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The auxiliary is su■xedto the present-!i-; for example,with the

auxiliaryin 'be'+ mo—Aalia'sits'onearrivesat a'mo-Nllilikalka'he
wassitting,’mo-Mliliye: 'hewill besitting.’

Thetechniqueof auxiliationisespeciallyclearandinstructivein the
Altaic languages.In Old Turkish (Gabain) the auxiliaryconstruction

encompassesan in■ectedauxiliaryverb and a ■xed"coverb" in -u or
-p. The ratherbroadspectrumof auxiliariesincludesverbsof general
meaning which, as auxiliaries, produce periphrases descriptively or
modallyslanted:from rm" 'stand' one extractsaltaya tur 'be in the
habitof deceiving’;from tut- ‘hold': é■y■tut- 'protectcontinuously';
from dq- 'exhaust':qilu alq- 'carryout to the end'; from tnrt- ‘pull':

quit Iat- 'dieoutslowly.’
Numerousother parallelswhich cometo mind attestto both the

wideapplicabilityof theprocedureandthestrikingmutualresemb-
lanoeofitsvariousrealizations.

Theseinsightsenableusto placetheauxiliaryconstructionsof the
lode-Europeanlanguagesin a broaderdescriptiveframe,whichac-
countsfor themmoreeffectively.Conversely,wherelanguageswithout
recordedhistory exhibit auxiliary structurescomparableto thoseof
the Indo-Europeanlanguages,we shouldfeel free to makeuseof the
IndoEuropeanmodelin geneticexplanations.

(TranslatedbyYAKOVMALKIEI.andMARILYNMAYVIHMAN)'

' To avoid possuhleambiguities in the English, the following terminological
equations were introduced here: Fr. tramfannan‘on = mutation: parfait :
perfecrum; auxiliant : auxiliary; auxilié : auxilinre; anxi/idtion was ren»
dered. for lack of any satisfactory English equivalent. by the cognateneologism
auxiliation.

The American lndian examplesin the text are drawn from H. Hoiier (ed).
Unguiuic Structure; 0/ Native Amrricd (New York: Viking Fund VI. 1916)?
Mary R. Haas. "A Grammatical Sketchof Tunica" (p 319) and Beniamin Lee
Wharf. "The Milpa Alta Dialect of Aztec

, V
(p 386). All the Tunica forms

areglossedasboth presentand past tensein Haas' article,
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URIEL \VEINREICH

Uriel \Veinreie‘h died on March 30, 196*. Those who knew him,

friends and colleaguesin many■eldsof research,■ndit di■imlt to
contain their grief. He wasnot yet forty-one yearsold. In the last weeks
of his life he devoted his major effort to the ■nalrevision of this paper.
and worked actively on it until two daysbefore his death.

This paper emerged when, after several yearsof researchand dis-

Cussionon problemsdealingwith languagechange.the threeauthors
felt it opportune to attempt a joint formulation of eertain ideas on
which their thinking had beenconverging. It was\V'einreit'h who pre-
pared the original draft ineorporating appropriate materials submitted

to him by the seeond-and third-named authors. He was,at the time. an
NSFSeniorPOstdoctoralFellowat theCenterfor AdvancedStudiesin
the Behavioral Sciences;the first draft. for presentation to the Sym-

posiumin April, 1966.wasproducedaermsageographicdistance,and
under a schedule \Yllltll ruled out the possibility of full diseUs‘sion.
Thereafter, some (ontlusii'rns remained to he hammered into more
mutually agreeable form. This proeessof revision began after \\'e1n-
reich's return to New York in the fall of Who. and proceededattively
despitehis illness.

\Veinreieh's personalediting of the ■naldraft comesto an end with
Section 2.1. The final formulation of the remainder, from 2.11 on, |\
the work of the seeond-ii.unedauthor. The third sedion of the paper

wassketchedout only lightly in the draft presentedat theTexaston-
ferenee. Though many of \\'einreieh's ft‘irmulations and evaluations

Appearhere. and the overall framework is a product of our joint think-
ing in the early months of 190?, there are undoubtedly many details
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whichwouldhavetakenadifferentformif hehadsharedin the■nal
editing.

Whatever revisions have been introduced, the basic orientation of

thepaperremainsunchanged.It thuslargelyre■ectsWeinreich'scon-
ception.Thehistoricalperspective,especiallythesectionsonPauland
Saussure,are exclusivelyhis. The Introduction is also \Y/einreich's
work: it emergedafterour frequentmeetingsduring thelastfew weeks
of his life. In this ■nalversion, after many revisions, Weinreich fused

theseveralthemesof thepaperinto a singlestatement.His coauthors

arehonoredthathedeliberatelychosethismeansof preparinga ■nal
statementof his viewson the structureof languageandthe natureof
linguisticchange.

0. INTRODUCTION

The presentpaper‘is basedon the observationthat structural
theoriesof language,sofruitful in synchronicinvestigation,have
saddledhistoricallinguisticswith a clusterof paradoxeswhich

havenot beenfully overcome.Ferdinandde Saussure,in laying the
foundationsof synchronicstudy,wasawareof thecorrespondingin-
tractabilityof languagechange,andwasapparentlyresignedto it. But
with themajorityof linguistsafterSaussure,thechoicebetweenstudy-
ing eitherthe structureor the historyof languagesdid not sit well. It
would not beunfair to saythat the bulk of theoreticalwriting in his-
torial linguisticsof the pastfew decadeshasbeenan effort to span

:
the Saussureandilemma,to elaboratea disciplinewhichwouldbe
structuralandhistoricalatthesametime.

We would like here to depict the origins of the structure-history
an■nomyin Neogramrnariantheory; we will dwell particularly on
HermannPaul,who apparentlywasthe■rstto isolatethe languageof
the individual as the most legitimateobjectof linguistic study.We

I The researchon which the paper is basedhas enjoyed support from sev‘
eral sources.The Languageand Culture Atlas of AshkenazicJewry. of which
the ■rst author was director until his death, is currently being compiled under
the direction of the third author with aid of Public Health Service Research
Grant MH 08106 from the National Institutes of Health to Columbia Univer-
sity. Researchon New York City English is being continued by the second-
named author as Project 3288of the CooperativeResearchBranch, US. O■ice
of Education.
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will trace the hardening of the paradox in the Saussureanperiod, when
homogeneity of language—assumedto be found in the idiolect—was
drawn upon as a prerequisitefor analysis.\Ve will Showthe fresh
opportunitiesfor explaining languagechangethat camewith the ef-
■orescenceof linguistic description after World \Var II, and comment
also on the limitations that developed in viewing language statesas
determinantsof their own further development.\Y’e will review a
numberof attemptsthatweremadeto seethelanguageof acommunity
as a differentiated system and to reconcile the observed facts of lin-

guistic heterogeneitywith the theoreticaldesiderataof ■ndingorder
and structure. \Ve will. ■nally. suggesttli.1t.1model of languagewhich
accommodates the facts of variable usage and its social and stylistic

determinantsnotonly leadsto moreadequatedescriptionsof linguistic
competence,but also naturally yields .1theory of languagechangethat
bypassesthe fruitless paradoxes with which historical linguistics has

beenstrugglingfor overhalf .1century.
In referring to t/Jcmyin the title of the paper.we havebeencon

sciousof the new connotation which this term ll.l\ acquired in the dis-

course of linguists of the past decade. \Vhen Chomsky in 103’ pro-

posedto view the grammarof .1languageas (I) a [[7L’7'll")of its
sentences, and linguistics as ( 2) .i (I’m-myof correct grammars, he gave

a. new seriousnessto linguistic investigation and reached out for :1
freshalliancebetweenlinguisticsand the exactsciences.To be sure.
Chomsky's second use of theory has turned out to be more utOpim

than it seemedoriginally. But the ■rstapplicationof the term ll.LS
already brought about such signi■cant advancesthat it is worth con-
sidering the bearing which this strong senseof theory may have on
languagechange.

A "theory" of languagechangein the rigoroussensecanbevisual-
ized in a relatively strong form and in .1weak form. In its strong form,

the theory would predict, from a descriptionof a languagestateat
somemoment in time. the courseof development which that language

WOuIdundergo within a specified interval. Few practicing historians

of language would be rash enough to claim that such a theory is pos-
siblc.2In a moremodestversion,.1theoryof languagechangewould

2Coscriu (1038), in his nmnngmph on struttumlist thcnrxc-s Ill language

change and their philosophical lnuniiatinns, distinguishes between the ra-
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merelyassertthatgglmmgmtmtly undergoesalteration,and
it wouldformulateconstraintson the—Transitionfrom onestateof a
languageto animmediatelysucceedingstate.It mightpredictfurther
thatnolanguagewill assumeaformin violationof suchformalprinci-
plesasarepostulatedto beuniversalin humanlanguages.Without
predictingpositivelywhatwill happen(exceptthatthelanguagewill
somehowchange), such a theory would at least assertthat some
lchangswill nottakeplace.

Our own view is that neitherthe strongnor the modestversionof
sud:theoriesof languagechange,astheyproceedfromcurrentgene—
n■vegrammar,will havemuchrelevanceto the studyof language
history.We will arguethatthegenerativemodelfor thedescription

lof languageasa homogeneousobject (see§2.1) is itself needlessly
unrealisticand representsa backwardstepfrom structuraltheories
npable of accommodatingthe factsof orderly heterogeneity.It seems
to asquitepointlessto constructa theoryof changewhichacceptsas
its input unnecessarilyidealizedandcounterfactualdescriptionsof

languagestates.'Longbeforepredictivetheoriesof languagechange
lmnbeattempted,it will benecessaryto learntoseelanguage—whether
‘ mm a diachronicor a synchronicvantage—asan object possessing

derlyheterogeneity.
actsof heterogeneityhavenot sofar jibedwell with the struc-

tural approachto language.We will seethe seedsof this con■ictin
Saussure(§1.21) and its deepeningin the worksof descriptivists
strugglingwith the phenomenaof change.For the more linguistsbe-

\cameimpressedwith theexistenceof structureof language,andthe
moretheybolsteredthis observationwith deductiveargumentsabout
the functional advantag■of structure,the more mysteriousbecame

' thetransitionof a languagefrom stateto state.After all, if a language
hasto bestructuredin orderto functionef■ciently,how do people
continueto talk while the languagechanges,that is, while it passes
throughperiodsof lessenedsystematicity?Alternatively, if overriding

tional" problem of why languageschangeof necessity.the "general" problem
of conditionsunderwhichparticularchangesusuallyappearin languages.and
the "historical" problem of accounting for concrete changesthat have taken
place.He■ndslinguisticswidelyplaguedby themistakeof confusingthethree
levels of the question (p. 37).
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pressuresdo force a language to change,and if communication is less '
ef■cient in the interim (as would deductive-1y follow from the theory),

whyhavesuchinefficienciesnotbeenobservedin practice?1
This, it seemsto us, is the fundamental question with which a theory

of language change must cope. The solution, we will argue. lies in
the diredion of breaking down the identification of structuredncssl

with homogeneity.Thekeyto arationalconceptionof languagechange
-—-indeed,of languageitselfwis the possibilityof describingorderly .-
differentiation in a language serving a community. \V’c will argue that
nativelike commandof heterogeneousstructuresis not a matter of
multidialectalismor "mere" performance,but is part of unilingual

Tlinguistic competence.One of the corollaries of our approach is that
in a language serving a complex (i.c-.. real) community, it is .rbieure
of structuredheterogeneitythatwouldbedvsfunctional.

