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CHAPTER

Theory in Language Study 1

This book is about the ways in which theory can help us to think about lan-
guage. It is about how theory can get us started in looking for answers to the
significant and interesting questions that thinking about language raises. It is
important to remember that we are not doing something different or unusual
when we use theory in this way. It does not make much sense to think about
theoretical approaches to language as forming a specialist branch of linguis-
tics, distinct from normal or non-theoretical linguistics. In fact, when it
comes to doing linguistics it is almost impossible to avoid theory of one sort
or another. As soon as linguists make an assumption about language, or
choose a method by which to investigate it, there is a theoretical aspect to
what they are doing. Later in Part I we will look at three different assumptions
about language, and consider the effects these have had on how people have
studied language and what conclusions about it they have drawn.

The effects of assumptions about language are not restricted to big theories
of language, or to the differences between the major schools of thought in
linguistics. Even apparently straightforward descriptions of language,
including those discussed in the other companion books in this series, are
based on theoretical commitments. For instance Discovering Language (Jeffries,
2006) discusses the elements that make up the phrases, clauses and sentences
of English. This is not the only possible way of describing a language; it is
based on some ideas that linguists have developed, and that they have found
useful, to show order and pattern in what might otherwise seem chaotic and
random. Studying Language (Clark, 2006) includes practical information on
how to record and transcribe tape recordings. This too draws on some assump-
tions: in particular the assumption that examples of ‘real life’ language use is
an important source of evidence in linguistics. This is an interesting idea, but
it is far from being self-evidently true. We will see soon that many linguists
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would simply not agree with it. In general, differences in opinion about how
to go about doing linguistics, or arguments about methodology, tend to mask
much bigger underlying differences. They generally result from differences
over the question of what the subject matter of linguistics actually is.

So linguists start out with some assumptions about language, and these
influence how they decide to investigate it and may well have an effect on
what conclusions they reach. Sometimes these assumptions are made clear at
the start of a book or article, but sometimes it takes a bit of effort to work out
what they are. It is a good idea to get into the habit of spotting such assump-
tions in whatever you are reading. This will make it easier to assess the sig-
nificance of the argument and the conclusions, and also help you to compare
different pieces of work that have drawn on different assumptions. As a first
example, here is the very beginning of Word and Object, a collection of essays
by the American philosopher W. V. O. Quine:

Language is a social art. In acquiring it we have to depend entirely on
intersubjectively available cues as to what to say and when. Hence there
is no justification for collating linguistic meanings, unless in terms of
men’s dispositions to respond overtly to socially observable stimulations
(Quine, 1960, p. ix).

Quine is well known for his belief that language exists only as a form of
behaviour: that in studying language we must look only at what people do
on particular occasions. We will look at this belief and its implications in
Chapter 2, but we can see his position set out clearly and explicitly in these
opening lines. Quine defines language entirely in terms of social interaction.
It is an art, or a skill that people employ when interacting with each other.
Learning it involves picking up cues, or indications as to how to employ this
skill. Quine rules out the possibility of discussing meaning in language (‘col-
lating linguistic meanings’) in any way other than in relation to how people
behave in certain situations. In all cases, what linguists are describing must
be available for observation. Any utterance they discuss must be made
overtly, and the relevant context must be observable. Quine goes on to
discuss language in complex and intricate ways in Word and Object, but every-
thing he says about it is based on these specific premises.

Compare Quine’s opening remarks with those of another important
thinker about language. Noam Chomsky has very different views from Quine
on what language is, and we will consider these views in more detail in
Chapters 2 and 9. Very briefly, Chomsky sees language as a formal system; a
language is a set of grammatical rules that exist in people’s minds and is
capable of producing all the possible sentences. When we study language we
have to be careful not to be distracted by all sorts of social and personal
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factors that might influence how people speak but are nothing to do with
that set of grammatical rules. If we look at just the first two sentences of
Chomsky’s first book, Syntactic Structures, we can identify some of these ideas: 

Syntax is the study of the principles and processes by which sentences
are constructed in particular languages. Syntactic investigation of a
given language has as its goal the construction of a grammar that can be
viewed as a device of some sort for producing the sentences of the lan-
guage under analysis (Chomsky, 1957, p. 11).

Chomsky tells us that there are ‘principles and processes’ that put together
the sentences of a language, and that the business of syntax, which for
Chomsky is the central part of linguistics, is to compile a list of these princi-
ples and processes, or a grammar of the language. However there are other
views in this short extract that are not made so obvious but are equally
important to understanding the ideas about language that are being put
forward. Chomsky assumes that a language is essentially made up of sen-
tences and that these sentences can be studied in their own right. This is an
interesting point of view, but it is far from being obviously true and, as we
will see, many linguists would disagree with it. Chomsky is further assuming
that sentences exist independently of any situation or occasion of use. There
is simply no mention of society or contexts, or even of the people who use a
language. This is all very different from Quine’s bold declaration that lan-
guage exists only insofar as it used in society.

One way of explaining this is to say that Chomsky’s ideas are ‘reductionist’.
That is, he tackles an apparently unmanageable task, that of explaining every-
thing about human language, by concentrating only on one aspect of the
problem. He reduces the task to a discussion of simpler and therefore poten-
tially more manageable features. For Chomsky, explaining language does not
involve taking on the full range of factors that might affect how people speak.
It is the much more restricted, although still immensely complex, task of
describing the grammatical rules that produce sentences. In order to recog-
nise this belief, you have to read his words carefully and think about what is
left unsaid as well as what is made explicit.

Many linguists have criticised Chomsky for his reductionism, and we will
look at some of their arguments in more detail later in Part I. One branch of
linguistics that has taken a broader approach, arguing that explaining lan-
guage is not just about grammar, is sociolinguistics. Linguists in this branch
claim that any explanation of language has to take account of the social sit-
uations in which language occurs and the social factors that affect how
speakers relate to each other. In sociolinguistics too we can find some
assumptions that influence the process and outcomes of the study of lan-
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guage. In order to understand this we will consider Bernard Spolsky’s
Sociolinguistics (1998). This is a very different type of book, with a different
purpose, from Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures. It is a textbook, designed to
summarise and explain other people’s work, rather than to put forward a new
set of ideas. And of course it is concerned with the ideas of sociolinguistics
rather than those of syntactic theory. In fact, in the opening pages of his book
Spolsky makes a point of drawing a distinction between Chomsky’s assump-
tions about language and those of sociolinguistics:

Sociolinguistics is the field that studies the relation between language
and society, between the users of language and the social structures in
which the users of language live. It is a field of study that assumes that
human society is made up of many related patterns and behaviours,
some of which are linguistic (Spolsky, 1998, p. 3).

