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1 Introduction

Any discussion of the relauonship between language and society, or of the
various functions of language in society, should begin with some attempr to
define each of these terms. Let us say that a sociefy is any group of people who
are drawn together for a certain purpose or purposes. By such a definition
‘sociery’ hecomes a very comprehensive concept, but we will soon see how
useful such a comprehensive view is because of the very different kinds of
societies we must consider in the course of the discussions thar follow. We may
arternpt an equally comprehensive definition of language: a language is what
the members of a particular society speak. However, as we will see, speech in
almost any society can take many very different forms, and just what forms we
should choose to discuss when we attempr to describe the language of a society
may prove te be a contentious matter. Sometimes toe a soclety may be
plurilingual; that is, many speakers may use more than one language, however
we define language. We should also note that our definitions of language and
soclety are not independent: the definicion of language includes in 1t a reference
to soctery. 1 will return to this marter from time to time.

Our Knowledge of Language

When two or more people communicate with each other in speech, we can call
the system of communication that they employ a code. In most cases that code
will be somerhing we may also want to call a language. We should also note
that two speakers who are bilingual, that 1s, who have access to two codes, and
who for one reason or another shift back and forth between the two languages
as they converse, either by code-switching or code-mixing (see chaprer 4}, are
actually using a third code, one which draws on those two languages. The
system {or the grammar, to use a well-known technical term) is something thac
each speaker ‘knows’, but two very important questions for linguists are just
what that ‘knowledge’ is knowledge of and how it may best be characterized.
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In pracrice, linguists do not find it at all casy 1o write grammars because the
knowledge that people have of the languages that they speak is extremely hard
to describe. It is certainly something different from, and is much more
considerable than, the kinds of knowledge that we see described in most of the
grammars we find on library shelves, no matter how good those grammars
may be. Anyone who knows a language knows much more about thar
language than is contained in any grammar book that attempts to describe the
language. What is also interesting is that the knowledge is both something that
every individual who speaks the language possesses (since we must assume thar
cach individual knows the grammar of his or her language by the simple reason
that he or she readily uses that language! and also seme kind of shared
knowledge, that is, knowledge possessed by all those who speak the language.
It is also possible to talk about ‘dead’ languages, e.g., Latin or Sanskrit.
However, in such cases we should note that it 15 the speakers who are dead, not
the languages themselves, for these may still exist, at least in part, We may even
be tempted to claim an existence for English, French, or Swahili independent of
the existence of those who speak those languages.

Today, most linguists agree that the knowledge thar speakers have of the
language or languages they speak is knowledge of something quite abstract, It
is a knowledge of rules and principles and of the ways of saying and doing
things with sounds, words, and sentences, rather than just knowledge of
specific sounds, words, and sentences, It 1s knowing what is i the language
and what is not; it is knowing the possibilities the language offers and what is
impossible. This knowledge explains how it is we can understand sentences we
have not heard before and reject others as being wngrammatical, in the sense of
not being possible in the language. Communication ameng people wha speak
the same language is possible because they share such knowledge, although
how it 1s shared — or even how it is acquired — is not well understood.
Certainly, psychological and social factors are important and possibly genetic
ones toa. Language is however a communal possession, although admittedly
an abstract one. Individuals have access to it and constantly show that they do
so by using it properly. As we will see, a wide range of skills and activities is
subsumed under this concept of “‘proper use’.

Confronted with the task of trying to describe the grammar of a language
like English, many linguists follow the approach which is associared wich
Noam Chorsky, undoubtediy the most influential figure in late twentieth
century linguistic theorizing. Chomsky has argued on many occasions that, in
order to make meaningful discoveries about language, {inguists must try 1o
distinguish between what is important and whar is urmmportant about
language and lingnistic behavior, The important matters, sometimes referred
to as lamguage universals, concern the learnability of all languages. rhe
characteristics they share, and the rules and principles that speakers apparently
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follow 1n constructing and interpreting sentences; the less imporrant matters
have to do with how individual speakers use specific urterances in a variety of
ways as they find themselves in this situation or thart.

Chomsky has distinguished berween whar he has cailed competesnce and
performance. He claims thar it is the hngust’s task o characterize what
speakers know about their language, i.e., their competence, not whar they do
with their language, 1.¢., their performance. The best-known characrerization
of this distinction comes from Chemsky himself (1965, pp. 3—4) in words
which have been extensively quoted:

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in
a completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows [ts language
perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant condirions as
memaory limitations, distracrions, shifts of attention and interest, and
errors {random or characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the
language in actual performance. This seems to me to have been the
position of the tounders of modern general linguistics, and no cogent
reason for modifying ir has been offered. To study acrual linguistic
performance, we must consider the interaction of a variety of factors, of
which the underlyving competence of the speaker—hearer is only one. In
this respect, study of language 1s no different from empirical investigation
of ether complex phenomena.

From time to time we will recurn to this distinction berween competence and
performance. However, the kind of competence we must explain involves
much more than Chomsky wishes to include, and indeed includes much that
Chomsky subsumes under what he calls performance. Knowing a language
also means knowing how to use that language.

Discussion

L. Hymes (1964h, p. [8) presents the following two instances of behavior
which the participants, speakers of Ojibwa, an American Indian language,
deseribe as langnage behavior:

An intormans told me that many years before he was sitting in a tent one
afternoon during a storm, together with an old man and his wife. There
was one clap of thunder afrer another. Suddenly the old man turned to his
wife and asked, ‘Did you hear what was said?* ‘No,” she replied, ‘I didn’t
catch it.” My informant, an acculturated Indian, told me he did not at first
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know what the old man and his wife referred o, It was, of course, the
thunder, The old man thoughr that one of the Thunder Birds had said
something to him. He was reacting to this sound in the same way as he
would respond to a human being, whose words he did not understand.
The casualness of the remark and cven the trivial character of the
anecdote demonstrate the psychological depch of the “social relarions’
with other-than-human beings that becomes explicit in the behavior of
the Opbwa as 4 consequence of the cognitive ‘ser’ induced by their
culrnre,

A white trader, digging in his potato patch, unearthea a large stone
sirlar to the ene st reterred to, Hesenr for [ohn Duck, an fodian whio
was the leader of the wibano, a contemporary ceremony thar is held in a
strisctiure something like thar used for the Midewiwin (3 magor ceremony
dunng which stones occasionally had snimare prapérties such as moye
ment and opening of a mouth). The trader called his artention to the
stone, saying that it must belong to his pavilion, John Duck did not seem
pleased ar this. He bent down and spake to the boulder in a low volce,
inquiring whether it had ever been in his pavilion, According to John the
stone replied in the negarive

it 1s obvious that John Duck spontaneously structured the situation in
tees thar are intelligible within the context of Opbwa language and
culeure . oo Fregree that my ficld notes santaim na informaren aboue the
use of direcr verbal address in the other cases mentioned (movement of
stong, apenmg of o mouth), Buroc may well bave taken place: In the
anecdite describing John Duck’s behavior, however, his use of speecl as
A made of communication raises the animare statis of the boulder 1o the
level of spaal mreracnon common to human berngs. Stmply as a marte

nt pbservamon we can say chat the sone was teeated e 575 it Wire

‘persan’, not o ‘thing’, withoot iterrne that alsjects of this cliss are, fo

the Opibwa, necossarily canceptaalized as persos,

Hymes argues that ‘in general, no phenomenon can be defined in advance as
never to be counted as constituting a message.” How does this observation
apply to the above examples? Can you think of possible examples drawn
from your own experience? Note that a basic assumprion here is thar
‘nessapes’, whatever they are; requoee a ‘fanguape”. Should every Tangunge'
in which vou can send ‘messages’ be of equal interéat to us as suciolimguss,
et the “language’ ar Aowers, semaghire sipmaling, dress codes, and road
signs? If not, what principles should guide us in an artempr to constrain our
interests? And how do you view the ‘languages’ of logic, mathemarics, and
compurers?
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2. What obstacles do you see in an awtempt to define English as a language
when veu consider that such a definition mnust cover all of the following (and
much more}): both Cockney and Jamaican English; the speech of rwo-vear-
olds; fast colloguial speech; the language of formal written decuments such
as real estare transfers; formulaic expressions such as How do you do? and
It yrever rains but it pours; completely novel sentences, i.e., sentences you
have nor heard or seen before (e.g., just abour any sentence in this book);
and siips of the tongue, e.g., gueer dean for dear Queent What kind of
abilities must you yourself have in order even to consider artempting such a
task?

The Problem of Variation

The cempetence-performance distinction just mentioned 1s one that holds
neriguing possibilities for work in lingmiseics, but it is one that has also proved
to be quite troublesome, particularly when much of the variety we experience
within language is labeled “performance” and then pui to one side by those who
consider ‘competence” to be the anly valid concern of linguises. The language
we use i evervday living is remaricably varied. In fact, to many inv estigators it
appears that 0 1s chat very variety which throws up serious obstacles o all
attempts to demonstrate thar cach language is ar its core, as it were, a
homogeneous enuty, and thar 1t 1s possible to wroire o complete grammar for a
language which makes use of categorical rules, i.c., rules which specifv exactly
what is — and therefore what is not — possible in the language. Everywhere we
tur we seem to find at least @ new wrinkle or a small inconsistency with
regard to any rule we might wish to propose. When we look closely at any
language, we will discover nme and time again that there is considerable
mreernal variation, and that speakers make constant use of the many different
possibitities offered to them. No one speaks the same way all che time, and
people constantly exploir the nuances of the langnages they speak [or a wide
varlety of purposes. The consequence is a kind of paradox: while many
linguists would like to view any language as a homogeneous entity and each
speaker of thar language as controlling only a single stvle, so that they can
make the strongest possible theoretical generalizations, in actual fact thar
language will exhibit considerable internal vartation, and single-style speakers
will ner be found (or, if found, will appear to be extremely ‘abnormal’ in that
respect, 1f in no other!).

A recogmtion of variation implies that we must recognize that a language is
not just soime kind of abstract object of seudy. It is also something that people
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s i an we really ser aside, arany pome m our study of language, this facr of
use? It ds not surprising therefore thar a FECUTHIE 4S51T [N linguistics in rECEnt
years s been the passible value of 2 lingustics thar deliberately separares
itselt from any concern with the use, and the users. of lamauage, Following
Chomsky’s example, many linguists hiave argued thar vou shoold noe study o
langusge in vse, ar even how the language is learned, without fipse .|L'L[u||-1'ng..1n
vleguare knowledge of what language itself is. Iy this view, linemsnc
mvesniganons should focus on develaping thas latrer knowledee, The I|r|;_=,u|ﬁr'~,
task should be e write grammars thas will help s develap ahe 1||ad|.'r.-,'t.|ud||‘.|L.'
of Fanguage: what it is, how it is learniable; and whar ic rells us about l'|n:.
buman mind. Survevs of language use have linde o offer us i such view.
Many seaolinguists have disagreed, arguing that an aeocial hngoistics i
sedrgely worthwhile, Hudson (1430, o 19 Ray argoed char such 1r| asuil
VIEwW st lead 1o a hingwsties which s essentiallv icorplere, An alternarive
view s thar meamingful msights ineo lanpuage can be gained only if such
marters: as use and vananon are included a5 parr of the :.|.'ll':| which must e
explamed i an adequare linguistic theory; m adequate theary of lanpuage
must have something ra sav about the usee o langunge. This is the view 1 will
adapt here.

As we will sée, there is consederable variation m the speech ol any ane
individeal, burchere are also definite bounds to that varianon: noindividual is
free to do qust exactly what he or she pleases so far as language 1 canverned,
You camnot pronounce words any way you please, inflect or not inflect woirels
sich a8 nouns and verbs arbitrarily, or make drastic alterations i word arder
thsentences as the mood sures you 1F you do anv ar al] of thes thines, the
results will be unacceprable; even gibherish, The variation Ve are |1:-rl:_|:|m'.|
has limits: whar s surpeising, as we will See, s that these limirs-. can e
described with considerable aceuracy, and that thet also apparently apply to
geoups of speakers; ot just to individuals, Thart is, there are Lu-;m]-ul BT S S0
Far as wapiation s concerned, I

Mareover, midividyals have knowledge of the various limits (or norms) and
that krowledge 05 both ven precise dnd ur the same time almest u_-;nlm-fl.-
unconscious. It s also difficult o explain how individual speakers acquire a
knowledpe of these norms of lingustic behavior. for they appear to e mrch
maore suhtle than the norms that apply to such mateers as sicial behavior, dress
amd table nmanners, This s another wssue o which we will FerirT freom r;mc 10
fie. As we will see, the task will be one of trving 1o specify the noens of
|||u_.',1mr||..|~r||.n1|-r that exist i particalar geoups and then trving for necoun
tor midividnal beh: I

vioe an terms of these noems. This task (s particularly
nteresning because most people have 1o consdons awareness thiat we can
aceount for much of thar linguistc behavior in this way.

Inbveedtiction !

Discussion

1. 1have said thar languages contain a great deal of variety. What evidence
can you cite to show some of the variery? Consider, for example, how many
different ways you can ask semeone to open a window or seek permission to
open the window voursclf because the room you are in 15 too warm. How
many ways can you prenounce variants of and, have, do, of, and for? When
might Did you eat yer? sound like Jeezer? What did you do with the words
and sounds? Do you speak the same way to a younger sibling at home over
the breakfast rable as vou would to a distnguished public figure you meet at
a ceremonial dinner? If vou do not, and it is almost cerrain that you do not,
what are rhe differences 1n the linguistic choices you make? Why do vou
make them?

2. An individual can use language in a variety of ways and for many
different purposes. What might cause a speaker to say each of the following?
When would each be quite mappropriate?

a. Do vou think it's cold in here?

b, The airporr, as fast as you can,

c.  ldo.

d. Tleave my house ro my son George.

e. Do vou love me?

f.  How strange!

g. Can we have some silence at the back?
h,  Whar a beaunful dress!

. Cheers!

i Wil vou marry me?

k. Do vou come here often?

1. Keep to the nghe, please. i

m.  Damn!
n.  You don’t love me anymore.

Do vou know of any grammar book that tells you when to use (or not to use)
cach of the above? Would you describe your knowledge of when to use {or
not te use) each as a matter of competence or of performance? {In thinking
about this you might consult just about any discussion of Chomsky’s work
on linguistic theory.)

2 : « : o

3. Do you always agree with people vou know about the *correct’ choice to
make of certain linguistic forms? What do vou, and they, regard as the
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correct completions of the tag questions found in the following examples?
(The hrst 1s dene for you.)

n, He's ready, isn't he?
b Thave a penny in my purse 7

=

o I 'may see you next week,

i

o

d. I'm going righr now,

v. Thegirlsawnoone, — ;
[, No one goes there anymore, /
g Everyone hawes one another here, = :
l. Few people know that, - = -
i.  The baby cried,__ == _—— = = = ¢
[ Either John or Mary did it, = 3
l: Each of us is going o go, __ — — SN2

Whar kinds of difficulties did you find in complenng this task? What kinds
of agreements and disagreements do vou find when you compare your
responses to those of others? What do the ‘standard’ grammars have co say
about ‘correctness’ here? How would you advise an adult learning English as
a foreign language concerning this parricular problem?

