REVIEWS

The psychology of language. By J. A. Fodor, 1. Bever and M. F. Garrott. Pp. XVIIT
+638. Now York: McGraw-Hill, 1974.
Reviewad by Richard M. Weiat, SUNY, Fredonia,

The baoks in the area of psycholinguistics can bo divided inte at least three cato-
gories; anthologies, e, g. Jakobovita and Miron {1967), texts and monographs on lan-
guage dovelopmeoent, ¢. g. Brown (1973) and Bowerman (1973), and toxts which cover & wide
rango of peycholinguistic problems, e, g, Blobin {1971). In tho last category there is no
advanced text which provides a critical analysis of the mental procesges involved in the
comprohension and production of linguistic information. This book fills the void. The
hook represcnts a cubmination of argawments by these authors which began in the mid
196(0°y (0. g. Garrott and Fodor 1968) and progresscd into the 1970%s (e. g. Bever 1970},

Tho purpese of this book was to investignte tho mental processes involved in the
camprehenzion and production of syntactie structure. The authors assuroe that the
comprehongion and production processes require the recovery and utilization of some
internal reprosoutation of syntactic structure, The first half of the book is coneerned
with cstablishing the prosumably universal charactoristics of internal represcntations
of syntactic structures, The second halfl of the book considers the nature of the percep-
tual processes requirod by an adeguate information processing thooey. The scarch for
an adoquate theorotical alternative can be smmmarizod by tho throo steps presented in
Table 1. (p. 188).

Tho argument moves from a comparison of the mediation hypothesis {based on the
Hullian tradition in psychology) with tho taxonomic view of grammar (basced on
American stracturalism) to a discussion of asttempts to incorporate standard theory
1into a theory of languago processing. The major eontribution of this book lies in tho
evaluation of the derivationsl theory of complexity (DTC) and tho proposal of an al-
ternative approach to the problem of comprohension and production. This review will
concentrate on the third step in Tablo 1 trom D'T'C to the psresptual strategy alterns-
tive.

In spite of the fact that many of the psychologists who wore responsible for the
mediation hypothesis (e. g. Jenkins and Palermo 1964) no longor bolieve that the hypo-
thesis ropresents a viable alternative, the Chapter 2 discussion of taxonomic grarmar
and medition theory is podagogically appropriate sinee this position was thriving in
psychology at the boginning of the deeade of rescarch that this book covers. Tho treat-
ment of taxonomie grammar centers around the assuraption of a hierarchical strueture
in langusge {“the taxonomic condition”) and & limited view of methodology (“‘the
operationalist condition’) which relied on well-dofined discovory procedures. The suthors
show how thoso conditions lead to concoptual problems, such as the phonological analysis
of tho words lufter and Iadder in dialects of English which realize the modial consonant
a8 the [D] flap, Tho modiation hypothesiz had all the problema of taxonomie grammars
plus a few inhoreut difficulties. The most devastating of tho ills that beset mediation
theory dorived from the fundamontal fact thabt linguistic relationships were all roduced
to associabiv: relationships, o.g., the ordering relationships dofined by tho coneatena-
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Table I

The Search for an Adequate Processing Theory

Prychological

Step 1

Mediation Hypothesis-
The temporal position of constituents
and diagnostic cnvironmoents provide the
mediating mechaniems in the develop-
meant of equivalent elasscs of words and

Linguistic

Taxonomic Grammar-
Linguistic strucfure 13 revealed by the
classification of speech events into cate-
gories at progressively higher levels of a
hierarchy.

phrases, Phrase atrueture evolves as a sct
of implicit mediating responses held to-
gother by transitionel clicitation proba-

bilities.
Step 2
Derivational Theory of Comploxity- Transformetional Grammar-
It is assumed that the derivational pro- Decp structures are transformed to yield
coedures of standard theory can be incor- surface structures, The former receive se-
porated into an analysis by synthesis (or mantio interpretations and the latter
analysis) progessing theory. Henee, gram- phonological interpretations.

matical complexity becomes an mdex of
perecptual complexity.

Btep 3

The Perceptual Strategy Hypothesis-
Standard theory provides a workable de-
finition of internal strueture, but a sct of
pereeptual heuristice are used to recover
deep structures,

tion NP VP and the dominance relationehip [NF, YFP] wore merely viewed as two exam-
ples of mssociative relationships. The authors conclude Chapter 2 with four contrasts
between associative and linguistic relationships which dramatize the weakness of any
agsociative theory.

The third chapter contains & standard presentation of generative theory with an
emphasis on the arguments which motivate a transformational grammar. The chapier
gives the reader additional reasons for abenrdoning the mediation hypothesis and pro-
vides cnough background in generative theory so that the reader will be able to nego-
tiate the second half of the book. The chapter on semantics which follows was a disap-
pointment to this reviowor. It is difficult to fault the authors for limiting the scope of
their discusgion to interpretive and gencrative semantics, but their basic argument
against the DTC could have been strengthened by an oxamination of sementic fune-
tions (or caso relations), o. g. Chafe (1970}, Fillmore {1968 and 1971}, or, steying within
interpretive semantics, Katz (1972},

The second half of the book demonstrates the *‘psychological reality’ of transfor-
mational graromar and then evaluates how aspects of syntactic structure are percsived,
produced, and acquired. Chapter 8 begins with a discussion of speech perception. The
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form of the argument in this scetion is typical of many seections of the book. The authors
start by stating a hypothesis which presumably has the critical features of & view of
speech perception which was prominent at one time (presumably not a “‘strawman™).
This hypothesis tg called the naive theory of gpeech perception and it holds that “for
each phone therc is a list of criterial acoustic properties which are speaker- and con-
text-independent” (281). The authors have obvious plans to demelish this hypothesis
in thoe ¢nsning argument and te provide a more nearly adoquato alternative, The naive
theory of speech percoption makes an easy target. A roview of some of the research of
Alvin Liberman and the Haskins Laboratory group serves to demonstrate the eontext-
sensitive nature of speech sounds. This research leads the suthors (as it has others, cf.
Liberman 1970) to the eonclusion that the proesss of perception somchow makes refer-
ence to abstract factors involved in the process of production.

The analysis by syuthesis and anelysis by analysis models of syntax recognition
evolve from the prineiple which links production to perecption. According to the ana-
lysig hypothesis, the gramrmar comes into play during recognition in & backward manner,
“starting with the sequenco of words, computing the intermediate represcniations in
reverse order, and terminating with the symbol 87 (313 - 314). Alternatively, the anelysis
by synthesiz hypothesie makes the claim that “a grammer 18 literslly a part of a sen-
tence recognizer, and the grammatical generation of a sentence is lterally pert of recog-
nizing it"* (316). Both of these hypotheses represent attempts to incorporate linguistic
theary into a theory of information processing. While there are some difficulties which
are unique to cach position, the aeceptance or rejeetion of both hypothescs rests on the
comraon assertion that the number of grammatical eperations involved in generating a
derivation either backward or forwards scrves ag an index of perceptusl complexity.
This metric was called the derivational theory of complexity (DTC). In chapters § and 6,
the authors review research that is relevant to DTC. While some of the carly research
{¢. g. Miller 1962) scomed to support the DTC, a closer look at that research and the ad-
ditiona! perspective from other rescerch (0. g. Fodor and Gerrett 1967) indicates that.
DTC is a very loose index at best. Howewver, the research related to DTC produced one
persistont fnding: transformations which obscure base structure grammatical funetione.
make sentenecs more difficult to proeess. Assuming that the base structure of standard
theory adoquately represents the prescmantic goel of suntence recognition, the problem
of sentence recognition reduces to the discovery of tho poreeptual strategies or heuristics.
usod to recover base structures. Lexieal information which facilitates tho clausal analysis.
of sentences or in other ways discloses deep structure configurations represents one
important euc for the operation of peceoptuel strategies,

Chapter 7 delves into the problem of sentenee production. The first step in produe-
tion presumably requires a mapping of semantic reprssentations onto base structures,
but as tho authors argue, *‘theso probloms tond te hinge on the character of sementie
roprogentations, and this 12 itself not fully known™ (397). A discussion of caso grammar
would havo been intercating at this point but the anthors only mention that Fillmoro’s
{1968) paper is relevant. The roscarch reviowed on hesitations, spoconeriams, and other
surface phenomens of sentence production was interpretod as supporting the general
argument that the clausal structure of sentences constitutes an inportant part of planning
sentenee productions,

The chapter on first language learning does more to dofine gsome eritical 1ssucs than
to review the relevant rescarch. If readers want an indepth revicw of langnage develop-
ment research, they will have to look elsewhere (e, g. Brown 1973). In the first part of
the chapter the authors argue that languago is a species-specific and task-specific behav-
ior. In thoir discussion of how language develapé, the authors return to the major
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theme of the book, The “ontogenctic equivalent of DTC™ is presontoed as follows:

To show that the number of rules required to spocify a grarmmatical strueture
prediets the stage at which the structure 18 mastered 18 to provide evidence that
tho representation of his language the child 18 sequiring 18 closely paralle]l to the
representation afforded by the grammar (490 - 491},

The form of the argument against thizs DTC equivalent is reminiscent of Chapter 6,
Evidence mn favor of the view {¢, g. Brown and Hanlon 1970) 18 reovaluated and related
to other evidenee (e, go C. Chomsky 1969) which supports the suthors’ proposal that
understanding the development of perceptusal strategies provides the key to explana-
tions of language development.

In general, the book deals with very hasic lssucs in psycholinguisiics, o. 2. sentence
recognition, species-gpecificity, ote. The book does not prosent an :utroduetnry troat-
ment of these issues ag the full title indicates. Instead, the book contains & number of
ponctrating argaments which identify the problems psyehologists must face and evaluat-
es solutions which have been proposed. Their approach is positive in the sense that
they provide an alternative solution to somo of these probleas,

Whiln the authors® reluctanee to spoculate about semaentic pereeptual strategies s
underatandable, it 13 alse regrotable. In ordor to complete the process of sentence com-
prehension or start the process of production, the listener and speaker may have to utilize
semantic funetions {or action roles), such as instigator of action, recipient of a change
of state, instrumental in the eaasation of an cvont, ote. These scemantte relations bavoe
been proposed as universals (o, g, Fillinore 1968), integrated mito information processing
theorics (. g. Rumelhart, Lindsay and Normnan 1972), and considered as fundamental
clements 1o language development (e, g. Bowerman 1973). A stronger prescnlation of
perceptual strategics would havo entertancd the possibility thal base phrage strueture
does nob serve ag an intormediato step in the vetricval and utilization of gsomantie rola-
tionships.