Here too there are both explicit and less obvious claims about language and
linguistics. Spolsky offers a clear account of the main ideas in sociolinguistics.
Speakers of languages live in societies, so in order fully to understand lan-
guage linguists must take into account the structures of society. Language is
a form of behaviour, and as such is comparable with a number of other forms
of behaviour. But the assumptions do not end there, and in fact we can detect
some reductionism even in this statement of the aims of sociolinguistics. In
order to do sociolinguistics at all it is necessary to accept that language is in
some way a distinct, identifiable type of behaviour, one that can be isolated
from all other forms of behaviour. Otherwise sociolinguists would not be able
to say that some types of behaviour are linguistic and others are not.
Furthermore the very idea that people can be described as ‘users of language’
implies that language exists separately from its users or from any instance of
linguistic behaviour. These may well seem like reasonable assumptions to
make, but again they are far from accepted by everyone. Above all it is impor-
tant to remember that they are assumptions rather than obvious facts, and
that the way that sociolinguists work and the conclusions they draw may well
be influenced by them.

Even those approaches to language study that are sometimes said to be
theory-free, or at least based entirely on observable facts rather than specula-
tion, are necessarily involved in some founding assumptions about language
and some reductions. Corpus linguistics is a case in point. We will consider
this approach to language study in Chapter 2. It involves looking at large
quantities of written or spoken language, recorded in electronic form on com-
puters, in order to find out about various features of the language under
investigation. Sticking for the time being with opening lines, here is the one
from a textbook on corpus linguistics: ‘Corpus linguistics is perhaps best

INTRODUCING LANGUAGE THEORY10

14039_22039_05_Chap1.qxd  3/5/06  12:09 pm  Page 10



described for the moment in simple terms as the study of language based on
examples of “real life” language use’ (McEnery and Wilson, 1996, p. 1). This
is a clear and apparently straight-forward definition, but it is not free from
assumptions and reductions. First of all there is the reference to ‘real life’
examples. This suggests that text recorded on a computer some time after the
original event of writing or speaking is authentic, or true to life. It may well
be a necessary assumption to make for corpus linguistics to get off the
ground, or for corpus linguists to be able to say anything interesting about
language. But it is not obviously or uncontroversially true. It might be pos-
sible to claim that once corpus linguists take an example away from the
context in which it was originally produced they are altering it in significant
ways. In effect they are relying on the assumption that one can extract lan-
guage from a situation, or reduce a complex action to a purely linguistic
element, and still be left with something authentic to study. There are further
assumptions implicit in the phrase ‘language use’, which we have already
considered in relation to sociolinguistics. Again the authors of this textbook
are assuming that language has the potential to be ‘used’ in different circum-
stances, hence that it in some sense exists independently of those individual
instances of use.

It may well be the case that linguistics is always, necessarily, reductive; it is
just the choice of specific reductions, or perhaps the scale of reductionism,
that varies. In order for language study to be possible at all, it is necessary to
abstract away from the coincidental features of language use and concentrate
on what is essential to language itself. This leaves open the question of which
features are coincidental and which are essential, and language theorists have
made widely different decisions on this issue.

In the next chapter we will look at three different theoretical approaches to
the study of language, and consider what has motivated each of them and
what implications they have. Each of these approaches is based on a partic-
ular view of what linguists study. This might at first glance seem like a very
odd statement; surely what linguists study is language? But as we will see, the
question of what language is, or how we can best define the subject matter of
linguistics, is far from being a straightforward matter. Each of the three
approaches suggests a specific answer to the question ‘What is language?’ 

This question is different from another important question that looks
deceptively similar, namely ‘What is a language?’ Attempting to answer this
second question makes linguists think about different possible ways of
defining any particular language such as English, Russian or Urdu. It means
deciding what makes the difference between saying that two people speak dif-
ferent languages and saying that they speak different dialects of the same lan-
guage. And it involves explaining why we might want to say that although a
language changes over time it remains fundamentally the same language. But
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many linguists see the question ‘What is language?’ as a more fundamental
problem, and claim that it is necessary to make some decisions about this
before going on to any of the more specific issues. 

Before we turn to some of the answers that have been suggested to this
question, it is worth thinking about the general issue of why they are impor-
tant in the first place, or of why theory is necessary or even appropriate in the
study of language. It is not hard to imagine the arguments that people who
want to oppose theory in language study might put. They might argue that
language is a natural phenomenon, and that it is therefore not appropriate to
try to explain it by means of some abstract, artificial theory. They might point
out that language is far more complex than any neat theoretical description
could explain, because it is decided on a day-to-day or even minute-to-
minute basis by the needs and wishes of individual speakers who use it in
everyday situations. Or they might complain that you can prove any theory
you care to come up with, so long as you are prepared to select your exam-
ples carefully to match your theory. If we think about each of these argu-
ments in turn we will find some interesting things to say in reply to the critics
of theory, and in the process discover something about the importance of
theory in language study.

We can answer the first argument without having to deny that language is
a natural phenomenon. Indeed the subject matter of linguistics is often
described as being ‘natural language’ to distinguish it from invented, artificial
languages such as those used in logic and in computing. Knowing and using
a language seems to be a natural part of what it is to be a human being, and
human languages are not invented or designed. But to agree that something
is a natural phenomenon is not the same as admitting that it should not be
explained by a theory. Indeed many theories in other areas of study suggest
explanations of natural phenomena. The theory of evolution offers an
account of the origin of the vast variety of life forms on the planet, and an
explanation of the natural fact that species apparently change over time. The
theory of gravity explains why objects fall to the ground when dropped, how
planets orbit and why we do not fall off the Earth. And the theory of molec-
ular structure gives us a way of discussing the actions and interactions of the
different substances around us. In each case the theoretical explanation does
not imply that the subject matter under investigation must also be theoret-
ical or artificial. The point of the theory is to say more than could be said by
a simple description of the relevant facts, and in each case the theory has
been viewed as successful because it has had something interesting to say
about those facts. Of course these three examples are all taken from the phys-
ical sciences: from biology, physics and chemistry respectively. Some linguists
claim that linguistics too is a science, and that linguistic theory explains the
phenomena of language just as, say, physical theory explains the phenomena
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of matter, energy and time. Not everyone agrees that linguistics can be clas-
sified quite so straightforwardly as a science, but linguists are generally happy
to compare linguistic theories to scientific theories, and to see scientific the-
ories as providing a good basis for what a theory should be like. As we will see
in the rest of Part I, linguists are not always in agreement about what makes
a theory truly scientific.

