Cultural and Contextual Constraints in Communication

What are the relationships between language and thought, language and the brain, language and culture? These relationships are included in discussions of Nature versus Nurture, or Nativism versus Empiricism. Even a good description of any one of these relationships is still too narrow to deal with the complexity of language in society. Rather, an interdisciplinary and integrational perspective is required. Language is best viewed not as a decontextualizable object, but as the ongoing dialogue of society, integrating language forms with cultural meanings and also with social functions. But even if we refute the tradition of decontextualization of language from society (i.e. treating it as  autonomous formal code), it is still inadequate to view society as the entire context. There is a larger context, the world we live in, the total environment. This paper presents linguistic phenomena which give evidence or support for the integrational approach to language study. Some of these are verb morphology, the lexicon, discourse, discourse markers, and metaphor. 

1. Introduction
There are ongoing debates about the relationships between language and the brain (in biology, neuropsychology, neurolinguistics), language and thought (in psychology and psycholinguistics), language and culture (in anthropology, ethnography, and ethnolinguistics), language and politics (in sociology and sociolinguistics).  We have become familiar with certain rubrics for these debates (which typically span more than one of these relationships), rubrics such as Nature versus Nurture, or Nativism versus Empiricism, or the Language Instinct Debate. 

Even a good description of any one of these relationships is still limited and narrow for dealing with the enormous complexity of language use in society, the so-called “dialogic action game” (Weigand 2000). To focus on just one of the relationships is like adopting the perspective of one of the proverbial blind men describing the part of the elephant that he is touching. Language is best viewed from an integrational perspective, not as a decontextualizable object, but as the ongoing dialogue of society. 

Is there much at stake, apart from defining the boundaries of a particular field of academic inquiry? Sampson (in this volume) believes there is a great deal at stake. For the reasons he has stated, and some others, I agree. It makes a difference regarding what qualifies as data for study, and what impact on society our study might have.

Sampson cites Pinker and Chomsky as proponents of the notion that genetics constrains the structure and contents of human thought. Their ideas of the language instinct, and universal grammar, appear to align with that notion. These ideas have been adequate to support current research as commonly practiced in schools of formal linguistics where analyzing sentences is the most common methodology. Such approaches to linguistic inquiry have left many dissatisfied, and that dissatisfaction has been growing. Even typological studies have not always addressed this dissatisfaction, since they accept and try to elaborate on the nature of universal grammar. 

2. Alternative views.

Several authors have challenged the accuracy or value of the innate Universal Grammar conception of language. Croft (to appear) is eloquent in this regard, articulating some of the best developments in the area of emergent grammar and cognitive linguistics. Scholz and Pullum (2006) recognize that extreme positions of nativism (innateness) or empiricism (learning) are both too simplistic, even when the concept of ‘triggering’ is offered as a possible refinement to the nativist position. Weigand, in this volume, explores the interaction of biology and culture, and the role of that interaction in determining human linguistic behavior, defined as competence-in-performance. (Weigand presents other alternative views as well, some of which are quasi-integrational, and have merit in that they look at language in a larger context.)

Recognizing the interrelatedness of culture (nurture) and biology (nature) in the dialogic action game is a move toward contextualization. But nature involves more than human biology. That part is innate, i.e. our language capacity, (not to be confused with the so-called innate universal grammar). We need to place that relationship (of language in biological and cultural context) in a still larger (maximum) context, that of the environment, physical and metaphysical, in which we exist. Language use in society involves many aspects of dialogue, such as speakers and hearers, writers and readers, videographers and viewers. Language mediates between us as individuals, our society as a whole, and the universe in which and about which we communicate. Beyond biology (innate language capacity), both culture and the environment exert influences, even constraints, on the dialogic action game. They are the constraints of our finite interaction with society and the world, such as the limits of our sensory apparatus, and our attention and memory, all of which govern our ability to perceive and conceptualize our environment. 

Levinson (2003:322) discusses these ideas, introducing as an alternative to the ‘innate conceptual structure’ the idea of ‘inevitably available concepts’ (in our interaction with our environment): 

This body of constraints and biases grounded in the organism and its relation to the immediate physical world provides the strong universal base for frames of reference…But what is against the treatment of frames of reference as ‘innate ideas’ is precisely that they seem to emerge from a complex interaction between perception, internal neuroanatomy, ecology and cultural tradition.

Our environment operates on principles to which we have common access, even though we may interpret differently the data of perception. Our culture teaches us where to focus our attention, and how to prioritize the data of perception. 

