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‘This. paper introdyces the reader to a brlef hf%thy
of the focus of linguistic méthod \from prehistoric times, through the
Classical era, the Middle Ages, to| the present. The scientific _
orientation of 11ngulst1c method i%§ exploited; a set of specific l
principles is fqund to unlfy most df today's diverse methods. The:
success of linguistics-is attribute@ on the one hand to the factk ‘that .
the discipline serves’'as an analogue té othér sciences, the most' :
recent and.exciting case being genet'cs, viz., the DWX code. On the’
~other hand, the subject matter of 1i gulstics, language, is -khown to
"be the human act per se. Accordingly,\it is considered that human"
communication remains distinct from a i:al communication. :In an

-.

effort to uncover how language ‘is the hallmark of ‘mankind ;}ngulstic
method ‘is turning to the 1aboratory sciences for insights 1nto ‘the ~

composition and linguistic functions of ‘the hemlspheres of the bralnjﬂ\

and to philosophy, ®f which certain schools claim language as their
proper object, In particular, the recent redlscovery of semantics ,
- leads the linguist to semlotlcs. Linguistic method today has © ° L
- progressed to the status of a we11~estdbllshed, independent . '

~ discipline which can now ‘énjoy the advantages-of theé 1ntegratlon of E

: cross-dlsc1p11nary dlscoverles, humanlstlc as well as sc1ent1f1c.
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Llngulstlcs toda.y enjoys an ac'blve and prestlglous posltlon 1n the

w o .

'world 'of 'learnlng. We wonder why it does not reflect the maladles of

v ;. . - ' {

a tlme-worn d_'Lsc1p11ne, 1nasmuch as it can ‘be a,rgued that man's focus '

[

/ S on langua.ge is cotermlnous w1th his own appearance, and that th1s
focus 1s traceable througmanment cultures dovn to the present.
Al . \ @ . ‘I

‘I’hugt cons1éfer in G‘eneszs, for example, the na.mlng of the animals

. . by Adam; or the Chlnese notlczn that a dlv:Lne turtle W1th mark,s‘ ‘en 1ts .
- v**';v' » . buck is the originator of Wr_iting,- 'Ihese ;;Legew the origib, of
. . . B . J" ;x‘-," ' 1

-

language '-tend"ta be _supematurally oriented. ,The Egy'p’dians hac\l their o,
= .
god Thoth as the omglnator of langudge, kthe Ba‘gylonla.ns Nabu, and we

El

Floe 7742

-

4_ . are Well aware of’the nature of taboo 1ntegral ”to th1s feellng of lan~
. B Vel '

guage. Here, linguistics overl"aps with such-c"(iscipliri.es as a.nthro;pology

and sociology‘. C Do L . , .

Y

\ L
We can attempt to stay w1th1n the domaln o} pure, linguistiecs in . *° .

Y LA

trac1ng the. anc1ent paths of the dlsc1pl:|,ne, but nd that' ,it is

1nextr1cably woven togethem with other fLelds,,,ln rtlcular phllosophy.

. L}
o s tFor the elas51cal gra.‘mmarlans, language served as a vehllcle f‘or un- )

- v - a

covering the general_laws which gove-rn h_uman thought. For the Greek 0

% The p.rese_-nt paper is a further development _of Raudh 1976.
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g treating pl&ol:gy, grammar , method and theory., S - '
. - The philosOphizing about 1anguage persmted through the flrst m11—-

0
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y

~and Romen phllosophers, loglcal d.lsmnct:.ons served as the basis for

-

class:.i‘ylng the elemen‘ts of 1anguage. Plato made thejda,stlnctigp be~

[4

A - yeen poun snd verb and, as we know, cIass“ified.ﬁdjectives withf'verbs >

.. since: both the verb and the Q.d:jectlve meke & stefoement aboutfthe subject.

¢

Nor can.we*forget the grammar of Sanskrlt corrrposed by Pan:.n;L in the

A
fourth century‘,BC, which cons:l.sted of some 1&000 aphqustlc statemerlts
3 . 4 . .' \ . v

1

. lennlum, 1nto the Mlddle Ages, and past the Renalssarfce.‘ There was .o

—

\ thought to be a unlversal gra.mmar underlylng all languages, a unlversal

1.9

base deftermlned by human reason, and not at all by the dlfferlng struc-

l - (4 '

tural systems afound in the dlfferlng .languages. "IhlS“ notlonk is reminis-

. “cent qf the Ancients WhO trled to formulate a general grammar on"a pure:l;r ' »

N N

-

grammar and value éudgments aﬁdﬁt ye,mvaculars; .oexisted durin; Athg - )
rationalistic ‘périAod: Non'ethe 2SS ,' the.. séarch ‘or* a uni“v"e_rsal‘b‘ase'
has contiﬁued to the preseht timeN Thus it’~ié\ th‘aft: today Chomsky sees 8
'i linguistics as ,essentiali. a discipliﬁé which seeks to‘fﬁrther -6ur
P ® ‘ P
} understanding of the humen mind. ‘ ) . o -

),. . ~

——

c!}

o The est:ablishment of a universai base is éertainly a respectable

Lo~ 3

ol enterprlse, What can ‘Dbe questlonable is' the procedure usii in postu—— ®

ulatlng‘a unlversal. In earller tlmes a uanersal grammar\was formulated

1 . . \

. not at al]J on thé,evidenCe of - various language"s, but by the applibat_lon

A /of a series of dogmatic a.és_umpftiohs about the nature of.language.