We can also use this relationship between linguistics and scientific theories
in our response to the second criticism. In the sciences the complexity of a
subject matter is no reason to abandon the search for a theory to explain it.
On the contrary, it is often precisely because a natural phenomenon appears
to be extremely complex that scientists look for a theoretical explanation. It
is not that they want to ‘explain away’ the apparent complexity, or to pretend
that things are much neater and more straightforward than they really are in
order to make life easier. Rather scientists realise that it is only by focusing on
certain features of a situation that they can say something constructive and
systematic about what is going on. A physicist describing the path of a leaf
falling from a tree could not possibly hope to give an exact description of all
the relevant factors, including air resistance and wind direction, and the
interaction of the shape and structure of the leaf with these. But it is still
worth using the theory of gravity to explain something about the movement
of the leaf, rather than just giving up because explaining everything is too
complicated. A similar argument can be used in relation to language study.
What any individual says at any particular moment might well be decided by
a hugely complex set of factors, including the personality of the speaker, what
mood he or she is in, what – if anything – has been said immediately before.
It would be unrealistic to expect to be able to devise a theory that took all
these different factors into consideration. It would also be undesirable; a
theory that managed to account for everything would necessarily be so broad
and so general that it would end up telling us nothing very interesting at all.
But it is still possible to say something about the language the speaker is
using, even if this forms only one part of the complex situation that holds
when the language is used.

The final criticism suggested above, the one about the possibility of
proving just about any theory by choosing your examples, is repeated quite
frequently and is potentially a serious one. It would indeed be inappropriate
to make grand claims for the success of a theory that explained a small selec-
tion of examples but could not be applied beyond that limited set. But in fact
any linguistic theory that is treated as interesting or significant must be able
to cope with examples beyond those it was initially designed to explain. We
will consider in Section 1.2 how a theory might be tested in relation to those
further examples, and what would determine whether it could cope with
them successfully. 

THEORY IN LANGUAGE STUDY 13
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As we have seen, the study of language must necessarily include some
element of theory, so it can be misleading to talk about theoretical
approaches to language as though they were in some way specialised or
unusual. As soon as linguists start describing something as complex as lan-
guage, they have to make decisions about what sort of things it contains, and
about which features are similar and which are different. These decisions are
imposed on the language rather than just being there in the evidence. The
linguists are using some sort of theory of language. However theory in lan-
guage study also makes it possible to go beyond these types of description to
consider more general questions about language, and it is with these that we
will mainly be concerned in this book. 

When it comes to these more general questions, theory is usually a much
more central and prominent part of the study. This is not to say that the theory
takes over, or becomes the main focus of study in its own right. But it does
mean that the theory allows us to focus on some of the features of language
that we cannot so obviously observe and describe. It allows us to consider, for
instance, the nature of the relationship between words and the things in the
world they describe, or between language and thought. This is part explains
why the issue of the appropriate type of evidence, or of what linguists should
study, is so significant. If we want to know what speech sounds there are in a
certain language, or whether subjects come before verbs or the other way
round, we can collect some examples and examine them to find an answer. But
there is no obvious evidence that we can collect and examine in search of an
answer to the bigger questions. In these cases, theory allows us to go beyond a
list of examples to consider, for instance, what makes language unique, and
how we use it to make sense of the world around us and relate to each other.

❙ 1.1 Types of data

We have seen that different approaches to linguistics can start from different
answers to the question ‘What is language?’ To put this another way, they
start from different points of view about the nature of the data in linguistics.
‘Data’ is the name given to the set of information, or observable facts, in any
particular area of study. Strictly speaking any one such piece of information
is called a datum, and data is the plural of this word, describing several sepa-
rate pieces of information, or even the full set of all relevant pieces of infor-
mation. Nowadays, however, the word data tends to be treated grammatically
as though it were singular. You will come across sentences such as ‘my data is
selected from a range of different sources’ at least as frequently as the more
strictly correct ‘My data are selected from a range of different sources’. To fit
in with this practice we will use ‘data’ as a singular noun. 
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What counts as relevant data of course varies from subject to subject. The
data for an investigation in geography, for instance, might be information
about the population in different cities or the rainfall in different countries.
Relevant data in economics might include information about prices, incomes
and savings. So there is no doubt that the data for linguistic study comes from
language, but we are still left with the question of what type of data language
has to offer, or of what language actually consists of. When we were consid-
ering the ways in which theories become involved whenever we think about
language, we compared Noam Chomsky’s ideas about what linguists should
study with those put forward by sociolinguists. These two sets of ideas
include very different takes on what language is, and as a direct consequence
the two styles of linguistics use different types of data.

Chomsky belongs to what is known as the ‘mentalist’ tradition in linguis-
tics. We will look at mentalist approaches to linguistics in more detail in
Chapter 2, when we consider the view that language is a state of mind. As we
will see, the set of grammatical rules that for Chomsky define a language exist
in the minds of people who speak that language. Therefore according to
Chomsky linguists are studying something about the human mind.
Everything they need to know about a language is contained in the mind of
someone who speaks that language. So the best way to study a language is to
ask speakers questions about what they know, for instance by suggesting
various possible sentences and asking them to judge whether these conform
to the rules of their grammar. Not only do linguists not need to look else-
where for their data, it could actually be misleading for them to do so. If they
look at examples of people using language, there is a danger that they might
end up concentrating on things to do with context or interpersonal relation-
ships that have nothing to do with grammatical rules. 

Because the data for mentalist linguistics comes from asking people to
think about what they know about a language, or to introspect their own
knowledge, it is sometimes described as introspective data. Mentalist linguists
argue that it is perfectly acceptable for them to do their own introspection,
and to use their own knowledge of the language as their data. Language data
can be provided by any speaker of the language. Mentalist linguists do,
however, attach particular significance to the notion of a ‘native speaker’:
someone who has learnt the language by growing up with it and acquiring it
as a child, rather than learning it later in life. It is only from native speakers
that they can be sure of getting reliable data on a particular language. For this
reason mentalist linguists studying a language other than their own need to
find one or more native speakers of that language to tell them about the lan-
guage, or to act as their informants.

The picture is rather different in sociolinguistics. Linguists who are inter-
ested in the relationship between language and social context necessarily
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have to find out about how language is used in different contexts. Relying on
their own intuitive knowledge, or asking informants what they know about
their language, will not be enough because it will not produce any informa-
tion about how different contexts affect how people speak. Sociolinguists,
and those working in any of the other branches of linguistics that study how
language is used in social situations, go out and collect their data. Generally
this involves recording conversations on tape recorders or video cameras, and
often transcribing these recordings into a written version. Sociolinguists also
sometimes use questionnaires to gather their data, in the tradition of work in
social sciences such as sociology.