These influences and constraints –our minds/consciousness, our world/environment, and our culture which guides and informs our perception, cognition, and attention— form the rules of the game. We are conscious individuals, existing in a cultural and environmental milieu. We experience (at some level of consciousness) time and the passage of time, space, objects, events, and attributes of all of these, such as relative size, weight, texture, speed, and temperature. We recognize animate and inanimate. At times our attention focuses on our own consciousness, our cognitive processes, intuition, and imagination. We also perceive other individuals in society as conscious and intentional and communicative. And as humans we intuitively recognize purpose and value. We look for design rather than chaotic randomness. We ask “why”. We evaluate. We make value judgments. Even radical determinists and behaviorists often smuggle value judgments in through the back door. They may urge us to believe certain things or behave in certain ways. The concepts of value, of should and ought, are at least implicit, and tend to surface at regular intervals. 

We have a sense of destiny, a sense of connectedness to something larger, outside of ourselves. Chafe (1994:9) describes the essence of human understanding as “the ability to interpret particular experiences as manifestations of larger encompassing systems.” This inevitable bent of humans to look for design and purpose in our larger context is a major factor in the way language is used in society. It affects our emergent grammar and lexicon, our text and metaphor creation, and our language processing or sense-making, …our judgments of relevance. Our search for relevance is connected to our sense of connectedness to a larger context. Indeed, it is clearly implicit in Grice’s maxims (cf. O’Grady et al 2001:276) summarized as follows:

Relation: Be relevant.

Quality: Try to make your contribution one that is true. 

Quantity: Do not make your contribution more or less informative than required.

Manner: Avoid ambiguity and obscurity; be brief and orderly.

These maxims have been discussed almost exhaustively, but rarely do we see discussion of what seems most obvious to me, namely that they are thoroughly normative and value-laden. The concept of should or ought underlies his whole agenda. Granted, these are principles of communication, and one could say that there is nothing more at stake than success or failure of some particular attempt at communication. That reply would ignore the ponderous weight of the shared value system that forms the larger context of Grice’s (and many others’) work, namely the study of language or dialogue within a society. 

Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1995) focus on the maxim of relevance, and rightly so, since the other parameters are quite negotiable in human communication. Relevance seems to be required for communication to succeed. It is a feature of dialogue, but it points toward a greater context and connectedness. It is determined within the ongoing dialogue of a society. It is a function of the social group, which exists in and interacts with an environmental context.

3. Emergent grammar, cognitive linguistics, integrational approaches

All of these approaches to the study of language are committed to the concept that language is language only if it is in context (Longacre 1983:xv, 2004:33). 

3.1 Emergent grammar and cognitive linguistics

A promising alternative to traditional formal approaches to language (more accurately, to syntax) is the cognitive linguistics approach, which includes the work on emergent grammar. Hopper (1987:141-2) suggests:


[grammar] must be viewed as a real-time, social phenomenon, and therefore is temporal; its structure is always deferred, always in a process but never arriving, and therefore emergent… The notion of Emergent Grammar is meant to suggest that structure, or regularity, comes out of discourse and is shaped by discourse as much as it shapes discourse in an on-going process. Grammar is hence not to be understood as a pre-requisite for discourse, a prior possession attributable in identical form to both speaker and hearer. Its forms are not fixed templates but are negotiable in face-to-face interaction in ways that reflect the individual speakers' past experience of these forms, and their assessment of the present context, including especially their interlocutors, whose experiences and assessments may be quite different. Moreover, the term Emergent Grammar points to a grammar which is not abstractly formulated and abstractly represented, but always anchored in the specific concrete form of an utterance.

3.2 The integrational approach: maximum context 

Malinowski set the agenda for integrational studies of language. 

It will be obvious to anyone who has so far followed my argument that isolated words are in fact only linguistic figments, the products of an advanced linguistic analysis. The sentence is at times a self-contained linguistic unit, but not even a sentence can be regarded as a full linguistic datum. To us, the real linguistic fact is the full utterance within its context of situation (Malinowski 1935, reprinted in Nye 1998:254).

Toolan (1996:13) was one who perpetuated the holistic tradition: “The essential tenet of an integrational linguistic analysis is that language is always contextually embedded and that this contextualization is always open to change.” 

Cognitive and integrational approaches to linguistics look for regularities that emerge in actual, situated discourse. In Lamb’s terms (1999), our linguistic capacities are functions of our neurocognitive relational networks. The interconnections are redundant and flexible, and are subject to continuous creation, modification, and augmentation, as text and meaning are created in the ongoing dialogue of a society (Walrod 2006a:76). An integrational neurocognitive perspective includes biological (neurological), psychological, sociocultural, and environmental factors. Croft refers to one principle of cognitive linguistics which differentiates cognitive semantics from formal, logic based, truth-conditional semantics. The principle is that “meaning is encyclopedic… all that the speaker knows about the real world experience denoted by the word or construction plays a role (however small) in its meaning” (Croft forthc.).

