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PREFACE

With this volume,Michigan Studies in the Humanities inaugurates 
a series of books designed to promote cooperation among the various 
branches of the humanities by presenting perspectives on traditional 
problems of interpretation and evaluation. Though written by scholars 
firmly grounded in their special fields, these works will attempt to 
reach a wider audience by acknowledging problems confronted by the 
many branches of humanistic endeavor. At a time when scholars seem 
to speak to a narrower and narrower audience, it becomes essential that 
the common framework of humanistic investigation must be reasserted. 
We believe that the specialization and fragmentation of our field can be 
transcended and, without the trivializing effects of popularization, a 
sense of shared purpose can invigorate separate investigations and 
create a context for a unified understanding of human creativity and 
imagination.

Michigan Studies in the Humanities is directed by an editorial 
board representing a broad spectrum of scholars in the humanities and 
social sciences; initial funding for the publications is provided by the 
Horace H. Rackham School of Graduate Studies at the University of 
Michigan. We hope, however, that the series will become selfsupporting 
in the near future.
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INTRODUCTION

The ever expanding bibliography of Roman Jakobson’s contribu
tions to the humanities recently prompted an editor of one of the 
numerous Festschrifts in Jakobson’s honor to dub him a “polyhistor,” 1 
implying thereby that polyhistors did not altogether die out with the 
Goethes, von Humboldts and other late representatives of the Renais
sance ideal of Universal Man. In Jakobson’s case,however, selection of 
the signans ‘polyhistor’ is adequate only if its broad semantic load, i.e. 
its signatum, is constrained by the fact that Jakobson has always re
mained faithful to his adopted coat of arms, Linguista sum: linguistici 
nihil a me alienum puto.

Indeed, in all Jakobson’s forays into other fields, the linguistic 
view has prevailed to such an extent that he has sometimes been ac
cused of promoting a linguistic imperialism. At any rate, linguistics 
clearly dominates his shifting network of relations, whether he discusses 
the molecular endowment of every homo sapiens, teleology in cyber
netics, homologies of the genetic code, aphasic impairments, Hölderlin’s 
madness, or three hypostases of the human essence in the likeness of 
the Trinity.

While insisting on dialogue with other fields and combatting the 
parochial tendencies of certain linguistic schools, Jakobson has always 
warned against the danger of surrendering the autonomy of linguistics 
and dissolving it in other fields, whether they be sociology, psychology, 
anthropology, neurology, logic or algebra. Since his early scholarly 
career, he has encouraged an interdisciplinary teamwork which would 
presuppose that each discipline must understand the language of other 
disciplines and, in turn, be understood by them. It was in this sense

1. C. H. van Schooneveld, “By Way of Introduction: Roman Jakobson’s 
Tenets and Their Potential,” Roman Jakobson: Echoes of his Scholarship, ed. by 
D. Armstrong and C. H. van Schooneveld (Lisse, 1978).
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INTRODUCTION

that he understood the term “structuralism,” which he coined but 
abandoned when it turned into a fad causing a rapid swelling of the 
signatum and a truly pathological case of assymetric dualism of a verbal 
sign. And it is in the same sense that he uses the term “semiotic(s).”

For Jakobson semiotics is a framework for an interdisciplinary 
teamwork of specialists and certainly not an eclectic academic fashion 
which would not hesitate to use the concept of sign for hazy metaphors 
about exciting vistas to be opened by a new, all-embracing and all- 
encompassing unified science. He approaches the general study of signs 
as a linguist concerned not only with the similarities but also with the 
profound differences among various sign systems. In his view, the basic, 
the primary and the most important semiotic system is verbal language: 
“language,” he emphatically asserts, “really is the foundation of cul
ture; in relation to language, other systems of symbols are concomitant 
or derivative.” 2

The primacy of the verbal language and particularly the pervasive 
role of articulated sound is newly restated as a summa summarum in 
The Sound Shape o f  Language (1979), where Roman Jakobson, to
gether with his co-author Linda Waugh, highlights the connection be
tween the articulated sound of verbal communication and the phe
nomena of thought, emphatically rejecting all attempts to assume 
“wordless or even signless, asemiotic thinking.” 3 And it is in the name 
of a qualitative hierarchy of various sign systems that Jakobson voices 
serious misgivings about the attempt of ‘zoosemiotics’ to downgrade the 
fundamental distinction between the verbal communication of man 
and the sign communication of bees, birds, apes and other species. In 
his view, “the transition from ‘zoosemiotics’ to human language is a 
huge qualitative leap, in contradiction to the outdated behaviourist 
creed that the language of animals differs from men’s language in degree 
but not in kind.”4 Verbal language for Jakobson is ‘species-specified,’ 
and, as such, separated from all the various animal signs by a set of es
sential properties such as the imaginative and creative power of lan
guage, its ability to handle abstractions and fictions, and to deal with 
things and events remote in space and/or time. In this connection, 
Jakobson recalls the notion of double articulation’ which, as a theory, 
originated in the Middle Ages, if not earlier, but was reformulated in

2. Roman Jakobson, “Results of a Joint Conference of Anthropologists 
and Linguists,” Selected Writings, 2 (The Hague, 1971), p. 556.

3. Roman Jakobson and Linda Waugh, The Sound Shape of Language, 
(Bloomington, 1979).

4. Roman Jakobson, Main Trends in the Science of Language (New York, 
1974), p. 45.
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INTRODUCTION IX

1930 by the Russian linguist D. Bubrix and more recently by the 
French structuralist André Martinet and others in their attempts to ex
plain the privileged human ability of articulation as an operation of 
two subsequent steps: the articulation of sound matter (articulatio 
prima) and of words into sentences (articulatio secunda).

The results of numerous efforts to train individual anthropoids to 
use visual substitutes for human language strike Jakobson as “magnifi
cent proofs of a deep chasm between human linguistic operations and 
the semiotic primitivism of apes.” 5 He regards the differences as far 
more illuminating than the similarities and strongly advises that human 
language be kept apart from animal communication and that we avoid 
imposing anthropomorphic concepts on the general study of signs. This 
is one of the main themes of Jakobson’s concise study “A Glance at the 
Development of Semiotics.” 6 Jakobson insists here that the semiotic 
research which touches upon the question of language should avoid the 
imprudent application of the special characteristics of verbal language 
to other semiotic systems. And at the same time, he warns against at
tempts to exclude from semiotics “the study of systems of signs which 
have little resemblance to language and to follow up this ostracizing 
activity to the point of revealing a presumably ‘non-semiotic’ layer in 
language itself.”

Although Jakobson in his writing has frequently given credit to 
Ferdinand de Saussure for his cursory remarks about the general science 
of signs, it is Charles Sanders Peirce who, in Jakobson’s view, made the 
most substantial and lasting contribution to modern semiotics by his 
effort to illuminate diverse principles in the classification of signs and 
to challenge the simplified emphasis on arbitrariness in the concept of 
sign. Jakobson’s paper, “A Few Remarks on Peirce,” included in the 
present volume, was originally delivered as a lecture at Johns Hopkins 
University in Baltimore where Peirce spent five years of his life as a 
teacher, a rather exceptional period in his struggle for recognition by 
the American academic community. In Jakobson’s view, Peirce’s most 
felicitous contribution to general linguistics and semiotics is his defini
tion of meaning as ‘the translation of a sign into another systems of 
sign.’ “How many fruitless discussions about mentalism and anti- 
mentalism would be avoided,” Jakobson avers, “if one approached the 
notion of meaning in terms of translation, which no mentalists and no

5. Ibid.
6. It was originally delivered in French as the introductory speech to the 

First Congress of the International Association of Semiotics (IASS) in 1974. In 
its English version it appears for the first time in the present volume.



X INTRODUCTION

behaviorists could reject.” This proclamation, however, should not be 
interpreted as Jakobson’s impartiality in the struggle between mentalists 
and anti-mentalists. Anti-mentalism has for years been a target of his 
most vehement attacks. Recently he restated his position in an address 
to the Symposium on the European Background of American Lin
guistics, also included in the present volume. Here, blaming the impact 
of radical behaviorism on Leonard Bloomfield, Jakobson reminds us 
that “any ‘mentalistic view’ was proscribed by Bloomfield as a ‘pre- 
scientific approach to human things’ or even a ‘primeval drug of 
animism’ with its ‘teleologic and animistic verbiage’: will, wish, desire, 
volition, emotion, sensation, perception, mind, idea, totality, conscious
ness, subconsciousness, belief, and the other ‘elusive spiritistic-teleolo- 
gic words on our tribal speech’. ”

One of the concepts which the anti-mentalists, whether radical or 
moderate, have found hard to accept is, of course, that of metalanguage. 
Yet, metalanguage plays a fundamental role in Jakobson’s ‘Organon’ of 
verbal communication, first outlined in his Presidential Address to the 
Annual Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America in 1956, and re
published in our volume. Here Jakobson asserts that “metalingual op
erations with words or syntactic constructions permit us to overcome 
Leonard Bloomfield’s forebodings in his endeavors to incorporate 
meaning into the science of language.

In Jakobson’s struggle with anti-mentalism, it is, however, the 
acquisition of language and its decay which became his two paramount 
themes. His more recent contribution to this area is republished here 
from the Scandinavian Journal o f  Logopedics and Phoniatrics under the 
title “On Aphasic Disorders from a Linguistic Angle.” In our volume, it 
is followed by his paper “On the Linguistic Approach to the Problem of 
Consciousness and the Unconscious” which is the English translation of 
his Russian paper for the International Conference on the Unconscious 
in October, 1979, in Tbilisi, URRS. The conference, we may point 
out, was basically initiated by the Georgian school of psychology, 
which has been struggling for years with the powerful anti-mentalistic 
forces dominating Soviet scholarship. Using this opportunity, Jakobson 
here again recalls his favored predecessors and fellow fighters for a 
broad interdisciplinary framework of scholarship: Baudouin de Courte
nay, Mikojfaj Kruszewski, Ferdinand de Saussure, Franz Boas and par
ticularly Edward Sapir, who has been for Jakobson the most inspiring 
figures of modern American linguistics and anthropology.

Ladislav Matejka
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Em ile Benveniste in his “A  Glance at the D evelopm ent o f  
L inguistics” (Coup d ’oeil sur le d éve lo p p em en t de la linguis
tique), [1963] ) ,th e  b eau tifu l study  w hose heading I bo rro w  for 
th is  p resen ta tion , brings to  o u r a tte n tio n  th a t “ linguistics has a 
double ob ject: i t  is the science o f  language and the  science o f  
languages . . .  I t is on  languages th a t the  linguist w orks, and 
linguistics is first o f  all a th eo ry  o f  languages. B ut . . . the 
in fin ite ly  diverse problem s o f  languages have th e  following 
in com m on: at a certain  degree o f  generality , th ey  always p u t 
language in to  q u estio n .” We are dealing w ith  language as a 
universal invariant w ith  respect to  varied local languages w hich 
are variable in tim e and space. In  th e  same order o f  things, 
sem iotics is called to  study  th e  diverse system s o f  signs and 
to  bring o u t the problem s w hich resu lt from  a m ethodical 
com parison o f  these varied system s, th a t  is to  say, the general 
p roblem  o f  the S IG N : sign as a generic no tion  w ith  respect 
to  the  particu lar classes o f  signs.

T he question  o f  the  sign and o f  signs was approached 
several tim es by the  th inkers o f  A n tiq u ity , o f  the  M iddle 
Ages and o f  the  Renaissance. A round  the end  o f  the seven
teen th  cen tu ry , Jo h n  L o ck e’s fam ous essay, in its final 
chap te r on the trip artite  division o f  the sciences, p rom oted  
this com plex problem  to  the  level o f  the last o f  the “ three 
great provinces o f  the  in tellectual w o rld ” and p roposed  to  
call it “ oripeLCOTUai o r the  ‘D octrine o f  signs,’ the m ost 
usual w h ereo f being w o rd s,” given th a t

A Glance at the Development o f  Semiotics

I

to communicate our thoughts for our own use, signs of



2 Roman Jakobson

our ideas are also necessary. Those which men have found 
most convenient, and therefore generally make use of, are 
articulate sounds (Book IV, Chapter XXI, Section IV).

It is to  w ords, conceived o f  as “ the great instrum ents o f  
co g n itio n ,” to  th e ir use and  to  th e ir re la tion  to  ideas th a t 
L ocke devotes the  th ird  b o o k  o f  his Essay C oncerning H um ane  
U nderstanding  (1694).

II

F ro m  th e  beginning o f  his scientific activities, Jean  H enri 
L am bert to o k  acco u n t o f  the  Essay and, while w orking on the 
N eues Organon  (1764), w hich holds a p e rtin en t spo t in the 
developm ent o f  phenom enological th o u g h t, he saw h im self 
p ro fo u n d ly  in fluenced  by L o ck e’s ideas, despite his taking a 
critical stance tow ard  the  sensualist doctrine  o f  the English 
ph ilosopher (cf. E isenring, 1942: 7, 12, 4 8 ff .,  82). Each o f  
the  tw o  volum es o f  the  N eues Organon  is divided in to  tw o 
parts and , am ong the fo u r parts o f  this w hole trea tise , the 
th ird —S em io tik  oder Lehre von  B ezeichnung der G edanken  
u n d  Dinge, follow ed by  the P hänom enologie—inaugurates the 
second volum e (pp. 3-214) o f  the  w ork  and owes to  L o ck e’s 
thesis the  term  sem io tic  as well as the  them e o f  research, 
“ the  investigation o f  th e  necessity  o f  sym bolic cognition 
in general and o f  language in p articu la r,” (paragraph 6) given 
th a t this sym bolic cognition  “ is to  us an  indispensible ad junct 
to  th o u g h t” (paragraph 12).

In th e  preface to  his w ork , L am bert w arns us th a t he is 
w orking on  language in n ine chap ters o f  th e  S em io tik  (2-10) b u t 
allows only  one ch ap te r to  o th e r types o f  signs, “because 
language is n o t only necessary in itse lf and  ex trao rd inarily  
diffuse, b u t occurs w ith  all o th e r types o f  signs.” T he au th o r 
wishes to  devote h im self to  language, “ in o rder to  get to  know  
its s tru c tu re  m ore closely” (paragraph 70) and to  approach
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“general linguistics, Grammatica universalis, w hich is still to 
be sough t.” He rem inds us

that in our language the arbitrary, the natural and the nec
essary are blended. The primer of general linguistics should 
then mainly discuss the natural and the necessary, and 
the arbitrary, as far as is possible, sometimes on its own, 
sometimes in tight link with the natural and the necessary.

A ccording to  Lam bert, the d ifference betw een these three 
elem ents w hich one finds in signs reveals a tigh t re lationship  
w ith  th e  decisive fac t “ th a t the first causes o f  language are in 
them selves already in hum an n a tu re ,” and therefo re  this 
p roblem  dem ands a m eticulous exam ination  (paragraph 13). 
T he problem  o f  algebra and o f  o ther system s o f  science’s a rti
ficial languages w ith  respect to  natu ral languages (wirkliche 
Sprachen)  is trea ted  by L am bert (paragraph 55ff)  as a sort o f  
double transla tion  (gedoppelte Übersetzung).

The book studies the difference in the  use o f  natural 
and arb itra ry  signs (paragraphs 47 and 48 ); the  natural 
signs o f  affects (natürliche Zeichen von A ffek ten )  are 
those th a t first a ttra c t a tten tio n  (paragraph 19). Lam bert 
takes in to  accoun t the  significant role p layed by gestures, 
fo r exam ple, “ in order to  enlighten the concep t, which is 
dark  in the soul [m ind], . . . or at least to  give an indica
tion  o f  it to  ourselves and  to  o th ers ,” and he foresees 
the sem iotic scope o f  simulacra  (which reappear afte r a 
cen tu ry  in Peirce’s list under the labels o f  icons  or like
nesses [1.588 ]). L am bert raises the questions o f  signs 
whose internal s tructu re  is founded upon sim ilarity re
lationships (Ä hnlichkeiten ) and, in in terp re ting  signs
o f  a m etaphorical order, he evokes the effects o f  synes
thesia (paragraph 18). Despite the sum m ary character 
o f  his rem arks on non-verbal com m unication , neither 
m usic, nor choreography, nor the blazon, nor the em blem ,
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n o r cerem onies escapes th e  researcher’s eye. T he trans
fo rm ations o f  the  signs ( Verwandlungen) and th e  rules for 
their com bination  ( Verbindungskunst der Zeichen)  are 
placed on  th e  agenda fo r fu rth e r study .

Ill

It is because o f  L ocke’s and L am b ert’s creative 
in itiative th a t th e  idea and  the  nam e o f  sem iotics reap
pear a t the  beginning o f  the n in e teen th  cen tu ry . In his 
early career, the  young Jo sep h  Marie Hoene-W rohski, 
fam iliar w ith  L o ck e’s w ork , sketched , am ong o th er 
speculative essays, a Philosophie du language w hich was 
no t published u n til 1879. T he au th o r, w ho is linked by 
his disciple Je rzy  B raun (1969) to  H usserl’s phen o m e
nology and w ho is p resen ted  as “ th e  greatest o f  
Polish th in k e rs ,” exam ines “ th e  facu lty  o f  signation 
(facultas signatrix).” T he na tu re  o f  signs (see p. 38) 
m ust be stud ied  first o f  all w ith  respect to  th e  ca te
gories o f  existence, th a t is to  say, to  th e  M O D A LIT Y  
(p ro p er/im p ro p er signs) and to  the  Q U A L IT Y  (de te rm ined / 
undeterm ined  signs), and secondly w ith  respect to  the  
categories o f  p ro d u c tio n , th a t is to  say, to  the  Q U A N T IT Y  
(sim ple/com posite signs), to  th e  R E L A T IO N  (na tu ral/ 
artificial signs) and the UNION  (m ediate /im m ediate  
signs). Follow ing H oene-W ronski’s program , it is the 
“ p erfec tion  o f  signs” (“ p erfec tion  o f  language” in 
L ocke’s term s, “V ollkom m enheit der Zeichen” accor
ding to  L am bert) w hich form s “ the ob ject o f  SEMEIO
TIQU E” (p. 41). O ne should  no te  th a t this theo ry  
reduces the  field o f  “ signation” to  acts o f  cognition, 
“This signation is possible, w he ther for sensory form  or 
for sensory or intelligible co n ten t, o f  the ob jects o f  our
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know ledge,” while “ the  signation o f  acts o f  will and 
feeling” seems to  be “ im possible” (p. 38 f f ) .

IV

T he Prague philosopher, B ernard B olzano, in his 
m ajor w ork  The Theory o f  Science [Wissenschaftslehrej 
(1837), m ainly in the last tw o o f  the four volum es, 
reserves m uch space fo r sem iotics. T he au th o r frequently  
cites L ocke’s Essay  and the  Neues Organon, and discovers 
in L am b ert’s w ritings “ on sem iotics . . . m any  very 
estim able rem arks,” though these are o f  little  use “ for 
the  developm ent o f  the  m ost general rules o f  scientific 
d iscourse,” one o f  the aims Balzano sets (paragraph 698).

T he same chap te r o f  The Theory o f  Science  bears 
tw o  titles, one o f  w h ich — Sem io tik—appears in the  table 
o f  co n ten ts  (vol. IV , p. xvi), the  o th er o f  w hich—Zei
chenlehre —heads  the beginning o f  the tex t (p. 500);
paragraph 637 , w hich follows, identifies b o th  desig
n a tio n s—the theo ry  o f  signs or sem iotics (Zeichen
lehre oder Sem iotik). If, in this ch ap te r and in several 
o th er parts o f  the  w ork , the a u th o r’s a tten tio n  is held 
above all by  the  testing o f  the  relative perfection  o f  signs 
( Vollkom m enheit oder Zw eckm ässigkeit) and particularly  
o f  signs serving logical th o u g h t, then  it is in the beginning 
o f  the  th ird  volum e th a t B olzano tries to  in troduce the 
reader to  the fundam ental no tions o f  the theo ry  o f 
signs th ro u g h o u t paragraph 285 (pp. 67-84) which over
flows w ith  ideas and is titled  “ the designation o f  our 
rep resen ta tio n s” (Bezeichnung unserer Vorstellungen).

This paragraph begins w ith a bilateral defin ition  
o f  the  sign, “An ob ject . . . th rough  whose concep tion  
we wish to  know  in a renew ed fashion an o th er concep tion
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co n n ected  th erew ith  in a th ink ing  being, is know n to  us as 
a sign.” A w hole chain o f  gem inate concep ts  follow s, som e 
o f  w hich are very new , w hile o thers referring back to  their 
an terio r sources, are new ly specified and  enlarged. Thus 
B olzano’s sem iotic th o u g h ts  bring to  the  surface the d if
ference betw een  th e  m eaning (Bedeutung ) o f  a sign as 
such and  the significance {Sinn)  th a t this sign acquires in the 
co n tex t o i th e  p resen t circum stance, th en  the  difference 
betw een  the sign (1) p roduced  by the  addresser (Urheber) 
and (2) perceived by the addressee w ho, him self, oscillates 
betw een understand ing  and  m isunderstanding  ( Verstehen 
und Missverstehen).  The au th o r m akes a d istinc tion  betw een 
the th ough t and expressed in te rp re ta tio n  o f  the sign {gedachte 
und sprachliche Auslegung),  betw een  universal and particu lar 
signs, betw een  na tu ra l and accidental signs {natürlich und  
zufällig),  arb itra ry  and  spon taneous {willkürlich und  un
willkürlich),  au d ito ry  and visual {hörbar und sichtbar),  sim ple 
(einzeln ) and com posite  {zusammengesetzt,  w hich m eans “ a 
w hole w hose parts are them selves signs” ), betw een  unisem ic 
and  polysem ic, p roper and  figurative, m etonym ical and 
m etaphorical, m ed iate  and  im m ediate  signs; to  th is classifi
ca tion  he adds lucid  fo o tn o tes  on th e  im p o rtan t d istinc tion  
to  be m ade betw een  signs {Zeichen)  and indices {Kennzeichen) 
w hich are devoid o f  an addresser, and  finally on an o th er 
pressing them e, the  question  o f  th e  re la tionsh ip  betw een  
in terpersonal {an Andere)  and in terna l {Sprechen m it sich 
selbst)  com m unication .

V

T he young E dm und  H usserl’s study , “Zur Logik der 
Zeichen (Sem io tik),” w ritten  in 1890, b u t n o t published 
until 1970, is an a tte m p t to  organize the sign categories
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and to  answer the  question o f  know ing in which sense lan
guage, th a t is, our m ost im p o rtan t system  o f  signs, “ furthers 
and, on the o th er hand, once again inhibits th ink ing .” C riti
cism o f  signs and their im provem ent are conceived o f  as an 
urgent task w hich confron ts  logic:

A deeper insight into the nature of signs and of arts will 
rather enable [logic] to devise additionally such symbolic 
procedural methods upon which the human mind has not 
yet come, that is, to lay down the rules for their invention.

T he 1890 m anuscrip t contains a reference to  the “ Sem io tik ”  

chap ter o f  The Theory o f  Science  w hich is said to  be wichtig 
(p. 530): in aim ing at tw o targets in th is essay, one structural 
and the o th er regulative, Husserl does in fact follow  the 
exam ple o f  B olzano w hom  he will la te r call one o f  the greatest 
logicians o f  all tim e. In the sem iotic ideas o f  the “Logical 
Investigations” one can find “decisive instigations from  
B olzano” as the phenom enologist acknow ledges; and the 
second volum e o f  the Investigations,  w ith  its im p o rtan t treatise 
on general sem iotics set up as a system , exerted  a p ro found  
influence on the beginnings o f  structu ra l linguistics. As 
Elm ar H olenstein  indicates, Husserl m ade several no tes in the  
m argins o f  paragraph 285 in his ow n copy o f  B olzano’s 
The Theory o f  Science III  and he underlined  the term  Sem io
tik  and its defin ition  in L ocke’s Essay  in its G erm an trans
lation  liber den menschlichen Verstand  (Leipzig, 1897).

VI

F o r Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), the  natu re  o f  
signs rem ained a favorite subject o f  study since 1863 [cf. 
V .488 and V III.376) and especially from  the tim e o f  his m ag
n ificen t profession o f  fa ith —“ On a New List o f  C ategories” — 
which was published in 1867 by the Am erican A cadem y o f  
A rts and Sciences ( c f  1.545-559) thereupon  follow ed tw o
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ingenious co n trib u tio n s to  the  Journal o f  Speculative Philo
sophy  in 1868 (cf. V .213-317), and finally, m aterials collected 
in 1909-10 for his unfin ished volum e Essays on Meaning 
{cf. 11.230-32; V III.300; Lieb, 1953: 40).

I t is no tab le  th a t, th ro u g h o u t the th in k e r’s w hole life, the 
concep tion  w hich underlies his co n tin u al effo rts  to  establish 
a science o f  signs gained in d ep th  and in b read th , and sim ul
taneously  rem ained firm  and unified . As for the “ sem io
tic ,” “ sem eio tic ,” or “ sem eo tic ,” it only surfaces in 
Peirce’s m anuscrip ts at th e  tu rn  o f  the  cen tu ry ; it is a t this 
tim e th a t the th eo ry  “ o f  the  essential na tu re  and  fundam ental 
varieties o f  possible sem iosis” cap tu res the a tten tio n  o f  this 
great researcher (1.444; v. 488). His insertion o f  the G reek 
oppeLOJTLKT} as well as the  concise defin ition  “ doctrine  o f  signs” 
(11.277)—puts us on the track  o f  L ocke w hose ce lebrated  Essay 
was o ften  re ferred  to  and  c ited  by the  d o c trin e ’s partisan . 
In spite of the m arvelous profusion  o f  original and salutary 
finds in P eirce’s sem iotics, th e  la tte r nonetheless rem ains 
tigh tly  linked  to  his p recu rso rs—L am bert, “ the  greatest form al 
logician o f  those d ay s” (11.346), whose Neues Organon  is cited  
(IV .353), and  B olzano w hom  he know s by his “valuable 
co n trib u tio n  to  the  lucid ity  o f  hum an co n cep ts” and by his 
“ w ork on logic in fou r vo lum es” (IV .651).

Still Peirce declared righ tly : “ I am , as far as I know ,
a p ioneer, or ra th e r a backw oodsm an, in the w ork  o f  clearing 
and opening up w hat I call sem iotic, . . . and I find the 
field too  vast, the  labor to o  great, for a first-com er” (V .488). 
It is he w ho is “ the  m ost inventive and the  m ost universal 
o f  A m erican th in k ers” {cf.  Jak o b so n , 1 9 65 :346), w ho knew  
how to  draw  up conclusive argum ents and to  clear the ground 
in o rder to  erec t a t his own risk th e  fram ew ork  o f  the scinece 
which tw o centuries o f  E uropean  philosophical tho u g h t had 
an tic ipa ted  and  foreseen.

Peirce’s sem iotic edifice encloses the  w hole m ultip licity
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o f  significative phenom ena, w hether a knock  at the door, a 
fo o tp rin t, a spon taneous cry, a pain ting  o r a m usical score, a 
conversation, a silent m edita tion , a piece o f  writing, a syl
logism, an algebraic equation , a geom etric diagram , a w eather 
vane, or a simple bookm ark . The com parative study o f  several 
sign system s carried ou t by the researcher revealed the funda
m ental convergences and  divergences w hich had as yet 
rem ained  u n no ticed . Peirce’s w orks dem onstra te  a particu lar 
perspicacity  w hen he deals w ith  the categoric na tu re  o f  
language in the  phonic, gram m atical and lexical aspects o f  
w ords as well as in their arrangem ent w ith in  clauses, and in 
the im plem entation  o f  the clauses w ith respect to  the u t
terances. A t the same tim e, the au th o r realizes th a t his 
research “ m ust ex tend  over the whole o f  general Sem eio tic ,” 
and  warns his episto lary  in te rlo cu to r, Lady Welby: “ Per
haps you  are in danger o f  falling in to  som e erro r in 
consequence o f  lim iting y o u r studies so m uch to  Language” 
(Lieb, 1953 :39).

U nfo rtunate ly  m ost o f  Peirce’s sem iotic w ritings were 
only published during the fo u rth  decade o f  our cen tu ry , i.e. 
around  tw en ty  years a fte r the a u th o r’s dea th . Nearly a cen tu ry  
was needed to  p rin t som e o f  his tex ts; thus the amazing 
fragm ent o f  one o f  Peirce’s courses given in 1866-67—“C on
sciousness and Language” —first appeared in 1958 (VII. 
579-96); let us no te  too  th a t there rem ains in Peirce’s heritage 
num erous unpublished  pieces. The tardy  publication  o f  his 
w orks, w hich appeared dispersed and in fragm ents in the maze 
o f  the C ollected  Papers o f  Charles Sanders Peirce, vol. I-VIII, 
for a long tim e ham pered  a com plete and exact understanding 
o f  his p recepts and u n fo rtu n a te ly  delayed their effective 
influence on  the science o f  language and the harm onious 
developm ent o f  sem iotics.

R eaders and com m entato rs o f  these w orks have o ften  
been m istaken ab o u t the fundam ental term s in troduced  by
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Peirce, although they  are indispensable to  an understand ing  o f  
his theo ry  o f  signs and  although these term s, even if  forced 
occasionally, nonetheless receive a defin ition  th a t is always 
very clear in the  a u th o r’s tex t. T hus th e  interpreter  and 
the interprétant  designations have given rise to  an u n fo rtu n a te  
confusion  in  spite o f  the  d istinc tion  Peirce m akes betw een 
the term  interpreter  which designates the  receiver and  decoder o f  
a message, and interprétant,  th a t is, the key w hich the  receiver 
uses to  understand  the  message he receives. A ccording to  
popularizers, the sole role a ttr ib u ted  to  th e  interprétant  in 
Peirce’s doctrine  consists in clarifying each sign by the m edi
ating co n tex t, while in fact the  brave “ p io n eer” o f  sem iotics 
asks ra th e r “ to  distinguish, in the  first place, the  Im m ediate 
In te rp ré tan t, w hich is th e  in te rp ré tan t as it is revealed in the 
right understand ing  o f  the  sign itself, and is ord inarily  called 
th e  meaning  o f  the  sign” (IV .536). In o th e r w ords, it i6 
“ all th a t is explicit in the sign itself, ap art from  its co n tex t 
and circum stances o f  u tte ra n ce” (V .473); all significa
tion  is b u t the “ transla tion  o f  a sign in to  an o th er system  
o f  signs” (IV .127). Peirce casts light upon  the  ability  
o f  every sign to  be translatab le  in to  an in fin ite  series o f  o th e r 
signs w hich, in som e regards, are always m utually  equivalent 
(11.293).

A ccording to  this th eo ry , the sign dem ands no th in g  m ore 
th an  the possibility  o f  being in te rp re ted  even in th e  absence o f 
an addresser. T he sym ptom s o f  illnesses are therefo re  also 
considered  signs (V III.185, 335) and a t a certain  po in t, m edical 
sem iology neighbors sem iotics, the science o f  signs.

In spite o f  all the d ifferences in the p re sen ta tio n ’s details, 
the b ip a rtitio n  o f  the sign in to  tw o conjo ined  facets and, in 
particu lar, the Stoic trad ition , w hich conceives o f  the sign 
(oppetoi’) as a referral on the  part o f  the signans (oppaCvov) 
to  the signatum (oppaivopevov), rem ains strong  in P eirce’s 
doctrine . In con fo rm ity  w ith  his trich o to m y  o f  sem iotic
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m odes and  w ith  the  ra th e r vague nam es th a t he gives them , 
(1) th e  index  is a referral from  the  signans  to  th e  signatum  
by v irtue o f  an effective con tigu ity ; (2) the  icon  is a referral 
from  the  signans  to  th e  signatum  by v irtue o f  an effective 
sim ilarity; (3) the sym bol  is a referral from  the signans  to  
the signatum  by virtue o f  an “ im p u ted ,” conventional, 
hab itual con tigu ity . A ccordingly (cf.  in particu lar 11.249, 
292 f f ,  301, and IV .447 f f ,  537), “ the m ode o f  being o f  
the  sym bol is d iffe ren t from  th a t o f  the  icon and from  th a t 
o f  the  in d ex .” In con trad istinction  to  these tw o categories, 
the  sym bol as such is n o t an o b ject; it is no th ing  b u t a 
fram e-rule w hich m ust clearly be distinguished from  its 
function ing  in the  form  o f  “ replicas” or “ instances,” as 
Peirce tries to  define them . The elucidation  o f  the generic 
character w hich qualifies b o th  the  signantia  and the  signata 
in the  code o f  language (each o f  these aspects “ is a kind 
and n o t a single th in g ” ) has opened  new perspectives on 
the  sem iotic study  o f  language.

Now, the  trich o to m y  in question  has also given rise 
to  erroneous views. A ttem p ts  have been m ade to  a ttrib u te  
to  Peirce the idea o f  the division o f  all hum an signs in to  th ree 
rigorously separate classes, while th e  au th o r only considers 
th ree m odes, one o f  w hich “ is p redom inan t over the  o th ers” 
and , in a given system , finds itse lf o ften  linked to  th e  o th er 
tw o  m odes o r to  e ither o f  them . F o r exam ple,

a symbol may have an icon or an index incorporated 
into it (IV.447). It is frequently desirable that a repre- 
sentamen should exercise one of those three functions 
to the exclusion of the other two, or two of them to the 
exclusion of the third; but the most perfect of signs are 
those in which the iconic, indicative, and symbolic 
characters are blended as equally as possible (IV.448).
It would be difficult if not impossible, to instance an 
absolutely pure index, or to find any sign absolutely

The Development o f  Semiotics
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devoid of the indexical quality (11.306). A diagram, though 
it will ordinarily have Symbolide Features, as well as 
features approaching the nature of Indices, it is never
theless in the main an Icon (IV.531).

In  his successive a ttem p ts  to  establish a com plete classifi
ca tion  o f  sem iotic phenom ena, Peirce ended  up outlin ing  a 
table consisting o f  66 divisions and subdivisions (c f  Lieb, 
1953 :51-53), w hich em braces the  ac tion  “ o f  alm ost any k ind  
o f  sign” —action  know n u n d er the  anc ien t nam e o f  orjueicaoLs. 
O rd inary  language and th e  diverse types o f  form alized lan
guages find th e ir place in P eirce’s sem iotics w hich em phasizes 
n o t only  the prim acy o f  th e  sym bolic re la tionsh ip  betw een 
the  signans and  the signatum  in the  linguistic da ta  b u t 
at the  same tim e, the co-presence o f  the iconic and indexical 
re lationship .

