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Synopsis of
Contents

Part I: Speech Communities, Contact, and Variation

1 Speech Community
Marcyliena Morgan

A critical examination of the notion of speech community is crucial for the discipline of
linguistic anthropology, a field devoted to the study of what speakers can and cannot do
with words in the context of their everyday life. This chapter starts from a sociopolitical
view of the speech community as a group that can define speakers’ identity, citizenship,
and belonging. Only through the integration of local knowledge and communicative
competence in discursive activities can members identify insiders from outsiders, those
passing as members, and those living in contact zones and borderlands.

2 Registers of Language
Asif Agha

This is the first comparative framework for the study of registers, defined as linguistic
repertoires stereotypically associated with particular social practices or persons who
engage in such practices. After outlining methods for their identification and study,
the author discusses several aspects of registers in social life: their institutional
dissemination in society; their tropic uses in interaction; their ideological character;
factors influencing the growth or decline of registers; and the extension of register
models from linguistic to non-linguistic signs. The chapter illustrates these phenom-
ena with examples from several languages and societies.

3 Language Contact and Contact Languages
Paul B. Garrett

Language contact gives rise to a wide variety of outcomes, including bilingualism,
codeswitching, pidginization, creolization, language shift, and language ‘“‘death.”
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These diverse outcomes are contingent upon multiple intersecting factors, linguistic
as well as social, historical, demographic, politico-economic, and ideological. Lan-
guage contact must therefore be regarded as a socially situated, culturally mediated
phenomenon — one that gives rise to particular types of communicative practices and,
in some but not all cases, to distinct new codes and identities.

4 Codeswitching
Kathryn A. Woolard

Codeswitching is a speaker’s use of two or more language varieties in a single speech
event. In response to earlier views of codeswitching as unsystematic and indicative of
inadequate linguistic control, a view of such practice as skilled, systematic, and socially
meaningful has become established. Debates remain over how best to characterize
this systematicity, and competing approaches propose varying social motivations or
functions of codeswitching. These debates in turn bring researchers to question the
discreteness of codes and the role of strategy and intentionality in codeswitching
practices. This chapter responds critically to these newer questions and suggests that
they can best be resolved by placing the phenomenon of codeswitching within more
general theoretical frames and by drawing on generalizable constructs such as voicing
and indexicality.

5 Diversity, Hierarchy, and Modernity in Pacific Island Communities
Niko Besnier

The Pacific Islands are linguistically one of the most diverse regions of the world. This
diversity is directly linked to sociocultural dynamics at play in many communities in
the area, which attribute prestige to multilingualism and encourages linguistic differ-
entiation over time, despite the language attrition that has taken place in the twenti-
eth century. Linguistic anthropologists have found in Pacific Island societies fruitful
grounds for the investigation of the way in which language, social structures, and
cultural dynamics are interwined.

6 The Value of Linguistic Diversity: Viewing Other Worlds through North
American Indian Languages
Marianne Mithun

The birth of linguistic anthropology is linked to the gradual discovery by Europeans
of the profound differences among North American languages. For some, such
differences seem accidental, arbitrary, and inconsequential, while for others, they
reflect deep intellectual, cultural, and social differences. Samples of the nature of
the diversity are presented, then the communicative forces that create and refine them
are discussed, along with the cultural and social purposes they may serve.

7 Variation in Sign Languages
Barbara LeMaster and Leila Monaghan

Contrary to popular belief, deaf sign languages are not universal. Different groups
have their own distinctive ways of signing. This variation is a resource for communi-
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cating a complex range of information within shifting interactional contexts. The
authors discuss a number of approaches to the study of sign variation, including how
sign languages vary according to nation, region, ethnicity, gender, Deaf cultural
identity, and language contact.

Part II: The Performing of Language

8 Conversation as a Cultural Activity
Elizabeth Keating and Maria Egbert

Conversation is a vital resource for anthropologists in their goal to understand
societies from the local perspective, and yet the systematic study of conversation
from an anthropological perspective is quite recent. Looking at conversation as an
activity, this chapter examines its role in a wide range of social practices, including
language socialization, the constitution of identity and the establishment of authority,
and the discursive organization of experience that characterizes narratives and insti-
tutional talk.

9 Gesture
John B. Haviland

Gesture is a pervasive resource in human communication, sometimes complementing
speech, at other times substituting for it. And yet, gestures have often been studied
separately from languages. Breaking with this tradition, this chapter links gesture to
the expressive inflections of language, showing that gestures exhibit the formal
properties of other linguistic signs, participating in communicative action, and
engendering cultural ideologies involving standards of behavior and theories of
language and mind.

10 Participation
Charles Goodwin and Marjorie Harness Goodwin

Helped by the use of new audio-visual technologies, researchers studying the details
of face-to-face interaction have felt the need to develop new frameworks for the
understanding of how meaning is communicated across speakers and contexts. The
notion of participation has replaced comversation and the speaker—hearer dyad of
carlier research. This chapter starts from a critical examination of Erving Goffman’s
influential notion of “‘footing’ to provide a comprehensive framework for the notion
of participation that includes not only the speaker and her talk, but also the forms of
embodiment and social organization through which multiple parties build action
together while both attending to, and helping to construct, relevant action and
context.

11 Literacy Practices across Learning Contexts
Patricia Baquedano-Lopez

In its broadest sense, literacy refers to the competent use of knowledge and interpret-
ive skills in culturally defined activities. This chapter provides a brief theoretical
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overview of the study of literacy and emphasizes the importance of investiga-
ting literacy development in its cultural and historical context, that is, as
practices that are contingent on the moment, but which also encode a historical
trajectory. The chapter also includes illustrative examples of the role of language in
literacy practices and development across learning contexts, both in and out of
schools.

12 Narrative Lessons
Elinor Ochs

Narratives imbue unexpected life events with a sense of temporal and causal orderli-
ness. They bring the remembered past into present and projected possible realities,
enhancing continuity of selves in the world. In construing life events, competent
narrators alternatively construct a coherent logic of experience or probe the authen-
ticity of narrated experience. These two narrative practices vary in scope of (co-)
tellership, tellability of recounted events, embeddedness in surrounding discourse,
linearity, and moral certainty.

13 Poetry
Giorgio Banti and Francesco Giannattasio

After distinguishing poetic procedures from poetry in a strict sense, some formal
features of poetically organized discourse (POD) are described, such as its links with
music, metric typology, and aspects of poetic languages. Poetry proper is seen as a
cultural choice by listeners or readers who regard a text as poetic. The authors discuss
kinds of POD not regarded as poetry and intermediate forms with prose and plain
discourse. The chapter closes with a discussion of how and when poetry proper is
produced and circulated.

14 Vocal Anthropology: From the Music of Language to the Language
of Song
Steven Feld, Aaron A. Fox, Thomas Porcello, and David Samuels

This chapter takes up the intellectual background to, and contemporary practice
of research into the intertwining of language and music. It combines an overview
of the key historical issues concerning language—music intersections, and three ethno-
graphic case studies, one focusing on the linguistic mediation of musical and espe-
cially timbral discourse, and the others focusing on connections between the singing
voice and place, class, ethnicity, agency, difference, and social identity.

Part III: Achieving Subjectivities and Intersubjectivities through
Language

15 Language Socialization
Don Kulick and Bambi B. Schieffelin

Since its inception as a methodological and theoretical paradigm in the 1980s,
language socialization has been applied to a variety of contexts and cultures. In this
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chapter the authors examine its potential for understanding not only culturally
predictable outcomes, but also culturally elusive subjectivities. By looking closely at
the relationship between language and the socialization of desire and fear, they show
how the study of language socialization can be extended into domains that have
traditionally appeared problematic or unapproachable for anthropologists and lin-
guists.

16 Language and Identity
Mary Bucholtz and Kira Hall

In the last few decades, identity has become a key notion within the social sciences,
anthropology included. This chapter offers one model of identity as the outcome of
semiotic processes, especially language. Readers are first introduced to four well-
researched processes of how identity is formed (practice, indexicality, ideology, and
performance). Then the discussion turns to less explored and yet fundamental issues
regarding the sorts of identity relations that are formed through these semiotic
processes: sameness/difference, authenticity /inauthenticity, and authority/delegiti-
macy.

17 Misunderstanding
Benjamin Bailey

After discussing the impossibility of complete intersubjectivity, the chapter moves on
to review communicative practices through which a degree of intersubjective under-
standing is constituted. Two contrasting research perspectives on misunderstandings
in inter-cultural and inter-gender communication are reviewed, one of which views
misunderstandings as a cause of poor inter-group relations, the other as a result of
pre-existing social conflicts. It is argued that misunderstandings are not so much
about decoding utterances, but about negotiating sociocultural worlds.

18 Language and Madness
James M. Wilce

Madness includes linguistic (particularly pragmatic) deviance. Two troubling stances
are found in popular and scholarly discourse: (1) blaming the mad for breakdowns in
interactions central to human experience dehumanizes them; (2) treating diagnostic
labels and institutional interactions as forms of psychiatric power constitutive of
madness overly politicizes madness. A synthesis is proposed: if madness problematizes
interaction yet reflects social environments as much as neurons, linguistic anthropolo-
gists can offer new ways to analyze speech environments that help or exacerbate
madness.

19 Language and Religion
Webb Keane

“Religious language” refers here to ways of using language that seem to the users
themselves to be linguistically unusual and to involve non-ordinary kinds of action or
identity. Often these marked forms of language occur when language users face some
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kind of presumed ontological difference. Religious practices commonly involve ma-
nipulations, often strong and highly self-conscious, of ubiquitous formal and prag-
matic features of language. They can therefore provide analysts with comparative
insights into local intuitions and ideologies about relations among linguistic form,
discursive practices, and different modes of agency.

Part IV: The Power in Language

20 Agency in Language
Alessandro Duranti

Agency is a recurrent theme in contemporary social theory and yet it is difficult to
find a precise definition of it. This chapter breaks with this tradition by providing a
working definition of agency that becomes the basis for a distinction between two
dimensions of agency in language: performance and encoding. Close attention to the
performance of language suggests that even before constituting specific speech acts,
the use of language affirms the speaker as a potential agent. From a cross-linguistic
comparison of the encoding of agency, we learn that all historical-natural languages
(1) have ways of representing agency, (2) display a variety of grammatical devices for
doing it, and (3) have strategies for agency mitigation.

21 Language and Social Inequality
Susan U. Philips

In every society and social context, some forms of talk and the speakers associated
with them are valued more than others. This relative valuing of language forms plays a
major role in the constitution of social inequalities. This chapter analyzes how
linguistic anthropologists have examined such inequalities in bureaucratic settings,
in gender relations, in political economic relations, and in European colonial encoun-
ters.

22 Language Ideologies
Paul V. Kroskrity

Launching from a definition of language ideologies which combines criteria regarding
speakers’ awareness of their linguistic and discursive resources and their political-
economic position in socioeconomic systems, the chapter provides a brief historical
account of why this theoretical movement occurs relatively late in twentieth-century
linguistic anthropology. This provides relevant background for understanding current
research which exemplifies five important features of language ideologies including
awareness, multiplicity, and involvement in identity construction.



Preface

Over the last one hundred and plus years, linguistic anthropology has grown to cover
almost any aspect of language structure and language use. From a discipline that was
at first conceived to provide the tools for the documentation of endangered lan-
guages, especially in North America, it has become an intellectual shelter and a
cultural amplifier for the richness of human communication in social life that is
only selectively recognized in other communication-oriented fields such as linguistics
or psychology. At any gathering of linguistic anthropologists, it is not uncommon to
find experts on a wide range of linguistic and other cultural phenomena, including
bilingualism, narrative, poetry, music, sign languages, literacy, socialization, gender,
speechmaking, conflict, religion, identity, cognition, pidgins and creole languages,
register, and oratory. Some of these scholars can be thought of as ““linguists” in the
narrow sense because of their training or because of their knowledge of the gram-
matical patterns of specific languages or language families. Others belong to linguistic
anthropology not because of their expertise in grammars and language families, but
because they identify with the methods or concerns of the field, find inspiration in its
literature, and want to contribute to it by further expanding the study of language use
as a cultural activity. In spite of being the smallest of the four subfields of anthropol-
ogy as conceived in the USA at the end of the nineteenth century — the other three
being archaeological, biological (formerly ““physical’’), and sociocultural anthropol-
ogy — linguistic anthropology has produced a rich body of contributions, many of
which may not be known to students and scholars in other fields within the human-
ities and the social sciences. The essays in this Companion are an attempt to remedy
this situation by providing detailed discussions of some of the most important foci of
study within contemporary linguistic anthropology. Each chapter is intended to
present a topic, with a related set of issues and generalizations, that will help readers
understand the intricacies of a particular tradition of inquiry and acquire a sense of
where it is heading in the near future. No previous knowledge of the field is assumed
by the authors of the chapters and considerable care has been taken in defining key
concepts specific to each area of study without sacrificing the flow of the presentation.
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Those readers who might find some of the terminology still daunting are invited to
make use of one or more of the existing introductions to linguistic anthropology (e.g.
William Foley’s Anthropological Linguistics: An Introduction, William Hanks’
Language and Communicative Practices, or my Linguistic Anthropology) and the
collective lexicon of linguistic topics that I edited for the Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology (vol. 9, republished by Blackwell under the title Key Terms in Language
and Culture), with seventy-five mini-essays on a corresponding number of themes in
the study of language from an anthropological perspective.

What distinguishes this Companion from textbooks, dictionaries, encyclopedias,
and other collections of essays in linguistic anthropology is that the contributors to
this collection had sufficient space to simultaneously provide an introduction to their
area of study, a detailed discussion of its most innovative and challenging dimensions,
and a set of illustrative examples. They have created state-of-the-art reports that also
constitute important contributions in their own right. It is for this reason that the
essays collected here should be of interest to both novices and experts. This collection
offers an unprecedented look at language from an interdisciplinary and yet funda-
mentally anthropological perspective.

The overall organization of this Companion partly resembles the organization of
my Linguistic Anthropology: A Reader and partly moves toward new themes and
intellectual connections. As can be gathered from the Synopsis of Contents (which
contains brief abstracts for all chapters), this collection is particularly rich, on the one
hand, in the treatment of linguistic diversity and creativity and, on the other, in the
crucial role performed by language in understanding as well as constituting subjective
and intersubjective worlds. It covers established areas in linguistic anthropology such
as language socialization, literacy, and register, and more recently established areas
such as language ideology, pragmatic deviance, and vocal anthropology. A number of
authors also revisit domains of study — everyday narratives, conversations, and sign
languages — which were first established in disciplines outside of anthropology.
Finally, the General Bibliography at the end includes additional references for readers
who want to further explore some of the themes found in the chapters. As I look at
the result of this collective effort, I feel confident that the chapters in this Companion
offer a set of original and intriguing contributions that look at the past while setting
the tone for future research on language as a cultural product and cultural resource.

Alessandro Duranti
Summer 2003
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CHAPTER Community

Marcyliena Morgan

1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on how the concept speech community has become integral to the
interpretation and representation of societies and situations marked by change, diver-
sity, and increasing technology as well as those situations previously treated as
conventional. The study of the speech community is central to the understanding
of human language and meaning-making because it is the product of prolonged
interaction among those who operate within shared belief and value systems
regarding their own culture, society, and history as well as their communication
with others. These interactions constitute the fundamental nature of human contact
and the importance of language, discourse, and verbal styles in the representation and
negotiation of the relationships that ensue. Thus the concept of speech community
does not simply focus on groups that speak the same language. Rather, the concept
takes as fact that language represents, embodies, constructs, and constitutes mean-
ingful participation in a society and culture. It also assumes that a mutually intelligible
symbolic and ideological communicative system must be at play among those who
share knowledge and practices about how one is meaningful across social contexts.'
Thus it is within the speech community that identity, ideology, and agency (see
Bucholtz and Hall, Kroskrity, and Duranti, this volume) are actualized in society.

While there are many social and political forms a speech community may take —
from nation-states to chat rooms dedicated to pet psychology — speech communities
are recognized as distinctive in relation to other speech communities. That is, they
come into collective consciousness when there is a crisis of some sort, often triggered
when hegemonic powers consider them a problem or researchers highlight them and
rely on them as a unit of study.? Thus, while speech community is a fundamental
concept, it is also the object of unremitting critique. In fact, it has been blamed for
poor literary skills, epidemics, unemployment, increases in crime, and so on.?

Many of the critical arguments surrounding speech communities concern two
contrasting perspectives on how to define language and discourse. The first focuses
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on the analysis and description of linguistic, semantic, and conversational features
that are gathered from a group and are in turn deemed to be stable indicators of that
speech community. The second perspective refers to the notion of language and
discourse as a way of representing (Hall 1996; Foucault 1972). In this case the
focus is on how language is used to construct relationships, identity, and so on.
Though these perspectives can be complementary, they are often in contention
with each other. The choice of perspective can have far-reaching implications for
the speech community in question as well as for the concept in general.

Members of speech communities often recognize that these two perspectives
coexist, though the linguistic analysis, absent of speakers’ beliefs, politics, and social
reality, is often considered to be the “objective” and accurate description of speech
community from the perspective of the dominant culture. Thus a national language
can be proclaimed, even if it is only spoken by an elite few, and one dialect can be
declared the prestige variety. At the same time, members of speech communities may
also recognize that the cultural hegemony that is sustained, enforced, and reproduced
can also be incorporated and acted on discursively and literally to highlight repre-
sentation of others who reside outside its boundaries (cf. Gramsci 1971; Bourdieu
1991). That is to say, membership in a speech community includes local knowledge of
the way language choice, variation, and discourse represents generation, occupation,
politics, social relationships, identity, and more.

Throughout the social sciences, there has been a growing awareness of the import-
ance of the nature of discourse in the representation of local knowledge, culture,
identity, and politics. This is especially true in the works of cultural anthropologists
whose ethnographies are situated within communities whose members are aware of
social and cultural differences and where transmigration, social identity, and memory
of imagined and experienced notions of home are part of the cultural fabric. For
example, the power of discourse in the representation of the lives of Asian Americans
is found in the work of Dorinne Kondo (1997), who explores how Asian American
playwrights’ and actors’ performance of identity is in part a manifestation of their
community norm of mediating multiple language ideologies and heteroglossia
(Bahktin 1981).* The work of Marta Savigliano (1995) is also provocative as she
demonstrates how Argentinians, through dancing and singing tango, use language
and symbols associated with African Diasporan speech communities as a mediator and
symbol for critiques of modern discourse, politics, and injustice. It is also integral to
Kesha Fikes’ (2000) work on Cape Verdeans in Cape Verde and Portugal. Fikes
explores how transnationals rely on African language usage and referents to frame
membership in multiple speech communities that represent both resistance to and
inclusion of an African Diasporan speech community, and how they use these same
referents to index the Portuguese metropole in contrast to rural Cape Verde as well.
In this sense the study of creole languages, more than any other area of linguistics,
provides invaluable insight into the nature of diasporic migration, ethnicity, national-
ism, identity, and language loyalty (see Garrett, this volume).

As the previous cases suggest, describing speech community is no simple matter. It
cannot be defined by static physical location since membership can be experienced as
part of a nation-state, neighborhood, village, club, compound, on-line chat room,
religious institution, and so on. What’s more, adults often experience multiple
communities, and one’s initial socialization into a speech community may occur
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within a culture with communicative values that differ from those of other cultures
and communities one encounters later in life. In this chapter, I argue that the concept
of speech community often incorporates shifts in attitudes and usage and that the
notion of language that binds it is constructed around several major theories
regarding language as a social construct. They include: language and representation,
language and diversity, attitudes toward language use, and language and power. The
speech community is recognizable by the circulation of discourse and repetition of
activity and beliefs and values about these topics, which are constantly discussed,
evaluated, corroborated, mediated, and reconstituted by its members. One’s aware-
ness of these issues is determined by whether and to what degree speech communities
are in crisis. For some, awareness is ingrained in the cultural fabric and thus represents
unmarked usage that encompasses the community’s historicity, politics, ideology,
representation, and so on. Though these values are agreed upon, that does not
necessarily mean that there is complete consensus about the implementation of
these principles. Rather, what is at stake is knowledge of the symbolic, market, and
exchange value of varieties and styles within and across speech communities.

2 RECOVERING THE SPEECH COMMUNITY

Linguists have used many strategies to analyze how people throughout cultures and
societies of the world build, seek, find, and thrive in their communities — every day. In
some cases, the speech community concept itself has come to signify a particular way
of looking at peoples and cultures so that it has been viewed as focusing too much on
difference and not on the complexities of difference and power.®> Kathryn Woolard
(1985) explores the relationship between difference and power in her analysis of how
communities discursively mediate hegemony.® Woolard’s analysis of language loyalty
in Catalan explores how Catalonians overwhelmingly choose the Catalan language
over Castilian as a sign of status, even though they know it is stigmatized by the larger
society. Woolard suggests that the Gramscian notion of cultural hegemony and
Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital not only explain but also anticipate that social
actors consider language to be a part of their social action. Both Gramsci (1971) and
Bourdieu (1991) analyze dominant culture’s ability to impose its interpretation of
others, and especially non-elites, on entire populations and speech communities.
Those in power present their own perspective as the way to understand the world
so effectively that those who are subordinated and marginalized also accept this view
as “‘common sense,” reasonable and “‘natural.”” In spite of this, because discourse is
dialogic and representational, speakers have opportunities to interrogate hegemony
as well. What is shared among its members is language ideology, beliefs about
language, identity, and membership, and attitude toward language use. As Woolard
explains, ““The two aspects of linguistic authority or hegemony, then, are knowledge
or control of a standard, and acknowledgement or recognition of it: to translate into
empirical sociolinguistic terms, behavioral proficiency and attitudes” (Woolard 1985:
741).

While it is true that members of speech communities can shape their discursive
practices to represent their beliefs and values, it is also true that the current state of
technological communication, globalization, and transmigration continues to test its
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viability as a useful concept. Yet this represents a challenge to the analyst, who must
work in a shrinking and more visible cultural and social world, rather than to the
concept itself. This challenge is illustrated in the words and images of the US hiphop
artist Guru and the French hiphop artist MC Solaar. In the prelude to their music
video “Le Bien, Le Mal — The Good, The Bad,” MC Solaar telephones Guru to
arrange a meeting. Each man is filmed in separate outdoor locations while talking to
the other on their cell phones. MC Solaar is in Paris and speaks to Guru in French
using verlan — urban French vernacular that incorporates movement of syllables and
deletion of consonants.” Guru is in New York and uses hiphop terminology and
African American English (AAE) as he talks to MC Solaar.

Paris
MC Solaar: C’est longtemps depuis qu’on a vu Guru Gangstarr.®
(It’s been o long time since we’ve seen Gurn from Gangstarr.)
C’est pas cool, s’il venait a Paris?
(It will be fly [very cool] if he comes to Paris.)
Friend: Ouais.
(Yeah)
MC Solaar: On essait de I’appler
(Let’s give him o call.)
New York

Guru (on phone): Hello — Who dis? Solaar! What up Man? Yeah!
No I’m comin’ man. I know I’m late Yo! Hold up for me
al(r)ight. Baby! I’'m on my way now al(r)ight! Peace!

At the end of the conversation, Guru leaves to meet MC Solaar and descends stairs
into a New York subway. When he ascends the subway, he is in Paris! Then the two
begin their song about the contradictions of life in respective cities and shared speech
community.’

In ““Le Bien, Le Mal — The Good, The Bad,”” MC Solaar and Guru present a speech
community in which they share the same style of speaking, method of grammatical
innovation, lexical creativity, and more — but not the same linguistic system. In the
case of these hiphop artists, the speech community is not linguistically and physically
located but is bound by politics, culture, social condition, and norms, values, and
attitudes about language use. The types of speech communities described above —
which are partially constructed through transnationalism, technology, music, and
politically and socially marginalized youth — were treated as subordinate in earlier
descriptions of speech community if they were considered at all. In fact, an analysis of
these earlier theories about speech community provides important insight into the
nature of some of the issues that still remain today.

2.1 Early definitions of speech community
Reservations and questions regarding the utility of the speech community concept

have existed at least since 1933 when Leonard Bloomfield wrote: “A group of people
who use the same set of speech signals is a speech-community” (1933: 29). This
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definition reflects a common belief of the time, that monolingualism — one language,
one nation-state — is the canonical example of speech community (e.g. Anderson
1983). In this case, a community is considered to be a “‘social group of any size who
reside in a specific locality, share government, and have a common cultural and
historical heritage” (Random House Dictionary). At this particular time linguistic
anthropology was mainly concerned with historical relationships of language families
(Lyons 1981; Hudson 1980) and language was viewed as the result of history and
politics but not as integral and entangled in it — and therefore not as an aspect of
historicity and the context of politics and social life.'® Within the confines of descrip-
tive and structural linguistics, the speech community reflected the linguist’s definition
of language described above and thus it was a product and result of what was simply
called contact.

Of course, discovering the history of and describing the world’s languages is a very
important business, and in many respects early definitions corresponded to Western
arrogance and its responsibility to “‘represent the world correctly’” — and with itself as
the reference point (Said 1978). From this perspective, it is not surprising that while
Bloomtfield considered the speech community to be the most important kind of social
group, his evaluation of contact situations did not assume that various sectors of
society interacted with each other in a complementary way.'! Instead, communities
that arose out of European aggression and cultural hegemony were relegated to
supplemental status. Unfortunately, the notion that viable speech communities
could not exist under such circumstances suggests that the great cultural and social
restructuring and reconstitution accomplished by colonized and conquered people
were inconsequential in light of the enormity of the catastrophic events that they
endured. This perspective also greatly influenced earlier works of language and
contact and pidgin and creole studies, where African languages were thought to
have marginal influence and where creoles were often treated as not quite a language
at all (see below).

Bloomfield’s conception of the homogeneous speech community represented the
canon in linguistic anthropology until Noam Chomsky (1965) began to challenge the
concept’s utility. Chomsky’s work critiqued descriptive and structural analyses of
language and introduced a theoretical approach that explored the human capacity
to produce language rather than language as a social construct. In Aspects of the Theory
of Syntax, Chomsky (1965) introduced the distinction between competence and
performance and abandoned the model that incorporated the speech community as
the basis of linguistic analysis. The possibility of discovering human linguistic capacity
was found in the cognitive, psychological self that develops irrespective of where
performance of that knowledge resided — the speech community. Instead of resolving
the conflict between whether the speech community constitutes language and dis-
course or is constituted through linguistic descriptions, Chomsky insistently argued
that the essence of language resides in discovering the mechanism and theory behind
the human ability to produce language. By regulating people’s actual use of language
to descriptions of linguistic problems (e.g. false starts, errors, etc.) the speech com-
munity suddenly was at risk of becoming the garbage dump for linguistic debris —
what remains after theoretical analysis is complete.

As Chomsky’s theories began to attack the concept’s foundations, new generations
of linguistic anthropologists began to offer more evidence of its importance for both
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members of speech communities and theorists who sought to develop analyses of
language and discourse in groups. However, the most difficult tasks remained. Those
were to determine: the role of cultural hegemony; the construction and reconstruc-
tion of values, norms, and standards in speech community representation; and why
group differences do not destroy speech communities.

2.2 Retrieving the speech community

The work of John Gumperz (1968, 1972a, b) revived the concept of the speech
community by considering it a social construct. Instead of focusing on the single
language model he defined it as ‘“‘any human aggregate characterized by regular and
frequent interaction by means of a shared body of verbal signs and set oft from similar
aggregates by significant differences in language usage” (1972b: 219).'2 Gumperz
focused on interface communication and determined that the notion of consistent,
repetitive, and predictable interactions and contact is necessary for a speech commu-
nity to exist. He argued that regardless of the linguistic similarities and differences,
“the speech varieties employed within a speech community form a system because
they are related to a shared set of social norms” (1972b: 220). This formulation
could incorporate the sociolinguistic research that was occurring in cities at the time
(see below) and reconstituted the notion of speech community to include more than
languages and language boundaries, but also values, attitudes, and ideologies about
language. Thus, while the concept speech community initially focused on language
systems, relationships, and boundaries, it expanded to include the notion of social
representation and norms in the form of attitudes, values, beliefs, and practices — and
the notion that members of speech communities work their languages as social and
cultural products.

Many direct and indirect efforts to reclaim the integrity of speech community that
complemented Gumperz’s interpretation emerged. In particular, Dell Hymes de-
scribed the speech community as a “fundamental concept for the relation between
language, speech, and social structure” (1964: 385). He considered the question of
boundaries essential in order to recognize that communities are not by definition
fixed units. In fact, Hymes’ model of ethnographies of communication/speaking
argued for the importance of communicative competence — the knowledge a speaker
must have to function as a member of a social group. Communicative competence is
based on language use and socialization within cultures and one becomes knowledge-
able of both grammar and appropriateness across speech acts and events that are
evaluated and corroborated by others. Hymes’ argument that competence was “‘the
interrelationship of language with the other codes of communicative conduct”
(1972: 277-8) replaced the notion that a language constitutes a speech community
with a code of beliefs and behaviors about language and discourse and knowledge of
how to use them.

Yet the discussion of dialect and notions of standards as well as rigid and overlap-
ping borders between communities did not incorporate an analysis of the social and
political conditions that these communities reflected, and thus the nature of what
contact means in terms of power and representation remained peripheral to analyses
of speech community.
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2.3 Sociolinguists and social actors

One of the greatest challenges to the reformulated concept of speech community
described above actually came from the field of sociolinguisties and creole language
studies. This is not surprising since sociolinguistics is the study of language variation
and the identification of features that systematically differ from other varieties.
Similarly, creole language studies must shift through contact language systems in
order to determine whether one is distinct enough from all other languages present
to be called a language in and of itself.'® Thus both areas focus on the differences
among and within speech communities that resulted from discrimination in terms of
class, gender, race, and colonial conquest. In a field notorious for proclaiming that
the difference between a language and a dialect is who controls the army, one could
predict that the social, cultural, and political parameters of speech communities
would encroach on sociolinguistic methodologies that are often apolitical.

William Labov’s (1972) definition of speech community addressed the question of
methodological strategies and focused on the relationship of such sociological cat-
egories as race, class, and gender to variation in language use. Labov contrasted
speech community attitudes toward linguistic variables and corroborated Hymes’
depiction when he wrote, “The speech community is not defined by any marked
agreement in the use of language elements, so much as by participation in a set of
shared norms” (1972: 120-1). Moreover, he found that though these norms were
often at odds with prestige standards, it did not mean that speakers within and
outside of speech communities did not use them. Instead, it is necessary to consider
their value within social contexts. As Gregory Guy explains,

One reason that shared norms form part of the definition of the speech community is
that they are required to account for one of the principal sociolinguistic findings
regarding variation by class and style, namely that the same linguistic variables are
involved in the differentiation of social classes and speech styles. (1988: 50).

In contrast, Milroy and Milroy (1992), who conducted research in Belfast and
Philadelphia, believe that contrasts in attitudes toward varieties within and between
speech communities were embedded in social class methodology rather than in social
stratification of speech communities themselves. They argued that in Labov’s notion
of sociolinguistic speech community the shared norms of evaluation were also the
very linguistic norms that symbolize the divisions between them. Rather than reflect-
ing a shared belief, they assert that Labov’s findings “‘are more readily interpretable as
evidence of conflict and sharp divisions in society than as evidence of consensus’
(1992: 3).

But speech communities can indeed have consensus about divisions and use the
same symbols to reflect their opinion about divisions and bring about consensus.
That is, it is possible to represent views about variable choice through some form of
consensus, and variables can have different values depending on the social and
cultural context without representing conflict. For example, the African American
speech community considers it ludicrous to think that a professional would
use vernacular AAE in formal settings unless it was done intentionally to make
a point."* Moreover, conversations among middle-class members often include
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imitations of speakers using AAE in formal settings to signify that listeners outside of
the African American speech community are bigoted. Zentella (1997) makes a similar
argument for Spanish and English codeswitching in New York: ‘“Relationships
among language, setting and meaning are not fixed. Switching into Spanish in public
or into English at home does not necessarily communicate intimacy or distance,
respectively”” (1997: 3).

Labov interpreted speech community values that recognize social differentiation
within and between communities by contrasting dominant and overt norms with
what he calls covert norms (1972: 249). While he described covert norms as a
preference for the social dialect irrespective of the role of standard varieties, the
question of how these norms function and whether they are, in fact, covert in the
same way to members of the speech community still remains.'® Yet, while members
of speech communities value many language varieties, speakers and theorists some-
times have different agendas about how to view these varieties. Theorists are con-
cerned with variation as it relates to norms and linguistic patterns while members of
speech communities are concerned with variation as a form of representation that is
not fixed but fluid within multiple interactions.'® As Eckert explains: ““The claim that
the social unit that defines one’s sociolinguistic sample constitutes a speech commu-
nity, then, is above all a way of placing the study itself rather than the speakers”
(2000: 33).

For the most part, sociolinguistic training focuses on the identification and analysis
of linguistic variation compared to sociological variables such as ethnicity, class, age,
and gender. The difficulty is in incorporating attitudes about language and the notion
of shared and corroborated beliefs into the analysis of linguistic practices. If speech
community members are not aware of these forms, linguists often argue that they are
not aware of what constitutes their speech community. But John Rickford (1985)
argues that sociolinguistics must also pay attention to what speakers actually believe
about how their language practices reflect their social lives. He investigated ethnicity
as a sociolinguistic boundary by comparing linguistic variation between a black and a
white speaker on the South Carolina Sea Islands. While he found that social differen-
tiation between speakers was marked at the morphosyntactic level, he argued that Sea
Islanders were well aware of the function of the norms of their speech community, in
spite of the contrasts.'”

In this case the definition of community and social context creates a dichotomy
between the knowledge developed by theorists versus the abstract communicative
and linguistic knowledge of speakers involved in everyday interactions. In fact, one of
the more persistent challenges in creole language studies and sociolinguistics in
general is to determine the extent and ways in which information or linguistic facts
gathered from a particular speech community can, in some way, benefit that commu-
nity (Labov 1980, 1982). In creole language studies, this challenge often comes in
the form of questions about power and hegemony when discussing historical linguis-
tics and European colonization. Modern creole language situations have arisen
mainly from European conceived and controlled plantation systems that brought
together people of different nations, cultures, and languages to serve as either inden-
tured workers or slaves (Garrett, this volume). While the situations from which creole
languages have emerged can be described merely as examples of language contact,
that denotation is hardly sufficient if one considers the complex ways in which these
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communities of speakers currently use language to mediate and substantiate multiple
realities that constitute their world. These situations also provide an opportunity to
illuminate the sites of contention in which creole language speakers and descendants
negotiate and seek power. How linguists address these questions is as important to
the speech community under study as the linguistic information that has been
assembled.

3 REPRESENTATION AND DISCOURSE ABOUT LANGUAGE
SYSTEM

While proficiency in a common language is a significant component of many speech
communities, this knowledge need not be in relation to a standard dialect or norm or
even a single language (Romaine 2000; Wodak et al. 1999). Irrespective of whether
the speech community is based on a common activity and practice, is marginalized,
incorporates dominant ideology, or is in resistance to it, its members must have
communicative competence in relation to discourse about how language and/or
language variety function in specific contexts and constitute the speech community.
Consequently, discourse may focus on linguistic practices that are indicative of the
variety or language, in contrast to and dialogic with other dialects and languages.
Zentella (1997) explores the necessity and expectation that speech community
members share knowledge in her description of the New York Puerto Rican
(NYPR) speech community where:

interactions rely on shared linguistic and cultural knowledge of standard and non-
standard Puerto Rican Spanish, Puerto Rican English, African American Vernacular
English, Hispanized English, and standard NYC English, among other dialects. Speakers
understand the overt and covert messages of fellow community members because they
can follow varied linguistic moves and fill in the gaps for other speakers or translate for
themselves. In the process they ratify each other’s membership in the community and
contribute to the re-shaping of NYPR identity. (1997:3)

Discourse about which linguistic features represent the speech community may
come from linguistic study and from the communities themselves. For example, in
Morgan (1994, 2001), I argue that while sociolinguistic descriptions of the African
American speech community have yielded tremendous insight into the dialect, these
analyses have also prompted educators, social scientists, and some linguists to argue
that it is the main cause of educational and economic inequities. In fact, the African
American speech community operates according to an elaborate integration of lan-
guage norms and values associated with the symbolic and practical functions of
African American English (AAE) and General English (GE).'® One outcome is
what I have called reading dialect (Morgan 2002), a code-shifting practice that occurs
“when members of the African American community contrast or otherwise highlight
what they consider to be obvious contrasting features of AAE and GE in an unsubtle
and unambiguous manner to make a point” (2002: 74). This produces an environ-
ment where both varieties symbolize ideologies regarding African American cultural
practices. In terms of language choice, GE is the only variety that one can choose to
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speak since it is often learned in formal settings outside of the home and from those
who are not members of the speech community. On the other hand, AAE is a variety
that one may choose not to speak since it is the language through which one is
socialized into the speech community. That is, in the African American speech com-
munity, both AAE and GE function as the language of home, community, history, and
culture. For families that use both varieties, one is not necessarily valued over the other
though one may be considered more contextually appropriate. Within this system AAE
is not only what one may hear and speak at home and in the community, but also it is
the variety that delivers formal and informal knowledge as well as local knowledge and
wisdom. It is the language of both the profound and the profane.

On the other hand GE, rather than AAE, has a context-free exchange value outside
of the speech community.'” Within the dominant cultural system, GE usage repre-
sents hegemony, is considered ‘“normal’ and indexes intelligence, compliance, and so
on. Although speakers may not be aware of all grammatical relationships and systems
in their repertoire, by the time they are adults they know that AAE usage may be
stigmatized within dominant cultural systems and may be considered deviant and
index ignorance. They know the politics of language use and attempt to adjust
accordingly. In this way theories about AAE and GE linguistic structure and usage
are part of everyday philosophizing in the speech community and these ‘‘philosophies
of language” regarding social reality are radically different from those of linguists in
many ways. 2° Poet Bruce George demonstrates this in an excerpt from his poem
“Bone Bristle” (2002).

While their house is a house

That Black built

Brick by brick.

Their synergistics are antagonistic

Towards our linguistics.

But our rhyme has reason

And our syllogisms are valid enough.

Enough to make non-sequiturs follow logic

Without putting a stop to cultural reasoning.

(Bruce George, 2002: ““Bone Bristle Def Poetry Jam”)

Through standard usage, George demonstrates educated or “‘high” knowledge to
critique what he perceives as society’s antagonism toward a black speech that repre-
sents black speakers. He continues:

We have plenty of gray matter to withstand
Your mental jousting

We have plenty of gray matter to overstand
Your subterfuge

George reads the exclusive standard speech community by introducing the
word ‘overstand’ in place of ‘understand’.*' The use of ‘overstand’ signifies that
George, as part of the African American speech community, fully understands the
attitudes, injustices, and so on associated with dominant discourse and practices
around his speech community.
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Though speech communities may take any and all of these forms and more, it is not
an infinitely malleable concept, changing shape, form, and meaning according to
scholarly need or any new gathering of people. Rather speech communities reflect
what people do and know when they interact with one another. It assumes that when
people come together through discursive practices, they intend to behave as though
they operate within a shared set of norms, local knowledge, beliefs, and values. It
means that they are aware of these things and capable of knowing when they are being
adhered to and when the values of the community are being ignored.*?

4 DIVERSITY, INTERACTION, STYLE, AND USAGE

Even when members are aware of the values, attitudes, and norms of discourse of a
speech community, their positive standing is not always guaranteed, especially when
regular travel and transmigration are the norm. Instead, membership in and across
speech communities requires the negotiation of languages, dialects, discourse
styles, and symbolic systems as part of normal practice. The following passage
from my field notes about an incident which took place in Jamaica portrays a fair
sense of the levels of mediation necessary to function successfully across speech
communities and — to paraphrase Clifford Geertz — how “‘extraordinarily ‘thick’ it
is (1973: 9):*3

While walking in the hills of a section of Jamaica populated by members of her extended
family, Myrna and I discussed the details of a complicated misunderstanding that had
occurred the night before. We were a group of four mutual friends in our mid-thirties
enjoying the hospitality of Myrna’s mother, Mrs. Hightower. The group included Myrna,
who was born in Jamaica and lived in London for 20 years and had returned to Jamaica to
live; Krystal, who was born and raised in London; Carol, who spent most of her life in
Jamaica and finally me, from Chicago. As we walked up the hill into the countryside —and
away from Mrs. Hightower’s house — Myrna and I talked about the fine points of the
previous night’s conversation and what went wrong. We were going over the details of
how we had somehow managed to offend Myrna’s mother Mrs. Hightower.

The night before, one of us made a sarcastic comment that Mrs. Hightower thought
was intended for her but was actually a response to earlier activities and interactions we
had had in town that day. At first, we naively laughed upon realizing that Mrs. High-
tower thought we were talking about her. Our laughter was not out of disrespect but
because we never considered that she would think we would insult her directly or
indirectly. Unfortunately, laughing was one of the worse things we could have done.
Mrs. Hightower simply didn’t believe us and refused to accept our apology or explan-
ation of how we could not have possibly been referring to her. She then glared at her
daughter and mumbled something in Jamaican creole — which prompted Krystal to try to
offer a more detailed explanation. I suppose it may have seemed comical as we all
panicked and yelled to Krystal to stop talking so that she would not try to convince
Mrs. Hightower of our innocence. We knew that further explanation could be inter-
preted as a sign that we were trying to talk our way out of the offense rather than clarify
our intentions. Krystal either didn’t understand or couldn’t stop explaining and
ploughed ahead with her clarification. Mrs. Hightower then said something under her

breath and I could only hear the words “‘renk” and “rass”.2*
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It was at that point in our conversation in the mountains that Myrna and I came across
the goat.?® We were immediately alarmed and understood that someone was near who
might have heard our conversation about the night’s mix-up. Sure enough, things went
from bad to worse when a wiry old man suddenly appeared holding a machete. He
looked through us with deep, disapproving eyes and a stern facial expression. He was
obviously a cousin of Myrna and Mrs. Hightower and though we greeted him, he said
nothing in return, and led the goat away.?® He disappeared as quickly as he had appeared
and we rushed back to tell Mrs. Hightower that her cousin may have misunderstood our
conversation about her, but it was too late. Somehow she had been informed before we
arrived that we had been discussing her, though I’m convinced we beat her cousin down
that hill. The entire weekend was then spent making deeper mistakes and trying to make
amends.