My suggestion takes this line of thought a little further. It is not just “all we know” about the real world that influences or constrains human communication. It is the existence and immanence of that world, as a part of the total context of situation in which human communication occurs. This extends the relevant context. It is not just ‘all we know’ but also all we can potentially perceive and conceptualize, based on linguistic inputs and interaction in social and environmental context. New meaning and knowledge can emerge through communicative interaction. “One thing is clear: every language-act has a temporal determinant. No semantic form is timeless. When using a word we wake into resonance, as it were, its entire previous history” (Steiner, 1998:24). Meanings are negotiated and created, and are then added to our cognitive history and experience, and are available for subsequent communication and meaning creation. The integrational neurocognitive model allows that “…elements of meaning can be ‘emergent’ in the sense that they need not be directly specified by any of the lexemes in a string, but arise as a result of the coactivation of two or more lexemes in a given context. They thus belong to the whole usage event, rather than any of its parts taken individually” (Harrison 1997:107).

Some mainstream formal approaches to linguistics examine language in relation to itself only, as if it were an autonomous decontextualizable object (Toolan 1996:3). More interdisciplinary approaches to language are willing to include considerations of psychology and biology, but these are still focused inward, toward the language users. Including sociology is a step in the right direction, considering the use of language in society, but it is still potentially bounded by the minds of the individual language users in society, and the influences or constraints imposed by specific societies. 

Consideration of the Total Context looks at something larger, something outside of ourselves, as also being relevant to the subject of language use in communication, in the dialogic action game. The structure of the physical environment bombards our senses, our perceptions. We cannot perceive what is not there. Our experience is limited to what is there. Our intuition and imagination may try to stretch and reach beyond, but at least to the extent that we can communicate those efforts, the expressions will be bound by environment and experience.

Thus, it is not necessary for us to posit a universal grammar to explain the degree of regularity that we can observe in the languages of the world. The common ground could also be explained by virtue of the ‘common ground’, the physical and metaphysical universe that we experience, and that we interact in and communicate about. We all experience the phenomena of physical objects, space, and the passage of time. We are influenced or constrained by this environment even during actual communicative events, and even more so in the recollection and recounting of events which were experienced over a longer period of time than is needed to retell them. 

Our particular worldview stance toward the data of the phenomenal world, how we perceive these in relation to each other and to us, may determine what we see primarily as things or events (which we may categorize as nouns or verbs) or as attributes of things or events (adjectives, adverbs). And it may influence or constrain our choices about what to attend to, and what narratives to create, and to add to the ongoing dialogue of our society.

4. Celebrating the differences

4.1 Parts of speech and syntactic categories: are the categories universal?

The morphosyntactic categories such as noun, verb, adverb, etc., are metalinguistic, the products of analysis and theory construction, and therefore, may at times be an awkward fit for the actual language data. The metalinguistic categories are not the primary data. Haspelmath (2007) insists that pre-established categories do not even exist. He is not arguing that languages do not have regularities that can be categorized by linguists, but rather that the categories are far more language-specific than has been recognized by language typologists, and the categories are not universal or a priori.

In the Ga’dang
 language, which is representative of languages of the Philippines, nouns and verbs can be hard to distinguish. A verbal prefix, ma (combined with lengthening of the initial consonant) changes the meaning of the object to a specific activity associated with the object. A pronominal nominative suffix can also be added. 

(1)
taddung

  mat-taddung


mat-taddung-ak    


 ‘hat’


  v.p.- hat


v.p. -  hat -    I




 “hat”


  “to wear a hat” 

“I am wearing a hat”

(2)
tuttud

   




mat-tuttug-ga
   

‘seat’ (chair, stool, bench)



v.p.- seat- you

“seat”






“(You) sit”

(3) 
balibal  





mab-balibal-ak 

   
‘lunch’ (made to be carried away from home)
v.p. - lunch - I

“lunch”





“I’ am ‘brown-bagging’

The English idiom, ‘brown-bagging’, implies taking or carrying a lunch, no matter what sort of container is actually used. Note that in English, we abscond with the noun referring to the container in order to create a verb meaning to bring food with us away from home.  In Ga’dang, the ‘noun’ stem refers to the food (but specifically, food that has been selected or designated to be carried from home), and the verb form refers to packing or carrying the food (but not yet eating it). 

