Avgust 25, 1970

COEXISTENT SYSTEMS ANDY DLIASYSTEMS OF CULTTURE

by Fumio Inoue

0. Sociolinguistics and Ethpolinguistics

The Japanese title of this conference would be, in English, "Problems of
Linguistic Sociclogy as a Facter in Value System'--or more concretely "Contrastive
Study of U.5.~Japan Linguistic Behavior". The term "linguistic sociclogy"

{in Japanese, "shakai-gengopaku") is used here, though there are other expres-
siens both in English and Japanese, i.e., "sociolinguistics™ and "gengo-
shakaigaku''.

In these border-line disciplines there is always the possibility of
shift of emphasis between twe fields of study. 50 some argue that we should
change the term too, according to the change of center of gravity. But
sometimes the content of a discipline differs among countries (even ameng
different schelars.) because of the difference in scademic traditions.
Therefore it is irrelevant and fruitless to discuss here the minute differences
of meanings of these four (English and Japanese) terms. BSo let us regard
these terms as representing almost the same discipline.

To define the field of sociolinguistics astrictly would not do any good
either. Considering the purpese of this conference, we should rather try
te widen the field of study and point of view--and it is wery natural ard
at the same time desirable to overstep the border of "sociolinguistics".

But it must be pointed oot at lease that the contrastive study of
linguistic behavior properly belongs to ethnolinguistics, npot to sociolinguis-

tics. We can perhaps distinguish between the structure of culture and the
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gtructure of seciety, though there are many border-line cases. Then
sociolinguistics is mainly a study of the relation between language and
society--between language and various social groups. Correlation between
social strata and linguistic veriability, problems relating to bilingualism
or lanpuage-standardization and s¢ on seew to be the major subjects of study
in seciolinguistics. 5o, sociolinguistics concentrates more on the diversicy
within a community or a nation, while ethnolinguistics can be said to be

more concerned with overall structure of & culture (or a nation). Accordingly
ethonolinzuists are supposed to be better equlipped for the contrastive study

of linguistic behavier which would be the main subject of this conference.

In this paper, the theoretical problems concerning how to deal with

various and diverse phenomena of linguistic behaviour will be discussed.

1. & tural and Emic Treatment of Culture

Among disciplines dealing with human culbure linguistics has experienced
a very lucky development partly thanks to the characteristlics of language
itgelf-=linguists have been able to desgeribe the actually very complicated
linguistic phenomena as beautiful, clean-cut structures Or systems. Bo it
is natural that many secholars tried to apply linguistic methods to the
analyais of cultural phenomena.

We can point out (the) two major contributions of linguistics in this
field. Ope concerns the method of description of actwal cultural phenomena--
for example the style of greetings--and the other comcerns a more fundamental
idea about the structure and system of cultural phenomena.

a. Description of sctual phenomena

The generative grasmarians tried to deny the existence of phonology

(phonemics) which has been the most suecessful field of regearch in structural
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linguisties. But it secms very prebable that the basic idea of phonology has
validity even now, especially in describing l:ul.tu!:'-ﬂl phenomena. For example
the hypothesis that one identical phoneme can appear as phonmetically different
sounds (allephones) aceording to respective environments must be applicable
ian the description of cultural phenomena Coo.

Also the hypothesis that one phoneme in one envireoment (i.e., one
allophone) can be scattered widely phonetically {i.e., free variation} is use-
ful for the study of culture. This means the "emie' and "etic” distinetion
of cultural phencmens coined by Pike by analegy with phengmics and phongtics.
Pronunclation as wall as gesture are kinds of action which are :x#:uéed
alming at & socially or culturally determined standard. 5o mwetaphorically
these sctions ean be considered as arrows which are shot toward an (emic)
bull 'g-eye--the actual realizatiom having a certain {etic) variety or scattering.
To determine the typical (emie) behavior (bull's-eye), we can make use of the
{ntuition er introspection of informants both in the case of phoneme and
"behavioreme”.

