme serious practical .
objections. He makes twc chzrges: (1) theoretical linguists select only
mods! facts, (2) their 'theory' is of a scmehow higher order than 'practice'.
Dealing with the second point first, | have already pcinted out that utterance
is only a part of the phenomenon of language; the theory of competence, as an
account of utterances, thus enjoys the same status, and | would therefore jcin
in criticising any linguist whe saw theory as the be-a2ll-and-end-all of
linguistic enquiry. But ! do not think that mest ' theoretical ' linguists do
hold this view - in fact the very distinction between competence and performance
helns to make It clear that compefence isonly 2 part of the sfcry To quote
Chomsky (1965) p.4:

"To study actuzal linguistic performance, we must consider the Interaction
of a varliety of facfors of which the underiying comoefence of the sneaker-
hearer is only one : :

It is True of course that the pubiications of this breed of linguists come more
and more to resemble algebraical brain-teasers and that they have borrowed much
from set theory and mathematical ltogic; but if these procedures facllitate the
description of grammaticz! structure then | feel they are Jjustified. Algebra
is not 2 'higher order of activity', it Is a convenient shorthand, and it

behoves the linguist to get used to dealing with it for that way he will save
a lot of paper. To conclude on this point, | cannot readily call to mind any
instance where a thecretical linguist belittiss the activities of those not

engaged on research on theory on the grounds that their work iIs ftrivial beside
his cwn. Turning now to the first charge above, it sftrikes me as somewhat
curious, since the nature of the theory of competsnce is such that any
hypothesis is open to refutation by the production of a fact that is a counter-
example to the hypothesis. Therefore if thecretical linguistics is selecting
only mode! facts it is up to the critics to select some non-model ones and
knock down +he Theorles Thereby established. '
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However, | do sympathise with those who are wearled by modern trans-
formationalist literaturse... ! .-think it is regrettable that concern with
overall modsls should be such that aimost every American linguist feels it
incumbent upon him To attempt a major revision of an existing model on the
basis of a handful of exampies, though this is no doubt due to the extreme
positions takan up by the model-builders In the first nlace. ' 1| think too
that some assumpticns of majority dialects for some proposals (here | think
particularly of Lakoff (1971) where there arc meny claims which run ccunter
1o my cwn Intuitions as a native speaker of English) are oo hasty and not
sufficiently substantiated. However, these private reservations do not com=-
promise the overall theory, nor are they in themselves an objection +o work
being done on anaIyTrCPl mcdels.

| conclude paradoxically that there Is no ditemma for medern linguistics
‘of the type Mr. Nash suggested Just beczause there are dichotomles which are
definable. There are preferences, of course, and individual dilemmas for the
Investigator as a2 person, but this happens. in any field., As far as the sccoe
of linguistics goes | would be content to ftake I+ as involiving anything fo do
with .language. Terminology seems to be rather irrelevant in this matter, and
if 2 subject such as linguistics overiaps the convenient administrative
boundaries of our higher education institutions (fo say nothing of the Deway
catalogue) then the moral is that these boundaries should be redrafted as
being demcnstrably artificial as they stand. |In conclusion, | turn to .
Firth (1935):

" (...) | am convinced that the greatest need of linguistic scholarship
at the present time is a2 new outlock over a much wider field of life in
company with ﬁfhers looking through adJacen+ wandows canverg:ng on the same
scene." B

"Plus ga change (...)" But new, in the whirliglg of time, it Is "pure'
linguistics that must more and more eibow its way to a2 vantage-point, it
seems.

Christopher Pountain,

JDepartment of Snanish,
University of Nottingham
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