V II

F erd inand  de Saussure’s co n trib u tio n  to  th e  progress o f  
sem iotic studies is evidently  m ore m odest and  m ore restric ted . 
His a ttitu d e  tow ard  the  science de signes and th e  nam e 
sem iologie  (o r sporadically  signologie, cf. 197 4 :4 7  f f . )  
w hich he im posed on  it im m ediately , rem ains, it seems, 
com pletely  ou tside o f  th e  cu rren t created  by  such nam es 
as Locke, L am bert, B olzano, Peirce and  Husserl. O ne can 
surm ise th a t he  d id  n o t even know  o f  th e ir research in sem i
otics. N onetheless, in his lessons he asks: “Why hasn ’t sem i
otics ex isted  u n til n o w ?” (1 9 6 7 :5 2 ). T he question  o f  the  
p receden t w hich m ight have inspired  th e  program  con
struc ted  b y  Saussure rem ains unansw ered. His ideas on 
the  science o f  signs have only com e to  us in the  form  o f  
sparse no tes, the  o ldest o f  w hich date  back  to  the  1 8 9 0 ’s 
(cf. G odel, 1 9 5 7 :2 7 5 ), and  in the  last tw o  o f  his th ree



courses in general linguistics (Saussure, 1967 :33 , 45-52, 153- 
55, 1 7 0 / / .) .

F rom  the end o f  the cen tu ry , Saussure tried  to  get, 
according to  his ow n term s, “ a correct idea o f  w hat a semi- 
ological system  is” ( c /  G odel, 1957 :49 ) and to  discover 
the tra its  “ o f  language, as o f  the entire general sémiologie 
system ” (Saussure, 1 9 5 4 :7 1 ), while having in m ind m ainly 
system s o f  “ conventional signs.” T he oldest o f  Saussure’s 
rem arks on  the th eo ry  o f  signs try  to  apply  it to  the  phonic 
level o f  language; w ith  a clarity  superior to  the  trea tm en t o f  
the same m atte r in his la ter teachings, these theses allow 
for th e  em ergence o f

the relationship between sound and idea, the semiological 
value of the phenomenon [which] can and should be 
studied outside all historical preoccupations, [since] 
study of the state of language on the same level is perfectly 
justified (and even necessary, although neglected and poorly 
understood) insofar as we are dealing with sémiologie 
facts, (cited by Jakobson, 1973:294).

T he equ a tio n  P h o n èm e- Valeur sém iologique  is placed 
a t the  head  o f  th e  p h o n é tiq u e  sém iologique, the  new disci
pline foreseen by  Saussure a t the  beginning o f  his activities at 
th e  University o f  G eneva (ibid. 292 and  294).

T he only  m ention  o f  Saussure’s sem iological ideas 
th a t appeared  during  his lifetim e is a b rie f sum m ary w hich 
his relative and  colleague, A d. Naville, gives in a bo o k  in 
1901 (C hapter 5). T he tex t o f  the  Cours de linguistique  
générale, published in 1916 by Charles Bally and A lbert 
Sechehaye from  no tes taken  by  m em bers o f  Saussure’s 
audience, is so rew orked  and touched  up by  the ed itors 
th a t it causes qu ite  a num ber o f  errors in the m aster’s 
teachings. A t p resen t, thanks to  the b eau tifu l critical ed ition  
by R u d o lf Engler (1967), we are able to  com pare the  d irect
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accounts o f  Saussure’s s tu d en ts  and to  get a far tru e r and 
far m ore precise idea o f  the  original te x t o f  his talks.

U nlike Peirce and  H usserl, w ho w ere b o th  conscious 
o f  having laid  the  fo u n d a tio n s o f  sem iotics, Saussure speaks 
o f  sem iotics in  the  fu tu re  only . A ccording to  the  n o tes on 
Saussure’s courses betw een  1908 and  1911, w hich were 
co llec ted  by several studen ts  ( c f  1 9 6 7 :XI), language is 
above all a system  o f  signs, and  th ere fo re  it m ust be classi
fied as a science o f  signs (p. 47). This science has hard ly  
developed. Saussure proposes to  call it sem iologie  (from  
the  G reek orjueCov, sign). One can n o t say w hat th is science 
o f  signs will be, b u t it is o u r task to  say th a t it is w o rth y  o f  ex 
istence and  th a t linguistics will occupy th e  principal com 
p artm en t o f  th is science; “ th is w ill be one particu la r case o f  
the  great sem iological fa c t” (p. 48 ). L inguists will have to  dis
tinguish th e  sem iological characteristics o f  language in  o rder 
to  place it p roperly  am ong system s o f  signs (p .49 ); th e  task  o f  
th e  new  science will be to  b ring  o u t th e  d ifferences betw een  
these diverse system s as well as th e ir com m on characteristics 
—“ T here will be general laws o f  sem iology” (p. 47 ).

Saussure underlines the fact th a t language is far from  
being the on ly  system  o f  signs. There are m any  o thers: w riting , 
visual nau tica l signals, m ilitary  tru m p e t signals, gestures o f 
po liteness, cerem onies, sets o f  rites (p. 46 sq .)\ in the  eyes 
o f  Saussure, “C ustom s have a sem iological ch a rac te r” (p. 
154). T he laws o f  tran sfo rm atio n  o f  th e  system s o f  signs 
will have com pletely  top ical analogies w ith  language’s 
laws o f  tran sfo rm atio n ; and , on  th e  o th er h an d , these laws 
will reveal enorm ous differences (pp. 45 , 4 9 ). Saussure envi
sions certain  dissim ilarities in  the  na tu re  o f  d iffe ren t signs 
and  in their social value: the  personal or im personal fac to r, 
a th o u g h t-o u t act o r an unconscious one, dependence or 
independence vis-à-vis the  individual or social w ill, u b i
qu ity  or lim itedness. I f  one com pares th e  d iffe ren t system s
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o f  signs w ith  language, one will w itness, according to  
Saussure, the surfacing o f  aspects w hich one had  n o t sus
pected ; in studying  rites or any o th er system  separately , 
one will no tice th a t all o f  these system s yield a com 
m on stu d y —th a t o f  the specific life o f  signs, sem iology 
(p. 51).

A ccording to  the  thesis Saussure m ain tained  from  the 
tim e o f  his p rep ara tio n  in 1894 o f  an unfin ished study  on 
William D w ight W hitney (cited by  Jakobson , 1973 :279  f f . ) ,  
“ language is no th ing  m ore th an  one particular case o f  the 
T heory  o f  Signs,” and

this will be the major reaction of the study of language 
in the theory of signs, this will be the ever new horizon 
which it will have opened—to have taught and revealed to 
the theory of signs a whole other and new side o f  the sign, 
that is to say that the sign does not begin to be really known 
until we have seen that it is not only a transmissible thing 
but by its very nature a thing destined to be transmitted.

(therefo re , in Peirce’s term s, dem anding th e  partic ipa tion  
o f  an “ in te rp re te r” ).

Now, at the  same tim e , Saussure pu ts  th e  “ particularly  
com plex nature o f  th e  sem iology o f  spoken language” (loc. cit.) 
in o p position  to  th e  o th er sem iological system s. A ccording 
to  the  Saussurean d o ctrin e , these system s use signs which 
have a t least a basic link  o f  reference betw een  the  signatum  
and  the signans, icons  in  Peirce’s term inology , sym bols  as 
Saussure’s Course  will call them  la ter: “T he sym bol is a
sign, b u t n o t always com pletely  a rb itra ry ” (196 7 :1 5 5 ). 
O n the  co n tra ry , language is “ a system  o f  independen t 
sym bols.” T hus, in 1894 purely  conventional and, as such 
“a rb itra ry ,” signs are those w hich Peirce called sym bols  (or 
legisigns). “T he independen t sym bols,” according to  the 
old  no tes o f  Saussure, “ possess the particu lar m ajor
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characteristic o f  n o t having any so rt o f  perceivable connec
tion  w ith  the  ob ject to  be designated .” T he resu lt is th a t 
“ whoever sets fo o t on  the  terra in  o f  language m ay say to  
h im self th a t he is abandoned  by  all the  analogies o f  heaven 
and e a r th ” (Jakobson , 1 9 7 3 :1 5 3  sq.).

A lthough Saussure is inclined to  see the  prim ary  con
cerns o f  sem iology in “ arb itra ry  system s,” this science, 
he affirm s, will always see its field grow, and  it is 
d ifficu lt to  p red ic t w here sem iology will stop  (1 9 6 7 :1 5 3 //)) .  
The “gram m ar” o f  the game o f  chess, w ith  the respective 
value o f  its pieces, au thorizes Saussure to  com pare game and 
language and  to  conclude th a t in these sem iological system s 
“ the n o tio n  o f  id en tity  m eshes w ith  th a t o f  value, and 
vice versa” (ibid., 249).

These are precisely the questions linked to  iden tities 
and values w hich, according to  an astu te  no te  m ade by 
Suassure at the  beginning o f  the cen tu ry , appear to  be 
decisive in m yth ical studies, as in the  “ paren ta l dom ain 
o f  linguistics” : on  the  level o f  sem iology

all the incongruities of thought stem from insufficient 
reflection about what identity is, or what the charac
teristics of identity are, when we talk about a nonexistent 
being, like a word, or a mythic person, or a letter o f the 
alphabet, which are only different forms of the sign in 
a philosophical sense.

“ These sym bols, w ith o u t realizing it, are subject to  th e  same 
vicissitudes and  to  the  same laws as are all the  o th er series 
o f  sym bols . . .—T hey are all p a rt o f  sem iology” (cf. S taro- 
binski, 197 1 :1 5 ). T he idea o f  th is sem iological being w hich 
does n o t exist in itse lf, “ at any tim e” (a n u l  m o m en t)  (1972: 
277) is ad o p ted  by Saussure in his 1908-09 course w here he 
proclaim s “ the  reciprocal d e term in a tio n  o f  values by  their 
very coex istence,” while adding th a t there are no  isolated
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sem iological beings, and  th a t such a determ ina tion  can occur 
only on  a synchronic level, “ for a system  o f  values cannot 
stay astride a succession o f  epochs” (ibid., 304).

Saussure’s sem iotic principles during the last tw en ty  
years o f  his life dem onstra te  his striking tenac ity . The 
1894 sketches, cited  above, open  w ith  an inflexible assertion

The object that serves as sign is never “the same” (le même) 
twice: one immediately needs an examination or an
initial convention to know within what limits and in the 
name of what we have the right to call it the same; therein 
lies its fundamental difference from an ordinary object.

These no tes insist on the decisive role o f  the “ plexus 
o f  eternally  negative d ifferences,” the u ltim ate  principle 

o f  non-coincidence in the  w orld  o f  sem iological values. 
In approaching sem iological system s, Saussure tries to  
“ take excep tion  to  w hat p reced ed ,” and as o f  1894 he 
gladly refers to  com parisons betw een  the  synchronic 
states in language and the chessboard. T he question  o f 
the “ an tih istoric  charac ter o f  language” will even 
serve as title  to  Saussure’s last no tes in 1894 (ibid., 
282), and, one could  add, to  all o f  his though ts 
on the sem iological aspects o f  language and o f  all the 
créations symboliques (cf.  his no tes published by Avalle, 
1973:28-38). These are the  tw o in tertw ined  principles 
o f  Saussurean linguistics—l ’arbitraire du signe  and  the 
obstinately  “ s ta tic” concep tion  o f  the  system —w hich 
nearly b locked  the  developm ent o f  the  sémiologie 
générale  th a t the  m aster had  foreseen and hoped  for 
(cf.  Saussure, 196 7 :1 7 0  f f ) .

Now, the  vital idea o f  sem iological invariance 
w hich rem ains valid th ro u g h o u t all o f  the circum stan tial 
and  individual variations is clarified by Saussure thanks 
to  a felicitous com parison o f  language to  the sym phony :



18 Roman Jakobson

the  m usical w ork  is a reality  existing independen tly  o f  
the variety  o f  perform ances m ade o f  it ;  “ the perfo r
m ances do  n o t a tta in  th e  sta tu s o f  th e  w ork  itse lf .” 
“T he execu tio n  o f  a sign is n o t its essential charac
te ris tic ,” as Saussure p o in ts  o u t; “ the  perform ance o f  
a B eethoven so n ata  is n o t the  sonata itse lf” (1 9 6 7 :5 0 , 
53 f f .) .  We are dealing w ith  th e  re la tionsh ip  betw een  
langue and  parole  and  w ith  the analogous link betw een  the 
“ un ivocality” (u n ivo ch e ) o f  the  w ork  and the m ultip licity  
o f  its individual in te rp re ta tio n s. M istakenly , in the  tex t 
arranged by  Bally and Sechehaye, these [in te rp re ta tions] 
are rep resen ted  as “ errors th a t  [th e  perform ers] m ight com 
m it.

Saussure m ust have th o u g h t th a t  in sem iology the 
“ a rb itra ry ” signs w ere going to  occupy  a fundam en tal 
place, b u t it w ould  be useless to  look  in his s tu d en ts ’ 
n o tes  fo r the  assertion th a t th e  Bally-Sechehaye te x t 
gives, th a t  is: “ signs th a t are en tire ly  arb itra ry  actualize 
the  ideal o f  sem iological process b e tte r  th an  o th er 
signs” (1 9 6 7 :1 5 4 ).

In his expansionist view o f  the  science in the 
process o f  becom ing (science en devenir) Saussure 
goes as far as to  adm it th a t “ every th ing  com prising form s 

m ust en ter in to  sem iology” (loc. c it.). This suggestion 
seems to  an tic ipate  the  cu rren t idea o f  the  topologist 
R ene T hom  (1974) w ho w onders if  one m ust n o t 
im m ediately  a tte m p t to  develop a “general th eo ry  o f  
form s, in d ep en d en t o f  the specific na tu re  o f  substra tum  
space” (p. 244 ff.).

VIII

T he re la tionsh ip  o f  th e  science o f  language and languages
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w ith  th a t o f  the  sign and  o f  d iffe ren t signs was defined 
briefly  and explicitly  by  the  ph ilosopher E rnst Cassirer 
in his address to  the New Y ork  Linguistic Circle, po in ting  
o u t th a t “ linguistics is a part o f  sem iotics” (1945 :115).

T here is no  d o u b t th a t signs belong to  a field w hich is 
distinguishable in certain  respects from  all the o ther facets 
o f  o u r environm ent. All o f  the  sectors o f  th is field need 
to  be exp lo red , tak ing  in to  accoun t the generic char
acteristics and  th e  convergences and divergences am ong 
the  various types o f  signs. A ny a ttem p t to  tigh ten  the limits 
o f  sem iotic research and  to  exclude from  it certain  types o f  
signs th rea ten s to  divide the  science o f  signs in to  tw o hom o
nym ous disciplines, nam ely sem iotics  in  its  largest sense 
and  an o th er province, identically  nam ed, b u t taken  it its 
narrow er sense. F o r exam ple, one m ight w an t to  p rom ote 
to  a specific science the  study  o f  signs we call “a rb itra ry ,” 
such as those o f  language (so it is p resum ed), even 
though  linguistic sym bols, as Peirce dem o n stra ted , can be 
easily re la ted  to  th e  icon  and  to  the  index.

T hose w ho consider the  system  o f  language signs 
as th e  on ly  set w o rth y  o f  being the  ob ject o f  th e  science 
o f  signs engage in circular reasoning (p e titio  p rincip ii). 
T he egocentrism  o f  linguists w ho insist on  excluding from  
the  sphere o f  sem iotics signs w hich are organized in a dif
fe ren t m anner th an  those o f  language, in fact reduces sem i
otics to  a simple synonym  for linguistics. H ow ever, the 
effo rts  to  restric t the  b read th  o f  sem iotics go even fu rther 
som etim es.

A t all levels and  in all aspects o f  language, the  reciprocal 
re la tionsh ips b etw een  th e  tw o  facets o f  th e  sign, the signans 
and the  s ig n a tu m , rem ains strong , b u t it is ev ident th a t the 
charac ter o f  the  signatum  and the  stru c tu rin g  o f  the  signans 
change accord ing  to  th e  level o f  linguistic phenom enon . T he 
privileged role o f  the  righ t ear (and, m ore p roperly , th a t o f
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the  left hem isphere o f  the  brain) solely in the  percep tion  o f  
language sounds is a prim ary m anifesta tion  o f  th e ir sem iotic 
value, and all the phonic com ponen ts (w hether they  are 
distinctive features, or dem arcational, or stylistic, or even 
stric tly  red u n d an t elem ents) fu n c tio n  as p ertin en t signs, 
each equ ipped  w ith  its ow n signatum . Each level above 
brings new  particu larities o f  m eaning: th ey  change sub
stan tially  by clim bing th e  ladder w hich leads from  the 
phonem e to  the  m orphem e and  from  there to  w ords (w ith 
all th e ir gram m atical and  lexical h ierarchy), th en  go th rough  
various levels o f  syn tactic  s tructu res to  the sen tence, then  
to  the groupings o f  sentences in to  the  u tte ran ce  and  finally 
to  the  sequences o f  u tte ran ces in dialogue. Each one  o f  these 
successive stages is characterized  by its clear and specific 
properties and by  its degree o f  subm ission to  the  rules o f  
the  code and to  the  requ irem ents o f  the co n tex t. A t the 
same tim e, each part partic ipa tes, to  the  ex ten t possible, 
in the  m eaning o f the  w hole. T he question  o f  know ing 
w hat a m orphem e m eans, o r w hat a w ord , a sentence or 
a given u tte ran ce  m eans, is equally valid for all o f  these 
units. T he relative com plex ity  o f  signs such as a syntactic  
period , a m onologue or an in te rlo cu tio n , does n o t change 
the fact th a t in any pheno m en o n  o f  language everything is a 
sign. T he d istinctive features or the  w hole o f  a discourse, 
the linguistic en tities, in spite o f  the  s tru c tu ra l differences 
in fu n c tio n  and in b read th , all are subject to  one com m on 
science, the  science o f  signs.

T he com parative study  o f  natu ra l and form alized lan
guages, and above all those of logic and m athem atics, also 
belong to  sem iotics. It is here th a t the  analysis o f  the  various 
relationships betw een  code and  co n tex t has already opened  
broad  perspectives. In add ition , the  co n fro n ta tio n  o f  
language w ith  “ secondary m odeling s tru c tu re s” and w ith  
m ythology  particu larly  po in ts  to  a rich harvest and  calls



The Development o f  Semiotics 21

up o n  able m inds to  undertake an analogous ty p e  o f  w ork 
w hich a ttem p ts  to  em brace the  sem iotics o f  culture.

In the  sem iotic research w hich touches upon  the  question  
o f  language, one will have to  guard against the im pruden t 
application  o f  the  special characteristics o f  language to  
o ther sem iotic system s. A t th e  same tim e, one m ust avoid 
denying to  sem iotics the  study  o f  system s o f  signs w hich 
have little  resem blance to  language and follow ing this 
ostracizing activity  to  the p o in t o f  revealing a presum ably 
“ non-sem iotic” layer in language itself.

IX

A rt has long escaped sem iotic analysis. Still there is 
no d o u b t th a t all o f  the arts, w hether essentially tem poral 
like music or p o e try , or basically spatial like pain ting  or 
scu lp ture, or syncretic , spatio-tem poral, like th ea te r or 
circus perform ances or film showings, are linked to  the 
sign. T o  speak o f  the  “ gram m ar” o f  an art is n o t to  em ploy 
a useless m etaphor: the  p o in t is th a t all art im plies an organ
ization  o f  po lar and significant categories th a t are based on 
the opposition  o f  m arked  and unm arked  term s. All art is 
linked to  a set o f  artistic conventions. Some are general, 
fo r exam ple, le t us say th a t we m ay take the num ber 
o f  coord inates w hich serve as a basis for plastic arts and 
create a consequential d istinction  betw een  a painting and 
a piece o f  s ta tuary . O ther conventions, in fluential ones 
or even m andato ry  ones for the artis t and fo r the 
im m ediate receivers o f  his w ork , are im posed by the  style 
o f  th e  na tion  and  o f  the  tim e. T he originality o f  the w ork 
finds itse lf restric ted  by  the  artistic code w hich dom inates 
at a given epoch and in a given society. The a r tis t’s revolt, 
no less th an  his faithfulness to  certain  requ ired  rules, is
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conceived o f  by  contem poraries w ith  respect to  the  code 
th a t the  innovato r w ants to  shatter.

T he a ttem p ted  co n fro n ta tio n  betw een  arts and  lan
guage m ay fail if  th is com parative study  relates to  ordinary  
language and  n o t d irectly  to  th e  verbal a rt w hich is a trans
fo rm ed  system  o f  th e  form er.

T he signs o f  a given art can carry  th e  im prin t o f  each 
o f  th e  th ree  sem iotic m odes described by  Peirce; th u s, they  
can com e near to  th e  sym bo l, to  th e  icon , and  to  the  index, 
b u t it is obviously above all in their artistic  characteristic 
th a t their significance (oTjpeicooLs) is lodged. W hat does 
this particu lar characteristic  consist of? T he clearest 
answ er to  this question  was given in 1885 by  a young  college 
s tuden t, G erald M anley H opkins:

The artificial part of poetry, perhaps we shall be right 
to say all artifice, reduces itself to the principle of 
parallelism. The structure of poetry is that of contin
uous parallelism (1959:84).

T he “ a rtific e” is to  be added  to  the  triad  o f  sem iotic 
m odes established by Peirce. This triad  is based on tw o 
b inary  oppositions: contiguous/sim ilar and  fac tua l/im pu ted . 
T he co n tig u ity  o f  the  tw o  com ponen ts o f  th e  sign is factual 
in the  in d ex  b u t  im p u ted  in th e  sym b o l. N ow , the  factual 
sim ilarity  w hich typ ifies icon  finds its logically foreseeable 
correlative in the  im puted  sim ilarity  w hich specifies the 
artifice  and  it is ju s t fo r this reason  th a t th e  la tte r  fits in to  
th e  w hole w hich is now  forever a fo u r p art e n tity  o f  sem iotic 
m odes.

Each and  every sign is a referral (renvoi) (follow ing 
the  fam ous aliquid  s ta t p ro  a liquo). T he parallelism  alluded 
to  by  th e  m aster and  th eo re tic ian  o f  p o e try , G erard  M anley 
H opkins, is a referral from  one sign to  a sim ilar one in its 
to ta lity  o r a t least in one o f  its tw o  facets (th e  signans or the
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signatum ). One o f  the  tw o  “ correspective” signs, as Saussure 
designates them  (cf. S tarobinski, 197 1 :3 4 ), refers back  to  
ano ther, p resen t o r im plied  in th e  same co n tex t, as we can 
see in  the  case o f  a m etap h o r w here only  the  “vehicle” is 
in presentía. Saussure’s only finished w riting  during his 
professorship in Geneva, a clairvoyant w ork  on the concern 
for rep e titio n  in ancien t lite ratu res, w ould  have innovated the 
w orld-w ide science o f  poetics, b u t it was undu ly  h idden  and 
even today  the  no tebooks, w hich are qu ite  old, are only 
know n to  us through Jean  S tarob insk i’s fascinating q u o ta 
tions. This w ork brings o u t “ the  ‘coupling ,’ th a t  is, the 
rep e titio n  in even num b ers” in Indo-E uropean p o e try  w hich 
allows for th e  analysis o f  “ th e  phonic substance o f  w ords 
w he ther to  co n stru c t an acoustical series (e.g. a vowel w hich 
requires its ‘counter-vow el’), or to  m ake o f  them  a signi
ficative series” (cf. 1 9 7 1 :2 1 , 31 f f ) .  In  try ing  hard  to  couple 
signs w hich “ find  them selves natu ra lly  evoking each o th e r” 
(p. 55), poets had  to  co n tro l the  trad itio n a l “ skeleton  o f  the 
co d e” and co n tro l first the stric t rules o f  approved sim ilarity, 
including accep ted  license (or, as Saussure pu ts it, the “ trans
ac tio n ” on certain  variables), th en  the laws prescribed for the 
even (paire) d is trib u tio n  o f  corresponding units th roughou t 
th e  te x t and  finally th e  order (consecutivité  or non-con- 
secu tiv ité ) im posed on re iterative elem ents w ith  respect to  
th e  m arch o f  tim e (p . 47).

“ Parallelism ” as a characteristic feature o f  all 
artifice is the referral o f  a sem iotic fact to  an equivalent 
fact inside th e  same co n tex t, including the  case w here the 
aim o f  the  referral is only an elliptic im plication. This 
infallible belonging o f  the  tw o parallels to  th e  same co n tex t 
allows us to  com plem ent the system  o f  tim es w hich 
Peirce includes in his sem iotic triad : “An icon has such
being as belongs to  past experience . . . A n index  has the 
being o f  presen t experience. The being o f  a sym bol . . .  is
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esse in fu tu r o ” (IV .447 ; 11.148). T he artifice re ta ins the 
atem poral in te rco n n ectio n  o f  the  tw o parallels w ith in  
their com m on co n tex t.

Stravinsky (1942) never tired  o f  repeating th a t “ music 
is d om inated  by  the  principle o f  sim ilarity .” In the m usical 
art th e  correspondances o f  elem ents th a t are recognized, in 
a given conven tion , as m utually  equivalent o r in opposition  
to  each o th er, co n s titu te  the  principal, if  n o t th e  on ly , sem i
o tic  value—“ intram usical em bodied  m eaning ,” according to  
th e  descrip tion  by th e  m usicologist L eonard  M eyer:

Within the context of a particular musical style one tone 
or group of tones indicates—leads the practiced listener 
to expect—that another tone or group of tones will be 
forthcoming at some more or less specified point in the 
musical continuum (1967:6 ff.)

T he referral to  w hat follows is felt by com posers as the 
essence o f  the  m usical sign. In the  eyes o f  A rno ld  Schonberg, 
“ to  com pose is to  cast a glance u p o n  the  th em e’s fu tu re ” 
{cf. J .  M aegaard, 1974). T he th ree  fundam ental operations 
o f  th e  m usical “ artifice” —an tic ip a tio n , re tro sp ec tio n  and 
in teg ra tio n —rem ind  us o f  the fact th a t it is the  stu d y  o f  
m elodic phrase u n d ertak en  in 1890 by E hrenfels w hich 
suggested to  him  n o t only  the  n o tio n  o f  “ G e sta lt,” b u t also 
o f  a precise in tro d u c tio n  to  the  analysis o f  m usical signs:

In temporal formal qualities only one element can, logically, 
be given in [acts of] perceptual representations, while 
the rest are available as images of memory (or as images 
of expectation projected into the future) (p. 263 ff.).

i f  in  m usic th e  questions o f  in trinsic re la tionsh ips prevail 
over the  tendencies o f  an iconic o rder and  are capable o f 
reducing them  to  nothingness, the  rep resen ta tiona l function
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on the  o th e r hand , easily com es to  the  fore in the  h isto ry  o f  the 
necessarily spatial visual arts (cf. Jakobson , 1 973 :104  f f ) .  
N onetheless, the  existence and the great successes o f  abstract 
pain ting  are incontravertib le  facts. T he “responsions” betw een  
the  various chrom atic  and geom etric categories w hich, it 
goes w ith o u t saying, play a non-prescriptive role in repre
sen tational painting, becom e the  only  sem iotic value o f 
abstract painting. T he laws o f  o pposition  and  equivalence 
w hich govern the  system  o f  the  spatial categories th a t are 
at w ork  in a pain ting  offer an e loquen t exam ple o f  simi
larities im pu ted  by the  code o f  the  school, o f  the epoch, 
o f  the  nation . Now, here, clearly, as is the case in all 
sem iotic system s, th e  convention  is founded  on the  use and 
the  choice o f  universally percep tib le  po ten tialities.

Instead o f  the  tem pora l succession w hich inspires the 
an tic ipations and  re tro spections o f  the listener o f  musical 
phrases, abstract pain ting  m akes us aware o f  a sim ultaneity  
o f  conjo ined  and  in tertw in ed  “ correspectives.” T he m usical 
referral w hich leads us from  the present to n e  to  the an ti
cipated  or rem em bered  tone is replaced in abstract painting 
by  a reciprocal referral o f  th e  factors in question . Here the 
re lationship  o f  the  parts and  the  w hole acquires a particu lar 
significance, although the  idea o f  the  en tire  w ork  is em pha
sized in all arts. The m anner o f  being o f  the  parts reveals their 
so lidarity  w ith  the w hole and it is according to  this w hole th a t 
each o f  its com ponen t parts em erge. This in terdependence 
betw een  the  w hole and the parts creates a p a ten t referral 
from  th e  parts to  the  w hole and vice versa. One m ight recog
nize in this reciprocal referral a synecdochic procedure , 
follow ing the  trad itiona l defin itions o f  the  tro p e , like th a t o f 
Isodorus Hispalensis: “Synecdoche est conceptio , cum  a
parte to tu m  vel a to to  pars intellegitur''’ (cf. Lausberg, 
1 9 6 0 ¡paragraph 572). In short, significance underlies all the 
m anifesta tions o f  the  “ a rtifice .”
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X

By way o f  concluding, we can propose a tau to logical 
form ula: Sem iotics or, p u t o therw ise , la science du signe
e t des signes, the  science o f  signs, Zeichenlehre, has the  right 
and  th e  d u ty  to  study  the  s tru c tu re  o f  all o f  the  types and 
system s o f  signs and to  elucidate th e ir various hierarchical 
re la tionsh ips, th e  n e tw ork  o f  th e ir func tions and th e  com 
m on o r d iffering p ro p erties  o f  all system s. T he diversity 
o f  the  rela tionsh ips betw een  the code and  the  message, 
o r betw een  th e  signans and  th e  signatum  in no  w ay ju s ti
fies arb itra ry  and  individual a ttem p ts  to  exclude certain  
classes o f  signs from  sem iotic s tu d y , as fo r exam ple non- 
arb itra ry  signs as well as those  w hich, having avoided “ the 
tes t o f  socia liza tion ,” rem ain  individual to  a certa in  degree. 
Sem iotics, by  v irtue o f  th e  fac t th a t  it  is th e  science o f  signs, 
is called up o n  to  encom pass all th e  varieties o f  the  signum .

T ransla ted  from  the F rench 
by P atricia  B audoin
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A  F ew  R em arks o n  Peirce,
P ath finder in the  Science o f  Language

When pondering  a s ta tem en t by  Peirce, one is constan tly  
surprised. W hat are the  ro o ts  o f  his though t?  W hen an o th e r’s 
op inion is q u o ted  and re in te rp re ted  by  Peirce, it becom es 
quite  original and  innovative. A nd  even w hen Peirce cites 
him self, he o ften  creates a new  idea and  he never ceases to  
strike his reader. I used to  say he was so great th a t no 
university  found  a place fo r him . T here was, how ever, one 
dram atic ex cep tio n —the few  sem esters o f  L ecturership  in 
Logic a t Jo h n s  H opkins. D uring th is period  the  scholar 
launched  o u tstand ing  sem iotic ideas in  the  volum e o f  S tud ies  
in Logic, ed ited  by him  in 1883. T here begins his fru itfu l 
discussion on th e  ‘universe o f  d iscourse’, a n o tio n  in tro 
duced  by  A . D e M organ an d  revised and  m ade by Peirce in to  
a gratify ing problem  fo r th e  science o f  language (see now  his 
C ollected  Papers, 2 .517 f f . ) .  T he same S tud ies in Logic  also 
carried  novel views on  p red ication  in  Peirce’s no te  “T he 
Logic o f  R elatives” (3 .328  f f ) ,  in  w hich he w rote :

A dual relative term, such as “lover” . . . is a common name 
signifying a pair of objects . . . Every relative has also a 
converse, produced by reversing the order o f the members 
of the pair. Thus, the converse of “lover” is “loved.”

It is to  the same question  o f  duality , w hich still preoccupies 
linguists and sem ioticians, th a t Peirce re tu rn ed  in  1899 in 
discussing w ith  William Jam es the  dyadic category o f  action: 
“This has tw o aspects, the Active and  the  Passive, which are
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n o t m erely opposite  aspects b u t m ake relative con trasts  
betw een  d iffe ren t influences o f  th is C ategory as M ore Active 
and M ore Passive” (8 .315).

A t the  conclusion o f  the B loom ington  J o in t C onference 
o f  A nthropo log ists and  L inguists in Ju ly  1952 it was said 
th a t “ one o f  the  greatest p ioneers o f  s tru c tu ra l linguistic 
analysis,” Charles Sanders Peirce, n o t only  s ta ted  th e  need 
for sem iotics, b u t m oreoever d ra fted  its basic lines. I t is 
his “ life-long study  o f  the n a tu re  o f  signs, . . . th e  w ork  o f  
clearing and opening u p ” the  science o f  sem iotics, “ the 
doctrine  o f  the essential na tu re  and fundam en tal varieties 
o f  possible sem iosis” (5 .488), and, in this connection , his 
life-long “ careful s tudy  o f  language” (8 .287) w hich enable 
us to  regard Peirce “ as a genuine and  b o ld  fo reru n n er o f  
s tructu ra l linguistics.” T he essential top ics o f  signs in general 
and  verbal signs in particu la r perm eate P eirce’s life w ork.

In a le tte r  o f  1905 (8 .213) Peirce says:

On May 14, 1867, after three years of almost insanely 
concentrated thought, hardly interrupted even by sleep,
I produced my one contribution to philosophy in the “New 
List of Categories” in the Proceedings of the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences, Volume VII, pp. 287-298 
[see 1.545 ff.]  . . .  We may classify objects according to 
their matter; as wooden things, iron things, silver things, 
ivory things, etc. But classification according to STRUC
TURE is generally more important. And it is the same with 
ideas . . .  I hold that a classification of the elements of 
thought and consciousness according to their formal struc
ture is more important . . .  I examine the phaneron and I 
endeavor to sort out its elements according to the com
plexity of their structure.

Here from  the  s ta rt we face a clearly stru c tu ra l approach  
to  problem s o f  phenom enology , o r in Peirce’s term s, ‘pha- 
n ero sco p y ’ (c f  1 .284 f f . ) .  In the  le tte r  q u o ted  above Peirce 
adds, “ I thus reached  m y th ree  categories [o f  s ig n s].” The 
ed ito r accom panies these w ords w ith  a fo o tn o te : “ Peirce
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then  begins a long discussion o f  the categories and signs,” 
b u t u n fo rtu n a te ly  th is discussion rem ains unpublished.