As our Jamaican vacation began we considered ourselves members of a shared
speech community — confident in our ability to recognize the subtleties of Caribbean
interactions and mediate any misunderstanding that might arise. Yet, only Carol and
Mrs. Hightower were fully socialized as a member of this speech community — as a
child, adolescent, young adult, and adult. As our secure world began to unravel, it
did so around persistent beliefs — held by each of us — that we knew the rules and were
competent. Krystal lived in a heavily Jamaican community in London and I’ve
conducted ethnographies throughout Jamaica. We both knew that one cannot
defend oneself with this kind of misunderstanding. Once the defense and apology
are stated, one must simply wait out the situation — but that was not what Krystal
did that fateful evening. Myrna had spent much of her childhood in Jamaica,
and we both were aware that her family lived in the surrounding area and often
listened to conversations of those walking in their hills. Yet we behaved as though
we had privacy. In fact, anyone could have heard us and reported back to Mrs.
Hightower at any time during our “‘private” walk. Later Carol, the only one to
emerge with her social face intact (and the only one to whom we all continued
to speak), summed it up this way: ‘“Too much London, too much America, and
not enough Jamaica.”

While the consequences of my interactions in that Jamaican vacation may be
particular to the situation, they are not unique. It demonstrates how integration
and knowledge of different norms of communication and the negotiation and medi-
ation of power and identity that accompany this integration are often also a part of
everyday discourse in speech communities. In this respect, Mrs. Hightower was well
within her right to invoke an exclusive Jamaican interpretation on our interaction.
And Krystal was well within hers as she pleaded for a more British interpretation of
the situation.?” This type of negotiation is an aspect of social life in speech commu-
nities and not part of a social imaginary — though it may be a product of it. Moreover,
this type of interaction is especially common for those from cultures whose secondary
socialization may have included voluntary and involuntary changes in education, in
class and status, in geographical locations and regions through migration and trans-
migration, and who may have experienced a change in occupation and even method
of contact which in turn introduced a way of speaking and communicating (e.g. the
Internet).
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5 PRACTICING SPEECH COMMUNITIES

Some speech communities exist in relation to specific practices, activities, and social
relationships (Lave and Wenger 1991). These communities are constructed as unique
and different from others, often fulfilling a specific need or purpose. Because of this,
members are most likely aware of their role and relationship to other speech commu-
nities as part of normal functioning. Communities of practice range from total insti-
tutions such as prisons and mental institutions (Goftman 1961) to situations with
more relaxed rules that range from schools to drama groups. For example, Michael
Halliday (1978) reported on identity and the construction of underground speech
communities in institutions and urban areas. His research on antilanguages in prisons
provided insight into the construction of embedded speech communities that utilized
dominant linguistic and discourse styles within a contrasting interpretive framework
so that prisoners could effectively talk with agency using discourse associated with
acceptance of their incarceration. Thus the speech community can be a symbolic
entity that both creates and indexes its existence as a hidden product of society and
the institutional structure.

While members of non-dominant speech communities often acknowledge and
incorporate the standard, they do not control it or the knowledge associated with
it. Perhaps one of the contexts where this is most evident is within the institution of
education, especially in the USA. These institutions typically expose the tyranny of
the standard, especially as it socializes children to the norms of cultural and communi-
cative hegemony (cf. Briggs 1986). Educational institutions convey not only specific
and specialized knowledge, but also the presumption that the prestige variety is more
valuable than that acquired in conversations in the homes of those who do not
characterize the dominant language (e.g. Bourdieu and Passeron 1977; Woolard
1985). In fact, Bourdieu writes: ‘“‘Integration into a single ‘linguistic community’,
which is a product of the political domination that is endlessly reproduced by insti-
tutions capable of imposing universal recognition of the dominant language, is the
condition for the establishment of relations of linguistic domination” (1991: 46).
Thus antilanguage is more than resistance to hegemony. It is the simultancous
recognition of an oppositional discourse.

The speech community has had a complicated role in education as some educa-
tional psychologists and sociolinguists have assumed that only the middle class share
the school speech community ideal. In fact, there have been many studies that reveal
contrasts between home values toward literacy skills (e.g. Ward 1971; Heath 1983;
Baquedano-Lopez, this volume). These studies reveal that black and working-class
children have not had practice in school prestige models. Yet the school is aware of
the home speech community and its version of cultural capital, and it is designed to
replace the home speech community with its own ideology rather than introduce
another speech community. The result is that the school language is variously
described as representing “‘the elitist traditions of education” (Adger 1998: 151)
where there is only one acceptable variety. In contrast, the home acknowledges and at
times incorporates both, and only chooses to abandon dominant discourse at times of
civil unrest — or when representation and identity are called into question. Thus the
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wider speech community learns the value of both discourses and the value of their
representations. Unsurprisingly, there are many possible scenarios reported in the
literature of how students might respond to this situation. One is that the school
speech community is unsuccessful in convincing students that exchange has equiva-
lent value and students introduce innovations in creating new values for these models.
This is the case reported by Woolard regarding Catalan. She writes:

we cannot read hegemony — saturation of consciousness — directly from the institutional
domination of language variety. Just as nonstandard practices may accompany standard
consciousness, so it is logically possible that standard linguistic practices may accompany
or conceal resistant consciousness, as a form of accommodation to coercion rather than
the complicity essential to the notion of cultural hegemony. (1985: 741)

In an effort to address poor performance of African American and Spanish-domin-
ant children in the US educational system, some educators and linguists have sug-
gested that there exists a conflict between home language and school language. This
is also the case for youth who engage in hiphop culture and who have it in mind to
expose the hegemonic ideology represented by the standard by employing African
American and bilingual linguistic norms. Yet the conflict is not between the two —
they are a part of each other and rely on each other for existence. Rather, conflict
occurs with the education system and its attempt to assert hegemony.

6 CONCLUSION: POWER AND IDENTITY

Throughout this chapter I have attempted to demonstrate ways in which speech
community represents the location of a group in society and its relationship to power.
This relationship is important to understand how social actors move within and
between their speech communities. Speech communities may be marginal and con-
tested, some are part of dominant culture and others a part of practice that may
encompass all of the above. I have introduced some of the involvedness inherent in
each example of speech community to demonstrate that members actively engage
these complexities of language and representation. Yet, three questions remain. How
do speech communities manage to incorporate hegemonic norms and how do they
also produce norms, values, and attitudes that do not incorporate hegemony and are
in opposition to the dominant discourse? Finally, what is the role of researchers and
theorists in the construction of this crisis?

In her work Gender Trouble (1990), Judith Butler discusses the inherent problems
in the development of language of representation to reflect feminist theory. She
writes: “The domains of political and linguistic ‘representation’ set out in advance
the criteria by which subjects themselves are formed, with the result that representa-
tion is extended only to what can be acknowledged as a subject. In other words, the
qualification for being a subject must first be met before representation can be
extended” (1990: 2-3). Butler is concerned that the very language we use to refer
to our speech communities and call them into recognition actually reinscribes the
symbolic system of dominant culture. Yet, the discourse that introduces cultural
difference both highlights the speech community and alters dominant discourse as
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well. As Homi Bhabha explains, ‘It is in the emergence of the interstices — the overlap
and displacement of domains of difference — that the intersubjective and collective
experiences of nationness, community interest, or cultural value are negotiated”
(1994: 2).

Perhaps one of the most persuasive examples of this is the development of
the hiphop speech community. This community was conceived on the streets of
New York’s brown and black boroughs and bred according to African American
counterlanguage practices (Morgan 2002). The hiphop nation is constructed
around an ideology that representations and references (signs and symbols) are
indexical and create institutional practices. While its originators hailed from the
Caribbean, Latin America, and New York and New Jersey’s black communities,
they coalesced within African American cultural practices where norms and values
are communicated through symbols and specific and often ritualized practices
rather than through explicit institutions. These practices are simply referred to as
the WORD - so that any culture that adopts hiphop must incorporate African
American language ideology. This does not mean that youth belong to one world-
wide speech community. But it does mean that like Guru and MC Solaar described
carlier, their identity is tied to the power derived from a shared discourse and
system of representation. With modernity, the accessibility of what were previously
national and cultural boundaries has resulted in people from outside these cultures
appropriating the language of speech communities with which they have no social
or cultural relationship. In fact cultural conflict can arise when those who are
familiar with communities where they may not share membership use a language or
jargon for emphasis, play, or to align with an “outside” identity within the boundar-
ies of their own communities. In this case the style of speaking may be readily
identified as belonging to a particular community, but the value norms and expect-
ations of the source community do not accompany it. What’s more, the words and
expressions may be used out of context and in ways considered inappropriate and
offensive.

Researchers of speech communities have an especially difficult task because their
job is often to contrast communities of speakers rather than identify the workings of
the speech community. To paraphrase Edward Said, researchers must avoid promot-
ing communities of interpretation as they market themselves as experts at the expense
of recognizing the complexities within speech communities that may compromise
their particular objectives (1978: 337, 345). This challenge will only increase as
communities increase in access to each other and subsequently increase in complexity.
It is therefore essential that researchers recognize speech communities on their
own terms and be explicit about their methodologies, relationships, and interests
to them.

Speech community is not a concept that unravels with conflict, complex situations,
and shifts in identity. As Hall (1996) states: “Discourse is about the production of
knowledge through language. But it is itself produced by a practice: ‘discursive
practice’ — the practice of producing meaning. Since all social practices entail mean-
ing, all practices have a discursive aspect. So discourse enters into the influences of all
social practices” (201-2). Instead of problematizing the notion of speech commu-
nity, conflicts highlight its efficacy in exploring the relationship between linguistics
and identity, politics and society — in producing meaning.
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The concept of speech community binds the importance of local knowledge and
communicative competence in discursive activities so that members can identify
insiders from outsiders, those passing as members, and those living in contact zones
and borderlands. In a recent seminar, Homi Bhabha suggested that the main issue of
modernity is no longer identity but citizenship. This statement is of particular
significance to the study of speech communities because it immediately calls into
question both the notion of standard language as representation and “‘proof™ of
citizenship as well as the ideological, political, and social forces at work that cause us
all to claim or refuse membership. That is, the notion of the isolated and unconnected
autonomous speech community can only exist within the most rigid confines of a
linguistic science of the past.

The linguistic science of the future is indebted to speakers whose existence ties
them to others in ways that validate their social lives at every turn. It is because of this
that our explorations into speech communities and our proclamations of their exist-
ence must direct attention to the importance of identity, citizenship, and belonging.
The concept of speech communities immediately introduces old and new political
arguments, theories, and ideologies. This emergence brings changes within the
speech community as implicit knowledge becomes engaged in active discourse and
the speech community and its subjects are in turn changed by it.

NOTES

1 Of course concepts like mutual intelligibility and meaning are complex in and of them-
selves. The point here is that speech communities are also political and historical sites
where social meaning is intrinsic in talk.

2 See Bucholtz and Hall (this volume) and Mercer (1994) for discussion of identity coming
into question when it is in crisis.

3 This is true for the 1997 “Ebonics” case in the USA, as well as arguments among
sociologists that participation in the speech community leads to unemployment (e.g.
Wilson 1987, 1996; Massey and Denton 1993).

4 In speech communities where there is multiple contact across social class, status, and
sometimes national origin, local ideologies of language often reflect heteroglossia (Bakhtin
1981), the shifting of styles or linguistic codes that exist within and often among
communities.

5 Rampton (1998) argues that the comparison of speech communities limits the overall

analysis of specific communities. Similarly, Irvine and Gal (2000) argue that complexities

are missed because power within is not examined.

Also see Morgan (2002), Wodak et al. (1999), Zentella (1997), Heller (1995).

7 For example, ‘blouson’, the French word for jacket, would be ‘zomblou’. Verlan is used
widely in the suburbs of Paris and also incorporates Arabic slang as well.

o)

o]

Of course Solaar not only speaks French slang, but is an innovator.
9 “Le Bien, Le Mal,”” 1993. Guru with MC Solaar. Jazzmatazz. Chrysalis Records (EMI),

New York.

10 This omission comes back to haunt the term since sociolinguists’ notion of context began
to differ greatly from that of anthropology (see below).

11 Of course I do not mean to suggest that Bloomfield was at fault here. Until as late as the

1960s, many linguists assumed that the contact situation that resulted from the Atlantic

slave trade meant there was no mutual intelligibility among captives.
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tER)

This is reprinted from 1968 “The Speech Community
the Social Sciences (Macmillan), pp. 381-6.

This is to say nothing of the complex arguments necessary to assign pidgin, creole, semi-
creole, or dialect designations for languages that arose from plantation contact situations.
Comedian Chris Rock’s 1996 HBO television special, “Bring the Pain,” includes a
hilariously angry routine regarding non-African Americans’ repeated mention that Colin
Powell, a black army general and later attorney general of the USA, spoke clearly.

They could also index an ideology that actually devalues dominant language norms.
Labov’s (1972) first basic principle of social judgments is: “‘social attitudes toward
language are extremely uniform throughout a speech community” (p. 248). He includes
the footnote: “In fact it seems plausible to define a speech community as a group of
speakers who share a set of social attitudes towards language” (fn. 40, p. 248). The
argument here is that this is probable within the scope of the linguistic study. As I have
argued elsewhere (Morgan 1994), varying attitudes may be a norm in some speech
communities though a particular methodology may not capture it.

Rickford’s respondents were a black woman and a white male. He argues that gender
differences were not as important as race in this case.

The distinction here is similar to Labov’s (1998) comparison of African American and
General English components. Here, AAE includes usage across social class and other
interactions and discourses where speakers use both dialects. GE refers to prestige and
not white working-class usage unless otherwise indicated.

American advertising uses AAE linguistic and verbal expressions to represent urban
sophistication as well as all social classes.

Smitherman (1991) provides a very useful discussion of this notion in her article on the
significance of the name ““African American.” Of course Berger and Luckman (1966) in
their text on language as a construction of social reality discuss language as representing
subjective and intersubjective worlds.

Pollard (1983) describes this as a Category II word ““in which words bear the weight of
their phonological implications” (p. 49).

Though Grice has explored some of these notions, his theory does not focus on multiple
and contradictory interpretations of what is meant as a shared norm.

This incident took place as I was conducting fieldwork that included two of the women’s
families. All names have been changed as well as some details that might identify those
involved. Of course, the outcome of this interaction would have an effect on the rest of my
field experience.

Both terms are rude terms that refer to forms of rudeness.

During fieldwork in Jamaica I was warned that I should always assume that any goat I saw
was closely watched by someone and belonged to somebody, whether I saw the person or
not.

People in the hills assumed they were related since they shared the same last name and
histories. This was, of course, a common occurrence at the end of plantation slavery where
surnames were assigned irrespective of biological kinship.

Though in this case, one would normally acquiesce to Mrs. Hightower’s interpretation
because of her age.

in International Encyclopedia of
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2 Registers of
CHAPTER Language

Asif Aghn

1 INTRODUCTION

Language users often employ labels like “polite language,” “‘informal speech,”
“upper-class speech,” “women’s speech,” ““literary usage,” ““scientific term,” “‘reli-
gious language,” “‘slang,”” and others, to describe differences among speech forms.
Metalinguistic labels of this kind link speech repertoires to enactable pragmatic
effects, including images of the person speaking (woman, upper-class person), the
relationship of speaker to interlocutor (formality, politeness), the conduct of social
practices (religious, literary, or scientific activity); they hint at the existence of cultural
models of speech — a metapragmatic classification of discourse types — linking speech
repertoires to typifications of actor, relationship, and conduct. This is the space of
register variation conceived in intuitive terms.

Writers on language — linguists, anthropologists, literary critics — have long been
interested in cultural models of this kind simply because they are of common concern
to language users. Speakers of any language can intuitively assign speech differences
to a space of classifications of the above kind and, correspondingly, can respond to
others’ speech in ways sensitive to such distinctions. Competence in such models is an
indispensable resource in social interaction. Yet many features of such models — their
socially distributed existence, their ideological character, the way in which they
motivate tropes of personhood and identity — have tended to puzzle writers on the
subject of registers. I will be arguing below that a clarification of these issues — indeed
the very study of registers — requires attention to reflexive social processes whereby such
models are formulated and disseminated in social life and become available for use in
interaction by individuals. Let me first introduce some of the relevant issues in a
preliminary way.

Individuals become acquainted with registers through processes of socialization
that continue throughout the life span (see Kulick and Schieffelin, this volume);
hence every member of a language community cannot identify all of its registers
with equal ease, let alone use them with equal fluency. Such differences depend on the
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particular life-course and trajectory of socialization of the individual speaker; for
example, uneducated speakers tend to be unfamiliar with literary registers, older
speakers don’t know current youth slang, and scientific and technical terminologies
often require years of specialized training to master. An individual’s register range —
the variety of registers with which he or she is acquainted — equips a person with
portable emblems of identity, sometimes permitting distinctive modes of access to
particular zones of social life. In complex societies, where no fluent speaker of the
language fully commands more than a few of its registers, the register range of a
person may influence the range of social activities in which that person is entitled to
participate; in some professions, especially technical professions, a display of register
competence is a criterion of employment. Differences of register competence are thus
often linked to asymmetries of power, socioeconomic class, position within hierarch-
ies, and the like.

A variety of registers in English and other languages have been studied and
documented in recent years (see references). Some of these are known only to
specialized communities of speakers, others are more widely known. Some lack
official names, others have their own dictionaries. Some are highly valued in society;
others (such as varieties of slang) are derogated by prescriptive institutions but
positively valued by their users. Some are widely recognized as the habits of particular
groups. Others — such as Standard English — are promoted by institutions of such
widespread hegemony that they are not ordinarily recognized as distinct registers at
all. In a common ideological view, Standard English is just “‘the language,” the
baseline against which all other facts of register differentiation are measured. Yet
from the standpoint of usage Standard English is just one register among many,
highly appropriate to certain public/official settings, but employed by many speakers
in alternation with other varieties — such as registers of business and bureaucracy
(Nash 1993), journalism and advertising (Ghadessy 1988), technical and scientific
registers (Halliday 1988), varieties of slang (Eble 1996; Gordon 1983), criminal
argots (Maurer 1955; Mehrotra 1977) — in distinct venues of social life.

The above discussion lays out — in a rather impressionistic fashion — several issues
that pertain to the existence and use of registers in social life. Let me now offer a more
precise characterization of registers, focusing on three main issues.

2 THREE ASPECTS OF REGISTERS

A register is a linguistic 7epertoire that is associated, culture-internally, with particular
social practices and with persons who engage in such practices. The repertoires of a
register are generally linked to systems of speech style of which they are the most
easily reportable fragments. From the standpoint of language structure, registers
differ in the type of repertoire involved, e.g., lexemes, prosody, sentence collocations,
and many registers involve repertoires of more than one kind; from the standpoint of
function, distinct registers are associated with social practices of every kind, e.g., law,
medicine, prayer, science, magic, prophecy, commerce, military strategy, the obser-
vance of respect and etiquette, the expression of civility, status, ethnicity, gender.
Given this range, a repertoire-based view of registers remains incomplete in certain
essential respects. Such a view cannot explain how particular repertoires become
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differentiable from the rest of the language, or how they come to be associated with
social practices at all. These features are identified by appeal to metapragmatic models
of speech, that is, culture-internal models of actor (role), activity (conduct), and
interactant relationship (social relations) associated with speech differences. I discuss
this issue in section 3.

Like other cultural models, registers are hbistorical formations caught up in group-
relative processes of valorization and countervalorization, exhibiting change in both
form and value over time. For instance, when prestige registers used by upper-class/
caste speakers are imitated by other groups, the group whose speech is the sought-
after variety often innovates in its own speech habits, seeking to renew or transform
the emblem of distinction (see, e.g., Honey 1989; Errington 1998). Competing
models of register value sometimes exist within societies as well (Hill 1998; Irvine
and Gal 2000) and contribute to historical changes in register systems. At any given
phase, or historical stage, a register formation involves a social domain of persons
(e.g., a demographic group) that is acquainted with the model of speech at issue; the
boundaries of this social domain may change over time or remain relatively constant,
depending on the kinds of institutions that facilitate register competence in society
(see sections 4 and 8 below).

The wutterance or use of a register’s forms formulates a sketch of the social occasion
of language use, indexing contextual features such as interlocutors’ roles, relation-
ships, and the type of social practice in which they are engaged. If the current scenario
of use is already recognizable as an instance of the social practice the utterance appears
appropriate to that occasion; conversely, switching to the register may itself recon-
figure the sense of occasion, indexically entailing or creating the perception that the
social practice is now under way. A register’s tokens are never experienced in isolation
during discourse; they are encountered under conditions of zextuality (cooccurrence)
with other signs — both linguistic and non-linguistic signs — that form a significant
context, or co-text, for the construal of the token uttered. The effects of cooccurring
signs may be consistent with the effects of the sign at issue, augmenting its force; or,
the sign’s co-text may yield partially contrary effects, leading to various types of
partial cancellation, defeasibility, hybridity, or ironic play. I discuss these issues in
section 0.

Each of the above paragraphs lays out a distinct perspective on register formations
that I discuss in more detail below: a repertoire perspective, a sociohistorical perspec-
tive, and an utterance perspective. All three are necessary, of course, since registers are
repertoires used in utterances by particular sociohistorical populations.

But let us first consider a more basic issue. How are registers identified by linguists?

3 METAPRAGMATIC STEREOTYPES OF USE

In order to find samples of a register the linguist requires a set of directions for
locating instances of language use where tokens of the register occur and a criterion
for differentiating these from other types of speech that occur in the same stretch of
discourse. Here the linguist must turn to the competence of language users. Trad-
itional discussions of registers have long relied on the assumption that language users
make ““value judgments” (Halliday 1964) about language form, that they are able to
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express “‘evaluative attitudes towards variant forms” (Ferguson 1994: 18). All empir-
ical studies of registers rely on the metalinguistic ability of native speakers to discrim-
inate between linguistic forms, to make evaluative judgments about variants.

The study of such evaluative behaviors allows linguists to distinguish a register’s
repertoires from the rest of the language and to reconstruct metapragmatic models of
speech associated with them by language users. In the special case where a linguist
studies a register of his or her native language, such evaluations are available in the
form of introspectable intuitions. In general, however, linguists rely on native evalu-
ations which are overtly expressed in publicly observable semiotic behavior. Such
behavior may consist of language use: e.g., linguistic utterances which explicitly
describe a register’s forms and associated values; or, utterances which implicitly
evaluate the indexical effects of cooccurring forms (as “‘next turn’ responses to
them, for example) without describing what they evaluate; such behavior may include
non-linguistic semiotic activity as well, such as gestures, or the extended patterning of
kinesic and bodily movements characteristic of ritual responses to the use of many
registers. All such behaviors are metalinguistic in nature since they tell us something
about the properties of linguistic forms whether by decontextualizing the forms and
describing their properties or by evaluating their effects while the forms are still in
play. Such evaluations tell us something, in particular, about the pragmatics of
language — that is, the capacity of linguistic forms to index culturally recognizable
activities, categories of actors, etc., as elements of the context of language use — thus
constituting the class of metapragmatic evaluations of language.

Although such metapragmatic data are necessarily overt — in the sense of palpable,
perceivable — they may or may not be linguistically expressed; and, if linguistic in
character, such behaviors may or may not be denotationally explicit with respect to
the properties ascribed to the register’s forms. In their most explicit form, such
evaluations consist of metapragmatic discourse, i.e. accounts which describe the
pragmatics of speech forms. Several genres of metapragmatic discourse occur natur-
ally in all language communities, for example, verbal reports and glosses of language
use; names for registers and associated speech genres; accounts of typical or exem-
plary speakers; proscriptions on usage; standards of appropriate use; positive or
negative assessments of the social worth of the register. In some cases such accounts
are institutionalized in normative traditions of lexicography and grammatology; these
play a different kind of role in establishing the register as a social formation and in
maintaining or expanding the social domain of its users.

A register is a social regularity: a single individual’s metapragmatic activity does not
suffice to establish the social existence of a register unless confirmed in some way by
the evaluative activities of others. Thus in identifying registers linguists observe not
only that certain kinds of metapragmatic typifications occur in the evaluative behavior
of language users but, more specifically, that certain patterns of typifications recur in
the evaluative behaviors of many speakers. But in talking of recurrent typifications we
have moved beyond individual acts of typification to the order of stercotypes of
discourse.

To speak of metapragmatic steveotypes is to say that social regularities of metaprag-
matic typification can be observed and documented as data. The simplest kind of
social regularity takes the following form: many persons typify criterial speech forms
in the same way, for example, assigning the same metalinguistic predicates (e.g. “is
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slang,” ““is polite,” ““is used by older persons,” etc.) to the forms at issue. But this is a
very special case. In the more general case the scheme of valorization may exhibit
various forms of sociological fractionation — including cases where one group resists
the scheme of values upheld by another (countervalorization), or misrecognizes, or
ideologically distorts, such values in fashioning norms for itself (see sections 5 and 9).
The assumption that a register’s forms and values are modelled symmetrically by all
speakers (i.e., are “‘uniformly shared”) is often a default assumption in many works in
the literature. But the extent and degree of sharedness is an empirical question that
requires systematic study in each case. The very possibility of such study lies in the fact
that register distinctions are evidenced in overtly perceivable metapragmatic activity.
Indeed, from an empirical standpoint, metapragmatic stereotypes are not ideas in the
head. The main evidence for their existence lies in overt (publicly perceivable)
evaluative behavior of the kinds described above, i.e., behavior embodied in sensori-
ally palpable signs such as utterances, texts, gestures.

This aspect of metapragmatic activity — that it is expressible in publicly perceivable
signs — is not just a matter of convenience to the analyst. It is a necessary condition on
the social existence of registers. Let us consider why this is so.

4 STEREOTYPES AND SOCIALIZATION

Since the collection of individuals that we call a society is constantly changing in
demographic composition (due to births, deaths, and migrations, for example) zhe
continuous historical existence of a register depends upon mechanisms for the replica-
tion of its forms and values over changing populations (e.g., from generation to
generation). The group of “‘users” of a register continuously changes and renews
itself; hence the differentiable existence of the register, an awareness of its distinctive
forms and values, must be communicable to new members of the group in order for
the register to persist in some relatively constant way over time.

A minimal condition on such processes is that the typifications of speech through
which register values are communicated to others, and hence circulated through
society, be embodied in sensorially perceivable signs. Such processes depend upon
interaction between people mediated by artifacts made by people — whether directly,
as in the case of conversation (here the artifact, or thing made, is an utterance), or
more indirectly through the production and use of more perduring artifacts (books,
electronic media, other semiotically “‘readable” objects) that link persons to each
other in communicative behavior across larger spans of space and time (Sapir 1949).
In linking persons to each other such semiotic artifacts also link persons to a common
set of representations of speech, both explicit and implicit ones, thus making possible
the large-scale replication of register stereotypes across social populations.

4.1 Institutions of replication
To speak of the socialization of individuals to registers and of the replication of

registers across populations is to look at the same issue from two different points of
view. The latter large-scale perspective, focusing as it does on social practices and
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institutions, helps explain demographic regularities of individual competence. The
spread of register competence in society is linked to metalinguistic institutions of
diverse types, both formal and informal ones. These differ in the principles of
recruitment whereby individuals come to be exposed to the process of socialization,
and hence in the regions of social (demographic) space to which individuals compe-
tent in the register typically belong. Let us consider some examples.

Prescriptive socialization within the family plays a critical role in the early acquisi-
tion of many registers. In the case of honorific registers — registers associated with
decorum, etiquette, and deference (see Agha 2002) — metapragmatic activity that
prescribes appropriate use occurs commonly in most societies (see, e.g., Morford
1997; Smith-Hefner 1988). In the most transparent cases such acts are formulated as
denotationally explicit injunctions to the child as addressee; but other, more implicitly
prescriptive activity — such as jocular accounts of defective speech (Agha 1998), the
implicit ““modeling’ of speech for bystanders (Errington 1998) — occurs as well. By
communicating register distinctions to children such metapragmatic activity expands
the social domain of register competence from one generation to the next within the
family unit.

Processes of register socialization continue throughout adult life as well. One
cannot become a doctor or a lawyer, for example, without acquiring the forms of
speech appropriate to the practices of medicine or law, or without an understanding
of the values — both cognitive and interactional — linked to their use. In these cases the
process of language socialization typically involves extended affiliation with educa-
tional institutions, such as law school or medical school, through which individuals
acquire proficiency in the use of profession-specific registers of the language. Overt
prescription plays a role here but other types of more implicit metalinguistic activity
occur routinely as well (Mertz 1998). Once acquired, proficiency in the register
functions as a tacit emblem of group membership throughout adult life and, in
cases such as law or medicine, may be treated as an index of achieved professional
identity.

In societies with written scripts and mass literacy a variety of normative public
institutions — such as educational institutions, traditions of lexicography and gram-
matology, school boards and national academies — serve as loci of public sphere
legitimation and replication of register stereotypes over segments of the population.
The effect is particularly marked for prestige registers such as the Standard Language.
When effective, such methods may result in the growth or rise of a register formation
in society by extending a more or less uniform competence in a prestige register over
relatively large segments of the population. Yet processes of register dissemination
and replication are inevitably constrained by principles that limit the participatory
access of individuals to criterial institutions (e.g., mechanisms of gatekeeping in elite
schools). Hence, in practice, register stereotypes and standards are never replicated
perfectly over a population of speakers.

4.2 Social asymmetries

All speakers of a language do not acquire competence in all of its registers during the
normal course of language socialization. In the case of registers of respect and
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etiquette, only individuals born into privileged circumstances tend to acquire compe-
tence over the most elaborate locutions. In the case of registers of scientific discourse
competence over technical terminologies typically requires years of specialized
schooling. In the case of registers associated with particular venues of commercial
activity (the stock exchange, the publishing house, the advertising firm) proficiency in
specialized terms is usually attained through socialization in the workplace. In many
societies, certain lexical registers function as “‘secret languages” (thieves’ argots, the
registers of religious ritual, magical incantation, etc.) since their use is restricted to
specialized groups by metapragmatic proscriptions against teaching the forms to
outsiders.

Thus, two members of a language community may both be acquainted with a
linguistic register, but not have the same degree of competence in its use. Many
speakers can recognize certain registers of their language but cannot fully use or
interpret them. The existence of registers therefore results in the creation of social
boundaries within society, partitioning off language users into groups distinguished
by differential access to particular registers, and to the social practices which they
mediate; and through the creation and maintenance of asymmetries of power, privil-
ege, and rank, as effects dependent on the above processes.

5 STEREOTYPES AND IDEOLOGY

I observed earlier that registers often have an ideological — hence ““distorting” —
character. How does the ““ideological” aspect of registers relate to the notion of
stereotype discussed above? Now, to say that stereotypes of register form and value
exist is merely to say that socially regular patterns of metapragmatic typification can be
observed and documented as data. Such models are not ““false” or ““‘incorrect” in any
definitional sense. The question of whether a system of stereotypes is ideological — in
the sense of ‘“‘distorting” — is empirically undecidable if an order of internally
consistent stereotypes is viewed in isolation from all other observable facts. Yet
register systems are typically found to be ideological formations — in several senses —
when subjected to further kinds of empirical analysis. Why should this be so?

I observed earlier (section 3) that the activity of formulating hypotheses about
register stereotypes employs many diverse kinds of data. There is no necessity that the
results of these data should be wholly consistent with each other for all speakers. Indeed
the logical basis of the claim that some order of stereotypes is ideological is that two
sets of metapragmatic data imply the existence of distinct models. I now describe a
few varieties of ideological distortion that are very common in languages of the
world. I turn to ethnographic examples in the next section.

The first type of case involves the ideological character of competing valorizations.
In so far as register systems vary society-internally particular socially positioned
models may contrast with each other as alternative systems of normativity. Each is
ideological from the perspective of the other in so far as it gets the (normative) facts
incorrect. Why do competing models of normativity coexist in societies? Two kinds of
reasons are very common. The first is merely a result of the asymmetries of replication
noted above: individuals differ in their access to institutions through which register
competence is reproduced over historical populations (e.g., some are born in elite
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families, attend elite schools; others lack these opportunities). Another reason is that
systems of normative value invariably serve the interests of some speakers, not others;
they are therefore subject to manipulation, differential allegiance, and society-internal
competition. These factors often play a critical role in the sociohistorical transform-
ation of register systems.

A second ideological aspect of registers derives from the open-ended possibilities of
Sfunctional reanalysis. Registers are open cultural systems in the sense that once a
distinct register is culturally recognized as existing within a language, its repertoires
are susceptible to further reanalysis and change. For example, when prestige registers
spoken by privileged groups are emulated by others they are often perceived as
“devalued” by speakers of that privileged group; the group frequently innovates in
its speech, creating hyperlectal distinctions within prestige forms. In the case of
repertoires of youth slang, which change very rapidly, forms that were once “‘cool”
soon become passé and are replaced by new emblems of in-group identity; in this
case, competence over ‘“‘current’ repertoires is frequently reanalyzed as a system of
inter-generational positioning. Every such reanalysis is a ““distortion” of a prior stage
of the register that now constitutes a new system of enactable values. When the
products of such reanalyses coexist synchronically within societies they contribute to
systems of competing valorization — alternative models of normativity — in the sense
noted above.

A third reason that stereotypes have an ideological character is that stereotype
judgments typically underdifferentiate the semiotic orders of Jexeme and text. Native
judgments about registers are often formulated as models of the pragmatic values of
isolable words and expressions (e.g., that some words are inherently polite, some
not). But since lexemes are never experienced in isolation from other signs in
interaction, the effects of co-textual signs (i.e., signs cooccurring with the lexeme)
may on a given occasion of use either be congruent with or, by degrees, may cancel
the stereotypic effects of the lexeme in question. Register distinctions can thus be
manipulated interactionally to achieve effects which — though dependent on the
stereotypic values of particular lexemes — are, at the level of text, significantly at
odds with such values. Common examples of this are cases such as the use of female
speech by males, the use of honorific language to enact veiled aggression, the use of
technical terminologies not to do technical work but to tell jokes about their users. In
all of these cases the stereotypic values of a register’s lexemes are implemented in
discourse — they make certain personae recognizable through speech — but the devices
in question are contextualized by other framing devices so that the overall effect of
entextualized usage departs significantly from the stereotypic effect of the lexemes
troped upon.

I now turn to a range of examples that illustrate the issues discussed above.

6 ENTEXTUALIZED TROPES

One sense in which registers are ideological constructs is that the range of effects that
can be implemented through the contextualized use of a register is always much
larger than the range of effects reported in explicit stereotypes of use. The reason is
simple. When we speak of contextualized use we are no longer speaking of effects
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implemented by the register’s tokens; we are concerned rather with the effects of an
array of cooccurring signs of which the register token is a fragment. This larger —
often multi-modal — array of signs itself implements semiotic effects that may or may
not be consistent with the stereotypic values of the text-fragments that we recognize as
the register’s forms. Let us consider some examples.

6.1 Gender indexicals

In many languages differences of speech are enregistered as indexicals of speaker
gender. The fact that the structure of these repertoires varies enormously from
language to language is entirely unsurprising once we see that the unity of the register
phenomenon derives not from aspects of language structure but from a metaprag-
matic model of language use.

Table 2.1 illustrates a phonolexical register of gender indexicals. In the Native
American language Koasati, a phonolexical alternation between forms of -s and its
absence distinguishes stereotypically male and female speech in indicative and impera-
tive forms of the verb. Haas (1964) observed that language users readily formulate
metapragmatic accounts linking form contrasts to speaker gender and employ such
accounts in socializing children to the register: “‘parents were formerly accustomed to
correct the speech of children of either sex, since each child was trained to use forms
appropriate to his or her sex” (1964: 230). When fully socialized, however, adults are
entirely aware that the register comprises a model of performable persona, one that
can be manipulated in various ways: ‘“Members of each sex are quite familiar with
both types of speech and can use either as occasion demands.” I return to this point
below.

Table 2.2 illustrates a register of gender indexicals in Lakhota, whose formal
repertoires are rather different. In this case the metapragmatic typifications oftered
by native speakers are highly comparable to the Koasati case (viz., ‘“‘male” vs.
“female” speech); but the object repertoives of the register (the forms that are objects
of native typification) involve contrasts of sentence-final clitics rather than contrasts of
verb stem.

Table 2.1 Phonolexical registers of speaker gender in Koasati

Gloss A B Phonological alternations

(a) Repertoire contrasts

1 ‘I lifted it’ lakawwili  lakawwili — —

2 ‘you are lifting it’ lakdwc lakaw¢

3 ‘he will lift it’ lakaww3a® lakawwid's -i" ~-4's

4 ‘T am lifting i’ lakawwil  lakawwis Al ~ -is

5 ‘don’t lift it’ lakawdin ~ lakawdi's -in ~ -1's

6 ‘he is lifting it’ lakaw lakaws -Aw ~ -aws
! !

(b) Metapragmatic stereotypes  ““female”  “‘male”

(Source: Haas 1964)
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Table 2.2 Lexical registers of speaker gender in Lakhota

Lllocutionary force A B

(a) Repertoire contrasts

Formal questions hyuwe huwo

Command ye yo

Familiar command nit"o yet"o

Opinion/emphasis yele, ye yelo

Emphatic statement k [to k[t

Entreaty na ye

Surprise /opinion yema yewa
! !

113 bR

(b) Metapragmatic stereotypes  “‘female” male

(Source: Trechter 1995)

In both cases — indeed, in all cases of the enregisterment of gender — the unity of
the phenomenon derives not from a particular feature of grammatical structure but
from a model of expected or appropriate conduct; and, in all cases, actual behavior
may or may not conform to the model. But how is behavior that is contrary-to-
stereotype construed by interlocutors?

Whereas folk models of language use typically link isolable pieces of language to
variables of context, the actual use of a register’s forms — its textual implementation —
connects tokens of the register to other cooccurring signs by relations of contiguity
or copresence; such surrounding material, both linguistic and non-linguistic in
expression, forms a semiotic co-text that is itself construable. The construal of
contrary-to-stereotype usage is mediated by features of co-text. The most transpar-
ently intelligible case of men uttering women’s speech (or vice versa) occurs when the
register is framed co-textually by a reported speech construction. Such constructions
denotationally distinguish the utterer from the character reported, thus allowing men
to utter women’s speech, and vice versa, without taking on the characterological
attributes of the other gender: “Thus if a man is telling a tale he will use women’s
forms when quoting a female character; similarly, if a woman is telling a tale she will
use men’s forms when quoting a male character” (Haas 1964: 229-30).

There are cases, however, of much more implicit framing by co-textual signs that
give contrary-to-stereotype behavior a tropic significance; here the co-textual frame
of the register token allows the usage to be construed as implying a metaphoric
persona for the speaker. In the following Lakhota case, the utterance is produced by a
man who unexpectedly sees his two-year-old nephew at his house one evening. The
man uses male speech in the initial exclamation of surprise but switches to female
speech in the segment in which he calls out to the child:

(1) Gender tropes in Lakhota (Trechter 1995: 10)
walewa hiyu wele: ‘Look who’s come!’
male: interjection: surprise he: came female: assertion

The man’s use of female speech is tantamount to an interactional trope, the perform-
ance of an affective, caring persona stereotypically associated with women speaking to
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young children. The usage is partly inappropriate (i.e., inappropriate to stereotypes of
male speech) but construable in co-textual terms as conveying warmth, affection, and
care toward the child. The construal of the utterance as a meaningful trope by
someone — as involving speaker’s warmth, affection, or other maternal qualities, for
example — requires more than knowing facts of cultural enregisterment (viz., that wele
is a female form); it requires access also to features of a participation framework (viz.,
that a man was speaking to a two-year-old; that the little child has turned up
unexpectedly) that are readable from the semiotic co-text of utterance at the moment
of speaking. Under such conditions, the usage, though contrary-to-stereotype along
the dimension of speaker indexicality, is both meaningful and effective vis-a-vis its
interactional frame.

6.2 Professional registers

Many register contrasts are stereotypically associated with forms of professional
conduct, such as the law, medicine, and so on. Although the official rationale for
the use of the register may have little to do with the performance of particular roles
and relationships, the mere fact of register differentiation in language — that distinct
registers are associated with distinct practices — generates paradigms of social identity
linked to speech forms. Hence for audiences familiar with the register a competent
display of its forms makes palpable a recognizable persona of the speaker and a
typifiable mode of interpersonal engagement with interlocutors.

A classic early study of such a case is Ferguson’s 1983 account of “‘sports announ-
cer talk,” a variety of speech used by sportscasters in radio and television broadcasts.
The commercially routinized use of the variety involves a particular kind of electronic-
ally mediated setting in which the sportscaster has direct visual access to a sporting
event, which unfolds concurrently with the broadcast, and the audience is a large,
spatially distributed collectivity that may number in the millions. The dissemination
of sports talk through the electronic media is a form of institutional replication that
can expand awareness of the register as well. An avid sports fan has more than a
passing acquaintance with this variety of talk. Moreover, anyone who is acquainted
with the register — not necessarily a sportscaster — can employ the register in acts of
strategic manipulation of roles and identities in a variety of ways.

The following illustrates the use of the register by two eight- and nine-year-old boys
who employ sports announcer talk as a way of reframing their own game-playing
activities. During the course of games like ping-pong and basketball the boys switch
to the register of sports announcer talk in a spontaneous manner. In the excerpt the
two boys, Ben and Josh, indexically depersonalize their current play activity by using
last names in describing each other’s actions; they also employ many of the devices
noted in table 2.3 to inhabit the persona and mantle of a sports announcer. In this turn-
by-turn engagement the players use the register competitively, as part of “‘the game.”

(2) Tropes of speaker identity or persona in English (Hoyle 1993)

Josh:  So eleven eight, Hoyle’s lead.
Hoyle serves it!
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Ben Green cannot get it ... over the net
and it’s twelve eight Hoyle’s lead now.
Ben: Hoyle takes the lead by four.
Josh: [fast] Green serving.
[fast] Hoyle returns it.
THEY’RE HITTING IT BACK AND FORTH!
Ben: Ach-boo:m!
Josh: And Ben Green hits it over the table!
And it i:s thirteen eight.
Hoyle’s lead.