This book has received at least one other review by Bt. Clair (1974).
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Linguwistic styliatics, By Nils Erik Enkvist. Pp, [79. The Hague, Paris: Mouton, 1973.
Reviewed by Irens Kaluze, the Jagielloman University of Cracow,

Professer Enkvist's book 18 an admirably informative and coneiso guidoe to the eurrent
views and controversies in linguistic stylistics, with illustrative material drawn mainly
from English., Wreitten in a non-partisan spirit, 1t outlines a variety of approaches, in
the beliof that tho inmense diversity of atylistic phenomona calls for such differentiation
in models and methods.

Style itself, Enkvist reminds ug, is an elusive coneept. It 18 & notational rather than
substantive torm sinee it ean bo defined in other, more basie terms, such as for instance
those used in linguisties. Thus, style can be understood as a departure from a ‘norm’, as an
addition of certain stylistie traits to a neutral prestylistic oxposition, or as a connolation
whereby linguistie features acquire thoir stylisties value from the textual and situational
environment, Furihermore, taking into consideration the relation betwoeen the *addressorf
addrossee’ and the text, style may be defined as prosont in the ‘addressor — text’ rolation
{idealistic school, Spitzor), or in the *toxt — addressec’ relation (Russgian formalism, fune-
titonalism of the Praguc school), It may also be objoctified as wamancnt in tho toxt
(Amcrican Now Criticiam, stylistic studics based on the tenets of American structural Lin-
guisties). From tho point of view of ‘institutionalizod’ variants of an ethnie language, style
may be connoected with or oquated with a temporal (historical), regional or social dialest,
while all these communal varisnts may he contrasted with individual idiclects, Both dia-

13 Studia Anglica
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lecte and idioleets may in turn bo viowed as conteining & number of situational regis-
ters (British school of situational linpuistics). In short, stylistics is not antonomnous: its
sphero of interest overlaps with that of theoretical and dischronic linguistics, dialect-
ology, socio- and psycholinguistics, and on the other side with liferary criticiam, literary
history (stylistic characterization of ‘genrcs’), and even, we may add, with aesthetics.

For his study Enkvist has adopted a basic view of “stvle ag a differential betwoeen a
toxt and a contoxtually related norm™ {p. 58), This view accounts fo the fact that different
peaple may reaet differently to the style of a given text. Their assessment depends on
what they expect of 1t, that iz, what contextusally relevant ‘norm’ thoy chooso to compars
it with. The linguistic features whose frequencies of occurrence differ in text and in *norm’
arc callod style markers, Consoquently, & prebabilistic level, specifying the (predictable)
frequency of oecurrence of the given foaturo withm a given context should be built into
the grammar, In theory, this can be done both in the struetural system (cf. Herdan’s
(1964) argument for interpreting de Saussure’s langage as apecifying statistical information
on lenguage structure, reported by Enkviat on p. 44} as woll as in the generative-transfor-
mational system (ef. Labov’s Variable Rules specifying “quantity ¢ which denoctes the
proportion of easce in which the rule applics as part of the rule structure itgelf”; in Labov
(1969), guoted after Enkvist p. 45). This shonld eventuslly lead to a grammar incorporat-
ing stylistic information represented by indications of rulo applicability in relation to the
context, i.e., to & grammar capable of predicting the stylistic make-up of a concrete text.

In =pite of Enkvist’s confidence in this scheme — and assuming that such a grammar
eould eventually be written — let me point out that it still would bo capablo of dealing
with ‘institutionalized’ or ‘eodified’ styles only, sineo only such counld be pre-programmed
into the rules. In his unified view of stiyle, Enkvist doss not seem to he concerned with tho
need to differentiate between institutionalized, 1.e. predictable, styles, and those freely
creative ‘poetic’ styles whose vahie lies at least partly in thoir unpredictability., In other
words, he overlooks the fact that grammar may in theory bo required to be able to gene-
rato all the grammatical sentences of a lanpuage, and to provide structural description
for all kinds of, for instance, possible ‘deviance’, but it cannot even in theory be required
to predict what conerete combinations of deviance and statistical foatures will oecur 1n
coneretn ‘poctic’ contoxts. To put it differontly, wo cannot foreseo the stylistic atrategies
of a fature Cumnungs, or even & future Faulkner.

However, Enkvist is not dogmatie on the concepts he personally favaurs. On the con-
trary, his plan is to prosent a great many theories, often conflicting, for the reader to choose
from, according to hig intorest. Inevitably, such a presentation gaing in breadth what
it loscs in depth. Another thing is that it does not clearly distinguish between what there
ig to find in a toxt, and kow to find it. From the point of view of linguistic theory, this ig
not necessarily & demerit: for instance, in generative grammar, a structural analysis of a
string 18 simmply a function of the grammar which provided the rules for the analysis.
But in practical stylistic work, this mcans that what style markers you are going to find
in the text 1s preconditioned by what grammatieal model you apply. Consequently, pre-
oricntation is needed as to which modcls are more suitable than others to aceount for
particular kinds of styligtic phenomena. Here are a few hints on this subject, out of many
that may he gathered from Enkvist's survey.

Tha British achool of ‘situational linguisties” is helpful in context clagsification. Pro-
fessor Enkvist himself (in Enkwvist, Gregory, and Spencer 1964) pioncered the setting up of
context taxonomny by supplying inventories of significant features for textual context,
spht intc a hinguistic and a compositional frame, ag well as for extratextusl context
split, for ingtanco, into pericd, context of situation and environment, gesture, genre, and
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relationghip between speaker/writer and listenerfreader (in torms of sex, age, familiarity,
education, gocial class, etc.). In the same book, Gregory and Bpencer indicated the need
for placing a text into its proper historieal and dialectal setting and devised & scheme of
three contextual parameters called Field, Modo, and Tenor of discourse, Further refine-
ment and stmplification at the same time was proposed by Cryastel end Davy (1369: 68)
in their “dimensions of situational constraint™, aystematized mnto featurcs of Individuality,
Discourso, and Provinece.

The Praguo school conecepts of Theme — Rheme (Topiec — Comment} and the Funce-
tionel Sentence Perspective have proved useful in studying textual patterns of sentence
seqquence, One of the recent developments in this kind of analysis is theme dyramics,
with terminelogy worked cut by Danes (1970a and 1970b), and prescnted “in action” by
Enkvist in *“"Theme dynamies® and style; an cxperiment’”, published m 1974, that 1s, after
the appearance of the book under roview,

Some of the Functional Sentence Perapective considerations have recently been intra-
duced into transformational graminar, both of the interprotive scaantics {e.g. Chomsky
1971) and tho generative gemantics (e.g. Lakoff 1971) variety, but tlhis is not yet roflect-
ed in Enkvist's book. Novertheless, generative-transformational grammar emergoes as
actually, and even more so potentially, well-suited to provide an explicit description of
style markers. Transformational grammars, Enkvist explains, are more likely than othera
to grasp the processes of chofce responsible for differentiation of styles. (In this respect,
only Halliday's 'systemic grammar® could compete with T(@.) To show how a sentence
was derived we must go baek to deep structure and this opens up the possibility of choos-
ing one of a8 number of transformational routes by which to reach the surface. This idea
underlics Ohman’s (1964) pioneering work in contrasting literary styles by indicating the
writer's preforence for some specifie transformational routes. For instance, Faulkner’s
eonvoluted astylo is tho result of his frequent application of the ‘additive’ transformations. .
which include relativization, conjunction, and comparison. Generative transformational
apparatus maey also he potentially capable of explicitly defining somo of the time-hon-
oured traditional rhetorical dovices, such as ellipsis {through the deletion transformation),
and simile, metonymy and meotaphor (as kinds of gramroatical-semantic deviance). It
obviously is the best system for a stringent description of ambiguity, by providing n
ways of generating an n-ambiguous sentence. ?

Ag for some concepts which originated in the science of logic and have recently heen
made use of by gencrative linguistics, Enkvist mentions performatives (from Austin 1962).
As developed by Ross (1970), they bring somo features of the context infto a deep layer of
graramar, Similarly, presuppesitions are mentioned bricfly, alse in the role of intertextual
markers, such as [ - mentioned], “‘attachable to noun phrases to govern the choice of syn-
tactic function {such as theme or subject), of the choice of articla ...”, otc. (p. 11). Let me
add that sinco the publication of Enkvist’s book the role of presuppositions has widoned
enormously to eover, for instance, such a stylistically sensitive area as selectional restrie-
tions, and honce the metaphor. Alsa that scholars such as Ohmann (1971) have tried to
diseuss the pragmatics of literary style by applying the concept of ‘locutionary/fillocutio-
nary/perloculionary acte’ proposed by Austin and elaborated by Searle {1969).

In discussing the gencrative linguistics contribution (netual and potential) to style
study, Enkvist correctly strosses the faet that the notions applicable in stylisties were in-

! T4 ghould also be mentioned that goneratlva phonology may bo expected o contribute subatantially to the
atudy of metre, ¢f. Halle and Keyeser {1286) and (1971), and a hoat of aceompanying artlcles, In Halle and Keveer
(1871} theoriee of Old English alljterative verse and of infbic pentameter ara preganted, However, Eukvist does not
doal with mefre and versification in hia book.