The problem of constraints on immediately succeeding language

states,to which we alluded above, is in our view subsumedunder the
broader theoretical question. Of course. we too want to inquire into

‘the setof possiblechange»~and possibleconditionsfor changeswhich
can take place in a structure of a given tvpc. Nor do we want to dis-
miss the Tram/lion problem: it remains cntirclv relevant to ask abOut
intervening stageswhich can be observe-iiior “huh must be posited,
betweenanytwo formsof a languagedefinedfor a languagecommun-
ity at different times.But if the theoryis to be illuminating with re-
spect to recorded histories of languages, we must .isk two further ques-
tions: How are the observedchangesyew/ach/ci/in the matrix of lin-
guistic and cxtralinguistic concomitantsof the forms in question?
(That is. what other changes are associated with the given changes in

a manner that cannot be attributed to chincc?) And how can the ob-

servedchangeshe oral/(alert 7-in terms of their effcds upon linguistic
structure, upon communicative ef■ciency (as related czg.‘ to functional

.
load), and on the wide range of nonrepresentational factors involved

in speaking?
\Ve will refer to these four questions and their associated problems

"\Vc arc .l\‘.'.ll’t', of course, of (iillicrnnim cmii‘plcs of "palholugv" in lan-

guage, which have l‘t‘c‘ll .Iiloplul l»\ Martina .ts c\pl.1n.itions ol push chains in
phonology ( 103V“ ii JHvl [all my) Hmvcvcr, \vr- \\ ill trv to show below that
only .'I small ll'.|Llllln ul “'I'll-clt)t_llll‘t‘lll(‘tl linguaiw «hinges SL'CnlSat present
cxplicahle by suchcausality
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asthoseof constraints,"attrition, embedding,andevaluation.‘Evi-
dentlytheproblemsarepartiallyordered:asolutionto theconstraints
questionprovidesa setof changeswithin whichtheotherquestions
on bepnt. In thelight of answersto these,wecanapproacha ■fth
question, perhaps the most basic: What factors can account for the

. actuationof changes?Whydochangesin astructuralfeaturetakeplace
Ea particularlanguageat a giventime,but not in otherlanguages
with thesomefeature,or in thesamelanguageat othertimes?Thislit-Man

problemcanberegardedasthe very heartof the matter.It
i isEmsapparentthatwewantatheoryof languagechangetodealwith
nothinglessthanthemannerin whichthe linguisticstructureof a
mph! communityis transformedin thecourseof timesothat,in
mesense,boththelanguageandthecommunityremainthesame,but

,. ,
,aoquimadi■erentfonn.‘

We will not bepresentinga fully worked-outtheoryof linguistic
changein thispaper;it is doubtfulwhetheranylinguisthasenough
relevant facts at his disposal to attempt anything so ambitious, and we
are not surethat with the factsavailableto us, the three coauthors
wouldagreeonthedetailedoutlinesof sucha theory.But,asourtitle
suggests,wedofeelin apositiontomakeconcretepr0posalsconcern-

, ,ingtheempiricalour: ' our theoryof change.Bythiswemean

.
(1) the empirical ■nding which havesigni■cancefor the theory,

-whid: the theorymustaccountfor, and which indicatedirectionsfor

' fruitful research;(2) certaincondusionsdrawn from these■ndings
asto the minimal complexityof linguistic structureand domainsfor

‘ The transition, embedding, and evaluation problems were discussed by
Lahov (1965) under the heading of methaniim of a change. However, it seems
di■cult to givea precisemeaningto thetermmechanismof a rhzmge,andhere
we do not distinguish betweenexplanation of a changeand the analysisof the
mechanismitself.

5111:communityhasalsochanged.of course:it will be important for the
purposesof this paperto notethat thestructureof thecommunity.aswell as
the individuals who ■ll various functional slots in the structure. will normally
Showchanges.In many cases,then, it will bedif■cult to establish that the com-

. munity and the languageare the sameasthey were,sinceboth arechanging: the
changesmay be so rapid that it is not easyto assertthat the new membersare
the simultaneousinheritors of the samelanguageand the samecommunity. Thc
major empirical studies referred to in this paper deal with changesso rapid
3;} is impossible to trace the gradual transformation of one form into the
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de■ning such structure; and (3) methods for relating the concepts
and statements of a theory to empirical evidence—that is, evidence

basedon rulesfor intersubjectiveagreementamonginvestigators.We
feel it importantto dwell explicitly on empiricalfoundations,in View
of theconsciousor unconsciousdisregardof empiricalprincipleswhich
pervadessomeof the most influential work in linguisticstoday.\Ve
will, in what follows, try to document and account for this state of
affairs.

We think of a theory of languagechange as part of a larger theo-
retical inquiry into linguistic evolution as a whole. A theory of lin-

guistic evolution would haveto showhow forms of communication
characteristicof other biologicalgeneraevolved(with whatevermu-
tations) into a protodanguage distinctively human, and then into lan-

guages with the structures and complexity of the spccch forms we
observetoday. It would haveto indicatehow present-daylanguages
evolved from the earliest attested (or inferred) forms for which we
have evidence;and ■nally it would determine if the present courseof

linguisticevolutionis following thesamedirection,andisgovernedby
the same factors, as those which have operated in the past."

It is the third general areaof investigation which is the focus of the

presentpaper: the descriptionand explanationof linguistic change\

over the pastfour or ■vemillennia. But eventhis limited areawould
betoo largefor a theoryof changetoday.\\"c might considerdifferent
temporal ranges separately: long—termchanges with similar effects

over millennia; completed changeswhich covcr a Centuryor two .it the

most; ongoing processes that can be observed in the course of one or

two generations; or even purely synchronic sectionsin which we iden-
tify inferentially the directions of changeof certain variable elements.
In this discussionwe will be concernedprimarily \\ ith the secondand

the third of thCScranges,although somecomment»will bemadeon the
■rstproblem and somedata drawn from studiesof the last.

° Investigations of lltc‘ long-range('llelS of languageplanning~of massliter-
acy and mass media, have therefore .1Sl‘t'tldl relevance to lllc' over-all study of
linguistic evolution, though these Luturs. \\ hose etlcct is recent .ll best, may be

set asidefor certain limited studiesof languagechange On language lrom an
evolutionary point of view, set (vrccnbcrg 1%! tth V; (irecnhcrg 19W;
Hymcs 19m.
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1. THE ISOLATION OF THE IDIOLEC'I‘

1.1. Tan ’l‘Hnorur-zsor Hermann PAUL

Long beforethe nineteenthcenturyit waswidely realizedthat Ian-

guageschange,’but it is that centurywhich is distinguishedas the

mostvigorousperiodof historicallinguistics.Thetheoreticiansof the
periodwereatpainstoshowthatconsistencyof linguisticbehavior,and
in particulartheregularityof soundchanges,couldbederivedfrom

moreguard, preferablypsychological,principles.Theculminationof
this searchwasachievedby HermannPaul (1880), 8who develoPed

.the viewthat the languageof the individualspeaker-bearerencom-
thestructurednatureof language,theconsistencyof speechper-

:formance,andtheregularityof change.In isolatingthe languageof
theindividualfromthelanguagecustomof thegroup,Pauldeveloped

adichotomywhichwasadoptedbygenerationsof succeedinglinguists
andwhichlies,aswe will try to show,at the bottomof the twentieth-

outuryparadoxesconcerninglanguagechange.

[dialectandLanguageCustom.The taskof the historianof lan-
guage, accordingto Paul, is to statethe sequenceof particular lan-

.m_ states(Sprabzmh‘inde;p. 29). The primarydatumin this pro-
cedureisanobjectwhichhecallspryrbirrberOrganirmui.Thisorgan-

" For obvious reasons, awareness and discussion of language change de-
veloped■rstin the Romanceworld. The interestof Dante in this questionis
well known. that of his compatriot Tolomei less so (Claudio Tolomei, ll Ccmno.

ca. 1530). I. Chr. Kraus (1787) was already sophisticated enough to stress the

opportunities offered to culture history by the greater conservatismof grammar
over vocabulary.Many other examplescauld be cited. Therefore,Hocketl
(19651185). like the authorities on which he bases himself, oversiinpli■es the

matter in attributing the "genetic hypothesis" to Jones, Gyz'irmathi, Rask.
Grimm, and Bopp. The plain enumerationof thesenamesis an oversimplifica~
tion in anothersense,too: thewritersnameddifferedgreatly in their ability to
draw inferencesfrom the fact of change.For Grimm. temporal seriation of ai-
testedstagesof Germanic languageswas fundamental, but then he set himScIf

no reconstructivetasks; Rask,on the other hand—although perhaps the boldest
and most clear-headedthinker of the group—was slow in coming to terms with
the factsof change:in his 1818masterpiecehewasstill askingwhat imam]
languagesOld Norsemayhaveoriginatedfrom.

' Our pagereferencesare to the moreor less"standard" ■fth edition (1920),
whichdoesnotdiffer fromtheoriginalonthepointsat issuehere.
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ism is conceived by Paul as a psychologically internalized grammar
which generates the utterancesof speakers.""The true object of the
linguist is the totality of manifestations of speechactivity in all indi-
viduals in their mutual interaction" (p. 23). [This and succeeding

translationsareours]
The descriptionof a language,in order for it to form a truly usable

foundation for .1historical view, must do more than fully enumerate

theelementsof which a languageconsists;"it mustdepicttherelation
of the elementsto eachother, their relativestrengths,theconnections
into which they enter, the degree of closenessand strength of these
connections" (p. 29). All these linguistically crucial relations can be

found only in the languageof the individual, in whosemind onewill
■nd the "interlocking imagegroups,with their multiple interlaced
relations, which are relevant to speechactivity" 1p. 59). The image

groups consist of "images" ('iv'orrle-llimgm), that is, traces in the

unconsciousof physically and consciouslyperceivedutterances.” Since
.

the individual psycheis seenasthe locusof the associationsandcon-
nections between language comprmcnts, we realize why Paul isolates

the individual as the primary carrier of .1language,and brings the
argumentto its logical conclusionby assertingthat "we mustdistin-
guish asmany languagesasthere are individuals."”

The isolationof the individual, Paulthoright,hadtheadvantageof

0 Paul is specifically concernedWith the generativeproveror an internalized
totality of "image groups," as appearsfrom his interest in kinesthc-ticand audi-
tory self-monitoring of sound proilnciion and from lilS statement. in connection

With lsync‘lironicl) analogy. that speakers.ll’c‘able to form and understandseri-
tcnces never lit-lore encountered l‘.iu| c-xpccts a faithful description of an idio-
lect to reveal to us, "to put it in a popular i\.iv.' nothing lc-ss'than the speaker's

SPHI(/3li7i’/Illil (p 20) As Paul was it, [I is impossible to Init'f the Structure of
the idiolcc‘t iiic-rc-lv from the oliscrvation iil' iirrc-ranccs ”To rc-lalc- [olvscncd
physical {Acts} to mental ones." l-’.iul ‘-\f|lt‘.\ (p ‘10). "is possihlc only through
analogical inferences lused on what we li.|\'c' olwscrvcd in our imn minds (ion-
stantly rcncivc-d evict sc-lt'ohsr-rvuion. lilt‘ilr iilom .inalws oi ones own S/l'rli I"-
gel/Mil, is consequently a prcrcciuisitc for the training: oi the linguist "

“'Tlic "innings" arc in no iiic.ins in hc understood as pictorial representa-
tions. for example, of things nanicalilc- lxv concrctc- nouns; quite the contrarv.
cvcry linguistic unit, cvery i lass oi units, and (‘\L‘l’\‘ relation l‘L'l\\'L‘L'n classes is

explicitly said to have .i corrcspoiidiiig iiii.ii:c .l\ ll\ iiic-ntal lt”‘ic‘§’.'l|(.llllln 'l'licSc
innucs .irc rcl. itiil hv " association ‘ to i trill .‘roiips (pp 2o ii ), thus yielding a

_ll cr \
llrlL‘lllNllc

c.lpn in
” Tlic ultiiiiatc inrln lilllJli ii iii |.irii:ii ii'c \\ is of courSc .ilic-.idv .in important
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attachinglinguisticsto amoregeneralscienceof psychology.Theprice

_-of suchisolation,however,wasthecreationof anirreconcilableopposi-

,
tion betweentheindividualandsociety.Paulthenhadto constructa
■leorc■mlbridgefor passingfrom theunique,individualobjectof
linguisticsto a transindividualentity.