4. Describe some aspects of your own speech which show how thar speech
varies from certain other people known ro you. Do you pronounce words
differently, use different word forms, choose different words, or usc
different grammatical structures? 1f you assume that others make exactly the
same choices as you, how would you describe this group of individuals?
How would you describe those who make other choices?

5. Hudson {1980, p. 14) says that one may be impressed by the amount of
agreement that is often found among speakers. This agreement goes well
beyond what is needed for efficient communication, He particularly points
out the conformity we exhibit in using such forms as went for the past tense
of go, men as the plural of man, and best as the superlative of good. This
rregular morphology has no communicative value; all it shows is our
conformity to rules established by others. How conformist do you consider
vourself to be so far as language is concerned? What ‘rules’ do vou obey ¥
When do you ‘flour the rules’, if vou ever do? ' —

The Scientific Investigation of Language

The scientitic study of language, its uses, and the linguistic norms thar people
observe poses a number of problems. Such a study must go a long way beyond
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merely devising schemes for classifying the various bits and pieces of linguisue
data you might happen (o observe, Thar would be a rather unminreresting
activity, 2 kind of butrerfly collecting. A more prefound kind of theorizing is
called for: some arcempt te arrive ar an understanding of the gencral principles
of organization that surcly must exist in both language and the uses ol
language. [t 1s just such an artempt that led Saussure (1959) to distinguish
between langue (group knowledyge of language) and purole {individual usc of
language); Bloomficld {1933) to stress the importance of confrastive distribu-
tion (since pm and bin are different words in English, /p/ and /b/ must be
contrastive unirts in the structure of English); Pike (1967) to distinguish
between esmic and etic fearures in language (/p/ and /b are contrasnve,
therefore emuc, units, but the two pronunciations of p in paz and spin aze not
contrastive, therefore ezic); and Sapir {1921} and, much later, Chomsky (1965}
to stress the distincrion berween the ‘surface’ characteristics of urterances and
the “deep’ realitics of linguistic form behind these surface characteristics. A
major current linguistic concern is with matrers such as language universals
(Le., the essential properties and various typologies of languages — see Cook,
1988, Comrie, 1989, and Greenberg, 1963, 1966), with the factors that make
languages learnable by humans {but not by non-humans), and with the
conditions that govern such marters as linguistic change.

There is not just one way to do lingwistics, although it s true to say that
some linguists occasionally behave as though their way is the only way. Tt is
actually quite possible for rwo linguists o adopr almost ennvely different
approaches to both language and linguistic theorizing in their work while still
doing something that many consider o be genume linguistics. Perhaps
newhere can such differences ot approach be betrer observed than in atcempts
to study the relationship of language to society. Such atrempts cover a very
wide range of issues and reveal the diversity of appreaches: different theories
abour what language is; ditterent views of whar constitute the data that are
relevant to a specific issue; different formulations of rescarch problems;
different conceprions of what are ‘good’ answers in terms of starisrical
evidence, the “significance” or ‘interest’ of certain tindings, and the generaliza-
biliey of conclustons; and different interpretations of both the theorerical and
‘real-world® consequences of particular pieces of rescarch, i.e., whart they rell us
about the nature of language or indicare we nught do to change or improve the
human condiuen,

What we will see then, rime afrer time, is a socichinguistics withour a single
unifying theme — excepr that it 1s about the relationship of language to society
— and withour a single unifving appreach. Thar view should not necessarily
disturb s, if for no other reason than thar the “parent’ disciplines, inguistics
and sociology, mav not be much better off w this respect: interna! controversy
rather than widespread agreemens seems to be the nerm in both, Morcover,
there s little reason to suppose that work done with a single theme and
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choices of words, and even rules for conversing are determined by certain
spcial requirements. We will alse find that "power” 15 a pseful coneept thar will
lvelp explain much linguistc behavior. Power, as both something ro achieve
and something to resist, exerts considerable influence on the language chaices
thar many people make.

A second possible relationship is directly opposed o the hirse: linguistic
structure and/or behavior may either influence or derermine social structure,
This is the view that is behind the Whorfian hypothesis {see chapter 9), the
claims of Bernscein (see chapter 14), and many of those who argue that
languges rather than spenkers of these languages can be “sexist” (see chuapter
131, A third possible relanonship s thar the nfluence is bi-directional;
langiage and socery may influence each nrher: One variane of this approach 4
that this influence is dialectical in naraee, 4 Marxian view puc forward by
Dittmar (1976), who argues (p. 238) that ‘speech behaviour and social
behaviour are in a stare of constant interaction’ and that ‘material living
conditions” are an important facror in the relationship.

A tanreh possibility (s to assume that there is no relanonship at all berween
st structure and social strucrure and that each is independent af the
athers A varane of this possibiliey would be to say that, although there migh
be some such relationship, present attempts to characterize it are essentially
premature, mven what we know pbour both language and sociery. Actoally,
this varmnt view appears to be the one that Chomsky himself holds: he preters
to develop an asocial lingwistes as a prelininary o gny other kind of
linguistics, such an asocial approach being. in his wiew, logically prior.

We must therefure he prepated to look into various aspects of the possible
celationships between language and sociery, 1t will be quire abvious from domg
wy that correlational stodies must form o signiticant pare of soaolinguisoe
work, Gumperz (1971, po 223) has ohserved thay cocolinguistics is an atrempe
wr find coreelanions berween social structure and linguistic structure and to
ahserve any changes thar sccur. Socul structure jself may be measired by
reterence to such factors as soclal class and educarional hackground; we can
then attempe o relare verbul behavior and performance to these factors
Huwever, s Gumperz and orhers have been quick to indicare, stich correla-
nonal studies do not exhause sociolmguiste mvesagation, nor do they always
prove to be as enlightening as one had hoped. 1115 a well-known fact that a
correlation shows anty o relationship berween rwo varables: ivdoes not show
altimate causanon. To fmd thar X and Y are relared is not necessarily to
discover that X causes Y {or Y causes X), for it is also quite possible that some

third factor, 2, may conse both X and Y (or cven that some ke more subrle
comnlsinatian of factars is involved), We will therefore have ta be véry muchon
our guard when we attempt to draw conclusions from any such relationships

that we chserve: they may not be causal,
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chowces of words, and cven rules for conversing are determined by certain
social requirements. We will alse find that ‘power” is a useful concepr that will
help explain much linguistic behavior. Power, as both something to achieve
and something to resist, exerts considerable influence on the language choices
that many people make.

A second possible relantonship 15 dircetly opposed to the firse: linguistic
structure andior behavior may either influence or determine social structure.
[his 1s the view that 35 behind the Whorfian hvporhesis {see chapter 9), the
claims of Bernstein {see chapter 14}, and many of those who argue thar
languges rather than speakers of these languages can be “sexist’ (sce chapter
13). A third possible relanonship s thar the mnfluence is bi-directional:
language and society may influence each other. One variant of this approach is
thar this influence is dialectical in nature, & Marxian view put forward by
Ditemar (J976), who argues (p. 238) thar ‘speech behaviour and social
behaviour are in a state of constant interaction’ and that ‘material living
conditions’ are an important facror in the relationship.

A fourth possibility is to assume that there is no relationship at all berween
linguistic structure and social strucrure and that each is independent of the
other, A variant of this possibility would be ro say thar, although there mighr
be some such relationship, present actempts to characterize it are essentially
premature, given what we know about bath language and society. Actually,
this varant view appears to be the one thar Chomsky himself holds: he prefers
to develop an asocial linguistics as a preliminary to any other kind of
linguistics, such an asocial approach being, in his view, logically prior.

We must therefore be prepared to look into various aspects of the possible
relarionships between language and society. [t will be quite obvious from doing
so thar cerrelational studies must form a significant part of sociolinguistic
work. Gumperz {1971, p. 2237 has observed that sociolinguisrics is an artempr
o find corrclations between social structure and linguistic structure and to
cbserve any changes that occur. Social strucrure itself may be measured by
reterence to such factors as social class and educational background; we can
then attempt to relate verbal behavior and performance to these factars.
However, as Gumperz and others have been quick to indicate, such correla-
conal studies do not exhaust sociolinguistic investigation, nor do they always
prove e be as enlightening as one had hoped, Iris a well-known fact thar a
correlation shows only a relationship berween two variables; it does not show
ultimate causation. To find thar X and Y are related is not necessartly to
discover that X causes Y for Y causes X3, for it1s also quite possible that some
third factor, Z, may cause both X and Y {or even that some far more subtle
combination of factors 15 involved), We will therefore have to be very much on
our guard when we attempt to draw conclusions from any such relationships

thar we observe: thev mav not be causal,
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Jower social classes) speakers of ‘standard” languages (in relation to speakers

of ‘non-standard’ languages), and so on?

Sociolinguistics and the Sociology of Language

Some investigators have found it appropriate to try to introduce a distincrion
between sociolinguistics and the sociology of language. In this distinetion,
socialingustics is concerned with investigatny the relationships between
lammage amd sociery with [!l-::._glr.1|“|-|;-i|!;.; a berrer onderstanding af the
stencrire of bmguage and of how languages function in communication; the
aquavitlent goal in the sociolngy af language is mymy to discover T sl
structure can he better understood through the study of language, e.g.. how
certain linguistic features serve to characterize particular social arrangements.
Hudson (1980, pp. 4=5) has described the difference as follows: sccohn-

sinstics 15 “the stady of language in relation to sociery’, whereas the seociolim

sociolinguistics we study sociery in order to find out as much as we can about
what kind of thing language is, and in the sociology of language we reverse the
direction of our mrerest. The view I will take here is thar both sociolinguistics
and the sociology of language require a systematic study of language and
society if they are to be successtul. Moreover, a sociolinguistics thart deliberate-
lv refrains from drawing conclusions about socicty seems to be unnecessarily
restrictive, just as restrictive indeed as a sociology of language that deliberately
ignores discoveries abour language made in the course of sociological rescarch.
So while it is possible to do either kind of work o the exclusion of the other, 1
will be concerned with leoking at both kinds

Consequently, T will not arcempt to make the kinds of distinctions found in
Trudgill (1978). He tries to differentiate those studies that he considers to be
clearly sociolinguisne in-nature from chose thae clearly are nar, for, as he suvs,
swhile everybody would agree thar sociolinguistics bas something to do with
language and society, it s clearky also not comcerned with evervrhung thar eould
be considered “language and seoety.™” The problem, theretore, hies i the
drawing of the line hetween language and society and sociolinguistics.
Obyviously, different scholars draw the line in different places (p. 1)- Trudgil
argues that certain types of language studies are almost entirely sociological n
their objectives: they seem 1o fall outside even the sociology ol fanguage
Included in this category are echnomethodological studies (see chapter 10} and
work by such people as Bernstein (see chaprer 14). For Trudgill, such work 1s
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definitely not sociolinguistics, however defined, since it apparently has no
linguistic abjectives.

According to Trudgill, certain kinds of work combine insights from
saciology and hnguistics, Examples of such work are artempts ro deal wich the
structure of discourse and conversation {see chapter 12), speech acrs (see
chapter 12}, studies in the cthnography of speaking {see chapter 103, investiga-
tions of such matrers as kinship systems (see chaprer 99, studies in the sociclogy
of language, e.g., bilingualism, code-switching, and diglossia (see partcularly
chaprer 4), and certain *practical’ concerns such as various aspects of teaching
and language behavior in classrooms. While Trudgill considers all such topics
ro be genuinely sociolinguisac, he prefers, however, to use thar term in a rather
different and somewhar narrower sense. In another place (1983, pp. 32-3),
he says that such concerns are perhaps better subsumed under anthropological
linguistics, geelinguistics, the social psychology of language, and so on,

For Trudgill there is still another category of studies in which investigarors
show a concern for both linguistic and social marters. This category consists of
studies which have a linguistic intent. ‘Studies of this type are hased on
empirical work en language as it is spoken In Irs social context, and are
intended to answer questions and deal with ropics of cenrral mterest to
linguises' (1978, p. L1}, These studies are just another way ot doing hinguistics,
Included in this category are studies in variation theory and linguistic change
{see chaprers 6—8), and the seminal figure 1s Willlam Labov. According to
Trudgill, Labov has addressed himself to issues such as the relationship
berween language and social class, with his main objective not to learn more
abouat a particular society or 10 examine correlations between linguistic and
social phenamena, but to learn more abour language and to investigate topics
such as the imechanisms of linguistic change, the nature of linguistic variability,
and the strucrure of linguistic systems. Trudgill’s view is that “all work in this
category 1s aimed ultimately at improving lingustic theory and at developing
our understanding of the nature of language™ (1978, p. L1}, For him chis is
genuine sociolinguistics.

From what [ have just said and the references given to cerrain chaprers that
follow, it 15 obvious that my concerns will be far less narrowly focused than
those of Trudgill. While there may be differences between sociolinguistic
investigations and investigations into the sociology of language, | prefer to
adopt the position of Hudson (1980, p. 5) in the matcer:

The difference berween sociolinguistics and the sociology of language 1s
very much one of emphasis, according to whether the investigator is
maore 1nterested in langrage or sociery, and also according to whether he

THiroaiciion 1D

has more skill in analysing linguistic or social scructures, There is a very
large area of overlap between the two and it seems pointless to try to
divide the disciplines more clearly than at present.

Discussion

1. Ethnomethodology is the study of commonsense knowledge and prac-
tical reasoning, Ta convince yourself that you have such knowledge and do
employ such reascning, see what happens if you react ‘hterally’ when
someone next addresses vou with such formulaic expressions as How do you
do? or Have a nice day. For example, vou can respond What do vou mean,
‘How do I do?’ or How do you define ‘a nice day’ (Be careful!) You should
find that commonsense knowledge tells you not ro take everything you hear
lirerallv. So far as practical reasoning is concerned, collect examples of how
people actually do reach conclusions, give directions, and relate actions to
consequences or ‘causes’ te ‘effects’. Do they do this in any ‘scientific’
manner?

2. In various places (sec Biblrography and chaprer 14), Basil Bernstein, a
Brirish sociologist, has claimed that some children acquire only a rather
limited exposure to the full range of language use as a result of their
upbringing, and may consequently be penalized in school. What kinds of
evidence would you consider to be relevant to confirming {or disconfirming)
such a claim?