Differences between mentalist linguists and those working in traditions
such as sociolinguistics sometimes lead to disagreements, and even heated
debate, about what is the ‘right’ type of data to use in linguistics. But ulti-
mately this is not a debate that can be settled. Different types of data are suit-
able for different types of study. As long as there are different ideas about the
answer to the question ‘What is language?’ there will be linguists working
with different types of data. And the wide variety of possible answers to that
question is one of the things that make linguistics such a fascinating subject.

❙ 1.2 Types of theory

Nearly all present-day linguists are keen to explain what they do as ‘descrip-
tive’, as distinct from ‘prescriptive’, linguistics. They want to distance them-
selves from any notion that they are trying to lay down rules for how people
ought to behave when using language, or to label some forms of language as
correct and others as incorrect. This is what goes on in prescriptive linguis-
tics, such as that found in some old-fashioned grammar books. A prescriptive
linguist might tell you that it is incorrect to end a sentence in English with a
preposition: That is the man about whom I told you is correct, but That is the
man I told you about includes a grammatical mistake. A descriptive linguist, on
the other hand, will be more interested in observing what speakers of English
actually do. They might note that the second version is much more likely to
occur in spoken and written English than the first version or comment that
it will appear more natural to most native speakers of English. Indeed descrip-
tive linguists believe that the rule about not ending sentences with preposi-
tions is a more or less arbitrary one that has very little to do with English itself
but has been imposed on the language by prescriptive linguists because of
some facts about Latin grammar. 

Prescriptive linguistics is generally now seen as marginal and old-fash-
ioned. However there are some current approaches to linguistics that make
claims about how people ought to use language rather than describing how
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they do use it. For instance feminist linguists and advocates of political cor-
rectness argue that the pronouns he and his ought not to be used as generics
in sentences such as Every student must hand his essay in on time, because such
uses exclude women or present the male as the norm. This might be seen as
a form of modern-day prescriptivism, and indeed adherents of political cor-
rectness are quite happy to describe it as a justifiably prescriptivist movement.

Theoretical approaches to language generally belong to the descriptive tra-
dition in linguistics. Whatever assumptions about language they start out
with, their purpose is to find out something about language as it actually is,
not as a purist would like it to be. As we have seen, linguists use theory to say
something more about language than they could from just an accumulation
of data. However not everyone who uses theory to go beyond the data and
consider wider questions uses the same methods. That is, not everyone makes
their theory and their data work together in the same way. In order to under-
stand this we need to look a little at how scientists have thought about the
function and operation of their theories. This is because ideas about theory
that are most closely associated with the natural sciences have also had a sig-
nificant impact on the ways in which language has been, and still is, studied.

Imagine that you are a scientist interested in finding out about some aspect
of the world: say about types of flower. You might well decide to start your
study by going out and looking at some flowers and finding out what you can
about them. You will probably decide quite quickly that you will need to
work with theory to some extent if you are going to get anywhere. Without
theory all you can do is accumulate data: perhaps flowers that you have col-
lected, or descriptions of flowers that you have observed. If someone asks you
what you have found out so far, all you can do is show them this collection
of data. You findings are just as complicated, and just as unstructured, as the
data itself.

A good first step might be to try to make some general statements about
your data. Perhaps you have collected a number of white daisies, but no
daisies of any other colour. Instead of just listing your data (Here’s a white
daisy . . . here’s a white daisy . . . here’s a white daisy) it would be more useful
and interesting to make a general statement, such as All the daisies I have col-
lected are white. This is better than the simple list of data but it still does not
tell you much about your area of study. It tells you about the particular exam-
ples of daisies you happen to have come across, not about daisies in general.
Things get a lot more interesting if you try going beyond your immediate
data and saying something such as All daisies are white. In doing this you are
making a general statement about how the world is, based on some specific
pieces of evidence. To put it another way, you are making a prediction; you
are predicting that if you go on collecting data you will find many more
instances of white daisies but no instances of daisies of any other colour. 
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The method of relating theory and data that we have just been considering
is known as the inductive method, or as working by induction. An inductive
investigation of any phenomenon starts with, and is driven by, the data. It
involves gathering relevant examples of the subject matter under investiga-
tion, and then looking closely at this data to discern any general trends or
patterns. As well as being a valid scientific method, induction is the method
by which we generally make sense of the world around us. In many areas of
life we are not constantly surprised by events because we are constantly
making predictions about what is likely to happen next. These predictions are
produced by generalising from individual pieces of relevant past experience.
If we see thick black clouds when we are going out, we are likely to take an
umbrella with us. This is not because we know for certain that it will rain, but
because we have had a number of past experiences of black clouds being fol-
lowed by rain. Our past experience gives us a strong enough motive to agree
with the statement Black clouds mean rain, and certainly a strong enough
motive to take an umbrella to avoid getting wet. All this seems no more than
common sense. We would not get anywhere in life if we stopped to ponder
about the nature and certainty of our knowledge all the time. The prediction
that black clouds mean rain is not definite. The many instances of black
clouds followed by rain we have experienced in the past do not guarantee
that this particular black cloud will be followed by rain on this occasion. But
the past connection makes our expectation of rain highly probable, and this
is good enough for us.

Some theorists have questioned whether this type of probabilistic knowl-
edge is good enough for science. Take for instance the claim that The sun will
rise in the east tomorrow. As far as ordinary life is concerned we are nearly
certain of the truth of this prediction. There have been so many instances of
the sun rising in the east that it seems certain that this will also be the case
tomorrow. We have positive knowledge of numerous previous instances of
the sun rising in the east, and from these we draw a probabilistic but in prac-
tice near-certain prediction. But speaking in strictly scientific terms we do not
know that tomorrow the sun will rise in the east. However strong our posi-
tive knowledge of past events, it is possible that the sun will not rise at all
tomorrow, or will surprise us by rising in the west instead. In a similar
although rather less dramatic fashion, however many white daisies we collect
our claim that All daisies are white remains probabilistic rather than definite.
Even a very large number of white daisies does not rule out the possibility
that somewhere out there is a red daisy.

There is a further problem for induction as a scientific method, beyond the
issue of the probabilistic nature of inductive statements. This problem has to
do with the nature of the data that counts as support for an inductive state-
ment, and it takes the form of a philosophical paradox. That is, the nature of
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induction seems to lead inevitably to a particular conclusion that is bizarre in
itself, and contrary to what we expect. This particular paradox was pointed
out by Carl Hempel, a mid-twentieth-century philosopher who began to
doubt the validity of the inductive method. 

