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5, we can specify that the linguistic sign is a relation
en expression-form and  contemt-form.  Speech
ds belong to cxpression-substance, and phonemes o
ression-form: the categories according to which we
rience reality belong w0 comtent-substance, and the
y' in which they are organized by the lexicon and
war of individual languages belongs o content-
CTo use a well known example, the continuum of
lor spectrum is formed in different languages nto
ts which differ both in their number and in their
undaries; compare Eng. green, blue. gray, brovs with
elsh ewvrrd, glas, {hwyd. (For reference on giossemat-
see Higlmslev 1943, 1939, 1973,

hestudy of content-dorm, in the attempt at a strue-
investigation of semantics, is one of the striking
fluential features of slossermatics which have
n developed in the theories of Algirdas 1. Greimas:
lso has parallels in American compaonential analy-
As sign-expressions can be analyzed into minimum
nts which are not signs. but just “expression hi-
qe,” so the meaning of & munimam sign can be an-
ed into figurae of meaning: whethier such figurae
be designated by a single term in a given lan-
ge, or whether one needs a periphrasis, is not rele-
t The meanings of child, man women. calf, bull,
Hi chicken, cock, hen, lamb, ram, ewe, foal, stallion,
¢ etc. can be analyzed into components which ap-
o the whole series—c.p. voung, adull. male, fe-
—and into components which indicate the species
hich each triad of terms helongs: human, gallina-
ous, bovine, ovinpe, equine, cte. This analysis pro-
es a more Hmited and economic iaventory: in the
scent example. nine figurae account for the meanings
fifteen words, but then ecach new group of three
s in the same series would require only one new

ossematics also deals with general semiotic con-
@ g “metasemiotic” I8 a language whose content-

ssion-plane is a semiotic: and a “denotative semi-
He' is one tn which no plane is a semiotic. Thus,
miology is a metasemiotic whose content-plane 18 4
snotative semiotic; it can ucconunodate a theory of
es, plus most of sociolinguistics and Saussure’s “ex-
al linguistics.” Meta-semiology s a meta-semiotic
se content-plane is a semiology: it will provide a
eription of substance, dealing with the objects of
netics and semantics. Thus one 15 fed W the conclu-
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sion that there i% no object that is not Hluminated from
the key position of linguistic theory—a statement not
incompatible with the centrality attributed 0 language
hy many tremds in modemn philosophy.

Glossernatics has been influential on other schools, ¢.g.
stratificational grammar. and on semiotic and critical
theories. ey those of Galvano Della Volpe. Tt also
continues (o be used as a theory in its own right; see for
instance the work of Togeby. e.g. 1970

[See also Bloomtield. Leonard; Componential Analy-
sis: Jakobson, Roman: Sapir. Edward: Saussure, Ferdi-
nand de; and Semioucs.
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Gionio LEPSCHY

Western Traditions: The Prague School

The phrase “Pragae School”™ refers to a research move-
ment 10 structural linguistios which is far from unitary,
vet there are enough converging lines of thought ta justfy
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the denomination. These include an emphasis on the
notion of function, a conception of languages as func-
tional systems. a view of synchrony and diachrony as
interacting with each other, an interest in stylistic phe-
nomenas considered as a relevant part of language, and,
finally, an integrated approach 1o linguistics and lterature.
1. History. I is usually assumed that the birthdate of
this movement was the formation in 1926 of the Prague
Linguistic Circle, the activities of which included. from
1929, the publication of the Travaux du Cercle linguis-
tigue de Prague. This event, however, cannaol be under-
stood without reference to the rich cultural context of the
city, where interest in philosophy of language and lin-
guistics had heen prominent since the end of the 9t
century, and in the early 20th century was represented
by figures like Anton Marty and Vildm Mathesius, buth
professors at the University of Prague. Mathesius was
have a leading role in the constimtion of the Circle and
served as its first president. The Prague environment
catalysed the development of new perspectives in struc-
tural linguistics. These were inspired by a number of
separate scholarly traditions, some brought o the city by
Russian scholars like Roman Jakobson and Nikolad Tru.
betzkoy, who had been particelarly influenced by the
ideas of the Moscow and St. Petershurg circles and by
Russian linguists like Filipp Fiodorovich Fortunatov
(18481914} and L. V. Scerba. Through these Russian
contacts and Mathesius™s personal research. the Prague
Circle was also exposed to the thoughe of Jus Baudouin
de Courtenay, particularly evident is the link with his
phonological conceptions, especially his idea of the pho-
neme as “a psychical image of a sound” created by
merging into one the psychical representations of indi-
vidual sounds (Vachek 1966:44; Lepschy 1982:109),
The Nazi invasion of Czechoslovakia and World War
I interrupted the activides of the Cirele and marked &
break in the development of the Prague ideas, which can
be seen as part of a broader discontinuity m the main
wends of European structuralism. These historical events
led to a period of adaptation of the Prague ideas to
various cultural and scientific contexts. A key figure was
Jakobson, who in 1941 migrated to the United States and
shortly afterward starled teaching there. He reoriented
the main research direction of the Prague linguists along
trends influenced by the American operationalist ¢limate,
Particularly significant was the impact of information
theory on the developnient of Jakobson’s phonological
models. From the 1940s on, the Czech milieu experienced
a difficult continuation of its scientific activity, In their

