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"Apparently one of the difficulties in the above
findings involves the ill-intentioned hypothesis that
human groups which exhibit motor precocity are
"less sapient" . . . It is therefore important to
report a recent study by Freedman and Strieby
(unpublished data, 1973), using the Cambridge
Neonatal Scales with 31 newborns of Punjabi
extraction. The Punjabis are a Caucasian group of
Northern India who have been highly successful
economically in New Delhi, where the study was
done. Our data indicate that this group is the
most motorically precocious of any group yet
seen, including African and Australian aboriginal
newborns... Thus, within the one race of Cauca-
sians, differences wide enough to encompass the
other groups have been found, and it would
appear that motor precocity is related to localized
adaptations rather than to broad phyletic trends.
We hope these findings will help lay to rest un-
warranted and mischievous speculation regard-
ing the relative phyletic position of one or anoth-
er group of mankind (Human Infancy: An Evolu-
tionary Perspective, 1974, p 170).

Again, Rushton does not inform the reader of
research which contradicts his own racial hy-
pothesis.

Teaching Procedures
In pursuing these and similar sources there are
several procedures that can be utilized. All stu-
dents in a class can be assigned a term paper to
analyze and critique the use of the sources cited
by Rushton, alternatively each student could be
assigned one of the sources. Students can give
brief oral presentations of their conclusions. A
summary can be sent to Rushton requesting he
reply to one or more specific points. If the above
samples represent a pattern, what does that pat-
tern demonstrate about Rushton's claim to be
doing science? Surely Rushton uses some sources
in a manner that accurately reflects their author's
conclusion. What is the validity of the informa-
tion provided by those sources that Rushton
accurately quotes? 23

Leonard Lieberman, who is a professor of anthropol-
ogy at Central Michigan U, may be reached at
3 YKTTU4@cmuvm.csv.cmich.edu.

Linguistic Anthropology 2OOO
BY CHARLES L BRIGGS

U CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO

On behalf of the Committee on the State of the
Profession of the Society for Linguistic Anthro-
pology and at the behest of then SLA President
Alessandro Duranti, I sent a survey to all depart-
ments of anthropology in Canada and the US.
Lourdes de Leon and John Haviland are now sur-
veying Mexican universities. My goal was to
determine the position of linguistic anthropolo-
gy in the discipline, hoping that this information
would be useful to SLA and AAA, to institutions
in curricular and hiring policies, and to linguistic
anthropologists themselves. Our colleagues were

ments have strengthened the intellectual and
institutional place of linguistic anthropology in
the discipline. But we can say with some degree
of certitude that it is still, in quantitative terms,
small. Whereas the mean faculty size for depart-
ments responding to the survey is 9.3, the mean
number of anthropologists employed in these
departments is only 0.66. Thus, whereas quite a
number of departments lacked linguistic anthro-
pologists and a few had as many as three faculty
members specializing in this area, a common pat-
tern for departments of moderate size is to
employ one linguist. To the surprise of many
practitioners, slightly more linguistic anthropolo-

Linguistic anthropologists Edward
Sapir (left) and Jane Hill (right)
served as AAA president in 1938 and
1997-99. Hill's research on language
and racism draws on Sapir's pioneer-
ing works on the social life of lan-
guage in casting an anthropological
light on some of the most troubling
issues of our day.

Smithsonian institution

generous with their time, and I received 150 com-
pleted questionnaires.

Five to ten years ago, many practitioners be-
lieved that linguistic anthropology was losing
ground. Few jobs were opening—even in the face
of retirements and departures—and anthropolo-
gists of other stripes often seemed to lack a sense
of how linguistics was relevant to their concerns.
The last few years, however, have witnessed a
host of job opportunities in academic depart-
ments. This change seems to have resulted from
new research agendas, including work on the
place of language ideologies within historical as
well as contemporary social, cultural and political
economic processes, linguistic dimensions of
state power and institutions, and the suppression
of "minority" languages by the dominance of
English and other "hegemonic" languages. At the
same time, society has come to our assistance by
making the case for the importance of linguistic
inquiry to anthropology as Official English legis-
lation, the Ebonics controversy in Oakland, ef-
forts to restrict bilingual education and other
flash points have gained tremendous public visi-
bility. As Past AAA President Jane Hill argued, lan-
guage often emerges in such cases as a seemingly
safe arena in which the politics of race can be
debated.

Small But Strong
Although we lack comparable statistics for previ-
ous years, it is our impression that these develop-

gists (0.7) are employed in other departments and
programs. Whereas the gender balance in depart-
ments of anthropology is skewed toward men
(40.5% women, 59.5% men), the number of fe-
male and male linguistic anthropologists em-
ployed is virtually identical.

The curricular picture is mixed. Fifty-five per-
cent of anthropology departments require at least
one course in linguistic anthropology, as opposed
to 97% for social/cultural, 80.5% for archaeology,
73% for physical and 5% for applied. Where just
over half of courses focus, on average, on social/
cultural anthropology, 7% lie in linguistic, 21%
in archaeological, 15% in physical and 6% in
applied anthropology. Very few students (4%)
select a concentration in linguistic anthropology
when one is available at the undergraduate level;
the same percentage is reported at the graduate
level. Forty percent of graduate programs require
courses in linguistic anthropology.