4.2 Verb morphology, case and voice

Rundell Maree (2007) explains in some detail the difficulty of selecting metalinguistic terms for the regularities he observes in the Ibatan language. The difficulty stems from the fact that many linguists disagree on what the categories are in Philippine languages, and there is not even general agreement on whether they are nominative-accusative or ergative-absolutive languages. 

Those debates will not be resolved in any single paper, so here we just present Ga’dang language data and point out some of the fascinating interaction between form, meaning, and larger context. 

(4)
Sanneno  balibalanku?  

sanna - ino                    balibal    -an                          -ku,

what - subject-marker   lunch-vb.suffix goal focus     1stPers sg., genitive (non subject)

a. “What will I lunchify?” 

b. “What will I use to make my brown-bag lunch?”

c. “What lunch will be made by me?”

The curious English free translation in 4a) “What will I lunchify?” is offered to mirror as closely as possible the actual semantics of the Ga’dang expression, calling attention to the ambivalency of the noun – verb ‘balibal’ in Ga’dang, and also to the fact that there is a clause level construction in Ga’dang which can only be approximated in English. Often it is assumed that a free translation will overcome the difficulties of unavailable formal and semantic equivalents. But all three of the proposed free translations skew the meaning in some ways. 4a) apart from being very unnatural, puts ‘I’ into a subject position. It has a higher prominence than the lunch. 4b) creates a kind of embedding or recursion that does not exist in the Ga’dang example (even implicitly), and we end up with two verbs that are not even present in the Ga’dang clause. 4c) makes the noun ‘lunch’ and the verb ‘to make’. None of these three accomplishes what the goal-focus affix on the verb accomplishes in Ga’dang. A fourth alternative, even more bizarre in English than the others, comes closest to addressing all the translation problems: "What will be lunchified by me?”

We can make a similar point with the same example at the level of syntax. In Ga’dang, ino introduces the subject NP (the NP in focus), so we can see that the verb balibalan (balibal with a verbal suffix) is functioning like a noun in this syntactic construction.

A response to the question in (4) is:

(5)   Balibalannu ino pampang nga manok.

 
balibal –an      –nu                ino  pampang  na  manok

lunch –GlFoc –gen.2nd sg.   SM remainder of  chicken

       “[You] have the leftover chicken for lunch.  (Lunchify the leftover chicken)”

The same ambivalency could possibly be argued for the English ‘brown-bag’ versus ‘brown-bagging’, but the same options for goal-focus do not exist in English. The closest would perhaps be ‘the chicken is being brown-bagged by me’, but in contrast to the Ga’dang, this is very unnatural. Furthermore, the English could then imply that it’s me versus someone else making the lunch, and that is clearly not what the Ga’dang communicates.

4.3 Negation

Continuing with consideration of lexical differences, the English generic negative “no” has no exact equivalent in Ga’dang. If the following three questions are to be answered in the negative in English, the word “no” will serve the purpose in every case.

(6)   Is there rice?
   No  (i.e. there is none).

       Is that rice?
   No (i.e. it is not rice; it is something else).

       Do you want rice?   No (i.e. I don’t want any rice).

In Ga’dang, there is no generic negative available to answer those three questions.

(7)   Wara tudda?

Awan.      

      “Is there rice?’

“none / there is none”

(8)   Tudda yan?

Bakkan.

       “Is that rice?”

“not / it is not”

(9)  Anggam mu tudda?
Ammek (ammay + -ak, negative + I)

       “Do you want rice?”
“no / I reject”

In Cantonese, there is a morpheme that indicates negation, that normally takes the shape of a syllabic nasal (m-), preceding the word that it negates. (The Mandarin equivalent is ‘bu-’). This is another case where the English generic ‘no’ does not have an exact equivalent. The Chinese negated forms are best translated ‘not X’ in English. 

4.4 The lexicon

In the examples above, we did not address the issue of the English generic ‘rice’. There is no generic equivalent in Ga’dang. 

(10)
Pay is rice that is harvested but not threshed, i.e. still on the stalk.

Irik is rice that is harvested and threshed, but not milled, i.e. still in the hulls.

Baggat is rice that is harvested, threshed, and milled, but not cooked.

Tudda, as in the examples above, refers to cooked rice. 

Similarly, there is not a Ga’dang equivalent to the English generic verb “rain”. In English, ‘rain’ may describe precipitation that is very weak or very strong, or of any duration. Even a light drizzle can be called rain. But in Ga’dang, the verb form for ‘light drizzle’ is mararet, and for normal rain it is muran. Rain that is strong and constant is mungung. But that still does not describe all the worldview differences regarding precipitation. If one asks another whether it is going to rain today, the reply could be muran nu anggamma, ‘it will rain if it wants to’. We do not have a concept of volitional rain in English, to my knowledge.