To discuss such a thing as "behavioreme," we should further consult the
methodology of so-called "structural gemantics' which has also gained much
from analogy with phonology. For example, in the case of greetings, the
precize deseription of gesture and voice corresponds to the description of
the form of words. {As for the form of a word we can analyze it into a
limited number of elements called phonemes. But it is not clear yet if the
game can be said about such behavior as greetings.) On the other hand
behaviors such as greetings hawe their own function within the whole structuze
of culture of customs, and we can study these as something corresponding ko

the meaning of words.
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b. Cultuge ag a strueture or a system ;

Many scholars have discussed the possibility of regarding culture as
structural or systematic, so there is no necessity of discussing this theme
here. But important hypotheses underlying this thesis must be pointed out.

One such hypothesis is that the eultural phenomena of a community have
close structural correlations with one apother. Therefore, Lo observe a
given cultural EPEﬁnmgnun wa should treat it im the whole network of the
culture. Especially in the contrastive study of cultures, we should not lose -
sight of this structural correlation among elements of a culture, otherwise we
tend to emphasize only the superficial differences among isolated small parts
of twe cultures. JfOur first step should be the entire structural description
of a culture, and contrast or comparison should come after thlt;?

1f we zo a step forward, we come across a hypothesis which maintains
that the relatiens ameng eultural phencmena are orderly or systematic. This
has been true especially on the level of phonelogy, and there have been
gimilar arguments which start from analegy with phonolegy on other levels
of linguistics, though problems are more complicated. Among them structural
semantics is the most interesting field for us, as a field within lingeistics
which has direct relationship with methodology of linguistie behavior.

It may be difficult to find an orderly system in cultural phenomena
other than language, but Eo keep this hypothesis as one of the fundamentals
of study may be not enly useful but necessary. As any scientific discipline
hag some kind of an axiom similar to "orderly system"--i.e., "the simple
and elear one is the true one', .

Besides, the aress of our study--the United States and Japan--&re culturally
full of diversities. Though the judgement on the selection of "typical"

Japanese or Azerican cultural characteristics has been done rather unconsciously
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so far, theoretically it is wvery difficult to determine what is typical,
especially when we consider the diversicy sccording to areas, social classes,
races, generations, time, and so on. The hypothesis of "orderly system"
can be applied to establish the "typieal eultural pattern': we regard those
cultural phenomena as "typical" that form orderly systems together with other
cultural phenomena. This means that we make wvsze of the content or imtermal
relations of culture, not the accompanying, external factors such as age,
area, education or social class.

But to describe a culture properly, we need more steps. And here again
we find that the experiences in the field of linguistics, especially phonology,

give inspiration.

2. Coexistent Svstems in Culturs

The most effective method of treating the diversity withim a culture is
the hypothesis of coexistent systems. "Coexistent phomemic systems" were
proposed by Fries and Pike (194%) to account for the loan words in an
American Indian language. In sgo-called Standard Japanese, especially in the
speech of intelligent people, it is possible to hypothesize two coexistemt
phonemic systems--one excluding recemt loan werds and the other concerned
with them. It is also necessary to hypotheslze two or more coexistent systems
te describe the actual linguistic sitvation of most of the present Japanese
dialects, because there is 0 ouch influence from Standard Japanese.

Phonologists have been trying to find "orderly systems" for sbout half
a century. At first research was done by assuming tacitly the homogeneity
of language of a :nmmunityh-nEEltctinh the internal diversity. Later however
it was noticed that the diversity withinm a community was teo great to be
neglected. To overcome this difficulty the study of "idiclect™ (the speech

of an individual at a given time) was proposed, though it was found later that
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even the speech of an individual is not hemogenous. {Hureguer, the ulbcimate
goal of linguistic analysis is not the description of the speech of an
individual but that of a community &= a whole.)

Charles Hockett (1958) proposed a useful distinction between "owverall
pattern” and “ecommon core," admitting diversity among speakers within a
community. This can be shown in the following figure (not the same as
Hockett's). Each irrepular circle represents one idiolect; che area surrounded

T

by the innermost shaded line represents the common core; and the azea surrounded

by the outermost shaded line represents the overall pattern. {In this paper
the distinction between an individual's active and passive (productive and
;anlpﬁivlj codes is ignered for simplicity's sake.)

