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TRANSLATION AND THE SOCIAL FU'HCT.LON oF I.AhG"AGW

(‘I’hie is an extract from Professor Newma.rk'
paper preaented at the I4AL Annual Meeting in
Cardiff, September 1978, 'The section on
'Propaganda’ is the fifth eection of -the paper,
and ie not in its fina.l fom).

V. PROPAGANDA

If one excludes policy statements. (whe:q the interpreters for P;‘esident
Carter and Queen Elizabeth have recently been at fault) perhaps the main type
of propaganda that is translated (except for informa.tion) is either religious.
or political. Since I:am not competent te disquss the. t:canslation o.f.‘ rel:‘.gious
-writing (and the literature is considersble, from Schwarz, Nida and Wonderly
onwards), I propose-to comment on the dreary subject of Marxist translations.
The mam factory for translation p,liché_a_ is still Prague, the seat of the
periodical.Problems.of Peace and Socialigm (mew The World Marxist Review)
-which is published in 24 languages. The reams of "standardized . language" i
manufactured by all. pro-Soviet Commnist newspapers, periodicals and textbooks
. can hardly be imegined except by somecne whe has had the ill-luck to have to
read - them.

The writing is a model of cohesion, the dream of a discourse analyet,
since not only. collocations, 'but phrases, plauses, sentences, pa.rag:;a.phs'are
. predictable, anaphorie. and cata.phoric, an infinitely recursive variation on
sentences translated say into English from German from Hungarian: "4 compreben-
sive examination of the role which the sudjective factor plays in.the revolution
has -enriched scientific socialism with lenin's doctrine of the revolutionary
party as the leading organizing advance~guard in the proletariat's class- -
- struggle for power and the socialist. transformation of. society",

Ehren an e.pparently "technical” i:aper such as o ig Trad \Vnes axa
Torgovlya) publ:lahed in 5 languages from Moocow is virt\mlly unreadable. The
language is so generalized so fulsome and on such a high and abstract level
that it might have been. translated for the fifth time or composed by.a computer:
"There is a stable trend towards stepping up. the production of machines and
equipment which determine the rates of scientific and technicai progreaa"; ete,
Only occasionally something goes wrong with the living or dead translating
machine: "At present we are witnessing the process of pulling (gic) and mutual
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penetration of the material end spiritual potentialities of our states (USSR
and GDR; in increasing degree.™ But at this exalted spiritual level, what

! does it matter? A1l 1t proves is that "public" language in the Soviet block
is being used at an abysmal level - private language, (pace Steiner 1975) with
his mistaken idea that the state and politics can ruin a language « may be
that much better. More independent Marxist propvaganda is not translated so
frequently in Prague.

Marxist writing in lenin's work is characterized by the clear and
uncluttered use of key-words e.g. 'social-chauvinist,' 'hollow talking shope.'
State and Revolution, written in 1917 and translated into English anonymously
(authorized by the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute in 1933) is eparing in adjectives
and intensifiers, streng on emphaseé, ccntrasts and italics. The lenguage is
however colourless and abstract in comparison with the Communist Manifesto -
(1848), and partly for this reasen, the text 45 years later has not been
revised ~ generally, figurative and transferred language needs more retranslating
every generation than syntax and physical words. lenin like Engels was sharply
aware of tranalation prodblems, often retaining German institutional terms as
vell as translating them when he quoted Engels, e.g., discussing the difficulties
of translating Cemeinwesen as opposed to Gemeinde into Russian, which has no
such word.

A comment is called for on the Communist Manifesto, written by Marx in
1848, translated by S. Moore in 1868 and revised by Engels. ~For this reason,
the 'E‘ngl:léh translation has a unique independent status as an original work,
and though the Manifesto was also translated in 1930 in a little kmown version,
I suspsct it will not be translated again. In 1948, lLawrence and -Wishart
published e few revisions, which inciuded the correction of one or two bad
mistranslations., (Incidentally the first English translation, printed in 1850
translates Ein Gespenst geht um in Europa as "A frightful hobgoblin stalks
throughout Burope. ‘We are haunted by a ghost, the ghost of Commmnisn") -
but the remainder of the tranpla*i:io:i is pretty accurate.