Ieibniz (+ 1716) was one of the fAirs‘t. to point, out the error of this

o L. . ) . . - ) . v

.‘:"'lOgical basis. Other ewphases in language study, such as notrmalized ¢ =~ ..

v .

o
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\ L sheds ‘ ‘ ' ‘ o

’\“ procedure and {tb show the need for a comparat:.ve study of® languages

H

' .

’based on llngulstlc date, thus 1ni,roduc:,ng tlzgw emplrical b8 well as the

“comparative orlentatlon Whlch is the hallmark of nlneteenth century *

|
’

A ' llngu;atlcs. .. - L T ‘ , S o

Assuming, then that the study of language is very old, we recognize Lo
that linguistics profits from a wealth of cumulative knowledge. It
: BN ) ' a S !

can, however, be‘argued that. the roots of modexn.linguistics are little
. N -3 .

more than oné and ‘¢ne-half centuries old, if we consider nineteenth .

¢

. ) ) . e . R

for or against its ag are'not mutually exclusive; nor do théy brovide

o N century linguistics te be the point of depdrture. But the arguments

.

dlrect explanatlons for the healthy, thriv1ng state in which we find oy

llngUlS%lcs. It is in the env1able p051t10n of serving gs ‘an analogue

'

, T to the ftherisciences. “In fact 'history tells us thatvevo~ tionary

A v ; explanatlons in llngu1stics preceded those in biology by half a century.

1]

- ) ﬁ%hus 1t is“that Darw1n in his Qescent of Man (1871) gives credlt to

@~

the,work of phllologysts o ; K ' - o
. \ :

Let us consider~the'most re dent ada{ogue of linguigtics to science:

It is probably the most spectacular.of.all'time,-namely the breaking'
o ‘ ‘ \ v » |
“of the code of the baeéc matter o% all li&iLg things , DNA. ' Altlough
a M : . . . ‘ ) . ! . ‘ ‘
- v Within'ﬂhree years after the pioneer work ¢f Mendel in genetics (about

& 1869), nuclelc acid had been’ 1solated from protein in a cell, it was

4

not mtil 5he twentleth century hat sc1entlsts began to understand - .

its chemical str’ucture‘ Well into the\fi’st half of the twentieth
\

v

»

‘ . éhe gehe as self~perpejFa 17% proteln molecules..“serv1ng as’ spec1f1c
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4 g ’

_ BT Froof that the DNA of the nucleus of the cell rather than the amino
4 o ot ! ’ . . ' - "‘ . . .
i acid of the protein in the cytoplasm of the cell transmits the directions
oot Do ) ' R : ’ _ r
for the meking of an organism came -only id the early Fifties, This was-
. e _ . . R b i}

. followed by a mushrooming of research which uncovered the structure of

*

INA nd led:tﬁq.the brésa.king ofl' the code inherent in that structure.

'Briefly the s‘.twruc,ture is a,s follows : The nucleus of..‘a cell oontains

. ' ‘ chromesomes. Chromosomes are thread-lz.'Lke bodies ) stripe's .or _b}ands'of
’_W\ g,e‘nes arranged in € linear sequenoe. A gene 1s 8 segment of DNA mole-~ .. '
cule. A huma:n DNA molecule has in 1t over 200 ,OOO nucleotides. A

- /nucleotlde consists of one‘ or' the four ]51\IA bases (Adenlne, Guanln'e,

.

Thymlne, gystoslne), one molecule of sugar, and one phosphate group.

-
' -

e iTE “four bases link to each other in a strand or chain. .There are two

a
] ’ L such strands to a segment of DNA They _form 'a helix, 1.e. they are
‘/ , like the threads of a screw, but they are. gomg in opp slte d1rectlons,
: oi;l.e tlp, One down.;‘ The four bases in the strands are pa1red 'I' always
u - ' w1th A ' w1t1’\l\ C; as a result the two strands of whlch they are a part ’
\ | are. pair b 'i us, if the hydrogen bonds’ holdlng the two strands were

\ P —

"to break; the trands unw1nd' the bases then“‘plck up the1r proper part— =
‘ner (A wit )gﬁrlth G) from ‘the raw material in the cell, and accord——v"
» 1ng]‘{r the | oubl\ stranded DNA has repllcated 1tself.

