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Modern British Lin;rulatics: A 3tudy of irs Theoretlval
and Subatantive Contrib.:tions

Donald Terence Lan.endoen

Spbmitted to the Department o Modern Languazes on May
14, 1964 1n pertial fulfillment of the requirement for
the de-ree of Doctor of Philosophy.

The single most important development 1in contem-
porary British linguistics haes veer the formation of &
particular school of linguistics whose concerns have veen
mostly in pnonoloyy and sementica. The work of the one
man who is responsible for its development, John Rupert
Firth, ts eveluated in Chapters III and IV, Hils sementic
notlons largely derive from those of the anthropolopist
Bronislaw Malinowski, whose linguistlc views are studled
in Chapter 1. It is shown thet Malinowskl's sarliest
views on semnartics are quite in keeping with nineteenth
century thinkin:, ineludin,, iils concern with the prowulen
of the relationahip between lan:usge 8nd culture. Con-
cerning the latter, it 1s shown thst Malinowskl viewed
it 88 a psychological reality. In the early 1920's,
however, Malinowski became convinced that the meaning
of sentences 1s not i iven by the mind in any way, wut
can be completely determined from considerstions of the
context of oni;oins human activity, or context of situ-
atlon, at the time of their utterance. Thia term was
also used by the Egyptologist Sir “lan Gardiner, from
whom, it sesms likely, [Halinowskl obtained the concept.
Thia concept, however, was used in guite & different way
vy Gardiner, 8s is shown in Chapter II., Q@ardiner's views
were bLasigally Ssussurean, &lthoagh he went beyond Saug-
sure &t & number of points, eapecially in universsl - ram-
mar, where it is shown that Gardiner's views are esasern-
tially those of the eighteenth century. In the 1930's,
Malinowski Lrosdened the notion 'context of situation’ to
include the entire context of culture (no lonser viewed
as 8 psycholoyical reality), and thus emptied it of eany
siznificance for aementics. It is this latest view of
meaning Ly context of sltuation which was adopted Ly Firth,

Firth's phonolo:ieal ideas, on the other hand, orl-
zineted in Daniel Jones, but by 1935, he was expresalns
the same views esaentislly as W.,F., Twaddell, In the late
1940's, PFirth developed the notion of prosodic analysis,
which as 1s shown 18 simply & notational variant of Z.,3,
Harris's lony component snslysis firat enuncilated in 19hi,

In Chespter V, a number of phonolozicsl studies pub-
lished by Pirth's associates are examined. It 1s preclsely
where the restraints imposed Ly PFirth's phonoloylenl theory
are uroken that these studies are of significant interest.

Thesis supervisor: Noam Chomsky
Title: Professor of Lingulstics
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A school of linguistics haviny a very definite
character and theoretical position has developed in
Great Britain over the past twenty years, and asso-
cilated with 1ts development has been a flourishing of
linguistics as an academic subject in universities
throughout England, Scotland and Wales, This school
is usually linked with the name of one man: John Rupert
Firth. The origin of the school's development can Le
convenlently dated as the time of Firth's accession to
the Chair of QGeneral Linguistics at the University of
London in 1944, the year in which the chalir was 1in rfact
created. Pirth held this position until his retirement
in 1956, and his death in 1960, in the words of R.H,
Robins, marked "the end of an erp in the study of 1in-
guisties in Great Britain".!

It 18 with the character of this linguistic school
that this study is concerned. For convenience, we shall
follow standard non-British usage in calling it the "Lon-
don" school of linguisties.2 It should be clearly under-
stood that it 18 not the case that the London school has
ever thoroughly dominated the British linguistic scene,
Throughout the recent past, Daniel Jones has continued
to exercise enormous influence over British linguistics,

and in the London University Schofl of Oriental and



African Studies, where Pirth's influence was strongesat,
there have always been, and there certainly are today,
a considerable number of influentiasl linguists, for ex-
ample Jack Berry, Malcolm Quthrie, and many others,
whose publlished work shows little or no trace of the
influence of the London school.

A systematic study of the lingulstic theory pro-
pounded by Firth, and implemented in the descriptive
enalyses and further discussions by his colleagues and
students has long been needed. The reasons for this
are. not hard to find. PFirst, it is the case that all
of Firth's published writings on linguistic theory, and
for that matter, all of his descriptive work, are no-
toriously obscure and programmatic. This state of af-
fairs has been readily admitted by his followers.

Thus Robins described Pirth's publications aas "all
readable and stimulating, but programmatic rather than
definitive, often allusive rather than explicit, and
sometimes infuriatingly obacure on pointa obviously
vital to the theory he was expounding."3 Second, no
one else has ever successfully presented an eplicit
formulation of the theories of the London school, and
the historical and theoretical connections between it
and American and Continental linguistics. Third, the
total history of the development of the London school,
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has never been attempted, except in outline.k The ac-
knowledged source for Pirth's semantic ideas is the an-
thropoiogliat Bronislaw Malinowski, but a thorough
treatment of the linguistic notions held by Malinoweki
has never been undertaken in detsil, Upon close exam~
ination of Malinowski's Qritings, we find that there
was a steady evolution of his lingulstic outlook over
the fifteen years (1920-1935) which span his major
writings on linguistic matters.? It is the later out-
look which formed the basis of Mirth's semantic theory.

Our inquiry into the origins of the London school
does not go back in time beyond Malinowski, and we shall
not investigate in detail the asources for Malinowski's
own theoretisal orientation, a task which has been at
least already partially undertaken.6 Ve shall, however,
discuss some of the sources for his linguietic notions.
Melinowski was particularly indebted to the renowned
Egyptologist Sir Alan QGardiner for certain crucial ldesas,
notably that of "context of situation".’ The concept
was, however, taken into his work, and from him into
Firth's work, in a different sense from which Gardiner
intended . it. It will be one of the objectives of this
study to point out the curious position which Gardiner
holds in the development of the notions of the Lordon

school,
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The linguistic concerns of the London school have
been almost exclusively restricted to semanticu and
phonology, to the nearly total exclusion of syntax,
What little has been said on syntax has been concerned
primerily with the development and elaboration of ter-
minology. Halliday's 'Categories of a theory of zram-
mar'8 1s the most thorough discussion of syntax within
the school to date. 1Its contents have already been
critically examined by Postalg and we shall have little
more to may concerning it here. Therefore this study
will focus primarily on the London school approsach: to
semantics and phonology.

The first two chapters of thia study deal with
the work of Malinowski and Gardiner respectively.
While 1t 1is in one sense correct to view both of them
as the precursors of the London school, it is by no
means correct to view the London school as having de-
veloped from them. On the contrary, it mey be gaid
that the positionsof the early Malirowskl and of Gar-
diner are more developed than that of the London school,
The work of both Malinowslki and Gerdiner may quite pro-
perly be studied independently of their conmection with
the London achool, as an expression of a richer theo-'
retical position than we find in Firth,

The third chapter deals with the "early Pirth",



that is, his work up to the Second World War., The
fourth chapter is concerrned with Firth's work during
the period 3. #hich he held the chelr in the Univer-
sity of London, and the fifth chapter 1s devoted to &
study of particular descriptive work, especially phono-
logloal descriptions, underteken by PFirth's students
and colleagues of the London school during the period

from 1949 to 1962,
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CHAPTER I

1 Malinowkki's only published linguistic descrip-
tion was hie paper 'Classificatory particles in the
langueage of Kiriwina'% which appeared in 1920, two
years after the completion of his ethnographlic field
work 1n the Trobriand Islandas. In the paper, he ex-
pressed the hope that he would someday be sble to
write a grammar of Kiriwinian, but the hope was never
fulfilled.? The bulk of the desoription in the paper
concerns itself with the grammetical character of a
class of particles which are attached to numerals,
adjectlives and demonstratives when they occur with
nouns, or in certain cases, when these words stand
alone,

Throughout the paper, Malinowskl asserted that
there 1s a need for the development of a theory of
semanticas which will enable researchers in lingulstics
to probe more deeply into language structure; one which
will serve also as a basig for explaining particular
gremmatical facts about language, both universal and
particular., He argued that such a semantic theory
would have to be closely connected with ethnographic
theory, since an understanding of what people mean
by what they say depends in pasrt upon what their cul-

ture is. Mis view of the conmection hetween language
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and culture seems to have been in accord with nine-
teenth century thinking. He said that he was fzmillar
with, for example, the work of Humboldt on the Kawi
language of Java, and his only critlcism of Humboldt's
work was that since he did not do persensl fileld work
on the language and culture, but based his study solely
on secondary sources, he probably d4id not fully grasp
the relationship between the Kawi language and culture,3

One of the reasons for the need of a semantic
theory of language, Mallnowski argued, 18 simply that
without 1it, a satisfactory grammatical analysls of e
language is not possible. Formal criteria are not
enough" to provide a baslis for grammatical analysis,
or even for classifying words into parts of aspeech.

A case in point, he belleved was the problem of clas-
s8ifying Kiriwinian words into parts of speecht

"..ein dealing with the grammatical character of the
various formatives, we had to keep their meaning con-
stantly before us. In trying to prove that an expres-
slon should be classed as a noun or adverb or adjec-
tive or a 'nom;nal demo?ﬁtrative', we use semantic and
not formal definitions.

The actual problem, the solution of which showed to
Malinowski's satisfaction that simple formal analysis
faila to provikde a8 way to give an adequate grammatical
description of the language, 18 of some interest. He
pointed out that there is, at first glance, a sub-class

of adjectives which, unlike other adjectives, falls to
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take any classifying particles. But, he asked, how
does one know on purely formal grounds that this class
is in fact & sub-class of adjectivea? If we establish
as a forma) criterion of membership in the adjectival
class that a word take a classifying particle when it
occurs with & noun, eand that otherwise it is a member
of some other class, say adverbial (and thus obtain a
neat formal cleavage betteen modifier words which occur
with classifiers and those which do not), then the gram-~
matically correct analysig is ruled out,

Malinowski meant by a "formal definition" of =
grrammatical category a definition of it in terms of
diagnostic linguistlc environments in whieh membera
of the ocategory are alloweé to occur. His objection
to using such formally defined categories was simply
that one cannot distinguish arbitrary definitions from
those which possess some sort of deeper significance,
that is those which "correspond to real distinetions in
human thinking and human Weltanachauung."s He pointed
out further, that having recognized this particular class
of words which do not oeccur with classifiers as a sub-
claas of adjectives, these words can be recognized as
such again in more complicated expressions, where other

formally based derinitions would not enable one to
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do 8o, without modifying the formal definition in some
way.5 Malinowski gave, then, a twofold justification
for the particular solution to the grammatical problem
posed, PFirst, it preserved the possibility of providing
a definition of the categories (adjective, adverb, noun,
etc.) which correspond to distinctions in human thinking
and outlook, and second, if left one free to analyze cor-
rectly the constituents of complicated constructione
without forcing one to redefine the categories formally.

The first task which Malinowskil proposed for a
semantic theory was that it must provide a basis for
the definition of grammatical categories, particularly
the universal ones., Malinowski's understanding of uni-
versal grammar was, roughly speaking, traditional school
grammar; consequently he saw the need for a universal
semantic definition of the traditional parts of speech,
their "modifications" like cases and tenses, and cer-
tain grammatical relations like subject and predicate.
He expressed agreement with Sir Alan QGardiner's conten-
tion that the notions subject and predicate were not at
all understodd in contemporary philology.7 For the pur-
poses of the paper, he accepted"simp}e semantic criteria
in using the terms'noun' and 'nominal' to denote words
which stand for an individually considered and defined

thing, the term 'adjective' for words denoting attributes
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asoribed to a thing, and so on."S He felt that he
had not gone nearly tar enoughj; he eriticized himselfl
for making "an amateurish, extemporized use of gram-
maticsl terms",? but he felt that he had successfully
avoided the pitfall of simply borrowing wholescale the
"pigid grammatiecal concepts ... of Indo-European
linguisties .., which lead to wrong distinctions, to
tearing asunder of natural grouping, to felse perspec-
tive."10

It should be remarked, however, that in his aotual
classification of Kiriwinian words into parts of speech,
he went beyond the restrairts set by his semantic defi-
nitions of them. In effest, once he had found certain
formal characteristics of the classes of words ritting
the semantic classification, he included in the same
class words which failed to meet the semantic charac-
terization, but which possessed similar formal char-
acteristics. Thus, for example, he classed certain
words which had abstract signifiocance in the language
as nouns because of their formal similarity to words
whose significance fitted the universal semantic defl-
nition for “"noun”".

Mzlinowski believed very strongly that once some-
one dovelopod a semantic theory adequate to the tasks

he set for it, it would play a significant role 1in
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gulding linguists in their investigations of the struc-
ture of lanjzuages. He expressed the heuristic value of
such a theory in the following terma:

"It must be remembered first that & scilentific theory
glves us, besides a body of rules, also definite mental
habits ... Thus it was necessary first clearly to utate
the range of the classificatory particles, their main
function and meaning. As soon as such a striking phe-
nomenor was observed in the numerals, the theoretical
interest and the impulse toward completeness would

make their discovery inevitable in the demonstratives
and adjectives as well. Again, the constructive de-
sire for completeness imposes the principle to search
for all the classifiers and to present them in an ex-
haustive 1list. Once tabulated, the differences in
their nature -- their meaning, their grammatical func-
tion, and their degree of cbsoleteness -- became patent
+++ Further research i1s thus stimulsted, and this leads
to the discovery of new facts. £2nd so on; theoretical
analysis compels us to see gaps in the facts and to
formulate problems -- this elucidates new facts, which
must be submitted to theoretical analysis azein, and

80 on, until the 1imit is resched, where further de-
tails would bg too vague and too insignificant for
observation,"1l

It is worth pointing out that Malinowski saw
the value of & theory es.out language only for the
sanalyst coming in from the outside; it did not occur
to him that the theory might have value elso in ex-
plaining the phenomenon of language acquisition by
native children, This i1s not to say that Malinowski
never considered theproblem of langusge acquisition by
children. . In subsequent publications, in fact, he
devoted considerable attention to this question,

In addition to providing the basis for the defi-

nitions of the cetegories and relations of universal
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grammar, Melinowski posed as enother goal for semantlc
theory the ability to account for the particular gram-
metical facts of particular languages in terms of the
special sementlc clrcumstances provided by the cultural
environment in which the language 1s spoken, and for
which it mey be sald to be adspted. Thus,

"But the analysis of meaning again led us often to eth-
nographic descriptions., When defining the meaning &nd
funotion of severasl of the formstives, we had to make
excursionzg into ethnggraphy, describe customs, and state
social conditlons,"!

These "excursions into ethnography" oocur at half a
dozen or so different points in the description, each
one occurring in connection with a discussion of par-
ticular classificatory particles. Each one typlcaly

13 meant to explain why particular particles exist and
have the character that they do in the language. Thus,
in describing the particles used when counting and
modifying nouns designating bunches of frult, especially
vetel-nut clusters, he statedt

"Phere is no doubt that bunches of fruit must be an im-
portant class of objeots to a tribe, where gardenlng

is one of the main economic pursuits, and one in which
the natives take an extreme interest and pride. But,
speaking more speclally of the expression for betel-
nut bunches, fruit clusters are also important f{rom
another point of view, @ifts and payments end tributes
are a very prominent festure of the goclal organization

and public life in Kiriwina... In these, undivided bun-
ches of betel-nut play a specially prominent part cea"13
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Malinowski's argument is simply that the cultural 1im-
portance of bunches of fruilt in Kiriwina dccounts for
the exiatence of a 3pecial classificatory particle for
each of several nouns deslgnating bunches of fruit in
the language, Similarly, there 1s a classificetory
particle used only with a noun designating batches of
fish, since batches of fish play an impprtent role in
the economic life of the island, After giving a brief
description of a particular ceremony involving the ex-
changes of bunches of fish for yams, Malinowski argued:
"This somewhat lengthy description of the wasl (fish and
yem exchange) has been ziven to show how narrow and
definite is the application of the formative OYLA- and
2180 to show how necessary it 1s to zive some’Efﬁﬁbgraphic
information 1ir grammatlical relations are to be fully un-
derstood." 14

These citations show the typical "explanation after
the fact” character of Malinowaki's use of these pieces
of ethnograpnic information., An even more striking exam-
Ple 1s his discussion of the classification of the noun
meaning 'basket of yams', This noun, apparently, is the
only one in the entire language which when modified by a
numeral, demonstrative or ad jective appears without any
classificatory particle. When and only when one counts
baskets of yams are the bare numeral stems uasd in the
Kiriwinian language., To account for this seemingly bi-

zarre fact, Malinowski appealed to the mocial significance
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of baskets of yam in Kiriwins:

"It must be reallized, however, that the counting of
baskets of yams in Kiriwina 1s counting par excellence
+++ the counting of baskets of yams 1s undoubtedly the
most important occasion on which numbers have to be
recorded in Kiriwina."l5

All of Malinowski's "explanations" of grammatical
fact on the basis of cultural fact sre similarly snec-
dotal 1n nature. On the basis of his attempts to
provide such explanations, therefore, no theoretical
assertions of the type in which cultural fascts in
genersl are sald to explain the existence and nature
of particular grammatical rules can be made. His
examples are, however, sufficiently suggestive to in-
dicate that it may not be totally impossible even-
tually to arrive at such theoreticsal assertions.

Malinowski's views about the relationships be-
tween the semantlic and grammasical description of'ggg
language, and the description of the culture in which
it is spoken are significantly different here from
the views which he later came to express. In this pa-
per, Malinowski is contending that the grammatical and
semantic description of a language forms an autonomous
entity within a broader fremework -- the complete eth-
nological description of the culture. The strictly
ethnographic part of the description supplies a partial

explanation for certain grammatical and semantic features
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of the langueage. Universal grammar contains univer-
sal grammatical categories and relations defined in
terms of universal semantic categories. The univer-
sal semantic categories are themgelves elements of a
universal ethnological theory, which is constructed out
of considerations pertaining to man's nature, and the

nature of his environment.

