REVIEWS

d English syntax. A handbook. By John MceLaughlin. Pp. XIT+105, Tubmgm
Niemeycer, 1983.

Reviewed by Corima Weiss,

University of Vienna, Vienna.

Old English syntax. A handbook — a very promising title indeed for all those who
have been awaiting the appearance of “a reasonably full and at the same time compact
presontation of the most crucial facts of Old Englsh syntax,’ {p. 79}, Siice many of the
more recent publications on OE syntax, most of them eoneerned with specifie texts or
particular aspects only, require ‘that the reader bo familiar with an intricate and highly
formalized lingnistic model, one is relieved to learn that a “fairly simple predicate-argu-
ment model” is used and that “[t] here is littlo need for the reader to bring to this study
a sophisticated knowledge of linguistics — of whatever theoresical persuasion’. (p. XJ,
The author intends this bandbook 60 be a useful guide to Old English syntax for students
and s{,hulms alike”, with an “emphasis on many examples of syntactic structures”, includ-
ing “some comparison with Modern English” (p. X). Considering the well-known probiem
that the interests of students and scholars are not necessarily the same and that the O
Ianguage is by no means diatopically, diaphasically and diachronically homogeneons —
a fact not montioned by the author except for a fow passing remarks on poetry and proze
in the chapter on word order — one begins to have doubts, howover, as to the possibility
of achieving the proposed goals in only 105 pages.

A closer inspection of the book confirms these doubts. It iz inconsistent not only
with respect to an underlying grammatical theory — individual chapters are baged on
different grammatical models — but also regarding its formal aspecta. Some passages
are of a very basgic introductory character; others deal with highly specific issues. Theoro-
tieal eoncepts are hardly ever madc explicit, and many of the numercus technical terms
lack preecise definitions. A reader not familiar with the different grainmatical models will
therefore at titnes face congidérable problems in following the argumentation; one familiar
with them will often be amazed by the nonehalance with which still unresclved problems
within these theories are ignored. Many chapters contain lengthy discussions of ModE
ryntactical prﬂblems with little relevance to the OE situstion, followed by never-ending
lists of OE examples, and their ModE translations, very often without any commaent, This
leads to complete]y dzspropt}rtmned chapters, e.g. ‘Conjoined propositions’, with 34 lines
(incl. & chapter headings) of eommontary and 197 lines of examples, or *Additional role
structure with verbs’, with 57 lines {mcl 20 1] Lhapt-er headings) of commentary and 206
lines of OF examples.

After this treatment of the “most prominent features of Old English syntex (p. X),
where such 1mp0rtrant categories as tense, mood or aspect are not even mentioned, the
reader is bewildered to find that the author still ﬁnds room enough for an ‘Appendix’ of
23 [1] pages on ‘SBome deve[npments in Mlddle Enghah gyntax’,

The bﬂﬂk cnntmns ‘Preface’, an ‘Intrnductmn and the following nine chapters
{(number of p&ges in bmckets) ‘1., 01d English case structure’ (28), ‘2. Old Enghsh Com-
plementatrmn {ﬂ 1/2), *3. Relat-n e elauses {7}, ‘4. Conjomed propoaitions’ {7), ‘5. IﬂfrEl'I'D'r
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gative propositions’ (3), ‘6. Imperative propositions’ (1 1/2), ‘7, Negativo propositions’
{2). *8. Passive propositions’ (8) and '8, Word order’ (13). These are fillowed by a “‘Bubject
Index’ and the above mentioned “Appendix’.

The ‘Introduction’ 1s typical of the whole book. The bricl outline of a case grammar
predigate-argument model is almost exelusively based on ModE examples and is too
gketehy to be really helpful, E.g., a modality comatituent does not exist and only threo
of the more than 30 semantic roles oceurring in this handbook are defined in some detail.
The discussion of the syntactic functions of nouns is a curions mixture of a traditional
and a generative transformational approach, Why, however, the autlhior replaces the term
“Indireet Ohject’ by “Obligue Objeet” never really becomes clear, despite the remarks
on this problem on p. 3. And whal is 6ne to make of the following remarks on p. 3: “|0OE]
acntenco word order $ends to be somewhat more flexible than that of Modern English™,

.7 [a] Ithough Old English word order permits of somewhat greater variation than does
that of Modern English, 1t 15 by no means haphazerd™, ,.." [t] he following sentonee is
standard Old English although it appears somewhat strange to modern cars”, ... that OE
word order may he “much like that of Modern English™, apart from what MaecLaughlin
{hencoforth MeL) chooscs to call “some minor adjustments”. But is the usertion of a per-
sonal pronoun to fill the subjeet position or the reversal of the original OE word order
from OV o VO (p. 3, sentence 14) really only a “minor” adjustment?

Later in the book 1t is elaimed that “[+] he Old English case aystem [...] had [...]
detevioratod [1] to the point that numerous case markings had lost their distinetiveness
and were thus unabloe o differentiate semantic and syntactic function”. {p. 76). In the
Hpght of this the following analysis of sentence 12, p. 3, Her nam Beorthric cyning Offan
dohtor Eadburge is misleading, to say the least: * Beorthric and cyning are marked as Subjeect
fagent by the nominative case, Offan as an Oblique Object/possessor by the Gunitive case,
dohtor and Eadburge as Dircet Object/patient by the Accusative case”™, Nono of the nouns
11 this sentence 1w inflectionally unambiguous and it is only from the fact that Fadburge
is non-nominative, and the tendeney to specify the bridegroom before the bride that one
can deduce the correct meaning of the sentence, {The length-marking in the Mel. text
will he exelnded in this review for roasons given below. Regardless of the confusing incon-
swtency in the use of italics by McL, OE examples will here bo italicized).

The discussion of another example, in fact, raises doubts as to the author’s knowledge
of OE morphology. Thus the sentence Her bed Durgred Mierena cyning and his witan
A pelwulf cyning peel he him gefullomode peet The] kim Novp-Wealns gehiersumode (Chro-
nicle [sic], Anno 854) is glossed as follows: At this time-askoed-Burgrd-the Moerctan Kiug-
and-hig eounsellors-Aethelwolf King-that-he-him-would help-so  that-him-the North
Welch-would obey. {p. 3, sent. 13). The proncun e is crronecualy omitted by MeL, which
aceountz for the wrong translation, but even so the anthor should have noticod that the
verh form gehiersumode could never bo the predicate going with a subjeet Norp- Wealas.
{Cp. the parallel entry in the original of the vear 8§89). That gehiersumode clearly has
g causative meaning here, s incidentally corroborated by the next sentence in the ori-
ginal text not quoted by MeL; He pa swd dide [...], and he him ealle gehyrsume gedyde.
{(Chronicles, Anno 854).

The ‘Introduction’ ends rather abruptly with a few passing reinarks on tho correlation
between prepositions and roles in ModE, and en what one must know in “learning a lan-
guage’ (p. 4} — & problem that is eerfainly not at issue in & handbook on OE syntax,

The 1dea of using & case grammar model for chapter 1, ‘Old English easc struetures’,
is very appealing, because, among the morc recent grammatical theories, this model
appears to be most suitable for the problems involved. The way it is handled in this book,
though, does more damage to the thoory than it does to holp further its eause,
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The brief paragraph on ‘The Nominative' meuntions the varous semantic roles which
the nominative caso may mark, but for agent and objeet there are no examples and the
rolo-assignment in somo instances would merit further g?xplanatti::m: Are patierrm and
experiencer identical, as suggested on p. 5, sent. 23, or what is the difference if there i3 any?
Phe syntactical subject of the pradicate comon (p. b, sent. 24} is Nom./Pat, for I\'IGL,.bub
to us an analysis as Nom./ugont or even Nom,fagent=patient would seem moro plgualble.
In scent. 26, ecq is analyzed as Nom./Cause, Inst.; are canse and instrument two Ld:ff(-.rent
roles. are thev the same? Sinee there ig no definition or explanation, the reader 1s left to
his own regources. Problematic analyses Jike these can be found on practically overy
I/}ﬂg(.‘ - . ' a -

i1 the commentary on two-place predicates the notions of Direet and Obligue Object
are contral to the discussion, but the theoretical status of the latter is not made sufficiently
clear. The most scrious peoblem, however, is the assumption that ModE paraphrases of
OF sentences can be regarded as “translations of underlying Old Enghsh cansﬂ:rlmtimm’:
(p- 8}. On the basis of ModE paraphrases, like “"that }.m might have joy of the ring-hoard
for]’... the wooden shield would not provide Relp for him*"* (p. 8), MeL, fsgumes that verbs
like Brucan or helpan *taking Glenitive or Dative {Direct] Objects are derived from unc.le:.--
lving nominal eonstructions taking Oblique Objcets.” {p. 9). He also suggests that “it 1s
possible to argue [in this yein also] on synchronic grounds™ (p. 8.}’ but never shnjws.hnw.
[nstead, he offers as corroboration for his anelysis the observation that the rnr::f.]ﬂrlty n.f
such verbs belong to the 1st or 2nd woak class, i.e. they aro deverbal or denominal deri-
~vatives. But he is at a loss to explain that about 409, of the verbs in his list are strong
~verhs, which are normally eonsidored as primary both synchronically and diachronijeally,
and simply assumes that “certain features of these verbs which we c-fmnc:t now rocapturc
[...] influenced the selcetion of cases.” {p. 11). Incidentally, neosian is not a class 1 week
verh and @twindan not a class 7 strong verb {cp. p. 10}, o ‘

The sub-chapter on three-place predicates is hardly more convineing. Para.llell FU his
finclings in the previous chapter McL postulates that in its role as ob ‘]ect,r the Genitive as
surface Direct Object arises from an underlying Oblique Obiect construetion, ‘W}ll;'fl‘f:}ﬁﬁ the
Accusabtive Direct Object has an underlying Direet Objecs congtruction, Once again, theso
claims are “substantiased” by ModE paraphrases so that sheir value 18 hughly questiongble
all the rore so since MeL himself admits that therc is little ehance of finding “'sufficient
ovidence to praove or disprove thom’ (p. 15} : .

‘The sub-chapter on ‘Additional role structure with verbs’ Incks a th?ﬂl‘@tlﬂ&l basis
and is little more than a collection of OE examples. The reader ends up with more _thsm
20 different roles, the larger pard of which are introduced without GUIHHIF:?Iltl or 1deﬁn1t.mn,
snany of thom apparently ad-hoc aclubions, e.g. inherent POSStﬁﬁrﬂil‘.ﬂl and 1111191131;&?@ {p. 19),
absolute expressions (p. 20), partitive (p. 21, sent. 137), I'Eﬂexl'.l.!l} {E. 23},. motive {p. ?’H,
sens. 194), ete. It is rather annoying to be left to one’s own devices in trying to establish
the difference between intensive and reflexive or to be expected to supply the I‘{:rleEf that
have beon omitted. (1. g. p. 20, sent. 132}, The division into $wa- and threc-place predicates
jutroduced previously, seems to have been given up altogether. | ;

“uch the same holds true for the sub-chapter on ‘“Non.verbal predicates’, whero oven
yore new roles crop up and ot hers are lumpod together, To give just one example: what
exactly distinguishes point of departure from source? (p. 30f., sent, 202 gnd! 210).

