Edward Finnegan

LANGUAGES, LANGUAGE, AND LINGUISTICS

LINGUISTICS has heen called the most scientific of the humanities and the

most humanistic of the sciences. Using both humanistic and scientific modes of

inquiry, it is a field that defines languages and Language as its domain. The

term langlcn~es--with a small I--denotes particular symbolic systems of human

interaction and communication (eg, English, Spanish, Korean, Sanskrit). Lan-

RuaRe-with a capital L-refers to characteristics common to all languages,

especially grammatical structure. While strme linguists consider Language the

proper domain of the field, most study particular languages and view the field

broadly.

   All Iangrlage varieties--that is, all dialects (standard and nbnstandard,

regional and national) and all resisters (written and spoken, from pidgins to

poetry and from mother~se to legalese)-contribute equally to our knowledge

of languages, and every variety is equally shaped by the laws of Language.~or

some linguists, languages are quick studies in the social structures of human

communities and the mainstay of social interaction; for others, Language is

primarily a window on facets of the mind. For all, languages and Language are

puzzles whose patterns are not yet adequately described, let alone explained, in

social or psychological terms or, indeed, in neurological or biological terms. !

 I The principal objects of linguistic investigation are the structural properties

of languages and the variation in linguistic form across communities, situations,

and time. Ideally, the goal of linguistics is to account for both the invariant and

varying structures of languages, for language acquisition and language change,

and ultimately to provide an account of what links language structures and the

communicative, social, and aesthetic uses to which they are put. As Deborah

Tannen writes, "Linguistics . . can be scientific, humanistic, and aesthetic. It

must he, as we are engaged in examining the eternal tension between fixity and

novelty, creativity within constraints" (T(llkinR 197).

   A central concern of linguistic analysis is grammar. Grammarians focus on

the structural characteristics of languages and, often, upon universal grammar,

which encompasses the principles and structures common to all grammars. Following nineteenth-century comparative and historical linguists, modern structuralists treat grammars as autonomous systems and view them abstractly,

independently of their communicative functions, their social contexts, and their

aesthetic deployment. Typically, structural grammarians analyze sentences and
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parts of sentences rather than discourse or texts, and they do so strictly in terms

of form.

   An~,ther major focus of linguistic analysis is language use, particularly the

w;rys in which linguistic structures renect and sustain social relations;lnd social

sirllnti~,ns. I.ing~lists interested in language use focus on structural variation and

seek to explain differences by examining communic~tive and situational contexts

and the social relations among participants. They take discourse rather than

sentences as their domain, in part hecause the choice of a structure (e.g.,

active voice over passive voice or the pronunciation of -in over -ing) cannot be

explained without reference to the discourse and context of that structure.

Discourse can he spoken, written, or signed, of course, and it can be produced

by interacting interlocutors (as in conversation and interviews) or by solitary

speakers or writers with specific addressees (as in personal letters) or generalized

addressees (as in radio broadcasts and scholarly articles).

  A pair of examples may help clarify matters. Structural grammarians aim

to characterize the relation between active-voice sentences ("The author persua-

sively argues the thesis in a dazzling central chapter.") and passive-voice senten-

ces ("The thesis is persuasively argued by the author in a dazzling central

chapter."); their work focuses on the arrangement of syntactic elements within

the sentence and on the formal relation between active and passive structures

(a topic to which I return later). Structural grammarians do not ask which

contexts favor one form over the other in a discourse.' Functional grammarians

(one type of linguist interested in language use), however, account for the

choice between actives and passives by appealing to such phenomena as parallel

structures in successive sentences, the linear organization of given and new

information, and textual coherence. In functional analyses--for instance, of the

 syntactic and distributional patterns of over four hundred relative clauses ("the

 c ar that she borrowed ") transcribed from tape-recorded conversat ions-- research-

 ers typically conclude that their findings strongly support

    a position which views grammar ... not as autonomous or as independent from

    issues of pragmatics, semantics, and interaction, hut rather as necessarily including

    the entire interactional dimension of the communicative situation in which con-

    versationalists constitute the people and things they want to talk ahout.

                                   (Fox and Thompson 315)

    As the second example, consider the variant pronunciations of English -ing

 words like stwlying. Structural linguists would note that -in' and -ing are alterna-

 tive pronunciations having the same referential meaning (failin' an exam is no

 less painful than failing one). Sociolinguists (with their focus on language use)

 would note that, while all speakers use both these forms, they do so with dif-

 ferent proportions of the variants, depending on their social filiations and the

 context of their discourse; even within a small strip of conversation, a single

 speaker may say both -irW and -in' Sociolinguists aiming to uncover the patterns
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iincoln and his contemporaries spoke of compensated emancipation,

 they did nor feel a need to specify compensation for whom. No one

 talked of freedom dues, only.of the folly of offering Negroes an

 unearned 'gift'.)

 From Oppression to Inferiority

 Race as a coherent ideology did not spring into being simultaneously

 with slavery, but took even more rime than slavery did to become sys-

 tematic. A commonplace that few stop to examine holds that people

 are more readily oppressed when they are already perceived as

 inferior by nature. The reverse is more to the point. People are more

 readily perceived as inferior by nature when they are already seen as

 oppressed. Africans and their descendants might be, to the eye of the

 English, heathen in religion, outlandish in nationality, and weird in

 appearance. But that did not add up to an ideology of racial inferior-

 ity until a further historical ingredient got stirred into the mixture: the

 incorporation of Africans and their descendants into a polity and

 society in which they lacked rights that others not only took for

 granted, but claimed as a matter of self-evident natural law.27

 All human societies, whether tacitly or overtly, assume that nature has

 ordai ned their social arrangements. Or, to put it another way, part of what

 human beings understand by the word 'nature' is the sense of inevitability

 that gradually becomes attached to a predictable, repetitive social

 routine:'custom, so immemorial thac it looks like nature; as Nathaniel

 Hawthorne wrote. The feudal nobility of the early Middle Ages consisted

 of people more powerfulthan their fellows through possession of arms or

 property or both. No one at that time, not even they themselves,

 considered them superior by blood or birth; indeed, that would have been

 heresy. But the nobleman's habit of commanding others, ingrained in

 day-to-day routine and thus bequeathed to heirs and descendants, even-

 tually bred a conviction that the nobility was superior by nature, and

 ruled by right over innately inferior beings. By the end of the fifteenth

 century, what would have been heresy to an earlier age had become

 practically an article of faith.'s The peasants did not fall under the

 dominion of the nobility by virtue of being perceived as innately

 inferior. On the contrary, they came to be perceived as innately

 inferior by virtue of having fallen under the nobility's dominion.

Facts of nature spawned by the needs of ideology sometimes acquire

greater power over people's minds than facts of nature spawned by

nature itself. Some noblemen in tsarist Russia sincerely believed that,

while their bones were white, the serfs' bones were black;ls and,

given the violence that prevailed In those times, I must presume that

noblemen had ample occasion to observe the serfs' bones at first

hand. Such is the weight of things that must be true ideologically that

no amount of experimental observation can disprove them. Bur

because tsarist Russia had no conception of absolute equality resting

" See Fieldr,'ldeology and Race in American History', pp. r43-77

'sJerome Blum. Our Fargotrn Part: Snr. CC1IIYnCI D~Lifr O. fhC Land, London IgS~, pp.