Table 2.3 Some features of ‘sports announcer talk’

e Omission of sentence-initial deictics (e.g., anaphors, determiners) and present-tense copula:
e.g., [1t’s a] pitch to ub Winfield. [1t’s a] strike. [Its] one and one
e Preposed location and motion predicates:
e.g., Over at third is Murphy. Coming left again is Diamond
e DPreponderance of result expressions:
c.g., He throws for the out.
e Epithets and heavy modifiers:
e.g., left-handed throwing Steve Howe . . .; Lavry Milburn, 3 for 4 yesterday, did not fuce . . .
e Use of the simple present to describe contemporaneous activities:
e.g., Burt ready, comes to Winfield and it’s lined to left but Baker's theve and backhands a
sinker then throws it to Lopez

(Somrce: Ferguson 1983)

In the stretches of talk where the sports announcer register is used there is clearly a
second-order game going on — quite distinct from the ping-pong itself! — a game
which is played entirely through talk, and whose object is to control representations
of the first-order game in a persona more authoritative than the boys” own. When
problems arise within the ping-pong game itself (e.g., scorekeeping disputes, argu-
ments about the rules, external events that interfere with the game) the boys switch
back to everyday speech, thus abandoning the sportscaster persona in favor of the
now more pressing concerns of the first-order game (see Hoyle 1993 for further
details). Hence the switching back and forth between sportscasting and everyday
registers corresponds to a switching between imaginary and real identities keyed to
specific interpersonal ends within this complex bout of “‘play.”

7 FRAGMENTARY CIRCULATION

The young boys who employ the register of sports announcer talk in the above
example do not do so consistently or with a full command of its niceties. Indeed
the fragmentary nature of their usage — particularly the switching back and forth
between everyday and sportscasting registers — constitutes the particular kind of
multi-leveled play in which these two individuals are engaged. Yet when registers
are used in a fragmentary way in public sphere discourses such fragmentary usage can
have broader sociological consequences too.
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When a register that is regularly employed in one social practice is deployed in a
partial or fragmentary way in another, such a usage may confer some legitimacy — a
peppering of prestige — upon its speaker/author, particularly when the target audi-
ence is unfamiliar with authentic uses of the source register. The use of statistics by
insurance salesmen, or of terms from psychology in popular “‘self help” books, has
something of this character. But such fragmentary use may also have consequences
for the competence of the hearer or reader. Thus watching courtroom dramas or war
movies on television does equip the audience with a smattering of legal and military
terminology — enough perhaps to recognize some terms and expressions, to engage in
language play and jokes — though not usually enough to write a legal brief or,
thankfully, to mount a military campaign.

Systematic access to register distinctions requires much more careful methods. The
data of military terminology in table 2.4 were gathered through a study of military
documents (Lutz 1990). How was the analyst able to find the corpus? By employing
native metapragmatic classifications, including terms for speech varieties and their
users, as a set of directions for finding published samples of military discourse —
Pentagon manuals, defense department contracts, course catalogs at military acad-
emies, and the like — where elaborate uses of this written register occur. For most
English speakers only a fragmentary exposure occurs — mostly through forms of
popular media, fiction, and the like — that may acquaint ordinary speakers with the
existence of the register, and even a passing familiarity with some of its forms; e.g.,
surgical strike and collateral damage are now widely known, especially given media
coverage of recent wars. Yet most of the forms in table 2.4 are unfamiliar and perhaps
ludicrous to the Standard ear.

Hence even to speak of “‘competence’ in a register requires a distinction between
types of competence. I said earlier that no speaker of a language fully commands more
than a few of its registers; we may now observe that most speakers of a language are
aware of the existence of many more registers than they fully command, that is, they
can passively recognize a much larger range of registers than they can actively
(fluently) employ in their own speech. Hence, for many registers, the competence to
recognize the register’s forms has a wider social distribution (i.e., is an ability pos-
sessed by many more persons) than the competence to use its forms. Such asymmetries
of competence may even function as principles of value maintenance under certain

Table 2.4 American military register

Pentagon lexicon (“Militarese™) Standard English
aerodynamic personnel decelerator parachute

frame-supported tension structure tent

personal preservation flotation device life jacket

interlocking slide fastener zipper

wood interdental stimulator toothpick

vertically deployed anti-personnel device bomb

portable handheld communications inscriber pencil

pre-dawn vertical insertion a night-time parachute drop
manually powered fastener-dviving impact device hammer

(Source: Lutz 1990)
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conditions. In the case of certain prestige registers (e.g., forms of upper-caste/class
speech) the register is widely recognized in society, but spoken fluently by very few
persons. The fact that it is positively valued by a group larger than its fluent speakers
may create conditions where the register, now a scarce good, becomes a sought-after
commodity — even one that can be purchased for a price, through schooling, elocu-
tion lessons, and the like (Honey 1989).

8 REFLEXIVE PROCESSES: STATIC VERSUS DYNAMIC MODELS

In a review of the early literature on registers Douglas Biber observes that ‘“‘most
register studies have been atheoretical”” (1994: 36), tending to employ static taxo-
nomic and descriptive schemes rather than principled definitions. Recent work has
focused more on reflexive semiotic processes and institutions (Silverstein 1996; Agha
1998, 2002; Irvine and Gal 2000) through which register distinctions are effectively
maintained and transformed in social life. Let me now comment on the way in which
the reflexive approach to registers advocated here improves upon and moves beyond
the limitations of earlier, more static approaches.

The term “‘register’ was first coined by T. B. W. Reid in the course of a discussion
of functionally significant differences in language use. Reid proposed that differences
of utterance-form involve differences of “‘register’”” whenever distinct forms are
viewed as appropriate to ‘‘different social situations” by users (Reid 1956). Although
the intention behind the definition was to illuminate forms of action — e.g., Reid
speaks of “‘systems of linguistic activity”” as his larger space of concern — Reid’s
formulation remained incomplete in several respects: it lacked a theory of how speech
was linked to “‘social situations” in the first place, how such links were identified by
the analyst, and how register use could meaningfully extend beyond the special case
of “‘appropriate use.” I have observed above that the link between speech and
situation involves a metapragmatic model of action (section 2); that its recovery by
analysts is based on the study of socially situated evaluative data (3); and that the
significance of utterances is inevitably a matter of patterns of entextualization, some
among which trope upon the model itself (6).

Some of the early difficulties — particularly anxieties about ‘““‘the discreteness of
registers and the validity of register boundaries’ (Ferguson 1982: 55) — derive from
Reid’s choice of terminology itself. The term “‘register” is a pluralizable count noun
of English that formulates a suggestion about the social phenomenon that it denotes —
a default Whorfian projection, or implication about denotatum (see Silverstein 1979;
Lee 1997) — that is fraught with difficulties: the pluralizability of the term implies that
register-s are collections of objects — like button-s and pebble-s — that can be
identified and enumerated in an unproblematic way. Yet unlike collections of pebbles
the registers of a language have a differentiable existence only in so far as —and as long
as — they are treated by language users as functionally recognized partitions within the
total inventory of its expressive means. The countable-and-pluralizable view of regis-
ters has other misleading implications, for example, that each register is a closed set of
forms, that each member of the set is endowed with ““inherent” pragmatic values, and
SO on.
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Now every register does involve a repertoire of forms. But the boundaries of the
register depend on the social-semiotic processes described earlier. A register exists as a
bounded object only to a degree set by sociohistorical processes of enregisterment,
processes by which the forms and values of a register become differentiable from the
rest of the language (i.e., recognizable as distinct, linked to typifiable social personae
or practices) for a given population of speakers. From the processual perspective
sketched above it should be clear that worries about the discreteness of register
boundaries are fruitless and misplaced since there exist in every society social-semiotic
processes through which various kinds of boundaries and limits associated with
registers can be reset in regular ways. Relative to such processes, every register
exhibits various kinds of growth and decline, expansion or narrowing, change or
stabilization. Three dimensions of register change are particularly noteworthy, as
indicated in table 2.5.

The repertoire characteristics of a register, dimension A, include features such as
repertoire size, grammatical range, and semiotic range (see section 10). As registers
become centered in formal metadiscursive institutions — such as national academies,
schooling, traditions of lexicography, the work of corporations — the repertoire of the
register may grow over time, such claboration resulting in part from processes of
institutional codification.

Changes in pragmatic value, dimension B, are cases where the stereotypic effects of
usage undergo a degree of functional reanalysis and change. When Standard Lan-
guages arise out of regional dialects — such as Parisian French or London English, to
take familiar European cases — the derived national Standard no longer effectively
marks speaker’s locale but comes to index the non-specificity of speaker’s place of
origin. In most socicties, and for the majority of speakers, regional dialects are
acquired first through socialization in the family, and the national Standard acquired
later through formal institutions such as schooling. Hence competence in the Stand-
ard language commonly becomes emblematic of additional attributes, such as
speaker’s class or level of education; such attributes sometimes function as status
entitlements — facilitating access, for example, to select social circles, higher-wage
employment, upper echelons of government service, and other privileges (see Honey

Table 2.5 Some dimensions of register organization and change

A. Repertoire characteristics

e Repertoire size: number of forms

e  Grammatical range: number of form-classes in which register forms occur

e Semiotic range: types of linguistic and non-linguistic signs associated with the register’s use
(lexical, prosodic, kinesic)

ol

. Range of pragmatic values
Stereotypes of user, usage, setting of use
Positive or negative values associated with the register

. Social domain(s) of the register
Categories of persons that can recognize (at least some of) the register’s forms
Categories of persons fully competent in the use of the register

e o N
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1989) — that are less accessible to those speaking non-Standard varieties of the
language.

These changes are often linked to changes in the social domain of the register,
namely dimension C in table 2.5. Formal institutions often play an official role in
expanding competence over prestige registers of a language — through programs that
expand literacy, primary education, or specialized training for particular professions;
however, other more informal and seemingly disinterested types of institutional
mechanisms invariably play a role as well. Specific genres of public media (including
entertainment genres) serve as carriers for many kinds of popular registers, serving
to expand their social domains over particular populations. In the case of Anglo-
American teenage slang, genres such as pop music, the movies, teen lifestyle
magazines, and the like have, since the 1950s, made possible the creation of national
teenage slangs which have forms that are common to youth populations in many
different geographic locales (Hudson 1983).

Thus although dimensions such as A-C can in principle be characterized for any
register, any such account is merely a sociohistorical snapshot of a phase of enregis-
terment of linguistic features for particular users. Changes along these dimensions are
often linked to one another. Indeed, as the social domain of the register (C) changes —
e.g., as in the social expansion of scientific registers of chemistry or medicine in recent
times, or through the disappearance of once firmly institutionalized forms of dis-
course, such as alchemy — both the repertoires and the stereotypic effects of their use
are inevitably transformed.

9 S0CIOLOGICAL FRACTIONATION

The above considerations should make clear that registers are social formations, but
not necessarily sociologically homogenons formations. To say that they are social forma-
tions is to observe that metapragmatic stereotypes of speech that are criterial in the
identification of registers have a social domain, that is, are replicable across some
population of evaluators. But register stereotypes rarely have a maximal distribution
(i.e., are rarely invariant for a// speakers of the language). In many of the most
interesting cases competing models of aspects of a register coexist within the same
society, each potentially ideological or distorting from the perspective of the other.

The simplest type of such case is when two different stereotypes associated with the
same form have different social domains. In the case of honorific registers, for
instance, it is commonly observed that two speakers will identify the same form as
honorific but will specity different conditions for its appropriate use. Now, both kind
of evaluations — that a form “‘is honorific” and that it “‘is used under such-and-such
conditions” — are metapragmatic typifications of the form’s pragmatic values. The
point at issue now is that both may be socially regular — may function as stereotypes —
but for different social domains of evaluators.

Let us consider an example. Speakers of French readily agree that the second-
person pronoun vous is polite in pragmatic effect (and that zx is not specifically
polite); this, then, is a metapragmatic stereotype about the lexeme vous, one having
a wide social domain. The persons who assent to the lexeme stereotype can be divided
into sub-groups with respect to various standards of appropriate usage. Janet Mor-
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ford shows that a particular pattern of vous usage — “‘having your children say vous to
you”’ —is held to be unacceptable by lower-class speakers; it is described as snobbish, a
way of putting on airs (Morford 1997). In contrast, upper-class speakers view this
pattern of usage as a sign of the family’s refinement and class position. In this case,
stereotypes of lexeme value are the same for the two groups: both agree that the
lexeme vous is polite. But stereotypes of appropriate use by children diverge by social
class; these differences are reanalyzed as emblems of contrastive family status.

Such a reanalysis of variation-in-use into emblems of group status frequently reveals
something of the larger social processes that connect groups to each other. The case
of Egyptian Arabic, as reported by Alrabaa (1985), is particularly instructive in this
regard. Alrabaa’s study is a questionnaire-based investigation of stereotypes of use
associated with the informal and solidary pronouns inta / inti ‘you (m./f.)” and the
more formal pronouns hadritak/hadritik ‘you (m./f.); polite’. At the level of
stereotypes of speaker persona, upper-class and lower-class youths offer different
models of usage that are, moreover, mirror images of each other. Upper-class youths
claim to use the solidary/informal forms, which they believe lower-class speakers to
use; and lower-class speakers lay claim to more polite /formal lexemes, which they
perceive as upper/middle-class usage. A comparison of stereotypes of self and other
usage thus reveals that each social group ideologically formulates a self-positioning
modeled on perceptions of the other. Upper-class youths are motivated by an ideol-
ogy of egalitarianism to adopt what they perceive as ““the system of ‘the people’ (a/-
sha'b).”” Lower-class users are motivated by a more stratificational ideology, an emu-
lation of “‘what they presume to be the middle-class values” (Alrabaa 1985: 649).

A particularly important source of such folk stereotypes in modern societies is the
circulation of representations of speech and speakers in genres of public sphere
discourses, including the mass media. Alrabaa gives us a glimpse of the processes
relevant to the Egyptian case: “In off-the-record comments during our interviews,
both older and younger upper-class informants did often express a conviction that
lower-class informants would be ‘looser,’ less formal, etc. This upper-class belief is
also reflected in many movies and television comedies, which frequently present a
stereotype of the bawdy, raucous lower-class character who addresses all listeners as
wta /inti = [German] Du, [French] tu” (p. 648).

An awareness of the fact that stereotypes of usage differ society-internally often
motivates tropes of identity that play upon such stereotypes. Thus in the French case

Table 2.6 Egyptian Arabic: positional stereotypes of self and other

Group,: Upper-class youths Group,: Lower-class youths
Stereotype of claim to use solidary inta/inti  claim greater use of the formal
self-report forms hadvitak/hadritik pronouns
Stereotype of say that lower-class speakers use  say that upper/middle-class
others’ usage the inta/inti forms speakers use the badritak/

hadritik forms

Ideological egalitarian (self-lowering) stratificational (self-raising)
positioning

(Somrce: Alrabaa 1985)
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above — where the pattern of interactional text ‘“‘using vous for one’s parents” is
stereotypically viewed as an emblem of upper-class families — Morford reports the case
of an upper-class individual who, when seeking to enter politics, asked his children to
switch from pous to tu in addressing him in public; the goal here is strategic, an effort
to perform a more demotic image of his own class origins in the electoral process
(Morford 1997).

A parallel case — now involving age and generation, rather than class — is reported in
Swedish by Paulston (1976). In the period in which the study was conducted (ca.
1970), the use of the polite pronoun »i was already undergoing reanalysis and
replacement by the use of informal 4 in many social situations. In address among
strangers, the use of 7 still remained the norm for older, upper-class speakers; the use
of du in this setting was expanding but associated largely with younger speakers.
Awareness of the stereotype allowed a range of interactional tropes, such as the
following: “Even some 70-year-old upper-class ladies find it agreeable to be ad-
dressed as du in the street; they say it makes them feel younger” (1976: 367). The
capacity of the usage to make someone “‘feel younger” is a direct consequence of the
existence of a culture-internal stereotype associating du usage with young people.
The stereotype provides a framework for evaluating the unexpected usage and yields
the trope of perceived identity as a performed effect.

10 SeEMIOTIC RANGE

My final remarks concern the semiotic range — the range of semiotic devices that exist
as elements — of a register’s repertoires. Linguists have long been interested in the
linguistic signs that belong to a register’s repertoires. Yet since registers involve
cultural models of speech pragmatics (e.g., that a particular speech repertoire is
appropriate to a type of conduct) such models are easily extended to accompanying
non-linguistic signs. Hence a register’s linguistic repertoires often comprise only a
part of its semiotic range, the range of devices deployed routinely and appropriately in
its use.

Registers of oral discourse differ from written registers in the kind of semiotic
range possible. In written registers of scientific prose, for example, various forms of
non-linguistic (pictorial, diagrammatic) display cooccur with the use of specialized
terminologies, a feature of scientific discourse that influences its lexico-syntactic
conventions as well. A variety of non-linguistic devices — photographs, typography,
specialized uses of color, serial arrangement, other visual signs — cooccur routinely
with distinctive linguistic repertoires in many other written registers, such as those of
commercial advertisement (Toolan 1988), “‘compressed English” (Sinclair 1988),
newspaper headlines (Carter 1988), invoices and service contracts (Bex 1996), and
others.

The semiotic range of spoken registers is typically linked to the kinds of displays that
are possible in face-to-face interaction. In the case of registers of honorific speech
(Agha 2002) the utterance of honorific expressions in many languages is felt to be
most appropriate when accompanied by particular forms of physical and material
display, such as prosodic and kinesic activity, bodily comportment, dress, arti-
factual display, seating arrangement, order of rising and sitting down, and the like
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(Duranti 1992). Part of the reason that stereotypes of use (including norms of
appropriate use) that are associated with linguistic signs are often extended to
non-linguistic signs is that metapragmatic terms used by language users to
formulate specifically metalinguistic accounts may also be used to formulate more
broadly metasemiotic accounts. Thus when we look across languages we find that
terms such as “‘politeness,” “‘refinement,” or “respectability”” are often used to
articulate and prescribe norms of utterance; but these terms are used for non-
linguistic activities as well, such as lowering the head, bowing, putting palms to-
gether, dressing appropriately, and so on. For example, the Thai term mai suphiap
‘impolite’ is predicable of utterances and kinesic activity but also of physical objects:
““casual sandals and revealing or immodest women’s clothes . . . are called maii suphinp
‘impolite’ and symbolize a lack of concern and respect for authority’” (Simpson
1997: 42).

Such classifications generate likenesses between otherwise disparate signs —
clothing, gesture, speech, etc. — by linking all of them to norms of politeness. All of
these signs can, moreover, cooccur with each other in social interaction. The fact that
sign repertoires in different channels receive a unified (or at least overlapping)
metasemiotic treatment has the consequence that certain kinds of socially valued
language are felt to be used most felicitously and appropriately when accompanied
by certain kinds of non-linguistic displays. Consider the following example from
Javanese:

A complicated etiquette dictates the way a person sits, stands, directs his eyes, holds his
hands, points, greets people, laughs, walks, dresses, and so on. There is a close associ-
ation between the rigor with which the etiquette of movement is observed and the
degree of refinement in speech. The more polite a person’s language, the more elaborate
are his other behavioral patterns; the more informal his speech, the more relaxed and
simplified his gestures. (Poedjosoedarmo 1968: 54)

Cases of this kind involve a type of cross-modal iconism whereby forms of polite speech
are treated as resembling signs of other kinds — paralanguage, gesture, body com-
portment, artifactual accompaniment — in interpersonal significance. Such likenesses
do not exist naturally or inertly, of course; they are actively motivated by metasemiotic
discourses and practices of various kinds.

In the Javanese case the ethnometapragmatic terms alus ‘refined, polite’ and kasar
‘coarse’ are central to such norms of deference and demeanor. The term kasar ‘coarse’
is used to describe semiotic behaviors of many kinds, including a register of lexemes
(table 2.7) and one involving prosodic patterns (table 2.8).

The forms of the kasar lexical register are grasped by native speakers in terms of
highly negative stereotypes of use and user: “‘Kasar words are always considered
vulgar. They are not usually used by the upper class. Even lower class people usually
use them only in anger” (1968: 64). The contrasts are therefore conceptualized —
particularly by upper-class persons — as differentiating a system of speaker-focal
demeanor indexicals, i.e., as forms that make palpable characterological attributes of
speaker. The term kasar is also associated with prosodic contrasts that index similar
speaker attributes (see table 2.8); specific values of a range of prosodic features,
including speech tempo, volume, and dynamic range, are treated as instances of
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Table 2.7 Javanese kasar ‘coarse’ vocabularies

Gloss Ngoko Kasar ‘coarse’
‘ordinary’
Nouns: eye mripat mata
mouth tiangkem tjatjat
stomach weteng wadhoq
Adjectives: dead mati moday
pregnant meteny mblendheny, busony
stupid bodho gablag
Verbs: cat mangan mbadhag
copulate savesmi lnki

(Soumrce: Poedjosoedarmo 1968)

Table 2.8 Javanese kasar ‘coarse’ prosody

Alus ‘refined’ Kasar ‘coarse’
Tempo: slower more rapid
Volume: softer louder
Dynamic range: more monotonous intonation greater extremes of intonation

(Source: Poedjosoedarmo 1968: 55)

kasar ‘coarse’ behavior, and gradiently opposed values along each dimension of
contrast as alus ‘refined’.

Hence from the standpoint of this cultural scheme kasar ‘crude, coarse’ demeanor
is exhibited by &oth lexemes (table 2.7) and prosodic patterns (table 2.8). The
term kasar is now a metasemiotic construct used to typify otherwise disparate
phenomenal behaviors. Such behaviors are now likened to each other — grouped
together — under a metasemiotic classification, one which brings diverse object-signs,
such as prosodic and lexical forms, under characterological rubrics, such as coarse-
ness, that are indirectly associated with caste and class distinctions (see also Irvine
1990).

11 CONCLUSION

I have been arguing that the phenomenon of register inevitably involves models of
enactable behavior linked to performable signs of various kinds. Although my main
concern has been with registers of language I have argued that such models are easily
extendable to non-linguistic signs by the same general processes through which they
come to be linked to language in the first place. Whether the object-signs are
linguistic or non-linguistic, or both, the metasemiotic processes through which
awareness of register classifications is formulated and disseminated invariably involve
language use as part of the total process.

I have observed also that registers are historically changing systems that are shaped
by processes linking groups to each other in social space. In some cases the social
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domain of persons acquainted with the register is tightly delimited by institutional
processes; other registers have a more amorphous social distribution. Thus to under-
stand the social existence of a register requires some clarity not only about the
metapragmatic models that typify its forms and values but an understanding also of
the social processes through which such models are institutionally disseminated
across social populations.

Finally, the actual use of a register may fully conform to the metapragmatic model
associated with its repertoires (e.g., when a legal register is used appropriately within a
court of law) or it may not. In the latter case a range of tropes of personhood, enacted
conduct, relationship to interlocutor, and the like, are mediated by the model itself
and can be played upon — even manipulated — through contextualization by accom-
panying signs. This type of flexibility in use is one of the most interesting features of
register systems and hence a point that I have illustrated with numerous examples in
the discussion above.
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3 Language Contact
CHAPTER and Contact

Languages

Paul B. Garrvett

1 INTRODUCTION

One of the more intriguing episodes of language contact, and surely one of the best-
documented, begins in 1789 in the aftermath of the now legendary mutiny on the
Bounty. Having put Captain William Bligh and those crewmen who had remained
loyal to him into an open boat and cast them adrift, the twenty-five mutineers now
faced another concern: avoiding capture by the British navy. Their first destination
was the Polynesian island of Tubai (about 300 miles south of Tahiti), but they soon
came into conflict with the island’s inhabitants; so they set sail once again, this time
for Tahiti, where Captain Bligh and the crew had enjoyed an extraordinarily warm
reception during a previous visit. Sixteen of the mutineers opted to remain there —
and were taken into custody when a British vessel arrived some months later (Shapiro
1968: 27-48).

The other nine mutineers, fearing just such an eventuality, had decided to forgo the
known pleasures of Tahiti and to seek a more remote place of refuge. Of these nine,
four were English and two Scottish; there was also one American sailor, one from
Guernsey, and one (of British heritage) from the Caribbean island of St. Christopher.
They took with them six Polynesian men (as “‘servants’) and twelve women (‘‘con-
sorts””), one of whom had a young daughter with her. The group eventually put
ashore on the uninhabited South Pacific island of Pitcairn. From the outset, the tiny
settlement was fraught with tensions, both inter-ethnic and interpersonal. By 1800,
only one of the nine mutineers remained alive (most of the others having died violent
deaths), along with ten of the Polynesian women and twenty-three children who had
been born on the island (Holm 1989: 546-51; Sebba 1997: 136-40).

The Pitcairn settlement was discovered by the crew of a British navy ship in 1814.
They were astonished to find that the children and youth spoke fluently a language
unlike any that they had heard before (although it seemed a kind of decidedly
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“ungrammatical’ English). It is now known that this language, a creole now referred
to as Pitcairnese — or Pitkern, in the language itself — combined elements of Tahitian
and the various Englishes spoken by the original nine mutineers. Although the
founding adults of the settlement presumably had continued using their native
languages with those who shared them, another code had emerged to facilitate
communication among those of differing linguistic backgrounds.' It was this new
code that their children had acquired from birth.

Published data and research on Pitkern are surprisingly scarce. One piece of
continuous text, the chorus of a song, is shown below (from Sebba 1997: 138-9):

Ai low yuu mais davien I love you my darling

Tek mii lornga yun Take me with you

Dem ai fyoen mick mais hant kepsais Your eyes make my heart capsize

Yus haan iin main don tendn Your hand in mine is so tender

Mick ai fisl gund It makes me feel good

Yuu d’wan iin mais haat mais darien You’re the one in my heart my darling
Ai law yun. I love you.

Pitkern’s lexicon is clearly derived primarily from English; certain words can even be
traced to the specific dialects (e.g. Scots) that were spoken by particular mutineers
(Holm 1989: 550). There is phonological influence from Tahitian, which contrib-
uted various lexical items itself; these in turn were influenced phonologically by the
mutineers’ Englishes. But Pitkern is not just a haphazard mix of Tahitian and English,
and some of its grammatical features are not clearly attributable to either of its two
source languages. Significantly, however, among these are features that Pitkern has in
common with numerous creole languages around the world.

Much less is known about the circumstances under which most other contact
languages have taken form. In the vast majority of cases, the populations involved
have been much larger, and the relevant historical records are both far more complex
and far less complete. Like Pitkern, however, most of these languages are of quite
recent origin, having arisen no more than three to four centuries ago in contexts
associated with European exploration and colonialism. The tantalizing possibility of
reconstructing their developmental trajectories from available evidence and account-
ing for differing degrees of influence from different sources has made these languages
intriguing to investigators in several disciplines. According to McWhorter (1997:
175-6), the following brief sentence in Saramaccan (a creole language of Suriname)
contains lexical and structural elements traceable to English, Portuguese, and Dutch
as well as the African languages Kikongo, Igbo, and Gbe:

Hen we wan dika, dv mujéec-misi taki deen tata tan un ké pinda
‘So one day the girl told her father that you wanted peanuts’

Saramaccan is more than just an amalgam of these several languages, however: it is the
outcome of a complex intersection of linguistic, historical, and social processes, “‘a
language spoken fluently every day by people, many monolingual, of a distinct and
established culture.” As this suggests, the ongoing developmental trajectories of

contact languages also demand attention, for like all languages they continue to
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change over time. Pitkern, although still spoken today by descendants of the original
twenty-eight settlers, is reported to be going into decline (Sebba 1997: 138). Haitian
Creole and Papua New Guinea’s Tok Pisin, in contrast, are each spoken by millions of
people and have been standardized and officialized as languages of formal instruction,
literacy, and government. Meanwhile new contact languages are taking shape around
the world, such as “Town Bemba” in urban Zambia since the 1950s (Spitulnik
1998), Gastarbeiterdentsch (“‘guest-worker German’’) in German cities since the
carly 1980s (Blackshire-Belay 1993), and Idioma de Sesias Nicaragiiense (‘Nicaraguan
Sign Language’) within a newly constituted Deaf community in Nicaragua since 1980
(Kegl, Senghas, and Coppola 1999; Senghas 2003).

2 DEFINITIONS AND APPROACHES

Contact languages will be defined here as those languages and language varieties, of
varying degrees of stability and historical depth, that are known historically to have
emerged from situations of social contact, of varying durations and degrees of
intensity, among speakers of two or more previously existing languages. Typically
(as seen above), similarities between a given contact language and one or more of its
source languages can readily be identified — in the lexicon or in particular grammatical
subsystems, for example. The contact language is not fully mutually intelligible with
any of these pre-existing languages, however, and is used within some community of
speakers (broadly conceived) in which an autonomous set or subset of norms for its
use has also emerged. The contact language is thus sufficiently distinct from its source
languages to be regarded more or less unproblematically — on structural, historical,
and ethnographic grounds, if not necessarily on political and ideological grounds — as
a discrete code.”

The emergence of a contact language is one possible outcome of language contact,
but it is not a necessary outcome, nor even a particularly common one. Language
contact occurs whenever and wherever two or more human groups with different
languages — and in most cases, different cultures and worldviews as well — encounter
one another and attempt to engage in linguistic communication.® These encounters
may be intended or unintended; fleeting or enduring; relatively egalitarian or marked
by significant asymmetries of power (Philips, this volume); peaceful and mutually
beneficial or coercive, exploitative, and otherwise detrimental to one or more of the
groups involved. Such broadly defined variables as these are clearly important consid-
erations in any approach to language contact, since such encounters always occur
within contexts that are shaped in part by historical and macrosociological factors that
impinge (if in different ways) on all of the groups involved. But as Sahlins (1985)
observes in setting forth his notion of the “structure of the conjuncture,” any
instance of intercultural contact should also be analyzed in microsociological terms
as an interaction, within a specific historical context, between ‘historic agents’ who
enact disparate symbolic systems and bring to bear differing interests and cultural
categories; this yields differing interpretations of any given event, including the initial
encounter itself (pp. xiv, 153—4). With specific regard to language, it must be borne in
mind that speakers, both as members of social groups (of varying sizes and compos-
itions) and as individual agents, can and do use language creatively to express and
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negotiate their complex, shifting identities (Bucholtz and Hall, this volume), to assert
and advance their interests, and to pursue specific ends (Duranti, this volume);
furthermore, they use language in ways that, while partially constrained by social
convention and locally constituted systems of cultural meaning, are at the same time
situated and contingent, and hence fundamentally indeterminate (Bailey, this
volume).

As these considerations suggest, any given instance of language contact can have a
wide range of potential outcomes, ranging from stable bilingualism or multilingual-
ism to the ‘“death” of one or more — sometimes all but one — of the languages
involved (along with their speakers, in some cases).* The sheer variety of possible
outcomes presents challenges for linguistic, sociolinguistic, and linguistic anthropo-
logical approaches alike. The languages traditionally referred to as pidgins and creoles
are the best-known examples of contact languages, but they constitute a remarkably
diverse group themselves; those who study them disagree over such fundamental
matters as how the terms pidgin and creole should be defined, how creoles differ from
pidgins, and whether or not pidgins and /or creoles collectively constitute a ““special”
type of language that can meaningfully be distinguished from the rest of the world’s
languages. Meanwhile other types of contact languages that defy categorization as
cither pidgins or creoles — variously referred to as ‘‘semi-creoles,” “creoloids,”
“mixed languages,” ““intertwined languages,” “‘bilingual mixtures,” and “‘indigen-
ized varicties’ — have also attracted the attention of researchers, and have introduced
new complexities into the aforementioned controversies. Finally, other outcomes of
language contact are too dynamic to be reified as codes at all and must be conceptual-
ized as processes or practices, such as codeswitching (Woolard, this volume), “‘cross-
ing” (Rampton 1995), language shift (Gal 1979; Kulick 1992), and language
obsolescence and “‘death” (Dorian 1989; Crystal 2000).

Formally oriented linguists have been both fascinated and perplexed by this diver-
sity of outcomes, but they have also been able to discern certain cross-linguistic
commonalities — in the tense-mood-aspect systems of creole languages with quite
different source languages, for example — that may provide important insights into
the mechanisms of historical language change (Thomason and Kaufman 1988) and
the nature of the human language faculty (DeGraff 1999). Sociolinguists have sought
to account for (and bring order to) this same diversity by investigating the relation-
ships among language structure, patterns of variation in language usage, and specific
characteristics (demographic, social, historical, etc.) of the communities in which
contact languages have emerged and continue to develop (e.g. Chaudenson 2001;
Le Page and Tabouret-Keller 1985; Mufwene 1996; Rickford 1987, Silva-Corvalan
1994; Singler 1996). Linguistic anthropologists, meanwhile, have generally been less
concerned with the development of typologies and other broad classificatory sche-
mata, or with theoretical debates about the genesis of contact languages and their
relationship to the rest of the world’s languages; they have instead focused on the
ways in which speakers in specific situations of contact use the languages available to
them as a cultural resource in situated social interaction and in the construction of
self and community (e.g. Errington 1998b; Gal 1979; Hill and Hill 1986; Irvine and
Gal 2000; Kulick 1992; Rampton 1995; Schieffelin 1996; Spitulnik 1998; Tsitsipis
1998; Urciuoli 1996; Woolard 1998; Zentella 1997). Linguistic anthropologists
are thus generally less interested in contact languages gua specific codes exhibiting
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particular formal characteristics than in language contact qua a socially situated,
culturally mediated phenomenon that gives rise to particular kinds of communicative
practices, some but not all of which may result in the emergence of distinct new
codes.

Anthropological approaches to language contact demand attention to the fact that
languages do not actually come into contact in any meaningful sense. Rather, speakers
of languages come into contact, and they do so under a wide range of historical and
social circumstances. These range from relatively fleeting, highly domain-specific
encounters, such as souvenir sales transactions between tourists and locals, to endur-
ing, centuries-long episodes of coexistence (mutually consensual or not, peaceful
or not) between large populations with disparate histories and cultures, such as
have resulted from European colonialism and, more recently, from other forms of
“globalization” (Appadurai 1996; Hannerz 1996). All such episodes of contact occur
in what Pratt (1992: 6-7) conceptualizes as “‘the contact zone’”: a kind of “‘social
space” in which human groups previously separated by geography and/or history
“come into contact with each other and establish ongoing relations, usually involving
conditions of coercion, radical inequality, and intractable conflict.”” Pratt notes expli-
citly that she borrows her notion of contact from linguistics (particularly pidgin and
creole linguistics), but it is intended ““to foreground the interactive, improvisational
dimensions” of such encounters and to ‘‘emphasiz[e] how subjects are constituted in
and by their relations to each other.”” As will be seen in the sections that follow, these
are central issues in contemporary linguistic anthropological approaches to language
contact.

3 A CASE STUDY: LANGUAGE CONTACT IN ST. LUcCIA, PAST
AND PRESENT

In the Caribbean island of St. Lucia, the present-day official language is English — a
legacy of the island’s former status, for a century and a half (1814-1979), as a British
colony. But in St. Lucians’ everyday interactions, one commonly hears utterances
such as the following (rendered here phonemically,® followed by a rendering in
standard English orthography and a gloss):

muuv in do reen
(Move in the rain)
‘Get out of the rain’

hii sending stoon bithain piipl
(He sending stone bebind people)
‘He is throwing stones at people’

ai bai bred in biz han
(1 buy bread in his band)
‘I bought bread from him’

maisef skrvaching mii

(Mpyself scratching me)
‘Titch’ /I feel itchy’
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To a native speaker of North American or British English who has recently arrived in
St. Lucia (as a tourist, for example), these utterances would probably sound quite
odd; depending on the context in which they occur, they might seem to make no
sense at all, or might easily be misconstrued. Yet each word spoken can readily be
identified as an ““English”” word. What, then (our hypothetical visitor might wonder),
is going on here?

With sufficient time and attention, what the visitor would eventually come to
understand is that the English language in St. Lucia has been strongly influenced
by several decades of sustained contact with St. Lucia’s other language: an Afro-
French creole known as Kwéyol or Patwa. Kwéyol is itself a contact language with
European and African roots; it became established during a French colonial period,
1642-1814, that preceded the aforementioned British colonial period in the island’s
history. Kwéyol is commonly called a “French creole,” but a French visitor to St.
Lucia would find it quite impossible to follow, much less participate in, a Kwéyol
conversation; indeed, he or she would be considerably worse off than the American or
British tourist encountering St. Lucia’s non-standard English vernacular for the first
time. The following examples give some idea of the extent to which Kwéyol differs
from contemporary metropolitan French:®

Mwen mete’y ason tab-in
Je Pai mis sur ln table
‘I put it on the table’

Lapli t¢ ka tonbe
11 plenvait
‘It was raining’

1 pli ho pase ou
11 est plus grand que toi/vous
‘He is taller than you’

Bonm-la poko plenn
Le sean w’est pas encore plein
“The bucket is not yet full’

As these few examples suggest, Kwéyol’s lexical relationship to French is readily
discernible. In the first sample sentence shown, for example, it is apparent that
Kwéyol mwen derives from the French first-person singular pronominal form mos,
that the Kwéyol verb mete derives from mettre (probably via the second-person plural
inflected form mettez), and the noun tab from table. In the second sentence matters
are less transparent, but even here one can readily and reasonably surmise that
the Kwéyol noun lapli represents a reanalysis of the French noun phrase /o pluie
‘the rain’, and the verb tonbe¢ is clearly a reflex of French tomber ‘to fall’; thus we
see that Kwéyol does not have a unitary verb meaning ‘to rain’ such as exists in French
(plemvoir), but instead uses a more semantically transparent (if also more periphrastic)
noun + verb construction: ‘rain’ + ‘to fall’, literally ‘rain falls’, in the present
tense. Our sample sentence is not in the present tense, however, and far less obvious
is the derivation and grammatical function of the particles z¢'and ka which precede the
verb in fixed order, modifying it for tense (anterior) and aspect (nonpunctual)
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respectively, while the verb — quite unlike in French — remains morphologically
invariant.

To what can these preverbal particles and their grammatical functions be attrib-
uted? To a regional dialect of French that figured prominently in Kwéyol’s carly
development? To one or more of the African languages that likewise played a role? To
certain universals of linguistic structure, or universal principles of adult second-
language acquisition? To some mutually reinforcing combination of these factors?
The tense-mood-aspect systems of creole languages, which show remarkable consist-
encies across time and space but also certain areas of difference, have been one of the
most heavily studied and intensely debated areas in creole linguistics; the question
posed here thus has potential to be a controversial one, and in any case it has no
simple answer. Furthermore, all of the factors mentioned above must be considered
with due regard to the sociocultural and ideological circumstances in which they have
operated. As in many cases of language contact, St. Lucia’s contemporary sociolin-
guistic situation reflects a social history in which speakers of different languages have
come together under a variety of circumstances, including plantation slavery, formal
schooling, and (most recently) international tourism. Each episode of contact has left
its mark on the language varieties currently spoken, which continue to undergo
contact-induced changes.

Once the sole language of most of the population, Kwéyol continues to be spoken
by a majority of St. Lucians; most now also speak some variety of local English,
however, and there are numerous indications that a process of language shift is now
underway (Garrett 2000). Meanwhile, one significant result of this secondary, con-
temporary case of language contact is that the vernacular variety of English spoken by
most St. Lucians — which will be referred to here as VESL, an acronym for ‘“Vernacu-
lar English of St. Lucia” — owes at least as much to Kwéyol as it does to the English of
the former British colonial administration (Garrett 2003). Returning to the set of
VESL examples presented previously, various contact-induced processes can be seen
to be at work. Consider

hii sending stoon bithain piipl

When this sentence is juxtaposed to its Kwéyol equivalent, it becomes clear that there
are direct lexicosemantic and syntactic correspondences:

hii sending stoon bithain piipl

I ke voye woch deye moun

3$G NONPUNC send/throw rock(s) behind /at people
‘He is throwing stones at people’

Apart from the omission of the auxiliary verb (s) and the plural suffix (-5) in the VESL
utterance — features commonly found in pidgins and creoles as well as in various
vernacular Englishes and English as a second language — the sentence’s decidedly
non-standard quality is attributable to the literal translation of the Kwéyol words voye
and deye as send and biihain (‘behind’) respectively. Similarly, in the next example it
is clear that the VESL utterance is a calque, or literal translation, of its Kwéyol
equivalent:
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i bai bred in biz han

Mwen achte pen an lenmen’y

1SG buy bread in hand 3SG POSS
‘I bought bread from him’

The prepositional phrase in hiz han is clearly patterned on an lenmen’y, the corres-
ponding construction in Kwéyol. Note also that although the VESL verb 4ai is in the
past tense here, this is not indicated morphologically (as it is in Standard English
bought); zero-marking of non-stative verbs indicates the simple past in VESL, as it
does in Kwéyol and other creoles.

As the St. Lucian case suggests, language contact is a dynamic, ongoing process
that unfolds on multiple levels simultaneously. Examples of contact-induced change
such as the preceding can be identified and described in formal terms (as has been
done here to a minimal extent), but this is only part of the story. One must also ask
why these particular processes have occurred in this particular case of contact,
resulting (for the time being, at least) in this particular outcome. The sections that
follow outline the varied results of language contact and some of the factors (particu-
larly social factors) that tend to give rise to them.

4 BILINGUALISM AND MULTILINGUALISM

As noted previously, language contact does not always give rise to a new contact
language; such an outcome is in fact rather exceptional. Today as in the past, bilin-
gualism and multilingualism are probably the most common outcomes of language
contact; indeed, it is safe to assume that most of the world’s population is at least
bilingual. Bilingual /multilingual situations vary considerably, however, in terms of
intensity (i.e., the number of languages involved and the extent to which speakers
draw on them in the course of everyday life) as well as stability. At one extreme are
cases such as Jackson (1983) encountered in an intensely multilingual (but sociocul-
turally homogenous) area of Amazonia in which every individual belongs to one of at
least twenty exogamous ““father-language” groups. One of the languages, Tukano, is
shared by all as a lingua franca; nevertheless, because multilingualism is highly valued
and the maintenance of code boundaries is a key aspect of local social organization, all
adults speak at least three languages, and some as many as ten. At the other extreme
are cases of language shift and death, to be examined in a later section. Language shift
is not always preceded by widespread bilingualism, but even where this is the case it
may give way abruptly and surprisingly rapidly to monolingualism.