The lengthy introduction to chapter 2, ‘Old English Cnrnplenmnmtmn: secins ta
have been taken out of a paper on ModE complomentation; the same js true of the intro-
duetions to chapters 3 - 8, Thus, the ponneetion with OE is sometimes rather tfjrlllr:tlg,
and even the observations on Mo dF are sometimes incorrect. Just a few exasnples in order

£o0 illustrate this:



206 Reviews

Many of the verbs said to require sentential subjects or objects only take them OY6I0-
nally (p. 32}

Verbs of pereeption do not require a participial complement in ModE, but take either
a bare infimtive or a participle {p. 37).

The only example {for both * paet- and Infinitive-complementation in the same clause
(p. 39) reveals once more the author’s madequate knowledge of OE: pet, in the sentence
And hie hine helon poet attor etan, is clearly a demonstrative pronoun and not a comple-
mentizer as assumed by McL.

Chapter 3, ‘Relative clauses’, shows a mixture of traditional deseriptions (p. 39)
and generabive transformational assumptions such as underlying abstract heads (p. 431.),
g caise of considerable confusion for the non-initiated reader,

Role structures do not figure anywhere in chapter 8, ‘Passive propositions’, which
uzes the standard theory (1865) model and which does not mention that pﬂﬂsit:izatiun
is treated as a topicalization process in case grammar. Moreover, much of this chapter
18 taken from Visser (1963 - 73: ep. §§ 1908 - 09, 19816 - 17, 1923} without mentioning the
gource. The Medern German example plus comment (p. 59} is from Curme (1813: ep. p. 186}
also guoted m Visser (£863 - 73: § 1908), again without giving the source. ,

Chapter 9, *Word order’, based on Greenberg (1963) and restrioted to prose texts
18, though not without flaws, a useful, student-orientated discussion of QK word mrde;
with the result that “Old English marks a transitional stage between a fully SOV language
and a fully SVO language.” (p.78). One misses, however, references to well-known works
}ilke Reszkiewicz (1966) and Bacquent ( 1962) or the more recent dissertation by Bean

978).

Only little need be said about the ‘Appendix’. One wonders what may have led to
its addition, The chapter headings, not listed in the “Inhaltsverzeichniz" {p.: Vi), mainly
corregpond to those in the OF part, but tho emphasis is ofton shifted to different aspeeths
of the same topics, s0 that there is no real continuity of deseription. The points of criticizm,
raiscd o far also apply to thiz part of the book:

Three pages of examples illustrating the spread of prepositions are followed by dili-
gont compilations of ME and EModE cxamples. The chapters otherwise resemblo abstrachs
of average students’ seminar papers. For example, it is not in aceordance with any of the
standard opinions that the OE relative marker “Jpe loses its relative funetion and cores
to be used solely as the pre-nominal marker the.” (p. 90). Even within a transformational
model it is to be doubted that “the syntax of Modern English questions had been basical] ¥
established in Old English”. (p. $9). The 10 oxamples for infinitive eomplementation aro
alsa to be found in Visser (1963 - 78: §§ 1202, 1207, 1212, 1217, 1220, 1297, 1232, 2068},

In the ehapter on word order the reader is confronted with a whole page of ME text
and is asked to “judge for himself the extent to which the word order Foee] conforms ;sn
;;haﬁ of Modern English” {p. 102). This is not exactly what one would expect from a hand-

ook, '

As in the OE part one sometimes doubts the author’s knowledge of OF and ME, Thus
in the sentence ealle pa minstre pa haedence [sic] men hefden aer [sic] tobrocon {p. 80, sr*nt-,
2), an alleged example of an unmarked relative clause, MeL interprets the second ba H.":.
& demonstrative referring to haedene men, without considering the fact that the adjective
would have $o show weak inflection in this case, Clearly, this fa 18 an inflected form of the
proncun ge introducing an overt relative, ' -

A second example is the sentence po he pat wvit dude rede (p. 99), which is interpreted
as “meaning either, ‘then ho who wrote, read’, or “then he who wrote caused to read’;”, an
merpretation that is impossible beeause of the form wrif, which is certainly not a Pro-
terite here. Moreover, o writt on p. 88, sent, 1, is correctly identified as article plus noun.
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Is it possible that more then one author was involved here? It should he added, further-
more, that the two gquotations nwust have been taken from Visser (1963 - 73: §§ 1202 and
12193, but no source is given.

Listing all the formal shortecmings of this book 1a impossible, A few more serious
examples will have to suffice: Theve is no bibliography, bibliographical references are
restricted to four footnotes to the ‘Preface’. The most recent bibliographical item is from
1972, The author obviously has not noticed that Vieser's vol. I1I/2nd helf appeared in
1973. The long-standing tradition of German studies in OE is completely ignored and MeL
does not seem t0 be concerned too much with bibliographical detail. Many of the biblio-
graphical references are far from correct: Bloomfield and Newmark (1363) was reprinted
with corrcctions in 1978; Pyles (1964) saw a second edition in 1871 and a third one in 1982,
co-authored and considerably amended by J. Algeo; Quirk and Wrenn (1957) s the second
edition, the first dating frora 1956; J. and M. Wright (1925) is the third edition of a first
one in 1908. The last title is to prove that the older handbooks provided *“little maore than
a passing reference to syntax”. {p. IX). This may be true of many, though certainly not
of all. A valuablo source of information in this respect, but not mentioned by the aushor,
however, is Ryden (1979). A fow more recent studies will also be mentioned under "Refer-
ences’’ below. What led to the statcment that Camphbell’s Qld English Grammar (exclusively
treating phonolegy and morphology} deals “most cffectively with Old English syntax”
(p. IX) must remain a mystery, cxcept for the fact, maybe, that the same claim appears
in Mitchell {1968%:p.144).

Quotations are inconsistent and alphabetieal ordering seems to have been a problem
not only here but throughout the book. The list of ‘Citations’, contalning NUMercus errors
{o.g., p. XI, line 24, read Holthausen for Holthauser), does not mention any of the more
than 50 different primary texts of the ‘Appendix’, although they are quoted there in
abbreviated form, nor does the ‘Subject Index’ cover the ‘Appendix’. It might have heen
helpful, if prose and metrical texts hed been separated in the lList of citations,

The first few pages of the book already exhibit an inconsistent and often incorrect
marking of vowel-length in the OE quotations, which, quite generally. have little in com-
mon with their counterparts in the original editions cited by McL. Thus, of the first 30
quotations from Beowulf, 24 deviate from the original, containing betweon one and eight
mistakes, involving longth-marking, spelling, and even word order, The same holds for
all the other quotations throughout the book. Title abbreviations are also unsystematic.
The rasionale underlying the author’s translations of OF texts — they range from word-
for-word renderings to rather free paraphrases — is also most obscure. In view of ali this,
the more than 30 misprints are almost negligible.

The gencral impression i that the most coneistent feature of this handbook is jts
ineonsistency. The book rather looks like a compilation of various independent studies
(maybe even by different people), some of which contain quite interesting ideas. These
are, however, not developed to the point where they might figure in & handbook on OE
syutax. They wonid definitely require much more research and a more consistent theore-
tigal foundation. In its present form the handbook will be a disappointment to the stu-
dent and a constant eause of irritation to the specialist,
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Fundamental concepls of language teaching. By H. H. Stern. Pp, 582. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. 1933.

Reviewed by Karol Janicki

Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

Stern’s book is very likely to appear disappointing to some readers and stimulating
trlﬂ others. Who will react how will, in my opinion, depend largely on the rencler‘é-éipeeba-
tions. Ultimately, I beliovo the book will be highly valued hy the prospective student of
language feaching, and it will be of little intorest to the advanced roscarcher who seeks
for now ideas and solutions.

Btern’s outright declaration as to the theoretical nature of the Lok (p. 1) is important
for the prospoctive reader as the latter is informed that theory is to be understood as “the
thﬂught, a method of analysis and synthesis, or a conceptual framework in which to place
differont observations, phenoinena, or activitios” (25— 8}, Thus the roader who views
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tlorics more rigorously — as sets of falsifinble hypotheses, is not adivsed to read the
hoolk unloss he ehanges his expectations,

The book is quantitatively a massive pieco of work (382 pages). Consequently, it pro-
vides an enormous amount of pure information that som» eategorios of reader may find
extremely useful. The volume ineludes six imajor parts {cloaring the ground, historical
perspectives, concepts of language, conecpbs of soclety, coneopts of language learning,
concepts of Ianguage teaching) cach of which constitutes a thorough troatment of the
issues i guestion. At times the reader might get the imprésaion that he is reading some
kind of eneyelopedia. This is becawse the amomunt and kind of mformation supplied by
the aathor is often astonishing, e.g., the fact that Whort worked for a fire insurance
comipany (p. 204), The book in fact abounds in details, which will perhaps irritate some
reacers and stimmlate others, Chapter 6, which T personally find vory appealing, 15 & VOry
good example of how a great doal of detailed historioal information and some general
conglusions pertaining to langnage toaching can be presented clearly and forcefully.

Detailed as the prosentation is, Stern’s book is not fres from omissions. For instance,
it his long list of events which were eritical to language teaching (pp. 104— 112} thore does
ot appear the foundation of TATEFL, nor ibs German language oquivalent — Interna-
tivnader Deutsehlehrerverband, although the foundation of such organizations as TESOL
15 mentioned. '

Ohie merit of the book is that Stern raises a large number of familiar questions to
swhich he docs not pretend to know answers. For instance, the author brings up the ques-
tion of how formal and comnmunicative strategies contribute tn Liﬁﬂﬂtﬁ?l&ﬂéﬁ&ge learn-
E_g Unanswered quostions such as this can frequently be found in the book, The kinds of
apanswered questions that Stern points to seom to very woll refiect the gurrent state of
lungunge teaching.

Through its clear and unprotentions language, the scope of issues coverod, and tho
avendth of ideas included, Stern’s book thus turns out to be an excellent intreductory text-
bk which ean be highly recommended to basically three eategorios of roader:

1. the practising teacher whao is open to eritieism and willing t0 reflect on what he 18
wloing,

2, the unuiversity student of language teaching (TEFL, TESL), and

3. the language toaching researcher who cannot afford the time to study indepen-
dently {i.e., in original sources) the sort of langnage toaching related material that Stern,
liscusses at considerable length (e.g., the social aspects of language).

" 3vith reference to the second category, the book may be advocated for use especially
in MA language toaching programs, as it not only introduces n myriad of fundamental

notions and problems but also outlines or encourages very inatiy averues of potential
“stheorctieal”’ and empirieal rescarch (I use Stern’s terminclogy hore). |

" However Sters volume is disappointing at the coneeptual level, L.e., the book lacks
innuvative theoretical ideas or proposals {‘t-he{;'rrb];ié'a.i’ is here used in the more rigorous

“sense). In this eonnection, I think that in notional, not practical terms, the development

of tho wholo field of language teaching might advance eonspicaously if researchers CoiL-
wejved theery as a set of falsifiable interrelatod hiypotheses, if not_exclusively then at

least in addition to tho way Stern concerves the term. If not, new original ideas are likely

30 perpetually be blurred and dispersed in the abundance of ambiguities, imprecigion and
misapprehensions. I fully realize that the line of research I suggest is extremely diffientt.
Nevertholess T helieve that that is the direction serious students of langnage teaching'
should follow, ;

The book includes an impressive list of itemns in the bibliographical scetion (over 40
pages of Lisbings), Tt is not free Trom minor errors, however, For example, Fisiak 1951
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appears m the text {(p. 168), and the reference cannot be tracked down in the bibliography.
Such an oversight ¢an be duly forgiven in view of the multitud e of entrics that the bi Blio-

graphy inclhudes.