~4-36.

g Kolchin. UnlSrr La6m. p '70·
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observation that ~rives much current grammatical theorizing is the stunning'

efficiency and uniformitY with which children acq~lire;l native tongue, and

sp'c"l;~tion abounds c~n the contrihutic~ns of ""t"'e and nrlrture--the rc,les

pl;lyed by tl" hyrotlresizeJ innate I~~n~u;lge structures ~,f the hr~\in and by the

        llllr:1( C~,nfZXtS Irf :ICcllliSiti(,n, incl~"ljn~ the "inp~lt" ;Iv;lilnhlc· re,

chil~lren. (On lalljill;lge :Ici\llls~tl~,n and I:lnfiu;ljie learnin~, see Kr:lmsch in rl~is

vc,lurne.) Like the authors of cert~in ling~listic tre;~rises of se\ienteenth-cel~~rII'Y

Europe, jiramm~~ri:~ns today are struck nlc~re hy similarities across lanp~lages than

hy the ohvious hut superficial Jifferences between lan~u;lpes,;lnJ nluch current

theory :Icijresses aspects of Slrall"";l' tll;lt are tlloughT to he conlmon to ;111

languages. Such language Ilniversals, if they prove to he inn;lte, c~,~lld exlllain

the efficiency and uniforiiiiry of tirst-IRnjillafie ~ccluisition· Th~ls the ;lilll ()t Irlany

linCllists is tcl rlcsi~n ;~ n~c,~lc·J (~f the rrprc~~nt;\ti~lr, "f I;mRII;~L~e it~ the rll;llil,

delimiting the uni""";'ltt·:ltures of cr:llnmaricnl strllctllre and ch:rr;lcrcrizinr rhe

p;"'l""ters rh;~t cc,~ll~ Icnil to ~ct~l;\l and pc~tenrinl differences across Inl~~ll:lct·s;

cll;~t is, these linguists strive to provide a char;lcrerization of the noti~,n "po~sihle

huma;;f~:I;II~l~:~:lsf, have diflermr gc,a\s, and grammar is only part of what they

 aim tcl account for. For these linguists, grammatical analysis that doer not

 consider what communities make of their language is too limited and mechanla·

 tie; they argue that formal, autonomous grammars overlook socially and human-

 istically significant variationwithin and across communities This difference in

 viewpoint, which currently divides the field of linguistics, is captured in the

 Jichotomy between grammatical competence and communicative competence

    For Noam Chomsky, gr~mmatical competence is "the speaker-hearers

 knowledge of his Language" (As~ects 4). Echoing Ferdinand de Saussure's distinc-

 ric~n between lang~re and PRre ,le (see hi~ ~ourSe)~ Cl~omskv difitinrzrlishes between

 competence and performance (more recently between "internalized" and "exter-

 nalized" language). Although earlier he seemed principally to want to exclude

 slips of the tongue and other errors from linguistic description hy relegating

 them to performance, his exclusions ignore far rlll,re than crr~,rs. F~,r C:h(,msky,

 externalized language is language as it exists in utterances and discourse, as it

 can be observed in use, internalized language, irl cnntrast, is a p"'rertY elf fhe

 mind or brain, and thus it canne,t be observed directly: it is'~some element of

 the IninJ clf the person who knows the language, acquired by the learner, and

 used by the speaker-hearer" (KllotuletlRe 22)· Chonlsky's linguistics excludes renl-

 world language: Innguajie in use (externalized langu~~ge) "appears to pl~y n~, rr~\r

 ill the theory of language"; inJeeJ, "languages in this sense are not rc~ll-wt,rld

 objects hut are ;~rtifrcial, sc,mewh~r arbitrary, and Felhaps nc't very interest~ng

 c~,nstructs." Linguistics, for Chomsky, treats only internalized language, and in

 that sense it is "part of psychology, ultimately biology" (Knowledge 26-27)

     Of course, many linguists regard language use as the basis for all that is

   known of language, and they view language variRtioll as an csucntial part (II the

   competence of speakers and a legitimate object of linguistic analysis. Linguists
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honor it as the raison d'~tre of grammatical systell\s,

studying language use

particular and universaI, and helieve that variation not only reilects social iden-

tity but helps to create and maintain it· ~,, these linguists, Chomsky does not

represent the field at large; he is simply an adv"c"'e f(lr the school that :thus ti,

determine the innate and universal ch~r~cteristics c)t g';"""';\'

  In an nlternative conccptlializ;ition, John J. (;uniyrrz and I)cll ~tvn~c·s ~lcl;ne

the object of linguistic analysis-in rn~~rkeJ contrast tcl (:he)msky's rzr;llnm;ltic:'l

competence--as colnmunicative ci,mpetencc: "whnt ;I slle;lker ncccls tr, knrr~·

to cnmmunicate effectively in culrllmllv si~nit~cant settinr"" (vii)· F~,r tllc·c·

linguists,

    \;lnCu;IRe us;~Cc--i.c., what is s;liJ c,n ;I p;~rriclll:lr occ;lsic,n, I~ow it is I~I";\"'~1~ ;"''1

    h~,w it is ct,~,rdin~te~l with nc,nverh;ll sicns--c:lnn~,~ sinlply he :1 nl:~ttrr ~,t frc·~

    inilivillu;~l ch~,irc. Ir Illlllil it~CJ(. )~e :IffeCLril hy XIII~CO(ISCII~IISIY jnlellli(liicll c;~l)

    straints similar to gramm;rtical c~,nstr~ints.

 Lingrlisrr who focus on communicative ce'mpetence "deal with ~peakcrs;ls nlcln-

 hers c,f communities, as incumhents (if social relies. ~ntl seek tcr explain their use

 of I;lnguage to achieve self-identihcation a"d '" c""duct tlleir acrivities" (vi).

    I;,,, the student of literAture, comm\lnicntive competence is c'f greater cc'n-

 cern than grammatical competence, which focuses only on sentences and fails

 to address discourse But prammatical competence is also impo'tnnt for literary

 analysis because verbal art exploits the same grammatical structures as c,ther

 language varieties. If Chomskv~s views were not popular, it wollld go with~,ut

 saying that an adequate cclnception of language must attend to hoth gramrnatical

 and communicative competence

   Within these broad approaches, most Ling~lists pursue relatively narrow

 goals in tl\eir research, often witlrl 11 one trf the nulnerous suhticldfi of lina~cisrics.

 Some of these subfields reflect particular levels of grammatical analysis such as

 sound systems and syntax, while others reflect distinct methodological ap-

 proaches such as acoustic phonetics and ct,luputarional linF~lli"tic"· Still;r third

 set comhines different trhjects of an;llysis with different nlcthodol~,fiies; rl"·;'

 include historical linjiuistics, sc'citriinguiRtics, PsY'h"li"#"isrics, and disco~ltse

 analysis. Grammatic~l arlalysis has held center staflr in lin~uistic annlysis f~,r

  millennia (hut cclmpare Lunsford's comments in this volume concerning tl~e

  histc~rical importance o~ rhetoric) Today grammar treats sounds and their pat-

  terninfi (phonetics;lnd ph~~n~,\ofiY)~ the or~aniz;ltic~n c)f semantic and jiramm;lti-

  cal elements within words (m~,rphol~,C\')~ tile arrangelnent ~'f W"'JZ i'~'"

  strrlctured strings (synt~x), and the cr,nlplex systems of lexical ;Ind ~c·ntcllti;~l

  meaning (semantics) Between jiranlm~r and use is tile suhfield of pragmtics,

  which treats the relation between linguistic form and its contextualized use and

  interpretation in communicative acts.

    Neither psycholinguistics nor computational linguistics can he even minimally characterized in this essay, except to note that psycholinguistics ranges
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widely, from first-and second-language acquisition (as treated in Kramsch's essay

in this volume) to the mental processing of words, sentences, and texts, and chat

it overlaps with applied linguistics in such arenas as'bilingualism and reading.

