SUBJECT AND PREDICATE.

A Contribution to the Theory of Grammatical Analysis.

K

By

Menfred Sandmeann..

~"Die geschichtliche Betrachtung der
Syntax Kann ohne die philosophische
zu Keinell. unfassenden und sicheren
Ergebnissen gelangen; diese leitet
jene in ihre Bahnen und begleitet sie
auf ihnen."
: Hugo Schucherdt:
(Brevier, p. 325)
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Introduction.
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A few generations ago it wateld hove seemed incon~
ceivable to write a grammesr, £nd particulasrly a syn-
;tax, without making extensive use of the terms Subject
(= 8) end Predicete (= P). They were considered, as
e matter of fect, as the mzin constituent parts of
a linguistic construct. According to H. Paul (Pringipien®

P. 138) 211 syntactic reletionshins - with the except-

ion of the codrdinati?e nexus (e.g. fether and mother) -
go back to the S -~ P relationship. These terms were
thus considered as being of fund?mcntal’importence.
Any doubts concerning their legitimacy or even their
mere usefulness hetrey therefore e crisis of grammetic-
al thought, s new departure iﬁ grammetical thinking. They
affect the whole system of gremmsr 2nd not merely part
of it.

'We ere witnessing in our generation such a2 crisis of
~methodological thought. Doubts =8 to the usefulness
and legitimac§y of the terms S and P heve been form-
ulated by both linguists and philosophers as we équyskqfﬂ
@odng—to show in # deteiledeweyl in Chep. 1 8f Part 11l)
&0 far as grammer is concerned it is not very difficult

o e e e e e G e > e U e Vo S e e W o T i e B e W " > B i D S e e o At o o B Pt S G S S e S T e

1) Pp.HE f£r.



to discover the reason'which led to such 2 criticism
og the traditional grammatical system. Ever since it
was discovered that linguistic forms could not be x
esccounted for by logical categories the whole schol-
: hos been
astic basgis of grammer wes discredited. A develep-
ment set in which cen be described es the emancinet-
ion of grammar from logic. In the eyes of certain
reformers this emeni®cipation could not‘be complete
#s0 long as one did not succeed in cresting a gremmat-
ical system from which the termsS snd P had been
eliminsted. It wes therefore only natursl that attempts
to%that end should be made.l)
Such & development in%he science of linpguisties
was reinforced by the modern development of logic
where the situation wes once described to us by zn
expert es one in which the logicien "has lost interest"
in‘the S - P question. Indeed it zppears that traditi
iéna; or Arisﬁotelian loéic,is housed in a very modest
backroom in the building of modern symbolic logic.z)
It seems thus that the moment has come to answer

1) Such attempts have been made by Th. Kalepky (ecf.
ﬁ.lS‘f), C. Svedelius (cf. pp. (6Ya fﬁ) end, in e
way, by A. Lombard (cf. pp. 160 ﬁ@)

. ‘ An
2) 980 in S. Langer's Introduction to Symbolic Logic,

+ London, 1937, pp. 157/60
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J. Ries's cell and investigate in a systematic way,

what is the usefulness of the terms S and P - if any -

for the grammarlcn. 1) The present essay is sn attempt

to ansver just this question. - The pecullaéggundnm-

entdal importance of these terms, with which stends

or falls a whole conception of grammatical snalysis,
method of

requires a peculiarxapproach pf—tuddt. It ought to

be cleesr from the beginning that the legitimacy of

S and P can onlyg be discussed within the framework of

'

2 study o¥ the reletionshin between 'thought' or
rather:'cognition'g) and 'language', and this in turn
involves a theory on the delimitetion of the science
of linguistics from the sciences of ﬁhe mind: epistemo-
logicel logic and psychology. The problem of S and P
is only part of that wider céntext and should not be
separated from it.

It seems to us therefore that the first question
we have to answer is not “Whét‘g; S and P?" as the
philosopher would, but rather "Csn we build up an
autonomous linguistic science not subservient to the
sciences of the mind®" Is the linguist flot perhans
. 111 advised to oéerate with a terminology such sas
1) cf. p. ¢,
2) We shall explsin on pp.M$’ﬂAmnrmw prefer the term

'cognition' to 'thought'.



‘concepts', 'judgments', 'representetions' or 'S and P'

which are,éll borrowed from the scienées of the mind

and which imply the acceptance of logical end psycholog-

ical theories the linguist has no means zofcontrolﬁng?

Indeed it seems that we have in 'sign' and 'meaning'

terms of a purely linguistic import which cen bhe de-

fined in a purely linguistic theory. It is clear that

in %ﬁ@fgégéaye we succeed in deteching linguistics

from logic and psycholoé%gy or separate language from

cognition the main issue is already nrejudged. Better

‘'still: the very nature of the S - P nroblem in the

linguistic field can only be shown that way: enly if

we discover the preEise point where linguistic theory

is connected with‘the theory of cognition and explain

why they have to be linked,shall we know that the

5 ~-P questién is not one which cen be eliminated

from linguisticsikemry> as has been claimed.l)
These are the ressons why we shall devobe the

first part of this essay to agdiscussion of the relation:

ship between logic and psychology on the one hand and

linguistics on the other hand. In this psrt the reader

will find little whiéh refers directly to S and P, but

in the end he will probably {5681 that what must seem

a%:first a round-sbout way was reelly a short-cut. For

when we come to our positive account of representation

and thought and their relationship to 1anguagé, ve

13} See =bove p. 2, note (1).



anp Purther
shall be glad not to have to burden the discussionxwith

criticel considerations of a general nature.ersymors?
21l that criticai spede-work will heve 2¥reedy been done
in the fipst part.

Cnce we have Tormed en idee sbout the relationshin
heteen linguistics end the sciences of the mindl) end
have arrived at a sharn contresting of cognitionsl snd .
iinguistic SymboliSWP%@‘shall anprosch in the second
nart.-the 8§ - P »nroblem »roper. After o criticel account
of the position in the domain of 'thought' ond in, thot
of 'leanguage' we proceed to a nositive account of the

these terms
theory of S and P; whieh will appeer as constituent nHerts
of the cocnitionsl =ct and ere therefore terms which
belong iﬁ the first plesce to cognition end not to
language. Since we gré convinced thet sdvenced lincuist-
ic symbolism'csnnot be understood withoub reference to
cognitionel symbolism, the cuestion sorises how far
S and P ere rerlected in lengusge. We shall devote the
third nart of our essay to the investigation of thet

ot e

problem. - We believe % have good reassons to distinguish

in the sphere of cognition beiween 'renresentstion' =nd

“thought'. The discussion of our topic will therefore

teke the form of showing how representetionsl graiumer

1) Pasrt I, Chen. A.

2 Pazrt I, Chen., 6.
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is integreted into the grammar of thought and both into
that of formulstion.

Throughout the treatment of our subject it should bhe
clesr thet we argue slweys as linguisﬁzs for linguists.
That is to sey the logicel and nsychological noints of
view are only congsidered én so fer 25 they have had in-
fluence on grammer. Anybody knowing thevinfinite complexity
of the sciences of the mind will probably agree that it
was the wiser course to teke not to enter here into dis-
cussidns which do not concern the linguist. On the other
hand, since S and P belong in the first insécnce to the
realﬁ of thought, not to that of languagé, it wes inevit-

that e slontdd :
able oy trespass into the philosovher's territory, pertic-
ularly in Pert II. We have done so with a2ll the trepid—
ation end 211 the courage required by the circumstances.
Without any ambition to teach the masters of philosonhy
anything about alsubject which is theirs, w. had to z2im
at a clarification of views for ourselves and in this way
af the same time for the linguist. How far we have succeed-

~

ed in this only the competent critic cen tell.
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The general character of
treditional 1logic. - The type of logic
which has had the most tangible influence upon grammat-
ical theory is the logic created by Aristotle, made
widely known to the Occident by Boethius' translations,
whence it penetreted into the schoolbooks. 1) In spite
of the fact that it underwent certain alterations accord-
ing to the various theoretical needs end interests in
different ages, it remained fundamentally unchanged,
so much so that no less a philosopher than Kant could
claim in the preface of the second edition of his Crit-
igque of the Pure Reason that since Aristotle logic has
neither been able to go one step backwards nor one step
forwards.z) B-day most logicians would probably be re-
luctant to make Kant's statement their own. But whoever
wants to give an idea of the influence of logic ﬁpon
grammar needs hardly be concerned with learned contro-
versies among contemporary logiciens. For him it will
be sufficient to indifate the generel nature of tradit-

- e e (s B s B G S S G S Poep B S G G W G G e S Wt ey S G TS G et WS Gam W S G Sy S W e S e S (et S S e G O o G e e G G S

1) cf. H. Steinthal, -Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft

bei den Griechen und RBmern, lrst ed. 1862/63, 2nd

ed. 1890/91.

L. Kramp, Das Verh#ltnis von Urteil und Satz, Bonn,

1915.

2) I. Kent, Kritik der reienen Vernunft. Vorrede zur
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ional logic and to give a birds-eye view of its object,
end even that only in so far as is needed to understand
the logicel point of view in granmar,

Logic in the traditional sense may perhaps be de-
scribed as é science dealing with the forms of thought
considered in its adeguacy to its ideal function, which
is the finding of truth. Such & science obviously pre-
supposes that adequate or true knowledge is possible;
that is to say that traditional logic has & natural
basis which is the theory of knowledge. The temptation
has always been great to draw logic proper into the
orbit of epistemologys; hence We get difterent types
of logic, with a purely c¢pistemological (Kant), 2 more
metaphysical (Hegel) or & more psychological (Wundt)
bias. Aristotelizn 1logic too cannot deny its epistemo-

logical origin. It lays stress on the structure of

‘'thought instead of analysing the structure of

o) Lo
facts as modern symbolic laégic does. For

epistemologhcal logic the judgment is of paramount im-
portance. Hence the fact that the terms S and P are in-
separably connected with this type of logic and held to

be logical terms, slthough one could equally well consider

them as cognitional terms since they are

from
partsasf the cognitionzd zct.

But traditional logic is not purely concerned with
thought. One of its most charaxteristic features is

e

that it pretends at the same time to offer anz analysis

—_—
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ot the structure of facts, ror the judgment was held

to0 reflect the structure of reality:l)fhe fug;gg of

— — ——

cognitional notions with those of factual logic determ-

— —— — T
— | e e e e

ine the generel character of traditional logic.

— —_—— — e ——
— —_— — —

1) Ssee p.

2) The great progrecss achieved by symbolic logic con-
sists precisely in this that the cognitional act has
been eliminated from the logical field. Consequently
it was no longer necessary to reduce the complex var-
iety of facts to the frpmula A is B which appears
only as one possible relationship among an infinite
nunber of others. In the definition of the propos-
ition there is no longer room for the familiar
notions S and P. According to S. Langer (An_Intro-

duction into Symbolic Logic, pp. 50/51) it runs

like this: "Any symbolic structure, such as a sentencei
expresses a proposition, if some symbol in it is
understood to represent & relation, snd the whole
construct is understood to assert that the elements

(denoted by the other symbols) are thus related."
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The e lements of traditional
logic. - Traditional logic distinguishes (a)
concepts, being unifying principles or comprehensions
of compatible objective pPOpertieS,.(b) propositions

or syntheses of two concepts, one of which is used in

affirming or denying something ebout a thing represent-

ed by the other concept, and (c) syllogisms or "forms
of reasoning in which from two given or assumed pro-
positions called the premises and having a common or
middle term a third is deduced, celled the conclusion,
from which the middle term is absent."l) We may neglect
the syllogism altogether, since it has no bearing on
our guestion.

What we call here the logical point of view in
grammar is the assumption that a wor d i s- t he
symbol of a concept and t he
sentence the expressio n of a

Tr
. pAo position.

Concepts and words. - Let us first j

examine the claim that #0 a word in language there |
corresponds a concept in thought. - If we ask a phil6- j
sopher what is4the proprium of the concept as against
representation, idea or sensation, it is not ﬂgways

easy to get a clear-cut answer. One widely accepted
opinion, however, holds that sensations and represent-

ations are found in animals and infants, whereas

concepts or conceptual thought is supposed to be the

——— ——— g — ———— ——— —— — — — " W B " G AT S TS U G WL G > e e, D T W S o W s, T s S e G T S 07D

1) Concise Oxford Dictionary s,v, 8¥yllogiam
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privilege of the adult homo sapiens; in other words,

that sensations and representations are on a lower p
psychological level thén concepts. This conception is
probably the result of the Kantian 18th century psycho- %
logy, according to which we have difrerent Vermdgen: the
senses supplying us with sensations, the material of
representations, the intellect furnishing the concepts;

and since man, that animel rationale, alone possessed

an intellect, the conclusion is obvious.l) Whatever we
may think to-day about ti.at psychology, it is regrettable
that both philosophers and grammarians alike did not

distﬁnguish clearly between concepts and representations

and used these terms promiscue. We shall see later on
how useful and important this distinction is.z) For the
time being it will be sufficient to describe concepts \'

in the sense of traditional logic as classifying intellect-é

s

ual symbols and instruments of though t as disféener

en+ from representation. Classes gerErmEig naturslly !
generate suﬁklasses, and these again further sub-classes,

end so forth. The more sub-classes fall under a concept

T e S — G T — " — ——— G S St o S Gy o N G s T B TS B P P € s S U G S T G W e U WS G ity T it S et S B S D

1) This conception goes back to Antiquity. Cf. W. Jeru-

salem, Die Urtheilsfunction. Eine psychologische und

erkenntniskritische Untersuchung. Wien, Leipzig 1895,
p. 58.

2} Cf. Part III, Chap. ¥, « pp. 2/2 ﬁ
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the wider its extension; thus the concept of being is
that of the widest extension under which fall 211 the
other concepts. But the wider the class, the poorer its
meaning. A concept which means something very general
means nothing in particular. So that there is a sort of
compnensating rule according to which to a releatively
wide extension corresponds a relatively'scanty content,
Different philosophical systems reserved the name
of 'categories' for those classes which are the most
general ones after that of being and underlie all oper-
ations of thought.l) There are wide differences as to
how to conceive the theory of categories. As far as
grammar is concerned it is mainly the parts of speech
which are supposed to refllect logical categories. But
this is a point where we see clearly how unsatisfactory
it is to account for linguistic phenomena in terms of
epistemological logic: All concepts are gqualitatively
of the same kind, i.e. they all can be definded in terms
of extension and intension (content). Consequently a
language conformable to logic ought to have only one
class of wbrds, and it has been correctly observed by

‘the philosopher Cook-Wilson that only the noun is an

1) G. Hagemann and A. Dyroff, Logik und Noetik, Frei-

burg i. Br. 1924, pp. 81 ff., 137 ff.
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adequate expression of concepts.l) As Bergson remarks,
our concepts are of a spatial nature in their stability
and their mutual limitations,g) and nouns are pre€isely
space-words which can be symbolized by circles binding
together a certain number of semantic elements. We can
point at nouns,either directly or metaphorically, in the
szme way as we can point at objects in space, which ex-
plains why in many languages the noun is accompanied or
grammatically characterized by articles which hsve been
originally demonstrative pronouns. But lsnguages have
many other kinds of words besides nouns, such as ad-
jectives, prepositions, verbs etc. The existence of
these so-called ‘'parts o?’speech' has slways been re-

cognized by grammarians since Dionysius Thrax,5> but so

strong was - and is -~ the predominance of logic in grammar,

—— s o —-————-.—-———-——-—————-————-——-—--——————-———-—-———-—-——-——————--——-
-

1) Cook-Wilson, Statement and Inference I,
pp. 170/71.

2) H. Bergson, L'Evolution créatrice, 43rd. ed., Alcem,

Paris, pp. 166 ff.

3) Dionysios Thrax, Techne II, 11; ed. Uhlig, 1884.

cf. also L; Lange; Das System des Apollonios Dyskolos,

-

G8ttingen 1852, p. 8.
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that up to modern times they too have been accounted
for in terms of concepts. At least as far as nouns,
adjectives and verbs are concerned, these were de-

fined as reflecting the ‘'categories' thing, guality

and gction. This does not do much harm, as long as one
remains conscious of the fact that terms sucﬂ as
thing-words, action-words, guslity-words are only
rough semantical approximations or logical make-shifts,
which do not account for formal differences of thesé
word-classes., Without such a safeguard one feils to

understand why godd and goodness, the desire and to

desire coexist in lenguage, in other words why there
are different paris Qf speech, 1if the noun is quite
sufficient to denote any sort of 'category'.

The influence of logic has had the most disadvent-
ageous effect on the theory of particles and pronouns.
As to the former, the very term pf 'particle' seems

erummartan: weed .
to indicate that one—we® at a loss how to classify xhm
them, and since the latter were obviously nol concept-
words in the sense of substantives or adjectives,
there was hardly any other possiblity left but to
name them concept-substitute-words or pro-nouns. The
nature of these words has been discussed in & long
series of treatises 1) and we know now much better
1) cf. XK. Bluhler, Sprachtheorie, Jena 1934, pp.