" Let us" how aeonolder the code: 'I’he INA 1s in the nucleus of a cell, ‘_A
1t is ,the' 1uep11nt for/an organism. It has to‘ -transfer thlsrb,lepr;l,nt
g L ; on"to the prioteings Min -order to aotuate.the blueprint, the ;pla‘ns.‘ RWA,.

. / . 7 ' [ .
a second type of] nucléic acid, attaches and modeéls itself to an unwound

! gstran-d of DYA, hereby takiné on the’,blueprin"&%rof the'&-“DN*ﬂA. .The( RNA -

strand carr'ylng the DNA message then brea.ks away from the DNA strand,, -

L f“;

W

 leaves the nucle{us and enters the cytoplasm

t . .
S
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. In the cytoble:sm are the amino acids which are the. b.'uilding blocks
o of the .ﬁrotein.' To speed the relaying of thevblueprint, there are in .'
the cytoplasm mobilé molecules of.RNA', exact replicas of the messenger

RNA sections. The am1no aclds hook to these repllca or transfer RNA,
P W '
which ' theh pocltlon them...elve., onto the messenger ENA strand. The ?blue-

1

print is thus tranﬂ*ferred from the messenger RVA to the amlno acid.

The re ,are twenty amino ac1ds ‘but only four RNA ba~es. The correlatlon

; . o
-

is three bases to ekafil_ amino acid;-the possibility is ac’cdrdingiz four
i

N

>

* .
S

to the third powér number of arrangements of the three bases.
. smownts to & possible 64 word vocabulary which easily covers the twenty .
v " amino acids. Words are left over, carrying insf:rdctions for protein -

3

synthesis, such as signals for start ané stop, '

.0 !

Xr " "The 64 possible: words which’constitute the DNA language are each
;;ﬂf. . composed o{/@hree disorete letters. The letters are in continuous J

- linear\_sequ:ence7 and the message Ba intact as long as they form a ‘syntagm

§ s

ofhthrees.. The code is scrambled if less or more than three letters

P .are added or subtractedy it is brought back fnto phase but mutated by

the addition or deletion of threes ormultiples of threes. A three -
letter INA word should order its lotters in an exact sequence so that 't

v : o : S

. a/ may be me'aningful, 'Jdust"‘as the C"U p oif‘ English _g_gp_ on .‘mal{es sense in i
‘ that erder.' The dempherlng; of the trlplet sequences of DNAekge into ‘ )
. .
Co Cheml-C.&l 1m&uaye suggests that some paraphrase or synonymlc relatlon; |
. h shlp.s may exist. " This is the case when several code words: spec1fy the o \ 
® - ‘ . . . .. [ N
's ame amin'o acid. ‘ . | - ’ _/. e -

'\\\

In concludlng' mIS‘Hmt into. DNAese, we quote from Beadle and

,..Beadle (1967:216): . the dec1pher1ng of the’DNA codg has revealed

g ' oux\posse551on of a language muc older than h1eroglyph1cs, é, language
' Hrocg , . v
_‘f .

]

.- A - . » i . Lo
\‘1 . v . . L ‘s:) ' \ M A ¢ . ] v
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as old as life its‘élff; a iar_lguage that 1s the most llvlng lar?guage of I +

R B

a

-

all-~even if its letters are invisible and its words ‘are burled deep in

-

the cells ‘of our bodies.‘ ) S o .

v © P

‘ Thls eXcursus 1nto genetlcs, w1th its -recently discovered analoguef '
Cto lmpu:r,;;m,c..,, assures us that the dJ.SC:Lpl:Lne of llngulstlcs is 1ndeed
V,L;'(Jrou.,,-lt is fa_,t-movmp, marked by deflnite methods , a relat:.vely
l'ndlf’{}b store of data, and rather. continuous success. Admittedly,

. "Olentlflc method, characterlzed by such features es :Lntellectua.l

uxk\certalnty and cur1051ty, data selectlon and judgment hypothesis I’or-‘\

matlon and testing, and hypothe51s reappllcatlon or modlflcatlon ‘Pro--

i

vides a most secure as well as emnent ,‘operatlng procedure for the

linguist; yet he shax;\thi‘s.pro,cedure with other men of science. -Quite
Obviously, we look then to the s‘ubj-ect"matter itself of 1inguistics--—

oo language , a fundamental human activity. It ‘is‘,}w@f, quite another

step to the spectacular realization that -language is not just a feature

of humen behavior, but that At is to be isolsted as the humen act.per, ..ol

se Thus the obgect of lrngulstlc sc1ence is the most fundamental act"
// y
of'hwnan behav1or Further, the obJect is studled by a method which,

was successful in constructlng a sc1ent1f1c theory of an - aspect of human . )

