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1. Theoretical problems for complex contrastive analysis.
1.1. Requirements for contrastive analysis.

In 1972, Slama-Cazacu characterized "the wsual contrastive lingwistic study”
as ‘consisting in establishing, #n abstracfo, the similarities and differences
between the two systems’, and forcefully argued that this was not enough:

If contrastive linpuistic analysis 18 to survive it must acquire a fresh image: ideally

1t will be a complex, multidisciplinary study, based on sound seientific principles and

utilizing empirical methods of investigation, and it will have a clear theoretical

background deriving from foundational rescarch. Psycholinguistic investigations
- will play & key role in this study since it 18 vital to mve due regard to the conérete

reglities represented by the language learner and the leswrming-teaching situation.

Further important contributions to the study will be made by the linguistie analysia
- proper and by sociolinguistics, pedagogics and developmental psychology .1

At the time, contrastive analysis (CA) had been meeting with increasing
scepticism.? Slama-Cazaeuw’s statement is remarkable not for supporting
this scepticism but for succinctly summarizing the requirements that sho uld

! Slama-Cazaen (1974: 2361 and 235).

2 Tho titles of Jurnes (1971) (The exculpation of conirastive linguistics} and Di Pietro
{1974} (Contrastive analysis: demise or new fife) are ndicalivo of the situation. That 1%
has not entirely changed can be seen from Sanders {1976}, which 1g writlen in a gpirt
gimilar to James (1971). Critical voices were raised already im Alatis {(ed.} (19066): Hainp
(1968), Lee (1968); and Nemser and Slama-Uazacu (1970) were particularly ocutspoken.
(3bjections to CA were raised both on practical grounds {doubtful relevance to the lan-
guage teaching context) and for theoretical reasons (tco narrowly linguistic, among
others).
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be met for improving the status of CA. Her own proposal is for a ‘contact
analysis of the two systems in the learner’ (1974 : 238).% "Contact analysis’
may well be one of the most interesting conceptions put forward in econtras-
tive linguistics, stil, not everybody may wish to subseribe to it. In any case,
Slama-Cazacu’s general requirements for ‘contrastive linguistic analysis’
seem to define a standard that should be met.*

In the present paper I shall be concerned with four theoretical problems
that arise in any attempt to meet Slama-Cazacu’s requirements for CA.

1.2. Four problems for complex contrastive analysis.

The first problem is raised by the conception of CA as “a complex,
muitidisciplinary study’:

(1) Problem of the Linguistic and the non-lingusstic. If we wish to derive con-
sequences from linguistic and non-linguistic results {psychologieal ones,
suciological ones ete.), we must be able to combine those results in a single
theoretical framework allowing for deductions. How is such a framework
to be conceived?®

* A characteristic feature of “eontact analysia’ ig the assumption of “approxirmative
systems’ developed by the second-language learner (cf. also Nemser 1971, Nemser and
Slanwa-Cazacu 1970, Nemser 1975), an ides supported in Kufner (1973), and independ-
ently wsuggested, with some differences, in Selinker (1989, 1972) (‘interlanguage’),
Corder (1967, 1971) (‘idicsyncratie dialects®, ef. also Corder (1973 : 268ff)), and James
(1972) {interlingna’). Use of ‘approximative systems’ by now tends to bo generally
accepted; cf, e.g. Barrera-Vidal and Kihlwein {1975; Sec. 6.3), Ebneter {1976: Sec. 10.1),
Corder (1976), Hanzel: {1978),

4 It is noteworthy that Lado (1957) envisaged a "systeratic comparson of languages
and cultures iny emphasis] (title of Ch. 1}. Di Pietro again argues (1974 : 76) for in-
clugion of ‘sociologieal and cultural factors’. Kufner (1973) endorses a position similar
to the one of Nemszer and Slama-Cazacu (197(): contrastive grammars should be trans-
formed into ‘pedagogical” ones that combine ‘linguistische Betrachtungsweisen mit
peycho-pidagogischen’. Bauseh (1973 :175) also supports ‘contact analysis’. Zimmer-
mann (1974) suggosts inclusion of “pragmatic” {speech act) considerations, Barrera-Vidal
and Kuhlwein explicitly advocate a “contrastive praginatics’ (1975 : 122). The need for
‘a clear theorotical background’ has been emphasized by a number of authora. Thus,
Nickel states of all contributors in Nickel (ed.) (1971 : 1. IX) that they "seem tc¢ be in
agroeroent on one point of methodology: that one and the same approach should be
used within one and the same investigation’; cf. also Nickel {1971 : 8), and roany of the
authord mentioned bolow, frn. 11.

* The problem is well exenplified by the way in which Lado {1957) suggests to
inelude cultural data into CA. He proposes a “comparison of cultures’ {Ch. 8) in addition
to a comparison of languages but fails to indicate how the two might be systematically
related. I do not know of any explicit answer to (1) as a general theorctical problem.
(The standard mnove in generative grammar — relegating most of the non-linguistic to
a ‘theory of performance’ — is ungatisfactory for at least three reasons: so far, there is
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The second problem arises by considering individual language learners
in their actual situations:

(2) Problem of concreteness. Suppose that we wish to use a contrastive study
in partial explanation or prediction of the language learning behaviour
of specific learners. We must then be able to relate the study both to
their behaviour and to other, possibly unigue facts relevant to the expl-
anation or prediction. How can such a relation be established in & way
that is not entirely ad hoc?

Indeed, it is this problem that should be at the root of much criticism of
traditional CA.® Such criticism has tended to emphasize the seeming irrele-
vance of CA to explaining or predicting the errors made by specific language
learners.” The usual contrastive linguistic study’, being a study of language
systems in abstracto, does not answer the question how its results may be
rélated to specific learners in their unique situations: we do not really know
how to apply the analysis,

The third theoretical problem consists in dealing adequately with the
fact that no language iz ahsolutely unique:

(3) Problem of the general and the particular. In contrasting several language
varieties we should in principle be able to single out those properties which
the languages or varieties share for reasons of universality, or which they
share or do not share for typological reasons. How can this be achieved?

In the formulation of (3), reference to language varieties {dialects, sociolects

ete.) was deliberately included. It obviously is ‘one of the concrete realities

representedd by the language learner and the learning-teaching situation’
that linguages are represented in form of language vavieties, that is, CA
should take the internal variability of languages fully into account.® With
respect to varieties, the problem of the general and the particular has, so to

HI)-E‘&.}L, one additional layer: we should also be able to single out those pro-

perties which the varieties share or do not share because they are wvarieties

of specific langnages.
" There is an extensive discussion already in traditional CA on how CA is

no such theory; it is notoriously unclear how such a theory should ho related to a gram-
mar; and the very distinetion between ‘competonco’ and "performance’ has been thrown
mnto doubt.)

¢ e above, fu. 2. I shall use “troditional CA°, somewhat arbitrarily, to rcfer to the
type of CA that is mainly eoncerned with purely linguiatic COMPATISOILS. ‘

7 Catford (1968 : 159) suggests that ‘tho funetion of contrastive smalysis or dﬂs-
criptive comparison in language teaching is explanatory rather than predictive’. Bub
thiv 1nust be o spurious contrast, given tho largely symmetrical relation between ex-
planation and predietion, which differ mainly in their tomporal aspects. |

¥ This is recognized, for instance, in Di Pletro (1974) and emphasized in Levenson

(1971 = 277).
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related to the study of language universals and, to a lesser extent, on how it
is related to language typology.? A solution to problem (3) is clearly neces-
sary if CA is to have ‘a clear theoretical background deriving from found-
ational research’.
The fourth problem has alse been recognized in traditional CA in the fol-
lowing restrieted for: |
(4) Problem of the metalanguage: restricted form. Vor formulating contras-
tive statements about several languages or language varicties, we need
‘& (meta)language m which we can adequately refer to any onc of then:.
What kind of language is to be used? 1

This problem is usually seen as finding a suitable ‘model” or ‘framework™ Befoure.
we can contrast two languages, we need to establish g genoral framework (a modal’,
to use the term now in vogue) within which both languages can be analyzed; only

then can we effectively compare the two and note tho two and note the c-nntpml,q'

between them,®?

® Language universals are assigned a fundamental role in CA by Di Pietro 1971
(ef. esp. 3f and Seec. 2.5). Generally, authors who favor a ‘semanticelly based’ grammar
(ef. below, fn. 11}, tend to posit the universality of the ‘semantic structures’ (Krve-
szowskl 19373, Gatto 1974). Likcwise, universal phomnetics iz scen us the basis for phio-
nological contrastive studies (Kufner 1973 :27; Corder 1973 : 255, but of. 253). Cun-
versely, the importance of CA for research on universals is also stressed (Ferguson 1968 :
101; Nickel (ed.) 1971 : X), In Cuseriu’s opinion, however, CA is concerned not with
universals but only with *das empirisch Allperneine® (3970 : 30). Cf. also various coutri-
butions to Jackson end Whitman {eds) (1971) for attempts to relate CA to the sty
of language universals, CA is seen as rclevant to typology alveady in Harris (1954 259);
1Ls relevance 18 emphasized in Coseriu {1970 : 19}. Nickel (1975 ; 39) subsumes qucstions
of language typology and universuls® under "Conlrastive Lingusticy as o theorctical
diseipline’. For typology, this corresponds to the position in Trager (1950} {(as wroused
by Bausch [1973 : 164], who draws attention to this paper as presenting ‘the firel model
that was explicitly called ‘contrastive® by ils author’). Nemser and Slama-Cazacn (1970
108), on the other hand, insist o1 ‘crucial differences betwoen confrastive hiznipuistics
and comparative typology’.