Malinowski (1935) recognized the inevitable cultural and contextual embeddedness of language:

Words from one language are never translatable into another; that is, we cannot equate one word to another. If by translation we mean the supplying of the full range of equivalent devices, metaphorical extensions and idiomatic sayings - such a process is of course possible. But even then it must be remembered that something more than mere juggling with words and expressions is needed. When we pass even from one European country to another we find that cultural arrangements, institutions, interests and systems of values change greatly. Translation in the correct sense must refer therefore not merely to different linguistic uses but often to the different cultural realities behind the words (Nye 1998:256).

That different languages have different lexical inventories is self-evident. What is often overlooked is that words which seem to have counterparts in another language are rarely, if ever, equivalent. The history of usages or collocations of the two similar terms will necessarily be different. And the place that the concept occupies in the respective cultural systems of knowledge and norms will also be different. These differences account for many cross cultural miscommunications, when people may believe they have chosen the right term (based on their knowledge of appropriate uses of the similar term in their own language), but they are unaware of some of the significant “semantic and cultural periphery” of the term in the neurocognitive relational networks (Lamb 1999:381-3) of the speakers of the other language.

A case in point could be the Ga’dang word  atal, which would normally be translated ‘shy’ or ‘ashamed’.  But it is much more. It refers to a cultural value of paramount importance in the Ga’dang community, namely, an appropriate sense of reserve and respect. If a newcomer to the Ga’dang community were to learn the phrase awan a atalla ‘he/she has no atal’, they might think the phrase could be used of someone who was extroverted, not bashful. But to describe someone in that way would be very insulting. And to direct at someone awan a atallu  ‘you have no atal’ would likely produce tears or extreme anger. It is like accusing someone of the ultimate discourtesy or disrespect (like walang hiya in Tagalog).

This paper emphasizes differences between worldviews and languages, notwithstanding Wierzbicka’s assertions (1996:15) that what underlies her book is the “strongest universalist hypothesis” concerning semantic and lexical universals. The contention here is that the apparent semantic universals could also be explained on the basis of ‘inevitably available concepts’ (cf. section 2), and that the semantic organization of knowledge in society is separated from the universal reality by at least one level of abstraction. This view welcomes the discovery of semantic and grammatical nuances that are unique to each language and culture. This view can accept an approach of ethnosyntax such as Newman’s treatment of culture and cognition (2002:76) in which he deals with “…relatively specific linguistic structures which seem more likely to be the result of broader non-linguistic phenomena rather than the other way around.” Chafe’s work on Northern Iroquoian languages (2002:99 ff) seems also to accentuate differences rather than common ground or universals. He finds, for example, that Seneca and English differ significantly, “…both in the thoughts they express and in the ways they express them” (Chafe 2004:37)

4.5 Discourse structure related to timeline or eventline

One of the aspects of the organization of discourse in the ongoing dialogue of a society is the experience of the passage of time (our experience of and interaction with our physical environment), and our culturally constrained perception of the passage of time, with whatever ancillary beliefs that involves.  The Aymara people of Bolivia and Peru are reported to view past time as being in front of them, and the future as being behind them (Núñez and Sweetser, 2006).

Foley (1997:188-91) describes research done by Hollenbach on Copala Trique of Mexico. The metaphors referring to the passage of time use body parts, with “foot” of the year being the beginning of the year, and “head” of the month being the end of the month. These and other examples seem to imply that the Trique envision past time as below, and future time as above. A fascinating extension of this conceptualization is that “feet-of” can refer to something that has a causal relationship to what follows, i.e. is the cause of or the ‘basis’ of something. The vernacular expression which is literally translated ‘feet of that’ conveys the meaning ‘therefore’.

There is a somewhat similar concept in Ga’dang, although there is no necessary correlation with physical space or direction. There is, however, a correlation to temporal space, or passage of time. The word gafu means ‘beginning’ or ‘origin’. There is a Ga’dang folktale entitled “Gafu na uwaw”, ‘the origin of the monkey’. The use of the term is extended to that of logical cohesive device connecting propositions, or larger chunks of discourse. Antu gafu na… means ‘That is the source/origin of…’ or ‘That is the cause of…’ (i.e. ‘therefore’). ‘Gafu se…’ can be translated as ‘because’ or ‘since’. Both English ‘since’ and Ga’dang gafu se can include both temporal sequence and causality in their semantics.

All of this helps us interpret Longacre’s proposed parameter of Contingent Temporal Succession, which he suggests is a feature of narrative and procedural discourse genre (Longacre 1983:3-6). At least in our perception of the world we live in, we recognize not just events happening sequentially in a randomly ordered universe, but we perceive causality as well. Contingency may be causal as well as temporal.