13~
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Atroduced into generative grammar on purely linguistic, non-stylistic motivation. One may

add, I believe, that generative linguistics — in trying to account for a broader range of
language phenomena than ever before — seems now to be incorporating into a uniform
aystem of languago deseription also those domains which were traditionally held to bo
gtylistic rather than purely linguistic. If thig is the case, one may wonder what will be-
coms of linguistie stylistics. But whatevor its futuce status, wo are now all in Professor
Enkvist’s debt for giving us such a lueid and stimulating, and indeed invaluable mntrodue-
tion to tho prosont comploxitics of lingnistie stylisties.
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Proceedings of the third congress of the dssociation Internationale de Linguistigue
Appliquée, Copenhagen 1872. Vol. 1: Applied contrastive linguistics. Bd, by G. Nie-
kel. I’p. 307. Heidelberg: Julius Groos Verlag, 1974, '
Roviewed by Wolfgang Kiithlwein, University of Trier,

0. The fact that one out of three volunes of the procecdings of the 3rd AILA Gungf\ééé‘.!
is entirely devoted to Contrastive Linguistics (CL) 1s & striking proof of the grt}“mglm-
portance of this discipline within the entire range of applied linguistic ficlds. The two com -
panion volumes are Applied sociolinguistics, ed. by A. Verdoot and Applied lngutstics:
problems and solutions, ed. by J, Qvistgaard, H. Schwarz and H. Spang-Hanssen. Neces-
sarily this tripartition contains many intersections end demonstrates most clearly that
wo are perhaps more remote than ever from & systematic steucture of the field Applicd
Linguisties. Tt is true, an applied discipline cannot be defined according to object or meth-
ods of its rescarch but only according to the goals of its rescarch; in this respect the
task of organizing c.g. an applied linguistic eongress proves to bo much more difficult
than that of a theoretical linguistic congress; novertheless, the organizers of the 4th AILA
Congress, which is going to take place at Stuttgart {FRG) in 1975 will bo well-advisod at
Jeast to attempt some kind of structure of the goals of applied linguizties to find an encom-
passing framework, in order to prevent the congross from ending up in a mixcd bag of
fairly hetcrogeneous small arcas of research — often without any significant interrela-
tionship among each other — and of isolated contributions (which, admittedly, arc often
very valuable per se). .

The editor of the volume on CL is well aware of the fact that heterogencity does nob
only characterize the present state of applied hnguistics as & whole but also his speeifie
ficld, CL. It is presumably this lack of a coherent structure of present CL which induced
the cditor to choose the noncommittal alphabetic order according to the names of the au-
thors as his guiding principle for the presentuation of the twenty-five econtributions which
make up this volume. According to their prineipal goals they can be allotted to five ficlds
of interest:

(1) basic problems of theoretical and applied CL
(2} reports on current projects

(3) specific studies in theoretical and applied CL
(4) didactic strategies as based on CL

(5) error analysis and its rolationshnp to CL.

This list shows that the cditor sueceeded in taking into consideration all major and con-
troversial arcas of present-day CL. Though the respective section of the congress was
devoted to applied CL, scveral papers convey useful insights into theoretical CL as
woll.

I conclugion of these introductory remarks the agtonighingly high amount of typing-
errors should be criticized; it is often hard to decide whether they stom from the authors’
manuseripts or from too much carclessness or pressure of time in the tcchnieal proecss
of editing.

1. A contrastive analysis can be carricd out on the basis of any linguistic theory —
presupposed the deseriptions of the two (or more) respective languages are comparable,
i.0., are establishod in terms of the same theory. Nevertheless, the problem as to the
theorctical basis of eontrastive anelysis was a major issue of various contributions. In
weighing the pros and cons of contrastive analysis 8. Dardjowidjojo criticizes not only
the surface structure oriented structural taxonomic eontrastive analyses but also the
gonerative approaches for their lack of a clear distinetion between deep and surface
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gtructure (“"How deop is deep structure?’’), for the vague location of universals, and for
the problems concerning their application in foreign language teachimg: creating a “rich
linguistic environment’’ {as & consequence of a mentalist theory of language acquisition}
will certainly facilitate the first five years of the acquisition of one’s firat language, but
“the most crueial problem for us (a8 gecond language teachers) iz how to shorten
these five years or so into & fow hundred hours and to present the materials in the
most condensed and yet comprehensive way in an unrealistic clasgroom situation...”
(57).

Another basic problem of CL waa raised by Th. Ehneter: oguivalence, The author
proposes to widen the zecope of contragtive linguistic parameters. At prescnt they consist
of the all-or-none opposition ‘similer ve. diffcrent’: cquivalence depends on the guestion
whether underlying simple sentences in the languages under compsarison match each
other or not, or it depends on the surface structure oriented postulates concerning pre-
genoce ve. absence of rules in contrastod langusages, or a tertium comparationia in terms of
identical meaning is postulated. The gkilled applicstion of procedures dorived from set
theory on the basia of distinctivoe featuro analysis could well contribute towards intro-
ducimg the notion of gradience into contrastive lingnistie descripticn by applying partial
similarity as & third parameter, thus covering the relationships of inclusion, eguipollence,
surjection and bijection in a highly economic way,

Within the realm of phonology K. J. Kohler suggests to give moro emphasiz to its
syntagmatic dimension in Contrastive Sentence Phonology.

A furthor most basiec enlargement of CL, was demanded by R. 4. D1 Pietro in “Con-
trastive analysis; demiss or new life?'’; aocioeultural variables ghonld be taken into ac-
count, Like general linguistics, most research in CL (both theorotieal and applied) has
concentrated on the syntactic part of the semiotic functions of languago, and, at best,
on itg semantic gido by mercly investigating the purely linguistic structures {from sound
to sentenco) and their relations to extra-lingnistic correlates. Aspects pertaining to the
uscr of language, to speaker and hearer, wore banned from tho traditional eompetense-
-oriented generative study of languago. The limitations of linguistics, if it is defined =0
‘narrowly, become especially obvious in CL. It 18 true, generative CL has solved the
problem of treating semantics, syntax, and phonology as componcnts of ore imtegral
modol, thus doing away with the one-way road from phonology via morphology to
syntax of the structural-taxonomic view on languagoe, where those ecmponents of lan-
guage had rather beon regarded as sclf-contained levels. Thus, traditional generative CL
enabled the linguist to account for syntactic structures in langnage A whose function was
carried by ¢, g. lexieologieal or phonological structares in language B. If, however, equi-
valent lingmistic structures bear different meanings on behalf of differing sociccultural
contexts, traditional generative CL failed. The reviower would even advance one step
furthor than D1 Pietro: we must not only develop a contrastive sociolinguistica {e. g. 1n
order to facilitate the process of foreign language learning by e, g. pointing out to sociolee-
tal Gorman structures like das Kind, von dem ich den Vater kenne or er war am Schlafen
when teaching French I'"enfant dont je connais Is pére respectivoly English ke was sleeping)
but also & contrastive pragmalinguistics — and both disciplines have to set the frame-
work for what is presently dono in CL. Both eontrastive pragmalinguisties and contras-
tive goeiolinguistics have to como first! The same consequence poses itself when going

through R. Zimmermann's quite randomly choson Gorman-English contrastive by-pro-
ducts of his reception of Scarle,

An interdisciplinary prerequisite which iz of equal importance for & contrastive
analysis that claims to be applicable for language teaching is stated by T. Slama-Cazacu: .
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it is necossary to carry out not only (¥) the usual contrastive linguistic study {consist-
ing in establishing, in abstracto, tho similarities and differences between the two
gysterns) but also to undertake (II) a psycholinguistic contragtive sludy, smce in
research. concerned with the learning of language and not with linguistic typology
as such, there is a vory concreto factor which the rosocarcher cannot bypass and
which is in this study-situation: the two systems — BL and TL — moob én the
learner (236 f.).

9. In her empirical research, which was carried out along thesc lines, T, Slama-Ca-
zacu could produce evidence for one of the most central and mogt crucial problems of
foreign language learning; most psycholinguistic arguments which relate to language
acquigition arc derived from observations of first language acquisition; e. g., there is &
fairly wide agreoment concerning the systomaticity {due to ‘language regularization’) of
the initial stages of first language acquisition {'approximative systoms” & la W, Nemsor
and T. Slama-Cazacu, "compromiso systems’ & la R, Filipovié, ‘Interrims-grammatiken’
& Ia W, Kithlwoin), but the respectivo evidence for the psychology of second language
loarning still is rather limited. T. Slama-Cazacu observed native spoakers of 22 difforent
mother languages when they loarnt Romanian as target langusge — and noticed the
sams errors in an investigation of more than 600 children from 2 - 7 years who acquired
Romanian as their mother tongue. The far-reaching consequence which we can draw
from this observation for AL and the teaching of a forcign language is that the ‘approxi-
mativo systems’ as pestulated above, obviously do exist psychologically and can be
described linguistically because they are systematically structured; if, however, we can
doscribe them linguistically, we can (and should) use these deseriptions as imploments
in the didacties of foreign language teaching.

D. Chitoran provides the rcader with more genoral information concerning ‘“The
Romanian-English contrastive analysis project’, presents various theses of general
interest which had been written within the framework of the Romeanian Project — among
others e. g. ono of the few existing contrastive lexicologieal thescs, which is likely to
incite aimilar research in other contrastive projoets as well. As for the particular linguistic
theory whieh should serve as a basis for contrastive analyses, Chitoran is absolutely
undogmatie; cach rescarcher may choose the theory which suits his purposes bost, This
probiem-oriented sclection of thoories may be convenient for the solving of particular
problems in languago teaching, but if one of the aims of the project is the a.fahievement
of a gencral contrastive English-Romanian grammar, it will be very hard to incorporate
findings which are based on very different theorios of language.