Certainly both the text and the English translation illustrate the strengths
of succeéssful political propagania: superdb slogans, particulaxly at the beginning
- and end; question and answer technique; vigorous epeech rhythms, consistent

use of key-words; continual strong contrasts; vigorous images (eiskaltes Wasaer,



egoistische Berechnung )3 indictments built up paragraph by paragraph; wiih
repetition of sentence-rhythms. Farther,v I think the translation is, if
anything an improvement on the original: the translation of heilige Hetziazd
as 'holy alliance', the conversion of descriptive verbs (Zugt_mdeghen) 1o
figurative langnage ('go te the ‘Hogs'), the omission of peda.ntic deicties:
Die Preletarier haben nichte in jhr zu verlieren ~ 'the proletarians have
nothing to lose but their chains'. Yereinigt euch - "Working men of all
countries -~ unitel” Here the E#iglis'h with its ldgipgl sequences, frequent
monosyllables, shorter sentences; concrete idioms (figure of speech - .
rednerische Figar) appears to have the advantage, .

It is particularly in the area of political wzjiting that the translator
has to be sensitive to the shifting meanings of chi'rent internationalisms and
vogue words: here there is a clash not only in interpretations of ‘democracy?,
‘freedom’, 'fascism', 'socigliam' fprofit'!, 'communism' etc., but terms such
as hegemonism, revisienism, imperialism, centralism, pluraliem have first to
be carefully related to the ideologies (another such word) of those who use
them: - in these cases, the conflicting views of three centres of thought -
the Soviet-East German, the Euro-communist and the Chinese have to be partic-
ularly regarded; ‘'revisionism', ‘conservativism!, and 'normalization' have
special meanings in Czech and Slovak since 1968. Again, certain doublets
ar¢ used as referential synonyms for the same obJect freedom-fighter/terrorist;

régime/government, CM/Comecon; Berliner Maner/Freiheits-wall.

Communist 1iterature is so full of platitudes and free from personalities
and gossip that word-fashions have beceme as politically eignifice.nt in
Eastern mrope as elaewhere.

Peter Newmark, ’
Polytechnie of Central London

».
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BIGRING OX

(This review of John Lyone' '*Semantics?,
C.U.P,, has been reprinted, with
permission, from The New Review, February 1976.
The BAAL Newsletter will gratefully receive
any comments for future discussion,)

""very a:lgn 13 a construct between socially organised persons in the progess
of their interasction' - Volosinov,

Education, or teaching at least, is a hazardous pursuit. And $t's ned
Just the clienta eitting there by the thousand with sa::donic, sceptical eyes,
but those sininter figures in the wings, faintly contemptuous, armed with the
paraphernalia of expertise and tapping ominously their research findings. Very
disconcerting. And yet when we are baffled and challenged we feel that some-~
vhere in the enormoue array of contemporary scholarship there must be wise
illunination, had we the wit and leisure to find 1t. So it has becn with
linguistice, which its .practitioners are et enormous pains to explain to us
is a science.

Those of us in education concerned with language and how it functions
in learning, or more narrowly concerned with the teaching of English, have
inevitably turned to linghistics for sustenance. Not that we have been
alone in this: £n a relatively short time lixi‘guistica has found its place
in the sun, In peychology, anthropology, philosophy, sociology, literary
criticiem and goodness knows what else, scholars have felt that they were
under some obligation to do their linguistics homework., They will have o
speak for themselves, but those of us in education who have turned to linguistics
have found the experience a strange one. Beyond all guestion we have profited
enormously, not so much because we have perhaps penetrated the mysteries cf
transitivity, the phoneme, and the like, but more because it has helped us to
understand what it means to describe a language, it has made us give greater
and more careful atiention to epoken language and it has given us some guide-
lines for looking at language development.

But we have had our diéappointmenta, frustrations and even provocations.
Linguistics takes as its province nothing lees than language, Yet again and
again we have found that the central preuocupations of linguists have not beeu
ours. Chomsky's 'ideal speaker-listener' (a battersd and dejected fizure
nowadays) did not resemble our pupils in the least, not, it should be added,
because he had been idealised but because of the way in which he had been
idealised.