* Language varioties have bheen included for the sameo reasoms as before, By ‘wde-
quately refer’ I mean not only reforence to a single language but the possibility to fore-
late any comparative statement that seems appropristo. This requires s metalangusgo
with the necessary terminology.

1 Moulton (1968 : 27). Vurious proposals for a thooretical framework have Leen
made: Harris (1954), gencrative in spirit if not in detail, was taken up Ly Wyait (g
1971); Kreeszowski (1972 and 1973) [Krzoszowskl (1874) became accessible to tne oy
well after this essay was finished] ocutlined a format for “contrastive generative erani;ses’
(for criticism, ef. Bouton (1976)); so did i Pietro f1971), in much sreator detail anet on
the basis of a modificd version of Fillmore's “case grammar’. Krzeszowski and. to a
lesger extent, Di Pietrv propose o ‘generative semanties’ type framework: sinilwrly,
Pusch and Schwarze (1975). ‘Scmantically based® gramarars or analyses aro also ad-
vocated by Corder 1973, esp, 243f, Burgschmidt and Gétz (19738), Gatto (1974}, Marton
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Strictly speaking, discussion of ‘models” goes beyond the question of
which deseriptive language to choose: directly or indirectly, the ‘modlels’
considered (‘structuralist’, ‘gencrative transformational®, or others) imply
a general theory of language that is to supply assumptions on all Janguages.
These assumptions provide the background hefore which two given languages
arc to be contrasted. This takes us direetly back to the problem of the general
and the particular. Deciding on a general ‘medel” can be scen as an attempt
to give a joint solulion to problems (3) and (4): the theory of language as-
sociated with the ‘model’ provides the universal (if not typological) assump-
tions needed in connection with {3), and it also provides terms for talking
about any language, hence, for talking about the given ones.!?

It is worth keeping in mind the idca that a theory of language may be
basic to solving both problems (3} and (4) even if the suggested ‘models’
are not accepted. I would indeed. claim that the problem of the metalanguage
has not been adequately solved in any of the models, even in its restricted
form: It is of course impossible to discuss this question here in detail. All ¥
can do is briefly point to the inadequacies of at least one model, generative
grammar.

Grammars in this model are generally beset by the problem of how an
algorithm for generating formal objects can be understood as a theory of a
natural language. Known solutions require a conception of a generative
grammar as a ‘one language grammar® in which symbols like 87, VP’ ete,
refer to the sentences, verb phrases ete. of a single language. ™

So far, actual or suggested CA within a generative framework has taken
one of two forms:!* {a) comparison of different grammars, or (b} writing a
single grammar that contains a single base and, in addition, either different

(1974}, Dirven {1976). Technically the most advanced proposal for ‘generative contrus-
tive analysis® should be contained in Kohn (1974) (characterized in Kohn (1976)}. Bfruc-
turalist feameworlks eontinued to be used or proposed even in the heyday of generative
gram-mur (ef. Snook (1971) for stratificational grammar, Liorn (1974) for tapmermics).
Mach and Machova (1974 ; 171) sugpest ‘a certain type of dependency grammar as ¢on-
ceived by tho Prague Linguistic School’. Moulton (1968) attempts a aynthesis of o number
of eonceptions.

12 fuch a position is implicitly taken in Di Pietro (1971) (cf. o2, 4, 17, aud the pro-
posed format for contrastive deseriptions). ¥t also underlies the negative conclusion
reached by Corder who, finding universality only in semantics and phonetics, submite
(1973 : 255) that ‘hetween the mcssage and ita physical expression in sound, thero is a
fundamental lack of cornmon eategories and rclations availuble for really sdequate com-
parison  between two languages’.

13 For o detailed demonstration, cf. Lieb [(1974: Bee. 1),

14 A third form — gonerating one language on the basis of a grammar for the vther
(Harris (1954)) — was again considered hy Di Pictra (1971: Sce. 2.3) a8 a theoretical
possibility but may here be disregarded,
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subparts to correspond to different languages, 16 or 4 single part to take account
only of the differences between languages.?®

Contrastive analysis according to (a) disregards the ambiguity of symbols
like ‘S’ (which ambiguously refer to categories of different languages).1?
Moreover, CA of this type falls back on everyday language for formulating
its contrastive statements about grammars (which do not helong to any single
grammar), Finally, it is unclear how such statements on grammars are to
be translated into contrastive statements on languages.

Contrastive analysis according to (b) assumes an interpretation of the
base symbols that makes them applicable to any of the languages involved.
So far, such interpretations have been restricted to informal hints: and it
remains unclear whether the problem of the ‘one language grammar® is solved.
The contrastive statements again raise problems. Either they do not belong
to the grammar, and we are confronted with the same situation as in case
(a).*® Or they are to be generated by the grammar (apparently Krzeszowski’s
position), which requires an algorithm of a novel and not vet specified kind.
Or they are to be taken as rules of the grammar (apparentiy Di Pietro’s po-
sition), which introduces rules of a novel and not yet clarified format, 1

The problem of the metalanguage is aggravated if we also wish to solve
problems (1) to (3);

(5} Problem of the metulanguage: expanded form. For a complex contrastive
analysis, we need a (meta)language in which we ean adequately refer to

a. any of the languages or varieties that are being contrasted:

b. any relevant type of languages, and language in general;

¥ Wyatt (1971}; apparently also envisaged by Krzeszowski (1872, 1973); included
i the coneception of Kohn (1974, 1976), wlich does not, however, require a common
base,

1" Di Pistro {1971: esp. 30). Nickel's suggestion of a “differential grammar’ (1971 : 3)
seems to be compatible with either {a} or (b) in its second form.

*" The ambiguity is noticed, and recognized as a problom, by Whitman {1970 : 192;
for 'sub-sentence units’, i.e. symbols, like *N*). Of. also Kohn (1974: esp. 5(; 1976 : 127,

¥ Tius remaing truc of the most sophisticated proposal for a contrastive analysig
according to (b), the one presented in Kohn {1974, 197 §). Kohn assumes, in addition to
the prammar, a special ‘contrastive description” that containg a set of ‘contrasts’ us a
cornponent.

1 In Both forms of (b} it is neeessury to explicitly introduce names of the various
languages, for chvicus reasons. In Wyatt (1971), such names seem to have the status
of indiees to eategory svimbols, which is formally unobjectionable. Kohn (1974 : 55fF,
1876 : 130ff), systematically uses indices to rules for representing language names. The
status of the language names is uncloar in D Pietro’s example for a rule that might sevve
for & contrastive statement (1971 : 30). The language names are introduced in such u Way
that tho rule beeomes formally incorreet as a rule of g Chomsky-type generative grammar.

{The proposed rule seems to be just a semi-formal rendering of an informal English state-
ment on English and Chinese.)
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¢. any non-linguistic entity brought in from other disciplines (psycho-

logy, sociology ete.); ‘ '
el. azfiific language learners and their actual learning behaviour.

What kind of language is to be used? _
There are, of course, other problems that beset CA, both of a theoretical

and a practical kind, but these four are the oncs that I shall single out in
the present paper.