~behaV1or. Iet us now 100k at. the method of llngulstlcs Thls w1ll in

ul ‘ ~ turn lead us full c1rcle to the fact that language is the human act

\

o  per se. ®

\

Method, or methodology, is a discipline in its own right, one. which -

. studles the prlnc1ples pecullar to a partlcular Sc1ence, art or other

branch of’ knowledge Wlthln 11ngulst1cs, the spec1al prlncaples charac-

e

o

C S

terlzlng each competlng school in modern tlmes are. adhered to w1th an

' absolute conv1ct10n and vigor of persuasa,on, p0551bly unequaled by former




.llngulstlcs.- These pr1nc1ples glve us an 1ns1ght into whyt the disei-

Rauch- T

eras in the hlstory of 1anguage invest:Lgatlon. 'Iypicalljr ‘one method -

cting an i;r'reversible»

dom:Lnates by a breakthrough or breakthroughs ef
development in the hlstory of the dlsmpl:\,ne., 'I'h propafganda,‘iconoclasm,.

attacks and’ counter-attacks, often acrlmonlous and 1ong-11ved, are some-

the breakthroughs of successlve schoola, nor can ‘bhe

linpguictic pr:.nc1pleo which w1thstand the test o:f’ t:L

,lmr'uy tie method! is ever thft:u.ng, perhaps the evolv{ f

che which seeks to explaln Lengusge db the Hellnazk offmenkind. At [\

‘present f‘uch a focus has not been achieved, althoug;h ik appRers to be -

in the process of developme,nt, as we‘ dl‘scuss below.

Let us cons1der some of the prlnc:Lples Whlch are -

i

. ?
pline of lingui'stics is’ and_does. Together with these basdc p_r:lnc1pleﬂs

a

L we w1ll discuss .some common m:Lsconceptlons. Whether we .cchsider today's‘
Iy '

}ngulstlcs relat:Lvely young or relatlvely pld, one. of the flmdameﬁtal '

pr1nc1ples common to present methods is the structural pr1nc1ple, hléh
holds that 3 llngulstlc element is to be analyzed as 1ntegral to s \_‘ ' t__,.’ \

system To be ,' is to be related A structure cons1sts qf elements
A v ——— g
\
hav1ng a certa:Ln mutual relatlonshlp ‘as 1 'posed'to a ,me're accumulatlol??“‘

N '

of mutually 1ndependent 1tems, the latter iis known)as llngp:Lst‘.Lc atom:Lsm.

Pan1n1, the Incllc grammarlan of the fourth cen‘tury BC was def1n1tely a
‘ structurallst Jakob Grlmm, in systematlzlng the eV'.Ldence\ for the FlI‘

Sound Shlf‘t d1d so through the -use ozi' the structur'al pr1nc1ple. Wge

g
‘ know, too,_that Noam Chomsky, the premier naime in current llnguistlcs,




_— ‘~ '> ' | _A.(I‘_{aach—S'A &

- - - | |
’(" 1s a structuralisi; n fact, 1t(1s dlfflcul’c to concelye of 8 modern . o
) approach whlch is not s;{uctural. We are well aware that }
¢ ﬂ \’ '
/:\——\ school is to be crec;hted Wlth formulata;ng a conslstent the ry of h

g g
ulmllarly, our temnlnolo%:n dlscﬁssmg varlr

s methods is decep—

. ‘t'i;w‘ {th rcga"d. to the term scr:.pt:,ve" a8 w1th ’che ’cerm 'structuraf}.'

", ’ Ahte tex'm d.escrlp’c:v.ve 15 properly non-school a.ssocm’ced. Thus ,, & phase

e w

Phonemlc1gt for example, consmts in the str ctural descrlptlon of a8 -

.‘\

- . [language, 'Whether ‘that, lagguage be prehlstorlc', historie, or contem-

V . ~ . R 'Y > " .
porary. Structural and descriptive as appiied to linguistics are then':

v ' 1ncorrectly dellmlted, when they‘ are meant o mark the
! . - .0 B "~ s [

trans formatlonal ~approach toward contemporary language .

Chomsky s three levels of adequacy observatlonal,- descriptive‘_,‘ and
- 'explanatory) o : , . | -

o

e

Iet us note yet among these mlsconcep’tlons ‘the eMarge that unfin- .

‘ ! - N ~

o g 1shed or piecemeal descrlptlon is peculiar to the Transfo atlonallst

It is unllkely tba’c any method regardless of. 1ts orlentatlon, can

v \

substantlate exhaustlve or completeqstructui'al treatment of a language.

We may actually deduce descrlptlve endlessness as unlversal fof lin-

-

; ) gulstlc method. We have pomted out that in our tlme the prlmary lln-

o \

'gu:Lstlc approaches to any language are all structural, all descrlptlve, o

—_— RN =

l
and all 1ncomplete. In the long run -fbermlnologlcal ard conceptual

' -

) misapplications create nb’n-problems . Immediately', hoyever, the,yare_-

, time-consuming; eventually they tend to be slbughed off by linguistic
s ) ) . ' - ~‘;- . . . . .