What were our disappointments? TFirstly, we learned that overwhelmingly
the active work of linguists was based on sentences or bits of sentences ard
even then théy concentrated on the grammar and‘phonoidgy of sentences. Now
teachers do not deal with sentences but with tekts in the sense of siretches
of language, spoken or written, as we encounter them as meaningfui wholee -

& conversation, a poem,'a speech, a novel etc. ﬁe have sought deeper
illumination of texts with &ll their complexities and untidiness - the
discourse of the classroom, the kinds of books which pupils encounter in the
curriculum and all kinds of writing: notes, accounts, reports, argumenis,
gtories and poems - and we have found the illuminétion at test JTitiul.
Indeed, it was a linguist and his collaborator who found reason to complain

when they set themselves the task of analysing classroom discourse:

"In our search for a e%géting point we found very little within linguistics,
which was mainly concerned with the description of language structure up to

the rank.bf clause. The clauses described almost never had & context or
cotext and when they did this was only seen as relevant iu so far as it providec
information uaefu1 for the description of the clause." (J. McH, Sinc¢lair, end

BR. M. Coulthard: Towards an Analysis of Discourse).

It is true that 'discourse analysis' (something we all have to know how
to do) is now beginning to develop within linguistics but it is in its infancy.
Ve go'oﬁ hoping. When a book appears called Cohesion in English and its lively
opening chapter reminds us that 'a text is best regarded as a SEMANTIC unit’,
we have high hopes, until, a few pages later, the discleimer is made. The
work will not consider discourse structure wbich is concerned with units

bigher {han the sentence.

The linguists have also shied awey from written language for reasons which
are far from clear. John Lyons, to whom we shall return, can only marpage
two pages and a couple of footnotes‘in 500 pages on this topic. The insistence
on the primacy ;f speech has led in practice to ignoring the written language
as though”it were 50 unimportant or so fundamentally derivative from spoken
language that to study it and analyse it would yield little. Bowme linguistc
have aleo given their attention to something which cannot properly te called
either speech or‘writing, i.e. sentences invented by linguists.



Lastly, for decades linguists had & self~denying ordinance zbout meaning,
daunted by the conceptual probiema and what seemed like the overwhelming difii-
culties of attempting to impose o der on this most elusive and subterrancan
element of language. Strahge, bﬁt not sb strangé perhaps as trying to
reconcile this vast terra incognita of 1inguist1cs with the way in which
lircuists from time- ‘to time take education to be their province ané irritably
dismiss those who wish to talk of the study of languzge for not taking this to
be synonymous with linguistics.

Meaning is at .the heart of our business however you lock at it. I.A.
Richards, who with C.K. Ogden was concerned with meaning and education (sec
The Meaning of Meaning) forty years ago, speaks of ‘the educator as being the

overall student of the acquieition, development, and degeneration of meaninges,
their tremsmission, cultivation, upkeep ....' and his) duties constantly
require im him & clinical, evaluative attitude towards meanings and the transac-
tions they mediate'. Ae the 'overall student' any sort of teacher has to be
deeply concerned with meaning. A1l teachers come face to face with the protlem
of how their pupils greep or fail to grasp meanings delivered in'language &nd
how their pupiis deliver or fail to deiivgr their own meanings and how they
might develop in them a capacity to reach out f&r new meanings. These very

generecl questions give rise to more specific ones. Here are some of then:

What are the differencés between writing and speech ae meaning systems?

What makes it possible for new mesnings to emerge in dialogue? (‘interprete~
tion is a conversation without an ending' C.8. Peirce).

Hovw does the meaning of a whole text amount to more then a sum of its parts?
Do different disciplines or school subjects handle meaninrg in their own epeci~
fic ways?

Do the languages and diamlects of different ethn;c and social groups mean in
different ways? .

What is the relationship between growth of vocebulary snd the ability to mean
with disc;imination or more richly?