Ga’dang narrative discourse (Walrod 1979, and 1984) clearly has a backbone or mainline of development that is made up of events in temporal sequence. Strategies exist for signaling discontinuities in the time line, such as a flashback, or a time interval between episodes. Plot is developed and signaled through various surface structure devices, but one of the most striking is what I called Maximum Deletion, a device used to mark the peak or climax of the story. In the peak episode of one typical folktale, the ratio of verbs to non-verbs in the sentences was 1:3, whereas the ratio was 1:8 in the low tension parts of the story, and about 1:6 as the average.  This device is clearly not universal, however. Longacre (1983:27) reported that in the Hebrew text of the Flood Narrative, a great deal of paraphrase is employed, to call attention to the climax of the story by stretching it out. Similar phenomena (very long sentences) were observed in peak position in Wojokeso (New Guinea) narratives (Longacre 1976:223).

4.6 Discourse markers or particles

Discourse markers or particles in dialogue are like trump cards. They have a disproportionate functional load in shaping the emergent text-level meaning of utterances or texts. They very often serve to add emphasis or intensity (e.g. really, totally, right on), or they may minimize or refute (e.g. no way, as if). Others can be used for mitigation, or expressing uncertainty (e.g. possibly, apparently, maybe). (For a fuller discussion of their functions, and many examples from Ga’dang and other Philippine languages, see Walrod 2006b.)

5. Metaphor and text
Metaphor is a universal phenomenon of cognition and communication (meaning creation), but also as a highly culture-specific conceptual map of the culture-world. Foley (1997:191) states that “The effect of metaphor is pervasive in language, even the scope of grammatical categories does not escape it.” 
Lakoff and Johnson (1980) claim, “Metaphor is one of the most basic mechanisms we have for understanding our experience” (211). Ko(vecses (2005:3-5) asserts that “bodily experience may be selectively used in the creation of metaphors [but] bodily experience may be overridden by both culture and cognitive processes”. This is integrational already, but he goes on to list eleven “parts, aspects, or components that interact with each other” in the constitution or creation of metaphor. The parts or aspects could all be subsumed (with some overlap) into our categories of language, biology, culture, and environment, which we propose to be the contextual constraints on communication. What is emerging, therefore, is the suggestion that metaphor, language, and communication, have a common explanation. This is consistent with Ricouer’s claim that a single theory can account for text (production/interpretation) and metaphor (Reagan and Stewart 1978, ch.10).

Ko(vecses (2005:3-5) eleven components of the cognitive linguistic view of metaphor are: 1. source domain; 2. target domain; 3. experiential basis; 4. neural structures corresponding to (1) and (2) in the brain; 5. relationships between the source and the target; 6. metaphorical linguistic expressions; 7. mappings; 8. entailments; 9. blends; 10. nonlinguistic realizations; and 11.  cultural models. This sounds suspiciously like the same list of phenomena that are needed to account for language in general, according to an integrational neurocognitive perspective. All of these would come into play in text production and interpretation, as well as metaphor creation (with the possible exception of 1 and 2, which seem to be carried over from the traditional definitions of metaphor). Metaphor creation involves new juxtapositions that create new meanings. Text production involves new juxtapositions that create new linguistic meanings. Both the creation and the interpretation of metaphor and text are processes of inference generation, in the interactional negotiation of meaning in dialogue.

The following are examples of metaphorical expressions in Ga’dang.

(11)
Nagattat ino anga’na.  


“His breath snapped (like a string being broken).”
(i.e. He died.)

(12)
Napatu ada na. 

“He has hot blood.” 
  (i.e. He is hot-tempered.)


(13)
Nala’bat ada na. 

“He has cold blood.”
   (i.e. He is even-tempered / cool.)

(14)
Makatal ada na. 

“He has itchy blood.”
   (i.e. He is covetous.)

(15)
Ulaggayu.  


“You are snakes.”
   (i.e. You creep up on people quietly.)

(16)
Awan a tulangngeno bifingnga.


“He has no bones in his lips.” 
(i.e. He does not control his speech.)

(Other Ga’dang idioms or metaphors are presented in Walrod, 2004.)

Expanding on the Ga’dang term baggat introduced in (10), ‘the actual grain of rice, inside the hulls’, there are metaphorical usages. Nabbaggat, an adjectival form meaning ‘grain-filled’, refers to rice that is heavy with grain, as opposed to kupat which means ‘empty’, in reference to rice plants that did not develop grains of rice inside the hulls, (e.g. due to drought). But it is possible to describe someone’s utterance as nabbaggat, meaning ‘profound’ (similar to the metaphorical ‘weighty’ in English). Still another metaphorical extension of baggat is the phrase ino baggat neno nakamma ‘the grain of his mind’, which entails not just his thoughts, but also his motives or purpose in thinking/saying/doing something. 