3. Cenversations are not simple matters. What can you say about cach of
the conversarions that follow? Do you see anything you mighr call *strucru-
ral” in some that you do not sce iy others? How, in pardcular, does the last
fail’?

a. A, Excusc me!
B. Yes.
A, Gorta match?
B. Sorry!
A. Thanks.
b, A. Gorta match?
B. Nope!
c. A, Excuse ine, gorta march?
B. Yes. (offer)
AL (silence)
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4. Labov (1970, p. 30) has described the ethnography of speaking as

follows:

There is a great deal to be done in deseribing and analyzing the patrerns
of use of languages and dialects within a specific culture: the forms of
speech events, the rules for appropriate sclection ot speakers; the
interrclations of speaker, addressee, audience, topic, channel and
setting; and the ways in which the speakers draw upon the resources of
thewr language to perform certoin functions.

$. Labov (1970, p. 30) has also described the sociology of language as

follows:

It deuls with large-scale social factors, and their mutual interaction with
languages and dialects. There are many open guestions, and many
practical problems associated with the decay and assimilation of
minority languages, the development of stable bilingualism, the
standardization of languages and the planning of language development
in newly emerging nations. The linguistic inpur for such studies is
primarily that a given person or group uses language X in a social
context or domain Y.

What are some of the "questions’ and ‘problems’ you see n your society,
either broadly or narrowly defined, that fall within such a sociology of
language?

6. Asa further instance of a topic thar might be covered in the sociology of
language, consider who speaks Enghsh in the world, where, and for what
purposes? You might also contrast what you can find our about the uses of
English with what you can find out about the uses of Latin, Swahili, French,
Haitian Creole, Basque, and Esperanto.

7. Studies of linguistic variation make use of the concept of the ‘linguistic
variable’. One simple lingunistic variable in English is the pronunciation of
the final sound in words like singing, running, fishing, and going {-ing or
-1’} in conrexts such as ‘He was singing in the rain’, ‘Running is fun’, ‘It’s
a fishing boat’, and *Are you going?” and on various occasions (e.g., in casual
conversation, in formal speech making, or in reading individual words our
aloud). What do you find? How might vou try to explain any differences you

find?

Introduction 17
Some Basic Methodological Concerns

The approach o sociolinguistics adopted in this text s thar 1t should
vivompass everyhing feom cansidering “whio speaks (or wirtes) what language
{or whar languape varere ) w0 whom and when and o what end” (Fishman,
19720 p. 46, that s the social discriburian of linpuistic irems, o considy i
b o parncular hngustic varnalble (see ghovel mrght relate to the formulacon
of a specific grammatical rule i a pacticular language or dialecr, and even to
the processes through which languages change. Whatever sociolinguistics is, 1t
must be oriented toward both data and theory: that is, any conclusions we
come to must be solidly based on evidence, but also must be motivaced by
questions that are posed in terms such that they can be answered in an
approved scientific way. Data collected for the sake of collecting data can have
lictle interest, since without some kind of focus — that 1s, without some kind of
nom-trivial motive for collection — they can tell us lirde or nothing. A ser ol
randam abserviations abour how a tew penple we happen u.:|-x-.-:n.'_ Lke
language cannot Jead us to any useful generalizaciuns abour behavior, either
hingnistic or socal. We cannor be contene with “bureertly collecting”, wo matter
how beantitul rthe specunens are!

[n like manner, questions phrased in ways that do not allow for some kind of
empirical testing have no more than a speculative intercst. Those who seck to
Investigare the passible relationships between language and society must have
a rwotald soncern: they must ask good quesoons, and they must find the rishe
kinds of data that bear vn those guestions. We will discover how wide .r.hn_-
variety of questions and data in sociolinguistics has been: corcelational scudies,
which attempt to relare two or more variahles (e ., certain ingmstc usages 1o
social class difterences); implicational studies, which suggest thar if X, then ¥
{e.g., if someone says tess for tests, does he or she also say bes' for best?);
miceohinguistic studies, which typacally focus on very speaific lingmstic irems
ur individual differences and uses and seek tor possibly wide-rfangnn npuiseie
andfor social implicanons (e, the dissmbution of smenny and ~.-f.;';::.-:'-:
macrolinguistic studies, which examine lirge amounes of languoge LLJ‘[-I bLh
draw: broad conclusions abiom group relationships (e, chowes made in
language planning ~ see chaprter 13); and still other studies, which try to arrive
at generalizations about certain universal characteristics of human communi-
cation, e.g., studies of conversational structure.

Since sociolinguistics is an empirical science, it must be founded on an
adequare data base. As we will see, thar data base is drawn from a wide variety
of sources. These include censuses, documents, surveys, and interviews Som'c
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data require the investigator to observe ‘naturally occurring’ linguistic events,
.., conversations; others require the use of various elicitation techmgues to
gan access to the data we require and different varieties of experimental
manipulation, e.g., the ‘marched-guise’ experiments referred o in chaprers 4
and 14, Some kinds of data require various statistical procedures, particularly
when we wish to make statements about the typical behavior of 4 group, e, o
soctal classy other kinds seem best treated through such devices as graphimg,
scaling, anid categorizing in non-statistical ways, as 10 dialect geography [see
chapter 6] ar the study of kinship systems (see chaper ).

A bona fide empirical science sets stringent demands so far as dara collecring
and analysis are concerned, demands invalving sampling technigues, errop
estimanon, and the confidence level, or the feee! oy symifivance with wiich
certain statcments can be made, particularly when arguments are bhased on
numbers, ¢z, averages, percentages, or proportiong. As we will see (chaprery
6—71, some soviolinguists have rried 1o meet these statstical demands when
they have been required, but on occasion mav have fallen short., Cansequently,
wi can e less confidence v cortiin ¢laims than we might otherwise have.
However, many of the conclusions we cin draw from sociolimgmsoe stadies
ate of 3 non-statistical natare and have no element of doubt atrached to them,
This is bevanse much of langnage use is categonigl (e, something 1s.or is not)
rather than statistical (e, something occurs either more or less. A FECUTTINE
cimeern, then, must be wich considering the certmnry wiath which we can deaw
any conclusions in sociolingnistics. What is the theoretical framework? What
are the relevant data? Whar confidence can we have i the patherimg of the
data, and in the analysis? Whar do the resules really show? In these FesPECTS
snctalingustics is like all other sciences, so we shauld expect no less than that
these requirements be mer,

As pare of an atempr o work out a et of principles, or axioms, whicl
sociolinguistic nvestigations should follow, Bell (1976, pp 187=91), drawing

extensively on the wark of Labov. has suggested cipght as wuorthy of considera-
fron:

Lo The cumsdatrve prineiple. The more thar we know iboit languiage, the
more we can find out abouor i, and weshould nor be surprised if our search
for new knowledge takes us mto new areas of s v and mee preas mowhich
scholars from other disciplines are alteady warking,

2. The uniformation principle. The linguistic processes which we observe
ty he taking place around us are the same as those which have aperated in
the pase, so that there can be no o clean Break bBetween synchronic (Le.,
L[rm.'rrprr';r anud CONTEMPOrAry ] miemers and diachronic |5 historicall ones.
L. The prineiple of convergence. The value of new dara for conhemimng or
mierpreting old fadings is directly proportianal o the differences in the

wavs in which the new data are gathered: p.1r_tim|.-1r15r usetul :{r; !Lt:guls:;-::
dara gathered through procedures needed in other aress of scen
LETRTHIN .
I-'l'l.w?f[';i:j;ranrmfe of sebordinate shift. Wht:'n speakers of a nul11—.g'.f.1r1d:ﬁn[:i':qr::
subordinate] variery of language. eg., A dl':llt.'l.'t, are asked dlru.lt qu bl. =
shout thar variety, their responses will shift i an |.rr-:g{n|.|r waly ru.u .u‘:1 er
away from the standard (or superordinate] vanety, eg ic_ l.t:::.1 ];?ng
I'.m;aluuga:. si enahling mvesegators 3:- TI!{:-’:T vabunble evidence cong :
h matters s varieties, norms; and change. .
.‘;;L-If.1"[['}:f_:t;:r;;l"f]'}|lt‘ af style-shifting, There are no singhe-style sp::r;lli:;r:sull';}“i
language, because each individual comtrols and uses aul.-il_n:n- |_mm_:,5.
styles and no one speaks in raca:t’[zr' tlw_ SATIE WAy I thrm;Th : -.[n-ng 1
6. The principle of attention, *Styles” of f-p:'cch.q:nr? a, |.rr LrDl: ‘-,,..m t;,
single dimension measured by the amount @l ﬂttl:]'l_ﬂi.lrl. SPTJL::TE:::Em ' H'_]“_.
their speech, so that the HEHT saware' they are of whar they ire saving,
bt *will the stvle be, .
I'-"r:”’Lf'.I'JEL[":'I:::..':i!'r[pr'rru'lxpélc'. The sryle which is most cegulat in It'~_1I Hltru':l'lllri
and in irs relation to the history of the langnage 15 ri.w vernacy ;";1':_11;.,
relaxed, spoken style in which the feast conscious artenoon is being p
;‘T:ﬂ ']1}” principle of formality. Any systemaric c:j'n-s::rmmm ol H.m“h ujltfli'ln:‘::
4 cantext in which some conscious artention will be pad o that speech, 5 ‘
that it will be difficult, withour great imgenuity, o ohserve the genuine

; 3
vernacular’.

The last prnaple accounts for what Laboy has called the tﬂ|h::1':|::|;
paradox”, He pomts out (1972h, pp. 19=10) thar the i 51. I.gz-.-",,
research is ta find out how people talk when they are not h:rmg _s}-s:v:hll.ul !I..ﬂ”;
ohserved, bur the data are avatlable only Th.rul.IHh -*‘,"’E‘T'-'f"‘-_ﬂ“t ul'ni.tr_r-.:t:;ﬂ;
Somehow speakers must have their attention diverted away I'EI{;IT'I.T'IL ||1‘::1 ,:.,-,
they are being obseeved 5o that the vernacular can :.'|||:'r|5’,lt‘.. lllllc.zawffnu
when speakers become emotional. Labov found thara question L ﬁ,d:: § e
biert iy o stouarion where va were 11 Seriins danger of hmng_hl € ;l“_;,. th.:
always produces a shift of sovle away from caretul b-PﬁIEI._h WS e
vernacular, thus providing the linguist with the kinds of dara being sought.

Discussion
I, The nniformation prinaple mennoned above proposes that there 15 a
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advocacy 1n linguistics for separating the two (see Saussure, 1959, Bloom-
field, 1933, and just abour any introducrory linguistics text written prior o
the mid-1970s). Try to discover the reasons that arc usually given for such
an Insistence QN separation.

2. To convince vourself that there are no ‘single-style’ speakers, try for an
hour or two not to vary your speech style as circumstances change. For
example, try to speak to your cat (or dog), your close friends, vour reachers,
and complete strangers with exactly the same degree of formality (or
informality}, principles of word choice, precision of articulation, and
method of address (e.g., Johm, Mr Smuth, Sir). Report what happened and
how you felt about what you were doing as the settng and participants
changed, How did others react? (Be careful: you might run into difticulties!)
3. For Labov and other sociolinguists the vernacular 15 very important.
What do you understand by this term? When do you use such a varnery?
How easy or difficule is self-observation of that variery?

4, Onthe whole we will be concerned with the spoken varieties of languages
rather than the written varieries. What are some of the essential differences
between the two? Whar do linguists mean when they say that the spoken
language is "primary’ and the written language is “secondary’® How do most
people relate the spoken and written varieties?

Sociolinguistics and Related Disciplines

Linguists and sociologists are not the only researchers involved in studies of
language in society. Scholars from a variety of other disciplines have an interest
tco, e.g., anthropologists, psychologists, educators, and planners, We will see,
for example, that a number of anthropologists have done work which we can
describe as sociolinguistic in nature, for example in the exploration of kinship
systems. The same may be said of certain psychologists, particularly thosc
concerned wirth the possible effects of linguistic structure on social and
psychological behavior. Many educators too must make dedsions abour
matters involving language, such as the teaching of standard languages and the
skills of literacy. As we will discover in the latter case, some sociolinguists have
been quite active in trymmg to influence educators in their attitudes toward
certain kinds of linguistic behavior or varieties of language speken by specific
groups of children, such as the English spoken by certain black inhabitants of
many cities in the northern United Srares, a variety sometimes referred to as
Black Engiish'(see chapter 14). Language planners obviously need a consider-
able amounr of linguistic knowledge in making sound decisions about, for
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example, which language or language variety to encourage in certain cir-
cumstances, or i any attempts to standardize a particular language or variery,
or to change existing relationships between languages or varieries, We will
observe that there are many interconnections between sociolinguistics and
other disciplines and also between concerns which zre sometimes labeled
thearetical and others which are said to be practical, Ar the very least,
sociolinguistics 1s a sodally relevant variery of linguisnes, bur it is probably
much more, You will be able to form vour own views on both issues as we
proceed through the various topics treated in the chapters thar follow.

Further Reading

Downes {1984}, Hudson (1980), Trudgiil (1983b), and Fasold (1984, 1990
are basic introductory works on sociolinguistics, and Montgomery {1986) and
Penalosa {1981} on the sociclogy of language. Edwards (1985) is also verv
informative on a number of issucs. Less recent boolks on either or both topics
are those by Bell (1976), Burling (1970}, Ditomar (1976), Farb (1974),
Fishman (1971, 1972¢), Plact and Plaec {1973}, Pride (1971} and Robinson
(1972). Ammon, Ditrmar, and Mattheier (1987) offers a comprehensive survey
of 1ssues. Andersen (1988} and Fairclough {1989) focus on the relationship of
language and ‘power.’

There are several collections of useful articles, notably those by Fishman
(1968a, 1971-2}, Giglioli (1972}, Gumperz and Hymes (1972), Hymes
(1964a}, Laver and Hutcheson (1972), Pride and Holmes (1972), Pugh, Lee,
and Swann (1980}, and Giles (1979), Akmajian, Demers, Farmer, and Harnish
{1990) and Finegan and Besnter {1989) introduce basic linguistic conceprs.
Lyons (1977) provides an mtroduction to the earlier ideas of Noam Chomsky
and Cook (1988) to more recent ideas, Crystal (1987) is an invaluable source
of information on many aspects of language.

Two very useful journals are Language m Society and the International
Jourral of the Sociology of Language.
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[ stated in the previcus chapter that all languages cxhibir a grear deal of
mrernal variation. Another way of formulating this statement is to say that
each language exists in a2 number of varieties and is 1n one sense the sum of
those varieties. However, such a reformulation requires some attempt to define
variety, Hudson (1980, p. 24) defines a variety of language as ‘a set of
linguistic items with similar discribation’, a definition that allows us to say that
all of the following are varieties: English, French, London English, the English
of football commenraries, and so on. The definition also allows us “te treat all
the languages of some multilingnal speaker, or community, as a single variety,
since all the linguistic items concerned have a similar social distribucdion’. A
variety can therefore be something greater than a single language as well as
something less, less even than something traditionally referred to as a dialect.
Ferguson (1971, p. 30) offers another definition of varietv: ‘“Any body of
human speech parterns which is sufficiently homogeneous to be analyzed by
available techniques of synchronic description and which has a sufficiendy
large repertory of elements and their arrangemenrs or processes with broad
enough semantic scope to function in all formal contexts of communication.’