One should n o t forget th a t Peirce’s life was a m ost u n 
happy one. Terrible ex ternal conditions, a daily struggle 
to  stay alive, and the lack o f  a congenial m ilieu im peded the 
developm ent o f  his scientific activities. He died on the eve 
o f  the F irst W orld War, b u t only in the early 1930’s did his 
m ain writings begin to  be published. Before then  only a few 
o f  Peirce’s drafts on  sem iotics were k now n—the first sketch 
o f  1867, a few ideas ou tlined  during the B altim ore period, 
and som e cursory  passages in his m athem atical stud ies—but 
for the m ost p art his sem iotic and linguistic views, e laborated  
th rough  several decades, especially aroud  the  tu rn  o f  the 
cen tu ry , rem ained com pletely  h idden . It is u n fo rtu n a te  tha t 
in the great years o f  scientific fe rm en tation  w hich follow ed 
W orld War I the new ly appeared Saussurian Cours de lin- 
guistique générale cou ld  n o t be con fro n ted  w ith Peirce’s 
argum ents: such a m atch  o f  ideas, b o th  concordan t and
rival, w ould  perhaps have altered  the  h isto ry  o f  general 
linguistics and the beginnings o f  sem iotics.

Even w hen the  volum es o f  Peirce’s w ritings began to  
appear betw een  the th irties and the  fifties, there rem ained a 
num ber o f  obstacles to  a reader’s m aking a close acquain
tance w ith  his scientific though t. T he “ collected  papers” 
con ta in  to o  m any serious om issions. T he capricious in ter
m ix tu re  o f  fragm ents belonging to  d iffe ren t periods a t tim es 
bew ilders the reader, especially since Peirce’s reflections 
developed and  changed and one w ould  like to  follow  and 
delineate the  transition  o f  his concepts from  the  18 6 0 ’s to  
our cen tu ry . T he reader is obliged to  rew ork assiduously 
fo r h im self the  w hole plan o f  these volum es in order to  get 
a perspective and  to  m aster the w hole o f  Peirce’s legacy.

One m ay q uo te , fo r instance, the greatest F rench  linguist 
o f  o u r tim e, Ém ile Benveniste, a rem arkable theo re tic ian  o f  
language. In  his paper o f  1969, “ Sém iologie de la langue,” 
w hich opened  the  review Sem iótica, Benveniste a ttem p ted



34 Roman Jakobson

a com parative evaluation o f  Saussure and Peirce, the la tte r 
o f  w hom  he knew  only  from  his Selec ted  Writings, a non- 
sem iotic an thology  com piled  by  P. P. W iener in 1958: “ En 
ce qui concerne la langue, Peirce ne form ule rien de précis 
ni de spécifique . . .  La langue se rédu it p o u r lui aux m o ts .” 
However, in reality  Peirce spoke on  the “ im portance o f  m ere 
w ords” (3 .419), and  fo r him  the  im portance o f  w ords arose 
from  th e ir arrangem ent in the sen tence (4.544) and from  the 
build-up o f  p ropositions. T o  exem plify  the novelty  o f  his 
approaches, le t us q u o te  a t least P eirce’s bo ld  rem inder th a t in 
the  syn tax  o f  every language there are logical icons o f  m im etic 
k ind  “ th a t are aided by  conven tional ru les” (2 .281). A dm iring 
“ the  vast and splendidly developed science o f  linguistics” 
(1 .271), Peirce em braced all the  levels o f  language from  
discourse to  the u ltim ate  distinctive un its and he grasped the 
necessity  o f  trea ting  the  la tte r  w ith  respect to  the relation  
betw een  sound and  m eaning (1 .243).

In Peirce’s response o f  1892 to  the  English translation  
o f  L obachevsky’s G eom etrica l Researches, w hich “ m ark  an 
epoch  in th e  h isto ry  o f  th o u g h t” and  w hich en tail “ u n 
d oub ted ly  m o m en to u s” philosophical consequences, an 
au tobiographical allusion is obviously h idden : “ So long does 
it take a pure idea to  m ake its w ay, unbacked  by  any in terest 
m ore aggressive th an  the  love o f  t ru th ” (8 .91). Precisely 
the same m ay be said ab o u t Peirce; m any things could  have 
been u n d ersto o d  earlier and m ore clearly i f  one had really 
know n P eirce’s landm arks. I m ust confess th a t fo r years I 
felt b itte rness a t being am ong linguists perhaps th e  sole 
s tu d en t o f  Peirce’s views. Even the  b rie f  rem ark  on sem iotics 
in L eonard  B loom fie ld ’s L inguistic A sp ec ts  o f  Science  seems 
to  go back to  Charles M orris’ com m entaries ra th e r than  to  
Peirce him self.

It should  n o t be fo rg o tten  th a t in Peirce’s basic p ro jec t, 
his S ystem  o f  Logic, fro m  the  p o in t o f  view  o f  Sem io tic  
(8 .302), he a ttem p ted  to  show  “ th a t a C oncep t is a Sign” 
and  to  define a sign and  resolve it “ in to  its u ltim ate  e lem en ts”
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(8 .302 , 305). F o r him , sem iotics involved a trea tm en t “ o f  
the  general cond itions o f  signs being signs” and in Peirce’s 
view it was w rong b o th  to  confine sem iotic w ork  to  language 
and, on the  o th e r hand , to  exclude language from  this w ork. 
His program  was to  study  the  particu lar features o f  language 
in com parison w ith  the  specifics o f  o th er sign system s and  to  
define the  com m on features th a t characterize signs in general. 
F o r Peirce, “na tu ra l classification takes place by d icho tom ies” 
(1 .438) and  “ there is an elem ent o f  tw oness in every se t” 
(1 .446). “A d yad  consists o f  tw o subjects  b rough t in to  
oneness” (1 .326), and Peirce defines the  presen t inquiry  
as “a stu d y  o f  dyads in the  necessary form s o f  signs” (1 .444). 
He sees language in its form al, gram m atical s tru c tu re  as a 
system  o f  “ re la tional d y ad s.” T he essential dyadic re la tion  
fo r Peirce is an opposition ; he insisted  on “ th e  m anifest 
tru th  th a t existence lies in  o p p o sitio n ” and  declared th a t “ a 
th ing  w ith o u t oppositions ipso fa c to  does n o t ex is t.” A c
cording to  Peirce, the  prim ary  task  is to  m aster “ the  concep
tio n  o f  being th rough  o p p o sitio n ” (1 .457).

O ne o f  the  m ost felic itous, brillian t ideas w hich general 
linguistics and  sem iotics gained from  the A m erican th in k er is 
his defin ition  o f  m eaning as “ the  transla tion  o f  a sign in to  
an o th e r system  o f  signs” (4 .127). H ow  m any  fruitless 
discussions ab o u t m entalism  and  anti-m entalism  w ould  be 
avoided i f  one approached  the  n o tio n  o f  m eaning in term s 
o f  transla tion , w hich no m entalist and  no  behaviorist could  
reject. T he p rob lem  o f  transla tion  is indeed  fundam ental 
in Peirce’s views and  can and  m ust be u tilized  system atically . 
N o tw ithstand ing  all the disagreem ents, m isunderstandings, 
and confusions w hich have arisen from  Peirce’s concep t 
o f  ‘in te rp ré tan ts ’, I w ould  like to  state  th a t the set o f  in te r
p ré tan ts  is one o f  the  m o st ingenious findings and  effective 
devices received from  Peirce by  sem iotics in general and  by 
the  linguistic analysis o f  gram m atical and lexical m eanings 
in particu lar. T he only d ifficu lty  in  the  use o f  these too ls lies 
in the  obvious need  to  follow  Peirce’s careful delim ita tion
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o f  their d iffe ren t types and  “ to  distinguish, in  the  first 
place, the Im m ediate  In te rp ré tan t, w hich is the  in te rp ré tan t 
as it is revealed in  the  righ t understand ing  o f  the  Sign itself, 
and is ord inarily  called the  m eaning  o f  the sign” (4 .536): 
such an in te rp ré tan t o f  a sign“ is all th a t is explicit in the  sign 
itse lf  apart from  its co n tex t and  circum stances o f  u tte ra n c e ” 
(5 .474). O ne d o esn ’t know  a b e tte r  defin ition . This ‘selec
tive’ in te rp ré tan t, as d istinguished from  the ‘en v ironm en ta l’ 
one, is an indispensable b u t all to o  freq u en tly  overlooked 
key for the  so lu tion  o f  the  vital question  o f  general m eanings 
in the  various aspects o f  verbal and  o th er sign system s.

Peirce belonged to  the  great generation  th a t b road ly  
developed one o f  the  m ost salient concep ts and  term s for 
geom etry , physics, linguistics, psychology, and  m any o th er 
sciences. This is th e  sem inal idea o f  INV ARIANCE. T he 
ra tiona l necessity  o f  discovering the  invarian t b eh ind  the 
num erous variables, the  question  o f  th e  assignm ent o f  all 
these variants to  re la tiona l co n stan ts  u n affec ted  by  tran s
fo rm ations underlie th e  w hole o f  Peirce’s science o f  signs. 
T he question  o f  invariance appears from  th e  la te  1 8 6 0 ’s 
in Peirce’s sem iotic sketches and  he ends by  show ing th a t 
on no  level is it  possible to  deal w ith  a sign w ith o u t con 
sidering b o th  an invarian t and  a tran sfo rm atio n al variation. 
Invariance was th e  m ain  to p ic  o f  F elix  K lein’s Erlanger 
Program  o f  1872 (“M an soll die d er M annigfaltigkeit ange- 
hörigen G ebilde h insich tlich  so lcher E igenschaften  u n te r
suchen, die du rch  die T ran sfo rm atio n en  der G ruppe n ich t 
geändert w erd en ” ), and  a t th e  sam e tim e the  necessity  o f  
replacing th e  accidental variants by  th e ir “ com m on deno
m in ato rs” was d efended  by  B audouin  de C o u rten ay  in his 
K azan lectures. T hus, convergent ideas destined  to  transfo rm  
o u r science, and  sciences in  general, em erged alm ost sim ul
taneously . N o m a tte r  w here th e  m odel cam e from , those 
w ere tim ely  pursu its fo r a w ide field  o f  research and  th ey  
are still able to  engender new , fru itfu l in te rac tions betw een 
diverse disciplines. In  particu lar, linguistics has very m uch
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to  learn b o th  from  m odern  topology  and  from  one o f  Peirce’s 
m ost fertile sem iotic form ulations replying to  the question  
o f  invariance; a sym bol “ canno t indicate any particu lar 
thing; it denotes a kind o f  thing. N ot only th a t, b u t it is 
itse lf a kind and n o t a single th in g ” (2 .301); consequently , 
“ the w ord and its m eaning are b o th  general ru les” (2.292).

Peirce asks, “ How is it possible fo r an indecom posable 
elem ent to  have any differences in s tru c tu re?” and answers, 
“O f  in ternal logical s tructu re  it w ould  be clearly im possible,” 
b u t as to  the  s tructu re  o f  its possible com pounds, “ lim ited 
differences o f  s tructu re  are possib le .” He refers to  the 
g roups , o r vertical colum ns o f  M endeleev’s tab le, w hich “ are 
universally and  ju stly  recognized as ever so m uch m ore 
im p o rtan t th a t  the  series, o r h o rizon ta l ranks in the  same 
tab le” (1 .289). Thus, in the  question  o f  the  re lation betw een 
the com ponen ts and  the  com pound , Peirce denies (in the 
same way as the G esta lt psychologists) th e  possibility o f  
speaking ab o u t co n stitu en ts  w ith o u t analyzing the structu ra l 
re lation betw een  the constituen ts  and the w hole. F ar from  
being a m ere conglom erate, w hich G estaltists labeled Und- 
Verbindung, any w hole is conceived o f  by Peirce as an in te 
gral structu re . This m odel rem ains valid in its dynam ic 
perspective as well. A ccording to  fragm ents o f  his M inute  
Logic, sketched  in 1902 b u t never com pleted , “T o say tha t 
the fu tu re  does n o t influence the presen t is un tenable doc
tr in e ” (2 .86). Here tw o aspects o f  causes are distinguished 
by Peirce: “ E fficient causation is th a t kind o f  causation
w hereby the parts com pose the w hole; final causation is th a t 
kind o f  causation w hereby the w hole calls o u t its parts. 
F inal causation w ith o u t efficient causation is helpless . . . 
E fficient causation w ith o u t final causation, how ever, is 
worse than  helpless, by far: . . .  it is blank n o th in g ” (1 .220). 
No such structu ra l classification is possible w ith o u t taking 
in to  accoun t these tw o copresen t and in teracting  causations.

T he m ost w idely know n o f  Peirce’s general assertions is 
th a t th ree kinds o f  signs exist. Y et the things w hich are best
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know n qu ite  easily undergo various d isto rtions. Peirce does 
n o t at all shu t signs up in one o f  these th ree classes. These 
divisions are m erely th ree poles, all o f  w hich can coexist 
w ith in  the same sign. T he sym bol, as he em phasized, m ay 
have an icon an d /o r an index  in co rp o ra ted  in to  it, and “ the 
m ost perfec t o f  signs are those in w hich the  iconic, indicative, 
and sym bolic characters are b lended  as equally  as possib le” 
(4 .448).

Peirce’s defin ition  o f  the th ree sem iotic ‘tenses’ was 
recen tly  b ro u g h t to  the a tten tio n  o f  the astu te  F rench  
topologist R ené T hom , w ho was happy  to  find here the 
so lu tion  he h im self had  strenuously  sought fo r years. T hus, 
perm it m e to  conclude m y few  rem arks w ith  this seemingly 
en tangled , b u t essentially lucid  fo rm ula w hereby  a t the 
tu rn  o f  the cen tu ry  Charles Sanders Peirce succeeded in 
bridging the  ch ie f  p roblem s o f  sem iotics and  gram m ar:

Thus the mode of being of the symbol is different from 
that of the icon and from that of the index. An icon has 
such being as belongs to PAST experience . . . An index 
has the being of PRESENT experience. The being of a 
symbol consists in the real fact that something will be 
experienced if certain conditions be satisfied [4.447].—It 
is a potentiality: and its mode of being is esse in futuro.
The FUTURE is potential not actual [2.148] .—The value 
of an icon consists in its exhibiting the features of a state 
of things regarded as if it were purely imaginary. The 
value of an index is that it assures us of positive fact.
The value of a symbol is that it serves to make thought 
and conduct rational and enables us to predict the future 
[4.448],

The p red o m in an t task  o f  sym bols in o u r verbal (and 
n o t only verbal) creativ ity  could  be considered the m ain
spring o f  Peirce’s doctrine , b u t I hate  to  use the label ‘doc
tr in e ’, fo r the  th in k er h im self categorically  declared  th a t for 
him  science was n o t doctrine , b u t inquiry .



Si nous posons qu’à défaut du 
langage, il n ’y  aurait ni possibilité 
de société, nipossîbilitê d ’humanité, 
c ’est bien parce que le propre du 
langage est d ’abord de signifier.

Émile Benveniste, “La forme 
et le sens dans le langage”, 
September 3,1966.

Dicendum quod in dictione duo 
sunt, scilicet vox et intellectus. Est 
enim vox principium materiale, 
significatio vero vel intellectus 
principium formate dictionis. Est 
autem dictio pars orationis ratione 
sue significationis et non ratione 
vocis.

Circa grammaticam, anonym. 
questiones, Ms. of Petrus de 
Limoges, s. XIII [Pinborg, 
1967:42]

Glosses on the Medieval Insight into the Science o f  Language*

B enveniste’s succinct survey o f  recent tendencies in 
general linguistics underscores “le caractère exclusivem ent 
h isto rique q u i m arquait la linguistique pendan t to u t  le X IX e 
siècle et le d éb u t du XXe ” (Benveniste, 1954). O ne w ould 
th in k  th a t th is rigorously h istorical trea tm en t o f  language, 
particu larly  stern  in the  leading linguistic cu rren t o f  th e  late 
n ineteen th  cen tu ry , m ight have generated  a thoroughly  
historical approach  to  th e  science o f  language as w ell. If, 
how ever, this school proved unable to  produce a co m p re
hensive h isto ry  o f  linguistics, th e  reason lies in th e  erroneous 
red u ctio n  o f  linguistic science to  h istorical o r, p roperly  
speaking, genealogical questions and in the  subsequent

*Mélanges Linguistiques offerts à Emile Benveniste (Paris, 1975).
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conclusion th a t th e  h isto ry  o f  scientific linguistics begins 
on ly  w ith  th e  first scholarly endeavors to  cope w ith  such 
kinds o f  tasks.

T he b ro ad  and durab le pop u larity  o f  the  m en tioned  
ten e t has resu lted  in the  ingrained and w idespread be lie f 
th a t linguistics belongs to  the  young , even to  th e  youngest 
sciences, w hereas , th e  very an tithesis has to  be expressly 
s ta ted . T he science o f  language is one o f  th e  o ldest, perhaps 
even th e  o ldest b ranch  o f  system atic know ledge, o r, accor
ding to  th e  re ite ra ted  Scholastic adages, scientia  linguae 
est prim a naturaliter  and  ceterarum  o m n iu m  artium  n u tr ix  
antiquissim a. A ny p a tte rn  o f  w riting , w h e th e r logographic, 
syllabic, o r by  and large a lphabetic , is in  itse lf  a display o f  
linguistic analysis. T he earliest ex tan t a ttem p t tow ard  a 
gram m atical parsing and descrip tion , nam ely an  ou tlin e  o f  
Sum erian gram m ar dating back  alm ost four m illennia and 
investigated by T hork ild  Jacobsen  (1974), is a rem arkable 
B abylonian effo rt to  cope w ith  th e  k n o tty  paradigm  problem  
w hich, in  fac t, still perta in s to  th e  fundam entals o f  lin 
guistic science.

T he pristine origin o f  linguistic science is q u ite  expli
cable. Language w hen used to  talk  ab o u t language is labeled 
m etalanguage; lingu ists’ discourse ab o u t language is an 
elaborate  im p lem en ta tion  o f  m etalanguage, and  since, m ore
over, any ch ild ’s progressive acqu isition  o f  language is indis- 
pensibly jo in ed  w ith  m astering th e  use o f  m etalanguage, such 
p r im o rd ia r  deliberations on language favor and fu rth e r the  
em ergence o f  a genuine inqu iry  in to  th e  verbal code.

Linguistics o f  to d ay  effectively com bines and  brings 
in to  concord  innovations w ith  an  agelong and  ever v ital 
trad itio n  o f  research and arg u m en ta tio n . O nly a super
stitious b e lie f in a rectilinear progress o f  science w ould 
call in to  q uestion  the  evident fact th a t any tem p o rary  curren t 
o f  linguistic th o u g h t is -orien ted  tow ard  certain  angles o f  
language and th a t in their investigation such a tren d  uses a 
restric ted  num ber o f  favorite contrivances. U nder those
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circum stances, some targets and approaches rem ain in  the 
shadow , as long as the  inquirer does no t gain a w idened 
scope and deeper insight by  fam iliarizing him self w ith  ques
tions and w orking hypo theses raised in linguistics o f  the  
near and  rem ote  past and  by  testing  th em  on  the  rich m ate 
rial gathered  and accum ulated  since. O ne m ay q u o te  the 
great m usical re fo rm er o f  o u r cen tu ry : according to  Igor 
S travinsky, “a renewal is fru itfu l only  w hen it goes hand 
in had w ith  tradition. Living dialectic wills th a t renewal 
and trad itio n  shall develop and abet each o th e r in a simul
taneous p rocess” (Stravinsky, 1947).

A fancy k ind  o f  an titrad itionalism  is verily a trad i
tional featu re in th e  h isto ry  o f  linguistic science. Jespersen ’s 
incisive rem ark  on  neo-gram m arians o f  th e  eighties cou ld  be 
equally applied to  various tu rn s  o f  tim e: while the  ablest 
linguists o f  th e  new  school “w ere tak ing  up  a great m any 
questions o f  vast general im portance th a t had  n o t been 
trea ted  by  th e  o lder generation  [o r ra th e r g en e ra tio n s], on  
th e  o th e r hand  they  w ere losing in terest in som e o f  the  
problem s th a t had  occupied  their predecessors” ; som e o f  
these issues w ent “o u t o f  fash ion” and w ere “d ep reca ted ” 
as “ fu tile  and n eb u lo u s” (Jespersen, 1922). Discoveries 
and oblivions are used to  go together, and some transient 
losses o f  rem em brance m ay becom e an experim ental asset. 
Beside th e  a lte rna tion  o f  a ttrac tio n s and repulsions there 
exists, how ever, th e  beneficial phenom enon  o f  synthesis, 
devoid o f  any  m iscarrying eclecticism , and ou r days seem 
to  develop a particu lar ap titu d e  fo r such a higher dialectic 
stage.

T he use o f  preconceived and hackneyed schem es for 
th e  delinea tion  o f  th e  bygone epochs and  schools proves 
to  be  th e  greatest stum bling b lock on  the way to  an  objective 
h istorical view o f  linguistics from  the  ancient tim es un til 
recen t decades. T oo o ften  polem ic slogans used b y  the 
younger scholarly team s in o rder to  dissociate th e ir aspirations 
from  the  precepts o f  th e  older generation are su b stitu ted
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fo r independen t studies and unbiased in te rp re ta tio n s  o f  
its bequest.

T hus, for instance, the  still cu rren t allegation o f  lin 
guistics m anuals th a t th e  science o f  language did  n o t advance 
in th e  M iddle Ages is a m ere proofless rep e titio n  o f  H um anist 
invectives contra m o d o s significandi. In reality , one could 
easily assert, w ith  particu lar reference to  J a n  P inborg’s 
expert com pendium  (1967), and  several o th e r h istorical 
surveys—by P. R o tta  (1 9 0 9 ), R . H. R obins (1951), P. A. 
V erburg (1952), B. E. O ’M ahony (1964), E. C oseriu (1969), 
G . L. Bursill-Hall (1 9 7 1 ), and J . S tefan in i (1 9 7 3 )—as well 
as to  th o se , still to o  few , o f  th e  num erous m anuscrip t tre a 
tises w hich so far have been  published , th a t  th ro u g h o u t th e  
M iddle Ages linguistic analysis was in the  focus o f  acu te  
scholarly a tte n tio n , and especially the  stud ies o f  the  so- 
called m odistae  and o f  th e ir p recursors u n d erw en t in  the  
period  from  th e  la te  tw e lfth  till th e  early fo u rteen th  cen tu ry  
a strenuous and  diversified developm ent.

T he sphere o f  lexical m eanings (significata d ic tio n u m  
specialia) was accurate ly  d iscrim inated  from  th e  system  o f  
gram m atical m eanings (significata generalia). T he focal 
p o in t o f  those S choo lm en’s research , m o d i significandi, 
or in m odern , Sapirian term ino logy , “gram m atical co n cep ts” 
(Sapir, 1921), were subm itted  to  an  ever s tric te r defin ition  
and exam ination  o f  th e ir specifics and  hierarchical in te r
re la tion , w ith  a particu lar a tten tio n  paid to  th e  p arts  o f  
speech (m o d i significandi essentiales) and to  th e ir categorial 
m odifications, such as cases o r tenses (m o d i significandi 
accidentales w ith  fu rth e r subdivisions). S ap ir’s prelim inaries 
to  a classification o f  the  parts o f  speech (1930) are rem inis
cent o f  th e  m edieval endeavors to  define them  strictly  
m odaliter.

In th e  analysis in to  m o d i significandi and  th e ir d iffe r 
entiae specificae  every p art o f  speech appears as a bundle 
o f  elem entary  features and each o f  these m inim al d iffe ren tia l 
features is te rm ed  and  in te rp re ted  by  Sim on D acus (c/. O tto ,
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1963) and Siger die C ortraco  (c/. W allerand, 1913:10) as 
m odus significandi specificus. T hus all appellativa, viz. 
substantive and adjective nouns jo in tly  w ith  substantive and 
adjective p ronouns, signify p er m o d u m  ends, in co n tra 
d istinc tion  to  the  m o d u s esse o f  the verbal class. As it was 
elucidated  by  Petrus H ispanus, no m en  est vo x  singificantiva  
ad p la c itu m  sine tem pore, in opposition  to  the  tem poral 
axis w hich m arks the  verb (B ochenski, 1947 and M ullally, 
1945). T he adjective class o f  nouns and p ronouns is separated 
from  the  substantive class o f  these tw o categories by  the 
m o d u s adiacentis opposed  to  the  m o d u s p er  se stands, 
while the  substantive and adjective nouns b y  th e ir m odus  
determ inatae apprehensionis stand in opposition  to  the  
apprehensio indeterm inata  o f  the  substantive and adjective 
pronouns. A u th o rs o f  treatises de m odis significandi m ay 
d iffer in term inological and defin itional details, b u t in essence 
th ey  follow  the  same principles o f  classification.

T he corollary  from  such study  o f  th e partes oradonis in 
habitu , viz. in th e  paradigm atic in te rra la tio n , was w ith in  the 
Sum m a gram m adcae  the  system atic inquiry  in to  partes 
oradonis in actu , nam ely in to  th e  rules (canones o r regulae) 
o f  th e ir in te rco n n ectio n  (congruitas) in b inary  syntactic 
s tructu res, tersely defined  as congrua construcdb ilium  unio  
ex  m o d o  significandi causata  (see de R ijk , 1956 :53  and 
T h u ro t, 1 8 6 8 :2 1 9 ). T he fo rm ation  o f  such “ un ions” or 
principia co n s tru c tio n s , in term s o f  th e  “Q uestiones de 
m odis significandi” w ritten  by N icolaus de B ohem ia tow ard  
1300 (Pinborg, 1 9 6 7 :1 0 0 ), underw en t a close scrutiny and 
no tab le  m ethodological deliberations. C onsistent effo rts  
to  classify the  diverse couples o f  construcdbilia , as show n 
by  Johannes de R us in his Tractatus de  co nstrucdone  o f  the 
m id -th irteen th  cen tu ry  (Pinborg, 1967 :52 ), m ark  a new 
stage o f  syntactic  analysis.

T he d iffe ren t levels o f  linguistic phenom ena were 
clearly d iscerned. T he sound o f  the  w ord  (vox significadva  
audita) and its m eaning (significado vero vel intellectus)
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are opposed  to  each o th e r  as princip ium  fo rm a le  dictionis. 
T h e  n o tio n  o f  doub le  articu la tio n  echoed  now adays in R us
sian and th e reu p o n  in W estern linguistics m ay be traced  back 
to  th e  doctrina  de m od is significandi w ith  its  clear-cut 
idea o f  articulatio prim a e t secunda, w hich em erged perhaps 
u nder G reek  incentives: one o f  these tw o articu la tions tu rns 
th e  sound m a tte r (vocis articulatio) in to  w ords, w hile the 
o th er em ploys w ords to  generate sentences (cf. G rabm ann, 
195 6 :2 3 4  and Pinborg, 1967 :44 ).

Each linguistic level o b ta in s an adequate  po rtray a l. Thus 
a p ro fic ien t classifier o f  th e  th ir te e n th  cen tu ry , G uillelm us de 
Shyresw oode (G rabm ann, 1937), scrupulously  delineates 
the  speech sounds:

Sonus unus vox, alius non vox. Sonus vox est u t quod 
fit ab ore aminalis; sonus non vox ut strepitus pedum, 
fragor arborum et similia.

Vox sic dividitur: alia significativa, alia non significativa.
Vox significativa est, quo aliquid significat, non signifi
cativa, que nil significat u t buba blictrix.

Vox significativa quedam significat naturaliter, quedam 
ad placitum. Naturaliter, que natura agente aliquid signi
ficat ut gemitus infirmorum et similia; ad placitum, que 
ex humana institutione significationem recipit.

In a sim ilar w ay significatio  is defined  by  Petrus H ispanus 
(Bocheriski, 1947): rei p e r  vocem  secundum  p la c itu m
repraesentatio.

O n th e  th resho ld  o f  o u r cen tu ry  th e  second volum e 
o f  H usserl’s Logical Investiga tions  (1901), and  espe
cially its chap te r “D er U ntersch ied  der selbständigen 
und  unselbständigen  B edeu tungen  u n d  die Idee der 
reinen G ram m atik ” w hich  soon  becam e one o f  th e  m ilestones 
for th e  in itia l advance o f  s tru c tu ra l linguistics, coun ter- 
posed to  th e  cu rren t, “ exclusively em pirica l” gram m ar 
th e  early and  once again tim ely  “ idea o f  a general and , 
particu larly , a p rio ri g ram m ar” . He p rocla im ed “th e  
indub itab ly  righ teous design o f  a universal g ram m ar as
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conceived by the  rationalism  o f  the  seventeenth and eight
een th  cen tu ries” . As A n to n  M arty, near to  H usserl’s tra in  o f 
th o u g h t, states in his lifew ork on the  theo ry  o f  language 
(M arty, 1908 :33 ), a “q u ite  valuable co n trib u tio n  to  general 
g ram m ar” was m ade n o t on ly  by  Cartesians, b u t also by the 
th ird  b o o k  o f  L ocke’s Essay (1690) and by  the N ouveaux  
essais o f  Leibniz (1703), and th e  idea o f  a reasoned, general, 
universal gram m ar is to  be traced  even fa rther back , p arti
cularly to  the  Stoics and Scholastics. T he connection  o f  
H usserl’s acute insight in to  the  phenom enology  o f  language 
w ith  th e  m edieval ph ilosophy o f  verbal signification has been  
p o in ted  o u t (K ukenheim , 1962).

T he p a tte rn  o f  gram m ar cherished, e labo rated , and 
p ropagated  b y  th e  m odistae  was gram m atica rationalis, w hich 
th ey  appraised as th e  purely  and thorough ly  scientific view 
o f  language, a scientia speculativa  (P inborg, 196 9 :1 8 ), in 
co n trad istin c tio n  to  the m erely applied charac ter o f  th e  so- 
called gram m atica  positiva  o r practica.

In his th eo ry  o f  verbal sym bols and  o f  signs in general 
Charles Sanders Peirce, as h e  h im self acknow ledges, “ derived 
th e  greatest advantage from  a deeply  pondering perusal o f  
some o f  th e  w orks o f  M edieval th in k e rs” and  her refers 
expressly to  Petrus A baelardus w ith  his younger co n tem p o 
rary  Jo h an n es de Salisbury, and  to  such em inent Schoolm en 
o f  th e  th ir te e n th  cen tu ry  as G uillelm us de Shyresw oode and 
Petrus H ispanus (Peirce, 1 9 3 1 :1 .5 6 0 , 2 .3 1 7 , 2 .486). But 
the  ch ief scholastic im petus for Peirce and for la ter th eo re 
ticians o f  language (cf. Heidegger, 1916 and W erner, 1877) 
was G ram m atica speculativa, long a ttr ib u ted  to  Johannes 
D uns Scotus, b u t actually  w ritten  at th e  beginning o f  the  
fo u rteen th  cen tu ry  by  Thom as de E rford ia  (Bursill-Hall, 
1972), an astu te  and successful com piler o f  earlier theses 
de m od is significandi (Pinborg, 1 9 67 :134). Peirce, as he 
h im self says, shared th e  aim o f  th is w ork  from  his ow n first 
steps in the  late sixties tow ard  a “general th eo ry  o f  the  
na tu re  and m eanings o f  signs” , a science he even called
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“ speculative gram m ar” b efo re  adop ting  L o ck e’s term  “sem i
o tic ” (Peirce, 1 9 3 1 :1 .4 4 5 , 2 .83 , 2 .3 3 2 , c f  Jak o b so n , 1973).

T he m edieval co n trib u to rs  to  th e  developm ent o f  
scientific, ra tio n a l gram m ar particu larly  insisted  o n  th e  idea 
o f  gram m atica  universalis. T h e  heigh tened  in terest in  general 
rules and  p roperties  m ust have been  spurred  b y  th e  vehem ent 
sway o f  A rabic linguistic th o u g h t (P inborg, 1 9 67 :25 ) and 
p u t a particu la r em phasis u p o n  th e  invarian ts, fo r in  his 
im perm utab ilibus consistit gram m atica  regularis, as it was 
taugh t since th e  early th ir te en th  cen tu ry . Pursuit o f  un i
v e rs a l  m et w ith  m utually  parallel p roblem s o n  d iffe ren t 
levels o f  language, and  th e  inqu iry  in to  those  principles 
o f  syn tactic  co n stru c tio n s w hich eadem  su n t apud om nes  
im plied an  in trinsic  analysis o f  th e  constructib ilia  o r , in 
o th er w ords, a search fo r th e  fundam en tals  {generates 
virtu tes) o f  th e  m o d i significandi as such. N either th e  ques
tio n  o f  general rules on th e  level o f  voces significativae, n o r 
their essential affin ity  w ith  th e  principia  generalia  on  the  
higher levels o f  language w ere overlooked  b y  th e  ou tliners  o f  
th e  gram m atica  universalis. O ne o f  th e  m ost sagacious m edi
eval linguists, R o b ertu s  K ilw ardby o f  th e  m id -th ir teen th  
cen tu ry , w hose precious m anuscrip ts are still w aiting for 
pub lication  and for a com prehensive in te rp re ta tio n , expres
sly states th a t m o d i p ro n u n tia n d i substantia tes e lem en torum  
. . . e t  sim iliter m o d i significandi e t consignificandigenerates  
are iden tical apud om nes  (T h u ro t, 1 8 6 8 :1 2 5 ); and  th e  
exam ple b o th  he and N icolaus de Parisiis re fer to ,  th e  “ neces
sary” and  wo rid-w ide fu n c tio n a l d is tin c tio n  betw een  vowels 
and consonan ts {omnis vocalis p er  se sonat, consonans  
cum  alio), reappears in a q u ite  analogous, rigorously d istri
b u tio n a l fo rm ula tion  used b y  th e  recen t glossem atic d o ctrin e .

T he oscillating a ttitu d e s  observable am ong th e  adheren ts 
o f  universal gram m ar in regard to  th e  diversity  o f  linguistic 
s tructu res and  to  their peculiarities apud g en tem  illam cuius 
est lingua led in th e  th ir te en th  cen tu ry  to  a h ea ted  argum ent. 
In K ilw ardby’s creed , w hich enriches th e  long h isto ry  o f
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those adhesive ideas th e  recur again and  again, th e  “ deep 
s tru c tu re” , as it w ould  be labeled to d ay , can and m ust be 
abstrac ted  b y  th e  gram m arian ah o m n i lingua, and the  
elicited p ro d u c t o f  th is  o pera tion , th e  universally com pul
sory serm o significativus m ay be presen t in m en te  solely 
(P inborg, 1967 :29 ). O r, in a som ew hat la te r response o f  
B oeth ius D acus, n o n  enim  om nia  possibilia  su n t in actu  
(P inborg, 1 9 6 9 :1 6 0 ,2 0 1 ) .