attempt to develop the traditional approaches in new
direcaons, the Crech scholars rensained closer to the
cultural roots of the movement. the term “Second Prague
School™ has sometimes been used for the postwar contin-
nation of Czech linguistic reasearch {(Mathesius [936;
fachek  1966:3-14; Lepschy  1982:53-64: Svobods
1992).

The Prague Linguistic Circle should not be exclusively,
or even predominantly, associated——as has often been
done~—with the rise and growth of phonology. Iis real
sinee was that of combining historical and structural mod-
els. BEventually, the work of the Prague linguists led to a
muny-sided view of language and of speakers that encom-
passed al jevels of analysis {Sornigols 1995: for other
interpretations of the epistemological contribution of the
Prague School, see Mahmoudian and Seriot 1994},

The various branches of the movement have deeply
influenced not only general or historical linguistics {in
particular, synchronic and diachronic typology). but alse
applied linguistics and soctolinguistics. The impact of
so-called Second Prague School is especially recogniza-
ble, from the 1960s on. in text inguistics and functional
syatux, In general, the original tradition of the Prague
Linguistic Circle became a hidden source of inspiration
for various European linguistic trends. In spite of the
dramatic break in the Circle’s activity, the Prague heritage &
was not lost, but lived on and throve in new shapes—not
only in the North American context, but also in French,
Dutch, British, and German linguistic milieux. This mul-
nplicity of adaptations is 3 remarkable feature in the
history of the reception of the ideas of the Prague Circle |
(for the influence of Prague functdonalism, see Dirven
and Fried 1987, especiully pp. 3-203).

2. Function, Function is an all-important Prague no:
tion that has various interconnected meanings, First of
all, and most pervasively, it can denote a speaker’s
“expressive need” which s always associated with a
communicative mtention. The various expressive needs
are identified with the intellectual/emotive/communica-
tive/poetic functions of language (Theses 1929:14), A
strict correlation is assumed between these functions and.
linguistic structure, with each function having its specifis
maodes of realization o the phonclogical, grammatical,
and lexical levels,

Second. function can be defined as an expressive means.
that is appropriate 1o an end. This is reflected especially’
in the definition of the culminative/dermnarcative/disting-
tive functions in Trubetzkoy's phonological theory (Tru
betzkoy 1939:27). For example, phonetic characteristics

;
g
,
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with a culminative function (such as stress in Gernun)
have the aim of signaling the number of unig in the
sentence. Clearly, i this case function is a property of
the structure itsell and does not correspond o the
spenker’s need or intention.

Third, function may signify a relation carried by one
muore slements of the sentence with respect to the
thers. This is an inherently syntactic meaning, and 118
development can be followed {rom Mathesivs's papers
on syntax through the contributions of the Second Prague

Closely linked 10 the ceniral role assigned 10 the notion
f function is the view of languages as functional sys-
ms—as systems of means of exprassion that are appro-
riate 1o an end; the end is the realization of the subject’s
tention to express and communicate. Also linked is the
netional principle of linguistic analysis, which states:
When one analyzes language as a form of expression
or communication, the speaker's intestion offers the
ost easily available and natural explanation” (Theses
920-7% {On the meanings of “function” in the Prague
chool, see Danek 1987