Such definitions are comprehensive in that theyv allow us to call a whole
language a variety and also any special set of linguistic usages that we associate
with a particular region or social group. Bilingual and multilingual communi-
ries too will each have their varieties.

Whar is particuiarly important in both of these attempts at a definition is
that ‘variety’ is defined in terms of a specific set of ‘linguistic itemns’ or *human
speech parterns’ (presumably, sounds, words, grammatical features, etc.)
which we can uniquely associate with some external factor (presumably, a
geographical area or a social group). Consequently, if we can identify such a
unique set of irems or patterns for cach group in question, it should be possible
to say there are such varieties as Standard English, Cockney, lower-class New
York City speech, Oxford English, legalese, cocktail party talk, and so on. One
important task, then, i socolinguistics is to determine if such unique sees of
irems or patterns do exist, We will encounter certain difficulties as we proceed,
but itis unlikely that we will easily abandon the concept of ‘variery’, no matter

Larignage, Dialects, and Varieties 23

how serious these difficuities prove to be. It is just too useful a concepr to be
easily casr aside.

Discussion

L. 1 have just suggested that, although a concept like ‘variery’ may be
difficult to define, it may sull be useful in sociolinguistic work. Linguists
have found such conceprs as ‘sound’, ‘syllable’, *word’, and ‘sentence’
equally difficult ro define {in contrast to lay usage, in which they are just
assumed to be obvious and uncentroversiall. In one scnse, linguistics is all
abour trying to provide adequate definitions for words such as sownd,
svflable, word, sentence, and fanguage. What are some of the problems you
are aware of concerning the linguist’s difficulty with these words and the
associated concepts? What parallels do vou see, if any, berween these
problems and the socielinguist’s problem with variety (and the other terms
ro be used in the remainder of this chaprer)?

2. Hymes (1974, p. 123} has observed that language boundaries between
groups arc drawn not on the basis of the use of linguistic items alone,
because atritudes and social meanings attached to those items also count. He

says:

Any enduring social relationship or group may come to define itself by
selection and/or creation of linguistic features, and a difference of accent
may be as important at one boundary as a difference of grammar at
another. Part of the crearivity of users of languages lies in the freedom to
derermine whar and how much linguistic difference matters.

How does this interrelationship between linguistic items and the social
evaluations of such items apply in how we regard each of the following
pronunciarions?

a.  butter, budder, bu'er

h.  fishing, fishin®

‘ farm, fahm

i, wadth pronounced like wit, like with

¢ Cuba pronounced as Cuber

f.  ate pronounced like eight, like et

i been pronounced like bean, like bin bl
o mischievous pronounced with four syllables ‘
. aluminum, alaminium

1. police, giitar, Détroir {wich the stress as mdicated)
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And cach of the following ucterances?

a.  He hurr hisselt.

b. He done it.

¢.  He dove in.

d. He run awav last week.

e. It looks like it’s going to rain

f.  To whom did you give it?

#. She's taller than me now.

. Yesterday he laid down after lunch for an hour,
[ Can I leave the room?

I He ain’t got no money left.

k.  Try and do it soon.

[, Between you and me, 1 don’t like it.
m.  He stupid.

i, He be stupid.

i, | wants it

. You done it, did vou?

i, Stand over by them boys.

r. s he the one what said it?

5. They don’r learn you nothing there.

Language and Dialects

Maest speakers can give a name to whatever it is they speak. On nccasion, some
of these names may appear to be strange to those who take a scientific interest
in languages, but we should remember that human naming practices ofren
have a large, ‘unscientific’ component to them. However, many speakers do
experience difficulty in deciding whether whar they speak should be called a
language or a dialect of a language. Such indecision is not surprising: cxactly
how do you decide what is a language and what is a dialect of a language?
Whar criteria can you possibly use ro derermine thar, whereas variery X is a
language, variety Y is enly a dialect of a langrage? What are the cssenrial
differences between a language and a dialece?

Haugen (i966a} has poinred out that language and dialect arc ambiguous
terms. Ordinary people use them quite freely to speak zbout various linguistic
situations, bur scholars ofren experience considerable difficulty in deciding
that one term should be used rather than the other in certain situations. As
Haugen says, the terms ‘represent a simple dichotomy in a situation that is
almost infinitely complex’. He points out that the confusion goes back to the

N
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Ancient Greeks, The Greele langurage that we associate with Ancient Greece
was actally a group of distiner local varieties (konic, Doric, and Attic)
descended by divergence from a common spoken scurce with cach variery
having its own literary traditions and uses, c.g., lonic for hisrory, Doric for
choral and lyric works, and Atrric for tragedy. Later, Athenian Greek, the &oiné
— or ‘common’ language — became the norm for the spoken language as the
various spoken vareues converged on the dialect of the major cultural and
administrative center. Haugen poines out {p. 923) that the Greek situation has
provided the model for all lacer usages of the two terms and the resulting
ambiguity. Language can be used to refer either to a single linguistic norm or
t0 a group of related norins, and dialecr to refer to one of the norms.

The situation 15 further confused by the distinction the French make herween
un dialecte and wn patois. The former is a regional variery of a language rhat
has an associated literary tradition, whereas the lateer s a regional variety that
lacks such a literary tradition. Therefore parois tends te be used pejoratively; ir
1s something less than a dialect because of 1ts lack of an associated literature,
Dialecte in French, like Dialekr in German, cannot be used in connection with
the standard language, i.e., no speaker of French considers Standard French o
be a dialect of French. In conrrast, it is not uncommon to find references to
Standard English being a dialect — admirredly a very important one — of
English,

Haugen points out thar, while English has never seriously adopted patois as
a term to be vsed in the deseription of language, it has tried to employ both
language and dialect in a number of conflicting senses. Dialect is used both for
local varieties of English, e.g., Yorkshire dialect, and for varions types of
informal; lower-class, or rural speech. *In general usage it therefore remains
quitc undefined whether such dialects are part of the “language” or not. In
fact, the dialect is often thought of as standing outside the language . ... Asa
social norm, then, a dialect is a language thar is excluded from polite sociery’
(Haugen, 1966a, pp. 924-3). It is often equivalent to nonstandard or even
substandard, when such terms are applied to language, and can connote
various degrees of inferiorizy, with that cennotation of inferioriry carried over
to those who speak a dialect.

In English ar least, language and dialect may be cmployed vircually
interchangeably. In some cases which term is used depends entirely on
extralinguistic considerations, particularly on certain pelitical or social factors.
The result is often a considerable amount of popular confusion, so that
questions such as “Which language do you speak?” or “Which dialecr do you
speak?’ may be answered quite differently by people who appear to spealk in an
identical manner. As Gumperz (1982a, p. 20} has pointed out, many regions ot
the world provide plenty of evidence for what he calls ‘a bewildering array of
language and diaiect divisions’. He adds: ‘socio-historical factors play a crucial
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role in determining boundaries. Hindi and Urdu i India, Serbian and Croatian
i Yugoslavia, Fann and Twiin West Africa, Bokmal and Nyrorsk in Norway,
Rechwa and Aumara m Peru; to name |ust a tew, ore recoeniyed a8 discrere
langrages bath popularly and in law, vet they are almost idstical at the level
of grammar. On che other hand, the literary and calloguial farms of Arahic
used in Trag, Muorocoo and © pype, or the Welsh of Marth and South Wales, the
loeal dialects ul R.Ij;‘.‘iTl‘.l:'l]l and Bikar in Morth India are }'.r-“""'|-|[|fn1“" quite
separate, yet only onc language is recognized in each case.’ .

Fhe Hindi=Urdu sitnarion thar Gumpers mentions 1s an interesting ane
Hindi and Urdu are the same language, but one in which certain differences arc
becoming more and more magnified for political and religious reasons. Hindi
Is written lett to night in the Devanagar seripr, whereas Urdu is written right to
1||:rr 1 the |’l_‘rl'1'l-.’!lf'|—.5'.r.1|.'ll-.' sorpr: Whereas Hindi draws op Sanskei :Iur its
borrowings, Urdo draws on Arabic and Persian sources, Large religions
differences make much of small linguistic differences, The weitten lirms ...,r the
two vanetes, particulardy those favored by the elites, alsn emphasize these
difterences. They have become highly symbolic of the prowing ditferences
heeween India and Pakistan. (We should note that the situation i India and
Pakistan is in almost direct contrast to that which exists in China, where
martbally unmrelhgible Chinese languages (called “dialects’ by the Chinese
themsclves) are anited through a common writing svstem and tradicion, |

Liimperz {1971, pp, 56=7) points out that evervday living in parts of India,
pﬁrrlcul.url:- i the large anes and among cducared seements of those comma-
niies, requires some complex choices involving the distinction between Hindi

and Urdu:

Since independence Hind: has become compulsory in schools, but Urdu
contnues to be used exrensively in commerce, and the Ghazal, the best
known form of Urdu poetry, is universally popular. If we look at the
modern realist Hindi writers, we find thar they utilize both Sanskrit and
Persian borrowings, The Jurtaposition of the two stvles serves to express
subtle shades of meammg and o lend realite o their w ritings, Simmlarly
o the conversational level the use of Hindi and Usdu forms is nor sumsly
4 matter of Birth and education. Bur, gust as 0 0§ customary ;nr
individuals to alternate berween dinleer and standard depending on the
soctal decasion, so when using the standard eself the spoalier s helect
from a range of alternanves, Hindi and Urdu therefore might best he
characterized nor i terms of actual spevchy bt s norms. or ideal
behavior in the sociolomst’s sense. The extent o which a speaker’s
pertormance g particolar communication sitnon ppraNImates the
norm is a function of a combination of factors such as family
background, regional origin, educadon and social attitude and the [iké.
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So far as evervday use 1s concerned, therefore, it appears thar the boundary
between the spoken varieties of Hindi and Urdu is somewhat flexible, one that
changes with circumstances, with a whole range of factors contributing o a
definition of circumstances.

The language~dialect situation in Yugoslavia which was referred to above is
also complicared. Yugoslavia is a country in which many different languages
are spoken: Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian, Macedonian, Albanian, Hungarian,
Turkish, Bulgarian, Romanian, and so on. However, many people who speak
the first of these insise that, in fact, Serho-Croatian is not one language but
two. (The actual differences between the two varieties mainly involve different
preferences in vocabulary rather than in pronunciation and grammar. That is,
Serbs and Croats often use different words for certain concepts, ¢.g., Serbian
varosfCroatian grad (‘train’), rather than different sounds or ways of cons-
tructing utterances.) Many Croatians insist chac the language of Croatia is not
just a western variant or dialect of Serbo-Croatian but a separate language in
its own right, and thar Yugoslavia should have four national languages
(Serbian, Creatian, Slovenian, and Macedonian) rather than three. Feelings ot
difference are reinforced by rthe different scripts uscd for the two varieties
(Roman for Croatian and Cyrillic for Serbizn) and also by the different
religious lovalties of Croats and Serbs (the western and easrern rites of
Catholicism). Many Croats sce themselves as members of quite a different
ethnic group from the Serbs and regard their variety of language as one marker
of that ethnicity. They also cquate having a different language as establishing
some kind of claim for separate nationhood, much Itke many Welsh, Basques,
Bretons, Ukrainians, and French Canadians.

In direct contrast to the Croatian situation, we can observe that the loyaley
of a group of people need not necessarily be determined by the language they
speak. Although the majority of the people in Alsace are speakers of a variety
of German in so [ar as the language of their home-life is concerned, their
lovalty is unquestionably toward France. They look west not east for national
leadership and they use French, nor German, as the language of mobility and
higher education. However, we can contrast this situation with another area of
France. In Brittany a separatist movement, that is, a movenent for local
autonomy if not complete independence, is centered on the Breton language, a
Celtic remnant in this northwest part of the country.

The language—dialect situation along the border berween the Netheriands
and Germany is an interesting one. Historically, there was a continuum of
dialects of one language, bur the two that eventually became standdrdized as
the languages of the Netherlands and Germany, Standard Dutch and Standard
German, are not mutually intelligible, that s, a speaker of one cannot
understand a speaker of the other. In the border area speakers of the local
varieties of Durch and German do still remain largely inwtligible ro one
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another, yer-the people on one side of the border say they speak 5 varery of
Drutch and thase on the other side, a vanery of German: On the Dutch side. the
residents of the Netherlands leok to Standard Ducch for their model; they read
and write Dutch, are educated in Durch, and watch television in Duech. They
say they use a local variety, or dialect, of Duteh in their daily lives. On the
other side of the border, German replaces Durch in all equivalent situations,
The interesting linguistic fact, though, is that therc are more similarities
between the locat varietics spoken on each side of the border than berween the
one dialect {of Dutch?) and Standard Dutch and the other dialect (of German?)
and Standard German, and morc cerrainly than between that dialect of
German and certain south German and Austrian dialects of German.

Gumperz has suggested some of the confusions thar result from popular uses
of the terms language and dialect. To these we can add the situation in
Scandinavia as further evidence. Danish, Norwegian {actually two varieties),
and Swedish are often distinguished from one another, yet if you speak any one
of these languages you will experience lictle difficulry in communicating while
traveling in Scandinavia (excluding, of course, Finland, or at least the
non-Swedish-speaking parts of that country). Both Danes and Swedes claim
good understanding of Norwegian. However, Danes claim to comprehend
Norwegians much better than Norwegians claim to comprehend Danes. The
poorest mutual comprehension is between Danes and Swedes with Danes
understanding Swedes better than the Swedes understanding Danes. If we turn
our attention to China, we will find that speakers of Cantonese and Mandarin
will tell you that they share the same language. However, if one speaker knows
only Cantonese and the other only Mandarin, they will not be able to converse
with each other: they actuallv speak ditferent languages, certainly as differenc
as German and Dutch, for example. 1f the speakers are literate, however, they
will be able to communicate with each orher rhrough a shared writing system.
They will almost certainly insist that they speak different diafects of Chinesc,
not different languages, for to the Chinese a shared writing system and a
powerlul social and cultural tradition form essential parts of theur definition of
language.

The situation can become even more confused. A speaker of Cockney, a
highly restricted London variety of English, may find 1t difficult to commur-
cate with natives of the Ozark Mountains in the United States. Do they
therefore speak separate languages? Is there one English 1anguage spoken in
Britain and another, American, spoken in the New World? The famous
American journalist and writer H. L. Mencken {1919) had very definite views
that the varieties spoken on the two sides of the Adantic were sufficiently
distinctive to warrant different appellations. It is also not unusual to find
French translatons of American books described on their title pages as
translations from ‘American’ rather than ‘English’. Is the French of Quebec a
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dialect of Standard (continental) French, or should it be regarded as a separarte
language, particularly after a political separation of well over two centuries? Is
Haitian Creole a variety of French, or is it an entirely separate language, and if
so ip whar ways is it separate and different? How do the different varieties of
English spoken in jamaica relate to other varieties of English? Or is that
question really answerable? What, above all, is English? How can one define it
as something apart from what Speaker A uses, or Speaker B, or Speaker C¥ [fic
is something A, B, and C share, just what is it that they do share?