Does the mastery of a more complex grammar imply the capacity to mean in a
more complex way?

Is the meaning of a literary work of art something importantly different fronx
the meaning of discursive writing?



We could go on refining these questions endlessiy, but underlyinz them is
a preoccupation with learning, since a great deal of learning depends on langu-
age for the emergence of meaning. Teachers, like some rhilosophers, want to
know how we can mean through words. So then, when two portertous volumes
appear on the subject of semantice we should seize them with hungry enthueiasn,
texpered by the scepticism born of past disappointments. We can exumine
Semantice by John Lyons,. & linguist of established reputation, corvinced that
somewhere lurking in so massive a work must be part at least of the answer to
our questions, and the preface, consoling thought, tells us that it will serve
the needs of the gemeral reader.

A fev pages later we learn that the work contains 'very little on the
structure of texts (or so-called text-linguistics) or on metaphor.apd style'.
Why? Because,'l should have had to make my book even longer.' Strange; how
doee Lyons decide his priorities? This we never discover, for the whole of this
work is devoid of any clear indication of why the writer is comritted to this
theme and any hint of what the poor general reader is to make of it ali.
Chapter follows chapter and we wait for the masterly synthesis. It never
comes. Instead the book ends with a chaﬁter on 'modality' and conly the te-
ginning of the bibliography on the mext page informs that we have indeed conme
to the end. And that is the way of it. Semantics is & meticulous compendium
of a series of themes which have emerged as scholars from different disciplines
have tried to clear the ground. Each theme is discussed in a peculiar manner
which we are obliged to live with. It is the quintessence of the text-bcck
style so that we might almost say that a new style emerges, the apotheosis of
academic caution. Every alternative pessibility is meticulously considered
as though the writer had ne views on the matter. Wheu we are allowed to
glimpse him stalking through the thickets of definitions and theoretical
discriminetions it is because he has-dared to say 'it has been argued hére' or
'it is as well to emphasise! or 'whether creativity ... is rule-governed and
to vhat degree it is arbitrary rather than motivated are questions upon which
nc firm stand will be adopted in this book'. With enormous refinement he
indicatee the status of his propositions, theoretical, pre-theoretical or
observational. He is as consistent as he promises to be, but consistency does
not necessarily make for coherence. So in one parag?aph we may be gent
scuttling back and forth in the text thrqugh cross-reference. As in so meny
other workc in lingvietics the dense text is sparsely pepperec with shert

sentences, mostly of unknovn provenance. Tnere is not & single complete



authentic text on which the writer attempts to exercise all the erudition he
hes displayed to us. But then ke has never suggested that he cured to¢ do that
with it or do anything else with it for that matter.

Since it is above all a text-book, it begins with typical ground-clearing
defining terms and procedures and proceeds to deal vith communication, semiotics,
the behaviourists' view of semantics, logical semantics, sense and reference,

- structural semantics, semantics and grammar, lexicon and then & numbter of topics
which must have gradually found their way to the back of the carc~index. For

- &1l the scrupulous methodology and apparent orderliness of the bouk, Lyons never
explains why it is laid cut in this way nor why some erucial decisions have
been takep. Thus on page 725 we are told:

’Throughout much of this book so far we have been mainly concerned with the
descriptive functions of language, i.e. with the way language is used to make
statements. But language also serves as an instrument for the transmiecsion cf

_other kinds of information’ '

Whj hae'ﬁe.feiegated to the end of the book a discussion which should have
informed the whole wbrk? In any case he has not been locking at language tu: at
sentenceé (or less) - & very different matter. Back on page 50 this diezussion
was first opened in a clear though somewhat pedestrian fashion &nd then ebanconed
for mbst 6f the book. Meanwhile, such compelling matters us logical semantics
and the propositional calculus have uvccupied intervening chapters. A chapter
on fbe lexicon arrives long after pages of discussion ¢f lexis ir the context
ofbstrﬁctural semanfice. It woul& be churlich to carp at such things if it
were not for the air of lucid and principled progression which the vanishing
author convéys through his style. = Much more important than this is the
consequence that the reader is left with & huge task of imposing some emphasis
on all this in addition tc trying to apply it to real language. lmagine the
poor conscientious fellow who waits to discover, after the rigours of model~-
theoretic and truth-conditional semantics, that he has mainly been dealing with
the descriptive not the expressive nor the social aspects of language! He will
again and aggin be forced into the position of a spectator on the side-lines,
and vhatAis(more Lyons as good as tells him so:

'In view of the confused, and at times acrimonious, discussion of the rival
merits of syntacticelly and semantically based models of linguistic descrigticn
that has been taxing place among t:ansformational gramparians, it is ac well to
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emphasise that the point at issue is a highly technical one that cannot even
be formulated except within the framework of a particular formalisation of the
structure of language systems', '

There are other difficulties. In his consideratiqn of semantics end grammar
Lyons raises some interesting issues. Let me take one example, tautology.
The sentence being discussed is 'Business is business'. In vrinciple the
sentence is uninformative since it can only tell the lzstener vhat he alreaey
sust know even if he doesn't know the meaning of ‘business'. Lyons solves the
problem as follows: 'What the addressee does ... is to say to himself, o5 it
wereé ...' Never mind what he says to himself, it is the pa*ure of Lyons's
solution which is interesting. Whereas the book groans under the weight of
nice discriminations, especially those which assess the status of theoreticul
propositions, quite suddenly we are treated to assumptions ebout what the
addressee does ('as it were').

The same procedure is adopted for paradox ('Is he married?' ‘He is and he
isp't'). - Lyons goes on te tell us that the addressee adopts procedures and
strategies to deal with such utterances. For one so concerned about the status
of his ideas, it is surprising that he does not tell us from which theoreticul
resourc2s he derives such confidence. 1In fact, he is doing no more than any
of ue can do without seﬁantic theory. However, we should perhapa be grateful
ttat the addressee has at last appeared on the scene as someone endowed with a
capacity to adopt strategies and procedures. Deeper understanding of ihese
strategies and procedures is exactly what we need. - But then Lyons never really
tells us what strategies etc he adopts in this instance. I would suggest thot
in the case of the tautology the addressee allocates it to & class of utter-
ances ('Boys will be boys' 'Fair is fair' *In those daya‘meﬂ were men' etc)
which are resolved on a general principle: You must not attempt to treat thlngs
or people as though they are different from what they essentxnlly are. The

‘ paradox can be resolved by a more interesting strategy. The addressea once
-again can recognise a class of utterances which we might call curate's. egg
utterances. Thus: 'Do you like him?" 'Yes and no'. He resolves-the paradox
because ke knows very well that cur classification system often polarises
concepts or makes them mutually exclusive but we are constantly in life having
to re-a-rauge the ca egories by 1mprovisatzon since we cannot conventionally
resclve our meaning with them. What is more, the form of the reply indicetes
not only the state of'affaire but d;amatises the coexistence of contrary elements
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. and compresses into three words something like, 'There are some things about
him which I like and some which I do not.!

The truth is that the quest;ons I posed at the outset are not answered by
'Lyona, and he m;ght, with considerabdble juatification, reply that it is no '
businese of 1inguists to answer such questions. Yet throughout the book Lyons
does from time to time say thinga which have a bearing on them. Be constantly
worries at the prodlem of dealing with real language as distinct from certain
kinds of idealisat;on. y

One way of emharking upon the analysis of context is to ask what kinde of
knowledge a fluent speaker of a language must possess in order to produce and
understand contextually appropriate and comprehensible utterances in that
langugge'...' ‘

It ie the answer to that question which keeps eluding us. in the vock, and we
are told why:

'As we have seen, much that is involved in language behaviour is excluded‘by
methodological decisions from the linguist's model of the language~system and
is thereby defimed as non-linguistic.'

We have thie right to ask what kind of science of language it is which excludes
‘such that is involved in Janguage behavioﬁf' Methodological decisions are

invoked on several occasions to justify the exclusxon of considerations vhich

must be intrinsic to language:

'To say that there is some degree of artificiality in the process of decontexiu-
alisation whereby we arrive at a representative sub-set of the system-sentences
of a languege is not to say that tne notion of system-sentence is completely
spurious, It is a fheoretical construct whose principal function is to define
the concept of grammaticality ...'