2. In 1921, one yesr after the publicetion of 'Cles-
sificatory particles', Malinowski completed his first
major ethnological treatise concerning the Trobriand

Islands, Argonauts of the Western Paggfic,lé and it

was published the following year. Malinowski had
1ittle to say in 1t directly concerning linguistie
theory or desoription, but in it he presented a fair-
ly detailed sketeh of ethnegraphic theory in whieh
semantic theory had a part, There are certain fea-
tures of this sketch whieh indicate, by their sharp
contrast with the position which he was to Rhold later,
the degree to which his theoretical perspective changed
over the years.

~ In hie introdustory chapter to this book, Melin-
owskl framed his ethnographic theory in terms of three
major principles of ethnographic methodology. The
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principles correspond to the three aspects of social
1ife which Malinowski believed that the ethnographer
must, £{t together into a unified description of a given
80ciety. The ethnographer must (1) provide an account
of the organization of the society, an anatomy of its
culture, This amounts to a codification of the super-
flelally non-observable aspects of the social environ-
ment in which each member of the soclety finds himself.
The ethnographer must £111 in this framework with (11)

28 characterization of the "imponderabilia of ectual
life", or the "typical behaviour" of the people of

the society.17 This amounts to a description of the
directly observable aspects of the social environment,
including how the People actually behave, how they
express their feelings, motives, etc. Then (111) he
must collect characgeristic narratives from the soclety,
and especially typical comments which the people make
eoncerning their own social structure. These narratives
Malinowskil called the "documents of native mentality",
and they provide the evidence for knowing what 1s 1in

the minds of the natives eoncerning their own soclety.
Malinowski summarized these three aspects of s8oclal life
as follows:

".vo In every sct of tribal life, there i1s, first, the
routine prescribed by custom and tradition, then there
is the manner in which 1t 18 carried out, end lastly

there 15 the commentary to it, ocontained in the natives!'
mind,"1
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Malinowski stressed that the struecture of & so-
ciety cannot be directly observed elther by the eth-
nographer or the native, but that to the natlive 1t 1s
a psychological meality. As late as 1926, he wrote:

"The honourable citizen 1s bound to carry out his du-

ties, though his submission 1s not due to any instinct

or intuitive impulse or mysterious 'group-semtiment',

but to the detailled and elaborate working of a system,

in which every act has its own place and must be per-

formed without fail, Though no native, however intel-
ligent, can formulate this state of affeirs in a gene-

ral abstract manner, or present it as a soclologlcal

theory, yet every one 1s well aware Of its exlstence 19
eand in each concrete case he can foresee the consequences.”

In this same work, Malinowski suggested several univer-
sals of social structure, and at the same time stressed
their very abstract nature. One of these principles

he called "symmetry of structure", which may menifest
itself in a number of ways in particular cultures,

for exsmple in the way in which a society 1s organized
into moieties. Malinowskl criticized anthropologists
1ike Rivers for failing to see that superficial soclal
structure is the result of its "inner" structure:

"The old theories of tribal dichotomy, the discussions
about the 'origins' of 'phratries' or '‘moleties! and ,
of the duality in tribal subdivisions, never entered
into the inner or differential foundations of the ex-
ternal phenomenon of halving. The recent treatment of
the 'dual organization' by the late Dr. Rivers and his
school suffers badly from the defect of looking for
recondite causes instead of analysing the phenomenon
itself., The dual principle 1is neither the result of

'fusion' nor 'splitting' nor of any other sociologlcal
cataclysm, It 1s the integral result of the inner
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symmetry of all soclal transactions, of the recipro-
clty of services, without which no primitive community
could exist, A dual organization may appear clearly
in the division of a tribe into two 'moleties' or be
almost completely obliterated ~-- but I venture to fore-
tell that wherever careful inquiry be made, symmetry of
structure will be found in every savage societyé as the
indispensable basls of reciprocal obligations,"<O
We do no injustice to Malinowskl to say that he main-
tained at this time that soclal structure may be stated
as a system of rules acoording to which a given soclety
ideally operates. The way in which natives actually
obey or fail to obey the system must, of course, also
be considered by the ethnographer, but this overt
behavior on the natives! part is part of the "impon=
derabilia". A person's behavior in society cannot
be understood by the ethnographer, Malinowski insisted,
until he has made a very full observational record of the
actual behavior of many people, and has made some at-
tempt to enter into native life himself. Concerning
his own attempts to enter into Trobriand life, Malin-
owskl testliied:

"Qut of such plunges into the life of the natives ...
I have carried away a distinct feeling that their
behaviour, their manner of being ... became more
transparent and eag{ly understandable than it had

ever been before."

What Malinowskl was saylng, of course, 1s that by en-
tering native life, the ethnographer himself begins to

internalize a knowledge of the rules of the soclety in
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his mind which 1s, for all purposes, the same as that
of the natives. 7iHe is aole to "understand” the be-
havicr of the natives for the simple reason that, in
terms of his own internalized knowledge, he would behave
the same way under the same cirecumstances. Concerning
the guestion of how this knowledpge arises in the minds
of the natives and of the ethnographer, Malinowskl as-
serted simply that it develops spontaneously from living
in the social milieus
"First of all, it has to be lald down that we have to
study here stereotyped manners of thinking and feeling.
As Bocliologists, we are not interested in what A or B
may feel qua individuals, in the accidental course of
thelr own personal experiences -- we are interested
only in what they feel or think qua members of a given
community. Now in this capacity, their mental states
receive a certain stamp, become stereotyped by the in-
stitutions in which they live, by the influence of
tradition and folk-lore, by the very vehicle of thought,
that is by language. The social and cultural environ- pp
ment forces them to think and feel in a definite manner."
It would have constituted a very simple step lor Malin-
owskl to Lave identifled this internalized knowledge of
soclety which every native carries with him in his head
with the objective of ethnological research, but he ap-
parently never made this step. As we can see from his
-tripartite schema for stating an ethnographic descrip-
tion, Malinowskl left no room for stating the natives!'
internal knowledge of their society, but only for com~-

ments which the natives could make explicit concerning
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their internal knowledge. Tils native commentary
he called nothing more than "an ethnic peculiarity
of [a] given soclety."?3 In his later work, this
notlon of a system of internalized Kriowledge about
soclety, of systems of beliefs, etc, came to play
a much less prominent role, althoéugh it‘never com-
pletely disappeared.

Malinowski had little to Say about language as

such 1n Argonauts of the Westemn Pugific, and what

he did have to say 1s contained in Chapter XVIII,

'The power of words in magic -- some linguistie data!.
In 1t, he remarked that the language of magical texts
18 not like ordinary language. Magical style, unlike
ordinary narrative style, "does not serve to communi -
cate 1deas from ane person to another; it does not pur-
port to contain a consecutive, consistent meaning., It
is an instrument serving specilal purposes, lntended for
the exercise of man's specific power over things, and

i1ts meaning, giving this word a wider sense, can be

understood only in correlation to this aim."m‘1 The
important thing to realize in connection with this
statement 1s that Malinowski's view of meaning in the
ordinary sense 1s that it is ariived at, in sentences
of ordinary language, by the concatenation of the mean-

ings of the elements of the sentences in a consistent way,



Malinowskl held the traditional view that the order of
words in sentences reflects the order of ideas in the
mind, as can be seen from the remark immedlately fol~-
lewing the one Just quoted:

"It [the meaning of magical texts] will not be therefore
a meaning of logically or topically concatenated ideas,
but of expressions fitting into one another and into

the whole, according to what could be called a maglcal
order of thinking, or perhaps more correctly, & magical
order of expressing, of launching words towards thelr
aim."25

In view of what Malinowski later claimed to be the nature
of language, 1t 1is important to reanlize that in Argonauts

of the Western Pacific, he held a very traditional notion

about the meaning of discourse, and that he distinctly
viewed the semantic properties of maglcal texts to be
exceptional. Even 80, Malinowskil seemed to bellve that
the meaning of maglcal texts could be arrived at by means
of rules of some sort, but whatever these rules may be,
they are different from the rules governing the meaning
of ordinary discourse. Later in the chapter, Malinow-
ski in fact discussed in some detail the linguisatic
nature of magical texts, and makes several observations

concerning how one can come to understand them.25

3. Malinowski's article 'The problem of meaning in pri-
mitive languages' appeared just one year after the pub-

11cation of Argonauts of the Western Pacific; yet the
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linguistic views expressed in it are radically dif-
ferent. The changes in his outlook may be summarized
as follows., PFirst, he exactly reversed his assertion

in Argonauts of the Western Pacific that the language

of magic 1s a special kind of language use. In the
article, he considered, rather, that the language of
magic 1s an exemplification of the basic and primary
use of language, and that the use of language to com-
municate ideas 1is special or derivative. Language in
ita primary function is, in his words, "to be regarded

as a mede of sction, rather than as a gountersign of

thogght.“27 Viewed as & "mode of action" an utter-
ance receives its meaning not from a loglcal concaten~
ation of the i1deas expressed by the words comprising
it, but from its relation to the situational context
in which 1t occurs. Thus,

"But when we pass fpom a modern civilized language ...
to a primitive tongue, never used in writing, where all
the material lives only in winged words, passing from
man to man -- there i1t should be clear at once that the
conception of meaning as contained 3n an utterance 1s
false and futile ... utterances and situation are bound
up inextricably with each other and the context of
situation is indispensable for the understanding of

the words. Exactly as in the reallity of spoken or
written languages, a word without linguistic context

1s a mere figment and stands for nothing by itself,
80 in the reality of a spoken living tongue, the
utterance hgg no meaning except in the context of
situation."

This was not to say that language ocould not be used to

communicate thought, but that such use was derivative:
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"The manner in which I am using it [language] now, in
writing these words, the manner in which the author of
a book, or a papyrus or a hewn inscription has to use
it, 1s a vgry far-fetched and derivative function of
language."29

This statement represents a radical departure from

the position Malinowsek! gave in Argonauts of the Western

Pacific, but it may be said to have been anticipated
there. Already in the book, Malinowski expressed

serious concern over the problem of translation, es-

pectally the problem posed by the difficulty of trens-
lating magical texts. He found that he was unable to
translate them meaningfully into English, using ordi-
nary English words and relying on English patterns of
meaning composition. To account for this discrepancy,
Malinowski appealed to the notion that the Trobrianders
had a "magical way of thinking or expressing" which cor-
related with their objectives in using magic. But there
is no direct evidence for believing that the Trobrianders
are thinking in some radically different way from usual
at the time of their performing magic. Consequmntly, it
would seem that Malinowski concluded that to account for
the discrepancy, it would be sufficient to observe exact-
1y what the natives were doing while they were uttering
their magical texts, and to say that the meaning of these
texts 1s precisely their correlation with this activity.
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In this case, the activity defines magical "contexts
of situation"., To obtain the meaning of utterances
when expressed in mundane situatlons, Malinowski &s-
serted that one need merely correlate the utterances
with whatever human activity happens  to be going on
at the time, The language used in connection with
typical daily human activities: fishing, hunting,
cultivating, buying and selling, eating, greeting,
instructing a child, gosdping around a campfire --
in all these cases, he argued, utterances derive
their meaning from the context of concurrent human
activity.

Malinowski's argument in YThe problem of meaning
in primizive languages' 1s that the usc of language
which makes semantic interpretations of utterances in
that language by considerations of contexts of situation
possible is the primary use of language. There were
two aspects to Malinowski's argument: (1) in primitive
society, where there 18 no written language, there is
no other use of language possible, and (11) everyone
in all societies learns language in this way., Con-
cerning the second part of Malinowski's argument, we
can cite the following as a typical remark concerning

his vidw of language learnings
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"The child scts by sound at this stage [in his life}, and
acts in a manner which 18 both adapted to the outer situ-
ation, to the child's mental state and which 1s also in-
telligible to the surrounding adults. Thus the signifi-
cance of sound, the meaning of an utterance 1is here
identical with the active responge to sur§8und1ngs and
with the natural expression of emotions, "
In fact, Malinowski argued, the first set of contexts
of situation which the child experiences are magical
ones, where by magical contexts of situation, he meant
those in which the individusal imagines that a word or
expression has some influence directly on the situation:
"The infantile experlence must leave on the child's
mind the deep impression that s name has the power over
the person or thing which it signifies. We find thus
that an arrangement blologically essential to the human
race makes the early articulated words sent forth by
children produce the very effect which these words
mean ... This of course 1s not the statement of a child's
conscious views about language, but it 1s the attitude
implied in the child's behaviour."31

Written language, as we have seen, 1is the only
kind of language for which a semantic interpretation
cannot be supplied by a context of human activigy,
since there is none to correlste with it. Thus Malin-
owskl committed himself to a position which distin-
gulshes between men who can read and write and men
who cannot -- only the former have the camelty to
express statements which have meaning independent of
the context of situation in which he finds himself.
As we shall see, Malinowskl later renounced this po-

sition, in favor of one which maintains that no man

has this capacity.
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Let us now examine the arguments which Malinowskl
put forth in suppont of his contenti{ion that the meaning
of utterances 1s supplied by their correlation with
concurrent human activity. He opened his argument by
presenting a text in the Kiriwinian language together
with a word-for-word translation of it into English,
and observing that the translation makes very little
senset
"In analysing it [the text], we shall see quite plainly
how helpless one is in attempting to open up the meaning
of a statement by mere linguistic means; and we shall
be able to realize what sort of additional knowledge,
e ere St terance signifioant 35 Y An order to

One is immediately struck by Malinowski's taclt
identification of the "linguistic means" at one's dis-
posal for determining the meaning of the Kiriwinlan
text with the verbatim English translation of 1t.
Unfortunately, Malinowski built the rest of his argu-
ment on the assumption of the vallidity of this iden-
tification; the next step in the argument 1s to show
that the ethnographer, in order to determine what was
really meant by the utterance, must look beyond the
text ltself to the human ectivity which was golng on
at the time the text was uttered. But, of course, the
linguistic means at the etlnographer's disposal are

not at all exhausted once he has found the verbatim

translation of the text into English; rather he has
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Just begun to use them, Malinowski's argument, it
will be noted, betrays a curious ethnocentricity on
his part., Malinowski was not at all concerned here
to account for how the natives might understand the
text in question; rather he was abking how an outsider
could arrive at an understanding of 1t,

Malinows%i followed this part of his argument
up with & discussion of the meaning of 3 particulaer

Trobriand sentence boge laymayse., Malinowski observed

that he had particular difficulty in learning the mean-
ing of this sentencg but finally was able to conclude
after some trial and error that it "means to a native
'they have already been moving hither'."33 1In this
discussion, Malinowski actually showed two things:

(1) that it may be difficult for an outsider such as
himself to learn the meaning of sentences in the na-
tive language, and (11) that it is nevertheless pos-
sible for an outsider to do so, and certailnly possible
for a native to do so, independently of the contexts
in which it might oceur. Murthermore, he actually
showed how it might be possible to characterize the
meaning of the sentence just quoted in terms of the
meanings of the lexical items comprising it, as follows:
"In the Trobriand languege ... there 1s &n adverbial

particle boge, which, put before a modified verb, gives
it, in a somewhat vague manner, the meaning of either =
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past or of & definite happening. The verb is more-~
over modified by a change in the prefixed personal
pronouni . Thus the root ma (come, move hither) 1if
used with the prefixed pronoun of the third singular
1 -- has the form ima and menns (roughly), he comes.
With the modified pmoun ay -- or more emphatical,
%%x -- 1t means (roughly) he came or he has come.

e expression poge ayna [sic] or boge layma can be
approximately translated he heas 8lready come, the
particle boge making it more definite.” 3%

We have discussed thls example at rather tedlous
lenghh because in 1t Malinowski carried out explicitly
the semantic analysis of a Trobriand sentence in a way
which was completely contradictory to his assertions
about semantics in the rest of the paper. But thils
18 not the only contradictory matter in the article,
At one point Malinowskil denied the assumption that the
meaning of lexical items 1s "'contained" in them, yet

elsewhere he very explicitly referred to the meaning

of lexical items (such as the Trobriand words boge and
me, and the Bnglish verb run, which he defined as
"papid personal displacement"35).

In the remainder of his discussion, Malinowskl
simply took it for granted that 1t would be impossible
to characte®ize the meaning of spoken utterances apert
froﬁ the context of ongoing humen activity; more spe-
cifically, that there 1s no way to characterize the
meaning of utterances on the basis of internal consider-

ations about the language &lone.
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gtanted the idea that, conversely, the meaning of
spoken utterance could always ve determined by che
context of situation, He rfailed, however, to con-
sider a single one of the many objections which can
immedia®ly be ralsed against this notion, For exam-
ple: how does the native speaker determine when two
contexts are identical or partially alike? Not having
the answer to this question puts Malinowski in the po-
sition of a phonologzist who asserts that he can give
a phonologlcal characterization of a language, obut
who cannot tell you when two utterances of the lan-
guage are repetitions or partial repetitions of one
another, Or conasider the question : how does the
native apeaxer relate particular aspects of the situ-
ation to particular parts (or to the whole) of a ziven
utterance? One can oanly speculate about the reasons
why Malinowski failed to conalder these objections,
which, it must be admitted, 1if left unsolved, are
gufficlent to vitiate the entire theory. It should
be noted too, that Malinowski's semantic theory takes
as & fundamental notion, fully integrated humen per-
ceptions concerning what 1s going on in the world.

But the human faculty of being able to integrate one's
manifold sensory impressions at a given time, together

with one's impression of one's own physiological state
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at that time into a single comprehensive understanding,
which we may call ore's understaniing of the context
of situetion doubtlees requires a much deeper under-
standing of humen mental proceszes than that which i3
required to understand how semertic interpretations
are assigned to sentencers. Malinowskl thus put him-
self in the unhappy position of attenpting to account
for something (the semantie interpretation of utter-
ances) by something else (integration of sense percep-
tions and paysidogical state) incredidbly more compli-
cated,

It would seem that Malinowski 8imply assumed that
it was obvious how people understand the nature of the
context of situation given simply the situation itgself.
The gratuitousness of this assumption has been pointed
out by Leach:

"Actually Malinowski ... poatulated that the Trobriander
was more rational than himself, Although he maintained
that, for the Trobriander, there i3 a clear-cut divi-
sion between the domain of knowledge and work and the
domain of magic, he later confessed that 'I was not

able to judge for myself where rational procedure en-
ded and which were the supererogatory activities whether
magiocal or aesthetic.' (Coral zardens and their magic,
Vol. I, p, 460),"3

It should be clear that Melinowski formulated his

semantic theory completely oblivious té the fatal ob-
Jections which can immediately be railsed against them.