In accordance w ith  patristic  ph ilosophy , medieval 
theo re tic ians o f  language paid rap t a tte n tio n  to  in ternal 
speech, term ed  verbum  m en tis  sive in terius  by  Thom as 
A quinas (M anthy, 1937), serm o in terior  b y  O ccam , for 
w hom  trip lex est term inus: scriptus, pro la tus, and conceptus, 
m ore exactly  defined  as in ten tio  and as pars p ro p o s itio n s  
m entalis  (B oehner, 1954-1957). L ater th is v ital aspect o f  
language rem ained  u n d erra ted  o r un n o ticed  fo r a long span 
o f  tim e.

B oeth ius D acus, w ho  during  the  1270s taugh t at th e  
F acu lty  o f  A rts in th e  U niversity o f  Paris (Jensen , 1963), 
is perhaps th e  m ost original and rad ical m ind no t only  
w ith in  th e  glorious group o f  Parisian scholars de Dacia 
in th e  la te  th ir te en th  cen tu ry  (cf. O tto , 1 9 5 5 ,1 9 6 3  and  R oos, 
1961), b u t also am ong all m edieval inquirers in to  m o d i 
significandi. He was one o f  th e  greatest Danish co n trib u to rs 
to  th e  th eo ry  o f  language, and we d o  n o t forget th a t it was 
D enm ark w hich th ro u g h o u t m any centuries gave to  in te r
national linguistics a long list o f  suprem e th inkers. T he 
consisten tly  elabo rated  do ctrin e  o f  B oeth ius (Pinborg, 
1969) faces us once m ore w ith  those urgent them es and 
p o in ted  claim s w hich steadily recu r on  the w inding pa ths 
o f  o u r science. T h ro u g h o u t the  late  tw elfth  and th e  follow ing 
cen tu ry  we observe a gradual em ancipation  o f  linguistics. 
T he first stage, as n o ted  b y  P inborg, was a progressing sepa
ra tio n  o f  gram m ar, concerned  w ith  serm o congruus, from  
logic w hose subject m a tte r , serm o verus, was declared 
irrelevant fo r the  science o f  language. T he initiaL advances
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tow ard  such a b ifu rca tio n  were m ade in th e  tw e lfth  cen tu ry  
by  Hugo de Sancto  V ictore (H un t, 1 9 4 8 :99  f f . )  and con
solidated b y  the  m odistae  o f  the early th ir te en th  cen tu ry . 
T he n ex t reso lu te  step in ten d ed  to  free th e  science o f  gram 
m ar from  all ex traneous con tro lling  influences was tak en  by  
B oeth ius D acus. This scho lar’s m ethodo ibg ical requ irem en t for 
th e  elic ita tion  o f  any scientific, and specifically gram m atical 
them e alw ays and solely ex  princip is suae scientiae  underlies 
and determ ines his w hole trea tm e n t o f  g ram m atical concepts.

A ccording to  B o e th iu s’ d o c trin e  (cf. P inborg, 1967: 
78-85) th e  m o d i significandi perta in  to  the  realm  o f  signa 
or, in a closer view, linguistic signs, and  no th in g  ou tside o f  
th is sphere—n eith er res, n o r m o d i essendi— en ters  in to  the  
scope o f  g ram m arian’s com petence. T he com bination  o f  tw o 
m eanings—one lexical, and the  o th e r g ram m atical—w ith in  a 
w ord  is an in h eren t and creative capability  o f  language. T hus, 
fo r exam ple , a substantive does n o t nam e a  substance b u t 
shows only  th a t th e  given concep tus m en tis  is rep resen ted  
like a substance {per m o d u m  substantiae) y e t cou ld  b e  actually  
represen ted  b y  any  o th e r p a rt o f  speech {idem co n cep tu s  m en 
tis p er  om nes partes orationis p o te s t  significari), and on  the 
o th er h an d , every th ing , w h e th e r an  ac tu a l en tity  o r a negation 
a pure figm ent, in its  linguistic expression m ay o b ta in  m o 
d u m  significandi essentialem  nom inis. H ence all such w ords 
becom e genuine substantives, irrespective o f  th e ir lexical 
m eanings (singificata lectionum ).

T he insistence u p o n  th e  creative pow er o f  language, 
w hich is peculiar to  th e  w hole m ovem ent o f  m odistae, 
appears particu larly  o u tsp o k en  in  B oeth ius D acus and som e
w hat d iffe ren tly  in  R aym undus Lullus w ith  his co n cep tio n  o f  
language as ars inveniendi (V erburg, 195 2 :5 4  f f ) .  This 
reso lu te  em phasis show s hom ologous fea tu res w ith  the  
pow erfu l poetic  tre n d  w hich  enveloped th e  various coun tries 
o f  E urope precisely th ro u g h  th e  la te  tw e lfth  and  m ost o f  th e  
th ir te en th  cen tu ry  and w hich d isplayed an  in ten t concen
tra tio n  on  th e  inner creativ ity  o f  verbal a rt. In a b r ie f
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com m entary  to  th e  so-called “ parabolic-figurative sty le” 
cherished during  th a t epoch  in Russia, I was faced w ith  such 
strik ing parallels as “ th e  G olden  Age o f  th e  F rench  medieval 
lite ra tu re” w ith  its m erid ional poésie  récluse (Provençal 
trobar d u s )  o f  R aim bau t d ’A urenga and A rnaud  Daniel de 
R ibérac, o r  th e  G erm an blüem en  in W olfram ’s epics. A m ong 
fu rth e r “ synchronic in te rn a tio n a l co rrespondences” , one had  
to  evoke the  subtle sym bolism  and herm etism  cultivated  in 
th e  scaldic poetry  o f  th e  late  tw elfth  cen tu ry , sim ilar te n 
dencies in the  Irish p o e try  o f  th e  same tim e , enigm atic 
speech (significatio ) and  ornatus d iffic ilis  advocated  in the  
con tem poraneous L atin  m anuals o f  ars poetica , especially 
by  G anfredus de V inosalvo, and  p racticed  in  th e  in terna tional 
L atin  p o e try  afte r th e  F irst C rusade, and finally th e  same 
epoch in th e  B yzantine lite rary  m astery  w ith  its “ m ulti
plex sem antic s tru c tu re s” (Jakobson , 1952).

C onspicuous affin ities betw een  verbal art and verbal 
th eo ry  are a n o tew o rth y  and  periodically  reem erging p h en o 
m enon . A h istorical co n fro n ta tio n  o f  O ld Indie p o etry  and 
equally subtle treatises on poetic  form  w ith  th e  native 
science o f  language w ould  u n d o u b ted ly  th ro w  a new  light 
on  m any  cruxes o f  Sanskrit poetics and  linguistics. We recall 
Saussure’s stirring suspicion o f  an  in fluence w hich th e  trad i
tional analytic devices practiced  in Vedic carm ina m ight have 
exerted  u p o n  the  gram m atical science o f  Ind ia, “au double 
p o in t de vue p h o n iq u e  e t m o p h o lo g iq u e” (S tarobinski, 
1971 :38).

R etu rn ing  to  the  deliberations o f  m edieval linguists, 
I m ust confess th a t th e  m ore one is plunged in their w ritings, 
the  stronger is th e  im pression o f  an unsurpassed skill in the 
arduous tasks o f  sem antic th eo ry . I f  B oethius Dacus and the  
o th er investigators o f  th e  m o d i significandi have tak en  the  
first place in unraveling the  com plexity  o f  GRAM M ATICAL 
m eanings, the  o th er in fluential course o f  m edieval th o u g h t 
deeply  concerned  w ith  language, nam ely th e  th eo ry  o f  
suppositiones  [surveyed by  A rnold (1952), b u t still w aiting
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fo r a system atic linguistic in te rp re ta tio n  and  apprisal] (c f  
de R ijk , 1971), give us th e  firm est o u tlo o k  o n  m ultip le  ques
tio n s tied  to  LEX ICA L m eanings and  especially o n  th e  card i
nal problem  o f  general and co n tex tu a l m eanings in  their 
h ierarchical re la tionsh ip . T he question  o f  “ congruous speech” 
plays a focal ro le in the  study  o f  th e  m o d i significandi, 
while problem s o f  “ intelligible speech” becom e prim e in th e  
analysis o f  th e  suppositiones.

In an effo rt to  d isentangle the  in tricate  questions o f  
lexical m eaning and  to  find th e  w ay to  th e ir persuasive 
so lu tion , K. O. E rdm ann  published a paper on  th e  system  
o f  “sup p o sitio n s” as one o f  th e  crucial to p ics o f  Scholastic 
p reoccupations w ith  th o u g h t and language in  th e ir in te r
play , and la te r, in 1900 , changed th is essay in to  a chap te r 
o f  his b o o k  D ie B edeu tung  des Wortes (E rdm ann , 1900):

Die Lehre der Supposition, die Jahrhunderte hindurch in 
unerhörter Breite augesponnen wurde, ist heute so gut wie 
vergessen. Der Begriff der Supposition selbst sollte nicht 
vergessen werden: er umfasst un kennzeichnet eine Gruppe 
wichtiger Tatsachen.

Peirce insisted on reviving th e  concep t and  nam e o f  
suppositions and on  pursuing the  relevant d is tin c tio n  b e 
tw een  “ sign ification” and “ su p p o sitio n ” (Peirce, 1931: 
5 .320): D iffe ru n t au tem  significatio  e t  su p p o sitio —zs it has 
been  sta ted  b y  P etrus H ispanus— unde signification prior est 
suppositione  (B ochenski, 1947). F ro m  th e  tw e lfth  cen tu ry  
on , th e  perp lex  p h en o m en o n  o f  univoca tio  was defined  and 
trea ted  as m anen te  eadem  significatione variata nom in is  
suppositio  (A rnold , 1 9 5 2 :6 0 ).

A ccording to  Peirce, “n o th ing  can be  c lea rer” th an  
the  thesis he liked to  q u o te  from  the  M etalogicon  II o f  
Jo hannes de Salisbury (Peirce, 1 9 3 1 :2 .3 1 7 , 2 .3 6 4 , 2 .391 , 
2 .434): A liu d  scilicet esse q u o d  appellativa significant et 
aliud esse q u o d  nom inan t. N o m in a n tu r  singularia sed uni- 
versalia significantur [cf. Webb, 1929). T he dialectical tension
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betw een  the  generic u n ity  o f  the  inheren t m eaning, on  the 
one hand , and the  m u ltitu d e  o f  co n tex tu a l m eanings, sup- 
p o sitio n u m  varietas, on  the o th e r hand , or b riefly , betw een  
in tension  (depth) and ex tension  (b read th ), was conceived 
as the  fundam en tal proprietas term inorum . T he m anifold 
ad ap ta tio n s o f  inheren t m eanings to  diverse types o f  ver
balized o r verbalizable co n tex ts  was tu rn ed  by Schoolm en, 
from  Petrus A baelardus (de R ijk, 1963) and Petrus Helias 
(H un t, 1950) to  G uillelm us Occam  (B oehner, 1957 and 
M oody, 1935), in to  shrew d stem m ata  ( “tre e s”) w ith  dicho- 
tom ously  system atized types o f  suppositions (cf. A rnold , 
1 952 :109  and  Bursill-Hall, 19 7 1 :3 4 8  f f . )  T he w ays in w hich 
p er translationem  a n o m en  tu rn s  in discourse in to  a term inus  
were in ten tly  explored , w ith  m any still valid and suggestive 
linguistic finds, and w ith  a rigid delim ination  o f  suppositio  
fo rm alis  (ob ject language) and d iffe ren t varieties o f  suppo
sitio materialis (m etalanguage), neatly  d iscerned by  Shyres- 
w oode (G rabm ann, 1937).

A shaken b u t nonetheless tenac ious prejudice inces
santly  a ttrib u te s  to  the M iddle Ages a plain ignorance o f  
linguistic science. This bias shows to  how  great an ex ten t we 
rem ain  ignorant even in th e  co rnerstones o f  m edieval th ough t 
w hich, as a m a tte r  o f  fac t, obviously o u td a te  some new-day 
prelim inaries to  th e  th eo ry  and m ethodo logy  o f  sem antics.

Nevertheless, th e  ab u n d an t exam ples o f  g ra tu itous 
oblivion and  p resum ptuous co n tem p t canno t ob lite ra te  the  
fact o f  th e  la ten t and in te rm itte n t b u t still fertile con tinu ity . 
O n th e  one  h an d , th e  S choo lm en’s linguistic ten e ts  had been  
nursed b y  G reek and Latin  an tiq u ity , in particu lar by  the  
A risto telian  and Stoic th o u g h t w ith  the  la tte r ’s A ugustinian 
sequel, and  b y  D onatus and Priscianus, th e  renow ned tran s
m itters  o f  A lexandrian  m odels. Also Patristic and B yzantine 
(cf. A nderson , 1973), as well as Arabic cogitations seem to  
have im pelled th e  W estern m edieval inquirers in to  language.

O n the o th er hand , th e  Scholastic search le ft deep, 
though  m ostly  h idden traces in the gram m atical theories
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o f  th e  la te r cen turies. F irst and  fo rem ost one m ay cite such 
a landm ark  in th e  developm ent o f  th e  scientia  linguae as the  
greatest ach ievem ent o f  R enaissance linguistics, th e  b o o k  by  
F ranciscus Sanctius B rocensis, Minerva: seu de  causis linguae 
Latinae  (or, according to  an o th e r varian t o f  th e  sub title : 
sive de proprie ta te  serm onis L a tin i) (Sanctius, 1562; cf. 
L iaño Pacheco, 1971) w ith  its leading p rin c ip le— syn ta x is  est 
fin is  gram m aticae— and  w ith  a stupendous series o f  conjugate 
chapters, “De ellipsi” , “De zeu g m a te” , and “De vocibus  
h o m o n y m is” All th ree  o f  th em  w ere apparen tly  stim ulated  
by  th e  S yn ta x is  figurata  w hich T hom as L inacer had offered  
at th e  end  o f  his renow ned  syn tactic  m anual in accordance 
w ith  a tim e-honored  com positiona l p a tte rn  (L inacer, 1524). 
M inerva, im bued  w ith  th e  idea o f  e llip tic ity  as th e  m otive 
pow er o f  language, is firm ly ro o ted  in th e  fo u n d a tio n s o f  th e  
S choo lm en’s gram m atica  rationalis and  in  th e  m edieval m an
uals o f  rh e to ric  (w hich u n fo rtu n a te ly  rem ain  even less explored  
th an  th e ir g ram m atical co u n te rp arts). A t th e  same tim e th is  
bo ld  “ C athedra tico  de R h e to rica  en Salam anca” , w ith  his 
em phasis u p o n  a stric tly  ra tiona l m eth o d  (ratio  opposed  to  
auctoritas) and u p o n  a critical approach  to  the  ruling o f  
m agni viri, has been  righ tly  considered a “precursor o f  
ra tio n a lism ” and  a discoverer o f  novel linguistic paths and 
p rospects (Navarro F unes, 1929 ; G arcia, 1960 ; Lázaro 
C arreter, 1949; Estal F u en tes , 1973).

His w ork  en joyed  a w idespread p o p u la rity ; be tw een  
1664 and  th e  beginning o f  th e  n in e teen th  cen tu ry  it was 
p rin ted , w ith  re touches and  add itions b y  co m m en ta to rs , 
a t least twelve tim es in various E uropean  cen ters. As early 
as 1628 , one o f  these en rap t co m m en ta to rs , G asper Scioppius, 
published his ow n G ram m atica philosophica , cen tered  
around  ellipsis and opening th e  w ay to  m any  successive 
sam ples o f  ten ta tiv e  “ philosophical g ram m ars” . In th e  n in e
teen th  cen tu ry , desp ite  th e  h o stility  o f  th e  sectarian  histori- 
cism tow ard  th e  fanatic seeker o f  ellipsis, rare  instances o f  
deserved recogn ition  still em erged and  Sanctus was even 
hailed  as H u m b o ld t’s p recursor b y  a gram m arian o f
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H um bold tian  stam p (M ichelsen, 1837). T hrough th e  1 8 7 0 ’s 
and 8 0 ’s, in an in te rn a tio n al linguistic and  philosophical 
discussion up o n  the  very essence o f  im personal sentences, 
th e ir three-centuries-o ld  elliptic in te rp re ta tio n  by  Sanchez 
de las Brozas was still c ited  and re in te rp re ted  (M iklosich, 
1883).

In th e  past cen tu ry  th e  d istinguished Italian  critic F ran
cesco de  Sanctis p rocla im ed Sanchez B rocense “ th e  D escartes 
o f  G ram m arians” . B enedetto  Croce recalls th is appraisal and 
views th e  Spanish savant as th e  m ost p ro fo u n d  am ong the 
R enaissance explorers o f  language (C roce, 1902). Since the  
beginning o f  o u r cen tu ry  there has grow n b o th  in Spain 
and in in te rn a tio n al scholarship a new  a ttra c tio n  tow ard 
M inerva’s linguistic an tic ipations w hich are cognate b o th  
w ith  th e  S choo lm en’s legacy and w ith  the  m odern  scientific 
quest. G olling’s “ In tro d u c tio n  in the  the  H istory  o f  Latin 
S y n tax ” (Golling, 190 3 :5 2  f f . )  declared  in 1903:

Die glänzendste Erscheinung unter den Grammatikern 
des 16. und der beiden folgenden Jahrhunderte is Fr. 
Sanctius Brocensis. In seiner Minerva sucht er . .  . die 
innere Notwendigheit und logische Geschlossenheit der 
lateinischen Syntax nachzuweisen . . . Der tiefe speku
lative Blick verbunden mit logischer Schärfe und Konse
quenz [hat] dem Sanctius eine Bedeutung verliehen, die 
seine Lehren noch in der Gegenwart als beachtenswert 
erscheinen lässt.

In th e  gram m atical lite ra tu re  o f  th e  seventeenth cen tu ry  
th e  place o f  p rom inence belongs to  A rn au ld ’s and L an celo t’s 
G ram m aire générale e t raisonnée, w hich aim ed to  explain , 
as th e  sub title  claim s, “les raisons de ce qu i est com m un à 
to u tes  les langues e t des principales d ifférences qu i s’y 
re n c o n tre n t” . This significant w ork  and its governing m e th 
ods and  principles, as it was clearly and decisively sta ted  by  
C laude L ancelo t, th e  experienced linguistic co ed ito r o f  the  
P ort-R oyal pub lication , obviously depend  on th e  hundred- 
years o lder Minerva. T he la tte r was th e  m ain , b u t certain ly
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th e  on ly  guide th rough  w hich Scholastic approaches to  
gram m atical p roblem s pervaded “les fondem ens de l ’art 
de parle r” o f  th e  Port-R oyal team . T h e  d iffusion  o f  th e  

Gramm aire générale e t raisonnée, w h e th er d irec t o r  m ediate , 
since its original ed ition  o f  1660, was enorm ous u n til the  
first h a lf  o f  th e  last c en tu ry , a cen tu ry  w hich a f te r  1846 p u t 
an end  to  its  num erous repub lications. T he tem p o ra ry  aver
sion and obliv ion, linked to  the  one-sided historical b en t 
w hich was particu larly  p o ten t am ong linguists o f  th e  late 
n in e teen th  cen tu ry , fo u n d , how ever, a severe re to r t in 
Saussure’s Course o f  General L inguistics, reco rded  by his 
studen ts  (Saussure, 1 9 6 7 :1 8 3 //! ) :

La base de la grammaire de Port Royal était beaucoup 
plus scientifique que celle de la linguistique postérieure 
. . . .  Après avoir fait de l ’histoire linguistique fort long
temps, il est certain qu ’il faudra revenir sur la grammaire 
statique traditionnelle, mais y  revenir avec un point de 
vue renouvelé . . . .  Ce sera une des utilités de l ’étude his
torique d ’avoir fait comprendre ce qu’était un état. La 
grammaire traditionnelle ne s ’est occupée que de faits 
statiques; “la linguistique historique” nous a fait connàitre 
un nouvel ordre de faits, mais ce que nous disons: ce n ’est 
que /’opposition des deux ordres qui est féconde comme 
point de vue.

Saussure co u n tered  th e  neogram m arian negative a ttitu d e  
tow ard  th e  P ort R oyalists by  a negation  o f  negation , and  his 
inerrable flair fo r  th e  d ialectic o f  scientific advance co n fro n ts  
us w ith  a pred ic tab le  co n tin u a tio n  o f  th is developm ent in 
th e  recen t fierce discussions, réévaluations, and  critica l 
ed itions o f  th is  “ trad itio n a l” te x tb o o k  (see C hom sky, 1966; 
A arsleff, 1970; B rekle, 1966 ; L akoff, 1969; A rnau ld , 1969 
and Hall, 1969 fo r fu rth e r b ib liography). O ne cou ld  again 
recall S trav insky’s ca tchw ord  o n  renew al and  trad itio n , 
w hich “develop and abe t each o th e r in  a sim ultaneous 
process” .
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The T w en tie th  C en tury in E uropean and Am erican  
Linguistics: M ovem en ts and C o n tin u ity*

D ear friends! I was asked to  speak a t the present 
Sym posium  devoted to  the E uropean  background o f  A m er
ican linguistics ab o u t the  science o f  language in A m erica 
and in E urope in the  tw en tie th  cen tu ry . A pparen tly  this 
top ic was suggested because I w itnessed the  in terna tional 
developm ent o f  linguistic tho u g h t th rough  the  long period  
o f  six decades—I follow ed this developm ent first in the upper 
classes o f  the  Lazarev In s titu te  o f  O rien ta l Languages, a fte r
wards as a s tu d en t o f  lingusitics and  subsequently  as a re
search fellow  a t M oscow U niversity , th en  from  1920 in 
Prague and  in  o th e r W est-European, especially Scandinavian, 
cen ters o f  linguistic th o u g h t, and  since th e  forties in A m erica, 
w ith  freq u en t visits to  o th e r areas o f  in tense linguistic 
research.

As m y em inen t colleague E inar Haugen said in his 
recen t paper, “ H a lf a C en tu ry  o f  the  L inguistic S o cie ty ” 
(Haugen, 1974), “each o f  us treasures his ow n m em ories.” 
T hus, m ay I re fer to  m y first, though  ind irect, acquain
tance w ith  th e  LSA. In M arch o f  1925, the  p ioneering 
C zech scholar ex p e rt in b o th  English and  general linguistics, 
Vilem  M athesius, to g e th er w ith  his younger devoted colla
b o ra to r in these tw o fields, B ohum il T rnka, invited  Sergej

*With the permission of H. M. Hoenigswald, reprinted from 
The European Background o f  American Linguistics, ed. by H. M. 
Hoenigswald, Dordrecht, Foris, 1979, 162-173.
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Karcevskij and  m e to  a consultative m eeting. M athesius 
began by citing tw o  events. T he first o f  th em  was the  ten th  
anniversary o f  th e  M oscow Linguistic Circle, w hich, let us 
add , was already dissolved a t th a t tim e, y e t w hose creation 
in 1915 and  w hose vital activities were a durable stim ulus 
in the  R ussian and  in te rn a tio n a l developm ent o f  linguistics 
and  poetics. O n m y arrival in  Prague in 1920, M athesius 
questioned  m e ab o u t the  m ake-up and  w ork  o f  the  M oscow 
Circle and  said, “We will need  such a team  here also, b u t now  
it is still to o  early. We m ust w ait for fu rth e r advances.” 
A t the  o u tse t o f  o u r debates in 1925, he announced  the m ost 
recen t and  im pelling new s—th e  fo rm atio n  o f  the  L inguistic 
Society o f  A m erica. M athesius was one o f  those E uropean  
linguists w ho  follow ed w ith  rap t a tte n tio n  and  sym pathy  
the  im pressive rise o f  A m erican research in  th e  science o f  
language.

In  O c to b e r 1926 , the  Prague L inguistic Circle had  its 
first m eeting. I t  is w ellknow n th a t this Prague association, 
w hich, strange as it seems at first glance, has also been 
dissolved, gave in tu rn  a pow erfu l and lasting im petus to  
linguistic th o u g h t in E urope and  elsew here. F rom  the 
beginning, there was a close connection  betw een  the  L in
guistic Society o f  A m erica and  the  Prague Linguistic Circle. 
I d o n ’t  know  w hether th e  young  generation  o f  scholars 
realizes how  strong  these re la tions w ere. N. S. T ru b e tz k o y ’s 
le tters  (Jakobson , 1975) reveal som e new  d a ta  on the 
m anifo ld  ties betw een  A m erican linguistics and  th e  “ école 
de P rague” . A t the  end  o f  1931, T ru b e tzk o y , a t the  tim e 
im m ersed in the  study  o f  A m erican Ind ian  languages, em pha
sized th a t

most of the American Indianists perfectly describe the 
sound systems, so that their outlines yield all the essentials 
for the phonological characteristics of any given language, 
including an explicit survey of the extant consonantal 
clusters with respect to the different positions within 
or between the morphemes.
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T ru b e tzk o y  had  a very high op in ion  o f  th e  A m erican linguist 
w hom  he called “ m y Leipzig com rade .” This was Leonard 
B loom field , w ho in 1913 shared a bench  w ith  T rube tzkoy  
and Lucien Tesniere a t L esk ien’s and B rugm ann’s lectures. 
B loom field (H ockett, 1970:247) praised “T ru b e tz k o y ’s 
excellen t article on  vowel system s” o f  1929 and devoted his 
sagacious 1939 study  on “M enom ini M orphophonem ics” 
(H ockett, 1970 :351-62) to  N. S. T ru b e tz k o y ’s m em ory.

T he Prague Circle had very close ties w ith  Edw ard 
Sapir. W hen we held the  In terna tional Phonological C on
ference o f  1930, Sapir, though unable to  a tten d , kep t up 
a lively correspondence w ith  T ru b e tzk o y  ab o u t his Prague 
assem bly and th e  developm ent o f  the  inquiry  in to  linguistic, 
especially phonological, s truc tu re . A lm ost no th ing  rem ains 
o f  th is exchange. Those o f  Sapir’s messages w hich had n o t 
been  seized by the  G estapo w ere lost w hen th e  Viennese 
hom e o f  T ru b e tz k o y ’s w idow  was dem olished by  an air 
raid. In th e ir tu rn , T ru b e tz k o y ’s le tte rs  perished w hen 
Sapir, a t th e  end  o f  his life, destroyed  his en tire  epistolary 
archive. H ow ever, som e q u o ta tio n s from  Sapir’s le tte rs  have 
survived in T ru b e tz k o y ’s correspondence, and o thers were 
cited  b y  T ru b e tzk o y  at o u r m eetings. It is no tew o rth y  
th a t Sapir underscored  the  sim ilarity o f  his and o u r ap
proaches to  th e  basic phonological problem s.

These are n o t the  only cases o f  th e  transoceanic p ro 
p in q u ity  betw een  linguists o f  th e  A m erican and o f  the 
C on tinen ta l avantgarde. We m ay recollect and cite  a re m a r- 
able do cu m en t published in Language (vol. 18, 307-9). In 
A ugust 1942 the  Linguistic Society o f  A m erica received a 
cable forw arded  by  the Soviet S cien tists’ A nti-Fascist C om 
m ittee . This was a telegraphic le tte r o f  m ore th an  4 ,000  
w ords sent from  M oscow and signed by  a p rom inen t R ussian 
linguist, Grigorij V inokur, th e  form er secretary  o f  the  
M oscow Linguistic C ircle. In this cabled rep o rt V inokur 
em phasized th e  particu lar affin ity  o f  the  young Russian 
linguists, especially th e  M oscow phonologists, w ith  the
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pursu its and  strivings o f  th e  LSA. He n o ted  how  pro found ly  
Sapir was valued by  the  linguists o f  th e  USSR. A pparen tly  
th e  first foreign version o f  Sapir’s Language w as an  excellent 
Russian tran sla tio n  o f  th is h istoric  h an d b o o k  by  th e  Russian 
linguist A. M. S u x o tin , w ith  in teresting  ed ito ria l no tes ab o u t 
th e  parallel p a th s  in  in te rn a tio n al linguistics.

In th e  light o f  all these and m any o th e r in terconnections, 
the  question  o f  p u rp o rted  hostility  b etw een  A m erican and 
E uropean  linguists com es to  naugh t. A ny ac tua l co n tac t 
pu ts an end to  th e  b e lie f th a t these w ere tw o separate and 
im pervious scientific w orlds w ith  tw o  d iffe ren t, irrecon
cilable ideologies. Som etim es we hear allegations th a t 
A m erican linguists rep u d ia ted  th e ir E uropean  colleagues, 
particu larly  those w ho  sought refuge in this co u n try . I was 
one o f  those w hom  the Second W orld War b ro u g h t to  the 
W estern hem isphere , and I m ust state  th a t th e  tru e  scholars, 
the  ou ts tan d in g  A m erican linguists, m et m e w ith  a fra terna l 
hosp ita lity  and w ith  a sincere readiness for scientific co o p er
a tio n . I f  th e re  w ere signs o f  hostility  and re p u d ia tio n —and 
th ey  w ere indeed  ev iden t—th ey  occurred  solely on  the  side 
o f  a few  inveterate  adm in istra to rs  and  narrow -m inded , 
ingrained academ ic bu reau cra ts  and  o p era to rs , and  I am 
happy  to  acknow ledge th e  unan im ous m oral su p p o rt and 
defence w hich cam e from  such genuine m en  o f  science as 
Charles F ries, Zellig H arris, Charles M orris, K enneth  P ike, 
M eyer Schapiro , M orris Sw adesh, S tith  T ho m p so n , H arry  V. 
V elten , Charles F. V oegelin, and  m any o thers.

O ne o f  th e  first A m erican linguists w hom  I m et on  m y 
arrival in th is  co u n try  and w ho becam e a tru e  friend  o f  
m ine was L eonard  B loom field . B o th  orally  and  in  w riting , 
he repeated ly  expressed his aversion to  any in to lerance and 
he Struggled against “ th e  b ligh t o f  th e  od ium  theo log icum ” 
and against “ denouncing  all persons w ho  d isagree” w ith  
ones in terest o r op in ion  o r “w h o  m erely  choose to  talk  
ab o u t som ething else” (in 1946). T he fac t th a t one, 
B loom field w ro te , “disagrees w ith  o th ers, including m e,
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in m ethods and theories does n o t m atte r; it w ould be deadly 
to  have one accepted  d o c trin e” (in 1945). I recollect our 
cordial and vivid debates; B loom field w an ted  m e to  stay 
and w ork  w ith  him  a t Y ale, and assured m e th a t he w ould  
be happy  to  have som eone w ith  w hom  he could  have real 
discussions. T he great linguist severely rep u d ia ted  any  selfish 
and com placen t parochialism .

F ro m  m y first days in this co u n try  in Ju n e  1941 I 
experienced  th e  deep tru th  in B loom field ’s la te r ob ituary  
ju d g m en t on  F ranz Boas: “ His k indness and generosity  
knew  no b o u n d s” (H ockett, 1970 :408). T he fundam ental 
ro le  in A m erican linguistics p layed  b y  th is  G erm an-born 
scholar, 28 years old  a t his arrival in th e  U nited  S ta tes, was 
wisely appraised b y  B loom field: “T he progress w hich has
since been  m ade in th e  record ing  and descrip tion  o f  hum an 
speech has m erely  grow n from  the  ro o ts , stem , and m ighty 
branches o f  B oas’ life-w ork .” As to  the founder and skill
ful d irec to r o f  th e  H andbook o f  A m erican  Indian  Languages 
h im self, I recall his am iable, congenial house in G ran tw ood , 
New Je rsey , w here th e  h o st, w ith  his keen sense o f  h um or, 
used to  say to  his sister in m y presence: “Jak o b so n  ist ein 
se ltsam erM ann!  He th in k s th a t I am  an A m erican lingu ist!”

Boas strongly  believed in  th e  in te rn a tio n al charac ter o f  
linguistics and  o f  any  genuine science and  w ould  never have 
agreed w ith  an  obstinate  dem and  fo r a regional confinem ent 
o f  scientific theories and research. He professed th a t any 
analogy to  a struggle fo r national in terests in politics and 
econom ics was superficial and far-fetched. In th e  science o f  
language th ere  are no  p a ten ted  discoveries and no  problem s 
o f  in te rtrib a l or in terpersonal com petition , o f  regulations 
fo r im p o rted  and ex p o rted  m erchandise or dogm a. T he 
greater and  closer th e  cooperation  betw een  linguists o f  the  
w orld , th e  vaster are the  vistas o f  ou r science. N o t only 
in  th e  universe o f  languages, b u t also th ro u g h o u t th e  w orld  
o f  convergent developm ent o f  b ilatera l d iffusion .

O ne m ay add  th a t iso lationist tendencies in th e  scientific
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life o f  th e  tw o  hem ispheres w ere m ere tran sien t and insig
n ifican t episodes and  th a t th e  in te rn a tio n al role o f  A m erican 
linguistics and, in particu lar, th e  transoceanic in fluence o f  
the  A m erican achievem ents in the  th eo ry  o f  language appear 
as early as th e  E uropean  m odels d o  in A m erican linguistics.

D uring th e  second h a lf  o f  th e  past cen tu ry  it was 
G erm any  w hich  w itnessed the  w idest progress and expansion 
o f  com parative Indo-E uropean  studies. Y et the  new  and 
fecund  ideas in  general linguistics em erged putside the 
G erm an scholarly  w orld . T ow ard  th e  end o f  the  n in e teen th  
cen tu ry  Karl B rugm ann and A ugust Leskien, the  tw o  leading 
G erm an com paratists and  p ro p o n en ts  o f  th e  w orld-fam ed 
Leipzig school o f  neogram m arians, em phatically  acknow 
ledged the  im m ense stim u lation  w hich  the  A m erican linguist 
William D w ight W hitney gave to  the  E uropean  research in 
th e  h isto ry  o f  languages by his original trea tm e n t o f  general 
principles and  m eth o d s. A t th e  same tim e , F erd inand  de 
Saussure (Jakobson , 1971:xxviii-xliii) s ta ted  th a t W hitney, 
w ith o u t having h im self w ritten  a single page o f  com parative 
ph ilo logy, was the  on ly  one “ to  ex ert an  in fluence on  all study 
o f  com parative gram m ar,” w hereas in G erm any linguistic 
science, w hich was allegedly b o rn , developed , and  cherished 
th ere  by  innum erable peop le , in Saussure’s (as also in W hit
n ey ’s) op in ion  never m anifested  “ th e  slightest inclination  
to  reach th e  degree o f  ab strac tio n  necessary to  dom inate  
w hat one is ac tua lly  do ing  and w hy all th a t  is do n e  has its 
ju s tif ic a tio n  in th e  to ta lity  o f  sciences.” Having re tu rn ed  
at the  end  o f  his scholarly  activities to  th e  “ th eo re tica l view 
o f  language,” Saussure repeated ly  expressed his reverence 
for “ the  A m erican W hitney, w ho never said a single w ord 
on  these top ics w hich  was n o t rig h t.” W hitney ’s b o oks o f  
general linguistics w ere im m ediately  tran sla ted  in to  F rench , 
Italian , G erm an, D u tch , and Swedish and h ad  a far w ider 
and stronger scientific in fluence in E urope th an  in his h o m e
land.