. Synchrony and diachrony. As in other forms of
cturalism, the fundamental role in the study of the
natie and character of languages is ascribed to syvo-
i fy (Theses 192974 in carlier works by Mathesius,
term staties™ is used (Mathesiug 1911:22% This
pepective is considered the most suitable o analyze
entire complex of language phenomena which exist
multaneously at a given point in time.” and conse-
ently “to grasp the synchronic interdependence which
5 these phenomena 1 the language system” (Mathes-
929:122). At the same time, the synchronic perspec-
ve can enhance the possibility of a systematic typolog-
cal (structural, non-genetic) comparison of languages.
This synchronic and functional dimension is also im-
tant for the study of the “past state of languages. both
when we want to reconstruct them and when we want to
erve their evolution” (Theses 1929:7), The Prague
inguists agreed that one should not set insaperable bar-
s between synchronic and diachronic methods. This
major point of divergence from the structuralism of
the Geneva Schoo! and-—especially in recent decades—
met with some copsensus among historical linguists
- Lehmann 1968). More radical is the claim that
uistic (and especially phonological) change cannot
understood without taking into account the whole
wof relations that it modifies. Though with different
hasis, all the Prague linguists reject the assumption
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that hinguistic changes may be haphazard and accidental
and they endorse tedeological dizchronic models: “Often
linguistic changes alm at the systern, st making it more
stable, at rebuilding it (Theses 1929:8), Jakobson, Tru-
betzkoy, and Karcevskij pushed this conception to the
extreme when they argued that “there are some linguistic
changes which, just like moves in a chess game, have the
mtention {o act on the system”™ {Theses 1928:35).

Insofar as speakers are aware of typical diachromc
phenomena, like archaisms and productive va. unproduc-
tive forms, the synchronic dimension cannot be severed
from the notion of evolution {Theses 1929:8). The rec-
ognition of a dynamism within synchrony is also related
to Mathesius's notion of potenriality (Mathesiug 1911),
This manifests itself in tendencies——that is. in the intrin-
sic proclivity of lnguistic phenomena to recur with
certain properties or shapes in a statistically regular way.
But svnchronic tendencies are not static laws. Likewise,
diachronic tendencies are conceived by Jukobson, Kar-
cevskip, and Trubetzkoy as goal-oriented, teleological
processes, superseding the Neogrammarians' notion of
mechanical causal laws (Theses T925:306).

4. Phonelogy. In the Prague Circle's Project of Stan-
dardized Phonological Terminology, phonology is de-
fined as the “part of linguistics dealing with phonic
phenomena from the viewpoint of their functions in
language™ (Project 1931:309). Like other branches of
tinguistics dealing with function, it was assigned a central
place, while phonetics, which was scen as lacking in any
functional value, was originally regarded as a mere aux-
ihiary discipline, A phoneme is defined as “a phonological
unit which 1s not capable of being segmented into smaller
and simpler phonological units” (Project 1931310, Later
definitions stress that the phoneme has the function of
distinguishing waords of different meanings. According to
Trubetzkay, “the phoneme is the sum of the phonelogi-
cally relevant properties of a sound”™ (1939:36). Thus. the
most common definition of the phoneme as 4 bundle of
distinctive features has demonstrable Prague roots, Fune-
tional distinctiveness alse accounts for the difference
between the phoneme and the variants in which it was
reatized, Two or more sounds whese permutation does
nist resuit in change of meaning are classified as variants
of the sume phoneme, This procedure is well known in
other structuralist methodologies as the “commutation
lest.”

The phonemes of a language stand in a definite relation
of opposition to one another. and the phonological system
of that language is based on those relations. The most
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imporiant kind of relations are correfations, sets of op-
positions characterized by the presence or absence of one
and the sume distinetive feature. This 1s called a corre-
fatien mark: in each phonemic pair, one term 15 marked
and the other is unymarked. Thus, the consonantal systems
of many langusges have oppositions like /ipf ~ o/ A/ -~
i, et we spoak of o correlation of vorce and assume
that b/ and /d7 are the marked members of the pairs. and
ipé and A/ the unmarked ones. In some contexts. the
correlation cannot be nplemented te.g. German does
not have a contrast of voice in word-fisal position): in
such cases. if i% said that the opposition is “peutralized.”

An aspect of phonological theury that has hnportam
typolegical implications is the attempt to formulate gen
eral phonological laws. Jakobson, for instance. argued
that seme correlations are incompatible with others: for
example. if a language has a phonologically significant
correlation of vocalic quantly (i.e., long and short vowels
are contrasted). this s mcompatible with the presence of
a phonologically significant stress acvent. Thus. the cur-
relatton of
the stress accent is not phonological, while in Russian
one finds exactly the opposite sittation—the phonologi-
cal use of the stress aceent excludes the phonological use
of vocalic quantity. (For a broader overview, see Vachek
1992, and for a detadled account, Anderson 198583~
1391

Prasue phonology is not a closed chapter. Certamn
Prague concepts (¢.g., markedness)y keep reappearing i
generativist and natural phonology {ef. Dinnsen 19793