He furthermore put forward very strong claims about the
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explanatory power of his proposed semantic theory; in
particular that 1t accounts for how a lang.age in a
given oculture develops 1ts characteristic zrammatical
and sementic structure:

"Each primitive or barberous tribe, as well ae each type
of oivilization has its world of mesnings and the whole
linguistic apparatus of this people -- their store of
words and theilr type of grammer -- can only [emphasis
mine] be explained in connection with tEET% mental
requirements."37

By "mental requirements" he meant here, presumstly, the
demands placed upon the mind by the range of possible
contexts of gitustior. which mey be encountered in the
given society. This passage is reminiscent of Lis
earlier discussion in YClassificatory particles' of &
semantic theory which would sccount for the existence
and character of certain grammatical facts in all lan-
guages on the basis of the structure of socletlies. Here
he is asserting something stronger, namely that & seman-
tic theory in which the meaning of expressions is gilven
by the context in which they occur in some deep way
accounts for the nature ol the totul structure of all
lsnguages. The assertlon wes made here, however, oOn
the basis of absolutely no research 1nto materisl which
could presumably bear on the questlon, and wasg glven
without any indicatlion whatever as to how future re-

search might proceed in order to examine its validity
or even promise of fruitfulness.



36

Our discussion of Malinowski's paper 'The prob-
lem of meaning in primitive languages' go far has
been concerned wiih his arguments in the first three
sections of the paper. In section IV of the paper,
he proceeded ¢o an attempt to show how the meaning
of utteranses can be determined in three distinectly
different types of congext of situation, Those are
(1) situations in Which speech putatively directly
interrelatces with bodily activity whiech 1is further-~
more culturally "significant"; (11) narratives, and
(111) situations in which apeech 13 used to £111, so
to speak, a speech vacuun., He nowhere stztes this to
te an exhaustive c¢lassification of Possiile semantical-
ly relevant contexts of sltuation, an? in fact never
reised the question of what would congtitute &n exhaug-
tive claasification,

Before going on to consider Malinowski's examples
of each of these types, it must be pointed out that he
believed that for a person to know the semantic rele-
vance of a particular context of situatlon, he must have
first experienced it first-hand, One cannot, in his view
be taught by means of explanation or some other device,
how particular econtexts def'ine particular utterances,

To illustrate contexts of sltuation of type (1),
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Melinowski portrayed a typiecal Trobriand fishing scene,
and asserted:

"All the language used during sveh a pursuit is full of
technlcal terms, short referencec to surroundings, rapid
indications of change -- all based on customary types
of behaviour, well-known to the participants from
personal experience. Fach utterance is essentially
bound up with the context of situstion and with the

aim of the pursult, whether it be the short indications
about the movemmnts of the auarry, or references to
statements about the surroundings, or the expression of
feeling and passion inexorably bound up with behaviour,
or words of commend, or correlation of setion. The
structure of all this linguistic meterial is inextricably
mixed up with, and dependent upon, the course of the
activity in which the utterances are embedded. The
vocabulary, the meaning of the particular words used in
thelr characteristic technicality is not less subordin-
ate to astion. Por techniceal language, in matters of
practlical pursult, acquires its meaning only through
personal participation in this type of pursuit. It

has to be learned, rnot $hrouzh refleat’on but through
sction,

Hed we taken zny other example than fishing, we
would have reached similar results, The study of any
form of speech used in connection with vital work would
reveal the same grammatical and lexicai peculiarities:
the dependence of the meaning of each word upon prac-
tical experience, and of the structure of each utter-
ance upon the momenritary situatior in which i1t is spoken,
Thus the consideration of linguistic uses associated with
any practlcal pursult, leads us to the conclusion that
language in its primitive forms ought to!)be regardec¢ and
studled againset the bvackground of humen activities and
a3 & mode of human behaviour in practical mstters.... In
its primitive usesz, language functions es m 1ink in
concerted human activity, as a plece of human behaviour.
It isngsmode of ection and not an instrument of reflec-
tion,

This lengthy citation has been given to reveai both
the absurd consequences of Malinowski's semantic notions,
&nd the true insights which he had concerning the mean-
ing of words and utterances. PFirst the absurdities.
Since Malinowski insisted that one cennot know the
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correlation between sontexts of situation and utter-
ances until one has experienced them together, it
follows that in order to understand Trobriand fisher-
men while they fish, one must oneself be a Trobriand
fisherman. If another Trobriander, who had never be-
fore fished, were for some reason invited along one
day to observe the others, he would not be able to
understand a word they were saying -- they might as
well have been speaking English, How, one wonders,
did Malinowski manage to acquire sufficient under-
standing of what Trobriand fishermen say when they
fish, in order to be able to describe what they say
in such detail?

Another more devastating consequence of Malin-
owski's position is that, at eny given moment in a
person's life, he is able to understand only a finite
(in faet, extremely small) number of utterances in
his own language. This consequence follows from the
simple observation that man's finite 1ife-span limits
him to only finitely many experiences. The only way
which 1s open to Malinowski to permit him to say that
& person can irdeed understand infinitely many utter-

ances of his language (and this, after all, is an em-

pirical fact) 314 for him to say that a person understands
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any two utterances which occur in the same context
of situation as complete synonyms., But 1f this is
the case, why should anyone ever care about what he
says, or even bother to speak at all, if the.meaning
bf whatever he says 1s completely determined by the
context of situation?

Procm the passage just cited, however, we can
also see that Malinowski had an important insight
into the nature of the meaning of particular words;
that is that the meaning of certain words 1s not
given by theiphysical properties of\yheir referents,
but rather by thelr function. 1In oréer to learn the
functional meaning of such words, the use to which
their referents are put must be in some way experienced.
This insight is, of course, by no means Malinowski's
discovery; the idee had also occurred to Aristotle.39
In a sense, Malinowski's semantic theory resulted from
his pushing this insight to the extreme. He insisted
that all words are functionally defined, and not only
all words, but all possible utterances in a language,
and further that the meanings are so learned only by
active experience, and never by explanation or para-
phrase. This 18 brought out clearly in the following

remark:
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"Returning to the above examples of a group of na-
tives engaged in a practical pursuit, we see them using
techniecal words, names of implements, specific activi-
ties. A word, signifying an important utensil, 1is used
in action, not to comment on its nature or reflect on
its properties, but to make it appear, be handed over
to the speaksr, or to direct another man to its proper
use. The meaning of the thing is made up of experiences
of its active uses and not of intellectual contempla-
tion. Thus, when a savage learns to understand the
meaning of & word, this process 1s not accomplished

by explanations, by a series of acts of apperception,
but by learning tc handle it. A word means [emphasis
his] to a native the proper use of the thing for which
it stands, exactly as an implement means something
when it can be handled and means nothing when no active
experience of 1t is at hand. Similarly a verb, a word
for an action, receives its meaning through an active
participation in this action. A word 1s used when it
can produce an action and not to describe one, still
less to translate thoughts. The word therefore has a
power of its own, it is a means of bringing things
about, it 1s a handle to acts snd objects and not a
definition of them."40

The second use of language for which Malinowskil
attempted to show how the meaning of utterances 1is!
given by contexts of situation is narrative. Nar-
ratives, Malinowski claimed, are assoclated with two
different contexts of situation: the situation of the
moment of narration, and the situation veferred to by
the narrative., He did not consider the possibility of
further regress -- of narratives within narratives --
but this was simply an oversight. Malinowskl defined
the context of situation of the moment of narration as
being "made up of the respective social, intellectual

and emotional attitudes of those prouent."ul But if so,
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then obviously it makes no sense to say that the mean-
ing of narrative has anything to do with the context
of situation of the moment of nargation, for in what
sense does the meaning of what is said depend upon the
attitude of the listeners? Juppose one member of the
audience falls asleep, aznd another proceeds to daydream,
Surely cthis would not affegt the meaning of what is
being said! It is clear, however, that Malinowski did
not intend this either; he did not assert that the
meaning of a narrative has anything to do with the
situation of the moment of narration. Instead, he
merely wished to show that narratives may have the
effect of changing the social end emotional attitudes
of the audience. In other words, he was attempting to
show how the use of language may be correlated with
socially and emotionally characterized contexts, but
not the_meaning of what may be said. This is certainly.
2 less ambitious goal for a theory of context of situ-
ation to achieve. Yet, on further consideration of this
case, even if narratives are to be considered modia of
social action", 1t 1s not the sctual social effect which
is significant, but the intended effect on the part of
the narrator. The actual narration may fail to achieve

the social effest intended, or it may achieve effects
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far beyond the initial expectations of the narrator.
And while we may legitimately expect there to be a
high degree of correlation between what a story-teller
says and his purposes in telling his story, to suppose
that one could predict in detail what he will say given
advance knowledge of his intentions is clearly asking
too much. It goes without saying that his intentions
may change several times during the actual course of
his narration.

The context of situation which Malinowskl con-
sidered to supply the meaning of the narrative is the
context referred to in the narrative, in exactly the
same way as in case (1)t
"...the words of a tale are significant because of pre-
vious experience of the listeners: and their mgnging de-~-
pends aon the context of situation referred to.
Therefore the same objections which we raised against
case (1) apply here in case (11).

Case (111) is a consideration of “the ease of lan-
guage used in free, a‘mless, social intercourse,"!'3
Malinowski observed correctly that such use of lan-
guage cannot be related in any way to any other on-
going human actlvity, so the question 1s, '‘What con-
text of situation supplies the meaning to utterances
in this case?'. Malinowski identifled 1t simply asi
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".eo Just this atmosphere of sociability and ... the
fact of the personal communion of these people. But
this 1s in fact achlieved by speech, and the situetion
in all such cases 1s created by the exchange of words,
by the specific feelings which form convivial gre-
gariousness, by the give ﬁﬂd take of utterances which
make up ordinary gossip."
If this 1s the context of situation, however, then
it certainly cannot be argued that the meaning of
speech-acts embedded in 1t is supplied by it. If
80, then again it would be the case that all instan-
ces of free soclal speech intercourse (which Malinow-
skl decided to call "phatic communion"%5) are synony-
mous. Instead of adopting this conclusion, Malinowskil
admitted that indeed the context of situation 1s un-
related to the meaning of utterances occurring in 1it:
"A mere phrase of politeness ... fulfils a function
in whieh the geaning of 1ts words is almost completely
irrelevant.,"¥
Thus all that Malinowskl asserted concerning the
nature of "phatic communion" was simply that it is
a context, more or less well-defined, in which people
are not particularly concerned with what they may,
or with what they mean by what they say, and that they
speak simply to avoid heving to remaln silent. From
this it follows, however, that it 1s in general impos-
sible to predict what people will say or that they will

say anything, from a knowledge of the context of situation.
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Curious) enough, it has been remarked that in situations
in which men speak simply to avoid the embarrassment of
having to remain silent, they resemble automata more
than at any other time.47 We can only remark that if
when men most resemble automata, it is impossible to
predicet what they will say no metter what we know about
the context of situation (including knowledge of their
compiete past history and present physblogical state),
how much more absurd 1s it to expect that when men are
acting in their fullest human capscity that we should
be able to make such predictions.

This completes our investigation of secticn IV of
'The problem of meaning in primitive languages'. We
have shown that in it Malinowskl failed to prove that
the meaning of utterances is in any way related to
contexts of situation, end that he admitted as much
himself where the context of situation is either that
of narration or "phatic communion". We have seen fur-
thermore that Malinowski failed to show that even his
lesser goal; that of relating the use of language to
context of situation, can be achieved,

Malinowski seems to have been convinced that it
is speech itself, rather than the intentions behind

speech acts, which determines social situations.
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However, considerations of actual social situations
should quickly convince one that such is not the case.
We may take as a simple example, a social situation
which Malinowski himself deseribed in one of his eth-
nographic deseriptions of Trobriand cultum,b’8 in
which a young man, an offended lover, publicly in-
sults another party for an alleged crime, for the
purpose of setting public opinion 80 strongly agailnst
that party that he has no recourse but to commit sui-
cide. Certainly in this case, what determined the
social situation was not the actual insults which the
young man hurled, but his intentions for so doing.,
We can be quite certain that the one who made the pub-
lic insult meditated beforehand on what he should say,
80 as to make sure that a skeptical audience would be
convinced of his case., Upon delivery of the insuit,
the hesrers certainly did not reach the conclusion
"the insulted party must commit suicide", simply upon
hearing the speech, like automata, They arrived at
the conclusion upaon weighing the merit of the case
as they perceived it, together with a determination
of what the appropriate settlement of the matter should
be.

Consider also the speech-act which Malinowskil
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quoted in section II of 'The problem of meaning', in
which a Trobriander boasted of his superior sailing
prowess. The speech, Malinowski remarked, was intended
to incite envy or admiration in his hearers, according
to their relationship to him.hg What motivated the
native to apeak in this way was not simply to obtain
the outward signs of awe and admiration which his hear-
ers gave him, but evidence that those persons thought
him to be awe-inspiring and powerful. The important
determinant of social situations in which speech-acts
are prominent is, therefore, not the speech-acts them-
selves, but the participants!'! thoughts, both those of
the speakers and those of the heareras. The matter has
been well put by the Port-Royal logicians:

"It 1s not ... the simple outward effects of the respect
of men, spperated from the consideration of their thoughts,
whioh constitute the objects of love to the ambitious;
they wish to command men, not automatons, and their
Pleasure coneiats in seeing those movements of fear,
of awe, and of admiration which they [their thoughts]
excite in others."50

Section V of the peper is devoted to a discussion
of infant psychology, which was designed to show that
children acquire language as a mode of behador, rather
than as an instrument to express thought. We have al-
ready commented on the crucial part that this assertion

plays in Malinowski's whole argument (above, pp. 29-30).
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His argument that children acquire language as a mode
of action consisted of the observation (1) that a child
i3 endowed with arrangements for 1ts total care thanks
to its parents' instinctive concern for it, and (11)
the most efficient means which the child has for calling
attention to its needs 1s by means of making noise, whigh,
as language begins to develop in him, proves to be an
eificient means for bringing about the ameliorization of
its conditions,

While these observations may be carrest, as far as
they go, it is certainly oclear that they provide no
basis for accounting for language acquisition; the very
most that they can account for is that a child will
develop a small number of arbitrarily chosen noises
to designate particular discomforts, requirements, etc,
That Malinowski should have left out of his account any
mention of a child's purely verbal intercourse with other
people is quite surprising. Even the staunchest of con-
temporary behavioral psychologists, for example Skinner,
attempt to account for language acquisition in these
terms, and they at least make the assertion that a child
is able to coin new speech acts 8d 1ib., and assign to
them semantic interpretations by analogy with what he
already knows, If this theory 1s far too weak to account
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for the speed and preciaion with which & language
or a set of languages 1s learned by a oh11d51, how
much worse off are Malinowski's speculations! Malin-
owski furthermore scemed to be under the delusion
that far into late shildhood, people use language
simply to acquire things, or in conjunction with
handling and using objoets.s2 It is however impos-
sible to reconcile this position with his own obser-
vation that seven-year old Trobriand children turned
out often to be excellent informants, and often
could discuss intelligently complex matters of
tribal culturel
"I have had most valuable infommation on several points
of view from boys and even girls of seven to twelve
years of age ... Very often ... they would talk and
Trae about Crival matters.ths c |Ueidity and knews

Malinowski proceeded from thie discussion of
child language to & consideration of the language of
primitive men, by means of the astonishing asuggestion
that the language of primitive men is identical to
child language in the sense described above. This
identification is, however, in Malinowski's terms &
perfectly natural one. Since the essential distinc-
tion between primitive and civilized men is the abil-
ity of the latter to read and write, and children in

eivilized society up to some age do not know how to
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do either, Malinowski's identification of primitive
man with children of (civilized) society follows im-
mediately.

Section VI, the final section of the paper, is
devoted to a brief investigation of how the categories
of universal grammar arise in the mind. Briefly, he
contended that the universal categories, which he called
"real categories', are reflections of universdl human
attitudes toward l1life, and are brought out by the
universally found conditions under which c¢hildren
grow up in tae world:

"Langusge in its structure mirrors the real categories
derived from practical attitudes of the child and of
primitive man to the surrounding world. The gram-
ma_tical categories ... are the reflection of the
makeshift, unsystematic, practical outlook imposed

by man's st u 510 for existence in the widest sense

of the word.

It is not immedftately clear from this citation
that Malinowski considered these "practical attitudes
of the child" to be innate attitudes, or attitudes
which he learns out of his early experience. It would
seem from his subsequentcdiscussion that he considered
them to be innate; he characteristically spoke of thelr
"appearance”" rather thar of their Mearning."55 Fur-

thermore, since he considered that the universal cate-~

gories are "identical for all human languages, in
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spite of the many superficial diversities,"B6 they
must arise out of man's nature rather than out of his
experience, in his view,

Malinowski intended that hié assertion that the
categories of universal grammar arise out of man's
"attitude toward the worla" should be taken as a de-
nial of two other possible claima about their pos-~
sible origin: (1) that they are derived from cate-
gories necessary for thought, and (11) that they
simply have sprung up in the mind to serve ag a
basis for grammar-construction alone., His argu-
ment against (1), however 1s vitiated on the grounds
that he construed that the position necessarily en-
tails the identification of the categories of uni-
versal grammar with the categories of logic. His
argument against (1) simply consisted of the re-
mark that the categories of logic are "111-adapted"
to those of grammar.57 Malinowski apparently missed
the fact that grammarians who have maintained (1)
generally have not maintained this identification,
but rather have maintained that certain logical cate-
gories (such as predication, and the truth-function
relations) form only a subset of the categories of
universal grammar. Thus Malinowski's objection against

(1) vanishes. Whether or not we should agree to accept
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(1) depends ultimately upon our characterization of
the human faculty of thinking, and on whether it can
be shown that the categories of universal grammar are
derived from this faculty, or that both faculties
spring from more "uLltimate" sources.