Hempel’s example was All ravens are black, a claim that we might reason-
ably reach by induction, after observing lots of examples of black ravens and
no examples of ravens of any other colour. Hempel pointed out that, logically
speaking, the claim that All ravens are black is equivalent to the claim that All
non-black things are non-ravens. That is, if all ravens are black then anything
that is not black cannot be a raven; it must be something else. If All ravens are
black is true then All non-black things are non-ravens must also be true. One
consequence of this logical equivalence is that if we find some evidence that
supports the claim that All non-black things are non-ravens, then this piece of
evidence must also support the equivalent claim that All ravens are black. Our
inductive claim is supported every time we see a black raven. But it is also
supported every time we see something that is not a raven and is not black.
A white horse, a red apple, a purple tree, a blue cow: an observation of any of
these things provides evidence in support of the claim that All ravens are
black. Here is the paradox. It seems utterly bizarre, and contrary to all our
expectations of the ‘common sense’ nature of induction, that a blue cow
should count as evidence in support of the claim that All ravens are black. But
this unacceptable conclusion seems to be a necessary consequence of the
nature of induction itself.

Positive knowledge based on generalisations from individual observations
was highly valued in the philosophy of science in the middle of the twentieth
century, particularly within the school of thought known as logical posi-
tivism. In Chapter 4 we will look at the consequences of this approach for
claims about meaning in language. As we will see, these claims proved very
controversial, and in response to them some wholly different ideas were put
forward as to how best to think about language. In the philosophy of science,
too, thinkers began to question induction as a method. This was in part
because of the paradox about relevant evidence that we have just considered,
which seemed to call into question the validity of the inductive method
itself. It was also because of worries about how far scientists could get by gen-
eralising from particular observations. One person who was particularly asso-
ciated with the reaction against the inductive method of logical positivism
was Karl Popper. The alternative to induction, closely associated with the
work of Popper, is nowadays generally known as deduction, or the deductive
method of science.

We could summarise the deductive method, in contrast to the inductive
method, by saying that it is theory-driven rather than data-driven. The
theory is the focus and the starting point, with the data playing a supporting
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but vital role as a means of testing the theory. Scientists who want to explain
some aspect of the natural world deductively start with a general claim, or
hypothesis, about how things are. Popper himself was rather vague about
where the all-important hypothesis comes from. He seems to have seen it as
resulting from inspiration, rather as if the scientist were a creative artist:

The question how it happens that a new idea occurs to a man – whether
it is a musical theme, a dramatic conflict, or a scientific theory – may be
of great interest to empirical psychology; but it is irrelevant to the logical
analysis of scientific knowledge (Popper, 2002, p. 7).

In reality the beginnings of a hypothesis are unlikely to be completely
detached from the data. Some initial observation, or a very small set of data,
may suggest a general explanation that is developed into a theory. If this
theory explains the initial observations, then so far it is adequate and useful.
But to be a successful deductive theory it must do more than that: it must
stand up to the test of further data. In the deductive method the data does
not function to provide repeated confirmations of the theory. In fact the
theory may be such that it cannot be directly supported by any positive data.
The theory may be a hypothesis about the underlying, unobservable causes
of observable phenomena. 

What is important to a deductive hypothesis, indeed what makes it a valid
scientific statement, is not that it can be supported by data but rather that it
can be falsified. That is, the hypothesis must make specific predictions that
can be tested against data and can in principle be proved wrong. This may at
first sight seem like a very strange claim to make. To be of any use a theory
must be capable of being proved wrong. But for supporters of the deductive
method the only theories that can be taken seriously are those for which it is
possible to state clearly what would count as a counterexample. The theory
tells us something about how the world is, and makes predictions about what
we will find in the world as a result. The relevant data is then used to test the
validity of these predictions, and therefore of the theory itself. Scientists who
use the deductive method are not looking for lots of data to support their
theory. They are on the look-out for any one piece of data that will falsify
their theory. If we deductively test our claim that All daisies are white we are
not interested in accumulating instances of white daisies. Rather we are inter-
ested in the possibility of discovering a daisy that is not white. A single daisy
that is red or blue or yellow will act as a counterexample to the predictions
made by our theory, and will falsify it.

When a falsifying counterexample to a theory is identified, scientists have
two options. They may decide that the theory is not going to work; the new
data includes serious counterexamples, or examples that go completely
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against what the theory predicts and there is no option but to abandon the
theory. Or they may decide that the theory can be retained in basically its
original form but that it needs to be modified in some way to explain the new
as well as the original data. This leads scientists to refine their theory, and yet
more data may cause them to refine it further; the theory is in a constant state
of modification and improvement. Importantly, there is no need for an unat-
tainable hope of proving the theory. If scientists collect some new data and it
fits the theory, that may boost their confidence in the theory but it can never
prove that it is correct; it is always possible that the next bit of data may
present problems. What is important is that the theory should be falsifiable.
That is, the scientists should know with confidence what sort of data would
lead them to acknowledge that there was a problem with the theory, and to
modify or abandon it. If it is not possible to imagine any type of data that
would falsify the theory, then the theory itself is of no value because it can
never be put to the test by means of data. To be described as ‘unfalsifiable’ is
probably the worst possible insult for a deductive theory.

On the face of it, adopting a deductive approach might seem to be a very
precarious undertaking. Deductive scientists commit themselves to a theory,
based perhaps on little more than a hunch, and then live in the constant
expectation that the next piece of data they come across might falsify it.
Induction might produce probabilistic statements, but the claims of deduc-
tion are always contingent. As Popper forcefully claimed, ‘every scientific
statement must remain tentative for ever ’ (Popper, 2002, p. 280, emphasis in
original). But those who support the deductive method argue that it is only
by taking these risks that they are able to say interesting things about the
world. Using the inductive method can take you beyond a mere list of the
data, but not much beyond it. You can generalise over your observations and
make predictions about similar observations in the future. But with the
deductive method you can go beyond the evidence immediately available to
you and speculate about things for which you have no direct evidence,
perhaps things for which no direct evidence is possible. As long as your
theory makes definite predictions, and therefore can be falsified, you will be
making a valid claim about how the world is.

Deduction may have become established as part of the reaction against the
problems of induction, but it did not replace induction and become the only
legitimate scientific method. And deduction is not without problems of its
own. For instance some people have argued that neither Popper nor anyone
else has ever successfully defined what counts as falsification. Popper cer-
tainly seemed to imply that any one observation that provided a counterex-
ample to a prediction made by a theory would be enough to falsify that
theory. But some thinkers have questioned whether that is really a satisfac-
tory state of affairs; should a whole theory really be modified or disposed of
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in response to one little piece of data? And even if we accept that a theory can
be falsified in this way, we might still want to claim that some theories are
interesting and merit careful consideration even after they have been falsi-
fied. They may still offer interesting insights or helpful ways of looking at the
world. To a strict deductionist, once a theory is falsified it must be abandoned
in favour of a modified version or a different theory altogether. Some thinkers
claim that it might be worth hanging on to the old theory, even if this means
keeping it alongside a new or different one.