In dealing with the wide range of bilingual /multilingual phenomena, researchers
have found it useful to make certain broad analytic distinctions, such as between
societal bilingualism and individual bilingualism, dominant languages and subordin-
ate languages; such notions as “‘semi-speaker” (referring to an individual speaker who
has limited, perhaps only ““passive” or receptive, competence in a second language)
have also been suggested (Dorian 1982). The concept of diglossia, first proposed
by Ferguson (1959), has been a particularly influential one; it refers to a type of
societal bilingualism that is relatively stable and involves two codes that are historically
related but hierarchically differentiated by domain and function. Ferguson’s four



54 PAUL B. GARRETT

illustrative cases were French and Haitian Creole in Haiti; classical and demotic
(colloquial) Greek in Greece; classical and colloquial Arabic in many Middle Eastern
societies; and High German and Swiss German in Switzerland. In each case a “High”
variety and a “Low’” variety coexist within the community as a whole and within the
repertoires of many individual speakers, but are kept sharply differentiated. The Low
variety is the vernacular, used in informal conversation with peers and intimates, in
giving instructions to servants, and in soap operas and political cartoons. The “High”
variety, in contrast, is “highly codified (often grammatically more complex)” and is
“the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature’; it is “learned largely
by formal education and is used for most written and formal spoken purposes but is
not used by any sector of the community for ordinary conversation” (1959: 336).

Ferguson’s concept was taken up by numerous other researchers (Hudson 1992),
many of whom modified it (almost always broadening its scope) so as to make it
applicable to other relatively stable situations characterized by functional differenti-
ation and social compartmentalization of two or more codes.” In following years a
few researchers went so far as to propose such terms as triglossin, multiglossin, and
polyglossia (see various references in Hudson 1991), while others retained diglossin
but extended it (usually with significant modifications) to situations such as the
coexistence of English and approximately four hundred indigenous languages in
Nigeria (Akinnaso 1989) — surely a far more intensely multilingual situation than
Ferguson had in mind when he coined the term. Others re-examined Ferguson’s four
“classic” examples, revealing that these situations are more complex than Ferguson
(1959) had suggested.®

Controversy and some confusion resulted, ultimately prompting Ferguson (1991)
to “‘revisit’ his original concept and to reaffirm his primary intent in formulating it:
to help establish a general typology of sociolinguistic situations, which in turn would
serve as a foundation upon which to build sociolinguistic theory. Although there is
still disagreement over how the term diglossia should be defined, how narrowly or
broadly it should be applied, and what specific cases best exemplity it (Hudson 1992:
618), the concept has been an enduringly influential one and continues to serve as an
important point of reference for research in bilingual /multilingual settings. Taken as
Ferguson intended — as a model or ideal type that is approximated to a greater or
lesser extent by real-world situations — it remains valuable.

The literature on bilingualism and multilingualism now spans several disciplines
including linguistics and sociolinguistics, psychology, sociology, anthropology, and
education (Appel and Muysken 1987, and Romaine 1995 provide useful overviews).
Recent work by linguistic anthropologists emphasizes the “‘fuzziness” or fluidity of
code boundaries and the ways in which speakers actively and creatively exploit that
fluidity as they construct, negotiate, and challenge the discourses and social bound-
aries that particular codes index. Urciuoli (1996) finds that for Puerto Ricans in New
York City, the subjective experience of being bilingual involves a shifting sense of the
boundary between Spanish and English. Within an ““‘inner sphere,” that is, with
family, friends, and neighbors, the two codes seem to work together seamlessly and
fluidly. In contrast, interactions in the “‘outer sphere’ with strangers and persons in
positions of authority cause code boundaries to be thrown into sharp relief; here there
is much concern with “‘order,” with keeping the two codes separate and distinct.
Failure to do so is to leave oneself vulnerable to racializing hegemonic forces which
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seize upon any trace of ‘‘disorder.” Zentella’s (1997) long-term work in a New
York City Puerto Rican community reveals not just two codes, but a “‘bilingual /
multidialectal repertoire’ or “‘spectrum of linguistic codes” that encompasses
contact varieties such as “English-dominant Spanish and “Hispanized English” in
addition to “‘standard Puerto Rican Spanish,” “‘standard New York City English,”
and African American Vernacular English. Zentella’s analysis centers on the situated
deployment of these varieties as speakers move in and out of various domains and
interactional contexts, with attention to the social (and ultimately political) conse-
quences of acquiring and using each. As Woolard (this volume) notes, other recent
work has focused attention on hybrid, syncretic, heteroglossic, and dialogical
phenomena that tended to be abstracted away (or purposely ignored) in earlier
bilingualism research paradigms. Notions of simultaneity and bivalency (Woolard
1998), inspired in large part by postmodernist and Bakhtinian theory, suggest that
a given form need not be confined to one code; it can participate fully in two (or
potentially more) linguistic systems in contact, and can index simultaneous identities
and discourses.

5 CONTACT-INDUCED CHANGE WITHOUT EMERGENCE OF
Di1SCRETE NEw CODES

Only in rare cases do bilingualism and multilingualism approximate the ““ideal” type
conceptualized in the pioneering work of Weinreich (1953) — in which the individual
speaker keeps his or her languages entirely separate, thereby avoiding “‘interference.”
Far more common are those cases of language contact in which the languages
involved influence each other to varying degrees but without giving rise to distinct
new codes.” Contact can give rise to change in any of a language’s subsystems
(Sankoff 2002); research has generally revealed that the lexicon is most susceptible
to contact-induced influence, followed by phonology, syntax, and morphology, in
that order. Thomason (2001: 70-1ff), for example, presents a ‘“‘borrowing scale”
indicating that “nonbasic vocabulary items are the easiest to borrow,” while ““‘inflec-
tional morphology is hardest to borrow.”

A close examination of Kwéyol as currently spoken in St. Lucia, particularly among
young people, suggests that it has been influenced on all of these levels through its
sustained contact with English. Numerous English words have entered Kwéyol’s
lexicon; many, not surprisingly, are nouns referring to recent technologies and social
phenomena (e.g. konpyouta ‘computer’), but others are verbs (e.g. try, mean, hope),
adverbials (just, really, still), and function words (because, about, so) for which Kwéyol
equivalents have always existed. Yet many St. Lucians today never use the attested
Kwéyol equivalents and cannot produce them if asked to do so (though they may
recognize and understand them if they hear them used). Meanwhile the assimilation
of English-origin lexemes (shown here in Kwéyol orthography) such as djrayr ‘to
drive’, #jray ‘to try’, and fridj ‘refrigerator’ has effectively resulted in the intro-
duction of a new phoneme, /r/, into Kwéyol’s phonemic inventory (Allen 1994).
At the level of syntax, as Kwéyol is increasingly being used in broadcasting, public
speaking, and other domains that were once the exclusive preserve of English (Garrett
2000), passive and anticausative constructions (evidently patterned on English
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constructions) have become prevalent, particularly among speakers who are fully
bilingual in Kwéyol and Standard English.’® Meanwhile certain characteristically
creole syntactic processes have become conspicuously absent, such as reduplication
(for emphasis of adjectives) and predicate clefting (for emphasis of verbs). Like most
creoles, Kwéyol has little in the way of morphological processes, but even here
English influence can be detected, as when bilingual speakers attach the suffix -¢
onto a Kwéyol noun in order to create an adjective, apparently on the English pattern
of adding the suffix -y to a noun (as in rock + -y — rocky). Formerly in Kwéyol, one
who is fortunate would have been said to ‘have luck’ (i chans), as in Ou ni chans
“You are lucky’ (literally ‘You have luck’). But it is now becoming commonplace to say
Ou chansé (chans + -¢ — chansé ‘lucky’), suggesting that [noun + -£ ] may be on its
way to becoming a productive process in Kwéyol comparable to [noun + -y] in
English.

Over time, the accretion of changes such as these can result in language conver-
gence, in which two or more languages come to resemble each other structurally while
retaining their distinct lexicons and, typically, continuing to be regarded as distinct
languages by their speakers.' Gumperz and Wilson (1971) describe a case in which
Marathi, Urdu, and Kannada as spoken in the multilingual Indian village of Kupwar
have become structurally congruent to a remarkable degree, despite the significant
typological differences that originally existed among them. The Balkan Sprachbund
(‘language area’, or more literally, ‘language union’), comprising Romanian, Bul-
garian, Serbo-Croatian, Macedonian, Albanian, and Greek, presents another exem-
plary case (McMahon 1994: 218-20; Thomason 2001: 105-9; see also Irvine and
Gal 2000: 60-72), as do the Native American languages of the Pacific Northwest
(Thomason and Kaufman 1988). A driving force in language convergence is the need
for maximal second (or third, or nth) language learnability: convergence tends to
occur in multilingual situations in which language functions as a salient marker of
ethnic or other group identity (e.g. caste identity in Kupwar), but in which inter-
group communication is necessary and/or desirable. Persons living in such commu-
nities commonly speak at least two (often more) of the languages involved, though
they may consider only one to be the language of their own group. In such a
situation, language learnability is greatly facilitated by direct, transparent grammatical
correspondences between the codes involved. (Lexicons, in contrast, tend to
remain sharply distinct since maintenance of lexical differences typically does much
of the semiotic work of differentiation among codes, and among those who speak
them.) Over time, as generations of speakers acquire the various codes (one as
first language, another as second language, etc.), the results of “‘transfer” phenom-
ena associated with second language acquisition may accrue to the extent that all
of the languages involved, whatever their original typological differences, come to
share what is essentially a single grammar. In addition to facilitating the acquisition
by individuals of multiple codes, convergence also maximizes intertranslatability
by making direct morpheme-by-morpheme translation a viable communicative
strategy.

Far more common than full-blown language convergence are cases in which
contact-induced influences are largely unidirectional, typically affecting a ““minority”
or otherwise non-dominant language. Silva-Corvalan’s (1994) work on Spanish—
English bilingualism among Mexican Americans demonstrates that Spanish in Los
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Angeles has been influenced through multiple contact-related processes; these have
resulted in an overall simplification of the Spanish verb system and some structural
convergence with English.'? As Thomason (2001), Sankoff (2002), and others stress,
linguistic structure always conditions the effects of language contact to some degree,
but structural factors come into play only through social contact between speakers.
Thus processes of contact-induced change are shaped in large part by the social
contexts in which they occur. Thomason and Kaufman (1988: 4) remark, “We
certainly do not deny the importance of purely linguistic factors such as pattern
pressure and markedness considerations for a theory of language change, but the
evidence from language contact shows that they are easily overridden when social
factors push in another direction.”

Indeed, in some contact situations social factors can be shown to operate quite
independently of linguistic structure to produce language change. A case in point is
described by Schieffelin (1996, 2000) in her work on the introduction of literacy
among the Kaluli of Papua New Guinea by Christian missionaries. Missionization has
involved some degree of contact between Kaluli and two languages introduced by the
missionaries, Tok Pisin and English; but even more consequential has been exposure
to a new way of using (and thinking about) language that is associated with these two
languages, namely literacy practices (Baquedano-Ldpez, this volume). The mission-
aries’ introduction of written materials in Kaluli introduced not merely a new tech-
nology, but also a new form of evidence — something with which the Kaluli are very
much concerned culturally as well as linguistically. The Kaluli language provides its
speakers with a broad range of evidentials — lexical and morphological means of
indicating the source or the nature of the evidence upon which an utterance is
based. To some extent the use of evidentials in Kaluli is grammatically obligatory,
and even where not obligatory it is a crucial aspect of culturally meaningful language
use. The Kaluli therefore faced a dilemma when confronted with written materials
concerning religion, health, and other momentous matters — in effect, new sources of
knowledge, authority, and truth. Schieffelin demonstrates that their response has
included the creation of innovative evidential forms as well as novel ways of using
those that already existed. Her work thus shows that languages may be as pervasively
affected by sustained contact between disparate worldviews and ideologies of lan-
guage as by contact between the languages themselves.

6 PIDGINS AND CREOLES

In the 1960s, at about the same time that sociolinguistics was taking form, the field of
pidgin and creole linguistics was beginning to take shape as scholars from North
America, Europe, and the Caribbean came together to exchange data and ideas
(Holm 1988: 42-6). This was a momentous development, for these languages were
generally held in low esteem even by their own speakers; at worst they were regarded
as mere ‘“‘gibberish,” at best as ‘“‘corrupted” or “bastardized” versions of the
European languages to which most were clearly related. As Holm (1988: 3) notes,
even linguistic scholars had generally regarded them as “‘freakish exceptions that were
irrelevant to any theory of ‘normal’ language’; and as Thomason and Kaufman
(1988: 1-2) note, some went so far as to deny the possibility that ‘“‘mixed languages”
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(i.e., languages descended from more than one “parent’ or “mother” language)
could possibly exist.?

As pidgin and creole linguistics became a distinct area of inquiry in subsequent
years, many of the scholars involved were as much concerned with the social and
historical conditions of these languages’ origins as with their structural characteristics.
This preoccupation with the genesis of pidgins and creoles is largely attributable to
the fact that these languages were known to have arisen relatively recently. The
majority had originated in the tropical zones, typically on islands and along coasts,
where contact had occurred between Europeans (especially Portuguese, Spanish,
French, British, and Dutch), the indigenous inhabitants of these areas, and later the
enslaved and indentured inhabitants of still other territories (mainly West Africa, but
also other parts of Africa and South and East Asia). These were among the territories
that Europeans variously ““discovered,” explored, conquered, missionized, plun-
dered, exploited, ruled, administered, and settled, mostly between the early sixteenth
and late nineteenth centuries. The “‘classic” setting for the emergence of a creole
language is the colonial plantation society, but pidgins and creoles have also emerged
through various other types of contact such as trade and work cooperation between
groups of comparable power and social status (e.g. Russenorsk, along the Arctic coast
of Norway in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries), military recruitment and
conscription (e.g. Juba Arabic, in the southern Sudan in the mid to late nineteenth
century), and labor migration (e.g. Fanakalo in southern African mining areas, also in
the mid to late nineteenth century).'*

A pidgin generally emerges from extended or repeated (yet limited) social contact
between members of two or more groups that have no language in common.
Numerous pidgins have arisen through trade, for example — a situation in which
some means of rudimentary communication is needed, but in which no group learns
the language of any of the other groups involved due to factors such as mutual
distrust and lack of social contact outside the trading context. Like trade itself, a
pidgin is typically a matter of negotiation and compromise; the language of a
particular powerful (or prestigious, or otherwise dominant) group may provide the
bulk of the lexicon, but the meanings of words and the ways in which they are used in
the pidgin may be strongly influenced by the languages of less powerful groups. A
pidgin is in many respects reduced or simplified in that it lacks features that are found
in its source languages but are not essential for communication (e.g. inflectional
morphology, gender, and case). Pidgins also tend to have simplified phonological
structures (e.g. consonant clusters are reduced) and limited vocabularies. In all of
these respects, pidgin-speakers make maximal use of minimal linguistic resources, for
example by using a single word for several different functions. An example from Tok
Pisin centers on the noun gras, derived from English grass but pressed into service to
yield a much broader range of meanings: gras nogut ‘weed’, gras bilong pisin
‘feather’, gras bilong dog ‘dog fur’, gras bilong fes ‘beard’, gras antap long ai
‘eyebrow’, etc. (Romaine 1994: 183). Because pidgin-speakers have their native
languages to fall back on within their own communities, a pidgin is not the primary
language of any community of speakers; it is an auxiliary language, and is generally
restricted to particular domains and contexts of interaction (perhaps only those in
which it originated).
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The term creole is somewhat more difficult to define, but it is useful to begin by
considering how a creole differs from a pidgin (itself a contentious issue). Unlike a
pidgin, a creole is a fully elaborated language — lexically, grammatically, stylistically,
and otherwise — that serves the full range of its speakers’ communicative needs. It is
the primary language of a community of speakers, for whom it is typically the
language of ethnic identity; and in most cases it is acquired as a first or native language
by children. Until the 1980s, it was widely accepted that “nativization’” was the main
distinguishing factor between a pidgin and a creole; nativization was thought to
engender the regularization, stabilization, expansion, and structural elaboration
that transformed a pidgin into a full-fledged language (i.e. a creole).

The role of nativization in creolization came under intense debate after Bickerton’s
(1981, 1984) ““language bioprogram” hypothesis galvanized the field of pidgin and
creole linguistics. Prior to this, theories of creole genesis had largely been concerned
with the roles of substrate and superstrate languages. The substrate languages (e.g.
African languages, in the case of the Atlantic creoles) were thought collectively to
have provided much of the grammatical structure of the nascent creole, while the
superstrate language (the socially dominant language, generally a European lan-
guage) contributed the bulk of the lexicon; with few exceptions, researchers attrib-
uted greater influence to the former, assuming that European languages had been the
“target” of language acquisition but that access to the target had been severely
limited by social and demographic factors.'® Bickerton, however, proposed that
creolization occurs when children, born into an environment in which their linguistic
input is rudimentary, unstable, and generally ““chaotic” (such as in a plantation
society in its early formative stages), fall back on an innate “‘blueprint” for language
that allows them (obligates them, in fact) to construct a fully elaborated language
despite the availability of only severely limited linguistic input. An implication of
Bickerton’s hypothesis was that creole languages, as recent creations, should reflect
this language bioprogram (i.e., the genetically endowed, universal human language
faculty) much more directly and transparently than older languages do; the hypoth-
esis also offered an explanation for structural similarities among diverse creole lan-
guages, particularly in their tense-mood-aspect systems.

Bickerton’s hypothesis generated controversy in part because it was a direct attack
on what he characterized as “‘substratophile” theories of creole genesis, which at the
time were widely accepted. Bickerton’s universalist hypothesis attracted a following,
but many other creolists responded by pointing out important shortcomings, includ-
ing its lack of attention to the social and historical circumstances of creole genesis.
Singler (1992) argued, for example, that children could not have played the crucial
role in creolization that Bickerton suggests since there were relatively few women
present in early plantation societies and even fewer children (due to low fertility rates
and high rates of abortion and infant mortality attributable to the inhumane condi-
tions of plantation slavery). Others pointed out that the nature of the linguistic input
available to children in such societies would not have been what Bickerton claims,
arguing that there is little reason to suppose that adults would have spoken a nascent
pidgin with children to the exclusion of their own native languages or that the break
in linguistic transmission from one generation to the next would have been so sharp
as to preclude significant adult (i.e. substratal) influence on the emergent creole.
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Although researchers before and after Bickerton’s controversial proposal had often
disagreed about the mechanisms by which pidgins become transformed into creoles, a
linear, unidirectional “life-cycle” model (first proposed as such in Hall (1962), but
prefigured in earlier work) was widely accepted. The life-cycle was conceptualized as a
matter of progressive stabilization and expansion of the pidgin, in its structure
(phonology, lexicon, grammar, etc.) as well as in its expressive and social functions:

Jargon (the incipient pidgin, rudimentary and unstable)
1

Stabilized pidgin
!

Expanded pidgin
1

Creole

In later years the life-cycle model was generally understood to include the possibility
of decreolization, a process whereby ongoing contact between a creole and its super-
strate (lexifier language) gives rise to a “‘continuum’ of lects ranging from basilectal
(the “deepest” creole varieties) to acrolectal (those most closely approximating the
standard language). Linking the basilectal and acrolectal poles in an uninterrupted
cline is an array of intermediate or mesolectal varieties. The continuum model,
sometimes called the “post-creole continuum,’ was used to conceptualize diachronic
change (as presupposed by the life-cycle model) as well as to describe the considerable
synchronic variation encountered in many creole settings. Alleyne (1985: 169)
reports that all of the following forms meaning ‘I was going’ were recorded in the
casual conversation of two Jamaican men as they painted a room:

I was goin(g) (acrolectal)
me did goin  (mesolectal)
mi was a go (mesolectal)
mien ago  (basilectal)

Another case to which the continuum model has often been applied is that of
Guyanese Creole; O’Donnell and Todd (1980) report no fewer than eighteen
distinct forms for the phrase ‘I gave him’.'®

The assumption that every creole had started out as a pidgin and could be located
at some point in the ““life-cycle” seemed relatively unproblematic with respect to the
Atlantic creoles, which for years had been the primary focus of research. As research-
ers learned more about Pacific pidgins and creoles, however, it became increasingly
clear that some of these languages had developed along quite different trajectories
and that multiple pidginization and creolization scenarios were in fact possible. Tok
Pisin and related Melanesian pidgins had become stabilized and elaborated to a
greater extent than had previously been thought possible for a pidgin; furthermore,
they had done so without becoming nativized and had persisted in this non-nativized
state for a surprisingly long period of time (more than a century in some cases). In
some communities researchers actually found that they were able to document the
nativization process as it was occurring — something that had never been possible in
research on the Atlantic creoles. This revealed, among other things, that nativization
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(and the stabilization and structural elaboration that had previously been associated
with it) need not be the defining feature of creolization. Rather, the crucial distinc-
tion between pidgin and creole now appeared to have more to do with a language’s
role in the social life of a community and in the communicative practice of those who
speak it: a pidgin is a secondary language, while a creole — whether or not it has
become nativized — serves as the primary language of a community (Jourdan 1991:
192-4).

Concern with social factors is clearly manifested in “‘gradualist” explanations of
creole genesis that have been put forth by Chaudenson (1992, 2001), Mufwene
(1996, 2000), and Singler (1996), among others. Previously, approaches to creole
genesis espoused by Bickerton as well as many of those who argued most vociferously
against his universalist approach (e.g. ““substratophiles,” or substratists) had been in
general agreement on at least one thing: that creoles are the products of what
Thomason and Kaufman (1988) characterize as ‘“‘non-genetic development™ or
“abrupt” creolization — that is, they result from a break in ‘“‘normal transmission”
of language. Gradualist approaches suggest that creolization, particularly in planta-
tion settings in which there may never have been a stable pidgin stage, may actually
have been an extended process that occurred over multiple generations. Gradualists
make extensive use of demographic, historical, and even economic data in order to
piece together the social circumstances under which speakers of different languages
would have come together and what might have motivated various aspects of their
language use. Gradualists differ among themselves on various points, however.
Chaudenson takes a strongly superstratist approach to the origins of French-lexified
creoles, minimizing the input of African languages; he assumes that French was the
target language of slaves, and that the creole diverged from metropolitan French as
successive waves of newly arrived Africans acquired increasingly disparate ‘‘approxi-
mations” of French (due to limited access to the target and imperfect learning).
Singler, in contrast, focusing on the Haitian case, attributes significant influence to
particular African substrate languages that came to be heavily represented within the
sharply increasing slave population during the “‘sugar boom’ years.

Increasingly since the early 1980s, researchers have made the social circumstances
under which creoles have developed historically and/or exist currently their primary
focus.'” Sankoff’s aptly titled volume The Social Life of Language (1980) set an
important precedent and firm foundation for this trend. As Jourdan (1991) and
various others have since suggested, it may well be that sociohistorical considerations,
particularly those concerning the relatively recent timeframe within which creoles
have developed, are ultimately the best criteria for distinguishing them from the rest
of the world’s languages.

7 NEITHER PIDGINS NOR CREOLES: OTHER CONTACT
LANGUAGES

The notoriously polysemous term creole has proven as difficult to define as ever in
recent years as linguists and others have revisited the fundamental question of
whether or not creoles as a group differ (structurally, sociohistorically, or otherwise)
from the rest of the world’s languages — and if so, precisely how (see e.g. Mufwene
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1986; Thomason and Kaufman 1988; Thomason 1997b; McWhorter 1997, 1998;
DeGraff 1999). Some recent statements concerning the nature of creole languages
and their relationship to other languages, such as Mufwene (1997), go so far as to
propose that there is in fact no structural basis for classifying particular languages as
creoles. Mufwene provides an insightful discussion of ¢reole and other terms that have
commonly been used in referring to contact-induced language varieties, pointing out
that they have been applied to a sociohistorically particular set of languages in ways
that have not been (and indeed cannot be) rigorously based on structural criteria.'®
Ultimately Mufwene, like Jourdan, Singler, and others, calls for greater attention to
the specific social and historical contexts in which all contact languages, broadly
conceived, have emerged.

Debate on these points has been fueled by increasing interest in contact languages
that are not easily classifiable as either pidgins or creoles. Thomason (1997a: 1)
characterizes these non-pidgin, non-creole varieties as ““a third type of contact lan-
guage — bilingual mixtures that (unlike pidgins and creoles) must have been created
by bilinguals.”” Examples include the varieties characterized by Bakker and Mous
(1994) and Bakker and Muysken (1995) as ““mixed” or ““intertwined’” languages — a
particular type of contact language in which the inflectional morphology and gram-
mar of one language combines with the lexicon of a second. Sebba (1997: 16) defines
language mixing or intertwining as ‘“‘two languages combining in such a way that
(usually) the grammar of one language is ‘grafted on’ to the vocabulary of another —
or vice versa.”” An early reference to such a language is Goodman’s (1971) description
of Mbugu or Ma’a (combining Bantu grammar and Cushitic vocabulary), which was
later examined by Mous (1994); other examples are Anglo-Romani and Media
Lengua (described below). Yet another group of languages that have proved prob-
lematic for classification purposes are ““indigenized” varieties such as Indian English
(Kachru 1983) and “Singlish” or Singapore English (Kuiper and Tan Gek Lin 1989),
to take but two well-documented examples from the “anglophone” world.'®

Many such contact languages (like most if not all creoles) function as salient markers
of ethnic or other group identity. As this suggests, contact languages must always be
considered in terms of what they mean to, and how they are used by, those who create
and speak them. These are particularly important considerations in cases where
speakers apparently have made deliberate decisions to manipulate their languages in
certain ways. The most extreme cases in terms of linguistic outcome may be the most
telling in other regards as well. Take for example Anglo-Romani, spoken by Roma
living in Britain. A very large portion of its original Romani vocabulary has been
replaced by English, and virtually nothing is left of Romani’s original Indic structure;
some vocabulary is thus all that remains of the language that originally came into
contact with English. Based on these facts alone, a complete shift to English and the
imminent “death” of Anglo-Romani might well be the expected outcome. Crucially,
however, the relatively small set of Romani lexical items that remains suffices for Anglo-
Romani to serve its speakers as an in-group or “‘secret’” code (Hancock 1984;
Thomason 2001: 200-18). Anglo-Romani seems to have stabilized around these few
remnants of Romani lexicon, and presumably it will remain stable as long as “‘Gypsies”’
remain a stigmatized minority that actively resists assimilation. Another interesting case
is Media Lengua (literally ‘Half Language’ or ‘Halfway Language’), which has a
vocabulary that is almost entirely Spanish but a grammar that is almost entirely
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Quechua. Media Lengua is the language of ethnic identification for a central Ecua-
dorian community of several hundred speakers that regards itself as culturally neither
“Spanish” nor ““Quechua,” but situates itself Janus-like between these two salient
ethnolinguistic categories in Ecuadorian society. (Most if not all Media Lengua-
speakers also speak Spanish and/or Quechua, and interact regularly with speakers
of these languages.) Although not regarded as a “‘secret” language like Anglo-
Romani, Media Lengua is not used with outsiders and serves as an important marker
of a self-consciously separate group identity (Muysken 1981, 1997).

8 LANGUAGE SHIFT AND OBSOLESCENCE

Language shift refers to a situation in which a community of speakers effectively
abandons one language by “‘shifting” to another (not necessarily by conscious
choice). Until fairly recently, approaches to language shift tended to attribute it to
macrosociological factors such as ““modernization” and ‘‘development,” with all of
the associated phenomena that these typically entail (e.g. industrialization, urbaniza-
tion, migration). The first to problematize this orientation was Gal (1978, 1979),
who pointed out that the crucial thing that a study of language shift must accomplish
is to explain how such macrosociological processes come to be interpreted by indi-
vidual speakers in ways that have direct bearing on everyday language use. Taking an
ethnographic approach to an ongoing case of language shift in a bilingual (German—
Hungarian) Austrian community near the Hungarian border, Gal investigates indi-
vidual speakers’ understandings of how language use articulates with other sociocul-
tural categories such as gender, ethnicity, and occupation. These subjective
understandings play a crucial role in language shift as speakers reconceptualize and
re-evaluate their own (and others’) personal relationships to the identities and values
that are integrally (but differentially) bound up with, and mediated by, the languages
of their community. Gal thus shifts the emphasis from broadly (and often vaguely)
defined social phenomena to individual agency and practice.

Taking Gal’s insight to heart — and using Sahlins’s (1985) notion of “‘structure of
the conjuncture” to put a new twist on it — Kulick (1992: 9) asks, “Why and how do
people come to interpret their lives in such a way that they abandon one of their
languages?”” Kulick’s study of rapid language shift in Gapun, an isolated village in
Papua New Guinea, is based in the language socialization paradigm; it was the first
language socialization study to be carried out in a multilingual setting, and the first to
examine language shift in progress from this perspective. (See Garrett and Baque-
dano-Lopez 2002 for a discussion of recent language socialization studies carried
out in language contact settings.) Kulick vividly demonstrates how everyday practices
and ways of thinking can give rise to language shift and influence its progression.
Focusing on local ideologies of language, self, and modernity and the ways in
which these intermeshing belief systems inform language socialization practices, he
explains how and why this process escapes the comprehension and control of those
involved.

Perhaps the greatest value of approaches such as those of Gal and Kulick is their
effectiveness in linking multiple levels of analysis, as more recent studies have
continued to do. Errington (1998a, b) shows that the study of language shift in
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Indonesia must take into account the influence of semi-authoritarian state institu-
tions, organs of a state intent on bringing about the ‘“modernization” and ‘“‘devel-
opment” of a large, ethnically and linguistically diverse postcolonial nation-state (and
on setting in place certain mechanisms of social control). Similarly in some respects,
Tsitsipis (1998) examines the emergence of a Greek national consciousness and the
increasing integration of Arvanitika—Greek bilingual communities into the modern
Greek nation-state as a central factor in the shift away from Arvanitika. Although they
are concerned with the state and other institutions as sites in the production and
exercise of ideology and power, Errington and Tsitsipis, like Gal and Kulick, also take
microethnographic approaches to situated language use and explore the resulting
tension between micro and macro perspectives. Focusing on how and why language
shift is occurring at the level of small communities and through the everyday usage of
individual speakers in face-to-face interaction, both also consider how ideologies of
language are contested and challenged at local levels, thus treating language shift as
“the study of a people’s conceptions of themselves in relation to one another and to
their changing social world, and of how those conceptions are encoded by and
mediated through language” (Kulick 1992: 9).2°

Language shift often, though not always, entails language obsolescence — the attri-
tion or decline of the language away from which speakers are shifting, in some cases
resulting in language ““‘death” (Dorian 1989). Like language shift, language obsoles-
cence most often occurs in situations where a “minority”” language (i.e., a language
with relatively few speakers, a state of affairs which in many cases also entails non-
literacy, non-standardization, lack of institutional backing, etc.) is in sustained contact
with a “dominant” language. Language obsolescence may occur gradually over the
course of many generations or there may be a sudden “tip”® (Dorian 1981; Mertz
1989) followed by precipitous decline. Dorian (1982) shows that in the former case
the presence of “‘semi-speakers” of varying levels of proficiency may complicate
efforts to define the community of speakers as well as to assess the relative vitality
of the language within that community. The fate of a language and the rate at which it
is progressing toward that fate at a given point in time are in any case difficult to
predict; both are subject to multiple simultaneous influences from a constellation of
densely interrelated factors.

A central concern in studies of language obsolescence is the non-reproduction of
the obsolescent language, that is, the non-transmission of the language from adults to
children — a phenomenon that has sometimes been characterized as language “‘sui-
cide” (Denison 1977; McMahon 1994).2! Kulick (1992), however, shows that in at
least some cases ‘‘suicide” is an inappropriate metaphor. By attributing a particular
type of agency to their children, by linguistically accommodating them and respecting
their personal autonomy (which are traditional ideals), and by ignoring or criticizing
children’s use of Taiap (the traditional vernacular), adults in Gapun create a situation
in which ““there is no demand on children to speak Taiap, nor is there any reward
for speaking it” (p. 222). Adults do not perceive this state of affairs, however, nor
their own role in creating it. In exasperation, they instead blame their children for
willfully refusing to learn and use Taiap. Schmidt (1985) describes a similar phenom-
enon in an aboriginal Australian community: adults’ language purism, and their
frequent corrections and criticisms, effectively inhibit younger speakers from using
the language.
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Recent research on language socialization in contact settings (Garrett and Baque-
dano-Loépez 2002) suggests that ideologies of language (Kroskrity, this volume) and
the everyday communicative practices that are conditioned by them play a significant
role in determining whether or not a case of language obsolescence will ultimately
end in language death. Ideology of language is a crucial consideration in the decline
of Kwéyol in St. Lucia. Many children are not acquiring it as their home and
community vernacular due in large part to adults’ determination that they learn
“English” — a local metalinguistic category that is broad enough to include VESL,
which is in fact what many children are now acquiring as their first and only language.
In St. Lucians’ ideology of language, English and Kwéyol are considered qualitatively
different: for example, it is believed that English, unlike Kwéyol, needs to be taught
explicitly, and that Kwéyol has deleterious contaminating effects on children’s de-
veloping “English” (but not vice versa). Some local intellectuals and cultural activists
have made concerted efforts to elevate Kwéyol’s status and have made it the focus of
“preservation” efforts, particularly since St. Lucia’s independence in 1979. They
have had considerable success in changing public sentiments toward Kwéyol, which
is now widely regarded as a sine gqua non of St. Lucia’s cultural heritage and post-
independence national identity. But they have not challenged the underlying ideology
of language that continues to guide everyday communicative practices, including
language socialization practices in which a deeply Kwéyol-influenced ‘English”
(VESL) is privileged over Kwéyol itself by adults who believe themselves to be acting
in the best interests of their children (Garrett 2000). Thus the process of language
shift continues largely unabated.

9 CONCLUSION

As the various cases examined above make clear, the consequences of any particular
case of language contact are contingent upon multiple factors — structural, historical,
demographic, politico-economic, social, cultural, ideological — and they remain con-
tingent (and hence subject to change) over time. Understanding the nature of this
contingency is one of the major challenges for linguistic anthropological research on
language contact. Many recent studies have in common a concern with the workings
of power in and through language — a crucial consideration in any approach to
language contact since, as Pratt (1992) emphasizes, language contact more often
than not is characterized by significant asymmetries of power. In some cases the
struggles that this entails, generally between speakers of a ‘““dominated” language
and agents of a “‘dominant” language and the hegemonic forces behind it, are more
or less explicit (e.g. Hill and Hill 1986; Jatfe 1999; Urla 1988). Historically, this was
certainly true in colonial contact settings, where symbolic domination was backed up
by vigorously applied physical force. But as Hill (1998) shows in her analysis of
“Mock Spanish” in the United States, the workings of power in contemporary
contact settings — in this case through racist discourses that marginalize and derogate
Spanish-speaking ethnic groups — may be much more subtle, at times even ambiguous
or indeterminate (in expression if not in ultimate effects). Hanks’s (2000) work on
the encounter between Spanish and Maya in colonial Yucatin suggests productive
ways of approaching the issue of languages or codes in contact by treating discourses,
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genres, and texts as sites of negotiation and contestation over the terms on which
groups in contact relate to one another.

By treating language contact as a dynamic process or phenomenon, linguistic
anthropological research emphasizes communicative practice — what speakers do
with codes, rather than the codes themselves. In some contact situations the
“codes” involved are in fact rather difficult to pin down, reminding us that any
code is ultimately a reification, an abstraction from communicative practice. Spitul-
nik’s (1998: 50) work on Town Bemba shows it to be fluid, heteroglossic, and thus
far relatively diffuse, a “moving target” for the investigator (if not for its speakers);
she suggests that it be regarded not as a distinct code, but rather as ““a cover term for
a set of Bemba-based multilingual practices, which are iconic, indexical, and symbolic
of ‘urbanity’ and ‘modernity’ in Zambia.”” Analytically and metalinguistically elusive
varieties such as this hold considerable interest, particularly for what they can reveal
about the cultural and ideological contexts within which they are embedded. The
St. Lucian contact variety that has been referred to here as “VESL” is of course not
labeled as such by its speakers, who refer to it simply as “English’’; despite its
decidedly non-standard features, VESL in St. Lucia is rarely talked about in ethno-
metalinguistic terms as being anything other than “English” (quite unlike the
English-lexified creoles spoken in Jamaica, Barbados, and other ‘“anglophone” Carib-
bean territories). From an analytic perspective, this erasure (in Irvine and Gal’s
(2000) sense) of VESL is an oversimplification of matters, but a culturally and
ideologically significant one that plays a role in ongoing processes of contact-induced
language change and its social consequences. Kwéyol is going into decline even as it is
gaining unprecedented status as a “‘real”” language: a national language, a language
that can be held to standards of “‘grammaticality’” and “‘purity,”” a language of literacy
and official communication, and so on. Ironically, as Kwéyol is entering into such new
domains, it is being used less and less in some of its old vernacular domains (includ-
ing, crucially, the socialization of children), where its functions are being taken over
by VESL. But in those contexts where Standard English is preferred if not required —
e.g. in schools and other institutional settings — VESL and its speakers are held in low
regard, or at best are seen as presenting a problem. Thus the relationship of inequality
that formerly obtained between English and Kwéyol has been “recursively” repro-
duced (Irvine and Gal 2000) such that it now obtains between (Standard) English
and VESL.

As all of these cases suggest, the study of language contact and contact lang-
uages calls for theories and methods that can cope with variability and indeterminacy
of specific forms as well as heterogeneity and dynamism in higher-level
linguistic and cultural systems. These being perennial challenges for the study of
language and culture more generally, advances in the study of language contact
and contact languages should prove to be advances for linguistic anthropology as a
whole.

NOTES

For their helpful comments, I thank Alessandro Duranti, Christine Jourdan, and Peter Snow.
I alone am responsible for any and all shortcomings.
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This is not to suggest that the code emerged solely for this reason, which would surely be
an oversimplification of matters. It is well worth considering, for example, what part the
code played in the emergence of a Pitcairnese identity — particularly in light of the fact that
the community continued to exist as such, and that its members continued to speak
Pitkern among themselves, for years after being discovered and subsequently relocated
(in 1856) to Norfolk Island, where they lived in sustained contact with English-speaking
“mainlanders” (Holm 1989: 547-9).

Code is used here as a maximally value-neutral cover term that comprises languages as well
as language varieties, dialects, registers, etc. But like all such terms, it can quickly become
problematic. Alvarez-Caccamo (1999) provides a concise overview of its utility as a
working concept as well as some of its potential shortcomings; see also Woolard (this
volume).

In most cases the languages involved are spoken, but they may be signed, as when
members of different Deaf communities come into contact (LeMaster and Monaghan,
this volume; Senghas 2003) or when a signed language is in contact with a spoken
language (Lucas and Valli 1992). The term ““speaker” as used herein should be under-
stood to include signers.

Also well worthy of mention here are those cases in which contact results in a heightened
sense of distinctive group identity which is symbolically maintained — sometimes cultivated
and elaborated — through linguistic difference. Such situations also tend to be character-
ized by widespread multilingualism and strongly positive evaluation thereof, however. See,
e.g., Jackson (1983), Laycock (1982), Sankoft (1980), Irvine and Gal (2000).

The system of phonemic transcription used here is that used by Rickford (1987) for
Guyanese (an English-lexified creole); Rickford’s system, in turn, is based on that devised
by Cassidy (1961) for Jamaican.

The orthographic system used for representing Kwéyol is the now widely accepted system
set forth in Louisy and Turmel-John (1983).

Fishman (1967) was especially influential in this respect.

Part of what subsequent research revealed is that social and political changes had signifi-
cantly altered the relationships between ““High” and “Low”” varieties in the years since
1959, particularly in Haiti and Greece.

Weinreich devotes several paragraphs to the topic “Crystallization of New Languages
from Contact” (1953: 69-70, 104-6), but otherwise regards language contact as
primarily a phenomenon of individual bilingualism (and as a potential threat to the
integrity of discrete language systems).

See Duranti (this volume) on the use of such constructions as a means of “‘mitigating’
agency.

Similar in many respects, but yielding a different outcome, is the process known
as koinéization, which gives rise to a language variety called a koiné (Siegel 1985).
Koinéization occurs when sustained contact among a number of dialects (or closely related
languages) — through a process of convergence that is usually referred to as ‘““‘dialect-
leveling” — results in a single language variety that typically shows some simplification
(i.e. particular features present in particular contributing varieties, but not others, are
dropped), but retains most if not all of those features that the contributing varieties have
in common. The term koiné originally referred to the variety of Greek that emerged in this
manner and rose to prominence in the Hellenistic period.

Mendoza-Denton (1999) provides a review of recent literature focusing on Spanish—
English language contact in the USA.

This denial reflected the strength of commitment in historical linguistics since the mid-
nineteenth century to the Comparative Method (which involves, among other things, the
reconstruction of unattested proto-languages as the forebears of contemporary languages)
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and to the Stammbaum (‘family tree’) model of genetic relationship, in which each
language descends, through gradual divergence, from a single pre-existing language.
Processes of language change were thought to be gradual, regular, and accretional, and
were assumed to be driven primarily (if not exclusively) by internal, intrasystemic causes.
The first to break decisively from this orthodoxy and to study contact languages system-
atically was German linguist Hugo Schuchardt (1842-1927), but the significance of his
work went largely unrecognized until the latter half of the twentieth century.

14 Holm (1989) provides profiles of these and virtually every other known contact language.

15 See Baker (1990) for a critique of the notion of “‘target’ language in pidgin and creole
linguistics.

16 The continuum model has been much debated; see Rickford (1987) for a sophisticated
application of the model to the Guyanese case that considers its strengths but also
acknowledges some of its shortcomings. Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) provide a
critique of the continuum and a proposal for an alternative ‘““multidimensional”” model.

17 Also of interest in this regard is anthropological work that considers creolization as a
cultural (as opposed to linguistic) phenomenon, e.g. Drummond (1980) and Hannerz
(1987, 1996).