115 £fs
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their

fdeictic or orientationsl nature, although school-books
‘are slow to adopt views contrary to the type of

grammar dominated by logic.

Judgments and sentences. - More

interesting for our particular subjecf than the suppos-

ed parallelism between concept and word is that between
-the logicel proposition (judgment) and the sentence.

A parallelism of this kind was found first of all in

sentences of the type la terre est ronde (Port-Royal)

and Socrates is mortal, sentences which serve as
illustrations of simple propositions in the hendbooks
of logic. Here one finds a word corresponding to %he

logiczl S (la_terre, Socrates), one corresponding to

the attribute (ronde, mortal) and finally the copula

(est, is), whose function it is to link up the attrib-
ute with the S and to express at the same time the
positive quality (=Aftirmation3} of the judgment.
Copula and attribute together form the Plof the pro-
position. This has been taught with slight variations
by Aristotle, Port-Royal and Christian Woliﬁ Although
the 'copula' was known already to Byzantine grammariens.
and to~Ab§elard, it seems to have been Wolff who gave

to the term 'copule', called by Port-Royal Ls liasison

entre les deux termes, wide popularity; but already
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Aristotle himself, who operates in the main with a two-
fold division of the proposition into § (UTOKederor)
and P (““fqa‘ogo ./,/.,.,uvo ~), had declared that X
represents the{§ﬁ3u¢ in its purest form and had analysed
£rJJwﬁo: /S“J‘/f“ as 32?‘9‘fwﬁoy Yord (fg o 2FC ¢ . 1)

We see that in traditional logic the cognitional
S -.P relation is identified with the factual substance -
property relation, and the logical form of the judgment
is accordingly expressed by the formula A is B. We shall
see in due course that this identififation is not justi-
fisble;2) but we should like to reserve this criticism
for later on; Here we may be content with poifiting out
a general consequence of this view.

If lmnguage is essentially the expression of logical
.thought, it follows that those linguistic forms not con-
forming to the logical ideal must either be easily re-
ducible to the desired scheme or else be faulty. If

D s " T e D o e D s S P Y D D D T s S T s R it S S Yt e TR e WD it iy WD VD ek D P s D D S G VU R VD D G Sy S S

1) H. Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei

den Griechen und Romern? I, p. 241.

. L. Kramp, Das Verh#ltnis von Urteil und Satz, p. 15.

I have not seen E, O. Sisson, The Copula in Aristotle
: AJA}

and afterwards. The Philos. Revfe XLVIII (1939), pp.

57/64.

2) In Part II, Chap. 1, pp- /LS #-
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we find for instance in French the sentence Paul court,
where two words correspond to three logical units, it

must be reduced to Paul est courant. Such an interpret-

ation leads to the opinion that "le verbe est toujours

le verbe €tre"(Grammaire des Grammairesgl, p. 440)., Sach

Thiyg .
erx opinion is harmless as long as it remains quite clear

that the assertion Paul c%%t = Paul est courant affirms
nothing but logical equivalencg. But it leads to a grave
error should we assume that the more logical expression
has any claim to greater linguistic originality and that
the other form must be explained by depiving i from the
type 'Substance - Copula - Attribute', that is if we
establish a genetic relation between both. The comparisoﬁ
between the two types is useless for the explanation of
formel discrepancies.

As the concept comprehends compefible objective pro-
1perties,so musd, in the sentence-proposition, all elements
mlut,be compatible with each other. Differences between this
- logical idealiand linguistic redity must seem like an

insult to the schoolbook logician. In forms such as Engl-

ish she is pretty ugly or French il se trouvait perdu

he will see contradicXbions in terms and mark off such
expressions as solecisms. - There is, however, a limited
number of illogical usages which even the logician has
to respect to a certain extent if he wants to understand
linguistic usage at all. But he will admit them only

under certain circumstances and under a legal pretext,
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as rhetorical devices. These are the famous tropoi:

Synechdoche, Metonymy and Metaphor.

General gremmar and Latin., -

This theory, which claims that differences between logicalé

and linguistic structures can easily be reduced to harmonyg
or else are either blunders or rhetorical devices treats i

linguistic phenomena as guantité négligeable, of which

short préeess is made if they do not fit into the logical
scheme., Therefore it must appear to the logician of the
0ld school that the differences between languages are
trifling, and since at bottom linguistic thought and

logical thought Were one everywhere, it ought of be

possible to create a sort of general grammar and a gen-
eral language common to all human beings and founded on
logical principles. It is well known that some of the

finest minds of the 17th and lath centuries have worked

in that direction. We need ngjfgvconcerned here with
these attémpts to create a general language and an idéTe, ?
{ grammar. But it may perhaps not be without inferest to
% add here a remark on the influence of Latin.

? It is more than probable that certain baéic features

. were .
| of Aristotle's logic ;wn&Ljuﬂa& suggested to him by

% grammatical distinctions, and it is doubtful whether
the ‘'substance- accidence' relation would have been

given the place of hoyinour in logical theory by a philos6-
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pher speaking a language for which the contrast bet-
ween the nou@n (&womMet) and the verb (guyme) was
less significant than in Greek.l) 5o profound an ex-
pert as Steinthal has'pointed out repeatedly that
the logical and linguistic points of view are coﬁstant— |
1y mixed up in Aristotle's thought.?) If this could
happen to such an ingenious logician we need not wonder
if philologists asserted that a certain language reflectsi
better than others the pure structure of thought and is
therefore of a greater universal and pedagogic value.

This language Was Latin?)Latin had been for many centuries
the vehicle for scientific thought, and the temptation
must have been great to believe that certain grammatic-
8l categories of Latin corresponded to natural needs

of thought and that Latin grammar was the nearest
approach to the idéi@,general grammar. And as the logical
point of view predominated for a long.time over the
linguistic point of view, so Latin grammar imposed its

1) 5Vq/4¢ and‘fﬁyAx defined already for Plato the parts

of the judgment. Cf. W. Jerusalem, Die Urtheilsfunc-

tion, p. 40.

2) H. Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei

den Griechen und Ramernl, p. 187,

%) Cf. 0. Jesperson, Philosophy of Grammar, London 1935,
i

pp. 47, 176 f.
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thost
categories upon th%@ of other languages. In consequence
Spanish school-grammars teach an ablative in Spanish

(e.g. para el hombre) following herein probsbly S&nchez

de la Brozas (Sanctius), who taught in his Minerva

(1587) that the ablative in Latin required a preposition
and explained thereforelall pure ablatives as‘elliptic. ﬁ
Jespersen has pointed out how little the notion of the
Latin Future Tense is suited to English,l) and we have
witnessed not many yeers ago a long discussion over the
Passive Voice in French, so different from Latin,z)
although this fundamental difference has not always been

recognized by séhoolbooks.

Conclusions.~- PFor over a hundred years
linguists, psychologists and philosophers have been at
work to break this double tyranny of traditional logic
and Latin grammar and to work out a more realistic view
of the relationship between thought and language. It
is only natural that linguistic science during the past
two or three generations hasvbeen unkind towards trad-
itional logic. The more the field of linguistic study
was widened by the accuaintance with a great variety
of languages, the more it was deependd by comparative

1) O. Jespersen, loco citato.

2) The discussion was conducted between K. Vossler and

W. Meyer-LiUbke. Cf. Th. Engwegr, Vom Passiv und sei-

nem Gebrauch i. heut. Franz., Jena, Leipzig 1931,p.1l.
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analysis, the more logical schemes must seem barren, poor K
and unsuited to an understanding of linguistic struct- |

ures. This, I think, is a position which cannot be re- |

versed in any way. %

If we try now to formulate what we have to learn

from this for the preliminary discussion of the S - P

problem, it is this: (1) Traditional logic is unsuited

to explain language. (2) There is no simple parallelism
between concept and word, judgment and sentence.-This

doés n o t prove, however, that language has nothing

to do with logic. We have seen that traditional logic

is of a hybrid character, because it pretends to be a

logic of thought and a logic of facts at the same time.

It may be possible to reform this logic by purging it

of its metaphysical implications. If that is done it

may be found that the characterization of that mental
symbolism we call 'thought',as we find it in traditional 7
logic, may still be accepteble, i.e. concepts and judg-

ments éeX still be considered as the main forms of

thought, provided the judgment is not conceived as a
factual relationship of the tj 2 is B. In this way the
Ty structure of thought and with it the reality

of S and P could be re-affirmed. Furthermore, the re-
jection of a perallelism between a purely mental sym-

bolism and linguistic symbolization does not provevtheif
independence from each other. There remains the possib-

ility of both being entafigled, that at least a certain ‘




type of linguistic symbolization *XzXRRR*RAEXEIIEXXWEYXH
refers in some way - a2 non-parallel way - to that

mental symbolism. If that were true, it would be possible—:
after a period of stressing the dif feren ces
between grammar and logic - to ré@stablish contact

with them and see how far certain ideal laws of thought

or cognition make themselves felt in linguistic sense-
combinations after all. We may perhaps st.te here al-

ready that we believe that such a ﬁ%étion is tenable

and that 1t is the one we shall occupy in this essay.




Part I

Chapter (2)- |

The.psychol'o‘gical poing of

view.
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The general character of
psychology.-Inits striving for emancipation
iinguistic science could not avoid getting under the
sway of psychology. As a matter of fact the great battle

the abuse of Logec in prammav

against kegieism began in the name of psychology. We
need not be concerned here with a definition of this
'science of the soul'. As time pésses on and new schools
develop, which all claim to be 'psychologicad', the
gquestion what ought to be considered as the main psycho-
logical fact, becomes more difficult to answer. But it
is perhaps possible to give a general idea of the
particular brand of psychology which has exercised such -
a great infl.uience upon grammar.

Ve shall best begin our account by showing the main
difference between the logician's outlook and that
of the psychologist. There is first of all a difference
of quantity: whereas the logician's interest centres
upon thought, the psychologisl studies all phenomena
related to thought, feelings and volitions. There is
secondly a difference of approach. Logic is a science
of ideal forms or norms, it studies the formal iaws,
which thought has to respect, if truth is to be obtained
by'reasoning. Psychology, however, is concerned with resl
thought as a concrete event in man's mind, whether

correct or not, and with real feelings and affections.




We understand therefore that psychology was opposed to
logic in the name of greater realism. There is finally
another most remarkable difference: Logic is essentially
analytic and static, it tzkes and analyses concepts

and judgments as given facts, whereas psychology is
analytic and genetic, considering thoughts and affect-
ions in fieri, not in esse. This is necessarily so,

since the 'soul' is essentially activity. Psychological

analysis is a reduction of relatively comp .icated phen-
omena to relatively simpler ones, which are more primitiv4
in the double sense of the term: they are more ielementarﬂ
and precede the higher snd less-elementary phenomena in
time.

Here are threé excellent reasons why psychology
seemed to be so admirably fitted to explain language:
First, it is not dogmetic. Scientific grammar prides
itself upon abandoning the schoolmasterly and academic
view of 'correct speech'. It does not say how we ought
to speak, but simply states hQW we do speek: cockney
is as good as, and probably more interesting than,.
stendard English. With this indifference é;r linguistic
form 1s coupled indifference égy the correctness of its
content, since psychology does not trouble about truth

or logical correctness. In the words of Steinthal it is

a erxennende, not a beurteilende science.l> Secondly,

T S o S S s 2 s ot TS U e A iy D ! el D D S D D P S D e R T D S T Bt S R e D o S S i P e} o S S S S0 e o e s e s

1) H. Steinthal,_ Grmmetik, Logik und Psychologie 5
Prinzipien und ihr Verhiltinis zuei@ﬁ&ﬁi&i. E%PI§§7£g5%v i




since language is apparently never, not even in scientif-
ic prose, a mere denotation of Xhmxgk abstract ideas,
but ﬂgso, and perhaps mainly, an expression of feelings

1)

and tendencies of will, psychology which mekes a
special study of these things, seems to be in an ad-
mirable position to sulply the needs of the linguist.
And finally, ever since W, v. Humboldt's famous dictun
that language is not an ergon, but ener eia,z) it was

considered as an axiom of scientific linguistics that

language is in constant development and the only adequate

method of dealing with it is a genetic method; and since
all changes must necessarily take place in the soul of
the individual, pnsychology was again called in to furn-

ish the necessary explanations.

The 'psycho-physical event'
theory and the importance of
the individual.-- What now are the main
implications of the psychological point of view? The
most important one is probably the conception of language
1) The contention that language is 'the expression of

thought and feelings' will be criticized in the next
chapter where we shall try and establish the (relative);
indépendénce of linguistics from logic and psychology.

2) Die sprachwissenschaftlichen Werke Wilhelmsvon Hum-

boddt. Ed. H. Steinthal, Berlin 1883, p. 262.
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as an expressive movement, which in turn is a psycho-
physical event. According to Wundt expressive movements

are only the physical side of an affectional process

(Affektverlauf).l) According to its three components, he
distinguishes expressions of intensity, of gquality and
of representations, the latter forming mpxxx an integral
part of any-affectionel process. Between instinctive,
reflexive and voluntary movements there is no difference
in principle, the two latter evolving out of instinctive
movements by either mechanization (regressive development
leading to reflexive movements) or by complication (pro-
gressive development leading to voluntary movements).
Therefore no distinction can be drawn between animsl
'language' and humen language, except that between a
relatively lower and a relatively higher form of organiz-
ation.

Now if language‘is essentially an expressive movement
it is reel only as an event or a sequence of events
actuslly teking place in the soul of the individuel. This
consequencé seems hardly avoidable and has been widely
Caccepted by grammerisns. It has found its most outspoken

expression in H. Paul's formulation: "Alle psychischen

Prozesse vollziehen sich in dem Eimzzizzeiz Einzelgeiste@rn i

und nirgend sonst." And: "Vielmehr ist es eine Tatsache

O G S e R S e TS B S S > Ve R . S G G S G G S B e N i W GO G e W o S s e S GO S g St P W B B T e . e P G S S o

1)W. Wundt, Volkerpsychologie, lst vol. Die Sprache, 1lst

Part, 4th ed., Stuttgart 1921, p. 43 ff.
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von fundamentalegr Bedeutung, die wir niemals aus dem
Auge verlieren dUrfen, dass alle rein psychische Wechsel-
wirkung sich nur innerhalb der Einzelseele vollzieht.

Aller Verkehr der Seelen untereinander ist nur ein in-

direkter auf psychischem Wege vefmittelter."l) It is

true that Paul derives his psychology not from Wundt,

in fact

but in the last instance from Herbart, and that Wundt s
hastefended erecisedyr a sort of collective soul. Be

this as it may, even Wundt would probably not have !
denied that linguistic changes can only be studied in |
the individual, although they are the expression of
general forces and tendencies, which may manifest them-
selves in a number of individuals independently of each
other. This can be clearly deduced from the examples

Wundt gives in support of his thesis. He quotes as

non-individuslistic changes the transition of Latin

octo to Italian otto and of German brumben to brummen.zég
But these very examples reveal that at bottom there
is no escape from whe! individualism in the sense stated

gy TS E e P G G - ——— Y — G- —_—— G ——. T ——— > e P — — " ———— Buh s Sew S W" TS G - S v —

1) H., Paul, Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte, 5th ed.

Halle a.S. 1920, pp. 11/12.

2) W. Wundt, V8lkerpsychologie I,1 (1921), p. 22.
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by Paul, because if changes such as the assimilation

of conseonants occur in a number of individuals inde-

pendently, it is clear that they operate only in the
souls of these isolated individuals and not in any |
collective soud. Of course that does not mean that 2
linguistic change is a sort of individual invention
which spreads to other individuels by way of imitation;

at least this cannot be considered as the rule, But if

these forces responsible for linguistic changes operate
in the individuel, this does not preclude us from i
affirming that they are of a superindividual character,

eand it is this that Wundt contends most emphatically.

But 'superindividual' is by no means synonymous with
'collective'. The superindividual forces Wundt has in

mind are not the activities of a collective soul, but
general tendencies inherent in human nature and the organ-1
izatién of the human body in general; in othér words

they afe not to be derived from the special fact of
human society but from the genersl fact of man as a
species.l) We see from these remarks that psychology

ﬁas at bottom a natural science and 'reality' the reality
of 'nature'. This was the praxis of Wundt and the theory

of Paul. Hence the claim that only the individual wesr s

—-"— - e ew -

1) Cf. p.6C.
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concrete and that art, religion etec. -~ and in this etc.
is hidden lenguage itself - are mere abstractions.l)

It did not strike Paul's and Wundt's generation that
their 'concrete individusl' was nothing but an sbstract
meeting-place of general tendencies, and not the living
person with-;ieoindividual character, ;1; pecular spir-
itual snd morel ‘'structure', as some say to-day, whose
rights were gggﬁgfto be proclaimed by Karl Vossler.
Psychological individuelism led naturally to a reduct-
ion of linguistic phenomena to psycho-physical events
and thus to a sort oflatomism.