The semaniics of will in present-day British English: A unified account. By Liliano
M. V. Haegeman. Pp. 179, Brussels: Paleis der Academien, 1983,

Reviewed by Barbare Kryk, ' ' o

Adam Mickiewioz University, Poznaz,

As an attractive field of linguistic mvestigaticns modality has always been subject to
detailed analyses, ef.: Clege (19804, Palmer (1977, 1979, 1980), Wekker {1976, 1980). to
mention jufst. a few. Apart from traditional works many of the recent studies in ﬁem&nfics
ﬂndlpragmat.ics heve tackled varicus urpects of medality, of. ;: Davies (1979), Lyons (1977),
Levinson (1983). However, as the author of the book undcr review has pointed out, {p. 9,
the previous analyses have resulted in an undesirable proliferation of senses ascribed to
modal verbs. Consequently, Hacgemsan'’s book on the semantics of will is an attempt ‘b0
throw light on the semantic categories associated with this modal and to determine in how
far the traditional proliferation of senses is adequate’ (p. 43, The author’s task is not nn.lv
to systematize the current vhservations on English modality, but also 50 propose a. wnified
aeccount of the interpretations of wifl. It socing at the outset, that the book discussed might
offer some novel apparatus for the analysis of modality along traditional lines but, as the
author emphasizes (p. 11), frequently employing some pragmatic factors. Consequently, if
trhel task were fulfilled, linguistics might gain a deeper insight into the problem of modality
which could also prove useful for students of English. As will be shown below, being turil
betwoeen the two alternatives, the author has hardly succeeded. A inore detailed discussion
of the contents will reveal why this is the case.

The buok consists of a preface, three chapters and a conelusion. In the preface the
author outlines the framework of further discussion, i.e. the traditional model, but with
mm.at.ant referenee to the pragmatics of communieation, so that tho adopted corpus, of.:
IQun‘k (1962), will serve as a basis for the reached generalizations. Such a study is imine-
drately endangered by limitations impoesed by a fixed corpus and cannot escape a certain
degree of subjectivity, which the author realizes at the outset (p. 10). Nonetheless, tho
reader feels tempted to juxtapose his expeetations with the actual eontents of the book.

Chapter 1 “(ieneral cbservations” deals with the syntax and semanties of swill.
Although the study is semantically oriented, too little attention seems to be paid to
syntactic problems. Ouly four approaches to auxiliaries are presented, as if in passing, i.e..:
the pre*l:;heuret.ie account (ef. OED), Palmer’s traditicnal analysis {1965, 1974), Chomsky's
generative syntax (1965) and genorative semantics, which requires some linguistic know-
]l‘:(}lge on the reader’s part. Consequently, being as it is too eoncise for a handbook, the work
might still be considered in terms of a potential piece of research. This expectation is ruined
already in the next section of the chapter devotod to the scmanties of will,

_ As opposed to the syntactic analysis, its semantic eounterpart is exhaustive to the
point of being overloaded with details, despite the author’s claim that it 18 impossible to
provide a complete list of alf the uses of will or to achieve an internal consisteney in this
respect (p. 19} The illustrative examples occupying four pages eonfuse the reader, alsi
due to the abundance of labels further obscured by many detailod subdivisions. A sample
might be worth quoting at this point, The eategory of FUTURE comprises pure ard co-
loured future. These, in tura, are subclassified into He{réra;l:cat{l-guriaa each, so that the
forme? comprrises conditionals, commands, promises, threats, etc., and the latter ':Willing-
ness, intention, as well as prormiseg, threats, ete. (pp 20— 23). Note the :ﬁb:'riking' termino-
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fogieal confusion resulting in a mixture of tokens taken over from the traditional approach
and the speceh-act theory. Besides, one might wonder how to distinguish between ‘pure’ vs.
‘eoloured’ promises or threats. _

Be that as it may, the described mode of prosentation is the best justifieation for the
author’s preliminary contention concerning the total confusion in the field. The need for &
more lucid aceount scoms unguestionable at this point. But before such a proposal 18 put
forth, the suthor procceds with some metholological issues, Thus, the subchapter on
cemantic clagsification is further subdivided into methodology of semantic description
whose initial part deals with the dichotomy of homonymy and polysemy. It strikes the
reader a8 a bit of an cxaggemﬁion to multiply the number of issues tackled ab a time which,
contrary to the premeditated aim of the book, obscures rather than clarifies the mode of
pr{-sentatiﬂn. ;

The methodological discussion first concentrates vn the opposition between homony-
roy and polysemy. Several approaches to the problem are demonstrated and subjected
to criticism, e.g.: Close (1980}, Palmer (1965, 1974), Perlmutter (1970}, and others. Having
refuted the above mentioned anlyses, the suthor contends that the description of will
should escape the danger of vagueness by either seeing ibs various readings in terms of
well-defined ambiguity oy relating them fo contextual features and pragmatic factors

(p. 28). _

Another reason for advoeating a novel approach to well has been attributed to the
vagueness of the relevant metalanguage. Hence, the terms used for the semantic descrip-
tion of will are considercd imprecise and ambiguous, however to counterbalance them the
author offers nothing but a trivial and simplistic criticism of the labels nsed so far. It 15
painfully obvions that “the more specific the label is, the fewer examples it can describe
adecuately” (p. 32). The conclusion is analogous in nature as it postulates a revision of the
traditional glosses in terms of some formal and testable gvidence (p. 34},

The long-awaitcd pragmatic issues emerge in the seetion on meaning and context.
The problem boils down to how much of tho utterance meaning is conveved by will as
such. cf, for instance, Jespersen (1931/61). The section ends with a statement being as
correct as it is dangerous for the author’s own analysis. Thus, the confusion as to the so-
roantic overtones of modals springs from the corpus-based diseussions where there 18 no
absolute control over the data {p. 37). As will be shown below, that is exactly what the
author herself is guilty of.

‘The $wo final seetions of the chapter are devoted to the analysis of will as envisaged by
Palmer and other authors. The selection of Palmer (1974) as the basis for further investiga-
tions has been given a twofold motivation whose validity is, nonetheless, duesticnable.
Firstly, Palmer’s work is considerod the most comprehonsive of all those written on the
subject, but in support of this opinion the reader is referred to Haegeman's own review
of the book (1981) and to the last section of Chapter 1. Secondly, Palmer’s work is said to
have ofter been used as & secondary basis in other analyses, which is followed by the singlo
example of Wekker (1976). The chapter is concluded with & survey of five uses of will as
classified according to formal criteria. Palmer’s analysis, highlightod by the author, serves
as a point of reference for other approachos, ef. Boyd and Thorne (1869), Huddleston
(1976}, and Leech (1969).

As has been pointed out, the author adopts & traditional framework of presentation,
henece producing nothing more than a detatled textbook on the modal will. However, the
forinal resemblance $o the works of Allen (1 968) and Zandvoort {1969) (both quoted in the
bibliography} would not be harmful in itself, if it were not for two reasons. Firstly, tho
author's preconceived objectives are much more ambitious and secondly, the geloction
of the traditional framework is not clearly motivated. Haegeman claims to be following
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Quirk, et al. {1972) as a landmark of the traditional approach, whereas the authors
explieibly stato in the preface (1972:v) that their analysis draws upon various linguistic
trends.

Chapter 2 concentrates on the basic semantic contrasts pertaining to will, i.e.: fu-
turity, omnitemporality and volition, This part of the study constitutes an elaboracion
of the issues signalled previously and 18 ecarried out in an analogous manner. Tho author
presents her own observations on the semauntics of wsll supported by examples from the
corpus. The theorctical discussion winds up with a conclusion and a lypothesis which is
subject o tesbing and verification in Chapter 3.

The seection on futurity again strikes tho reader as a longish list of problems ti be
diseussed. Initially, the author doals with the distinction betweon futurity and the preascns
vs. the past. A crueial eontrast is signalled at this poing, i.e.: non-factual ovents as opposed
to eounterfactual ones. However, the problem g approached without any reference to
such related igsues as truth commitment, possible worlds, ete. It s merely employved to
emphasize the non-factual nature of future events (p. 54). Hencoforth, non-factuality is
used as one of tho semantic charactoristies of wxll. Moreover, will turns out to comprise
the features of a contingent and a sonditional modal. An imprecise use of theso tornis has
given rise to a confusion, and the author observes on the basis of the corpus:

f‘By usinglwﬂl whcnr sxpressing future events the speaker opts for a maximal subjeet-

1ve commitment with respeet to the eventual future refercnee {—) The suhjective

speaker-related certainty is bounded off by the non-factuality inherent to all miodal

utterances”. (p. 1) '
This explains the contradietory uses the of terms ‘eonditional” and ‘contingent’, sinee some
authors atress the formoer and contrast wifl with non-modal proseut, gensey, whereas othors
¥tress the latter contrasting wil] with other modals, Thus, both terms, ie.: non-factuality
and setuality serve as scmantic variables in the present analysig. The third gloss emerges ns
n result of o pragmatic cbservation. However trivial it may sound, the auther stabos
that native speakors prefer other forms of expressing futurity rathor than will, in sengences
whieh focus on the present state of aflairs (op. cis, 68). The torm used to charactoerize this
feature of well 1s labelled event-time orvicntation,

Agn the three glosses describing the semanties of future will, Le.: non-factuality,
actuality and event-time orientation. llave been singled out, an attempt is made to fit tho
remairning uses of will into this trichotomy. Although the author finally succeeds i una-
Iysing boih anmnitemporality and volibion within her semanto-pragratic framework. the
arbitrarinoss of some conclugions cannot eseape criticism. Haegeman’s seemingly ele-
gait: solution shares, on the one hand, the faults of a dasa-baacd stndy, aud on the v her
hand, those of the Livbrid, traditional-pragmatic approach. To give 4 faw illustrations.
In the discussion of vmnitemporal w4 the corpus daty are suppos;ed to demonstrate that
this use of will is common in presont-day English, being more often found in writing than
m spocch (p, 68). It 18 nout the observation itself that should he questioned, but- rather
its minmnal explanatory adequacy. Many other statements concorning omniteanporality
reach the point of tautologies, e.g.: “tho reading of a sentence with omuiteinporal well is
unigue if the sentencs refers to a unigue event’” (p. 76); “adverbials of tire will aseribe timo
gpecification to sentences with omnitemporal wiff™” (p. 77). Despite its faults, the secsion
~winds up with a eonjeoture shat might result in an interosting pragenatic solution. Thus,
labels such as “future’, ‘volition’, cte. can all be seen as single characterizations of the
occurrence of basic will in context, but they should not be taken to identify it as having
keveral meanings in itself (p. 77).