At the risk of undermining the value of the examples cited in this section, I need to ask whether these are metaphors at all? Certainly they qualify, according to the traditional definitions of metaphor. But at the very least they are dead metaphors, not living ones. Ricouer has pointed out that there are no live metaphors in a dictionary (1976:52). Once a particularly creative expression has entered the shared lexicon, it has become a standard expression, and that metaphorical process or event that occurred upon the creation of the expression (and the simultaneous creation or emergence of new meaning) has now become a standard meaning association in the cognitive history or cognitive environment of the members of the speech community, and may now belong to the category of idioms.

6. Contextual and cultural constraints, versus universal grammar
All of the examples above may not in themselves disprove the Universal Grammar concept, but they provide evidence that the UG concept could influence us to analyze or interpret data in order to serve the theory, rather than to focus on and appreciate the uniqueness of cultures and the complexity of linguistic communication and its function in the dialogic action game. In a similar vein, Everett’s (2005) examples and generalizations regarding cultural constraints on grammar and cognition may be subject to reinterpretation, and may not prove his contentions as firmly as he suggests. But they do support the position that languages are culturally and contextually embedded and complex, and must be understood from a thoroughly integrational perspective. The attempted rebuttal of Everett’s conclusions, by Nevins et al (2007), is subject to the same evaluation, namely that it claims more than it proves. For example, in their response to Everett’s “Immediacy of Experience Principle” (IEP), they state “To the extent that speakers of these other languages [they cited several] participate in cultures that do not share the supposedly ‘surprising’ features of Pirahã culture, we are left with no argument that there are any grammatical peculiarities of Pirahã  that require a cultural explanation”. But that is a stronger conclusion than is warranted from their arguments. It may be that all of the languages require some explanation of cultural or environmental constraints that could have led to their respective regularities of syntax or lexicon (cf. Levinson’s ‘inevitably available concepts’). Similarly, they express skepticism of Everett’s assertions concerning Pirahã culture, and the “…alleged inability to learn other languages.” But Everett did not make such an allegation. Rather, he pointed out that the people “…ultimately do not value Portuguese (or American) knowledge but oppose its coming into their lives” (2005:626). This is in the context of explaining their resistance to learning mathematics, literacy, or a second language.

Nevins et al (2007:4) also challenge the relevance of Everett’s assault on the concept of UG. They say that Universal Grammar “…is nothing more than a name for the human capacity for language, an aspect of our genetic endowment”. But the very next sentence talks about how UG can circumscribe an individual’s linguistic experience, and a following paragraph describes how the Principles-and-Parameters research tradition “…explains this common experience as a consequence of particular limitations on linguistic variation provided by UG”. Clearly UG does appear to be more than a name for the human capacity for language. 

Inevitably this argument about the reality of UG seems to hinge on the assumption that there could be no other explanation for perceived similarities between languages, for phenomena that at least at first glance appear to be the same “building blocks”.  My response is twofold. First, there could well be another explanation which is external rather than internal, or a combination of external influences or constraints and internal cognitive capacity. And that explanation is the perspective of the integration of language, biology, culture, and environment. Second, there could be more differences than appear on the surface (such as lexical and syntactic inequality across languages, and the difficulty of translation).

In significant measure, different languages are different, inherently creative counterproposals to the constraints, to the limiting universals of biological and ecological conditions. They are the instruments of storage and of transmission of legacies of experience and imaginative construction particular to a given community. We do not yet know if the ‘deep structures’ postulated by transformational-generative grammars are in fact substantive universals. But if they are, the immense diversities of languages as men have spoken and speak them can be interpreted as a direct rebellion against the undifferentiated constraints of biological universality. In their formidable variety ‘surface structures’ would be an escape from rather than a contingent vocalization of ‘deep structures’ (Steiner 1998:300).

In any case, Haspelmath (2007) argues very well that the pre-established or innate categories of grammar do not exist, so we can focus more on Steiner’s emphasis on linguistic diversity, than on his suggestion that humans might have needed to rebel against biological constraints to achieve the diversity.

7. Conclusion
This paper refers to Malinowski, Longacre, Hopper, Chafe, Lamb, Toolan, Levinson, Croft and others who reject formalist approaches to language as decontextualizable code. Language is language only in its cultural and situational context. (And I did not even invoke the names of Sapir and Whorf, but should have, in this discussion.)