1.3. On solving the problems in a new framework.

I shall propose & unified solution to the f-:n:u: pr?bl_ems within a I;'B‘}ent mn];
ceptual framework, infegrational linguistics, wlua]?l 18 mtm}ded as 4 r&mi*?\;ural
for linguistics in general, not only for cn.ntmstwe studies. In ;ntelgraé;ﬂtlgn _
linguistics, theories of language and theumegenf gI"&I]Z:J]l&I‘E are him ¥ i
guished; certain grammars are conceived as ‘applied t]}&a:nes that can mt,a
to specific speakers and speech-events; heavy emphasis is placed ‘2;1 :;16 i
grating” individual grammars with a thf:aury .uf I?Jnguage; and speck t; =
tion is paid to the question of interrelating lingmistic and nﬂn-_hngms.m]
ories. These features of integrational linguistios shnuld' make it parti M}i
cuited as a framework for contrastive studies although it has been develope

inguistic studies of any type. .
- Ihngs.ﬂzlllB characterize Mtegrat-iunai linguistics only to the e?:te'nt- thaf; li
indispensable for the purposes of this paper. T?us means 1'e?tr1ct10n lfﬂ jus
one of its aspects, the conception developed for mtfagrai'ilnlg different t mrlesl;
which motivates the very name of integrational hngulstms: Even so, mutlz
desirable detail will have to be omitted, and it will be unavoidable tha«i': faarly
technical notions are characterized in a highly informal way. I si.ha.ll.mdeed
choose a deliberately informal style to bring out thef essential points 1n3Fea;i
of Barying them in technical detail 2 My presgnta?m.n shﬂu}d be .sudlf?im;\:iu :
though, to show the relevance of integrational lingunistics ’m CA by in ‘;‘ca. 1111%'
o maodel in which the theoretical problems {1) to (5) receive a unified solu

tiomn, 21

20 Ror a more precise picture of various points of integrational linguistics, the reader
1 eferred to more technical papers. _ .

will Ej];;r an introduction to intagf&?tinnal linguistics, ef. Lich (1277k) whieh also t?c:-nl;
tains a bibliography of the relevant work done by Lieb and othor authm's} 'Il‘ho fmm;m ;:u
inelades a theory of grammurs (Lieb 1974 and 1976b) a,If_Ld 3} theo]:'y.o usruglmg ,t o
incomplete {(Lieb 1970; Lieb in prep. vols ‘4 a-n.d 5 Wl'lll a}'stm.’na,tma% Tgfgff?:f e
morphogyntactic and semantic conceptions putlined in various sect]m_ls o s ﬂnd i
fortheoming (a) and partly characterized in {1977&}]‘. On t%mury mmg:if 1} Sl
stutus of linguistics in general, see Lieb (1976c¢), and, in purticular, Par of ( :
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I am not, of course, claiming that previous models are completely inade-
quate for dealing with any of the problems (1) to (5). Still, the folowing points
may be evident to anybody familiar with the literature on CA, given our
previous discussion: (a) The problem of the linguistic and the non-linguistic,
to the extent that it has been recognized in traditional CA, remains unsol-
ved.? In particular, if we adopt a gencrative transformational framework,
we 1un into the notorious difficultics of relating & grammmar as a ‘theory of
competence” to whatever we may decide to understand by a ‘theory of yer-
formance’. (Sce abave, fn. 5.) (b) The problem of concreteness Temaing un-
solved. In particular, if we adopt a geuerative transformational frameworlk
of the classical type, we find ourselves stuck with the notorious “ideal speakor-
listener in a completely hemogeneous speech-community®, who is ahout the
last person we might wish for in a context of second-language learning. (¢) 1'he
problem of the gemeral and the particular may have received more attention
in CA than the two previous ones but we are certainly far from having -
rived at a generally accepted sofution. (d) The problem of the metalangunge
In its restricted form, apparently solved in a generative transformational
framework, turns out to persist on closer analysis (see above, discussion of
(4)). In its expanded form it has hardly been recognized.

In what may well be the best theoretical treatise on traditional CA, Th
Pietro {1971 : 12) reminds us that ‘an axiom well worth remembering is thut
a CA is only as good as the linguistic theory on which it is founded’. In the
present paper, I shall be more concerned with demonstrating the adequacy
of integrational linguistics for C'A than with pointing out the shorteomings
of other ‘models’. While not a panacea for all previous ills, adoption of inte-
grational linguistics may lead to a sounder type of CA that satisfies the general
requirements put forward by Slama-Cazacu. E

In the following Section 2, I shall characterize in an informal Way my con-
ception for integrating both linguistic theories and nguistic and nonlinguistic
ones. Section 8 will then outline an ‘integrational’ format for contrastive
analysis in which the five theoretical problems of Seetion 1 may be solved.

*¢ The general situation is neatly summarized by Kohlwein (1976 : 207} in his re-
view of Alatis {ed.) (1970): Tt is perhuaps the greatest advantage of this vohune to have
shown without ambiguity the necessity of such an interdisciplinary way of looking at
language phenomena, With equal clarity 1t shows, however, that we have up to now nut
yet been able to develop adequate coneeplual and methodological tools which can cope
with this integral view. We have not yet got a theory which is able to describe grammiati-
cal, anthropological, psychologica] and sociologicul eomponents of languagse use in w
unified way — and 1t is doubtful whether such a tl oty ... will ever be developed. Muat
conlributions to this volume ... cannot show ... the ways im whieli the results of the
Pespective investigations can be related to each other: within the framework of a formwedly
consigtent system’’,
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9. Theory integration in integrational linguistics.

i ; v b ition,
2.1, Grammars and theories of language: integration by presupposition

We shall understand the term "theory of language®in s.u_eh a way that a theory
of lnuguage is a theory that contains universal implications on limgua;ges .but
doos not allow for any reforence to grummars (undevstood as thecries viro-
oscd By the Hngaist),
jmf(j:rln:uif;\ili;:w iﬁ)ilf:li.- a definition, quite apart from the faet _i‘-hﬂ-l.'- the term
"oy’ has been Woft urexpleinad. Still, our rough characterization scems
tn exelude theories of linguage ax understaod in gencrative grammar. A the-
ory of language in owr sense might eontain a sentenee of the formu
(6) Fvery languagoe has sentences. | |
1t o theory of language as envisaged in generative grammar, we would rather
have sentences like, “Every language allows for a grammar 5.111‘31.1 that there
are non-blocked derivations beginning with the symbol “577.% | N

Consider a reformulation of (6) that brings out more clearly its liﬂg:ma:l
properties. Let “D* stand for any natural language or any system of[ signs
that is derivative on natural languages. Let °f” stand for any syntactic unit
of a natural language. Obviously, the following is an equivalent refprmu—

at f (6): |
.](‘;il‘ii}: u&g 420 if D is a language, then there is an f such that f is a sentenge

of D.24 ‘ - ¢
Again, (7) is a sentence that could appear in a Fhenry of lang uage; in & muc
clearer sense than (6), it is a universal implication on langnages. Henceforth,
I shall take (7) as my example.

Lot us now consider grammars of particular languages. We shall under-
stand the term ‘grammar’ in such a way that a grammar of a language may
be taken asg a theory that contains sentences of the lang:usnffge but does not
allow for reference to symbols used by the linguist in describing the language.
Again, this is only a rough characterization, which, however, t?xcludr:s genej
rative grammars as formally construed in the theory of g:e:neratwe gran.:tr:ars.
such grammars are algorithms for generating fﬂ}'mal Db]EGi:'rS such as s ru}f-
tural descriptions’ which it is then necessary to interpret with respect to the

natural language under discussion.?

. 2 For further discussion of this point, cf. Lieb (1875: ‘Sec. 1.4]!.
4 Strictly speaking, (7) and (6) are not completely equivalent gince (6) but not (7}
' ) i tences.
implies (or presupposes) existence of several sen ey . .
d 2 For ditails, of. Lieh (1974: Sec. 1). By deviating from the .Gﬂ’lmal Bﬂnﬁﬂj[lrtlﬂn of
geﬁemtive grammars, it may be possible to reconstruct a ger}ﬁmtwa grammar in such
a way that ib is no longer excluded by our criterion (l.e. Bections 1.5f).



14 H, -H. Lieb

Take a speeific language, say, English. We assume that any grammar of
English contains a sentence of the form
(8) English is a language.

Thig seemingly trivial sentence is the decisive link for connecting a grammar
of English and a theory of language. It is one of the shortcomings of generative
grammars that they cannot formally accommodate sentences like {8). Such
sentences should be included among the Ley senfences of a grammar becuause
of their role in deductive processes that invelve both the grammar and a
theory of language. From (8) and {7), we directly obtain as a logical consge-
quence:

(9) There is an f such that f is a sentence of English.

Clearly, we would like to have a sentence like (%) in any grammar of
English.

Moreover, (9) should not be introduced as an independent assumption:
it formulates a consequence of the fact that English is a language, and should
be treated as such, i.e. (9) should be treated as a theorem derivable from (8)
and (7) in the grammar. This requires that (7), a theorem of a theory of
language, should be available for deductive purposes in the grammar itsalf. At
the same time (7) must not be included among the theorems of the grammar
because it does not specifieally deal with English.

Our example is easily generalized. We thus arrive at a conception of s
grammar as somehow inchuding a theory of language.

In integrational linguisties, this idea is made precise. Both a thoory of
language and a grammar of a language are conceived as axiomatic theories.
More precisely, they are “abstract” axiomatic theories that may bhe apuiied
to data via ‘idiolect grammars’ {¢f. below, Sec. 2.5).2 Taking grammars and
theories of language as axiomatic theories, the desired relationship between a
grammar and a theory of language can be formally defined as a relation of
‘presupposition’: a grammar presupposes a theory of language, in a technical
sense. This means, very roughly, that some or all “valid sentences’ of the the-
ory of language are included among the "valid sentences® of the grammur
but not among its axioms, definitions, or theorems. A ‘valid sentence’ of a
theory is taken as, roughly, a sentence that may be used freely in proofs;
this includes, in particular, the axioms, definitions, and theorems of the theory.
On this conception, a grammar of English that contains (8) as an axiomn would,
presuppose a theory of language containing (7); this sentence would appear
among the valid senteneces of the gramumear; hence, (8) would be obtained 2s a
theorem of the latter.