We can have no dispute, however, with Malinowski's
rejection of (i1) -- accepting (1) necessarily entails
rejecting (11), Malinowski, of course, had other rea-
sons for rejecting (11); he believed that there are
certain aspects of non-linguistic human behavior which
make their appearance at various stages in childhood,
which involve making categorizations which resemble in
great detail the categories of universal grammar.

The {act that this behavior can be explained only in
terms of innate ablility to categorize which further-
more strongly resembles the categorizations found in
universal grammar, was taken by lalinowski as-:evidence
confirming the exiatence of the categories of univer-
gal grammar in.the mind. The insight itself 1is quite
pyofound, although his i1llustrative exemples are not
particularly exciting.

His first i1liustration involves the category whigh
he called "erude substance", He maintaeined that this

category underlies the universal grammatical category
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usually called "noun substantive" on the one hand,
and a complex set of typical behavior of young chil-
dren which makes itself manifest when the child be-
gins to play with things, ilncluding interest and fas-
cination with detachable, handleable objects, and the
tendency to be destructive, that is to try to pull
complex objects apart. He argued further that this
attitude lasts throughout life and 1s especially
pronounced in adit primitive men:
"Pheir interest in animals is relatively greater than
in plants} greater in shells than in mlnerals, in fly-
ing insects than in crawling ones. That which 1s
easily detached is preferred. In the landscape, the
small details are often named and treated in tra-
dition, and they arouse interest, whille big stggtches
of land remain without name and individuality.

Malinowski had less to say about the real cate-
gory corresponding to the universal grammatical cate-
gory of verb, and he argued that "the underlying real
category appears  later in the child's mental outlook,
and it is less preponderant in that of the savage."59
The category 1s said to involve action, states of the
body and human mood, to be assoclated with change in
time, and that "it lends itself to command as well as
to indication and description."60 As to 1ts extra-
linguistic correlates, Malinowskl 1listed man's "great
interest in all changes referring to the human being,

in phases and types of human action, in states of

human body and moods."6l fThese remarks are neither
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particularly convineing nor exciting, and the same

can be said for the rest of his examples. Never-
theless, Malinowski's reason for sezrching out cor-
relations between universal grammar and universal
properties of extra-linguistic behavior is the cor-
rect one, and it 1s certainly conceilvable that fur-
ther research in this area will uncover highly sig-
nificant correlations of this type.

' We can give the other universal grammatical cate-
gories considered by Malinowski by way of indicating
what he considered to be universal. They include
pronouns, adjectives, adverbs, conjunctions, and
certain "cases" of nouns, including what he called
appellative or nominative, possessive or genitive,
objective or accusative, and what he called "pre-
positional”., The reason that this lastmost case is
universal, according to Malinowski, is that it is a
universal human attribute to consider objects to be
in spatial or temporal relationship to one another.

If a particular language does not inflect nouns to
indicate relationships 1like "in", "on", "before", etec.,
then these relaticnships must be indicated by parti-
cles, such as English prepositions.

Section VI concludes with a discussion of what
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Malinowski cslled the "shifting of roots and meanings
from one grammatical category to another" .62 Malin-
owski argued that in very primitive languages, there
can be no grammatical processes which derive from a
word of one category another word of another category,
and more especially where the derivation makes no
overt change in the trorm of the root., Such processes
of derivation cannot take place 1in such languages, he
insisted, because it presupposes the apparatus of
"metaphor, of generalisation, analogy and abstraction,"63
and the existence of such apparatus in a language in-
dicates that it 1s somewhat "developed". What this
development is supposed to be, Malinowski did not say,
but he did assert that to understand it, one must know
something about the "psychological and soclological
processes of ... semi-civilized comnunities."®" The
reason that Malinowskl wished to exclude such gram-
matical processes from primitive language presumably
1s nis realizaticn that they cannot be explained on
the basis of his context of situation theory of lan-
guage. Unfortunately, every inown human language h&s
an abundant supply of such grammatical processes, B0
that any attempt to correlate them with "sociological
procesaes of semi-civilized communities" 1s doomed toO

failure,
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4., Twelve years elapsed between the publication of

'The problem of meaning in primitive languages! and
the appearance of Malinowski's next, and final, ex-

tensive work on linguistic theory, Coral gardens and

their magic, Volume II; Although Malinowski's out-
look evolved somewhat over that period, the change
in his linguistic theory was considerably less than
it was between Argonauts and YPpoblem of meaning.'
The changes during the later period were mostly con-
cerned with drawing out more fully the implications
of his position that the meaning of utterances is
provided by the context of concurrent human activity,.
We have already pointed out the curious ethno-
centrieity involved in the formulation of Malinowski's
semantic theory, as it appeared in 'Problem of meaning"
(above, pp. 30-31). 1In his introduction to the second
volume of Coral gardens, he made this ekthnocentricity
explieit:
"The theories here advanced will easily be seen to have
originated in the actual difficulties of collecting,
interpreting, translating and editing texts and ter-
minologies. The approach presented has thus to a large
extent been tested on the long and painful experience
of learning a native language; on practice of speaking
it, of gradually acquiring fluency and that intuitive
understanding which enables un, as speaker, to handle

the finer shades of meaning and, as hesrer, to take 66
part in the quick interghange between several people."
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Malinowski introduced three new major ideas into
his semantic theory in this book, and 81l of them are
related to this notion that the objective of linguistic
analysis is to interpret actual texts in a foreign lan-
guage in as satisfactory & manner as possible into the
language of the ethnographer. The first of these con-
cerns what constitutes linguistic datag
"It will be obvious to anyone who has so far followed
my argument that i1solated words are in fact only lin-
guistic figments, the products of an advanced linguistic
analysis. The sentence is at times a self=contained
linguistic unit, but not even a sentence can be re-
garded as a full linguistic datum. To us, the real
linguistic fact 1s _the full utterance within its con-
text of situation O7
The assumption that utterances in context st'e what con-
stitute: raw lingustic data is harmless enough, but what
is not so harmless is the further assumption that the
result of linguistic analysis constitutes a "figment" of
the analyst's creation. The assumption amounts to a
denial that languesge as such has any real status; all
that exists i1s apeech, and not simply speech, but speech
in contexts of situation,

The second new major idea concerns what Malinowski
called the "range of meaning" of given words in the na-
tive vocabulary (notice that Malinowski did not consis-
tently maintain his view on the fictitious status of

wards). If a sound 1s used in two different contexts,
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i1t cannot be called one word -- it must be considered
to be redly two words which heppen to be homophonousi
". .. in order to define & sound, we must discover, by
careful scrutiny of verbal contexts, in how many dis-
tinguishable meanings 1t 1s used. Meaning is not some-
thing which abides within a sound; it exists in the
sound's relation to the context. Hence 1f a word is
used in a different context it cannot have the same
meaning; it ceases to be one wvord and becgges two or
more semantically distinguishable units."
It is not difficult to see the consequences of this
remarkable view; since for all practical purposes, every
time a particular word 1s uttered it occurs in a novel
verbal context, no two utterance-tokens of the same word
ever has the same meaning, and conversely since it often
happens that two different words (say cat and dog) occur
as utterance-tokens in the same context, they must be
considered to be synonymous in those contexts. Yet,
for all its absurdity, the view follows quite logically
from Malinowski's position concerning reality. Since
the only reality is the utterance in context, the analyst
can do nothing more than to collect and to compare utter-
ances which he finds.

It will be noted that, in fact, Mallinowski denied
in Coral gardens that there was any connection between
mental categories and word classes in language. In the
book, he said that "we made an onslaught on the idea that

native terminologies represent native mental categories."69
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Thus Malinowskl retracted fully the fruitful idea whiech
he expressedin 'Problem of meaning', that there is a
-deep underlying connection between mental categories
and the categorial strueture of the vocabulary.

Viewed in a different way, these two new ideas
of Coral gardens may be considered consequences of
Malinowski's decision to adopt the major tenets of
behavioristic payohology.7° As a consequence of this
adoption, he was of course forced to abandon his
former viewsabout the nature of culture in genersl,
which he expressed in Argonauts. This meant, in
particuler, that he was obliged to meintain that
somehow the structure of soclety 1is embodied in the
actual b-havior of 1its members, and to abandon the
view that soclal gtructure 1s a psychological reality.
In a remarkable passage, Malinowaki called the embodl-
ment of social structure in actual behavior "meaning”,
and identified as the "real problem" of lingulstiecs
the characterization of such {meaning":
"By'meaning' I understend a concept embodied in the be-
haviour of the natives, in their interests, or in their
doctrines, Thus the conoept of magical force, for in-
stance, exists in the very way in which they handle their
magic ... Every magical ceremony 1s, in its essence, 8
handling of MBNA ... But the problem of ascertaining
that, for instance, the eoncept of magilozl force is
embodied in native behaviour and in their whole theo-
retical approach to magicj) and then of ascertaining

that they eertainly have no term for this concept and
can only vicarioualy express jt -- this, in spite of
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i1ts negative ggality is the real problem of ethnographic
linguisties,."7:

The third new major notion in Corsl gerdens 1s
that the context of sltuation may enable one to dis-
ambiguate sentences which are semantically ambiguous,
One siaple 11lustration is the following:

"I-woy-ye tau means 'the man beats' or 'he (subject
1ﬁ§TI§35‘533Fh the men', The context gives the so-
lution,."72

The realizaticn that such potentially ambiguous sen-
tences may in fact bp understood in an unambiguous
manner in certain circumstances was by no means a
discovery on Malinowski's part, What 1is surprising
however about his realizing this fact is that his
semantic theory does not define the notion "poten-
tially ambiguous sentence". This notion only makes
sense 1f oné aupposes that meaning is a property of
sentences, and that a sentence may have two or more
distingct meanings connected with it. Within Malin-
owski's theory on the other hand no sentence should
be ambiguous, either potentially or actually, since
1t can be correlated with at most one context of Bltu-
atlion at.a time,

The &bove citation 1s not an isolated example,

Another example, somewhat more involved, concerned the

sentence Bi-katumay-da, gala bi-giburuwa veyo-da,pela
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molu, which occurred in one of Mzalinowski's Kiriwinian
texts with the meaning 'They might kill us as our kinas-
men would not be angry becsuse we would have been killed
in famine.'TB Concerning this sentence, Malinowskl
remarkeds
"Now first of all this sentence is interesting beczuse
of its essentidl ambiguity [emphasis mine}. If the
negative word lgaIal were attached to the first verb
the whole meaning would be opposite, It would run ...
'They would never dare to kill us as our kinsmen
would be angry because we had been killed in famine,'
In feet to the European or Christian moral sense 1t
would seem a much greater crime to murder a famished,
exhausted man in times of national disaater and be-
cause he sought for a bare subsistence than to kill
the same man because he was poaching, But the Tro-
brianders, obeying the stern law of neceasity have
developed different rules. Our ethnographlc know-
ledge, combined with the fact that the punctuation
was 1ndicateg by the delivery enabled us to solve this
ambiguity." 7
We may suppose that even 1f the delivery had not 1n-
dicated the proper “punctuation" of the sentence, that
the sentence would still have basen capable of disam-
biguation on the bssis of ethnographic knowledge,'>
Here again, Malinowski took for granted that the sen-
tence had potentially two different semantic inter-
pretations, but without realizing that this should
not be possible if his semantic theory were correct.

When one investigates the actual use which Malin-
owski made of the knowledge of aontext of situation

to interpret particular utterances in the texts which
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he had collected, we discover that in fact he did not
use 1t to supply thelr semantic interpretation at all.
Rather, he used it to supplement his knowledie of thelir
meaning, which he obtained independently of his know-
ledge of thelr contextual setting. Not only did he
use knowledge about context of situation to disambigu-
ate sentences, but he used it also to supply antecedents
for anaphorically deleted pronouns, and to determine
the exact reference of delctic pronouns. Even more
convincing evidence that Malinowskl did not actually
attempt to determine the meaning of utterances from
a knowledge of their setting is the fact that he was
not at all hesitant to supply possible contexts of

situation for perticular texts ad 1ib. Certainly if
the meaning of a text really depended upon the con-
text in which it in fact oe¢e¢urred, and was unintelll-
gible apart from that context, it would be in prin-
ciple impossible to speculate about possible contexts
in which a particular text could occur, given just that
text itself., Yet, Malinowskil felt perfectly free to
do soi

"Take, for example, the second text in our collection,
«.. Wnich on the fage of it [emphasis mine] 1s merely &
definition of certain terms ... Let us see ... whether

this text can naturally bg placed within some normal
context of native life."
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We remarked above (p. 26) that between Argonauta‘

of the Western Pacific and 'The problem of meaning in

primitive languages', Malinowski went from a position
in which he treated the "magical" use of language as
exceptional to one in which he maintained that the
"sclentific and literary" use of language in civilized
soclety was derivative, being the only use of language
in which it 1s used to express thought independent of

context of situation. In Coral gardens and their magic,

Malinowski made the finsl step: he declared there that
even litqrary and scientific language is not the expres-~
sion of thought, but its meening 1is also given by cor-
relation with context of situation:

"And it seems to me that, even in the mosc abstract and
theoretical appects of human thought and verbal usage,
the real.understanding of words is always ultimately
derived from active experience of those sspects of real-
ity to which the words belong. The chemist or the phy-
sicist understands the meaning of his most abstract con-
cepts ultimately on the basis of his acquaintance with
chemical and physical processes in the laboratory. Even
the pure mathematician, dealing with that most useless
and arrogant [sic!] branch of his learning, the theory
of numbers, has probably had some experience of counting
his pennies and shillings or his beots and buns. In
short, there is no science whose conceptual, hence ver-
bal, outfit is not ultimately derived from the practi-
cal handling of matter. I am laying considerable stress
on this because, in one of my previous writings ['Prob-
lem of maaning'j, I opposed civilised and scientific to
primitive speech, and argued as if the theoretical uses
of words in modern philosopjfiic and scientific writing
were completely detached from their pragmatic sources,
This was an error, and a serious error at that. Be-
tween the savage use of words and the most abstract and
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theoretical one there is only a difference of degree,
Ultimately all the meaning of all words is derived
from bodily experience."T

Despite the absurdity of the conclusion, there
is an important true insight on Malinowski's part which
underlies 1t. That insight 1s, that in order for a
man to be able to formulate certain concepts in his
mind (and/or to be able to express them in words),
he requires certain experience in the world of some
appropriate kind. Thus, for example, for a man to
understand such geometrical concepts as "Things equal
to the same thing are equal to each other", he pre-
sumably must have had sometime in his life experience
with, say, measuring properties of objects, such as,
perhaps, length or weight]a The flaw in Malinowski's
argument is that he considered the relationship be-
tween the physical experience and the derived concepts
to be a direct one.

In conclusion, a2 comment is in order concerning
Malinowski's espousal of behavioral psychology as the
bagis for his theory of culture and of language. It
turns out that since Malinowski never really gave up
his earlier position that the system of culture, at
least, constitutes a psychological reality, there exlsts
a real contradiction in his own writing at this time

concerning the nature of culture, On the one hand,
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in accordance with behavioristic tenets, he argued
that individuals are "molded" gradually by their ex-
perience in soclety:

"... the influence of culture -- that 1s, of all the in-
stitutions found within a community, of the various tra-
aitional mechanisms auch as speech, technology, mode of
social intercourse -- this influence works on the indi-
vidual by a gradual procees of moulding. By this process
of moulding I mean the effect of traditional cultural
modes and norms upon the growing organism. In one way
the whole substence of my theory of culture ... con-
sists in redueing Durkheimian theory to terms of Be-
haviouristic psychology."79

On the other hand, he consciously maintained that so-
cial structure i1s a psychological reality, in accor-
dance with his own earlier views, 80 thet, 1f you
will, he failed in his enterprise of "reducing" his
theory to the terms of behavioristic psychology:

"Magic happens in a world of its own, but this world
is reasl to the natives [emphasis mine]. It therefore
exerts » deep influence on their behaviour and con-
sequently 1is also real to the anthropologist. The
situation of magic -- and by this I mean the scene

of action pervaded by influences and sympathetic af-
finities, and permeated by mana -- this situaton
forms the context of spells, It is'created by na-
tive belief, and this belief is a powerful social and
cultural force,"80

5. 1In evaluating the influence of Malinowski's views
about language, and in particular about semantics, on J,.R.
Pirth and the London school, it is important to realize
that it is only his views as expressed in 1935 that had



any effect. Consider, for example, how the notion
"context of situation! was adopted by Firth. For
him, the notion did not mean, as 1t did for Malinow-
ski in 1923, the context of human activlty concurrent
with and immediately preceding and follawing the speech
act, but rather the whole cultural setfing 1in which
the speech-act 1s embedded, as it apparently did for
Malinowskl in 1935 (see note 75; and note 2, Chapter V).
It 1s only the earlier ideas of Malinowski's,
however, which appear to be based on any sort of pro-
found insight. In.particular, the ideas (1) that
social structure is a psychological and hence non-
directly observable reality, and that behavior can only
be understood in terms of it; (11) that functional de-
finitions of certain words are important in semantics,
and may be learned through active particlpation in the
proper use of designated objects, and (11i) that- the
categories of universal grammar must underlie cate-
gorizations implicit in non-linguistic human behavior,
may be cited. In view of the scope of these insipghts,
the severe judgment of a contemporary Britcish anthro-
poldgist that "the abstract theoretical writings
of Malinowskl are not merely date, they are dead"8l

is simply false. Conversely, the high esteem which
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Malinowskl currently enjoys in the eyes of the London
school, however, 1s not based on a recognition of the
value of these 1deas, but rather because he held such
notions as the meaning of utterances 1is given by their
correlation with the context of situation, which, as
we have shown, not only ¢an be proved false, but

also was not consistently maintelned by him.
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CH!PTER IX
1, The eatnent Exyptolo ist, fir *‘lan Qerilner, wes
a personal {riend to both Malinowakl ard Firth., Malin-
owakil indicated his personal irndetiadness o Qordiner

in & nuaber 20 his carly worx3,1 und 11 the prelace O

Coral pardens and their auiic, Volume II, he indicated

that he had cerefuli, read and 41 usted Qurdiner's one

ms Jor work on -arersl linzdsties, Tne taneory of speech

and lsnguagg.a Firth's expressed acxnowied:ments Lo

Gardiner do not c¢learly indicate wi.ether he fell in-
debsedness o him, or whether he developed his 1ideas
in contrast and opposition to Gardiner., In hils first
important peper on -enera: lingulstics, putlished In
1935, Pirth msintained that he wae motivated to write
for the followin - rensonst

'e.. Pirst prectical experiences o lingulstle pro.lema
in Indis and hk{rica ss well &c more recently in BEng-
land; secondly, the prevailing uncertainty reflected
in [certain} titles [of verious Looks and papers in
linguistiens), and countless other sisns of tne over-
hauliny, of our spparatus; and laatly and perhaps most
important of all s dimcussion on linguistlec theory
neld vy the [Pniloloirlcsl] Society on_1 December 193%,
led 4y my friend, Dr. Alen Qardiner,"3

Unfartunately, the society did not print the text of
this paper in its Transsctions, so that here 1t is
not clour shether Pirth was in egsentlilal nyreement or
dlsazraeaent with Gerdinér, Later 1ir. life, in reflec-

ting on the past, Firth remarked:
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a8 clear distinction between speech and language, and
in keepiny i1t to the fore througchout his work."® In
fact, Gardiner's view of language 1s essentially Saus-
surean: for him, language consisted of a fixed store
of words &and stock phrases, each with iis associated
meaning or erea of meaning. Sentences, on the other
hand, he viewed as elements of speech, and were not to
be considered as part of language. The following re-
mark concerning the nature of sentences 1s strikingly
Saussurean:
"Sentences are like ad hog constructions run up for a
perticuler ceremony, constructlions whlch are pulled
down and their materials dispersed as soon as their
particular purpose has been served."7

Where QGardiner differed from Stvussure wes simply
In his greater concern to describe speecch rather than
to describe language. It 1is no:, however, particularly
clear why he was motivated to do so. FPFpom the remarks
in his first chapter, it seems that his meain motivation
was to destroy once and for all what he thought wag a
fundamental misconception, or at least misunderstanding,
about the nature of speech, namely that "speech [1s] the
use of articulate sound-symbols for the expression of
thought".8  Rather, he argued, we should "delfine speech
as the use, bLetween man and man, of artlculate sound-

signs for the communication of their wishes and their

views about things."?