18 McWhorter (1998) provides a recent argument for the feasibility of identifying a ““creole
prototype” and for regarding creoles as a distinct class of languages based on common
structural features.

19  See Smith and Forman (1997) and the journal English World-Wide as representative of the
rapidly growing literature on “‘indigenized’” Englishes.

20 As Peter Snow (p.c.) points out, language maintenance in contact settings is rarely
problematized and treated as a phenomenon worthy of study in its own right. Dorian
(1998: 17) observes, “Currently we understand the motivating factors in language shift
far better than we understand the psychosocial underpinnings of long-sustained language
maintenance.” See Paulston (1994) for a comparison of several cases of language main-
tenance in multilingual situations, and Kroskrity (1993) for an ethnographic study of
language maintenance among the Arizona Tewa.

21 See also Constantinidou (1994) in this regard, and on the real and perceived role of
women in bringing about language shift and obsolescence.
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4 Codeswitching

CHAPTER

Kathryn A. Woolard

1 INTRODUCTION

A significant segment of sociolinguistic research since the mid-twentieth century has
been devoted to understanding how bilingual and multilingual communities organize
their multiple linguistic resources. Such research generally falls under the rubrics of
language choice or code alternation. Different principles of language choice have
been found to predominate in different bilingual communities." Some attend to
the linguistic or social identity of the addressee, others to the setting in which an
interaction takes place or the topic under discussion; most depend on some combin-
ation of these factors.

Communities also vary in the degree to which they mix their languages together or,
in contrast, keep them strictly compartmentalized (as in diglossin; see Garrett, this
volume). Theoretical debates continue about the power of any possible inventory of
principles to account adequately for actual language choice. These debates are most
acute when it comes to language mixing within the same conversation and even
within a single sentence, as in the following examples of Catalan—Spanish (example
1) and English—German (2) bilingualism:

(1) Ara, em va sapiguer greu, porque ln verdad, eh, i ara ho dic una altra vegada, Toni:
Huay que ver, Toni, como te has evejecido, eh? Now, 1 felt bad, because the truth is, eh, and
now I’m going to tell you again, Toni: You ought to see, Toni, how old you’ve gotten, eh?
(Woolard 1995: 236)

(2) Go and get my coat aus dem Schrank da (out of the closet there). (Gumperz 1982:
60)

Such intimate language mixing is referred to as conversational codeswitching or
more commonly simply as codeswitching (often abbreviated as CS in the research
literature), and it is the focus of this chapter. Codeswitching can be defined as an
individual’s use of two or more language varieties in the same speech event or
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exchange.? Although I have introduced this phenomenon in the context of bilingual-
ism, I deliberately use the broad term ‘language varieties’ in this definition. The
topic of codeswitching is relevant to all speech communities that have linguistic
repertoires comprising more than one ““way of speaking” (i.e., all, as far as we
know). Codeswitching can occur between forms recognized as distinct languages,
or between dialects, registers, “levels” such as politeness in Javanese, or styles of a
single language.® Some of the most enduringly influential work on codeswitching
does not address bilingualism but rather standard—vernacular dialect alternation, such
as the case of Norwegian villagers discussed by Blom and Gumperz (1972).

Codeswitching has nonetheless most often been investigated in bilingual and
multilingual settings, and such a focus has not necessarily been mistaken. The more
distinct the varieties between which speakers switch, the more available for inspection
and reflection codeswitching may be, to both analysts and speakers.* Work on such
salient cases can then facilitate our recognition of related but less apparent phenom-
ena. However, as with many aspects of research associated with minority-language
communities, codeswitching has often been viewed as irrelevant to those who don’t
work in bilingual societies or who choose not to focus on the bilingualism in the
societies they do study. Such an exclusive identification of codeswitching with bilin-
gualism is counterproductive. Not only is the extent of the phenomenon overlooked,
but also the analysis of codeswitching is too often marginalized from broader theor-
etical enterprises that should both inform and be informed by such work. (Some
notable exceptions to this problem will be discussed below.)

Linguists (mostly sociolinguists and psycholinguists) as well as linguistic anthro-
pologists have studied codeswitching, and different research questions dominate in
the different disciplines. Linguistic inquiry is most concerned with establishing the
grammatical constraints on codeswitching and understanding how its grammar
should be characterized in relation to those of the bilingual’s distinct languages.®
Linguistic anthropologists, in contrast, have been most concerned with the question
of its “‘social meaning’’: not constraints that work against but rather motivations for
and functions of codeswitching. This chapter will focus on this second set of ques-
tions. I will consider three of the most influential social approaches to explaining
codeswitching and then turn to ongoing debates over them. In the final sections
of this chapter, I will discuss the need to encompass codeswitching analysis within
more general sociolinguistic theory and consider some of the most promising frames
for this.

2 CODESWITCHING AS SYSTEMATIC AND MEANINGFUL

Since the early 1970s, linguistic anthropologists have accepted the view that code-
switching is systematic, skilled, and socially meaningful. This is something of a defen-
sive stance, responding to (earlier) beliefs that the use of more than one linguistic
variety in an exchange is neither grammatical nor meaningful, but rather is indicative
of a speaker’s incomplete control of the language(s). Codeswitches were generally
seen from that perspective as lapses of language ability, memory, effort, or attention.
Even the sociolinguists most responsible for stimulating research on bilingualism held
the opinion that extensive language switching was somehow defective. For example,
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Uriel Weinreich wrote in his foundational work on language contact (see Garrett, this
volume) that ““The ideal bilingual switches from one language to the other according
to appropriate changes in the speech situation ..., but not in an unchanged speech
situation, and certainly not within a single sentence” (Weinreich 1953: 73).

In response to such judgments, linguists have been at pains to demonstrate that
even codeswitching within a single sentence (intrasentential codeswitching) is orderly
and grammatical. Linguistic anthropologists have in turn tried to show that it is
resourcefully deployed to create systematic communicative effects. Where disorder,
ineptness, and laxity were once seen, researchers celebrate not only virtuosity but even
virtue: codeswitching is taken to enrich communicative potential. ‘““What the outsider
sees as almost unpredictable variation becomes a communicative resource for
members” (Gumperz 1982: 69).

Despite the positive value that linguistic anthropologists typically attribute to
codeswitching, the more negative dominant view has framed the research field in an
important way. The fundamental question underlying most anthropologically
oriented research on codeswitching is “Why do they do that?”” Such a question
seems inescapably to derive from the profoundly monoglot and largely referentialist
outlook of modern language ideologies, despite linguistic anthropology’s overt
rejection of such views. It is when only one code is believed necessary to get the
communication job done (a job understood as denotational) that the use of more
than one needs explanation. Even bilingual defenders of minority languages can hold
such biases. As a Catalan activist in Barcelona put it, ““a language is an instrument of
communication, and with one, enough’ (Woolard 1998: 4). In a related approach,
codeswitches are sometimes attributed to ““lexical gaps™ in the primary language or
the availability of le mot juste in the second. Such explanations stress the referential
function of language, its use to talk about, rather than to act in, the world. They
privilege the need for exchange of information as driving momentary recourse to a
second language. From a different vantage point, we might as easily ask why people
who have multiple “‘ways of speaking” would restrict themselves to a subset of them.
It would be at least as sensible to ask what constrains the deployment of the full range
of linguistic skills as it is to ask what motivates the use of more than one segment of
that range.®

2.1 Gumperz: Situational and metaphorical codeswitching

The work of John Gumperz has had not only seminal but enduring influence on the
accepted anthropological view of codeswitching. In their study of switching between
standard and local dialect in the Norwegian village of Hemnesberget, Blom and
Gumperz (1972) showed the systematic communication of specific social information
through codeswitches. They also proposed a functional distinction between sztu-
ational and metaphorical codeswitching that is still a point of departure for most
researchers.”

In situational switching, a change of language signals a change in the definition of
the speech event, involving “‘clear changes in the participants’ definition of each
other’s rights and obligation” (Blom and Gumperz 1972: 424). A teacher in a
Barcelona high school, for example, chatted with her students before and after class
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in Catalan but lectured in Spanish. (Situational codeswitching is not necessarily
epiphenomenal to some other perceivable contextual changes. A situational code-
switch may not simply be triggered by a changed context, but may actually in itself
contribute to creating that changed context. So, students fall silent and pick up their
pencils when they hear the change in language.) Gumperz (1982: 60-1) later
associated this kind of clear, well-established code alternation with Joshua Fishman’s
version of diglossin, in which codes are quite strictly compartmentalized. Situational
codeswitching is more likely to be intersententinl (between sentences) than intrasen-
tentinl (within sentences). Correspondingly, researchers are likely to discuss this as
code selection or language choice rather than as switching, which has come to be
identified with less stability in the medium of communication.

Metaphorical switching (which Gumperz (1982: 61) later encompassed under the
label of conversational codeswitching) is a change in language that does not signal a
change in the definition of the fundamental speech event. Interactants do not
alter the basic definition of the rights and obligations in operation, but only allude
to different relationships that they also hold (Blom and Gumperz 1972: 425). Such
allusion is achieved through transient use of a language that serves as a ““metaphor”
for another social relationship regularly associated with it. This “‘semantic” effect of
metaphorical switching, as Blom and Gumperz called it (or what we might prefer
to call its social indexical effect), depends on and exploits speakers’ consciousness of
typical associations of the language that are more predictably displayed in situational
switching. In the following example, a Spanish-speaking mother’s switch to
English is heard as a warning or mild threat to her disobedient child, because of
the authoritative connotations of English for many minority-language speakers
in the USA:

(3) Ven acd. Ven aci. (Come here. Come here.) Come here, you. (Gumperz 1982: 92)

Gumperz later characterized situational and metaphorical codeswitching as two
points on a continuum rather than two contrasting types of codeswitching (see also
Bailey 1999). In any case, most later analyses and debates have focused on the more
subtle kind of conversational switching that Blom and Gumperz first captured under
the label ““metaphorical.”

2.2 Codeswitching and identity: We/They?

Gumperz proposed that a bilingual’s two languages typically signal the contrasting
cultural standards of the minority community and the larger society with which they
are associated. In his model, bilinguals would tend to regard the ethnically specific
minority language as an in-group or we code associated with familiarity, solidarity, etc.,
and the majority language as a they code associated with “‘the more formal, stiffer, and
less personal out-group relations (1982: 66). A classic metaphorical switch occurs
when minority-language speakers switch momentarily to the majority language to
win or “top’ an argument, as when a Hungarian-speaking woman in Austria uses
German (étalics) to retort to her husband:



CODESWITCHING 77

(4) Husband: nekem ném hozu fé, magadnag akko nem szabad inna.
(If you don’t bring it up for me, then you can’t drink it yourself.)
Wife: In akkor iszok mikor in akarok. Deis vird niks kbrak. Das vird niks kbrake.
(I drink when I want to. I don’t even want it. I don’t even want it.) (Gal
1979: 116)

In such instances, the dominant language metaphorically bestows greater authority
on the speaker, who nonetheless still operates in her role as spouse (or parent in
example (3) above). The specific rhetorical or interactional effect (e.g., authority,
anger, or distancing on the one hand, or softening, a joking tone, or intimacy on the
other) depends on the specific interactional circumstances, but for Gumperz all of
these are achieved by processing through the basic “‘we” vs. “they” dimension
of contrast.

Not all researchers agree that codeswitching always signals such a macrosocially
informed contrast in identities. Gumperz’s model takes the minority ethnic group in a
complex stratified society as the prototype of bilingual communities. However, the
minority-within-majority is only one version of the bilingual community, and does
not fit well with societies such as Papua New Guinea or Indonesia. Researchers
working in those areas have accordingly questioned the we/they contrast as the
foundation of meaning in codeswitching (Stroud 1992; Errington 1998).

Some critics have interpreted Gumperz’s we /they contrast as referring to distinct,
on-the-ground groups (Errington 1998), but it is best understood as a trope for a
speaker’s variable social positioning rather than a literal reference to enumerable
social entities. This is not simply a postmodern reinterpretation; Gumperz has always
treated identity as multifaceted and shiftable. Since bilingual speakers themselves use
the so-called ““they” code metaphorically within in-group conversation, it is always
the case that “they is us,” as the comic-strip character Pogo put it (see also Errington
(1998: 11) for a different view of this issue). Gumperz’s we /they contrast is a way of
capturing the fact that speakers can shift their own perspective from experience-near
(““we” or first-person) to experience-distant (“‘they”” or third-person) vantage points,
as seen in the following example:

(5) T'don’t quitI...Ijuststopped. I mean it wasn’t an effort that I made que voy a dejar
de fumar por que me hace daso o (that 'm going to stop smoking because it’s
harmful to me or) this or that uh-uh. It’s just that I used to pull butts out of the
waste paper basket yeah. I used to go look in the . .. se me acababan los cigarros en ln
noche (my cigarettes would run out on me at night). I’d get desperate y abi voy al
basarero a buscar, a sacar (and there I go to the wastebasket to look for some, to get
some), you know. (Gumperz 1982: 81)

Perhaps the subject—object pair of “we/us’ would work better than does the first—
third person contrast of ““‘we/they”’ to capture the metaphorical values of the codes as
this speaker shifts between “‘objective’”” commentary on and “‘subjective’ acting out
of her own experience of quitting smoking.

Even where researchers do agree that distinct we/they, in-group vs. out-group
values are indexed by linguistic codes, they have cautioned against # priori assump-
tions about which code is the ““we code” that speakers identify with most intimately.
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This can change across generations, lifespans, or contexts. For example, adolescents
may identify with the majority code while their immigrant parents’ in-group is
identified by the minority code (Sebba and Wootton 1998). Role-playing and per-
formance strategies can affect the code identification that speakers want to display to
different audiences (Singh 1983). So can shifts in the ethnic or racial contrasts that
are relevant, for example when Spanish-speaking Dominicans in the USA variably
stress that they are non-white or not African American (Bailey 2000). Moreover, any
code may be “‘re-functionalized,” as Jane Hill (1985) has shown in contemporary
Mexico. Among speakers of modern Nahuatl (called Mexicano), elements of Spanish,
seemingly the “‘out-group language,” are integrated into an in-group ‘‘power code”
and bent to in-group purposes.

Finally, not all codeswitching is an ethnic in-group practice. Ben Rampton has
proposed the term crossing for inter-group codeswitching, switches into a second
language associated with a (minority) group of which the speakers are not accepted
members. Such speakers recruit linguistic resources not generally thought to belong to
them, and thus make linguistic moves that seem to challenge social or ethnic boundar-
ies (Rampton 1995: 280; see also Hill 1993). For example, South Asian and white
youths in England “‘cross’ into Caribbean-origin creole to sound hip, and similar
crossing has since been identified as a strategy of youth cultures in several societies.®

Most anthropological analysts agree with Gumperz that codeswitching is skilled
communicative behavior that can be socially meaningful and can help accomplish
interactional functions or goals. Where they differ is on the questions of how such
meaning is produced and processed, whether explanation must be culture-specific or
involve universal principles, the relative explanatory weight of social structure and
individual agency, and the extent to which such meaning is fully determined by any
set of factors. Although there are many different approaches, two main alternatives to
Gumperz’s pioneering work have been most influential. They will be discussed in the
next sections as ‘‘discourse-related” codeswitching and the “markedness model.”

2.3 Discourse-related codeswitching

We can see codeswitching as interactionally meaningful without holding that every
codeswitch necessarily achieves its meaning as a metaphor of distinct social worlds. As
Peter Auer writes, ““There is a certain danger for the pendulum to swing too
far...i.e., to treat each and every instance of language alternation as meaningful in
the same ‘semantic’ way” (Auer 1984b: 105).” For Auer, Gumperz’s approach,
although interpretive and interactional, is too macrosociological, since it assumes
that an ethnic contrast created by social structural arrangements is always relevant to
speakers and invoked in conversational codeswitching. Closely following the socio-
logical school of conversation analysis (see Keating and Egbert, this volume), Auer
insists on the local production of meaning. That is, only when participants can be seen
to be making structurally given social identities overtly relevant in the sequentially
unfolding interaction are they considered to be relevant to analysis.'® Other research-
ers who don’t adhere so closely as Auer to the assumptions of conversation analysis
also find interactional functions of codeswitching that are not based in social
metaphor.
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Rather than always working as a metaphor for juxtaposed social worlds, a change of
codes as a speech exchange unfolds can in and of itself create interactional and
rhetorical effects, just as contrasts in loudness, pace, and pitch do (Woolard 1988;
Zentella 1997). Auer has dubbed this discourse-related codeswitching (Auer 1984a;
Auer 1998a). So, for example, a switch in codes might signal that one topic of
conversation is ending and a new one proposed, mark off a side comment from the
main topic, or indicate a change in interactional frame (e.g., from single to multiple
addressees). Such discourse functions could be signalled by a language switch in
cither direction, without invoking associations to different social worlds or relation-
ships, as shown in these two Catalan—Spanish switches by a Catalan radio comedian in
Barcelona (the linguistic affiliation of the underlined elements is ambiguous):

(6) Creo que con las cronicas taurinas lo havd mucho mejor, digo yo, vamos, porque si no;
Bueno! Allavorens moltissimes gracies a tota la gent maca ...
(I think be’ll do much better with the bullfight veports, that’s what I say, anyway,
because if not, Well! So then, many thanks to all the beautiful people ...)

(7) Perque ahir m’ho va contar, aquest tio té torre, eh. Ai! Me explico yo por qué ligas tii
tanto, eh!
(Because yesterday he told me, this guy has a house, ch? Hey! I understand how you
pick up so many [women], eh!) (Woolard 1995: 234-5).

Codeswitching might also be used for discourse functions such as flagging a
punchline or indicating that a narrative will shift from the narrator’s voice to a direct
representation of a character’s speech. Each and every particular switched phrase is
not necessarily best understood by direct reference to different social worlds associ-
ated with the two languages, even when these associations may be crucial in under-
standing the overarching social significance of the use of two languages in a given
speech event (Sankoff 1980: chap. 2; Woolard 1988; see also Myers-Scotton 1993:
117).

2.4 The markedness model

For Carol Myers-Scotton, in contrast to Auer, Gumperz’s approach is not generalizing
enough. Her markedness model, while much in sympathy with Gumperz’s interpret-
ations, is intended as a more systematic and universal account. Myers-Scotton (1993:
60) criticizes the view (in fact more directly associated with Auer than Gumperz) that
the particular social meanings of specific codeswitches are locally negotiated, the
product of the individual interaction in which they occur. For Myers-Scotton, what
individuals always negotiate when they codeswitch are ““‘positions in rights-and-
obligations balances” (ibid.; also dubbed ‘RO sets’”). Thus, her analysis resembles
Gumperz’s situational switching, but not his metaphorical switching.
The formal markedness model consists of four main principles:

1 The “negotiation principle”’: ““Choose the form of your conversation contribution
such that it indexes the set of rights and obligations which you wish to be in force
between speaker and addressee for the current exchange’ (ibid.: 113).
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2 The “‘unmarked-choice maxim””: ““Make your code choice the unmarked index of
the unmarked RO set in talk exchanges when you wish to establish or affirm that
RO set” (ibid.: 114).

3 The ‘“marked-choice maxim’: “Make a marked code choice which is not the
unmarked index of the unmarked RO set in an interaction when you wish to
establish a new RO set as unmarked for the current exchange’ (ibid.: 131).

4 The “‘exploratory-choice maxim: “When an unmarked choice is not clear, use CS
to make alternate exploratory choices as candidates for an unmarked choice and

thereby as an index of an RO set which you favour™ (ibid.: 142).

The idea of “marked” vs. ‘“‘unmarked” forms was introduced into structural
linguistics as a phonological concept by the Prague School linguists N. S. Trubetzkoy
and Roman Jakobson (see Jakobson 1990: 134-40). Although the concept of
markedness is now extremely complex and broadly applied to all kinds of linguistic
and cultural phenomena, “‘the general meaning of the marked is characterized by the
conveyance of more precise, specific, and additional information than the unmarked
term provides” (ibid.: 138).

The proliferation of tokens of the term ‘““unmarked” in the markedness model
(e.g., in the unmarked-choice maxim) hints that it does not derive from the Prague
School concept. Instead, following common sociolinguistic practice, Myers-Scotton
defines the unmarked code as the “‘expected medium”” in a particular type of conven-
tionalized exchange (1993: 89-90). It is expected because it has been used most
frequently in such contexts. The markedness model thus reduces markedness directly
to frequency.

Other interpretations such as Joseph Greenberg’s (1966) have also treated fre-
quency as central in the concept of markedness, but there is an important difference.
For Greenberg, certain linguistic forms will be more frequent because they are
unmarked; frequency is an effect, rather than a cause. The markedness model reverses
this order: a linguistic variety is unmarked because it is frequent. Myers-Scotton
certainly is not alone in this usage; many sociolinguists and some linguists invoke
similar understandings of this multivocal term (see discussions in Andrews 1990;
Battistella 1990, 1996). However, this reversal leaves markedness itself no autono-
mous status and strips the markedness model of any theoretical purchase, since it is
fundamentally circular.'? A linguistic variety is defined as unmarked because it is more
frequently chosen, and Myers-Scotton predicts that it will be more frequently chosen
by speakers because it is unmarked. For example, ““That speakers generally will choose
to accept or negotiate the (new) unmarked RO set is predicted by the model’” (1993:
115). This is not a prediction but rather a tautological restatement of the definition,
reducible to a claim that “‘speakers will generally choose the RO set that is most
frequently chosen.”

As applied to codeswitching (unlike phonology), markedness seems most useful
when treated as an activity of interactants — that is, an act of marking — rather than as a
property of a code. This is the sense in which several contributions to the ground-
breaking Gumperz and Hymes (1972) collection invoked the term. In doing so, they
were influenced by a dynamic, information-processing version of “marking” and
“marking rules” developed by William Geoghegan, one that had only loose ties to
the Prague School concept (Geoghegan 1969, 1970, 1971). For Susan Ervin-Tripp,
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speakers ‘“add optional marking” in order ‘“‘to add nuances to meaning” (Ervin-Tripp
1976: 61). Use of a single code in an interaction might be unmarked, for example, in
that it is neither polite nor impolite, but simply doesn’t register on the dimension of
politeness. A switch to a second code is a form of marking that can activate a contrast
on the politeness dimension, conveying more social meaning and sounding ‘‘mark-
edly”” rude. Such a conceptualization of markedness flickers in and out of Myers-
Scotton’s discussions, but it disappears in her explicit formulations. Formally in the
markedness model, the “‘unmarked variety is as informative as the marked variety,
always and equally indexing a specific claim to an RO set, and usually to affective
stances such as respect as well (see also Gross 2000 on use of Spanish in the USA).

The theoretical concept that the markedness model clearly and usefully mobilizes is
not actually markedness but rather indexicality. For Myers-Scotton, linguistic var-
ieties are always socially indexical. That is, through the accumulation of use in
particular kinds of social relations, they come to index or invoke those relations,
taking on an air of natural association with them (1993: 85). Eliminating the term
“markedness” and focusing on indexicality in the markedness model can help clarify
the maxims themselves as well as the contribution that the overall argument makes. It
also suggests that a fuller theory of indexicality might enhance our understanding of
codeswitching, a point I will take up in a later section of the chapter. To be sure,
marking as an active process may intersect with an established socially indexical
meaning of a code, exploiting, undercutting, or amplifying it. Rather than abandon-
ing the idea of marking entirely, I believe this intersection poses the most interesting
remaining problems for codeswitching studies. An important step is to disentangle
marking and social indexicality, as the research on discourse-related codeswitching
discussed earlier has in essence advocated.

3 REVISING CODESWITCHING THEORY

Since the early 1990s, linguistic anthropologists have questioned assumptions that
seem to be shared by all of these explanatory approaches. In this section, I will address
three of these questions: the nature of explanation, the discreteness of codes, and the
strategic nature of codeswitching.

3.1 What counts as explanation?

Whichever of these explanatory models seems most persuasive, is it enough to explain
what codeswitching means where it does occur? Does a full explanation not also need
to account for why it does not occur in seemingly similar circumstances? While some
bilingual communities may allow intimate mixing of languages, other communities
such as the Arizona Tewa (Kroskrity 1998) maintain a strict compartmentalization of
codes (Gal 1987: 639). How can we account for this difference, if social psychological
motives and interactional functions are presumably universal? These lead us to predict
codeswitching in bilingual communities or sectors of communities where it does not
in fact occur. Ad hoc provisos then need to be added to explanations in order to
constrain their predictions. Meeuwis and Blommaert (1994) have criticized the
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markedness model in particular on this point, but other explanatory approaches are
equally susceptible, as Gal (1987) pointed out.

Accounting for where codeswitching does not occur as well as where it does
necessitates a turn beyond microsocial principles of interaction to macrosocial struc-
tures (Gal 1988; Meeuwis and Blommaert 1994). Cross-cultural or diachronic dif-
ferences in the permissibility and patterning of codeswitching invite us to consider
differences in the way communities are situated within political and economic
systems. So, for example, in contrast to the typical pattern identified for ethnic
minorities elsewhere, conversational codeswitching has traditionally been rare
among Catalans in Spain and German speakers in Romania. Correspondingly, both
groups traditionally enjoyed economic superiority in their larger societies, unlike
most minority groups (Woolard 1988; Gal 1987). Rather than arising as an automatic
response to social structural factors, however, the practice of codeswitching is medi-
ated by speakers’ own understanding of their position in that structure (Gal 1987). It
is ultimately not any objective positioning or value of a language, but rather speakers’
ideological interpretation of and response to that value, that are mobilized in code-
switching. Because of this, codeswitching and related translingual phenomena can
provide a window on social and political consciousness, as both Hill (1985) and Gal
(1987) have argued.

3.2 How discrete are the codes of codeswitching?

Despite the important differences among them, in all of the prevailing social analyses,
codeswitching bilinguals have shed their earlier image as incompetent monolinguals.
They have come to look like linguistic Fred Astaires, tapping out multiple codes on
flashing footings, dancing circles around monolinguals. Penclope Gardner-Chloros
(1995) argues that researchers replaced the old orthodoxy of monolingual norms
with a new and equally myth-based orthodoxy of codeswitching.

This orthodoxy is so secure that sympathetic skepticism has finally arisen from
within the field. Researchers who do not doubt the competence of their speaking
subjects suggest there is greater ambiguity and indeterminacy, less strategy, and
perhaps even less meaning and less skill in some forms of codeswitching than have
so often been attributed. They bring this skepticism to all of the dominant analyses.
This leads to questioning the very category of codeswitching itself: perhaps speakers
are not switching between two distinct and clearly bounded varieties after all?

It has always been difficult for analysts to distinguish codeswitching from other
language contact or translinguistic phenomena. Where to draw the line between
codeswitching and borrowing, interference, and/or emerging new contact varieties
has long been the subject of discussion (see Garrett, this volume; see also contribu-
tions to Milroy and Muysken 1995; Auer 1998b). Now, from both anthropology and
linguistics have come new acknowledgments of the fuzziness of language systems
involved in codeswitching and bilingualism. The most recent work is characterized by
more fluid visions of the linguistic structures themselves and of their social signifi-
cance as they are mobilized by bilingual speakers.

From several directions, researchers have turned toward the phenomenon of
simultaneity in bilingual speech. That is, we can think of the two language systems
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as sometimes being simultaneously rather than sequentially activated in linguistic,
cognitive, and /or social senses. Particular linguistic forms are more often seen now
not as belonging necessarily to either one code or another, but as fully participating in
more than one linguistic system, as “‘syncretic,”” “‘neutral,”” or “‘bivalent’ (Hill and
Hill 1986; Alvarez-Caccamo 1990; Giacalone Ramat 1995; Hill 1999; Woolard
1999; Muysken 2000; Swigart 2000). Studying what looks like frequent intrasenten-
tial codeswitching, several analysts have taken ‘‘a monolectal view,” secing not
switching between two distinct varieties but a single code of mixed origins (Meecuwis
and Blommaert 1998). Swigart, for example, characterizes the following as an
example of “Urban Wolof” in Senegal rather than purposive French-Wolof
codeswitching:

(8) Parce que man, je vois mal qu’une école boo zamante ne. .. naka lasiu mene seetaan
éleve kyi ba 7iu BFEM?

Because myself, I don’t see how a school that . .. how can they supervise the students till
they get the BFEEM? (Swigart 2000: 113)

The monolectal view may be correct for many such situations, but it is by no means
a universal replacement for the category of codeswitching. Contact varieties do not
displace switching between distinct linguistic varieties everywhere. In many settings
such as Catalonia, even where precise boundaries may be in question, the contrast
between language systems is psychologically real and ideologically meaningful to
speakers, and remains a resource they can mobilize in interaction.

3.3 Is codeswitching strategic?

Another standard assertion now subject to revision is that codeswitching is an
interactional “‘strategy.”” I believe that contention over this question is rooted as
much in different understandings of strategy as in different views of codeswitching.
At issue is whether the term ‘strategic” presupposes and privileges a speaker’s
intentions, and if so, whether intention implies conscious control. I will try to show
this by examining the thoughtful argument of just one principal critic of strategic
analysis, Christopher Stroud (1992).

Stroud characterizes all the major analytic approaches as based in speakers’ inten-
tions, and as assuming that speakers intend a single specific meaning of a codeswitch
to be perceived by their listeners. He argues that such a view derives from a Western
language ideology that privileges intentionality, and that such a view misrepresents
the dynamics of codeswitching in non-Western societies that do not share such an
ideology.

As Duranti explains (this volume), intentionality has different meanings. If by
intentionality we mean being directed-toward or being ‘‘about” something, then
indeed the major analysts argue that codeswitching is intentional. If by intentionality
we mean conscious planning, then no, the principal analysts hold that it is not."?

Both Gumperz and Myers-Scotton take clear positions on the issue of conscious
intention. Gumperz states that ‘““metaphorical switching occurs demonstrably below
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the level of consciousness. You no more plan a metaphorical switch than you do your
choice of tense or mood in speaking.”” He points out that “people are often not even
aware of what they do” (Gumperz 1984: 110). Interactional functions rather than
speaker motivations are the locus of strategies in Gumperz’s analysis, and these should
not be thought of as simply interchangeable.

The markedness model, in contrast, does make speakers’ intentions the key to
explanation. Nonetheless, a recent article clarifies that the rational calculation posited
in the model as underlying codeswitching is not necessarily conscious (Myers-Scotton
and Bolonyai 2001: 16). The authors compare aspects of the process to the rapid
recognition and application of well-known, integrated strategies that have been
described for emergency workers such as firefighters. This resembles the routine
monitoring of actions that Garfinkel says differs from the level of analytical rational-
ization that is necessary when we are asked to provide an account of those actions (see
Duranti, this volume). “Did I switch languages then? I don’t know why, I just did”* is
a common enough reply from codeswitchers that neither Gumperz nor Myers-
Scotton would necessarily view as counterevidence to their analyses.

Stroud uses the vocabulary of strategy and intent to analyze a codeswitching
performance in Gapun, Papua New Guinea, as ‘““an attempt to draw attention”
involving “‘careful use of indirection,” “‘conversational ploys,” “‘veiled requests,”
and the ‘“‘manipulation” of speech (Stroud 1992: 134-7). Ultimately, however,
Stroud rejects his own detailed analysis because he cannot know if the participants
in the dialogue draw the same conclusion that he would. Any “‘one instance of code-
switching could be performing one or a manifold of different functions simultan-
cously” (ibid.: 145). Such possible ambiguity is not, however, a fatal challenge to
received models of codeswitching.

If, in codeswitching, Gapun villagers present themselves ambiguously from a
number of points of view that listeners can pick up or ignore (ibid.: 148), this
means that villagers indeed are aware of the rhetorical and pragmatic possibilities of
such switching — precisely the point for Gumperz, Myers-Scotton, Gal, Hill, and
others. That these possibilities are multiple makes them no less plausible or signifi-
cant. The fact that Gapuners continually contest the intentions and meanings of such
speech (ibid.) is evidence of their importance to participants (and therefore an
argument for analysts to go to work).

Ambiguity and multivocality may well be of the essence in codeswitching in Gapun,
as Stroud asserts, but this is true of other places where it is used, even in the Western
world (Heller 1988). For example, the inherent social and political ambiguity of
codeswitching is what recommends it as a tool of humor for radio performers in
Catalonia who have a diverse audience (Woolard 1995, 1998). Ambiguity is always
characteristic of pragmatic strategies that are not explicitly on-record, unless/until
they become thoroughly conventionalized. It is exactly their relative deniability that
gives them their social utility. The strategy Gapuners use, like much negative polite-
ness in Brown and Levinson’s schema (1978), leaves the interactional commitment to
a potential face-threat delicate and open.

The critics of strategy may themselves be most prone to impose Western notions of
intentionality on the analysis of speech. It is Stroud who suggests researchers should
confirm their interpretation with “the speaker’s own thoughts on what he was

2 «C
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attempting to achieve with his switch” (1992: 151), thus stepping into the trap
identified by Jakobson: “Instead of asking the question, What is the function of the
given element in the system of which it is a part? they ask, To what extent is this
element accessible to the consciousness of the speakers?” (1990: 106-7).

Most functional analyses of codeswitching eschew recourse to speakers’ discursive
consciousness of language, but methodological disagreements remain. Conversation
analysts like Auer attempt to set strict constraints on evidence, relying only on (what
they see as) interactional displays of how an utterance has been taken. Such enact-
ments would be the kind of social accomplishment of meaning that Stroud looks for.
(Whether these are themselves partial or misleading performances, and whether
relevant interactional displays might be iterated well beyond the initial interaction,
would still be in question.) Other functional analyses take as evidence a combination
of formal characteristics, structural and sequential placement, characteristics of deliv-
ery, and interactants’ responses in further exchange (see Hill 1985 for an account of
evidence). None of these approaches is the same as one based in speaker-centered
motivations and intentions.

The remaining methodological challenges to codeswitching analysis are indeed
quite serious. Stroud is right to call into question our preference for tidy accounts
over ambiguity, to ask that we provide warrants for interpretations, and to highlight
the perennial problem of falsifiability. But these problems are only as insurmountable
for codeswitching as for all other topics that concern the interpersonal import of
human activity and the conclusions that people draw about the actions of those
around them, that is, the stuft of anthropology.

4 GENERALIZABILITY TO OTHER LINGUISTIC PHENOMENA

I suggested earlier that codeswitching research needs to overcome its marginalization
from broader theoretical enterprises. The markedness model is one such attempt,
but I have argued that its fit with markedness theories is more apparent than
real. There are other generalizing accounts that allow researchers to approach code-
switching as an instance of a larger phenomenon and bring it to bear on our
understanding of language processes, the interaction order, and the macrosocial
order. In this section, I will sketch some of the most promising approaches that
have been offered.

Gumperz has himself encompassed codeswitching within his more general theory
of conversational infevence. In this view, codeswitching is just one rhetorical resource
speakers use to signal how they define the interaction they are in, and how they intend
their utterances to be interpreted. All conversationalists, not just codeswitchers, “‘rely
on indirect inferences that build on background assumptions about context, inter-
active goals, and interpersonal relations to derive frames in terms of which they can
interpret what is going on” (1982: 2). Interactants who share backgrounds use
“contextualization cues” to signal and infer such interactional frames, allowing
them to interpret particular utterances. Codeswitching is one of the many possible
cues that speakers rely on; prosody is another principal resource that Gumperz
identifies.
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5 GorrMaN: FOOTING

Erving Goffman proposed the general concept of ““footing” to account for the
“changes in alignment we take up to ourselves and others,” among which he
included the stances that Gumperz had found to be expressed through codeswitching
(1981: 128). Footing is a relationship of speakers to the act of speaking, and we often
shift from one foot to another in interaction. Such changes of footing can be signaled
in various ways. According to Goftman, switching between language varieties is only
one such signaling device, and he identifies ‘‘code-switching like behavior that
doesn’t involve a code switch at all” (ibid.: 127).* Just as Gumperz looks to prosodic
cues, Goffman sees that bodily orientation and tone of voice can similarly be used to
signal significant shifts in alignment of speaker to hearers. Not only is there a broad
spectrum of formal techniques for establishing and shifting footing, there is also a
continuum of interactional footings. These range from gross changes in the social
capacities in which the persons present claim to be active (e.g., in the shift from
liminal friendly chat to a proper business exchange) to the most subtle shifts in tone
(ibid.: 128).

Goffman characterizes much codeswitching as involving ‘‘changing hats,” i.e.,
rapidly altering the social role in which a speaker is active, even though her/his
capacity as animator and author remains constant (ibid.: 145). This observation
coincides closely with Myers-Scotton’s view that RO sets are always at issue in
codeswitching, and fits Gumperz’s early definitions of situational codeswitching.
But Goffman astutely observes that this “‘sober, sociological”” view misses the “‘free-
wheeling, self-referential character of speech’ — the essential fancifulness of talk and
its fluidities (ibid.: 146-7). Goftman further deconstructs interactional roles in order
to capture this fluidity, finding multiple embeddings of different footings. In a single
utterance such as ““I think that I said that I had once lived there,”” each “I”’ represents
a slightly different incarnation and alignment of the Self. Recognition of these infinite
nuances of footing enriches the possible meanings of codeswitching beyond those
identified in the models discussed earlier.

6 BAKHTIN: VOICING

The Russian literary theorist Mikhail Bakhtin provided an interpretive framework and
the concepts of heteroglossia, polyphony, and voicing that have proved very productive
for codeswitching studies. For Bakhtin, all societies are linguistically diverse (“‘hetero-
glossic”’). Language is never really unitary in even the most monolingual settings, but
is always stratified by the distinct social experiences of its speakers. ‘‘Each word tastes
of the ... contexts in which it has lived its socially charged life”” (Bakhtin 1981: 293).
Each utterance is thus ““filled with echoes and reverberations of other utterances” to
which it is related (Bakhtin 1986: 91). Language styles are not only a matter of form
but are a fusion of form and circumstances of use. In this way they come to encode
the social relations and identities of particular social groups and activities (Pujolar
2001: 31). Language, then, is not only heteroglot but also indexical from top to
bottom. Similarities to both Gumperz’s and Myers-Scotton’s view of the indexicality
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of codeswitching are apparent here, but its pragmatic effect is tied to an infinite array
of voices rather than simply to discrete languages.

The voice is the social intention with which a given echoic linguistic form-in-use, or
“word,” is infused. We receive all our linguistic forms through others’ uses, and thus
each carries other voices. Most American English speakers can identify, for example,
the teacherly voice in an admonition like ‘““Now children, play nicely.”” Even while the
original voice of such an utterance is recognizable, it can be reaccentuated by another
speaker, infused with a new social intention. A single utterance can combine a variety
of voices, in polyphony or dialogue, as when an adult jokingly invokes the teacherly
phrase to call colleagues to order.

In the various kinds of double-voiced word, the speaker’s utterance and intentions
enter into dialogue, and sometimes struggle, with the voice and social intentions of
others who (might) have uttered the same forms. A double-voiced word may endorse
and amplify the intentions of earlier uses, or it may challenge it in irony or parody. For
example Jane Hill (1993) argues that when Anglo-Americans use Mock Spanish like
the movie tagline ““Hasta In vista, baby,” they are appropriating and subverting a
warm Spanish voice for pejorative purposes. When a Barcelona radio comedian
switches from Catalan to a Spanish advertising voice in the following example, he
ironizes his own self-promotion even as he recruits the hyperbolic power of the
familiar commercial voice:

(9) Molta atencio, prblico habitual. .. eh eh, centenares de miles de personas que habitual-
mente nos siguen en todos nuestros desplazamientos
(Your full attention, customary audience . . . uh, ub, hundreds of thousands of people who
habitually follow us in all our travels) (Woolard 1995: 243)

Bakhtin’s approach offers many advantages in the study of codeswitching. First, like
Gumperz’s and Goffman’s, it enlarges the scope of codeswitching analyses, bringing
them into clear relation with phenomena found throughout monolingual as well as
multilingual societies. Secondly, like Goffman, Bakhtin allows more multiple social
positionings and nuances of meaning to be captured than do dichotomous models.
Third, Bakhtin allows these interactional positionings and nuances to be anchored in
larger social structures, where Goftman’s footings ultimately are anchored in individ-
uals and leave the interaction order disconnected from the social order. Bakhtin’s
approach better enables codeswitching analysts to articulate the linkages of linguistic
form, social context, macrosocial identity, and consciousness of all of these. Fourth,
Bakhtin’s concept of voicing captures the dynamic side of meaning-making, allowing
continuity but also variability, ambiguity, and change in meaning for any given linguis-
tic form or element. For Bakhtin, meaning is not finalized, but rather is always open to
re-accentuation through revoicing (Pujolar 2001: 31-2). Fifth, the concept of double-
voicing allows the extension of the ideas behind metaphorical codeswitching beyond
solidary speech communities to the kind of crossing studied by Rampton.

Finally, Bakhtin allows us a fresh approach to the question of intentionality, a way
around the impasse posed by the debate over individual vs. collective agency. In
Bakhtin’s view, social intentionalities circulate through communities rather than
being vested only in the individual. Speakers never are sole owners of their own
words, in this view, and so they are unlikely to be sole authors of the intentionality the
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words communicate. Moreover, voices are evoked by circumstances, and can speak
through people at the same time as people speak through them. This more social, less
individually agentive view of the ownership of language fits better the communication
of social meaning in codeswitching that analysts have been trying to express. ‘““Meta-
phorical switching,” “footing,” and “‘voice’” are alternative tropes for this, and it may
be that voice is the most flexible and therefore useful.

Bakhtin himself analyzed codeswitching in literary forms, and his schema has been
fruitfully applied to conversational codeswitching by a number of researchers (Hill
1985; Rampton 1995, 1998; Woolard 1995, 1998; Tsitsipis 1998; Pujolar 2001).
Although Bakhtin allows us to capture nuance, variability, change, and most valuably,
the linkage of form to social relations and ideology, there are difficulties in applying
his system. Automatic readings of fixed intentionality from linguistic form are
tempting, but for Bakhtin, it is intentions, not linguistic markers, that constitute
distinct voices. External linguistic markers such as codeswitching are just the deposits
of that intentional process, and can only be understood by examining the specific
conceptualization they have been given by an intention (1981: 292). Although in
theory one can posit a voice behind a particular usage, it is often very difficult to
identify this voice or social intention in practice (ibid.: 76).