A comparisonof individuallanguages(whichwemay,at therisk
of terminologicalanachronismbutwithlittle fearof distortion,relabel
"idiolects"") yields a certain "average,"which determineswhat is
usuallynormalin thelanguage—theLanguageCustom(Sprac/mmr;
p. 29). Forthepurposeof laterdiscussion,let usnotethefollowing

?featuresofPaul’s"leggingscustom.”First,it is (unliketheidiolcct)
- m ar■iagtg■thelinguist—aproductof hisworkof comparingidio-
' Eggs;no independmt "existence" is Claimedfor it." Secondly, a Lan-

guageCum hasnodeterminatebounds:everygroupingof speakers
intodialectgrwpsisarbitrary,withouttheoreticalmotivation(p. 38).

.ClearlytheLanguageCustom,or "average,"resultingfromacompari-
sonof idiolectsA andB woulddifferfromthatresultingfromacom-
parisonof idiolect:A, B, andC—andthereis no wayto decideon the
grands of Paul'scircumscribedtheorywhetherC shouldbe included

-oromittedfromthecomparison.Thirdly,if “LanguageCustom"were
seriouslyto beinterpretedasan "average,”it wouldbemeaningful

,1' onlywith referenceto gradientphenomena;wemightarguethatii is

, the"average"of I! andi, butthereisnoobviousmeaningto an"aver-
age" of, say,sodaand pop astwo idiolectal designationsof carbonated

beverage.Pourthly,wemustnotethatin postulatingtheabsolutein-

- dividualityof idiolects,Paulprovidesnocluesfor rankingdifferences
' amongidiolectson anyscaleof importance.It follows, then, that for
I Paultheonlyobjectof theoreticalsigni■canceis theidiolect:Lan-

w Cmmm i5 derivative,Vague,unstructured;sinceon his terms

ideaof romanticism;cf. Herder (1772:123-124),asquotedby Sapir (19072
153-134).

" SeeQ1.22below.
1' Pauldrawsan analogywith the ■ctionalconceptionof the speciespreva-

lent at the time: "Nothing hasrealexistenceexcepttheparticular individuals.
. . .

Species,genera.classesare nothing but arbitrary summariesand distinctions
of thehumanmind" (p. 37).
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structureand homogeneityimply one another,no structuredobject
which is transindividual can be conceived.”

Changein Iz/ioleclandin Lang/1.13:5Cmtom.\Ve arenow readyto
see how Paul treats language change. Changes in language can be

understoodin two senses:(1) aschangesin an idioled, and (2) as
changesin LanguageCustom.Changesin LanguageCustom,in turn,
can arise in two ways: ( l ) through changes“'lllllll the idiolects over
which a given LanguageCustomis de■ned;(2) throughadditionsor
Subtractionsof idiolects from the setof idiolccts over which a Language
Custom is de■ned.Supposewe de■neLanguageCustom LC; for the
idiolects A. B. C, D. If idiolect B changes to B’, then there results a

changein LC.; alternatively, if idiolcct B is removedfrom the set (cg,
through the death of its speaker), or an idiolect E is added (through

thebirth or immigrationof its speaker).or both.thereis .lle achange
in theLanguageCustomLC], for in principleeveryidiolcctcontributes
somethingdifferent to the LanguageCustomasa whole. Sincethe
boundaries of the set of idiolccts over which a Language Custom is

de■nedhave no theoreticalfoundation, and sincechangesin Lan-

guage Custom are completely derivative (p. 18), it is changewithin
idiolects which, for Paul, has exclusive theoretical interest. (What saves

the investigationfrom beinganabsolutesociologicalfantasyisthefact.
duly noted by Paul, that sets of idiolects of course often do have )IJIIH'JI

boundaries in the senseof communication breaks among speakersor
communities of speakers;cf. p. 4'0).

What causeschangesin an idiolbet? There are two mechanismsin-

volved: spontaneouschange, and adaptation to the idiolccts of other

speakers (p. 34). On the intraindividual, spontaneousmechanism

Paul has little else to say; he refers just once more to the role of an

“ Beginning with this view «it thinus nnc mic-ht vet think of salvaging, for

Study as a transindividual phenomenon. the (rm/mm: “in of .1group of idio-

lects—that is, not the "averagrc■ but that fragment or the Language Custom

which is shared by all idiululs. lluucur, Paul “ants no part of this, and e\-
coriatcs "dc-Scriptive grannnar" for ll\ procedure ul recordini: ”which nut ol 3

set of grammatical forms and relations .II'L‘currtnt Ill .1speechcommunity at a
particular time, what can he usedhx ('\'L'i\'t|llt’ \vnhnut being unsunilerstnmland
Without striking onc's iritcrlucutors .l\ strange" (p II) The cardinal sin of

Such an approach is its conic-tn \vith ".ihstrattinns "
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individuals“personalparticularitiesand the peculiarstimulations
(Brregrmgm)of hisownmentalandbodilymake-up"(p. 58), but
it doesnot occur to him to instantiate any such peculiarities, so that a
seriousproposalof correlationsbetweenindividualtraitsandidiolect
dunge isoutof thequestion.Theothermechanismof idiolectdiange,

aswehavesaid,is theselectiveadoptionof featuresfromtheidiolect
' of one‘sinterim. One suspectsthat for Paul this, the socialmecha—

‘ aim, is the more important one; thus he sayssummarily in another

- that it is “solely throughintercourse(Verb/yr) that the lan-
guageoftheindividualiscrmt" (p.39).

In view of the relation between idiolects and Language Custom,
which we havealreadydiscussed,we canseethat LanguageCustom
changes"throrrghthesummationof a seriesof

. . .
shifts in idiolects

mo■nginthesamedirection";anewLanguageCustomisformedfrom
anaccumulationof pmllel changesin the idiolectsfor which it is de-
■ned.Now it is dmr thatthis theorysaysnothingabouttwo other
kinds“m whidl canbeconceivedof with equalreasonableness:

; (1) ’14:", nongradualchangesin idiolects,and(2) nonparallel
«W0: of i 'olects.If the changesarenongradual,they canhardly
yieldtoa"summation";andif theidiolectsarenotchangingin parallel,
whatwill bethe resultin the overallLanguageCustom?But it would

'be meaninglessto pressthequestionin thecontextof Paul'stheory.
‘beausefor him LanguageCustomwith respectto nongradientphe-

~mena (i.e.,in e■ect,with respectto thebulkof language)isnota
mnstmctto be takenseriously.

CbildboodandAdulthood.Giventhetwo mechanismsof idiolect
change (and, by extension, of Language Custom change), we may
Stopto considerwhether an individual is equally liable to idiolcct
changesthroughouthislife. In principle,saysPaul,yes:"it is impos-
srbleto designateapointin thelife of anindividualatwhichit could
besaidthat languagelearninghasceased."On theotherhand,the
greatbulk of languagelearning(idiolectchanging)takesplacein

.
childhood,andthedi■'erencein degreeisenormous(p. 34). Asare-

- suit, Paulfeelsjusti■edin concluding"that the processesof language

_
learningareof supremeimportancefor the explanationof changesin
Enema: CustOm,that theyrepresentthe mostimportantcauseof
thesechanges"(ibid)
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UnfortunatelyPauldoesnot developthis ideainto anyconcretehy-
potheses,and a number of questionsremain unanswered.For example,
if the mechanismof language learning works ef■cientlyand uniformly, ,-

we would expect the set of young children‘s deviant idiolects to make *
thesamesmall,stablecontributionto everyLanguageCustom;it would
then be Imtme that languagelearningexplainschangesin Language
Custom.If, on the other hand,the learningmechanismworks inef■-
ciently, then we are entitled to know why children's mislearning does

not haverandom,mutuallycancelingcttects.In otherwords.invoking
children'sincompletelanguagelearningasanexplanationof language
changeis vacuousunless it suggestsat the sametime a par/em 0f learn-

ing failures. This Paul hasfailed to otter.

Uimu'm'eneir. \Ve may now go over to the discussionof a puzzle

which arisesfrom a combination of basictends in Paul's theory. It the

signi■cantlocusof languagechangeis in theidiolect.andif theidiolect
is a psychological representation (the speaker's Spruc/zga/ix‘lil), why is

it that speakersare not aware of changing their idiolects?” For an an-

swer,Paul looksto the suppositionthat idiolectchangetakesplaceby
in■nitesimal steps (p. 19). But how can there be in■nitesimal steps

amongdiscrete,quantizedphenomena?How could one. let us say.
movefrom dived to dove.or from pop to .im/aby in■nitesimalsteps?
Possiblesolutionscometo mind. and we will seebelow how other
theoristshavedealt with the question.Paul'sown way out wasarbi-

trarily to narrow the discussionfrom languagein generalto suchas-
pectsof languageasare continuous (rather than discrete) in their de-

sign. He thus simply avoided the general question, which must of neces-

sitydealwith noncontinuousaspectsof languageaswell.
The continuous side of languagedesign with which Paul deals” is

‘5 That changeis in tact unt'iinSLiousis {or Paul an empirical tintling, though
he admits that it is "not so generallv acknowledgedand must still he demon-
strated in detail" ip IR) He is thinking, at toursc. ol tlu: "natural" develop~

ment of language. not intentional regulitnrx llllL‘H’t‘nilH■“'llltl] may be oh-
SC‘I’VCdin standardized languages .Intl “huh l\ nothing it not (unstinus

"‘ His main concern is with sournl In his .uwunt of semantic change ((‘hap.

IV). where he distinguishes humor-n tiistnnmrv nitanings (Mink-(Lilly (“\lC\ll

and occasionalmeanings ("ilisptrsctl" arts of rct’crrruc), Paul also deals with

a continuum Had Paul bun inltrcslctl in the problem of ihscrctcncss versus
continuity AS.1featuri- of language design, he might have both enlarged on the

parallelisms l'u-twu-n pliant-tit~ and semantic thingc, and realized that lllt‘V arc
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r! elaboratedbyafurtherfeature:variableperformance.A speaker's
W. we are told, varies around an (idiolectally

goalinthe wayamarksman'sshotsscatteraroundabull's-eye
(p. 54).Thementalrepresentationsof thespeechsoundinvolveboth

akinestheaia(Bewcgmgrgcfibl;p.49) andasoundimage(Lambild)
fawn-monitoring (Konholle; pp. 53, 58). It is an empirical fact
foaPaulthatthescrepresentationsareinsu■cientlyprecisetoguarantee
Manly consistentperformance;for example,whatis codedasa
singlekinstheaisandsoundimage(todaywe would say:a single
phmme) is manifestedasthephysiologicallydiscriminablepairof
“[11] and[n] in German[4nd, Anger;similarly,asinglepsy~
Wally codedunit appearsas[d] in Felderandas[t] in Feld.
Hum, wherewecanconceiveof continuousdimensionsof phonetic
spire. "thereis alwaysa continuourseriesof in■nitelynumerom
W (pp.31-52).

' This, then. explains ■uctuationin performance which is not codedin
.■leidid■dandisnotevenperceivedbythebearerof theidiolect.

.
Care: of Change.Fromherewemoveto therealcrux:whydoes

themeanof thescatteredperformancesshift?Thatit canshiftwithout
beingnoticedbytheperformeris due,saysPaul,to the factthatthe
and imageformonitoringmovesin parallelwith thekinesthesisthat
motto]: production (p. 61). But, granting that they shift together,
Whydo theyshift at all? On this crucialquestionPaul'sanswerhasa
generalanda speci■cpart.In general,languagedevelopssubjectto
Writs of utility:

lathedevelopmentofLanguageCustom, 529'pu iveness(der Zwené) plays
“)9 cameroleasthatwhichDarwinattributedto it in organicnature:the
m 01’1533.9!psefnlness(Zwerbmirrigkei!) of the resultingpatterns
(6051749){decisivefortheirpreservationorextinction.(p.32)

iointly not "Namath/e of the teat of langua e chan e In characterizing
Pauladuduomcphonologyasastudyof

continuosusphenimena,
werealize,of

stilliu'wdnt ”Wt lmgmstictheoryimposeda quantizationwherePaul

Paul' .
‘ continuum.Howevu, asshouldbe apparentfrom the discussion.

