Lecture 28
Part 2
The London School
The London school of linguistics is involved with the study of language on the descriptive plane (synchrony), the distinguishing of structural (syntagmatics) and systemic (paradigmatics) concepts, and the social aspects of language. In the forefront is semantics. The school’s primary contribution to linguistics has been the situational theory of meaning in semantics (the dependence of the meaning of a linguistic unit on its use in a standard context by a definite person; functional variations in speech are distinguished on the basis of typical contexts) and the prosodic analysis in phonology (the consideration of the phenomena accruing to a sound: the number and nature of syllables, the character of sound sequences, morpheme boundaries, stress, and so on). The distinctive function is considered to be the primary function of a phoneme.
The London school rejects the concepts of the speech collective and social experience and studies the speech of the individual person; it is subject to terminological and methodological inaccuracy and proves in many aspects to be linguistics of speech and not language.
· Originator:  John R. Firth (British linguist) 
· Firth was influenced by the anthropologist B. Malinowski (1884–1942). In turn, he influenced his student, the well-known linguist M. A. K. Halliday. The three men all stressed the importance of context of situation and the system aspect of language. Thus, London School is also known as systemic linguistics and functional linguistics. 
Malinowski’s theories
· Malinowski regards language “a mode of action, rather than as a counterpart of thought”. According to him, the meaning of an utterance does not come from the ideas of the words comprising it but from its relation to the situational context in which the utterance occurs.
·  Malinowski believed that utterances and situation are bound up inextricably with each other and the context of situation is indispensable for the understanding of the words. The meaning of spoken utterances could always be determined by the context of situation. 
· He distinguished three types of context of situation: (1) situations in which speech interrelates with bodily activity; (2) narrative situations; and (3) situations in which speech is used to fill a speech vacuum – phatic communion. 
Firth’s theories
	Firth’s major contributions to linguistics:
· Firth started the branch called linguistic semantics. He put forward the idea that in analysing a typical context of situation, one has to take into consideration both the situational context and the linguistic context of a text: 
(1) The internal relations of the text itself 
· (a) the syntagmatic relations between the elements in the structure; 
· (b) the paradigmatic relations between units in the system.
(2) The internal relations of the context of situation 
· (a) the relations between text and non-linguistic elements, and the general effects; 
· (b) the analytical relations between words, parts of words, phrases and the special elements of the context of situation 
· Firth also listed a model in his Papers in Linguistics (1957) that covers both the situational context and the linguistic context of a text: 
	 (1) the relevant features of the participants: persons, personalities 
· (a)  the verbal action of the participants 
· (b)  the non-verbal action of the participants 
	(2) the relevant topics, including objects, events, and non-linguistic, non-human events 
	(3) the effects of the verbal action.
· Firth’s second important contribution to linguistics is his method of prosodic analysis called prosodic phonology. 
· Firth did not define prosodic units. However, his discussion indicates that prosodic units include such features as stress, length, nasalisation, palatalisation, and aspiration. 
Halliday and Systemic-Functional Grammar
· M. A. K. Halliday (1925–  ) has developed the ideas stemming from Firth’s theories in the London School. His Systemic-Functional (SF) Grammar is a sociologically oriented functional linguistic approach and one of the most influential linguistic theories in the twentieth century
· (Refer back to Lecture 27 for detail of SFL) 

Relational Grammar

· Developed by linguists David Perlmutter and Paul Postal in the 1970s and '80s 
· An alternative to transformational grammar
· According to Blake (1990),
	"Relational grammar represents a . . . reaction to early Transformational Grammar. It is not a single level theory, but a multilevel one in which the initial stratum is analogous to deep structure, and revaluations to transformations. The principle difference between the two approaches is that RG conceives of a sentence in terms of labeled relations borne to a predicate.”

This approach sees syntactic structure as a network of relations between items, rather than as a structure. Our sample sentence could be characterized under such an approach as:
	subject
	predicate
	object

	The dinosaur
	Fixed 
	A computer



The relations are recognized by properties they display. Under one implementation, it is possible for two elements to bear the same relation; for example, in the passive sentence The computer was put on the desk by the dinosaur the NP [the computer] is both an object and a subject, and [the dinosaur] is both a subject and a kind of oblique/adjunct (sometimes called “chômeur”). The computer and the dinosaur are both “subjects.” There are thus multiple strata (or levels) of relations in a relational network:

	Stratum 1
	object
	predicate
	subject

	Stratum 2
	subject
	predicate
	chomeur

	
	The computer
	Fixed
	The dinosaur



This is the approach taken by various versions of Relational Grammar (RG). A representation of the relational network above would be the “stratal diagram”:




The notion of relation is vague; anything can be a relation. (For example “c-command” is a relation in the grammar, and thus a grammatical relation.) It is hard to see what can follow from it, without a fleshing out of the notion of “relation.” Interestingly, Johnson and Postal (1980) include “linear precedence” and “labels” among the relations. They also make the point that GRs are primitive. This emphasizes the point that calling “subject” (or “1”) a grammatical relation is vacuous. (The notion of grammatical relation in HPSG is probably similar to that of RG, although the HPSG literature is much less explicit.)
A related concept of grammatical relation is assumed by many researchers in “functionalist” approaches to grammar, such as Van Valin’s Role and Reference Grammar (RRG). In such approaches, it is often assumed that a particular grammatical relation “exists” in a particular language only if it has demonstrable properties in that language which cannot be accounted for through a semantic or pragmatic class. Here, too, it is the properties that define the grammatical relation, and there is no sense that they have any real independent status, or content..
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Subject, "2" = Direct Object, "Cho" = Chomeur, "P" = 
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Grammatical relations are represented by "1" = Subject, "2" = Direct Object, "Cho" = Chomeur, "P" = Predicate. Differences in word order and agreement between active and passive are due then to their different final strata. 
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