7 INDEXICALITY

Bakhtin’s framework allows us to see that the social indexical value (voicing) of a
linguistic form can change, but it does not so easily show us how such change is
accomplished. How do we come to infuse or hear different voices in a given form?
The social indexicality that is mobilized in codeswitching is not simply a matter of
brute statistical correspondence of linguistic and social forms. Rather, a relationship
of association must be noticed and interpreted in order to signify. The processes
through which indexical meanings are constituted — as opposed to simply deployed —
by codeswitching communities are not yet well analyzed. As William Hanks has
written, “‘indexes require instructions’ (Hanks 1996: 47).

Michael Silverstein’s (1996) development of C. S. Peirce’s conception of indexi-
cality can be brought to bear to capture the dynamism that critics have found missing
in existing models of codeswitching. Silverstein shows us indexicality not just as a
given fact but as a dialectical process of extrapolation of meaning from use and use
from meaning. If a specific form presupposes a certain social context, then use of that
form may create the perception of such a context where it did not exist before. For
example, if a certain linguistic variety is associated with the authority of the classroom
or court, it may come to be heard as authoritative language. Its use in a different
context can then itself signify authority, in a creative form of indexicality.

The indexical value of a linguistic form can be transferred ideologically not just
from context to context, but from context to speaker, or vice versa, and can be
transformed in the process. Individuals who use the kind of language now perceived
as authoritative can project themselves as authoritative kinds of people. The projected
relationship could be partial, false, misrecognized, misconstrued, distorted, etc., but
in this kind of creative projection, it comes to be “‘real’” in the way that all performa-
tive language can be real (ibid.: 267). Unanticipated turns are often taken in such



CODESWITCHING 89

semiotic spirals. Participants can partition the social world differently, reanalyzing
that same variety of language in the same context of use not as authoritative but as the
language of anger, effeminacy, or obscenity, to give just some examples documented
ethnographically. Those who use the language variety in the hopes of signaling their
authority may instead establish their own identity as overbearing, effeminate, or
vulgar. For example, many working-class youths in Barcelona use a stylized Andalu-
sian accent to signal their direct, unvarnished access to “‘simple truth,” while others
use the same stylized accent to parody aggressive machismo (Pujolar 2001). White
youths in the USA and England who use African American Vernacular English or
Creole because they see the language as indexing knowledge of popular culture may
be heard — and rejected — as trying to appropriate black identity. Over time, with
sufficient ideological ““oomph” as Silverstein says, later meanings can blend with or
even supplant the first one (1996: 267).

Analyses of codeswitching allow only a single order of indexicality when they treat
the macrosocial order as inertly embodied in fixed “RO sets” or in-group/out-group
dichotomies. Such a structural view gives us only partial insight into speakers’
practices. Auer expressed a similar concern when he argued that not only situational
but also metaphorical codeswitches need to be seen as models on which speakers
base subsequent interactions and interpretation of code choices (Auer 1984b). Silver-
stein’s spiraling play of potentially infinite orders of indexical meaning, one built
systematically on another, can help capture “‘the semiotic plenitude” of codeswitch-
ing behavior (Silverstein 1996: 293).

The recurring semiotic processes of iconization, fractal recursivity, and erasure that
Irvine and Gal (2000) have identified in linguistic ideology can also be useful tools for
thinking about how codeswitching comes to signify socially (see Kroskrity, this
volume). In iconization, a linguistic system or feature is interpreted as an image of
the essence of a social group (Irvine and Gal 2000: 37). Thus, the aspirated ‘s’ (as in
ehte for este, “this’) of the stylized Andalusian accent in Barcelona is heard as rough,
masculine, and authentic, the essence of working-class southern Spanish masculinity
(Pujolar 2001). Such an icon is exploited in codeswitching practices.

Metaphorical codeswitching can be thought of as an instance of fractal recursivity.
In recursivity, an established ideological opposition between two social categories is
projected onto some other level of social relations (for example, the contrast between
adults and children is projected within individuals, who can “‘get in touch with their
inner child””). Eckert (1980) shows this recursive process at work in Gascon language
shift, as the power of a dominant French-speaking world outside the local community
is reproduced within that community and even within individuals who strive to use the
French language to project empowering images of themselves. This kind of recursive
projection would seem to entail a logical contradiction that undermines the persua-
siveness of the distinction between child and adult or between majority and minority.
But it does not necessarily do so, because such contradictions can be rendered
toothless by erasure. Erasure renders inconvenient facts — like the use of the powerful
linguistic code by the minority community — invisible. Such oversight means that the
fact of a metaphorical codeswitch does not necessarily undermine the indexical rela-
tionship on which it builds, but rather can actually reinforce and amplify it.

We have a lot of research that shows that social indexicality is brought into play by
bilingual speakers through codeswitching. What is needed is more work that shows
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just how and when indexicality emerges, and when it is reaffirmed, amplified, refor-
mulated, or even dissipated. In some cases, recursive application through codeswitch-
ing fortifies a distinction in the value of language varieties, but in others it seems to
weaken it. Frequent intrasentential codeswitching arguably can lose its punch,
become regularized, and cease to signify socially. Auer (1998a) likens this process
to the semantic bleaching of lexical items as they lose their literal meaning and
become grammaticalized. The endpoint of such a bleaching process would be the
formation of a monolectal code of mixed origins, as discussed earlier. A clearer
understanding of the workings of indexicality may resolve not only issues of strategy
and social meaning in codeswitching, but also questions about its representation in
grammar.

8 CONCLUSION

Since the mid-twentieth century, linguistic anthropology and sociolinguistics have
changed the dominant characterization of conversational codeswitching from one of
linguistic deviance, corruption, and incompetence to that of systematicity, meaning,
and skill. The establishment of this latter view has given rise to debates over how best
to represent such systematicity and meaningfulness. These debates have now brought
the view of codeswitching nearly full circle, to open questioning by experts of
received wisdom about the skill, strategy, and linguistic boundaries involved. If it
doesn’t become a reflexive undoing of the insights we have already gained, such
skepticism will bring new health and vitality to codeswitching studies. These current
questions can best be addressed by looking to powerful theoretical constructs — of
contextualization, footing, voicing, and indexicality — available to us beyond the
confines of research on language choice and codeswitching.

NOTES

1 Throughout this chapter, I will use “bilingual” as a shorthand to refer to bilingual and
multilingual communities or speakers.

2 Definitions of codeswitching vary. This definition encompasses research by ethnographers
of speaking, whose unit of analysis is the “speech event,”” as well as interaction and
conversation analysts, who start with a speech “‘exchange.” It is not meant to exclude the
possibility of codeswitching in written and printed texts. The term is often written as

‘code switching,” but no semantic distinction can

be drawn among the different conventions. To the extent that ““code” connotes differing

encryptions of an independently existing message, codeswitching may seem to participate in

a discredited “Conduit Metaphor” (Reddy 1979; see Alvarez-Caccamo (1998, 1999) for

the history of the term as well as this criticism). However, as shorthand for a noncommittal

“code-switching” and sometimes as

idea of “‘language variety,”” code is a workable term, since it is widely accepted without any
theoretical encumbrances of this kind.

3 Anthropologically, these different kinds of cases can be accounted for by similar principles.
Linguistically, however, there is disagreement on whether the grammatical account of
codeswitching between languages should be the same as for “‘shifting’ along a style
continuum within a language.



10

11

12

13

14

CODESWITCHING 91

To be sure, varieties receive the label of distinct “languages” because of history and
politics as much as because of linguistic distance. Nonetheless, distinct languages will
often — though not always — show more structural distance than other varieties.

There are other important linguistic questions about codeswitching that are beyond the
scope of this chapter. One concerns language change: is there a causal relation between
codeswitching and structural change in language, or between codeswitching and language
shift over time? (See, e.g., Gal 1979; Woolard 1989; Muysken 2000).

It could be argued that linguists, with their focus on constraints against rather than
motivations for codeswitching, do ask this alternative question.

There are numerous taxonomies of codeswitching, both formal and functional. These will
not be discussed here for lack of space, but are well reviewed elsewhere (Auer 1984a;
Jacobson 1998; Muysken 2000).

Michael Silverstein observes that such linguistic crossing is a group-bounding device
through which young people define their age set, using multilingual access to differentiate
it from the older folk, who are more stereotypically characterized as monolingual (or
incompetently bilingual) ethnics. The operative ideology is one of “‘fluid mobility rather
than rigid social partition.”” The trope of crossing restores agency to youth as though they
can choose their own identities — ““touching, really, for those in truly hemmed-in minority
populations, ideologies of mobility notwithstanding, where a certain solidarity develops
across demographic divides” (personal communication).

As Auer’s quotation marks remind us, it is, in our technical vocabulary, “‘pragmatic’ rather
than “‘semantic’” meaning that language alternation conveys in Gumperz’s model.

What is “overtly relevant” of necessity depends on interpretive conventions. Lingu-
istic anthropology has long criticized conversation analysts for not recognizing the
culturally based interpretive assumptions smuggled in at the base of this positivist
empiricism.

In asserting that frequency is the basis of Myers-Scotton’s unmarked code, I am following
the ideas developed in the 1993 book: ““A continuum of relative frequencies of occurrence
exists so that one linguistic variety can be identified as the most unmarked index of a
specific RO set in a specific interaction type” (p. 89); <“... in the most conventionalized
exchanges, an unmarked code is apparent. It is the expected medium, the index of the
unmarked RO set. And it is expected just because it has already appeared often in the
community in concert with this RO set” (p. 90). In a helpful and detailed personal
communication, Myers-Scotton rejects frequency as defining unmarked choices; rather,
she only uses it to identify them (an accepted operational strategy of markedness theory as
used by Greenberg and a number of other commentators). Myers-Scotton instead defines
unmarked choices as ‘“conforming to prevailing community views for an appropriate RO
set” (given specific conditions). But it is not yet clear to me what these community views
are based on, if not the rates of occurrence invoked in the passages I cite from the 1993
work.

Meeuwis and Blommaert (1994: 398) concluded for other reasons that at the level of
theory, markedness as the explanation of codeswitching is “‘an empty shell.”

Errington draws a similar distinction when he proposes to discriminate between code-
switching that is strongly intentful/strategic versus weakly intentful /strategic (1998:
193-4).

Such an observation has led Alvarez-Ciccamo (1998) to suggest that “‘codeswitching”
should not be defined by a change in language variety at all, but by social meanings.
Conflating form and function definitionally seems likely to stymy rather than enhance
methodical inquiry.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Pacific Islands are inhabited by some of the most diverse and dynamic human
groupings in the world. It is in part thanks to this diversity and dynamicity that
sociocultural anthropologists and linguistic anthropologists, since they began con-
ducting fieldwork among Pacific Island peoples, have made important contributions
to our general understanding of the complex interaction among language, society,
and culture. For example, sociocultural and linguistic diversity has enabled scholars to
explore the motivations underlying the efflorescence of lifeways and communicative
resources, as well as its limitations and consequences. Similarly, the dynamic nature of
social formations, languages, and structures of language use in Pacific Island commu-
nities has provided fascinating materials with which we have sought to understand
ways in which sociocultural change and linguistic change interface with one another.
Research on language, communication, and sociocultural dynamics in the Pacific
Islands has thus enabled linguistic and sociocultural anthropologists to explore one
of the most fundamental questions of the discipline, namely the internal structure and
outer limits of human diversity.

Sociocultural anthropologists never tire of showing that society and culture are
inherently changeable, constantly adapted to new situations, absorbing elements
from all directions, and transforming themselves in the course of history. As a consti-
tutive element of society and culture, language reflects as well as enacts change, and
the Pacific Islands provide fascinating examples of the way in which the relationship
among language, society, and culture can at once be stubbornly resilient and
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constantly in flux. This chapter provides examples of areas of research in which
linguistic anthropologists working in the Pacific Islands have contributed to our
understanding of the role that language plays in reflecting and contributing to the
dynamic character of society and culture.

1.1 Regions and Histories

The Pacific Islands conjure images of extremes and paradoxes. Consisting of a large
number of small islands scattered over the largest ocean of the planet, the region
presents some of the most extreme patterns of social, cultural, and linguistic diversity
anywhere in the world. Diversity, for example, characterizes the range of kinship
structures, political organizations, and economic practices found among Pacific
Island societies. Cosmologies, ritual practices, and modes of thought all exhibit
remarkable variation, particularly since the advent of colonialism and the concomitant
importation of new forms of thinking, believing, and feeling. The inhabitants of the
Pacific Islands speak numerous and diverse languages. While numbers are very diffi-
cult to advance conclusively, about a fifth of the world’s languages are spoken in the
Pacific, a particularly dramatic figure considering that the region is inhabited by a tiny
fraction of the world’s population and represents less than 1 percent of the earth’s
land area.

Deciding what to include under the term ““Pacific Islands” is somewhat arbitrary.
For the purpose of this chapter, it is expedient and historically logical to use the term
to refer to all islands in a region bounded to the west by New Guinea, to the
northwest by the Mariana Islands, to the north by Hawai’i, to the extreme southeast
by Rapanui (Easter Island), and to the south by New Zealand. The area therefore
excludes the Aboriginal societies of Australia, which form a radically divergent cul-
tural complex: descendent of populations that migrated into the then joint Australia—
New Guinea continent around 40,000 sr, Aborigines conserved a social, cultural,
and linguistic homogeneity over the centuries that bears no known relation to the
sociocultural forms and languages of the Insular Pacific, and that contrasts sharply
with the diversifying sociocultural efflorescence that characterized the Pacific Islands
over the centuries.

The regional boundary between the Pacific Islands and the world that lies to the
cast of the region, namely South America, is easy to draw, in that there are no verified
social, cultural, or linguistic commonalities between the two areas, and no evidence of
sustained prehistoric contact. In contrast, the regions lying west of New Guinea, i.c.,
the Indonesian and Philippine archipelagos, display continuities of many different
kinds with the Insular Pacific. For example, many languages of Indonesia and the
Philippines are related to languages spoken in the Pacific Islands (as well as further
afield, in Madagascar, Taiwan, and small pockets in the Southeast Asian mainland).
Patterns of social organization and cultural life found in many parts of Indonesia and
the Philippines bear resemblances to dynamics prevalent among Pacific Island soci-
cties. Where the societies of Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines differ from
Pacific Island societies is in terms of their size, history, and contemporary socio-
political situation. Not only do Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines have consid-
erably larger overall populations than any Pacific Island nation, but most societies and
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speech communities of Indonesia and the Philippines are also considerably larger than
most Pacific Island societies and speech communities. Furthermore, Indonesia, Ma-
laysia, and the Philippines have maintained social and cultural ties with continental
Asia much more continuously than the Pacific Islands; as a result, Insular Southeast
Asian societies and cultures bear similarities to societies and cultures of the Asian
continent that are not found in the Pacific Islands, as a result, for example, of the
successive influence of Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam. These divergent characteris-
tics do lend some support to the identification of a Pacific Island region as separate
from Insular Southeast Asia, as long as one bears in mind that important patterns of
sociocultural continuity still straddle the boundary between the two regions.

The Pacific Islands are commonly divided into three regions: Polynesia (etymo-
logically, ““many islands’’), Melanesia (“‘black islands’’), and Micronesia (‘“‘small
islands””), as illustrated in map 5.1. Polynesia is often described as a ‘‘triangle,”
with as its apexes Hawai’i, Rapanui (Easter Island), and New Zealand, with the
addition of the Polynesian Outliers, small communities geographically embedded in
Melanesia and Micronesia but that bear cultural, historical, and linguistic affinities to
Polynesia. Micronesia inscribes a large arc across the northern and central Pacific,
from the tiny island of Tobi, halfway between Palau and the westernmost tip of New
Guinea, to Kiribati (Gilbert Islands). Melanesia comprises generally larger islands and
island groups than the other two: New Guinea, the Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, New
Caledonia, and Fiji. But it is important to bear in mind that these labels are historic-
ally contingent, as the product of Europeans’ early intellectual and colonial interests
in the region. Charles de Brosses, a French sea captain, coined the name ‘“‘Polynesia”
in 1756, but for a century or so it referred to all the Pacific Islands. The tripartite
division that we use today was proposed in 1832 by Jules Dumont d’Urville, another
French ship captain, but it was already conceptually present in the racialist and
evolutionary distinctions that Europeans had been drawing in the Pacific since the
Enlightenment. Eighteenth-century writers, for example, viewed the light-complex-
ioned, hierarchically organized, and technologically sophisticated Polynesians as more
advanced on a putative universal scale of human development than the more darkly
pigmented, politically more fragmented, and less technologically endowed Melanes-
ians (Micronesia did not occupy a prominent place in the European representational
preoccupations of the time). Polynesians, particularly Tahitians, came to embody for
Europeans of the time the mostly positive image of the morally pure ““noble savage,”
while Melanesians were viewed as examples of animalistic, uncivilized, and dangerous
savagery. Directly and indirectly, these complex and often contradictory images of the
inhabitants of the various islands would fuel imaginations back in the European
world, and for the centuries to come would inform colonial designs and political
policies (see Smith 1985 for a masterful discussion of the way in which the artistic
production of the times reflects these images). Despite their morally dubious histor-
ical associations, the terms ““‘Polynesia,”” “Melanesia,”” and ‘“Micronesia’ do serve a
useful purpose today, not only as convenient geographical labels, but also as strategic
self-identificational symbols that some Pacific Islanders use for a variety of political
and cultural purposes, particularly where the politics of postcolonial indigeneity are
tense (e.g., Hawai’i, New Zealand, New Caledonia).

However, the tripartite division of the Pacific Islands does not reflect the complex
prehistory of the human settlement of the region. Archaeological records indicate
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that the process through which humans came to inhabit the Pacific Islands was long
and complex. Humans appear to have begun settling New Guinea and surrounding
islands around 40,000 sr. The most likely origin of these settlers is Southeast Asia,
and their relationship to the people who settled Australia around the same time is
unknown. They began engaging in plant domestication around 10,000 Bp. Several
millennia later, new waves of settlers began joining these earlier settlers. Probably
originating from the coastal areas of East and Southeast Asia, migrating via Insular
Southeast Asia, these intrepid travelers as well as seasoned agriculturalists began
descending on the Pacific Islands by sea around 5,000 Bp, settling parts of Melanesia
and Western Micronesia first, then moving east towards Polynesia and the rest of
Micronesia. In Melanesia and Western Polynesia, they are identifiable in archaeo-
logical records through remains of an unremarkable but specific style of decorated
pottery, which archaeologists call Lapita. Lapita remains have been found in coastal
areas throughout Melanesia, all the way to Samoa and Tonga in Western Polynesia
(and indeed blurring the boundary between Melanesia and Polynesia), and have been
dated from about 3,300 B until 2,500 Br, when the manufacture and use of pottery
seems to have been abandoned for a variety of reasons. These remains bear witness to
the first stages in the gradual exploration and settlement of the islands of the region
over the course of the centuries, which ended when the descendants of Lapita pottery
users settled New Zealand and Hawai’i shortly before 1,000 ck.

The most consequential period in the history of the Pacific Islands since first
settlement is arguably the last few centuries, during which time contact between
Pacific Islanders and European and European-derived populations intensified. This
contact began slowly in the sixteenth century, and until the second half of the
cighteenth century was mostly confined to Western Micronesia, where Iberian navi-
gators claimed for the Spanish crown islands that were strategically placed on the
trade route between South America and the Philippines, a move that was followed by
the virtual decimation, through violence and disease, of the inhabitants of Guam and
the Mariana Islands. The rest of the Pacific Islands had no sustained contact with
Europeans until the 1770s, when European navigators, James Cook being the most
famous among them, began expanding their traveling horizons into Polynesia, Mela-
nesia, and the rest of Micronesia. Following closely on their heels, a host of new-
comers soon began reaching the shores of the Pacific Islands, including Christian
missionaries, adventurers, small-scale traders, ambitious colonial entreprencurs,
whalers, and of course government agents in charge of furthering the colonial
interests of various powerful nations. The increasingly intrusive presence of these
various groups, of diverse nationalities (at various times and in various parts of the
region, Dutch, British, French, German, Japanese, and North American) and driven
by often divergent agendas, had many implications for the social, cultural, and
political constitution of the Pacific Islands, as well as for local languages, as I will
discuss presently.

The colonial era greatly complicated the composition of the population in several
locations. The example of New Zealand serves as a useful illustration of these post-
colonial complexities. Voyagers from Eastern Polynesia (e.g., Tahiti, Marquesas,
Cook Islands) were the first to settle New Zealand more than a millennium ago,
developed into what we know today as Maori society and culture, and remained the
sole inhabitants of the two islands until 1840, when settlers from Britain began
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colonizing New Zealand, competing for land and resources with the Maori, and often
appropriating them with little regard to prior ownership. Within a few decades, the
Maiori had become a disenfranchised, embattled, and numerically insignificant mi-
nority in their own land, and their numbers were steadily decreasing due to such
factors as a high rate of tuberculosis, aggravated by poverty and marginalization. It
was not until after the Second World War that population decline was reversed, and
today people who identify themselves as Miori comprise 15 percent of the country’s
population (3.7 million). The 1960s experienced a Maori cultural renaissance, aspects
of which T will describe later in this chapter, and the beginning of a politics of
indigenous activism, focused on land claims and demands for political participation.
Comparable historical trajectories in colonial and postcolonial times have character-
ized other Pacific Islands, including Hawai’i, Guam, and New Caledonia. In some
cases, colonial-era immigrants to the Pacific and their descendants are people of non-
European descent, as is the case of the Japanese, Filipino, and Chinese inhabitants of
Hawai’i, Filipinos in Guam, and Indians in Fiji.

While colonialism in its most blatant forms is largely a thing of the past, its impact is
still felt in consequential ways in the Pacific Islands. One of the most dramatic aspects
of the postcolonial Pacific is the diasporic nature of many societies of the region. For
example, numerous Tongans and Samoans today live in New Zealand, Australia, and
the United States, and there are more Tokelauans, Cook Islanders, and Niueans living
in New Zealand than in Tokelau, the Cook Islands, and Niué respectively. Some
groups have moved from their islands of origin to another island of the Pacific: many
Caroline Islanders have settled on Guam, and Wallisians and Futunans are more
numerous in New Caledonia than in Wallis and Futuna. The migrations that have
given rise to these diasporic communities are often recent, and are fueled by many
different motivations, including the search for better economic opportunities. Yet we
must also remember that the desire to travel and settle elsewhere is hardly new, since
it was fundamental to the aboriginal settlement of the Pacific Islands itself. Diasporic
Pacific Island communities generally maintain a strong attachment to their islands of
origin, but second- and third-generation Pacific Islanders born in industrial societies
of the Pacific Rim often come to understand their identity differently from their
parents or grandparents, in response to the different allegiances that they must
negotiate.

2 LANGUAGES

The numerous languages indigenous to the Pacific Islands form several families of
genetically related languages. In other words, they fall into groups containing lan-
guages that all derive from an ancestral language, which we surmise to have been
spoken at some time in the course of history (see also Mithun, this volume). These
linguistic families are very disparate in size, composition, and geographical spread. On
the one hand, languages indigenous to all of Polynesia and Micronesia, most of
insular Melanesia outside of New Guinea, and some of the coastal areas of New
Guinea, constitute a large and widely dispersed family of related languages. Usually
referred to as the Austronesian language family, it spans a third of the globe’s
circumference, from Madagascar to Easter Island. Since it includes a fifth of the
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world’s languages, it is possibly the largest or second largest in the world in terms of
the number of distinct but related languages it comprises. The remaining languages
of the region are dispersed across the island of New Guinea, in small pockets in the
Bismarck Archipelago, Bougainville, the Solomon Islands, and the Santa Cruz
Islands, as well as on several islands of the Sunda Archipelago, west of New Guinea.
These languages are so diverse from one another that historical linguists have only
managed to group them into over a dozen distinct families. These families appear to
be unrelated to one another, or at least to have diverged from one another over such a
long period of time that historical connections are today undetectable through the
ordinary methods of historical linguistics. Linguists refer to these languages as
“Papuan languages” or “Non-Austronesian languages,’ the latter term being par-
ticularly useful in that it stresses the fact that these languages do not form a language
family but a large assemblage of unrelated linguistic groupings.

The distinct genetic characteristics of Austronesian and Non-Austronesian lan-
guages of the Pacific Islands reflect in part the history of human settlement of the
region. Although genetic relationships among languages are not necessarily the same
as genetic relationships among the speakers of these languages (since communities are
known to stop using a language and adopt another, sometimes abruptly, as I will
discuss later), the Non-Austronesian languages of New Guinea and adjacent areas are
nevertheless associated with human populations that were already present in New
Guinea about 40,000 Br. Non-Austronesian languages spoken today are possibly
descendants of the ancestral language or languages that these populations spoke. If
Non-Austronesian languages did derive from a single proto-language, so much time
has elapsed since this ancestral language broke up into various dialects that gradually
diverged from one another, that no traces of their genetic affinities remain in their
structure as they are spoken today.

In contrast, historical linguists associate the language ancestral to the 500-odd
Austronesian languages spoken in the Pacific Islands with the Lapita pottery makers
and seafarers who began arriving in the region in 5,000 sr. With the exception of a
few dozen languages spoken in western New Guinea and two languages spoken in
Western Micronesia (Palauan and Chamorro), these languages form a single distinct
branch of the Austronesian family, the Oceanic subgroup (see figure 5.1). This fact,
combined with archaeological evidence, the comparison of present-day societies of
the region, and what we can reconstruct of the vocabulary of Proto-Oceanic, enables
archaceologists to assert that the settlement of the Insular Pacific was accomplished
relatively recently by waves of people who shared the same culture, social organiza-
tion, and language, and were perhaps of the same genetic stock.

Since the advent of colonialism, Pacific Islanders have added to their communi-
cative repertoires a number of extraneous languages. The most visible is English, in
standard and localized forms, widely spoken as an auxiliary language in the Pacific
Islands that have come under British, Australian, New Zealand, or American colonial
rule in the last two centuries. In some regions, such as New Zealand, Guam, and
Hawai’i, it is today the dominant language, having replaced local languages, as I will
discuss presently. French is the principal international language for the inhabitants of
New Caledonia, Tahiti and surrounding island groups, Wallis and Futuna, and,
alongside English, Vanuatu. Spanish is the second language of Rapanui (Easter
Island), and Bahasa Indonesian, the national language of Indonesia, is the lingua
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Figure 5.1 Simplified subgrouping of Austronesian languages (after Blust 1995). Most
languages spoken in the Pacific Island region are part of the Oceanic subgroup (i.e.,
descendants of Proto-Oceanic), except for about 50 languages spoken in the South and West of
Coastal New Guinea, which form a distinct South Halmahera-West New Guinea subgroup
together with a handful of languages of Eastern Indonesia, and Palauan and Chamorro, spoken
in Western Micronesia, which fall in the Western Malayo-Polynesian subgroup.

franca of Irian Jaya, the Indonesian-controlled western half of New Guinea. Colonial
languages introduced to the Pacific in the past that are no longer used have included
German in New Guinea, Samoa, and Micronesia, Spanish and Japanese in Micronesia.

Alongside the languages of colonial powers we also find in the Pacific Islands
contact languages that emerged locally in the context of political and economic
intrusion from the outside. In the nineteenth century, European colonists recruited
Pacific Islander workers to work on plantations in various parts of the Pacific and
adjoining areas (Samoa, Papua New Guinea, Northeastern Australia). These workers,
principally Melanesians, spoke many different languages, and thus needed a common
medium to communicate with their colonial masters and, more importantly, with
each other. Thus arose the three English-based creole languages in widespread use in
Melanesia: Tok Pisin in Papua New Guinea (historically also referred to as “Neo-
Melanesian” or “New Guinea Pidgin’); Solomon Islands Pijin; and Bislama in
Vanuatu. All three languages are very similar to one another, are given some form
of national-language status in their respective countries, and are very healthy lan-
guages in terms of numbers of users, some of whom speak these languages as their
mother tongue (a sufficient condition to identify them as examples of creole lan-
guages). Other relative newcomers to the Pacific include Fiji Hindi, a creolized form
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of Hindi spoken by the descendants of Indian migrants brought to Fiji by the British
to work on sugarcane plantations, as well as Vietnamese and various Chinese dialects,
spoken by small communities in several island groups. Hiri Motu, a simplified form of
the Oceanic language Motu, is used as a lingua franca in parts of Papua New Guinea.

Few absolute statements can be made about the grammatical structures of Non-
Austronesian languages, which are extremely diverse, although some generalizations
can be drawn. These languages tend to have very small inventories of contrasting
phonemes and sometimes have very reduced pronoun systems (e.g., the same form is
sometimes used for both singular and plural or for different persons). The morph-
ology of nouns is generally simple, although some languages exhibit noun classes. In
contrast, the morphological structure of verbs can be extremely complex, often with
patterns of suppletion in verb paradigms. Non-Austronesian languages tend to place
the verb at the end of clauses, and exhibit two unusual features, which are not
exclusive to them but are common among them and uncommon in other languages
of the world. First, verbs are frequently strung together in chains, with the last verb
being the only fully inflected form, and the preceding verbs each describing analytic-
ally one aspect of an action or one action in a sequence of actions (verbs are often
inflected to mark whether their referents are sequenced in time or simultancous).
Pawley (1993: 95) provides a classic example from Kalam, a language spoken in the
Madang Province of Papua New Guinea:

b ak am mon p-wk a ap ay-a-k
man that go wood hit-break get come put-3RD.SING-PAST
“The man fetched some firewood.’

In this example, the Kalam sentence, in which the action is described through a series
of concatenated verbs, is the simplest way of expressing the situation described by the
English translation, where the action is denoted by the single verb ““fetch.” In such a
system, verbs denote very abstract notions and form a closed class. Complex mean-
ings are expressed analytically by stringing appropriate verbs together. The second
characteristic feature is the marking of switch-reference on verbs, that is, the inflec-
tion of verb forms according to whether or not their subject is identical to the subject
of the preceding verb in a verb chain.

The Oceanic languages of the Austronesian family are also very diverse in their
structural characteristics, although they exhibit an air of greater familiarity among
themselves than the Non-Austronesian languages, owing to the fact that they have
been diverging from one another for no longer than three or four millennia. For
example, we find often quite complex pronoun systems in Oceanic languages, as
illustrated in table 5.1, which can mark two or more degrees of plurality and, in
almost all languages, a contrast between inclusive and exclusive forms in the first
person plural (““we including you” vs. “we excluding you”). Possession frequently
distinguishes between different kinds of alienability and other kinds of possession
(e.g., a body part or close kin is marked with a different type of possession from a
mundane object), as illustrated in table 5.2. Noun and verb forms undergo few
morphological derivational changes. Verbs can often be marked with suffixes indicat-
ing transitivity, and prefixes indicating a range of semantic functions (e.g., reciprocal,
causative). Verbs are generally clause-initial or clause-medial, and some verb chaining
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effects are found, although in much more reduced form than in Non-Austronesian
languages.'

3 TALkK AS COMMODITY IN A MODERNITY-ORIENTED WORLD

The linguistic picture of the Pacific Islands drawn in the last section is one of
extraordinary diversity and variety: a multitude of languages, many genetic group-
ings, and a vast panoply of structural characteristics. A simple question arises out of
this description: how does such a situation of extreme diversity maintain itself over
time? In particular, how does linguistic diversity fare in the context of the shrinking
and homogenizing tendencies that the world is experiencing at the dawn of the third
millennium? The question is not just a linguistic question, but also a sociocultural
one: in many parts of the Pacific Islands, particularly Melanesia, the diversity we
encounter is not just one of languages but also one of social structures and practices,
belief systems, rituals, and cultural ethos. Language, here as elsewhere, offers a
strategic window into the dynamics at play.

Anthropologists with an interest in language have long recognized that language in
many parts of Melanesia is an important commodity. Several decades ago, social
anthropologist Richard Salisbury (1962) conducted fieldwork among the Siane of
the New Guinea Highlands, speakers of a Non-Austronesian language numbering
about 15,000, who, like other inhabitants of the region, are surrounded by other
societies speaking different languages, amongst whom figure the Chuave, about
8,000 strong. The two groups maintain strong links with one another, through
frequent intermarriage and exchange, and in active bi- and multilingualism, to the
extent that the two languages are used with equal frequency in the border village

Table 5.1 Paradigm of personal pronouns (free-morpheme forms) in Standard Fijian. Paucal
pronouns are used in reference to three or more referents up to a small number, plural
pronouns for large numbers

Number Singular Dual Paucal Plural

Person

first inclusive — kedaru kedatou kedn
exclusive an keiran keiton keimami

second ko kemudran kemudon kemuni

third koya wan waton wa

Table 5.2 Paradigm of first-person singular possessive pronouns in Standard Fijian

Form Used with nouns denoting Example

-qu body parts, kinship categories tama-qu ‘my father’
kequ or qan edibles kequ madrai ‘my bread’
mequ drinkables mequ bia ‘my beer’

noqu all other notions noqu i-lavo ‘my money’
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where Salisbury conducted fieldwork. On formal occasions, such as ceremonial
exchanges, important orators whose native language is Siane are known to speak to
other Siane villagers in Chuave, and use a translator, a strategy that contributes
desirable prestige to the occasion and to the orator. Songs that his informants
dictated to Salisbury were all in Chuave as well as other neighboring languages.
Clearly, multilingualism is a high prestige commodity among the Siane, and the
multiplicity of languages both enables it to have value and is in turn maintained by
the prestige that people assign to it. Diversity is obviously the product of linguistic
history, in that languages tend to be numerous when they have been spoken in an area
for a long time (Pawley 1981); but linguistic diversity is equally the product of
ideological constructs and social action (Irvine and Gal 2000).

The value attached to multilingualism and the linguistic diversity associated with it
fits into a broader spectrum of sociocultural dynamics at play in the region. Melanes-
ians have been described as quintessential ““modernists’” (Robbins 1998), in that they
constantly seek out and value the new, different, and exotic, the esoteric potentials of
which they exploit fully. This lends a peculiar quality to life in Melanesia that
anthropologists working in the region have long striven to capture: ‘““Melanesians
have...been found to be creative, dynamic, episodic, improvisatory people who
enact and manage ‘flow’: people who construct, counterpoise, and interpret what
is secret and hidden as opposed to what is revealed and manifest, thereby obviating
their own conventional constructions, and thus constituting essentially open, self-
transforming, processual societies’ (Dalton 2000: 290, cf. Lederman 1998: 440-1).
Language use in Melanesia, and the qualities that the region’s linguistic situation
presents, converges with this general orientation toward the creative, open-ended-
ness, and the processually driven.

It is precisely these qualities that give rise to fascinating forms of linguistic creativity
in Melanesia, such as secret codes associated with certain rituals or activities that have
religious overtones (Foley 1986: 42-7). Such is the case of the so-called ““pandanus
languages”” that many groups in the Highlands of Papua New Guinea have innovated.
The Kalam utilize a special vocabulary in two situations: while gathering the nut of
the mountain pandanus, an activity that occupies them for several weeks a year; and
while butchering, cooking, and eating cassowaries (Pawley 1992). While neither the
pandanus nut nor cassowary meat constitutes a major ingredient of today’s Kalam
cuisine, both are associated with secrecy and ritual: pandanus nuts, like other forest
offerings, are protected by forest spirits who render the nut inedible unless people
trick them into thinking that they are not harvesting it; while the cassowary, as
humans’ cross-cousin, is a ritually potent bird. The phonology of the pandanus
vocabulary is the same as that of ordinary Kalam phonology and the syntax of
pandanus language is essentially the same as that of ordinary language, but utterances
are completely unintelligible to the non-initiated. As illustrated in table 5.3, some
pandanus words are borrowed from other languages, others derived creatively from
ordinary language, and yet others completely made up. Whatever their derivation,
pandanus words and their use result from a conscious effort to conceal meaning in
order to fool the forest spirits, at least in the context of pandanus-nut gathering.
Kalam pandanus language demonstrates the close kinship between creativity, ritual,
and secrecy in the Melanesian symbolic world.
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Table 5.3 Examples of pandanus-language word derivations in Kalam (from Pawley 1992:
320)

Ordinary Pandanus  Gloss Derivation of pandanus form
language language
tw gaymen ‘adze, axe’ borrowed from neighboring language Kobon
kayn kmn dep ‘dog’ OL ‘game mammal catcher’
tob tawep ‘foot’ OL ‘(for) stepping (on)’
mon su-th-eb ‘tree, wood’ OL ‘biting off, gnawing through’
mon agi-ep ‘tree, wood’ OL ‘for burning’
kay aglams ‘pig’ borrowed from neighboring language Kobon
kay gney ‘pig’ invented
b ‘man’
bin ‘woman’
7 ‘boy’ adukian ‘person’ invented
pan ‘girl’
cp ‘dead
person’

The value attached to language diversity and creativity in the Melanesian world
provide useful insights into the sociocultural dynamics that underlie the remarkable
linguistic diversity one encounters in the region. The use of multiple languages in
interaction and the manufacture of secret language varieties are motivated by similar
attitudes, namely the political, symbolic, and aesthetic value attached to difference-
making through language and the over-elaboration of every way of boundary-
marking between tiny communities. Sociolinguists such as Sankoff (1980) and
Laycock (1982) demonstrate that the same dynamics underlie many other linguistic
phenomena in the region, such as grammatical innovations that defy the regular rules
of historical linguistics, and can only be attributed to the conscious manipulation of
language to emphasize the individuality and distinctness of one’s speech community
in contrast to its neighbors. Over time, this creativity, agentively induced change, and
insistence on difference generates a linguistic picture for the region characterized by
extreme fragmentation and diversity.

The Melanesian qualities of open-endedness and creativity encompass not only the
world of symbols, but also material conditions of life. And, here as elsewhere,
language is not just a symbolic system embedded in cultural worlds, but also a social
and political system embedded in social structures and material processes (Gal 1989;
Irvine 1989). Why a Siane orator should feel compelled to use the language of a
neighboring group to talk to other members of his own village acquires a particular
social logic in light of dynamics of power in Melanesian societies, a topic that has
preoccupied sociocultural anthropologists for decades. In a typical Melanesian soci-
ety, persons acquire power not by inheriting it through the bloodline but by convin-
cing others that they are worthy of holding positions of power. In such societies,
power is achieved, insofar as members of these societies view power as an achievement,
and insofar as power is comparatively less predetermined than in other societies of the
world. Consequently, power in these societies is inherently precarious and constantly
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in danger of being undermined by claims to power by other equally worthy competi-
tors. A powerful person is often referred to by the Tok Pisin word bigman (in most if
not all cases, the holder of overt forms of power in Melanesian societies is male).
There are several factors involved in acquiring and maintaining power. One prerequis-
ite is that the person already be recognized as a “‘great man,” i.e., the holder of secret
knowledge of ritual and magic, often associated with male initiation cults (Godelier
1986). But not all great men are bigman; a bigman must be able to mobilize others in
accumulating large amounts of wealth for him to redistribute with calculated gener-
osity in spectacular ceremonial gift-giving. Other factors that support the bigman’s
authority may include his courage in war, reputation as a sorcerer, competence as an
agriculturalist, and ability to acquire and support several wives, but the most import-
ant are crucially dependent on the bigman’s persuasive skills: persuading potential
followers that he is indeed the holder of secret knowledge, to contribute materially to
gift-exchange ceremonies, to respect him, accept his authority, and support his
endeavors.

The intimate relationship between talk and power in Melanesian societies is thus
hardly surprising, and astute ethnographers of language have animated the complex-
ity of this connection in specific societies of the region. For example, the Kwanga of
the East Sepik Province of Papua New Guinea spend a great deal of time in weekly
village meetings with the purpose of discussing rumors about sorcery and other
sources of community disharmony (Brison 1992). However, the meetings rarely
solve the problems that villagers associate with these rumors. Instead, the meetings
allow village men with political aspirations to manipulate public opinion by encour-
aging others, through allusions, innuendos, and astutely constructed story-telling
(what some scholars have termed ““veiled speech,” e.g., Strathern 1975), to gossip
about their intimate knowledge of sorcerers and sorcery, while overtly denying their
complicity in bringing about the misfortunes that villagers believe to be the result of
sorcery. It is little wonder that, among the Kwanga as well as in many other Melanes-
ian societies (e.g., Goldman 1983; Merlan and Rumsey 1991; Schieftelin 1990;
Weiner 1991), talk in its various forms should be given such importance, as they
feel entitled to negotiate, inspect, and argue over every event that affects their lives,
and do so to a considerably greater extent than members of other societies.

4 PERSONHOOD, CODESWITCHING, AND BoDY HABITUS

The secrecy and ambiguity that pervades Kwanga meetings and resulting everyday
talk is associated with a way of conceptualizing the person that the Kwanga share with
many other societies of Melanesia, which Marilyn Strathern (1988) terms “‘dividual,”
i.e., ““as a multiple or composite construction, an internal collectivity of identities, for
it is this heterogeneity that makes the perception of his or her unitary individuality or
singleness not an intrinsic attribute but an achievement comparable to the collective
unity of group action” (Strathern 1990: 213). Working with such a construct, people
in Melanesia always expect people, as well as their utterances, to be multi-layered.
This view of the person, echoed in different forms in various parts of the Pacific (Lutz
1988; Ochs 1988; Ochs and Schieffelin 1984; Shore 1982; White 1991), challenges
Western notions of the person that tend to treat it as an internally coherent and
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externally bounded whole, relatively autonomous of the social relations in which it is
embedded.

This expectation is articulated in the linguistic resources that Melanesians invoke in
political rhetoric, and linguistic anthropologists who have analyzed such forms of
language use can shed light on questions that have preoccupied psychological an-
thropologists, such as the way in which the particularly Melanesian construction of
personhood is articulated in interaction. In the tiny village of Gapun, huddled among
swamps and rainforests between the estuaries of the Sepik and Ramu rivers in Papua
New Guinea, villagers expect interpersonal communication to be inherently indeter-
minate, multi-layered, and ambiguous, as one would expect of people working with a
dividual conception of the self. It is in this context that Stroud (1992) analyzes the
meaning of codeswitching in Gapun oratory between the two languages currently in
use in the village: the Non-Austronesian language Taiap, which at the time of
Stroud’s fieldwork was spoken by a grand total of 89 people; and Tok Pisin, the
national lingua franca of Papua New Guinea. A long tradition of sociolinguistic
analysis of codeswitching, based mostly on communicative practices in urban indus-
trial societies, has striven to assign it specific social and discourse meanings, such as
the expression of solidarity, informality, or emotional involvement. In this tradition of
inquiry, indeterminacy of meaning is a problem, which both analysts and interactors
must resolve. In contrast, Gapun villagers codeswitch between Tok Pisin and Taiap to
create ambiguity, and not to resolve it, and thus ambiguity ss the meaning of code-
switching in Gapun. Gapun villagers view the meaning of talk as polysemic and
interactionally constructed: multiple layers of meaning and intentionality can
“hide’” under the surface of discourse, and the work that audiences must engage in
to retrieve hidden layers of meaning is full of potential uncertainty.