! new arenot at all obsoleteinsofaras thosephoneticphenomenaaremud" Which form a residual Continuum even after the discrete structure
b” beenextracted"byphonemics.
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Now, since an explanation by natural selection is vacuousunless an
independent criterion for survival is postulated, Paul invokes, as a spe-

ci■callylinguisticfactor,theprincipleof greatercomfort:

It is hardly possible to detect any other causefor the inclination to deviate

more to one side than to the other than the fact that deviation in one di-

rectionin somerespectmin theorgansof thespeakerbetter[bequemcrist].

(p-56)
In cases such as assimilation in consonant clusters (nil/i > It. 0110),

the factor of case” is obvious.Sometimeslengthandaccentmayalso
be involved. Even the fact that "all languagesdisplay acertain harmony

of their soundsystems"(presumablyrelatedto di■‘erc-ntrestpositions
of the organsamong their speakers) is an explanation. Of course,there

aremanyadditionalkindsof change,especiallyof thc "unconditioned"
kind, and Paul seems to realize that the more transparent instances do

not yet yield a generalc.v[7/.n7.:f/m7.But he feelsthat further psycho-
physicalresearchis the key: "the investigationof the essenceof this

greater or lessercomfort is a task for physiology" (p. 5“,). That the

pursuit of comfort by in■nitesimal shifts in phonetic performance is

indeedtheexplanationwof thatPauliscertain.
Correlationsof soundchangewith climate,soil conditions,wayof

life, and other environmental factorsareunproven. and thoseinvolving

differencesin theanatomyof speechorgansareoften incorrectand.in

any case,indecisive (p. (>0). Ease,admittedly. "depends on a variety

of circumstanceswhich may be different for eachindividual," but they

"can also affect larger groups" (p. 37). \\"hcn they do, a sound shift

takes place (p. 59).”

But if the pursuitof caseis thecauseof soundchangein idiolects.

the fundamentalquestionsarise:why do notspeakersgoaboutit more .
quickly,andwhy do LanguageCustomssplit in thatsomespeakersset

out on a particular ease-seekingpath whereasothers retain their less

comfortable pattern? This fundamental question will arise repeatedly

in our discussion;we havealreadyalludedto it asthe actuationprob-

”The German lam/Iteminc-anslmth 'tnnvcnicnt and ‘cnmlurtJlilef AS a

noun, though, 'case'seemsprc-frrahlutn ’curutort'
_

"‘ Elseuhcrc In 227l. Paul also tut-s the elimination of morph alternation

as a general tendency;picsunxiiilv this, um, could he interprttcd as.i pursuit of

€856.
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lean.For evenwhen the courseof a languagechangehasbeenfully
describedandits abilityexplained,thequestionalwaysremainsasto

\iwhythechangewasnotactuatedsooner,or whyit wasnotsimultane-
‘onsiyactuatedwhereveridenticalfunctionalconditionsprevailed.The
unsolvedactuationriddleis thepricepaidby anyfacileandindivid-
ualisticexplanationof languagechange.It createstheoppositeprob-
lan—ofexplainingwhylanguagefailstochange.

LetusseehowPaulcops with theactuationriddle.

I
Conformity.At all times,hesays,theperformanceof a speakeris

underthepressureof differentforcesto changein differentdirections.
During stableperiodsof an idiolect, theseforcesare in exactbalance
andcausethespontaneousdeviationsfrom the targetto canceleach
other.Forexample,duringastableperiodof anidiolect,thescatter
of perfomancesof thesounda maybeunderequalpressureto shift
toward1'andtoward1!.
Yetit is veryimprobablethatthis shouldbethecaseat all pointsandat
all times.Chancealonean easilybring it aboutthat in an areaheld to-
gatherby particularlyintensiveintercourseone tendencyshouldachieve
preponderanceoveranother.Thismayhappenevenif theconsensusof the
majorityis notconditionedby anyparticularinnercoherencei'ii-a-i/ii the
indmdualsrenamingoutsidethegroup,andevenif thecauseswhichimpel
theshift intoaparticulardirectionareperhapsaltogetherdifferentfor dif-
ferentIndividuals.The preponderanceof a tendencyin a limited circle
Ofthistypeisencughto overcomethecontrarytendencies.(p. 61)

In thispassagePaulseemsto attributetheactuationof achangeto
km: However,if thebeginningsof changeswererandomproccsses,
occasionalloss of balancewould alternatewith restorationsof bal-
‘DCF:andbeginningsof in■nitesimalchangewould alternatewith ces-
sationsof in■nitesimalchange.Thus,chanceis hereinvokedillegiti-
mately,sinceweareout to explainaspeci■c,not arandomprocess.The
substantivetl'ileoreticalprinciple which Paulhascovertlyslipped in is
thaw—1t is what we might call the "avalanche mechanism." But
in theuseof avalanches,thestickinessof snowexplainswhyarolling
massattractsadditionalsnow;andin explainingavalanches,wemayIndeedattributetheiractuationto chance(or to someuninteresting
event, suchasa skier telemarking in a particular location: cf. Martinct
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1955:36). In thecast:of soundchangesasdescribedbyPaul,however,
no independent reason for believing in an avalanche mechanism is sug-
gested.

There is, in fact, one more hypothesis covertly involved in Paul's

theory: the hypothesis that speakerslike to conform to the idiolc-ctsof

their intcrlocutors. But whether or not this is .1true belief. let usestab-
lish that it contributes nothing whatever to the explanation of sound

change. This is because it is invoked .iJ bar to explain both initial re’

sistanceto changeand subscqticntyielding to change.As we sawearlier,

Paul holds that speakersadapt features from the idiolccts of others ie~
lectiz'ely,butheo■'ersnoaccountwhateverof their selectivity.

In describingthe di■’usionof a changefrom idiolect to idiolect.
Paul makesfree useof his conformity hypothesis:

Oncea definitive shift in the kincsthcsis[or any other idiolcct feature—1°]

hastakenplacethrough theClil'nllldliunof the inhibitionsexercisedbycom-
munication [i.t-., speakersdesire to conform to their iiiterli,>cuiors'idio—

lects], a further small shift is madepossibleby thecontinuingcllccl of the
tendency.Meanwhile, however,.1whole minority is swept by the move
ment. The very factorswhich prevent the minoriiy from getting too far
ahead of the general custom .ilso prevent it from remaining signi■cantly

behind the progressof the majority
. . .

The movementproceedsin such
small distancesthat a salient oppoolion nc-vcrarises.imong individuals
Standingin closeintercoursewith eachother.(p (#2)

Two important empirical claims are introduced here: (1') that the

progressof a language change through it community follows a lawful

course,am" from minority to majority to totality; (2) that fre-

quencyof ii form guaranteesits cxmiplarincss for .i speechcommunity.

We will haveoccasionLiter to discussthesecliiims further,

“' Though Paul's distussion rcnii-rs .irouiid Silllnil change, tvcrvthing he says
here about the iliiitision oi clungcs l .is ill\l|lltl Iro'ii lllt‘ll origin) ionld equally

well apply to disircic domains oi languagc, .ind his discussion from this point

on could he generalized from sound thangc to l.ingu.igc tlmngc without
distortion.

‘4"Compare Osgood and Schcok 1I08 l: 15%l. "The rate of change would

probably be slow .it first. appearing in the SPCCtlloi innovators, or more likely

young children; l‘L‘tUIllC rcl.iiivcly rapid as thist- young people l‘CL‘OlllL‘the

agents of tllilt‘fcnlldl reinforcement; .ind i.ipcr oil .ix' fewer and luvcr older and

more marginal indivnhmls remain to continue the old lorms."
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TheS-curvedsocialtrajectoryof a changemayin principlebelo-
catedanywherein a community.But it acquiresspecialinterestif it
canbeunrelatedwith theuniversaldifferentiationof speechcommu-
nitiesbyage.Awardingto Paul,wemustdistinguishbetweenintra-
genenuonalandcross-generationalchanges.S-curvedChangeswithin
a genaation, he feels, are possible but necessarilyminute. They reach

mint proportionsonlywhentheSeine coincideswith ashift ingen-
erations.If the changehasalreadyengulfedthe majority.thenthe
youngpeoplewill "namrally" follow suit (i.e., they becomethe tail
endof theS-curve).Butevenif amajorityis still holdingout,it will
eventuallydieout.Moreover, I

thesomereasonswhichdrivetheoldergenerationto deviatefrom kines-
“already fannedmustactontheformationof freshkinesthesesamong
theyoungergeneration.It maythereforebesaidthatthemaincause[ Veran-
[drum] of soundchangeis thetransmissionof soundsto newindividuals.
For this pm, then. the term "change" is not appropriate, if one wants
b be(unpletelyurinate; it is rathera deviantnewformation[Numrzeu-.("8]- (P-63)

In Otherwords:whatfor maturespeakersisa performancethatdevi-
ft? from the codingof the idiolectbecomes,for the children,an“1‘01ng (nondeviant) performance.

1'B“57‘0seewhythenotionofgenerationsappealedtoPaul,andEmmy otherscholars,asasafehavenin adangeroustheoreticalsea.
chronologicalchanges'0 languagecanbesuperimposedontheturn-

2'“ of p0pulatlon,the “aid for a theoryof changeassuchiscanceled,
mane canthenSimplythinkof thespeakersof onedialectreplacing

0‘ “M?“- {In gcographjcterms,diffusionof languagematerial
by spake! migration03ersa similar,atypicallyeasycase.)But a full-
mm? beaccountablealsofor changesat different rates

was (see§ 2 4
13:10:15,other than the replacementof fathersby

comfort f
' 1 0?): Moreover,Paul's theory appearsto take

tines is
torn an unrealisticideathat the differencebetweengenera-

famil
budiscount

.
nuous.To be sure,generationsare discretewithin a

y, in the commumtytheyform a continuum.A solid theory
that 18$11 0; 2g:afferent“ mustbe preparedto treat themasan
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Regulari/y of Change \Vhen we come, next, to the question of regu-

larity of soundchange,we■ndPaulfollowing nottheextremeposition

of the Neogrammarian manifcwto,'-'lbut a moderate point of view il-

luminatedby the criticismsof Kruszewski.Sincethe historyof this

matteris usuallypresentedinaccurately,”a slight digressionis neces-

sary.
The postulateof completelyregularsoundlaws (i.e., without me

captions that are themselvesaccountableby non~milmr phonetic con-

texts) received its main momentum from Oatholf and Brugmann's

reading of \Vintclcr's 18“6 monographon the Germandialect of

Kerenzen, Switzerland. In the descriptive part of his monograph—

which we honor todayasa pioneeringeffort in phonemicanalysis—
\Vintclcr stated the distribution of .illophones in itcm-and-process

terms. (As a Sanskritist—thc Sanskritist, in fact, who put the term

ram/bi into Europeancirculation—Winteler had of coursestudied
Pinini, so that item-.indprocess phonology was .1 natural model for

him.) Now, in looking, for the most impressive instanceof a sound

law without exceptions, Osthotf and Brugmann resorted to \Vintelcr's

phonology: look at Keranc-nGerman,they said,whereeveryn for

example changesto n before 1, In■—withoutany exception whatever.