F o r m any years A m erican stu d en ts  o f  language, absor
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bed  in particu lars, seem ed to  disregard W hitney’s old w arning 
to  linguists in w hich he adjured th em  n o t to  lose “sight o f  the  
grand tru th s  and  principles w hich underlie and give signifi
cance to  their w o rk , and the  recogn ition  o f  w hich ough t to  
govern its course th ro u g h o u t” (1867). Leonard  B loom field 
was actually  th e  first A m erican scholar w ho from  his early 
steps in linguistic th eo ry  endeavored to  revive W hitney’s 
legacy in the  study  o f  language.

As a parallel to  th e  earlier and deeper natu ra lization  o f  
W hitney’s Principles o f  L inguistic Science  in the  Old World 
one m ay cite the  recep tion  o f  Saussure’s Cours de linguis
tique générale  in the  New W orld. A lthough it opened  a new 
epoch  in the  h isto ry  o f  linguistics, the  appearance o f  this 
p osthum ous pub lication  found , at first, only a few linguists 
ready to  accept the  basic lessons o f  th e  late G enevan teacher. 
Originally m ost o f  the  W est-European specialists ou tside o f  
his native Sw itzerland show ed restra in t tow ard  Saussure’s 
co n cep tio n , and , strange to  say, F rance was one o f  the  co u n 
tries particu la ry  slow in assim ilating his th eo ry . O ne o f  the  
earliest open-m inded appraisers and adheren ts o f  the  Cours 
was an A m erican scholar. Its  first tw o  ed itions were com 
m en ted  on  by  B loom field n o t on ly  in th e  separate review 
o f  th e  Cours fo r th e  M o d em  Language Journal (1923-24; 
H o ck e tt, 1 9 70 :106-109), b u t  also in B loom field’s critiques 
o f  S ap ir’s Language (1922; H o ck e tt, 1970:91-94) and o f  
Jesp e rsen ’s P hilosophy o f  G ramm ar (1927; H ockett 1970: 
141-143), and in a few fu rth e r tex ts , all o f  them  m ade easily 
available by  Charles F . H o ck ett in his m agnificent an thology 
(1970).

A ccording to  th e  aforesaid review , the  n in e teen th  
cen tu ry  “ to o k  little  o r no in terest in th e  general aspects o f  
hum an  speech ,” so th a t Saussure in his lectures on  general 
linguistics “ stood  very nearly a lone,” and his posthum ous 
w ork “has given us th e  theo re tical basis fo r a science o f  
hum an  speech .” In reviewing Sapir’s Language, B loom field 
realizes th a t th e  question  o f  influence o r sim ply convergent
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innovations is “ o f  no  scientific m o m en t,” b u t in  passing he 
n o tes th e  p robab ility  o f  Sapir’s acquain tance w ith  Saussure’s 
“b o o k , w hich gives a th eo re tica l fo u n d a tio n  to  th e  new er 
tren d  o f  linguistic s tu d y .” In particu la r, he is glad to  see th a t 
Sapir “deals w ith  synchronic m atte rs  (to  use de Saussure’s 
term inology) befo re  he deals w ith  d iachron ic, and gives to  
th e  fo rm er as m uch space as to  th e  la tte r .”

B loom field  subscribes n o t on ly  to  th e  sharp Saussurian 
d is tin c tio n  b e tw een  synchronic and  d iachron ic linguistics, b u t 
also to  th e  fu r th e r d ich o to m y  advocated  b y  th e  Cours, nam ely 
a rigorous b ifu rca tio n  o f  h u m an  speech (langage) in to  a p e rfec t
ly  un ifo rm  system  (langue) and  th e  ac tua l speech-u tterance 
{parole). He professess full accord  w ith  th e  “ fun d am en ta l 
p rincip les” o f  th e  Cours (H o ck e tt, 1 9 7 0 :1 4 1 -1 4 2 ; 107):

For me, as for de Saussure . . . and, in a sense, for Sapir . . . ,  
all this, de Saussure’s la parole, lies beyond the power of our 
science.. . . Our science can deal only with those features of 
language, de Saussure’s la langue, which are common to all 
speakers of a community,—the phonemes, grammatical cate
gories, lexicon, and so on. . . .  A grammatical or lexical state
ment is at bottom an abstraction.

B u t in  B loom field ’s o p in ion , Saussure “ proves in ten tiona lly  
and in all due fo rm : th a t psychology and  p honetics do n o t 
m a tte r  a t all and  are , in  p rincip le , irrelevant to  th e  stu d y  o f  
language.” T he ab strac t featu res o f  Saussure’s la langue 
form  a “ sy stem ,—so rigid th a t w ith o u t any  adequate  physio 
logic in fo rm atio n  and  w ith  psychology in a s ta te  o f  chaos, 
we a re ,” B loom field  asserts, “nevertheless able to  subject 
it to  scientific tre a tm e n t.”

A ccording to  B loom fie ld ’s program m atic  w ritings o f  
the  tw en ties, th e  “new er tre n d ” w ith  its Saussurian theo re tic  
fo u n d a tio n  “ affects tw o  critical p o in ts .” F irs t, and  once 
m ore he underscores th is p o in t in his paper o f  1927 “O n 
R ecen t W ork in G eneral L inguistics” (H o ck e tt, 1970 :173- 
190), Saussure’s ou tlin e  o f  th e  re la tio n  b e tw een  “sy n ch ro n ic”
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and “ d iach ron ic” science o f  language has given a “ theo re tical 
ju s tif ic a tio n ” to  th e  p resen t recogn ition  o f  descriptive 
linguistics “beside h istorical, o r ra th e r as p receden t to  i t ” 
(1 9 7 0 :1 7 9 ). In th is connection  it is w o rth  m ention ing  th a t 
even th e  strik ing divergence b etw een  th e  search fo r new  w ays 
in  Saussure’s synchronic linguistics and  his sta tionary , nearly 
neo-gram m arian a ttitu d e  tow ard  “linguistic h is to ry ,” was 
adop ted  b y  B loom field , w ho  was disposed to  believe th a t 
here one could  hard ly  learn “any th ing  o f  a fundam ental 
sort th a t  Leskien d id n ’t  k n o w ” (see H o ck e tt, 1970:177-178  
and 542).

R eferring to  the  second critica l p o in t o f  the  “m odern  
tre n d ” in  linguistics, B loom field com m ends tw o restric tive 
defin itions o f  its  sole a tta inab le  goal: he cites th e  Saussurian 
argum ent fo r “la langue, th e  socially un ifo rm  language 
p a tte rn ” (H ockett, 1970 :177) and  Sapir’s request fo r “an 
inquiry  in to  the  fu n c tio n  and  fo rm  o f  th e  arb itra ry  system s 
o f  sym bolism  th a t we te rm  languages” (H o ck e tt, 1970 :92- 
93, 143).

W hen m ain tain ing  th a t th is  subject m a tte r  m ust be 
stud ied  “ in  and  fo r itse lf,” B loom field literally  reproduces 
th e  final w ords o f  th e  Cours. S trange as it seem s, here he 
show s a closer adherence to  th e  te x t o f  Saussure’s published 
lectu res th a t th e  lec tu re r him self. As has since been  revealed, 
th e  final, italic ized sentence o f  th e  Cours—“la linguistique a 
p o u r  u n ique e t véritable o b je t la langue envisagée en  elle- 
m êm e e t  p o u r  e lle -m êm e”—though  never u tte re d  by  th e  late 
teacher, was appended  to  the  posthum ous b o o k  by  the  
ed itors-restorers o f  Saussure’s lectures as “l ’idée fo n d a m en 
tale de ce co u rs .” A ccording to  Saussure’s genuine no tes 
and  lectu res, language m ust n o t be viewed in  iso lation , b u t 
as a particu la r case am ong o th e r system s o f  signs in th e  fram e 
o f  a general science o f  signs w hich he  term s sémiologie.

T he close con n ectio n  betw een  B loom field’s (and , one 
m ay ad d , Sapir’s) in itia l steps in general linguistics and  th e  
E uropean  science o f  language, as well as W hitney’s significance
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in th e  O ld W orld, exem plify  the  con tin u o u s recip rocity  
betw een  th e  linguists o f  th e  tw o hem ispheres.

In his first approach  to  th e  “ principle o f  th e  p h o n em e” 
B loom field pondered  over th e  concep ts developed b y  the  
school o f  Sw eet, Passy, and  D aniel Jo n es, and  w hen  we m et, 
he  c ited  his particu lar indeb tedness to  H enry  S w eet’s “clas
sical trea tise” on  T he Practical S tu d y  o f  Languages (1900)?  
F ro m  th e  very o u tse t o f  his concern  fo r phonem ic problem s, 
B loom field co n fro n ted  th e  d iffe rence betw een  the  dis
creteness o f  phonem es and  “ th e  ac tua l co n tin u u m  o f  speech 
so u n d ” and Saussure’s o p p o sitio n  o f  langue/parole  (H ockett, 
1970 :179) and he found  “exp licit fo rm u la tio n s” in  B audouin  
de C o u rten ay ’s Versuch einer Theorie der p h o n etisch en  
A lte m a tio n e n  o f  1895 (H o ck ett, 1 9 7 0 :2 4 8 ). In th is  book  
he also go t th e  fru itfu l co n cep t and term  m o rp h em e, co ined 
by  B audouin  (H o ck e tt, 197 0 :1 3 0 ). U pon  th e  same label, 
likewise borrow ed  from  B au d o u in ’s term ino logy , F rench  
linguistic lite ra tu re  m istakenly  im posed  th e  m eaning “ a ffix ” .

T here are certa in  classical w orks in th e  E uropean  
linguistic trad itio n  w hich have co nstan tly  a ttra c ted  special 
a tte n tio n  and recogn ition  in the  A m erican science o f  lan 
guage. T hus, th e  tw o b o o k s w hich so cap tivated  N oam  
C hom sky, one by  H um bold t and one by  O tto  Jespersen , 
have m ore th an  once since th e ir appearance evoked lively *

*In Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure 32 (1978, p. 69) Calvert 
Watkins published remarkable excerpts from Bloomfield’s letter of 
December 23, 1919 to the specialist in Algonquin languages at the 
Smithsonian, Truman Michelson: “My models are Pânini and the kind 
of work done in I.-E. by my teacher, Professor Wackernagel. No 
preconceptions; find out which sound variations are distinctive (as to 
meaning), and then analyze morphology and syntax by putting together 
everything that is alike.” Bloomfield asks whether Michelson has got 
hold of de Saussure’s Cours-de linguistique générale■ “I have not yet 
seen it, but Professor Wackernagel mentioned it in a letter and I have 
ordered it and am anxious to see it.” The European and especially 
Swiss roots of Bloomfield’s innovative search—Jakob Wackernagel 
and Ferdinand de Saussure—become still clearer.
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and lau d ato ry  responses from  A m erican linguists: th u s, in 
Sapir’s estim ation , “ th e  new vistas o f  linguistic th o u g h t 
opened  up  by  the w ork  o f  Karl W ilhelm von H u m b o ld t,” 
and th e  la t te r ’s treatise Uber die Verschiedenheit des m ensch- 
lichen Sprachbaues com pelled B loom field to  adm ire “ this 
great scho lar’s in tu itio n ” ; as to  Jesp e rsen ’s m asterpiece, 
B ernard  Bloch in 1941 praised “ th e  greatness o f  the  Philo
so p h y  o f  G ram m ar,” and B loom field ’s review o f  1927 
p o in ted  o u t th a t by  this bo o k  “ English gram m ar will be 
forever en rich ed ” (H ockett, 1 9 7 0 :1 4 3 , 180).

T he w idespread m y th  o f  a sole and un ifo rm  A m erican 
linguistic school and o f  its exclusive co n tro l th ro u g h o u t the 
co u n try , a t least during certain  periods in the  developm ent 
o f  th e  science o f  language in th e  U nited  S tates, is a t variance 
w ith  th e  actual situation . N either the  geographical nor the 
h istorical significance o f  one or an o th er scientific trend  
can be based on the excessive num ber o f  s tu d en ts  w ho , as 
M artin  Jo o s neatly  rem arked  (1957 :v), “accep t th e  cu rren t 
techn iques w ith o u t inquiring in to  w ha t lay behind  th e m .” 
W hat really coun ts is th e  quality  alone, b o th  o f  theo re tical 
and  o f  em pirical a tta in m en ts .

In A m erica, as well as in E urope , there  has fo rtuna te ly  
alw ays been  an im posing variety  o f  approaches to  the  fou n d a
tions, m eth o d s, and tasks o f  linguistics. In its in itial o u tp u t, 
th e  L inguistic Society o f  A m erica displayed a rem arkable 
diversity  o f  views. Its first president H erm ann Collitz o f  the  
Jo h n s  H opkins U niversity , in  his inaugural address (Decem ber 
28, 1924; C ollitz 1925) on  “T he Scope and Aims o f  Linguis
tic Science” , spoke ab o u t th e  rapidly  im proving conditions 
fo r a new  advancem ent o f  “general or ‘ph ilosophical’ gram 
m ar” , w hich for a while “had  to  be satisfied w ith  a back  
seat in linguistics.” Collitz laid stress on the principal p ro b 
lems o f  general linguistics, one o f  w hich concerns “ the 
re la tio n  betw een  gram m atical form s and m ental ca tegories.” 
He referred  in th is connection  to  “ an able study  w ritten  by 
an A m erican scholar, nam ely: G ramm ar and T h ink ing , by
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A lbert D. S heffie ld” (New Y ork: 1912; H o ck e tt, 1 9 7 0 :3 4 ), 
a b o o k , let us add , “heartily  w elcom ed” in B loom field’s 
review o f  1912 as “ a sensible volum e on  th e  larger aspects 
o f  language.” T he o th e r concern  o f  general linguistics was 
defined  b y  C ollitz as “ un ifo rm ities and perm anen t o r steadily 
recurring  co n d itio n s in hum an speech generally .” T he la tte r 
item  shortly  th e reafte r becam e a subject o f  controversy  in 
the  gatherings and publications o f  th e  LSA: skeptics were 
disposed to  deny  th e  existence o f  general categories, as long 
as no  linguist can know  w hich o f  them , if  any , exist in  all 
languages o f  th e  w orld , w hereas Sapir w ith  an  ever growing 
persistence w orked  on  a series o f  prelim inaries to  his F oun
dations o f  Language, a w ide-ranging program  o f  universal 
gram m ar th a t he cherished till th e  end  o f  his life.

T he passage o f  the  afo rem en tioned  inaugural address 
on  th e  “ m en tal ca tegories” as correlates o f  ex tern a l form s 
h in ted  at a q u estio n  ab o u t to  becom e fo r decades an 
enduring casus belli betw een  tw o  linguistic cu rren ts  in 
A m erica, w here th ey  have been  n icknam ed respectively 
“m en talism ” and “ m echan ism ” o r “ physicalism ” . W ith 
regard to  th e  pivotal problem s o f  general linguistics touched  
upon  by  C ollitz, B loom fie ld ’s p re fa to ry  a rtic le—“W hy a 
Linguistic S ocie ty?” —fo r th e  first issue o f  th e  S ocie ty ’s 
jo u rn a l Language (H o ck ett, 1970 :109-112) ad o p ted  a con 
ciliatory  tone: “T he science o f  language, dealing w ith  the  
m ost basic and sim plest o f  h um an  social in stitu tio n s, is a 
hum an (or m ental or, as th ey  used to  say, m oral) science. 
. . .  It rem ains fo r linguists to  d eterm ine w hat is w idespread 
and w hat little  is com m on to  all hum an speech .” Y et the 
tw o  in tegral th eo re tica l articles w hich m ade up th e  second 
issue o f  th e  same vo lum e—Sapir’s “ Sound P atte rn s in L an
guage” and “ Linguistics and P sychology” b y  A. P. W eiss- 
b ro u g h t to  light a m ajor scientific d issen t. S ap ir’s epochal 
essay (1925), one o f  the  m ost farsighted A m erican co n tri
b u tio n s to  the  apprehension  and advance o f  linguistic m eth 
odology , asserts from  its first lines th a t no linguistic p h en o 
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m ena o r processes, in particu lar neither sound pa tte rns 
n o r sound processes o f  speech (fo r instance “u m lau t” or 
G rim m ’s law ” , so-called), can be properly  un d ersto o d  in 
sim ple m echanical, sensorim otor term s. T he dom inan t 
role was said to  p erta in  to  th e  “ in tu itive p a tte rn  alignm ent” 
p ro p er to  all speakers o f  a given language. A ccording to  the 
a u th o r’s conclusion , th e  w hole aim and spirit o f  the paper 
was to  show  th a t phonetic  phenom ena are n o t physical 
phenom ena p er  se and to  o ffer “ a special illustra tion  o f  the  
necessity o f  getting  beh ind  the  sense d a ta  o f  any ty p e  o f  
expression in o rder to  grasp the  in tu itively  felt and com 
m unicated  form s w hich alone give significance to  such 
expression .”

Sapir’s assaults against m echanistic approaches to  
language ru n  co u n te r to  the  radical behaviorism  o f  the  
psychologist A lbert Paul Weiss. T he la tte r ’s article appeared 
in Language th an k s to  th e  sponsorship o f  B loom field , w ho 
taugh t w ith  Weiss at O hio  S ta te  U niversity , 1921-27, and 
w ho was increasingly influenced by his d o c trin e . In this 
paper o f  1925 Weiss envisions a “com pound  m ulticellu lar 
ty p e  o f  o rgan ization” p roduced  by  language behavior, and 
he assigns to  w ritten  language the  rise o f  an  even “m ore 
effective sensorim otor in terchangeability  betw een  the living 
and the  d ead .” B loom field ’s wide-scale ou tline  o f  1939, 
Linguistic A sp ec ts  o f  Science, w ith  its num erous references 
to  Weiss, picks up  and develops th is im age: “ Language 
bridges th e  gap betw een  th e  individual nervous system s.
. . . M uch as single cells are com bined  in a m any-celled 
anim al, separate persons are com bined  in a speech com 
m u n ity . . . . We m ay speak here, w ith o u t m etaphor, o f  a 
social organism .”

W hat, how ever, m ost in tim ate ly  fastens B loom field 
to  th e  w orks o f  Weiss is the la tte r ’s dem and th a t hum an 
behavior be discussed in physical term s only. “T he re la tion  
betw een  s tructu ra l and behavior psychology ,” exam ined 
by Weiss in the  Psychological R eview  (1917), re jects the
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s tru c tu ra lis t’s aim  “ to  describe th e  stru c tu re  o f  the  m ind 
o r consciousness” and  denies the  possib ility  o f  cooperation  
betw een  structu ra lism  and  behaviorism , so far as th e  funda
m ental concep tions underly ing  b o th  m ethods and the  th e o 
re tical im plica tions o f  e ith er m eth o d  are subjected  to  a close 
scru tiny .

In co n fo rm ity  w ith  these suggestions, any  “ m entalistic 
view ” was proscribed  b y  B loom field  as a “ prescientific 
approach  to  hum an  th ings” o r even a “prim eval d rug  o f  
anim ism ” w ith  its  “ teleologic and  anim istic verbiage” : w ill, 
w ish, desire, vo lition , em o tio n , sensation , p ercep tio n , m ind , 
idea, to ta lity , consciousness, subconsciousness, belief, and 
th e  o th e r “elusive spiritistic-teleologic w ords o f  o u r triba l 
speech .” In th e  m en tio n ed  L inguistic A sp ec ts  o f  Science  
(B loom field, 1 9 39 :13 ) one chances to  com e across a  para
doxically  phrased  confession : “ It is th e  b e lie f [!] o f  th e  
p resen t w riter th a t the  scientific descrip tion  o f  th e  universe 
. . . requires none o f  th e  m entalistic  te rm s.” B loom field ’s 
presidentia l address to  th e  Linguistic Society  o f  A m erica in 
1935 p rophesied  th a t “w ith in  th e  nex t gen era tio n s” the  
term inology  o f  m entalism  and anim ism  “will be d iscarded, 
m uch as we have d iscarded P tolem aic a s tro n o m y ” (H o ck ett, 
1 9 70 :322).

It is th is d rastic dissim ilarity  b etw een  th e  tw o  leading 
spirits o f  th e  Linguistic S ociety  in  th e  very  essence o f  th e ir 
scientific creeds w hich  fo u n d  its  p lain  expression in Sapir’s 
oral rem arks o n  “B loom fie ld ’s sophom oric p sycho logy”  and 
in B loom fie ld ’s sob riquet fo r Sapir, “m edicine m an ” (H ockett, 
1 9 7 0 :5 4 0 ). A  d iam etrical o p p o sitio n  be tw een  b o th  o f  them  
w ith  regard to  such m a tte rs  as “ th e  synthesis o f  linguistics 
w ith  o th e r sciences” w as deliberate ly  p o in ted  to  in B loom 
fie ld ’s w ritings (H o ck e tt, 1 9 7 0 :2 2 7 , 249).

This d ifference b etw een  tw o  m eth o d s o f  approach  
deepened  w ith  th e  years and  greatly  a ffec ted  th e  course and 
fo rtu n es o f  sem antic research in  A m erican linguistics. O n 
th e  one hand , th e  inqu iry  in to  th e  “com m unicative sym bolism ”
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o f  language in all its degrees and  on  all its levels, from  th e  
sound p a tte rn  th ro u g h  th e  gram m atical and lexical concep ts , 
to  th e  “ in teg ra ted  m eaning o f  con tinuous d iscourse ,” was 
becom ing  o f  still h igher im p o rt in th e  w ork  o f  Sapir, and 
w ith  an avowed reference to  his enlightening teaching , it 
was said in 1937 by  Benjam in L. W horf th a t “ th e  very 
essence o f  linguistics is th e  quest fo r m eaning” (1 956 :79 ). On 
th e  o th e r h an d , B loom field , though  realizing perfec tly  th a t 
th e  tre a tm e n t o f  speech-form s and even o f  th e ir phonem ic 
com ponen ts “ involves th e  consideration  o f  m eanings,” 
ad m itted  a t th e  same tim e in his paper “M eaning” o f  1943 
th a t “ th e  m anagem ent o f  m eanings is b o u n d  to  give tro u b le ” 
as long as one refuses to  ad o p t “ th e  popu lar (m enta listic ) 
view ” and  to  say “ th a t speech form s reflect unobservable, 
non-physical events in the  m inds  o f  speakers and hearers” 
(H ockett, 1 9 70 :401).

T he d ifficu lty  in considering m eaning while negating 
any “ m en tal events” p rovoked  repea ted  effo rts  by  som e 
younger language s tuden ts  to  analyze linguistic structu re  
w ith o u t any  reference to  sem antics, in  co n trad istin c tio n  to  
B loom fie ld ’s invocation  o f  m eaning as an  inevitable criterion . 
B loom field h im self was ready  to  d eny  n o t on ly  th e  validity 
o f  such claim s, b u t even th e  possib ility  o f  th e ir existence 
(cp. Fries, 1954). N onetheless, experim ents in antisem antic 
linguistics becam e w idespread tow ard  th e  la te  forties. I was 
inv ited  in  th e  sum m er o f  1945 to  give a series o f  lectu res at 
th e  U niversity  o f  Chicago. W hen I in fo rm ed  th e  U niversity o f  
m y title  fo r th e  p lanned  cycle—“ M eaning as the  Pivotal 
Problem  o f  L inguistics” —there  cam e a benevolent w arning 
from  th e  facu lty  th a t th e  top ic  was risky.

It w ould  be fallacious, how ever, to  view th e  avoidance 
o f  sem antic in te rp re ta tio n  as a general and  specific featu re  o f  
th e  A m erican linguistic m ethodo logy  even fo r a b r ie f  s tre tch  
o f  tim e . T his ten ta tiv e  ostracism  was an  in teresting  and 
fru itfu l tria l accom panied  by  sim ultaneous and  instructive 
criticism , and it has been  superseded b y  an equally  passionate



76 Roman Jakobson

and acclaim ed striving fo r th e  p ro m o tio n  o f  sem antic analysis 
first in vocabu lary , th en  also in gram m ar.

Y et, finally , w ha t bears a stam p o f  A m erican origin is  
th e  sem iotic science b u ilt b y  Charles Sanders Peirce from  the  
1 8 6 0 ’s th ro u g h o u t th e  late  n in e teen th  and early tw en tie th  
cen turies, a th eo ry  o f  signs to  w hich , as was ju s tly  acknow 
ledged (under Charles M orris’ influence) by  B loom field , 
“linguistics is th e  ch ie f  co n tr ib u to r ,” and  w hich in tu rn  has 
p repared  th e  fo u n d a tio n s fo r a tru e  linguistic sem antics. But 
in spite o f  th is, P eirce’s sem io tic  rem ained  fo r m any decades 
fatally  unknow n  to  the  linguists o f  b o th  th e  New and  th e  
O ld W orld.

N ow  to  sum  up . In A m erica th e  science o f  language 
p roduced  several rem arkab le , p ro m in en t, in te rna tionally  
in fluen tial th in k e rs—to  m en tio n  only  som e o f  those  w ho 
are no  longer w ith  us, W hitney , Peirce, Boas, Sapir, B loom 
field, W horf. W hat we observe at p resen t, and w hat proves 
to  b e  tim ely  indeed , is an ever higher in te rn a tio n aliza tio n  
o f  linguistic science, w ith o u t a lud icrous fear o f  foreign 
m odels and  o f  “ in te llec tua l free tra d e .”

O ne can still rep roach  A m erican s tu d en ts  and  scholars, 
as well as th o se  in  diverse E uropean  coun tries, fo r a freq u en t 
inclination  to  confine th e  range o f  th e ir scientific reading to  
b o oks and  papers issued in th e ir native language and h o m e
land  and  particu la ry  to  refer chiefly  to  local publications. 
In som e cases th is p ropensity  resu lts m erely  from  an in 
suffic ien t acquain tance w ith  foreign languages, w hich is a 
deb ility  w idely  spread am ong linguists. It is fo r th is reason 
th a t im p o rtan t studies w ritten  in R ussian and o th e r Slavic 
languages have rem ained  u n k n o w n , although  som e o f  them  
provide new  and  suggestive approaches.

O ne should finally m en tio n  th e  m ost negative pheno
m enon  o f  A m erican linguistic life. B loom field , w ho in  1912 
had  expressed ” a m odest ho p e  . . . th a t  th e  science o f  
language m ay in tim e com e to  ho ld  in  A m erica also its  
p ro p e r place am ong sciences” (H o ck e tt, 1 9 7 0 :3 3 ), re tu rn ed
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to  th is  q uestion  in his no tab le survey, “T w enty-one Years o f  
th e  Linguistic S ocie ty” , shortly  befo re  th e  end o f  his scho
larly  activ ity . He was certain ly  righ t in concluding th a t 
“ th e  ex ternal s ta tu s o f  o u r science leaves m uch  to  be desired 
though  there  has been som e im provem en t” (H o ck ett, 1970: 
493). N ow , how ever, this im provem ent is rap id ly  vanishing. 
Once again we observe th a t th e  blam e does n o t lie w ith  
linguists, b u t w ith  those bureaucrats w ho , u nder th e  p re tex t 
o f  scarcity and restra in t, are p rone to  abolish o r reduce 
departm en ts and chairs o f  general linguistics, o f  com parative 
Indo-E uropean  studies, o f  R om ance, Scandinavian, Slavic 
and o th e r languages. In Sapir’s p o in ted  parlance, effo rts  are 
being m ade to  establish and perp e tu a te  th e  “very pallid 
status o f  linguistics in A m erica,” because th is science seems 
to  be hard ly  “convertib le in to  cash value” (1925 :4 -150). 
Such an tiscientific m easures are m ost deplorab le. In spite 
o f  the  p resen t crisis, A m erica still rem ains m ore prosperous 
th an  m ost o f  th e  E uropean  coun tries, b u t even u nder their 
econom ic recession, none o f  them  has d ism antled  its graduate 
schools and th e ir linguistic program s. Nevertheless, perm it 
m e, in  conclusion , once m ore to  q u o te  Leonard  B loom field. 
T he forecast m ade 45 years ago (D ecem ber 3 0 ,1 9 2 9 ; H o ck ett, 
1970 :227) in his address befo re  a jo in t m eeting o f  the 
Linguistic Society o f  A m erica and th e  M odern Languages 
A ssociations reads:

I believe that in the near future—in the next few gener
ations, let us say—linguistics will be one of the main sectors 
of scientific advance.

Do n o t all o f  us here share th is  belief?
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II



Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem*

Language m ust be investigated in all the  variety  o f  its 
functions. A n ou tline o f  these functions dem ands a concise 
survey o f  the  constitu tive factors in any speech event, in any 
act o f  verbal com m unication . T he A D D RESSER  sends a 
M ESSAGE to  the ADD RESSEE. To be operative the  m es
sage requires a CONTEXT referred  to  (“ re fe ren t” in  ano ther, 
som ew hat am biguous nom encla tu re), seizable by the  addres
see, and  e ither verbal or capable o f  being verbalized; a CODE 
fully, or at least partia lly , com m on to  the  addresser and 
addressee (o r in o th er w ords, to  th e  encoder and  decoder o f  
th e  message); and , finally, a CONTACT, a physical channel 
and  psychological connection  betw een  the  addresser and  the  
addressee, enabling b o th  o f  them  to  en te r and stay in com 
m unication . T he six d iffe ren t func tions determ ined  by  these 
six facto rs m ay be schem atized as follows:

CONTEXT 
(referential)
MESSAGE 

(poetic)
ADDRESSER---------------------------

(emotive) CONTACT
(phatic)
CODE

(metalingual) *

-ADDRESSEE
(conative)

*The author dedicates this Presidential Address, delivered at 
the Annual Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, December 
27, 1956, to the memory of his true friend and the courageous cham
pion of linguistic truth, Gyula Laziczius.
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A lthough we distinguish six basic aspects o f  language, 
we could , how ever, hard ly  find verbal messages th a t w ould  
fulfill only  one fu n c tio n . T he diversity lies n o t in  a m o n o 
poly  o f  som e one o f  these several functions b u t in then- 
d iffe ren t h ierarchical order. T he verbal s tru c tu re  o f  a m es
sage depends prim arily  on  th e  p red o m in an t fu n c tio n . But 
even th ough  a set (E instellung) tow ard  th e  re feren t, an 
o rien ta tio n  to w ard  th e  C O N TEX T—briefly  the  so-called 
R E FE R E N T IA L , “d en o ta tiv e” , “ cognitive” fu n c tio n —is the  
leading task  o f  num erous messages, the  accessory partic i
p a tio n  o f  th e  o th e r func tions in  such messages m ust be taken  
in to  accoun t by  th e  observant linguist.

T he so-called EM OTIVE o r “ expressive” func tion , 
focused on  th e  A D D R ESSER , aim s a d irec t expression o f  the  
speaker’s a ttitu d e  tow ard  w ha t h e  is speaking ab o u t. It tends 
to  produce an im pression o f  a certa in  em o tio n  w he ther tru e  
o f  feigned; th ere fo re , th e  term  “ em otive” , launched  and 
advocated by  M arty , has proved to  be preferable to  “ em o
tio n a l.” T he purely  em otive stra tu m  in language is p resen ted  
by  the  in terjec tions. T hey  d iffe r from  th e  m eans o f  re feren 
tial language b o th  by  th e ir sound p a tte rn  (peculiar sound 
sequences or even sounds elsew here unusual) and b y  their 
syn tactic  role (they  are n o t co m p o n en ts  b u t equivalents o f  
sentences). “ ‘T u t! T u t ! ’ said M cG in ty” ; th e  com plete 
u tte ran ce  o f  C onan D o y le ’s charac te r consists o f  tw o  suction  
clicks. T he em otive fu n c tio n , laid bare  in the  in terjec tions, 
flavors to  som e ex ten t all o u r u tte ran ces, on  th e ir phonic, 
gram m atical, and lexical level. I f  we analyze language from  
the  stan d p o in t o f  the  in fo rm atio n  it carries, we canno t 
restric t th e  n o tio n  o f  in fo rm atio n  to  th e  cognitive, ideational 
aspect o f  language. A m an , using expressive featu res to  
indicate his angry o r ironic a ttitu d e , conveys ostensible 
in fo rm ation . T he difference betw een  [jes] “ y es” and  the  
em phatic  p ro longation  o f  th e  vowel [ je:s ] is a conven tional, 
coded  linguistic featu re  like th e  d ifference b e tw een  th e  short 
and long vow el in  such Czech pairs as [vi] “ y o u ”  and  [v i:]



Metalanguage 83

“ know s” b u t in the la tte r  pair the d ifferen tial in fo rm ation  
is phonem ic and  in the  fo rm er em otive. As long as we are 
in terested  in phonem ic invariants, the  English [e] and  [e :] 
appear to  be m ere variants o f  one and the  same phonem e, 
b u t if  we are concerned  w ith  em otive un its, th e  re la tion  
betw een  the  invariant and variants is reversed: length and 
shortness are invariants im plem ented  by  variable phonem es.

O rien ta tio n  tow ard  the  AD D RESSEE, the  CONATIVE 
function , finds its pu rest gram m atical expression in the 
vocative and im perative, w hich syntactically , m orphologically , 
and o ften  even phonem ically  deviate from  o th er nom inal 
and verbal categories. The im perative sentences cardinally 
d iffer from  declarative sentences: the  la tte r  are and the  
fo rm er are n o t liable to  a tru th  test. W hen in O ’N eill’s play 
The F ounta in  N ano, “ (in a fierce to n e  o f  com m and),” says 
“D rin k !” —the im perative canno t be challenged b y  the  
question , “ Is it true  or n o t? ” w hich m ay be, how ever, per
fectly  well asked a fte r such sentences as “ one d ran k ” , “ one 
will d rin k ” , “ one w ould  d rin k ,” o r a fte r such conversions 
o f  th e  im perative sentences in to  declarative sentences: “you  
will d rin k ,” “y o u  have to  d rin k ,”  “ I o rder y ou  to  d rin k .” 
In con trad istin c tio n  to  the  im perative sentences, the 
declarative sentences are convertible in to  interrogative 
sentences: “ did  one d rin k ?” , “ will one d rin k ?” , “w ould 
one d rin k ?” , “ do  I o rder y o u  to  d rin k ?”