:*“ In precisely which sense the term ‘axiomatic theory’ applies to grammars of
languages and theories of language is spelled out in Lieb (1974: Secs. 2 and 3).
27 ¥or a formal aecount, including a definition of "presupposes’, cf, Lieb (1974:
Bec. 3.4),
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Actually, a grammar and a theory of language should be related even
more closely than by the relation of presuppesition. For a demonstration, we

resume diseussion of our previous example.
2.2. Grammars and theories of language: integration by formulation-in-terms-of.

Consider the logical status of the term “sentence’ & sused in (7). In {6} it might
look as though ‘sentence’ denoted a simple set: the set of "sentences’. {7)
makes it clear that sentence’ must be taken as a relational term. f is a sen-
tence of D. Technically, the term ‘sentence (of)’ as it oceurs in (7) denotes not a
set of syntactic units of any language but a two-place relation betweon en-
tities f and D, or set of ordered couples (f, D): the term denotes the set of
couples (f, D> such that f ‘is a sentence of® D, i.e. such that f and D satisfy
certain conditions that would have to be spelled out in the theory of language.

If (9) is to be obtained by logical deduction from (7) and (8), the term
‘sentence’ must be understood in exactly the same sense in both (7) and (9):
both in the theory of language and in the grammar of English, “sentence (of)’
denotes the relation between arbitrary f and D such that f ‘is a sentence of
D. (9) also ¢ontains the term “English’. This is a econstant that does not oceur
in the theory of language at all but is only introduiced in the grammar.

This oxample suggests the following idea. In a grammar of a language,
the only undefined term specific to the grammar is a constant like “English’
that names the language (and, possibly, a constant for a system of the lan-
guage if languages are not identified with systems). In speaking about the
language (or its system) we use the grammar specific constants (“Enghish’)
in conjunciion with terms from the theory of language {"sentence’), formulat-
ing sentences like (9). We may, of course, define additional constants on the
basis of these terms, but other than that there iz no special terminslogy for
the grammar.

It may be objected that we cannot do without grammar specific expres-
sions that refer to the categories, syntactic structures ete. of the given lam-
guage. Thus, we may wish to state that the set of English sentences is denu-
merable, We must then have an expression to refer to the sel of English sen-
tences, which is a specific syntactic category of English.

True enough, but this still does not foree us to introduce a grammar spe-
cific constant to name that set. Given expressions like ‘sentence (of)”and "Eng-
lish’, we make use of the following logical device. Let ‘R’ stand for any
two-place relation between entities f and D). Then:

(10} Definition. R-of-D = the set of all f such that R holds between f and D

{such that {f, D} e I).*

*# For the logical status of R-of-D’°, cf. Carnap (1958: Sec, 33d).
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As an example, we have:
(£1) sentence-of-English = the set of all fsuch that sentence-of holds between f
and English, 2
Actually, (9 is logically ambiguous between the following two interpreta-
tions:
{12} a. There is an fynch that {f, Bonglish) € sentenec-of,
b. There is an f such that f € sentence-of-English.

This exampie ean obviously be generalized to a great number of cases:
this st of phonemes of Jonglish, the set of nouns of Bnglish ele. are all cate-
govies that can bo denoted in this way: by complex expressions of the {form
phoneme-in-English, noun-in-English ete. which are composed of a constant
from the theory of language and a name of the given langnage.

We thus arrive at a conception on which a grammar of a language is
Jormulated tn terms of a theory of language in roughly the following sensc.
In speaking about the language, we use onc or two grammar specific constants
(names of the language and its system) in conjunction with terrns from the
theory of language, forming, if necessary, compound descriptive expressions
as Just explained or introducing additional constants by definition.

In integrational linguistics, this idea is made precise and, with a few mo-
difications, adopted. A grammar of a language thus is to be formulated in
terms of a theory of language in a precisely defined sense.® In this sense, it
is implied that the grammar presupposes the entire theory of lunguage. The
grammar and, the theory of language are thus integrated in a very close way.

mo far, we have been speaking of grammars of entire languages. We shall
now indicate how the internal variability of languages can be taken into
account even in such grammars. Our proposals will imply that terms like
‘sentence’ should not be used in relation to entire languages but be relativized
to ‘idiolect systems’. This also means that expressions like ‘sentence-of-Eng-
lish® aro not needed; instead, we may have to introduce cnrresponding ex-
pressions in which “English’ is replaced by a constant or variable for “idiolect
systems’.

2.3. Accounting for language variability.

Let us adopt the following assumptions on languages. A natural language D
is & set of individual ‘means of communication’. Each means of communica-
tion is a set of abstract texts, and is homogeneous relative to the varieties
of I} {its dialects, sociolects, ete.), that is, only in its entirety can the means
of communication belong to a variety of D, The varieties are subsets of D,
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The elements of D will also be referred to as idiolects in D but this term is
not to earry all its usual eonnotations. (In particular, an individual means of
eomntunication is not identical with the speaker’s entire share of the language;
thig share is a sef of means of communication).

Fach mesns of communication C has a system § by which it is determined.
There are :ilso systems for the entire language I and for the varieties of .
Such a system is an abstraction from the systems of individual means of
communication. More specifically, given a set of means of communication,
any system for the set is a construct of properties shared by the systems of
all means of eonmununication in the set. ¥

Traditionally, a grammar of » language is to be a ‘theory’, “description’
ete. of a (or the) system of the language. In keeping with this view 1 shall
understand a grammar of a language or language variety 1) as a theory of D
and a system for 1. (Note that language varieties have been included).

Any system for D is to be based on common properties of systems of means
of ecommunication that belong to D. Thus, any grammar of D is ultimately

eoncerned with such common propertics.
This suggests the following form for the cssential theorems of any grammar

of D
(13) For all ¢ and 8, if € is an element of D and § a system ot C, then...
The variable *D’ might be replaced by “English’ but also by "Standard Bri-
tish Fnglish® or any name of a dialect, sociolect cte. of English.

The part of (13) that follows after ‘then’ may be of any logical form what-
ever but must involve the system §. For instance, in & grammar of English

we might have the following theorem:
(14} For all C and 8, if ' is an element of English and 8§ a system of ¢/, then

there is an f such that f is a sentence of 8.
This is a statement to the effect that in any system of any English idiolect,

there are sentences.
We previously assumed that the term “sentence’, as a term of a general

theory of language, denoted a relation between arbitrary syntactic unitsg f
and languages D. “Sentence’ has now been reintroduced in a new sense: as

31 T alnll make a terminological distinction between systems of means of cornmunica.
tion und systems for scts of means of communication.

32 Phis vory roughly indicates some of tho general ideas that underlie tho detailed
fornud theory in Lieb (1970), including the modification suggested in Ticb (197 h: Sec.
6.3; 19%7h: Secs 1.3f; furthe, b.) Sce these references for the explication of the concopts
just introduced. IFor a fuller view of iwdicleet systenns, of. Lieb {1977, in prep. vol. I}
and the work on which it is based {indieated above, fn, 21). Tt is remarkable that Nem
and Slarma-Cazacu, in their proposal for ‘contact analysis’, should heavily em
the role of “individual linguistic systems® in a senge which brings them close to o r_‘?‘i’dm-

siz{!‘- A,

loct systeins” ([970: esp. LLGH; ef. also Slama-Cazacu 1373). 615 thus possible to re m?strhﬂ]:hs,wu

1* More briefly, sontence-of-English-==the set of all sentences of Enghsh
basic foatures of ‘contact analysis” within owr framework (cf. fn, 46, below)

3 Cf, Tdeb (1974: Sec. 3.4}, for & formal definition.
Fiiolog
Argielski

.
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name of a relation between syntactic units f and idiolect systems. We shall
indeed abandon it in its former use, for the following reason. Terms like “sen-
tence’ traditionally involve languages understood as systems. On our con-
ception, no language is itself a system, and a system of a language is a con-
struct of properties of idiolect systems. Thus, it is in connection with idiclect
systems that the traditional terms ave really needed.

In other words, we modify the presupposed theory of language. The modi-
fication requires that (7) he replaced as follows:

(15) For all D, if D is a language, then: for all ¢ and 8, if C is an clement

of I and § a system of C, there is an f such that f is a sentence of 8.
That is, in all systems of idiolects in a language, there are sentences. (14), a
theorem of a grammar of English, is obtained from (8) and (15), a theorem
of a theory of language. 3

By going back to systems of individual means of communication, we have u
principled way of taking language variability into account. At the same tirne,
a grammar of a language can be related to a theory of language in exactly
the same way as before: the grammar is formulated in terms of the theory
of language, which implies that the latter is completely presupposed by the
former.