'vme-th-'od itself.
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R Now,.let \us' pro_ceed-to'a gsecond principle. Inherent in the structural

., principle 'is the principle of minimal opposition, both as a linguistic .

‘wit anrd a linguistic relaxionship{ The gbility of linguistic method to - e

. e [ ]
identify distinctive’ languege feetures is a major factor in its success

w08 4 science among related sciences. Here linglistics clearly -functions

= s a haprd Science; it reduces data to discrete elements. Presently, .
” . . certain facts of phonology are readily scruteble in the acoustics, physies, //
., + or physiology laboratories, for instance. Accordingly, the linguistic. o
- . . ! 3 - C T ‘ ) * !

-s'_c‘i;éntist/i(g s%:cgre“iAn i?he physmalr ality o‘fl»éorﬁe phonolc?gica1‘ a’cexjﬁ"i.
) '!Qtl'Ier;» 1es'svtangib1e- and in_tangiblé aspects” of"phqﬁioldgy , féi‘ éxefﬂple( A
prlafdiétive’ phonolbg_gy, as well as meny facets of semahtics-,' elﬁ@e_ the ﬁ
current té.ols of the linguiéﬁ qug.laborat ry‘scielntAist. This is-not

to imply, hoWever, that ]%aboraft-bxy lingﬁist_iés is an ultinmate goal, -

since the study_qf language is.not pure science alone, as we note

-further below.
'Let us look ndw at®wo 'additibnal-‘-prin.‘ciple_s: - Intrinsic to the
R4 o ' ' L ' ’ :

structural principle and the principle of 'mini'mai -dpposifion is the . *

priﬁciple of simplicity. It is frequehtly;v‘:‘represent"ed 1n scientific - v

»

method by the principle of 'Occam's Rezor,' which holds that entities’

N

should,nc;t be multiplied unnecessarily. Considering the many types of
simplicity'_which play a role in linguistié"‘ymetho_'d,v it is interesting
\& , that ‘the specific type of simplicity which implies generality is a con-

. st{%uépt q_f mdst lingujétic approaches. " We are thus gble to recognize L A

h

‘a principle of genera

ization in the Neogrammarian hypothesis as well >

" as in the -emicgiyzat\l f Classical Phonemics or Taxonomy. -We are
v ;o ) ] - ) . . . ¢
. ©  familiar with the dictum of the Neogrammarians that sound changes a.d.mit;,

.

AR

¢ T A




-

o through rigorous ressoning. In this resPect it demonstrates some of the

. » . . .
is 01d High German umlaut where magssive umlaut takes place uppn the

conditioner. It is clear that both Neogrammarian law and the emicization

»by}repetition or accumulation of data, but by confifming evidence from .

YA ©, Retich- 16

of‘no exceptions, and a sample of emicization familiar to all Germenists

merger of the umlaut of a with old e, or upon the loss of the umlaut’
. , 0 — , Q. - -

»
v -

*

are. nbstractcd constructs which accomt for some observed and non~

ob"nrved data of a particular sot, but usually not all such daba. To -~

‘

v

e suru‘ the eéxplicit formulation of a significant genéralizatipn is - ;
h e , :
one of the foremost aims of the Transformational approach. HOVever,
a peneralization 1s 51gn1fiqant,cn&$hif it can account for the empirical
data. Thus, applying thié principle/ to the 01d High Ge rman umlaut
problem, for example the’ Generat1v1st do@s not/accept wholesale umlaut ,
_but'only those umlauts observed in the concrete data. In thia wise

he requires reality in his generalization 85 oppoeed to abstraction.

'Further;'thevGenerativist-does net seek to verify a generalization

diverse domains. Transformational method ie essentially self—evaluativeﬁ
hallenging'its own 1deas by . adduc1ng argument andtcounter-argument
|
.fundamental technlques of scientific- method. o f .
Presently one of the pr1nc1pal concerns ef linguistic method is
tﬁe'abstractionx»cancretion"dichotomy in linguistic descriptions. Thus.

we are led to ask whether the prinCipie of minimal opposit#on, for

instance, is violafed by admitting the notion of continuum into_linguistic

method. It is what\Bolinger calls"gradience;' it\may‘be called

'degree grammar‘; but 'non-discrete grammar' is probably a misnomer.®

It is a fact that hﬁman'linguistic'behavior, praématically determined

; e -
. ° -




-

.. the INA é;enetic code vhere chang%a in a ecode tekes place not by change

' elements. S0, for example, the Indo~European vowels aye [+ vocalic],

tude toward his deta; whence abstract versus concrete, dlscrete vers\us

'slght \1nto the success ful methoc}plogy .of llngulsthe. by locking at foud

_ llngu_lstlcs- in effect they unlfy llngu_lstlc proéress. Yet A1t appears

" Rauch~11

(performance) proceeds im & continuum. We have alvays realized this;
w,itnes:; our wnderstending of dialect and idiolect.. However, in recent

tims.*s,' linpuistic method has dwelt on polarization of a 1ir?guist's atti--

v

.- L . ,
continuous, and Markov:Lan ‘versus global descriptiong. 1In the dlgt.ant VAR