T he trad itio n a l m odel o f  language as elucidated  in 
particu lar by  K arl B iihler was confined  to  these th ree func
tio n s—em otive, conative, and referen tia l—and to  th e  th ree 
apexes o f  th is m odel—the first person o f  th e  addresser, the  
second person  o f  th e  addressee, and the  “ th ird  person ,” 
p ro p e rly —som eone o r som ething spoken of. C ertain  addi
tional verbal func tions can be  easily inferred  from  th is 
triad ic m odel. T hus th e  magic, incan ta to ry  fu n c tio n  is 
chiefly som e k ind  o f  conversion o f  an absent or inanim ate 
“ th ird  perso n ” in to  an addressee o f  a conative message. 
“ May th is sty dry up , tfu , tfu , tfu , t f u ” (L ithuanian  spell).
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“ W ater, queen  river, daybreak! Send g rief b ey o n d  the  blue 
sea, to  th e  sea-bo ttom , like a grey stone never to  rise from  
th e  sea-bo ttom , m ay grief never com e to  b u rd en  th e  light 
h eart o f  G o d ’s servant, m ay g rief be rem oved and sink 
aw ay .” (N orth  R ussian incan ta tion ). “ Sun, s tand  th o u  
still u p o n  G ibeon; and  th o u , M oon, in  th e  valley o f  Aj-a-lon. 
A nd th e  sun s tood  still, and th e  m o o n  stayed  . . .” (Josh. 
10 .12). We observe, how ever, th ree  fu rth e r constitu tive 
fac to rs o f  verbal com m unication  and th ree  corresponding 
func tions o f  language.

T here are messages prim arily  serving to  establish, to  
prolong, o r to  d iscon tinue com m unication , to  check w hether 
the  channel w orks (“ Hello, do  y o u  hear m e?” ), to  a ttra c t 
the  a tte n tio n  o f  th e  in te rlo cu to r o r to  confirm  his co n tin u ed  
a tte n tio n  ( “A re you  listening?” o r in Shakespearean d ic tion , 
“ L end m e y o u r ears!” —and  on  th e  o th e r end  o f  the wire 
“ U m -hum !” ). This set fo r CONTACT, o r in  B. M alinow ski’s 
term s PHATIC fu n c tio n , m ay be d isplayed b y  a profuse 
exchange o f  ritualized  form ulas, by  en tire  dialogues w ith  the 
m ere p u rp o rt o f  prolonging com m unication . D o ro th y  Parker 
caught e lo q u en t exam ples: “ ‘W ell!’ she said. ‘Well, here 
we a re ,’ he said. ‘Here we are ,’ she said, ‘A ren ’t w e?’ T should 
say we w ere ,’ he said, ‘Eeyop! Here we a re .’ ‘W ell!’ she 
said. ‘W ell!’ he said, ‘w ell.’ ” T he endeavor to  start and 
sustain com m unication  is typ ical o f  talk ing birds; thus the 
phatic  fu n c tio n  o f  language is the  only  one th ey  share w ith  
hum an beings w hen conversing w ith  them . It is also th e  first 
verbal fu n c tio n  acquired  by  in fan ts; th ey  are p rone to  com 
m unication  before being able to  send or receive inform ative 
com m unication .

T he set (E inste llung ) tow ard  the M ESSAGE as such, 
focus on  the message fo r its ow n sake, is the  POETIC func
tion  o f  language. This fu n c tio n  canno t be productively  
studied o u t o f  to u ch  w ith  the  general problem s o f  language, 
and, on the  o th er hand , the  scru tiny  o f  language requires 
a thorough  consideration  o f  its poetic  fun c tio n . A ny a ttem p t
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to  reduce the  sphere o f  poetic fu n c tio n  to  poetry  or to  
confine p oetry  to  poetic  fu n c tio n  w ould  be a delusive over
sim plification. Poetic func tion  is n o t the  sole func tion  o f  
verbal art b u t only  its dom inan t, determ ining  function , 
w hereas in o th er verbal activities it ac ts as a subsidiary, 
accessory co n stitu en t. This fun c tio n , by  p rom oting  the 
palpability  o f  signs, deepens the  fundam en tal d icho tom y o f  
signs and  objects. H ence, w hen dealing w ith  poetic  function , 
linguistics canno t lim it itse lf to  the  field o f  p o e try .

“Why do y o u  always say Joan and Margery, y e t never 
Margery and Joan?  Do you  prefer Jo an  to  her tw in  sister?” 
“ N ot at all, it ju s t sounds sm o o th er.” In a sequence o f  tw o 
coord inate  nam es, as far as no  rank  problem s in terfe re , the 
precedence o f  th e  sho rter nam e suits th e  speaker, unac
coun tab ly  fo r him , as a w ell-ordered shape o f  th e  message.

A girl used to  ta lk  ab o u t “ the horrib le  H arry .” “Why 
horrib le?” “ Because I ha te  h im .” B ut w hy n o t dreadful, 
terrible, fr ig h tfu l, d isgusting?” “ I d o n ’t  know  w hy , b u t 
horrible fits him  b e tte r .” W ithout realizing it, she clung 
to  the poetic  device o f  paronom asia.

Tw o alliterative clusters m ust have favored the  coa
lescence o f  “ F rench  fries” in to  a h ab itua l phrase-w ord.

T he political slogan “ I like Ik e” [ay layk a y k ] , suc
cinctly  s tru c tu red , consists o f  th ree  m onosyllables and 
coun ts th ree dip  thongs [ a y ] , each o f  them  sym m etrically 
follow ed by  one consonan ta l phonem e [. . 1 . . k . . k ] . 
T he setup o f  th e  th ree  w ords shows a  variation: no  con
sonantal phonem es in th e  first w ord , tw o  around  the  dip- 
thong  in the  second, and one final consonan t in the  th ird . 
B oth  cola o f  th e  trisyllabic form ula “ I lik e /Ik e” rhym e w ith  
each o th er, and th e  second o f  th e  tw o rhym ing w ords is 
fully included  in th e  first one (echo rhym e), [ l a y k ] - [ a y k ] ,  
a paronom astic  image o f  a feeling w hich to ta lly  envelops its 
ob ject. B o th  cola alliterate  w ith  each o th er, and th e  first 
o f  th e  tw o  alliterating  w ords is included in  th e  second: [ay] — 
[a y k ] , a paronom astic  image o f  th e  loving subject enveloped
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by th e  beloved ob ject. T he secondary , poetic  fu n c tio n  o f 
th is electional catchphrase re inforces its im pressiveness 
and efficacy.

A d iscrim ination  clearly an tic ipated  by  the  A ncient 
G reek and  Indie trad itio n  and pushed  forw ard  by  th e  m edi
eval treatise  de supposition ibus  has been  advocated  in 
m odern  logic as a need to  distinguish betw een  tw o levels 
o f  language, nam ely th e  “ ob ject language” speaking o f  item s 
ex traneous to  language as such, and on the  o th er hand  a 
language in w hich we speak abou t the  verbal code itself. 
T he la tte r  aspect o f  language is called “m etalanguage” , a 
loan-translation  o f  th e  Polish term  launched  in the  1930s by 
A lfred Tarski. On these tw o d iffe ren t levels o f  language the 
same verbal s tock  m ay be used; th u s we m ay speak in  English 
(as m etalanguage) ab o u t English (as ob ject language) and 
in te rp re t English w ords and sentences by  m eans o f  English 
synonym s and circum locu tions. Je rem y  B entham  respec
tively delineates “ expositions by  transla tion  and  b y  para
phrasis.” Like M oliere’s Jo u rd a in , w ho used prose w ith o u t 
know ing th a t it was prose , we practice m etalanguage w ith o u t 
realizing the m etalingual charac ter o f  o u r s ta tem en ts. F ar 
from  being confined  to  the  sphere o f  science, m etalingual 
operations prove to  be an integral part o f  o u r verbal activ
ities. W henever the addresser an d /o r the  addressee need to  
check up  w he ther th ey  use th e  same code , speech is focused 
upon  th e  CODE and th u s  perfo rm s a M ETA LIN G U A L 
(or glossing) function . “ I d o n ’t follow  y o u —w hat do you 
m ean?” asks the  addressee, or in Shakespearean d ic tion , 
“W hat is’t th o u  say’s t?” A nd the  addresser in an tic ip a tio n  
o f  such recap tu ring  questions inquires: “Do y ou  know  w hat 
I m ean?” T hen , by replacing the  questionable sign w ith  
an o th er sign or a w hole group o f  signs from  th e  sam e or 
an o th er linguistic code, the encoder o f  the  message seeks 
to  m ake it m ore accessible to  the  decoder.

—I eagerly b ro u g h t o u t: “ B ut n o t to  the  degree to  
co n tam in a te .” “T o co n tam in a te?” —m y big w ord  left her
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at a loss. I explained it. “T o  co rru p t.” She stared, taking 
my m eaning in (H enry Jam es, The Turn o f  the Screw).

—It done her in . . .—W hat does doing her in m ean?—Oh, 
th a t ’s the  new small ta lk . T o do a person in m eans to  kill 
th em .—Y ou surely d o n ’t believe th a t your au n t was killed? 
—Do I no! (G. B. Shaw, Pygm alion).

Or im agine such an exasperating dialogue.—“T he sopho
m ore was p lu ck ed .” “ B ut w hat is p lu cked ? "  “Plucked  m eans 
the  same as flu n k ed .” “T o  be f lu n k e d  is to fa il in an exa m .” 
“ A nd w hat is so p h o m o re?” persists the  in terrogato r innocent 
o f  school vocabulary . “A  sophom ore  is (or m eans) a. second- 
year s tu d e n t .”

Such equational p ropositions ordinarily  used by  in ter
locu to rs nullify  the  idea o f  verbal m eanings as “ subjective 
in tangibles” and  becom e particu larly  conspicuous in cases 
o f  their reversibility: “A second-year studen t is (called) a
so phom ore” ; “ A gander is an adu lt m ale goose” , b u t also 
conversely “ A n adu lt m ale goose is a gander.” T he form er 
p roposition  is an  exam ple o f  C. S. Peirce’s thesis th a t  any 
sign translates itse lf  in to  o th e r signs in w hich it is m ore 
fully developed, w hereas the  reverse transla tion  from  a m ore 
explicit to  a terser way o f  expression is exem plified  by  the 
la tte r  p roposition .

Signs are viewed by Peirce as equivalent “w hen either 
m ight have been  an in te rp ré tan t o f  th e  o th e r .” It m ust 
be em phasized again and again th a t the  basic, im m ediate, 
“ selective” in te rp ré tan t o f  any sign is “ all th a t is explicit 
in the  sign itse lf apart from  its co n tex t and circum stance o f  
u tte ra n ce” o r in m ore un ified  term s: apart from  its con
tex t e ither verbal o r only verbalizable b u t no t actually  verbal
ized. Peirce’s sem iotic doctrine is th e  only sound basis for 
a strictly  linguistic sem antics. O ne can’t help b u t agree w ith  
his view o f  m eaning as translatab ility  o f  a sign in to  a netw ork  
o f  o th er signs and w ith  his re ite reated  em phasis on  the  
inherence o f  a “general m eaning” in any “ genuine sym bol” , 
as well as w ith  th e  sequel o f  the  q u o ted  assertion: A sym bol
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“ canno t ind icate  any particu lar th ing : it deno tes a kind o f  
thing. N o t on ly  th a t,  b u t it is itse lf  a k ind  and  n o t a single 
th ing” {C ollected Papers, 2 .301). T he co n tex tu a l m eanings 
w hich particu larize, specify, or even m odify  such a general 
m eaning are dealt w ith  in Peirce’s speculative gram m ar as 
secondary , “ env ironm en ta l” in te rp ré tan ts .

In  spite o f  som e s tu d en ts ’ ob jections, it is clear th a t  the 
“ sélective in te rp ré ta n t” o f  a p ro p e r nam e, to o , necessarily 
has a m ore general charac ter th an  any single “ environm ental 
in te rp ré ta n t” . T he co n tex t ind icates w he ther we speak 
ab o u t N apolean in his in fancy , the  hero  o f  A usterlitz , the 
loser at W aterloo, the  p risoner on  his d ea th b ed , o r a hero  
in posthum ous trad itio n , w hereas his nam e in  its  general 
m eaning encom passes all these stages o f  his life and  fate. 
Like the  m etabolic  inseçt in the  sequence caterpillar-pupa- 
b u tterfly , a person  m ay even acquire d iffe ren t nam es for 
consecutive tem pora l segm ents, “m om en tary  o b jec ts” in 
W. V. Q u ine’s term inology . M arried nam e is su b stitu ted  for 
m aiden nam e, m onastic  fo r secular. O f  course, each o f  
these nam ed stages cou ld  be  fu rth e r segm ented.

M etalingual operations w ith  w ords o r syn tactic  co n stru c
tions perm it us to  overcom e L eonard B loom fie ld ’s fo re
bodings in his endeavors to  inco rporate  m eaning in to  the 
science o f  language. T hus, for instance, the alleged d iffi
cu lty  o f  describing m eanings in these cases “ o f  w ords like 
bu t, if, because” has been  disproved b y  th e  trea tm en t o f  con
ju n c tio n s  in sym bolic logic, and such an th ropo log ical studies 
as Les structures élém entaires de  la parenté  by  C laude Lévi- 
S trauss have proved the  groundlessness o f  assum ptions th a t 
the  various term inologies o f  kinship “ are ex trem ely  hard  to  
ana lyze.” Y et on the  w hole B loom fie ld ’s ju stified  view 
o f  “ one o f  th e  m eanings as norm al (or central) and the 
o thers as marginal (m etaphoric  or transferred ) ” requires 
a consisten t app lication  in sem antic analysis: “T he central
m eaning is favored in th e  sense th a t we u n d erstan d  a form  
(th a t is, respond to  it) in th e  cen tra l m eaning unless som e
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featu re o f  the  practical situation  forces us to  lo o k  to  a 
transferred  m eaning .” Such is the  co n tex tu a l m etaphoric  
use o f  gander  o r goose  in app lica tion  to  a person  w ho resem 
bles th e  b ird  in  stu p id ity . T he same w ord  in  th e  co n tex tu a l 
m eaning “ lo o k , g lance” is a  m etonym ic transfer from  the  
goose to  its o u ts tre tch ed  neck and  goggling eyes in a m eta
phoric app lica tion  to  a hum an  being. Goose  is a designation 
o f  a  b ird  species w ith  n o  reference to  sex b u t in co n tex ts  
opposing goose  to  gander, th e  narrow ed m eaning o f  the 
form er vocable is confined  to  th e  fem ales. T he opposite  
transfer, B loom field’s w idened m eanings, m ay be exem 
plified b y  the  use o f  th e  phrase-w ord m om ing-star  to  desig
nate  the  p lanet V enus w ith o u t reference to  th e  tim e o f  its 
appearance. T he literal, u n transferred  m eaning o f  th e  tw o 
phrase-w ords, m om ing-star  and evening-star becom es appar
en t, fo r exam ple, i f  during an  evening stro ll, b y  a casual 
slip o f  the  tongue one w ould  bring  to  th e  a tten tio n  o f  his 
perp lexed  p a rtn e r the  b rig h t em ergence o f  th e  m om ing-star. 
In co n trad istin c tio n  to  th e  indiscrim inate label Venus, the 
tw o  phrase w ords, discussed b y  G. F rege, are ac tua lly  suitable 
to  define and  to  nam e  tw o  d iffe ren t spatio-tem poral phases 
o f  one p lanet in re la tion  to  an o th er one.

A re la tional divergence underlies th e  sem antic variance 
o f  near-synonym s. T hus, th e  adjectives half-fu ll and half- 
e m p ty  re fer to  quan tita tively  the  same sta tu s o f  the  b o ttle , 
b u t the  form er a ttr ib u te  used b y  th e  anecdo tal op tim ist 
and th e  la tte r  one su b stitu ted  by  th e  pessim ist b e tray  tw o 
opposite  fram es o f  reference, the  full and  th e  em pty  b o ttle . 
T w o slightly deviant fram es o f  reference separate the  an ti
c ipato ry  tw en ty  m in u tes  to six  from  th e  re trospective fiv e  
fo r ty .

T he co n stan t use o f  m etalingual com m utations w ith in  
the actual corpus o f  any given language offers a ground
w ork fo r a descrip tion  and analysis o f  lexical and gram 
m atical m eanings w hich com plies even w ith  the  p la tfo rm  
o f  those inquirers w ho still believe th a t “ the  determ ining
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criteria  will alw ays have to  be  sta ted  in  d is trib u tio n al te rm s.” 
L et us cite such pairs o f  reversible p ropositions as “ herm a
phrod ites are individuals com bining th e  sex organs o f  b o th  
m ale and  fem ale” —“ individuals com bining th e  sex organs 
o f  b o th  m ale and  fem ale are h erm ap h ro d ites” , o r such 
pairs as “ cen tau rs are individuals com bining the  hum an 
head, arm s, and  tru n k  w ith  th e  b o d y  and  legs o f  a h o rse” — 
“ individuals com bining the  hum an  head , arm s, and tru n k  
w ith  th e  bo d y  and legs o f  a horse are cen tau rs .” In those 
tw o pairs we are faced w ith  m etalingual s ta tem en ts  w hich 
im part in fo rm atio n  ab o u t the  m eaning assigned to  the 
w ord  herm aphrodite  and centaur  in th e  English vocabulary , 
b u t w hich say no th ing  ab o u t th e  onto logical s ta tu s o f  the 
individuals nam ed. We apperceive th e  sem antic d ifference 
betw een  the  nouns ambrosia  and nectar  or b etw een  centaur  
and sp h in x  and we can, for instance, tran sm u te  the  tw o 
la tte r  w ords in to  p ictu res or scu lp tures, despite th e  absence 
o f  such k inds o f  individuals in  our experience. T he w ords 
in q uestion  m ay  even be used n o t only  in a lite ra l b u t also 
in a deliberately  figurative m eaning: am brosia  as a food  
w hich gives us divine delight; sp h in x  as a designation o f  an 
enigm atic person.

S ta tem en ts o f  ex istence o r nonex istence in regard to  
such fictional en titie s  gave rise to  leng thy  philosophical 
controversies, b u t from  a linguistic p o in t o f  view th e  verb 
o f  ex istence rem ains ellip tic as far as it is n o t accom panied  
by  a locative m odifier: “un ico rns do  n o t ex ist in th e  fauna 
o f  th e  g lobe” ; “ un icorns exist in  G reco-R om an and  Chinese 
m y th o lo g y ” , “ in  th e  tap estry  tra d itio n ” , “ in p o e try ” , “ in  
o u r dream s” , e tc . H ere we observe th e  linguistic relevance 
o f  th e  n o tio n  Universe o f  D iscourse, in tro d u ced  b y  A . De 
M organ and  applied  b y  Peirce: “A t one tim e it m ay  be
th e  physical universe, a t an o th e r it m ay be th e  im aginary 
‘w orld ’ o f  som e play  o r novel, a t an o th er a range o f  possi
b ilities .”  W hether d irec tly  re ferred  to  o r m erely  im plied 
in an  exchange o f  messages betw een  in te rlo cu to rs , this



n o tio n  rem ains the  relevant one for a linguistic approach 
to  sem antics.

W hen the  universe o f  discourse p rom pts a tech n o 
logical nom encla tu re , dog  is sensed as a nam e o f  various 
gripping and holding too ls, w hile horse designates various 
supportive devices. In Russian k o n ’k i  “ little  horses” becam e 
a nam e o f  skates. Tw o contiguous stanzas o f  P ushk in ’s 
Eugene Onegin (F o u rth  C hap ter, XLII-X LIII) dep ic t the 
co u n try  in early  w in ter, and the  gaiety o f  the  little  peasant 
boys cu ttin g  th e  new  ice w ith  their skates (little  horses) is 
co n fro n ted  w ith  the  ted ious tim e o f  the  land lo rd  whose 
helpless saddle horse stum bles over th e  ice. T he p o e t’s clear- 
cu t contrastive parallelism  o f  k o n ’k i  and  k o n ’ “ho rse”  gets 
lost in  transla tion  in to  languages w ith o u t th e  equine im age o f  
the  skates. T he conversion o f  k o n ’k i  from  anim als in to  inan
im ate too ls o f  lo co m o tio n , w ith  a corresponding  change in 
the  declensional paradigm , has been  effected  u nder a m eta- 
lingual con tro l.

M etalanguage is th e  vital fac to r o f  any  verbal develop
m en t. T he in te rp re ta tio n  o f  one linguistic sign through  
o th er, in  some respect hom ogeneous, signs o f  the  same 
language, is a m etalingual o p era tio n  w hich plays an essential 
role in child language learning. O bservations m ade during 
recen t decades, in particu lar by  th e  R ussian inquirers A. N. 
Gvozdev and K. I. Cukovskij, have disclosed w hat an eno r
m ous place ta lk  ab o u t language occupies in th e  verbal behav
ior o f  p reschool children, w ho are prone to  com pare new  
acquisitions w ith  earlier ones and their ow n w ay o f  speaking 
w ith  the  diverse form s o f  speech used by  the o lder and 
younger people surrounding  them ; the  m akeup and choice o f 
w ords and sentences, their sound, shape and m eaning, syno
nym y and hom onym y are vividly discussed. A constan t 
recourse to  m etalanguage is indispensable b o th  fo r a creative 
assim ilation o f  the  m o th er tongue and for its final m astery .

M etalanguage is deficient in aphasics w ith  a sim ilarity 
d isorder, labeled “ sensory im p airm en t” ; despite in structions,

Metalanguage 91
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th ey  can n o t respond  to  th e  stim ulus w ord  o f  th e  exam iner 
w ith  an  equivalent w ord  o r expression and  lack th e  capacity  
fo r bu ild ing  eq u a tio n a l p ropositions. A ny ap titu d e  for 
tran sla tio n , e ith e r in tralingual o r in terlingual, is lo st b y  these 
patien ts.

T he bu ild u p  o f  th e  first language im plies an  ap titu d e  
fo r m etalingual operations, and  no  fam iliarization  w ith  
fu rth e r languages is possible w ith o u t th e  developm ent o f  
th is ap titu d e ; th e  b reakdow n o f  m etalanguage plays a sub
stan tia l p a rt in  verbal d istu rbances. F inally , th e  urgent 
task  w hich faces th e  science o f  language, a system atic  analysis 
o f  lexical and gram m atical m eanings, m ust begin b y  ap
proaching m etalanguage as an  innerm ost linguistic problem .

We realize ever m ore clearly th a t any  verbal message 
in th e  selection and  com bination  o f  its  co n stitu en ts  involves 
a recourse to  the  given code and th a t a set o f  la ten t m eta 
lingual operations underlies th is perp e tu a l fram ew ork .



Après tout, c ’est ainsi que nous 
communiquons, par des phrases, 
meme tronquées, embryonnaires, 
incomplètes, mais toujours par des 
phrases. C’est ici, dans notre 
analyse, un point crucial.

—Emile Benveniste 
3 septembre 1966

On A phasie D isorders fro m  a Linguistic A n g le*

Over th ree decades ago, in 1941, w hen I was ab o u t to  
publish m y first s tudy  dealing w ith  aphasia, C hild Language, 
Aphasia, and  Phonological Universals (Jakobson, 1968), 
I was surprised at the ex ten t to  w hich linguists neglected 
questions concerning ch ild ren ’s bu ildup  and  pathological 
d isrup tions o f  language. In particu lar, the field o f  aphasia 
was usually disregarded. T here were, how ever, a few  neu ro 
logists and  psychologists w ho insisted on  the  im p o rtan t 
role th a t linguistics can play in this dom ain. T hey  realized 
th a t aphasia is first and fo rem ost a d isin tegration  o f  language, 
and  as linguists deal w ith  language, it is linguists w ho have 
to  tell us w hat the exact na tu re  o f  these diverse d isin te
grations is. Such were the questions raised, fo r instance, 
by A. Pick (1920), A. Gelb (1924), K. G oldstein  (1932), 
and M. Isserlin (1922). B ut am ong linguists them selves 
there reigned a to ta l indifference to  problem s o f  aphasia. 
O f course, as always, one can find exceptions.

T hus from  the  early 1 8 7 0 ’s, one o f  the greatest p re
cursors o f  m odern  linguistics, Jan  B audouin de C ourtenay , 
consisten tly  observed and investigated cases o f  aphasia and in

*C’est à Emile Benveniste qui fu t  l ’un des premiers à soutenir 
l ’importance des études strictement linguistiques sur les syndromes 
de l ’aphasie que je tiens à dédier en hommage d ’admiration et affection 
cette étude basée sur mes rapports au Troisième Symposion Inter
national d ’Aphasiologie à Oaxtepec, Mexique, novembre 1971, et au 
Congreso Peruano de Patologia del Lenguaje à Lima, Peru, octobre 1973.
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1885 devoted  to  one o f  them  a detailed  Polish m onograph , 
From  the Pathology and E m b ryo lo g y  o f  Language (B audouin 
de C ourtenay , 1885-1886), w hich was supposed to  be fol
low ed by fu r th e r papers. This s tudy  com bines a rich and 
careful co llec tion  o f  d a ta  w ith  an em phasis on the  vital 
necessity o f  inquiring in to  child  language and aphasia for 
linguistic th eo ry  and phonetics. Prospects for finding general 
laws based on  the com parison o f  aphasie syndrom es w ith  
system s o f  e thn ic languages w ere an tic ipated . A few decades 
la ter, F erd inand  de Saussure, in  sketching a review o f  A. 
S echehaye’s Programme e t  m é th o d es de la linguistique  
théorique  (1908), undersco red  the  relevance o f  B roca’s 
discoveries and  o f  pathological observations on  the diverse 
form s o f  aphasia, w hich have especial in te rest fo r the rela
tions betw een  psychology and  gram m ar: “Je  rappelle par 
exem ple les cas d ’aphasie où la catégorie des substan tifs 
to u t en tière m anque, alors que les au tres catégories établies 
du  p o in t de vue de la  logique re sten t à la  d isposition  du  
su je t” (G odel, 1957).

These significant calls rem ained , how ever, as m ost o f  
B audou in ’s and  Saussure’s ex h o rta tio n s, w ith o u t any im m e
diate response. B u t a t p resen t, beginning w ith  the  forties 
and  early fifties, one observes a substan tia l change. I t be
com es ever clearer “ à quel p o in t l ’approche linguistique 
p eu t renouveler l ’é tu d e  de l ’aphasie ,” as has been po in ted  
o u t in H. H écaen’s and  R . A ngelerque’s Pathologie du langage 
(1965): “ Il fau t, en effe t, que to u tes  les u tilisa tions du  lan
gage libre e t co n d itio n n é  so ien t analysées à tous les niveaux 
du systèm e linguistique.”

T he question  o f  levels is relevant indeed . T o o  o ften , 
a ttem p ts  to  tre a t the  linguistic aspect o f  aphasia suffer 
from  inadequate delim ita tion  o f  the  linguistic levels. O ne 
cou ld  even say th a t to d ay  the  m ost im p o rtan t task  in lin
guistics is to  learn how  to  delim it the  levels. T he various 
levels o f  language are au tonom ous. A u to n o m y  d o esn ’t  m ean 
isolationism ; all levels are in te rre la ted . A u to n o m y  does n o t
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exclude in tegration , and even m ore—autonom y and  in te 
gration  are closely linked  phenom ena. B ut in all linguistic 
questions and  especially in the  case o f  aphasia, it  is im p o rtan t 
to  approach  language and  its  d isrup tion  in the  fram ew ork 
o f  a given level, w hile rem em bering a t th e  same tim e th a t any 
level is w ha t th e  G erm ans call das Teilganze  and th a t the  
to ta lity  and  the  in te rra la tion  betw een  the  d iffe ren t parts 
o f  the  to ta lity  have to  be taken  in to  account. Here very 
o ften  linguists com m it a dangerous erro r, nam ely, they  
approach  certain  levels o f  language w ith  an a ttitu d e  o f  
hetero n o m y  (colonialism ), ra th e r th an  o f  au tonom y. T hey  
trea t one level only from  th e  p o in t o f  view o f  an o th er level. 
In particu lar, w hen dealing w ith  aphasia, we m ust im m edi
ately  recognize th a t the  phonological level, though  o f  course 
it is n o t iso lated , m aintains its au tonom y and can n o t be 
viewed as a sim ple co lony  o f  the  gram m atical level.

O ne m ust take in to  acco u n t the  in terp lay  o f  variety  and 
u n ity .  As H écaen states, “ l ’aphasie est en m êm e tem ps 
une et m u ltip le .” T he m utip le  form s o f  linguistic d isin te
gration m ust be distinguished, and it w ould  be erroneous to  
study  this m u ltip lic ity  from  a m erely quan tita tive  p o in t o f  
view, as if  we were m erely dealing w ith  d iffe ren t degrees o f  
d isin tegration, w hereas in fact we face a significant quali
tative diversity as well.

F u rth erm o re , w hen we discuss those form s o f  aphasia 
in w hich d isrup tion  o f  the sound-pattern  o f  language is a 
relevant facto r, we m ust rem em ber th a t for con tem porary  
linguistics there is no  such field as sounds for them selves 
only. F o r the speaker and listener speech sounds necessarily 
act as carriers o f  m eaning. Sound and m eaning are, b o th  
for language and fo r linguistics, an  indissoluble duality . 
N either o f  these factors can be considered as a simple co lony 
o f  th e  o ther: the  duality  o f  sound and m eaning m ust be
stud ied  b o th  from  th e  angle o f  sound and  from  th a t o f  
m eaning. T he degree to  w hich speech sounds are a com 
p letely  peculiar phenom enon  am ong au d ito ry  events was
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m ade clear by  th e  rem arkable experim ents co n d u c ted  in 
diverse coun tries during  th e  last decade: these investigations 
have proved th e  privileged position  o f  the  right ear, co n 
nected  w ith  th e  le ft hem isphere , in perceiving speech sounds. 
Is it n o t a rem arkable fac t th a t  the  right ear is a b e tte r  
re cep to r o f  speech com ponen ts, in  con trad istin c tio n  to  the 
superio rity  o f  the  le ft ear fo r all non-verbal sounds, w he ther 
m usical tones o r noises? T his shows th a t from  the beginning 
speech sounds appear as a particu la r category to  w hich the  
hum an bra in  reacts in  a specific w ay, and  th is peculiarity  
is due precisely to  th e  fact th a t  speech sounds fulfill a qu ite  
d istinc t and  m ultifa rious ro le : in d iffe ren t ways th ey  func
tion  as carriers o f  m eaning.

W hen we stu d y  th e  diverse linguistic syndrom es o f  
aphasia, we m ust pay  consisten t a tten tio n  to  the  h ierarchy  o f  
linguistic co n stitu en ts  and  th e ir  com binations. We begin 
w ith  the  u ltim ate  d iscrete u n its  o f  language, “ distinctive 
fea tu res” , o r mérism es, as B enveniste p roposed  to  call them  
(Benveniste, 19 6 6 :1 2 1 ). T he fundam en tal ro le  p layed  by 
the  iden tifica tion  and  d iscrim ination  o f  these linguistic 
q u an ta  in speech p ercep tio n  and  in its  aphasie d isrup tions 
has been exhaustively investigated  and  convincingly show n 
by Sheila B lum stein w ho com bines a th o rough  train ing  in 
linguistics and  neuro logy  (1973 , c f  Goodglass & B lum stein, 
1973). T he F rench  equivalen t o f  “ d istinctive fe a tu re” is trait 
d is tin c ti f  or, in Saussure’s occasional nom encla tu re , e lem en t 
différen tiel, w hereas the  term  trait p ertin en t, som etim es used 
by F rench  linguists, is m isleading, because any  co n stitu en t o f  
language proves to  be p e rtin e n t in som e respect and  the 
no tions o f  distinctiveness and  pertinence do  n o t coincide.

T he bundle o f  co n cu rren t distinctive features is labeled 
“ p h o n em e” , accord ing  to  th e  F rench  term  p h o n èm e, in tro 
duced  in th e  1 8 7 0 ’s and  gradually  redefined . I t  is an im por
ta n t and  useful co n cep t on th e  cond ition  th a t one realizes 
its derived, from  the  v iew poin t o f  linguistic s tru c tu re , secon
dary  charac ter in  re la tion  to  its com p o n en ts, th e  distinctive
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features. T he exaggerated a ttem p ts  to  abolish the  concep t o f  
phonem e are as equally u n fo u n d ed  as the  opposite  re tro 
grade effo rts  to  m inim alize or even to  discard the  concep t o f  
distinctive features in favor o f  phonem es. In the  sum m ary 
o f  her m onograph , S. B lum stein po in ts  o u t th a t “ the  no tion  
distinctive fea tu re  has provided a principled  exp lanation  for 
the frequency  o f  the d iffe ren t types o f  su b stitu tio n  errors 
m ade by aphasics” and th a t “m oreover, the  strategies for 
speech p ro d u c tio n  d em onstra ted  by aphasic p a tien ts  sug
gested th a t the  b inary  values ascribed to  features in p h o n o 
logical th eo ry  m ay be an  intrinsic p art o f  the  phonological 
system  o f  the  speaker.” T he basic stru c tu ra l principle o f  
these values, nam ely the  opposition  o f  m arked  and  u n 
m arked  en tities, proves to  be “ an essential aspect o f  phono- 
ological analyses, because “ the n o tio n  m arkedness charac
terised the d irec tion  o f  su b stitu tio n  and  sim plification 
errors m ade by aphasics.”

T he sm allest u n it th a t carries its own m eaning is the 
“m o rp h em e” , a concep t and term  in tro d u ced  by B audouin 
de C ourtenay . U nfo rtunate ly , F rench  linguistic term inology, 
according to  M eillet’s testim ony , ad o p ted  and utilized  this 
term  in a narrow ed sense in o rder to  translate  B rugm ann’s 
G erm an label fo rm a n t,  appliable to  affixes b u t n o t to  the 
ro o t, and certain  annoying vacillations resu lted  in French 
gram m atical nom enclature.

A b o u t the highest m orphological un it, the  “w o rd ” 
(m o t), one can repeat w hat was said in reference to  the 
phonem e: it is a substan tial concep t th a t can be neither
discarded n o r considered as the u ltim ate  gram m atical u n it 
instead o f  the  m orphem e.