In “Testing tho results of contrastive analysis” R. Filipovi¢ elaborates ono foature
of the Serbo-Croatian-English Contrastive Projeet, which it shares with the Romanian-
English project: the complementary view of CL and error analysis. He convVINcingly
demonstrates how the results of CL are checked by the findings of error anslysis,

3. The reports on specific studies, some of which are carried out within some of
the larger current contrastive projoets, are almost exclusively devoted to syntactic prob-
lems — K. Dingen’s study on “L’acquisition de la prononciation du francais par les
Danois” being the major cxception; Dingen uses & surface-oriented approach, based on
articulatory criterin, and checks CL by error analysis both at the segmental and the

suprascgmental level. :

The diversity ol lingnistic theories undorlying theso various syntactic investigations
demonstrates most clearly, that there is no specifie contrastive linguistic thoory, and
that CL, actually, is not explanatory but merely collects facts (Freiak 1974). There 18
surface-oriented structural research in P. Mrazovie's “Konfrontative Analyso der Wort-



200 Reviews

stellung Deutsch-Serbokrostiseh’. In “The aetualization of the noun phrasze in Hun.
garinn and Serbo-Croatian’™ M. Mikes, L. Dezgd and G. Vukovie set out from a distine-
tive foature mateix, containing the features ‘identified’, *quabficd’ or ‘gquantified’, add
the themne-rheme distinetion and nsk how ihe languages which they contrast realizo this
matrix. Thero 1s alse the cqually surface-oricnted approach, underlying N. D, Lior's
“Clanses and eases in Hngligh and Freneh in contrast”, who attemptls, however, a com-
bination with Fillmor’s theory of Case Grammuar boyond the mere tagmemie compar-
ison of clause types, I s also Case Grammar which M. C. Gatto takes as the basis for
“Unc étude contrasiive du franeais of de Pespagnol ol ses maplications pour cnscigne-
ment du feangais langue cbrangedes’, whoreas ancolder generative model (Katz — Tostal
1964) 18 uged by H. A, Bennett to desgeribe “fSimple’ senteneos in three languagoes: a eon-
trastive study using transtformational gencrative grammar®”. J. L. Wyatt’s investigation
of “Nominalized elausges in English and eontrastive hnguistics” also rests on g{:nﬂmtivlé
gramaor; (. is used here, however, mainly for the purpose of elucidating particular
slructural features of the L, (English} more elearly. V. Mach and 8. Machova apply a
type of dependeney grammar when thoy sot out from the proeess of nominelization and
ask for its funciions in English and Czech. In attempting a ““Kontrastive Analyse dov
Negation im Doutschen und im Franzisischen® J. Lerot had to cope with the most
difficult problem of drawing contrastive eonclusions from two deseriptions which rest
on very different linguistic theories: G. Stickel’s transformational treatmont of negation
in Gorman and D. Gaatone’s more traditional investigation of negation in French, Theso
obstacles led to the expeeted eonclusion “‘dal eine kontrastive Analyse nicht nur zwe
nach derselben Methodo vorgenommens Analysen des zu behandelndon Themas voraus-
getzt, sondern aush oine umfassendere Theorie und sogar cine ganze Grammaiik, denn
eine zicmlich leicht abgrenzbare Erscheinung wie die Negation spiegelt sich auf alion
Sprachebenen...” (158). A, Fiilel-Szanto’s “Kontrasiive Beschreibung der deontischen
Modalitit im englisechen und gpanischen Sprachsvstemn” cannot be strictly alloested to
one of the current linguistic theorics. The author sets out from a sct of logically given
paramocters and asks how this system is realized by the eontrasted languages, M. O, Tomie
discusses seope features in “Unmarked determiners in English, Maccdonisn and Serbho-
-Croatian”. He docs not attempt to solve his problem, as ight he expected, on tho
grounds of formal logie, because “‘the semantics of formal logie difters radically from the
gsemantics of modern Linguisties: whoreas logic starts from the individuum and on its
basis construets complete or partial sots with the aid of existential and universal gquant-
fiers, linguistics should choose as primitives the sets and specify them in terms of the
participation of their mombers into given states or setions’ {253), '

4. A varicty of moethod, as wide as the one which is indicated by the speetfie rescarch
projects, underlics the didactie stratogies. The full range of traditional, structural and
pragmatic procedures 15 given. '

W. Boeddinghaus compares Afrikaans to (German. As his presentation is exclusively
devoled to the comparison of coghates, the title of his paper, “Lehrstrategie im Unter-

richt nah verwandter Sprachen’ certainly is too presumptive. To be sure, he is right in’

emphasizing listening comprehension as the first teaching goal in the case of closely relat-
ed languages. His basic ides, however, “durch das extensive Verstehen von vorbercite-
tem Satzmaterial so weit wie mdiglich in die fremden Sprache einzudrmgen® (340) is cer-
tainly not now, and his strategy of setting out (o theose struetures which have the
highest degree of similarity in both languages, and gradually going on to less and lesa
similar struetures stands in striking contrast to L. Zabrocki’s results of well-based ermn-
pirical rescarch.

In "The contribution of contrastive linguistica to the preparation of language-toach-
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ing materials” W. R. Lee eriticizes CL for its pulting too mueh weight on the predie-
tion of crrors from mere L, /L,-contragls and for i1ts orientation towards adult speech,
and implicitly acimowledges the importanee of ‘approximative syatems™ (s, a.). The
eourso design, however, which ho then advoeates, 18 astomshingly traditional: (1) chowe
of struetural items to be taught, (2) embediment of these items in actions, activitics, ete.,
whaore CLL can help to deeide whick items should be omitted for the time being, and how
the items which are to bo meluded shall be sequenced and spaced out.

In making “Some remarks on the formal propertics of contrastive pedagogical
grammars” W. Matrton sels out from largely sinidlar ideas, arrives at an altogether Jif-
feront conelusion, however, ag regards the design of eourses, Recognizing the well-knewn
psycholinguigtie shorteomings of a pedagogical grammar as bascd on the traditional
versions of TG, he would rather base course designing on eonecptual organization as 1t
18 involved in the oncoding of & given contlent plan into the signs of a target languags,
and on the respeetive differenees in concoptual organization and its lexical and syntactic
realizing betwoen L, and T.,. This position conscquently leads him to a Contrastive
Gramuar which should be based on notions, to o procedure of “establishing certain
fairly general semantic arcas which are functional in the syntactie systoms of the pairs
of languages undor comparison and in vory explieitly showing how each languago dissects
these arcas in o difforent way™” (189). The didactie application of such a typo of contras-
tive pedagogical grammar can well be achicved via & situationsl approach, which is not
governed by the sequence of structural items but by ‘e nuwmber of sociolinguistically
specificd funetions of communicative acts, with each of these funetions utilizing various
typologieal structurcs” (192). No doubt, this suggestion is in line with most recent reason.
ing in theoretical praginatically based linguistics, and its dideectic application, as sug-
gestod here, scems well feasible, The major problem of this kind of contrastive grammar, .
however, rather lies on its theoretieal side: how to arrive at the complete inventory of the
netionsl primes, how 1o clagsify them, and how to account for the interlocking of verbal
and non-verbal components of their realizations in differont languages? Thus, the didac-
tic implications of CL once again lead us back to tho koy problems of its theory.

5. Tn the contributions where crror analysis plays & major part its scope and rela-
tion to CL iy the contral problem. As most error analyses aro based on materials from
introductory or intermediate lovels, foreign language teachers will certainly appreciate
J. P. Menting’s ““*Analyse de fautes dans 'enscignement du francais langue ctrangére
au niveau supericur aux pays bas’’, which 1z cinpirically well-founded.

- J. P. Walmsloy’s comparison of “Cantonse-Enghlish: an cssay in diagnostie linguis-
tica’ reveals how ill-defined the profile of error ansalysis had hitherto been: both as
regards its interior structure and its borderline towards CL. He attcmps to aceount for
the errors made on the phonological level. Though this attempt Jargely rests on o struc-
tural hasis, it becomes obvious fnirly soon that this end can only be achieved by includ-
ing morphosyntax: “lt is obviously pointless to provide drills in phonology without
first finding out whether & subjcet’s problems do not originate in the graphological,
morphological or lexical systems™ {270f.). Just like the ultimate conclusion of J, P, An-
gelis’ contribution on “Listening comprehension and error analysis'”, the consequence
of this stalement for error analysis is the systematic investigation of “transitional dialects’
of tho learncre, which should bo carried out by “longitudinal studies’ (8 regp. 272). This,
howevor, can only bo achioved by defining crror analysis as the superior frame, which
encompagses — among other things, e. g, the errors which are due to transfer and inter-
ference among different stages of the learning process within the I, alone — CL. After
gome decades of often quite esoteric speculation of theorctical linguistics applied con.

trastive linguistics should not discard this congideration too rashly.
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Error analysis, Ed. by J. C. Richards. Pp. 228, London: Longman, 1974,
Reviewed by Jadwiga Nawroecka-Fisiak, Adam Mickiewicz University, Pozna.

According to D. . Brown, in a paper read at the 1975 TESOL convention, within
the last century there has been a revolution in language teaching overy 25 years.

Certain changes which can bo observed in recent years may be symptoms of another
revolution and & new era in language teaching. One of those changes is & shift of ernpha-
sis from a preoccupation with teaching processes towards learning processcs: a shift of
attention from the teacher as a controller of language learning to the learner himself,
has powers and abilities to learn a sccond language,

One major result brought about by these rceont changes is an assumption that
some kind of linguistic system different from the mother tongue and the target language
underlies tho speech of & learner of another language, and that this entiro systom of the
second language learner should be investigated. This assumption ascribes a special place
to tho analysis of errors mado by & sccond language learner, His errors, as Corder observes,
are indicative both of tho state of learner’s knowledgo of a target language at a particular
point (his ‘intorlanguage’ or ‘approximativo system’) and of the ways in which a second
langnage is learned. They are, thercfore, significant to the languago teacher, language
regearcher and languago learnce, These problems are the subjeet of the volume under
review,

The book is & collection of eleven papors, which are arranged in four parts, each of
which is preceded by a short introduction by the editor of the whole volurne,

Part one contains two papers:

“The study of learner English’ by J. C. Richards and G. P. Sampson and *“Fhe signifi-
carice of learners’ crrors’ by 8. P, Corder which give an overview of the field of error
analysis as woll as a justification for tho study of learners’ errors,

Part two contains threo papers:

“Interlanguage” by L. Selinker
“Approximative systems of foreign language learnors”™ by W. Nemser and
“Bocial faectors, intorlanguage and language loarning®’ by Jf. C, Richards,

The first two aro concerncd with tho lingnistic system of tho learner’'s speech
and with different factors pertaining to the development of this system. The third
papor  diseunsses social factors of interlanguage. The paper makes a distinction
between second and foreign language goals and sottings and discusses thoir influence
on the naturc of the learner’s intorlanguage. Richards accepts Kachru’s distinetion
betwoeen deviations and mistakes and comes to the conclusion that in the foreign
langting.: setting “‘theee is no room... for the concept of devianey, since the soeio-
-cultural basis for deviasney does not exist in the foreign language setting...
Limitations to the acquisition of standard English in the foreign languago setting
are heneo not soctally imposed limitations, whieh we encountered with the analysis of
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domestic dialects; in the foreign language setting limitations are rather individual, re-
flecting personal differences in motivation perseverance, aptitude and so on” (88).