Analogous conchisions are reached in the final section of the chapter. On the basis
of pragmatie tests the author rejects the paraphrases of volitioual will in $erms of other
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verhs. However, tho criticism roaches a point of absurdity as regards the restrietions on
nouns and verbs occurring with volitional wéll. Although the author realizes the nocessity
of imposing such restrietions, the linguist is required to attain Platonic ideals in defining
such notions as ‘ergative’, “verb of doing’, ete. {p. 84). This goes back to on-going con-
trovorsies as to the definitions of the terms ‘pragmatics’, ‘prosupposition’, and many others
{ef. Kempson 1975, 1977; Stalnaker 1872, 1974}, As the alternative to the rejected classi-
fieations of verbs the author proposes an arrangoment of propositions into a hierarchie
system. In spite of her elaims, it is by no means » novel approach to the problem. Firstly,
it employs the woll-known distinetion between evonts and states; socondly, the relation
between sets representing this dichotorny is presented in a twofold manner (on a triangle
and a tree-diagram (op, 85— 8T}, which bear a ¢lear respinblance to numercus mstances of
predicate scales, of. Ross’s squishes and alszo Kryk (1982}, Rosenberg (1975). The chaptor is
eoncluded with a statement predictable from the pragmatically-oriented analysis. Thus,
the author treats wifl as neutral with respsct to the contrast 14 VOLITIONL, o that it
normally renders its hasic meaning, 1.e. non-factuality, setuality and event-time orienta-
tion. Howevor, it is the eontext that provides clues for the velitional or non-volitional
interpretations (p. 97).

The unified necount is tested for ita application in Chapter 3, although the procedure
seems redundant in the light of the previous discussion, Nonctheless, the author gives an
additional fustification for her approach to will because “its semantics has been 1nex-
plained due to the niegligenee of some evueial pragmatic factors™ (p. 98). Consequently. the
interpretations of will associated with some grammatical persons are given due attention,
e.g.: first person declaratives, third person volition, will-you directives, and others. The
analysis employs the whole spectrum of pragmatic procedures, e.g.: the readings of the
first person deelarative are explained in terms of a formal test analogous to that of pre-
supposition canecellation, ef. Kempson (1975), Wilson (1975); the moeanings of sentences
arc accounted for by means of speaker’s intentions, cf. Menzel (1975). and conventicnal
implicature, of. Grice (1975), Gordon and Lakoff {1975). The idea of a pragmatie frameworls
seems t0 be challenging but the ahundance of procedural apparatus ends up in chaos,
Suffice it to sy that apart from the above mentioned pragmatic solutions Haegemun algo
ineludes spesch-net theory and the theory of prefurred interpretations, of. Wilson {1975);
and sume of themn appear without any reference in the hibliography, e.g.: Menzel (1875),
Wilson (1975). _

Tn the unificd account of will the author tries to employ the pragmnatic apparatas,
though she realizes later {p. 126} that a pragmatic aceount of linguistic performance has
not been worked out to a sufficient extent. Thus the analysia oscillates hetween some
pragmatic solutions, still drawing upon the tradifional model where necessary, ¢.g.: in
the discussion on the sacord porson wiff, The chapter winds up with some formal evidence
supporting tho eonclusions, i.c. justifying the ambiguity of will in the light of the unified
approacl. Relevant explanations are offered by the analysis of will in passive construc-
tions and conditional elauses, _

To vonelude, the book, being a traditional work with seme indiseriminately employed
praginabic notions, is too detailed and confusing for students, and it is too simplistie for
a serious contribution to linguistics. Consequently, the roader, having gone through con-
clusions attached to consecutive chapters, does not expoct anything enlightening frone
the conclnding Chapter 4. This is indeed the casc, despite its graphie form. Thus a matrix
of interpretations and relations depicting the semantie readings of will is presented in

- the form of a table and a tree-diagram, respectively. The final elegant formalization does

not, however, inercase the explanatory adeqiecy or scientific sophistication of the dis-
cussed work.
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Sociolinguiatics. By R. A. Hudson. Pp. 250. Cambridge: Cambridge University Proess,

Raviewed by Maria Z. Ziftkowska,
Adam Mickiewicz Univeraity, Poznai.

. To anvone even supcrficially acguainted wit1_1 the bra.nch. of linguisties known as
sociolinguistics Hudson’s book will appear as a highly refreshing [a.r;;d_ somnewhat ﬁ
nishing) presentation of the problems cnncarma:d. .Perhlap:s th:a most st-nk‘mg feature o t e
book is the lack of self-conseciousness vis--vis lmgummcg in general |;1.|3. 3 ayructural or
formal linguistics) which results from the aubhﬂr‘s‘convuftmn that linguistics must be
social (Hudson 1980:19f), that an asocial study is atmply meomplete, and that language
{a controversial eoncept, as wilt be seen below}, being nearly totally a part' of culm;e
{p: 81) cannot be studied in irolation from society. Undoubtedl;ir most books whlch.pmvn]e
a general survey of the field (cf. Dittmar 1976, Bell 1976, Halliday %9'?8, to mention only
a fow) revoal a similar bias, but Hudson's work seems Fi) m&rk a delicate but nevertheless
miomentous shift of balance in the treatment of sociolinguistics as such: no 101:1,0,;@1- & poor
relation, but the approach, the study, the linguistics. In other words, Hundson’s hoolk hlB 9;-
proof of the coming-of-age of sociolingnistics as a fully-fledged, self-assured branch o
humanitics. It seems all the more interestmg, thercfore, to sce, not what reasons does the
author give for the necessity of a social study of language (as these are ohvious), h;t,
rather, how does he envisage the general socinl theory of language and how doea he tackle

; 1t 3 ocinlingwistics 1ssues. : :

ﬂ.w rjf :rli.rft.inned a!ititz, Hudson sees the social study of language as the only one through
which its nature can be truly known (p. 5, 19}, {Cf. Healliday {19'7.1] v._fhu remar_kﬂd that
“the ultimate nature of language is explained 1 terms uf it flmct:rmr} in the social struc-
tare”, ibid.: 69.} It is important to note, however, that Hudson slgm_;ﬁca,ntljl,r I'Edllﬂﬂ%ht&
field of interest and opts for sociolinguistics, that 1s, study Uf: langualge n relgtmn to snmﬁf}r
as opposed to the sociclogy of language which takes the aociety as its startmg Pﬂi:':.tr t[1::1. .u}.
Secondly, he digpenses with the large field of the so-called “‘rmacro aocsmlmg’liust-mﬁ 5 ?:llg
that *macro studies generally throw less light on the nature ?f language (p. 8). Of the
two, the second limnitation is more impaortant (as he rightly notices, the dlffEI:E!n{:'B bet\:r?efl
sociolinguistics and the sociology of language is very mueh that of emphasis, p. §). This
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allows him to omit & number of topies » reader might have expected to find in a rexthoolk
on seciolinguisties (such ag multilingualism, lan guage policy, ete.), and thus to concentrato
on what he finds eructal: a theory of language described in terms of an individual speaker
and his hnguistie means (cf. p. 12 ff and passim),

The terrn “linguistic means®’ has been chosen delibrately by the present author as
one that is perhaps most neutral. No sociolinguist (or at least ono who takes to hoart
Hudson’s dislike of established concepts) would dere to use the ferms “language”, “dia-
leei” or “variety” as analytical eategorios after having read his book. Instead, Hudson
miroduces the concept of Knguistic itens {p. 22) as those “individual bits of language to
which some sociolinguistie statements need to refer, where more global statements are not

possible™ {p. 22). Sets of items with & similar social distribution form & variety {p. 24), -

which means that it may cover several languages, or dialects, or only soveral itenis — the
defining feature being “‘by whom, and when the items concerned are uzed®’ (p. 25).
One cannot but agree with Hudson's argument against the notions of “language’ and

*dialect™ in 8o far as purely linguistic features are concerned (he finds that the only ca-
tegory of disbinetion hetween the two is that of prestige, an extralinguistios feature, p. 32, .

34—7). More surprisingly, he argues against the notion of variety as well (p. 38 —44), He
bases his argument on the faet that isoglosses do not delimit varieties (p. 40) and rejeets
the concepts of both regional and social varieties (both in terms of registers and dialecta,
p. 48ff} on the same grounds. Another category well established in sociolingumistics thab
does not find favour in Hudson’s eyes is that of a speech community. After surveying vari -
ous definitions {p. 25ff) he rejects the notion as definod in terms of a, group and, drawing
on Le Page and Bolinger, prefers to define it in torma of an individual speaker /hearer who
locates himself in the multi-dimensional world and adapts his behaviour to groups (Hud-
son 1880: 27ff). He further suggests that spoech communities do not cxsist in reality but
only ag “prototypes” in the minds of people (p. 30). Thus there are no languages, no dia-
locts, no varieties, no speoch communities — gl that exists are people and items, and
people may be more or less similar $0 one snother in the items they have in their language”
(p. 40).

Granting that he is right about the diffieulty of clearly defining those notions, it

seems that following his own prototype-based approach {about which more below) he
could have easily stayed content with a prototypical eoncept of a “language” or
“regrater” and not have demanded an objective and exhanstive definition. Why
cannot the concept of “‘speech eomunity” (happily used at least since Bloomfield) exist
in the mind of sociolinguists (including Hudson) if it may do so in the case of other people?
The subject-matter of gnciolinguistics — Le., “language” in relation to “aoelety™ (as he
has rejected the notion of “speech eommunity™, one would expect Hudson to guestion
the notion of “society™ as well) is simply unwicldable without the craude concepts of lan-
guage, variety or speech cormmunity. Incidentally, Hudson himself finds it difficult o
procoed without the help of those tetns and uses them freely (but “in an informal way’’,
p. 71}. It seems surprising thut having subjected the notions of language, ate. , to such a
close scrutiny, he apparently finds no problems shout the status of the language/speech
dichotomy (he defines speech as “shorter or longer strings of linguistie iterns uaed on parti-
cular occagions for particular purposes’ and language as “knowledge of lingiistic iterns
and their meanings” (sic!), p. 106) and only notes on Pasaant that there is a trend in
lingmisties for the barrier between language structure and langiage use to break down
(p. 220) — a tame and inexhaunstive staternent abont perhiaps the most fundamental eate-
pories in lmguistics.

The linguistics itemns, which alone remain and are the object of description, are, -

among others, loxical items, syutactic constructions and phunological and morphological
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patterns {p. 44; 189) which are “associsted with & social deseription which says who uaos it
and when’’ {p. 51) and the social distribution of which may be unique or else cut across
a vumber of individuals (p. 51). Thus sociolinguistic generalizations about the relation
of language to sceiety (in terms of linguistie items used by speakers in relation to differont
aspects of society) will be generalizations about the énternal structure of language (e.g.,
what are the formal constraints on code-switching, or wliat are the formal restriotions on
hourrowing, p. 36— 8, not to mention vartables, p. 140). The rolevant information is the
aoein]l funetions of items in terms of variation (as Hudson clains that we possibly store
“information about all the sccial contoxt for mdividual linguistie items”, p. 232). He
suggests that of the four types of items, it 1s sydaz which marks cohesion in society,
while vocabulary and pronunciation would be the markers of divisions, the latter reflecting
“the permanent social group with which tho speaker rdentifies” (p. 48).2

. As language always relates to concepts which are shared or believed to be shared
(p. 81), and the slements of language relovant toe linguistie study are items, then both items
and their meanings, as well as the linguistically relevant sucial categories {p. 83) are eoncopts
{I. 81— 3), Hudson rejects the criterial foature theory of concepts (on grounds of the im-
possibility of identifying sufficient and necessary conditions for an object to count ax an
matance of a particular concept (p. 78) aithough, as disenssed above, he found himself
unable to follow his own argument when it came to tradisional sociolinguistic categories)
and argues for a prototypical approach (p. 78ff). Linguistic items, therofore, as analytical
categories, are profotypes, the fact which, according to Hudson, ean help us explain how
people categorize soecial factors to which they relate language. “Speakers locate thomeslves
e a multi-dimensional space relative to the rest of their gocial lives” (p. 83) and each
thirnension is defined by “a particular concept of a typical spesker or typical situation”
{(ibkl.} — m other words, a profotype, If, as Hudson claims, linguistic items (not only lexi-
cal ones, ef. p. 234} may be individually relatod to socml contexts (in terms of the roke-
vant information momovized, p. 232), then the prototype approach may well account for
this secmingly unfeasible task {(although, in view of Hudson’s aavere demands as to the
clarity of categories, 1t may be unable to help hing to account for tho relation in terms of a
linguistic deseription). As pointed out by Hudson, a prototype can be learned on the hasis
«f n very small number of instances and thus prediets that the boundaries of a particular
concepd are blurred, which in turn ailows for a creative application of concepsts by the
speakers (p. 79} and for the use of inference in the boundary-cases by the listeners. This
argument gounds convineing and 15 well substantiated by the evidenee (cf. p. 8§ — 94).