We undoubredly agree that this book 1s written in English and that English is
a langnage, but we may be less certain that various other things we see written
or hear spoken in what is called English should properly be regarded as English
rather than as dialects or varicties of English, perhaps variously described as
Indian English, Australian English, New York English, West Country English,
Black English, non-Standard English, public school English, and so on. A
language then would be some unitary system of linguistic communication
which subsumes a number of murnally intelligible varieties. It would therefore
be bigger than a single dialect or a single variety. However, that cannot always
be the case, for some such systems used by very small numbers of speakers may
have very little internal variation. Yer each must be a language, for it is quite
unlike any other existing system. Actually, neither the requirement that there
be internal variation nor the ‘numbers game’, i, that a language must
somchow be ‘bigger’ than a dialect, offers much help. Many languages have
only a handful of speakers; several bave actually been known to have had only
a single remaining speaker at a particular point in time and the language has
‘died” with that speaker.

Stilt another difficulty arises from the fact that language and dialect arc also
used in an historical sense. It is possible to speak of languages such as English,
German, French, Ruossian, and Hindi as Indo-Eurdpean dialects. In this case
the assumption is that there was once a single language, Indo-European, that
the speakers of that language (which may have had various dialects) spread o
different parts of the world, and that the original language eventually diverged
into the various languages we subsume today under the Indo-European family
of languages. However, we should also be aware that this process of
divergence was not as cleari-cut as this classical neo-grammarian model of
language differentiation suggests. {In such a model all breaks are clean, and
once two varicties diverge they lose contact with each other.) Processes of
convergence must also have occurred, even of convergence among entirely
untelated languages (thar is, languages without any ‘family” resemblance). For
example, Indo-European and Dravidian languages have influenced each other
in southern India and Sri Lanka, and in the Batkans there is considerable
evidence of the spread of common features across languages such as Albanian,
Greek, Turkish, and several Slavic languages. In such sitnations, language and
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dialece differences hecome further nhscured, particularly when many speakers
are also hikely ro be multilingual. .

Perhaps some of the difficulties we have with trving to define the term
lartgrage arnse from trving o subsume various different types of systems of
communication under thae one label. An alternatve am‘-}n.u;h ml:l..',h! be
acknowledge thar there are different kinds of Linguages and .u.n*m]:lt ro
discovier how languages can differ from ofe another vet still b entisies that
muost of us would want to call fagiesves rather than .Lr:.:.l'.-rrs. It mught then he
possible to defme a dinlect as some sib-yariety of one or more of :]1;_*51.- EnLIcies

Cne such arremipr (see Bell, 1976, pp. 147—37) has listed seven ciiteria r|'|.'|T.
may be useful in discussing different kinds of languages. These critepn
{standurdization, vitality, istoricity; autonomy, reduction, mixture, and Jde
:r'._;', fu norms) may be used o distnguish one rvpe of language from another.
They also make it possible to speak of some ]-.uu;u.{gu_a ag being mare
‘developed” in certain wavs than others, thus .uldr:‘ua:r'liu. a key issue in the
limguage—dialecr disninction, smce speakers wsually feel that i-.n'q,l,:l;tgu:q are
generally “beteer’ than dialeces in some sense, S

Sandardization refers to the process by which a language has been codified
0 some way. Thar process usually invalves the development of such things as
grammars, spelling books, and dicoionaries, and passibly o lseranure: We can
oltert associare specilic frems or events with .wmml:urdw..nn-;:n. eam. Wyeliffe's
and Luther's rranslations of the Bible into Enghish and German, n_'spl_'i:rtl.'vh;.
Laxtan’s establishment of printing in England, and Dr Johnson’s dictionary ;.r'~
English published in 1755, Srandardization alse rUL]u-EI't":- that a measure of
agreement be achieved abour what is in the language and whar is nor. Onde 2
language is standardized it becomes passible to teach it in a deliberate manner,
According to these criteria, both English and French are quite obvinnsly
standardized, ltalian somewhat less so, and the variery known is Black E‘.'I'IEH"Z;.I
isee chapter 14) nor ar dll, .

Haugen (19664) has indicated cermin steps thar muse be followed if ane

vanety of o language is to become the standard for that language. In addinion
o whar 1.'.1: calls the ‘formal’ mateers of codification and L'l:'||.1ur.1tl-:1|1. the
h.armur referring to the development of such things as grammars and dictiona-
vies and the latter referring to the use of the standard 1n such areas as lireratire
the courts, education, admimstration. and commeree, Haugen save there .Lr;:
mpartant matters to do with "funcrion’. These seem logically |:|'iu.r. He savs a
R st be selected and accepred because nether codification nar clabora-
tion 15 lkely to proceed very far if the community cannet apred on some kind
TI! model 1o provide a norm. That noem is likely 1o be — ar o become — an
idealized norm, one thar users of the linguage are fklead H1 Aspire to rn1|;1'r
than one thar actually accords wich their observed behavior,
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Selection of the norm may prove difficult because choosing one vernacular
as a norm means favoring those who speak that variety. [t also diminishes all
the other varieties and possible competing norms and those who use those
varieties. The chosen norm inevitably becomes associated with ‘power’ and the
rejected alternatives with lack of ‘power’. Not surprisingly, it usually happens
that the variety associated with an elite is chosen. Artitudes are all important,
however. A group thar feels intense solidarity may be willing to overcome great
linguistic differences in establishing a norm, whereas one that does not have
this feeling may be unable to overcome relatively small differences and be
unable to agree on a single variety and norm,

The standardization process itself perfarms a variety of functions (Mathiot
and Garvin, 1975). It unifies individuals and groups within a larger commun-
ity while at the same time separating the community that results from other
communities. Therefore, it can be emploved to reflect and symbolize some
kind of identity: regional, social, ethnic, or religious. A standardized variety
can also be used to give prestige to speakers, marking off those who employ it
from those who do nort, ie., those who continue to speak a nonstandard
variety. It can therefore serve as a kind of goal of linguistic behavior for those
who have somewhar different norms; Standard English and Standard French
are such goals for many whose norms are dialects of these languages, but these
goals are not always pursued and are sometimes resisted.

It still may not be at all easv for us to define Standard English because of a
failure to agree about the norm or norms thar should apply. For example,
Trudgill (1983b, p. 17) defines Standard English as follows (note his use of
‘usually’ and ‘normally’ in this definttion):

Standard English is that variety of English which is usually used in print,
and which is normally taught in schools and to non-native speakers
learning the language. It is also the variety which is normally spoken by
educated people and used in news broadcasts and other simifar situa-
tions. The difference berween standard and non-standard, it should be
noted, has nothing in principle to do with differences between formal and
colloquial language, or with concepts such as ‘bad language’. Standard
English has colloquial as well as formal variants, and standard English

speakers swear as much as others.

Historically, the standard variety of English is based on the dialect of English
that developed after the Narmal Conauest resulted in the removal of the Court
from Winchester to London. This dialect became the one preferred by the
educated, and it was developed and promoted as a model, or norm, for wider
and wider segments of society, It was also the norm that was carried overseas,
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but not one unaffected by such export. Today, Standard English s codified 1o
the extent that the grammar and vocabulary of English are much the same
everywhere in the world English is used: variatien among local stimdurds 15
really quite minor, being differences of *Aavor rather than of “substance’, s
Th;.1.t the Singapore, South African, and Irish varicties. arc really very hlil.h-
different from ane another so far as gramimar and vocabularly are concerned.
Indeed, Seandard English is so powerful that it exerrs tremendons Pressure an
all local varierties, o the extent that many of the long-established dialecrs of
England have lost much of their vigor and there 15 considerable Pressuse an
them to:converge toward the standard. This latrer situation 1 no gL £
English: it is also truc in ather countries in which progesses ot standardizarion
ate under way. But it sometimes creares problems for speakers who try 1o
strike some kind of compromise herween local narms and national, even
supranatonal, ones,

GOVEriments sumetimes very deliberately involve themselves in the standar-
dization process by establishing official bodies of one kind or another
regulare langoage matters or o encourage changes which are felr o ke
desirable, One of the most famous exiamples of an official body e ablished ta
promote the language of a county was Richelien's L"‘-‘,_IE"']I‘\]IIHL‘[]!.‘ of the
Académie Frangaise in 1635, Founded at a time when a variery of languages
existed in France, when literaey was confined 1o 4 very few, and when there
was lirtle national comsciosness, the Académie Fran¢aise faced an unenviable
task: the codification of French spelling, vocibulary, and grammar. Iy goal
was ta Fashion and reinforce French nationality, a moest importan |:1.1.-.k
considering that, even in the early nineteenth ventury, the French of Paris was
EFI'[ULL”}' unknown in many parts of the COLTTEY, .]‘al'[]l_'l.lLll'l'-' in the south,
Similar attemprs to found acadenies in England and the Unired Stares for the
same purpose et with no success; mdividual dictionarv-makers and
grammar-w riters having pertormed much the sarmie funcrion for English. Since
both French and English are today highly standardized, one might question
yfv'hc:ht'r such academires serve a useful purpose, ver it is difficult o imagine
.J-rn nee without the Académie Frangaise: it undoubredly has had a considerable
influence on the French people and perhaps on their language.

Standardization is somerimes deliberately undertaken quire rapidly  for
political reasons, In the nineteenth century the Finns developed their '.i|.‘;ir|-.-_'r1
language to make it serve a complete set of functions. They needed a
standardized language to assert their independence from both the Sivedes and
the Russians. They succeeded in their rask so thut now the Finnish lapguage
.'11_15 become a strong force in the nanon's political life and 4 stromy marker Tmr
Finnish identity among Germanic tongues on the one side and H'I.Llj.-u PO ey
on the other. In the twenteth century the Turks under Atatick were ||I~;v::5;.-
siiceesstul in thew attempt o both standardize and ‘madernize” Turkish,

L
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Today, we can see similar attemprs at rapid standardization in countries such
as India (Hindi), Israel (Hebrew), Papua New Guinea (Tok Pisin), Indonesia
{Bahasa Indonesia), and Tanzania (Swahili). In each case a language or a
variery of a language had to be selected, developed 1 its resources and
functions, and finally accepred by the larger socicry.

The standardization process occasionally results in some languages actually
achieving more than one standardized variery. Norwegian is a good example
with its two standards, Nynorsk and Bokmdl. In this case there 1s a speaal
problem, that of possibly melding the two varieties into one in a way that
pleascs everyone. Serbo-Croatian is really two partially standardized varieties
of the same language bur, as indicated previously, for political reasons many
Croats would like the two ro be recognized as separate, thoroughly standar-
dized languages rather than two varieties of one standard language. They
would prefer to be in a posinion like speakers of Ukrainian toward speakers of
Russian {(who consider themselves to be, and are considered to be, speakers of
a different language) or, better snll, ke speakers of Hindi and Urdu (with the
additional clear political separation of independent nationhood).

So far as Hindi itself is concerned, it 15 siill in the process of being
standardized in India. That process is hindered by widespread regional
resistance to Hindi out of the fear thar regional languages may be submerged
or, if not submerged, quite diminished. So far as standardization is concerned,
there are problems with accepting local varieties, and with developing and
teaching the exisring standard as though it were a classical language like
Sanskrit and down-playving 1t as a living language. Hindi is still ofren taught
much like Latin in schools in the West; it 1s in many places an underused
second language at best; children are not encouraged ‘to play in Hindi’, and
teachers rarely employ Hindi as a language of instruction. Likewise, the kinds
of literature available in Hindi are sull very limited, there being a paucity of
everyday reading materials that mighr appeal to the young, e.g., comic books,
mystery stories, and collections of folle tales. Consequently, the process of the
standardizatuon of a ‘living’ Hindi is a slow one.

The standardizarion process is also obviously one that attempts cither o
reduce or to eliminate diversity and variety. However, there may well be a
sense 1n which diversity and variety are ‘natural’ to all languages, assuring
them of their vitality and enabling them to change (see chapter 8). To that
extent, standardization imposes a stram on languages or, if not on the
languages themselves, on those who take on the task of standardization. That
may be one of the reasons why various narienal academies have had so many
difficulues in their work: thev are essentially in a no-win sitmarion, always
having ro “fix up’ the consequences of changes thar they cannot prevent, and

continually bemng compelled to Issue new pronouncements on linguistic
martters. Unforounately, those who think vou can standardize and ‘fix’ a




language for all times are often quite mitluennal. They often find ready access
}uu the media, there ta bewail the fact char English, !'l.;r example iﬁllﬁn:u'c;:T?LHn
{lt‘j_:l_'lll'r.'l.?fl and “corrupt’, and iy advise 1S BO PRIt what rhg:y .re. ard H"”-’E-
More pertect past. They may also resist what thev consider to be ‘da%; crmbl‘d’
mnevations, eg., the teanslation of o siored hunkl nto g modern idiomgor tl:e
tsstre of 2 new dictionary, Since the pxistence of Internal vartation is one aspeg
of language and the factthar all languages keep changing is another, we : e
be von svmpathetic m such YICWs, b b
=

) \ J-“u!u?:r, the secomd of Bell's seven erireri, reters 1o the existence of a livir
a_mnumn.w]. n[ speakers. This ¢riterion can by used o distinpnish |.1murie,::
rJI'|.3[ are ‘alive’ from those thac-are ‘dead”, Two Celril |f1|u.;L|.|LJ,L.-l- of the ll-.ll'.l- T i
I‘\Illgl..ll'!lT'l are now “dead’: Manx, the ald banguaee of the [;l.: af Ma . -I LLI
Laonish. Manx died our after World W 1, .:-mJ hl.ilrlll‘-h L“-\-'l"-'r“;.' |Ir|_'<-_1”:rdrll1-'.-
end of the ighteenth century, ane date often cited bemg 1__""--'.'|3L1-|1 rhl‘ |-I."r
!-.llnl.'rll speaker, Dorothy Pemtreath of Mousehole, died, :"-.I.nm.u.‘ the 'Il":.ll‘llt
inal languages of the Americas are alsis dead; Lanin is dead in this -.::;1:;:-- -uiqi
Biblical Hebrew has been successfully revived in modern r-;rm_-r. ’;]']r-n:-. JI :
guages, while noe dead yut, nevertheless are palpahbly ;']-.':nj.l.- Irh-.-* rulml.w 'J”-
reaple wha speak them dimimishes drasecalls ench vear and l'lllu-. m. & I

tereversible, so that the best one can say of therr vitality :‘i-||1 1 fliitp, Tor
example, the French dialects -:|‘|nF~:L;|‘| shrie] -

it s flapming, For
: in the Chanmel Isfands of :
EnJL'.FI'I:;L"r, and Sark are rapidly on ther WA Lo EXtnerion, Piderser,