Part throe of the book is devoted to the presentation of the concrete results of the
study of socond language acquisition in children and contains the following articles:
“You ean’t loarn without goofing’ by H. C. Dulay and M. K. Burt

“Language acquisition in a second language environment” by R. Ravem

“The developmoent of WH-questions in first and second language learners™ by
R. Ravem. ;

Dulay and Burt are critieal of the contrastive analysis approach to second language
learning and favour the hypothesis that & “‘child’s organisation of L2 does not include
tranafer from (either positive or negative} or comparison with his native language, but
relies on his dealing with L2 syntax as a systom” {115). Consequently, they explain
intorference-like goofs mado by Spanigh children learning English in terms of overgener-
alization of some English structurcs. Thus, goofs like

* Now she's pulting hers clothes on
*She putting hers pyjamas on

which might reflect modifier-noun number agreement required in 8panish are, according
to them, a result of overgeneralizing either the possesgive -¢ from NP’s which are nouns
{e. g. Tim’s, Mary's) or the structure [NP is X's] (I#’s hers, ete.) Although the fact that
we do not find structures like *bige howuses, *alls boys supports the hypothesie that the
above goofs are not a result of Spanish interferonee, it might be interesting to check
whether these goofs will occur in the apeech of othor children learning English as a sec-
ond language whose first languago doer not require agrecment between a modifier and a
noun, If these mistakes are really a result of overgeneralization, then similar data should
be found in the speech of other than Spanish-speaking children who are learning Eng-
lish.

Ravem’s papers prcisant some of his findings concerning the acquisition of English
as a second language by two Norwegian children and show that there are striking sumi-
larities between the acquisition of English as a first and as a second language.

Part four of the book deals with the methodology of error analysis as applied to
the analysis of adult languags learning, and contains the following papers:
*Idiosyneratic dialceta and error analysis” by S8, P. Corder
“A non-contrastive approach to error snalysis’” by J. C. Richards
“Frror analysis; souree, cause and gignificance™ by M. P. Jain.

Corder presents here a model based on a distinction between an idiosyneratic dialect
{tho learnot’s porsonal grammar) as opposed t0 & social dialeet or even an idioloet and
diseusses the variables involved in it, Richards, while admitting that interference {rom the
mother tongue is a major source of difficulty in second language loarning, points to a num-
ber of other sources of errors such as overgeneralization, incomplecte applieation, of target
languago rules, failure to learn conditions under which rules apply, formation of false con-
copta, cte. Jain diseusses and documents a thesis that many ecrors are a result of & goneral
tendency in langaage learncrs to reduee the target language to a simpler system. While
children learning their tongue acquire the full aystem at a certain point, the second lan-

guago learner continues to use the reduced system with varying degrecs of adjustment
and varying degrees of deviency from the target language,

The book as 8 whole is a valuable set of readings in the fisld of errors analysis. Both
the selection of papers and the cormunentaries offercd hy Richards give tho reader an over-
view of the field and make him aware of the importance of orror analysis to the language
teacher and language researchor. Dospite differont approaches to the problem, all writers
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agree on one point — the study of learner’s orrors has both practical and theorstical impli--

cations for the whole procesa of learning a language.

Sociolinguistics. An introduction. By Peter Trudgill Pp. 189. Harmondsworth:
Penguin Books, 1974, :
Reviewed by Kavol Janieki, Adam Mickiowicz University, Poznan,

The: book is a colleetion of seven introductory articles ireating selected aspects of
gociolinguistics, The gensral orientation of the volume is descriptive not methodologieal,
i.c., 1he issuos brought np are the functional relations between language and the various
aspuots of society and culture rather than the methods or techniques utilized for investigat-
ing and analyzing languago variation.

The first article — *“Language and socicty™ - - is of the most general nature. Trudglh
touches upon & variety problems to come up when language is celated to society. The read-
er’s attention is drawn to the two basie aspoets of languagoe when viewed from the social
point of view — 1. the funetion of langunge in cstablishing soctal relationships, and 2. the
function of language in econveying information about the speaker.

Fundamental coneepts like language, slandard language, non-standard language,
dialect, aceent, ete., are dofined. It is emphasized that valuo judgements con cerning ndi-
vidual varieties or their eloments are purely social.

The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis is brought up and commented on, The strong version
of the hypothesis, which claims that pereeption is entively determined by langusage, is
objected to. Also, the less controversial development — the one-way relationship m the
opposite dircetion — is exemplificd, According to this hypothesis, the structure and chang-
es of societal arrangements are reflectod in languago.

Taboo words arc roported to be both lingnistically and soeiologically-rarked facts.
The various cxamples llustrate this typieal sociclinguistic phencmenon vory well,

In the sceond articlo Trudgill relates language to soeial class. He stresses tho signi-
ficance of sociocconomie index 8s a vohicle enabling the assigning of individuals to par-
ticular social categorics. :

Somne of Labov's contributions to the field of sociolinguistics are discussced, Among
other facts, Trudgill strosscs one of the most fundemental of Labov's advances —
the rejection of the non-sociclinguist’s notion of free variation.

Both regional and social disleets are approached by Trudgill as disleet continua, 1.e.,
dimensions along which no clesr-cut divizions can be made. 1n both cuscs extensive ovor-
lap of forms is conspicuous.

An interesting issue taken up by Trudgill is that of inherent variability. The variable
rulo which operates in Detroit Negro and Norwich apecch yielding~the orthographieally
designated -g or zero agreement morpheme in third person singular Simple Prescnt verb
forma, is assumed by the author to refleet inhorent variability with respect to this featuro,
prosent it both of the mentioned dialcets.

According to the inkersnt variability view advocated by Trudgill, such oceurrence or
non-oecurreneco of -2 is merely 8 characteristic feature of the system under consideration.
The opposing dialect-mixture view maintains that the variable oscurrenco of -giz duc to the
mixture of Detroit Negro English with Standard American English (in the Detroit cage}
and the mixture of social dialects (in the Norwich easc). In other words, the problem is
whether the existing variability can or cannot bo traced to any linguistic or exolinguistio
determining factors.

Two basic ways of analyzing social-class dialcets are possible:

1. grouping informants around comimon sociological measures and correlating these
facts with linguistic ones,
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9. ¢lustering informants on the basis of identical linguistic characteristics and then
geeking their social correlates (cluster analysis).

According to Trudgill, the advantage of tho latter method is that new social dimensions
can be revealod which othorwise pass unnoticed.

Toward the end of tho second article Trudgill takes up the notions of elaborate code
and resiricted code as introduccd by Bernstoin (1964). Powoerful evidenee (quoted after
Labov 1972a) is providoed for the rejection of onc of the interpretations of Bernstein's
theory. As presented by some sducationalists it (not Bernstein’s theory but the inter-
protation or rather misintorpretation in question) claims linguistic deficinney of the mem-
bers of the working class.

It is not elear in Trudgill’'s presentation what is the difference between 1. the
position holding that it is simply socinl convention which roquires a child to use elabor-
ate code at school, and 2. the position holding that the use of elaborate code 18 not
a social convention, but sn cssential requirement of tho educational process itself {52).

In part throo of the volume language is related to othaic group. Bilingual situations
are exomplificd and attention is drawn to the impact that the native language of & partic-
ular ethnic group cxerts on the pattorns of the sccond language spoken in & differcnt so-
cio-cultural environment. Exampleg quoted illustrate this situation in the United States,
Ghana, Yugoslavia, ete..

In this chapter tho author's attention 1s focused, however, on the basic characteristica
and origin of Black English Vernacular (BEV} in America. Both phonologicel and gram-
matical traits are cnumerated and sommented on. The following four possible views on
the origins of BEV are discusscd:

1. The different-equals-inferior view maintains that thero are ne differences bhetween,
tho spoech of black and white Americans in tho sonse that all eharactoristics of BEV
ean be tracod back to British English or are innovations that can also he encountered 1n
the gpeech of white Arnericans.

2. The dialeeiologist view rocognizes the discrepancies between BEY and the white
spoceh but maintains that the dissimilarities can nevertheless be traced back to British
English dialcets,

3. The integrationist view claims that the black spooch of America i3 correctly approach-
od when zeen to have been derived from some African-influenced creole type of English.
Nowadays, however, the featuros portaining to that creolo and thus difforing from those
of tho whito speech are no longer prosent.

4, Tho ereole wicw maintains that tho signifieant differences between BEV and tho
white speech ean most satisfactorily be accounted for if BEV as it 18 spoken at present
ig viewnd as a oreole,

BEYV alao creatoes an educational problem. Trudgill adumbrates the three fundament-
al approachos to the solution of tho problem of school-situation inevitable ¢o-existence
of BEV and white American English:

1. elimination of non-standard (BEV) speech

2. bidialeetilism (the permission to troat the two varieties as distinet entitios to be
diseuszsed at school with cxtensive restrietions, howover, as to the use of tho non-standard
varioty at school)

3. approciation of dialect differences (involves the change of the doeply-ingrained
present societal attitudes aiming at deprociating the non-standard varicties). In Trudgill’s
opinion & combination of 2 and 3 might yicld the best results.

In chapter four Trudgill raises onc of the central problems of sociolinguistics — the
rolation between language and sex. Attempt s aro made at identifying the origins of sex
variation. Taboo is reported to he tho source of sex linguistic dissimilarity in & number of
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languages. In other Janguages (e.g. Chiguito) kinship end gender systems account for the
gplit of forms. 8till in other casvs complex rules of unidentifiable provenanco control the
distribution of male and female forms.