A grammar of a language variety is also to be formulated in terms of a
theory of language. In addition, it may be formulated, or partly formulated,
in terms of a grammar of a language to which the variety belongs. Ideally,
any grammar of a variety of a language will at least presuppose a grammatr of
that language,

By formulating a grammar in terms of a theory of language, we make the
latter available for deductions in the former. In this context it may bc ne-
cessary to prevent a misunderstanding. Many theorems of a grammar are
indeed obtained from the theory of language and the axiom or theorem stat-
ing that wec are confronted with a language or language variety. Butl this
18 not generally true. There are axioms specific to the grammar, and Tnany
theorems that depend on them. ¥or instance, let I be o certain variety of Eng-
lish and assume that the concept of phoneme makes sense in the presup-

" (15) may be understond ar stating that the category of sontonees exists in any
language in the sense that the set of sentenees is non-empty in any system of any id.oloct
of any language (cf. also (12b}}. Contrary to a widely acecpted presupposition. existoncs
of a term In a theory of language does not imply existence of a corresponding eativovy
in all languages: We may have a term like “(is a) verb (of) in the theory of language
even if it is not true for all languages that there ave vorbs in the evatems of their idivlects.
After all, we may wish to formulate “implicational universals® of the form: Far alf lanen-
ages D, if for all systems 8 of idiolects in D verb-of-§ is nun-empty, then... Such urni-
versality statements are needed oven if verb-of-S is empty for all idicleet systems 8 of
gome langunges, :
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posed theory of language. 3 Assume a grammar of D. As an axiom or theorem
specific to the grammar, we might have a sentence of the following form:
(16} For all C' and 8, if €' is an clement of D and 8 a system of €, then Pho-
neme-of-S = {/p/, /b/,...}.%

Note that (16) is an axiom or theorem not a definition: It is ruled out as a
definition already by the fact that ‘Phoneme-of-8” is a logically complex
term, not a simple constant as would be required for the definiendum of a
definition that is an identity. The term ‘phoneme {of)’ could be defined, if
at all, only in the theory of language. (16) is an axiom or theorem of a grammar
of D that ideniifies — corroctly or incorrectly — the phonemes of any &ppm*
priate idiolect system §.

For integrating grammars and theories of language, or a grammar of a
variety and of a language, we used formulation-in-terms-of and presupposi-
tion. How are we to relate grammars of different languages or language va-
rieties?

2.4. Grammars and grammars: integration by conflation.

Suppose that we have two grammars, cach of a variety of a different langu-
age, and we wish to formulate contrastive statements on the two varieties,
Obviously, this is the archetypal casc for contrastive analysis. Let us first
try to gain some clarity about the form of such statements.?® Consider the
following example,

Let D, and D, be two varieties, Both grammars may be assumed as for-
mulated in terms of the same theory of language. Thus, in the grammar of D,
we might have a theorem such as;

(17) For all € and 8, if € is an element of D, and § a system of €, then [p/
is a phoneme of §. '
And in the second, either (18a) or {18b):
(18} a. Forall €' and &, if C is an element of D, and § a system of C, then fpf
is a phoneme of §.
b. For all C'and S, if € is an element of I, and 8 a system of ', then [p/
is not a phoneme of §.3%7

# D is a constant (more precisely, an ambiguous constant), as opposed to the
variable "), Bimidarly, for other lotters,

3 PPhoneme-of-S=the set of phoncines of S, ef. (10) and (11). °/p/” cic. are assumed
as constants of the grammar thad are defined by phonetie constants of the theory of
language {ef. Lieb 1976lL: Sce, 1.2, for a more systematic account}.

3 In the hiterature on CA, very little thought has been given to the question of what
should be admitted as & contrastive statement.

3 7pf7 s defined svparately in the two grammars but by identical definitionz de-
pending only on plonetic constants of the saume theory of language. Thus, there is no
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The conjunetions of (17) and (18a), and (17) and (18b), could be taken as
contrastive statements on Dy and Dy, where (17) and (18a) yield a positive and
(17) and (18h) & negative contrastive statement:
(19) a. {17) and (18a).

b. (17) and (18h),
Contrastive stutements may also be mixed; an example of this would be the
conjunetion of the sentences obtained from (17) and (18h) by adding, ‘and
fb/ 15 a phoneme of §°,

True enough, these are very simple examples but they clearly allow for
generalizations. I shall not, however, attempt to formulate the generaliza-
tiong, and T must leave it undecided whether they would cover all relevant
cases.

The important fact about (18a) and (19b) is this: they are neither theorems
of the grammar of I}, {in which no reference is made to I,) nor of the grammar
of D, {in which no reference is made to D,). Where do they belong?

We are here confronted with a major probiem of traditional CA: the na-
ture and place of contrastive statements, as opposed to the nature and place
of statements restricted to single languages. This problem was briefly discus-
sed In connection with (4}, the problem of the metalanguage in its restricted
form (above, Sec. 1.2). Integrational linguistics provides a third form of theory
mtegration, by which contrastive statements can be assigned a place In a
theory: integration by theory conflution.

The conflation of two “compatible” theories is, roughly, a new theory
whose axioms are the axioms of the two original theories (except for axioms
in one theory that are definitions in the other).?® This is different from pre-
supposition, where the axioms of the presupposed theory lose their status as
AXIOMS.

The grammars of D, and D, may be assumed as ‘compatible” theories
(partly due to the fact that they have heen formulated in terms ot the same
theory of language). Hence, their conflation again is a theory. This theory is
obviously formulated in terms of the theory of langunage in terms of which
the two grammars are formulated, and presupposes any theory that they do,
Given (17) and (I8a) or (18b) as theorcmns of the grammars of 1), and D,,
respectively, their conjunction (19a) or (19b) is a theorern of the conflation
of the two grammars,

The conflation, or some part of it that is essentially restricted to con-
trastive statements, is a natural candidate for a “contrastive grammar’. How-

equivocation im using “/p/” in both (17) and (18). (I am, of course, fully aware that many
sbructural phonologists would havo rojoctod & phonological theory that allows for "tho
sarne phoneme’ in different languages, but this is not the place to enter into a diseussion.)

3 Tor a formal account, ef. Lisb {1974: Sec. 3.4}, whore also the notion of “eompa-
tibility” is defined.
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ever, it may well be that the use of the term "grammar” should not be ¢x-
tended to cover the conflation of grammars of varieties or languages, or any
“contrastive part’ of such a theory.®® For construing contrastive statements
as theorems it iz guite sufficient that the conflation of such grammars again
is a theory,

Grammars of languages, or even varieties, do not take us down to indi-
vidual speakers: the grammars are ‘abstract’ axiomatic theories. They are
related to individual speakers and speech-events by becoming integral parts
of grammars of specific means of communication.

2.5. Idwlect grammars. Non-lingwstic theories.

An idiolect grammar is eonceived as an axiomatic theory of an individual
means of communication and a system of the means. However, the grammar
18 not an abstract but an "applied” axiomatic theory. It has a part that is an
abstract theory of the means and ils system, and another part that includes
reference to concrete speakers and speech-cvents: to persons who use the
means of communication, and to corresponding speech-cvents. Strietly speak-
ing, an idiolect grammar as an applied axiomatic theory is a theory of an
idiolect, a system of the idiolect, one or more speakers of the idiolect, and
specific utterances made by the speakers in using the idiclect. Obviously,
there may be a great number of idiclect grammars that contain identical
ahstract theorics of the same idioleet and systom but differ in their applica-
tion to speakers and utterances. 1

An divlect grammar again is to be formulated in terms of a theory of
language. The grammar specific constants arc names for the idiolect, the sys-
tem, the speakers, and the utterances. Ideally, the idiolect grammar presup-
poses not oniy the theory of language but also grammars of the language and
ot the varieties to which the idiofect belongs. Thus, whatever is true of the
idiolect and its system for general, language specific, or variety specific rea-
sons, can be stated in the idiclect grammar. For example, assnme an idiolect
C and system 8 such that

(20) C iz an element of D, and § a system of C.

Cliven an idiolect grammar that presupposes a grammar of the variety D of
Inglish, (20) and (16) together yield the following theorem of the idiolect
grammar:

{21) Phoneme-of-8 = {fp/, /b/,...}.

3 It was suggested already in Hamp (1968 : 144) that "the term ‘contrastive gram-
mar’ i8 probably & misnomer’.

1" The concept of an applied axiomatic theory is formally defined m Lich {1974:
See, 3.1), Lieb (1976b) 12 a detailed imvestigation into idiclect grammars as applied
axiomatic theories.
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Again, there are axioms and theorems that are specific to the idiolect grammar
in its system-related part,

The "application part’ of the idiclect grammar contuwins axioms that relate
the idiolect or its system to speakers and utterances. In our assumed idiolect
grammar we might have an axiom of the form:

(22} V¥ iz a normal utterance by V, of fin §,
where "V’ is the name of a certain sound-event, 'V, the name of a cortain
person, 'f7 denotes a syntactic unit of 8, and S is understood as above.

In (22), the term ‘normal utterance’ is taken from the theory of language
in terms of which the grammar is formulated. Tt may, however, hec a constant
that was taken over into the theory of language from a general theory of
cormmunication that the theory of language presupposes.