The notion of speaker/listener brings us to another topie which for some time now
has- been included within sociolinguistics, namely, discourse. 'This, howover, is perliaps
the most dissapointing part of Hudson's book and in its rango goes little boyvond Firth's
ohservations about the structuring of talk (cf. Firth 1935). Yet Firth did notice that “mbst
of the give-and-take of conversation in our everyday Iife is stercotypod and very narrowly
conditioned by our partisular type of eounlture” (ibid.:31); Hudson, sdmitting the
exisbence of norms?® in the ordering of tolk (Hudson 1880:116) suggests that most talk
probably has a very loose kind of structure (p. 133) and proposes three types of structuring
in discourse {while allowing for more possibilities), nameoly, fopic, turn-taking and “encye-
lopedic knowledge” (p. 131~ 3). He makes na mention of the invariant rules of discorse
suggested by Labov and Fanshel (1897) and the very detailed turn-taking moechanism
discussed by Backs et al. (1874). He does mention {only) tho units of diseourse proposed

' Hudeen's usage of tha term “maurphology®, which s included among the item types, 18 wuclecr: be seens o
understand the notion as embracitg inflsctional (and derfvativon]?) morphemcy only,

* It peerns interssting to note that Hudson delibrately nses the term “norms’ a8 not assotighed with any spevifin
sanction for those who break them (p. 118). For an opposito view, see Laboyv 1972, 1972a,
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by Binclair and Coultherd (1875), but fails to observe that these are formal categories
{defined in functionel terms) of & thoory of discourse and apart for “exchange” do nat
desieribe what occurs in talk (for a revised version, of. Coulthard and Brazil 1979). Appa-
rontly only adjacency pairs find his favour (Hudson 1980:131f), which ie not the sasc with
the highty intricate mechanism for topie change in an interaction, discussed at length by
Behegloff and Backs (1973). Adjacency pairs, however, are only basic organizational nnitz
which (may) enter into the more complex unit callad single conversation (vonsisting, of
openings, lopical siructure and clogings), which is the fundamental nnit of overall strustured
organization of conversational activity (ibid.: 392). In a similar vein, the problem of
topical stentcturing of talk is dismissed too lightly. Aecording to Schegloff and Sacks (10%3}
the topical structure sppears to be the basic ordering roference of the partioipants’ prac-
tices and roveals the participants’ sense of the order of conversation. Again, the observance
of the rules of discourse by the participants seoma to make the rules as invariant as those
of geamunar {of, Labov 1872, Labov 1872a, Labov and Fanshel 1977), a fact which defias
Hudson's remark about the loose structuring of talic. Tt is wadoubtediy diffieult to deside
whiat s deviant in discourse {not only beceuse somoe context can always be found, cf.
Widdowson 1078, but due to the option of silence) so that the theory of discourse may bo
only a tentative one (cf. Stubbs 1981) but there appears to exist & much more rigid steue-
turing of conversation that Hudson allows it $0 be. -

. In 1878, the time of writing the book (cf. Hudson 1980:1), the number of publications
on the analysis of discourse had been considerable and even if Hudaon delibrately limited
his presentation of the gubject, some of his omigsions are truly astonizhing. Moreover,
he is vague about the basic unit of sociclinguisties, that of a speech act.* Although the
concept is as diffieult to define ar that of “language” or “dialect”, to call it 8 “smallest bit
of language” (p. 112) seemns singularily uninformative. Following Austin, Hudson men-
tions the illocutionary and perlocutionary acts, (p. 110— 12), omitting the detailed dis-
cugsion in Labov and Fanshel (1977) and mentioning, only en passant, Griee’s Principto
{p. 118},

_ A more detailed discussion of tho omissions and gaps in Hudson’s presentation of
digcourse analysis is beyond the scope of this review, Nevertheless, it is precisely his
cmphasiz on the individual and his linguistico-social concepts (prototypes) as constituting
the prolegomena to a (social) theory of language which would lead the reader to expeet a
more profound purvey of the field. :

The lack of discussion about the notions of “speech act” and the competence/por-
formance distinetion mentioned above are only two examples of a more genoral phenao-
menon found in Hudson’s work. He seems to have dispensed with the traditional gogic-
Iinguistic categories to such an extent that he barely troubles to define those he does uee.
For instance, he does not draw any distinction between the notions of sentence and, utbe-
rance, and apart from a few cases uses the term “sentence’ throughout (o.g. in the dis-
cusston of the meaning of sentences, p. 83) without bothering to define tho.usage. He uscs
the term “language” having explicitely refuted the notion and the reader has to refer to
his common sense (or his prototype?) in order to understand how is $he term meant. The
reason for this may be Hudson’s wish (.0 clear the categorial field and reduce the relavant
eoncepts to those which do not beg definition (or can be given one), but such s proceéidure
ig highly unsatisfactory and make the reador sigh for less prototypes, and more clearly
defined concepts, )

As mentioned above, Hudson’s aim iz to propose a {zocial) theory of language, with

, ¥ In view of the prospective-retrospective naknre of maaning, however, the fundamental interactionlat wail would
be sn exchange, of, Coulthard and Brazil 1679,
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lLingwstic ibems earrying information about the social concepis, defined in terms of an
individual user who locates himself in the multi-dimensional space, as the main analytical
categories. If linguistic ibems and social concepts to which they relate are prototypes, then,
according to Hudson, evidence oould be found for the social, prototypical nature of all
levels of language {p. 234). SBuch a theory, he notices, is both flexible (the analytical eate-
gories are prototypes) and fragmentary (makes little use of large-soale agpregates stich as
“language’’ or ‘‘speech eommunity’’ {(p. 231}). Attractive as it sounds, there seems $0 be
precicus little evidence that this is really the case; nor does he offer {apart from his dis-
cusaion of variables, p. 140, 188 —90) any concrete suggestions about methodology. Finally,
his view that the oniy linguistios ig soeciolinguistics (p. 19) is acceptable as an article of
faith, bat does not prove thab “‘asocial” linguistics producea sheoriea of language ridden
with “serious flaws'’ {p. 19). One can easily agree that a social study of language, as pointed
out by Firth {1933), will give & full picture of what language is and how it works, but
there i8 no reason why formal approaches should not continue their delicate inguires mto
the fomal structure of language. Various branches of linguirtics should rather be seen
as complementary, not exclusive, so ag to give us a full description of what — contrary
to Hudson — we shall continue to call a language, Despite these objections, however,
the book is highly interesting (although, with ite aversion to metalanguage, noé to be
recomamended to beginners:in the sociolinguistic field) and does undoubtedly constitute
an important step towards a general theory of language seen as social semiotic.
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Knglish Syntactic Structures by Flor Aarts and Jan Aarg, ’p. 189, Oxford; Pergamon
Pross, 1892,

Reviewed by Elzbieta Mariczak-Wohlfeld,

‘The dagellonian University of Cracow.

The book entitlod Eunglish Syntactic Structures is arganized into lwo parts. After an
intreduetion (pp. 1—14) dealing with linguistie doscriptions in general and with some
basic uotions in syntactic analysis, the first main part, The wnils uf grammatical deserip-
tions {pp. 17—98), is devoted to such units of grammatical deseription as the morphome,
word, phrase, and sentence, whereas the second part, Structures (pp. 99— I71), presents
the structure of the word, phrase and sentence (including its funetions and realizations),
The two parts are followed by an appendix consisting of 4 guide fo sentence anadysiy
(pp. 172 —183), where a nnmber of examples is given to illustrate how sentences can be
analysed, and thero is a list of abbreviations (pp. 183 —184). The hook onds in & faarly
exhanustive indox, |

The book is not only intended to sorve as an introduction to English syntax but also
b0 teach students how to recognize und analyso its categories and principal structures and
to develop the students’ skill in syntactic argumentation,

The book anglyses Knglish syntactio structures within the framework of & traditional
approach. The terms used here are familiar, however, faw of them have been introdueed
by the authors themselves. It should be underlined that the terminology emploved is
very explicit and consistent.

The book reviewed iz fairly comprehensive, dotailed, bt concise which consbitutes
its prineipal value. Also the authors should particularly be praised for the arrangermout
of English Syntaetic Structures, which is very clear and logical. Tho graphic illustrations
such as tables visualize and summarize certain probleins very well, as e. g. Table 2.13
(p. 52) which shows two subolasses of possessive pronouns, and their varied forms depend -
ent on person, number and gender, or Table 3.4 (p. 76), which compares the finite and
non-finite verh phrase puradigms.

It seems, however, that the authors of English Syntactic Structures should have
meluded some additional explanations as I most cases the analysis consists of such de-
taled information. The comments are as follows:

T} On p. 20, as well a8 in Table 2.1 {p. 21), the authors mention -ward(s) aud -wise a3
typical derivational suffixes of the class of adverbs. It seems that the onding Iy should
have been suggested as it is far more frequent than the other two,

2) On p. 24 they statc that two different plural formations are in use for different words
ending in -0, Thus, echaes, potatoss but Liles, photos. It would have been advisable to
give & moro gpecific rule saying that nouns in -o form their plural by adding -es if thoy
are either of very frequont use or of relatively early introduction to English {e. g.
tomaio — tomatoes, hero — heroes), whereas they add -s only if they are foreign or abbre-
viated words (. g, bamboo — bamboos, kilo — kilos).

3} On p, 25 the authors mention that some foreign words take both a native and a foreign
plural as in the cage of genitg — gentuses — gendi. It should have heen added that then
they differ in mcaning. Thus, geniuses denotes very infelligent people, whoreas genii
indicates supernaiural beings,

4) On p. 27 the authors overgeneralize the rule that proper nouns do not occur in the
plural. There is an oxception that surnames can be ssed in the pharal and then they
denote a family, e. g. Mr. Brown and Mra, Brown —the Browns or Mr James and Mra,
James=the Jameses.

3) On p. 48 F. Aaris and J. Aarts maintain that the indefinite article @ iz used before
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ceonsonants. It should have been adided that 16 1s also used before vowels that sound
like consonants, ¢. g. & universify. On the othor hand, 1t is saicl that an oceurs beforo
vowels. It should have also been montioned that g may just ag well oceur before the
mute . e. g. an hour.