We should nore thar 4 fanguage can remain a considerable farce cvei after i
s dead, that is, even after it is no longer spoken as anvone’s first J.JII- -‘mi:c a;lit
LS almost exclusively in ane or more wrrtten foirms, knowledsy : »:'Tich '(‘
acquired only through formal education. Classical Greek and Llal’:.iL ']]1h' L
considerable prestige in the Western world : i Hombien
|;|||J_.:,L|.lgu:- conem e o driw on them m g variety of witys. Sanskrt is important
i the same Wiy o speakers of Hindi; Classical .Jnr.llluc provides a iIII!II-J-‘u':H'
tarce and ser of resources i the slamic world: and Classical Chinese E. .
eonsiwderably influerced no only modern Chinese bur .;Jt(:]gr; |1:::: """

vl speakers of maany modern

Korean. Such mfluences cannot be 1gnored, hecause the speakers of langu 1:1L-.|
aware of what s happ 1w
r.':l1.1'= event sav that such inflyence is part of therr “knowledge® of r]'lrr.l- TTrZE,TrITH
We can also perindically abserve deliberate attemprs to throw off an ilnﬂ-ue: '-‘
petieivdd to be *alien's for example, Aratiick’s Lirgely syc ( o
reduce the Arabic influcnce on Turkish, and i &

subject 1o such mfluences are generally quite

cesshul attempr 1o
wrindic arrempes 1o ‘purify’
Sl ks : | I O "purify
| guages such as Fremch and German of borrowimgs from Fnelish, While in
the casge SDIEW, { R :

g ¢ of Hebrew, a language used only in a0 very restricted way for religion
LNy drigi AP - 5 (] -8 S
ervanies was successtully revived for evervday e, we should nore tha
stmilar aree evive ol beert aln L B e

HEEmpr e revive Gaelic in [reland has been almost a complete failure
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Historicity refers to the fact that a particular group of people finds a sense of
wdentity through using a particular language: it belongs to them. Sodal,
political, religious, or ethnic ties may also be important for the group, but the
bond provided by a common language may prove to be the strongest tie of ajl,
Historicity can be long-standing: speakers of the different varieties of collo-
quial Arabic make much of a common linguistic ancestry, as obviously do
speakers of Chinese. It can also, as with Hebrew, be appealed t as a unifying
force among a threatened people.

Autonomry is an interesting concept because it is really one of feeling. A
language must be felt by its speakers to be different from other languages.
However, this is a very subjective criterion. Ukrainians say their language is
not Russian. Some speakers of Black English {see chapter 14) maintain that
their language is not a variety of English but is a separate language in its own
right. Tn contrast, speakers of Cantonese and Mandarin deny that they speak
different languages: they maintain that Cantonese and Mandarin are not
autonomous languages but are just two varieties of Chinese. As we will see
{chapter 3}, creole and pidgin languages cause us not a few problems when we
try to apply this criterion: how autonomous are such languages?

Reduction refers to the fact that a particular variety may be regarded as a
sub-variety rather than as an independent entiry. Speakers of Cockney will
almost certainly say that they speak a variety of English, will admit that they
are not ‘representative’ speakers of English, and will recognize the existence of
other varietics with equivalent subordinate status. Sometimes the reduction is
in the kinds of opportunities afforded to users of the variety. For example,
there may be a reduction of resources; thar is, the variety may lack a writing
system. Or there may be considerable restrictions in use; e.g., pidgin languages
are much reduced in the funcrions they serve (n soclety (n contrast to
standardized languages.

Mixture refers to feelings speakers have about the ‘purity’ of the variety they
speak. This criterion appears to be more important to speakers of some
languages than of others, e.g., more important to speakers of French and
German than to speakers of English. However, it partly explains why speakers
of pidgins and creoles have difficulty in classifving whart they speak as full
languages: these varieties are, in certain respects, quite obviously ‘mixed’, and
the people who speak them often feel that the varieties are neither one thing
nor another, but rather are debased, deficient, degenerate, or marginat
varieties of some other standard language.

Finally, having de facto norms refers to the feeling that many speakers have
that there are both ‘good’ speakers and ‘poor’ speakers and that the good
speakers represent the norms of proper usage. Sometimes this means focusing
on one particular sub-variety as representing the ‘best’ usage, e.g., Parisian
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French or the Florentine variety of Italian. Standards must not only be
established (by the first criterion above), but they must also be observed. When
all the speakers of a language feel that it 1s badly spoken or badly written
almost everywhere, that language may have considerable difficuity in surviv-
ing; in fact, such a feeling is often associated with a language that is ‘dying’.
Concern with the norms of linguistic behavior may become very important
among specific segments of society. For example, so far as English s
concerned, there is a quite profitable industry devoted to telling people how
they should behave linguistically, what it is “correct’ to say, whar to avoid
saying, and so on. As we will see (chapters 7-8), people’s feelings abour norms
have important consequences for an understanding of both variation and
change 1n language.

If we apply the above criteria to the different varieries of speech we obscrve
in the world, we will see that not every variety we may want to call a language
has the same status as every other variety. English is a language, bur so are
Dogrib, Haitian Creole, Ukraiman, Latin, Tek Pisin, and Chincse. Each
satisfies a different sub-set of criteria from our list. Although there are
important differences among them, we would be loath to deny that any one of
them is a language. They are all equals as languages, but that does not
necessarily mean thar all languages are equal! The first is a linguistic judgment,
the second a social one,

As we have just seen, trying to decide whether something 15 or is not a
language or in what wavs languages are alike and different can be quite
troublesome. However, we usually experience fewer problemns of the same
kind with regard to dialects. There is usually lictle controversy over the fact
that they are either regional or social varieties of something that is widely
acknowledged to be a language. Thar is rrue even of the relationship of
Cantonese and Mandarin to Chinese if the latrer is given a ‘generous’
interpretation as a language. Notce theugh that it does not help us solve the
Serbo-Croatian problem, with Croatians insisting that what they speak is a
separate language and Serbians tending to downplay the differences so as to
help assert Serbian hegemony,

Some people are also aware that the standard variety of any language is
actually only the preferred dialect of that language: Parisian French, Florentine
ltalian, or the Zanzibar variety of Swahili in Tanzania. It is the variety that has
been chosen for some reason, perhaps political, social, religious, or cconomic,
or some combination of reasons, to serve as either the model or the norm for
other varieties, As a result, the standard 1s often not called a dialecr at all, bur s
regarded as the language itself. One consequence is that all other varieries
become related to that standard in some way and come to be regarded as
dhalects of that standard. Of course, that usually involves a complete restruc-
turing of the historical facrs. If language X' differentiares in three areas to
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become dialects XA, XB, and XC. and then XA is elevated to become a later
standard X2, then XB. and XC arc really historical variants of X' not
sub-varienes of X2 What happens in practice is that XB and XC undergo
pressure 1o change toward X7, and X, the preferred variety or standard,
exerls its influence over the other varicties

We see a good instance of this process in Modern English. The new
standard is based on the dialect of the areas surrounding London — just onc ol
several dialects of Old English, and not the most important. [or both the
weslern and northern dialects were once at least cqually as important.
However, in the moedern period, havig provided the buase for Standard
English, this dialect exerts a strong influcnce over all the other dialects of
England so that it is not just first among equals but rather represents the
modemn language itself to the extent that the varieties spoken in the west and
north are generally regarded as its local variants. Histonically, they arise from
different sources, but now they are seen only in relation to the standardized
vanety

A final comment secms called for with the regard to the terms language and
dialect. A dialect 1s 2 subordinate variery of a language, so thar we can say that
Texas English and Swiss German are, vespectively, dialects of Enghsh and
German. The language name {i.e., English or German) is the supcrordinate
term. We can also say of some languages that they contain more rhan one
dialecr; e.g., English, French, and Italian are spoken in various dialects. If a
language 15 spoken by so few people, or so uniformly, that it has only one
variery, we might be tempted to say that language and dialect become
synonymous in such a case. However, another view is that it 1s inappropriate
to use dialect in such a siruation because the requirement of subordinanion iy
not mer, Consequently, to say that we have dialect A of language X mustimply
also the existence of dialect B of language X, but to say we have language Y is
to make no ciaim about the number of dialecr varieties in which it exists: it
may exist in only a single variety, or it may have two (or more) subordinate
dialecrs: dialects A, B, and so on.

Finally, two other rerms are umportant in connection with some of the issues
discussed above: vernacular and kome. Peryt (1980, p. 25) defines the former
as “the speech of a particular country or region,’ or, more technically, “a form
of speech trangmitted from parent to child as a primary medium of communi-
carion’. If that form of speech 1s Standard English, then Standard English is the
vernacular for that particular child; if it 1 a regional dialect, then thar dialect 15
the child’s vernacular. A kome 1s ‘a form of speech shared by people of
different vernaculars — though for some of them the koime itself may be their
vernacular.” A koine is 2 common language, but not necessarily a standard one
Petyt's examples of koinés are Hindi for many people in India and Vulgar
Larin (vulgar: “colloquial” or ‘spoken’) in the Roman Empire. The original
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koine was, of course, the Greek koiné of the Ancient World, which after
Alexander’s conquests {circa 300 BC) became the lingua franca of the western

world, a position it held undl it was evenwuzlly superseded, not without a
struggle, by Vulgar Latin.

Discussion

1. A survey of the foilowing kind might prove quite revealing. Ask a

varety of people vou know questions such as these, and then try to organize
their responses in a systematic way:

a. Which language(s) do vou spcak?

b. Do vou speak a dialect of X?

c.  Where is the hest X spoken?

d.  What is your native language (or mother tongue)?
c. Do you speak X with an accent? [f so what accent?

Trv also to get definitions from your informants for each of the rerms that
vou use.

2. A question found on many national census forms concerns the language
or languages spoken (or known). It may ask respondents either to check one
or more langnage names or to volunteer a name or names. What problems
do vou see in collecting data in such a way? Think of countries like the
Saviet Union, the United States, Canada, India, Yugoslavia, Spain and
Norway.

3. Is Atfrikaans a dialect of Dutch or a different language? To attempt an
answer to this question you will have o cansider a variery of issues: Whar is
the origin of Afrikaans (see chapter 3)? Are Afrikaans and Dutch marually
intelligible? How different are the orthographies (1.c., systems of spelling),
sounds, vocabularies, and grammars? How importanr are the factors of the
national conscrousness of those who speak Afrikaans and South Africa’s
considerable isolation in the world? [s the initial question clearly answerable
from the kinds of theories and data that are currently available ro us?

4. Speakers of Faroese are said to understand speakers of leelandic but not
vice versa. Danes seemn to understand Norwcegians better than Norwegians
understand Danes. Monolingual speakers of Mandarin and Cantonese
cannot communicate with each other in speech. What do such facts have o
say about using the criterion of mutual intelligibility in deciding whether we
are dealing with a single language, with two dialects of one language, or
with two separate languages? Consider the following pieces of evidence in
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srriving ar vour answer. Speakers of loko m f\:ign:rl..t.sm_. they 'THTn,”I,
understand those who speak other Urhobo lanpuagesidialects: bu-l,|”u.“|
others apparently understand them. This siTuation seems o have di;'rL r.;lm.-.‘
concurrently with demands for grearer poiitical autonomy and ethmc
t-subhoiency., .
?.h !"-1.111-.1.1n|.l.'Jn_tunp,c-« are usually based on an existimng |_{1:|!L'L'T. ”:E rh‘u:
language. For example, the Birtish variery of English is based, 'Itlahlr{I:l LIL.l l} :
least, on the dialect of the area surrounding I..-:'.unl_lnn. Conmnenea [;rn. | o1
the dialect of Paris, and Imalian on the dialect of Flgrence or USCTHY,
(although Rome and Milan are [recoming important influences 1n T|’1L‘II~1.T1-
vwentieth centary, In other countries the sitnation is not so clear-cut, \%h.}[
cari vou firid out about the difficultes of choosing a variety for ‘ll:ll'!dﬂrd:ll:l!..l-
vion in Denmuark; Indonesia, Greece, China, Haw, and tlui Arab w:. : ‘
6. O)d English, the language spoken a thousand vears ago in England, ;v?.s
2 west country variety of English, West Saxon. The court was loc?te a
Winchester and the literature and documents of the perlpd were written in
West Saxon (or sometimes in Latin). By 1400 the Enghs‘h court was weg
established in London, which became the center of social, pohtlcal,. an
ecomnmic powet. [t also became thie licerary center of the country, [humulj
larly after the development of printing. The variety of i?.|1‘_|_;'||.~;l1 "'P”i.wn I an
around London, including Oxford and Cambridge (which were important
intellectual centers), became predominant. How would you use facts such as
these to argue that na viarety of a [anguage 15 mtrinsically better '{hllm.
ariother-and chat what happens o a language is iJJEi_'.I_T-' the result of r'|t|_
chance mterplay of external forces? Can you think of acher examples which
1ght s ¢ such a conclusion? .
];lehljl.mfpf\};encken wrote a series of books under the‘ general title T:Ze
American Language. Why did he choose this pardicular title? Why not The
ish Language in America? o
I;.nglgie of i]e gtwals Dr Johnson set himself in compiling his Dictionary of
F755 was to ‘fix’, i.e., standardize, Enplish. What does 1u|1|‘|l;nn_-..1g.- in the
Preface 1 that dictionary about his success 10 meeling thar g,%-..ll.—' o
9, The publication in 1961 of Webster’s T/airc.l’ Newhlrzremarzona! DICH,O”‘,
arv caused a tremendous stir in North America being regarded by. many}
critics as an attack on prevailing language srandards. What were the issues?
iSee Sledd =nd Ebbitt, 1962, and Finegan, 1980.) . . .
\10. Latn is a dead language and Hebrew once again a live one. How (ild
Latin die? {Remember, it is very much ‘alive” in the sense that Frem ,’
Italian, Spanish, and Portaguese, 1.¢., 1ts ‘dialects’, are spoken today!) How
was Hebrew revived?
V1. What are some of the difficulties faced in reviving a dead la)nguag?dor
trving to maimrain, even at some minimal level, a dving language? Consider
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the current situntions in Wales or lrefand, amnong many native pegples of the
Americas, and within: minoncy languase groups, either ndigenous or

immigrant, o large modeen states,

12. Arabs have 2 particular historical view of Arabic and Turks of
Twekash, Tey 1o find o something abour these views., Hoaw do they hvelp

Arabs:and Turks to maintaim thesr languages? Hindi and Urdu are now

viewed as rather different by those whi speak these languages, How is each

latiguage being reshaped w conform o these views?