T he usual English h ierarchy  o f  syntactic  s tru c tu res— 
“phrase” , “ clause” , “ sen ten ce” —proves useful in the analysis 
o f  spon taneous and cond itioned  aphasic speech. T he French  
term inology is less stable. Perhaps Lucien T esniere’s n o u ed  
(1959) for the English “ phrase” and the trad itiona l F rench  
nam es proposition  and phrase for “ clause” and “ sen ten ce”
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w ould be appropria te .
W hen I w orked  on  a linguistic in te rp re ta tio n  o f  aphasic 

d a ta  and  th en  v en tu red  to  system atise the  analysed m ateria l in 
th e  light o f  s tric tly  linguistic criteria, step  by step  I observed 
salient correspondences betw een  th e  linguistic types o f  
aphasia and  th e  topograph ic  syndrom es discovered by experts 
in studies o f  the co rtex , especially by  A. R. L uria (1964 , 
1966), and  I o u tlined  these m anifest parallels in  m y papers 
o f  1963 and  1966 (see Jak o b so n , 1971). I p refer, how ever, 
to  avoid m aking equations w ith o u t having su b m itted  them  to  
a system atic in terd iscip linary  co n tro l, and  m y ow n w ork 
rem ains co n cen tra ted  u p o n  th e  verbal aspect o f  aphasia in its 
m anifo ld  ram ifications. B u t I feel deeply  im pressed and 
inspired  w hen reading th e  recen t syn the tic  stu d y  o f  A. R. 
Luria, the  great inqu irer in to  cerebral m echanism s and  their 
lesions as factors o f  th e  d iffe ren t kinds o f  aphasic disorders 
(Luria, 1973a). W hen this c rea to r o f  neurolinguistics (cf. 
Luria, 1973), in developing his unw earying research o f  speech 
disturbances, expresses his “ full agreem ent w ith  the  basic 
concepts p ro p o sed ” in m y linguistic a ttem p ts  to  d e tec t and 
classify the linquistic syndrom es o f  aphasia and offers 
fu rther, decisive references to  th e  “ physiological m echanism s 
underly ing these im p airm en ts” , th e  cardinal conclusion one 
m ay draw  is the necessity  o f  an ever closer cooperation  
betw een  linguists and  neurologists, a jo in t and  consisten t 
scru tiny  w hich prom ises to  open  a deeper insight in to  the 
still unexp lo red  m ysteries b o th  o f  the  brain  and  o f  language.

We m ust n o t on ly  correlate  by also consisten tly  discri
m inate tw o  basically d iffe ren t phenom ena, em ission and  
recep tion . T o  use the  term s o f  Charles Sanders Peirce, 
there are tw o  d is tin c t dram atis personae, in  th e  “ sayer” 
and the  “ sayee” . T heir a ttitu d es  tow ard  code and  message 
are qu ite  d iffe ren t, and  in particu la r, am biguity , especially 
hom o n y m y , is a p rob lem  faced only  by  th e  “ sayee” . W ith
o u t the help o f  the  c o n tex t o r s itu a tio n , u p o n  hearing “ sun” , 
he does n o t know  w h e th e r “ su n ” o r “ son”  is m ean t, w hereas
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the “ sayer” is innerly  free o f  the “ sayee’s” probabilistic  
a ttitu d e , although he obviously m ay take accoun t o f  the 
sayee’s a ttitu d e  and prevent som e o f  the  la tte r ’s hom o- 
nym ic handicaps. To illustrate the difference betw een  the 
p a tte rn  o f  the sayer and th a t o f  the  sayee, m ay I confess 
th a t although I succeed in follow ing a clear-cut Italian 
speech, I am alm ost unable to  produce a single sentence in 
this language. Thus, in respect to  Italian  I canno t act as an 
addresser b u t only  as an addressee, e ither silent or replying 
in a d iffe ren t language. In studying  aphasia, we m ust keep 
in m ind  the  possibility o f  a radical separation  betw een  these 
tw o com petences  and  the quite usual privileged position  o f  
recep tion  over em ission. Such is the status o f  in fan ts w ho 
have learned to  understand  the  language o f  adu lts b u t are 
them selves unable to  say anyth ing . T he capability  o f  de
coding can arise before and , in the  case o f  aphasics, sepa
ra te ly  from  the ab ility  to  encode.

I p refer to  delay the  discussion on m y phonological 
experience in aphasia and on  the new  aspects o f  the linguistic 
inqu iry  in to  the  troub les an d  d isrup tions o f  the sound 
p a tte rn , despite the  fascinating o u tlo o k  w hich these ques
tions open  a t p resen t to  phonology . I f  in going over to  a 
higher, p roperly  gram m atical level o f  aphasia and  pursuing 
the principle o f  explicative adequacy , we confine ourselves 
to  its  rigorously linguistic analysis o f  verbal im pairm ents, 
we are led to  o b ta in  a clear and  sim ple p ic tu re  o f  them . Y et 
to  grasp the  linguistic syndrom e o f  a given ty p e  o f  aphasia, 
we m ust follow  several guidelines.

F irst, a zoologist w ould  n o t begin to  study  the  d iffe r
ence betw een  p lan ts and anim als by  exam ining such tran 
sitional species as sponges and corals. One w ould hardly 
begin to  study  sexes by concen tra ting  a tten tio n  on herm a
phrod ites. O f course there are m any hybrid , com plex, 
m ixed  cases o f  aphasia, b u t we are unaw are o f  the  existence 
o f  clearly po larized  types, and these strictly  d istinc t, so to  
say, “p u re” cases, as neurologists call them , should underlie
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our study  and  classification o f  aphasics and  subsequently  
guide us also in our inqu iry  in to  borderline occurrences, 
w hatever their frequency  m ay be.

Secondly , the  significant d ifference betw een  sp o n ta
neous and co n d itio n ed  speech, a fac t well know n to  linguists, 
m ust be carefully  applied  to  th e  study  o f  aphasia as well. 
In ad d itio n  to  the answers a p a tien t m akes to  the  d o c to r’s 
questions, we have to  observe the  aphasic’s to ta lly  sp o n ta 
neous speech, especially in his fam iliar surroundings, and 
com pare these tw o stru c tu ra lly  d istinc t types o f  u tterances. 
W hen approaching  the  q uestion  o f  requ ired  rep ro d u c tio n  
and rep e titio n , one m ust rem em ber th a t these processes 
occupy a very particu lar place in o u r verbal behavior. A t the 
L ondon Sym posium  on  D isorders o f  Language held  in 
1963 a t the  C iba F o u n d a tio n , the  linguist A . S. C. Ross 
spoke ab o u t the need  fo r co rp o ra  o f  aphasic tex ts , published 
or m im eographed , w ith  u tte rances em itted  in  various types 
o f  discourse and  w ith  d iffe ren t in te rlo cu to rs  (1964). Such 
m aterial is abso lu tely  indispensable fo r ob tain ing  a linguistic 
descrip tion  and  classification o f  aphasic syndrom es. R eliable 
linguistic conclusions can n o t be m ade on  the  basis o f  a m ere 
co llection  o f  p a tien ts ’ answ ers to  th e  d o c to r’s questions, 
posed, m oreover, u n d er qu ite  artific ial cond itions o f  m edical 
in terrogation .

F rom  a linguistic p o in t o f  view perhaps th e  clearest 
form s o f  aphasia w ere o b ta in ed  in  cases o f  o u trig h t agram 
m atism . We posses the  rem arkable insights in to  such cases 
by experts  in  aphasia like A. Pick (1913),Isserlin  (1 9 2 2 ) ,and 
E. Salom on (1914) in the  past, o r a t p resen t, H. H ecaen 
(1972 ; c f  C ohen & H ecaen, 1965) and  H. G oodglass (1968; 
cf. G oodglass & H u n t, 1958) and  their linguistic co llabora
tors. It was Goodglass w ho found  a consisten t and  revealing 
order in the aphasics’ tre a tm e n t o f  an English in flectional 
suffix , a trip le  hom onym  carrying th ree com pletely  d iffe ren t 
gram m atical functions, nam ely the suffix  /-z/, w ith  its  tw o 
positional variants /-iz/ and  /-s/. This suffix  w ith  the same
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positional variants is used in the p lural o f  nouns, e. g. 
“ dream s” , in  the possessive fore, e. g. “J o h n ’s d ream ” , and 
in th e  th ird  person o f  presen t, e. g. “Jo h n  dream s” , while the 
last form  to  survive is the  nom inal plural, “ dream s” (Good- 
glass & B erko, 1968). In ch ild ren ’s acquisition  o f  language 
we find ju s t the  opposite  order, a m irro r image: the plural 
“ dream s” is the  first form  to  appear, the subsequent acqui
sition  is “J o h n ’s d ream ” , follow ed finally , by  the  th ird  
person  “Jo h n  dream s” (Benveniste, 1966). T he actual 
exp lanation  lies in the h ierarchy  o f  levels: the p lural form , 
“ dream s” , is one w ord, w hich im plies no  syn tactic  sequences, 
w hereas the  possessive, “J o h n ’s” , im plies the  phrase  level, 
w here “J o h n ’s” is a m odifier d ependen t on som e headw ord  
like “ d ream ” , and  finally, th e  th ird  person, “ dream s” , 
requires a clause w ith  a subject and  predicate.

It is com pletely  clear th a t  m ore com plex  syn tactic  
s tructu res are the  first to  be d iscarded, and  th e  first to  be 
lost in the  cases o f  agram m atism  is th e  re la tion  betw een  the 
subject and  p red icate . C hildren begin w ith  one-w ord phrases 
(holophrases), th en  th ey  reach the actual phrase level, 
“ little  b o y ” , “black c a t” , “J o h n ’s h a t” , e tc ., and  the  la test 
to  em erge is the  co nstruc tion  o f  subject and p red icate . T he 
acquisition  o f  such construc tions is, as a m a tte r o f  fact, a 
verbal and m ental revolu tion . O nly a t th is stage does a real 
language, independen t o f  the hie e t nunc, appear. Scholars 
used to  speak ab o u t a “ psychological p red ica te” in the  case 
o f  a child  w ho sees a ca t and  says “ c a t” . This holophrase 
was in te rp re ted  as a p red icate  appended  to  the  anim al w hich 
is seen by  the  in fan t. B u t only  w hen the  child gains the 
ab ility  to  express b o th  the  subject and  the  predicate in their 
in te rre la tio n , on ly  a t this d icho tom ous stage, does language 
com e in to  its ow n. Observers o f  ch ild ren ’s language in 
various coun tries have w itnessed diverse variants o f  one and 
the sam e event. A  boy o f  som e tw o-three years com es to  his 
fa th e r and  says “ dog m eow ” (o r “m eow s” ), and  th e  p aren t 
co rrec ts him  by  saying, “ N o, the  ca t m eows and  th e  dog
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barks.” T he child gets angry and  cries. I f  how ever, the 
fa ther is ready  to  take p a rt in th e  gam e and  say, “ Yes, the 
dog m eow s, and  P eter m eow s, and  M om m y also m eow s, b u t 
the  ca t and  uncle b a rk ,” th e  child  is usually  happy . H ow 
ever, it m ay hap p en  th a t the  little  speaker gets angry p re
cisely a t such a responsive fa ther, because he believes th a t 
talk ing  ab o u t m eow ing dogs is his childish privilege, w hich 
adu lts  have no  righ t to  assum e. T he sto ry  reflects an  im por
ta n t linguistic fact: in learning his m o th e r tongue, the  child 
realizes th a t he has th e  right to  im pose d iffe ren t pred icates 
on the  same subject, “ dog”  (“ the  dog . . . runs, sleeps, eats, 
barks” ) as well as he m ay com bine d iffe ren t subjects (“ dog, 
cat, Peter, M om m y” ) w ith  one and  th e  same pred icate  
(e.g. “ ru n s” ). T hen  w hy n o t ex ten d  th is freedom  to  assign 
new  predicates and say “ the dog m eow s” ? T he misuses o f  
freedom  is a typ ical side-effect o f  the  ch ild ’s verbal and 
m ental libera tion  from  the given situation . As long as he 
m erely says “ ru n s” , o r “ c a t” , o r “ dog” , he is to ta lly  depen
den t on  the p resen t tem pora l and spatial env ironm ent, b u t 
w ith  the  appearance o f  subject-pred icate clauses, he suddenly 
can speak o f  things d is tan t in tim e or space, events belonging 
to  the rem ote past or to  the fu tu re , and  fu rth erm o re  he can 
build en tire  fictions. It is this ab ility  th a t gets lost in cases 
o f  o u trigh t agram m atical aphasia.

O bservations ab o u t im peratives in th e  acquisition  and 
d issolution o f  language are m ost instructive. Im perative 
structu res do  n o t im ply the  ex istence o f  th e  clause p a tte rn  
w ith its in terp lay  o f  subject and  pred icate. Surm ises th a t the 
im perative is a m ere transfo rm  o f  a declarative verbal s truc
ture are deprived o f  any fo u n d a tio n . T he im perative is the  
m ost elem entary  verbal form . F o r this vçry reason the 
im perative, w hich appears in the  earliest stra tu m  o f  ch ild ren ’s 
language, is the  m ost résisten t in agram m atical aphasia, and 
the frequen t tendency  in  in flec tional languages to  confine 
the im perative form  to  the  bare ro o t is in tu rn  a convincing 
illustra tion  o f  its prim itive essence.
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The absence o f  personal p ronouns, w hich surprised 
investigators o f  agram m atism , is parallel to  the  disappearance 
o f  re la tiona l spatio-tem poral m arkers. These phenom ena 
en ter in to  the  category o f  “sh ifters” , viz. those gram m atical 
classes w hich im ply in th e ir general m eaning a reference to  
th a t message w here th ey  appear (cf. Jakobson , 1971a). 
These duplex, overlapping classes are typ ical m arked super
structu res in the gram m atical system , and this fact explains 
their late em ergence in ch ild ren’s language and their early 
disappearance in classical cases o f  agram m atical aphasia.

When we approach  the  type o f  d isturbance th a t was 
recently  ou tlined  by J . D ubois, H. H ecaen et. al. (1970; 
cf. Beyn, 1957), the  so-called “ sensory” aphasia, and com 
pare it w ith  agram m atism , th e  linguistic po larity  betw een 
these tw o types o f  aphasia becom es particu larly  obvious. 
P o in t by  p o in t one cou ld  show  a pure, genuine opposition  
betw een the  tw o syndrom es. T he cen tral p o in t o f  diver
gence lies in the fact th a t in the so-called sensory aphasia 
the nuclear elem ents o f  the gram m atical s truc tu re , nouns, 
ten d  to  disappear, w hereas for agram m atical pa tien ts it is 
precisely nouns w hich form  the basic stpek  o f  their voca
bulary . Sensory aphasia shows the diverse ways in w hich 
nouns are affected : they  are sim ply o m itted  or replaced
by pronouns, by  d iffe ren t near-hom onym s, by figurative 
expressions, etc. B riefly, w hat is u nder a ttack  are nouns as 
those m orphological un its w hich are least dependen t on the 
co n tex t and, am ong such m orphological un its, n o t 
necessarily, b u t first and  fo rem ost, one observes a dis
appearance o f  gram m atical subjects as the m ost independen t 
co n stitu en ts  o f  the  sentence w hich are the least conditioned  
by the co n tex t. Precisely such self-contained en tities cause 
the greatest d ifficulties on this ty p e  o f  patien t. Once in 
Paris Dr. T h. A lajouanine show ed us a p a tien t w ho had 
acquired a typ ical sensory aphasia as the result o f  an accident 
in the truck  he drove. T he greatest d ifficulty  for him  was to  
begin a sentence and, even m ore, a w hole u tte rn ace  w ith  a
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nom inal or p ronom inal subject. W hen we asked h im , while 
he was w riting, w hat he was doing, he answ ered, “J ’écris” . 
W hen we rep ea ted  the same question  in referring  to  a s tu d en t 
presen t, the  answ er was “ Il é c rit”. B ut w hen I asked him , 
“ W hat am I do ing?” , he had  inh ib itions before saying “ Vous 
écrivez” , and  the  same th ing  happened  w hen a sim ilar ques
tion  was asked ab o u t a w riting  nurse. This curious d ifference 
is easily explainable: in F ren ch  vous  and  elle are independen t 
p ronouns and ac t as gram m atical subjects even in elliptic 
sentences (“Q ui éc rit!” —“ E lle!” ), w hereas je , tu, il are 
m ere preverbs.

One agrees w ith  the  insistence up o n  the  fact th a t  the 
m ain loss in sensory aphasia afflic ts n o t precisely subjects 
b u t nouns in general, because in  co n trad istin c tio n  to  agram 
m atism , w hich is p rim arily  a syn tac tic  d isin tegration , sensory 
aphasia, as a m a tte r o f  fact, preserves syn tax  and  affects 
prim arily  ind ep en d en t, indeed  au tosem antic  m orphological 
categories.

T he re la tion  betw een  the  tre a tm e n t o f  nouns and  verbs 
is one o f  the  m ost cardinal questions fo r the  study  o f  lan
guage and language d istu rbances. T he p redom inance o f  nouns 
over verbs in agram m atical p a tien ts  has been  d em o n stra ted  by 
J . W epman (1973). A  co llab o ra to r o f  Luria, L. S. Cvetkova, 
in her in teresting  R ussian paper “T ow ard  the  N europsycho
logical Analysis o f  the  So-Called D ynam ic A phasia”  (1968 ; 
c f  Luria & C vetkova, 1968) show ed how  m uch  m ore diffi
cu lt the task  o f  nam ing various verbs was fo r p a tien ts  in 
com parison w ith  their easier listing  o f  concrete  nouns. A t 
the  best tw o  or th ree  verbs w ere p roduced . M ay I te n ta 
tively co n fro n t these d a ta  w ith  th e  new , still p relim inary  
studies o f  R. W. Sperry and  M. S. Gazzaniga on  language 
com prehension  in p a tien ts  w ho  have undergone split-brain 
operations (Gazzaniga, 1970). T he com prehension  o f  nouns 
flashed to  th e  right hem isphere proved to  be high w ith  
the  excep tion  o f  verbal nouns, w h e th e r unsuffixed  nom ina  
actionis  or nom ina  actoris w ith  the suffix  -er (like “ lo ck er” ,
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“ te lle r” , e tc .). A lso, adjectives “w ere easily iden tified  by 
the  righ t hem isphere” , w ith  th e  excep tion  o f  those derived 
from  verbs, such as “ sh in y ” , “ d ried” and the  like. W ith 
verbs “ the  perform ance level was p o o r” . These d a ta  deserve 
to  be com pared  w ith  th e  relevant essay on the  classification 
o f  language by th e  topo log ist R ené T hom  (1973).

He posits a h ierarchy  o f  gram m atical categories w ith  the 
no u n  as the  m ost stable and  opposed  in  this respect to  the 
verb, while verbal nouns are on the  same level as verbs, and 
the adjective occupies an in term ed iate  position  betw een  noun  
and verb. F rom  the com parison o f  all these observations and 
insights it follow s th a t the  verb is a m arked  category , a super
stru c tu re  in re la tion  to  the  noun , and b o th  the  acquisition  
and d isrup tion  o f  language confirm  this o rder. T he confine
m en t o f  “ language com prehension in the  right hem isphere” 
to  pure nouns finds an exp lanation  in their unm arked  natu re . 
T he sem antic m ark  o f  the verb, in con trad istin c tio n  to  the 
unm arkedness o f  th e  n o u n , is its  reference to  th e  tim e 
axis. T hus the  im m unity  o f  the  verb and  o f  the  syntactical 
sequence dep loyed  in tim e are tw o n a tu ra l and  in terco n 
n ec ted  features o f  “ tem poral aphasias.”

M any syn tactic  problem s faced by the  study  o f  aphasia 
can be explained w ith  reference to  the  h ierarchy  o f  linguistic 
structu res, nam ely to  the  re la tion  betw een  th e  derived, 
m arked , and the p rim ary , unm arked  variety . T he exam ples 
o ften  q u o ted  from  the speech o f  children or aphasies in 
languages w hich have d iffe ren t endings fo r th e  nom inative 
and accusative cases are m ost instructive. T hus, in R ussian, 
“Papa (nom .) ljub it m am u  (acc.)” (“D ad loves m o m ” ) m ay 
be inverted  w ith o u t a change in th e  re la tion  betw een  the 
gram m atical agent and  the  p a tien t, w hich are signaled b y  tw o 
d iffe ren t inflectional suffixes, b u t aphasies and little  children 
erroneously  un d erstan d  th e  inverted  sentence, “M am u  (acc.) 
ljub it papa  (nom .)” , as “ M om loves d ad ” , because the  form er 
w ord  order is neu tra l, unm arked , w hereas the  la tte r  is m arked 
as expressive, and  only  the  unm arked  o rder is grasped by
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these listeners. D r. G oodglass’ exam ple, “ the lion was 
killed by the  tig er” , tends to  be in te rp re ted  by  aphasics 
as “ the  lion  killed th e  tig e r” , because in  the  usual, m ost 
norm al w ord  o rder th e  subject func tions as an agent, w here
as here it becom es th e  v ictim , and  m oreover, because the 
passive is a su p erstru c tu re  u p o n  the  active.

We can n o t b u t agree w ith  D r. G oodglass in  his re jection  
o f  the recen t assum ptions according to  w hich aphasic losses 
effect only  perfo rm ance, b u t n o t com petence ( c f  Weigl & 
Bierwisch, 1973). These surm ises are bu ilt on a very nar
row ed and  arb itra ry  concep tion  o f  w hat com petence is. 
C om petence is far from  being a static  and  un ifo rm  ph en o 
m enon . Every speech co m m u n ity  and  each o f  its  m em bers 
dispose o f  a m u ltifo rm  com petence, and  o u r com petence fo r 
speech p ro d u c tio n  is qu ite  d iffe ren t from  th a t for speech 
percep tion ; m oreover, there  is a substan tial d ifference be
tw een com petence in spoken  and w ritten  language, again 
w ith  a crucial subdivision in to  reading and  w riting . It w ould 
be an oversim plification to  view these d ifferences as m ere 
varieties o f  perfo rm ance. T he codes them selves d iffer. O ur 
com petence fo r the  exp licit sty le o f  language is to  be d istin 
guished from  our com petence fo r d iffe ren t degrees o f  ellipsis. 
We m ust distinguish the  verbal losses o f  an aphasic as speaker 
and as listener, and th ey  can hard ly  be reduced  by the  scien ti
fic in te rp re te r to  questions o f  perfo rm ance. T he changes in 
an aphasic’s speech are n o t m ere losses, b u t also rep lace
m ents (cf. Jackson , 1958), and  these rep lacem ents m ay be 
system atic, as fo r instance, the  regularization o f  irregular 
verbs in the standard  language, a p h enom enon  sim ilar to  the 
successive com petences o f  a child  in his approach  to  the 
m o th er tongue. T he peculiar form s o f  in te rre la tio n  betw een  
the  explicit and  elliptic codes e ith er in children or in aphasics 
are an in tricate  and  im m inen t problem  fo r the inquirer.

A lthough linguists have w ide possibilities o f  describing 
and  in terp re ting  aphasic facts w ith in  the  fram e o f  language, 
w ith o u t going b ey o n d  the  linguistic level, le t us recall th a t
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one o f  the great foreruners o f  aphasiology and, one m ay add, 
o f  m odern  linguistics, the neurologist Jo h n  Hughlings 
Jackson , viewed aphasia as one o f  the possible sem iotic 
d isruptions w hich can occur e ither singly or concom itan tly  
w ith  o th er losses and p referred  the term  “ asem asia” proposed 
by Allan M cLane H am ilton  as a generic nam e (Jackson, 
1958; H am ilton , 1878). O f course, qu ite  o ften  the  dis
ru p tio n  can be lim ited  solely to  language, b u t we m ust consis
ten tly  discuss the problem s o f  language w ith  regard to  o th er 
problem s o f  signs, such as gestures, graphics, m usic, e tc ., and 
their in terre lations. A lthough we have significant research 
w ork  on alexia and agraphia, studies o f  aphasia o ften  neglect 
questions ab o u t the  re la tion  and difference betw een  speech 
and script. W hen, for instance, aphasia is discussed only  or 
prim arily  on  the  basis o f  th e  p a tien t’s oral reactions to  
w ritten  w ords, the  problem  o f  the  significant difference 
betw een  w ritten  and spoken w ords is n o t taken  in to  account. 
T here is also a n o tew o rth y  difference betw een  how  patien ts 
react in th e ir u tte rances to  objects and to  p ictu res o f  objects, 
fo r p ictures en ter in to  the  field o f  sings, they  are sem iotic 
facts. Such questions as the  chasm  betw een  aphasia and 
am usia, clearly sta ted  by  E. Feuchtw anger in the  early 
th irties (1932), could  and  should be connected  w ith  the 
am azingly freq u en t lack o f  ear and sense for music am ong 
the  greatest poets ex to lled  for the  “m usicality” o f  their 
verses, w hich here appears to  be a m ere m etaphor.

Briefly, the  fu rth e r developm ent o f  linguistic inquiry  
in to  aphasia dem ands a greater concen tra tion  on the  des
crip tion  and classification o f  the purely  verbal syndrom es 
(■c f  such recen t studies as Pick, 1913), b u t w ith  a constan t 
a tten tio n  to  the w hole sem iotic fram ew ork. The progress 
o f  any linguistic s tudy  and o f  neurolinguistic research in 
particu lar depends on  investigators taking m ore and m ore 
in to  accoun t th an  the fact th a t  the  difference o f  pa tte rns 
exam ined lies n o t only  in the presence and absence o f  certain  
p roperties, b u t also—and even ch iefly—in the  d ifference
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betw een the  p red o m in an t featu res, in sho rt, in  th e ir d iffe ren t 
h ierarchy.
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On the L inguistic A pproach  to the Problem  o f  
C onsciousness and the  U nconscious*

In the  second h a lf o f  the 19 th  cen tu ry  th e  problem  
o f  “ the  unconscious,” as the  au th o r o f  a critical survey has 
rem arked , en joyed a special popu larity  and was acknow 
ledged as an im p o rtan t fac to r to  be reckoned  w ith  w hen 
trea ting  diverse top ics in the theo ry  o f  behavior (Bassin, 
55). A m ong the  linguists o f  the  tim e th is issue was m ost 
d istinctly  and m ost insistently  raised by  th e  young B audouin  
de C ourtenay  (1845-1929) and his b rillian t disciple M. 
K ruszew ski (1851-1887). W hen still in the  final stage o f  his 
scholarly career, F . de Saussure (1857-1913), w hile discussing 
a bo o k  published in 1908 by  his s tu d en t A . Sechehaye, 
declared th a t B audouin  de C ourtenay  and K ruszewski “ have 
com e closer th an  anyone else to  a theo re tical view o f  
language w ith o u t going outside purely linguistic consider
ations, y e t th ey  rem ain unknow n to  the m ajority  o f  w estern 
scholars” (IV, 43). T he deplorable ignorance ab o u t the 
theo re tica l positions o f  these tw o scholars has been rep ea t
edly a tte s ted  to  by  w estern  linguists.

In K ruszew ski’s first scientific s tudy , his Warsaw U ni
versity thesis Zagovory  (Spells)—a w ork  w ritten  on  a broad  
ethnological them e (finished in Jan u a ry  1875 and published 
th e  n ex t y ea r)—th e  established view o f  language as “a p ro 
d u c t o f  m an ’s conscious ac tiv ity ” was opposed by th e  a u th o r’s 
ow n conviction th a t “hum an consciousness and w ill” exert 
“only little  in fluence” on the developm ent o f  language.

Early in his Wa'rsaw studen t years Kruszewski had

*The Unconscious, III (Tbilisi, 1978).
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a ttem p ted  to  peruse the tex t o f  B audou in ’s first university  
lecture delivered in St. Petersburg in D ecem ber 1870 and 
rep roduced  in  Zurnal M inisterstva N arodnogo Prosves- 
cenija  in 1871 under the title , “N eko to rye  obscie zamec- 
anija o jazykoveden ii i jazy k e” (Some G eneral R em arks on 
Linguistics and Language; see IT, I, 47-77). B ut on this 
first a ttem p ted  acquain tance w ith  B audou in ’s te x t, the  d ep th  
and  b read th  o f  its ideas proved beyond  the novice’s pow ers, 
as he h im self acknow ledged afterw ards. H ow ever, five 
years la ter, while teaching school in the  backw ater tow n  o f  
T roick in O renburg  Province and am assing th ereb y  the 
m eans fo r scholarly appren ticesh ip  u n d er B audouin  at the 
University o f  K azan’, K ruszew ski once again, and th is tim e 
w ith  acute understand ing , read  th a t same lecture o f  1870 
and in a le tte r  to  B audouin  in Septem ber 1876 conferred  
his “ inclination  tow ard  a philosophical, or ra th e r, logical 
o u tlo o k  on  linguistics.” T he le tte r  m akes allusion to  
B audouin’s list o f  “ forces acting in language” : “ I m ust 
say, I know  no th ing  th a t cou ld  exercise in me a m ore m ag
netic a ttra c tio n  to  th e  science o f  languages th an  th e  u n 
conscious charac te r o f  linguistic forces w hich p ro m p ted  
y o u , as I have only  now  n o ticed , to  adjoin  th e  term  
unconscious  consisten tly  in  y o u r enum era tio n  o f  those  
forces. Happily fo r m e, this fits perfec tly  w ith  a n o tio n  th a t 
has long stuck in m y m in d ,—I m ean , the  idea o f  the  u n co n 
scious process in  general, an  idea th a t radically  departs 
from  the  p o in t o f  view o f  H artm ann . Precisely in order 
to  clarify th e  d iffe rence, I spen t m y vacation engaged in 
laborious and  ted io u s s tu d y  o f  H artm an n ’s ph ilosophy 
in its version by K ozlov. A t the  m om en t, o f  course, m y 
pupils’ lesson assignm ents have tak en  H artm an n ’s place 
b u t I hope to  get back to  him  again” (the Polish original 
o f  this le tte r  was published by  B audouin  in Szkice , 134).

A lready in B au d o u in ’s m aste r’s thesis o f  1870 (p rin ted  
in  Leipzig u n d er th e  title  “ O drevnepo l’skom  jazy k e  do  
XIV-go s to le tija” ([O n  O ld Polish B efore the  14 th  C en tury]
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and defended  by  him  at the H istorical-Philological F acu lty  
o f  the  University o f  S t. Petersburg) am ong o th er m ajor 
po in ts th ere  is one th a t declares: “ W hen considering even 
the  apparen tly  sim plest processes going on  in language, 
it is necessary to  keep in m ind the  force o f  unconscious 
generalization by  the action  o f  w hich a people subsum es 
all th e  phenom ena o f  its m ental life u nder certain  general 
ca tegories” (IT, I, 4 6 ). B audouin’s inaugural lecture 
in St. Petersburg, the one whose insistence on uncon

scious factors had so im pressed Kruszewski, designates by 
the term  forces  “general factors w hich bring ab o u t the 
developm ent o f  language and cond ition  its s tructu re  and 
c o n te n t.” In the  sum m ary appended  to  th is published 
lecture the  individual factors for the m ost p art are m arked 
w ith  a reference to  their unconscious character (53). A m ong 
such factors m ost p rom inen tly  figure “habit, i.e. unconscious 
m em o ry ” and on  the  o th e r h an d , “ unconscious oblivion  
and incom prehension  (forgetting  o f  w hat was n o t consciously 
know n and incom prehension o f  w hat could no t be u n d er
stood  consciously); such forgetting  and incom prehension 
co nstitu ting  n o t som ething inconsequentia l and negative 
(as w ould  be the case in conscious m ental operations) b u t 
som ething productive , positive and conducive to  the new 
by  d in t o f  its p rom pting  unconscious generalization to  move 
in new d irec tions.” This tendency  to  save the m em o ry ’s 
labor and to  relieve it from  an excess o f  m utually  unbound  
details B audouin  will la ter call (in his D erp t paper o f  1888) 
“a special k ind  o f  unconscious {nieswiadoma) m nem onics” 
(Szkice, 71).

By poin ting  to  an analogy w ith  biology, Kruszewski 
enlarged up o n  his teach er’s idea o f  disappearance as an 
essential cond ition  o f  developm ent, and in his Ocerk nauki 
o ja zy k e  (An O utline o f  the Science o f  Language) he held 
consisten tly  to  the  n o tion  th a t “ destructive fac to rs” are 
exceedingly beneficial for language” (chapters V II, V III). 
Some fifteen  years la ter the issue o f  “ obliv ion” as a regular
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base o f  linguistic tran sfo rm atio n s, the  issue courageously 
posed by  B audouin  on th e  th resho ld  o f  his scientific activ
ities, was once again raised fo r discussion by  Arsène 
D arm este ter (1846-1888) in  th e  ch ap te r “ O ubli ou Cata- 
chrèse” o f  his p rob ing  sem antic b o o k  (1886).

In B audou in ’s lec tu re  o f  1870 (IT , I, 38) “ uncon
scious generaliza tion” was characterized  as “apperception, 
i.e. a force by  the  ac tion  o f  w hich people subsum e all the 
ph en o m en a o f  their m en tal life u n d er certa in  general 
ca tegories,” and  to  th is he added  a com parison  o f  the  
system s o f  categories in  language, w hich are “jo in ed  
to g e th er by  th e  force o f  unconscious generalization ,” w ith  
“ the  system s o f  the  celestial bodies w hich operate  u nder 
the  influence o f  the force o f  g rav ity .” I f  the  connection  
betw een  a given linguistic en tity  and re la ted  form ations 
is “ fo rgo tten  in the  feeling o f  the p eo p le ,” it stands to  the 
side un til it falls u n d er the  influence o f  “a new  fam ily o f  
w ords o r category o f  fo rm s.” B audouin  insists th a t “ p eo p le’s 
feeling fo r language is no fic tio n , no  subjective illusion 
b u t a real and  positive category  (fu n c tio n ); it m ay be 
defined  in term s o f  its p roperties  and effects, as it can be 
verified objectively  and  proved b y  fa c t” (IT , I, 60). In 
th e  in terest o f  term inological accuracy, B audouin  and, 
follow ing him , Kruszew ski p referred  n o t to  speak o f  “ con
sciousness” o f  language b u t precisely o f  “ a feeling for lan
guage,” i.e. its unconscious, in tu itive apprehension .

I f  “ unconscious generalization , ap p e rcep tio n ,” in 
accordance w ith  B au d o u in ’s classification, “ represen ts 
th e  cen tripe ta l force in language,” th en , conversely, “u n 
conscious abstraction, th e  unconscious tendency  tow ard  
division and d iffe ren tia tio n ,” allows o f  com parison w ith  the 
“centrifugal fo rce ,” and  the  “ struggle o f  all the  forces enu 
m era ted  cond itions th e  developm ent o f  language.”