4) While diseussmg pronouns {pp. 48 ff.), they have introdueed cight subelasses, omitbing
the group of mdefinite pronowns (yow. they, one}. Although these pronouns have been
discussed under two different headings, as personal pronouns and in discussion of tho
gofone group, it would have heen worth mentioning separately that this subelass of
pronouns exists and perfortns a particular funetion in the language.

7} On p. 489, the authors claim that personul pronouns are used in the subjective casn
when they function us the subject of u sentence. It shonld have been added that they
are also used in the subjeetive case when they function as a complemont oceurring
after the copula fo be, e. g. It was he who broke the vase. Also, it seems that nore atten-
tion should have boon paid so the discassion of the porsonsal pronoun 4 (e. g, its uso
in thy expression of tune, distanece, ote.),

8) On p. 52 the authors enumerate all reistive pronouns. It would huwve been clearar if
caso names had been attached to each reiative prounoun as has been done with per-
sonal pronoune (ef. Table 2.11, p. 49).

9} On p. 53 we find a rule explaining whon the pronoun that 13 nsed instoad of which.
However, the rule is not oxhaustive, as the pronoun #hiat also oceurs when the ordinal
ruumber 18 ineludod io the antecedent (e, g. Mr, Broun was the firsl person that delir-
ered a speech.) and when there are such antecedents as: any, some, no (a8 well as their
compound forms), none, few, only, Litile, much (0. g. Nobody that wis present at the
meeting opposed Mr. Smith).

10) OUn p. 83 the authors diseuss the imperative and stase that “if a subject i3 present it
i3 usually you but as « rule the subject iz lacking’, This is followed by thres examples
of subjeetloss imnperatives and o with the subject you. It would have becn guite
reazonable to draw the reader’s atteation to the almost ogually freguent type of
mperative formed with lef, ©. g, Letf's go home.

Fiually, the book prompts a few minor commenta on spoeific points.

It would probably have been simpler to identiy different parvts of speech if five signals
of syntachic structures had been introduced, infleetional suffixes, derivationoal affixes,
word order, intonation, and function words. The authors actually use most of these syn-
lactio signals when identifying difforent parts of speech but they do not name thom.

On p. 81 we come across a poculiar recoguition of the sinple sentonco. According to
the authors such sentences as o, g, We came (o the conclusion that a conflict was inevitable
are regardod as simple ones. They argue that the firute thot-clanse does not function as
2 clause. but that it is embedded in 2 nous phease. It seems, however, that both tradi-
tiematiats and transformationalists wonld reekon this sentonee as a complox one. A tea-
ditionslist would argtie that the sentence is a ecomplex one since it contains two verbs,
whereas a transformationalist would say that it consists of two vorbs in the deep structure
and thus ii has to be reeognized as a complex sentonce.

Fmully, on p. 85 the reader findsz a strange example of a verbless clause, namoly:
Unable to make up his mind, he looked at us in silence. It seeins that this sentence cannot
be recognized as coutaining a verbless eleuse but rather as a non-fimte elase sinee &0 make
wp i3 4 verb,

Despite these ceritical remarks, I think that Frglish Syntactic Structures 18 a vory
usetud mrraduebion to English syntax in vicw of its careful explanation and exemplifi-
cation of the facts of syntactic structures in Eaglish. 16 may be highly recommmonded
students of kEnglish phulology.
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Problem-solving strategies for writs ]
. ng. By Linda Flower. P
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Ine,, 1981. RIRBESE s SR

.Hgviewed by Leoszek Skibniewski,
Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznai.

e {}ilfdrz H]i;lﬂﬂéz?snj?rzg Et::;s ;;Ei; ;: rt;;,e; cﬁnv}nce both the teacher and student of writing
S o ke ' gies for writing (hercafber PBSW) iz an e
compuiion bk vt 0 e e . stingpowrl v s
single baok on writing published so from rrading and using PSSW than from sny othor
" c?;:;ei:; klﬂlﬂ:}rlljiﬂgg a,ll:mut £omposing cen l::e briefly summarized as follows. Writing
S———— Wﬁigh - glea PPU?BSS ccmsmtmg of three main stages {pre-writing, writing
b M ccui recursively mﬁ w[?mh can be furthor subdivded into riist.irmt,r
S agiéia;iwz ing ;ﬂ a stage which intellectually prepures the writer to put pen to
S discuvel-ing “houghts and language. ‘Writ'-ing involves developing the topic by
express the writ»er’sgilint-aI{:I;ESEIf . t:*lsewhere li.dt?ﬂa and eonnections among ideas which
and revising it to co “.] meaning. Re-writing consists of rereading the first draft
e S i e th&:l}llnul?mate ,m the reader in an organized, coherent way what the
for syntex and lexicor ’ ﬂsllwmtten (]ﬂ:rga scale revising). Revising also entails editing
KB Lt Gt b 1 (fm_na, @1&1 revising). Good writers have been found to spend
audienca. W’riting Pti'wrltfl‘ng thm.kmg about the effect that they want to have on their
Re-writing, they %;Sh:}' uhbe_n pause to plan what $o write next and to make revisiona.
PR » ' pe their prose for the needs of their roaders and introduce hume
I%ia on 'Frh{} word, sentence, and péaragraph level R
should ;}efiﬂtll.uu;;plf iﬁm ?.:f S 18 that in the course of instruction students
is how Linda Fl ngr te};i?:ﬁigi?’ﬂ st_agcs of the compfosil}g process of good writers, This
for 1;81:SW. But the hook E;&Il bﬂIll%&]il;eldm;n?ﬂi;’r:l;ﬁi‘igf At e
RESS Beb s _ : :
e Riﬂh:f; l} ii;i'{a:riirss ;;ﬂ:; on all four cxmhen*hl philosophies of cormposition suggested
it teaches writing as :,;., u ozprdn-ﬂch Presented s PSSW is basically rhetorical in that
tnakes use of the ex resg ‘P t &- lrec‘.{icd t‘mmw‘mmcatmn between writer and reader. I
in words, Finally thsform(:;i ﬂ;: tll mimcetic philosophies in the stage of geperating ideas
T.aut Butonn ; L. s ’:;-Eo I;{ ] DHGI?h}r can be fo}md in the two steps of editing writing.
{56 G aior phing ';;rha,t. 2 Dd&memten itz keepmg‘ with research in coguitive psycho-
bases of experimental findi mI -lﬁﬁer,advmatm in PSSW has sound psychological
that PSBW is first to ¢ ;;]ES : f this 18 still not enough of & recommendation, let me add
fontogios Wi 'r:-m ine in {?ne volume all these sérengths m the form of praetical
F%u def tell what to do in order to write effectively.
. EEBnx;sra‘nde;;:élzrlstrateglea to native En_glish composition stndents. However, advan-
: ughta, feshnga and opinions m t i
E;afjégiﬂzfii;uﬁng}ﬂ the st?f!,tcgies of PSSW can be ﬂ.gpplied 15: the secnnlc;ﬁmtill‘g;jri?;x
Of the 1-,“.-;11% hﬂnmmmmnl iy
grounds for &dG;:i:]l aﬁlt:m le:f S8W Chapters 1—3 aro introduetory in that they provide
strative in that (’h{lgt.g iip.r(:- em-solving approach to writing. Chapters 4 and § are illu-
Chapter § gives r;asfn: i:-f:ll il thf.j problems looked at in detail in Chapters 5— 7, while
Mo it dz bho dlﬂ.ﬂillﬂﬂlﬂn of problems tackled in Chapters 8 and I0. Chapters
boen the mein aub'ezﬁlci?gt;r l,ifmg for purpose, style and clear orgunization, which has
T 7 ) 1 =) ﬁm.shed product oriented” writing handbooks.
e premise made in Chapler 1 is that writing is a thinking process, more specifically
2 r
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a problem.solving proeess. In order t0 solve problems peoplo draw both on their knowledge:
about the subject and on a seb of problem-solving atrategies. The goal of PBSW is to offer
a seb of strategies for dealing with writing as 8 problem to solve.

Chapter 2 begins with a statement that one of the basic reagons for writing is to deak
with problems. But problems only exist when gomeone feels a conflics. Congequently,.
people write to define and analize problerns, and this helps them sotve these problems. Six
steps in analyzing a problem, as well as a method of checking whether this analysis is
complete, are discussed n detail.

Chapter 3 contains a detailed disoussion of the composing strategies that often cauze
trouble for writers and the composing strategies that work. Next, a problem-solving
approach 0 writing is critically discussed against the backkground of the perfect draft.
and the inspiration approaches which are both rejected as ineffective. A problem-solving
approach to writing stresses a goul-directed kind of thinking and draws on & variety of
officiont strategies or heuristics. Since a heuristic procedure is only a high probability way
to procecd, & writer needs to know a variety of alternative techniques and to be aware of”
his own writing process in order to be able to draw on these alternative techniques.

n its first sootion, Chapter 4 signals Linda Flower’s nine Steps in the composing pro-
cess which, with a variety of sirategies for taking them, are disoussed in detail in the-
rernainder of PSSW, These nine Steps are:

PLANNING: 1. Explore the Rhetorical Problem 2. Make a Plan
GENERATING IDEAS IN WORDS: 3. Use Creative Thinking 4. Organize Your Ideas
DESIGNING FOR A READER: 5. Know the Needs of Your Reader 8. Transform Writer-

Based Prose into Reader-Based Prose
‘EDITING FOR EFFECTIVENESS: 7. Review Your Paper and Your Purpose 8. Test

and Edit Your Writing 9. Edit for Connections and Coherence.

These strategies are an organized description of the things good writers normally do when.
they write. Each step cen be takern in a number of ways and it is. up to the writer which
to choose when. The order in which the writer will take the Steps will depend on the
stage he is in and on how his writing develops.

The second section of Chapter 4 brilliantly illustrates how a real eollege sbudent went
through the stagos of Planning and (tenerating Ideas in Words which are digeussed at.
length in Chapters 5—7.

Chapter 5 deals with the stage of Planning which involves two Steps:

Step One: Exploving the Rhetorical Problem helps the writer define his:

a) purpose or goal — what the writer wants to acecomplish with his paper, Having defined
his goal, the writer can produce a goal-based plan

b) reader — what the writer knows about the reader thas matters. The reader is discussed.

in more detail in Chepter 8.
¢) projected self — what relationship does the writer wan$ to establish with his reader.
Step Two: Making o Plan helps the writer guide his thinking. Here three strategies are:

offered: :
1. Make your plan operational — operational plans are more eoncrote versions of goals.

They give the writer clues about how to achieve their ultimate goal.

2. Sketeh out a plan — and build it around your goals, At this stage of the writing process,.
however, writers may not know yet what exactly they want %o say.

3. Reveal your plan to the reader — a clear statoment of his purpose helps the writer focua
on his problem and helps his audience read his paper as they are given a reason t0 read

it. However, the writer does not set up his hierarchical plan until Step Four, Strategy 3.

and only when he has set up his plan, can he reveal it to the reader.

As T have tried to0 show, Step Two of the writing process i3 & weak point in Linda
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Flower’s franmework, as it can be eliminated for many writers, Its Steategy 1 can be hand-
led at the stage of defining the purpose of the rhetorical problem (Step 1} and need not
be repeated later; whilo its Strategies 2 and 3 most often follow Step Three — Using Crea-
tive Thinking to Genorate Ideas,

Chapter & takes up Step Three — se Creative T'hinking the aim of which is to explore
‘tho writor's own knowledge in order to dissover useful ideas stored in his mernory and to
-<creato new ideas by forging eonneetions among, the old. Flower offers four alternative
strategios of creative thinking: s
1. Turn off the editor and brainstorm — goal-directod thinking governed by three rules:

a4} kevep writing
b) do not try to censor or prefect as you go
¢) keep returning to the problem

- Talk to your reader — imagine what your reader’s response would be and what you

wotld say back to him.