L3, How would vou evaluate cach of the tollowing fanguages according to
the critera stared above istandardization, viralivy, histaricite, UGNV,
reduction, mixture, and de facto norms|; that 15, for each criterion. doss the
lanpuage possess the stated characteristic or lack it Haitian Creale,

Provengal, Singapare English, Old English, Pircairmese, Black English, Tok
Pusing, Cockney, Ukramean, and the laniguape of Shakespoare™s plavss

I4. Find our what you can abour Basic English, In wha wiys i it
reduced form of Standard English? Da the kinds of reductions iritroducid
e Basie Enplish make it mmpler” o learn and use? (You will have wa
define ‘simpler.”)

150 From time to time certam users of banguawe such as French and
German have objected barrowings, m particular borrowings  from
Enghsh. What Anglicisms have been objected to? Whar kinds t;r nHEtve
resources have been suggested as suitable alternative sources of exploitaton
i order w develop andlor purify the language? Whar motivates the
objections?

L6, A number of Chiness are concerned with develaping the vocabuliry of
Chinese ro make it usable for every kind of scientific and technicil L'I'_|L|I.'.'|‘:'i'|-l'.
They reject the idea thae such vocabulary should be borrawed from other
languages, What do you think they hope tw gain by doing this? Do they lose
anything if they are successful s . .. I

L7, A language is o dialect with an army and 4 nasy' is 2 well-known
observation. (Today we would add an ‘airforce’t) True And. if 50, whar are
the conséquences?

Regional Dialects

Regional varation o the wily a langiiage is spoken is likely to be one of the
most notieenble wavs i which we observe vadery i E.angu;mu. A% vou rravel
thraughour a wide geographical area in which » J.nmt[.t,url- is spoken, and
particularly if thar Linguage hias been spoken in that ared for many hundreds of
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years, you are almost certain to notice differences in pronunciation, in the
choices and forms of words, and in syntax. There may even be very distinctive
local colorings in the language which vou notice as you move from one
location to another. Such distinctive varieties are usually called regional
dialects of the language. As we saw carlier (page 25), the term dialect is
sometimes used only if there is a strong wradition of writing in the local variety.
Old English and to a lesser extent Middle English had dialecrs in this sense. In
the absence of such a tradition of writing the term patorss may be used to
describe the variety. However, many linguists writing in English tend ro use
dralect to describe both situations and rarely, if at all, use patois as a scientific
term. You are likely to encounter it only as a kind of anachronism, as in its use
by Jamaicans, who often refer to the variery of English spoken on the island as
a ‘parois’.

The dialect—patois distinction actually seems to make more sense in some
situations, ¢.g., France, than in orhers, In medieval France, a number of
languages flourished and several were associared with strong literary tradi-
tions. However, as the language of Paris asserred Itself from the feurteenth
century on, these traditions withered. Parisian French spread throughout
France, and, even though that spread is still not yet complete (as visits to such
parts of France as Brittany, Provenge, Corsica, and Alsace will confirm), it
drastically reduced the importance of the local varieties: they continue to exist
largely in spoken forms only; they have become disfavored socially and
politically; they are patois to those who extol the virmues of Standard French.

There are some further interesting ditferences in the use of the terms dialect
and patozs {Petyt, 1980, pp. 24-5). Patois is usually used ro describe only rural
forms of speech; we may talk about an wrban dialecr, but to talk about an
urban patois seems strange. Patois also seems to refer only to the speech of the
lower strata in society; again, we may talk about a middle-class dialect but not,
apparently, abour a middle-class patoss. Finally, a dialect usually has a wider
geographical distribution than a patois. so that, whereas regional diafect and
village patois scem unobjectionable, the same cannor be said for regional
patois and village dialect. However, as | indicated above, many Jamaicans refer
to the popular spoken variety of Jamaican English as a patois rather than a
dialect. So again the distinction is in no wav an absolute onc.

This use of the term dialect to differcntiate among regional varieties of
specific languages is perhaps morc readily applicable to rwentieth-century
conditions in Europe and some other developed countries than it would have
been in medieval or renaissarce Europe or today in certain other parts of the
world, where it was (and still is) possible to travel long distances and, by
making only smali changes in speech from locarion ro location, continue to
communicate with the inhabitants. (You might have to travel somewhat
slowly, however, because of the necessary learning that would be involved!) It
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has been said that at one time a person could travel from the south of ltaly to
the north of France in this manner. Ieis quite clear that such a person began the
journcy speaking one language and ended it speaking something encirely
different; however, there was no one poinr at which the changeover occurred,
nor is there acrually any way of determining how many intermediate dialect
boundaries thar person crossed.

Such a situation is often referred to as a dialect continuum. Whar you have 1s
a continuum of dialects sequentially arranged over space: A, B, C, D, and so
on. Over large distances the dialects ac each end of the continuum may well be
mutually unictelligible, and also some of the intermediate dialects may be
unintelligible with one or both ends, or even with certain other intermediate
ones. In such a distribution, which dialects can be classified together under onc
Janguage, and how many such languages are there? As 1 have suggested, such
questions arc possibly a little easicr to answer today in certain places than they
once were. The hardening of boundaries in the modern world as a resulr of the
growth of states, particularly nation-states rather than multnational or
muld-ethnic states, has led to the hardening of language boundaries. Although
residents of territories on both sides of the Dutch—German border or the
French—ltalian border have many similarities 1n speech even today, they will
almost certainly tell you thar they speak dialects of Dutch or German in the
one case and French or Iralian in the other. Various pressures — political,
sacial, cultural, and educatienal — serve ro harden current state boundaries and
to make the linguistic differences amang states more, nor less, pronounced.
Drialects continue therefore to disappear as national languages arise. They are
subject to two kinds of pressure: one from witchin, to conform to a national
standard, and one from withour, to become different from standards elsc-
where.

When a language is recognized as being spoken in different varieties, the
issue becomes one of deciding how many varieties and how to classify each
variety. Dialect geography is the term used to describe attemprs made ro map
the distributions of various linguistic features so as to show cheir geographical
provenance. For example, in seeking 1o determine features of the dialects of
English and to show their distributions, dialect geographers try to find answers
to questions such as the following. Is this an r-pronouncing area of English, as
in words like car and cart, or is it not? What past tense form of drink do
speakers prefer? Whar names do people give o particular objects i the
cnvironment, e.g., elevator or lift, petrol or gas, carousel or roundabout? Do
people say 1 haven’t any’, *1 don’t have any’, or ‘T ain’t got none’? And so on.
Somerimes maps are drawn to show acrual boundaries around such features,
boundaries called isoglosses, so as to distinguish an arca in which a cerrain
feature is found from areas in which it is absent. When several such isoglosses
coincide, the result is sometimes called a dialect boundary. Then we may be
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rempred to say thar speakers on one side uf that boundary speak one dialect
and speakers om the other side speak a different dialecr.

As we will see when we return brieffy to this topic in chaprer 6, there are
many difficulties wich this kind of works finding the kinds of items that appear
Lih di.:i:ln',:ulhh ane dialect from another; collecting data: drawing conciusions
fram thie dara we collect: presenting the findings; ancl s an. It 35 gasy T sed,
however, how such a methodology could be used to distnguish Brtish,
American, Australion, and other vanenes ol English from ate anethir as
vartous dialecrs of one Tanguage. 1t could also be used to distinguish Cockney
English from Texas English. Bue how could you use it to dhstinguish amemg the
|qu|I|1;|.rinu.« varieties of English fowid in ctes like New York and Londan?
(3r even among the vareties we ohserve to existin smaller, less complex dies
wd towns in owhich varions people who ' have alwave resided there are
acknowledged o speak differently tram ane another?

Finally, the term dialect, parteularty when i used inreterence 1o regional
variation, should ot be confused with the term aceant. Standard English, tor
example, 14 spoken i a variery of accents, often with clear regional and sooal
associations: there are accents associated with North America, Smpapore,
India, Liverpoo! (Scousel, Tynesde (Geordicl, Boston, | Jew ‘fnTk, and soon,
but many people who live in such places shiow a remarkable unitormiry 1o one
another in their prammar and vocabulary because they speak  Srandord
Erlisl. One English aceen [vas achieved ocertain epmnence, the accen! known
6 Roceived Promuiseiation [or RPL Inthe United Kingdom ar lestst, this accent
is usually associated with a higher soaal ar educational hackuround, with the
BEC and the professions, mnd [ish muost commaly taught to students learing
English as a foreign language” (Wakelin, 1977, p. 5 For many such students it
is the only aceent they are prepared to learn, and a reacher wheo does not use ¢
nEy have difficulty 1n finding a pasition as 4 teacher of English in certain
nm:l-|i|1|.r,1u|1-spr.1ki:|g countries. Other mames for this accent are the Uneon's
English, Cixford Englsh, and BB English, However, there 15 mo unanimous
agreement thar the Queen does in fact use RI, o wide variers of accents can be
tound amaong the staff and studens at Oxford Lnversity, and teional accents
are now widely used 1 the various BBC services. Trodgitl | 953D, p. l‘J:: Has
pointed out what he considers 1 be the most interesting characenstics of 'I:‘.]_‘:
‘he relatively very small numbers of speakers who use it do not ety

themselvis as coming from any parncular geagraphical region's "R s largely
confined to England” and there 1t isa suiitdocalized accent’y and T8 L L HOP
flecessary to speak RP 1o speak standard English’ because “standard Enghsh
can he spoken with any regronal accent, amd i the vast magority of cases
normally ist BRI is a *class’ accent: in England, the hugher the sacial class of a
'_-.]-‘ﬁ.'.I.LL'I‘,. the less the regional accent (and also the less use ol lcal words and
erammarcal forms). The most peneralized accent i Nosth America 15
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wmctimes reterred w0 as hetivord English, Other languages often have no
eyuivalenr po RP; for examiple, German iy spaken 1na variery of recents l-'ll.:“ -
of which s deemed inherent|v any better thin any orler - S

As a fmal observation 1 should add tha It s 1|11|'|;|_-.~:|Jw|r to speak Fnglish —or
any language — withour an accent. There s no such thing, therefore, as ) 'um-
accented English.* Thepe arg, however, different -'.--.'.|J.L|.I||in|§-‘ o th.r |_|t.t-h.--r|‘|1r
accents, evaluations derived from socinl Faetars mot limpniiseic anes .

Discussion

I Whar regional differences are vou awareal in the prommeiation of ek
ab the following wins: better, farn, bind, ol frag. cot, cawght :r'.l";rL.l':
testels Cudia, spear, Lath, with, happy, house, Mar 1Y FIEr r.-r..':'r'.'l.; -
<. Whar past tense or past participle forms have vou heard for cach ol the
foflowing verkhi: brime, defnk, sink, stogn ety e, fiv, Befnz

1 7 i . i :
Fo Whiat are some other variines yuu are aware of for cach of the following
. e x Ty -] T * . I 3
sentences: *Lhaven't any money”, | ain't done it vet', "He be frmer®, “Give ir
e s e vwhat told hee's €W : T :
i i Phee's Who uses cach variant? On whit e
5 b 4T W i Miss
r 1':":.." "- “rh : o et | . I WAl occasions:
; £ hames are vou aware of tor objecrs sometimes referred 1 15
SeCEqiE |-'lllf|'l"|'_‘.|-\.l %7 ]':.“. ?.‘II"-: g p o 4 i e iy " ' )
P T Aty Stroetears, thumriltielss, soft drinbe gymtshoes,
erevattrss Again, who uses each varants
z l.'ul hat do vou vourself call cach ol tlye llowing: cottage. rhpe
Les it ' 4 - - el o " i iy
ekreay, first grade, dowplonits, geididle cakoe, feaies, sprrg omeonss, fialey
, oa o~ L L8 I ey
L |||‘ v e =1 P i
carrige, ehest of drawers, geer, P ban, papier bag poreb i
PO, sofa, earthueorm ?
- - ! g 4 )
f.  Each of the tollowing Is found in some varery of English. Each iy
somprehensible. Which do v voursetf use? Which do viau tior uses Explain

how those urtérances vi dis noe use difter from these vou div uie

a. Lhaven't spoken to him,

b. I've not spoken to him.

<. s John at home?

d. Is John home?

e.  Give me it,

£ Give it me.

2. Give us ir.

h. T wish you would have satd so.
L Twish vou'd said so.

I Don’t be troubling vourself.

k. Coming home romorrow he Is.
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7. How might you employ a selection of items from the above questions
{or similar items) to compile a checklist that could be used to determine the
geographical {and possibly social) origins of a speaker of English?

8. A local accent may be either positively or negatively valued. How do
you value each of the following: a Yorkshire accent; a Texas accent; the
accents of the Queen of England, the Prime Minister of the Unired Kingdom,
and the President of the United States? Think of some others. Why do you
react the way you do? Is it a question of being able to identify with the
speaker or not; of social class; of education; or stereotyping; or what? How
appropriate would each of the following be: RP in a Tyneside working-class
pub; network English at a Black Power rally in Harlem; and Parisian French
at a hockey game at the Montreal Forum?

9. A. S. €. Ross, in Noblesse Oblige (Mitford, 1956}, a book which
discusses somewhat lightheartedly, but not un-seriously, differences berween
‘U’ {upper-class} and ‘non-U’ (not upper-class) speech in the Unired King-
dom, observes (pp. 75-6):

Many (bur not all) U-speakers make get thyme with b7, just (adverb)
with best, catch with fetch. . .. U-speakers do not sound the [ in golf,
Ralph (which rhymes with safe), solder; somc old-fashioned U-speakers
do not sound it in falcon, Malvers, either, but it is doubtful how far chis

last survives . ...

Real, ideal have two, respectively, three syllables in U speech, one,
respectively, two in non-U speech (note, especially, non-U really,
thyming with smealie) . . .. Some U-speakers pronounce tyre and tar
identically (and so for many other words, such as fire — even going to the
length of making fion rhyme with barn).

Ross makes numerous other observation about differences between the two
varieties. Do you consider such differences to be useful, unnecessary,
snobbish, undemocraric, inevitable, or what?

10. There may have been a recent fall-off in the high social prestige
enjoyed by RP among certain social groups in England and elsewhere. How
mught you establish whether such is the case?

11. Differences in the accent one uses to speak a standard variety of a
language may be more important in some parts of the world than others. Are
differences in accent as imporrant within the United States, Canada, and
Australia as they appear to be in the British Isles? Do speakers of German
from Hanover, Berlin, Vienna, and Ziirich view differences in German
accent in the same way as speakers of English? What factors appear to
account for the different evaluations of accents?
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12, The facr that Standard English can be spoken with a variety of accents
often poses certain difficulties for the reaching of English in non-English-
speaking countries. What are some of the problems you might encounter
and how might you try to solve them?

13, Preston (1989) has demonstrated that speakers of English (in this case
in the United States) have certain perceptions about regional varieties of
English other than their own, i.e., what they are like and how their own
variety differs. Try to describe what vou believe to be the characteristics of
another variety of English and then check out the facrs. Try to account for
any differences vou find berween the two, berween beliefs and facts.