Historicists that they were, Osthoff and Brugmann did not notice that

they were extrapolating from .1synchronicprocessto adiachronic one.“

The difference between the two, and the vastly lesser lawfulness of dia-

3‘ Osthoff and Brugmann t is‘s‘)
3'4The standard treatmentsof the historv of this pciim

ars who \u-rc theniScIVcs Nt'll‘L'lJllllIHrldr‘IR in spirit
also Bloom■eld. To seek a balanced View in these accounts is like basing the

history of war on autobiographies of the Victorious generals. Jakobson

(1960) has performed .1 most valuable scnirc by his studv ol the (lllll‘NL'l'l-

grammarian Kazan school, unfUrtLanlclx. his article is as \‘er available onlv in

Polish, A still broader treatment of the Neolurammarmncontrm'crsv would con-
sider the dialectological along with the svnchronistic-.in.1lvtic;rl arguments

against the dot tune of cmeptionless \ounil l.1\\ s
‘" LCSkicn (18%), who is usuall‘; cited as the originator of the Ni-oumm-

marian hypothesis,could not possibly find support for it in lIlS indeterminate

material. Because historians ot this period overlrmkcd the strongest evrdcncc

aVnilahlc to ()stholl and liruunmnn (via, \\'inlclcr s monograph), they have

to downgrade the postulate of exceptionless

nitc ()stholl and Bru‘uinann's self-

A less psychologizini; more

l were written by schol-
notablv l’cdersen. but

tended, St)ll‘.C\\'ll.ll .ipologctimlly,

sound laws to .1 "hypothesis." and to .ntril

confidence to the CVllllCrJntC of lllL‘ll’ \mnth

Strictly scholarly explanation of lllt'll’ scll‘tontidencu. however. is the fart that
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chronicshifts,wassoonafterwardspointedoutbyKruszewski(1881);
the di■erenoewas lost, however,on the more orthodox Neogram~
medias;it wasnot understoodby Pedersen,andunfortunatelyalso
wentMy Bloom■eld,for whomsynchronicprocessdid not
exist.

■lth? understandKmszewski'spoint (cf. his referencesto Kru-
sewski‘spnpersin'l‘echmer’sZritrrbrif! [vols.1,2,3,5], p.49),and
Ishelud noitem-and-arrangementprejudicesin phonology,heassimi-
latedthe distinctioneasily.He thus distinguishesbetweensound
‘W

,
:1) and"glternations"(Lautwerbiel).Theformer

WWWM'Md aretakenascom-
, . Thelatterareremnantsof earliersynchronicprocesses

' my 11133993375 ■ction and which have left irregular

" ' mustbe udists(p. 69). To avoidconfusion,we
' renderPaul'slantwandelby"phoneticrule," roughly
in thesenseof Hall: (1959). The problem for Paul, then, is not the

‘ ‘lM/■mlmty ofphoneticrules,buttheirregularredistributionof
handsamonglexicalelements.In otherwords,howdoesaproductive~..._4

‘ ' ‘ 2 ruleof anidiolectgetsnagged?Canthisresultfrominter-
conmewithotherspeakers?HereisPaul'sanswer:
1.1!:onlywayin whichthiscouldbevisualizedis thatan individualwould
Simultaneouslystandunderthe in■uenceof severalgroupsof personswhich
Ind becomedi■erentiatedbydi■erentsounddevelopment[i.e.,different
synchronicphoneticruler], andthathewouldlearnsomewordsfromone
poop, Othersfromtheother.Butthispresupposesathoroughlyexceptional
admomhip.Normallytherearenot [interidiolectal]di■erencesof this

in a communicationcommunity within which an individual grows
up and with which he standsin much more intimate ties than with the
broaderenumnment. . . . Within the samedialect, therefore, no incon-
m ClevelOp,only in consequenceof dialect mixture, or, aswe shall
haveomen toput it morepredsely,in consequenceof theborrowingof aword from a foreign dialect.

. . .
In the formulation of sound laws [i.e.,

WC phoneticrules], we neednot of coursereckonwith suchincon-
m (pp. 71-72)

Theweakestlink in thisargumentisthenotion"singledialed,"be-
—

g“theWho'll}. phoneticrulerof KerenzenGermantheNeogrammariansdid
mdendhaveverified,nonhypotheticnlexamplesof exceptionlesssoundlaws.
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cause, as we have seen, it has no theoretical standing in Paul's thinking.

Indeed, Paul shows some concern about this weakness, for he promises

to consider later "the extent to which, and the conditions under which"
word borrowing from other dialectstakesplace (p. 72). Actually,
however,in the chapteron languagemixture. only a short sedionis
devoted to dialect interference (pp. 402—403), and the question of

"conditions" for wordborrowingisnotevenraised.

Phonology (1m! [dialect Grouping. \\"'e took note above of the

mannerin which Paul slipped from a theoryof languagechangein
generalto atheoryof soundchangein particular.\Vc-maynowexamine
the paradox that emerges.‘isaconsequenceof this unmarked n.1rrowing
of discussion. Insofar as languagechangein [generalis concerned,we
have learned, idiolccts are subject to random development. To be sure,
intercourse may causeparallel shifts in group idioleds, but they nccd

not, and as Paul knew from dialedological research,do not in fact re
suit in a hierarchically structuredsubdivision of the community (pp. 37—

42). ldiolect A mayform a dialectalpmupingwith idiolc-ctB with re‘
spectto Feature1.agroupingwith idiolett Cwith respectto Feature2,
There is for Paul no end and no organization to these mutually in-

tersectingprinciplesbecause( 1l the linguistknowsof nogroundsfor

a hierarchyof linguistic features,and (3) he his no explanationfor
the selective diffusion of idiolect features (ice, no scale of diiiusi-
bility). Paul realizesthat if there arebreaksin the intercoursenetwork

——especiallyabsolutebreakscausedby migration—.1dialectsplit will

emerge;but this iscompletely”external" to thelinguage.andwemight
addthat it is in anycase.1highly unusualphenomenon(evenif in the
historyof the ancientlndo-Europeanlanguagesit mayhaveplayedan
important role). Not so in the caseof SOundchange: here there is a
linguistic basis for grouping two idiolects into a dialect namely, their

sharingof a (complete?)setof phoneticrules.ldiolectsA andB would
beassignedto the samedialectif theysharedthesamephoneticrules,
anda word adoptedbyA from B wouldbeautomaticallysubmittedto
thesamephonetictreatment.

It would appear, then, that if our goal were a classi■cationof idio-

lectalphonologies,Paul'stheorywould offer usa reasonedlinguistic
criterion for it—at least for a single-level, all-same-ornll-difierent clas-
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si■cationof idiolects.Butif weareseekingaclassi■cationnotof idio-
lectalphonologies,but o/flidiolectsin their entirety,Paul'stheoryisof

nouse,becauseit dmsnotguarantee(andcoulddosoonlycontraryl
to factualevidmce)thatnonphonologimldifferentiationgoeshandin
handwith phonologicaldiliérentiation.It wouldbeperfectlynatural,
for example, to ■nd a set of idiolects A, B, and C such that A and B
sharephonologieswhile jointly di■eringin their phonologicsfrom C;
butA andB mayhavenumerouslexicalandgrammaticaldifferences
inpoinlsonwhichBagreesfullywithC.

Paulwrites: '"I'helruly characteristicfactor in the dialectalarticula-
tionof_acontmuousareaisalwaysthephoneticconditions."Therea-
sonfor this,thinlc Paul,isthatit is in theformationof phoneticcon-
ditionsthat everythingdependson directpersonalintercourse."In
vocabularyandin wordmeanings,inmorphologyandin syntax,medi-
atedtransmissiono■‘ersnodif■culties."Bycontrast,accordingtoPaul,
phoneticin■uence(i.e., diffusion of phonologicalrules) dependson
intimate and intensive intercourse.Thus, he continues,

muchgreaterdi■erencesdevelopin phoneticsthan in vocabulary.mor-
qulqu, 01:syntax and the former last more uniformly through long
periodsthanthelatter.

. . . Leasttypicalof all is thevocabularyanditsuse.
Heretransmissionsfrom onedialectto anothermostlytakeplace[in the
sameway] as from one languageto another. Here there are more indi-
vidualdi■erencesthanin anyotherdomain.Heretheremayalsobedif:
{m [e.g..inprofessionalvocabularies]whichhavenothingtodowith
dialectdi■erences,andwhichintersectthem.(p. 47)

in thispassagewefacetheconceptualdif■cultyof countingandweight-
ing phonologicalagainstother innovations.Are therenot perhaps
morelaical innovationssimplybecausetherearemorewords?And
Whatis the theoreticalbasisfor disregardinghighly stabledialectal
di■erentiationsinvocabularyandgrammar?OnesuspectsthatPaulwas
reallydeceivinghimself.Thepriorityhewasgivingto phonological
criteria of idiolect classi■cationwasbased,not on the empirically dem-

' castratedmannerof theirtransmission(for thishehadnoevidence).
noron theirstability(for thistheevidencewasquiteinconclusive),
butSimplybecausephonology,in thesenseof a consistentlyapplied

of phoneticrules,wastheonlydomainof languagewhichgaveany
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hope of quantizing ( " impOsing discretencssupon) the continuum of
the speechcommunity.

To base motivated idiolect classi■cationson phonology may be a
counselof despair;it mayalsobe justi■edby further argument,for
example, as to the primacy of phonology within languageasa whole.
\Vhile we would disagreewith both procedures,we would consider
them as legitimate proposals mc-riting discussion.\Y’hat makesPaul's
approachillegitimate on the other hand.is its useof a theoreticalas-
sumption in the disguise of a factual claim—and to make it worse.on
afactualclaimwhich is incorrect.

l Sim/mar}.Let usnow attemptto restatecriticallyPaul'spositionon
the essential points:

The sole theoreticallygroundedobject of linguistic study is the
idiolect, and within the idiolc-ct, the only domain in which change is

related to Stableperformance is phonology ( in view of its nondiscrc-tc
nature). An individuals usagel\ in principle consistent.and conforms
to his mental representation of it, except that phonetic performances

are scattered randomly as about a target. An individual may. by in-
■nitesimal unconscious steps. skew the distribution of his (phonetic)

performances as he seeksmore comfortable behavior patterns. (No
explanationis offered for the slownesswith which allegedlymore
"comfortable" behavior is achieved; ic-.. the actuation riddle stands
unsolved and even unformulated. ) Dialects areconceivedasgroups of

(phonologically) identical idiolects:consequently,dialect changeis
simply idiolects changing in parallel, and dialect splitting is no more

than idiolcctschangingdiverse-1y.
An idiolect or dialect may .llsu change by "borrmving" forms from

other idiolects or dialects. Suchborrowing is selective.but no explana-

tion is offered for particularselections.Opportunity to borrow from
other idiolc-ctsdependson exposureto them: however, both borrowing

and nonborrowing.ll'Cattributed to conformity—eitherwith the in-
novators or the consc‘rvcrs. ’

1.2. THE NtzocmAMMARIANHl-‘RITMJ:
Paul's Prinz/yum may be said to re■ectthe best achievementsof

Neogrammarianlinguistics. \V’ith his Neogrammarianpredecessors
andcontemporariesPaulsharedthevirtuesof maximumrigorof form-
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ulation,anintensiveinterestin recurrentregularities,afeelingfor the
atypicnlityof standardized~languagesamongthetotalityof languages,
a mmme■c detail,anda desireto view languagein the
settingof its functioningin orderto understandits development,to
"portraya many-sidedlyaspossibletheconditionsof thelife of lan-
guage[Spracbkbmr' (p. 6). Writtenandrevisedafterthedusthad
settled over the sound-law controversy, Paul's book has the further
meritof recognizingthe dialedologicalpoint of view on language

It is thereforehot surprisingthat it becameenormouslyin-
' andthoughit eventuallymayhaveservedasa targetof anti-

ngnmmrian oppositionit functionedasthe basictext for more
thanagenerationof linguists.