3. Sywtematically explore your topic — three alternative methods are given:

a) use Arstotelian topics: definition, comparison and contrast, cause and offeet,
support from evidence

b} wse tagromies: sco your topic as a particle, wave, or part of a field

C) use synectics: use personal, direct, symbolie, or fantasy analogy

4. Rest and incubate — this strategy is governed by three rules: a) before you stop work
formulate the next unvesolved problem you want to be thinking about, b} return to
it from time to timo, ¢) when a new idea comes to your mind, writo it down,

Chapter 7 discussos Step Four: Organize Your Tdeas whose aim is to turn good ntui.
‘tions into well developed ideas that can be expressed in clear logical relationships to
one anothee. Threo altornative strategies are offored:

1. Develop yvowr own code words — try to explain to your reader what you mean by yvour
code words. This strategy is a transition between gonerating and organizing the writer’s
Ideay and can he lreated as an extension of the brainstorming technigque,

2. Nutshell vour ideas und teach themn — in a few sentences try to lay out the wholc subs-
tance of your paper and then try to teach it to yvour reader.

3. Build an issuo tree — try to pull & hierarchical plan (tree} out of the ideas you have

generated. The issue tree can be ugzed for:

&} organizing yow branstorming

b} developing yoar paper — if the tree which organizes your brainstormiug containg
branches you do not know how to fll m, turn %o brainstorming again, then find key
words for your new idoas and fit them in your tree

¢} testing your draft — magtch the $ree which organizes your braustorming against
the tree pulled out fromn your draft; introduce the necessary changes so that your draft
carries ang the hierarchical structure intemded for your papcr.

Chapter 8 is an exquisito iltustration of how two Teal college sbudenss wont shrough
the stage of Designing for a Reader, the two stops of which are discussed in depth in Chap-
ters 4 aned 14, :

Chapter Y tukes up Step Five: Know the Needs of Your Reader. Tt is now that thoe writer
should elearly understund the needs, attitudes and knowlegde of his reader and should
help him understand and remember the intended meaning of the written message, Two
strategies are offered:

1. Analyze your audiene: — analyse your reader's:

) knowledge — what do you need to toach him sbout tho suhject 30 that he gess your
intended meaning

i3
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b} attitudes — what is his image of your subject. Fhe more it differs from your own,
the more vou will have to do to make him see what you mean .
¢) needs — analyzo his ueeds so that you can adapt your writing %o ther

Howover, the reader has alroady heen analyzed in Step One, and this strategy eonld be

seen s an elaborate extension of Step One.

2, Anticipate your reader’s response — on the basis of the following model of communz-
cabion that goes on betwoen the writer and the reader:

roader {roceiver)

riter (sonder '
writer (sonder) meaning,

by i I [ b 1 L]

1 1
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Flower suggests that in order to anticipate the reader’s response his strategies of def:;n;fil:lr:ﬁ
the wessage mid c1eating meaning must be studied. Readers : shDrtvteFm Fl:mﬂrgﬂ:lin o
ted to 7+ 2 hita of iuformation and this forees them.i:-n group information mt:u mj ﬂmgI s
chunks ;1-1 order to understand it. 8o, when decading & message and GI'E& mg._me }-muib’:i
a) readers try to fit new informasion into an old framework :1 therefore the writer s
. i text for his 1deas
supply that fraimnework by ercating & contex . ‘ ~
) regclljeis organize information into an unconselous hlerarchma,l_ structure thorefore
the writer should make his hierarchical structure olear to his readﬂrsd gl
¢) readers develop expectations and use them to pmces&t and undergtan e hea
i tatlons,
therefore the writer should create and fulfill expec . .
Chapter 10 take sup Step Six of the writing proeess: Trquarm Wrtter-ﬂ}zmed imz
into Reader-Base Prose. It is now that the writer should use his knowlodgo f?'f t_ide reaJFr:'lr
needs to devolop his paper so that it communicates, not just expresses, his 1deas. k
atrategies are offered: e
I Eet.gilp a shared goal — find a resson for wriking your paper and & reason f':; mj‘i"ﬁ:;
that both you and your reader share; state it in your problem/purpose statement,
then orgaunize ideas around ib.
. Bevelop u reader-hased structure
&) organize your paper around a purpf.:nlrs-a vou ghare 4 i
fj with your goal as the top level of your i8sue 13_1“551' OrgaIllze youe 1 o0
¢} use euos to make your hierarchical organization clear to your roa
d) make your conchisions explicit o e e
This stravegy, however, is a restatement of wha.tr _has already ‘t?een %&dr]:l ?:Jlrgtrgiegv :
Step Five and Strategy 1 of Step Six, and enticipates what will bo oficre 3
of Step Bix. ; ) L A gy
o. xve }’i"' readers cues — fulfiill your readers’ pxpectabions by proviewlng your mu
Ing, summurizing i, and guiding the rgadcr along :"jﬁ way.
4. Develop a persuasive argument {Rogerian argumern }', T
a) first demonstrate an understending of your reader’s posibi
b} avoid categorizing people or 1ssues N
: 4 . TV .
¢) present your point in nu non-antagonizing “?', . e 11
JDIE ::Zl tl&m-gtﬁgs included in the Stage of Editing for EHEG%?LEES} i:ﬁi?:&‘di#
discusses Stop Seven: Beview Your Paper and g P“@ﬂsﬁ; e SW'P &Ignai-directed way
Your Writing. The aim of Stop Seven is to choek the writor’s paper m . gnﬂ i straltﬂgi*'-:-s
testing it ﬂg;titiﬁt his plans and his reader’s probablo response. Two alterna

are offerod:

1o

with your reader
s into A hierarchy
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. Matoh your paper against vour goals and pluns — if the writer does not like the result
he may have to return to Step QOue,

2. Bimulete a roader’s response — treat these simulated res
of your text as signals as to whether or not you need to
some parts of your presentation.

The aim of Btep Eight is to achieve a more effective statoment of the

Linda Flower offers two alternative strategios; :

1. Edit for economy — cennomical prose uses conercte language. To achieve it, tho method
of key-word cditing is suggested. It helps put powerful words in grarmmatically poswerful
pla.fzes. This method consists of five steps: a) divide the sentence into meﬂ,nin‘gf ul units
b} identify the key words in each unit, ¢) eub out unneecssary words and build ynu;*
statement around koy-words, d) pack in more concrete w
actors act {avoid passive voice).

2. Edit for a forceful style — in order to do it

ponses to the mdividual parts
Ierease your cues ur redesign

writer’s meaning.

ords when poasible, o) lot the

a) lower the nounfverb ratio by rewriting the sintence using more verbs und fower

nouns, b} transform heavy nouns back into verbs, ¢) avoid weak linking verbe hy

using act%@n vorbs instoad, d) transform negative eXprossions, e) transform passive
constructions into active onos.
The aim of Step Nine; Edit for Connections and Coherence, which is discussed in
Chapter 12, is to help the writer malke sure that the rolationships between his ideaz are
clear &I:ld that the logic of his writing’s strueture iz evident to the reader. Two
strategies are offered:
1. Transform listlike sentences — of which two tvpes are distingnished:
a) tI'ELI_lS.farm listlike complex sentences, which abouand in comiective words and pro-
pomﬁ:wns, by: 1. marking the prepositions and then promoting key words to gram-
matically powerful positions, 2. putting subordinate information o subordinate
clauses, 3. transforming less important nouns into modif ying words and eliminating
unnecessary prepaositional phrases,
transform lists of simple sentences, which begin with the main subjoct and verb
nnd contain few if any signal words (these signal that either coordinate or subordi-
nate or medifying pattern is used), by: 1. virying the simple sontence beginnings,

4 Se : : :
2. combining more simple sentences per sentence, 3. inereasing the mumber of

signal words.

2. Reveal the inner logic of your paragraphs —

a) by .folluwing one of the basic patterng readers expeet. Thess include: 1. the topic-ro-
atrietion-illustration-(topic) pattern, 2. the problem-solution pattorn, 3. the cause
and effect pattern, 4. chronological order

b} by logically developing the paragraph around its main point. To
paragraph is really built that way:

I. pull a key word or phrase cut of each sentence and sketch an jssus tree; each
sentence should be related to the top-lovel idea and should be either parallel or
subordinate to the sentence proceding it

2. if it is not 8o, the sentence should be deleted

3. if the connections are not explicit enough, the sentonce should be rewritten to

. make 1t fit in the issue tree,

Additionally, to make the underlying logical
Linda Flower

aitornative

b)

test whother yvour

_ structure of the paragraph more explieit,
: suggeste that writers use as many cues for the reader as possible. Theso
inelude gramaatical, punctuation, visual, and vorbal eues. Digcussing repetitions, she

suggests that writcrs move from the old to new information in their sentenccs because

Revi 317

this meets the reader’s expectations. The Chapter ends with a list of commeon words that
can be cinploved as cues for the reader.

Each strategy presented in PSSW is illustrated with very straightforward exarnples.
All of PSSW’s twelve chapters are followed by & section ontitled Projests and KExercises,

which is a collection of useful exercises and contains valuable cues as to how o practi.
eally use the theoretical information presented in the chaptor, Hach chapter, cxoept Chap -
tars 4 and 8, ie followed by s Selected Bibliography of items in which the reader can find

macre aboub what is discussed in the chapter.
T would like now to pass on to a diseussion of the shortcomings of PSSW which 1

found teaching Linda Flower’s strategies to students of English at Adam Mickiewicz

Imiversity. These can be arranged in two groupa:

1. Some of the strategies offored in PSSW are repeated and although this is done to stress
their signifieance, such repetitions should be avoided to ensure economy of the frame-
work. I ean see two types of repotitions:

a} what is offered in one strategy is in some way repeated in another — this kind of
ropetition may be eliminated by including the less inclusive strategy in the more
inclusive one - _

b} difforent aspects of the same strategy are faken up in different places of the wriling
process — this king of repetition oan be eliminatel by grouping such strategtes
togathor, _

2. Linda Flower implicitly treats her nine steps of the writing procoss as obligatory since
shs expeots every sucoessful writer $o go through them all. All tho strategies within
these steps, however, aro treated as alternatives. In other waords, it is casential to lead
studonts through all the steps of the writing proeess, but within each step the teacher
has at his disposal a range of alternatives of which he can use the one that proves most
effective with a given student or group of students. However, these alternative stra-
tegies are not equal in their power to generate good writing. Therefore, unless the
teacher finds it otherwise for his spesific students, I suggest to treat the most powerful
strategy of o given stop as essential to this step and teach it as the first priority. All
the other (less powerful) stratoegies may be treated as optional and taught only when
time allows or when the essential strategy has turned out mneffective for a particular
student. This division into essential and optional strabegies is trebly beneficial as it
helps guide the writer in a more structured way, makes sure that he uses the most
powerful strategies, and sets priorities for those texchers who, due to lack of time, can
teach only some of the strategies offered in PSSW. Needless to say, essential strategies
are eztahlished mainly for beginners who need more guiding. We can leave the choices
as alternative for more experienced writers and those for whom the essential strategy
has turned out ineffective. It should be pointed cut, however, that only those atrate-
gios that are given in the first seven steps aro not equal in their power bo help generate
effectivy writing (those considered essential should be listed first and those considered
optional should folow). The strategies given in Steps Eight and Nine, on the other
hand, are oqual in their power to generate good writing because they apply to dis-
tinetly various writing problems. We cannot foresee in advance what sbylistic and

organizational inadequacies a given writer will have to fight in his text. Consequently,

no priorities can be established here and T suggest that the four strategics for styhsbic

" improvement be all treated equal.