The women, who are reported to be more status-conscicus, are more gensitive to lin-
guistic forms which arce eorrclated with social charaeteristics, Also, differences in selfevalua-
tion tests are found for male and femelo informants. Women tend to believe that they use
higher.status linguistic forms than they actually de. Men, howeveor, show tho revorse,
i.c., they underrate their linguistic performance in {erms of social prestige hierarchy.

Chapter five relates language $o the non-linguistic context in which it is used. Differ.
renees glong the dimension of ocecupationsl situation are provided. Within this framework
Trudgill elaborates on the role of status, age and social class in the hnguistie outeome de-
termined by & combination of those social factors.

Styles are viewed by Trudgill as linguistic varieties determined by the many aspects
of the social situation. Reforenees are made to Labov’s techniques of isclation of context-
ual styles (Labov 1972b).

In the intepretation of Bernetein's elgborated and restricted code dichotomy Trudgill
speculates that, perhaps, the working class child is linguistically -impaired not in tho senso
of having no aceoss to the élaborated eode but in the sense of not having access to the many
styles as are availablo to the middle-class child.

Whatever solution is suggested for this and other problems, many of the questions
raised in this chapter remain unanswered.

It 18 well known that the rules of social interaction involving language are fairly
complex. Tho number of variables involved in a single speech event is vast, Successful at-
tempts have been made (e.g. Krvin. Tripp 1973) at formnalizing at least some of those rules.
Trudgill, however, does not mention those advaneces.

Referring to Brown and Gilman’s ““The proncouns of power and solidarity’ (Brown

and Gilman 1960) Trudgill states that “Proncuns of the V type signal a relatively formal

style...”” (110}, Examples from Javanese and Korcan aro provided. Although Trudgill
does not ¢laim oxplicitly & universal nature of this V type pronoun—formal style rela.
tionghip, one might get the impression of his doing so. Counterexamples, however, are
available from Polish whero the obligatory choico of the V type pronouns may frequently
involvo the use of many linguistic forms (particularly phonclogieal, but alao Jexical) typi-
cal of the lower level styles — intimate, casual and eonsultativo.

In the remaining part of chapter five Trudgill brings np the problems of linguiatic
sneecurity, diglossia and language switching.

In chaptor six some of the macro-sociolinguistic issues are taken up. Language is.

related to nation. Bilingual and multilingual situations aro exemplified. Language mi-
norities are discussed and sttention is drawn particularly to those instances where lan.

guage planning is an oxpedicnt of political preforences with respect to those minoritiea,

In the final chapter some of the problems pertaining to language and geography are
touched on. Aspeets of linguistic change and its spread across dialect areas are mado note
of. Notions like linguistic areas, pidginization, creolization are claborated on and exempli-
fied.

In giving a general opinion of the book, although considering the introductory nature
of the volume, one eannot disregard the oceasional oversirnplifisations which may lead
gomes readors to confusion or msunderstending.

It 13 surprising to the reviewer that no mention is mado in the book of and eredif
given to such American sociolinguists as Susan Ervin-Tripp and Allen Grimshaw, whose
contributions to the field, in particular to tho theory of sociolinguistics, are of utmost im-

portancc,
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The bibliographical information appended to the text proper 18 offered in the form of
Annotated Wbliography and further reading. The information is not complete, howevor,
gince in none of the cases Trudgill provides the year of publication of the quated book.

The index following the annotated bibliography includes only selected items. Names
of languagcs such as North Caucasian and South Caucasian, which ere italicized in the text,
aro not entrics in the index. One must lock up Caucasian languages to trace thoe two for-
mer terms, Other language names, ¢.2., Polish, Georgian, Duteh, Kashubian do not ap-
pear in the index at all.

Onn more shorteoming pertaining to the entirety of tho book must be pointed out.
In a considerable number of ingtances (pp. 67, 70, 73, 74, 75, 84, 93, 109, 127, 179) Trudgill
pignals the existenco of some oxperimental data, advanced research, theories, ote., but
furnishes no bibliographical reference. It scoms that lack of such information will bother
in particular those readers who either want to question somn of the issues raised or who
simply want to cnlarge their knowledge by attending to the data allegedly available.

Probably the criticism of the references and the index could moro justly be dirceted
toward the publishing house than the author, but this may be being too charitable.

In gpite of the few misgivings indiested above, Trudgill’s book is worth recommending
particularly for the intending student of sociolinguistics whe wants to get acquainted with
some of the most fundamental concepts of the field.
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Tha book is & collection of articles divided into two major parts. Precedod by an n-
troduetion, the first part of the volume 18 directed toward the practicsl aspecte of error
analysis, The second part is more theorctical, and treats a variety of related topics all
of which focus on tho learncr as the objeet of primary interest in the learning-teaching pro-
ecss. Both the first and thoe sccond paris include articies which vary with respeet to vali-
dity, originality and controversial nature of the topic. As this roview procceds the re-
viewer’s ovaluation of individual articles will be arrived at on the basis of these charae-
teristics,

Within the first group of articles the ones that deserve most attention are Jack C.
Richards’ “Error analysie and second language strategics’ and Marina K. Burt and Carol
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Kiparsky’s “‘Global and local mistakes”, Richards, while exprossing his point of view
o1 error analysia, provides a relatively extensive discussion of the many possible identi-
fiable sourecs of erroe, Ho lists tho following six catogorios:

L. Tntorference (transfer of native languago habits to the target language)

2, Overgeneralization (extension of target language rules to tho areas whoere tho
rules arc not applicable)

3. Performance Errors (oceasional errors which are due to memaory lapsos, fatigue,
excitemoent, cte.; opposed to aystematic eompetones errors)

4. Markers of Transitional Competence (errors which are belicved to oecur naturally
at different pomts of the dovelopmoental process of second language sequisition)

5. Strategies of Communication snd Assimilation (crrors that result from tho sta-
dent’s efforts to cornmunieate in those situations where his command of the tarzet lan-
guage does not really allow him to do so)

#, Induced Errors (errors which result from the contenta of tho textbook or class-
room pedagogical procedures),

Within the diseussion of interference Richards mentions the phenomenon of socio-
linguistic errors which, for many reasons, is found by the reviewer to be of great signifi-
canee. Although Richards makes noto primarily of contrasts hetweon styles nceross lan-
guages, this subsection scems to contributo a lot to one of the eritical issues of foreign lan-
guage learning — the acquisition of sociolingnistic rules along with the learning of gram-
mar, phonology, cte.

On the basis of this subseetion one might get the impression that the only sourece
of sociolinguistic crrors is transfer of native sociolinguistie habits to tho target language,
While there seems to be hardly any evidenco that this is not the ease, the roviewor’s hunch
iz that all the sociolinguistic crrors made at different levels of the learning process could
be classificd into various eategories possibly parallel to those listed by Richards for purely
linguistic behaviour,

In *“Global and local mistakes' Burt and Kiparsky atrive at a hierarchy of mistakes
which should be suggestive of the priority for coerrection. Only syntactic crrors aee
reported, Phonology and ssmanties are not taken into account, (obal mistukes aro those
which violate rules involving the major relationships of the sentenco constitucnts thus
decrcasing the comprehensibility of tho sentence. Local mistakes violato rules pertaining
to a particular constituent. These notions are relative sinee g mistake which iz labellod
global in one sentenee may be marked local in another, depending on the complexity
of the overall structur: of the senfence. Global mistakes are higher in the hicrarchy
than local oncs. Burt and Kiparsky dofino the hicrarehy as follows: ““A is higher than B
in tho hierarchy if the corrcction of A contributes more to comprehensibility than tho
correction of B and later redefine it: *““A is higher in the hierarchy than B if violuting A
makes sentenee comprehension more difficult than violating B™ (72).

Typical global mistakes are those which involve the misuse of meaningful eonstit.
uent connectors, distinetion betwecn co-ordinate and relative clauscs, tense continuity
across clauses, ete. Typical local mistakeg, marked much lower in the hisrarehy, arc those
which involve the wrong handling of such categorios a3 noun-verb agreement, articles,
ete. Sinec comprehension 18 one of the fundameontal skills to bo evolved by ihe studont,
globul mistakes, according to Burt and Kiparsky, should be correeted prior to local mis-
takes whose contribution to the non-undorstanding of a sentenco is mnuch smaller or none.

The questions to be put forth at this point are: how necessary and useful is the distine-
tion suggested? what kind of practical, school-situation solutions does this distinetion
entail? While appreciating the valuable observations reported ahove, onc should be very
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cautions about the practical application of the finding with respect to the average foreign
language teacher. It seems that the teacher should be given explieit guidance as to how
to handle the correction of the mentioned two categories of mistakes, On the other hand, a
probletn of a psycholinguistic nature arises. Burt and Kiparsky claim that it is easier
*t0 make a student appreciate and correct a global error’ (79). Although this might be
true, one should consider the eonsequences of a procedure in which local mistakes wonld
not be corrected along with global mistakes. How psycholinguistically sound (and praetic-
ally plausible) is 1t to havo a studont correct *English language use much people into
*Much people use English language and then into the actual standard form. Although
the theoretical considerations with respect to comprehensibility are undoubtedly an
evident and valuable advance in the general theory of error analysis, the practical applica-
tion of this development roquires numerous elaborations and oxtensive adaptations.

Soetion I mnecludes four moro articles, R. Wardheugh in “The contrastive analysis
hypothesis” provides a comprehensive aceount of the tenets of contrastive analysis, and
challenges the strong version of the hypothesis which claims that on tho basia of detailed
contrastive descriptions of the native and the target language systems it ig possible to
predict tho difficulties which the student of the target language will encounter in the pro-
oess of learning. While also rejecting some of the more recent suggestions from the gener-
ative-transformational grammariang, Wardhaugh accepts solely the weak vergion of the
contrastive analysis hypothesis which sets off from the data collected and uses such evi-
dencc to account for the similarities and discrepancies botween $wo systems.