1.21.Saussure
Therevolutionarye■ectof Saussure'sthoughtis notbelittledif we

“sell: tint in tlaquqgon of the individuality of language,heowesa
N, Mill ElitNeogrammanan doctrine. For Saussure,the system-
Itidty of language(see§ 2.0) dependson the existence,within the
individual, of a faallty of associationand one of coordination (p. 29).

yTherelationsbetweenelementsof a languagearelocatedin thecon-
isciousnessof speakers.Thefollowingquotationistypical:
Synchronyknowsonly one perspective,that of the speakers,and its whole
methodconsistsin gatheringtheir testimony;in orderto knowtheextent
to whichathingisareality,it will benecessaryandsuf■cientto investigate
[In degreeto which it existsin the consciousnessof the speakers.(p. 128)

Indeed,it isthepsychologicalunrealityof diachronicanddialectologi-
cal relationsthat leadsSaussureto assignhistorical phenomenato a
totallydi■erentdomainof investigation."The synchronic'phenome-
non’," he writes, "has nothing in common with the diachronic

. . .; onelsthe connectionbetweensimultaneouselements,the other is the sub—
stitutionof oneelementfor anotherin time—anevent" (p. 129). A5
aconsequence,
diachroniclinguistics,in contrastto [synchroniclinguistics],will studythe
relationsconnectingsuccessiveitemsthatarenotperceivedbya singlecol-
lecnveconsaousness,itemswhichare:ubm'ruredfor oneanotherbutwhich
dohatformagrim amongtbmrelver.(p. 140;italicssupplied)

Toguaranteethepsychologicalrealityof theobjectof synchronic
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investigation,Saussurefurther requiresthat suchan objectbe homo-
geneOus.The object of synchronic linguistics, he argues, is not every-
thing which is simultaneous,but only thosesimultaneousfactswhich
belongto asinglelanguage.Theseparationof legitimate,thatis,homo-
geneous,objectsof studymustproceed,"to theextentthat thismaybe
necessary,all the way down to dialects and subdialccts" (pp. 128—
129). Indeed,linguistsareput on noticethat therearenonaturaldia-
lects—"there are as many dialects as there are localities" (p. 276).
And Saussureadds: "Basically the term sync/Jr/micis not precise
enough; it should be replacedby the (admittedly longish) I‘d/or)??-
cbrorzic. On the other hand, diachronic linguistics does not require, but

repels, such a breakdown."

It hasoften beenstressedthat by distinguishingspeechfrom lan-
guage, Saussurebroke away from the psychologism characteristic of
Neogrammarian thinking: he saw languageassocialand speechas in-
dividual. However, let us note that Saussure has nothing concrete to

sayaboutthe communityasthe matrix of individual speechperform-
ance. In particular, there is nothing in his theory which could accom-

modatea heterogeneouslanguagewhile savingit asa legitimateobiect
of synchronic investigation. "A language

. . .
is of homogeneous

nature" (p. 32). And SaussureechoesPaulwhenhewrites: "Among
all theindividualsthuslinkedbytheLiseof language[liltl‘g'Jt'e],akind
of averagewill beestablished-everybodywill reproduce—notexactly,
to besure,but approximatelyrrthesamesignsjoinedto thesamecon-
cepts" (p. 29). Clearly, Saussurehere views heterogeneitywithin the
language customof a community not asa subjectof systematicdescrip-

Ition, but as a kind of tolerable imprecision of performance. His View
is thus again in full conformity with Paul's, who had said that the
"great uniformity of all language processesin the most diverse indi-

,viduals is the essentialbasisfor an exactscienti■cknowledgeof such
processes"(Paul, p. 19). \Wesee'noevidencethat Saussureprogrcssed

beyondPaulin hisability to dealwith languageasasocialfact;for him
the preconditionof dealingwith languageasasocialphenomenonwas
still its completehomogeneity.

In broachingthe causeof soundchange,Saussurerejectedall ex-
planationswhichhadbeenadvanced(pp. 202—208).Althoughhewas
convincedthat all changesoriginatein speech,heneverthelesshadno
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ysuggestionsfor distinguishing,otherthana posteriori,betweenindi-
vidualinnovationswhichenterthelanguageandthosewhichdonot
(pp. 138-139).Althoughhepositedtwo con■ictingforces—thatof
intercourseand that of provincialism (clocked—to describean in-
dividual's imitation and nonirnitation, respectively, of the speechof

others,thebalanceof theseforcesremaineda vamousexplanation,
sinceSaussurecouldnotshow(pp. 284—285)thattheprevalenceof
oneforceovertheotherunvariedwith anythingelse.

We cantodayeasilyassentto Saussure'sargumentthatOld High
Germangem''guests’didnotcoexistin theconsciousnessof anyspeaker
with the Modern German counterpart, Ga'Jte,with the result that these

itunshavethereforeneverbeenlinguisticallyopposed.Whatismissing
in hisconception,however,isthepossibilityof amomentin timewhen
a morearchaicgam'andamoreinnovatingvariant,gem,did coexist
in themindsof someveryrealspeakersof the language.Similarly,
whenSaussurecautionsagainstgatheringspatiallyremotedialectsun-
derthe hurling of a singlesynchronicdescription,we canagreewith

'him easily,but he regrettablyomits from considerationthe crucially

3importantcaseof neighboringdialects,whosesystemsareverymuch
‘ "in theconsciousness"ofthesamespeakers.“Saussure'serror,it seems
thous,wasto equatethe juxtapositionof remotestagesof a language
“withthejuxtapositionof stagesin general.25It is thisunjusti■edgen-
eraliution whichlayat thebasisof hisantinomybetweenthestructural
and the historical, an antinomy which has been acceptedby the funda-

mentalistsof theGenevaSchool“0butwhichvirtually all otherlinguists
havebeentryingto overcome.

1.22. BLooxHELnIAN Descnnmve LlNGUlSTlCS

In theworksof Americandescriptivelinguistswe ■nda varying

'0 Saussurefails to considerthis possibilitydespitedevotinga specialsectiOn
(pp. 2655.) to the “coexistenceof several dialects at the same [gmgml‘hid
point" (where else. then, but in the minds of the same speakers?) and another
327:"; mutual in■uencesof dialectscoexistingwith literary langqu-ZCSll‘P»

“Paul was perhapsmore farsighted in claiming that the portrayal 0f
processesfrom a comparisonof languagestateswill hemoresuccessfulif the
comparedstateshe ascloseto eachother as possible (pp. 31—52)-

toCompareSechehaye1940:3034Frei 1944.
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level of interest in languagediversity within a speechcommunity; what
unites this group with that of its Ncogrammarian teachersis the lackof

interestin thesystematiccharacterof theheterogeneouslanguageof a
community.

Bloom■eldwrites:

A speechcommunity is a group of people who interact by meansof speech.

. . .
If we observedcloselyenough,we should■ndthat no two persons—or

rather, perhaps, no one person at different times inspoke exactly alike.
. . .

These differences play a very important part in the history of languages;

the linguist is forced to considerthem verycarefully,eventlmugh in some
of his work he is forcedprovisionally to ignore them.\X’hcnhe doesthis,
he is merelyemploying the methodof abduction. a methodessentialto
scienti■cinvestigation but the resultssoobtainedhaveto be correctedbe-
fore they can be used in most kinds of further work. (1933:4245)

As a preliminarysetof guidelines,this statementwouldbeunobjec-
tionable: what is important, however, is that Bloom■eld has no sug-

gestions to make .15to the way in which the ".lbstmction" is to be de-

rived from the description of individual usages,or how it is to be

"corrected.”7 Re■ectingSaussure'semphasison [mgr/e as.1socialphe-

nomenon, Bloom■eld concedesthat

we are concerned not so much with each individual as with the whole com-
munity. We do not inquire into the minute nervous processesof .1person
who utters, say, the word .r/r/t/i', but content oursebes rather \\’l[h deter-

mining that, by and large, for .1” the membersof the community, the word

apple meansa certain kind of fruit.
. . .

However {he Immediatelycon-
cedes], as soon as we try to deal accurately with this matter. we find that

the agreementof the communityis far from perfect,and that everyperson
uses speech-forms in .1unique way. (p. 75)

Writing before the major developments in diachronic phone-mics,

Bloom■elddid not yet respondto thepossibilitythatthestateof 3 lan-

guage may itself function 38.1determinant of changeswithin it. Like

Paul he therefore puts the whole burden of explaining changeon the

mechanismof imitating the speechhabits of oue's fellows. The direc-

tion of imitation, Bloomfield believes, is determined entirely by the

"7 Furthermore, the same questions as those which were raised by Paul's

conception of "averaging Ltllliti be asked regarding Bloom■eld's notion of

abstraction.
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moi WQ. 476). Althoughthisis nowknowntobe
7. .PM it is at leasta step beyondPaul's and Saussure's

unions balanceandimbalan'ceof contraryforces.Like Paul,Bloom-
■elddistinguishestruephoneticandanalogic-semanticchanges,which

i. e place ' the speechof individuals, from the diffusion of such

,_ ,
bythemechanismof dialectborrowing."Theprocessesthem-

selvesrarelyescapeourobservation"(p. 481). "It is uselessto ask
whatpersonor setof persons■rstfavored[certain]variants.

. . . By
thetimea sound-dung:becomesobservable,its effecthasbeendis-
m bythelevelingprocessthatgoesonwithin eadrcommunity"

19.480481). The distinction betweenthe origin of a language

.
thing: anditsdiffusion,andthepessimismaboutobservingtheorigins

.
of languagechange,steeredBloom■eldianthinking aboutlanguage
Minion an■anpin’mldirection.

An importantmilestonein theisolationof theindividualslanguage
is thelegitimateobjectof linguisticdescriptionpar excellencewas'Blpdl's"Set(I Postulatesfor PhonemicAnalysis,"in whichtheterm
11101chwas■rstintroduced.(Whetherhisrecourseto thepre■xidio-
achrallyecboesSaussure'sidiosyncbronirisat thismomentdifficultto
detennine.)Blochwrites:
The totality of thepossibleutterancesof onespeakerat onetime in usingalanguageto interactwith oneotherspeakeris an idiolecr

. . . As for the
words atonetime,"theirinterpretationmaysafelyvarywithin widelimits:
$9.1m] man "atone partimlar moment" or “on one particular day" or

.
hung oneparticularyear". . . Thephrase"with oneotherspeaker"is

Intendedto adude thepossibilitythatanidiolectmightembracemore3:?” m of speaking:it is at leastunlikelythata givenspeaker
usetwoormorestylesin addressingasingleperson.. . .

Phonological
30-11131:of 1givenidiolectdoesnot revealthephonologicalsystemof anyldlolectbelongingtoadi■erentdialect.( 1948:7—9)
Wesee.thh heremating Paul’sandSaussure‘satomisticprinciple
°f redncrngthelanguageof acommunityto itsultimatehomogeneous
pub. But-wecann0trefrain from noting that eventhis reductionad
abmdum isbasedonacounterfactualassumptionthat a pair of speak-
ersalwaysstick to the samestyle (For evidenceto th. e contr . see,
e.g., Labov 1966:90—135.)

”Y
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The logic of the Ncogrammarian theory, as inherited through Saus-

sure and Bloom■eld, was developed most fully by some of Bloom■eld's

students.\Vc will return to their analysisbelow (9‘;2.] ), after discuss
ing the isolation of structure as a factor in language functioning.

1.23. THE PRACTICEOF GENERATIVE GRAMMARIANS

Although generativelinguistics has so far touchedon historical
problems in only a marginal fashion, there are several theoretical

pronouncements on record suggesting that the Ncogrammarian-

descriptivistconceptionof ahomogeneoussystemasthesolelegitimate
objectof analysishasbeenadoptedby this schoolof thought.Thus
Chomskywrites:

Linguistic theoryis concernedwith an lthJl speaker-listener.in a completely
homogeneous,rpcec/J-mmmmlily,who knows its languageperfectly and is
unaffectedby suchgrammaticallyirrelevant conditionsas memory limita-
tions, distractions, shifts of attention and interest. and errors (random or

characteristic) in applying his knowledgeof the languagein actualper-
formance.(1965:34; italicssupplied)

The requirementof homogeneityisheremadecentral:thelinguistic
competencewhich is the object of linguistic analysisis the possession
of an individual; linguistic theory concerns the community only in-

sofar as the community is homogeneousand insofar as the individual

informant is a perfect representativeof it. Proceduresfor overcoming

the actual observeddiversity of speechbehavior are not suggestedany
more than in the work of Paul or Bloom■eld; in harmony with Saus-

sure,but moreexplicitly. Chomskydeclaressuchdiversityto betheo-
reticallyirrelevant.Thusheisquiteright in saying:"This seemsto me
to have been the position of the founders of modern general lin-

guistics"; but we cannotagreewith his further statementthat "no
cogent reasonfor modifying it hasbeenoffered." As we will show be-
low, we ■nd cogent reasons for modifying this position in the con-

■rmedfacts that deviationsfrom a homogeneoussystemare not all

errorlike vagariesof performance,but areto a high degreecodedand

part of a realistic description of the competenceof a member of a

speechcommunity.
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2. PROBLEMSOF CHANGING STRUCTURE

2.0. Tress or Rauwmr THEORY

For m the theoryof language(Prinzipienwinemc/Ja/t) was,at
WM” coterminogswith thetheoryof languagechange.After
the developmentof the Saussureanantinomybetweenthe diachronic

*
andthesynduonic,however,therearoseaplacefor twobodiesof prin-
oiple—thmriesof haw_d1ange andtheoriesof languagestructure.
new achievedin the latter area,it turnsout from ourpoint
I! view,hadinevitableandimportantimplicationsfor thehistoryof
W evenwheretheoriginalmotivationof theconceptualadvance
Wither thanhiston'ml.