Increasingly, too, psycholinguistics has clinical applications, for example with

dyslexia and Alzheimer's disease. Computational linguistics is less a full-fledged

subtield than a cover term for a wide range of computer-utilizing studies, from

the modeling of grammatical theories to the statistical analysis of natural-

language texts. Comp~lfers also have promising applications irl Icxicography (see

Sinclair), but their vaunted use for machine translation remains disappointing,

primarily because a sufficiently explicit understanding of languages still evades

us and the requisite contextual information remains inadequately formalized.

(For corllputer applications to literary texts, Hockey and Miall provide useful

overviews; see also issues of the journal Literary and LinRuistic Com~uting.)

  Historical linguistics, the nineteenth-century springboard for'moJern lin-

guistics, uses a variety of methods to trace the evolution of languages and relate

them to one another "genetically." It employs two principal models: the family-

tree model (in which offshoots of parent tongues evolve over time) and the wave

model (which rcnecta the influence of languages on one another when they are

in contact). From the family-tree model we understand Latin to be the historical

predecessor (the parent language) of Spanish, French, Italian, Portuguese, and

Rumanian, among others, and we see Proto-Germanic (of which we have no

records) to be the parent of English, German, Dutch, Narwcgian, Swedish,

Danish, and the defunct Gothic, among others. From the wave model we

understand the influence of French on English after the Norman invasion in AD

1066 and of the neighboring Baltie languages on one another in the Baltic

sprachbund (borrowed from the German word for "speech league").

   Historical linguistics has provided knowledge of the Indo-European family

of languages, including the Germanic, Italic, Hellenic, and Celtic branches on

the one side and the Slavonic, Baltic, Indo-Iranian, Armenian, and Albanian

branches (as well as the extinct Anatolian and Tocharian) on the other. It has

also given us a grasp of other language families and established the genetic

independence of languages sometimes thought to be related (e.g., Chinese and

Japanese). Much work remains to be done in identifying the genetic relations

among the native languages of Africa, the Americas, Australia, and Papua

New Guinea and in distinguishing between inherited and borrowed similarities.

Despite the central role of historical studies in the development of linguistics,

the subfield does not now enjoy the prominence it once did (see Watkins). Still,

the Last decade has witnessed an exciting revival of valuable historical work even

on languages as well combed as English and French. Much of this new work falls

into one of four broad approaches: it reanalyzes earlier stages of a grammar in

the light of what is now understood about structure, typology, and universals

(on English, see the works by Kroch and Lightfoot; on Romance, see those by

Fleischman and Harris); it applies crlrrent models of social dialect and register

variation to the competing forms of earlier periods in an effort to explain change
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(see Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog; Biber and Finegan; Romaine, Socio-histon'-

call; it seeks to establish general patterns of semantic development in grammati-

cal and lexical forms (see Traugott; Traugott and Heine); or it traces the

grammaticalization of forms arising frequently in the discourse patterns of conver-

sation (see Hopper; Giv6n; Traugott and Heine).

  Sociolinguists have a wide spectrum of interests, including urban dialects,

ethnic and socioeconomic language varieties, gender-related language character-

istics, register variation and stylistics, the ethnography of commllnication, ilnrl

traditional dialect geography. More than a few sociolinguists pursue applied

interests, including literacy and the relation between forms of discourse and

their uses in political and social control (see Baron in this volume; Andersen;

Gee; Macdonell). Situational variation and stylistics are also gaining increased

attention from sociolinguists. As the complex relation between dialects and

registers is addressed, sociolinguists and literary scholars are likely to find their

shared interests growing.

   Discourse analysis, sometimes considered part of socioling~listics, is a loosely

defined subfield that has no specific methodology. By definition it focuses not

on sentences but on texts, socially and contextually framed. As Tnnnen says,

discourse analysis "does not entail a single theory or coherent set of theories

[nor does it] describe a theoretical perspective or methodological framework at

all. It simply describes the object of study: language beyond the sentence." For

Tannen, as for many Ilnpuiats, the name "discourse analysis" says~"nofhing more

or other than the term 'linguistics': the study of language" (Talking 6-7). But,

as we have seen, not all linguists agree that language beyond the sentence is the

proper domain of the field, and discourse analysis has a separate name and

identity in part to legitimate certain types of language analysis and to encompass

sociological and anthropological work on language. Despite Tannen's equation

of linguistics and discourse analysis, it is principally discourse analysis that has

brought attention to texts and to context (see Oreetham and Scholes in this

volume).

   In conclusion, a few words about semantics and pragmatics: Semantics has

from time to time been ruled in and out of linguistics. In the first half of the

century, structural grammarians like Leonard Bloomfield argued that including

semantics would entail the study of all knowledge and thereby threaten linguistics

as an independent discipline. Today semantics is defined narrowly and viewed

as part of grammar, which is after all a system relating sound and meaning.

Falling within the purview of semantics are the structure of the lexicon and the

elements of lexical meaning, as well as the ways in which the meaning of a

sentence is not merely the sum meaning of its words.

   Pragmatics mediates semantic meaning and contextualized interprecatic~n.

A sentence like "Can you pass me the salt!" is semantically a yes-no question

concerning the ability of the addressee to pass the addressor the salt, hut its

contextualized interpretation will likely be as an indirect request of the addressee

to pass the salt to the speaker, and pragmatics explores the mechanisms of such
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interprernrion Resides studying sllch indirect syeech ;Icrs, I,r~cm;ltics Ir,~,ks at :r

wide range of sociolinguistic matters, from the expression of politeness and the

use of respect vocabulary to conversational structure and perfortnative utterances

(those that in specifiable conditions effectuate what they say: "Yo~l're under

arrest"; "1 now F"'""""C' Yc"' h~l"h""d and wife"). The s~rhject Illatter of pr;\~-

marics includes ir\vestigation of the sitrlatit,ns in w~-~ich perforlll:rtive ~ltter:\nces

accon~plish their work ;In~l c,f the manner in which inrcrlocrlrc,r~ un~lersrancl the

intended f~~rce of;ln utterance (see Levinson C,r:1 useful survey).

         PREMISES OF LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS

Refore we consider the struct~lr~l levels of lang~l~~e, several widely ;Icccyteci

premises of linguistics are worthy c,f rnenti~,n. First, nlost lingllists recocnize that

linguistic symbols are essenti~lly arbitrary-that no illhcrcnt rel;~tic,n exists

between things and tt~eir names in v;lric,us lang~l;lfies. Tile wc,rd for "c;lt" differs

from language to l;lnguajie, and so do the words for the voc;ll noises c;rts m;lke,

thOllph an occasional hint of a culturally filtered echo inhabits words like rneow.

The same arbitrariness might be claimed for the order of events in the world

and the order of linguistic expressions representing them, although rhetorical

strategies may favor sequences of expressions that mirror actual chronology, as

in narratives. Even so, to say that linguistic symbols are essentially arbitrary is

not to say that they lack iconicity altogether. The child who reports, "My

mother is taking a long, loong, looong shower," reflects the intuitive value of

iconic expression as much as the poet's crafted onomatopoeia does. Rut despite

increasing recognition of iconic elements in word and clause formation, the

essential arbitrariness of basic linguistic symbols remains intact. (For recent work

on syntactic iconicity, see Haiman.)

  Second, linguistics aims to be a descriptive field, not a prescriptive one.

Linguists descrihe the structures of human language and the uses to which those

~trrlctures are pur; they ~lo not (;ls linl~~lists) prescribe what those structures o~tght

t(~ he in so~~~e ideal world or judge their rise in the real ~·orl~. In fact, linglrists

have been belligerently neutral on questions of language value. (On descriptiv-

ism and ~rescriptivi~cm. see Rarcln; Finegan;;lnd Milroy and Milroy.)