A case in point is Newton’s theory of gravity. Newton’s laws were accepted
in science for a long time because they were able to explain a lot about how
the world, and indeed the universe, worked. There was evidence, however,
that might have been seen as falsifying the laws. In particular the orbit of
Mercury did not behave as they predicted. But to abandon the laws altogether
for this reason would have left science with no account at all of the move-
ment of bodies. So the useful but obviously flawed account was kept, together
with the evidence that technically falsified it. This data was eventually
explained by Einstein’s general theory of relativity. Newton’s theory is so
accurate and explanatory, however, that it is still used today in calculations
for space travel. Even though it has been falsified it is still useful.

Theorists in all fields generally accept that they are unlikely to come up
with a definitive account of their subject matter that will be proved to be
correct and will be universally accepted. Indeed it makes little sense to talk of
proving any type of theory. If you take the inductive approach you can find
as much data as you like to support your theory, but it will always remain
probabilistic. As we have seen, if you are deductive in your method the issue
of proof simply does not arise. A valid theory is one that has not been falsi-
fied – yet. What makes a theory of language or of anything else interesting is
the light it can shed on a particular area of inquiry: the particular way of
looking at the matter that it suggests. Karl Popper argued that ‘Theories are
nets cast to catch what we call “the world”; to rationalize, to explain, and to
master it’ (Popper, 2002, pp. 37–8).

Both deduction and induction have proved to be important tools for lan-
guage study. When we look at some of the ideas of Noam Chomsky in more
detail in Chapter 2 we will see how the deductive method has informed his
studies and his conclusions. Chomsky once defended his method against the
accusation that it was too speculative and not properly grounded in observa-
tion by arguing that serious hypotheses, about language or anything else, will
always go beyond the available evidence; ‘if they did not, they would be
without interest’ (Chomsky, 1969, p. 66). For Chomsky it is the big, risky
claims made possible by deduction that are the most interesting, not the gen-
eralisations of induction. Induction too has its advocates in linguistics. It is
used in those branches of linguistics that are based on the analysis of large
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amounts of language data. We briefly considered this approach in relation to
corpus linguistics earlier in this chapter. Induction is also used – in fact is a
guiding principle – in conversation analysis. This is based on careful attention
to recorded examples of genuine conversations, and is concerned with the
structures and patterns found in even the most casual of conversations. Here
is a passage from an introduction to conversation analysis (CA) that is par-
ticularly concerned with the issue of methodology:

CA views the empirical conduct of speakers as the central resource out of
which analysis must develop. Furthermore, what is said provides not
only the data underlying analysis, but also the evidence for hypotheses
and conclusions: it is participants’ conduct itself that must provide evi-
dence for the presence of units, existence of patterns, and formation of
rules. To this end, CA searches for recurrent patterns, distributions, and
forms of organization in large corpora of talk (Schiffrin, 1994, p. 236).

For a conversation analyst, then, the raw data of recorded and transcribed con-
versation is not used simply as a test for theories of conversation. It is actually
the driving force behind any legitimate analysis. If the analyst is interested in
identifying patterns and rules, these must be built up from the evidence of the
data. The analyst must proceed by making generalisations about the relevant
data. For that reason ‘large corpora’ or huge amounts of data are necessary. It
will not be possible just to try out a series of isolated examples to check
whether a particular theory is falsified. On the contrary, the more data there
is, the stronger will be the analyst’s conviction in the conclusions drawn from
it. This is clearly recognisable as the inductive scientific method. 

Both induction and deduction are still used, and actively defended, as
methods in language study. As with so many of the issues and debates we are
considering here, it is not a case of one being necessarily right and the other
wrong, or of deciding conclusively which is the better. Both methods have
things to recommend them and can offer interesting insights into language.
The important thing is to be aware of what type of method any individual
linguist is using, and to remember the limitations of this method and its pos-
sible implications for the resultant account of language. The choices of
method that thinkers make are generally related to what they consider to be
the most important aspects of the subject under study. So linguists who
believe it is most important to study how people generally use language in
different situations will be drawn to the inductive method. Those interested
in explaining language in terms of unseen but powerful mental capacities will
be drawn to the deductive method. So the choice of method often depends
on individual theorists’ views of what language essentially is. We will con-
sider this issue in the next chapter.
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❙ 1.3 Further reading

See Clark (2006, ch. 1) for a discussion of issues that are relevant to the ques-
tion ‘What is a language?’, which, as we have seen, should be distinguished
from the question ‘What is language?’; for a description of the processes and
methodologies of sociolinguistics, which we have considered in relation to
different types of data; and for practical advice on how to use these in your
own research. In Chapter 2 of that volume there is a discussion of the
methodology of conversation analysis, which we have considered in relation
to the inductive method.

INTRODUCING LANGUAGE THEORY24

14039_22039_05_Chap1.qxd  3/5/06  12:09 pm  Page 24



abstract concepts 112–14
active sentences 51
aesthetics 88
ambiguity 50–1, 124–6
American sign language (ASL) 105

animals 159–61
analytic approach to philosophy 132
analytic sentences 84–6, 87
animals 39, 40, 105, 155–63

attempts to teach language to
158–63

communication systems 40, 156–8
learning behaviour 142–3

anthropology 27, 56
apes, great 158–63
appropriateness 119–20
Aristotle 81
assumptions about language 1–2, 7–11,

56
attitude, propositional 76
Augustine, St 106
Austin, J.L. 117–21, 131
authentic data 57
Ayer, A.J. 87–8, 89, 130–1

Bates, Elizabeth 152–3
bees 157–8
behaviour, language as type of 8, 10,

25, 27–38
behaviourism 30–3, 36, 39, 54, 156

language learning 142–5
binding conditions on reference 60
Bloomfield, Leonard 28–30, 32, 39, 40,

47, 52, 142
bonobo (pygmy chimpanzee) 161–2
brand names 93

Carnap, Rudolf 130
cartoons 93
categories of maxim 137
chess 97–8
child-directed speech (CDS) 148–50
chimpanzees 158–61
Chomsky, Noam 97, 149–50, 153

apes and language 162
deductive method 22, 52–3
language as a formal system 8–9
mentalism 3, 15, 38–54
reactions to Chomsky’s work and 

approaches in opposition 54–68
response to Skinner 145–8

Clark, U. 7
codes 91–102

Peirce’s theory of signs 93–5
Saussure 95–8
sign systems 92–3
signs and intentions 98–102

common stock of words 117–18
communication 47, 136

animals: communication between 
animals 40, 156–8; 
consciousness of process of 
communication 162–3

Chomsky and 39, 40
codes model 91, 92–3, 99
ethnography of 56, 59–61
functional learning 151–2
language as communication 3, 25, 

26, 54–68
signs and intentions 98–102

communicative competence 59
community of speakers 95–6, 98
comparative linguistics 28–9