It would be impractical te treat only the "common core" in the actual
deseription of lamguage. But it is difficult to set up an "orderly system"
if we treat "overall pattern" as a whole, because there are too many indivi-
dual differences and aberrant features in an "everall pattern.” Therefore we
turn to the ideas of "coexistent systems.” Cireles with dotted lines
represent "coexistent orderly nyatnn;ﬁ; the area within the innermost
golid line represents the common core; the area within the outermost solid

line represents the overall pattern.



An orderly system does not necessarily have to coincide with the ¢ommon
core or the overall pattern; nor does it have to coineide with any "idielect"--
an idiclect may lack some part of & system, and it may often imclude parts
which belong to other (coexistent) systems.

For simplicity's sake the figures here are modeled after a small community,
but we can widem the wiew and trest the whole dialeet or the whole language
as consisting of many coexistent systems, some of which can be very far
from each other in the figure (i.e., linguistically very different).

Similarly we can argue that a culture too consists of several coexistent
forderly) systems. By this way of thioking, it may be found out that the
cultural diversity within & community ste=s actually from the (selective)
acceptance of several cultural systems by different members of the community.

In contrastive study we gensrally try to make the phenomena for comparison
as simple as pessible. To emphasize the diversity may therefore sound rather
dastructive, but sctually it is mot; on the contrary it is & necessary step
to treat culture structurally, because orderly systems can be found only after
studying the "overall pattern”, admitting the exietence of diversity as a matter

of fact.



Each orderly cultural system may have cloge cnrrglat;qn with social
factors such &3 generation, social class, and so forth. And the study of
this correlacion will surely become one of the fruitful research fields of
"sulture-gociolosy." GCeographical differences within a eulture as well as
differences according to seneratlion or era show the processes of historical
chenge of cultural systems.

It is worth noting here, that complete "orderly systems" can only be

found out through abetract research by scholare, using varicus information

and materials.

3, Diasvetems in Contrastive Study of Culture

4 method to describe a culture in am orderly way was thus found by
hypothesizing “coexistent (orderly) systems.' According to some linguists,
getting up "syetem” means at the same time setbing up another difficuley,
because different systems are saild to be incommensurable to each other,
Therefore if this were the cage, we could not compare parts of a system once
we have set up &4 system=-very inconvenient. Butehis must be called an emptby
argument because many conkrastive studies have been done treating languages
a8 Bystems.

Actually we can poinkt cut at least twe methods for the contrastive study
of language. One of them can be called for convenience's sake typological
gtudy, which compares systems as "forms", temperarily ignering the "content."
The other iz a method which compares systeme point by point, positing "content"
of language as its basis. We can call this diasvstemi dy, borrowing

8 technical term from the study of lnﬁguigi contact.

a. Typological study of language is mainly concerned with contrasting
the nuzber of phonemes, shape of phonological systems, various morphological

distinctions and $0 on. Thanks to the development of generative grammar,
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we now have some new methods for contrasting synfactic stroefure too, In
typelogical study enly the abstract elements are contrasted, after snalyzing
lanpguage formally.

Examples of typolegical treatment of culture are: the go-called "wertical
gociety" of Professor Hakame, "oiko-centric" system of kinship terms of
Professor Suzuki, "implicit" against "expressive" culture of Prefessor Funikiro
and so foerth. -~

We can easily understand the fundamental difference of cultures and
discover similar examples by this kind of contrast, for enly a small pumber
of elements are used a5 catech-words [or charecterization. But this method
also has defects because there is a possibilicy of overlooking other aspects
of culture (it ig difficult to explain away all aspects of a culture by
only one ortwo catch-words), and somecimes of distorting the interpretatiom
of facts: though by using many catch-words {i.e., characterizing a culture
in many ways) we can hope to describe the whole struecture of & culture.

b. Diasvstemic approasch is necessary o overcome and supplement these

diffieulties. But we must be cautlious becauss there are two different
ways to construct & diasystem in present linguisties.

£. Diasystem in the study of language contact. When bilinguals identify

a sound of a language with a sound of another language, this is called a
"diaphone." And the system of these identified sounds is called a diasystem.
Eesearch has been done mainly on the level of phonology. In semantics almose
the same research has been done often to illustrate the semantie differences
between languages, but the term "diasyatem" has not been used on this lewvel.