  ~liirJ, since Sau~sure in the enrl! t~·entieth cenrllrv, linguists take descrip-

tion of a langllage at one point in time (synchronic description) to he basic to

;11I other analysis. Historical (or diachrclnic) analysis with its focus on I;lngu;lge

change comp;lres two or more synchronic descriptions. I)i;lchrony, like syn-

chrl,n\·, can f~,crls on tests or sentences c,r \\(~rJ~ c,r sorlnd~, and it c;ln ;ly~c·;11

t,r explanation to factors that are structur;tl, psvcholocical (e.g., perceptu;il),

or social (e.g., language contact). Synchrony cannot appeal to diachrc,ny for

explanation, though history can often shed light on how the facts that need

explaining came to be as they are.
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assc~ciated with a meaning (Doc;~ SEE) or grammatical functiorl (thirJ-pE'S""

singular present-tense marker -s as in sees or progressive marker -IN(; as in seeil~g).

Unlike a desk dictionary, whose entries are typically words, the mental lexicc,n

of a speaker also lists morphemes (many of which, like Uoc;, see, and KAN(:~I1()(1

are likewise words). As the speaker's counterpart to a p"hli"l'eJ iiiction;lrv,;l

mental lexicon has entries that lack etymologies and illulstrative cit;ltic,r\s ~~rlt

specify certain other inf~,rmati~,n about a tnorpherne: which ph~,nen~es it cc,ll-

tains and in which order (as a h~sis f(,r Cironuriciarion), selll;lntic intc,rtrl:llil,n

(for nleaning),;lnci syntactic inform;ltic,n aho~lt word cl;\ss (p;\rr c,f spc·ccl~) :III1I

which classes it can Eo-occur with (eR, plural -s aftixes to nouns hut nc,t fi,

;IdjeCtiVeS) For a verh, the lexicon cont:\ins infOrnlati(ln :Ih(lllt its Syllt;lClic-

scrll;lntic fralne; for example. fiP!e, as in "Alile #;lve S;lr:~ll the h~,ok," c:rlies ~lln·~·

noun phrases (~,r "nr~uments'.): an agent giver (Alice), a patient given jrl~e

hook),;lnJ a recipient (Sarah). Much relnains to he discovered ah(,ut how rnc·n-

tal lexicons are organized so ~s To make their cc,ntents accessible f(,r c,nline sclll

tence ~rocjuctic~n and conll~rchrnsi~,r~:

dicti~,nnri~s is neither av:lilal,le ~u ny~:lkcrs Ill,r ;IJc~lu:ltc~ I~~r ~rl~·h I)1~I~('~~I-

  As it happcns~ much of the itlfi,rnl;\tiorl neeje~l t(, strurr~lre CI;1111111;1(1(;11

sentences could he specified either in the lexicon or in the syntax of a spc;lkc·r-'\

grammar In just which of these components particular inftrrmation actrlall\i

resides remains·unclear in many instances Like traditional grammatical analyse\.

recent theory favors placing a greater burden on the lexicon, with a conseyllt·nr

reduction in the complexity of the syntactic com~nent This theoretical shits

has made morph010nv and rnorphosyntax major subfields nl gralnmar

    Sefieratiue Syntcur. For the past three decades, the most influential w;lvs

 of characterizing sentences structurally have employed a "generative" aPP"""I~~

 whereby a lexicon and a setof rules for organizing its elements into the sentences

 of a language can be specified explicitly (i.e., mechanically, co~nputationa\lv,

 autonomously-without reference to contingent facts about the world or tire

 particular situations of use).

    Although phonologicnl, syntactic, and semantic components of gencr;rti~e

 grammarshave heen recognized for some time, eacl; component has hcen \·icr\·c~~l

 as part of a unified, integrated system. Thus, the syntactic comp'~"ent ger\cr;l~c

 a structure that receives an interpretation for meaning by tire ~,perfltiol~s ~,f rlll

 semantic component and an interpretation for pronunciation by the opcr;~tic,ll·

 of the phonological component. In this standard gener~ti\'e model, the synr;lcti~

 component is the centerpiece It comprises a lexicon of the sort Jescrihcd ;II~(,\·(·

 and a set of phrase-structure r~lles of the general f~,ml S ' NP VI' (i.c· :I

 sentence consists of a norln phrase followed by a verh phrase). Phrnse-struccllr~

 rules generate deep (or underlying) structures known as "phrase nlarkers" (t\~~·

 familiar "tree diagrams," illustrated irl fifi· L)· A" hgurr I shows, phrase Ir~;rr~c~l·

 specify a linear order of cc,nstituent elements (determiner precedes noun), ;I·

 well as a hierarchical order (prepositional ph'a"e has two constituent I~;rrt··

  preposition and noun phrase).
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IZ L(NGIIISTICS

  Thus, Korean and English subsume the same three st,unds in twc) structural

units of their phonological systems, but they do so quite diClerently. In English,

the units are ipl and /hi, with (phJ and Ipl merely rule-governed va'i""ts of Ip/.

In Korean, the units are iDl and iphl, with [b] merely a rule-governed variant

of ipl. In other words, English attaches signihcance to whether a consonant is

voiced (like Ibl and [21) or voiceless (like IF1 and Isl), hut it treats aspiration as

~ns~gnificant. K"'ean attaches signihcance t~l whether a consonant is aspirated

or unaspirated but treats voicing as not significant. A'; " "'"Sequence, EnRliSh

can have the w~,rds bill and pill (the latter with rrlle-assigned a"pi'ati"")' hut it

doris nor have ~ill Hlirhout nsfiraticln (,,,rol\outlced in st)ill). Korean distin-

guishes phul 'grass' from eul 'fire'; it has P"P 'law' a,d m,brce 'lawlessness' hut

could nor Ilave mupae because of the rule that voices Ipl between vowels.

 Learners of a foreign language tend t~, transfer their native distributional patterns

 ~,f rule-governed va'iants to the t.,get language; thus, an English speaker learning

 French is heard to pronounce I'iene and pftit with the aspirated IPhl tha' English

 (hut nc~t French) uses at the begi,ning of a word, while a French learner of

 English may fail to pr~~viJe the aspiration to words that begin with ipl in English.

 This tendency to aPPly the phonological rules ni one's native language to another

 language is pa't of what creates a foreign accent

   In sum, languages have inventories of significant phonological units (pho·

 nemes) such as /p/ and rules forgenerating required but nonsignihcant "pho"efic"

 variants· Distinguishing underlying "emic" units from "etic" realizations is at

 the heart of structural linguistics, and the notions of "emic" and "etic," which

 have been borrowed into folklore and anthropologY through the work of Claude

                    of the definition of structuralism in other fields.

  Levi-S~rauss, co"stitute part                       Gunn in this

  (For mure on the cross-disciPlinary use of linguistic constructs, s~e

  volume)                                and vowels can be

     Every language also has constraints on how consonants

  joined to form syllables. ]apanese, for example, has three basic syllable types. If

  C represents a consonant and V a vowel, japanese permits V and CV syllables

  (e.g., a and gal, as well as CVC syllables provided that the second consonant

  is a nasal (as in hon'book'). English, by contrast, permits not only V, C-V~ and

  CVC syllable types but also syIlables beginning w~th two consonants (p~'te and

  Rrit) and three consonants (as pronounced in selit, stream, and squid)· With three

  cons~,nants, however, the first must he isl; the secund ipl, Itl, or IW; and the

          ~,r iwi. English permits many other syllahle tL.pes· i"clu~ing rrla-

   tively complex ones likeCCCVCCC representing wO'dS like squirts ar~J squelched

   (where ch represents a single consonant sound and ed represents (tl)· R"'ew'd

   interest in syll"bles has contributed to a "ew "metrical phonology·~~ With its

   f,,cus on stress patterning and other rhythmic phenomena, n~etrical phr,noloqy

   has reawakened inte'est in literary uses of meter and rhythm among linguists

   (see Kiparsky and Youmans)·

     Morphology and Mor~hosyfitar· At a level higher than sounds and syllables, grammars make reference to morphemes, which are sequences of sounds
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associated with a meaning (Doc:l SEE) or grammatical function (thirci-p"~""

singular present·tense marker -S as in sees or progressive marker -IN(: as in srei,lg)·