Bolow I reproduce $he steps and strategies for the composing process as they are
presented in PSSW. Following it is a brief disoussion of rearrangsmonts suggeated In

Night of the mentioned shortcomings. The rearrangements are then illustrated graphically .
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S BTEPS AND STRATEGIES OF THR COMPOSING PROCESS

I Explore the Rhetoricul Problem
Strategy 1: Pefine vour a) purpose, b) re j
) rader, s 3
IT Make s Plan k ) BB
Strategy 1: Make your goals operational
2: Sketch out a plan
3: Reverl your plan to the reader
IIT Use Creativo Thinking |
Strategy 1: Turn off the editor and brainstorm
2: Falk to your reador
3: Systematically explore your topic
4: Rest and incubats

IV Organize Your Ideas

Strategy 1: Develop your own eodo words
2: Nutshell your ideas and teach themn .
3: Build an issue tres
V Enow the Needs of Your Reader
Strategy 1@ Analyzo your audieneo
2: Anticipato vour reader’s tespoOTnge
VI Transform Writer-Based Prosac into Reoador-Based
Prose |
Stratogy 1: Soi up & shared goal
2: Develop a reader-based structure
3: Give your reader cuos
4: Develop a persuasive nrgurment

VII Review Your Paper nad Your Purpose

Strategy 1: Mut-:}h your paper against vour goals s plans
2: Bimulate a reader's responsc

Step VIIT Test and Edit Your Writing

~y

b
fﬂtnp'

bep
Step

Strategy 1: Edit for CEOnoIny
2: Edit for a foreeful style
IX Edit for Connections and Cohorence
Strategy 1: Transform listlike sentencoes
2: Reveal the inner logic of your pavagraphs

DISCUSSION OF REARRANGEMENTS

I has only one strategy, so it is essential
TT Strategy 1 should be th 8 ;
grouped with Strategy 1a/ of Sten I iy it =
Wit St i p I beeatian it extonds:
Strategy 2 should be grouped with Strategy 3 of Step IV becanse it extonds
that Strategy and additionally because most writers plan aftor-
. they have generated their idens |
Btrategy 3 should be grouped with Strategy 3 of Step IV because a plan can
— b-B rovealed to the reader only when it has been set up
o qbrategy 1 is the most powerful and therefore should be considered essonbia)
Strategy 1 shnuld. bo grouped with Strategy 1 of Step III beecansze it is an
extension of that Strategy '
Strategy 3 is the most powerful and therefore should be conaclered essentia}

Btep  V Strategy 1
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shauld be grouped with Strategy 1b/ of Stop I because it extends.
that Stratogy. It is easier to generate ideas if they are directed to a

well-defined audience
should be included in Strategy 2 of Step VI because it repeats part.

of the information given there
should be ineluded in Btrategy 2 of Stop VI because it repeats part

of the information given there
is tho most powerful and inclusive and therefore shonld be con-

sidered essential

3 should be mcluded in Btratogy 2 of Step VI because it repeats.
part of the information given there

Step VII no changes are postulated

Step VIII Strategies 1 and 2 are equal in their power to generate good writing

8tep  ITX Strategies I and 2 are equal in their power to generate good wriding

Strotegy 2
Btep VI Strategy 1
Strategy 2

Strategy

THE REARRANGED STEPS AND STRATEGIES OF THE COMPOSING PROCESS

(Stratogios listed first m Steps -V are essential; mainly for beginning writers)

Step I Explore the Rhetorical Problem,
Strategy I: Define: a) your purpose — make it operational
b) your audience (their knowledge, needs, attitudes)

¢} projected self
Step 1T Use Creative Thinking
Strategy 1: Syatematically explore your topic
2: Talk to vour reader
3: Turn off your editor and brainstorm, develop your code words
4: Rest and incubate
Step ITI Organize Your Ideas
Strategy 1: Build an issue trec — reveal your pian to the reader
2: Nutshell your ideas and teach them
Step 1V Transform Writer-Based Prose intc Reader-Bascd Prose
Strategy 1: Develop a reander-basod struoture; this includes:
a} anticipate your reader’s responsc
b) set up a shared goal
¢) give your reader cues
2: Dovelop a persuasive argument
Step  V Review Your Paper and Your Purpose
Strategy 1: Match your paper againgt your goals and plans
2: Simulate a reader’s response
Step VI Edit Your Writing for Effective Styvle
Strategy: Edit for econoiny
Strategy: Edit for a forceful style
Step VII Edit for Connections and Coherence
Btrategy: Transform listike sentonces

Strategy: Reveal the inner logic of your parageaphs
In conelusion 1 would like to ernphasize as mnuch as I can thas nothing can dbminishs

my enthusiasm for PSSW. I have suggosted a few rearrangements in the layout of the
wrifing process, however, these chunges are really very slight in view of the novelty and
integrity of PSSW’s approach, Noone so far has proposed such a well integrated and
effective way to teach writing and thereforn no crivical remmrks that cean be raised
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reference to PSSW are able to significantly lower the immense value it offers for the pro-
‘fossion. I hopo thet my presentation of PSSW has helped to convinee some teachers and
.studenta of writing to use this handbook for aequiring powerful writing strategies.

REVYERENCE

Fulkerton, R, 1979, “Four philosophies of sompeosition™. College compasition and commung-
catéon Ilec, 1979, 345348,

NEWS ABOUT MULTILINGUAL RESEARCH IN BELGIUM

Why does a community change its language within the course of a few generations?
How do individuals switch their language use according to the social domain? What
probleme of conflict can arise when two languages come into contect? These are some of
the questions the Research Centre on Multilingualism in Brussels is investigating in
connection with research into linguistie minorities, lingnistic boundary phenomena and
other related aspects of sociolinguistics and contaet linguisties.

The Centre consiste of a dynamie and enterprising team of scholars involved in the
coordination of different projects organised from its base in Belgium or with the coopera-
tion of numerous researchers from abroad. These activities have the aim of an inter-
disciplinary approach to bi- and multilingual phenomena centred on the particularly fas-
ecinating ares of contact linguistics, a field of study which, due to its complexity, is con-
stantly receiving new momentum in the light of advancing research.

Cooperation with scholars on an international level takes on a number of different
forms. Individual researchers come to work at the R. C. M. for a few weeks or months to
carry out their own related work and to exchange ideas. Joint projects are conducted
with other Imstitutes, for example, the “International Centre for Research on Biling-
walism” in Quebee, the “Institut fiir deutsche Sprache™ and the associated “Linguistio
Workshops” in Mannheim (LAMA). The R. C. M. organises international conferences and
geminars on multilingualism, among the former being the congresses “Contact and Con-
fliect” I and II in 1979 and 1982, regpectively, in which a total of nearly 200 speakers
gave lectures. In 1982, a series of seminars was held in which speakers from around the
world gave papers on differing aspects of their methodclogical approach $o multilingua-
hism.

In addition to research projects, the R. C. M. functions as a documentation centre.
Articles, journals and publications ars collectod and lie at the disposal of national and
international researchers investigating multilingual topics. The Centre has also produced
a number of publications on contact linguistics, and has now launched itg own seriea,
“Plurilingua’, in which the proceedings of the last international symposium, “Contact
and Conflict T1”, have been published in the following volumes:

— Current Trends in Contact Linguisiics (Vol. 1)

— Theory, Methods and Models of Contact Linguistica {(Vol. 2)
— Comparability of Languaga Contacts (Vol. 3)

— Multdingualiem (Vol. 4)

All four volumes are being published by Ferd. Dimmlers Verlag, Bonn. The first 3
volumes came out in January 1983 and the fourth volume in Februsry 1883. Other publi-
oationg include:
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— P. H. Nelde, Vernacular and Standard Langunge. (Vo lkssprache und Kultursprache),
publieation in German only by Franz Steiner Verlag, Wiesbaden, 1979,

An empirical study on the situation of the Gorman “low’” variety and the French *“high”

variety in Eastern and South-eastern Belgium.

— P. H. Nelde, German as a mother-tongue in Belgium. (Deutsch als Mutteraprache in
Belgien), publication in German only by Steiner Verlag, Wiesbaden, 1979.

Bixteen scholars from home and abroad give theoretical and empirical observations on the

situation of German in the Belgian German-spoaking areas.

— P. H. Nelde, Languages in Contact and Conflict. Steiner Verlag, Wiosbaden, 1980.

The complete list of 65 papers at the first international symposium “Contact and Con-

fliet 177,

— FP. H. Nelde/G. Extra/M. Hartig/M-J. de Vriendt (eds.). Linguistio problema of émmi-
grant children. (in French, Gorman and Duteh only), Ginter Narr Verlag, Tibingen,
1981. :

The complete list of papers given ab the congress on gnestworkers in Mons {September
1980).
-- Problemes linguistiques des enfants de migrants, (in French and German only), Mons,
1981.

Fublications in cooperation with the “Linguistic Workshop” in Mannheim {ed. 8. Ure-

land): '

— Language Contact by the North Sea. (Sprachkontakte im Nordseegebiet), Tiibingen,
1978.

— Standard Longuage and Dialests in Multilingual Areas of Europe. {Standardsprache
und Dialekte in mohrsprachigen Gebictern Europas), Titbingen, 1979,

— Language Variation and Language Change. (Sprachvariation und Sprachwandel),
Tabingen, 1980.

— Cultural and Linguistic Minorities in Europe. (Kulturellse und sprachliche Minder-
hetten in Europa), Tubingen, 1981,

~ The Achievement of Research in Stratificcation and Creole Longuages — T ypological
Aspects of Language Contact, {(Die Leistung der Strataforschung und der Kreolistik —
Typologische Aspekte der Sprachkontakie), Tlbingen, 1982,
All volumes contain German and English contributions.

Those who are interested in R. C. M. activities and its publications are kindly re-
quested to contact the office of the Centro: Anne Melis (sdmin. ass.}, Richard Trim {Soer.)
or Peter Nelde {(head). We look forward to making your acquaintance. The Ufsal’s Re-
gearch Centre on Multilingualism is located at:

Avenue de la Liberté 17 Vrijheidslasn,
B1030 Brussels.
Tel. 02/427 9% 60. EXT, 236.

Revtews 323

A SHAKESPEARE MUSIC CATALOGUE

Bryan N. 8. Gooch and David 8, Thatoher of the University of Vietoria are now
preparing 4 Shakespeare Musio Catalogue, sn annotated bibliography of all musio which
gets words by Shakespeare or which is connected with his work or name. They would
welcome any informabion which reader can offer. Communications should be sent to:

Odean Long, Shakespears Musio Catalogue, University of Victoria, P. 0. Box 1700,
Victorias British Columbia, Canada, V8W 2Y 2.
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