The most important fact here is that the sphere of "content" of language,
not the sphere of "form" is used as a frame of reference to construct

systems; the "content' in this case means actual sounds in phonmelegy, and

actual things and matters of this world in semantics.
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ii. In structural dialectclezy, ancther kind of "diasysten' is used,
and maintained by some Lo be the wain purpose of this field, In setting up
a diasystem between dialects, often scunds of a common ancestral dialeck
are used as a basis of comparison. In this case we are actually dealing with
the results of histerical dewvelopment of sounds. This is just the opposite
of the method used in comparative linguistics to reconstruct the parent
language {prntn-}anguage} from materials of daughter languages. Actually there
is an argusent that dissystem in this sense shows the system of parent
language; and using diasystem as means [or reconstruction seems fruitful,
though we need some reservation,

But in structural dift‘ler:tnlng:.r the first kind of "dissystem" {as in
language contact) is also applied. 5o we can :harfcteriac the second kind of
"diasystem" as historical, and the first kind as contrastive--both kinds being
used concurcently in structural dialectologmy.

For contrastive study of culture, we can ignore the historical diasystem
and concentrete on the contrastive one.

In phoenology, the contrastive diasystemic study has been applied to
the whole system because it is the simpler level of language. But the
similar study in semantics has been deme only in small semantiec fields,
partly because it is diffieult to inmeclude a whole vocabulary in a diasystem,
but mainly because it is possible to treat & part of vocabulary as a gystem.
By analogy it seems possible to hypothesize several behavier fields in
‘which several behavioremic systems can be set up.

Abundant material for this kind ¢f study can be found in popular manuals
of foreign etiquette and customs for travellers snd language learners. All
we must do for diasystemic study is to deseribe these phenomena more accurately
and systematically, and to contrast esach item of cultures faithfully--to know

more accurately what is different and whet is shared between two cultures.
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Terse characterizations &3 used in "typelogical study' will regulec from
thia steady and gober line of approach. So this "diasystemic approach” is
a method to arrvange materials properly which would be worthwhile te develep
as a basic method of contrastive study.

The last but the mogt important problem to be discussed is the combina-
tion of "eoexistent systems" and "diasystemic approach.” 1t is theoretically
possible to contrast systems of both cultures one by one. Fut practically
it is not only superfluous but sometimes impossible because of complexity,
We have argued that there are correlations between cultural systems and
social structure. By the same token and using also intermal information--
that is, the orderliness or completeness of systems--we can find a definite
order among systems. After detervaining the order, the next step is to
compare the first and the most complete system between two cultures. A4nd
after that, subsidiary systems are to be contrasted. By this procedure we
can not only contrast the typical culturel structures but inelude other
inconspicucus features of culture in investigation. 5o we can perhaps main-
tain that this is theoretically one of the most efficient procedures for
the contrastive study of culture as a whele,

Let us congider a concrete example such as greetings. First we regard
the part of culture related Lo preetings as constituting & sysCem. Though
the patterns of greetings are diverse because of differences according te
style or social groups, we include all these in an overall pattern. And
after this we abstract and describe several coexistent systems, according
te the hypothesis that elements of culture eonstitute "orderly syatems"
with each other. MNext we determine the order among systems by internal
evidence. (We can further study the relative status of greeting systems in

social structure, and sometimes the process and cause of historical change.)
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For contrastive study, we do the game for the cultura to be contrasted,
Then we compare first the most orderly and typical systeme of each culture,
by using the "content™ of greetings (i.e., functions in culture) as a frame
of reference, (Though it is possible alse Lo contrast greetings by comparimg
functions using “forms" or greetings as a frame of reference.) The same
will be done about subsidiary systems too. Thus not only the system of
greetings itself but accompanying facters for greetings can be subjects of
contrastive study (e.g., the relation between social strata and various
greetings).

What has been deseribed above is mesnt t¢ be a contribution to the
methodology of contrasting cultures, Some may call this a desk theory.
The important point is to check this hypothesis with actual cultural phenomena.
This U,5.-Japan Conference would be a suitable ground to test the validity

of the theory.