Unlike a desk dictionary, whose entries are typically words, the mental lexicl,n

of a speaker also lists morphemes (many of which, like r,oc;, SEE, and KAN(:~I~(,(,

are likewise wt,rds). As the speaker's cc~llnrerp;lrt to a pllhlislred ilicril,n:lry.;l

mental lexicon has entries that lack etymologies and illustr;ltive c~t;ltic,l~s \~~II

specify certain other information about a morphenle: which ph~,nc~llc·s it cc,ll-

tains and in which order (as a basis for pronunci;ltion), selnanric inlorln;lricllll

(for meaning), and syntactic inf~~rlnation about wc,rct cl;~ss (p;lrt c,lsp'ccl') ;"'~I

wl~ic~~ clnsses it can c~,-~,ccur with (e.g., plur;ll -s nttixc~ to ncrune hut n~lr rl~

adjectives). For a verb, the Icxicon contains infornl;~tic,n :Ihc,ut its syn~;lilic--

seru;lntic frame; for exanlple, fiiue, :Is in "Alice gave S;lr;lh the h~,ok," r:lkc·s tl~rce

norln ph';'"es (or "arguments"): nn agent giver (Alice), a patient given (rl~e

hook), anJ a recil,ient (Sarah). Much ret~~ains to he discovereJ ;Ih,ur ~~l,w nlcll

t;ll lexicons are organized so ~s to rnake their cc~ntents accessihle f(,r c,n\inc~ sc·ll

tc·nct· F""1Llcti~,n anJ c~,nll`rc·hetlsir,n: ol~\.i~)ll-~ly the ;~lllll;rl·l~ric;~l ~,rc:llli;l'i'~" '''

dictionaries is neither avnilahle to spe;lkers nor;l~lc`~lu:llc` t,r srlch 1~"'1`""~'~

   As it happens, mulch of the inf;,miation nee~lrJ To STrrict~irc~ ~T;lllllll;lli~;ll

sentences could be sFecified either in the lexicon or in the synt;~?e c,t;l sl''';'kc.'''

grammar. In just which of these components particular information actrl;llly

resides remains unclear in many instances. Like traditional grammatical ~lnalyses,

recent theory favors placing a greater burden on the lexicon, with a c~,nscqllrnt

red~lction in the complexity of the syntactic component This theoretical shift

has made morphnlogy and morphosyntax major suhfields (if grammar.

  Cjeneratiore Syntaw. For the past three decades, the most influential w;lv·

of characterizing sentences structurally have employed a "generative" a~p"';"l'~

whereby a lexicon and a set of rules f~~r organizing its elements into the sentences

of a language can be specified explicitly (i.e·, mechanically, computation~lly,

a,tonomously-without reference to contingent facts about the world or tire

particular situations of use).

   Although phonological, syntactic, and semantic components of gcncr;\ti\~·

 grammars have heen recognized for some time, each component ~las been vic\h·lctl

 as part of a unified, integrated system. Thuls, the syntactic comp"""~t ~c"";\t''`~

 ;1 structllre that receives an interpretation for Ineaning hy the opernric,lls c,t rlll·

 semantic component and an interpretation f~~r pronunciation by th' "p";'ri''"~

 of the phonological comp""ent In this standard generative model, the syrlt;~c`ti~

 component is the centerpiece It comprises a lexicon of the s~,rt described ;~I~(,\;(·

 and a set of phrase-structure rrlles of the general f~~rm S -, NP VI' (i.c..;l

 sentence consists ~,f a nc,un phr;lse L;,ll~,wcd hy ;r verb phrase)· Phrrtsc-·trucrlll~

 rules generate deep (or underlvinc~) structures known as "phrase mnrkers" (tll'

 familiar "tree diagrams," illustrated in fi~· 1)· As figure 1 shows, phr;lse nl;lrkcr·

 specify a linear order (,f constituent elements (determiner precedes nc~~lrl)~ ;I·

 well as a hierarchical order (prepositional phrase has two constituent P;\'''·

 preposition and noun phrase).
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In the senerative-transformational grammar of the 1960s and early 1970s,

operations called transformations restructured deep phrase markers into'lsurf~ce"

phrase markers (the structure of actual spoken and written sentences). Transfer-

mations were formulated for language-specific .structures such as the English

passive or the French relative clause. Some transformations were required for

prammaticality; others were optional, since nmmmacical sentences resulted

whether or not the transformations operated. Passivization was an optional

transformation: both "The critics panned her first novel" and "Her first novel

was panned by the critics" are grammatical. Reflexivization was obligatory:

"Larry pitied himself" (on which the reflexive transformation has operated) is

grammatical, but "Larry pitied Larry" (on which it has not) is ungrammatical

(where Larry and Larry have identical referents). Transformations accounted for

much stylistic variation in both prose and poetry, and linguistic style could be

described by reference to an author's preferences among optional transforma-

tions. Within a view of style essentially as the dress of thought, a characteristic

fondness for particular modes of expression could be identified with particular

authors (see the essays in Freeman).

  Besides having distinct levels such as phonology and syntax, recent genera-

tive models (e.g., government-binding theory) have conceptually distinct mod-

ules that operate independently but interactively within a level. The interaction

of the modules produces what in earlier models was generated by a set of proce-

dures unified as a transformation (e·fi·l the passive transformation). As conceptu-

alized, these modules operate at sufficiently abstract levels to be applicable across

languages, and their interaction with one another creates the syntactic patterns

of sentences. In this view, what makes one language different from another is a

relatively small number of "parameters" in each module whose values are set by

exposure to a particular language during the process of acquisition. Thus, a

child's principal grammatical task is simply to set these parameters to renect the

structures of the language being acquired; the parameters and the range of
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potential values are innately specified. If this conception of grammatical structure

is correct, it will go a long way toward explaining the breathtaking accomplish-

ment represented by every child's first-language acqulsltlon.

  Generative grammarians using the government-binding model have pro-

posed a set of modules as alternatives to the unified system of rules and transfer-

mations of standard transformational grammar. One module treats case

assignment (not the morphological cases familiar to students of inflected lan-

guages like German, Russian, or Latin hut a highly abstract case system); anclther

module assigns semantic roles to nouns; a third handles government. For exam-

ple, the earlier English passive transformation, as Chomsky later decompc~sed it

(Lectures), consists of four procedures: moving the object noun phrase following

the verb to the subject position preceding it, moving the initial subject no~ln

phrase to a position after the verb and making it the object of the added

preposition by, altering the verb to a past participle, and inserting an appropriate

form of the auxiliary verb to be.

   Serious problems occur with such a transformation, however. For one thing,

as formulated, the English passive is unrelated to passive constructions in other

languages. More important, permitting such specific cransformations wc~uld ii-

cense other similar transformations in the model, thereby granting grammars

extraordinary power and freedom. Because acquiring a language is easier when

fewer options are available to the child acquiring it, generative theories favor

the tnost limited grammar compatible with the faces. Space restrictions here

preclude a description of how passives would be treated in current generative

models, but the English-specific points in the transformation above have been

relegated to individual lexical items and are no longer handled by the syntax.

Significantly, too, passive structures are not generated by specific movement

and insertion procedures, as in the standard transformational analysis. Instead,

various general principles applicable to all languages operate independently of

one another to "license" certain structures, and the confluence of various mod-

ules can produce passive structures (see laeggli).