-
¥

fut:j( we may well view this polarization ds one of thoae pseudo-px‘oblems .

we mehtioned above. There is no. escaping thé fact (and this is why
' . A -
'non-discrete grammar' is ‘& mis nomer) that a disc¢rete element cennot -

PRt

«

become non-discrete without scrambling the cods. We are reminded of = . -

in discrete clements, but by the‘ eddition or deletion of*discrete

. ’ . .

the consonants ape [+ consonanta‘Ll], and the resenénqts arej',[+ vocalic

+ consonental], butsin the code which is in _phase%, ‘that’ is, not scrambled,
the res onants mu;t be either the d:].screte element [cbnSOnan}\eu,] or the

discrete .element [vocallc]. Gramznar lS thus both discrete ‘and contlnuous -

as witnessed in the 00mplementary,v not the antagonlstlc, principles oi) .

contlnuou,a .

6 - [

“

let us recapitulate: We.ha‘ve_said- that linguistics studies lan-

. . ’ » ‘ . v
guage and that la.nguage“,is the humen act per se. We have Pprovided in--

-

[

p>\1nc1ples whi-ch 11e at the hea,rt of the dlé; c1p11ne and aceount'

k $
ext#nt for its success among related dlsclpli\nes. ~}31e have shown that

s

these pr1nc1ples actually are 'common’ to several current approaphes to

”
.

-

i




: tra.ined the 11n.gu:|.st to- a.nalyze hls cosmos to a,‘ large extent b1nari‘l;b

'phonegmlc, gra}n&afclcal Jstﬁucvt\une of a”1anguage, but ah acqualntance Wlth

- R r.,

1ts doors to semantlcs., In fact the stud;y of semanﬁl'cs and the ‘thlI‘d.
member of‘ the semlotlc. trmad wpragmatlcs . 1n'turn @pens th,e d00r~1rre—~

vocably to an entlrely new - qe‘b of concems Whlch should engage all

-phllosophy, understandably so, several schools of phllbsophy cla.lm lan- .

; guage as the1rgr1nc1pal subJect 9matter.‘ '

“
‘.

.-_.1_\, . v, ‘z.» : . a,. Rauch'-:!_e .

that llngmglc method 1tself can engender the ‘,noxlous by-—product of

' " . ‘f“n“,

false d1v1s1on. For example‘, the prlnC1ple o;f‘ m1n1ma1 opposfcxlon has
Lp llk‘e‘manne.r,‘ t-heﬁlncllnatlon to stud,y/alln Sth\ me‘thod (or the

> r ' ; .
gzsc1p11ne of llngulstlca) by chartlng the pr1nc1ples of varloﬁg\c;uqls k

.»z

i S

5

v

;- IR 1

vWe Qre all Well aware of the pre,]udlcq in the relatlvely recent §

hlstory of t,he dlsdpllne ag'alnst 'semantlcs.‘ P:ractlcally, spe-a.k:l.ng,

all schools of structural llngmsgi.cs have falled to develop the . rele-—
AN /;s.

Fa, ¥ @ . ‘ - -
vant correlatlon °bet'ween the features of 1anguage and the features of .
soolety and cu.‘Ltu‘ Language used for c‘:ommunlcatlon and“contact wlth
“ \. %'&’ \"‘l.:* . i 7."
o“bhers requlres not Just an accep‘table knowledge of the graphemlc, A

o -

& N . ob

the semantié structtrre and with the conceﬁbs and 1deas Wthh are the
A4 T . .

&presmon ‘of a 00ntact. Not" 1ong" ago lingulstlc s’cructurallsm opened

%, Tow

v

\si.-,‘, - . ».».l

A= - o . * ‘

. e
4 N .

’ + .
llngu_lstlc approaches We~aren Wltnesslng a 'return to the stu'd;y of‘lan-

guage and thought ‘I‘h“ls compels the llngu:l.st to look, on* the orie hand, '
to the laborator‘y sc1ences foz\ 1nsg.ghts 1nto the composltlon and lln-b
At

gulstlc fm*etlons of the hemlspheres of the braln. ' On the other hand,

the problngs of llngu:Lsts resemble evqr more the contentlons of‘ . <

- ° - s

o
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Let us’ conslder brlefly ;the flrst evolv1ng dlrectlon namely, study
¢ L3

d:f‘ the llngulstlc funct}zﬁs ‘of . the braln. In l968 GeschW1nd and Lev1tsky

N
e .