169

Index

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 169



competence 45–7, 54–61, 97
complex propositions 128, 133–4
complexity 12, 13
computations 106
computers 64, 106
conceptual metaphors 112–14
concordancer programs 64
conditionals, logical 128–9, 138–9
conjunctions, logical 128–9, 138
connotation 76–8
consciousness of communication process

162–3
context 101–2, 115–26

ambiguity 124–6
deixis 122–4
‘meaning is use’ 116–18
opaque contexts 75–6
speech acts 118–22

continuity 156–7, 162
conventions 95–8
conversation 57–8
conversation analysis (CA) 23
conversational implicature 136–40
cooperative principle 136–7
corpus linguistics 10–11, 64–7
correspondence 80–2, 84
‘cracking a code’ 91, 92
creativity 39, 41–2, 157–8
critical discourse analysis 61–4
‘cutting’ metaphor 111

data 60–1
authentic 57
introspective 15, 66
types of 14–16

deaf people 105
declarative sentences 81–9
deductive method/deduction 19–23,

108 
Chomsky 22, 52–3

deep structures 49–51
definitions of language 25–68

communication 3, 25, 26, 54–68
state of mind 3, 15, 25, 26, 38–54, 

67–8, 156
type of behaviour 8, 10, 25, 27–38

deixis 122–4
demonstrative pronouns 122–3
denotation 76–8
denoting phrases 133–6, 139
descriptions, Russell’s theory of 133–6
descriptive linguistics 16–17
determinism 108–11
direct reference 72–3, 75

discontinuity 156–7
discourse analysis 61–4
dogs 155
Dore, John 152
double negatives 127

E-language (externalised language) 45
emotions 32, 89
empiricism 28–30, 47, 67–8

Chomsky and 51–3
rationalism and 52–3

Enigma machine 91
Eskimo (Inuit) language 110, 111
ethics 89
ethnography of communication 56,

59–61
evolution, theory of 12
examples, selection of and proving

theories 12, 13
expression of experiences, animals and

163
extensional meaning 72–3, 75, 83, 133

Fairclough, Norman 61
falsifiability 20–2, 88
felicity conditions 120, 121
feminist linguistics 17, 61
fieldwork 29
figurative thinking 112–14
fine tuning 149
Firth, J.R. 57–8
Fodor, Jerry 106–8
formal grammar 61–2
formalist philosophers 129–31

debate with informalist philosophers
132–40

frames 144, 145
Frege, Gottlob 74–7
functional grammar 61–4, 151–2
functional learning 150–3

Galileo 27, 28
Gardner, Beatrice and Allen 159–60
generative grammar 48–51, 60, 66
Gibbon, M. 61
grammar

Chomsky 47–51
formal 61–2
functional 61–4, 151–2
generative 48–51, 60, 66
transformational 49–51, 60, 116
universal 43–4, 52, 108, 147

grammatical rules 8–9
gravity, theory of 22

INDEX170

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 170



INDEX 171

great apes 158–63
Grice, Paul 99–102

conversational implicature 136–40
guide dogs 155

Halliday, Michael 61–4, 151–2
Harris, Roy 36, 37, 47, 58–9
Hempel, Carl 19
historical events 89
homonyms 124–5
Honey, J. 58
Hopi language 110
horses 155
Hymes, Dell 56, 59–61
hypothesis, deductive 20–1

I-language (internalised language) 45
icons 94
ideal situation 46–7
ideal speaker-listener 46, 55, 58–9
ideas 92

conceptual metaphors for 113
ideational metafunction 62
identity statements 74–5
‘if and only if’ (iff) 81
illocutionary act 120, 121
imagery 109
imitation

animals and 160–1
learning as 141–5

immutability of signs 98
implicature, conversational 136–40
inappropriateness 119–20
indeterminacy of translation, principle

of 33–5
indices 94, 100
indirect speech acts 121
inductive method/induction 17–19, 21,

22–3, 27, 28, 60–1, 88
informalist philosophers 117–18, 131–2

debate with formalist philosophers
132–40

innateness hypothesis (IH) 44, 52, 108,
147–8, 150, 151

instrumental function 152
integrational linguistics 36–8
intended meaning 121–2
intensional contexts 75–6
intensional meaning 75, 83
intentions 98–102, 152
interactional function 152
internal structure 146–7
interpersonal metafunction 62, 64
introspection 103

introspective data 15, 66
intuitions, native speakers’ 42–3, 46,

47–8, 56–7
Inuit (Eskimo) language 110, 111

Jeffries, L. 7, 48
Johnson, Mark 112–14
judgments/intuitions, speakers’ 42–3,

46, 47–8, 56–7

Kanzi 161–2
Kennedy, G. 65
keyboard of lexigrams 161–2
knowledge of language 42–3, 44, 47–51

labour 113–14
Labov, William 57
Lakoff, George 112–14
language acquisition see learning

language
language acquisition device (LAD) 52–3
language of thought (LOT) 106–8
language use see use of language
langue, la 96–8
learning language 106, 107, 141–54

child-directed speech 148–50
Chomsky 53–4, 145–8
functional learning 150–3
imitation 141–5, 160–1

Leech, Geoffrey 55–6
level of linguistic description 63–4
Lewin, R. 161, 162
lexical ambiguity 124–5
lexicon 48
lexigrams 161–2
likenesses 94
linguistic analysis 1
linguistic botanising 118
linguistic relativity (linguistic

determinism) 108–11
lions 163
literal meaning 121–2, 125
Locke, John 54, 92, 93, 103
locutionary act 120
logic 87, 88, 89, 127–40

conversational implicature 136–40
correspondence 81–2
debate between formalists and 

informalists 132–40
formalists 129–31
identity statements 74
informalists 131–2

logical conditionals 128–9, 138–9
logical conjunctions 128–9, 138

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 171



INDEX172

logical constants 127–9, 132, 138–9
logical positivism 19, 86–9, 130

manner 137
materialism 29–30, 31, 47
mathematics 87, 106, 128
maxims 137, 138
McEnery, T. 11
meaning 71–9

analytic sentences 84–6
behaviour and 33, 34, 35
connotation and denotation 76–7
context and 101–2, 115–26; 

ambiguity 124–6; deixis 122–4; 
meaning is use 116–18; speech 
acts 118–22

correspondence 80–2
direct reference account of 72–3
extensional 72–3, 75, 83, 133
Frege 74–6
intensional 75, 83
literal 121–2, 125
natural and non-natural 99–102
truth-conditional 82–4, 115–16, 119
use and mention 77–9
verification 86–9

meaningful sentences 87–8
meaningless sentences 88–9
mental concepts 96, 103, 104, 112–14
mentalist linguistics 3, 15, 25, 26,