In “Btudents’ errors and the learning of French as & second language. A pilot study“
M. Butesau provides experimental ovidenec for the elaim that interlinguistic interferencs
is not sufficicnt to explain all the difficulties that can be traced in the foreign language
acquisition process, The existence of intralinguistic intcrference, mainly in the form of
overgeneralization, is confirmed particularly et an advanced level, Other factors of dif-
fioulty must also he considered, e.g., the number of posaible alternatives in a singlo choice
and awarcness of contextual cues. ,

Butcau’s findings gencrally point to the irrationality of the predictive power of
contrastive analysis, In particular, Buteau refers to Pascasio (1961) and Stockwell (1965),
who elaim that tho areas of most difficulty are those which inelude the learning of gram-
mar elermnents thet do not exist in the native language. Buteau’s findings on gender agree-
ment in Freneh (in an oxperiment administered to English speaking studenta] did not
confirm thie claim, : :

This article and many others suggest either implicitly or explicitly that more and more
experiments of Buteau’s kind should be encouraged. It is the reviewer’s contontion that
particularly longitudinal experiments should be recominended sinee they ean shed much
more light on the overall sceond language-learning process, if not finally answer the many
quogtions which otherwise will remain open for many years to come.

In “Indueccd errors’” N. Stenson elaborates on category 6 of Richards’ systf-m. Ac-
cording to her, teacher-induced errors, as distinguished from spontaneous errors, are a con-
venient vehiclo that provides otherwise unobtainable information sbout the student’s
compotence. A linguistic clement that does not appear in the student’s repertoire eannot
bo assumed to have been acquired, That is why the significance of induced error is great;
the gaps in the student’s knowledge of the target languago can be detected. Stenson stres-
ses that tcacher-indueed errors should be clearly distinguished from thoso reflecting the

student’s developing competencs. The formor function as an indicator of what the stu-
dent doea not know. The latter — at what stage of tho developmental pr ocos s the student
atends. As Stenson herself admits, it is not clear how to pmctmally keep the two catego-
ries apart.

14 Studia Anglica



210 Heviews

In the last article of Part I — “Imitation and correction in foreign languago learn-
ing” — ¥. M. Holley and J. K. King return to the problem of tho relationship betwecn
first and second language acquisition. Referring to some oxperimental evidence on firet
languago acquisition they maintain that the teacher's insistence on gramrnatical aceuracy
does not contribute to the student’s better mastery of the system, On the contrary, overt
correction may be detrimental, .

Sinece grammatical mistakes are considered normal and are not stigmatized in the
child’s language, the extrapolation Holley and King make is that the foreign language
student should be spproached in tho same way, thus being givon a fatr amount of freedom
for *“normal’’ linguistie manipulation. Under the circumstancos the learner will graduatly
change and rectify his linguistic behavior in terms of native competence. Holley a,n_cl King
emphasize that ungrammatical sentonces should even be encouraged, thus aliowing the
learner to progross the way the child does, by forming and tegting hypotheses. _

Tho covert correction of grammatieal structures suggosted by Holley and King
includes three major catogories:

1. Rephrasing the question with possible empha#ig on content words

2. Cueing — using different grammatical variants of the key words of tho sentence

3. Generating simple sentencos — doing substitution exercises which in fact almost
preciude mistakes. .

In the guidelines for the teacher, toward the ond of the article, the authors suggest
that the student be allowed to complete without interruption an ineorreet sentence
which ought to be corrected by tho teacher producing the correct variant, without
drawing tho student’s attontion in an overt form to the eorrocted structure as modeled
by the teachor.

Although much has been said and written on the relationship between first and
second language aequisition, no final anawer, obviously, has, as yet, hewn given. Thus, po-
siting any ecquivalence botween these scemingly parallel processes must be made wztﬁh
great caution. An extensive discussion of the curront attitudes toward the prﬂblﬁ!ﬁn 1
question does not fall within tho scope of this review. Suffiee it to say that there 1s 1::0
objective experimental ovidence whick would allow us to accept Holloy and King'’s
conclusions and model our teaching on the suggestoed procedure. Definite statements
and extrapolations concerning the discussed relationship should be rade only after mul-
tiplied longitudinal cxperiments havo been administered to a varicty of samples.

Although Holley and King mercly suggest a technique to be used in & seccfnd lfa.n-
guage class-room, the nature of the tochnique undoubtedly earries m@thndqlggical Imn-
plications pointing to the equivalones of the first and second language &G(]lllSltll‘..)n pro-
cesses. [rrespective of the possiblo results of the mentionod longitudinal e:tcperlmt}ntﬁ,
which hopefully will let us arrive at definite conclusions, many of the technigques based
on the assumption of first and second language acquisition equivalence gshould bo exten-
sively tested since they may prove both convenient and efficient. .

Part II of tho book includes five articles of which J. H. Schwnann’s “Implications
of pidginization and creolization for the study of adult second language acquiaitit.:m”
seorns most entieing. The author draws an analogy botween pidginization and creoliza-

‘$ion on the one hand and the two basic stages (beginning and advanced)
of the process of second language Jearning, on the other.

There are three basie funeions of language: communicative, integrative and expres-
sive., According to Schumann, pidgins exhibit only onc of those funetions, namely, tho
communicative function. Some of the featurss that most adequately characterizo pidgins
are: lack of redundant grammatical features, word order tonding to replace infiectional

morphology, lack of agnate scntences, climinadion of atylistic deviees, rceduction in

Feviews 211

grammatical transformations, roduction of lexicon, deletion of monomorphic words,
absence of fense markers, lack of articles, predicate negation formed by placing no betore
the center of the predicate, copula deletion, extensive use of gesture, ete. It must be
kept in mind that the above.mentioned features do not refer to one particular pidgin.
Thoge are only some selscted traits pertaining to a variety of considered systoms.

When a pidgin extends its functions to infegrative and expressive, it becomes a
crcole. A ereolo thus basically differs from its antecedont pidgin in that it is spoken as
tho first language by a given community. Along with the extenzion of funetions a pidgin,
while becoming a creole, gradually enlarges its grammatical system (in the senso of
introducing more functional grammatical eategorics) and rolice much more on de-
veloping morphoelogy.
~ With respect to the four features: simplifieation, reduction, complication and sxpan-
ston the pidgin systems arc found by Schumann to be analogous to the interlanguage as.
represented by the ineipient learncr. The juxtaposition of funetions also contributes to
the proposed analogy. The beginning sfudent does not make use of the integrative and
expressive functions of the target language since he has not yvet acquired {or acquired
adegquately in torma of native competence) all the markersg and elemonts of the entire
systern. As in the case of & ereole speaker, the advanced student of a second language,
having expanded the various subsystems, no longer has to rely on simplified and reduced
constructs but makes full use of the complicated grammatical system, vast vocabulary,
redundancy, ¢tc., thus having access to the integrative and expressive functions of the
language. :

The analogy suggssted by Schumann i1z undoubtedly an interesting obgorvation.
As he himself suggests, longitudinal studies of second language aequigition should be
encouraged to test the pidginization-creolization hypothesis whose corroboration might
enable valuabloe insights into the second langoage learning process.

In “The significanee of learner’s errors”™ 8. P. Corder relates the fundamentals of
first snd second language acquisition processes. He departs from the general hypothesis
that the human heing ia born with an innate capacity for language which, when exposoed
to actual linguistic datae, 1s triggered off thus cnabling the child tho acquisition of a par-
ticular language. It is Corder’s contention that in the casc of second language learner -
the inborn predisposition for language still operates and in fact is fundamentally the same,
Although Corder by no means states that the two processes are oxactly the samas, 1t can
be easily mnferred from his argument thai the number of similaritics decisively outweighs
the number of diserepancics. Sinee Corder believes that at least somo of tho strategies
omiployed by the first language learner are substantislly the same as those adopifed by
the learner of a second language, one of the consequences of this standpoint is that the
second language is acquired through a sequence of hypothesos-forming and hypothoscs-
testing strategy. It follows that errors in second language learning are not instances of
deviant behaviour to be corrected but regular and systernatie oecurrencos which indicate
the student’s advancement with respect to the interim systems along which he 18 likely
to proceed.

Corder differeniiates between errors and misinkes. The former are similar to thoso
of & child aequiring the first language. They are systematic and thus give cvidenec to
the teacher of how far in the learning proeess the student has advanced. Mistakes are
mor: cphemeral. They are the frequent slips of the tonguce and performance failures due to
all kinds of exolingnistic lactors.

Within the mearginel issues Corder’s distinetion between intake and énput as referring
to the langnage proeessing Is worth mentioning, This distinetion is of great significance.
It dircetly points to the student’s individual language mechanism ag shaped by many

14*
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physiological and psychological properties (determines #niake), and the form of the sylia-
bus or linguistic data available (determines 4nput). Tho farther investigation of the
student’s intake should aim at describing his built-in syllabus which, if it really cxists,
ig likely to be very difforent from the syllabus gencrated by the instructor.

Developing his argument about error analysis Corder implicitly depreciates tho rel-
evance of imitation in the second language learning process, and oxplieitly questions
the validity of imitated utterances ag marking the student’s advancement in the target
language.

In the reviewer’s opinion CUorder’s discussion does not put sufficient emphasis on
the characteristics that are cndemic to individual components of language, It 18 the
roviewer’s bolief (supported by somo redearch, e, g. studies on speoch perception) that
in first and second language acquisition comparisons each of the eomponoeunts of language
as well as selected agpects of languags use (6. g. sociolinguistic rules) should bo investigat-
od separately. It applies to stratogios employed by the learner, language processing and
perception, and learning conceived of in a very general sense. Only after detailed com-
parisons of partieular components have boen attomptod should generalizations be for-
mulated.

In hiz second articlo ‘“Idicsyncratio dialects and crror analysis” Cordor develops
his theory introducing the notion of {diosyncratic dialest as distinguished from both
idiolect and socinl dialect, Idiosyncratic dialect, while in faet baing a more general term,
with respect to foroign language learning is definod by Corder as the intorim target lan-
guago system that tho studont has at his disposal at tho vavious stages of the learning
process,

Idiosyneratic dialects have grammars of their own whose rules come from two
sources:

1. the sot of rules dofining the grammar of the target social dialect to which the
idiosyneratic dialeets are appro<imations

2. the individual, i.e., some of tho rules that account for a given idiosyneratic dialect
arc poculiar to an individual.