What this kind of analysis illustrates is that language use, including the linguistic
resources that people utilize in interacting with one another (codeswitching, meta-
phors, indirectness) are constitutively related to aspects of culture, such as the way in
which people construe the self. This point may be paraphrased as follows: linguistic
practices provide a locus in which culture is created, confirmed, and perhaps debated,
at the same time that they result from social and cultural structures and dynamics
(Bauman and Briggs 1990). More specifically, Gapun villagers (as well as many others
in the region) organize their interactions so as to articulate a sense of self that is
layered and indeterminate. In turn, these cultural meanings are deeply embedded in
the world of materiality, of particular ways of understanding and enacting power, and
in particular political systems. Language, symbolic structures, and social dynamics are
thus interlocked with one another.

However, people in particular societies do not necessarily all agree about how the
self is constituted and communicated. Multiple ways of understanding the person
coexist in communities and are associated with different and sometimes conflicting
ways of using language. The Kwara’ae of the Solomon Islands, for example, have been
missionized over the course of the last century by various Christian missionary
movements, particularly the Anglican Church and the South Seas Evangelical Church
(Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo 1991). The beliefs of members of the two denominations
reflect a different orientation toward many issues: Anglicans seek an integration of
traditional aspects of Kwara’ae society into modern life, and are culturally conserva-
tive, while Evangelicals profess a charismatic and fundamentalist position that seeks to
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do away with traditional modes of conduct and replace them with modernity-steeped
practices, such as an orientation to social change and economic development.
Kwara’ae of both denominations encode these different positions in language use:
Anglicans use both English and high-rhetoric Kwara’ae as prestige codes, and Solo-
mon Island Pijin and low-rhetoric Kwara’ae as everyday codes, while Evangelicals
place English at the top of the prestige hierarchy, followed by Pijin and both forms of
Kwara’ae, often claiming that they have ‘“‘forgotten” the high-rhetoric Kwara’ae
associated with traditional oratory. Even in formal contexts, Evangelicals opt for a
simple and direct way of talking, sometimes at the risk of sounding, to Anglicans,
child-like and inappropriate, while Anglicans opt for features of high rhetorical styles,
such as a fluent delivery, a paucity of borrowings from Pijin, and a carefully developed
argument structure. The differences between the two groups go further: in partial
imitation of the practices of charismatic preachers from industrialized societies,
Evangelicals’ speech and gestures are loud, flamboyant, and boisterous, and they
gesticulate considerably more than Anglicans, whose voice and body habitus are slow,
fluid, and measured. So marked are the differences in body habitus between the two
groups that Kwara’ae can recognize the church affiliations of people from afar. As
Watson-Gegeo and Gegeo (1991) demonstrate, microscopic forms of interaction are
constitutive of macrosociological and cultural dynamics, linking the apprehension
and presentation of the self, religious practice, and socioeconomic orientation to
patterns of language use and body habitus, sometimes in divergent and conflicting
ways within the same village or the same society.

5 POWERAND PRACTICE IN HIERARCHICAL POLYNESIA AND
MICRONESIA

Just as the languages of the Pacific Islands exhibit formidable diversity, the speakers of
these languages also organize their social lives and cultural systems in widely diver-
gent ways from one part of the Pacific to the other. Yet, in the midst of this
remarkable diversity, recurring patterns emerge, and it is these patterns of familiarity
and systematicity that sociocultural anthropologists have worried about since they
began conducting fieldwork among Pacific Islanders.

Contrasting with Melanesia-style governance, in which power is contingent and
constantly subject to negotiation, governance in Polynesia typically rests in the hands
of a chief, and a great deal of social action, at least at first glance, is designed to
maintain the association of power with chieftainship. The chief'is generally the eldest
son of the previous chief or a male member of a specific chiefly group, who inherits
power and, excepting cases of gross personal incompetence, is the object of com-
moners’ respect. This respect is sometimes demonstrated in highly dramatic fashion,
as on Tikopia, for example, where commoners crawl up to the chief as a sign of
submission and deference, a practice they have maintained to this day despite the
momentous changes that Tikopia society has undergone in its encounter with mod-
ernity (Firth 1979). In contrast with the achieved nature of power in Melanesia,
power in Polynesia is ascribed, that is, assigned to particular individuals on the basis of
their inherited position in society. In the 1960s and 1970s, anthropologists such as
Marshall Sahlins (1963) linked the seemingly fundamentally different patterns of
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governance in Melanesia and Polynesia with other aspects of the way in which the
respective societies are organized. For example, Melanesian societies tend to consist
of small autonomous villages, in which kinship is the basis of social organization, since
the power of the Melanesian bigman depends crucially on his ability to constantly
persuade followers to acquiesce to his holding the reins of power, and thus on his
ability to come face-to-face with his supporters on a frequent basis. In contrast,
Polynesian societies can be much larger entities, since the Polynesian chief’s power
is largely accepted by all followers, who are expected to believe that the chief is the
chief because he is supernaturally anointed (or at least that the system is ordained by
God, a common view in the Christianized present), and thus there is no obvious
constraint on the number of people that the chief can govern.

The classic distinction between Melanesian and Polynesian systems of governance,
remarkable in its conciseness and explanatory power, has been subjected to serious
critical scrutiny (e.g., Thomas 1989), and this is where linguistic anthropologists have
made important contributions. Indeed, the exercise of power is a notoriously com-
plex affair, and one in which interaction of many different kinds plays an important
role. As soon as linguistic anthropologists began to investigate the practice of power
(as opposed to the more static szructure of power, which formed the basis of Sahlins’
original insights), adding to sociocultural anthropologists’ arsenal of ethnographic
methods a detailed attention to the analysis of interaction, a more nuanced and
complex picture began to emerge.

Samoa is, in many anthropological accounts, a typically hierarchical Polynesian
society, dominated by a chiefly system, in support of which non-chiefly people devote
a great deal of time and energy. In Falefa, a village on the north shore of *Upolu, this
attention to hierarchy takes the form of constant efforts to maintain a sense of order
in everyday life, but a sense of order of a particular type, namely that which elaborates
relationships of high vs. low social status, and through which every family and every
member of each family is in principle ranked with respect to one another (Duranti
1994). Order of a hierarchical kind is thus over-elaborated in Samoan society, in other
words, reinforced on every possible occasion, beyond what is necessary to make the
point. So, for example, during village council meetings, or fono, in which chiefs of
different ranks take part and village matters (e.g., conflicts, bylaws, etc.) are discussed
and managed, hierarchy is encoded both spatially and temporally. Spatially speaking, a
detailed and well-known pre-set protocol dictates where people sit in the meeting-
house, whose two “‘ends”” are for people of highest ranks, while the ““front’” and the
“back” are reserved for people of lower and lowest rank respectively. Hierarchy is
temporally elaborated in that the order of mention of participants in the ceremonial
recitation that opens the meeting, as well as the order of speakers during the meeting,
is ostensibly pre-ordained through a congruent protocol thought to reflect a village-
wide hierarchy of roles and kin groups based on a historical charter that harks back to
mythological times. These over-elaborated markers of hierarchy, which contrast
sharply to the ethos of equality and indeterminacy that permeates formal oratory in
Melanesia, are further reinforced by comparable patterns attested outside the meet-
ing-house, in formal and everyday contexts alike.

Yet, while the entire system of hierarchy may at first glance appear immanent and
inflexible, the system is in fact much more flexible in practice. For example, the formal
part of the fono consists in an exchange of /duga, formal speeches, which tend to be
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lengthy and difficult to interrupt. Most importantly, since protocol dictates the order
of speakers, if a low-ranking person speaks, even high-ranking chiefs cannot interrupt
him, and this situation opens up the possibility that a lower-ranking person
will castigate, uninterrupted, a higher-ranking person. Rank in Falefa thus derives
from various sources at once: in the pre-ordained structural ranking of families and
their members, as well as in the ceremonial protocol that dictates who speaks before
whom at meetings. These different sources can yield potentially conflicting ways of
reckoning rank and power.

The over-elaboration of hierarchy in the Samoan village generates a system charac-
terized by extreme competitiveness among villagers: since everyone has to be ranked
at all times, and the pre-set ranking order is not necessarily the only way of determin-
ing rank, people vie for power in big and small ways at all times. A prototypical
relationship that is suffused with competitiveness is that between same-sex siblings, as
a cadet can and often does challenge the higher rank bestowed on an older sibling by
default because of primogeniture. Such competitiveness, which social anthropologists
have called ““status rivalry’” (Goldman 1970), can be fierce when the stakes are high,
such as when two siblings are both candidates to the chiefly title associated with the
family to which they both belong. More generally, political practice in Falefa demon-
strates that chieftainship, and rank in general, is not a matter of simple absolute power
that remains unchanged over generations, but rather is the result of a complex play in
which power is negotiated from moment to moment, sometimes resulting in import-
ant changes. Village meetings become the prime arena in which this complex play is
enacted, and the linguistic resources available to participants (e.g., turn-taking mech-
anisms) become the tools for the play.

The resulting picture of the practice of power in the highly hierarchical climate of
Samoan society is after all not fundamentally different from the practice of power in
Melanesian societies that elaborate egalitarianism and treat power as contingent. Like
their bigman counterparts, who must constantly work to convince fellow villagers to
partake in their prestige-accruing endeavors, chiefs in Falefa are vulnerable to the
verbal criticisms and perhaps even the withdrawal of support of low-ranking villagers.
Society in Polynesia is at once hierarchical and dynamic, and the dynamic nature of
society is particularly dramatic in Polynesian societies that lack the pre-ordained
foundation of the Samoan village: on Nukulaelae Atoll (Tuvalu), positions of power
are by definition precarious, and low social status is an excellent platform from which
to undermine those in power. In the play of social ascendance and power erosion in
such societies, forms of language use such as gossip, innuendo, and grumbling
become tremendously efficacious political tools (Besnier 1993, 1994).

Thus the comparison between Melanesia and Polynesia is as much one of difference
as one of similarity. Indeed, just as claims to power in Melanesian societies are
predicated on the bigman exhibiting the personal, and often inheritable, qualities
of a “‘great man” (e.g., that of being backed by supernatural and mythical forces),
Polynesian chieftainship is enshrined in mythology through genealogical descent, and
deified in one fashion or another (literally god-like in pre-Christian days, anointed by
the Christian God in post-missionization times). And in the same fashion that a
Melanesian bigman must constantly demonstrate his worthiness as a leader, through
persuasive skills, control of rhetorical forms, battle-readiness, and mastery of various
prized skills, the Polynesian chief must exude approachability as well as the aloofness
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associated with high rank, demagogy despite his commanding presence, and readiness
to defend his power base despite its apparent stability. Sociocultural anthropologists
of Polynesia (Marcus 1989) have captured the dual foundation of Polynesian chief-
tainship as having a kingly side (ascribed, passive, aloof, protocol-encoded) and a
populist side (achieved, active, engaged, practice-dependent), and the verbal dynamics
at play in the foro in a Samoan village articulates precisely the sometimes precarious
balance between these two seemingly contradictory expectations. Viewed in this
light, the workings of power and rank, and the interactional practices associated
with them, display commonalities throughout the Pacific Island region. Whether in
the Highlands of Papua New Guinea or in a Samoan village, rank and power are
relational: without non-chiefs in Polynesia, there are no chiefs, and without ordinary
villagers in Melanesia, there are no bigman.

In some Pacific Island societies, rank is elaborated through language in a very overt
fashion, in the form of honorifics. Honorifics are special words and sometimes
constructions that a speaker employs to denote the hierarchical relationship between,
for example, the speaker and the interlocutor or the speaker and the referent of talk.
Not surprisingly, honorifics are well suited to languages spoken in societies that vest
particular importance in social stratification and where social rank is a determinative
aspect of the person. Besides Samoa (Duranti 1992) and Tonga (Philips 1991), we
find honorifics in Pohnpei (formerly known as Ponape), an elaborately stratified
society of the Caroline Islands of Micronesia (Keating 1998). Pohnpeian society is
divided in twenty matrilineal clans, within which each person is ranked with respect to
everyone else, according to principles that measure the genealogical distance of the
person from the senior matriline of the clan. In both ceremonial and everyday
contexts, one of the important ways through which Pohnpeians affirm rank is
through the use of vocabulary forms referring to certain restricted semantic domains
(e.g., movement, mental states, possession) that either exalt or humble a person
partaking in the interaction or being talked about. The honorific forms may be
derived from non-honorific forms, or they may be completely unrelated, as illustrated
in table 5.4.

Given the nature of Pohnpeian rank, one would expect that the occurrence rules of
regular, exaltive, and humiliative to be simple: when speaking to or about a higher-
ranking person, use exaltive forms, and when speaking to a lower-ranking person, use
humiliative forms. Indeed, native speakers themselves provide a version of this rule
when interviewed, stressing its rigidity and predictability. Instead, through a careful
analysis of the practice of honorific marking in natural discourse, Keating finds that
“the nature of Pohnpeian use of honorific forms is highly fluid and context oriented

Table 5.4 Examples of honorific forms in Pohnpeian (from Keating 1998: 49)

Common word — Honorific word — Transiation Literal meaning of honorific
lingeringer engienyg ‘angry’ ‘windy’

pilen mese tenihrinp ‘tears’ ‘big waterfall’

pouk malimalih ‘blow’ ‘typhoon’

tamataman ediedinloany ‘remember’ ‘cloudy sky’

wadek doaropwe ‘read’ —
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and not as regularized as native speakers imply’” (1998: 56). For example, honorific
usage depends on the nature of ongoing activities, and does not just reflect a pre-
ordained ranking system, but enables interactors to create and negotiate rank. Fur-
thermore, honorifics index more than just social rank: they can also underscore
interpersonal solidarity, which, far from being antonymous to hierarchy, is “‘an
important first step in constructing systems of social inequality and resolving contra-
dictions within such systems’” (1998: 65). Here again, language offers a rich panoply

of tools for constructing social life.

6 CoNCLUSION: PAcIFIC ISLAND SPEECH COMMUNITIES IN A
SEA OF CHANGE

I end this overview of the problems and prospects for linguistic anthropology in the
Pacific Islands by returning to the topic that I showcased at the beginning of the
chapter, namely the extreme diversity and heterogeneity of languages and practices in
the Pacific Islands. I already pointed out that this diversity is a product of history as
much as it derives from the delights and advantages that some Pacific Islanders find in
fostering this diversity. However, to quote an oft-cited cliché, strong forces are afoot
today that actively undermine this diversity. The homogenizing forces of globaliza-
tion run the risk of turning multilingualism into monolingualism in a common
colonial language or a lingua franca; encouraging people to forget honorific forms,
pandanus languages, and the ceremonial protocol of village meetings; and erasing
codeswitching and the distinctions between high and low rhetoric. Where are Pacific
Island languages heading at the beginning of the third millennium?

A general point bears stressing at the outset. It is actually very difficult to predict in
a general way the particular effect that homogenizing forces will have on languages
and communities. For example, some scholars have maintained that the spread of
literacy is encouraging monoglotism and the disappearance of local languages in the
Pacific (Miihlhiusler 1996). While this may be correct in some cases, literacy ultim-
ately has the effect on languages and social lives that people want it to have. For
instance, missionaries introduced literacy to the inhabitants of Nukulaelae Atoll
(Tuvalu) 150 years ago, and at the time the only literacy skills that missionaries taught
them was reading the Bible. Not only did Nukulaelae Islanders not lose their
language as the result of becoming literate (and of being missionized in a foreign
language, Samoan), but they also began using their literacy skills, almost immediately,
not just to read the Christian Scriptures but also to read and write for a host of
purposes, ranging from weaving names and slogans in pandanus mats to communi-
cating with far-away relatives through letters (Besnier 1995).

Indeed, the same dynamics that help maintain diversity and heterogeneity in one
setting can help erase it in another. For example, the very dividual self associated with
the diversity of languages and ways of speaking in the Papua New Guinea Highlands
is deeply implicated in language loss in the tiny village of Gapun (Kulick 1992). Like
many other New Guineans, Gapun villagers have an elaborate theory of the self, of
which they recognize two principal, dividual components: sed (a Tok Pisin word
derived from English ‘‘head’”), associated with stubbornness, selfishness, pride, back-
wardness, women, and paganism; and save (literally “‘to know’” in Tok Pisin), associ-
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ated with sociability, cooperation, generosity, modernity, men, and Christianity
(introduced to Gapun shortly after the Second World War). While these two mani-
festations of the self are morally polarized, they are both intrinsic to what it means
to be human in Gapun ethnopsychology. Crucially, the two principal languages
of the community are linked both socially and symbolically with opposite aspects of
the self. On the one hand, Tok Pisin is associated with save, because it is the language
of development, the outside world, and Christianity. On the other hand, the
language of hed is Taiap, the language of Gapun and of nowhere else.

Gapun children are exposed early to these overarching and complex linkages that
tie together different manifestations of the self, languages, attitudes, social contexts,
and gender. They also learn from their modernity-oriented seniors that change is
desirable, and that change is enacted through Christianity and schooling. Further-
more, and not surprisingly, change speaks one language, namely Tok Pisin, the
language of classrooms, catechisms, the state, and white people (as well as heaven).
In contrast, Taiap, however valued it may be for its expressiveness and its ties to the
land, is ultimately just the language of the ancestors. Thus, while puzzling over and
occasionally deploring the fact that their children are no longer learning Taiap, Gapun
adults socialize their offspring in a web of meaning that ensures the disappearance of
the language. As a result, the number of speakers of Taiap has been steadily decreasing
since the 1970s, even though the population of the village has not. At the time of
Kulick’s fieldwork, no children under 10 used the language in everyday contexts,
opting instead for Tok Pisin.

Language loss in Gapun holds several general lessons. One is that a particular
theory of the person may have one effect in one context or at a particular historical
moment (e.g., encouraging multilingualism) and exactly the opposite effect in an-
other social or historical situation (e.g., fostering the shift to one language). Second,
the forces behind language shift are not purely global or macrosociological factors like
television, urbanization, or the Internet. What encourages Gapun children not to
learn Taiap is the interface between a deeply local ideology of the self in its relation to
the world with sociohistorical forces like modernity, conversion to a world religion,
and the postcolonial state. The trajectory of a language in the context of competition
among different codes is therefore guided by many complex factors, both structural
and agentive, although the Gapun case highlights the complexities of agentivity, since
one can argue that, ultimately, the villagers (and the world at large) have little to gain
from the language shift they are unconsciously implementing.

Perhaps the most distressing situations in the Pacific are those of peoples who have
in the course of history experienced serious demographic and sociocultural discon-
tinuities, and have lost not just language but political power, social institutions, and
cultural worlds. The classic cases of major colonial disruptions in the Pacific Islands
are those of New Zealand and Hawai’i. Through a series of bloody wars resulting
from British confiscations of Maori land in New Zealand waged over the course of the
nineteenth century, and through political maneuvering culminating in a coup d’état
in 1892 that overthrew the century-old Hawai’ian monarchic state, colonists of
British and American origins respectively had become, by the end of the nineteenth
century, the dominant political force and, in the case of New Zealand, the numerical
majority. They subjugated and marginalized the indigenous Maiori and Hawai’ian
populations in their own homeland, eroding social institutions, cultural structures, as
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well as languages. In New Zealand, for example, educational authorities variously
discouraged, failed to encourage, or forbade the use of Miaori in schools as part of the
government’s politics of ethnic assimilationism between the late nineteenth and mid-
twentieth centuries (Simon and Smith 2001: 141-73), a classic situation that has
contributed to the attrition of many minority languages around the world, alongside
other factors such as urbanization. Today, the Hawai’ian language and the Maori
language are spoken by a fraction of the number of speakers of a century ago,
although efforts to revitalize their use, in the context of the social and cultural
renaissance that the indigenous populations of Hawai’i and New Zealand have
brought about since the 1960s, have succeeded in reversing further attrition and
preventing the languages from dying out completely. In New Zealand, new cohorts
of children are acquiring Maori as their first language again, partly as a result of the
establishment, since the early 1980s, of kobanga reo ‘language nests’, preschools
where all interactions are conducted in Maori and are focused on Maori activities.

Small, remote, and rural communities are particularly vulnerable to various forms
of encroachment from the outside, and to the dramatic consequences that such
dynamics can have for local languages and ways of speaking. Yet sometimes language
can turn out to be surprisingly resilient, as people can exploit all the potentialities of
language to resist encroachment and assert themselves. For example, Fijians from
rural northern Viti Levu engage in a form of ceremonial speech-making linked to a
prestation ritual called sevusevu, which, far from disappearing, is in fact becoming
more and more frequent (Brison 2001). While sevusevu is grounded in a cosmological
logic, villagers have begun to use it as a symbolic representation of certain versions of
village lifeways (characterized by consensus, sociality, and tradition), which they pitch
against the lifeways of Fijians from more powerful areas of the country, urban Fijians,
Fiji Indians, as well as complete outsiders such as tourists. Their local affirmation of a
ritualized form of language thus has multiple audiences, some more global than
others, and illustrates that outside forces can in fact anchor rather than obliterate
local forms of talk.

An even more dramatic case of language resilience and affirmation is that of
Rapanui, or Easter Island, which has experienced a dramatic social and cultural
history in the last 150 years (Makihara 1998, 2001). One of the most isolated islands
of the world, world-famous for its spectacular megalithic remains, Rapanui is today
inhabited by about 3,000 people, two-thirds of whom are of Polynesian descent, with
the remaining third being migrants of European descent from Chile, the nation-state
to which Rapanui is politically annexed. However, at the end of the nineteenth
century, Rapanui Islanders were literally on the verge of disappearing. Already
weakened by internal conflicts, the Rapanui population was, in the 1860s, targeted
by ““Blackbirders,” or slave raiders roaming the Pacific Islands in search of laborers for
guano harvesting fields and country estates in Peru. Survivors who managed to return
to the island also brought smallpox, with calamitous consequences. Between 1862
and 1877, the population reduced from over 4,000 to 110, and the islanders endured
further hardship during decades of ruthless military rule that Chile imposed on the
island from 1888, which lasted well into the mid-twentieth century.

While it is today impossible to reconstruct the exact mechanisms through which
Rapanui managed to survive as a language through the catastrophic events of the last
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century and a half, Makihara’s careful collage of historical materials and ethnographic
data on language and interaction in contemporary Rapanui society goes to some
length in providing clues on the dynamics involved. Today, everyone on the island is
bilingual in some form of Rapanui and some form of Spanish. However, the different
codes spoken on the island form a continuum, with Standard Chilean Spanish at one
end and at the other end Old Rapanui, which no one uses and few understand. In
between these extremes are various syncretic ways of speaking, whose structure is a
blend of the two languages (e.g., Rapanui phonology and syntax with Spanish
morphology and lexicon, with frequent codeswitching), and that are the most widely
used codes on the island. These syncretic codes play a crucial function: in the context
of the growing sense of ethnic identity among the Rapanui, in opposition to the
encroachment of the state and to immigration from the mainland, they serve as an in-
group code and a linguistic marker of this identity. Furthermore, the syncretic codes
have undermined the functional polarization that characterized the use of Rapanui
and Spanish in the past, the former being the language of domesticity and the latter
the language of public forums. Today, instead, Rapanui in its various forms permeates
all interactional contexts, and thus syncretism, far from undermining the local lan-
guage, has helped expand its functional range and boosted its vitality.

The success story for sociocultural continuity and language maintenance is
perhaps that of Pollap Atoll (formerly Pulap), a small atoll of Chuuk State in the
Caroline Islands and one of the least modernized islands of the area. Constructed in
reference to other Carolinians and yet not strongly politicized, identity in Pollap, in
sharp contrast to Gapun, is suffused with pride for a traditional order and for the
maintenance of conservative ways, which pays little heed to the other Carolinians’
stereotype of the Pollapese as backward and naive (Flinn 1990). Despite being
schooled in another language beyond primary education, despite the fact that their
language is not anointed as the symbol of an imagined national community, despite
the negative images of them that their neighbors harbor, the Pollapese continue
with their lifeways, including their language. It is probably the ties of language to
identity in its various forms that will save Pacific Island languages and ways of
speaking from disappearing, although these ties alone do not ensure that languages
survive.

NOTE

I thank Karen Brison, Alessandro Duranti, Juliana Flinn, Miki Makihara, and Donald Rubin-

stein for valuable comments on a draft of this chapter.

1 This chapter will say little more about the historical relationships among the languages of
the Pacific Islands or their structural characteristics, fascinating topics that others have
treated extensively elsewhere: Pawley and Ross (1993; eds., 1994) and Tryon (ed., 1995)
for the subgrouping and prehistorical dispersal of Austronesian languages in relation to
cultural history; Kirch (2000) for the archaeological history of the Pacific Islands; Foley
(1986, 2000) and Lynch, Ross, and Crowley (2001) for linguistic surveys of Papuan and
Oceanic languages respectively; Wurm and Hattori (eds., 1981-3) for a linguistic atlas of
the region; Wurm, Miihlhiusler, and Tryon (eds., 1996) for an atlas of contact languages in
the Pacific.
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6 The Value of
CHAPTER Linguistic
Diversity: Viewing
Other Worlds
through North
American Indian
Languages

Marianne Mithun

1 INTRODUCTION

When Europeans first arrived in North America, they found not just new kinds of
plants and animals, but also mental worlds they could never have imagined. The
languages they knew could not have prepared them to grasp the depth of the
linguistic differences to be found in the Americas, nor their import. American
languages presented new ways of delineating concepts from the flow of experience,
of organizing them, and of combining them into more complex ideas.

The newcomers certainly did not become aware of all of the languages of North
America at once. Probably the earliest written record of any North American lan-
guage is a wordlist recorded from an Iroquoian group living on the St. Lawrence
River near present Quebec City. These people, now known as the Laurentians, first
met the French explorer Jacques Cartier and his crew in 1534. A word from their
language, Canada ‘village’, has now become a place-name recognized throughout
the world. Soon afterward, from 1539 to 1543, Hernando de Soto traveled through
the Southeast. In 1542 Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo landed on the California coast, and
Martin Frobisher arrived on Baffin Island in the Arctic. But the French, Spanish,
Dutch, English, Danes, Swedes, and Russians who came to the New World, and their
descendants, continued to encounter new peoples in North America for over three
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centuries. Many California groups were still unknown to outsiders well into the
nineteenth century. Nearly 300 distinct, mutually unintelligible languages are now
known to have been spoken in North America at the time of first contact, and many
more have disappeared with little trace.

The depth of this diversity, the radical and complex ways in which these languages
differ from those of Europe and Asia and from each other, came to be appreciated
ever more gradually, a process that continues to this day. Many early explorers
collected valuable vocabulary lists, but they were in no position to conduct detailed
linguistic studies: they were seldom in one place for very long, were untrained for
such work, and had other responsibilities and interests. The missionaries who suc-
ceeded them typically spent longer periods of time in native communities, and in
many cases understood that the success of their endeavors would depend on their
ability to communicate in the local language. Their work resulted in records of many
languages, particularly translations of liturgical materials and dictionaries, and even
some grammars. But as awareness of the linguistic diversity grew, so did the realiza-
tion that languages were rapidly disappearing and should be documented without
delay. In 1787 Thomas Jefferson sent out a call for the collection of vocabularies all
over the continent. Lewis and Clarke took his questionnaire on their 1803-1806
expedition through the West. Unfortunately most of the vocabularies commissioned
by Jefferson have been lost, but the enterprise continued. Over the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries techniques for collecting material were refined. In 1820 John
Pickering, a Boston lawyer, devised a phonetic alphabet so that scribes might be
better equipped to cope with unfamiliar sounds in a consistent way. Transcription
conventions continued to be polished and were included in questionnaires or “‘sched-
ules” distributed to fieldworkers by the United States Bureau of Ethnology. The
schedules consisted of detailed lists of vocabulary in a variety of domains along with
some basic grammatical paradigms and sentences for translation.

The material collected on the schedules proved important for certain purposes, but
already by the late nineteenth century it was clear that more needed to be done.
The languages were spoken by people with cultures quite unlike those known to
Europeans. The central role of language in culture was clearly recognized by those
studying both, a fact that was to leave its mark on American scholarship. Franz
Boas, probably the most important figure in the shaping of North American anthro-
pology and linguistics, trained his students at Columbia University to focus on the
collection of culturally interesting texts, then base their grammars and dictionaries
on the speech represented in them. Boas realized, as did his students, particularly
Edward Sapir, that many of the most interesting features that differentiate languages
emerge only in natural, connected speech, and not in translations of isolated English
words and sentences. Translations tend to reveal primarily the kinds of categories,
distinctions, and patterns that the researcher is already expecting, particularly those
present in the contact language that provides the models for translations. The
grammars and grammatical sketches compiled by Boas, Sapir, and their students, in
separate volumes and in the Handbook of American Indian Languages (Boas 1911,
1922), show the remarkable leaps in insight possible when an understanding of
grammatical systems is based on speech in use. As Boas himself noted, capturing
natural speech, particularly conversation, at normal speed, with all of its prosodic
modulation, is nearly impossible with pen and paper alone. Even so, early researchers
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left remarkable records. But since the mid-twentieth century, the general availability
of tape recorders, video cameras, and computers has greatly expanded the kind of
documentation that is possible, and, accordingly, the kinds of questions that can be
addressed.

Boas also recognized the fact that all types of speech are not the same. In his
introduction to the inaugural issue of the International Journal of American Lin-
yuistics, he urged the documentation of a variety of genres.

Up to this time too little attention has been paid to the variety of expression and to the
careful preservation of diction. We have rather been interested in the preservation of
fundamental forms. Fortunately, many of the recorded texts contain, at least to some
extent, stereotyped conversation and other formulas, as well as poetical parts, which give
a certain insight into certain stylistic peculiarities, although they can seldom be taken as
examples of the spoken language . . . On the whole, however, the available material gives a
one-sided presentation of linguistic data, because we have hardly any records of daily
occurrences, every-day conversation, descriptions of industries, customs, and the like.
(1917:2)

Recognition of the extent and nature of the linguistic diversity in North America has
had a significant effect on the development of the disciplines of anthropology,
linguistics, and linguistic anthropology. For more than two centuries, scholarly
work has been directed at uncovering order in the apparent chaos. One direction of
inquiry has been genetic: untangling the origins of the languages and their relations
to each other. Another has been typological: investigating whether the languages vary
without limit, or fall into major types, perhaps definable in terms of some basic
features from which other characteristics follow. A third has been the exploration of
relations among language, thought, culture, and society.

2 THE GENETIC PICTURE

Near the end of the eighteenth century it was discovered that the histories of
languages could be reconstructed by comparing their modern forms. When words
from various languages of Europe and Asia were compared, recurring, systematic
correspondences were found (colon indicates lengthened vowel):

English  thirst English mother
Dutch dorst German Mutter
German  Durst Danish mor
Danish torst Old Irish  mathir
Gothic ga-thairsan Latin ma:ter
Latin torreo: Greek me-te:r
Greek tersomai Armenian  mayr
Armenian  Paramim Lithuanian mote
Sanskrit  trsyati Sanskrit mati:

Similarities among words in these languages are too pervasive and systematic to be
due to chance. It was realized that they must be inherited from a common ancestral
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language. All of the languages that have developed from the same parent language are
said to be genetically related and to constitute a language family. The languages above
belong to the Indo-European family. By comparing words in such languages, it is
possible to reconstruct vocabulary from their common ancestor. The word for thirst,
dry out’ in Proto-Indo-European, the language of the Indo-Europeans, is recon-
structed as *ters. As the original Indo-European speech community fragmented, and
subgroups went their separate ways, their languages evolved in different directions,
yielding the differences we see above.

It was noticed that similarities could also be observed among groups of
North American languages. The languages listed below, for example, share nu-
merous resemblances, even though their speakers generally cannot understand one
another.

‘five’ ‘room, house’
Mohawk wisk kanonhsa’
Oneida wisk kanubsa’®
Onondaga hwiks kanghsa:yg’
Susquehannock  wisck onusse
Cayuga hwis kangbso:t
Seneca wis kanghso:t
Laurentian onyscon canocha
Huron onyche annonchin
Wyandot wis yanghsa’
Tuscarora wisk unghseh
Nottoway whish onushay
Cherokee bi:ski khanvsuly’s

(Susquehannock, Laurentian, Huron, and Nottoway are no longer spoken. The
forms given here were written by explorers and missionaries in earlier times, so the
spelling differs more than the actual sounds. In the Laurentian and Huron forms, for
example, the French wrote ouy to represent wi.) The more one compares these
languages, the more systematic similarities one finds. All of these languages have
developed from a common ancestral language and belong to the same language
family, now called Iroquoian.

The collection and comparison of vocabularies culminated in a project undertaken
by Major John Wesley Powell to produce an exhaustive genetic classification of
the languages of North America. Powell established the Bureau of Ethnology
in 1879, which subsequently became the Bureau of American Ethnology. At the
Bureau, Powell assembled a team of scholars to collect data, primarily vocabulary,
and compare it. The result of the project was the 1891 Indian Linguistic Families
of America North of Mexico, a classification of the languages into over 50 families,
a scheme which stands, with minor revisions, to this day. Scholars continue to refine
the classification and search for possible deeper relations among language families.
Work also continues on reconstructing the ancestral languages, and on detect-
ing what these reconstructed languages might tell us about the cultures of their
speakers.
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3 THE VAST LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY

Though the basic genetic relations among North American languages are now
generally understood, the nature of the differences that distinguish the languages
are still being discovered and appreciated. We know that the words of one language
seldom correspond perfectly to those of another. In Mohawk, for example, an
Iroquoian language now spoken in Quebec, Ontario, and New York State, the
word otsthlwa’ is translated variously as English “fist’, ‘knot in a tree’; ‘doorknob’,
‘warclub’, ‘hockey puck’; ‘button’, ‘rhutabaga’, ‘radish’, ‘turnip’, ‘carrot’, ‘sledge
hammer’, ‘push button’, ‘pudding’, ‘pool ball’, ‘lump on the head’, and more. In
Navajo, an Athabaskan language of the Southwest, the word asaa’is translated ‘pot’,
qar’, ‘bowl’; ‘bucket’, ‘kettle’, or ‘drum’. In Central Alaskan Yup’ik, an Eskimo-Aleut
language of Alaska, the word ella is translated ‘outdoors’, ‘world’, ‘universe’, ‘sense’,
and ‘awareness’. Do these facts mean that Mohawk, Navajo, and Yup’ik speakers are
less discerning of detail than English speakers? Or perhaps, alternatively, that they are
more capable of generalization?

If we look a bit further we find numerous examples of exactly the reverse: in many
cases a single, general term in English has multiple translations in Mohawk, Navajo,
or Yup’ik. There is no general term for ‘animal’ in Mohawk, for example; wild animals
are referred to as kdrio and domestic animals as katshé:nen’ or -nabskw-. The ‘wild
animal’ term cannot be possessed, but the ‘domestic animal’ terms typically are:
akitshé:nen’, ‘my livestock, my pet’, wakendhskwaien ‘I have an animal, pet’.

Navajo is well known for its elaboration of vocabulary denoting kinds of actions
and states. There is no general term for ‘toss’ in Navajo; for tossing a small, round
object such as a stone, ball, loaf of bread, coin, or bottle, a verb based on the stem
-tne’is used; for tossing something amorphous in texture such as a loose wad of wool
or a bunch of hay, the stem -#joo/is used; for tossing wet, mushy matter like dough or a
wet rag, the stem -##¢¢’; for tossing a flat, flexible object such as a blanket, tablecloth,
bedsheet, towel, or sheet of paper, the stem-’ak; for tossing a slender, flexible object
such as a string of beads, piece of rope, belt, chain, or paired objects such as socks,
gloves, shoes, scissors, or pliers, or a conglomerate such as a set of tools, the unspeci-
fied contents of one’s pockets, the stem -#d¢£L; for tossing a stiff, slender object such
as a match, pencil, cigarette, stick of gum, broom, or rifle, or an animate object such as
an animal or a doll, the stem -#£’¢’ for tossing something bulky, massive, and heavy in
the form of a pack or load, such as a quiver of arrows or a medicine pouch, the stem
-y¢’; for tossing something in an open container such as a glass of water, bowl of soup,
dish of food, bucket of sand, box of apples, or dirt in a shovel, the stem -fkaad,; for a
conglomeration of objects that can be readily visualized, such as several books, eggs,
or boxes, the stem -7:/. These and additional examples of such richness are described
in detail in the 1987 Navajo dictionary by Young and Morgan.

Yup’ik contains no general term for ‘boot’, but speakers know a large number of
words for specific kinds of boots. In his 1984 dictionary, Jacobson lists nanilnguarag
‘short skin boot’, amirak ‘fishskin boot’, ayagcuun ‘thigh-high boot with fur on the
outside’, catquk ‘dyed sealskin boot’, ciugalek ‘tancy dyed sealskin boot with dark
fur over the shin’, igertag ‘sealskin boot with fur inside’, ivrarcuun ‘wading
boot’, ivruciq ‘waterproof skin boot’, atallyag ‘ankle-high skin boot’, kameksak
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‘ankle-high skin boot, house slipper’, galiruag ‘ankle-high skin boot for dress wear’,
piluguk ‘skin boot’, and both cap’akiq and sap’akiq for ‘manufactured boot or shoe’.
Additional terms are used in individual dialects.

Many words in these languages are neither more general nor more specific than
their English counterparts, but simply show different extensions of meaning and use.
The Mohawk noun root -nakskw- ‘domestic animal’ mentioned above is also used for
‘captive’, ‘slave’, and even, on occasion, ‘employee’. The Navajo verb stem -fzne’ for
tossing small, compact objects is also used for dropping, pounding, and chopping, all
actions causing small objects to move swiftly through the air. The Yup’ik noun
galiruag ‘ankle-high skin boot for dress wear’ is also used for ‘slipper’ and ‘sock’.
Of course the words of a language evoke for their speakers not just logical denota-
tions, but myriad subtle connotations as well, associated meanings that emerge from
the contexts in which they have been used and that color future patterns of use.

A word or stem in one language may have no single lexical counterpart in another
at all; the only translation might be a multi-word explanation. The Mohawk verb stem
-ont might be translated ‘put something into the oven’. The Navajo verb stem -tsppzis
translated by Young and Morgan ‘for something that has been previously inflated or
swollen to become flat and wrinkled upon deflation, as a car tire that loses its air’. The
Yup’ik verb stem mege- is translated by Jacobson ‘to not want to go back to one’s
undesirable former living situation’.

The discovery of each new language suggests in novel ways that the world is not
composed of a single set of inherent concepts, universally observable by all human
beings. Certain kinds of terms do recur in language after language, because there are
certain circumstances that are universal or nearly universal to the human condition.
But even these may hold some surprises. Mohawk does not contain a single, unitary
word for ‘water’. To refer to drinking water, or water added to soup, Mohawk
speakers use the term ohné-kanos, a complex expression meaning literally ‘cool liquid’.
To mention water as a location, as when a stone is in a puddle or river (but not just a
cup of water), a different complex word is used: awen:ke. There is, however, a simplex
verb root ‘be in water’: -o-.

Sometimes the elaboration of vocabulary in a particular domain correlates in an
obvious way with the importance of that domain in the life of speakers. English-
speaking carpenters, for example, have special vocabulary referring to their tools,
techniques, measurements, qualities of wood, and other aspects of their work. The
proliferation of terms for ‘boots’ in Yup’ik comes as no surprise. Yup’ik also has rich
vocabulary for kinds of seals. There are not only distinct words for different species of
seals, such as maklak ‘bearded seal’, but also terms for particular species at different
times of life, such as amirkaq ‘young bearded seal’, maklang ‘bearded seal in its first
year’, maklassuk ‘bearded seal in its second year’, and galrig ‘large male bearded seal
giving its mating call’. There are also terms for seals in different circumstances, such as
ugtag ‘seal on an ice-floe” and puga ‘surfaced seal’.

But differences among languages go far deeper than vocabulary. It is often stated
that anything that can be expressed in one language can ultimately be expressed in any
other. Yet there are differences in what speakers of different languages tend to say and
what they choose to say. Languages differ both in what they allow their speakers to
express quickly and easily, and what they require their speakers to specify.
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Many ideas expressed in a single word in certain North American languages can be
expressed only in long phrases or full sentences in languages like English.

(1) Mohawk: Watshenni:ne Sawyer, speaker (p.c.)
a. Aetewatena’taron:ni’ ‘I’m worried about it.”
b. Tewaka’nikonhvhare’ ‘We should make ourselves some cornbread.’

(2) Navajo: Dolly Hermes Soulé, speaker (p.c.)
a. Shanjiniya ‘He had come to visit me.’
b. Athaneiit’ansh ‘We’ll get together now and then.’

(3) Central Alaskan Yup’ik: Elena Charles, speaker (p.c.)
a. Uitaqagerciqutenqan ‘Will you stay for a short while?’
b. Atakenvitcanqant ‘He is not actually their natural father.”

When we see such long words, we know that they are likely to be built up of
smaller elements, called morphemes, each contributing a meaning of its own. The
elements of the words above can be seen below. The first line of each example shows
the word essentially as spoken. The second line shows the individual meaningful
parts (morphemes). The third line provides a gloss for each morpheme, that is, its
approximate meaning or grammatical function. The fourth line provides a literal
translation of each morpheme. The fifth line gives a free translation of the word as
a whole.