at Boston "Univers1ty d:lscovered the so-called language lump or enlargement

<
f
°

S k"\y\tr) the left s:Lde of the bra;Ln '(upon examlnlng h,undreds‘of bralns post-— . c o
e . " . \ % ;
. , mortem.-) ThlS lump occurs in that part of the >bra.1n actually p1np01nted ‘

wot ., *

by Wernlcke in the last centur,y as 1nVOlved in the h1gher analy51s of

e &

spéech sounds Identlflcatlon of th1s bra1n reglon does not tell us the’"\' /

) /'how _of 'language, but 1t is a?t least .a startlng p01nt.- Bra1n da.mage.,~ ‘ o

o,

X e

perhaps Wlth resul,t;Lng apha::ua, and the effects of Electr:Lcal st1mulatlon ‘ ' e

durlng bra:Ln surgery are prlme sources of 1nformatlonr Thxee areas, Y

FEATE . o .
S ‘ '1d;ent1f1ed 1n-»'the le . braln he,mlsphere and called. '1deational., T are ‘.
¢ '
. ,‘ b v ) - ’ ' o
SR ‘ concemethhe content .and meanlng of lan.guage, as. opposed to the A\,

motor str1p WhlfCh.. handles volce controla- Damage to the motor str:Lp is -

@ less harmful ‘and 1ts effects (e.g. slurred‘speech) .are'):einpoi‘ar'y", pro-

¥
N

» g v1ded the correspondlng arear in e right hem:Lsphere is unharmed Whlle : o

3

dmnag%to an. 1deat10nal' section ranges from short t’erm apha31a to
' . o - ) - . . . 3v .
‘p permanent loss of speech. '
T .‘ It 1s ~&cnown that thes Poin: mechanlsm for the perceptlon of’ the,

Cw

is d.'Lffer t frorm the bra.ln m\Echanlsm for the per—

sounds of, muslc'

e, ‘of Eng. tlp versus dip. n Wltness the Russlan ) ' »
) * o \ ', - . -
o, composer Shebalin, WhO suffered a’ stroke on hys left sJ,de, proh1b1t1ngo

- : ’ - 1

- his understandlng of speech, yet he cOnt nued,,to con\'fpos'e mus,1c; .the -/

| latter ablllty iy)tnown to be a functlox}l of the rl,ght hemlsphere, Whlch e :

-vq{..,.;.,,‘,ww,m.‘.;»-'. s ,{/, S : - ;@ S RVREEN
oA S controls creatl’Ve processes. Lenneberg (196)4) has found ‘that’ language . S

o ception, for ex

* &

SN

and 1ntel‘.ﬁLgence are . not commensurate, they are 1ndependent tra;Lts

i . - Language begins 4in th'e same manner in reltardaTes as 1n normal chlldren,

. [

. furthe r; ‘the rate "of d,evblopment of 'spe,é'ch in|normal ~'ch-'ildren differs o A

. - . . L % - . A
® . . B . . !
. ., . . ° .

LN
i
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- P ' . \

/ : ' '1ittle from that in 'nomal- childnen".'of»deaf parents. Lenneberg rejects -

the notion that ma.n s abll:l.ty to spea.k is due to such~ factors as an in-"
. ’ LS

crease in :Lntelllgence or an increase in the welght of the braln. 'We_ )
/ . v » s . '

’
. P

ret,p.rn once more to/_@_e\’fact that language is-a specles-speclflc, {io-

1og1cal ca,paclty of homo saplens. .

» '

SR * Although we are quite certaln that language is the human act per se,

« )

studles dea11ng with animal communlcatlon contlnually ref‘lne our concepts

\ -
Pt

of h&man language. Hockett "s we}l known thirteen characteristics defining

at least one kind of animal communication relegate four- (displacement,'

o . - e

fproduct1v1ty, cultural tra.nsm:Lss:Lon duallty of pattemlng) to \human lan-'-
: s

. - guage alone. 'I'he now famous Ga.rdner chlmpanzee,_Washoe : whose repertoi\re
o — L .

.. was determined at 3. 25 b3 106 sentence-s has been superseded by G&lld'

T N
d1screte sentence :

X3

(Gould 19_75). As recently -as last Octobe.“r' in the Joux'nal Sc1ence (Kuhl

' study on the re‘per*t01£<a_‘9’uhe bee dance at 4 X 10

) > we 1earn tha.t ch1nch111as are able to d1st1ngu:Lsh bes

. < -~ twaen voiled snd’voiceless initial dental stops. We are reminded of the
" fact , mentioned. above, that in the humean ‘brain the left temporal lobe

enables us tod.istinguish.’d_;';p_' froms_t_"'p_,' But we also hasten to note that
. f‘ - a,lthough ‘an‘im_al can distinguish voicing of i‘nitialtstops", | as can man, v.
animal does. so pure.ly through ‘the mechan:fsm -of stinlulus-respon"se. 'I'hus
Cn 1anguage as we understand it remalns pe%ﬁullarly human. S |
'On the other hand the return to the study of language and thought