Generally, a linguistic theory, such as & theory of language or a grammar
of a language, language variety, or idiolect, may presuppose non-linsuistic
ones. The relation of presupposition iz transitive; heneo, any non-linguistic
theory presupposed by the theory of language is also prosupposed by any
grammat formulated in terms of that theory. Moreover, a grammar may
presuppose non-linguistic theories that are not presupposed by the theory
of language.

Theory integration by presupposition is, however, not generally sufficient
tor relating linguistic and non-linguistic theories. Consider the cases of (i)
a theory of language change and (ii) a theory of language learning. Tn (i},
a theory of language and a theory of physical time should bhe available for
deductions, and in (i), a theory of language and a theory of learning. There
is an important difference, though, between the theory of language learning
and the theory of language change. The former is a ‘linguistic intertheory”,
& theory that belongs to a shared branch of linguistics and some non-lin-
guistic discipline (e.g. psychology). The latter is not an intertheory — there
1s no shared branch of linguistics and physics to which a theory of language
change could reasonably be assigned. There are general considerations (cf.
Lieb 1977b, Part II, Sec. 2) to support the view that an intertheory does not
presuppose its “parent’ theories but is an ewtension of each of them (contains
them as parts); all axioms and definitions of the ‘parent’ theories are axioms
and dcfinitions of the intertheory, which may contain additional axioms and
definitions. Thus, in (ii) the theory of language and the theory of learning
are coextended by the theory of language learning, which is an extension of
both (contains them as parts). In (i), the theory of language change, which is
not a linguistic interthcory with respect to physics, should be taken as a part
of the theory of language, which in turn presupposes the theory of physical
time. Thus, axioms, theorems, and definitions of the latter are available in
the theory of language change without becoming axioms, theorems, or de-
finitions of the theory of language.
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Conflation (of compatible theories) can now he recognized as a limiting
cese of coextension: the conflation of two compatible theories is a joint cx-
tension that does not add any new axioms or definitions.

This concludes our ocutline of relevant conceptions in integrational Lin-
gnisgtics,

2.6. dBummary.

For integrating different theories, both linguistic and non-linguistic ones,
we eonsidered four different possibilities: presupposition, formulation-in-terms-
of, conflation, and extension or coextension. Formulation-in-terms-of implies
prosupposition, and conflation is a limiting case of coextension (assuming
eompatible theories).

Grammars of a language, language variety or idiolect were all assumed as
formulated in terms of the same theory of language in roughly the following
scnse. In speaking uwbout the language, variety, or idioleet, we use terms of
the theory of language in conjunction with a name for the language, variety,
or sdiolect (and one of its systems). Assumptions were made that justify con-
sideration of idiolect systems even in the case of languages and their varietics:
1t s properties of relevant idioleet systems that constitute a system for a
language or variety. Thus, for formulating a grammar of a language or variety
in lerms of a theory of langnage, the latter must provide terms with which
we can refer to the catogories, units efe. of arbitrary idiolect systems,

Formulation-in-terms-of is defined in such, & way that a theory formulated
in terms of another entirely presupposes the latter, in roughly the following
sense: Al “valid sentences” of the second theory arc “valid sentences” of the
first but clo not belong to its axioms, theorems, or definitions. In this way a
theory of language is entirely presupposed by any grammar formulated in
terms of it.

Ideally, a grammar of a variety of a language presupposes a grammar of
that language, and a grammar of an idiolect in that variety presupposes a
grammar of the variety. As the relation of presupposition is transifive, an
idioleet grammar presupposcs any theory presupposed by the variety grammar,

Grammars of different languages or varieties may be conflated. Contras-
tive statements may be obtained as theorems of such conflations,

Linguistic and non-linguistic theories may be related by presupposition;
in particular, the linguistic theory (a theory of language, say) may presuppose
the non-lingunistic one {such as & theory of physical time). As a second pos-
gihility, we have coextension: both the linguistic theory (a theory of langunage)
and the non-linguistic one (a theory of learning) are coextended by a theory
(a theory of language learning) that is an extensgion of either theory. Coex-
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tengion relates a linguistic and a non-linguistic theory that are extended by
the gsame ‘linguistic intertheory’.

Grammars of languages and their varieties and theories of language are
taken ag "abstract’ axiomatic theories that may be related to linguistic d:=ta
via idiolect grammars conceived as “applied” axiomatic theories. It should
be obvious that grammars as they have now boen characterized have no
counterpart among generative grammars of any kind: a grammar of a lun-
guage or language variety, let alonce of an idiolect, may presuppose w» theory
of language or non-linguistic theory in a sense where this theory iz actually
incorporated into the grammar. (Renerative grammars, to the cxtent that they
conform to a formally explicit theory of grammars, can possibly be undor-
stood as notational variants of integrational grammars of a very limited type.
However, for fully developed integrational grammars (that presuppose nun-
linguistic theories) appropriate generative grammars siniply do not cxist.

Let me emphasize that my oufline of theory integration in integratiosnal
linguistics has been highly informal; for many questions, the reader will
have to turn to the sources on which the outline is based. Even so, it should
now be possible to characterize a format for CA in which the theoreticul
problems {1) to (5) can be solved.

3. An integrational format for contrastive analysis.
3.1, Simplified example of a second-language learning situation.

Considera very simple and somewhat idealized casc of second-language learn-
ing. The learner is a monolingual who has command of only a single means
of communication € in his language D,. € may be agsuined to belong to se-
veral varicties of D, simultancounsly: to a certain dialect, sociolect, style of
specch ete. The leatner is to learn a second language D in a teacher-controlled
situation. This may be understood in roughly the following sense. The teacher
has singled out a certain set of varieties of D, (at least one such set), and the
task of the learner is, ideally, to develop a means of communication that is
a ‘possible element’ of each of the varieties. If, for instance, D, is English
and the varieties are Standard British, Formal, Oral, Upper Middle Class,
the means of communication is to be a possible element of Standard British
Formal Oral Upper Middle Class English, i.e. of the set of idiolects thet is
the intersection of these varieties. This meuans of communication is to be a
possible element of the intersection in roughly the following sense: it Is deter-
mined by a system such that, if we consider a system of an idiolect in the

it Cf, Lieb (1974: Secs. 1.5f).
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intersection, the two systems share all “relevant” properties, i.e. all properties
on which systems for varieties of English may he based.

What is the placc and form of contrastive linguistic studies in this si-
tuation?

3 9 (‘ontrastive analysis based on grammar conflation.

Ideally, we would require at least two theorics: one to account for the position
of the Jearner’s idiolect € in his language, the other to account for the place
that the new means of communication is to occupy relative to the target
language. The first theory would be a theory of the intersection D;* of the
varieties of I, to which € belongs, the second a theory of the intersection D,*
of the varieties of D, that were singled out by the teacher. Admitting the
intersections ns derived wvarieties, we may take the two theories as varreby
qrammors,

Both grammars are to be formulated in terms of the same theory of lan-
guage and may be asgsumed as ‘compatible’. Hence, the conflation of the two
grammars is again a theory, and is formulated in terms of the theory of Jan-
guage. In the conflation, contrastive statements on the two varieties can he
derived, which may be positive, negative, or mixed. 4?

The conflation of the two grammars presupposes the entire theory of
language. Ideally, the grammar of D,* would, further presuppose & grammar
of the langnage D, and the grammar of D,* a grammar of D,, both formulated
in terms of the given theory of language. The grammar of D, would pre-
suppose thoories of language types to which D, belongs, similarly, for D, *
All thesc grammars and theories would be presupposed by the conflation
of the grammars of D,* and D,*. This conception allows us to distingnish

PR

it Iy my view, wll sucll statemoents should bo considered in contrastive studies:
Harria’s early suggestion “thatl it may prove possible to acquire a language by learning
only the differences betwoen the new languege and the old (leaving those features which
are identical in both to be carried over untaught)™ (1954 : 259) was immediately qualified
hy referenco to “educational and paychological congiderations” {lL.e.). Still, it has been
repeatedly advocated to excludo the positive ones, e.g., Di Pietro (1971 30); Bausch
(1973 : 176) {who would admit them only in ‘linguistic contrastive grammar’), or Za-
broeki (1970) (who oven proposes a distinetion hetween ‘contrastive’ and ‘“confronta-
tional® linguistics based on exclusion va. inclusion of positive contrastive statements).
Recently, attention bas been drawn by Ebneter {1974 ; 95f) to the importance of mixod
sontrastive statements: ef. alrcady Nemser and Blama-Cazacu (1970 : 104): “The term
“contrastive’ is » partial misnomer since similarities between 1T and B are ustually a prere-
quisite for interforence”, (Needless to say, previous authors did pot refer to contrasti:vﬁ
statornonts in precisely our sense; it nsually remains unelear how exactly they coneceive
of the form of such statements).

42 Language types will be taken as sets X of languages D. For the logical problems
connacted with the concept of type in linguistic typology, cf. Greenberg (1974).
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the fﬁl{ﬂwillg cases with respect to the contrastive statements derived in the
conflation.