This one must understand in order to appreciate a
certain scientific attitude typical of many works of
linguistic research in the past two generations and
which is sometimes qualified as 'positivistic'. It is
clegr that the positivist - let us adopt this name for
the sake of brevity - views with scepticism the idea of
the Volksgeist which animated the Romantics including
Steinthal. Notions such as 'French', 'Englsiﬂb',"Spanish',
'German' were considered as abstractions. Accordingly
dialects were nearer to reality, the speech of still
smaller groups, such as fémilies, still nearer, but
only in the individuals could one really grasp the
reality of language.z) It would be in keeping with this
1) H. Paul, Prinzipien, p. 1l.

‘ 2) I quote two works which are typical for this tendency:

,,."A DR
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‘ atomiétic.view to contend that we should write two
different syntaxes, that of the spesker and that of the
listener, since the building up of a sentence in the
mind of him who speaks is an event psychologically
different from the process teking piace in the mind of

the person listening to the sentence.l)

The subjectiviem of physio-
logical psychology. - A consequence
of psychological individualism is the subjectivistic

attitude of psychology. According to Marty the meaning

. . W . T e S S G S wop b SN Gt W e S Gae SV G G A M S G e G G S S S " S G S S T S S S Sue S S L G S W A .

P.-J. Rousselot, Modifications phonétiques du langage

étudidées dans le patois d'une famille de Cellefrouin

(Charente), Paris 1892, and L. Gauchat, L'unité pho-

nétique dans le patois d'une commune, in: Aus romani-

schen Svprachen und Literaturen, Festgabe fiir Heinrich

Morf, Halle a.S. 1905, pp. 174 ff,

-~ - — p— o SRS S am m am o m A . ——
— v p— - - — -
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1) H. Gomperz points out that the processes in the

speeker and in the listener have to be investigated

separately. (Zur Psychologie der logischen Grund-
tatsachen, Leipzig, Wien 1897, p. 24) and Elise
Richter fulfills this programme at least in part,in

her book Wie wir sprechen. Aus Natur und Geisteswelt

No. 354, Leipzig, Berlin 1925, Chaps. 3,4,
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of a linguistic sign is the psychical phenomenon or the
psychical experience which the linguistic sign is apt

to ¥Avoke in the listener.}) The phenomena (experéinces)
can be classified into representations, judgments and
phenomena of interest (love, hate).z) Here we find a
theory which is almost the opposite of the logical point
of view. Whereas the meaning of a logicéi concept can

be stated in terms of the o b j e ¢ t comprehended by
the concept, the meaning of representation is thought

to be a psychical experience and is therefore stated in
sub jective terms., This is probably the reason
why, in psychologistic grammar, the term 'representation'
occupies the place corresponding to that of concept' in
logistic gresmmar. As a matter of fact, compared with
logical concepts representations are more subjective, they
vary from one to another, they often contain visuﬂg and
acoustical elements or elements of other senéitive data,
which are not considered in concepts; they often have

not the rigidity of things, but are fluid, melt into

each other; they are significant without being necessari-3
ly either true or false; they can be highly unintellectual

1) Gf. H. Dempe, Was ist Sprache? Eine sprachphiloso—
phisbhe Untersuchung im Anschluss an die Sprachtheorie

XKarl Blhlers. Weimar 1930, p. 75.

2) Marty follows\hereim Brentano.
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untampered with by critical refleétion. They are as it
were the raw materizls of logical concepts, which carry
with them merely subjective data which criticel re-
Plection hes to eliminete, if it wants to errive at
complete objéctivity and conceptual distinctness. Paul
states expressly that he implies in the notion of re-
presentation the sccompanying feelings &nd tendencies.l)
Steinthal defined the proposition &s sn anslysis of

a complex representation;z) e similar view is expressed
in Wundt's femous definition of the sentence as an
analysis of a complex representation into parts.5) So
that we mey say that the parallelism of ‘concept' -
'word', 'judgment' - 'sentence', which dominated logical
grammar, is replaced in psychological grammar by that
between 'representation'-'worad',

'*omplex¢ representation' -

'sentence'.

N

1) Prinzipien, p. 26, note.

2) Grammatik, Logik und Psychologie, p. 326.

3) Volkerpsychologie 1,2, Leipzig 1900, pp. 234 ff.
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The confusion of represent-
ation and thought. - We should expect
that such a theory would lead directly to the discovery,
in the linguistic field,of a purely representationsal
grammar different from the judgment-concept grammar.
Such was however not the case. What we do find is that
'representations' and 'concepts' become synonymous ex-
pressions. Hence the puzzling fact, that the result of
the analysis of a total representat;on into parts is theat
judgment and partfrepresentations gzz;::ncepts. This has
been the contention of both Steintha€® and Wundt, although
they differ in the way they account for the breaking up
of a total represemtation into parts. For Steinthal
'Judging' is still an sutonomous act responsible for the
eanalysis of the total representation, as can be seen
from the following quotation, which also shows, in-
cidentally, the synonymity of 'concept' and 'represent-
ation': "Die S#tze und Urtheile sind nicht aus zwei
Vorstellungen oder Begriffen 1)
zusammengesetzt, sondern die Anschauung, d.h. die Ein-
heit, ist das Erste, und das Urtheil ist die Aufl3sung
dieser Einheit. Von den vielen Momenten, den Merkmalen
einer Anschauung oder ein e's Be -
griffes 2) wird eines hervorgehoben, nur dieses,

als Pfﬁdikat, wird gedacht, und nur sls dieses wird in

- - o S ey = oo —— —— - un

1)(Sressed by me.
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dem Augenblick éés Urtheils der Begriff des Subjekts
gedacht, nur‘in ihm liegt der Wert des Subjekts."l)

This is how Wundt accounts for thes same phenom-
enon: "Voran steht eine Assoziation von direkten
Empfindungs- und von Erinne¢ungselementen: das ur-
springliche Vor s tel lungssubstrat
des Gedankens . Aus ihm entsteht auf
zweiter Stufe durch einen Apperzeptionsakt, der ge-
wisse Wahrnehmungsmotive vor anderen bevorzugt und
das Ganze gegen sndere Bewustseinsinhalte abschliesst,‘
die Bildung der Ge samtvorstellung. |
Darauf folgt in dritter Linie eine Reihe s e k un -

d8drer Assozlationen Ubereina-

stimmender Bestandteille ver-
schiedener Gesamtvorstellungen, infolge deren sich sol—k

]
che tbereinstimmende Teile deutlicher von anderen sb-

heben, mit denen sie wechselnder verbunden sind. Hier- \
zu kommt endlich als letzter Apperzeptionsekt die L
willkiirliche Isolierung dieser durch Gleichheitsasso- |
ziationen gehobenﬁn Elemente zu selbst@ndigen Einzel- |

vorstellungen."z) ’ }

1) H. Stéinthal, Grammatik, Logik und Psychologie, p.

326,

2) W. Wundt, V8lkerpsychologie I,1 (1921), pp. 614/15.
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So far tﬁere are no logical implications. These
appear however clearly when he contends that "jedes
Urtheil ein Aussagesatz ist, ebenso aber jeder eigent-
liche Aussasgesatz logisch als ein Urtheil betrachtet
werden kann"l) and such implications are quite outspoken

in Wundt's famous definition of the sentence as "“der

‘sprachliche Ausdruck flir die willkiirliche Gliederung einer

Gesamtvorstellung in ihre in logische Be -
Ziehungen zu einander gesetzten Bestandtheile“z)
which permits the identification of part-representations
and concepts. - If we read in Jerusalem's book on the

judgment (Die Urtheilsfunktion)p. 29:"Das Urtheil ist

eben eine Synthese sus Vorstellungselementen und Arti-
kulationsempfindungen, wozu noch Gefiihls-und Whllensele-
mente kommen" and oh p. 33 ; "Das Wort ist somit psycho-
logisch nicht Vorstellung sondern Urtheilselement."

we shall probably agree that here again psychological

and logical categories are not clearly separated, since

element".
We see thus that the same psychological method which
in a sense
could&be described as a revolt against school-logic,
could not liberate itself from that same logic and ended

up in a sort of reformulation of the main logical elements,

D D ey iy Dy e YD Y s e D T P G D i D T D WP D i D U T D T > GA® G YD D VU D e G S . S T i S D W D Y S P bt By P o -

1) VBlkerpsychologie I,2 (1900),p. 258.\[‘2) Ibid. p. 240.
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'judgments' and 'concepts"wich appear now as 'total
(complex¢) representations' and 'part-representations’.
This explains the ﬁ?azdoxical fact that the same
grammatical science which is so much at pains to

stress the a-logical character of language in the name
of a realistic psychological method, could not liberate

itself from the xhkmxx tyranny of logical categories.

Psychology and grammar. - Since
we were able to recognize in 'totel representations'
end 'part-representations' the old logical categmoies
'judgment' and 'concept' it is not difficult to see
that in 'psychological' grammar we find often nothing
but a translation of the o0ld scholastic terminology
into the new psychological idiom. So when K. Morgenroth

calls the nominal sentence (Wundt's gttributive Satz-

fonm)l) an"Ordnung einer Gesamtvorstellung mittels des
nur die Vorstellungsassoziationen bemerkenden intuiti-

ven Denkens" (e.g. Russ. koschka prygg na lafku 'cat

- jump on bench').z) In the same way J. Haas uses in
his works on French syntax the expression "Korrelat
einer Gegenstandsvorstellung" instead of ‘'substantive'
or "Korrelat einer Merkmalsvorstellung" instead of

'adjective'. There is little harm done; we have just

S e e S e e e A . G iy P A T B S T > D T WD D S T S . o D . D et "D B s T PP - —— —_ S o r_— —— o G

1) W. Wundt, VB8lkerpsychologie I,2, (1900) pp. 329/41
2) German. Roman. Monatsschrift Iv, p. 10.
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to translate psychological terminology back into or-
dinary grammatical language to know where we are.l)

On the other hand in some extreme cases the danger
has not always been avoidéd of drawing linguistics too
deeply into psychology. As a matter of fact, if language |
is to be considered as nothing but the outward mani-
festation of psychical events, the temptation is great
to regard an analysis of the psychical factors of
which language is supposed to be the manifestation as
ﬁhe main task of the linguist. In doing so the linguist

will not only find well established facts he can use

for the explanation of linguistic phenomena, but he

will find psychological theories, hypotheses and pro-
blems he must criticise or solve for himself before

he can use them for his purpose; that is he must become
a psychologist himself, he must perform this very
dangerous act which the Greeks called kd.ta’t/)dc’t.r in' g[AAo
Y{VUJ‘. The result of this is not so much grammar, but

a psychology which chooses language as a starting point;
what ought to be used as & help to explain linguistic |
forms becomes the central problem. This seems to be

the case in the late Professor Ettmayer's ’Analytische

S S Tl S S = . D I T oy S D D S T P B — S G S P T — S S S A WS W S S mp S A S e e A Y e = = ca v

1) J. Haas, Franzdsische Syntax, Halle a.S. 1916.

Kurzgefasste neufranzdsische Syntax, Halle a., S.

1924,
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Syntax der franzdsischen Sprache where we find many

pages of purely psychological discussion without a
single French guotation (vol. II, pp. 728/32; 687/91
etc. ). An extraordinary and difficult book. It may be
called a very profound treatise on linguistic psycho-
lagy rather than a grammar; at least its purely grammat-
ical parts are rather an illustration of psychological
facts.

This'sidestepping into an alien field would have
" been avoided if it had been clear that the investigat-
ion of thzh“;;siological conditions of speech does not
define the c e n t r al task of the linguist inspite
6f its importance as an auxiliary science. As we shall
explain mor%rully in the following chapter it is the
functional point of view which is prevalent in the
linguist's work. By occupying the functional point of
view the linguist will also be able to overcome the
subjectivistic atomism of the psycho~physical method.
In this way we sagll also understand why the linguist
does n o t write two different grammars, that of the
speaker and .that of the listener, but only one which is
respected by both partners in an act of communication.
For the linguist there is pr301sely that normative

—_— - — ey, — —— e,

element in 1anguage which a purely psycho-physiologicsal

— — ey —— —

method tries to eliminate. But all this we shall have

to explain more fully in the next chapter.
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Psychology and ideal cognit-
ional forms. - In the same wayg as it is
difficult to see how a psychological method which
focusses its’attention on the individual speaker or
listener can account for a rm® social norm respected
by both, it is difficult to imagine how that same
psychologylwhich is naturalistic and materialistic in
its tendency,can give a satisfactory account of ideal
objects and ideal-objective relationships, for these
cannot be accounted for in terms of events taking place
in the mind of the individuali In the face of this
difficulty three different attitudes are thinkable:

(2) Either one declares that cognitional acts, objective
and conceptual relations have a psychological side or
are even psychological facts; this leads to an absorpt-
ion of epistémology and logic into psychology. (b) Or
one declares them to be scholastic abstractions without
reality and believes consequently that thought can be
accounted for without troubling about thiqgs such as
concepts and propositions. (¢) Or finally one stresses
the autenticity of epistemologicsl and logical data

and their irreducibility to psychological catepories
and thus takes up an anti-psychologistic attitude. -

All these three different attitudes have been taken
up. It is clear that in practice there is an almost
infinite variety of blending and dosage possible in the

three sciences (psychology, epistemology and logic),
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but it cannot be our task to go into these details.
Moreover the anti-psychologistic attitude cannot be a
subject of this paragraph. We may just remark that it
has been taken up by the phenomenologists whose in-
fluence on a certain group of contemporary linguists
is very marked.l)

But we feel that we have to make it clear what our
attitude is with regard to this question. And there
we should like to point out that it is most important
to see that b ot h thought and repre-
smentation can be regarded as
ide T\§ f orms, and that, if one does regard
theﬁ as such it becomes immediately clear that r e -
presenting and judging have
two entirel y @i fferent ideal
str ﬁ c tures . Physiological psychology,
and Wundt in papticular, was so much concerned with
the genesis &f representations and thought that thewx it
had no eye for ideal structures and their differences.
Representation and thought appeared as more or less
the same thing. The separation of the two realms seems
to us a task of the greatest methodological importance.
In the same way as we shall stress, in the pages to
follow, the normative and social aspect of language,
s0 we shall take into full account the ideal forms

- - - > (i T G S 2 S S S " e e S e et S G D D B W S S SEE U e e T S — - — PO — T e — -

1) One may quote in this connection Ammenn, Porzig,

Weissgerber, Dempe.
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of representing end judging, considering each sccording
to its specific nsture and Im both in their collsboretion

and integration.

Conclusions . - Physiologicel psychology,

which &t first sight seemed so gpt to explein langusge,

reveals itself now as unsuited to account for the noriest-

» Alverts
ive cherecter of language and eéetrsets linguistics from

the central tesik of functional anelysis of signs. In the
domein of thought it feils to do justice to idesl forias.

Both shortowings are due to the naturclistic snd subject-
ivistic attitude of »hysiologicel usychology.
but criticidmn is perneps inclined to underline too

-

heavily the shortcowings of & wmethod, end so it must neve
appeared in our criticiswm of the psychological point of
view that we are bplind to the greal achieveuents of the
psychological method in gramaar. It is thereiore import;
snt to point out thalt we Go believe that the definition
of langusge as & psycho-physicsl event contains en un--
deniesble elensent of truth. For lenguage cen undoubtedly be

considered in the context of natursl science. We hsve
mentioned that this after 21l is =2 'reslistic' attitude,li
the persuit of this line of study wees c¢ulte rightly felt
as an act of liberetion frou scholesticism and he&s brought
much progress in linguistic science., Entirely rnew horirzons
heve opened up. We can now situdy the influence of ewot-
ions, of subjective tastes upou langusge end the express—
ive 'lengusge' of emotion itself. The study of so-ce#lled

'primitive' peoples snd of children can now be supronched

. o o ot s S e e Wy e e o R e g S ey i B e (e i T D (s e o s o e S M St e B R St i ot S s o e G
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zsnd linged up witn vhe study of comaunicstion in snimsl
gocletlies. AT wae szae Tine we sre enricned by phnysioi~
logiezl (or ciiniecsl) psychology, which expleins phero-
aene gach 28 Soiwsle, sltzusering znd other sbmormslivies,
thus revesling the Lews of noruci iinzulistic functiownirg
by studving ite defecte.

Although the definition of lenpusge 8 £ peycho-
physicel event does conteim sn elesent of truta, it ie
certsinly not tae whole Truth. Lengusse cecn well be
epprosched fron & different point of view, snd we zre
convinced thst .fhe linguiet is not only entitled but ~iso
mde - sn obligetion to fix aie point of view o u t ¢ 1 de
neturel sc¢lencece sud therelfore coutelde unyeiod
logiesl psycholozy. This does mot wmesn thet ae cem dis-
regerd ustursl science, sut 11 does mesn fthet the centire
of his interest Ie elseuhere. - Anl tae sfeme thing holds

good auitetis amutendis for the science of thought, It

scems lugortent o recogrize the idesl Torws of Lokcwwmy
thought end represen tstion; =l-
thougn azere too is & paysiologiezl side to 1t vhlien
showld ey L0 WEeINs D& OVErLlovsed.”