  The modular approach to grammar arose partly because early transforma-

tional grammar was largely English-based, and it assumed that what held true c,f

English would, mutatis mutandis, hold true of all languages. But as grammarians

turned to French, l~alian, Dutch, lapanese, Chinese, and other lan-

guages, much of thes~4~ '~nerality of English-based analyses crumbled, and

many middle-level generalizations fell (including the notion of structure-specific

and language-specific transformations) and were replaced by general principles

of wider applicability. As a result of these theoretical realignments, current

grammatical descriptions are declarative rather than procedural, and thev rely

heavily on the features of individual verbs and nouns as specified in the mental

lexicon.

   Typology. Related to the subject of linguistic generality is typology, and a

 few words about typological approaches may be Llseful. Typologists are interested

 in shared patterns of structural features that are independent of language c~,ntact
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and of genetic relatedness among languages. If, say, English, (;erman, I)utch,

Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish exhibit certain characteristics that don't ap-

pear in other languages (e.g., dental suffixes to mark the pasr tense, as ir~ English

thanked and German dankte), these features may (as in this case) he inherited

from a cc~mmon ancestor language and, as sllch, be fierln;rne to genetic relat-

edness htlt not necessarily to typology. Likewise, in the Haltic sprac)lhund men-

tioned earlier, creek, Rumanian, Albaninn, and BulgRrinn shRre:1 nuinhcr of

strrlctural features, although they belong to different br;rnctles of Indo-E~lope;~n,

whose member languages do not generally possess thc,se features. <)ne such

feature is tt~e loss of the infinitive such that, instead of expressions like "give

me to drink," these languages have the equivalent of "give rile that I drink"

(;reek "i)os mu na pjo," Alhanian "a-n~e te pi," Hulgari;ln "~~~j Ini d;~ pij;l," ;In~l

R~lmanian "j~-mi s;i beau" (examples frc~ln Cc~nlrie, World's 10). Iiulll;~lli;~n d(,cs

not share this feature with the other Romance I;lnjirl;rgcs, nor does Bulc;lri;lrl

share it with the other Slavonic languages, nor (;reek with Ancient (;reek.

Instead, the similarities arise from mutual contact;lmong neighhoring languages,

and therefore they are not of direct interest to typologists.

  Even independently of contact and genetic relatedness, significant correla-

tions among structures exist across languages-for example, between the order

of objects and verbs, on the one hand, and of other constituents such as nouns

and adjectives, on the other. In languages where the verb follows the object

(OV languages, such as Japanese and Persian), there is a strclng tendency for

adjectives, senitives, and relative clauses to precede nouns and for prepc~sitions

to follow them (in which case they are called "postpositions"). In languages

with the complementary pattern in which objects follow verbs (VO languages,

such as Welsh, Irish, and Classical Arabic), nouns tend to precede adjectives,

genitives, and relative clauses, and there are prepositions. Japanese is a canonical

OV language with all the expected patterns: adjectives and relative clauses

preceding nouns (omoshiroi hon 'an interesting book'; anata Ra kuttu hon 'the

hook you bought'); genitives preceding nouns (Turoo no hon 'Tare's book'); and

postpositions (Tookyoo ni 'to Tokyo'). Other languages are less canonical. En-

glish is mixed, with relative clauses following their head nouns;lnd with Freposi-

tlons, as expected for VO languages, but with adjectives generally preceding norlns

("suhversive intent"), a characteristic of OV languages, while genitives can precede

or follow ("Auden's apologies" and "the modemity of Emerson"). The relations

an~ong slrch word-order patterns, universal grammar, and the parameters of individ-

ual languages constitute a central puzzle for syntactic typology.

   Functiofial Synta*. Before leaving syntax and typology, retllrn hrretly

 to fiinction;il grammar, which highlights certain fiind;iinental empirical and

 philosophical issues remaining unsettled in linguistics tod;~y. One fundament;ll

 empirical question that suggests the depth ~,f the disapreernent is the concept of

 sentence. As axiomatic as the idea seems in most current (and traditional)

 grammar (compare the phrase marker of fig. 1), some functional grammarians
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and discourse analysts assert that its centrality rests on a Literate bias and chat

its empirical status as a unit of analysis must be examined alongside competing

notions such as clause, paragraph, and topic chain (Hopper 132). Some theorists

argue that analysis of sentences should he nothing more than a methodological

preliminary to the analysis of discourse (Giv6n). Others take the stronger posi-

tion that sentences may be "a secondary emergence," resulting from "a rhetorical

amalg~m~tion of clauses" (,r from coIl~borative discourse making (Flopper 1~1).

~he philosophical issues involve the disputed status ~,f innate grarunl~tic:ll

structures cast in the image of the seventeenth-century rationalists As suggested

above, generative grammarians posit innate grammatical structllres wh~,se pura-

tive cclnhjiuration haR changed somewhat in response to changing theoretical

models hut whose bedrock Cartesian notion of innate knowledge remains stable.

For the f~lnctionalists, however, grammar is emergent rather than inn;~te; it is

the (developmental and evoluticlnary) prclduct of discourse created in parcic~llar

communicative contexts. These competing ideologies, as paul Hopper has

noted, correspond to the twr, major inteIlectual currents of the day: structuralism

"with its belief in and attention to a Driori structures of consciousness and

behavior" and hermeneutics "with its equally firm conviction that temporality

and context are continually reshaping the elusive present" (133).

  Semantics. As important and central to language as semantics is, sentence

semarltics can barely be mentioned here, while lexical semantics can only be

named. Resides their grammatical relations within a clause as subject, object,

 and indirect object, noun phrases have semantic roles such as agent, patient,

 instrument, recipient, locative, and temporal (see Fillmore). In "Alice gave Eric

 the prize in Atlanta yesterday," Alice is an agent, Eric a recipient, ~i~e a patient,

 Atlanta a locative, and yesterday a temporal. Such semantic roles do not have

 fixed connections to grammatical relations: not every agent is a subject, nor is

 every object a patient. In English, grammatical subjects can have any of several

 semantic roles: as agent in "The jailer opened the gate with the key"; as instru-

 ment in "The key opened the gate"; as patient in "The gate opened"; as locative

 in "Maine suffers extremes of hot and cold"; and as temporal in "Tuesday is our

 busiest day." English is exceptional in permitting such a wide range of semantic

 roles as subjects. Many other languages, including even close relatives like

 German, permit fewer semantic roles as grammatical subjects, and the direct

 equivalents of certain sentences given above would therefore be ungrammatical

 in those languages.

             SOURCES OF LINGUISTIC DATA

 Asaconsequence oldifferent focuses and subfields, preferred sources of linguistic

 data also differ. Field work involving elicitation sessions with bilingual or mono-

 lingual speakers of the language being analyzed is a classic source of data for

 grammatical, lexical, and phonological data. Supported by gestures and simple
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props, elicitation sessions consist basically of questions and answers, and they

produce phrases, clauses, and sentences, rather than discourse, as data. For

some linguists, introspection suffices; they ask themselves and others about the

gr~tnmaticality of imagined (and sotnetimes farfetched) sentences. For still oth-

ers, natllr;ll·l;lngu;lge texts, from historical records to transcribed convers;ltions,

serve as data. Narratives, an important source of discourse data, are available in

Ill;llly forms. For natrlrally occurring speech, portable audio and video recorders

make it possible to gather data anywhere, from African villages and Native

American reservations tt, urban street corners and suburban shopping malls, and

it can he collected by formal or subtle interview techniques or by participant

observation. Psycholinguists, especially those interested in sentence processing,

construct experinlcncal situations in which consultants (sometimes unwittingly)

perform linguistic tasks that provide special data. To investigate language acqui-

sition, some linguists engage in lengthy and detailed raping and transcription ~,f

children's discourse, while others use little more than introspection and logic.