Rather than taking an extreme empiricist position (even while arguing strongly against the extreme nativist ‘language instinct’ position), this is an integrational approach in which genetic design or innate language capacity is engaged with the cultural and the larger (cosmological) environment. Human experience in time and space informs memory and imagination, and helps to account for the degree of regularity we see in human languages. There is no need to posit an innate universal grammar to explain these regularities. It is in the context of our culture and our environment, our learned systems of knowledge and beliefs, as well as all inevitably available concepts, that we can succeed in communication, negotiating and creating emergent linguistic meanings through metaphor and text. Humans have creativity, individually and collectively, and this accounts for the ability to innovate, and the remarkable dissimilarities between speech communities (cf.Levinson 2003:317), in the sound systems, syntax, lexicon, text and metaphor. While linguistic conventions and regularities are necessary in order to account for our ability to communicate, innovation and emergence (of syntax, lexicon, and text) are better explanations for our desire to do so.

References

Chafe, Wallace. 1994. Discourse, consciousness, and time: The flow and displacement of conscious experience in speaking and writing. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Chafe, Wallace 2002. “Masculine and feminine in the Northern Iroqouian languages”. Ethnosyntax: Explorations in grammar and culture, ed. by N. J. Enfield, 99-109. Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press.

Chafe, Wallace. 2004. “Discourse effects of polysynthesis”. Discourse across languages and cultures ed. by Carol L. Moder & Aida Martinovic-Zic, 37-52. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Croft, William. “Toward a social cognitive linguistics”. To appear in New directions in cognitive linguistics, ed. by V. Evans and S. Pourcel. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Enfield, N.J., ed. 2002. Ethnosyntax: Explorations in grammar and culture. Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press.

Everett, Daniel L. 2005. “Cultural constraints on grammar and cognition in Pirahã. Another look at the design features of human language”. Current Anthropology 46:4.621-646.
Foley, W. A. 1997. Anthropological linguistics: An introduction: Language in society. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers.

Harrison, Colin. 1997. “Semantic specification / Semantic emergence: Against the container metaphor of meaning”. The Twenty-third LACUS Forum 1996, ed. by Alan K. Melby, 95-107. Chapel Hill: LACUS.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2007. “Pre-established categories don't exist: Consequences for language description and typology”. Linguistic Typology, Vol. 11 Issue 1, p119-132, PDF of ms. Retrieved September 12, 2007, from http://email.eva.mpg.de/~haspelmt/Preestablished.pdf
Hopper, Paul. 1987. “Emergent grammar”. Berkeley Linguistics Society, 13, 139-157. Retrieved August 9, 2007, from http://home.eserver.org/hopper/emergence.html.

Ko(vecses, Zolta(n. 2005. Metaphor in culture: Universality and variation. Cambridge & New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lakoff, George & Johnson, Mark. 1980. Metaphors we live by. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Lamb, Sydney M. 1999. Pathways of the brain: The neurocognitive basis of language. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Levinson, Stephen C. 2003. Space in language and cognition: Explorations in cognitive diversity. Cambridge & New York: Cambridge University Press.

Longacre, Robert. 1976. An Anatomy of Speech Notions. Lisse: Peter de Ridder Press.

Longacre, Robert. 1983. The grammar of discourse. London & New York: Plenum Press.

Longacre, Robert. 2004. “Holistic textlinguistics”.  Discourse across languages and cultures, ed. by Carol L. Moder & Aida Martinovic-Zic, 13-36. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Love, Nigel, ed.2006. Language and history: Integrationist perspectives. London & New York: Routledge.

Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1935. “The translation of untranslatable words”. The language of magic and  gardening. Bloomington, IN: Indiana Univ. Pr. 11-15, 21-2. Reprinted in Nye, Andrea. 1998. Philosophy of language: The big questions by Andrea Nye, 254-259.  Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Maree, Rundell. 2007. “Ibatan: A grammatical sketch of the language of Babuyan Claro Island”. Special monograph issue no. 53 Manila: Linguistic Society of the Philippines.

Moder, Carol Lynn and Aida Martinovic-Zic, eds. 2004. Discourse across languages and cultures. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Nevins, Andrew, David Pesetsky & Cilene Rodrigues. March 8, 2007. “Piraha exceptionality: A reassessment”. Retrieved September 10, 2007, from http://faculty.virginia.edu/linganth/Docs/Everett-Nevins-etal.Piraha-Exceptionality.pdf
Newman, J. 2002. “Culture, cognition and 'give' clauses”.  Ethnosyntax: Explorations in grammar and culture, ed. by N. J. Enfield. New York: Oxford University Press.
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