Idiosyneratic dislects are ephemeral, unstable, and therefore difficult to desecibe.
The grammar chunges all the time sinee the loarnor, in order to comrnunicate easier,
keeps bringing his linguistic bechavior into line with convensgions of some social group.

In this system errors do not enter the framework suggested by Corder’s carhor
theory or those of other researchers. Sinco all sontoncer of the idicsyneratic dialeet are
grammatical in terms of the learner’s languago, orrors can be viewed only as rosults of
performance failures (i.e., mistgkes in Corder’s “Tho significance of loarnec’s errors™).
It is emphagized by Corder that the notion of idiosyneratic dialeet as applied to second
languago tenching will be fully approciated and made principled uge of only after it 18
understeod how and why the various constructs within idiosyneratic dialects ocour.

Corder’s modul ig highly theorstical. It’s evaluation would ba spoealative sinee no
existing empirieal evidence proves or disproves tho posited relationships. Again, only
longitudinal studies ean start answoring some of the quostions raised by Corder and
othors. :

The topis of transitional systems is taken up again by Larry Selinker in “Interlan-
guage’’. The general orientation of the article is psychology and second language loarning.
Learning is clearly kept apuart from teaching which is not of intorest to Solinker in the
present discussion.

Within the learning perspoctivo Selinkar posits tho existonce of a latent psycholog-
tcal structure which gots activated when a human being attempts to study a second
language. Thus, Selinker’s assumption is that those students of a foreign language who
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managod to achieve native-spoaker-like competence have been fully gucoessful in reactiv-
ating their brain-located latent psychological structure. :

Selinkor dofines tnterlangusge as & ‘“‘soparato (from the native gpeaker’s) linguiatic
gystemn based on the observable output which results from & learner’s attempted produe-
tion of & TL norm” (117).

Interlanguage as viewed by Selinker is found to be ¢loso to Corder’s idiosyncratic
dialect, with, however, different theoretical and pedagogical implicadions. It is assumed by
Selinker that the theory of second langusge learning should be basically concerned with
the linguistic roalizations as peculiar to interlanguage, as well as the knowledge under-
lying interlingual behavior,

The five major pracesses which ars found by Selinker to be central to second lan-
guage learning are:

1. language transfer

2. transfer-of-training

3. learning stratogies

4. communioation strategies

5. overgeneralization

The final issue taken up by Selinkoer i that of fossilization. The five processes men-
tioned above are said to bring about the existence of fossilizable forms which are those
that, in spite of extonsive oxposure to native dats and long instruction, remain deviant
or erroneous in terms of native competence. The regular reemergence of these items
is frequent in particular whon the speaker’s attention is suddenly diverted to another
topie, under the influence of excitement, when very rolaxed, ete. Tt is hoped by Selinker
that moticulous investigation of the fossilization phenomenon will markedly contribute
to & botter understanding of the sacond language learning procoss.

The questions Selinkor raises toward the end of the article offor preliminary insights
into the complex rclationships between fossilizable itoms, NL (native language), 1L
{interlanguage) and TL {target language), unambiguous identification of particular pro-
cosses and the postulated latont psychological structure.

The final srticle “The dovelopment of wh-quostions in first and second language
learners”’, by R. Ravem, is an example of tha longitudinal studies recommended in the
foregoing paragraphs of this revicw, Ravem compares hid experimental data obtained
from two Norwegian children acguiring English as & second language with those calleet -
ed by R. Brown (1968). The results of Ravem's study indicate that tho sbmmilarities
{only as for wh-questions) botween the two proeosses in question are striking but not
entirely up to onc's expectations.

It must bs stressed again that only this kind of observational studies are likoly to
answer the many questions raised by Corder, Richards, Selinker and others.

To conclude thia reviow, it should be noted that New frontiere in second language
learning adequatoly reflect, with its genoral orientation, the eurrent trend of rolating
the process of second language learning to that of first langaage acquigition, Not theore-
tical linguistic models but detailed analyses of first langnago acquisition (to the descrip-
tion of which linguistics is obviously indispensablo) seem to be a better referenco for
scecond language learning rescarchers. It is too early to ovaluate this development, but
no doubt exaggeration in the form of a bias toward one or the other area may prove to be
harmful.

Mast of the roviewed arbicles aro raprints (somme of which have bsen revised) from

various periodicals. Excoptions are articles by Nancy Stcnson, Marina K. Burt and
Carol Kiparsky, and John H. Schumann which ‘appoar in the prosent volumse for the
first time.
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A grammar of suberdinale structures in Englhish, By Eldon G. Lytle. Pp. 139, The
Hapguc: Mouton, 1974.
Reviewed by Anns Morel-Melerowicz, Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

The author’s rosearch m syntax, conducted in 1968 - 69, resulted in the elshora-
tion of the junction theory of language. The hook is a monograph to which a mors detailed
sequel is apparently being prepared.

The theory itself sounds interesting since i1t offers a noat gencralization of base
rules for the genecration of suberdinate structures in English. The author implics that
the rule gystoem of the junetion theory may be of universal nature,

The beok has been organized in 8 chaptors and 2 appondices. It contains an index
and bibliography.

In chapter 1 tho author discusses the thecretical background for the grammatical
model he 18 going to advoecats in his study. From fig. 1. 2 we can see that the author
disposes of transformational component in the base. Constituents arc subordinated by
means of the phrase stracture rule NP — NP 8, properly revised and generalized, Other
transformational functions will be supplanted by lexical operations. Altheugh Jexical
rules have not been discussed in detail, an illusfrative set of them is given in Appendix 1.

The thecretical exposgition i clarificd with two schemes, The relation of the gram-
matical eomponents to the four levels of symbolic representation 18 diseussed on the
background of linguistic thought of Humboldt, Whorf, and Chomsky.

In chaptor 2 threc basic operations combining sememes into meaningful cxpres-
sion — on the 11 Level of representation — arc postulated. Of these, adjunction is generat-
ed by the rules 8 — NP PAF and PdP —» VP NP. Adjunection designates the relationship
between subjects and predicates, and betwoeen predicators and objects. 1t can be genera-
lired a8 X - Y Z. Conjunction, then, will be formulated as X — X and XJ.

Ag far as subjunction is concerned, the author proves that the rclative elause rule
NP — NP H, which practically adjoins z relative ¢lause to an antecedent NP, should be
reinterpreted as ‘NP subjoin NP of 8’ with the notation NP/NDP 5. Generalizing the
subjunction operation as X/X 8 we are able fo predict different types of subordinatse
clauscs existing m English and probably in many human languages, Specifie subordinato
sbructures of Enghish are diseussed in chapters 4 and 5.

Before discussing the English instances of homogencous and heterogencous subjune-
tion the author quotes the approach of G. Lakoff (1965) and Jaeobs and Rousenbaum
(1968) towards restrictive vs. non-restrictive relative glauses, They derive non-restrictive
clausca transformationally from eonjoined sentrmees, with appositive clauses function-
ing as intermediato stops in the derivation, The author of the book, howevor, assunes.
ons underlying ‘structure for all subjoined relative elauses (fig. 2.5), the general assump-
tion being that “language-specific rules of grammar interpret and reflect syntacto-se-

Reviews 215

rantic deep strueturcs, yielding a lexical representation, but do not disturl? or altor
structural relationships, which we take to be an essential ingredient of meaning”’ (42).
In other words, relative clauscs having the samo phrasc structuro iay differ in
certain values deriving from the lexico-referential relationships responsible for the restrie-
tive-nonrestrictive dichotomy. This status of reference, definable in torms of ¢, ¢', and U,
is reflected by modifiers, not determined by them. o _
In chapter 3 the author puts forward more arguments against de.rwlng nan-rt:‘:a.trlc-
tives from conjoined sontences. As the discovery procedure for conjoined vs, subjoined
structures she author postulates the Interrogative-Shift Test (IST}), i.e., the test on the
distribution of the interrogative envelope (snvelope featurcs are diseussed at length on
pages 33 - 34). Conjoined sentencos share in the modality of the cnmpm_mded structure,
whereas subjained sentences remain declarative regardless of the modality of the super-

ordinate gentence. : +
In chaptor 4 the suthor discusses particular instances of the homogeneous subjue-

tion X/X §;

NP/NP B,

PAP/PdP & — ‘x doos what y does’,

VP/VP 8 — ‘I did to x what you did to ¥,

AdjP/AGP 8 — ‘x 18 hike ¥,

AdvP/AdvP B,

. QP/QP 8 — comparative structures.
Readers should refer 10 Appendix II for a detailed inventory of subjunetion rules wilt-h
English examples and phrase markers. Homogensous struetures, thon, involve cugst;t‘
uents functioning in the same lexical category in both the super- and subordinate
SETLLCNCCS. _ ‘

Analogieally, heterogeneous subjunction, dealt with in cha.p_tﬂr 5, will be exempliified
by structures whose constituents belong to difforent catogories. The rule X - Y Z
accounts for the following specializations: NP/S 8, AdvP/8 8, AdiP/S 8, QP/S, 8§ and
for the sentences in which the dependency status of the participating clauses is reversed;
S/NP 8, S/AdvP 8, 8/Ad;P 8, 83/QP 3. In the following sections of this chapter the a.uﬂ_mr
guggests that VP and PAP may also participate as the Y olement of the formula, with
the categories NP, AdjP, and AdvP as valucs for X, |

Chapters 4 and 5 are of congiderable descriptive and argumentative value. II'!. chapter
6 sccondary predieators such as preposicions, adjectives and adverbs are described and
necessary notational adjustments of the subjunction rulc are introduced. .

Chapter 7 discusses the general structure of reference. In chapter 8 the evaluation
of the proposal is summed up and its applications are discussed.

Reading tho book wo may well agree with the author that he has captured sorme
intoresting linguistic goncralizations. 1t secms regrettable, however, that E‘:i T.vnrk subrmit-
ted for print in 1971 should reach the reador in 1974, The clarity of oxposition and argu-
mentation makes the book ascessible to students of linguisiics and makes it interesting

for an advanced lingust.
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