5. Morphonology, The Prague linguists, particulorh
Trubetzkoy, regarded the relation between phonology and
morphology as especiadly close. This point was erphu
sized by the founding of o aew discipline called “mor-
phophemology™ or {Yrubetakoy 129,
1931), which deals with the phonological structure of
morphemes, The basic anit of morphonology, the “mor-
phoneme,” was originally defined as “a complex idea of
all members of a morphological alternation”™ (e.g.. Rus-
sian k¢ abstracted from rnkd “hand”, adj. rudadi “man-

vovalic quantity 15 present i Crech, where

“murphonology”

val’). At a later stage, the morphoneme was divested of

its psyehological garb and the emphasis was pul on s
functiomng in the various grammatical implementations
of the muorpheme (Vachek 1908 This concept 1 espe-
cially important in the structural analysis ol langoages
that preserve a “synthetic” grammatical structure, such
as Latin. Greek, or the Slavic languages.

6. Morphology and syntax. The morphological re-

search of the Prague lmguists s less umitary than thetr

STICS: Western Traditions: The Prague School

phonology, Mathesiug saw meorphology as i somewhat
less imporiant part of the grammar, which dealt with the
formal patterns present in functional syntax and in func-
tional onomatology {the study of the lexicon and of its
use i speech acts), Morphology s, however, given a
central place in Viadimir Skahfka's typology. though
mainly as a tool for language comparison. Atempts at
more eneral theories came from other scholars, Babumil
Troka deveioped the notion of “morphological expo-
nents.” which are defined as “all formal expedients that
are able 10 express a muosphological functon in the
tanguage.” In his study of the Russian verb, Jakobson
applied the theory of correlative relations (e, the rela-
tions of markedness vs. anmarkedness in opposition
pairs) to morphologieal analvsis (Vachek 1964, 196682~
874,

Mathesius was the leading Hgure o the Pragoe syntac-
tic research of the prewar period. His approach was
consistent with the prevatling functionalism and 1s clearly
hus definition of the semence, which was
developed as carly as 1924, He was interested in the
formal attribures of the sentence, but here 100 he was
comvineed that the functional properiies had 10 have
privrity. He focused mainly on what the sentence is for--
on commnaicatve funcion in s broadest sense. He thuy

reflocted in

shandoned the psychological tradition of sentence anal
vais and fuid the foundations of @ new functional approach
which he funhered with his studwes on
language-specific syntactic characters, This domain of
research, which be termed “syntactic c&arac(m‘mh}g}f’,")
was to influgnce postwar synchrome and dischronic ty:
pology. Another lasting contribution to syntax was Ma-
thesius's informational approach to the analysis of th
sentence: the part that refers to a fact or lacts already
knowas from the preceding comtest, of to facts that may
be taken for granted (the “theme™ ), 15 distinguished from
the purt that conveys new information and thus enriches
e knowledge of the listener or reader (the “rheme’)
This model. called “Functional Sentence Perspectivel
wus Jater deve n;af:d by linguists of Second Prague
School, especiaily Franti$ek Danes, Jan Firbas and Pel
Suall (Vachek 1964, 1966:85-95: for more recent devel
opmenis, see Firhas 1992, Sgall etal, 1986, and Sornicols
and Svobada 19923,

[5ee also Jakobson, Roman, |

o syiax,
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Western Traditions: The London School

The wo-called London School of linguistics is closely
wentified with John Rupert Firth (1890190605 Firth & o
figure of major impartince in Hnguistics [n two respects.
As the first Beitish Professor of General Linguistics. from
1944t 1956 he almost single-handedly established lin-
puistics as a recognized academic discipline in Briush
where the subject had been represented. if
by phoneties and comparatve philalogy. In

UnIVersilics
at all, vndy
the same veurs. he set his seal on the direction of
linguistic theory and Hnguistic rescarch among some of
the most active linguists in Britun, at that nme muostiy
concentrated in London (see Robins 1963}

While Firth fostered the development of the sul icc{ as
a whole. his own particular interests lay i two felds: €
phonologival theory, where his Prosodic Pi sa}nolugy wis
the major challenge at the time 1o the dominant phoneme
theary of Daniel Jones in Britain, and to “structurahist”
phonemics in the United States: and (i) semantic theory.
which will be addressed first below.

1. Semantics, In his many studies of linguistic mean-
ing, Firth prapounded his contestul <emantics. the the-
ory of the context of situation, with an enthusiism alimost
amounting to a passion throughout his professional hife.
I this. he was in strong oppasition to the intellectualist
conception of language as the independent expression of
thought and of personal experience, and to the notion of