71
"In the '30's, I enjoyed the privilege of long discus-
sions with 8ir Alan Gardiner and the lste Professor
Malinowski, both of whgm contributed to the progress
of linguistic theory.”
In another place, Pirth referred to Gerdiner's 3peech
and lengusge 88 "that difficult book."5

Upon examination of this book, we find tnat 1in
fact, the linguiatic theory held by Gardiner 1is al-
moat entirely incompatible with either the later the-
ory of Malinowski or with Pirth's, although it does
share gertain very important points of contact with
them,

The fundamenta)l contention of the #ook is that
langzuage and speech aust be distinguished from one
another -- that the latter is merely human verbal per-
formance, but the former is that human capability
which enables man to speak and to understand speech.
He contrasted the two notions as rollosz
"Speech is thus & universally exerted sotivity ... In
deseribing this sctivity we shall disgover that 1t con-
sists in the application of & universally poasessed
science, namely the science which we cell language.
With infinite psins the human ohild learns language
in order to exerscise it s speech."5
Gardiner maintsined that the confusion of the two
notions, or worse, their identification with one ano-
ther, preventa the possibility of giving an intelligi-
ble ageount of either., Of recent linguists, he observed,

" Perdinand de Saussure "stends almost alone in making
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It 1s not obvious, however, that there 1is any
misconception to destroy here. Sapir, whom Gardiner
listed as one of the linguists who subsecribed to the
position he was critiecizing would presumably have had
no qualme about accepting Gardiner's smended definition,
and of amending the offending definition to read some-
thing like "language is the system which permits thought
to be expressed by means of articulate sound-symbols,"
Gardiner may, in fact, have had other motivations for
emphasizing the study of speech as opposed to language.
He indicated in the preface to the first edition that
he hoped to write a second book, which would deal mostly
with a study of words and of rules for combining words
into phrasea, and if he had writtentghat book, it might

have corrected the imbalance, 10 In Speech and language,

however, he provided only one really clear definition
of what he had in mind concerning the nature of language:

"Language 1s 8 collective term, and embraces in its com-
pasas all those items of knowledge which enable a speaker
to make effective use of word-signs. But that knowledge
is not of to-day or yesterday, for its main elements fle)
back to early childhood., Our vocabulary 1s constantly
being enriched, and the area of meening belonging to
specific words being widened. Woirda, as the most im-
portant constituents of language, say fairly be regar-
ded as 1ts units, though it must be borne in mind that
the rules for combining words (syntactic rules, as they
are called), and the specific types of intonation em-
Ployed in pronouncing words, are constituents of lan-
guage as well,"1l
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Gardiner's view of the nature or syntastic rules as
belng solely concerned with combining words into pro-
per sequences is also distinectly Saussurean,l?

The focus of Gardiner's attention in nis consider-
ations on the nature of language was the word, which
he defined as the unit of language,13 Words, besides
Possessing inherent grammatical classification, also
have what he called "word-meaning" ,14 Word-meaning,
consists, for each word, of the set of attributes which
the mind abstracts from its past experience with the
class of things referred to by the word. In apeech,
if a particulsr thing is meferred to by the use of
the word, then the word-meaning may be said to bé
Predicated of the thing-meant by or referred to by
this word, 1In the book, Gardiner made no attempt to
oharaéterizo the meaning ofany particular words,
and he never raised the questions which immediately
arlse when one iriee..; to earry such an attempt out;
for example of whether it 1s possible to characterize
the meaning of words in terms of semantic categories,
of how to distinguish batween defining and accidental
attributes of particular classes of objects referred
to by words, etec, He did 80 on, however, to make the

interesting and presumably correct observation that the
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meaning, or "expression", to use Gardiner's term, of a
sentence 1s formed by composing the word-meanings of
the words which comprise 1t,15 but unfortunately, he
did not pursue this remark further.

Gardiner opposed to the rotion "word-meaning" the
notion "thing-meant", Corresponding to each sentence
of speech, Gardiner maintained that there is some com-
plex "thing" which 1s assoclated with it. That "thing",
in simple cases, may simply be some unique object,
either real or flectitious, or a class of objects,
or it may be an axtremely complex c¢reation of the mind,
which is constructed ad 1lib, under appropriate circum-
stances, In the act of communication, the speaker
selects some suntence, the expression (or meaning) of
which has gufficient resemblance to the thingpmeant,
which he is trying to communicate. He then utters the
sentence. The hearer, taking the meaningz of the sen-
tence as & clue to the thing-meant by the speaker,
attempts to reconstruct in his own mind that thing
meant, also taking as clues his observation’about the
situational context, and what he knows about the per-
sonality of the speaker, Thus,

"I cannot insist too often upon the facts that words are
only clues, that most words are ambiguous in thelr mean-
ing, and that in every case the thing-meant has to be

discovered in the sicugtion by the listener's alert and
active intelligence."l
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In another passage, Gardiner compared the use of
word-meaning as comprising a set of clues for the
determination of the thing-meant by a worg or sen-
A‘tence to the procedure for determining the answer

in the "animal, vegetable, or mineral" game,17

From the precdding paragraph, it will be observed

that Gardiner viewed the context of situation of an
ugterance as being merely one of the aids for the
hearer to determine what "thing" the apeaker 1is talk-
ing about, and nothing more, He also maintained that
the context of situation restricts the speaker asg to
what he may or may not say at a given moment; or, in
other words, that the speaker's perception of the
eontext of situation will narrow the number of pog-
sible "things-meant" that he will want to taik about .
He stil1 has latitute to entertain infinitely many
"thinga«meanb", however., On the nature of these re-
strictions provided by the context of situation,
Gardiner was not particularly explicit, and the rol-
lowing remark is the most that he 8aid on the subject,
It will oe seen that it 1s not particularly 1lluminating:
"Seeing a shooting star, I should find 1t extremely
diffioult to bring any of the words disci line, oOxy-

en, or pig into my comment; in faob'T"EEBHEF'free,

or at least as a practical man I am not free, to say
what I 11ikey"18
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Gardiner emphatically denied that the context
of situation in any sense "determines" what someone
will say within it. Although he did say that "all
speech ... 1s the spesker's resction to a stlmulus,"lg
he 1mmediately warned ageainst 1nteﬁpret1ng his term
"reaction” to mean "automatic response” in the sense
tnat blue litmus-paper reacts by turning red if dipped
into an acid solution. Rahher,
"Some human resctions are doubtlessalmost as automatic
and invariable as that of litmua-paper; & man writhes
or flinches when he feels intense pain., But speech,
at all events, is neither automatic nor invariable, and
in regarding 1t as reaction to a stinmulus we merely
recell the facts that some relatively objective thing
must impinge upon the mind befofe speech arises, and
that{ ,when speech does arise, 1t both stands in a causal
relation to the stimulus and 1is of & lively and pur-
posive quality., Above all, 1t muat be observed that
human belngs can react to one and the same thing in
many different ways. This 1s true, indeed, even of
perception,”
The notion "context of situation” thus plays an en-
tirely different role 1in Gardlner's;theory than 1t
does in Mallnowski's., Although it iz true that the
term "concept of situation" was used in print by
Malinowski nine years before (ardiner used it, 1t
does not aseem unreasonable to suppose that Gardiner
had a hand in the formulation of Malinowski's seman-
tic theory in the early 1920's., It is hardly llkely,
though, that Gardiner had at that time a much differ-

ent outlook than he did in 1932, so that if Malinowski
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d4id get the concept from Gardiner, he took it com-
pletely out of context, so to speak. J.R. Firth,
in his discussion of Malinowski's theory, stated
that both Malinowski and Gerdiner adapted the no-
tion from the work of a relatively obscure German
pPhilologist named Philipp Wegener (to whom, in fact,
Gardiner dedlcated his book), Firth maintained that
Malinowskl's interpretation of Wegener was mueh closer
to what Wegener was actuslly saying than was Gardiner's,
but 1t seems clear that the reverse is true.2l

We remarked above that the notion "thing-meant"
could be, for Gardiner, a highly complex creation of
the mind. He provided a number of hypothetical exam-
ples; for instance,
"In such a simple utterance as in the vocative Mary! the
thing meant ... is one upon which the mind can brcod
eternally."22
A more interesting example is his "James HawkinsY 1llus-
tretion, in which he showed that it is not unreasonable
to suppose that the thing-meant by the utterance Rain!
or Look at the rain! may involve the notions that it
will be impossible for one'a wife and oneself to walk
to a place called Riverside later for tea because it
1s raining and consequently one's wife will get wet feet,

and that. will not be good for her health.?3 1In this
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case, there 1s no observable relation between the

meaning of the utterance and the thing-meant by 1t,
and all of the clues for determining the thirg-meant
(or almost all of them) are non-lingutstiec and also
hon-observable. Qardiner certeinly had a healthy
awareness of the potentigl complerxities involved in
the interrelationahips between whst people in fact
say, what they mean to say, what sort of aituation
they find themselves in, and what their rersonality
and past experience is. From the fact that he had
this awareness, it follows that he should have heen
able to criticige effectively the characterization
of the meaning of utterances which Bloomfield proposed
in the second chapter of his book Lancuage, And,
indeed, in the retrospect appended to the second

edition of Speech and language, written 1in 1951,

Gardiner made such a oriticism. After complimenting
Bloomfield for giving an adequate deseription of the
context of situation for his "Jack and J111" story,

Gardiner proceeded to argue ag followst

"Indeed, 1t seems to have been overlooked (1n this chap-
ter at least) that words have any meaning at all apart
from the things meant by them, since the meaning of &
linguistic form i1s defined as 'the situst on in which
the speaker utters 1t and the response which it calls
forth in the hearer' (p. 139)., The uttered words are,
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in fact, thought of as though they were the shot of a
gun which by some mysterious virue in the sportsmen's
constitution brings down its appointed quarry. By
thus confining the account of Jill's succeasful per-
formance to 'A, Practical events preceding the act of
speech, B, Speech, and C, Practicel eventa following
the act of speech' {p., 23), Professor Bloomfield
renounced any attempt to explain what should surely be
the centie of interest in the whole proceeding: he 1g-
nored the fact that the words used have a meaning con-
ferred upon them neither by Jill's stimulus nor by
Jack's reaction, but by & lingulstic community that
exlsted before either of these young persons was born.
The truth 1s that linguistic theory cannot make
any headway without utilization of the mentalisatilc
concepts the validity of which the CLiesgo Professor
disputed. Without these, speech becomes the product
of ingeniously constructed robots, 'Purpose', 'dell-
beration', 'perception' -- all these were for him un-
scientific terms; the utterance of the speaker and the
response of the listener are merely the predestlned
movements of cogs in the universal machine. It may
be so, but that is not wnat I and others want to know
about speech."

Gardiner's critioism of Bloomfleld's characterization
of meaning 1s 211 the more significant, since 1t not
only stands as one of the relatively few serious cri-
ticisms of it to appear before very recent times,
but also because it carries over directly &as a criti-
cism of the position of the later Malinowski and Firth.
Gardiner's entire retrospect is, in fact, a tren-
chant eriticism of anti-mentalism in linguistles, and
it 1s worth quoting at length a passage which contains
a singularly apt criticism of the aims of behavioristic

psychology:
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"For the Behaviourists, if I understand thelr stend-
point aright, physical events are the only veriflable
links in that chaln of innér occurrences whiech connects
stimulating circumstances with appropriate humen ac-
tion. I believe, on the contrary, thata the conscious
stage auch phystcal happenings cease to be of primery
importance, the consciousness which belongs to them now
taking over its possessor's problem and mediating the
next steps, these explicable for the psychologist part-
ly from observation of his otject's physt¢al movements
and partly from his own Bower of reasoning and intro-
spected knowdedge lemphasis mine]. On this hypothesis
sensation, perception, purpose, and the rest are them-
selves indispensable links in the above-mentioned chain
of ocecurrsnces, and no mere appendages dangling use-
lessly from certain uneontested, but altogether myster-
lously working, inner physicel }inks."25

2. For Gardiner, the problem of universal grammar
can Pg broken up into two parts: (1) the universal
character of words and (11) of:semtences. In Speech
and languege, he had nothing to say about the former

problem, promising « troroush discussion of 1t 1in
his projected second volume, His discussion of (11)

in Speech and language beceme somewhat snarled as

a8 result of a confusion of his own making: since he
claimed that sentences were part of apeech, but not
& part of language, he maintaired that everything
thet can be sald universally about sentences 1s in
the form of general propositions atout speech, and
not langusge. But by his owr definition, grammar 1is
pargiof language, and not speech, so that it 1s not

clear, in his terms, that universal properties of



82
sentences can b¢ treated in universal grémmar.26 Des-
pite this confusion, however, Gardiner was concerned
with universal grammar in his considerations about uni-
versal proper:lies of sentences.

To find these univefsal properties, Gardiner's
procedure was simply to ask the question, What lin-
gulstic properties must sentences exhibit as a conse-
quence of thelr being the elements of human speech?

The econclusions which he rewcnhed from this speéulative
inquiry turn out to be very similer to the conclusions
of the eighteenth century English universal grammarians,
notably James Harris.27 This fact is all the more
remarkable because (Gardiner gave absolutely no acknow-
ledgment at all to sny pre-nineteenth century linguistic
tradition in nis book. The fact that he should have
reproduced the §1ghteenth century universal grammar
tradition under the puise of origin#l inquiry can pro-
bably be moat easily explained by assuming that this
tradition was part of Osrdiner's early school treining,
and that it made its appearance in his lster lingulstic
work unarnounced and unaltered., Osrdiner's conclusions
ezn be summarized under three headings:

(1) typss of mentences found

(11) the neture of the subject-predicate relation

(114) gremmatical properties of the various types



83
of mentences found,

Concerning (1), Gardiner argued that three types
of sentences are universally found in language, each
type depending upon whether the speaker, the listener,
or neither are in "foous".27! Sentences having the
speaker in focus were called exclamations; those having
the listener in focus were of two sul-types -- ques-
tions, if informetion is requested of the listener,
and requests, if rction 18 requested of him. If nei-
ther tlie speaker nors the listener 1s in focus, then
the thing-meant is in focus, and the corresponding
type of sentence was called a statement. As we shall
see below in connection with (11i), statements were
sub-categorized by Gardiner into effirmatives and
donials,aa questions into those for corroboration and
those for apecification,29 and requests into commands,
wishes, prayers, vocatives, advice, permisaion, exhor-
tations, prohibitions, warnings, ete,30

From this summary, it can be seen tnat (Gardiner
has followed the main lines of Harrias's universal gram-
mer with regard to sentence types, and has added nothing
substantielly new either in terms of further classifi-
sation, or justification of the scheme. Indeed, with
respect to Justification of it, Gardiner was firmly

within the empiriciat tradition, He asserted, contrary
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to Harris, that he was led to this classification solely
by considerations of the soclial funetloning of speech.
He made no claim that the scheme 1s necessary to lan-
guage because of the stricture of the mind. In view of
this, it makes sense to classify Gsrdiner as an "em-
pirical mentalist’: cne who insisted thst language must
be considered to be a2 system contained in the humsn
mind, but one who made no assumptions about the effect
of the character of the mind upon the structure of lan-
guage.