In■ation to languagechange,eachre■nementin thetheoryof lan-
page structure(and the samecouldbe saidabout re■nementsin the
■lmy of speechcommunities)hadthefollowingpotentialeffects:

legs)a reclassi■cationof observedchangesaccordingto newprinci-
P i

fb) proposalof freshconstraint:onchange;and
(c) proposalof newcarrierof change.
Effect.(1) is easiestto visualize. For example, when a separationbe-

tweendistinctiveandredundantfeatureswasintroducedintophono-
ngl■l analysis,all soundchangescouldbe dividedaccordingto
Whethertheydid or did not involvedistinctivefeatures.Similarly,the
Won betweenprestigiousandprestigelessdialectsyieldedafresh
Matron of innovationsdependingonwhethertheymovedupor
downthe prestige"slope." In the wakeof most new theoriesof lan-
guage,weindeedfindpaperssettingforth theimplicationsof thenew
Ideasfor history.However,in offeringmerereclassi■cationsof changes
My observedor observable,this type of advanceis of limited
interestforaIbearyof languagechangeassuch.

F31:moresigni■cantis thepossibilitythata re■nementin linguistic
“mmsmstic theorymayallow (b) thehypothecationof comtraint:
313% Thus, a crudetheory of speechsoundsdoesnot makeit
phossibleto assertverymuchaboattheactualphonologicalmake-up0f

singer, but as the theory becomesmore re■ned, the possible gen-
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cralizationsabouthow languagesare constitutedbecomericher and
richer. Even in a completely inductive spirit, it becomespossible to
makehighly speci■cstatisticalgeneralizationsaboutexisting languages;

it becomespossible,accordingly,to showwhethera givenchangepro-
duces a language state that violates or, more signi■cantly, conforms

with the statistical norms. If one's observations of languagesare, in

addition, tied togetherby a broadertheoreticalstructure,still greater
signi■cancecan be attachedto interconnectedseriesof changes.and all

the more challenging and meaningful becomesthe searchfor "optimi-

zation" tendenciesin languagechange.
Of maximum importance is (c) the proposal of new causes of

change,basedon a theoryof languagestatesso■rmlyestablishedthat

one change in a language state necessarilyimplies another changeex
IJ)'p0t/)€.lf,sothat eventA canbedesignated.1causeof change8. In its

strongerform, a theoryof changewould identify A .is the lil/■i'le'lll

cause of B; in a weaker form, event xi would appear at least as the

"Memorycauseof B. It is only rarelythat historicallinguisticshashad
glimpses of such causal theories, eve-nof the weaker [ necessarycause)

variety; but from suchachievementsasare on recordwe maydraw

hopeof further advances.
The balanceof our discussionisorganizedasfollows: In thepresent

chapter we consider the implications for languagechangeof the struc-

tural theorythat viewslanguageasa systemof oppositionalrelations.
The phonological problems here receivespecialprominence,sincethis

is an areawhere contrastive and noncontrastivc functions of the same
Substancehave beendistinguished with considerablesuccess.\Vc then

turn (§ 2.4) to the historical implications of the factorial analysis

Whichsynchronictheoryhasappliedto linguisticsystems.The notion
of distinctive features in phonology hcrc receivesthe bulk of our at-

tention. The theoriesdiscussedin Sections1.17} representimportant
advancesover Paul, but they share with him and his successorsin :

Americandescriptiveand generativelinguisticsthe approachto lan- -
guage as a homogeneous,undifferentiated object; such subsystemsas

are posited within a languageare viewed asnoncompeting, but jointlyr

necessary .urd complementary (phonology, grammar. lexicon). ln Sc-c-'

tion 3 we turn to work that breakswith the homogeneitypostulateand

grapples with languageas a systematicallydifferentiated system.
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2.1. Comm FUNCTIONOFPHONBMES notethat theyalsoledto formal difficulties.Thestraightforwardappli-
cation of phonemic quantization to the continuum of language change

soon turned up a dialectic puzzle: how do gradual, nondistinctive
Aswesw above,Paul,theNcogrammarian,hadnoparticularpre-dilectionfor atomismin linguistics;we notedthestructuredwayin . .Mums” of ‘ Sprabgef■blasa generativedevice But it was

changessuddenlymakethe leapinto a newdistinctivecategory?Con-
■lmy!» ”95mm: psychological reality of contrastive rela-

Sider Hockett s eloquently baf■ed acc0unt:

. rut .. g , - and_thuswasIn■ated, in the interest of consistency, Soundchangeitself is constantand slow. A phonemicrestructuring,on the
law _,

CITCOH'CS denccs to another ' other hand, must in a sensebe absolute] ' sudden. No matter how radual

, . -. ..
pan domain, oneof the t 3

‘ ‘ ‘ ml. Using a chessgame as his WCll-known analogy wasthe approachof early M[iddle] E[nL'llSl\] .e’ and fi,’ towardseach

w W on dimming the mutually determined functions
other, we cannotimaginethe actualcoalescenceoi the two other than asa
sudden event: on such-and such a day, for suchand-such a speakeror tiny“them. lsyndnonicfact fromth ‘ ' '. eP( ) ersmn origins 0f the game. group of speakers,the two fell togetheras /.i/' and the whole systemofm‘In“; IBIS; Program ’5 an investigation mm the changing stressednuclei, for the particular idiolect or idiolects, was restructured. Yet

,,

3163'th

. .
there is no reason to believe that we would ever be able to detect this kind

sow

‘ .
.oontrastidea cameto be applied to the study of sound of suddeneventbydirectobservation

. . .
(1938;4$6—457)

[M mainlyin Prague,descriptivelinguistsfoundoccasionfor a«PM
. e tedassmration of observedchangesThe requiredinfer-

. or 7 ~»- ' mar' n nd S. . : t' ’tl .ttl ’-lr .
ftl ’i'olectrervesmm■tstdnwn bYJakobson (1931), Who showed how sound ‘ m a “mule—mPOM[0T i1 k inguageo ie I“.

.
\

' I My be grouped into ho . ‘ .
as the locus of structural, that is, lmgurstitaily relevant, and legitimate

i «m d -
P .nelfnc mag?“ (dephonologization facts. But the net result of this consistentsynthesisis that a theorv of

.
) In splits (phonologizationof variants).23A verysimilar 4

minis wasindependentlyprovidedin Americab H'll "
,

Y 1 (1936)‘ entirel It is ditii ult to re t an N alanition throu h henomenaAccordingto our scheme,theseclassi■cationsin themselvesconsti- -
y. i L

.
ii P L i

-
i g P

at: only the i _ historical f
which are not only unobsened, but unobservable.

hug". E:. But beforewe ex . e
thconseqiiaencesOf a new theory0 Elsewherewehavediscussedtheconsequencesof theclaimthatsound

m 3“ exp ““017 capabilities,let "5 changesin progresscannotbeobsc-rved(\Vc-inreich1960;Labov1963.
.'It is alsoJakoo'son(.1923)who mustbecreditedwith the bold attemptto

1965). In our view, this self—defeatingdilemma proceedsfrom an un-
Nukes:Km. Skisinsightsbyproclaimingoutrightwhatescapedthemore ‘ tenabledistinctionbetweentheorigin of achangeandthepropagation

out
mus-ml ansmindcdBlmm■dd‘tf‘“ theonly 50“"d lawsOPUalingWi‘h’ Of the changewhich Saussureand Bloomfield adopted from Paul.30It

.,
m 3 8W3.“lmguage are in fact the laws governing the distribu- , . g .. . d l ..Mo‘mmmal variantsof aphonemein asynchronics m , standsto reasonthat the tranSitionproblemcannotbe solse un ess

. .
m. _ . _ . _

■wm■ldd himselfin 1933hadnot yet quite
assimilatZd

his prephonemic ‘ intervening stagesin the propagation of a changeare studied. In the
”Mun: “185mm” to his1"“le acquiredPhonemicapproacht0 616‘ quotation given above, Hockett focuseson the obverseproblem; the

denormm”, 3:323:22:“Flux" onPhonetic(iiige'It;qrss- unobservabilityof in■nitesimalsoundchangeiscoupledwiththeun-
' ~ .

“15:: c presentation 0 ows au ian , . . ‘ ~
-

Magma: closely.itisoniy in thelastSectiOn(20.11). whichadherestoPaul's Observabilityof instantaneousstructuralchange.
doc'mEms-m 1:“intimatecontactas a condition for the borrowingof sound- For scholarswho feel uncomfortable With suchan approach,several

variants
"nod-d522,'(Lei.”0.9a" nu”)- th“ Bloom■eldlabelsth‘ sound alternativesolutionscometo mind.Oneis to denythatchangetakes

. . ,
ctNC. or tub-phonemic."The key structuralistformula- . . . . . ) ~'_ ‘ , lhon,mdentally. seemsstrongerthan is warranted "W s eakof sound

place Within a systemand to assertinstead that the s}stem tag, tie
¢I■

,
I C can . .mgr“? $191115":displacementof habit hasled to some

alferation
in (he dialect) hasborrowed the new phenomenonfrom anotherdialed te.g.,

o c . "
.

.8“ 8° (P 367). 6““th that structure-altering changes
3"\Wc earlier discussed the place of this distinction in Paul's thinking. TheIre more importmt h some:1 - - ~ . .“Ct! .”Wuhan”?

y Pu" criterion, Why should they be claimed
distinction was adopted virtually intact hy Saussure (Lauri, p. 235).

Re■ectedin Hockett'sdiscussionis the synthesisof the Neogram-

languagechangebecomesremovedfrom empiricalfoundationsalmost
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.Hoanigsmld 1960:72—73). If this formulation still contains dangers
of a maphnl mystery(e.g.,atwhichprecisemomentdOesthebor-
mngof thenewphenomenonbecome"total"?), it canberevised
{um toenvisngetwocoexistingdialects—onewith theoppositionin
M theotherwithout(cf.Bloom■eld1933:328)—andspeakers
Whomm thetwostylesof speech,favoringthe"coales-
out" dialectin increasingmeasure.”We reconsiderthispossibilityin
:u 5.2none approachto amoreadequateview of linguisticstruc-

.Mu solutimistoassertthatcontinuousvariationexistswithin
■fhdiihct asa structuralelement,correlatedwith someotherlin-
M“ nonlinguisticfactor,andthatthesteadymovementof tokens
Emone ategorialclassto anotherispartof theunderlyingstructure

,
" ' 1966).Thuschangewould normallyoccurasonevariable

..
transposition withina givenphoneme,to a positionarrorr

.
p; ' boundaries,to a position within a secondphoneme, and such

plan”: wouldbestrictlyde■nedbycovariationwith otherfeatures.
(a: $3.31below.)