Lgonsjdqea not make clear what you do with a concept of grammaticality
when you have.it other than to understand more profoundly contextualised utter-
ances. Semantics hes been bedevilled by approaches which rule out ‘of court
kinds of meaning which constitute some of our most powerful rescurces.

Lyons rules out nothing, but the uhev«nness of his treatment is beﬁiidering.
Teke expressive languase. Teachers of English are intensely aware that in the
enterprise of encouraging their pupils to use to the full the resources they
possess in order to express and discover what they have to say, the expres;ive
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eicmoat in lsuguagé 'is ceatiwl. Thercfuic they need to underctand it as fully
a& possible. Lyons says:

'.e. we can restruct the term expréssive to those indexical features of an
utterance by means of which a speaker or writer estsblishee or reveale his
1ndzvidua11ty in a particularly original manner. Expressivity, ic this gense,
will therefore be a part of creativity'. '

Apart fror the vagueness of this definition, it is singularly unrelpful.
It makes expressivity a thing epart, a possession of the gifted few. It would
ro be difficult to show that the gifted speakers and writers do nothing with
language which the rest of us do rot do, if less impressively, and thie ie
particularly true of'the expressi:eAelements in language. What the rest cf
us do is pushed into & jumble under the headivig of 'indexical' i.e. those fet tyres
which indicate group membershlp, characteriee the individuel and reveél his/her
phanging staetes. The brief discussion cf these ideas occurs early in the haok.
We might compare.this cursory treatment with three complete chapters devotzd
"to semantics and grammar. Much more unsatisfactory is the fact thet im ccicwwr
with the method of the book the very difficult though essential task of showing
how the expressive features can be identified in a text is not undertaken.
Had he done so we might have discovered how he distinguishes between a discursive
manner of characterising oneself, i.e. ome could describe one's feeliugs and
attitudes in the manner of a psychclogy text-book, from the oblicue, pervesive
and often intermittent ways in which feelings and attitudes emerge in ianguage;
processes of which 'some linguist or other has wade what he is pieased to call

an analysis'

I am perauaded that most teachers coming to this took’ vith reasbnab
expectat1ons will be dismayed by its tone, its method and its intioverted
linguist's preoccupatlons. Revertheless, for the moet pers;stent and. perhdn.,
the partially initiated, there is matter heré whldh, g1ven pedagog1ca1 inter~
pretation, dederves their attention. Having looked at information fheory and
treated it with great respect, Lyons gives us a beautifully lucid paragreph ol
critique which would repay ‘detailed study by teachers, especial;y those interestied

ik reading:

'ee. it is certainly not the case¢ that speaker and hearer have stored in their
brain a table listing all possible meesages together with appropriate signeis
for encoding them. Furthermecre, the reception of utterances cannot be split



into two distinct procesezes: first the identification of the signal and then
its interpretation. In the deccding of the acoustic signal, the liistener
draws upon his knowledge of the positional and contextual probabilities of
words even for the identification of sounds: and his calculatics of these
condztional probabil:ties of words is not determined solely by h_a knowledge
of the statistzcal structure of his language, if indeed he can truly be said
to know the statistical structure of his language. He ie influenced by mors
general expectat;ona of uhat the speaker wants to say in the particular

" sitiation; that is to eay, he decodes the signal, partly at least, in the
1ight of uhat he thinks the message will be'. '

Thzs proposes to us the taak of constructzng for ourselves the 5enernl

, expectationa of our puplla, i.e. what they think the message wilil te, tae
expectations which they br:ng to bear on particular messages, esnec;nlly thoee
they find difficult to underatand. We need to discover the ways in uh*c\
iisteners can be discouraged from drawing on their knowledge, from ma“ing tkeir
calculations and using their general expectatxone and the uays in which tiey

can be encouraged to do these things. There is also the problem of the ais-
match between,expectétion and the message. ‘Thqt'is fhe homework ijns péoposes

for us.