As to thes nature of the subjeot-predicate rela-
tion, Gardiner maintained that sentences have the form
"subject v predicate" &s & fact of language,3! but
that actual speech uttersnces are not necessarily sen-
tences simply by virtue of having that form. When
uttered in speech, they must by themselvea embody some
single thing-meant. The atipulation is made to avoid
having to say, for exawmple, that he is well 1s a sen-
tence in the utterance I hope he is well, simply be-
cause it embodies the subject-predicate repation.
Gardiner 2l1so held that having this form is not a neces-
sary cdnditicn on sentences of speech; exclamations and
vocatives must be considered sentences, but do not neces-

serily have the requisite subject-predicate form.,
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Gardiner very clearly underatood that the notions
"subject" and "predicate" were relationsl rather than
categorial in nature, and that particular words or
phrases could only be said to be potential subjects
or predicates, Subject and predicate were defined by
him as being the two parts of a sentence or clause
which stand in the relation "sayinz about" (predicate)/
"being-said-about" (subjeet) to one another.3? He
noted further that any complex sentence can be regon-
stituted as the succession of as many separate simple
sentences as there are subject-predicate relations 1n
it, and in connection with this, he made the interesting
and presumably correct remark that the subject-predicate
relation holds between a noun and a modifying adjectlve,

so that in the sentmnce 0ld Mr, Jones was a school-

friend of my late father (to adapt an example from

Gardiner), the subject-predicate relationship holds
between Mr, Jones and 0ld and between father and late.
The latter is true, even though there is no sentence

(having the same meaning) "My father is late; Gardiner

takes 38 the reconstituted sentence corresponding to

the phrase my late father, My father is doad.33

Gardiner's view of the relational character of
the usual sorts of subjects and predicates led hinm,

however, to the conclusion that they exist only 1in
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speech. Since a noun 1like London cannot be specified
in an English dictionary as being inherently a subject,
a predicate, or neither, but can only be identiflied as
such 1in specific sentences such es London 1s a very

great city, This is London, and I live in London, he

concluded that these relations 4o not exist in language.
This mistake is probably Jjuast another consequence of
his insistence upon taking sentences to be units of
speech, In this case, it blinded him to the simple
fact that 1t is part of the requirement on the prammar
of a language (or upon universal grammar) that it eo-
count for the formal properties of sentences. such as
the relationship holding between subject and predicate.
We have already given the typology of sentences
in universal grammar according to Gardiner's view
(above, p. 83). In his discussion of atatements, he
indicated that he recognized the exlstence of constituent
structure intermediate between words and sentences. He

pointed out that the man whom I saw is the same constitu-

ent &as king in the frame He is ...; similarly of noble
birth and good represent the same constituent in this
frame, as do at home and here. In the first case, he
called the constituent “noun', in the seco?d "adjective",

and in the third "adverb". If formalized, this bit of
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constituent structure analysis would amount to the
kind of analysis achieved by Harris in 'From morpheme
to u':.t;eralru:e',:"‘u but without superscript designation
to indicate incompatibility of substitution in iden-
tical frames,

Statements, as we have already remarked, were con-
sidered to be either affirmetions or denials, and Gar-
diner maintained that it is universally true that pure
denial or negation can never be a predicate, or that
it 1s imposaible to say in any language the equivalent
of *That X 1s ¥ is not:

"Mere inspection of instances shows that the aflfirmative
statement 1s reprodiced &s a whole [in a denial], and
then qualified by an adverb which annihilates the pre-
dication,"35 /

Questione for corroboration modify the sentence
form of statements in one of two possible ways, accor-
ding to Gardiner. Either they will include a specific
interrogative perticle, or:they may exhibit some modi-
fication of word-order, such as the inversion of the
subject with the first word of the predicate, cither the
finite verb itself, or one of its auxiliaries. Questions
for specification are, like those for corroboration,
characterized by either a particle or an inversion, uLut

in addition, the constituent being questioned is placed

at the beginning of the sentence. Gardiner suggested
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this, however, not as & language universal, but as a
universal tendency.36 Oardinep then argued that the
underlying constituent being questioned in a question
for specification muat be an indefinite word:
"Phere can be no doubf that questions for speciflcation
are derived from questions for corroboration having an
indefinite word as a component,"37

His justification for this remarkable assertion was the

speculation that & queation like Did you see someone? 1is

not always satisfactorily answerable by either Yes! or
No!, unless that "someone" is named. FPFrom this simple
argument, Gardiiner arrived at the declsion to represent
the underlying form of questions for spec’ fication in

all languages as Q X Q Indefinite Y, where by Q

we mean either an interrogetive particle or s sign for
obligatory inversion aunder the &appropriate circumstances.
This 18 a fairly convincing demonstration that grammatical
speculation is not always necessarily futile. Of course,
in this case, Gardiner had at his dispcesal & lot of other
information which ¢ould only lead him in the direction of
this solution, for example the correspondences between
the interrogative and indefinite words in languages such
as Greek, Latin, Arabic, Coptic and Late Egyptilan, and

as eerly es 1912, Gardiner remarked, Meillst had shown

the morphclogical relationship between the interrogative

and indefinite words in the Indo-European 1anguages.38
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The remainder of Gardiner's discussion of universal

grammar is of little interest,

3+ Ve may summarlze Gardiner's efforts in Speech and

language a8 representing an attempt ton provide an
adequate linguilstic theory to aceccunt for man's "well-
nigh incredible skill in speech."39 By making the
correct distinction between man's linguistic ability
(his knowledge of lanugage) and his linguistic per-
formence (his actual speech), he was able to conclude
that the goal of linguistics is not to give a char-
acterization of linguistic performance, but of ability.
In 1ine, however, with the strongly entrenched empiri-
¢ism current in Britaf; at that time, Gardiner attempted
to account for as many of the propertiss of langusge

a8 he could by making maximum use of its relationships
with the ouservable world, especially its use in social
sltuations, and minimum use of assumptions about the
mind, In fact, the only assumption about the nature of
mind which he felt obliged to make was that it 1s 'im-
bued with a never-failing purposefulneua."“o As a
consequence of taking sugh an unstructured view of the
mind, and of faliling to see the obvious inadequacy of
the observable relationships between language and the

worl)d to account for linguistic phenoms3ns, Gardiner was
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unable to get beyond a very rudimentary and 1naccurate
characterization of the propertles of langusge, although
because of his insizhts into universal gremmar, His
characterization can be considered to be somewhat more
developed than Saussure's, But as we have shown, his
understanding of the nature of universal grummar was
nc more developed than what had been already understood
in Britain in the eighteenth century by men like James

Harris.
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CHAPTER III

In this chapter, we shall consider Firth's papers
in linguistics up to the time of his appointment to
the Chair in QGeneral Linguistics at the University of
Londbn, and shall restrict our attention to those which

have been reprinted in hls Pepers in linguistics, 1934-

1221.1 It will be instructive to be able to compare
the central ideas of this period with those of his
later period, when under his influonce the London school
was formed., One especially striking fact, in view of
Firth's far-reaching influence on depelopments in
British linguistics to date, and his potential in-
fluence on the future of lingulstics in pgeneral,
as & result of the dissemination of the 1ldeas of his
students and colleagues which 1s now taking place, 1is
the extraordinary poverty of Firth's own linguistic
ldeas #nd of the substantive work in deseriptive lin-
gulstics which he publighed, It will be one of the
objectives of this chapter to indicate the relation-
ship of the 1deas expressed in PFirth's earlier writ-
ings to the ideas of Malinowski, Gardiner, and Danlel
Jones, and to compare these ideas, at least with re-
spect to phonology, to the notions current in American
linguistics during the same period.

The single most importent notion in Firth's early
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writings is that of context. One mizht say that Firth
took the current notions of phonological, morphological,
and lexlcal contexts, which were already well~-egtab-
lished in 1linguistics, added the Malinowskian notion of
context of situation, and concocted a view of language
which may be regarded as an arrangement of contexts,
esch one serving as an environment for the elements or
units at each of various Mevels". Firth called these
levels phonetic, lexical, morphological, syntactic and
semantic; the elements on each of these levels he called
phonemee, words, morphemes, syntactic categories, and
semantic categories; and the contexts he called phono-
logical, lexieal, morphological, syntactic and situa-
tional.a Firth made ric serious attempt to define any
of these levels rigorously, and pald relatively little
attention to any of them , except the phonetic and the
semantic levels. In particular, he made no attempt to
arrange thes#e levels systematically with respect to each
other, except to note the following relationships among
them:

(1) Phonemes can only be studied in relationship to
words. This position is taken directly from Jonea;3 what
this meant for Pirth was that the phonetic c?ﬁtext which
is relevant to the study of phonology 1s limited to the



sounds which are contained within the units on the
lexical level. External sandhl was thus excluded as
a phonological problem for Firth at this time.?

(11) If peirs ol phonemes show & consistent re-
lationship on the lexical, morpnological, or syntactle
levels, this constituted evidence for Firth that their
differentiae are significant phonological features of
the language. VWhen a simple phonologlcal opposition
of this sort happens to be the only overt indication
of an actual lexical, morphologlcal, or syntactlc op-
position, then Firth said that the particular phonemes
nave "major function!.> On occaslon, Firth used his
knowledge of major function patterns to decide what
the phonemes are in particular contexts in particular
languages. Thus, the intervocalic Tamil sound [d],

a retroflexed flapped d, as representing the Tamil
phoneme t, because it stands 1in relation to phonemic

tt [tt] in a major functlion in precisely the same way

as do t to tt; ¢ to ccj l,[i] to 11, ete. Firth gave
examples such as the palr patu {paéu] 'I endure' versus
pattu [pattu] 'enduring', etc. as manifesting the syn-
tactic role of the opposition of single consonants to
geminate consonents in Tem11.6 Firth d4id not, however,
give himself free rein to using syntactic information of

this sort to help determine the optimal phonological
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analysis of languages, especlally where doing so would
lead him to ldentify phones as members of phonemes
having sounds bearing little phonetic similarity to
other members of the phoneme. Unfortunately, he never
made clear what constraints he was under. He seemed
to admit "partial phonemic overlapping", if the fol-,
lowing remark can be at all taken seriouslyt
"It so happens that intervocalic kk [in Malayalam]
sounds rather like initial k and Intervocalic k ra-
ther 1like g."7 - -

It 1s probably safe to say that he refused to con-
sider any solution which would require more than a
minimal amoun¢ of imagination. Thus, for example,

he argued that the vowels of the modern Sanskritic
languages of India cennot be paired into a long and

a short series, because besides the si!ble pairing of
{3] ana [a] in major function, in the seme major func-
tion, [1] is paired with both [1] and [e] and [u] 1s
paired with both [u} and [o0]. He quoted, as an 1llus-
tration of the pairings the Urdu passive forms [pisna]
and‘[chldna], which are related to the active forms
[pisna] and [chedna) respectively. Pirth failed to
consider as a possible phonemicization which treats
(1] as representing 1i; [e] as representing ai; [T] as
representing i; [u) as representing uu; [0] as represen-

ting aus [U] as representing u; (a] as representing aa,
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and [&] as representing a., This solution permits the
active and passive forms of the verb which Firth quo-
ted to be related by a rule which deletes the first
vowel of a two vowel gsequence in initial syllables
of verbal roots in the passive volce., In fairness to
Firth, it should be remarked that few of the phonolo-
gists of his day would have conntenanced this solution
either, and it 18 to Firth's credit that he stated the
problem in a fairly clear way.

Pirth's notion of "major function", it should however
be noted, was certainly no new idea; although he acknow-
ledged no sources for it, it 1s clearly nothing more
than Sapir's or Bloomfield's or Boas's notion of in-
ternal modification, A tantalizing question for which
no definite snawer can probably ever be given 1is the
extent to which Pirth recognized that it was phono-
logical features, rather than phonemes, which atood
in opposition to one another in major function. PFirth
acknowledged having been personally acquainted with
Trubetzkoya and s0 was presumably acquainted with Prague
school work, but generally their ideas seemed to have
had 1ittle influence on him,

... (1141) Porms which are ambiguous on one level are
not necessarily ambiguous on another, and Firth seemed

to have realized to some extent that a hierarchy is
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imposed on his levels by this fact. Thus the form
bD:d 'board’ on the phonetic level 1s "functionally
ambiguous". By appeal to morphology, however, it may
be determined that the form may either be an uninflec-
ted noun, an uninflected verb, or the "d-form" of a
verb bai. Similarly, the still ambiguous noun (on
the morphological or lexical levels) may be resolved
in specific contexts of situation, the contexts on the
level of semantics. The semantic functions of the noun
may be determined:

"(1) positively by the use of :he words in relation
to the rest of the situational context, and (2) nega-
tively by what is termed contextual elimination/ éﬁe
presence of a chess-board might eliminate a commercial
board or a board of studies,”

Firth defined "meaning" es the relationship be-
tween an element at any level and its context on thatt
level. Thus, the meaning of any sentence consisted of
the following five parts:

(1) the relationship of each phoneme to its phonetic
context; 1.e. the other phonemes in the word of whioch 1t
is a part,

(11) the relationship of esch lexical item to the
others in the sentence.

(111) the morphologieal relations of each word, and
perhaps also the relationship of each morpheme to every

other word containing that morpheme (something like
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Saussure's notion of rapports associatifs),

(1v) the sentence type which the given sentence
is an inatance of. Since Firth had practieally nothing
to say about syntax at any time during his life, one
can only speculate about what ideas he actually had
concerning syntax.

(v) the relationship of the sentence to its con-
text of situation,l©

It is immediately apparent that the first four
relations have nothing to do with the meaning of sen-
tences in the ordinary sense of the word, so the bur-
den of Pirth's semantic theory must be borne by the
rifth relation. If it were the case that PFirth meant
by the relationship of sentences to contexts of situa-
tion what Malinowski meant (either in 1923 or in 1935),
then we could simply say that Firth made an assertion
about the nature of semantics which happened to be
false, But, it turns out, that Firth generally d4id
not mean what Malinowski meant, with the consequence

that Firth's semantic theory asserted nothing at all

about the meaning of sentences. It 1s one of tke most
curious facts about contemporary linguistics that the
man who defined the goal of linguistics as the eluoi-
dation of meaning’} had absolutely nothing to say about
the subject,



100

Before discussing further Firth's semantic notions,
we ghall consider in greater detail his phonological ideas
of this early period. 1In his earliest papers 'The word
"phoneme"'12 and YThe principles of phonetic notation
in descriptive grammar'l3 he defined the "'phoneme" as
@ "functional unit" which consist of sounds which appear
in non-overlapping phonetic contexts in words:

"One of the functional phonetic units of Tamil, for
example, is something which 1s not P, t, or s Or tt,
or even kk, but variously k, §, S ¢ X, ( P.AL),
acecording to context., This kind of functional phonetic
unit has been termed a phoneme. Six alternant k-phones
have been selected from a very large number, because
they are clearly distinguishable by the most stubborn
ear. As an illustration of what is meant by a phoneme,
we may take the Tamil k-phoneme above. The alternant
phones k , ¥k , X , k , k , k¥ necessarily occur under
l1 2 3 4 6

under the conditions x , x , x , x , x , x , which are

1 2 3 4 5
directly observable and definable &n one style of speech
of a certain type of speaker from a certain place, and
can therefore be represented by the sign k ... In Tamil,
therefore, thek-sign represents something used habitual-
ly in a varlety of phonetic contexts, in which other
'sounds' or phonemes may also be used."l

The phonological theory embodied in this remark
is simply orthodox Daniel Jones phonomicé; Jones, in
fact, used this very example from Tamil (with oredits
to Pirth) as an illustration of "the grouping of seve-
ral quite distinet sounds into single phonemes,"15

Very shortly afterwerds, however, Firth developed

& much more ceutious approach to phonological analysis
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involving a further reastriction on what may constitute
conditioning environments, beslides the Joneslan restric-
tion to intra-word context. The new restriction involved
defining two new notions: "specific" phonetic contexts
and "general" phonetic contexts. To 1llustrate what
Firth meant by distribution of sounds in speciflc con-
texts, we may quote:

". .. 1t will be sesn that in the context biid, 1i: is
used as distinct from fifteen other possible substi-
tution counters, in pul, u is used in contra-distinction
from eleven other phonemes, in h d, the use of ; 1
dependent on E?g potential use of the other twelve
alternatives,

By comparing these specific contexts with one another,
Pirth said that he could arrive at a "general" context
-= ¢call it CVC -- in which twenty-one possible terms,

or phonemes, can occur in the position marked V.