Thus linguists take as data any form of written, spoken, or signed language,

whether naturally occurring or elicited; and some linguists, especially those in

the generative framework, take intuitions and judgments of grammaticality as

data. Linguists working with various sources of data have been called field

linguists, bush linguists, armchair linguists, street linguists, and so on. Because

particular sources of data are naturally skewed in one direction or another, each

source needs to be supplemented by others, for only when complementary sources

of data produce compatible findings can investigators be confident about the

validity of their analyses, as William Labov has noted.

  STANDARDS AND STYLES, REGISTERS AND DIALECTS

Standard languages and dialects are familiar notions to readers of this volume.

From a historical point of view, standard languages are simply dialects that have

~lndergone certain processes of standardization, whereby a designated dialect is

elaborated in form to meet an expanded range of functions and is then codified

in dictionaries and grammars. The standardized variety is used in the legal,

medical, educational, and other professional affairs of a nation, as well as in the

mass media. Linguists reject the folk view that nonstandard dialects are corrup-

tions of the standard variety and instead view all dialects of a language (including

the standard variety) as descendants of a single ancestor tongue, the standard

simply being the variety selected--for political, social, economic, and other

nonlinguistic reasons--for development as a vehicle of wider communication,

especially in writing.

  The concept of register is less familiar than that of dialect, and it can be

introduced by considering multilingual speech communities, whose linguistic

repertoires comprise varieties drawn from several languages. In multilingual

communities, particular languages tend to serve particular domains of use: one
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language in the home, another in business or education, a third in religious

ceremonies (e.g., Yiddish, English, and Hebrew among older New York City

Jewish families; Spanish, English, and Latin among Latinos in Los Angeles thirty

years ago). Th~lS, within multilingual communities marked linguistic v~ri;lric~n

can exist from situation to situation. The same is true in monolingual communi-

ties, which also mark different communicative situations with different language

varieties. The term registers refers tc~ lan~rl~ge varieties chsr;lcteristic (,f psrticrll;lr

siriintit,ns of use, and the linguistic fe;~tnres of those registers rcBrcr the cc,nlnlu--

nicative, situational, and social circumstances surrounding their use. At tile very

le;lst, ;1 change of topic (e.g., from the n;ltional pastime t~, the nation;ll debt)

will necessitate a change in vocab~rlary, hut registers can differ from one ;tnothcr

in as many ways as languages differ, though less strikingly, of course. Kefiisrers

ate less studied by linguists than dialects are (and they are often less s;llient to

speakers), although some registers (e.g., motherese, legalese, conversation, and

advertising) have been thoroughly analyzed (see Ferguson; Crystal and Davy;

Levi and Walker; Ghadessy).

  Linguists' registers are akin tc, literary analysts' genres, hut the twc~;~re nc,t

altogether equivalent. Although the genres of literary language, from a linguistic

point ofview, are not different in principle from other registers, literary language

has received special attention from linguists (see Freeman; Jakobson; Kiparsky;

Leech and Short; Pratt; and Sebeok; see also Culler in this volume). Approaches

differ: some linguists analyze prose fiction, others poetic verse; some treat syntax,

others meter; and so forth. One recent approach to English prose style tracks

functionally related sets of linguistic features in fiction, essays, and letters over

the past four centuries and finds parallel evolution in all three registers (Aiher

and Finegan). For example, just as first-person and second-person pronouns,

interrogative sentences, contractions, hedges (e.g., sort of, kind of), and several

other linguistic features characterize conversation and tend to co-occur fre-

quently in that register but not in, say, typical academic articles, so other sets

of lingllistic features co-occur with regularity in other kinds of discourse (see

Biber for details). Three such feature sets have been associated with literate

versus oral styles, where literate means characteristic of typical written styles brit

does not necessarily entail writing (e.g., scholarly monographs and lectures) and

oral means characteristic of spoken styles but does not necessarily entail speech

(e.g., conversations and personal letters).

  The linguistic features of each set share communicative and conventic,rl;ll

functions that account for their co-occurrence in particular kinds of texts. For

example, frequent nouns and prepositions, longer words, and lexical variety

typically characterize language that is informative in purpose. Frequent relative

clauses and a marked absence of time and place adverbs (now and yesterduy; her-r

and above) typify relatively context-independent discourse. Personal involve-

ment is signaled by frst-person and second-person pronouns and by various

devices such as contractions and ellipsis that condense expression. Sometimes

two feature sets represent opposite poles of a single situational dimension. For
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This drift reflects, among other things, a decrease in the number of relative

clauses and nominalizations (e.g., establishment, sincerity) and an increase in the

number of time and place adverbs that characterize texts of these registers. Note

in figure 2, however, that the eighteenth century bucks the trend and exhibits

more explicit referencing strategies (i.e., more elaboration) than the seven-

teenth century does. While some eighteenth-century writers advanced the trend

toward more situated forms of reference in fiction and letters, others (staunch

neoclassicists like Samuel johnson) wrote prose works with higher levels of

elaborated reference than writers of the preceding or the two following centuries

did. The other two dimensions, which are not illustrated here, display the same

overall patterns: prose moved from relatively more informational to relatively

more involved and from relatively abstract to relatively nonabstract. In sum,

the patterns along all three dimensions indicate that English prose has become

increasingly "oral" since the seventeenth century, although eighteenth-century

prose was on average exceptionally "literate.

            THE FUTURE OF LINGUISTICS

Linguistic analysis has thrived on dichotomies, oppositions, contrasts; the field

has exhibited a tendency to see things in black and white, as "either/or" rather

than "more or less." But the dichotomies of the past are proving inadequate to

accommodate the depth and range of observations confronting linguists now,

and a recent trend has been to analyze language more in terms of "squishes," of

tendencies instead of absolutes, and to view language forms along parameters of

continuous variation. Tightly constrained models (e.g., dichotomies between

grammatical and ungrammatical structures or between speech and writing) fail

to accommodate observacione of actual language use. In this connection, the

use of computers has had two notable effects on linguistic analysis. On the one

hand, computers show clearly how inadequate many rules of grammar really are:

when programmed into a completely obedient and perfectly dumb computer,

the output of such rules is quite feeble compared with natural discourse and is

often ungrammatical. On the other hand, when large bodies of text are analyzed

by computational techniques, the continuous variability of language along multi-

ple situational dimensions becomes more comprehensible, the patterns behind

the data less opaque.

  To return to a question raised earlier in this essay, we can ask whether

linguistic analysis should be undertaken from essentially social or essentially

psychological perspectives. To some extent, of course, this is an empirical ques-

tion: Are the shapes of sentences and of discourse determined solely by psyche-

logical factors or solely by social factors! But if we assume, as many linguists do,

that both psychological and social factors are critical to valid language analysis,

the contest between these points of view can be seen as partly political: What

are the implications of limiting linguistics to the studyof Language (with a
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This drift reflects, among other things, a decrease in the number of relative

clauses and nominalizations (e.g., establishment, sincerity) and an increase in the

number of time and place adverbs that characterize texts of these registers. Note

in figure 2, however, that the eighteenth century bucks the trend and exhibits

more explicit referencing strategies (i.e., more elaboration) than the seven-

teenth century does. While some eighteenth-century writers advanced the trend

toward more situated forms of reference in fiction and letters, others (staunch

neoclassicists like Samuel johnson) wrote prose works with higher levels of

elaborated reference than writers of the preceding or the two following centuries

did. The other two dimensions, which are not illustrated here, display the same

overall patterns: prose moved from relatively more informational to relatively

more involved and from relatively abstract to relatively nonabstract. In sum,

the patterns along all three dimensions indicate that English prose has become

increasingly "oral" since the seventeenth century, although eighteenth-century

prose was on average exceptionally "literate.