Course Renovation
Linguistic anthropology is effectively sustaining
the sense that it is a vital part of the discipline,
and many anthropologists believe that linguistics
should be represented on the faculty and in the
curriculum. While linguistic anthropologists
have recently demonstrated that their research
can inform the central theoretical and empirical
questions that engage the discipline as a whole, it

See Linguistic Anth 2000 on page 34
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Linguistic Anth 2000
Continued from page 33

appears that they need to revise courses—partic-
ularly the introductory course in linguistic an-
thropology—to bring this message to the fore.
General anthropology courses at the undergradu-
ate and graduate levels and introductory text-
books similarly need to be reconfigured to incor-
porate up-to-date understandings of linguistic
anthropology and the politics of language.

This recommendation points to the larger need
to take more active steps designed to change the
public face of linguistic anthropology within the
discipline. Because reading patterns are still
shaped significantly by subdisciplinary bound-
aries, anthropologists in other areas are frequent-
ly unaware of changing epistemologies and prac-
tices within linguistic anthropology. Practitioners
might thus be well-advised to organize a faculty
seminary to discuss contemporary work in the
field. By helping to coordinate departmental col-
loquia series, linguistic anthropologists can bring
speakers in this area to campus. Giving a lecture
or two in the department's introductory course
also provides a means to shape student's percep-
tion of the field from the start. Assisting with the
selection of readings on linguistics for introduc-
tory courses is also productive.

Support Systems
SLA and AAA might take concrete steps designed
to support linguistic anthropologists, particularly
at the junior level. The numbers suggest that
many practitioners employed in academic set-
tings—either within or outside anthropology
departments—are all alone: they lack other mem-
bers of the subfield on their campuses. This is true
for many individuals as they take their first jobs.
Mentoring can be difficult for potential candi-
dates if senior faculty members are not conver-
sant with research in linguistic anthropology.
Accordingly, SLA might consider setting up an
inter-institutional mentoring system to provide
individuals willing to support a junior faculty
member. Colleges and universities might fund a
short visit to enable mentors to visit a junior fac-
ulty member's campus, discuss curricular issues
and research trajectories and, in the course of a
public lecture or faculty seminar familiarize other
faculty members with linguistic anthropology.
Because this same structural problem often con-
fronts physical anthropologists—and sometimes
archaeologists—a similar mentoring program
could be of value.

If more linguistic anthropologists teach outside
departments of anthropology than within, it is
extremely important for SLA to think about how
it addresses the needs of these members. Both
implicit and explicit exclusionary practices are
sometime built into communications from AAA
and SLA, projecting implied disciplinary readers
and thus bearing the message—"if you are not in
a department of anthropology, this doesn't apply
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to you." We need more inclusive modes. Similarly,
if the accepted model of the linguistic anthro-
pologist is of a disdplinarily placed subject, we
need to learn more about the position of practi-
tioners who teach in linguistics, sociology, ethnic,
cultural, American and women's studies, language
departments and area studies programs. A ques-
tionnaire sent to SLA members might also be pro-
ductive. Departments of anthropology could ben-
efit by fostering relations with linguistic anthro-
pologists who teach elsewhere on their campuses.
It is also important to keep departments of lin-
guistics informed about new developments in lin-
guistic anthropology and to encourage them to
support linguistic anthropologists on their cam-
puses.

Despite recent gains, a substantial gap still sep-
arates the intellectual strength of linguistic an-
thropology in the discipline from its institutional
status. I hope that this survey will stimulate con-
versations and interventions focused on bringing
the two more closely into accord. E3

Charles L Briggs is a professor in the Department of
Ethnic Studies, U of California, San Diego;
clbriggs@weber.ucsd.edu. He sincerely thanks the other
members of the Committee, Donald Brenneis (AAA
President-Elect), Alessandro Duranti (Past SLA
President), Susan Gal (SLA President), Victor Golla,
Norma Mendoza-Denton and Richard Senghas for their
assistance shaping the questions and formulating rec-
ommendations.

DISABILITY INCOME PLAN PREMIUM
CREDIT ANNOUNCED

Members insured in the AAA Disability Income Plan as of April 30,
2000 will receive a premium credit of 15% of their premium due for the
Policy Year May 1, 2000 through April 30, 2001. These premium cred-
its wiii effectively Sower the annual premium by 15%, thus reducing the
cost of coverage for eligible insured members. The Disability Income
Plan insures one's most valuable asset, the ability to earn income.

For more information on any of the American Anthropological Asso-
ciation Group Insurance Plans please contact:

Administrator
AAA Group Insurance Program

P.O. Box 9186
Des Moines, IA 50306-9041

Or call toll-free 1-800-424-9883

Notice to AH AAA Guide Listers
Wlthiis a tew weeks, you will receive your forms for updating your institution's listing in the 2000/01
AAA Guide to Departments as well as in the' "AAA Resource Center: Your Online Guide to the
Anthropological Community." Please take the time before you leave for the summer to review these
forms and fill in the required information as accurately and legibly as possible. Be sure to sign the
forms and return them to AAA by May 31.