(1) Mohawk (Iroquoian family, Quebec): Watshenni:ne Sawyer, speaker
a. Aetewatena’taron:ni’
a-et-wa-ate-na’tar-onni-’
OPTATIVE-1.INCLUSIVE.AGENT-PLURAL-REFLEXIVE-bread-make- BENE-
FACTIVE.PERFECTIVE.ASPECT
should-you.all.and.I-self-bread-make-for
‘We should make ourselves some cornbread.’

b. Tewake’nikonhrhare’
te-wak-"nikonhr-har-’
DUPLICATIVE-1.SG.PATIENT-mind-hang-STATIVE
change-me-mind-hang-ing
‘It is hanging up my mind’ = ‘I’'m worried about it.’

(2) Navajo (Athabaskan family, Arizona): Dolly Hermes Soulé, speaker

a. Shanjiniya
sh-aa-ji-nii-ya
1.8G-t0-4.SG.SUBJECT-TERMINATIVE-one.walk. PERFECTIVE.ASPECT
me-to-he-to.point-went
‘He had come to visit me.’

b. Athanéiit’nnsh
a-t-ha-na-iid-’aash
RECIPROCAL-with-SERIATIVE-around-1.DUAL.SUBJECT-two.walk. PRO-
GRESSIVE

each.other-with-now.and.then-around-we.two-two.walking
‘We’ll get together now and then.’
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(3) Yup’ik (Eskimo-Aleut family, Alaska): Elena Charles, speaker
a. Uitaqagerciqutenqan
uita-qager-ciq-u-ten = qaa
stay-brieﬂy- FUTURE-INDICATIVE.INTRANSITIVE -2.SG =INTERROGATIVE
stay-briefly-will-x-you = ?
‘Will you stay for a short while?’

b. Atakenvitcanqant
ata-ke-nrite-yaaqe-a-at
father-have.as.own- NEGATIVE-actually-INDICATIVE. TRANSITIVE-3.PL/3.5G
father-have.as.own-not-actually-x-they,/him
‘He is not actually their natural father.’

One might wonder whether these are actually single words. Several considerations
indicate that they are. Most important are the intuitions of speakers. When asked to
repeat utterances word-by-word, they pronounce sequences like those above as single
units, whether or not they have ever written or read their languages. For the most
part, speakers are not conscious of the identity of the individual components of words
(unless of course they are trained linguists), because these components, or mor-
phemes, do not occur in isolation. They would not usually be able to isolate the
element which means ‘mind’ in (1b) above, or ‘actually’ in (3b), though they often
do know that these elements of meaning are contained in the word, and manipulate
the structures with dazzling skill to create new words.

Structures like the Mohawk Aetewatena’taron:ni’ are actually not exact equivalents
of English translations like ‘We should make ourselves some cornbread’. They offer
their speakers choices that are different from those offered by English. In the
Mohawk word, the notion ‘should’ is expressed by the prefix a-, a piece of the
word that cannot occur by itself. The notion ‘we’ is expressed by the prefix -etewa-,
another element that cannot occur by itself and would not even be recognized by
speakers in isolation. The bread is expressed in the morpheme -na’tar-, again a piece
of a word that never occurs by itself. But each of these ideas can also be expressed by
full, separate words in Mohawk. For ‘should’ one can also use the full verb enwa:ton
‘it is necessary’. There is an independent pronoun #:’% that means ‘I’ or ‘we’. The
language also contains an independent word for ‘bread’, kana:taro. Why would
languages preserve multiple ways of expressing the same idea? The answer is that
these modes of expression are not used in the same way. Speakers choose to express a
particular thought in one way or another according to their purpose at the time of
speech. Essentially, they select independent words to focus attention on or highlight
particularly pertinent information:

1% aetewatena’taron:ni’ ‘ We should make ourselves some bread.’

Of course such differences in patterns of usage emerge fully only when speakers are
speaking naturally, and their messages are embedded in larger linguistic and extra-
linguistic contexts.

The Mohawk, Navajo, and Yup’ik words above also differ from their English
translations in the specific distinctions speakers make. In the Mohawk Aetewatena’-
taron:ni’ ‘We should make ourselves some cornbread’, the prefix -ezewa- does not
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simply mean ‘we’. It specifies that there are three or more of us. If there were only
two, a dual pronominal prefix -eteni- would have been used instead. Both pronominal
prefixes -etewn- and -eteni- indicate something else not specified in the English ‘we’.
They are termed inclusive pronouns, because they specify that the hearer is included
(‘you and I’). An exclusive pronoun would have been used if the hearer were excluded
(‘they and I’). The pronominal prefix -etewa- makes still another distinction
not indicated in the English ‘we’. It is a grammatical agent pronoun, used to specify
that we will be actively instigating and controlling the process. Grammatical patient
pronouns are used in Mohawk for actions beyond our control, such as shivering or
sleeping. The effect of the choice between grammatical agent and patient
pronouns can be seen by comparing two verbs built on a compound stem seen earlier,
nikonbr-aksen, literally -mind-be.bad. With an agent pronoun, the verb is tewa’
nikonhraksen ‘we are evil-minded’. With a patient pronoun, it is ionkhi’nikonbraksen
‘we are sad’. As we can see, then, there is actually no exact Mohawk equivalent
to English ‘we’: Mohawk speakers must make all of the above distinctions in
order to speak at all.

In the Navajo example in (2a), Shaajiniiyd ‘He had come to visit me’, the subject
‘he’ is expressed in a pronominal prefix ji-. Unlike its English (or Mohawk) counter-
part, the Navajo ji- does not specify masculine gender. The same pronoun would be
used for a woman. It does show another distinction, however. It means literally
‘someone’ or ‘people’. It was used here by the speaker, Mrs. Soulé, as a token of
respect because she was referring to her father. Furthermore, this pronominal prefix
did not actually specify that just one person came: Mrs. Soulé would have used the
same prefix to refer to both of her parents together. It is still clear from this word that
only one person came, however. This is because the verb is built on the root -ya’ ‘for
one person to go’. An entirely different verb root would be used for two people
walking somewhere together: -@azh. Walking alone, walking in pairs, and walking in a
larger group, are portrayed in Navajo as different kinds of actions, worthy of different
labels.

As can be seen from these examples, different languages allow speakers to specify
different things with ease. We can certainly distinguish inclusive from exclusive first
person in English if we wish: “You and I should make ourselves some cornbread’ or
“They and I should make ourselves some cornbread’. We can distinguish two from
more than two: ‘We two will get together now and then’ or “We all will get together
now and then.” But we generally do not, because English does not require us to and it
is easier not to. Mohawk speakers always do, because they must in order to speak
grammatically. Languages may not limit what their speakers can say, but they can
differ in what they require, which can ultimately affect what their speakers tend to say,
and, in turn, what they tend to hear.

Even where languages do not require their speakers to make certain distinctions,
they may facilitate them. If languages are compared only through the ways in which
their speakers translate English sentences, many of these more subtle differences do
not emerge. In many North American languages, for example, speakers routinely
specify the source and reliability of the information they pass on. As George Charles, a
Yup’ik speaker, was describing the adventures of two hunters, he made the remark in
(4). In English this information might have been rendered ‘and they caught a small
bird’. The Yup’ik contains a bit more.



130 MARIANNE MITHUN

(4) Yup’ik: George Charles, speaker (p.c.)
yaqulcurmek-lin-gang,
yaqulek-cuar-mek = llu = gguq
bird-DIMINUTIVE-ABLATIVE.SG = also = HEARSAY
and a small bird, they say
‘and, it seems,

pitellinilutek taukuk ...
pi-te-llini-lu-tek tauku-k
thing-catch-apparently- SUBORDINATIVE-3.DUAL that. RESTRICTIVE-DUAL
they two apparently caught game those two

those fellows apparently caught a small bird.’

Because he was told about this event by someone else, Mr. Charles included the
hearsay ending = gguq ‘they say’ after the first word of the clause. Furthermore, since
he did not witness the event directly, he qualified the verb ‘they caught game’ with
the suffix -/ini- ‘apparently’. Such attention to the source and certainty of infor-
mation can be seen in a number of North American communities. Hearsay markers,
specifying that the information came from another person, are very common. Many
languages contain additional markers, indicating, for example, direct personal wit-
ness, auditory evidence, general knowledge, inference, speculation, and more. Such
markers are termed evidentials.

The brief passage in (4) illustrates another set of distinctions that pervade Yup’ik
speech but are barely reflected in English. The demonstrative pronoun taunkuk ‘those’
specifies that the hunters were not immediately adjacent to the speaker and that they
were two in number (with the dual suffix -£); it also indicates that they were
stationary, localized in one spot, and visible. The Yup’ik demonstrative system
encodes an elaborate set of distinctions, beautifully described by Jacobson (1984:
653-62). Yup’ik terms corresponding to English #his, that, these, those distinguish not
only sets of one, two, and three or more entities, and those that are near the speaker
from those further away, but also entities that are up above, upslope, down below,
downriver or toward an exit, inside or upriver, outside, over something, or across
something. Cross-cutting all of these categories is another distinction among what
are termed restricted, extended, and obscured entities and areas. Restricted demonstra-
tives are used for persons, objects, or areas that are in sight and are restricted in size
and range of motion: those that can be viewed fully in a single glance. They are used
to pinpoint specific locations: ‘right here’; ‘right there’. Extended demonstratives, by
contrast, refer to persons, objects, or areas that are in sight and are longer than they
are high or wide, those that cover a broad expanse, or those moving from one place to
another: entities that require shifting views to see. They are also used for general,
vague areas: ‘around here’, ‘somewhere around there’. Obscured demonstratives
refer to entities or areas that are not clearly perceptible.

4 JIMPLICATIONS OF THE DIFFERENCES

The differences in vocabulary and grammar we have seen here are only small samples
of the kinds of differences to be discovered among languages. Such discoveries have
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been a continuing source of wonder to anthropologists and linguists, and have raised
intriguing questions about potential relationships among language and the thoughts
and lives of speakers. For many scholars, these questions have provided the primary
stimulus for the study of languages: language is seen as a key to the mind. While we
may not be able to observe mental categories and structures directly, it has been
hoped that the categories and structures observable in languages might provide some
reflection of them, revealing both universal human cognitive structures and areas of
possible variation across cultures. Other scholars, concerned with academic rigor,
have deemed the investigation of relations among language, thought, and culture
inherently unscientific and consequently unworthy of study. Since thought is not
directly observable, it is impossible to demonstrate correlations between mental and
linguistic structures. Even if correlations could be shown, it would be impossible to
establish the directionality of causation. If we find differences among languages, can
we conclude that these differences shape the thoughts of their speakers, or that
differences in thought and culture have shaped the languages?

These issues remain controversial today, with opinions to some extent a matter of
personal taste, to some extent a matter of academic discipline. Some see the primary
goal of the study of language as uncovering fundamental, universal principles
common to all languages, principles that might help us define the essence of being
human. For such scholars, differences among languages are generally viewed as minor
and accidental, of little academic interest. For others, the differences are what make
the study of languages enlightening and worthwhile. In his introduction to Linguistic
Anthropology: A Reader, Duranti provides a fine discussion of the kinds of inferences
that have been drawn from the differences to be found among languages:

One possible inference from these observations on linguistic diversity was that languages
are arbitrary systems and one cannot predict how they will classify the world (linguistic
relativism). Another inference was that languages would develop distinctions and cat-
egories that are needed to deal with the reality surrounding the people who speak them
(linguistic functionalism). A third inference was that the different conceptual systems
represented in different languages would direct their speakers to pay attention to
different aspects of reality, hence, language could condition thinking (linguistic relativ-
ity). (2001: 11)

These inferences are certainly not incompatible; they are held to varying degrees by
substantial proportions of anthropologists, linguists, and especially linguistic anthro-
pologists. As progress has been made in our understanding of the forces that shape
the development of languages, it has become possible to examine such issues more
productively.

Both vocabulary and grammar can be observed to develop through certain recur-
ring processes. In some cases we can still see the resources used by speakers to create
the vocabulary they have needed. The Yup’ik term amirkag ‘young bearded seal’,
for example, was built on the noun amig ‘pelt, skin’ with the suffix -kag ‘raw
material for, future’, a combination meaning literally ‘raw material for a pelt’. The
term qalrig ‘large male bearded seal giving its mating call’ was derived from the verb
galrir- ‘to cry out, shriek’. The term ugtaq ‘seal on an ice-floe” was derived from
the verb ugte- ‘to climb up onto the top of something’. Puga ‘surfaced seal” was



132 MARIANNE MITHUN

created from the verb puge- ‘come to the surface, emerging halfway’. All of these
words, amirkaq, qalriq, ugtaq, and puga now have lives of their own; they are not
simply descriptions, but labels in their own right, much like English screwdriver.
Often, of course, the resources originally used by speakers to create terms are barely
discernible after some time has passed. The terms makiang ‘bearded seal in its first
year’ and maklassuk ‘bearded seal in its second year’ were apparently derived from the
noun maklak ‘bearded seal’, but the suffixes are no longer identifiable. The origins of
many more words, including the basic maklak ‘bearded seal’, are completely lost in
the shadows of time: they are now simply unanalyzable units.

New words can be brought into the language as needed in other ways as well. Some
terms are created by extending the original meaning of a word to new uses, often
metaphorically or metonymically. The Mohawk verb root -ont ‘put into the oven’
originally meant ‘attach at one end’, a meaning that it also retains today. At a certain
point it came to be used for attaching a pot to a hook or other support over the fire.
With repeated use, it took on the added meaning ‘put over the fire’. When ovens
became a part of daily life, the verb was extended further to refer to putting food into
the oven to bake. The Yup’ik noun teq is used for both ‘anus’ and ‘sea anemone’.
Apparently one took its name from its resemblance to the other. The noun teru is
used for both ‘foot of bed or bedding area’ and ‘bed partner who sleeps with his body
heading in the opposite or perpendicular direction’. The noun tepa is used for ‘odor’,
‘aroma’, and ‘aged fish head’.

Sometimes new words are acquired from other languages. North American com-
munities have varied in their receptiveness to outside influences. In some, there is
strong resistance to the adoption of foreign terms, while in others, words from other
languages are pervasive. In some areas there was already a long tradition of multilin-
gualism well before Europeans arrived, sometimes associated with extensive intermar-
riage among small communities, sometimes associated with trade. Yup’ik, for
example, contains identifiable words from a number of neighboring languages
(Jacobson 1984: 681-9). The Yup’ik caguyaq ‘conical wooden hat’ comes from
Aleut chaxudax ‘visor’; nuumiq ‘porcupine’ comes from Koyukon Athabaskan
noona;, tupiqg’wyaq ‘tent’ comes from Inupiaq tupig. Terms for introduced items
or concepts are often borrowed from the languages of those who bring the items
or concepts. The Mohawk spoken in Quebec contains some nouns from French, such
as timoton ‘sheep’ (from des moutons), rasos ‘gravy’ (from la sauce), and terentso
‘quarter’ (from tremte sows). Navajo contains some nouns from Spanish, such as
béegashii “cattle’ (from vacas), beeso ‘money’ (from peso), and damy ‘Sunday’ (from
domingo). Yup’ik contains nouns from Russian, such as kass’zq ‘Whiteman, priest’
(from kazak ‘Cossack’), angel ‘angel’ (from Russian angel), and kuuvviag ‘coffee’
(from kofe). The borrowed terms in a language can tell us not only who speakers have
interacted with, but also something of the nature of their interaction.

The words in a language provide a record of the concepts speakers have considered
nameworthy. They can also indicate how speakers have related these concepts logic-
ally to others. Mohawk contains many verb stems formed by noun—verb compound-
ing, also called noun incorporation. The verb stem meaning ‘to cook’, for example, is
actually a compound, -kbw-onni, literally ‘meal-make’. The verb ‘to sing’ is also a
compound, -7enn-ot, literally ‘song-stand’, that is ‘to stand up a song’. A variety of



THE VALUE OF LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY 133

noun stems appear in such compounds, but a substantial number of Mohawk com-
pound verbs contain one of three noun roots: -’nikonbr- ‘mind’, -in’t- ‘body’, or
-ribw- ‘idea’.

Verbs incorporating the noun -’nikonkr- ‘mind’ generally denote events and states
that affect people mentally:

(5) Mohawk verbs with incorporated -’nikonhr- ‘mind’

nikonhr-aksen ‘mind-be.bad’ = ‘be sad’
“’nikonhr-iio ‘mind-be.good’ = ‘be patient’
nikonhr-o’kt ‘mind-run.out’ = ‘give up’
nikonbr-abnirat ‘mind-strengthen’ = ‘encourage’
~’nikonhr-otako ‘mind-unstand’ = ‘tempt’
nikonhr-aienta’ ‘mind-receive’ = ‘understand’
-’nikonhr-atsha’ni ‘mind-fear’ = ‘be brave’
“’nikonhr-atsi’io ‘mind-weak’ = ‘be cowardly’

nikonbr-en’ ‘mind-fall’ = ‘be depressed’

Verbs incorporating the noun -ia’t- ‘body’ generally denote events and states that
affect animate beings physically:

(6) Mohawk verbs with incorporated -7a’¢- ‘body’

-in’t-ata’ ‘body-put.in’ = ‘bury someone’
-ia’t-enhawi ‘body-carry’ = ‘carry someone’
-in’t-abset ‘body-hide’ = ‘hide someone’
-ia’t-obseronkw- ‘body-caress’ = ‘caress someone’
-ia’t-ishonbkw ‘body-shake’ = ‘shiver’

-in’t-aken ‘body-see’ = ‘be visible’
-in’t-ienen’ ‘body-fall’ = ‘“fall down’
-i’t-ionni ‘body-extend’ = ‘be stretched out’
-ia’t-itabkhe’ ‘body-move’ = ‘ride’

-ia’t-abton ‘body-disappear’ = ‘getlost’

Some verbs that began as descriptions of physical effects of events or states on people
have come to be used metaphorically. The verb -ia’t-abton ‘body-disappear’, for
example, with middle voice -az- ‘self’, means ‘get lost’, but the same verb is also
used if a person is not following a discussion or becomes confused.

Verbs containing the incorporated noun -7ibw- ‘idea’ often denote abstract events:

(7) Mohawk verbs with incorporated -7ihw- ‘idea’

-ribw-abnirat ‘idea-tighten’ = ‘prove’

-ribw-isak ‘idea-seek’ = ‘investigate’

-ribw-ativont ‘idea-stretch’ = ‘discuss’ (with DUPLICATIVE)
-rilw-atibentho ‘idea-pull’ = ‘recall, remember’

-ribw-isa’ ‘idea-finish’ = ‘decide, promise’

-ribw-aketsko ‘idea-raise’ = ‘bring up (for discussion)’
-ribw-anonianibt ‘idea-overdo’ = ‘exaggerate’

-ribw-onni ‘matter-make’ = ‘cause’

-ribw-atorat ‘news-hunt’ = ‘gossip’
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Like other word-formation processes, incorporation allows speakers to create terms for
specific expressive needs. These terms are vocabulary items in their own right, with
specific meanings associated with the functions for which they were created and the
circumstances in which they are used. The meaning may not be precisely equivalent to
those of their parts. This noun -7iw- has developed a range of abstract meanings,
including not only ‘idea’ but also ‘matter, affair, cause, news, word’, and more,
depending on the compound in which it occurs. The stem -rzbhw-atorat, literally ‘idea-
hunt’, is used specifically to describe one who is a gossip, that is, always looking for news.

The lists of verbs above constitute only a small sample of the verbs in the language
created by incorporating nouns for ‘mind’, ‘body’, and ‘idea’. This process has left its
mark on a significant portion of the vocabulary of the language: it has resulted in an
explicit classification of many events and states into those with mental, physical, and
abstract effects.

All of these means of developing vocabulary for new concepts, deriving new words,
extending old words to new uses, and adopting terminology from other languages,
illustrate the fact that languages are adaptable to the needs of their speakers. It is easy
to see the cultural foundation of the Yup’ik proliferation of seal and boot terms, and
the processes which underlie its development. As we would expect, there is similar
richness in terms for kinds of fish and for hunting, trapping, and fishing techniques
and equipment. The same processes underlie the development of lexical elaboration
in other, more abstract domains. Speakers create vocabulary to name concepts they
recognize as nameworthy and want to discuss. The new creations gain a place in the
language only through use.

Grammatical distinctions and categories develop in languages through somewhat
similar processes. Distinctions expressed the most often by speakers eventually come
to be generalized. With repeated use comes abbreviation or erosion of form. We can
see such erosion in progress with the English future markers. The originally separate,
full verb will is now generally reduced in natural speech to just a slight /at the end of
pronouns and nouns: I’/ go. The originally separate phrase be going to, as in I am
qoing to eat, has lost its concrete sense of travelling by foot to another location for a
particular activity, to indicate simply an impending situation: I am going to be hungry.
With the routinization has come erosion of the form: ’mna eat. Such processes,
sometimes referred to as grammaticalization, may take place gradually over centuries,
but in some cases we can still see their traces even in North American languages.
Among the many grammatical morphemes of Mohawk is an instrumental suffix -blw
‘with’. The verb root -hiaton, for example, means ‘write’. If the instrumental suffix is
added to this root, a new verb stem is formed, meaning ‘write with’:

(8) Mohawk instrumental suffix -bkw ‘with’
a. khid:tonbs
k-hiaton-hs
1.SG.AGENT-write-IMPERFECTIVE
‘T write (it)’

b. khiatonbkhwa’
k-hiaton-hkw-ha’
1.SG.AGENT-write-INSTRUMENTAL-IMPERFECTIVE
‘T write with it.”
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The instrumental suffix -bkw is pervasive in Mohawk. It is used to form words for

objects based on verbal descriptions of their uses:

(9) Mohawk instrumental -4kw in use

iehintonbkhwa’ ‘one writes with it’ = ‘pen, pencil’
iontekhwakon’onbstabkhwa’  ‘one makes food tasty with it’ = ‘ketchup’
ienonbsohare’tablkhwa’ ‘one floor-washes with it’ = ‘mop’
ienon’tawerontabkhwa’ ‘one pours milk with it’ = ‘milk pitcher’
ietsi’tsavahkhwa’ ‘one puts flowers in with it’ = ‘vase’
ionnitskarahlkhwa’ ‘one fixes a place to lie down with it” = ‘sheets’
iontenawirohare’tabklwa’  ‘one tooth-washes with it’ = ‘toothbrush’
tontenonhsa’tariba’tabklwa’ ‘one heats the house with it’ = ‘heater’
ionthahri’tabkbwa’ ‘one plays with it’ = ‘toy’
iontkonhsohare’tahkhwa’ ‘one face-washes with it’ = ‘face cloth’
teiehtharahkbwa’ ‘one talks with it’ = ‘telephone’
teionvahsi’tahrabkhwa’ ‘one sets one’s feet up with it’ = ‘footstool’
iehwistarabklwa’ ‘one inserts money with it’ = ‘wallet’
tehatitstenbrotablkhwa’ ‘they stand stones with it’ = ‘cement’
inkehinhrahkhwa’ ‘one remembers with it’ = ‘souvenir’

The same suffix appears in names of places with identifiable functions, usually pre-

ceded by the particle zsz “at, where’:

(10a) Mohawk instrumental -#kw in names for places
tsi ionterennaientabkhwa’
‘at one lays down prayers/songs with it’ =
‘the place one prays with’

tsi ieiontskahonbkhwa’
‘the place one dines with’

tsi iehwistaientabklwa’
‘the place one lays money with’

tsi tesonttsibkwa’ekstabkinva’

‘the place one puck strikes with, one uses to play hockey’

tsi ietsenhaientabkbwa’
‘the place one lays the fire with, holds council’

tsi inkenheion’taientablbwa’
‘the place one lays the dead with’

tsi sontatia’tahrabkbwa’
‘the place one lays bodies with’

We can still discern the origin of the instrumental suffix

= ‘church’

= ‘restaurant’

= ‘bank’

= ‘arena’

= ‘council office’

= ‘hospital’

= ‘funeral home’

~hlw. It has developed

from a verb root meaning ‘pick up’ which has survived into the modern language.
(The duplicative prefix ze- below marks the change of position of the object

lifted.)



136 MARIANNE MITHUN

(10b) Origin of the Mohawk instrumental suffix -bkw
tekehkhwa’
te-ke-hkw-ha’
DUPLICATIVE-l.SG.AGENT-IZiCk.u[}-IMPERFECTIVE
‘I pick it up, lift it.

It is easy to see how the verb root evolved into an instrumental suffix. People typically
pick up an instrument before using it. Such statements as ‘He picked up the knife and
cut’ are common. From such a statement it is easy to infer that the knife was the
instrument of the cutting. In languages with extensive compounding, speakers form
compound verbs for such recurring events: ‘pick.up-cut’, or in the case of Mohawk,
‘cut-pick.up’. At an earlier stage in its development, Mohawk allowed compounding
of this type. The compounding was the first step in the development of the verbal
suffixes.

Navajo has some relatively young verbal prefixes whose origins in full words can
still be traced as well. The prefix ’a’4- marks action into a hole or burrow. (The second
syllable is automatically lengthened before the final syllable of verbs.)

(11) Navajo prefix ’a’g- ‘into a hole’

‘a’gg-thizh ‘I fell into a hole’ (yettizh ‘1 fell down”)
a’da-shna’ ‘I crawled into a hol¢’

a’dg-manz ‘I rolled into a hole’

‘a’gg-lyo’ ‘I pushed him into a hole’

’a’da-tmanz ‘I rolled it into a hole’

‘w’dg-lwod ‘It ran into a hole’

Young and Morgan trace this prefix to the word ’2’dan ‘hole, burrow’, which still
survives in the modern language as a noun. Another prefix, #aa-, indicates that an
event or state pertains to war or an enemy. This prefix is traced to the noun anaa
‘war’. The prefix Ze- ‘into the ashes’ is traced to the noun feeh “dirt, soil’.

In some cases it is still easy to see how the grammar has developed to meet the
particular expressive needs of speakers. Yup’ik contains a suffix -z7- that can be added
to nouns for body parts to create verbs meaning ‘have cold X’:

(12) Yup’ik suffix -#7- ‘have cold...’
a. ciutairtun
ciuta-ir-tu-a
car-cold- INTRANSITIVE.INDICATIVE-1.5G
‘I have cold ears, my ears are cold.’

b. itgairtun
it’ga-ir-tu-a
nose-cold- INTRANSITIVE.INDICATIVE-1.SG
‘I have a cold nose, my nose is cold.’

There is a suffix -ssu»-, which is added to nouns for game or other food or food-
catching equipment, which means ‘hunt’, ‘hunt for’, or ‘check’:
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(13) Yup’ik suffix -ssur- ‘hunt, hunt for, check’
a. tuntussurtug
tuntu-ssur-tu-q
caribou-hunt- INTRANSITIVE.INDICATIVE-1.8G
‘he is caribou-hunting’

b. kuvyassurtug
kuvyassur-tu-q
net-check-INTRANSITIVE.INDICATIVE-1.SG
‘he is fishnet-checking’

Of course most grammatical morphemes are less concrete in meaning and less
transparently related to elements of the physical environment. With age, grammatical
categories and distinctions tend to become increasingly abstract, as speakers extend
them to more contexts and metaphorical uses.

We can see that both vocabulary and grammatical categories emerge out of language
use: from the ideas that speakers choose to express the most often, the concepts they
choose to name and refer to, the distinctions they choose to note. In this way, thought
and culture can be seen to shape language. It is of course important to remember that
linguistic categories do not necessarily match the conceptual, cultural, and social
categories of speakers at any particular moment. The languages inherited by children
are intricate structures that have evolved, piece by piece and step by step, through
centuries and even millennia of use. And they continue to evolve at every moment.

The relationship between language on the one hand and thought, culture, and
society on the other is by no means unidirectional. One of the most formative cultural
experiences is learning language. As children acquire their first language, they learn
concepts for which their language provides vocabulary. They learn distinctions they
must observe if they are to speak grammatically. They also learn what to say in
particular situations (see Kulick and Schieffelin, this volume). Such learning is not
necessarily limiting: languages, by their nature, are open-ended, allowing speakers to
express things they have never heard, and even to introduce changes to the system.

5 LANGUAGE IN CULTURE AND SOCIETY

Language has other kinds of cultural and social roles as well, and these are of special
interest to linguistic anthropologists. Language serves as a powerful tool for creating,
maintaining, and celebrating culture and social relationships. An important focus of
linguistic anthropology has been the uses to which languages are put by their
speakers, both consciously and unconsciously.

Most languages exhibit a variety of speech styles, used in different settings and for
different purposes. We are fortunate that there is a wealth of narrative material from
North American languages on record. The fact that the study of language and culture
in North America developed together for the most part, out of the same scholarly
tradition, meant that each was documented as a part of the other, by scholars
interested in both. The narrative texts that exist, however, represent only a shadow
of the verbal art that was and still is in use. Boas recognized the difficulty of capturing
the essence of this art: “The slowness of dictation that is necessary for recording texts
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makes it difficult for the narrator to employ that freedom of diction that belongs to
the well-told tale, and consequently an unnatural simplicity of syntax prevails in most
of the dictated texts’ (1917: 1). He was aware of the richness that could not be
captured:

As yet, nobody has attempted a careful analysis of the style of narrative art as practised by
the various tribes. The crudeness of most records presents a serious obstacle for this
study, which, however, should be taken up seriously. We can study the general structure
of the narrative, the style of composition, of motives, their character and sequence; but
the formal stylistic devices for obtaining effects are not so easily determined. (1917: 7)

Over the past century, better documentation of verbal art has become possible, and
with it has come a fuller appreciation of the powerful and intricate rhetorical skills of
gifted narrators. But at the same time, as English has come to replace the traditional
languages in many contexts, and evening entertainment has shifted from story-telling
to television, such highly developed art and the artists who create it have become
scarcer.

A number of North American peoples have magnificent, elaborate traditions of
ceremonial oratory. For a variety of reasons, some practical, some out of respect for
privacy, there are fewer records of ritual speech than of narrative. In many cases,
future generations may consider these among the most important aspects of their
heritage. But these traditions can be among the most fragile, since their performance
requires exceptional oratorical skill unless they are simply learned by rote. They can
disappear well before the language itself. Many communities are currently facing
decisions about the most effective and appropriate way to preserve them and pass
them on.

Many North American languages contain special speech styles used to or by
particular groups of people. Often special vocabulary and even grammar are used in
addressing one’s elders, particularly in-laws (if they are addressed at all). Special
vocabulary and grammar are used with young children and pets, as in many cultures
throughout the world, and among some groups, intricate patterns of sound alterna-
tions are used as well. Of special interest are distinct styles of speech used by men and
women in some communities, or to men and women. In some languages of the
Siouan family, the different styles are signaled simply by a syllable or two added to the
ends of statements, questions, and commands. In Yana of California, they involve
pervasive differences in the sounds of most words. In some languages the men’s
forms can be seen to be basic and older; in others the women’s forms are more basic.
In still others, the two styles are simply different. Careful examination of extended
speech has revealed, however, that the different forms are rarely simple gender
markers. Examining everyday interaction in Lakhota, a Siouan language, Trechter
(forthcoming) has found that the forms originally identified as male speech actually
signal a kind of authority, and accordingly are used by women in positions of power
and avoided by men out of deference. Describing Yana, Sapir (1929) noted that the
men’s forms were used only by men speaking to men. More recently Luthin (1991)
discovered that the two styles were not purely indicators of sex, but rather of level of
formality. The men’s forms expressed reserve. They were used not only among men
but also in formal public speaking and by men speaking to their mothers-in-law.
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Issues of language use can have special consequences in multilingual societies.
Patterns of language choice were surely important factors in interaction before
European contact. In some areas, such as the West, there was a long tradition of
relatively stable multilingualism because communities were small and intermarriage
was common. People expected to learn their mother’s language, their father’s lan-
guage, and the language of their spouse, which might or might not be the same.
Issues of language use became more critical with the arrival of Europeans. In some
areas, this contact resulted in the sudden decimation or destruction of communities
by massacre or epidemic. The deaths of so many speakers resulted in the demise of
large numbers of languages, about which little will ever be known. In more recent
times, languages have been fading due to language shift, as they are spoken in fewer
and fewer contexts and by fewer and fewer speakers. Some shift has been forced, some
voluntary. National government and church organizations, in attempts to integrate
native people into mainstream society, shipped children off to boarding schools at an
early age, where they were punished for speaking their mother tongues. Many
returned knowing only English. Those who did remember their first language
vowed not to teach it to their children, hoping to spare them the pain they themselves
had suffered. Nevertheless, there are still numerous communities with successful
bilinguals, individuals skillful in both their traditional language and that of the
outside society, speakers who can exploit the vast linguistic resources they control
to great effect. A few communities are predominantly bilingual in this way, as in
Greenland. Many others contain lively groups of talented bilingual speakers, but
children are no longer following in their footsteps. Most contain fewer bilingual
speakers every year. In fact the magnificent linguistic diversity and richness of North
America is disappearing at an alarming rate, as speakers use their traditional languages
in ever fewer contexts, and ever fewer children learn them at all. Ironically, as the
languages are disappearing, respect for them and the cultures they represent has
become more widespread, both within local communities and outside. Their value
as markers of identity has grown, at a time when skill in their use is disappearing.

It is estimated that no more than one or two dozen of the nearly 300 languages
spoken in North America 500 years ago will survive another century. The disappear-
ance of these languages, sometimes by force, sometimes by choice, is a tremendous
loss. Each represents centuries of development, shaped by patterns of expression of
generations of speakers. For the descendants of these speakers, their disappearance
means the loss of the center of their intellectual, cultural, and social heritage. For all
of us, the disappearance of this magnificent diversity deprives us of opportunities to
witness and celebrate alternative creations of the human mind, alternative ways of
making sense of experience and passing it on.
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7 Variation in Sign
CHAPTER Languages

Barbara LeMaster and Leila
Monaghan

1 INTRODUCTION

The term “‘sign language” refers to a signed language performed in a three-
dimensional space, using hands, face, and body rather than speech, that is understood
through vision rather than through hearing. Typically, sign languages emerge among
groups of deaf people who need to communicate in a language not dependent on
sound. Some hearing groups, however, have also developed sign languages or sign
systems of their own such as the signing used by Australian Aboriginal women in
mourning (Kendon 1988) or Plains Indian signing (Farnell 1995). Sign languages
also differ from the gestures used with most speech (see Haviland, this volume). This
chapter will focus on the sign languages of deaf people.

Variation is a key theme throughout this chapter. We begin by outlining the kinds
of variations present in sign languages and deal with two common myths about sign
languages, first, that there is a universal sign language and, second, that sign language
is just spoken language on the hands; then we discuss how sign languages have been
influenced by literacy. In sections 2 and 3, we present a more general discussion of
how sign languages are related to d/Deaf identity, community, and culture as well as
to variations due to region, age, gender, cthnicity, and social setting (with “‘deaf™
referring to audiological and “Deat” to cultural notions of deafness). In section 4, we
consider the work in linguistic anthropology on sign languages and Deaf culture. Key
themes include socialization practices in Deaf communities, development of and
changes within d/Deaf communities, and sign variation and d/Deaf identities.
Finally, we review the kinds of variation possible.

1.1 Myth 1: Sign language is universal

Many people unfamiliar with sign languages believe there is only one way of signing
for all deaf people. This is a common misconception. Sign languages are not universal,
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and they are not universal for the same kinds of reasons that spoken languages are not
universal. Geographical, national, political, and social boundaries can separate people
by the sign languages they use. Sometimes the differences can be great, as in the
differences between whole sign languages, for example, as between Japanese, British,
Thai, and American signed languages.'

Despite there being no one universal sign language, there are situations in which
one can speak of international sign languages. As with the spoken language Esper-
anto, ““‘Gestuno,” or “‘international signing’ (as it is now called), is an invented
communication system intended for international use. The World Federation of the
Deaf’s Unification of Signs Commission accepted the signs of Gestuno. The most
recent and extensive dictionary was published in 1975 and has 1,470 signs. Inter-
preters and officials at international meetings and sporting events most commonly
use it. With the unification of Europe, a European lingua franca is developing among
European deaf people. Some people are calling this kind of signing ““international
signing”” as well.

Although sign language is not universal, there is something about its nature that
enables deaf people to seemingly communicate across language boundaries with
other deaf signers more easily than hearing people seem to be able to do with each
other. Deaf people improvise, gesture, pantomime, using whatever works, to establish
a foundation for communication (Allsop, Woll, and Brauti 1995). Perhaps it is not as
much the nature of signing that enables them to do this, but deaf people’s practice
communicating across language barriers while living in a mostly hearing, non-signing
world.

Although not an international language, American Sign Language (ASL), similar
to the English language, has had a widespread influence on the world and is often
used as a lingua franca elsewhere. There are a number of reasons for this. ASL is the
language of the world’s largest organized Deaf community, and many Deaf people
from throughout the world come to visit the United States. Also, Americans did
much of the earliest research on sign languages and deaf communities making infor-
mation about ASL available worldwide. Furthermore, there has been prolonged and
extensive contact among American deaf people and deaf people from many other
nations throughout the world. Prolonged and extensive contact with ASL by inter-
national deaf people can lead to adoption of ASL as a second language, and familiarity
with American Deaf culture by non-American Deaf people. It also can lead to contact
varieties of sign languages. ASL has also had a heavy influence on the educational
language in many countries outside of the USA through exportation by missionaries
and others, or through importation by local educators. For example, some Nigerian
deaf schools use ASL in the classroom (Schmaling 2003), and some deaf Thai schools
use an ASL-influenced version of their local sign language (Woodward 2003).

1.2 Myth 2: Sign language is signed spoken language

Another myth about sign languages is that they are the same language as the spoken
language of their broader community, just done on the hands and face. This is not
true. Actual sign languages have grammars that differ markedly from spoken lan-
guages in contact with them. In fact, countries which use (essentially) the same
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spoken language do not necessarily have mutually intelligible sign languages. The
sign languages used in the United States, England, and the Republic of Ireland, for
example, are quite different from each other. Sign languages do not develop
according to the grammatical rules of the spoken languages of their communities.
Instead, they have their own complex morphology, phonology, syntax, and semantic
rules which sometimes differ markedly from the grammars of spoken languages with
which they are in contact.

What complicates recognition of sign languages as wholly different from spoken
languages are the kinds of contact signing that emerge as a direct result of the intense
contact between signed and spoken languages within a given community. Signers
represent a linguistic minority in a sea of spoken language users. Furthermore, the
majority of deaf children (90 percent) are born into hearing homes with no history of
deafness (Schein and Delk 1974). Therefore, the majority of deaf children are
continually surrounded by spoken language from birth, and may not even be exposed
to sign language during their period of first language acquisition.

Contact sign languages emerge in many situations where sign languages come into
contact with spoken languages, or where two or more signed languages are in close
contact with each other. The languages influence each other, producing a contact
form of language (see Garrett, this volume).?

An example of language contact between English and ASL can be found in the
directional ASL sign that encodes the subject and object of the verb, as in the
sentences in figure 7.1, “me-GIVE-TO-him/her” and ‘‘s/he-GIVE-TO-me.” A
signer, particularly one for whom English is a first language, may use this directional
verb to simply mean ““GIVE,” without being aware of the ASL grammatical rule
which encodes (in these cases) both subjects (“I”” and “‘s/he”’) and objects (“‘him/
her”” and “me””) in the movement of this sign. (See figure 7.1.) Since encoding this
information by the use of movement and/or handshape is foreign to English gram-
mar, novice contact signers may not know that the subject and object have already
been encoded. Instead, they rely on English grammar and make sure they provide a
separate sign for each separate English word, “I”* “‘give” “‘him/her,” or, “‘s/he”
“gives” “me.”” This comes out as the English—ASL contact version, ‘1 me- GIVE-TO-
him/her HIM/HER” [“] am giving it to him/her”’] or, ““s /HE s/he-GIVE-TO-me

2

Image Not Available

Figure 7.1 American Sign Language sentences with the directional verb “‘give”, encoding
subject and object in the movement of the verb (from Baker and Cokely 1980: 248;
reproduced by permission of Dennis Cokely)
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ME”” [“She /he is giving it to me.””]. Inadvertently the subject and object are repeated
because English requires the statement of subject and object as separate nouns, while
ASL embeds them in the placement of the directional verb. The English—ASL contact
version borrows legitimate signs from ASL but adapts them in a peculiar way to suit
the foreign grammar of the spoken language, which is English in this case.

The amount of influence spoken languages have on signed languages varies, but
because sign languages coexist in the midst of larger spoken language communities,
many deaf people’s signing shows influence of spoken languages at some point.
Contact signing arising from the interaction between ASL and English has features
including ASL and ASL-like signs, some English mouthing and occasional spoken
words, and reduced ASL and English morphology and syntax. Mouthing is particu-
larly influential in some varieties of sign languages in countries where oral education
(where children were expected to learn to lipread or speechread and speak rather than
sign) is, or was, prevalent, including Germany, England, New Zealand, and else-
where.

Given that contact sign languages coexist with existing sign languages, the linguis-
tic boundaries between them may become erased® as they often coexist under the
name of the existing sign language. For instance, when the term “ASL” is used
for sign language classes it is often unclear whether unmixed American Sign Lan-
guage or some contact form of ASL mixed with English will actually be taught in
the class. The mere fact of producing language in a signed form makes it difficult for
non-linguists to separate contact forms of sign languages from the sign languages
themselves.

In short, the relationship between signed and spoken languages within a given deaf
community is essentially twofold. Between the actual languages, there is no inherent
relationship. They are generally wholly separate languages with unique grammars,
and unique historical origins with respect to one another. On the other hand, within
contact forms of signing, the relationship is intertwined. The contact signing repre-
sents the often intense relationship between the two languages, and the minority/
majority status of sign vis-a-vis spoken language. The result of this is a hybrid
communication system similar to pidginization, borrowings, and other contact lan-
guage processes.

Contact between or among different sign languages also produces contact forms
of sign language, although this has received much less attention by sign language
scholars than the study of contact between signed and spoken languages. There
are many examples of contact among sign languages around the world. For example,
British Sign Language (BSL) becomes accessible to Deaf people throughout
the British Isles through its portrayal on the BBC (British Broadcasting Corporation)
television shows. Many Deaf people in the Republic of Ireland routinely take employ-
ment in England when employment is scarce at home, and they interact intensely
with the British Deaf community. As a result, many British signs are imported
for Irish adaptation and use at home. However, these impo