            THE FUTURE OF LINGUISTICS

Linguistic analysis has thrived on dichotomies, oppositions, contrasts; the field

has exhibited a tendency to see things in black and white, as "either/or" rather

than "more or less." But the dichotomies of the past are proving inadequate to

accommodate the depth and range of observations confronting linguists now,

and a recent trend has been to analyze language more in terms of "squishes," of

tendencies instead of absolutes, and to view language forms along parameters of

continuous variation. Tightly constrained models (e.g., dichotomies between

grammatical and ungrammatical structures or between speech and writing) fail

to accommodate observacione of actual language use. In this connection, the

use of computers has had two notable effects on linguistic analysis. On the one

hand, computers show clearly how inadequate many rules of grammar really are:

when programmed into a completely obedient and perfectly dumb computer,

the output of such rules is quite feeble compared with natural discourse and is

often ungrammatical. On the other hand, when large bodies of text are analyzed

by computational techniques, the continuous variability of language along multi-

ple situational dimensions becomes more comprehensible, the patterns behind

the data less opaque.

  To return to a question raised earlier in this essay, we can ask whether

linguistic analysis should be undertaken from essentially social or essentially

psychological perspectives. To some extent, of course, this is an empirical ques-

tion: Are the shapes of sentences and of discourse determined solely by psyche-

logical factors or solely by social factors! But if we assume, as many linguists do,

that both psychological and social factors are critical to valid language analysis,

the contest between these points of view can be seen as partly political: What

are the implications of limiting linguistics to the studyof Language (with a
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capital L), of discounting differences among languages and dialects and ignoring

the contingent effects of history and cultural evolution! Is it what we as human

beings share linguistically that joins us in the human community, or is humanity

equally defined by the ways in which communities differ from one another!

Alternatively, what are the implications of giving prominence to contingent

factors, to existing and potential social structures, to examining discourse as

empowering or disenfranchising! Is rhetoric merely the dress of thought, or

are languages and thoughts mutually implicated! Some linguists believe that

Language must first be studied acontextually, in an idealized state analogous to

the physicist's vacuum. Others are persuaded that a linguistics devoid of context

and a view of Language devoid of variation do violence to the social nature of

languages and shunt aside questions of social justice and of epistemology, ignor-

ing the role of languages as primary instruments of social construction and shared

knowledge; further, autonomous views of grammar clearly tend to ignore verbal

art and leave it with an impoverished linguistic foundation.

  This essay expresses the viewpoint that language is essentially social and

essentially psychological and that neither languages nor Language can be under-

stood without attention to both. The grammatical representations that underlie

language use surely reside in"the b;tain and will one day be given a neurological

account. lust as surely, the neurology of language has taken form under the

influence of the structures and functions of social intercourse. Presumably (some

would say "obviously") communication and social interaction have helped Lan-

guage evolve into its current shape in the brain, languages and dialects evolve

into their myriad forms across speech communities, and registers develop to

meet the peculiar challenges of an endless array of communicative situations.

For today's linguistics to focus exclusively on either one or the other of these

fundamentally important aspects of language would certainly limit~progress in

the field as a whole. For any branch of linguistics to attempt to define the others

out of court would be shortsighted, if not foolhardy.

           SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

The World's Maior Languages, by Bernard Comrie, is a useful reference work,

containing chapters on forty languages, including Spanish, French, Portuguese,

Italian, German, Dutch, English, Russian, lapanese, Chinese, and Arabic; each

chapter provides useful information about the structure of the language and its

writing system, as well as something of its history and social setting; Comrie has

separately collected those chapters treating the major languages of western Eu-

rope, while Martin Harris and Nigel Vincent have collected and augmented the

chapters on the Romance languages. Peter Trudgill's Language in the British Isles

covers English in various aspects and the Celtic languages (which are not covered

in Comrie), as well as Channel Island French, Romani, and others. Charles A.

Ferguson and Shirley Brice Heath provide coverage of American Indian lan-
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guages (which are not treated by Comrie); New World Spanish; other languages

used in the United States, including German and French; and the registers of

law, medicine, and education.

  Geoffrey Leech and Michael H. Short take a quite different approach to

stylistics than that of Douglas Biber and Edward Finegan illustrated in this

chapter; Leech and Short focus primarily on the qualitative, whereas Biber and

Finegan mix quantitative analysis and qualitative interpretation. Roger Fowler

gives a useful introduction to stylistic issues, while Michael Toolan, analyzing

Faulkner's Go Doum Moses, also includes informative chapters on the current

state of stylistics. Reflecting a 1958 symposium at which Roman lakobson deliv-

ered extensive closing remarks on poetics and stylistics, Thomas A. Sebeok's

Styk in Language remains a classic collection of essays, while Donald C. Free-

man's volume includes more recent pieces. Paul Kiparsky and Gilbert Youmans

offer a collection of original articles on rhythm and meter.

  C;unther Kress's essay is a brief review of critical discourse analysis; the

works of both Roger Andersen and Diane Macdonell exemplify critical language

studies at greater length; Tony Crowley applies critical techniques to the notion

of standard English. Kenji Hakuta's Mirror of Language and Sutanne Romaine's

Bilingualism are good on bilingualism. Deborah Tannen's Linguistics in Context is

a wide-ranging and accessible collection of lectures on humanistic approaches

to linguistic analysis delivered in 1985 by various scholars at institutes sponsored

by tire Linguistic Society of America, Teachers of English to Speakers of Other

Languages, and the National Endowment for the Humanities. The excitement

of the debate between autonomous grammarians and functionalists is palpable

in a special issue of Language and Communication (ed. Harris and Taylor). In

The Politics of Linguistics, Frederick J. Newmeyer defends an autonomous view;

Terence Moore and Christine Carling are critical. Also critical is Claude Ha-

gege's Dialogic Species, a best-seller in France, now available in an English

translation. On discourse analysis, the works by Deborah Schiffrin, Michael

Stubbs, and Teun van Dijk are all useful, lohn Haiman's collection records the

proceedings of a 1983 symposium on iconicity in syntax.

  Several introductory linguistics texts are available, including one by Eliza-

beth Cross Traugott and Mary Louise Pratt expressly for students of literature;

Edward Finegan and Niko Besnier provide a more recent treatment not specifi-

cally geared to literary interests, as do William O'Orady et al. David Crystal's

one-volume Encyclopedia, as lavishly illustrated as a coffee-table book, offers

good coverage for a range of more popular language topics, while his Dictionary

is clear and useful. Exceptional breadth and currency is provided in the 750

entries of the International Encyclot~edia of Linguistics, edited by William Bright

in four volumes; it contains articles on hundreds of languages and language

groups, as well as on specialized linguistic topics (government-binding theory,

parts of speech, phonology), topics of literary interest (stylistics, poetics, ethno-

poetics), and a few individual scholars (lakob C;rimm, Roman Jakobson). Com-

rie's Language Universals and Linguistic Typology is an accessible treatment of that
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topic; John A. Hawkins makes typological comparisons between German and

English. Beyond basic texts, Linguistics: The Cambridge Survey, edited by New-

meyer, is recommended, although some of its essays are of moderate difficulty.

  Among journals, Language, published by the Linguistic Society of America,

is highly respected; it and the loumal of Linguistics, published by Cambridge

University Press for the Linguistics Association of Great Britain, represent the

field most widely. Linguistic Inquiry treats a wide range of topics in formal gram-

mar. Covering discourse analysis are Discourse Processes, representing various

perspectives but with psychological ones predominant, and Text, with a more

social orientation. Language Variation and Change, a recent entry, promises to

represent both social and historical aspects of language variation. Language in

Society has a strong ethnographic representation. Language and Style represents

the mutual interests of linguistics and literature. Literary and Linguistic Computing

publishes computer-related analyses of texts.

                             University of Southern California
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