In another general context, CV, only eighteen phonemes
can occur in the position marked V, etc.l? The re-
striction which Pirth introduced on phonemic analysis
was that phonemes could only be defined for general
contexts, not for the whole class of words of the lan-
guage. The allophones of each phoneme of each genersal
context are those sounds which are contextually defined
within the class of specific contexts which comprise
the general context. Phonemes occurring in two different

general contexts, or even in two different positions in
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the same general context were considered to be strictly
incomparable with one enother, Mrth first enunciated
this principle in his peper at the Second Internationsl
Congress of Phonctic Sciences in 1935 by means of two
examples, one from Hindi, and the second from Marathi:

"But i1t 1s only in certain general contexts that all
forty alternances or substitutions [of plosives] are
possible; e,g. medially or intervocalically, so that
I should hesitate to make any general statement about
the function or value of any one term in the lan us ge
as a whole apart from & more or less determined [or
general] context., Whereas § in intervocalic position
is one of forty plosive terms in that oontext, in
initiel position it 1s one of twenty ... If you like,
initiel § is a different 'phoneme' from intervocalic
s the conventiont of position differentiating them
n the notatgon,"18

ands

"In initial position only two nasal consonants can be
used, n and m. In final position there is a three-
term nasal alternance, but immediately preceding another
consonant, especially stops, only one is possible, the
nasal homorganic with the following consonant ... The
actual mechanism and sot of utterance of n, for exam-
ple, in each of the three cases would be different...
Though writing them with the same symbol on practiocal
phonetic grounds, I should not identify them in any
other way. That they are the same 'phoneme' is the
very last thing I should say."l

If made explicit, Pirth's newly defined elementary
phonological unit (at about this time, it seems, Firth
stopped using the term "phoneme" as a technical word),
is precisely the same thing as W,P, Twaddell's (macro-)
phoneme as defined in his 1935 paper On defining the
phonene®0, and 1t is remarkable to note the similarity
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of their arguments for Justifying the adoption of this
ne¥ phonological entity, and Twadded.'s argument can be
compared directly with Pirth's:

"By taking all the articulatory ranges within which sig-
nificant differentiation occurs in the language, we can
constxuct the maximal phonological system of the lan-
guage. But in nearly all languages, that potential maxi-
mum of differentiation is not uniformly realized. There
are systematic gaps, 1.e., there are cases of less than
maximal differentiation within a given articulatory
range. These systematic gaps are just as much a part

of the phonological system as are the maximal differ-
entiations ,,, Por meny linguists, it appears, the
phoneme functions as a unit to be represented by a
symbol in a so-called phonetic transcription. It
appears that the unit these linguists require cannot
sufficiently take into account either phonological or
phonemic facts; it would clarify the issue if these
units might be called 'graphemes’, 'transcribemes', or
even 'letters'. Por I know of no earlier phoneme-
definition which does not achieve transcriptional
sanctions by violence to essential Yhonological rela-
tions and palpeble phonetic fact.”2

The similarity between Pirth's and Twaddell's positions
has been rarely noted; Robins has pointed it out,22 but
without noticing, apparently, that at the time Firth
first enunciated it, it was practically the same as
Twaddell's,

The general contexts, with respect to which Firth's
new "phonemes' were defined, all came to be what 1s gene-
rally called syllable types, defined with respect to
position within words, Typical general contexts for Firth
vwere, then, word-initial and final, intervocalie, closed

syllable, open syllable, etc. He apparently was of the
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opinion that consonant clusters (except when they oc-
cur across a syllable difision) are always to be re-
garded as units, or phonemes in his new sense:
tn intels) Bonirion i Enalieh, “ors BBy 2L, B 0kr,
group substituents and no attempt should be made to
1dentify the function of the letter 't' (here part of
3s:ég§:pﬁng€h§:1§:z€2Xtvigg that of a similar letter
If Pirth meant this to be tasken as a serious proposal
governing phonological analysia, and there seems to be
no reason to think that he did not, then it can be
eagily seen that in many cases it leads to the intro-
duction of unnecessary complexities in phonological
statements. In classical Greek, for example, i1f ini-
tial clusters were conaidered to be units of their
own, then the form b'alld 'I throw' would be represen-
ted by Firth b'all3, whereas bl'epd I see' would be
represented say as B'epo, where B symbolizes initial
bl, But also, the middle aorist participle of b'allo,
namely bl'8menos, would have to be represented by Firth
as B'emenos, thus missing the obvious fact that the
initial ocluster in the participle arises by apocope
of the initial vowel, and consists of the b and the 1
of the underlying verb root. And Firth's description
would atill require a rule stating that phonological

B was pronounced [bl]!
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Firth's analysis of the monosyllable in a Hunan-
24

ese dialect of Chinese is his only deacriptive work
in which he attempted to use his new phonologicel ap-
proach to any degree. It is immediately clear upon
investigation of his snalwis that he was led to intro-
duce a number of unmotivated complexities into his
statement, several of which have already been pointed
out by Einar Haugen in his review of Firth's Pagers.25
Haugen pointed ogyt, for instance, that Firth's failure
to identify word-initiesl y and w with y and w which
follows a word-initial consonant, leads to unmotivated
complexity in stating the conditions on other allophonic
variation:
"In Chinese /y/ is a phoneme in /ya/ but a prosody in
/hya/, described as 'yotization', Yet his description
of the allophonic effects of /y/ on following vowels
shows that it is the same whether it is a consonant or
a prosody (cf. the description of following /u/ as a
‘slose centralized vowel with slight friction' after
/y/ and in ‘'yotized syllables' [p.] 82). Because the
postinitial /y/ contrasts with /w/ only, Firth regards
it as having a different function and assigns it to
the level of the ayllaglo. But the argumentation is
far from compelling,."2
Of course, Haugen's objection to Firth's analysais 1s
not entirely right as it stands, for he would substitute
for it an analysis which would hide the fact that after
consonants, "/y/ contrasts with /w/ only"; what is re-

quired is a phonologicel representation which permits
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both the ready identification of word-initial and post-
consonantal y (to enable the simplest statement of the
allophonic variation of u, etc.), and which clearly
shows in the representation that after consonants, y
contrasts only with w.

Haugen also pointed out that because Pirth chose
to designate as two different syllable types (and hence
two different general contexts): those with "elosing
nasalization"”, 1.e. nesalization of the final vowel
of the syllable, and those which are closed with a
fully articulated alveolar nasal, Pirth missed an ob-
vious simplification in his analysis. The facts are,
that in syllables with closing nasalization, only the
mid-vowels o, %, and e, and the diphthong a0 may ap-
pear, while in syllables closed with a fully articulated
hasal consonant, only the non-mid vowels i, 2, and u:
mey ocour. Haugen made the obvious point -- since
closing nasalization and final articulated nasal are
in complementary distribution with respect to the pre-
ceding vowel, why not treat them as &llophonic variants,
thus reducing the number of syllable types by one, in
which, furthermore, sll of the vowels of the language
are permitted to occur.27

This concluded our discussion of Pirth's early

phonological ideas, As we shall see in the next chapter
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these 1deas led quite naturally into Firth's one ma for
phonological idea of the later period, prosodic analy-
8is, There is also a genuine parallel begween Firth's
development of phonology in this way, and the simul-
taneous development in America of the notions "distri-
butional analysis" of phonemes and of "long components"
out of Twaddell's macro-phoneme idea,

Concerning PFirth's semantic ldeas, the central
notion for him, as for Malinowski. was that of context
of situation, But 1like Malinowski in 1935, Mirth
defined context of situation as including the entire
cultural setting of speech, and personal history of
the participants, rather than as simply the context
of concurrent human activity:

"The central concept of the technique here sketched ism
the context of situation, in which, in a sense, whole
stretches of personal blography, and cultural history
are 1B§olved, and in which past, present, and future all
meeot .

However, it seems that Firth realized that it is impos-~
sible to use this notion to provide semantic interpre-
tation of sentences, because practically nothing ecan be
said about 1t in any relevant way. He recognized them
to be "infinitely various" .29 So, in the very same para-

graph in which he expressed this recognition, he intro-

duced a2 new notion, that of "typical” context of situation,
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which is at least not subject to the objection that
nothing systematic can be said about 1it,

By a typical context of situation, Firth meant
that aspect of the social situation in which people
happen to find themselves at a given moment, which
determine what sbcial roles each of them are obllged
to play. Since for any individual, the total number
of social roles he must play is finite, the number of
typical contexts of situation which he will encounter
in 1ife will also be finite. Firth then asserted that
aemantics is not the study of speech in contexts of
situation of the Malinowskian type, but rather of
speech in typical contexts -- that semantics 1s pro-
perly the study of those speech styles which are ap-
prariate to specifiec social roles which individuals
plays
"Speech 1s not the 'boundless chaos' Johnson thought it
was, For most of us the roles and lines are there, and
that being so, the lines can be classified and correl-
ged with the part and also with the episodes, scenes and
acts. Conversation is much more of a roughly prescribed
ritual than most people think. Once someone speaks to
you, you are in a relatively determined gontext, and
you are not free juat to say what you please., We are
born individuals, But to satisfy our needs we have to
become social persons, and every soclal person 1s a bun-
dle of roles or personae; so that the situational and
linguistic categories would not be unmanageable. Many

new categofiies would arise from a systematic observa-
tion of the facts.30
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Semeantics, then, was defined as the classification of
utterances of a language into the typilecal contexts of
situation for which they might te appropriate. Whether
or not we consider this to te a worthwhile task, or even
a possible one 1n any significant sense, it should be
immediately apparent that such "semantics” hes nothing
whatever to do with the meaning of sentences in the
ordinary sense of the word,

This fact has not been totally lost on memters of
the London school; thus Palmer ras admitted that there
i8 no linguistic .use for the notion context of situation
(1n the dense Just defined), except for the purpose of
delimiting various styles of apeech.31 He quite emphatic-
ally pointed out the irrelewvance of the notion contaxt
of situation for the study of meaning:
vYgtatements about context of situation may claim greater
objectivity, and it might be theoretically supposed that
211 utterances could though in a very complex statement,
be ultimately accounted for in terms of the situations
in which they are employed and the way in which they
are expressed in these sentences, In practice, however,
only a tiny fraction of what 1s usually meant by mean-
ing, agggar- to be statable in terme of context of situ-
ation,
It follows, therefore, that on Firth's fifth level of
sesmantic analysis, he had absolutely nothing #o say about
the meaninyg of utterances. This means that Pirth's much-

heralded "spectrum analysla“33 of meaning said sbaolutely
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nothing about that subject.

Pirth actually went further than simply to say
that for the proper study of sentences they should
be classified according to the typlcal contexts of
situation for which they are appropriate., He main-
tained that the class of utterances appropriate to
each context is an entity of its own, a separate
“language" 1f you will, having no relationship with
any other class of utterances, As & consequence, he
ceme to view the notion "unity of language' &s a
misconceptions
"The multiplicity of social roles we have to play ...
involves also & certain degree of linguistic special-
izstion, Unity is the last concept that should ve
applied to language ... There is no auch"tning as
une langue une and there never has been,"3
As with meny of Pirth's pronouncements, this one 1is
open to a considerable latitude of interpretation.
Under the most favorable interpretation, Pirth is
simply saying that in some sense the language of
baby-talk is different from ordinary discourse, and
this agein is different from the language of lezal
documents, but even here to say that "unity 1s the
last concept that should be applied to language" 1s
highly misleading. A less favorable interpretation

makes Pirth out to say that the expression Uood day!
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when uttered as a greeting 18 completely unrelated to
the same Good day! when uttered &8 a farewell, and so
on for countless such inatances. Nothing which Firth
wrote later ever has clarified this issue, nor has
anyone else of the London school, apparently, attempted
such 8 clarification,

Firth's decision to deny ontological status to
the notion "language" 1s, however, easy to understand,
as esoon a3 1t is realized that his 'Technique of seman-
tics', in whieh it was first expressed, was written as
a sort of reply to Gardiner. The decision, obviously,
destroys Gardiner's distinction Letween speech and lan-
guage -- cnly the former exiats. Indeed, as it may
be clearly seen from Firth's later writings, he was
anxious to demdolish all Saussurean dualisma, such as
langue/ parole, signifiant/signifie, &and beyond these
such dualisms as thought/expression.3> He viewed this
wish as being in complete agreement with the "prevalling
1deas" of positivism and tehavioral psychology of his
times -- this in spite of his later curious disclaimer
about not being anti-mentalistic35 -- as the following
eitation clearly showst |
"Nevertheless a pragmatic functbnallsm seems to me to
lead to much clearer definition, and to the statement

and explanation of facts, without having to postulate
2 whole body of doctrine in an elaborate mental structure
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guch as is derived from de Saussure. The description
and explanation of our facts by the simple process of
oontextualization, the distinction between minor &nd
ma jor funetions into morphological, syntactical, lexi-
cal, semantic, etc., seems to me fundamentally sound
in the present state ol our knowledge and fg; future
progress in harmony with prevailing ideas."

In adopting a more or less behavioristic outlook,
Firth carried over completely Malinowski's i1deas con-
cerning the nature of language acquisition by children;
the view which we have shown above (p. 47) to be even
weaker than current behavioristic views:

"Every baby quickly learns the magic action of his volce,
and the answering magic of his fellows. It may make him
feel better, it may make him feel worse. A nolse, an
answering noise and 'hey presto' he either gets what

he wents or what he deserves. Thias phonetic maglc,
which makes things happen and which so cogently com-
pels people to do things, is our first and most im-
portant initiation in humanity, and the first and most
fundamerital language lesson we learn. That 1s what
language reslly means to us -- a way of doing things,

of getting things done, & way of behaving and making
others behave, a way of life ..., We can only arrive at
some understanding of how it works, if we establish

with certainty that the feots of speech we are studying
can be observed or regarded in actual patterns of be-
haviour. We must take our facts from speech sequences,
verbally complete in themselves and operating in contexts
of situation which are typical, recurrent, and repeated-
ly observable. S8uch contexts of situation should them-
selves be plasced in categories of some sort, sociologl-
cal and linguistic, within the wider context of culture."38

It i1s ourious that Firth should even have thought that
anyone could possibly learn how language works if the

power to acquire it is "magical’.
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CHAPTER 1V
l. PFrom the time of his appointment to the Chair of
General Linguistics until his death, Firth concerned
himself mainly with the development of two new ideas,
one concerning phonology and the other semantiocs.
Both of these ideas have their foundations, to be
sure, in his earlier work, but in their later developed
form, they have come to be considered the hallmarks of
London school 1inguistics today. These ideas are the
notions of prosodic analysis in phonology, and of meaning
by collocation in semantics. During this time, too,
Firth actively supervised a considerable amount of
work, especially in descriptive phonology, and be-
ginning in 1947, papers by Firth's students and col-
leagues in London, and then elsewhere, began to appear,
moat of which are concerned to apply and to extend
Firth's ideas in various ways. In a fairly complete
bibliography covering the period 1948-1960, G.L.
Bureill-Hall has listed about one hundred such books
and papers.l Except where these new ideas explicitly
contradicted earlier ones, Firth by and large main-
tained intact the system of ideas which he had developed
by the late 1930's, Much, in fact, of Firth's later
publication constitutes a rather tedious rehash of his

earlier 1d0aa.2 Therefore, in discussing this later
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period of Firth's work, we shall focus our attention
primarily on these two new developments in PFirth's

thinking.

2., A8 we have seen in Chapter III, the goal which Firth
set for phonological analysis in his early period was to
1ist the general phonetic contexts, or syllable types,
of esch language, and to 1list the entities which sub-
stitute for one another in given positions in these
syllable types, and in words, which are made up of
sequences of syllables. In his 1937 description of
the Chinese monosyllable, he added as a third goal
to 1ist those phonetic features which must be considered
to be properties of entire syllables, rather than of
designated podtions within them. Obviously tone in
Chinese may be considered such a feature, and similar-
ly, he argued, the features "yotization" and "labio-
velarization" may be so considered.3

In 1948, Pirth announced a purportively new and
distinotive phonological theory whioch took as its ob-
Jectives the meeting of the three goals listed above,
T0o the entities which substitute for each other in
the various positions of the various syllable types,
he proposed the name “phonematic unit"; to the list
of the syllable types, and the entities characteristic
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of syllables (and words) as a whole, he suggested the
name "prosodic unit".u

In this paper, Firth also explicitly rejected two
of the tenets of his earlier phonological theory,
First he dismissed the assumption, taken from Daniel
Jones, that the upper limit on the relevant context
for phonology is provided by the word:

"For the purpose of distinguishing prosodic systems
from phonematic systems, words will bLe my principal
isolates. In examining thesge isolates, I shall not
overlook the contexts from which they are taken and
within which the analysis must be tested. Indeed,
I propose to apply some of the principles of word
structure to what I term ‘pleces' or combinations
of words."

Phonological phenomens connected with word Jjunction
and with phrases and sentences as a whole are to be
stated in prosodic terms also, Firth maintained.

Second, Pirth rejected his earlier assumption
that within specific general contexts, sounds are
to be grouped together into one phonological entity
on the basis of complementary distribution. Rather,
if some of these environmentally conditioned sounds
exhibit features whisch can be 8aild to be character-
istic of the environment 1in which they occur, then
these features should be "abstracted out" as prosodic
features of the whole context, Thus:

"We are accustomed to positional criteria incelassifying
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phonematic variants or allophones as initial, medial,
1ntervoca11c, or final. Suech procedure makes abstrac-
tion of certain postulated units, honemes, comprising
& scatter of distributed variants iaITophones). Look-
ing at languagetmaterial from & syntagmatic point of
view, any phonetic feature characteristic of and pe-
culiar to such positions or Junctions can Just as pro-
fitably, and perhaps more profitgbly, be stated as pro-
sodies of the sentence or word."

Taken to its logical conclusion, any phonetic feature
which 18 1in any way contextually determined may be con-
sildered a prosody; or viewed in another way, prosodic
analysis may be viewed as a notational convention for
indicating context-dependent phonological rules, Firth
himsgelf apparently did not notice that this was the case,
but others of the London school have not only noticed it,
but sanctioned it; thgp F.R. Palmer, in his discussion
of palatalization in various Ethiopian Semitic languages

remarkeds

In fact, Pirth and others have used the terms "prosody"
and "(governed by) rule" interchangeably, and this ob-
servation, more than anything else, confirms the fact
that prosodic analysis is nothing more than a notational
convention for indicating rules. PFor example, Firth
listed as one of the prosodies of Egyptian Arabic "the

position, nature, and quantity of the prominent",8
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But he also asserted that the position of the promi-
nent ean be predicted by rule:
"In the above [Egyptian Arabic] words the prominent
1s marked by an accent., This is, however, not neces-
sary, since prominence can be stated in rules without
:ﬁ::?gbon, given the above analysis of syllablc strue-

As Pirth formulated it, and as 1t has been gener-
ally practiced within the London school, prosodic anal-
ysis (following standard practice, we shall use the
term"prosedic analysis" to mean "Firth's phonolpgical
theory invelving analysis of phonetic features into
prosodic and phonematic units") has followed the fol-
lowing two principles: (1) no assumptions are made
coneerning phonological universals; features are as-
signed to prosodic or phonematio units ad hog, depen-
ding upon the language, and (i1) the analysis involves
nothing more than a classification of phonetic data to
these systems. The following hypothetical analysis
11lustrates what we may consider to be orthodox London
school principles.

Let L be a language in which the vowel of the pen-
ultimate ayllable is long when it precedes a volced con-
gonant, and otherwise either long or short. In this
langusge, we may sssociate with word-final position (or
alternatively with the position occuplied by the consonant

following the vowel of the penultimate syllable) a
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prosady having two "terms”, Y and V. Assoclsted with

Y are the phonetic features (1) voieing of the conso-
nent following the penultimate vowel and (11) length
of the penultimate vowel. Ascocisted with ¥ 1s aimply
voicelessness of the gonsonant following the penulti-
mate vowel. Occupying the phonematic poaition corres-
pbnding to the vowel of the penultimate syllable 15 a
unit which 1s not designaeted for lengcth 1in case the
Prosodic term v occurs in the word (aince the lenzth
of that vowel 1s associated with the prosody), The
following consonant is also not designated for voloing,
since voicing 1s & property of the prosody econsisting
of the terms v and ¥, and by hypothesie, 211 worde are
"marked” as having this prosody.