L ater, in B audouin’s “Obscij vzgljad na g ram m atiku” 
([A  G eneral View o f  G ram m ar] , a section o f  his Podrobnaja  
program m a lekcij [A n n o ta ted  Program  o f  L ectures] given
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a t the  U niversity o f  K azan’ during the academ ic year 1876- 
77 (see IT , I, 102), their au th o r re tu rn ed  to  an exam ination  
o f  all the  forces acting in language w hich he had  previously 
iden tified , insisting anew o n  th e  unconscious character. 
This tim e laws and forces w ere subjected  to  parallel exam 
ina tion  as “sta tic , i.e. operating  in a synchronic position  
(state) o f  language” and “ dynam ic, giving rise to  the  deve
lo p m en t o f  language.” In connection  w ith  the question  o f  
the  influence o f  books “ on  th e  language o f  people w ith  a 
literary  ed u ca tio n ,” B audouin , b o th  in his K azan’ program  
o f  1876-77 (102) and  in his lecture o f  1870 (58f), was 
p repared  to  acknow ledge yet an o th er o f  th e  forces acting 
in language b u t this tim e a force “com paratively n o t very 
pow erfu l,” nam ely “ the  influence on  language o f  th e  hum an 
consciousness” : “A lthough the  influence o f  the  conscious
ness on language m akes a fully conscious appearance only 
am ong certain  individuals, its effects are, nevertheless, 
im parted  to  the  w hole people, and  in th a t way the  influence 
o f  the  consciousness can and does n o t im pede the develop
m en t o f  a language; it coun teracts  the  influence o f  uncon
scious forces—forces w hich by  and large p rom ote  a m ore 
rap id  developm ent o f  language—and does so precisely for 
the purpose o f  m aking language a com m on instrum ent 
fo r the  un ifica tion  and m utual com prehension o f  all con tem 
porary  m em bers o f  a n a tio n , and its forebears and descen
dan ts, as well. W hat results from  this is a certain  degree o f  
inertness in languages exposed to  the  influence o f  the hum an 
consciousness in con trad istin c tio n  to  the  rap id  natu ral 
m ovem ent o f  languages unaffec ted  by  th a t in fluence.”

In K ruszew ski’s theo ry  (1881a, 5; 1 8 8 1 b ,.6) “ language 
is som ething th a t stands en tirely  by itse lf in n a tu re” due to 
the copartic ipation  o f  “ unconscious-psychical phenom ena” 
(;unbew usstpsychischer Erscheinungen) w hich are governed 
by specific laws. T he a ttem p t to  characterize the  laws 
underly ing linguistic s tructu re as well as its developm ent was 
one o f  the  m ost original and, a t the  same tim e, m ost fertile
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co n trib u tio n s m ade by th e  linguist during his all to o  b rie f  
career.

As fo r B audouin , a t the  very sta rt o f  the  new  cen tu ry , 
he, in constrast to  his ow n earlier insistent references to  
“unconscious fac to rs ,” began a ttrib u tin g  m ore and m ore 
significance to  “ the  irre fu tab le  fac t o f  th e  in terven tion  o f  
consciousness in to  the  life o f  language.” In his w ords, 
“ th e  tendency  tow ard  an ideal linguistic n o rm ” is coupled  
w ith  “ th e  p artic ip a tio n  o f  the hum an consciousness in the 
life o f  language,” in particu lar, “ any  linguistic com prom ise 
occurring betw een  peoples speaking d iffe ren t languages” 
inevitably involves “ a certain  p o rtio n  o f  conscious c rea tiv ity ” 
(from  an artic le o f  1908 , “ V spom ogatel’nyj m ezdunarodny j 
ja z y k ” [An A uxilliary In tern a tio n al Language] ; see IT , II, 152)

On the  w hole, B au d o u in ’s view on the  m en ta l bases o f  
linguistic phenom ena evolved in the  d irec tion  o f  bridging 
the  gap betw een  the  conscious and the  unconscious. A t the 
end o f  his 1899 speech to  the  C opernicus Society  o f  Cracow  
(see PF 1903, 170-171) he likened consciousness to  a flame 
th a t casts light on  single stages o f  m en tal ac tiv ity ; uncon
scious (niesw iadom e) psychical processes also have the 
capability  o f  becom ing  conscious (usw iadom ianie) b u t their 
p o ten tia l consciousness is ac tually  iden tifiab le  w ith  the 
unconsciousness (n iesw iadom osc) .

S ta tem en ts on the  subject in q u estio n  m ade by  
Saussure during his ten u re  as p rofessor in G eneva closely 
tally  w ith  th e  basic in itia l positions o f  B audouin  and 
Kruszewski. Saussure m akes a c learcu t d istinc tion  betw een  
the “unconscious ac tiv ity ” (Vactivité inconsciente) o f  the 
partic ipan ts  in verbal com m unication  and  the  “conscious 
o p era tio n s” (opérations conscien tes) o f  the  linguist (II, 
310). A ccording to  Saussure, “ th e  term s a and  b in and 
o f  them selves are incapable o f  reaching the  sphere o f  con
scious, while a t th e  same tim e the  very difference betw een  
a and b is alw ays perceived by  the  consciousness” (II, 226). 
D rafts o f  his inaugural lec tu re  in G eneva (the lecture was
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delivered in N ovem ber o f  1891) con tain  discussion con
cerning th e  partic ipa tion  in language phenom ena o f  the  
ac t o f  will, in the  course o f  w hich discussion Saussure re 
vealed a series o f  g radations in b o th  the  conscious and the 
unconscious will (dans la vo lon té  consciente ou incon
sciente). W ith respect to  all o th er com parable acts, the 
character o f  th e  verbal act seems to  Saussure “ th e  least 
deliberative, the  least p rem ed ita ted  and at the  same time 
the m ost im personal o f  all” (le m oins réfléchi, le m oins  
prém édité , en m êm e tem ps que le p lus im personnel de 
tous). D espite the  considerable range o f  the  differences 
he discussed, Saussure a t the  tim e acknow ledged only  the 
quan tita tive  ones (différence de dégres) as real, relegating 
the  qualita tive d ifferences (différence essentielle) sim ply 
to  a deep-seated illusion (LV , 6).

F ranz Boas (1858-1942), the  founder o f  Am erican 
an th ropo logy  and  linguistics, devoted considerable 
a tten tio n  to  the topic o f  the  unconscious facto r in  the 
life o f  language, principally  w ith in  his extensive “ In tro 
d u c tio n ” to  Part I o f  the m ulti-volum e series, H andbook  
o f  A m erican Indian Languages (1911). A section in the 
second chap ter o f  the  “ In tro d u c tio n ” is en titled  “U ncon
sciousness o f  Phonetic E lem ents” and opens w ith  the rem ark 
th a t “ th e  single sound as such has no independen t ex istence” 
and th a t it never en ters in to  th e  consciousness o f  the  speaker 
b u t exists only  “ as part o f  a sound com plex w hich conveys 
a defin ite  m eaning .” Phonetic  elem ents “becom e conscious” 
only as a result o f  analysis. A  com parison o f  w ords differing 
only in a single sound m akes it clear th a t “ th e  isolation 
o f  sounds is a result o f  a secondary analysis” (Boas, 23-24).

To the  “ U nconscious C haracter o f  Linguistic P heno
m en a” Boas re tu rns in a substan tial section (67-73) o f  the 
fou rth  chap ter o f  th a t same “ In tro d u c tio n ” . This chap ter 
is devoted  to  the re la tion  betw een linguistics and e thnology , 
and it closes w ith  a discussion o f  general linguistic topics 
from  w hich the  fifth , and final, ch ap te r (78-43) tu rn s  directly
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to  th e  “ C haracteristics o f  A m erican Languages.” Saussure’s 
already m en tioned  thesis ab o u t “ d ifference in  degree o f  
consciousness” betw een  linguistic s tru c tu re  and  parallel 
ethnological p a tte rn s  is similar to  B oas’ th ink ing  on “ the 
re la tion  o f  th e  unconscious charac te r o f  linguistic phenom ena 
to  th e  m ore conscious ethnological p h en o m en a .” Boas 
believes th a t  we are dealing here w ith  a co n trast th a t  is 
“ only  ap p a ren t” and  th a t “ th e  very fact o f  th e  unconscious
ness o f  linguistic processes helps us to  gain a clearer u n d er
standing  o f  the ethnological phenom ena, a p o in t the im por
tance o f  w hich canno t be u n d erra ted . . . .  It w ould  seem 
th a t the  essential d ifference betw een  linguistic classifica
tions never rise in to  consciousness, while in o th e r e th n o 
logical phenom ena, although the  same unconscious origin 
prevails, these o ften  rise in to  consciousness, and thus give 
rise to  secondary reasoning and to  re -in te rp re ta tio n s” (67). 
Am ong p henom ena w hich are experienced “ en tirely  sub
consciously” by  th e  individual and b y  the  w hole people 
th e  au th o r provides exam ples from  th e  areas o f  beliefs, 
fashions, m anners and  th e  ru les o f  m odesty  (67-70).

Boas saw the  great advantage o f  linguistics in  the  always 
constan tly  unconscious charac ter o f  the  categories form ed 
in language w hich m akes it possible to  investigate the 
processes underly ing  those categories w ith o u t being m isled 
by  the “ d isto rting  factors o f  secondary exp lanations w hich 
. . . generally obscure th e  real h is to ry  o f  the  developm ent 
o f  ideas en tire ly ” (71).

Precisely th e  unconscious fo rm atio n  o f  gram m atical 
categories and  th e ir in te rre la tio n s, w hich ac t in language 
w ith o u t their having to  em erge in to  consciousness, p ro m p ts 
Boas to  bring the  available forces o f  linguistics to  bear on 
an objective analysis o f  th e  system atic grouping o f  gram 
m atical concep ts characteristic fo r a given language or a given 
territo ria l league: “ T he occurence o f  th e  m ost fu n d a
m ental g ram m atical categories in all languages m ust be 
considered as p ro o f  o f  the  u n ity  o f  th e  fundam ental
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psychological processes” (71). A t the  same tim e , Boas 
w arns investigators against repea ted  egocentric effo rts  to  
fo ist up o n  rem ote  languages th e  system  o f  o n e ’s own gram 
m atical categories o r the system  o f  categories th e  scholar 
has becom e used to  while w orking on  languages close to  
his own (35 f f ) .

T he problem  o f  unconsciousness occupies a position  
o f  even greater im portance in the w ork  o f  Edw ard Sapir 
(1884-1939), the  m ost p ro m in en t co n tin u er o f  B oas’ linguis
tic and  an thropological vistas. In his frank review o f the 
troub les faced by  the  science o f  language, “T he G ram m arian 
and  his Language,” Sapir advanced th e  thesis th a t  the “ psy
chological problem  w hich m ost in terests the linguist is the  
inner s tructu re  o f  language in term s o f  unconscious psychic 
processes” (SW, 152). I f  language possesses certain  form al 
w ays o f  expressing causal re la tions, the  ability  to  receive and 
transm it th em  has no th ing  w hatsoever to  do  w ith  the  ability  
to  apprehend  causality  as such. O f these tw o  abilities, the 
second bears a conscious, in tellectual charac ter and , like 
m ost conscious processes, requires a slower and m ore labo r
ious developm ent, w hereas the  fo rm er ability  is unconscious 
and develops early w ith o u t any in tellectual effo rts  (155). 
In Sapir’s ju d g em en t, th e  psychology th a t was available 
a t th e  tim e his w orks w ere w ritten  did  n o t seem altogether 
adequate to  explain th e  fo rm ation  and transm ission o f  such 
subm erged form al system s as are disclosed to  us in the 
languages o f  th e  w orld . T he language-learning process, 
“ particu larly  th e  acquisition  o f  a feeling fo r th e  form al 
set o f  the language,” a process very largely unconscious, 
m ight possibly, “ as psychological analysis becom es m ore 
re fin ed ,” th row  new light on the concep t o f  “ in tu itio n ,” 
th is in tu itio n  “ being perhaps no th ing  m ore n o r less than  
the  ‘feeling’ for re la tio n s” (156).

In a w ork  o f  the  follow ing year, “ Sound P atte rns in 
Language” (1925), in w hich he acutely  posed the  question  
o f  the  speech sound  system s, Sapir argued th a t an essential
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prerequisite fo r understand ing  pho n etic  processes is the 
recogn ition  o f  a general p a tte rn in g  o f  speech sounds. A n 
unconscious feeling fo r th e  re la tion  betw een  sounds in 
language p ro m o tes  them  to  genuine elem ents o f  a self- 
con ta ined  “ system  o f  sym bolically u tilizable co u n te rs” 
(35). F u rth e r  developm ent in the study  o f  the  sound stru c
tu re  o f  language helped Sapir evolve a th eo ry , in his 1933 
artic le , “T he Psychological R eality  o f  P honem es,” regarding 
unconscious “ phonological in tu itio n s” and , in particu lar, 
to  substan tia te  his ow n fru itfu l thesis, suggested by  his 
years o f  fieldw ork on  the  u n w ritten  native languages o f  
A m erica and  A frica, th a t n o t pho n etic  elem ents b u t phonem es 
are w h a t the  native m em ber o f  the  speech com m unity  
hears (47 f f ) .

O f all S ap ir’s research w orks the  one th a t m ost b roadly  
covers the  top ic o f  the unconscious is the paper, “T he U n
conscious P attern ing  o f  Behavior in S o cie ty ,” w hich he 
prepared  fo r the  sym posium  “ T he U nconscious” held  in 
Chicago during the  spring o f  1927 . T he au th o r sta rts  from  
th e  assum ption  th a t all h um an  behavior, b o th  individual 
and  social, d isplays essentially  the  same types o f  m ental 
function ing , b o th  conscious and  unconsc ious, and  th a t 
the  concep ts  o f  the  social and th e  unconscious are by  no 
m eans m utually  exclusive (544). Sapir enquires w hy we 
are inclined to  speak, “ if  only  m etap h o rica lly ,” ab o u t form s 
o f  social behavior, o f  w hich th e  o rd inary  individual has no 
intelligible know ledge, as socially unconsc ious, and  he 
answers his ow n q u estio n  b y  po in ting  o u t th a t  all those 
“ re la tions betw een  elem ents o f  experience w hich serve to  
give th em  their form  and significance are m ore pow erfully  
‘fe lt’ o r ‘in tu ite d ’ th an  consciously  perceived” (548). “ It 
m ay well b e ,” Sapir goes on to  say, “ th a t, ow ing to  the 
lim ita tions o f  the conscious life, any a ttem p t to  subject even 
the  higher form s o f  social behavior to  purely  conscious con 
tro l m ust result in d isaster.” M ost instructive in Sapir’s 
eyes is the  ability  o f  the child to  m aster the  m ost com plex
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linguistic s tru c tu re , w hereas “ it takes an  unusually  analy
tical ty p e  o f  m ind to  define th e  m ere elem ents o f  th a t 
incred ib ly  subtle linguistic m echanism  w hich is b u t a play
th ing  o f  th e  ch ild ’s unconsc ious” (549).

U nconscious p a tte rn in g  covers th e  en tire  range o f 
features o f  speech, including, along w ith  the d irectly  signi
fican t form s, th e  inventory  o f  sound u n its  and configura
tio n s; and unconscious p a tte rn in g  belongs to  th e  practice 
o f  th e  o rd inary  m em bers o f  th e  speech com m u n ity  o r in 
Sapir’s phrase, “ th e  unconscious and m agnificently  loyal 
adheren ts  o f  tho rough ly  socialized phonetic  p a tte rn s” 
(555). T he p ap er’s final conclusion is n o tew o rth y . Sapir 
believes th a t “ in the  norm al business o f  life it is useless 
and even m ischievous for the individual to  carry the  con 
scious analysis o f  his cu ltu ra l p a tte rn s  a round  w ith  him . 
T h a t should be  le ft to  the  s tu d en t w hose business it is to  
un d erstan d  those p a tte rn s. A  hea lthy  unconsciousness o f  
th e  form s o f  socialized behavior to  w hich we are subject 
is as necessary to  society as is the  m in d ’s ignorance, or 
b e tte r  aw areness, o f  the  w orkings o f  the  viscera to  the 
health  o f  the  b o d y ” (558f).

In  th e  final th ird  o f  th e  last cen tu ry  and the  first 
th ird  o f  th e  p resen t o n e , th e  top ic  o f  the  conscious and 
unconscious as tw o  co-partic ipating  facto rs in  language 
becam e th e  o b jec t o f  w ide-ranging discussion in  the  w orks 
o f  the  leading theorists o f  linguistics, as is evident even from  
our b rie f  review o f  sta tem ents by  B audouin , Kruszewski, 
Saussure, Boas, and Sapir. T heir considerable value n o t
w ithstand ing , it can hard ly  be d o u b ted  th a t  th e ir p rim ary 
assum ptions need  carefu l and  pene tra ting  reexam ination .

O nly  in  recen t tim e has linguistics tak en  cognizance 
o f  the  “ m etalingual fu n c tio n ” as one o f  th e  basic verbal 
functions. In o th er w ords, u tte ran ces can have direct 
reference to  the  linguistic code and its constituen ts . F . F . 
F o rtu n a to v  (1848-1914), in a rem arkable lecture delivered 
to  a congress o f  teachers o f  R ussian in 1903 , argued w ith
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good reason th a t “ th e  phenom ena o f  language, in a certain  
respect, them selves belong to  the  phenom ena o f  th o u g h t” 
(II, 435). M etalingual operations co n stitu te  an im p o rtan t 
and indispensable p art o f  our speech activ ity ; th rough  para
phrase, synonym y or via the  explicit decoding o f  elliptical 
form s, th ey  m ake it possible to  assure full and accurate 
com m unication  betw een  speakers (see the  presen t a u th o r’s 
address o f  1956 fo r the  L inguistic Society o f  A m erica, 
“M etalanguage as a L inguistic P rob lem ” also included in 
this volum e). Instead o f  unconsciously  au tom atized  m eans 
o f  expression, the  m etalingual fu n c tio n  brings in to  play 
th e  cognizance o f  verbal com ponen ts and their relations, 
thereb y  significantly reducing the  applicability  o f  the  inve
te ra te  idea, repea ted  by Boas, th a t , supposedly , “ the  use o f  
language is so au tom atic  th a t the o p p o rtu n ity  never arises 
for th e  fundam en tal no tions to  em erge in to  consciousness” 
and fo r these no tio n s to  com e to  be a subject o f  our 
th o u g h t (68).

In 1929 A leksandr Gvozdev, a ded ica ted  investigator o f  
in fan t speech, provided an engaging answ er to  th e  crucial 
b u t long neglected  question  as to  “ how  preschoo l children 
see th e  p henom ena o f  language” (Gvozdev, 1961 , 31-46); 
and  th is answ er has b ro u g h t in its tra in  a  rich , although  
still far from  com plete , series o f  evidential m aterials on  
th e  subject such, fo r instance , as we find  in th e  w orks o f  
C ukovskij, Svackin, K aper, and  R u th  Weir. All these inves
tigations and  o u r ow n observations testify  to  a persisten t 
“ reflection  ab o u t language on  th e  p art o f  ch ild ren ;” w hat 
is m ore , th e  ch ild ’s initial language-acquisition is accom 
panied and  secured by a parallel developm ent o f  th e  m eta 
lingual fu n c tio n  w hich enables th e  child  to  delim it the  
verbal signs he m asters and to  elucidate fo r h im self their 
sem antic app licab ility . “ V irtually  every new  w ord  stim ulates 
an effo rt in th e  child to  in te rp re t its  m ean ing ,” Gvozdev 
declares and, w ith  th a t dec lara tion  in m ind , cites questions 
and th o u g h ts  typ ical fo r ch ild ren . F o r exam ple: A re sdoxla



and  okolela  the  sam e?” (bo th  verbs translate as “has d ied ” 
w ith  presum ed reference to  an anim al and d ifferen t em o
tional shades); “ I t ’s people you say to ls ty j (‘fa t’) ab o u t, 
b u t ab o u t a bridge you  say sirokij ( “w id e’); ” “VJhirajut 
(‘rem ove o r dress u p ’) m eans ukrasajut (‘d eco ra te ’), doesn’t 
i t? ” —asked in  co n n ectio n  w ith  the  C hristm as tree  (40). 
M orphological analysis appears b o th  in m aking up  o f  w ords 
by children and in th e ir conscious transla tion  o f  a newly 
created  lexical item  in to  th e  hab itual language: “T he stove’s 
all seived up (proresetela) .” F a th e r “W hat?” —“ I t ’s go tten  
like a seive (rese to ) ” (Gvozdev, 38).

M etalingual com petence from  the  age o f  tw o  tu rn s  the 
young child in to  a critic and co rrec to r o f  the  speech o f  
surrounding  people (Svackin, 127) and  even arouses in 
him  n o t m erely “unconsc ious” b u t also “deliberate  an ta 
gonism ” tow ard  “ a d u lt” speech: “M am m a, le t ’s agree
y o u  can call them  [sled runners] y o u r way p o lo z ’ja  and 
I’ll call the  m y w ay p o v o z ’ja. A fte r all, they  vozja t (from  
the  verb v o z i t ’ “ to  carry by  conveyance” ), n o t lozja t (the 
ch ild ’s ad hoc fo rm a tio n )” (Cukovskij, 62). O nce they  
becom e aware o f  a pejorative tinge to  the dim inutive suffix 
-ka, the children  w hom  Cukovskij observed, w ere ready to  
p ro test against extensive use o f  th is m orphem e: “ I t ’s no t
nice to  say bad  w ords. Y ou should say igola s n ito j (child’s 
ad hoc fo rm a tio n ), n o t ig o lka s  n itk o j  ( “needle and th re a d ” ). 
O r: “ S he’s a kosa  (ch ild’s ad  hoc fo rm ation  instead o f  the 
usual ko ska  “ c a t” ) because she’s good. I ’ll call her koska  
only  if  she’s b ad .”  In th e  ch ild ’s “conquest o f  g ram m ar” 
his conscious awareness o f  linguistic categories generates 
creative experim ents w ith  such in tricate  m orphological 
processes as aspectual opposition  in verbs on  th e  one h an d — 
“v yk , v y k  i p r ivyk  ( “used , used and  go t used to ” ; vy k  is th e  
ch ild ’s ad  hoc fo rm ation  o f  an im perfective past tense 
co u n te rp art to  th e  perfective past tense form  p rivyk)  
(Cukovskij, 42 ); on  the  o th er hand , the  ch ild ’s e ffo rt to  
m ake a conscious connection  betw een  th e  form  and the
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idea o f  gram m atical gender m ay produce curious results: 
“L una  (“ m o o n ,” fem inine gender) is the  w ife o f  mesjac 
(“ m o o n ” , m asculine gender), while mesjac looks like 
a m an ” ; “ Is s to l ( “ tab le ,” m asculine gender) a daddy? 
Tarelka  (“ p la te” fem inine gender)—a m o m m y ?” (Gvozdev, 
44). A nu m b er o f  o th e r typ ical exam ples o f  this same 
“ linguistic consciousness” is given in C ukovskij’s bo o k  
(44): W hy is he papa  (“d a d d y ” )? He should  be p a p , n o t 
papa {pap is th e  ch ild ’s a rb itra ry  applications o f  m ascu
line declension, “ d ad d y ” , in view o f  th e  p ap a ’s chiefly 
fem inine dec lension )” ; “Y ou, T anya  (a girl’s nam e), will be 
the sluga ( in te rp re ted  as a fem ale n o u n  because o f  its 
p revalently  fem inine declension) and  V ov (a b o y ’s nam e) 
will be a slug (transposed  in to  a purely  m asculine para
d igm )” ; “ Y o u ’re a m u sc in l” (the ch ild ’s ad hoc hyper-m as
culine version o f  m uscina, “ m an ” , a m asculine no u n  o f  
chiefly fem inine dec lension )” ; “ M aybe M usja (a girl’s nam e) 
could  have a carapina (“ sc ra tch ” , fem inine n o u n ), b u t I ’m 
a b o y —I’d have a carap (ch ild ’s ad  hoc m asculine a lte ra tion  
o f  cu rapm a)” ; Psenica (“w h ea t,”  fem inine noun) is the 
m om m y and pseno  ( “m illet g ra in ,” n eu te r noun) is her 
b a b y ” [com pare the  coercion  o f  gram m atical gender and 
the possessive adjectives in the fo lk  nursery  rh y m e—“ F o r 
the  w o m an ’s rye {roz’, “ ry e ” , is a fem inine no u n ), F o r the  
m an ’s oats (oves , “ o a ts” , is a m asculine n o u n ), F o r the 
girl’s buck w h eat {greca, “b u ck w h ea t” , is a fem inine n o u n ), 
F o r the  k id d y ’s m illet {proso, “ m ille t,” is a n eu ter n o u n )— 
w ith  th e  sim ilar childlike in te rp re ta tio n  o f  the  n eu ter g e n d e r] .

U nderlying a piece o f  h u m orous p lay described by 
Gvozdev resides a conscious aw areness o f  the  bare syntactic  
m atrix : M other is sitting  and k n ittin g . Papa asks: “W ho’s
th a t? ” T w o-year-old Z enja , according to  Gvozdev, obviously 
in ten tio n a lly : “ P ap a .” —“ D o in g w h a t? ” —“ W riting.” —“ W riting 
w h a t?” —“ A pple” , and he was qu ite  pleased w ith  his answers 
(39). T he m inim al linguistic co m ponen t follow s su it, b e 
com ing the  ob ject o f  the  ch ild ’s conscious scru tiny : according
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to  G vozdev, a child, up o n  hearing the w ord  d o s ly j(“clever” ) 
in a conversation, m ade the rem ark: “DosZy/—th a t ’s easy
to  m ix up  w ith  d o x ly j (“ dead” ), as if  “w arning him self 
against confusing tw o w ords o f  similar sound, “ differing 
only by  a single distinctive feature.

There is evidence testify ing  to  the  conscious aw are
ness on the  part o f  small children to  sounds and form s 
used by  playm ates w ho differ from  them  in age, in origin 
or w ho com e from  a d iffe ren t dialectical background. 
F inally , ex trem ely  instructive are references m ade by  obser
vers to  the  com plex tem poral aspect in the  speech reper
to ire  o f  young children. Such children n o t in frequen tly  
display an am azing ability  to  rem em ber stages they  are 
ab o u t to  pass th rough  or have already passed th rough  in 
their ow n language experience. C hildren reveal an am bi
valent a ttitu d e  tow ard  the new  verbal m aterial th ey  have 
barely  ju s t acquired . T hey  reveal either eagerness to  use 
the new m aterial as w idely as possible o r, on  th e  con tra ry , 
m istrust and  re luctance. F o r exam ple, a little  four-year-old 
girl, w hen  asked by her fa ther w hy she favored saying vov, 
although she had learned  to  p ronounce th e  w ord  correctly  
as volk  (“w o lf” ), rep lied , “ It isn’t so aw ful and m ean th a t 
w ay” (G vozdev, 36).

T he active role o f  the  m etalingual fu n c tio n  rem ains in 
force, undergoing considerable changes, to  be sure, th ro u g h 
o u t o u r en tire  life and m aintains the  co n stan t flux betw een  
th e  conscious and  the  unconscious in all o u r speech activ ity . 
Inc iden tally , an  analogy, p roductive in th is connection , 
betw een on togenetic  and phylogenetic relations m akes 
possible a com parison  o f  th e  concatenated  stages o f  child 
speech developm ent w ith  the  dynam ics o f  the  language 
com m unity , in  w hich successive changes experienced by 
th e  com m unity  allow  o f  conscious awareness on  the  part 
o f  th e  speakers and do  so inasm uch as the  start and  finish 
o f  any change inevitably undergo a stage o f  m ore or less 
prolonged co-existence, w hich relegates separate stylistic
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ro les to  th e  in itia l and  to  th e  term inal p o in ts  o f  developm ent, 
if, fo r exam ple , a linguistic change consists in the  loss o f  a 
phonological d is tin c tio n , th e  verbal code will tem porarily  
m ain tain  b o th  the explicit start o f  the  developm ent and  its 
elliptical finish, each serving as a stylistic variant in the  over
all code and  each, m oreover, allowing fo r conscious aw are
ness.

H ow ever, in our h ab itua l use o f  language the  deepest 
fo u n d a tio n s o f  verbal s tru c tu re  rem ain inaccessible to  the 
linguistic consciousness; the  inner re la tions o f  the w hole 
system  o f  categories—indispu tab ly  fu n c tio n , b u t th ey  func
tio n  w ith o u t being b ro u g h t to  ra tiona l aw areness by  the 
partic ipan ts  in verbal com m unication , and  only  th e  in te r
ven tion  o f  experienced linguistic th o u g h t, equ ipped  w ith  
a rigorous scientific m ethodo logy , is able to  approach  the 
innerm ost w orkings o f  linguistic s tru c tu re  consciously. 
Using a few graphic exam ples, we once d em o n stra ted  (see 
“ S tructu res linguistiques sublim inales en poésie ,” Q uestions  
o f  1973 , 280 f f )  th a t  th e  unconscious e labo ration  o f  the 
m ost h idden  linguistic principles freq u en tly  constitu tes 
the  very essence o f  verbal a rt, how ever one gauges th e  d if
ferences betw een  Schiller’s be lie f th a t the  poetic  experience 
begins “nur m it dem  B ew usstlo sen” and G o e th e ’s m ore 
radical thesis affirm ing the  unconsciousness o f  all tru ly  
poetic  creativ ity  and casting d o u b t on  th e  value o f  all a u th o r
ial ra tio n a l excogita tions.

T he fac t, observed by  linguists, th a t th e  conscious and 
the  unconscious factors form  a co n stan t b o n d  in verbal 
experience needs the  com plem entary  in te rp re ta tio n  o f  
psychologists. We take the  occasion o f  the  Tbilisi In te r
national Sym posium  on  th e  U nconscious to  express the 
hope th a t th e  concep t o f  “ se t” now  in the  process o f  
developm ent b y  th e  G eorgian school o f  psychology will 
m ake it possible to  define m ore closely th e  co n stan t co
p artic ip a tio n  o f  th e  dual co m p o n en ts  in any k ind  o f  speech 
activ ity . As sta ted  in  the  w ork  o f  D . N . U znadze (1886-
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1950), the  em inent in itia to r o f  research on  “ the  experi
m ental bases o f  the  psychology o f  se t,” conscious processes 
do n o t exhaust the  co n ten t o f  our m ind; aside from  such 
processes, som ething else takes place in a hum an being 
w hich canno t be said to  occur in the  consciousness and yet 
exerts a decisive influence on  the  entire co n ten t o f  m ental 
life. Such is w hat has been  term ed  set, and Uznadze was 
inclined to  th in k  th a t w ith o u t its partic ipa tion  “ ho  process 
as conscious phenom ena could  exist a t a ll,” and  for the 
consciousness to  sta rt w orking in any particu lar d irec tion , 
th e  presence o f  an active set is essential (179 f f ) .

A. S. Prangishvili, in his investigation o f  its governing 
principles, provided the  concep t o f  se t w ith  a new  gener
alized defin ition : “ Set invariably acts as an  integral system
w ith  a co n stan t group o f  characteristic fea tu res” (Prangi
shvili, 5 6 )—a fo rm ulation  d istinctly  closer to  the  linguistic 
diagnosis.

A. E. Sherozia, viewing conscious and unconscious 
experiences as co laterally  subord inated  and equally essential 
elem ents w ith in  “ a single system  o f  th e ir re la tio n s,” attaches 
to  those experiences th e  “ principle o f  co m p lem en tarity ” 
devised by  Niels B ohr and insists on  th e  necessity o f  a 
system atic co n fro n ta tio n  o f  these tw o  “ correlative co n cep ts” 
in view o f  th e  fact th a t “ the  concep t o f  th e  unconscious 
is senseless tak en  independen tly  o f  the  concep t o f  conscious
ness, and vice versa” (Sherozia, II, 8). Follow ing through  
on U znadze’s though ts ab o u t “ a specific set fo r language,” 
Sherozia po in ts the  w ay to  a psychological exp lanation  and 
dialectical reso lu tion  o f  linguistic an tinom ies such as “ the 
duality  o f  the  na tu re  o f  the  w o rd —its individuality  and its 
generality .” A n assertion o f  Sherozia’s in particu lar, th a t 
o u r w ord  “ always bears a greater am oun t o f  in fo rm ation  
th an  our consciousness is able to  ex trac t from  it, since at 
th e  basis o f  ou r w ords lie our unconscious linguistic sets” 
(II, 446 ), corresponds w ith  Sapir’s supposition  th a t to  a 
large ex ten t “ th e  ‘real w o rld ’ is unconsciously bu ilt up  on
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th e  verbal hab its  o f  th e  given g roup”  and th a t n o t th e  same 
w orld  “ w ith  d iffe ren t labels a tta c h ed ” b u t  im plicit d if
ferences o f  w orld  o u tlo o k —“ d istin c t w orlds” —appear in 
th e  dissim ilarity  o f  languages (Sapir, 162). T his same prin 
ciple was b ro ad en ed  and  m ade m ore incisive b y  Sapir’s 
perspicacious disciple, B. L. W horf, w ho d irec ted  his effo rts  
to  inquiring  in to  th e  effec t o f  dissim ilarities in the gram 
m atical s tru c tu re  o f  languages o n  the  d ifference in the 
percep tion  and appraisal o f  ex ternally  sim ilar ob jects o f  
observation.

Sherozia com es close, in tu rn , to  S ap ir’s th o u g h ts  on 
th e  necessity fo r restric ting  conscious analysis in the  every
day  practice o f  language (see above) w ith  his persuasive 
surm ise: “ I f  we w ere to  require  ou r consciousness to  have
at its com m and  everything th a t occurs in o u r language and 
speech. . . it w ould  have to  re ject such incessant la b o r” 
‘Sherozia 11,453).

T he th eo ry  o f  th e  in tegral system  o f  connections 
betw een  conscious and  unconscious m en tal experi
ences now  being erected  on  the  “ principle o f  re la tio n ” 
(princip svjazi) prom ises new  vistas and u n looked-fo r finds 
in the  dom ain  o f  language, p rovided, o f  course, th a t psycho
logists and linguists engage in genuine and consisten t co l
labo ra tion  d irec ted  tow ard  elim inating tw o  im ped im ents— 
term inological d isparity  and over-sim plified schem aticism .
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