38–54, 67–8, 156
mention, use and 77–9
metafunctions 62, 64
metaphor 112–14
Meyer, C. 66–7
‘minimalist program’ 51
molecular structure, theory of 12
Morse code 91
mutability of signs 98

Native American tribes 29, 109–11
native speakers 15

intuitions/judgments 42–3, 46, 47–8, 
56–7

natural meaning 99–102
natural phenomenon, language as

12–13
natural sciences see science
Newmeyer, Frederick 68
Newton’s theory of gravity 12, 22
Nim Chimpsky 160–1
non-natural meaning 99–102
noun phrases 48, 123
novel sentences 41–2

observable behaviour 29–30, 32
opaque contexts 75–6
order of presentation 128–9, 138
ordinary language philosophers

117–18, 131–2 
debate with formalist philosophers

132–40

paradox about relevant evidence 18–19
parole, la 97–8
passive sentences 51
Peirce, C.S. 93–5, 100
performance 45–7, 54–5, 57, 97
performance errors 46, 60, 147–8
performatives 118–20
perlocutionary act 120
personal function 152
personal pronouns 122
philosophy 81, 88, 89, 116–18

see also logic
phrase structure rules 48–9
pigeon, walking in a figure of eight

142–3
place, deixis of 122–3
political correctness 17
Popper, Karl 19, 20, 21, 22, 88
poverty of stimulus 147–9
power 61
pragmatics 26, 115–16, 123–4, 126, 140

language learning 152–3
prepragmatic semantics 123
prescriptive linguistics 16–17
presupposition 135, 139
primitive speech acts 152
principle of indeterminacy of translation

33–5
proper names 72–3, 133–4
propositional attitude, statements of 76
propositions 81–2, 124, 127

complex 128, 133–4
psychology 27

behaviourism 30–2

quality 137
quantity 137
questionnaires 16
Quine, W.V.O. 8, 32–6, 47, 142

rationalism 52–3
recordings of conversations 16
reductionism 9–11
redundancy 149
reference 

binding conditions on 60

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 172



reference – continued
direct reference 72–3, 75
and sense 75–6, 77

regulatory function 152
reinforcement 31, 32, 34, 142–4, 145
relation 137
relation to the world 80–90, 110–11

analytic and synthetic sentences
84–6

correspondence 80–2
truth-conditional meaning 82–4, 

115–16, 119
verification 86–9

religious belief 88–9
representational system 106–8
response, stimulus and 31, 32, 34,

142–4
rules 

Chomsky and grammatical 47–51
of concept formation and sentence 

formation 39, 42
particular and idiosyncratic 39, 43
universal 43

Russell, Bertrand 132–6, 139, 155, 157
Ryle, Gilbert 132

Sampson, Geoffrey 27–8, 67
Sapir, Edward 108–9, 112
sarcasm 101–2
Saussure, Ferdinand de 95–8, 103, 104
Savage-Rumbaugh, Sue 161–2
Schiffrin, D. 23
science 12–13, 87, 88

deductive method 19–23, 52–3, 108
inductive method 17–19, 21, 22–3, 

27, 28, 60–1, 88
Searle, John 121
secrecy 91
segregational linguistics 36–7
self-expression 41
self-reinforcement 144
semantic scepticism 33–4
semantics 115–16, 123–4, 126
semiology 98
sense, and reference 75–6, 77
sentence meaning 121
sentences 9, 63–4, 144, 145

active and passive 51
analytic and synthetic 84–6, 87
meaningful 87–8
meaningless 88–9
novel 41–2
rules of sentence formation 48–9

sheep dogs 155

sign language 105
teaching to animals 159–61

signifieds 96, 103
see also mental concepts

signifiers 96
signs 37–8, 91–102

and intentions 98–102
Peirce’s theory of 93–5
Saussure 95–8
sign systems 92–3

Skinner, B.F. 30, 142–5
Chomsky’s response to 145–8

Snow, Catherine 149–51, 153
snow 110
social facts about language 55
social interaction 8, 32–3, 58, 61
sociolinguistic competence 59
sociolinguistics 9–10, 15–16, 26, 56, 57
speakers’ intuitions/judgments 42–3,

46, 47–8, 56–7
speculative psychology 88
speech

chimpanzees and 158–9
language as behaviour 29–30
thought and 105

speech activity 60–1
speech acts, theory of 118–22
Spolsky, Bernard 10
spontaneity 39
state of mind

language as 3, 15, 25, 26, 38–54, 
67–8, 156

statements about other people’s 89
stimulus

poverty of 147–9
and response 31, 32, 34, 142–4

Strawson, Peter 132–6, 139
structural ambiguity 125
structuralism 93, 98, 104
Struhsaker, Thomas 157
surface structures 49–51
symbols 94–5, 100
synonyms 77
syntactic awareness 152
syntax 9, 26, 162
synthetic sentences 84–6, 87
systemic functional grammar 61–4,

151–2

‘tagged’ corpora 66–7
tenses 123
Terrace, Herbert 160–1
text

corpus linguistics 10–11, 64–7

INDEX 173

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 173



text – continued
discourse analysis 61–4

textual metafunction 62, 64
theory 7–24

need for in study of language 12–14
types of 16–23
types of data 14–16

thought 41, 96, 103–14
determinism 108–11
figurative thinking 112–14
language of thought 106–8
thinking in words 104–5

time 110
deixis of 123

trademarks 93
traffic lights 93, 94–5
train-track metaphor 109
transformational grammar 49–51, 60,

116
translation

connotation, denotation and 77
principle of indeterminacy of 33–5

truth-conditional meaning 82–4,
115–16, 119

truth values 82–3, 86, 119

universal grammar (UG) 43–4, 52, 108,
147

use of language 10, 11
Chomsky 44, 45–7
Halliday 62–3
meaning is use 116–18
and mention 77–9
la parole 97–8

utterance meaning 121

variables 74, 127–8
verb phrases 48
verb tenses 123
verbal behaviour 144–5
verbal repertoire 144
verification, principle of 86–9
vervet monkeys 157–8
Vienna Circle 86–9, 130–1
vocalisation 152, 157

Washoe 159–60
weak determinism 111
weathercock 94
white flag 91
Whorf, Benjamin Lee 109–11, 112
Wilson, A. 11
Wittgenstein, Ludwig 116–17, 163
words 71–9

connotation and denotation 76–8
direct reference 72–3
Frege 74–7
as symbols 95
thinking in words 104–5
use and mention 77–9

world, relation to see relation to the
world

X-bar theory 51

INDEX174

14039_22039_16_Indx.qxd  3/5/06  12:28 pm  Page 174


	Contents
	Chapter 1
	Index