(23) General case. The contrastive statement follows from:®
a. two axioms or theorems of the grammars of D,* and D,* of the form;
D * (D,¥*) is a variety of D, (D,); 2 |
b. two axioms or theorems of the presupposed grammars of D, and 1)
of the form: D, (ID,) is a language; : 2
¢, axioms, definitions, or theorems of the theory of language
(24) Pypological case. The contrastive statement follows from: o
a. [=(23a)];
b. one or morc axioms or theorems of the presupposed, grammar of D
of the form: D, belongs to [language type] X3, for i=1,..., n: and ﬂné
Oor more axioms or theorems of the presupposcd grammar Jﬂf D, of
t}u? form: D, belengs to [language type] Xy, for j=1, ..., m 2
axtoms, definitions, or theorems of vne or more ]}I‘ESU]J])i;Sﬂd the.uriea
of I&ngt@ge types Xy, for i=1, ..., n, that do not include or depend
on: X,; is a language type; and axioms, definitions, or theorems of
One or more presupposed theories of language ty pes Xop, for ji1, ..., m
| that do not include or depend on: X, is a language type. o
(25) .Iﬂ.:r;g-uage specific cnse. The contrastive statement follows from:
a. [=(23a)]; o
b. axioms, definitions, or theorems of presupposed grammars of D, and
D, that do not include or depend on (23b) or (24b). il
(26) Variety specific case. The contrastive statement follows from axioms
definitions, or theorems of the grammars od Dy* and D,* that do n.DI;
| include or depend on (23a). 2
In the general case, & contrastive statement can only be positive, for obvious
reasons; in all other cases, it can bo either positive, negative UIT mixed l
In relating a contrastive statement to statements on lm;gua,ge leal-'ning
we may have to consider not only its type (positive, negative, or mixed)
but also its relation to the four cases (23) to (286). | /
Statements on the learning of languages are provided by a theory of
language learning that is presupposed by both grammars, hence by their
uuu‘ﬂa,t-mn. This theory is an extension of the theory of language i::1 terms of
which the grammars are formulated, and of an appropriate theory of learnin
Ideally, the theory of language learning will contain theorems on the e%:
i:f:{ets of language contrasts on second-language learning (for instance, classical
interference” ussumptions would be reconstructed as such theorems), 'i?heurems

2.

3

41 F I ; .
. ; Chat is to sBY: the statement can be derived in the conflation from the Tollowing
;ﬁ; 1-,'0 sentences without introducing any other non-logical valid sentences of the con-
1on, and all sentences of the set are necessary for the derivation.
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of this kind would have to be conditional, i.e. the effects would have to be
assumed for Jearning situations of certain types. Also, many theorems should
be probabilistic. Evon so, the theorems would have the form of universal
staterents. It is one of the muin problems with traditional CA that it as-
sumptions on the effects of language contrasts were not properly condition-
alized: and much later criticism can be understood as due to this fact,**
Of course, proper conditionalizing requires empirical regearch; all 1 have
heen able to do here is to formulate the problem.

Whatever the precise theorems on language learning, they arc all avail-
able in the conflation of the grammars of Dy* and D,* since either grammar
presupposes the entire theory of langnage learning. Moreover, if the grammar
of D,* also presupposes a grammar of D, and theorics of relevant language
types, we may have special theorems on the learning of languages of u Dy-type,
or just of D,. All uxioms and theorems on language learning can now be usod
in the cenflation for deriving theorems on the effects that contrasts between
the two varieties — in the last analysis, between systems of their idiolcets —
have in a learning situation as characterized in Sec. 3.1.

We still have to relate the conflation of the grammars of D,* and D,* to
the conerete language learner. Ideally, this would be donc by formulating
a grammar of the means of communication €, a system of €, the learner, and
relevant utterances. The grammar is formulated in terms of the theory of
language, and presupposes the conflation of the grammazs of D;* and D,*
(which should be equivalent to presupposing them scparately}). The grammar
contains & theorem corresponding to (20):

(27) € is an eclement of D,*, and 8 is a system of C.

Thus, all theorems of the conflation that were formulated for arbitrary ele-
ments of D,* and their systems directly apply to C and 8. This holds, in parti-
cular, for any theorem concerning the influence that contrasts between the
systems of idiolects in D, * and D,* exert on any learner of D,* who has a
D, *-linguistic background.

As pointed out above, such theorems should be assumed as requiring
specific properties of the learning-situation. In particular, it may be a learner
of a special type that is required. The speaker of C may be characterized as
such a learner by special axioms in the application part of the grammar, in
particular, by psychological assumptions such as axioms on the speaker’s
general memory capacity.

Tn addition, there may be special requirements on such learner-independent
factors as the teacher. Corresponding assumptions can no longer be formulated,
in the grammar, |

i James (1971) summarizes the arguments against traditional CA 1n nine points.
Of these, at least the following ones seem to concern insufficient conditionalizing: 1,
2, 6 to 9.
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They can be dealt with, however, via axioms or theorems of some other
theory that is "compatible’ with the grammar of C. In this case, we may con-
sider the conflation of such a theory with the grammar. Ultimately, the con-
sequences of contrastive statements for a concrete learning-situntion can be
fully established only in the conflation of an idiolect grammar with other
theories on concrete factors of the situation, 4

Assuming such a format for contrastive studies, can the theoretical prob-
lems of Sec. 1.2 be solved?

3.3. Solution to the theoretical problems,

On our conception of CA, the theoretical problems (1) to (58) have the follow-
ing solutions.

The problem of the linguistic ond the non-linguistic is solved by theory
presupposition and coextension. Relevant non-linguistic theories arc pre-
supposed by a general theory of language, which then is presupposed in its
cntirety by grammars of diminishing degrees of generality. Or a non-linguistic
theory (e.g. a psychological one) is related to a linguistic one (¢.g. a theory of
langnage) via an ‘intertheory” (a psycholinguistic one) by which the two
theories are coextended. The intertheory may again be presupposed by other
linguistic theories. Theoretical frameworks for ‘psycholinguistic” and similar
‘mixed’ consequences are provided by extensions of the theory of language in
terms of which grammars are formulated.

The problem of conoreteness is solved by theory presupposition and con-
flatiorn and by the conception of an idiolect gramnmar as an applied axiomatio
theory. Contrastive statements arc obtained as theorems of the confation
of two or more grammars (of varieties rather than langnages). The conflation

# Usmyg idiolect grammars of the loarner, and their conflations with olher thoeorios,
agroes with a basie feature of "eontacl snulysis’, msisience on “the funduinental role
of 113 [mdividual linguistic systems, H.L.] and IVE {individual verbal events, H.L.]
in the language-learning/-teaching process’” (Nemser and Slama-Cazacu 1970 : 117).
Our analysis supports the view that CA can only econtribute to an anudysis of a concrete
learning-situation, Thus. it is quite coinpatible with the position that CA covers only
certain of the factors that would have to be considered in “error analysis’. At the samo
Lime, it does not construe any dubious alternative between “error analysis” and CA.
(I cannot here pursue any further the much discussed topic of the relations hetwoen CA
and ervor analysis. For a recent diseussion, of. Barrera-Vidal and Kihlwein 1975 Sec.
6.5). Moreover, our coneeption eagsily aecommodates the view that ihe leaming of the
target proceeds by a sequence of ‘approximative systems®. The theory of lunguago-learn-
Mg may require a sequence of pairs (€4 81> sueh that ¢4, while not bolonwing to any
language, 1s annlogous to an idiolect in a4 language, and 8 is a system that determines
{'i. The contrastive point of view would then he extended to inelude (i, 8. (For a
formal attempt witlun a generative framework, e¢f. Kohn 1974, 19%6.)
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is then presupposed by a grammar of an idiolect of the learner such that the
idiolect belongs to one of the varieties in contrast and the target is one of the
remaining varicties. Axioms of the idiolect grammar can be used to introduce
gpecial linguistic and non-linguistic assumptions on the learner. Thus, the
jidiolect grammar is a framework for deductions that combine contrastive
statements with statements on the learner and can be used in explanatory
or predictive arguments. However, certain assumptions on the learning-situa-
tion can only be taken into aceount in the conflation of the grammar with
other theories on concrete factors of the situation,

The problem of the general and the particular is solved by theory presup-
position and formulation of one theory in terms of another. A grammar of
a variety of a language (analogously, of a language) is formulated in terms
of a theory of language, Ideally, it presupposes a grammar of the language
and theories of the types to which the language belongs; the grammar and
the theories are formulated in terms of the same theory of langnage as the
variety grammar itself. Given the conflation of two variety grammars (ana-
Jogously, Janguage grammars) as a framework for contrastive statements,
certain contrastive statements can be singled out as due to the theory of
language (23); others as due to typological theories (24); and others as due to
the language grammars {25).

The problem of the meta-language: expanded form {(which includes the prob-
lem in its restricted form) is solved by assuming an idiolect grammar that is
formulated in terms of and presupposes theories as indicated before. The
metalanguage is automatically provided as the ‘total language’ of the idiolect
grammar, i.e. of a certain applied axiomatic theory. If the idiolect grarmmar
has to be conflated with other theories, the metalanguage results from the
“amalgamation” of the total langnage of the idiclect grammar and the Jangn-
ages of the other theores.