The context-sensitive rule corresponding to this
pProsodic statement is aimply:lo

[Zooms] == [*long) / --- [gve1) ¢, v c, #

It will be noted that i{n our proposed prosodic analysis,
both the reature specified as a consequence of applying
the rule and certain features of the environment were
indiseriminately lumped together aa "exponents”" of the
prosody. This, as we shall ghow in the next chepter,

is s general characteristiec of prosodie deseriptions.
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It is generally left up to the ingenuity of the inter-

preter to determine, from a given prosodic statement,
what 1s the set of rule-governed features and what is
the set of conditioning features; this is especially so
in the case of the work of such practitioners as R.K,
Sprigg, and to some extent W,3, Allen, who insist that

prosodic analysis 1s an alternative to an analysis which

states rules, rather than simply a notational restate-
ment of such an analysis,ll

Elements which are given phonematic status in a
prosodic analysis consist of those phonetic features
whose occurrence i1s not context-dependent, or to be
more precise, whose ococurrence is not governed by
constraints found outside the segment which they oc-
cupy. As far as I know, only W.S. Allen has raised
the theoretical queation of whether features whose
occurrence depends on simultaneously occurring fea-
tures should be considered prosodic (that is, pre-
dietable by rule). In his paper, YAspiration in the

Hapauti nominal', he remarked:
&

"It will have been noted that the phonologicel state-
ment here preposed specifies [voice] as one of the ex-
onents of phonematic units symbolized r, 1, n, m, r,

» 8o ¥, v, ¥y, Or as a coarticulatory exponent of a
rosodiec unit referred to their place (and similarly
voicelessness] as an exponent of units symbolized s).
It might be objected, particularly by proponents of the
'distinctive~feature' technique, that certain other
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soarticulated data allotted to such units (e.g. nasal-
ity, laterality, flap; friction) invariably imply voice
(or volcelessness); and hence that, these other data
having been desoribes in the statement of exponents,
the 1nclugign of [voice] or [volcelessness] is ‘'re-
dundant',

If we view Allen's notational decisions as embodying
assertions about the validity of how to represent the
phenological structure of langusge, he is then making
the asaertion that context-free phonological rules,
say of the type:

[masal] --» [*tvoi]
are not allowed in linguistic description, whereas
context-sensitive rules are allowed. Clearly this
conitention is formally unmotivated; no reason of a
formal nature can be given to exclude sutomatically
context-free phonological rules but permit context-
sensitive ones, and furthermore the contention results
in a much less adequate descriptior, since obvious
generalizations about language are being missed, It
is true that Allen did go on to say that an adternative
prosodiec formulation is possible whiech incorporates a
"general statement ... regarding this implication, thus
avoiding the necessity for specifying [voice] or [voice-
lessness] on each occasion,")3 but he did not consider
the issue serious enough to indicate what this refor-

mulstlon would look like.
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It should be appsrent from this discussion that,
aside from certain small differences, Firth's prosodic
analysis is identical with what has become to be known
in America as "long-component" analysis, where we con-
sider long components to be the counterpart to prosodies,
and the features which remain upon extraction of the
long components to correspond to phonematic units. It
will be noted that the objectives of long component
analysis are very similar to the objectives of prosodic
analysis, namely to provide a notation in which con-
text dependent features are segregated from context
independent ones, where, roughly speaking, the former
are written over or under the line, and the latter are
written on the line. Harris, in 1944, stated the ob-
Jective as followss

"In our second operation we consider the usual type of
limitation of distribution, in which a phoneme that oc-
curs in most environments is limited by never appearing
in certain positions. Here no solution is possible
within the methods of segmental phonemiocs. The dif-
fioculty with the archiphoneme device, and with the
statements about distributional relations between
phenemes, is that they seek only to find a relation or
common factor among the phonemes that can or cannot
ogeur in a given environment. But there also exists

8 relation between the phonemes which ocour in a given
environment and the environment itself, namely the fact
that they occur next to each other. That relation
exists, for &nstpfee, between English /n/ and /x/,

but not between /n/ and /t/. If we are’willing to
break phonemes up ‘into simultaneocus oamponents, we
restate relation as & factor °°"‘§~7§//2/ and /k/ but
net $0 /8/; and we say that /n/ ang- ach contain a
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certain component (my, back position) and that this
component spreads over the length of two phonemes
when the first i1s nasal ,.. By the use of components
which are defined 80 as to extend over a number of
phoneme places, we thus ciroumvent the limitation
in distribution of the phonemes. This is not merely
& trick, concealing the limitations of the phonemes
in the definitions of the components. For the com-
ponents are generalized phonemes: they appear con-
currently with each other as well as next to each other,
and they may have a length of sovgﬂal phoneme-places
as well as of one phoneme-place.”

The objective is similarly defined in Harris's book
Methods in strugtural linguistics.l5

The nearly complete identity of the objectives
of prosodic analysis and long component analysis can-
not be stressed too strongly, in view of the fact that
members of the London school have long made it a point
to assert the superiority of their phonological theory
to contemporary American phonological theory., It
turns out, however, that their criticisms have almost
always been directed at strictly segmental phonology
and distributional analysis -- precisely those aspects
of Ameriocan phonological theory which Harris just as
efféctively oriticized in 1944, long before any of
theirs had appeared, Again, only Allen has attempted
a oriticism of long component analysis from the point
of view of prosedic annlyni:}G this fact alone makes
Allen's paper 'Aspiration in the HEyautf nominel', in

which the criticism appears, perhaps the most important
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single peper from a theoretical point of view to come
out of the London school. Allen first oriticizes
Harris's long emmponent analysis because it identifies
long-component features (context-dependent ones) with
segmental features which are not context-dependent,
when they are, in fact, the same feature:

"The term [domain] has previously been used by 2, Har-
vis in his discussion of 'phonemic long components'’

(notnggs in 8tructural Linguistics, pp. 125 rf.), which
contalns certaln suggestions tending towards a prosodic
apppoach; Herris's method 1s, however, entirely un-
prosodic in its phonemic presuppositions, which lead

to such pseudo-problems as that admitted on p. 132,

n., 7¢ 'One of the major difficulties in deciding whether
to extract a component is the requirement that if we
extract a component from the sequence /XY/ by saying
that 1t equals /NU/, we must extract it from /X and
from /¥/ even when they are not in the sequence’."

It 18 difficult to see why Harris should have been
criticized for this convention;/ if carried thr ough
consistently, it provides for ah analysis of each
segmental phonological unit of a language into those
features which are 2lao relevant to statements of
context dcpcndoncioo,la and this is certainly a com-
mendable goal, since it enables one to state general-
izations of the type missed by Allen (see above, p.
123). It may be noted further, that prosodies have
been defined by R,M.W, Dixon in such a way that they
are precisely the same thing as Harris's long compon-

ents: "Prosodies need not be delimited in statement,
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that 1s either their beginning or their end or both
need not be explicitly noted; they can be associated with
any extent of phonological 'text' (the minimum extent
being a single phoneme),"19

Allen slso criticizes the approach for starting
from a phonemic analysis, rather than relating directly
to the phonetic level, But since Harris's phonemic
analysis stands in a biunique relationship with the
phonetic level, the only possible consequence that
starting from the phonemic rather than the phonetic
level can have 1s that certain allophonic features
will not turn up as long components, whereas they
may turn up as prosodies in a prosodic analysis,
Since in any event the features will be the same,
the difference is purely notational,

One further theoretical issue raised in Allen's
paper requires comment; that is the 1issue of whether
& "simultaneous allotment of any given phonic data to
both phonematic and prosodic units" should be per-
mitted. 2
it should not be permitted, whereas Firth maintained
that it shoulds
"It 48 ... Quite likely that certain phonic details
may be ineluded in the phonetic characteristics of pro-
sodic elements and structures as well as in those of
phenematic units and systems. There are, so to speak,

tig distinet 'syndromes' and there is no tautology or
falsification 1if there is aome overlap in 'symptomst"2l

Allen suggested as a natural convention that
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We can illustrate this issue easily by means of
our hypothetical enalysis of language L (above, pp.
120-121); in fact our analysis embodies Allen's con-
vention, which says, for instance, that vowels in
the context --- [ng%‘] Co V C, # are not pnhonematic-
ally indicated for length. Firth's convention per-
mits that vowel to be phonematically long, 80 that
the application of the rule given on p, 121 above
may be vacuous, Thus the issue comes down to whether
or not the rules embodied in the prosodies may have
vacuous application or not.

Because of the classificatory nature of prosodic
analysis (that 1s to say, all it permits is the "allot-
ment" of phonetic data to pPhonological systems), 1t
prohibits the specification of penultimate vowels pre-
ceding voiced consonants in language L to be phonematic-
ally specified as short. As a consequence of this re-
striction (commom to both prosodic analysis and long
component analysis), the rule on p. 121 is not permit-
ted to ghange the underlying feature specification of
the affected vowel, To see what effects this restric-
tion entails, let us suppose that in language L, mono-
8yllabic suffixes may be added to stems (whioh may also
function independently as full dords). 1In particular,
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let [tak] be such an affix, which when added to [paita]
yields the form [paitatak]; when added to [pata] ylelds
[patatak], but when added to [patda] yields either
[patdatak] or [padatak], with two different meanings,
corresponding to two different meanings assoclated
with the fomm [patda]. A natural solution in long-
component terms is to say that /pata/ [patda] (where
the superscript bar is the long-component correspon-
ding to the prosody v) represents Lwo homophonous
morphemes, one of which has the morphophonemic alter-
nant /patda/ when it occurs before /-tak/, and the
other the alternant /pada/ when it occurs before /-tak/.
However, since the London school has rejected the
morphophonemic level, this recourse 1s not open to
them, They are obliged to say that the forms [paidatak]
and [padatak], which would presumably be written
gg;ghgggf and ggg‘xggi respectively (see fn. 10),
are completely unrelated to the form [pa:da], which
would be transeoribed pATa', or if Pirth's convention
1s sdopted, alternatively, paiTa', pAdsV, or paida’ ,
depending upon the whim of the analyst. It 1s one
of the most curious facts about Firth's position that
he took pride in the fact that he is obliged to con-

sider such forms unrelated, maintaining gladly the
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doctrine that:
"It is unnecessary, indeed perhaps inadvisable, to
attempt a structural and systemic acoount of a lan-
guage as a whole. Any given or selected restricted
language ... is, from the prgggnt point of view multi-
structural and po}ysystemic.

If, on the contrary, we permit rules to change
underlying feature specifications; in particular, 1if
we allow the rule on P. 121 to apply to vowels dis-
tinctively indicated as being either long or short,
then if we write the two morphemes which are both
pronounced [pa:ds) as paida and peda respectively,
the rule automatically accounts correctly for the
pPronunciation of all the forms which we have citedq,
without recourse to any additional morphophonemic
statements, or to saying that obviously related forms
are phonologically unrelated. Similarly, 1if language
L dalso contained a spffix [dak], this rule would cor-
rectly account for the forms (paideidak] (corresponding
to [paidatak]) and [pade:dak] (corrvesponding to [padatak]),
whereas an additional morphophonemic statcpcnt would
be required in the long component analysis, and a third
unrelated system would have to be supposed in the pro-
sodic analysis.

London school analysts have advanced one other

argument in support of their contention that prosodic
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analysis is superior to any contemporary American
phonological‘theory based on segmental phonemics;
namely that since prosodic analysis permits the state-
ment of grammatical environments as part of the proso-
dies (or as part of their domain), any phonological
phenomenon whicp 18 conditioned on the basis of gram-
matical categorization and the like can be handled
directly in a prosodic deacripcion, whereas in a pho-
nemic description, which insists on segregating the
phonological facts from the grammatical ones, it can-
not be directly handled. fThis argument has been most
clearly formulated by R.H, Robing in his 'Vowel nasality
in Sundanéae: a phonological and grammatical study'.23
Robins maintained: ' ‘

"[the] featuré of vowel nasality could be treated pho-
2::fggﬁlyf and tpe aame.pho§et1c ébserfations accounted
But any phonemic analysis would be obliged to treat

vowel nasality as phonemic, because it 1ia partially
grammatically conditioned, and such near minimal pairs

as [mérios) and [mériak) may be attested. The nasaliza-
tion of the second vowel in [mariék] can however be pre-
dicted, once one knows the grammatical c&mposition of the

word. Robins conecluded from this that the prosodic analysis
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which he proposes is superior to & phonemic anslysis
because he predicts all inastances of vowel nasalization
directly. Robins's argument succeeds, however, only
against a phonologicel theory which maintains that the
only permitted phonologlicel representation 1s the
phonemic one. However, no American phonologist hes
ever maintained that‘poaition; it has elways been main-
tained that a morphophonemic level of representation
is also required, and there would be no difflculty in
predicting phonemic vowel nasality in Sundanese on
the morphophonemic level, To show that his analysis
is superior to a phonemiec plus a morphophonemic analy-
sis, in which morphophonemic vowel nasality is pre-
dictable, Robins is required to show s$hat the introp
duction of a phonemic level resulis in a complication
of the statement of the phonological rules embodied in
his description. This he does not do, and it oan in
fagt be shown that there is a phonemic solution for
which it cannot be done.25

In a recent article, however, Robins has admitted
that a prosodic analysis may be supplemented by a phonemic
analysis for the purposes of providing a "reading trans-
cription",‘praauuably at no extra cost, He remarked,

in connection with E.J.A. Hendesson's description of

/
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Siamese: 26
"This article also shows the very different end result
of a prosodic analysis as contrasted with a phonemic
trenseription, The prosodic analysis of a text or
streich of utterance can be diagrammed, but not trans-
oeribed. The diagram can be interpreted and reveals
the syntagmatic, structural relationships of the ele-
ments involved; it -does not produce a 'readinys trans-
eription', for which a phonemic type of procedure will
always bs necessary."
Much the same point hss been made by Palmer.28

The question which immediately arises 1s what

the conditions are which the prosodic "dilagram' must
meet. On this question, Firth had 1ittle to say
beyond remafking that it must not be unidimenaional.ag
The usual conventions which have been adopted are that
a position in the phonematic sequence is designated
for each prosody (called its "focus"), and also its
extent of realization over the sequence (called its
"domain")., However, a consistent use of notational
conventions has not been adopted within the London
school, and there are instances in the literature of
spurious notational simplifications being paraded as
genuine economy of description. Perhaps the most no-
table instance of this is provided by A,E., Sharp in
his discussion of tone in disyllabic nouns in the
Chaga language of East Atrica.aﬁ After showing that

disyllabic nouns may be categorized into nine tonal
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¢lasses, Sharp proposed as a phonological analysis
that each disyllabic noun of the language be labelled
with an integer from ane to nine, depending upon which
tone class it belongs to. He then proceeded to pro-
elaim the superiority of his analysis over any possible
"tonemio"one, precisely because the tonemic scatement
would have to indiocate a great deal of tonel sandhi,
whereas his solution is elegantly simple, requiring
only nine invariant symbels!

Despite the fact that London school phonologists
have been quite articulate in their criticisms of
other phonological approaches, they have had sur-
prisingly little to say conserning the criteria for
evaluating phonological desoriptions, in particular
their own. PFirth has proposed as a general condition
on linguistic deseriptions, in particular phonologlical
deseriptions that it “renew connection" with phonetio
and situational faets,’,put it 1s not clesr what is
meant by this oondition. R.K. Sprigg's interpretation
of 1%, for phonology, was simply that the description
should ensure that it is, in fact, related to reality!
Thus,

"Bince all abstractions at the phenological level,

whether prosodic or phonemstic, are stated through the
medinm of ad hoc systems, and the value of each term
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in a system 1s in Proportion to the total number of
terms in that system; it is clear that phonological
symbols are purely formulaic, and in temselves with-

out precise articulatory implications., 1In order there-
fore to secure 'renewel of connection' with utterances,
it becomes necessary to cite abstractions at another
level of analysis, the Phonetic level: abstractions

at the Phonetic level are stated as criteria for setting
up the phonological categories concerned, and as ex-
ponents of phonological categories and terms."31

Another interpretation has been given by Robins, name-
ly that the phonological analysis established on the
basis of a finite corpus should prove adequate also
to handle data not used in the establishment of the
analysis:

"In spoken utterance, sounds and the attributes of
sounds are the exponents of elements of structures.

The converse relation to exponency is 'renewal of
connection', by which analyses are tested and Jus-
tifled. When structures and systems have been set

up for a language, or some definable part of a lan-
guage, on the basis of a limited body of material

with the assumption that this is a typical sample,

the snalysis is tested and used in application to
further material of the same sort and from the same
lsnguazs, and 1f exponents can be found for the ele-
ments of the structure that has been posited, the 32
analysis is said to renew connemion with the language.”

But even under Robins's definition of "renewal of
connection”, London school phonologists have generally
claimed the right to declare in advance that they
will only consider a restricted part of a language
in their description, and that linguistic evidence
from outside this "language under description” has
absolutely no bearing on this description, even though
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that evidence is from the same language. A typical
expression of this "right" has been made by Palmer:
"It is not required that the exponents of geminaton
shall be the same for all types of plural, or that
the differences shall be accounted for by a phonolo-
gical 'explanation', and, still less, that the phono-
logical analysis shall be integrated with the analysis
of other, unrelated data [of the same language]."3
As long as this right 1s insisted upon, critical dis-
cussion 18 seriously hampered. The point of view that
will be imdsted upon here is, of course, that all
linguistic data are relevant, both in a deseription
of a particular language, and in a study of univer-

sals.

3. Throughout this later period, Mrth maintalned
intaet his understanding of the notion "meaning" as
first expressed comprehensively in 'Technique of
semantica'. He devoted his paper 'Modes of meaning'3“
to going over approximately the same ground, In this
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