T seess o us thst @mly'hy el@borating sn aﬁﬁ@n@m~
ous linguistic poimt of viev znd by the recognition of
the idesl meture of thwoughit snd representstion shsll
we be eble to esteblish & firm beeis for & setisfretory
%hﬁ@fg of § znd F smd of whuelr luportenee For orane G-

iesl snzlysic.
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end linked up with the study of communicstion in snimel I

societies. At the saume time we sre enriched by physioi-

1%

logical (or clinical) psychology, which expleins oheno-

mena such as gphesia, steaunuering snd other sbrnormslities,

-
3.
Py

thus revesling the laws of normel linguistic functioning

by studying its defects.
& . . . . - 5
Although the definition of lengusge as o peycho-
physicel event does contzin aen element of truth, it is

certeinly not the whole truth. Lenguege cen well be

approached from a different point of view, end we

3%
)

re

convinced thet uvnhe linguist is not only entitled but ¢lso

[

unde:+ an obligation to fix his point of view o u t & 1 de

natural scilence end therefore outside physio-

-logical psychology. This does not meen thet he can Gis-

regard netural science, but it does mean that the centre
of his interest is elsewhere. - And the seme thing holds

good mutsatis mutendis for the science of thought. It

Séems iwportant to recognize the ideal forms of IxEXDXUX
thought and representation; al-
though hnere too is & ohysiological side to 1t vhicn
should bey no ieens be overlooxed.

It seems to us that only by elgborating ean autonon-
ous.linguistic point of view and by the recogunition of
the ideal nature of thought snd representetion snsll
we be able to establish a farm basis for & setisfactory
fheory of 8 and P and of thelr importence for greounst-

icel snalysis.



Part I

Chapter (3) .

The linguistic point of view.




The 1lingunistic point of vie w.e
In stating the linguist's point of view we cannot simp-
ly rely on theoreti€al pronouncements of leading lingu~
ists; because it has happened time and again that the

has
linguist who(reflected on the methodological implic-

‘ hed

ations of his work, that is when heAconverted himself
rf

into a philosopher, has H;ed to state his case in the

light of some philosophical system which did not quite

do Jjustice to his work.l) This has raised a certain

‘amount of scepticism among the workers in the field

" ageinst the introduction of ‘philosophical spefulstions'

haye
into linguistics. Some scholarsAeven tried to take up

a consciously anti-philosophiczl attitude, becasuse they
realized that the linguist was at his best when he was

guided by nothing but his expert common sense. But such

“an attitude can surely not be maintained the moment one

tries to see an individual fact or an individusl observ-
ation in a wider perspective, the moment one is no
longer satisfied with a mere connaisseurship and tries
to rise to the level of coordinated knowledge. An anti-

philosophical attitude leads to a sort of wild, uncon-

1) Such influential systems have been those of Kant,

Wundt, Croce, Meinong, Husserl, Behaviourism znd

others.
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trolled philosophy instead of one whichpaby reflection

upon its principles(is disciplined

'
'.

;) it leeds further-
more to a sort of voluntary renunciation of enquiry
into problems which remain in existence in spite of

the positivistic ostrich policy, and their neglect

mast heve sooner or late¥T; bad effect upon the special-
ist's work for the sake of whose protection this anti-

philosophical attitude had been taken up. There is

no escape from the truth clearly stated by Hermann

Paul that the plainest linguistic fact 1) cannot be statei

the
ed without implicating ohllosophy. But of course,Aonly

ﬂ&tfue-&'philosophlcal attitude is meefu¥ which leaves things

éinfuistics
in their proper place, which, instead of drawingklm—

patiently and arrogantly Iinguistis into its orbit,
from outside as it were, has enough patience:i; step
B&eey inside linguistifs and to learn as much as poss-
ible from the expert before the construction of philo-
sophical theories, and the more thourouohlngejaég;:%ﬂ

the better. ‘

1
The linguistic fact. - Both the }

technical procedure and the limitations of a scientific

1) It is true that Paul says (Prinzipien, p. 5) 'hist- |

orical' facts; but there is no doubt that for hinm
linguistic facts a r e historicel facts. Crf. also \

Schuchardt's word gquoted as motto of this essay.
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method are determined by the properties of the object
the particular science undertakes to study. In this
essay, which deals with methodological guestions it is
therefore of paramount importance to find a correct
answer to the guestion: With what sort of facts has
the linguistfto deal? Or: What constitutes the linguistic
fact?

In 8 broad sense we may say that we consider as
language anything which functions as an ins tr u-
‘ment of communication . What do we
understand by this? - Communication is a purposeful act
by which something is conveyed by an'individual to a
social partner who partakes in this act by his willing-
ness snd his ability to understand what it is the other

wisheg to convey to him. Whatever else may be conveyed
1)

by that purposeful act§§of communication we are sure

that it is a purposeful act only in so far as by it |
is conveyed some me aning fJ This however is not
done directly, but with the helo of an instrument, the
linguistc 81gmn, which passes as it were
from one partner to the other. It is a go-between which
fulfills this function of conveying meaning by repres-
enting it. This it can only do if it has the same re-
1) We are thinking of impressions such as symoathy,

intelligence etc.

2) 'To have meaning' is the minimum criterion of the

linguistic sign.
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presentative value for both partners in an act of
communication. From this can be seen that it is the i
meaningful sign which can be produced ('signalled')atvﬁ%LL

and understood by various members of a comnmunity which

——— —— —_— e — | — —

is the object of linguistic science.

—— e e

—

It is worth insisting on the fact that language is
en eminently s o ¢ 1 & 1 phenomenon. This point cannot

be stressed too much. Linguistic theory has for too

long given too much consideration to what happens in

the spesker instead of observing whet happens between
speaker and listener. And even to-day B. Croce's philo-
sophy with its.identification of language with any form
of expression, whether used for communication or not,
hes many followers.l) It is the merit of the so-called
'FPrench School' (Saussure, Meillet)g) to have given
prominence to the sociological conception of langusage.
Indeed, the functioning of langusge cannot be understood
without taking into account the interpreter who lipiér-
ally colleborates with the speaker in &n act of communic—i
ation. As far as our theory is concerned we shall find
that ultimetely the distinction of 'language' and
_!thought' is one between a socklly accepted and so-

cially fashioned symbolism and an ideal symbolism. $he.

Dt . - . ——— G g S T d— T S - — — - Ty S W T ey P P B . G S i S o W T . T S S G —

1) In the so-czlled 'Idealistic School'. Cf. I. Iorden

and J. Orr, An Introduction to Romence Linguistics,

London 1937, Chap. <. j

2) I. Iordan and J. Orr, loc. cit., Chap. 4. |
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This distinction is one of the cornerstones of the argu-
ment presented in this iuvestigation})For this reason
it is so important to insist on the sociological con-

ception of language.

The identéty of the linguilst-
icx sign. - Language, then, is a soclally con-
ditioned symbolism. Whatever emvirical differences the
production of signs mey cause in their physical structure,
they must be recognizable as identical by both partners
of an sct of communication whenever they are used. They
must have the relative stability of a social institution.
This is an interesting and important point. We see

cuite clearly that linguistic signs are treeasted as re-

latively steble entities; in identifying them one abstracts

empirical variations resulting from individual usage.

A sign is recognized 'as the same' whenever it fulfills
the same function for different members of a lingu istic
community and not because of ites empirical identity.
Empirically there are not two identical signs; the 'same'
sound for instance, even if repeated by the same person,
is empirically differnet each time it is uttered. But
tﬁese empiricaldy differences are overlooked as long as
the sign fulfills the same function. In this the linguist

Social wsa

’——'—’_ C
follows\faithfully% W%enever he considers languege as
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1) Cf. Part I, Chap. 6.
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a sociel institution he neglects empirical differences
and concentrates on functional eguivalencg. Since the
values of signs are soclially accepted they oppose a
certain resistance to individual attempts to change

~8
these values. Linguistic signs have thereforeﬂnormative

— — ——

valued as far as the individuel is concerned. One could
say that the normative character ofnlinguistic signs

is the same thing as their soclal character consicered
from a2 diffe:rent angle. Since the identity of the socigl
function of a sign is so allimportent for its identific-
eation it is clear that the func tional point

of view 1is the one which interests the linguist

most.

The identity of meaning. - Now
signs are only vehicles for meanings, end in the same
wé& as signs must be the 'same' for both partners‘of
speech, meanings must also be the 'same' for them. That
is to say, signs must refer to things-meant which are
icdentical for all who understand the sigms correctly,
i.e. following = socially accepted norm. Pending'a
more detziled elucidation of 'meaning' in a later chapt-
erl) we may »oint out here already thai meaning has to be
assessed in terms other thagn those of subjectivistic

psychology, because the psychological processes in both

speaker and hearer are different and in principle non~

T e s e B s e e e ey e e S G S s o o - - —— — . — . - — — —
-— o ——— " — o — — —————— ———

1) Part I, Chap. 5.
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identical, whereas it is & condition for the proper

functioning of a sign that its meaning should be identic-

al for both partners of an act of communication. The
identity of meening can ohly be derived from the ident-
ity of the goél in any process of sign-interpretetion,
whatever 1its physiological nature may be, and thét
goal must be conceived as lying somewhere o u t s i d e
both speaker and listener, or sender and receiver: The
identity of meaning is to be based on the identity of

the thing-meant.

Language and speech. - We have
now arrived at a conception of signs and meanings as
something speaker and listener have in coﬁmon, in spite
of recogﬁizing the reality of individual diffe:rences: It
is this conception which enables the iinguist to detach
'language' to a high degree from speaker and listener
and consider it as a metaxy both have in cormon. By so
doing the linguistg EEEE\EE§9 'language' off to a certain ;
extent from the actual act of 'speech!. It is only by
taking this into account that we understand, how the
linguist errives at the dicovery of objects called 'the
English (French, Spanish; Germen etc.) language' as a
potential possession of linguistic groups.

The isolation of language in the tfunctional sense
from concrete individual acts of 'speech' is possible

only to a certain degree, admittedly =2 high degree, but
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not completely. Linguistic form and particularly its
changes in acts of speech cannot be explained without
reé}ring\to the physiological and psychological con-
ditions underlying them. Therefore phonematics, for
instance, & purely functional branch of linguistics,
needs as an auxiliary science phonetics conceived as a
natural science. And Punctional semantics nedls as an
auxiliary science psychology to explain such things
as analogy, contamination etc., But it rmaat be clear,
that the main interest of the linguist does not lie
there, that such natural sciences are for linguistics

auxiliary sciences.

'Sign' and meaning' versus

'Language' and '"though t'. - We are now
able to see in a general way, what this normative and
sociological»conception of language Eééke like which we
forecast in our criticism of the psychological point of
view.l) The interesting feature of this conception is
that it seems to be quite complete without the introduct-
ion of 'thought'. As a §matter of fact the classical
opposition between 'language’ and 'thought' seems to be
replaced in a purely linguistic context by that between
'sign' and 'meaning': linguistics presents itself as
an autonomous science, not dependent on the sciences
of the mind. Should it be possible to exclude 'thought'

entirely from linguistic theory, then indeed the question

S D e S S S A S S S S e S S S D T s St S WD e iy S My W e S g S s YO G T S P S Wt iy " S — v — Y T S T o S sn S

1) See =bove, b». 38,
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. of 8 and P will be prejudged already. For they are logic-

‘gl terms, and if we exclude 'thought' from linguistics,

the ideal laws of thought and its ideal forms Koy no
longer interest the linguist. The answer to this can
only be given at a later stage of our diescussion, after
a further elucidation of the terms 'sign' and ‘'meaning'
in the next chapters. We leave therefore this cuestion
open for the time being and first complete our account
of the linguistic point of view as diff'erent from that

of the sciences of the mind.

The function of language.-1t

'will be clear by now that linguistics is in the first

place a functional science. But the one function of the
sign we have mentioned so far was that of conveying mean-
ing. Ve have tﬁ?efore considered only the so-called i n -

formative function of language. But linguistic

. theory has always recognized a plurality of linguistic

' functions. Beside an informative function language is

often held to have an e mo t i v € function.l) Nothing

else is meant by the statement that language is the ex-

. pression of thought(corresponding to 'informative' funct-

ion) and feelings (corresponding to 'emotive' function).

Whatxxeensxgerizinyxhawe¥gxy For reasons just stated, we

' should like to avoid this formulation, just be€ause it

‘introduces the awkward term 'thought' which prejudges

[ —— S v S s e et S s B T s e, T ey T T G W B T o e P s W Gt S T — — T ——— — — — " S . A T S S — s S _ -
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1) See sbove, p. 25.
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a dependence of language on cognition, a point we should
like to reserve for a later discussion. What seems cert-
ain, however, is that the purely informative fuTnction
of language is not the only one; besides an intellectual
side language offerés also enother aspect which has

peen called ‘emotive' (or ‘emttional'). But as we had

a methodologiéal interest in excluding 'thought'_from
linguistic theory beczuse it inmlies.quite unneeessarily
too much epistemology and logic, so we should like to
avoid the term 'emotion' or 'feelings' for the reason
that they imply too much physiological psychology. This
is not merely a guestion of words. Behind them lie con-
ceptions of things which are faulty and inadequate.
These conceptions are partly the result, partly the
sponsors of a linguistic theory which ultimately dissolv-
es itsedf p;é;-‘;s%i; into epistemologicsl logic end
physiological psychology. They must be correéted end
overcome in a properly designed linguistic theory. Yet,
as so often, even in this unsatisfactory formulation is
hidden an element of truth which we shell try to elucid-

ate.

Let us begin with an analysis of the reality which lies‘

behind the so-called informative function of language.
By this, I think, we have to understand the fact, that

linguistic symbolism tells us something about an ob-

I

i
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jective world, that it refers in an act of speech to
a certain thing-meant which thus defined the mesning

of the sign.l) But langusasge does this in a peculiar way:
inits entirety

the thing—mean§ is never represented jim by the linguist-

ic sign.%n—§£e~en$é¥e%y;with all the objective factors
/"

which may be discovered in it.

It is with lenguage as with the visual arts. A pict-

ure of a landscape‘for idstance,gives prominence to
certain features and neglects others; it fan stress

the outline of things &nd neglect atmosphére or vice
versa, it brings ot certain colours and mitigates
others, it gives mainly a foreground interpretation or
shows greater interest in the depth of perspective,

In short, it gives ard extract from reality, not reality
in its entirety. This%bnly one exaﬁple of the principle

termed by K. Blihler Prinzip der sbstraktiven Relevangz,

which applies to eny sort of symbolism.z) As in the

1) We have to snticipate here something which will be
stated more fully én Chap. 5. |

2) As a mon-psychologist I was surprised to find that
such a principle was formulated only so recently. I

cannot see in it anything but an instance of the

general truth that all symbolism is selective, includ-

ing that of our senses, since ear, eye, nose etc. z2ct

always as filtnies of sensuous material. This knowledge

must be as old ss psychology itself.-Cf. K. Blihler,

|
Sgpaehtheonief ik p. X, i
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domain of art it operates s2lso in that of cognition, as
we shall éee, and it applies also to language. Language
too refers only to a selection of objective features
cénstituting the thing-meant, and this is easily ex-
plained. Not only is our mind incapeble of getting iq—
terested in too many features at once, it also refuses
guite voluntarily to consider those features which are
-of no importance for the purgbse at hand. In this sense
symbolization is already the
first step in interpretation.
We understand therefore that prominence is given to
those objective features we are interested in when we
speak, while othérs are merely inplied. So we may Ais—
tinguish between e x posed and implied
objective features in the linguistic representation of
the thing—meaﬁt.

Exposed + implied objective features constituée the
accepted thing-meant. But we must add that the
r e 81 thing-meant may have furthermore cértain feat-
ures qhiiéh are neither expésed‘nor implied, of which
we have no knowledge at all, but which nevertheless are
there(aé potential features which may enrich
the accepted thing-meant at a more advanced stage of
knowledge.:

It is due to the fact that linguistic representation

exposes only an extract of the total meaning that we not
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only know what is meant, but can learn implicit§1y some-
thing about the speaker's point of view, his personal
interest, the attitude he is taking up with regard to
the thing-meflgt and also, perhaps, with regard to the
listener. For any selection of representative features
is determined by the point$ of view off;ho selects them.

By paying attention to the personal and individual

point of view from which representative features have

been selected, we not only understand what is meflgt by
the rpeaker but we understand the speaker himself. As
a matter of fact, thé better we are able to identify
ourselves with the speaker's point of view, the better
can we interpret the meaning of his utterence, or of

7n the way the J,#ui'ue

"‘ 3:’:;:”: f“;;;;"‘(‘/ the symbols he uses.(So we may say that our interpret-
" (3
he conditiyne o :
G,msoh‘,“”‘nwét'atlon travels all the time in two oop031t1e directions: g

- Away from the speaker towards the thing-meant, and back |
towards the speaker, to grasp and occupy his point of
view. The first masy therefore be called o Db jective
or centrifu g a 1 interpretation, the second ;
subjective or é entripetal inter- f
pretation. It is clear that both go hand in hand, that
they are two complementary sides of the one process of |

understanding. We will never be able to understand the

word patient'unless we can identify oursedves with the

point of view of the doctor, the meaning of boss remzins
2 dead letter to us, as long as we cannot appreciate

the ppint of vi@ of an employee. We must be at home in
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certain spheres determined by certain human asctions and
reactions, certain aspirations, evaluations and feelings
in order to understand such terms; and if we do, these
terms seem to carry with them & certasin personal atmos
sphere.