These remarks must remain abstract as long as such terms as “total lan-
puage” and “amalgamation’ have not been explicated, and the conceptions of
theovies and theory integration been made more procise, Actually, the problem
of the metalangnage has received a detailed solution for idilect grammars
and the presupposed linguistic theories. ¥ This solution is too technical to bhe
characterized within the limited space of this paper. I can only give a few
informal hints.

The total language of an idiclect grammar — and the axiomatic language
of any presupposed linguistic or non-linguistic theory -- Is based on a *fﬂrn:m--
lized syslem of logic® or a ‘natural lanpgnage reading” of such a system, le.
on o regimented form of a natural language variety that is completely ex-

47 In Liob (1974: Secs. 2 and 8), and Lieb {1976D).



30 H. -H. Lieb

plicit as to its logical properties. All sample theorems in the present paper,
beginning with (7), were given in a regimented form of a (written) variety of
English. )

Using such a format for the langnage in which a lnguistic theory is for-
mulated, we obtain a mctalanguage (with respect to the subject matter of
the linguistic theory) that is formally well specified and iogically completely
explicit. Morcover, it allows for separation of logical and non-logical {(les-
criptive) components; among the latter, it is possible again to distingish
between components that belong to different theories. It is this }1nﬂsibility
that can be exploited in developing a concept of theory integration.

Liven if the four theoretical problems have been solved, there are many
questions concerning CA that have not been tauched upon. I shall hrieﬂ‘y
indicate a few, at the same time pointing out limitations of the present paper.

3.4. Further problems.

Some readers may have felt that T used the word “ideally” rather too often.
1 have indeed been more concerned with characterizing a framework for CA
than with the unavoidable limitations of actual research projects. I'dealiza-
tions were used only to bring out more clearly essential aspects of the framc-
work but may still entail problems that should be follawed up.

It may also seem that the problems connceted with axiomatic theorics
were not sufficiently recognized, After all, are we to wait for complete axiomatic
theories of language, complete axiomatic grammars, or, even worse, complate
axiomatic theories in psychology, sociology ete. until contrastive studies can
be undertaken in the proposed framework? (Questions of this kind are usually
motivated by the belief that axiomatic theories are optional reformulations
of well-developed theories that already exist in non-axiomatic form. This
traditional belief is largely incorrect: axiomatic theories can be formulated
at any stage of theory eonstruction; they do not require existence of non-
axiomatic theories; and they may have any degree of comprehensivencss ve-
lative to their subject matter. It has to be admitted, though, that these
questions deserve much more consideration than they could be given here.

No systematic attempt has been made to relate the proposed framework

(e — o S o " L

* We freguontly introduced them by phrases like “u senfonce of the form” {(i:f. {&)),
thus allowing for analogous sentencens in other regimented forms of the snive or other
Iﬂ-ngua.ges, onr for corresponding formulae in a formalized syatem of logie,

% For furiher discussion, ef. Lich {1974 Sces 3.3 and 4), and in particular (1976d).

Integrational linguistics — basis for contrastive studies 31

to generative grammar or to other frameworks used in CA. In partieular,
a detailed comparison of integrational linguistics with generative grammar
wonld have been unfeasible in the present context. The two following elaims
should be justified, though.

(a} Despite certain attempts in this direction, generative grammar has
not developed anything to match our conception of theory mtegration: con-
cepts like theory presupposition, conflation, and formulation of one theory in
terms of another have simply not heen defined.

(b) There is no analogue to integrational grammars in our sense that pre-
suppose non-linguistic theories or linguistic intertheories, and to idiolect
grammars understood as applied axiomatic theories.5® Such grammars are
contrary to one of the most persistent patterns of thinking in generative
grammar, the ill-conceived distinction between ‘competence” and ‘perfor-
mance’ and the conception of grammars as ‘theories of competence®. 5

It generative grammar is used as a framework for CA, both (a) and {(b)
seem to preclude any systematic solution to the theoretical problems (1)
to (5).

In concentrating on these problems, we left undiscussed all problems of
practical method. Even important theoretical problems of (/A were not con-
sidered, such as the status of CA as a discipline. 52

Another theoretical question that should be dealt with concerns the role
of semantics in CA, which is usually discussed in connection with the problem
of the ‘tertium eomparationis’: what is it that two languages should be com-
pared or contrasted for? Both problems can be discussed within the frame-
work of integrational linguistics but only a few hints can be given here.

W Beo also above, end of Section 2.8,

" I an not, of course, rejecting all distinctions along these lines. Even in our con-
cept of un 1diolect grammar, the distinction betwoen a system and its use is aceounted
for by positing two different parts of the grammar: an "abstract’ theory of the idiolect
and its system {dealing, for instance, with sentences not utterances), and. an ‘application
part’ that introduces refercnco to speeific speakers and utterances,

%2 Thera i considerable confusion and divergence of opinion concerning this ques-
tion. Is CA a discipline at all or just s “method’ or an ‘approach’ {Ferguson 1968 : 101)?
Cf. already the critical remarks in Hamp (1968 : 138f), based on a list of different nemes
for CA, which also persist in later literature. Bansch {1973 : 167) proposes a reguleriza-
tien of the terminology. If CA is a discipline, what is ita systematic place, in particular
with respect to ‘applied linguistics” and ‘theorctical linguistics’s Nickel! (1975 : 39)
argues for “Contrastive Linguistics’ both as ‘a theoretical discipline’ and g "Applied
Contrastive Linguistics”. Slamu-Cazacu {1974 : 236} rejects the adjectives theoretical’
and “applied” m combination with ‘contrastive linguisties’, assigning contrastive lin.
guisties as & whole to applied linguisties, {But again, the status of applied linguisties
a8 a whole remains controversial in the literature). These questions can probabiy be
tacklod wlong the lines of Lieb (1976a) but tlis would require a scparate study.
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Hirst, a negative point can be made. If two grammars are both formulated
in terms of the same theory of language, we may have contrastive statements
in their conflation that do not involve meanings and may still refer to any
formal aspect of the relevant idiolect systems (not only to phonological ones,
where this is usually seen ag unproblematic): the terminology for such sta-
tements exists in the theory of langnage.5® Such a position does not agree
with recent opinions concerning the ‘tertium comparationis’. Of course,
much more thorough discussion would be needed to justify our position.

Sccondly, a positive point can be made concerning the place of semantics
in CA. Integrational linguistics includes a theory of language by which sen-
tence meanings are a function of morpho-syntactic surface structure.® On
this conception, we have the following point of eomparison for contrastive
studies: how are the sentence meanings obtained from surface structures in
different languages? While not the only important point of comparison, this
is certainly a fundamental one. The form it takes in integrational linguistics
is in partial agreemoent and partial disagreement with recent trends in CA.

On the one hand, there has been a tendency to abandon syntactic ‘deep
structures® in favor of “syntactic-semantic® or purely “semantic’ structures. %
This agrees with the suggested point of comparison in providing for meanings
as Implicitly rolated to syntaetic surface structure.

However, this relation is conceived in the literature along the lines of ge-
nerative semantics; syntactic surface structure does not play an independent
role. The importance of surface structure is rarely emphasized in more recent
theorctical writings on CA.5 In taking sentence meanings as a function of
morpho-syntactic surface structure, we assign an essential réle to surface
struetures and do away with all sorts of ‘deep structures’, whether syntactic,

"¢ Further terminology may be provided by other linguistic thoories that are jointly
presupposed by the twoe grammars.

8 Cf. for instance, Corder (1973 : 255): “It looks, therefore, as if in the present state
of Iimguistic knowlodge, between the message and its physical expression in sound, there
ig a fundamental lack of common categories and relations available for really adequate
comparison betwoen the two languages. Meanwhile we shall have to roly on ‘suggestive’
parallels and partial, unrigorous comparisons”, In this context, of. alzo above, fn. 33,
and discussinn of (16): we may have a single eoncept in the theory of language ( “phoneno’)
that covors a different reality in each language.

% Tor details of. Liok {1976b: Secs. 4 and 5.1); and Lieb (in prep).

8 Cf. the authors listed in fn. 11 a8 supporting a "generative semantics tvpe gram-
mar’ ov a ‘semantically based’ ono, Typically, Kreeszowski proceods from “syntactioc-
setnantie’ deep structures in (1971) to purely semantic structures in (1972) anct (1973).

* Hxplicitly, by Kufner (1973 : 27): “Wenn die Kontrastive (irammatik ihre Auf-
gubw als Vorbereituny: fir die Piddsgogische Grammatik erfullen soll, dann muf sie sich
zunachst mit der Verschiedenheit der beiden Oberflichenstrukturen boschéftigen’, CF,
also Dardjowidjoja (1974),
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syntactic-semantic, or purely semantic. *® I would indeed submit that concepts
of deep structure are, at best, superfluons for CA% but this again is a point
that cannot be followed up in the present paper,
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