The reader could move:through this book in just this way ~ finding more
and more- homswork nssignmenté. Undoubtedly. the most reasdily accessible and
re arding reading is chepter 14, 'Context, style and culture’. It is just
possible that the book could be read by beginning with this chapter and fcllowing
up all ite dozens of cross references. It containa an account of Firth's
profoundly influential theory of semantzcs bused on the now familiar idea of
context~of-situation. Despite Lyons's compulszve caution, I detect very
faintly some real affectzon for Firth'a seminal work. But then Lyons it not
80 expressive & wr;ter as Firth and I am sure would be horrified at ‘the idea
of taking h1m as a model. o,

Finally, it could be said that there is one way of using this book which
could be of some service, that is as & kind of encyclopedia of curremt.theories
end ideas. The indexes are excellent. If you want to know what structural
linguists think they are doing or what deixis is you could do worse than to
start here. ' ' !
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1 have tried to show howdifficult it is to bring massive but eclectic
scholarship into & fruitful relationship with schools. There are linguists
who with all the good will in the world make the attempt, and their efforts
have not been conspicuously successful. . They have tended to create either
defensive animosity or servile adulation. Reading books and learning cur
lessons will not change the situation. It is only when linguists enter into
active co-operation with teachers at the school level that each group will
heighten its understanding. The study of semantics should begin witk u.d
never lose sight of dialogue. The practlce of dialogue would belp. We need
to build 'the construct betweeﬁ socially organised persons in the process of
their interaction' which Volosinov speaks about.

Herold Rqsen

DETATLS OF NEWBURY HOUSE BOCKS (see page 1k)

Bemard Spolsky & Robert Cooper (eds), Frontiers of Bnmgua; z@ucaté;nés1 ;;7,
Jock C.Richerds (eds}, Understaniing Second & Fonezg:x Lenguage Iearr.éng; 1978,

5. 95 FE,
Berna:d Spoleky, Educational Linguistics, 1978, £6.50 FB,

Rdbert J.Di Pietro, Language Structurea in Contrast, 1971, reviségseg;1;gd,

harola S.Kaiaen & J.Donald Bowen, Aeptatiuon in Languege Teachmgg' 12 978

(These, and other Newbury House bonks may now be cbtained from Internetional
Book Distributors Ltd., 66 Wood Lane End, Henol Hempstedd, Herts HP2 LI, or
through locsl bookahqpab)



BOUKS FROM N&WBURY HOUSR »
The quslettor has receni:ly received a large batch of books fran

Newbury Houss for review. Much of the most interesting work from the

Sﬁ:ates in applied linguistios eppoars fram this pﬁblishing house » 80 it

seems worthwhile to include 'a few. early cazmonts on some of the most

interesting books, even though there is not enough t:.me for a fulle-scale

review befere we go to preas. Two collections deserve pa.rticular wention,
Spolaky & Cooper's Frontiers of Bilinsual Education includes a mmber of

mest interesting and informative papers on aspects ef bilingualism, E.Glyn
Lewis's massive historiocal survey, '3ilingualism and bilinguel education ~
‘the ancient world to the renaissance' is a most useful seurce, ard the papers

on educational and bsychblogioal perspectives can also be particulerly
recemmonded, Such detailed explorations of interdisciplinary themes are

rare in British applied linguistics, amd in spite of same repetition and
variability in quality (the paper on philosophiocal perspectives, for exemple,
touches on few important philosophical questions), this book is to be highly
recoumended. Richarda 8 JMWW

is a more convent:lonal survey of current interests which has the merit of
enabling outsiders to update ‘themeelves easily and painlessly. Studies in
interlangnage are particularly well catered for in this collectiomn. Other
recent books include Spolsky's Educationsl Linguistios, a collection of pepere
which reads like a series of discussions of 1iﬁguistio ideas in relstion to
education, rathsr then tho 'ba'aia for an integrated new discipline - but the pspers
are often interesting, Di Pietn;’a revised edition. of Lanauage Stggtgmé in
Contrggt, which nods at exrror enelysis at the end without attempiing to confront
it seriously, and a disappointing but interesting good idea: Madsen & Bower.'s
Maptetion in Lenguare Teaching which outlines ways of edapting language textis,
while remaining andiolinguel in basic approach and concentrating heavily orn
rigid ard unimaginative texts at the expense of methodclogical immovetion,