All words are somehow individuslly coloured. There
are words that sm€ll of the farmyard, others reflect
the ﬁéleness of thought. The lesast colourfull ones are

those of the most general use such 2s go, be, left, way,

under etc. etc. DBut this very indifference determines

a subjective value.-What anplies to words holds also
good for sentences, with the difference that xh;;g?the
material meaning is &t leaét as important and revealing
ze the formzl meaning, whereas in sentences it is the
formal structure which 'gives the speaker away' . Between
a Ciceronian period snd & short ejaculstion wé:giwhole
scale of subjective values.

Whenever our ints=rpretation goes in the direction
of the thing-meant and is centrifugal ;we get to under-
stand 'what is meant' by s particular expressions This
is therefore the foundation of 'meaning'. What we under-
sfand wheng¢ our interpretation folibws the opposite,
centripetal, direction is not 'mesning' in the technical
sense but 'physiognonic significance'. We mzy therefore

also speak of an objective interpretation of signs
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whose aim is elucidation of their meaning and a subject-
ive interpreiation which aims at the understanding of
the physiognomic significance. This appears to us the
reality behind the distinction between infRomative and
emotive language. Looking in the centrifugal direé€tion
signs seem to d e n o t e things-meant, looking id#he
centripetal direction they seem to e x pre s s a
world of attitudes and feelings. It should be noted, howe

ever, that even the expressive values of linguistic

-signs are of a s ociological nature and

should not be confused with the expressiveness of
natural symptoms such as blushing, stammering,
involuntary mimic reactiorns which are of a physiological
character. To confuse both would amount to confusing
linguistic signs and symptoms; we shall have to guard
ourselves against this.l) Because even these expressive
values of linguistic utterances have a well-known
curfency in a given éocial group, the outsider or foreign-
er who would know all the objective meanings of the
expressions of a given language 1223%% to slip ég}'in
the correct handling of expressive linguistic values:

his grammar may be correct, but his style is faulty.

— —————————— T Y T W " N S G W - - T G — — T — W — G So S A —

1) See next chapter.
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The question arises whether we are justified in face
of this distinction between 'meaning' and 'physiognomic
significance' to. talk of two functions of language as
has been done. To this we should like to answer in the.
following way: It seems essential from a functional point
of view that signs should have a meaning. 'Sign' and
‘meaning' are complementary terms, one cannot be thought
of without the other. It is quite different with physio-
gnomic significance. This is nothing specifically lingu-
istic but applies to all human activities. The way we
sleep, we eat, we sit down, has a physiognomic signific-
ance, and I may infer from the way a girl walks in the
street that she is a Girl-Guide! I should like to infer
from this that the expressiveness of signs is a f a c t-
u a 1 characterization, whereas their meaningfulness

characterizes the func tional side of language.

i
And so with the other activities: the exprecssiveness J
of walking isa fact, whereas the funection ;
of walking is to cover a certain distance by the ;
appropriate movements of our legs, etc. etc. This f
does not preclude, of course, the enormous importance

of the expreséiveness of signs for the understanding j
of linguistic behavioug and even for thé understanding j
of the 'deeper significance' of d¢bjective meaning f
itself as we have seen. But we do think it misleading |

to call the fact that linguistic signs have a physio-
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gnomic significance a sécond function of language and label
it as emotive function.

To characterize an instrument - and language is an
instrument of communication - by o n e function only
has a great advantage, for it allows us to recognize it in
any empirical disguisex Whenever we see this function
fullfilled without having to trouble about possible other
functions. It is easy to identify a chair as a 'table' once
it fullfills the functionm of a table., In the same way
we can discover % language wheﬁgege find meaningful signs,
whereas we should be at a loss to find a criterion of
language in signs of physiogégz significance; linguistic
symbols would not be distinguishable from natural symptoms.

Having said this it is almost superfluous to enter into
polemics regarding a third, £ a fourth ete. function of
language. As is well known Blhler thinks that besides an
informative and an expressive 'function', there is thirdly
a 'function' which he calls AQpell.l) To my mind this re-
fers to nothing but the social conditions in which signs
work. Very indispensable conditions indeed, but hardly a
'funetion'; this 'Appell-function' is already smplied in
the definition of language as an instrument of communic-
ation. In order to function linguistic utterances must be
received by a listener, But this in itself is as little a
function of sigﬁs as for instance their audibility in
spoken language.

i e S s S o > o T s o D S e o o S > S B B T — T Sy S S e S i P G T . 2 T W . e T S o

l) 8 rachtheorie, pp. 28 ff. 8y 'APce?-f’uncﬁﬂ'l'B.Mcanl ‘vocative’

funct“un .
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Xxxxxx Blhler sees in pet-words and in verbal abuse
a display of the so-called expressive and the Appell
'functions'. But if a student could move a market-woman
to tears by insulting her‘with the names of Greek letters

(Sie Alpha, Sie Betalete.), he could succeed in this be-

cause the good woman supplied graﬁ%?usly the most awful
meanings to the strange terms she herd. It is precisely
because these words had for her an informative function
that the effect of tears was produced., - 1)

The distinction between objective meaning and physio-
gnomic significance is an important one and‘is not invalid-
ated by the fact that is is by no means always eaéy to
determine what is mengt and what is only expressed or
revealed, A shout Help! has the objective meaning 'I want
help!', whereas its physiognomic significance may be
circumscribed by saying 'I am in great distress', but this
~seems problematical., It may quite well be that whoever
shouts Help! wants also to imply 'I am in distress' and
in that casé 'I am in distress' for8y part of the objective
meaning of the expression. Another doubt may perhaps con—v
cern the modality of verbs. In the Spanish sentence Le daré
la llave cuando venga, the subjunctive of vengs seems to
reveal uncertainty on the part of the speaker, who hesit-
ates to present the action as definite or real. But I
think rather that the subjunctive does not 'reveal' that

uncertainty, but 'denotes it, and that frog the point of

1) Sprachtheorie, p. 32.
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view of the linguist both the action and the doubts con-
cerning its definiteness or reality form one objective
whole.l) We sometimes observe how certain features in the
empirical make-up of a sign have to begin with only
physiognomic'éignificance but no functional meaning, but
that they bpecome meaningful in the functiopal sense later on.
That certain speech-melody meaning now 'guestion' has
probably once been a significant symptom of getting stuck
before the indended sentence was finished.z) And there

may have been a time when it wes difficult to decide whether
that speech-melody was merely significant or already mean-
ingfull But the admission of border~line cases should not
lead to = g%hodological confusion or to an attempt at in-
validating an important methodological distinction.

The impbrtance of centripetal interpretation for spoken
language is paramount sinee the most diverse points of view
may be revealed through a linguistic medium, which makes
language so apt as a medium for art. It is less great in
technical'lénguages such as that of the mathematical scienc-

es or symbolic logic. But even thosey far from being a

——— — e —— — ——— ———_—— - =Y — S — - T D . S S s W D Sy S B > S e o W e — S —— — 15 i S S

1) Cf. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen II, p. 78:

"Ausdrlicke k¥nnen ebensowohl wie auf andere Gegenstfnde,
aﬁch auf die gegenwirtigen psychischen Erlebnisse des sich

Kussernden Beziehung haben." Cf also here . 188
2) Cf. pp. 199 £.
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coﬁpletely objective symbolism reveal a subjective point
of view, only it is fixed once and for all in contrast to

'living' speech.

Grammar and stylistcs .- On the
distinction between centrifugal and centripetal interpret-
ation is built that between s e m a n tic s (including
grammar)and stylisgics . It follows from
this that bothéd thes@tlinguistic'disciplines are complement-
ary to each other and treat the same materigl from different
angles.

Stylistics studies, as we said, the physiognomyﬁ of
linguistic expressions, that is the mental and moral make-
up of the users of creators of the linguistic instrument,

remAvk

it searches for man behind language. Buffon's famous word

le styke est 1'homme méme is quoted so often, because it

expresses the essence and nature of style in such a very

concise and brillant wa&. Only it must be clear that 'man"
here is taken in his most personal aspect as different from
thefgeneric aspect; homme in Buffon's sentence is equival-

ent with 'personality'. It must also be clear that 'per-

sonality' is not only to be found in the isolated individual,

but alsovin social groups. Whoever denies the reality of
'the' Englishman, 'the' Frenchman, 'the' German etc. is

like the man who could not see the wood because of the

i
|

‘i
|
|

{

trees. In the sense of linguistic physiognomy the conception

of a Vdlkerpsychologie is completely legitimate.
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vIt may perhaps be useful to show in just one concrete
example how centrifugal or grammatical and centripetal |
or stylistic interpretation work together. “‘he grammar-
ian will say thet in a gen%al way French je ferai,

English I shall do and German Ich werde tun denote|all

the same 'thing-meant', namely future, first person, in-
dicative. As far as they do the form of one language can
be translated into the corresponding form of any of the
other two 1ahguages. But the three expressionsydiffer
injgrominence they chose to give to certain aspects of
_ the thing-meant: the Firench future tense reflects a per-
fective, the German a durative verbal aspect, and the
corresponding English tense is modal.'At this point
stylistic interpretation comes in and finds that the statd
ic, = definite,view of ﬁhe French form is typical of a %
certain logical mentality, aiming at precise’distinctions!
and definitions, that the German fbrma reflects the in-
definite Germangc dynamism, whé¢,is to its Latin neigh-
pours such a disqguieting trait in. the qétonic character,

and finally(the English future iense with its alterations

1 shall, you will etc. reflects all the politeness and

diplomacy based on merality so characteristic of the

English. - We see from this example of the collaboration
{
between grammar and stylistics, how the latter gives |

sometimes the raison d'8tre of the forms analysed by

v

the grammatical method end is therefore an indispensable
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completion of purely semantic analysis. But it should not
be forgotten ,that grammar and n o t stylistics defines
the central interest of the linguist. For linguistics is
a functional science and grammatical interpretation is
identical with functional interpretation} whereas stylist-

ical interpretation is not.

Linguistics and the scienc é S
of the mind. - Looking backwards to éur previous
discussion it is not difficukt to discover hxxégzm sement-
ic or centrifugal analysis a linguisitc analogon to epist-
emological logic and in stYlistic or centripetal aqgglysis

the linguistic counterpart to psychology. In fact, centri-
fugal analysis tends towards the thing-meant and is there-
fore objective analysis, wheress centripetal analysis
aims at subjective qualities. Likewise, epistemological
logic is the science of the.objective forms of cognition,
whereas psychology looks at the subjective side of psycho-
physical events. This may explain, in part at least, the
methodological shortcomings of the past. Logistic grammar

had well grasped the Kagx truth that linguistic meaning is

objective mesning. But it fell short when it identified

socially accepted symbolism with ideal symbolism. It is
a misteke easily to be explained, for both symbolisms stend

for the same objective values.,
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Once the individuslity of socially accepted zymBmXizm
systems of signs was discovered in Humboldt's 'inner form',
linguistic physiognomy came to the fore under the garb

of Steinthals V8lkerpsychologie. This,however, should have

remained more of an art than a science. It needs all the
tact and all the courage of highly synthetic, that is non-
atomistic work. But there is of course no resson to deny
to this art the name mR 'psychology'. It was however an

" almost unavoideble tribute to the spirit of a 'scicntifie!
age, that that psychological art should take a more and
more analytical,'atomistic and 'scientific' turn. In con-
sequence of this the linguist's attention was somehow dis-
tracted from its proper centre towards the empirical,
physiological side of language. Since somehow everything
is connected with everything else, this side-stepping

into a natural science %ggiégljﬁg%heuiwyieldzlg useful

knowledge to the linguist. Thej haziness of the very term

A
'psychology’ wich was found lying somewhere between physio-

logy and physiognomt@ was a stimulus to sharpen more and
more the 1o§e for analytical deteils and this led auto-
matically to a sharper formulation of linguiétic individ-
uality and to stylistics and back to the very centre of
linguistics on a much more advanced level.

To-day it is again relatively easy to see that our
centripetal significence reveals attitudes to be assesced
in terms of practical needs, aesthetic feelings, moral re-
actions, temperamentﬂfharactmristicsoften not so much of

. . . - a‘
the igsolated individual, suis of groups, be it regional,
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professional or national groups, In order to understand
them, we need more urgently a study of historical con-
ditions, of traditions and milieus tham tthed of nerve-
fibgrs and centres in the brain. The linguistic. subject
is not only the individual speaker, althoulh it is he too -
but rather all those who stand behind him and have helped
to shape the symbols he is using, that is, great lingu-
istic groups.

I should like to point out in é clear way the differen-
ce between logic and psychology on the one hand and lingu-
istics and the other moral scginces on the other hand by
saying that the former consider 'man: as a cre é tvi
io n; the latter as ¢ r e a t o r . The former.are in-

terested in the s pecies 'man', the latter in
’m an as a' personality . Hence the fact that
the idesl laws of logic and the empirical laws of psychos
logy claim universsl value, whereas norms of grarmar or
stylistic values belong to certain historical epochs, to
certain group-personalities and often to limited space.

By establishing these differences we find also the
connection between them two points of view: we belong to
a species and-hafe personality. The latter would not be

there without the former, and the linguist who wouldé 7
/

kn@w nothing about the generic aspect of man would be
ill-prepared for his job. And this we may say with re-
gard to the methodological shortcomings of the past, If
the partisl confusion of grammar with logic and that of

stylistics with psychology was a mistake, at lesst it
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}t wastan intelligent one, because the problem of the
polarity object - subject is the same here as there.

6 onclusions. - We have tried to establish
the outline of a linguistic theory from which the terms
'thought' and ‘feelings' were excluded end which does
not,therefore, borrow anything from the sciences of the
mind. It appears therefore that a purely grammatical
method will be able to dispense with an S - P analﬁsis,
all the mbre since there is evidently no parallelism
‘between the socielly accepted symbolism of language and
the ideal symbolism of epistemological logic. We have
insisted on the fact, which we shall e%i¥¥ elzborate in
due course, that the meaning of linguistic signs is ultim-
ately to be défined in terms of'thing-meant' and not in
terms of 'concepts' and 'judgments'. But since both the
llinguistic symbolism and the ideel symbolism of thought
may refer to the same thing-meant we may still find that
both become somehow entangled, particularly should it

' become clear that we cannot speak without thinking at the
same time, a point we shall have to discuss. Although

there is no a priori reason to expect that thought-symbol-

ism should be reflected in linguistic formulations, it is
in practice still possible that they may not be indepen~
dent under all circumstances.

But what is that ideal epistemological symbolism we

are EBHEH¥EE ebout o we pave pointed.out that the
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'psycho~-physical event' theory confused the realms of
thought and representation. This is another question we
have to clear up. But that is still a distent task. Our
immediate concern has to be whether or not we can dis-
cover a vpoint where 'thought' has to be drawn into xhk=
linguistic methodology, and fop that reason we shall have
to continue the discussion of ‘'sign' end 'meening' which,

in their social setting, constitute the linguistic fact.




(]

Part I
Chapter (4)

The 1i'ng'u'is,tibc sign.
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@general problems. - In a generslly
accepted sense we may céll 'sign' anything a%@ssiCIe to'
our senses which 'stands for', 'represents' or 'has' a
certain mesning. As it stands this definition is of little
use to the linguist. On the one hend it is too wide; it
6355;€E€Hag7ggziggfiy much more than is compatible with
the sociological conception of the sign as an instrument
of communication. The linguist is not o much interested
in the sign in general as in the socially éccepted or con-
ventional sign, although he has to know something about
the sign in the wider sense in order to understand well
the positive characteristics of the lihguistic sign; for
thet reason it is also important to know, what the lingu-
istic sign is not. That is why we shall do well to approach
the problem of the conventional sign by wey of contrast-
ing it with other possible conceptions of the sign.

Bﬁt if the general definition is in a sense too wide
for our purpose, it is on the other hand also too narrow.
For besides anf o u t e r form which is accessible to our
senses the iinguist knows also an inn e r , purely
mental symbolic form. But again, the problem of inner
form cannot be detached from that of outer form, so that
indeed an outline of a complete theory of the linguistic

sign becomes necessary.

\

Symp toms . - S0 we must review the different
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phenomena, which have been or could be called 'signs' and
investigate their properties, -~ Thefe we find first of all
one class of signs, which are not linguistic signs at all,
“although the term 'language' has been extended to them.

It is true, phis term is used here only in a metaphoricsal
sense. Still, it is easy to forget this and then the danger
arises of confusing the second-hand, derived,notion with
the real thing.