A secondproblemwhicharosein grafting phonemictheoryonto
the Ifeogmnmariantheoryof soundchangewasthe temptationto

t M thenewanalyticdistinction,subphonemic/phonemic,with the
:H‘O■■l (mutuallycoterminous)distinctionsin■nitesimal/discrete,
may stable, Ursula/regular, and unconscious/conscious.
amid. for example (19335653.), thought that nondistinctive
:hngesareobservableonlybythephoneticianwhohasathisdisposal
to momma massof mechanicalrecords,reachingthroughseveral

Mons of spakers." But the identi■cation of the dichotomics
noesatleasttwotheoretialdi■iculties:

(a) Gnuting (for the moment)that nondistinctivechangesare
“0':(13¢th bynaivelanguageusers,whymustthelinguistnecessarily
m anenormousmassof mechanicalrecords" to determine,let Us
“Y: “I“ mbgroups of a speechcommunity diHer consistently in the

_
uaeof“1°th sud!as[x] versus[h] or [r] versus[R]? In other

r
words.whatdeductivereasonsaretheretobelievethatnondistinctive
matron is necessarilyinconsistentor in■nitesimal,sothatphonetic

“with re’ . .Outhocovafhm■lngéogiiih Corresponding reformulations c0uld be worked
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measurementsof enormousmassesof recordingsare requiredfor its
detection?"

(b) If the explanation of changes in phonemic structure rests on

the distinction between continuous phonetic behavior and discontinu-

ous phonemes, how can we envisage a uni■ed theory which would also

encompass grammar, where the nondistinctive elements (morphs) are

not continuous?“J
But regardlessof whether or not thesetheoretical dif■cultiescanbe

ironed out, we are obliged to take note of empirical evidencewhich

discon■rmsthe identi■cationof the analyticallydistinctivewith the

. historicallydiscreteandthepsychologicallyconscious.Thusthe largely

I subphonemicreplacementof lingual by uvular r in manvEuropean
languagesmust have taken placeby discretesteps(Hocnigswald 1960:

73); moreover.thedistributionof the two variantsisby nomeansthe
unstable one that their nondistinctivenesswould imply. As to aware-

ness,we ■nd that speakersin many partsof the United Statesare
extremely sensitive to subphonemicvariants of //l," and [/64 and quick

to stigmatize the nonstandard usage of others. Similarly. the sub

phonemic raising of the vowels of off, [art in New York City is a

matterof extremesensitivityandasubjectof muchovertcommentand
correction in formal styles. On the contrary" the sweeping change in

the repertory of phonemeswhich resulted from this process—theloss

of distinction between,rure~dmrc. lure~lnre—is quite unnoticed
and seems to evoke no social evaluation (Labov 1965, 1066). \When

we seea comparable absenceof social awarenessof the coalescenceof

phonemesillustratedby the massivemergerof cnf~mugljt bnrk~

“3 The same objections could have been made acainst Paul Non-distinctive

variation has, in fact. beenobservedbv Lahov ( 196a 1966) through far from
"enormous" samples.SomeScholars,imidcntally, havebeenfar more cautious
than Bloom■eld and Hocketrv Lehmann, for example (1062-148). does not
h0ld that subphonemicchangesare unobservable,only that they are not taken
into account bv scribes rendering their language in phonemic terms. it is for
this far-bettcr-formulated reason that linguists have little information about
nondistinctive chancesof the past: and there is nothing in Lehmann'sview to
discourage us from phonetically observing nondistinctive changesin process.

53‘It is understandablewhy Hocnigswahl (1060), at work on an over-all the‘

cry of languagechange,speaksof the "alleged" gradual characterof phonetic
alteration; to unify the conceptionof morphological and phonological change.
he explains even the latter by resort to "dialect lmrrowing"—~adiscreteprocess
by de■nition.
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Ml throughout large sectionsof the United States,we are forccdto

mdude that thereis no correlationbetweensocialperceptionand
maximal status.

A serialsweaknessin the empiricalfoundationsof the various
theoriesof linguisticchangeconsideredherestemsfrom theirauto-
maticrelianceuponcognitivefunctionasthe primedeterminantof
linguisticbehavior.Theasmmptionthat perceptionwasdetermined
mly by contrastive(morph-distinguishing)units wasneverbased
uponasoundernpiric‘alfoundation,butratheruponalargenumberof
Walled (anecdotal)observationsof caseswhereperceptiondid
Intel! phonemiccategories.A growingbodyof evidencefromcon-
trolledsociolinguisticstudiesindicatesthatperceptionis indeedcon-

ttmlledlallinguisticstructure;but it is a structurewhichincludesnot
’Wmm de■nedby contrastivefunction but also units de■nedby

‘We, andtheirpowerto identifythespeaker'smember.
p in a speci■csubgroupof the community(Hymes1962;Labov

1933)."’ ""‘" ‘ ’
Let us seenext what explanatorypossibilitieswere found by his-

l toriOIl linguistsin the contrastivefunction of phonemeswhich con-
tributeto thesolutionof theevaluationproblem.This functionmade
it clear,for onething, why phonemesshouldbe renderedasfar apart

‘5possible(deGroot1931),andthisinturnsuggestedwhyashifting
phonemeshould"repel" its neighborsin thesystemif mergerswere
00beprevented(Hill 1936). In this matter,Paulhadarguedthe
opposite:

Nowhereis anye■ortexertedfor thepreventionof a soundchange.Ff"
thoseinvolvedarenotevenawarethatthereisanythingof thekind topre-
vent;afterall, theycontinuein their faith that theyspeaktOd-‘iY35they
spokeyou: ago,andthattheywill speakthesamewaytill theendof their
6171-(9-58) m - . ~-‘ "t'T-,‘ ft;.:

'1 '
.

:l'o theextentthat Paulwasdoubtingthe likelihood of anyonechant-1‘

mg a synchronicphoneticrule, one may go along with him: bUt0‘

coursein his conceptual framework the assertion automatically carried

over to historical processesas well, and in so doing it becametoo
sweeping.Other observerswerebeginning to seemattersdifferentlY-
Gillreronunderstoodtheclashof homonyrnsasa dysfunctionalpht“
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nomenon for which languageusershad "therapeutic" correctives
availableto them.Martinet“ integratedtheviewsof otherforerunners
with a systematicfunctionalismin phonetics,andbroadenedthepath-
ology-therapyconceptionfrom individualwordsto wholesetsof words
distinguished by a particular phonemic opposition. Our nineteenth-

centurypredecessorswould havebeenhorri■edat this teleologicalway
of thinking; Martinet's statement of "prophylactic" aversion to pho-
nemic mergers appeared more plausible to structural linguists, since he

utilized the concept of the morph-distinguishing function of the pho-

« neme rather than speakers' conscious efforts to avoid misunderstandings

(1955:41—44).
For all the dysfunctionalitvof homonvmclashesand massword

mergers. the coalescenceof phonemesis plentifully attestedin the his-

tory of languages.To prevent the preservation-of—contrastmechanism

from explaining too much. Martinet adapted Mathcsius' concept
(1931) of "functional yield" as a kind of variable contrastiveness
(1955:54—59). It was hoped that the theory would then permit op-

positionsfrom low—functionalyield to collapsewhile still explaining
thepreservationof high-yieldoppositions.

Thus, Martinet put forward one persuasive explanation for the fact

that manychangesoccurredin groupsor sequences—4rfact that fasci-
natedevery linguist from Ras‘kand Grimm on. but which wassquinted

at by the best of them out of a sound mistrust of "abstractions" or of

mysticism in history. Martinct. moreover, solved a large part of the

puzzle of "unconditioned" sound changes: the principle of syntag—
matic context now found a paradigmatic counterpart. and syntagmatic

"ease"(in Paul'sterms)couldnowbematchedbyathoroughlyplaus-
ible notion of "paradigmatic ease” ( Martinct 105%:30432).

But it would be unfortunate if M.1rtinet's achievementswere to he

acceptedas de■ningthe over-all framework for the explanationof
linguistic change. The work of Moulton (1961, 1062) and some ■nd-

ings of Labov (1966) have provided empirical foundations for many
of Martinet's conclusionswhich strengthen the lessdetailed evidence

givenbyMartinct himselfandhisstudents.But,evenwithin Martinet's
framework, there is a need for detailed analysis to make important

“ For simplicity we basenur rr-lerentes to Martinel‘s Work on his synthe-
sizinghunk of 1955.
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W morepreciseand reliable.Thus, the (onCeptof functional

3M3 mil! I great deal of rennement.There are few quantitative
Moshe-ring on it, andtheysunerfrom a rathernarrowconception

ofnine in whidl contrastsimportantfor communicationmustbe
M. 'nleyhlnearathersimplinedapproachto languagebycal—
Mineneld of oppositionsamongminimalpairsutteredasiso-
Mtlhllalims. Otherstudiesof functionalyieldhavealsoerredby
Widow anenvironmentalframe(followingandpreceding
W), “bag it impossibleto deal with suchphenomenaas
W" vowelharmony,umlaut,or "preconsonantalr." We have

I mm to expat that transitionalprobabilitiesamongphonemes
IIIIB-synhctlc mntext (let alonethe situationalone) furnish vast
MOfIUdundnnq whichvariouslydiminishthevalueof acon-
Mondwefeel that morecomplexmeasuresof functional loadwill
”in hemrhed outandevaluatedbeforethis highly attractivenotion
illusion!!!

Puma (1959) hassuggestedthat the grammaticalstructureof

63ve twolanguagesin the"diglossia"relation,
m; nrevarietyof languageusedin lessformalsituations,will reg-

” V I ' ' cti . As far asphonologyis concerned,he
indicatesthntthelower-statussystemisthebasicone,whilethehigher-
llhls systemis bestunderstoodasa sub-or parasystemof the lower.
Wenowhaveempirialevidencetoshowthatin onespeechcommunity

‘ themet highlysystematicphonology,whichshowstheprocessesof
Wm clearly, is the one used in casualspeechwith

minilmnn numberof distinctionsand the maximum contextual

$- 111thelongandinglidingsystemof vowelsin NewYork
«Fleasspeech,onecannndexamplestosupportaseven-membered

aria of contrasts—4nthemostformal speech.Thuswe have:

heard Iili/ moored /uh/
bud /eh/ stirred/ah/
lid /nh/ barred/ah/ bored /2h/

but the formsto supportthis systemareproducedin a mostirregular

"See M (19“) “'5 Wang (1967) for critical approaches to this
PM K308(1953) exploresthe role of functional yield empiricallywith
We results,buthisenvironment:areunfortunatelylimitedto theimmedi-
Italy precedingandfollowingsegmentsasdiscussedabove.
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and unreliable manner. On the other hand, the most spontaneous

speech(amonglower-middlc-classspeakers)will yield a veryregular
systemof theform:

bear, bared, bad /ih/ moored, bored /uh/
stirred /I.l’l/
barred /ah/

and this systemis the product of a regular and rational processof line

guisticevolution (Labov 1966: 559—565). Apparentlytherearemoti-~
vating forcesin linguistic changewhich canride roughshodoverany
tendencyto preservecognitive distinctions.

Theconsequencesof thesenndingsmustbebuilt into thefunctional-
yield conceptand into a contrast-preservingexplanationof seriallan-

guagechange.
Another example: the ancestorof the Yiddish dialects of Central

andEasternEuropedistinguishedlong andshorthigh-front andhigh-
backvowels: Ii, 17,7,I. In Southern Yiddish the back serieswas fronted

to merge with the front vowels; in Northeastern Yiddish the long

vowels merged with their corresponding short ones.\Ve thus have:

Proto-Yiddirb

S.Y. N .E.Y.
zit: 'son'

27"< 27;: 'sons'

V I

27” < 210! sun

zin(en) ' 'mind'

Now, it could have been argued (in an admittedly circular manner)

that the functional yield permittedeachtwo-waymerger,but not a
four-way merger (\Veinreich 1958). Even this circular "explanation,"

however,is now invalidatedby fresh empiricalevidence.The most
recent research (Herzog 19652211 if, 1968) has turned up two areas

in which all vowelshavemergedinto a uniform i (seeFig. 1): one
in North Central Poland. the other in the Northern Ukraine. It turns

out, further, that in the region surroundingthe secondareaa shift






























