(Details of books commented on here are given on page 13.) CuB
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REPORT ON THE 1978 B.A.A.L. SEMINAR ON LEXICOGRAPHY

1s lexicography making progress? This was the title of a paper I
wrote in the mid-sixties; at that time I concluded that as leng 2s there
were no generally vaiid criteria, 1exic§graphical progress was bound te be
slow. Bince then several developments have taken plaée‘which have not oaly
accelerated, but positively advanced the processes of dictionary-making.
There have been important innovations in the fields of synfax. semantics, and
sociolinguistica, we bave seen a number of excellent introductory tcxt-books
and survey articles on lexicography, and several large-scale projects have
given us a new generation of monolingual and bilingual dictionaries..

It was not surprising then to find that time was ripe for a wide-ranging
meeting fo discuss preseant trends. Linguists are appareatly no longer
reluctant to turn to the solution of pfactical problems, lexicographers have
become more open than ever to new ideas, langrage~teachers have begun to pey
more attention to the lexical needs of their learners, and publishers are
willing to censider the special requiremernts of different user groups. 6ince
the BAAL Seminar had been eavisaged as a forum for maxdmum interaction, we
could not accommodate everyone who wanted to come; the 59 who did manage to
get in hailed from 15 different countries (34 from the U.K., 15 from W. Europe,
5 from N. America, 2 from E. Europe, 2 from the Middle East and 1 from Australia).

23 papers were presented, grouped by subject into 8 sessions. The
relationships between linguistics and lexicography were debated in terms of the
different requirements of the theoretical 'lexicon' and the practical ‘dictionary’
of the need for aociolinguistic methods to check whether the lexicographer's
data are representative, and the way in which the linguist's own lexical
creations may gradually enter into general dictionaries. Linguistic approaches
were also advocated in the labelling and specification of lexemes, e.g. by
sesantic means (as in definitions) or by syantactic criteria.(as in the treatmert
of 'idioms'). Several speakers called for more refined procedures for deali..
with metaphors, restricted collocaticns, and socially stigmatised expressions.

The two extremes of obsolescent words and neoclogisms received some
attention, as did the slightly wider issues of how a historical dictionary
should cope with scientific terms and whether the lexicographer has a par:t to
play in the standsrdisation of vocabulary borrowed from other languages. The
incrcased use of computer technigues was illustrated with reference tc large-
scale text processing and with detailed examples of grammatical analysis.



Almost half of the contributioms were explicitly or indirectly concerned
with 1ex1cographica1 problems in foreign language learning, including those of
phanetzc notation, structural constrasts, and stylistic variants. It became
clear that the EFL field, in particular, is producing a strong demand for user-
oriented réference works, which may eventually cast doubt on the very foundations
of the comprehensive all-purpose dictionary.

The atmosphere of give-and-take which pervaded the Seminar was not only
due to the happy mix of theoreticians and practitioners, but to the (largely
unconscious) realisation that the sessions reflected -~ in an intense, yet
relaxed mwanner -~ current difficulties and potential improvements. We hope
'to share all th.a with a much wider circle when the proceedings are published
;ater this year, under the title Dictionaries and Their Users.

R.R.K. Hartmann :
University of Exeter

The first Newsletter of the AAAL (American Association for Applied
Linguistics) was distributed in January 1979. It reports the 1978 Annual
meeting, and includes abstracts of papers read at that meeting. The

officers for 1979 will be Roger Shuy (President), Eugene Briere (Vice
President), Bernard Spoleky (Secretary-Treasurer). The second annual
neeting of the association will take place at the same time as the
Linguistic Society of America meeting in Los Angeles, on December 27th 1979.

Please send correspondence and contributiens for future issues to:
CeJuBr ™4, University of London Institute of Education, 20 Bedford Way,
London { O4L,