Lot

prompted by the redJBscovery of semantlcs, 1§ 1ead1$ the llngu:Lst ever

.r'

more, as stated above, 1n the direction .of phllosophy. Language is the A

oniy\ way of communlcatlhg, that dis, ﬁélaylng 51gnals through an ordi;

T | S o nary expresslon code._ It is a way of thlnklng, of systematlcally arranglng

@ ’ i .' .: N " . o

.
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} tl{\at communlcatlon in natural 1anguages depends on ‘llngu:Lstlc co-text,
ot
and extra—llngu.lstlc sett1ng, that is, the general settlng in Wthh the

'utte ce takes place, 1nc.'L_u_d1ng the »emotlonal and psychologlc‘al status -

~ binary classification) quite, concretely with the users of. Language and

‘their conditions of communication, While semant_ics is .abstract and.deals

) 1nterpretants. ThlS is, of course, the semlotlc of Charles Pe1r¢e. Let

method today: An 1nterpretant is in effect produced on someone (an
' ' .t

v

. . . i ) ) . : o ».
a content and, as a matter of fact , the only Way tio do so. Little -

Wonder that the’ phllosopher Carnap belleves that fany questlons of . N

‘ philosophy, When real at all, are questlons of language. Semantlcs- '

pragmatlcs leagds the llngu:Lst d_'Lrectly to the contemporary phllosophlcal

k4

' school of Conceptual Analysm, which has alternately been cglled 'L1n-—

4 .

'gu:Lstlc Philosophy.' One contributor to Conceptual Analys:Ls, J. L. Austln,
brands his particular dpproach 'L:_Lnguisﬂlch Phdnomenolog;y. Strlctly
N . : . ) Lt " .

'spea/kiﬁg,. the, schools of Phenomenol‘og‘y Bnd Conceptual Analysis are dis-
tinct philosophles, since they study man's personal experience in_

association with other humans (societal state) and man's personal experi-
] . .. _ . Y : >
. § o,
ence in communication with other humans (,'L-inguistic state)\respecti.vely. '

Coe M_l natural languages are in essence pragmatic languages, which meens

3 o

at is, any utt arr‘ces that may have preceded the utterance under study,

0

. ) .
B . v A

of Ehe part1c:1pa‘nts, In Coﬁununi‘tion,'lheoxypragmatic factors are .unde'r_
stood in terms of channels, and it . is bélleved that communi cation proceeds

1n‘seﬁral channels slmu.'Ltaneously, _Thus pragmatics deal‘s' (to use a
1 '), : v : 2

.

T
W1th language relat1ve to the world at large. _

o e

Pragmatlsm conne‘cts to the theory of slgns through the theory of

f

NI take Just a fleetlng glance at th1s flnal dlrectlon of llngulstlc
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vinterpreter) by a—sign. Peircevestahljshes three divisions of signs;/ °\
I . icon, index, syﬁbol whlch express so—callqd 'f1rstness, secondness, or v
.. : . 7 /v’ ' 'l. @
: . thlrdness', respectlvely The 11ngu1st1c s1gn is a symbol 51nce it is

arbltrary and requires the mind to relate 1t to an obJect. A symbol has Po o,

thlrdness, that 15, it habltually or- conventlonally represents or draws

» _an asgociaffion of a particular ob ject to ‘the mind. Then, in effect, the

Lo »‘,//i‘ inherpretan', which constltutes the meaning of a symbol is hablt Habit

= o

complished merely from the.theery of signs, but requires that

r what the 1ntended purpose of the $1gn-user is, that 1s, the
¥,

b :
C1rcumstances in yhlch the hablt 1s appllcable. Here -then, the theory

¢
-

Pgre-cy

_of signs can link with pragmatism.
o ' A _ T . .
In coneluding, we recall that 1t was: the aim of the n1neteenth

i A L)

”woentury.llngulsts to establlsh 11ngu1st1cs as aﬁxlndependeqt dlsc1— Y

p11ne. ThlS Wascsurehy achleved through its sc1ent1f1c or1entat10n .

e 7

Qi

and in partlcular through 1ts stertural method It 1s clear that

Yo llngﬂlstlc method today has’ progressed to the status of a Well—estab-

& pr1nc1pfes of llné%;éilc thodology

K" :
BARY ofxgeflectlonb of developlng and pre erv1ng ‘a’ value system, and of
X [N ; g— ; .

<

prOJéctlng 1nto ﬂhe future we undertahe to comprehend man's wnique

' . posltrhn in evolutlon. From th1s focal p01nt llngulstlc method is

i

B

only in its 1nfancy, new pr1n01ples awalt dlscoVery Wlthout a neces-

PR

a

sary abandonment of the 0ld o%es. 'We 1n fact have-no cholce " The study o

- K o v

v Qf language cannot retrogressg it is 1ntegral to the 1rrevers1ble evolu-

> v

&

N ' tlonary¢QYnam1sm'wh1ch is the ever heightened consciousness of man.

v

. Q : . S : v . .. o N ) - :

e e
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