Social Dialects

The term dialect can also be used to describe differences in speech associaced
with various social groups or classes. There are social dialects as well as
regional ones. An immediate problem is that of defining social group or social
class, of giving the proper weighr to the various factors that can be used to
determine social position — factors such as occupation, place of residence,
educanon, ‘new’ versus ‘old’ money, incoeme, racial or ethnic origin, cultural
background, caste, religion, and so on. Such factors as these do appear to be
related fairly directly to how peaple speak. There is a British *public-school’
dialect, and there is a ‘Black’ dialect found in cities such as New York, Detroit,
and Buffalo. Many people also have stercotypical notions of how different
social types speak, and, as we will sec in chapter 7 in particular, there is
evidence from work of investigators such as Labov and Trudgill that social
dialects can indeed be described systematically.

Whereas regional dialects are geographically based, social dialects originate
among social groups and depend on a variety of facrors, the principal ones
apparently being social class, religion, and ethnicity. In India, for example,
caste, one of the clearest of all social class differentiators, quite often
determines which variety of a Janguage a speaker uses. In a city like Baghdad
the Christian, Jewish, and Muslim inhabitants speak different varieties of
Arabic. In this case the first two groups use their varicty solely within the
group but the Muslim variety serves as a lingua franca, or common language,
among the groups. Consequently, Christians and Jews who deal wich Muslims
must use two varietics: their own at home and the Muslim variety for trade
and in all inter-group relationships. Ethnic variatior zan be seen in the United
States, where one variery of English has become so identified with an ethnic
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group that it is often referred to as ‘Black English’. Labov’s work in New York
City showed that there were other ethnic differences too: speakers of Jewish
and Italian ethaicity diffecentiated themselves from speakers of either the
standard variety or Black English. They actually showed hypercorrective
tendencies (that is, they rended 1o overde certain Lmitative behaviors): Iralians
are inclined to be in the vanguard of pronouncing words like bad and bag with
a vowel resembling that of beard and Jews in the vanguard of pronouncing
words like dog with a vowel something like that. of book. A possible
motivation for such behavior is a desire to move away from the Iralian and
Yiddish vowels that speakers could so easily use in these words but which
would be clear ethnic markers; however, the movement prompted by such
avoidance behavier goes beyond the prevailing local norm and becomes an
ethnic characteristic.

Studies in social didlectology, the term used ro refer to this branch of
linguistic study, confront many difficult 1ssues, particularly when investigators
venture into cities. Cities are much more difficult to characterize linguistically
than are rural hamlets; variation in language and patterns of change are much
more obvious in cities, c.g., in family structures, employment, and opportun-
ities for social advancement or decline. Migration, both in and out of cities, 1s
also usually a potent linguistic factor. Cities alse spread their influence far
beyond their limirs and their importance should never be underestimated n
considering such matters as the standardization and diffusion of languages,

In later chaprers {particularly chapters 7-9) we will look closely ar the
imporrance of language varation in citics and will see how important such
variation is in trying 1o understand how and why change occurs in languages.
In this way we may also come to appreciate why some sociolinguists see such
variation as being ar the heart of work mn sociolinguistics.

Discussion

1. Gumperz (1968) maintains that separate languages maintain themselves
most readily in closed tribal systems in which kinship dominates all
activities; on the other hand, distinctive varieries arise in highly stratified
societies. He points our that, when social change causes the breakdown of
traditional social structures and the formartion of new ties, linguistic barriers
between varieties also break down. Can vou think of any exampies which
either confirm or disconfirm this claim?

2. If some social dialects may properly be labeled nomstandard, Labov
(1970, p. 52} raises a very important issue in connection with finding
speakers who can supply reliable data concerning such varieties. He says:
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languages control a range of stylistic varieties. It is also quite possible ro
predict with considerable confidence the stylistic features that a nanve speaker
will tend to employ on certain occasions. We will return to some related 1ssues
in chapters 7 and 11.

Register 1s another complicating factor in any study of language varieties,
Registers are sets of vocabulary items associated with discrete occupational or
social groups. Surgeons, airline pilots, bank managers, sales clerks, jazz fans,
and pimps use different vocabularies. Of course, one person may control a
variety of registers: vou can be a stockbroker and an archeologist, or a
moeuntain climber and an economust.

Dialect, style, and register differcnces are largely independent; you can ralk
casually about mountain clinbing in a local variety of a language, or you can
write a formal technical study of wine making. You may also be judged to
speak ‘better’ or ‘worse’ than other speakers who have much the same
background. It is quite usual to find some people who are acknowledged to
speak a language or one of its varieties better or worse than others. In an ardcle
on the varicties of speech he found among the 1700 or so speakers of
Menomini, an Amerindian language of Wisconsin, Bloomfield {1927) men-
tioned a variety of skills chat were displaved among some of the speakers he
knew best: a woman in her sixties who spoke ‘a beautiful and highly idiomatic
Menomini’; her husband, who used “forms which are current among bad
speakers’ on some occasions and ‘elevated speech’, incorporatng forms best
described as ‘spelling pronunciations’, “ritualistic compound words and ccca-
sional archaisms’, an others; an old man who ‘spoke with bad syntax and
meagre, often inept vocabulary, yer with occasional archaisms’; a2 man round
forty with “atrocious” Menomini, with a small vocabulary, barbarous inflec-
tions, threadbare sentences: and two half-breeds, one who spoke using a vast
vocabulary and the other who employed ‘racy idiom”.

Value judgments of this kind sometimes emerge for reasons that are hard ro
explain, For example, there appears to be a subtle bias built into the way
people rend to judge dialects. Quite often, though not alwavs, people seem to
exhibit a preference for rural dialects over urban ones. In England the speech
of Northumbria seems more highly valued than the speech of Tyneside and
certainly the speech of Liverpool seems less valued than that of the West
Midlands as a whole. In North America the speech of upstate New York does
not have the negative characteristics associated with much of the speech of
New York Citv. Why such different artivudes should exist is not easy to say. Is
it 2 preference for things that appear to be ‘older” and ‘mare conservanve’? a
subconscious dislike of some ot the characteristics of urbanization, including
uncertainty abour what standards should prevail? or some other reason or
reasons?
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Somerimes these notions of ‘berter’ and ‘worse’ solidify to those of
‘correctness’ and ‘incorrectness’. We may well heed Bloomfield's words (1927,
pp. 432-3) concerning the lacter notions:

The popular explanation of ‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’ speech reduces the
matter to one of knowledge versus ignorance. There is such a thing as
correct English. An ignorant person does not know the correcr forms;
therefore he cannot help using mcorrect ones. In the process of education
one learns the correct forms and, by practice and an efforr of will
(*careful speaking’}, acquires the habit of using them. If one associates
with ignorant speakers, or relaxes the effort of will (‘careless speaking’),
one will lapse into the incorrect forms ... there is one error in the
popular view which 15 of special inrerest. The incorrect forms cannot be
the result of ignorance or carelessness, for they are by no means
haphazard, but, on the contrary, very stable. For instance, if a person is
so ignorant as not to know how to say I see it in past time, we mighe
expect him to use all kinds of chance forms, and, especially, to resort to
eastly formed locutions, such as I did see i, or to the addition of the
regular past-time suffix: [ seed it. But instead, these ignorant people quite
consistently say I seen it. Now it is evident that one fixed and consistent
form will be no more ditficult than another: a person who has learned J
seen as the past of I see has learned just as much as one who says I saw.
He has simply learned something different. Although most of the peaple
who say [ seen are ignorant, their ignorance does not account for this
form of speech.

As we have seen, many vaneties of language cxist and each language exists
in a number of guises. However, languages do not vary in every possible way.
[cis sull quite possible to listen to an individual speaker and infer very specific
things abour that speaker after hearing relarively little of his or her speech. The
interesting problem is accounting for our ability ro do that. What are the
specific linguistic features we rely on to classify a person as being from a
particular place, a member of a certain social cJass, a represenrative of a
specific profession, a social climber, a person pretending to be someone he or
she is not, and so on? One possible answer is that we rely on relatively few
cues, e.g., the presence or absence of certain linguisric features. We are also
sensitive to the consistency or inconsistency in the use of these cues, so that on
occasion it is not just that a particular linguistic feature is always used but that
it 1s used such and such a percent of the time rather than exclusively or not at
all (see chaprer 7). However, we may actually perceive its use or non-use to be
categorical, i.ey, the feature to be totally present or totally absent. This last
hypothesis is an interesting one in that it raises very important questions about
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the linguistic crpahilities of human bengs, parncularly aboot how indmaduals
aciuire the ability to use language in such ways. If humans must learm not only
that vou have 1o use limguistic featare X (e.g., -ing endings on verbs| rathir
than .Lin_'.iumtuc feature Y (e.g., -in" endings on verbs) but that you have to use it
such and such g pereent in sication A, 4 ditferent perdent i situanicn B, and a
still different percent in situation C, what does thar tell us about mnare human
abilities and the human capacity for learning? What cogninve and social
abilities are involved in mastering some of the variety we find to exist in any
language?

The existence of different varieties is interesting in stll another respect.
While each of us may have productive control over only one or 2 very few
varieties of a langunge, we can wsually comprehend many more vanenes and
velate all of thete o the concept of a *single languape’, That is; our receptive
linguistic abiliry 15 much greater than our fe dsictive lingmstic albiliry so taras
varieties of a language are concerned. An inreresting problem tor Tmguists 15
knowing how best to characterize these abilities, that 1s, the fenowledge” that
we have which enables us to recognize something as being m the language but
ver marked as ‘different” in some wiay. s that part ol our eoisfretesce or part of
.imr perfurmance in the U homskyan sense? O is that & false dichotomy? The
first question is as yver unanswered bur, as the second suggests, it could possibly
b unanswerable. 1 will have more o say an such matters as we proceed to
look further into the relationships between language and society.

Discussion
1. When might cach of the following sentences be stylistically appropriate?

Artention!

| do hereby bequeath . . ..

Our Father, which art in Heaven .. ..

Been to see your Dad recently?

Ger lost!

Now if we consider the relationship between social class and

o F

mo fo

ncome . . . .

Come off ir!

Take care!

i, Haven't we met somewhere before?

2. What stylistic characreristics do you associate with each of the tollowing
activities: talking to a voung child; writing an essay for a professor; playing
a board game with a close friend; approaching a stranger on the street to ask
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for derections: artending a funeral; talking o vourself; getting stopped i
speeding: buming vour finger? - T
Vo Chie of the easiest ways of persuading vourself thar there are FERISteTs
.14:-...m'1.'.r1-:| with different occupations is to read materiily .1:~-::-gj'1|rj ;.'.- tl
different callings, You can quickly compile repisier dijlcr-:m.._wa flrc:rn ‘il]il;ll
holrees as law . repores, hairdressing or fashion MEAgAZInes ~;._'|1ui.'u'|r
||:-|trr1.|l..-., recipe books, sewing patierns, instruction |11.1nu..rll~s ru:“c.:.|'|<mic- l||1.|
s o The supply is almast inexhaustible? Yeru mighe |.nn1p|-h: II|\'r.~; ol -;l.'.rlr-&t.
trom vareus sources and find our long it takes: one of vour f -H‘ '
students 1o identife the particular : , L
4. Hudson [ 181, P- 49} savs ‘ane's dinlect shows whi (or wlar! VI are
while cine's register shows whit you are dosg” He acknowledues ||:f1r 'I|1' e
Cioni Tp:-: are much less distinet chan the slogan implies’; Elnwn'w; ¥ |Iu m:’:i!:{r
sg Ll [ K y fl d d -
\m.!,,,‘:;:. r,:.,:ll:t I:.:;:_.':t‘t[.,llwuld b dl;ll!t.‘l:'l' a.nd register for a !‘r-:u't-f:.nr of
oy | et A hacedresser friom Newcastle workineg in
London; a Brinsh naval commandet o sheep farmer in New Zealand: thd ;
'.-'.rrtw.-r.-m-,;" Person fram any location you might chiose, L
3. Woltram and Fasold L1974, no 20 !

soutces’ as vou read the listy aland,

; ; | | offer the following working defini-
OIS 0 Al W vl 3 1 )
: ab wihat they called stawdard, superstandard (or hypercorrect! and
suetistandard (or novstandard) speech, They say of someone that

¥ 53 soimenine thar:

It PR T s f7
|3|II:~| reacticn i the formd (not the cintent) of the urterance s newiral
and he can devote full atrention e the meamng, then the

: ! foirmmy s
stanclard for lim, If ks attemtion is

diverred from the meaning of the
utterance because it sounds snooty’, then the utterance is

anc ! : sLper-
standarid. If Bis arention is diverted fram the l

message bucauge the
utterance sounds like poor English, then the form i substandard

Whar are vour reactions to each of the following?

Am T not?

He ain’t gor none.

May [ leave now?

Most everyone says thar,

Itis L.

It was pretry awful.

Lay down, Fido!

He wanted to know whom we met.
Between voun and 1. . . .

[ seen him.

0 -t oan oo
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Try to apply Wolfram and Fasold’s definitions.
6. What judgments might you be inclined ro make about a person who
always clearly and carefully articulates every word he or she says n all
circamstances? A person who insists on saving both between you and I and
It's I? A person who uses malapropisms? A person who, in speaking rapidly
in succession to a number of others, easily shifts from one variery of speech
to another?
7. What do you regard as the characteristics of a “good’ speaker of English
and of a ‘poor’ speaker? Consider such matters as pronunciation, word
chuice, syntactic choice, fluency, and style.
8. There seems to be evidence that many people judge themselves to speak
‘berter’ than they actually do, or, if not berter, at least less casually than they
do. Do you know of any such evidence? If it is the case that people do behave
this way, why might it be so?
9. Find some articles or books on ‘good speaking’, on ‘how to improve
your specch’, or on ‘how to impress others through increasing vour
vocabulary’, and so on. How valuable is the advice you find in such
materials?
10.  If you had access to only a single style and/or variety of language, what
difficultics do you think you might encounter n trying to express different
levels of formality as the social situation changed around vou, or to imdicate
such things as seriousness, mockery, humor, respect, and disdain? Is the kind
of variation you need a resource that more than compensates for the
difficulties that result in teaching the language or arriving at some consensus
concerning such concepts as ‘correctness’ or ‘propriety’?
1f. Hudson (1980, p. 22) says that ‘lay people’ sometimes ask linguists
questions such as “Where is real Cockney spoken?” They assume such
questions are meaningful. {Another is ‘Is Jamaican creole a kind of English
or not?’) Hudson says that such questions ‘are not the kind of questions that
can be investigated scientifically’. Having read this chapter, can you think of
some other questions about language which are frequently asked but which
might also be similarly unanswerable? How about the following: Who
speaks the best English? Where should [ go to learn perfect Tralian? Why do
people write and talk so badly these days? Explain why each is unanswer-
able — by a linguist at least!

Further Reading

Chambers and Trudgill (1980}, Davis (1983), and Petyt (1980) provide

Are you absolutelv sure?
introductions to the study of dialects, Wolfram and Fasold (1974} focus speci-

Who did you mention it to?