When the appearance wgﬁb swallows in North-European
countries is taken as a éign of spring, whenlthe rings
visible on a vertical section of a tree frunk 'tell' us
the number of years of the tree's life, we may well be
tempted to speak of a 'language of things'. Do we not have
here signs which have a hidden significance or meanipg?
This is certainly so, there is also tﬁe interpretgr, able
fo understand that meaning, but there is no demonstrator
or sender, the sign is not ‘'addressed' to anybody, snd
therefore this class of sign is not linguistic. Signs in
this sense are s ymp t om s . llow we can easily imagine
that a pious man such &s Columbus, when he concluded from
the presence of floating logs that land i® was near, may
“have imagined that God had placed those logs in the way
of his ships in order to give him a 'sign'.. In this

case the logs are for Columbus not merely symptoms but

real linguistic signs. It is by such a metaphysicsl

substitution of a devine demonstrator thst one comes to

s e

speak of a 'language of things'. It ought to be clear,



- If we now wish to characterize the linguistic sign in

-that a tremendous problem is implied in the term '1ingu—
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however, that éuch a metaphysical expression has no place
in scientific discourse.l)

A symptom may be deséribed asanatural (auto-
matic, blind) phenomenon related by laws of nature to -
another natural phenomenon, which defines for zn internpret-
er the meaning of the symptom. A certain greenness of grass
may be regarded as a symptom of the fertility of the
ground. The outline of a humen figure at the far end of
the street may be interpreted as 'my friend X.' and thus
also be called = symptom; There is no doubt that all auto-
matic and reflexive mogivements of animals and men alike
must be assessed as symptoms. Of specizl interest are
here those phenomena which have some physiognomic signif-
icance such &s blushing, turning pale, stammering anc so

on; they are symptoms of intensity of certain affections.
Symptoms and linguistic s1i1gns.

opposition to the symptom we become aware of the fart
istic sign', which we have not considered so far. It is |

the problem of freedom. Indeed, if we consider any sign

e e s S e e o S e e e e e P e o S S S e S S S T e S S T o Y ! o G o S s T i W S P S S G0 G e G S e S i S . S

1) Professor Campbell reminds me that Berkley's interpret- |

ation of the 'causal order of things' as a 'divine langu-
' I
il

age of signs' provides an exact parsllel to the belief ﬁ

|
i

imputed by us to Columbus.
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as an_automatic reflex fo a stimulus, then it would only
be a symptom, it would be part of an inescapable, causafl
wtiensd nexus; it is only when we grant to the sender

a minimum of free&f%g communicate or not to comaunicete,
tha£ is, a minimum of freedom to break that csusal nexus,
that we can sﬁeak of & linguistic sign. In this sense we
might say the symptom is an involuntary, the linguistic
sign a vbluntary, sign. Iﬁdeed the problem of freedom is
already hidden in that property of the ¥inguistic sign

of being 'addressed' to a partner. If it were not voluntary
it would hardly have this specific direction towards a
présent partner, it would simply be there; whether it
would'be picked up by an interpreter or not, would be a
mere coincidence. The famous question whether animals
posséss 'language' or not will be answered negatively if

we consider animels with Descartes as mere automata. The
condition for a positive answer lies precisely in the
granting to animals & minimun of- freedom. If we assess ]
all the 'signalling' and 2ll the 'interpretation' of anim-
als as ZR automatic responses to certain étimuli, then
their apparent linguistic behaviour is undistinguishable
from other natural events: the bee's transmitting a
message to her fellOtheés concerning the presence of

pollen in a certain place, the male chamois' warning the i

herd of an approaching enemy, the old stork teaching his
youngsters how to fly,would belong to the same class ofe i

events as the rushing of watcer down the slopes or the
tree's bursting into blossoms in spring.
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'But, and this is perhaps exen more important, freedom
of will may also be denied to human beings. A linguistic
theory on 2 thq@roughly4£;zgzggiiefbasishas been elaborat-
ed by behaviourists. For the behaviourist school a sign is
a natursl phenomenon or thing acting as a stimulus on the
'‘interpreter', where it provokes automstically a certain
response manifesting itself in a correshonding behavious.
To understend the sign is therefore identical with en
automaticy adaptation to the fact that a given situation
has been zltered by a phenomenon called 'sign'.

The gresat incdnvenience of such a theory is that it
operates with a 'sign' which is simply there, is simply
happening. Withoﬁt being wiigiplly addressed to an ii.ter-
preter it is no socilal sign; This cen be seen from an ex-

s snTanmoleyd
ample which seens to give an account of how signs are un-

derstood: If I have experienced én%gﬁg 2 number of‘%gggghj
that, when I strike a match against its box, a flame appeers,
I shall expect a flame whenever I hear the scratch of a
match ageinst its matchbox; the scratch hes become a 'sign'
of the flame. It acté now as a stimulus, which evokes auto-
matically the expectation of a flame. We see here clearly
that the sb-called ‘sign' is not wilfully addressed to. an

interpreter and has therefore not the function of communic-

ating anything to anybody; it may be called = symptom, but

it is surely not & linguistic phenomenon at all., - Even
ih the other famous behaviourist example of the dog, who

runs into the dingng room in expectation of food on hearing
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the gong announcing lunch, no linguistic sign is invodved
as far es the dog is concerned. What fof humsn beings is
a signal, is for the dog only a factor of a natural con—‘,
text® such as for instance the smell of food.

The problem of language can be discussed on the level
of symptoms only if one is the victim of a metaphor as we

have pointed out before.l)

Criteria of the linguistiec
sign. - These critival =¥ reflections seemvto suggest
that we cannot escape from admitting this problematical
factor of freedom in the theory_of'the linguistic sign.
But I think we can avoid the danger of being drawn into a
meteaphysical discussion about the essence of fréedom,z)

1) The behaviourist examples guoted by us have been taken

eut—ofy The Meaning of Meaning by C.K. Ogden and TI.A.

Richards, London 1944, pp. 52/57. The most prominent
linguist @f the Behaviourist School is L. Bloomfield

(the author of Language, London 1925). For a historical

"account of the question cf. M. Schlauch, Early Behaviour-

ists and Contemporary Linguistics, in Word II, 1947,

pp. 25 ff.
2) cf. on this question & C. A. Campbell, In Defence of

Free Will, Glasgow 1938.
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if we make use of a certain mcthodoiogical modesty and
limit Rx the discussion to the question, of how this factor
of freedom reveals itself in the linguists object, that is,
if we replace the cquestion of the moral and metaphysical
conditions of language by thc question of how far do they
betray themsélves in linguistic form, by what characters
are they to be recgﬁgiggg,in tﬁe linguistic sign. And
there we shall be able to say at once, thet the linguistic
sign distinguishes itself from the natural sign or symp-
tom by its character of artificiality. Language is an
artificial instrument of communication. Man
reveals his relative independence from nature, that is his
freedom, in his being homo faber. An instrument is made
precisély for being used at will. In directing our attent-
ion to those features of the linguist's object in which
freedom reveals itself, instead of to the problem of freed—v
om itself, we have the great methodological advantage

of being justified in confessing our ignorance, wherever
this criterion of the artificiality of the linguistic\
instrument fails to -assist us. This applies to animal
communication end to certain features of humen communicat-
ion likewise. Whether a certain groan is a mere reflex

or a 1ingufstic sign, I connot tell. But I do know that
the‘mere structure of signposts, artificial models of de-
monstration and above all articulate sounds betray already

their instrumental character and that they are therefore

linguistic signs.
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As far as our sound languages are concerned this is
clearly revealed by the tremendous diversity of speech
(Babel); if languaga were not artificisl but natural, then
it %?uld be the samg for the species man, instead of being
almost indifferent to the factor of 'race'. So we may well

say that symptoms are natural signs, and that it is char-

acteristic of the linguisiic sign to be artificially shaped.é

Hence we may say that the linguistic sign fulfills its re-
ovresentational function very differently from the symptom.
The natural sign belongs to the same natural context as
the thing represented by it: Columbus' logs belong natur-

ally, and therefore necessarily, to 'land', the first

swallow is a natural sy phenomenon of 'spring'. The linguist-

ic sign on the other hahd is not connected with the thing-
meant by the same inescaple causal nexus; it is arbitrary
and conventional. Experierice and observation of natural
phenomena can teach us to expect fire where we find smoke,
ﬁutthe same method falls completely if we wish to know the
meaning of our lingmistic signs: the presence and reality
of a linguistic sign gees in no way guarantees the presence
and reality 4'um:thing-meant. The symptom msg vy
be misinterpreted, Dut it c 2 nnot
lie, whereas the 1 inguistic sign,
apart from being liable of misinterpretation, ¢ an a 1 S o
be intemtionally misleadin g . The
ebsence of a causal nexus between the linguistic sign =nd

its thing-meant is thus the blessing and the furse af
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language. The blessing, because it marks the liberation

of a sign from given physical contexts: we can représent
the thing-mesnt, whether it is physically present or not.
This makes it possible to talk of future things or imagined
things. The curse, because it is the basis of cheating

and lying.

Artificiality is thus one criterion of the linguilstic
sign. Now, £arx as far as human lanéuagg is conc=rned, we
can add to this a second criterion. It is this: T t h e
technical principile according
to which one 11 ﬁ guilstic sign 1is
built up is universally applic-
able. If, for example, the sign of 2 meaning A is
formed by making use of certain phonematic differences of
articulate sound, the signs of B, D, D, etc. can be builf
up according tothe same principle, by e variation of phone#
matic differmnces. Such a univeréal orinciple is at the
basis of writing, morse, signalling by flags etc,, which
are all derived in the last instance from the principle
constituting our sound languages. This seems to indicate
that maen hes conceived 'communication' as a special pfo-
blem, as a factor various actions such as calling for food,
warning, instructing etc. ‘had in comnon, a problem suscept-
ible qf 2 universal solution, and it seems likewise that
this problem-was never grasp»ed by animals.

So we may sum up by saying that language is easiest

identified where we find an artificial instrumentz of
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comnunication consisting of signs constructed according
to a universally applicable principle. Our previous
assumption that language is an ins trument of
commuhication has thus been.fully warranted and a clear
line has been drawn between symptoms as objects of natur-
al science and linguistic signs as objects of the science

of language.

Diacriticon aﬂg/,s ymbol. - Inside
this category of the linguistic sign, we have now to
distinguish two main categories which we shall different-
igte as dAdiacriticon and symbol .1)'
The diacriticon isa differentiating
sign. Its main function is to serve as a distinguishing
mark. A cfoss chalked at a particular door in order to
single it out, to prevent it.from being confused with
other doors, or reminders such as a knot in the handker-
chief or a ring worn on a finger different from the usual
one, are examples of diacritica. In our languages almost
all phonematic labels or outer word-forms may be con-
sidered as diacritica of certain meanings. Sound-labels
such as [tri:], [blk] etc. etc., can be regarded as dia-
critica of the meanings 'tree', 'book' etc. in the ssme
way as phonological differences beﬁ?enfpid]and[bz&n]

> T T T S S o G SV S e S S D e i T G D S G G S S S R . > D . S . - T S o —

1) I think that these are better terms than %k name

(=diacriticon) and sign (= symbol) which I have used

in On Tinguistic Explanation,iod.
n

Y T F'y

Lang. Rev. XXXVI (1941)}
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or Chitd] and fhi’fjare distinguishing marks of sound-
lebels.

The main characteristic of the diescriticon is its
arbitrariness ; that is, its form could be
changed at will without necessarily imparing its function:
Whether I mark a door by & cross or a splash of paint
or a nail does not really matter; one form of distinguish-
ing mark is almost as good as any other. From this foll-

ows directly the great mo b il i ty or transferabil- !

ity of the diacriticon. A knot in the handkerchief may f
remind me of one thing to-day and of an entirely differ- j
ent thing to-morrow. In the same way it does not really ;
matter whether I gall an ‘eye'[at] or 2% g3] or [oefl, !i
or whether I change the label [kam 31 in the course of

time to ESJZ] or whether I use the sou.nd—label[rd.ANK] |

in one context for a large packing-case or in another con-

text for the nose of the elephant. f

Semantically speaking we m~y say that the discriticon
\

singles out & thing or meaning without betrayigg bj its

form which thing or meaning it does single out. In short,
it has 2 negative meaning, that is, a meaning without

positive characteristics.l) : |

Sy > > = S———— S S G = S S = S W - P — T — T G Sy S A T — T - . N —— S — —— - S S G > S . . S - ——

1) A friend tells me the story of a colleague who,
looking up in an encyclopaedia the word agbacadabra found
it defined as 'word without meaning'; looking up under
word he was informed that it is 'the smmllest unit of

'meanin%'.'lt would have been clearer to say that
abacadabra was a mere diacriticon.
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In contrast to the diacriticon, which is a sign of
erbitrary refefence, the s ymbol 1is characterized
by its analogical reference. If we
use a'croés as a symbol of the Christian Religion, the
analogy between this sign and the cross on which Chfist
suffered bodily death is very obvious. If '‘white' is the
colour of innocence, it is because we feel an analogy
betwéen this colour and purity, ctec. It is through those
features of the sign which are analogous 1o something in
the thing-méant tnat it becomes a symbol . It is clear,
therefore, that we must class as symbols all imitative
signs. | '

How far now are linguistic signs symbolic in that

sense? There is one type of language which seems to con-

sist of nothing but symbols; it is the language of ‘natural’

signs. They are of two sorts: Deictic and imitative gest-

o
ures.l)hﬁthese only the latter seem to fulfill the con-

ditions of symbols, but it is clear that deictic gestures
also are nothing but a special class of imitative signs,
%Rk since they all picture the arm ;n the acti-n of seizing
something, although they do not picturec the thing-megnt.
We know also that our script-language has begun by being
pictog:aphic end thus symbolic. To &x a certain extent

the same thing can be said of our sound-languages. it

---—————————.—-—.—————-————__.-.—_——__——.—--—__——.—_——_.._—-—.—_

1) Cf. B. Bourdon, L&exoression des émotions et des

ndances dsns le langage, Paris (Alcan) 1892,p. 30.
Also Wundt, V8lkeropsycaologie g&,(lgoo), pp. 606/07,

R
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ars
is probable that here too at the beginningAso—called
'sound—geétures', that is gestures made with our speech-
organs, although it is uncertain to what extent they were
merely a by-product of expressions in which other pafts
of the body played a grominent part and how far they were
originally singled out for comaunication purposes. - As
' things are to-day we may call symbolic all enomatopoeic
signs, although they very often do not picture the thing-
meant in its totality, but only an aspect of it: cuckoo
does not picture the bird, but only ats cry, tic—-tac imit-
ates the noise of the swinging pendulum but not the clock,
etc. etc.

Obviouély the range of meanings represented by signs
operating according to a pictorial princivle would be
relatively_small, befause the nature of the sign materisl
imposes strict limitations. The things we can imitate
with the help of sensual material such aé sounds, gestures,'
drawings etc. are relatively not very numerous. But as a
‘matter of fact, man has extended considerably the realm
of megnings to be covered by symbols, by using them
me taphorica 11y . The gesture imitating a roof
may be used to mean 'protection', the sound-group pst!
imitating a whispering mmisxg voice is used in German as
an exhortation to talk in a low voice and in Spanish as
a discreet way of calling a person. Metaphor is an indirect
way of symbolizing, in which we use the meaning A of a

sign in its turn as a symbol of a second mefjping B.
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In the case of the roof-gesture or the pst!-sound the
pictorial features of the sién were accessible to our
senses. But this is generally ndt the case in linguistic
metaphors. If I speak of an 'iron' age, all that is
accessible to my senses is the sound-label [al+n] and
yet we may call an 'iron' age a 'graphic' expression, be-
cause here again we have & kind of picture, only the
materiad with which we paint is not of a physical nature,
it is a purely mental picture. It is only in our minds
that we find the analogous, symbolic festures. So in our
case the linguistic sign is a characteristic complication
of an outer diacriticon or sound-label and an inner,
purely mental, symbbl; it is a complication of an o u t -
e r (diacriticsl) and an i nn e r (symbolic) form. |
What now if I speak of an iron rail? Is it that in
this case we have only an arbitrary label or diacriticon
affixed to & certain thing-meant, or is it that here too
@we find an inner symbolic form? There should be no doubt

that the latter alternative is the correct one. The only

difference between =#m the use of the worfl iron in iron
ége and in iron rail is that the inner (or mental) sym-
bol in the first example is a somewhat imperfect analogon ﬂ
to the ultimate meaning, which has to be adjusted by the

interpreter in order to be correctly understood, whereas

in iron rail the mental symbol is already ideally ad-

equate to its meaning and needs no further adjustment.




The higher pictorisl value of the metaphor recsults from
the fact that a more abstract meaning is illustrated by
certain concrete features which the interpreter has 'to .
put into brackets', because they do not fit the intended
ébstract meaning, and it is precisely the incongruity of
these i1ll-fitting concrete features which throws them into
relief and makes the whole expression pitturesque,

| From this we shall =k have to learn a rather import-
ant lesson: Most linguistic signs are a complication

of diacritical + symbolic features; in our soundlanguages
they are normally distributed in outer (diacritical) and
inner (symbblic) form, except in onomatopoeic signs, where
both‘features appear in theioufer form. If we consider
the'complication of symbolic + diacritical features as

a unity, it is quite legitimate to follow ordinary usage
and call all words 'symbols', provided we really think

of the complicatioﬁ; but if we abstract from that com-
bination outer form only, we should not refer to it as
'symbol' but as 'diacriticon'. For instance if we consider
freeze as a diacriticon we shall say that the bame word'
freeze has two meanings: that of a2 mural decoration and
that of intense cold, if we look at it from the~point of
view of the symbol we shall'say there are 'two different'’
words freeze in English; one meaning a mural decorstion,
the other intense cold. A werd such as gbacadabra only

exists as diacriticon.l)

— o o T G 0. e T . G " iy S B SO B U B S P e P e B P iy P D 2 e g e S . Bt e S D e B S B e U D S e S D A o Smn T S

1) See our note on p. 79.




Stages of sign-development .~
Symptom or natural sigp, symbol or analogous sign and
diacriticon or arbitrary sign are first of all analytical
concepts, distinguishing different classes of signs

which we find hic et nunc before us. Now the temptation is

almost irresistible to give to these analytical temms
a genetic sense. Al once an important perspective opens
before us. We would see languege emerge from imitations
of symptoms, particularly expressive symptoms, which still
would be almost indistinguishable from the real thing;
they would be inarticulate and cover a small range of
elementary meanings. Once the principle of metaephorical
extension had been grasped, we see it conquering the
materizl world snd soon extending its arez to asbstract
meanings by the way of inner symbolism. We would then
have created the condition for the sarbitrary sign, be-
cause we have only to suppose on the one hand that the
direct (original) meaning of the sign is forgotten and
on the other hand that the production of the outer sign
becomes mechanized end %@reviated. Now the creation of
signs is really free, severed from all.fetters imposed by
aRppToxiMATted
materisl conditions; language &EReomes closely to the ideal
of scientific notation. This picture acguires an even
deeper significance if we suppose that this linguistic
development gives us the measure of the development of
human intelligence. The elaboration of the abstract sign

would indicate the conquest of abstract thought.
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Linguists have yilelded to this temptation to put at
the béginning of language imitation of natural signs and
to see in the arbitrary, artificial sign the crowning of
a long process of development. The famous bow~-wow  theory
(Max Miiller) or Steinthal's three levels of inner form
cofreSponding to our distinctions of outer symbol (e.g.
onomatopoeic signs), inner (menfel) symbols and dis-
critica kl) are famous examples of such a theory.

For my part I should think that it is in principle
correct. It would be wrong, howeverlto overvork this genetic
view, claiming that all arbitréry signs go back in the last
ressort to imitations of natural signs. Historicgl reality
is infinitely more complicated. Grammont has shown in his

. . a2
famous article Onomstop€es et mots expressifs ) that ono-

metopoeic words have often their origin in arbitrasry

words and vice verss. As long as languege is being used
for artistic expréésion we ghall find that the more
"orimitive'" onomatopoeic signs are used, because they are
S0 much more imaginative, they seem to bring us ever so
much closer to reality than the abstract erbitrary sign.

Artistically E. A. Poe's Raven expresses himself much

better in the original where he says liever more! than in

Mallarmé's famous translation where he utters Jamais plus! |

1) Grammatik, Logik u. Psychologie pp.97-101.
2) Revue des langues romsnes, XLIV (1901), pp. 97/158. ;

|t :'(”‘A
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But that on the whole linguistic progress goes from
the imitation of natural signs (i.e. motivated signs)
in the direction of arbitrary signs is not only suggested
by the evolution of conventional gestures which follows
this pattern, but also by the development of our script
with its three characteristic stages, calléd pictographic,
ideographic @and phonetic.-All this has =& difcct bearing
on our quéstion of S and P. for the simple reason that
it will be all the more difficult to losk for an S - P
structure in signs which are to a large extent sensoriad
pictures. But it may be different in the domain of arbitr-~

ary signs being associated with uurely mental pictures.




Part I
Chaepter (5)

‘Meaning.

R




-87-
The problem of meaning. -

—> A theory of the linguistic sign such as we have out-

lined in the greceding pages should be supplemented by.a

theory of me aning, beceuse a sign only exists

only in so far as it is a meaningful sign. The very notion

of 'sign' implies that of 'meaning'. One can never be xhmug

thought of without the other. It is therefore all the more

deplorable that the very term 'meaning' seems td be
elusive and opinions disagree widely as to how the quest-
ion 'What is linguistic meaning?' should be answered.

Is 'meaning' a thing of our mind or is% it identical

with the thing-mesnt? Surely one can say 'to get hold of

the meaning of an expression is to get hold of the thing

meant by it'; and consequently the thing-meant and mean-
ing are taken to be identical. On the other hand there
are powerful arguments against it. To qubte Professor
Gardiner's words ' the thing meant by the word cake is
eatdble, whyle the meaning of the word is not.' And the

same thing can be affirmed mutatis mutandis with re-

gard to abstracts: '....it is not the meaning of the word

religion which stirs such emotions, which can cresate
saints and inquisitors; only the thing meant by religion
can do that.'l) If we lookvhowever in Professor Gardiner's
book for an answer to the question, what linguistic
meaning is, spakt from its being different from the

thing-meent, we are disappointed. We learn that word-

e D > Sy S e P i ey o e e S A s P e . i e B D i e s s D B, B s G o e B0 it S Mt o S . o A g e S P
g - e S

1) Alan H. Gardiner, The Theory of Speech and Language,

Oxford 1932, pp. 29/30.
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meaning for instence can be looked upon subjectively, and
we find its grammatical méaning; or objectively and we
discover‘thé area of meaning comprising all the things-
meant a word might refer to.(p. 36). We hear that word-
meanings are 'adjectival' in relation to the thing-meant
(p. 39); 'meanings' belong to the psychical side of words
(p.69), ‘'when we allude to the 'meaning' of a word what

is signified is the multitﬁde of weys in which a spesaker
may, if he will, legitimately employ it' (p. 100); in the
term 'meaning' is involved the notion of human purpose (p.
103). All these remarks are most ¥alusble characterisations
of the phenomenon in question, revealing a very thﬁourough
and competent linguistic experience, and yet I feel that
they still leave a gap, which must be filled up before we
can answer our questipn. If we look for help to other
scholars we find that according to L.R. Palmer 'meanings'
are the mental contents of soundppatterns}) Does that in-
dicate that meanings are ideas, or concepts? We have only»
to ask this gquestion and we remember what Stuart Mill

2) 'When I say "the sun

taught in his polemic against Hobbes
'is the cause of day" I do nof mean that my idea of the sun
causes or excites xR in me the idea of day; or in other
words, that thinking of the sun makes me think of day. I
mean, that a certain physical fzct, which is called the

e e s e e s e e B S ey O o S e . S s S B i e o T B (g T S e G S0 S S D > e S o e G B S . St € e 2 S S S . o

1) L.R. Palmer, An Introduction to Modern Linguistics, p. 77.

2) J. Stuart Mill,ALogic I,/\p. 21.
Jystem of Lonoon 1866,

——— e
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sun's presence ... causes another physical fact, which
is called day.'l) This seems to indicate that meenings can-
not be assessed in mental terms, and we are thus back -
at least apparently - to the point we started from. For
Marty - Brentano meanings are definitely of a psycholog-
ical character.g) Here looms the danger we spoke about
in .our chapter on the Psychological Point of View, that
the linguist might be drewn into an alien field.s)
The most puzzling thing ebout this gquestion of the
1inguistic meening is probably, that the closer we znalyse
thﬁpanguage situation, the less we discover anything that
could be called 'meaning'. There are the speaker and the
listener and the thing-meant; there are the relation be-
tween thought and thing-meant, that between sign (Bally's
signifiant) end thing-meant (Bally's signifiéz%galled by
Ogden and Richards reference £ but no 'meanings'!, unless
’ alumu't.'we,,,

we want to confine this term to either the reference OEA

te the thing-meant, as has been done. Should we therefore
consider -the term 'meéning' devoid of any sense? This is
1) J. Stuart Mill, System of Logic I, London 1856, p.24.
2) Cf. p. 31, note 1.

3) See above pp. 37 f.

&) The Meaning of Mesning p.’Y.
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4) Ch. Bally, Linguistique générale et linguistigue

6)

francaise, Paris 1932, passim,

According to Gomperz - Dittrich ‘'meaning' is a relation
betweén "Aussage" and "Sachverhalt"., This merely says
that sentences are meaningful if they refer to facts;
meaning is thus identical with reference to facts.
Nothiﬁg is said, however, about the nature of this
reference, nor is it clear how we have to conceive the
meaning of isolated words, which do not refer to facts.

cf. 0. Dittrich, Die Probleme der Sprachpsychologie

und ihre gegenwirtigen LOsungsmdglichkeiten, Leipzig

1913, p. 33.
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hardly possible in view of the fact that linguists have
used the term to very good effect.
‘And I think an answer to our question can be found.

Signs operate according to the guid pro quo principle,

that is to say, we accept them in communicetion instead

of the things-meant which they represent. The whole situ-~
ation reminds us of comunercial life, where we‘accept a
cheque or a benknote instead of hard cash, and we do so,
because both are ecuivalent. Sign-representation is also
an expression of a sort of equivalency, and 'meaning' is
nothing but the representational
value of signs, where the term 'representation-
al' should not be taken in a psychologicél sense as re-

ferring to representation in the mind, but is merely the

'equivalent of the German gtellvertretend; r e pre s -

entational value 1is the guid pro

g u o value. In order to forstall possible confusions
between epistemological and linguistic terminology we

shall call the guid pro gquo values of signs s e man t -

‘i e values and avoid the ambiguous word 'representationali
in this connection. Thus we shall say that me aning
is the semantic value of a sign.

Values are something immaterial, and that is why we
cannot eat the meaning of the word cake, nor cen we, for
that matter, walk on the meaning of Columbus's logs. On
the other hand, vslues aré nothing, if they cennot be

properly assessed, and, in the last ressort, the semantic
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value of signs hes to be assessed in terms of 't h i n g s-
me an t'. Without the possibility of experiencing the
thing-meant speaker end listener would be deprived of

that neutral platform on which both must meet if the

aim of communication, namely understanding, shall be
reached.l) Comparison with a commercial situation may
again be helpful. If I say 'This half-crown means an

ounce of tobécco to me', we use z material object as evalu-
ator, and in the seme way we use the thing-meant as evaluu
ator of signs. When I say my lemp means that well-known
particular object just in front of me, this object 1 s
not the mesning of my lamp, but it de fines it.
Therefore we must get hold of the thing-meant in order to
understand 2 mesning, but that does not prove thet thing-
meent snd meaning are identicel, although we cén under-
stand that a confusion of both is not necessarily harm-
ful, provided the context suggests that the thing-meant

is not guoted in relation to other things but as evaluator

of the sign.

Material meaning and formal
meaning . - Our statement that meaning is the thing-
meant value of a sign,must be qualified and elaborated
if misunderstandings are to be ruled out. Looking at

————_—_——-—..—_—-—.——————-——————————————_-——-———_ A~ - o W T —

1) Cf. p. 49.
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isolated nouns swch as cake, logs and lamp etc. we might
be tempted to think that, broadly speaking, each sign x&
really denotes a thing in the outside world. Nothing
could ve farther from the truth. We have only to look at
all those signs, which the grammerian calls 'formal signs',
such as articles, auxiliary verbs, sronouns, prefixes,
endings, word—oraer, accent etc. etc. in order to see at
once that this is often not the case. But our statement
is true in thag§ sense, that a linguiétic sign always re-
fers to a world thought of as lying 'opposite' both
speaker and listener -&end should this world only -xist
in imegination -~ and subjected to their attention, and it
is precisely the r82le of the sign to diréct the listener'si
attention towards that goal. A linguistic sign is a direct- .
ing as well as a directed sién, and ‘the ultimate goal of
that direction is the 'thing-meant'.

Uncomposed or holophrastic signs seem to fulfill their
function in the most direct way, by simply telling us
what is meant or to which thing-meant they direct the
listener's attention; without, however, indicating how
this ultimate meaning is to be built up. The composed
sign, however, functions in a different way. If we com-
pare it to an optical instrument,we may say that certain
parts‘of it have the function of singling out the broad
objective sphere which appears somehow blurred until we
adjust the focus with the help of additional, auxiliary

signs. If I pronounce the word hunt for instance, I
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' evoke for any English speaking person a certain objective

sphere of a relatively unprecise character, I give a

-~

first orientation. By saying either the hunt or to hunt

I single out certain much wmore precise features in that |
| mhjmEzxk general sphere. The question 'What is the thing-
meant value of 1o or the %reven an isolated hunt?',is a
} very puzzling one, because on the one hand we feel that
these signs refer somehow to ‘something objective', on

the other hand we are unable to single out any precise

objective feature in a possible thing-meant for which J
they stand. But once we have come to Xnow the thing-meant

value of the combD ination to hunt or of the

combination the hunt, we are able to character-
| ize the réle nlayed by these part-signs in building up the l
thing-meant value of the combination. Therefore, instead

|
| of asking the material question 'What is the thing-meant
l

2 value of 1o or the or hunt?' it is much more reasonable
| to ask 'What contribution do these signs make in the build-
i ing up of the ultimate thing-meant value?', and this is
S ggngfigp%} or a £9£@§} guestion. In other words, all
% gquestions concerning the 'meaning' of part-signs or signs
destined to work in combination with other signs really

E aim in the first place at the operative or functional

value of signs and are therefore formal questions.

Strictly speaking it would ve preferable to avoid
~any question of the form 'What is the meaning of the £

~definite article or an ending =-er etc.?' and replace it

e —



by a more accurate formulation such as 'What is the funct-
ion of the article etc. in a given meaningful reference??.
But the term 'meaning'has been so currently adopted in this.

context that it would be pedantic to replace it by the |

more accurate but much more clumsy 'function in meaning-
ful reference'. We shall therefore simply say that t h e
thing-meant defines the ultimn-
ate meaning of the total sign

ma terisliter, whereas the meanings

<o

of peart-signs in composition
define the ultimate meaning f oram-
a1l ite r . Likewise 'sementic values' mey be either |
meterial values or formal values.

We may well characterize the ulitimate thing-meant
value as e X t rin s i1 c meaning, because the thing-
meant value is always transcending grammatical form,l)

the thing-meant lies outside the linguistic sign, from

which it can be dissociated. To the extrinsic meaning we
may oppose the in tr in s ic or functional (grammat-

ical) meaning of part-signs in composition. So we would

say that the émtrinsic meaning of the hunter is definde

by a certain thing-meant, namely a men exercising the

functions of hunting. Whereas the meanings of ithe, hunt-,

—-er are intrinsic or grammatical meanings indissolubly

associated with the part-signs the, hunt-, -er, and to

—— - w— o ——

1) We have called attention to the fact that certasin feat-

ures of the thing-meant remain outside linguistic symboliz-
ation. Cf. n. 54,
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be defined in terms of function in meaningful reference.

At this juncture we come up against a terminological
difficulty, because the term 'material meaning' is not
confined in grammatical parlance to extrinsic meaning
only, but covers also the meaning of elements such as
hunt- in our example, Thi;:perhaps not very satisfactory
from the theoretical point of view, but as so often in
the case of traditional terminology which has proved 3
useful in practice there can be found some reason, why
the term 'material meaning' should be used in that way.

In our case the reason is that both whew! and hint- con-
tain a s peci f i ¢ reference to the objective
wobld, whereas elements such as the, —er and the like
are more g ener al signs. This traditional termin-
ology has an obvious disadvantage: it obscures the fact

that the pertinent question which can be asked with re-

gard to whew! is: '"What is meant by whew!?' whereas in the

case of Rlit- we can only ask 'Which function does it
fulfill in meaningful reference?'. In other words, trad-
itional terminology -obscures the fact that even root-
meanings as that of hunt- are grammati¢al meanings,
whereas ﬂgggi is outside grammar. However, I think it is
wiser to avoid termin&ldgical novelty as far as possible
in order to avoid confusion, so that we shall adopt the

shall
following compromise: Wekretain the trsditional term of
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?material meaning' in the sense of specific reference to

the objective world together with our distinction between

xtrinsic and intrinsic (grammatical) meaning:

B ¢ =

Material meaning

g whew! Extrinsic meaning

hunt-
| Intrinsic (grammatical) meaning.
Formal meaning the, —er

Inside the grammatical field we would call hunt- a

!
|

semanteme, the and —er mor pheme . In any
Ecomposition of part-signs semantemes are the most import-
ant ones just because they &keym refer to the objective
woqg in a specific way. They are therefore sble to suggest

in any meaningful reference the bulk of the information.

iCompared to them morphemes play only an auxiliary Péle,

they are auxiliary signs (outils grammaticaux) in the

‘largest sense.

in a statement such as the hunt—er kill-s the deer we

have three semantemes, the rest are morphemes. The semant-

jemes as the most important parts in a linguistic corwaunic-

;ation are the natural halting-points for the interpreterk

i
‘attention. This can be clearly seen if we compare He fell.

§Dead! with He fell dead. In the first instance fell re-

fceives the full weight of attention, whereas in the second
|

| example our attention races zhead to the relatively most

' important word dead, thus degrading fell to a mere auxiliary.

The meaning of semantemes is the one which allows us

- to establish word-families, it is the meaningful element
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common to the desire, to desire and desirous. It élso

allows us to distinguish morphological varieties of the

same meaning: good, better, best; to go, went, gone etc.

On the distinction between semantemes and morphemes is
thus based the entire grammatical organization of langu-
ages.

'Meaning' as an action implies doubtless an element of
will, and the goal of our wilful effort in speaking is
o olraw attewtionts the thing-meant defining extrinsic meaning. It is therefore
fhe extrinsic meanimg we are eiming at, which stands out J
clearest in our congciousness, whereas the intrinsic
meanifg, which is purely instrumental in achieving that
aim is often not noticed at all. While we speak ar listen
we seem to live entirely in the world of things-meant,
and it requires the methodical effort of the trained
linguist to learn anything about the mechanism of intrins-
//////f ic meaning. Our description of meanimg as a W}}fll act
corresponds exactly to our chafacterization of the xxgr
HEEX linguistic sign as a voluntary sign. In the sphere
" of meaning as in that of the sign the same problem of
freedom is implicated.l) However, not in all cases does
the meaning of a socially accepted sign conform to the
intention of whoever uses that sign. Language has g
peculier life of its pwn; as soon as a linguistic formulat-

ion has come into existence its meanings is that corre-

sponding to the norms of social convention, and nobody

= e T S e s e s o D T S ) T ke S S s O P i T S W B P S o S S e T i T s > S i o 2 o o

1) See above p. 74a.
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has the right to claim he meant 'white' when he said black.
But this does of course not obliterate the fundamentally
intentional character of meaning as something
we aim at when Speaking.l>

From our\foregoing remarks on extrinsic and intrinsic
meaning it can be gathered already that both are interde-

pendent. Without a knowledge of the thing-meent value of

to hunt or the hunter it would be impossible to analyse

the formal meaning of the lénguistic elements involved,

and it is almost a commonplace to repeat that knowledge of

the thing-meant is one of the most valuable asssets in the
interpretation of signs. This gives to the linguistic norms
which regulate understanding,a certain elasticity. As long
as we know what is meant by an‘expression, this expression
need not conform very closely to conventional form, It is
here that lie the germs of linguistic change.

1) It is the merit of phenomenologists (Husserl, Dempe) to
have insisted on this fact. If it id overlooked one
might be tempted to define 'meaning' es an associative
link betweenvsign and sense and thus fall back into
associational psychology which has been overcome by

| phenomenology. (H. Dempe, Was ist Sprache?, p. 50:

"Intentionalitdt ist das Wesen des Psychischen".) The
conception of 'meaning' as an associative link is still

wpheld my by S. de Ullmann, Language and Meaning, in

Word II, 1946, p. 118.



Part I

Chapter (6)

L ang ﬁ_a ge and cognitio

N,
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Thing-meant and cognition. -
We have pointed out on p. 91 that the thing-meant has
a great social importance: it provides that neutral
platform on whivh both speaker and listener can meet .
The possibility of adequately experiencing the thing-
meént is therefore one of the most important conditions
of linguistic understanding. It is only in the thing-
meant that we find a truly 'neutral' platform, that is

~ something thatcé@ﬁ&?ﬁﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁﬂyelongsto the speaker not

to the listener; the same could hardly be said of sub-
jective psychological events. According to Dittrichl)
Gomperz has tried to define +the neutral platform where
speaker and listener meet in terms of "generell-typi-
schen Totelimpressionen". By this he understands those
representational features of the objective substratum
common to all members of a2 linguistic community: "die
allen gemeinsamen Vorstellungselemente einer Aussage-
grundlage". Against this we should like to point out
that any listener can know that certain representational
featureslin the speaker correspond to certain others in
his own mind only if and when experience shows that the
goal of attention, i.e. the thing-meant,

is identical for both in a given act of communication.

- o — —— — - " G T — T T S - i — . — - —— " " T T - G A o~ D P T e Sy S Ut e T T W 0 —

1) Die Probelme der Sprachpsychologie, p. 44.
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But our insistence on the rdle of the thing-meant
as evaluator of signs does not mean that we underestim-
ate the factor 'cognition' in the process of understand-
ing. We have to recognize that, notwithstandiﬁg its
existence outside the subject, the thing-meant is
'given to us' only in cogni tion; it exists
for us only in so far as we have come to know it. We
can refer'to the objective world in 'a meaningful way
only with the help of those mental processes which
we call cognition. . .
This looks as if we are after all giving prominence

have gtriven

to a subjectivistic psychology, which we strewer all the

time to relegate to the rank of an auxiliary science.

But in reality we do nothing of the kind. All we do is
to affirm the truth formulated by Schopenhauer that
there is no object without a subject. In the very term

©f object, cognition is already implied as a potentiality
hant

We (seen already that the very term 'objectivity' is the
necessary correlatum of the subjective fact we call

' directing our attention@'lt is true we introduce the

over apaingt

cognizant ego oppesite which the objective world is
found and the subjective action of experiencing it. But
in 2 theory of cognition we consider individualistic

Qv
psychological processes only in so éﬁﬁya as they are
yelated To the experience of

precisely o Db j e ¢ t S$.wWe—experiencel] We do not

consider them in their psychological reality but only
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in their i deal function of reflecting
objects. The very terms 'reflection of objects' ob
'objective experience' imply that objective features
have for our mind the value of cognitional features in

‘potentia and that cognitional features have the value

of ac tual objective features; in other words,
cognitional features are con-
gruent to objective features.
~ And it is this ideal parallelism between objective and
cognitional features whagh dispenses us from analysing
cognition of the 'same' thing-meant in listener and speak-
er separately, because by granting the identity of the
one, the identity of the other is already implicitly
accepted. Cognition &s a psychological process differs
from one individual to snother in intensity, clarity and
sentimental colour, but funec tionally it
is the same in so far as certain objects are recognized.
| The ideal equivalency between cognitional and ob-
jective features should not be taken for more than it
reallyiis, namely an expression of equivalency eccepted
by the cognizant ego, that is to say that the question
of truth or equivalencg between cognitional and r e a 1
(as opposed to imaginary) objective features is not pre-

judged by our statement. If I say the chimaers exists,

I know of course that there is nothing in the real
world corresponding to chimaera, and yet, there is en

'accepted' object or 2 thing-meant by chimesers which can
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be recognized independently by spesker and listener,
and there are in their minds cognitional features
ideally conformed to this accepted object. This goes
to show that the question of 'reality' and 'truth'
can be eliminated from a theory of meaning by quali-
fying the term 'object' or 'objective world' by the
attribute ‘accepted', by insisting that 'objective'
is merely anything we can direct our attention to
and 'objectivity' is nothing but the necessary correla-
tum to that subjective fact. And we can direct our -
attention not only to real things but also to imaginary
ones. In fact cognitional experience embraces much
more than the resl world. We have not only access to
the spoon we eat our soup with or to the tree in our
street: there 1s the tremendous world of fiction, and
the meaning of fairy can be tested in the same way
as that of table, cat or house, and some people know
Mephistopheles Dbetter than the typewriter on their
desk.
Cv
In the same senseKstatement4 such as My house is

built of water is still meaningful although it is

manifestly untrue. Husserl would have said that a state-
ment ceases to meaningful only when it is unsinnig,
not when it is widersinnig.l) In our terminology we

1) E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen II, p. 312.
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should say that in our statement we have a compgtibility
of f ormal meanings of the signs involved, but
incompatibility of ma t e r i a l (=extrinsic)
meanings, but since the linguist deals only with
accepted objects he has no means of testing this mat-
erial incomp@tibility. Therefore he accepts statements
sﬁch as This round trisngle is industrious,l)provided
the formal meaning is in order. And this is also what
Steinthal was trying to point out in his famous parable
in which the logician protests against the statement
diese runde Tafel ist viereckig, whereas the grammarian
accepts it; his turn of criticizing comes when he hears
dieser Tafel sind rund to which the logicisen has noihing.

obrection
fotshioor.2) According to Steinthal it is the job of |

the logicisn to point out the contradiction in terms

of a statement, whereass the linguist 1s only concerned
with formal correctness measured by the norms of langu-
age.

All this confirms that for the lihguist the thing-
meant is the thing-meant accepted in cognition, and it
is possible to accept things-meant even if they are
constituted in such a way that they would not exist in

reality.

T . S S = - o S S S m— S . S S E— Sy = . S - T D W (o Baae S T S s A e Gt G i, B o = S = iy W e — —

1) ¢f. E. Otto, Die Wortarten, Germ. Roman. Monstsschr.

16 (1929), p. 420.

2) Grammatik, Logik u. Psychologie, p. 220.
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We were very careful (in Chap. 3) to Dbuild up a
theory of 'sign' and 'meaning' without introducing
the terms 'thought' or 'cognition'. Our aim in this
was to develop the conseguences of a pure linguistic
point of view, giving it as much asutonomy as possible.
This we have ddne because we believe that, if the § -
P analysis has any foundation in fact at all it can be
applied only in the realm of thought, a proposition
which we shall endeavour to maeke acceptable later,
Now if this point shoulff be granted, it is clear that
the feirest way of conducting an enguiry as to the
legitimacy of an S - P enalysis in the realm of langu~
age would be not to introduce cognition or thought
into linguistic theory unless it becomes absolutely
’unavoidable. We believe that we have now reached a
juﬁ@ure where this is indeed the case. If meaning is
in any sense the thing-meant value of signs, end if
thing-meant values can only be adequately assessed in
cognition, theh the function of langu-~
age 1s not conceivable wigh-
out a cognitional basis. This
does not say enything about the way the relationship
between cognition and language has to be conceived, but
it does prove what ﬁe might call the factual entengle-
ment between cognition and language. The acceptance of

this fact is a decisive step in the dire€tion of the
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solution of our problem. We have found the plane on
which to look for S and P: cognition, and we¢ know also

that cognition and language hang somehow together.

Representation and thought. -
It seems to be the practice of treateses on the philo-
sophy of lenguege to talk of 'thfought' where we use
the term 'cognition'; the relationship between

® 'thought' and 'lenguage' has been the high theme

of these treateses.1> Unfortunately, however, we
found that in the term 'thought',ss currently applied,
two guite different things are confused, namely

a higher type of cognition,or 'thought' proper,and

a lower type of cognition, namely 'representation',z)
which furnishes to 'thought' ite material content.
The difference between thought and representation
becomes immediately obvious if we consider them as
i-deal structures rather than psycho-

3) and we have explained how important

physical events,
it is to consider cognition from an ideal functional
point of view if one wishes to understand the réle

1) Cf. the titles of works by Brandenstein, Brunot,

Delacroix, Deutschbein, Jespersen, Jordan, Xramp,

Morgenroth,{Matthes, Sechehaye, Steinthal, Stenzel,
Sweet, Vossler,given in our bibliography.
2) See above pp. 39 ff.

3) See above p. 40.
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of the thing-meant as evaluator of signs.l)

If we do that we realize at onee that in represent-
ation the objective world is given xm us in two e x -
tensive formst sp&ace and time, and in
one intensive formigquality.

In thought this representational material is broken
ﬁp into entities of a ceftain fixed objective range
(analysis, jielding c onc e pts) and re-~united into
units of a higher order (synthesis, yielding j u d g -
ment s).

Representation is essentielly an a utomatic
process, that is to say, given our sensorial apparetus
and those pafts of the brain responsible for their con-
trol, we cannot help representing under certain condit-
ions. - Thought, on the other hand, is essentially
creative and constructive; it con-
gists of purposef ul acts in contrast to a
mere train of associations. This purposefulness of
thought reveals itself already in its analytical phase,
in the creationnof concepts. No concépt without con-
ception, that is, without a position taken up by the
thinker, adapted to his purpose: From all the represent-
‘ationel features lying before him, those are picked out
and given prominence which best serve the ends of his
thought. It is preéisely the purposefulness of the con-

cept which is at the basis of its higher intellectual

——— o - s s = e e e e e e o S G et . £ A B B e o e e S " Sy o " e S . -

1) See above pp. 100/01.
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value as compared with representations; purpose is the
truly 'understandable' factor in concepts, a fasctor
which allows us to get a grip on the representstional
material, which gives also to concepts the stability
and rigidity so necessary for a successful operation
of thought. According to different purposes we may
consider the same individual from different points of
view, and the same man may appear as 'foreman' as

" 'colleague', as 'husband', as 'daddy' etc. All these
reflect different conéeptions of the same thing-represent-
ed, they are notae picked out from a variety ot possib-
ilities as the material of the corresponding concepts.
In this analytical :;3B<E§_§§E§§L%%£§§§£)an appreciable
degree of prominence¥ to certain representational feat-

ures above the rest, and this, as is well known, may

be carried = ste? further to complete independence by
abstraction, which is nothing but carrying

the analytical process to its extreme., This goes to
show that conceptual symbolism is only another instance
of the fact that all symbolism is selective.l)

This analytical selection of notse has the advantage
of shelving, as it were, those representational features
which are relatively unimportant for us at a given
moment, and this makes it easier to dominate the whole
complex.They are comparable to strongholds of high

strategical value in the representational material. But
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such a stronghold iéibermanent, or at least, enduring,
value only if it can be properly 1inke& up with pos-
itions already fortified. We must even say that these
strongholds are already selected with this view in mind,
andhthat it is carried into effect by the synthetic

phase of thought. Indeed, by one concept we only seize

a thing-represented, it is only by means of the synthesis
that we mentelly act upon it.

This superficial and metaphorical account of the re-~
lationship between representation and thought mey suff-
ice at this stage of our discussion to give us a first
idea of how this relationship may be conceived; it does
not pretend to give more thah that, it does not pretend,
above all, to give an epistemological or psychological
account of mental processes.

‘We add one word on termjnology. Both representation

end thought have their specific forms. Now, while there

is the adjective representational to qualify forms, there
is no adjective derived from thought. We shall therefore

make the term cogmitional do the work of such an adject-

ivewherever 1% is clear that we

use it in oppostion to repres-

entational.(In other contexts it will still
comprehend both representation end thought.)We shall
say for instance that space time and guality are re~

presentational forms, S and P are cognitional forms,

we shall also ceall the judgment a cogﬁitional act.
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Cognition and langusge.~- We
have#arrived at the following situétion: on the one hand
we find lenguage, i.e. a certain order of diacriticsal
and symbolic signs and their sociaslly accepted semantic
values, their formal and materiel meanings. On the other
hand we have the thing-meant, defini:g/ the ultimete
meening, and the idei@ cognitionél forms ( representations
‘4 integrated into thought) through which they are experienc-
ed. The question of the relationship between 'language'
and 'thought' is theé;ore for us & problem of the re-
lationship between two Kinds of symbolism: a s o c i -
ally conditioned one, viz. ’1ang§2§§' and an
ide al cognitional symbolism, viz. 'thought'.

This sharp opposition between cognitional and lingu-
istic symbolisation is the basis on which xk our in-
vestigation of the S - P problém has to be built up.
Being now able to contrast in & clear way linguistic end
cognitional symbolism we gather the first fruit of our
introductory discussion which was mainly aimed at this
point. From here the way leads on in a clearly marked
direction: after the d}stinction of the two kinds of
symbolism, cognitional and linguistic, we are now faced
with the task of showing how they are related to each
oter.

In this respect we shall have to say first of all

' that in intelligent speaking and understanding cognition
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is necessarily involved, because the accepted thing-meant
cannot play its r8le of defininéhﬁeaning of linguistic
signs, unless it is got hold of in cognition. It is
therefore to be expected g priori that at least in
adveanced linguistic symbolization signs will
refer somehow to the ultimate thing-meant only by =
round—ab;:%g&i.e. referring directly to cognition and
only indirectly, through cognitional forms, to the
thing-meant. Because, if they do, they can obviausly
help understanding, which is the correct assessment of
the thing-meant in the mind of the interpreter. And
experience shows that this is without doubt the case.
Indeed, our first knowledge of cognitional categories
has been gained by abstracting them from grammastical
categories, and this would have been impossible if
language could teach us nothing about them., But in view
of the fact that for so many centuries cognitional and
érammatical categories have been thought of as identical,
it is most important to assert that this reflection of
cognitional categories in langusge i s Dy n o
means a necessityandcan therefore not
be expected to be found in all linguistic manifestations

at any time, that its raison d'€tre is no t a

natural necessity, but die to the
pedagogical tendency in the spéaker
to facilitate understanding, a tendency which is a

mark of advanced speech and therefore a h istor -




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































