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FERDINAND DE SAUSSURE

The generality of Peirce’s starting point in “logic” as a general theory
of inquiry and in his trichotomy of signifying relationships is matched by
the specificity of Saussure’s taking the linguistic sign and linguistics as his
“semiological” model. Later semiotic theory has not only inherited as a
given the Peircean triad—which itself is an echo of the Medieval division
of signs into mimetic, deictic, and conventional—but it has also been be-
queathed by Saussure what has become a practically unavoidable way of
speaking about signs in general, though the original context was lin-
guistic. The linguistic sign; Saussure pointed out, is a “double entity,” a
Janus-faced thing, both sides or faces of which are absolutely necessary for
it to function as a sign. Taking, not without detriment to later work in the
tradition deriving from hitm, the “word” as his fundamental unit, Saussure
asserted that “the linguistic sign unites, not a thing and a name, but a
concept and a sound-image.” This “sound-image,” to use a terminology

somewhat different from Saussure’s, is a concrete psychologically realized
token of an abstract type, and the “concept” is the “meaning,” Peirce’s
“interpretant,” which is the “thought-sign” generated by another sign.
Now by a “sign” Saussure means the indissoluble union of the two
components, not the “sound-image”—or visual image if we are talking
about graphic signs-—alone, a temptation to which linguistic theory and
general sign theory has been prone. Saussire’s great proposal—which, as
Biihler points out in his tekt, is nevertheless tainted by the adoption of an
“association” theory of meaning—was “to retain the word sign [signe] to
designate the whole and to replace concept and sign-image respectively
by signified [signifié] and signifier [signifiant],” a terminological choice
which has spread far and wide beyond the domain in which Saussure
himself used it and is now used to analyze systems of signs in every me-
dium whatsoever. See, thus; Barthes’s essay on the “Rhetoric of the Im-
age” {also his The Fashion System) atid Schapiro’s use of this terminol-
ogy, too. As, however, Beaveniste’s essay and other cognate texts will -

show—sce especially the essay by Lévi-Strauss—the range of application

as well as the peculiarity of the framework in which it is found give rise to
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problems and profound solutions -alike. I'iﬁrc one can alsp. profitably
compare Langer’s rather different formulat%onfs. R o
For Saussure, signs, as the union of s1gn1ﬁe‘r and mgpxiicd, §1gn1f?
through differential opposition, one of the key 1§:1eas' of hl? ) Sf:r‘nl,()l()gl-
cally” oriented language theory which has been :?Sc'plo}ted widely in many
different domains. Both sides of the sign are fog'hl.m in the .deepest sense
tundamentally diacritical, a theme Eco', himielf echomg Hj::lmslcv, wlnll
exploit quite generally under the ru‘bnc o'f segmentation. Just as the
signifier is not a “thing,” a substantial entity, bu.t a relational structure,
so signifieds likewise are defined thr.ou'gh ré‘lgt.lons o“f opposltlo,r}, nol:
through being referred to “extra-semiotic” entities or “the \yorlld. Botd
are defined by and within a system of contrasts from OFher signifiers anl
signifieds. They are “form,” not “substance.” Since a sign fUll’ICt'l()nS only
within a system—that is, within a code, one of the chlef.st‘:mlotlc cz:lt'f&go-
ries—and a system is a set of formally structured DPp()Sltl‘(‘)nS and di lf:r—
ences, Saussure has become one of the sources not just of “structural lin-
guistics,” but a participant in that vast and still disputed movement

- called “structuralism,” which extends from linguistics, through l}tcrary
" theory, anthropology, history, and psychology, to psychoanalysis, and
even beyond. i : ‘

Saussute’s differential deﬁniltion of the sign parallels his concept of the

' phoneme as itself a differential unity in the constitution of the linguistic

sign. Although Saussure only just gllimpsed t!le heuristic pox:)rerB(_)‘fhi:he
great phonological analogy—something explc?ited extensl‘\‘rely ¥ Bil er;E
Jakobson, Metleau-Ponty, and others—he did see Fhat out systch c)E
phonemes is the instrument we pla.y'in.o_rder to artxcgls_ufe th? wor 1;; o

language” and he foresaw, at least implicitly, the poss:iblkl:t};l of search :::E
for nonlinguistic elements, analogous to phonemes and the lgher unitie:

built on them, that would constitute the vast set of dlffqrentxal opppsi-
tions making up the signifying dorr.xains of painting, archltectun:i, mlusm,
dance, film, and other systems, an idea which has now generated a large
and uneven literature under the rubric _of .seconéajry modeling systers, 2
theme predominant in the Russian semiotic tradition, a representative sc-
Jection from which can be found in Dan‘uel P. Lucid, Soviet Semfotzcs
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1977). The ultlm;te
value of this framework and its gencralizability are matters of. sc:lme is-
pute. By no means does a “semiotic” approach to nonh.ngmstxc om;mls
have to restrict itself to the Saussurian categom}l mamx—:—Langer, ;: -
son Goodman, and the essay by Meyer Schapiro are prime ’:xamp.telj
of alternative framc\gorlfg—altl?ough French langugﬁe worfk tas;l,1 ‘Zi b
mixed thougk;{eg&yi-gmeljy:.n_ngzﬂgsg results, tende@@}g; o so, for temp

% linguistic e . B '
me?)tﬁfl: ::)sf g\;euss’uréh”s"gmost“famous distinctions, which bears directly upon
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Volloléinov’s project, is that between langue and parole. Langue is the li
guistic system-——the objective “code” —upon which the concrete s catll:
ers 'depend to produce utterances in the process of speech or pgroie
While langue is social, parole is individual. This distinction, which is
basgd on Durkheim’s analyses of the objectivity of social “f’acts” ans
t}_lelr realization in individual consciousnesses, has had a very checkered
history (see Biihler, Lévi-Strauss, Jakobson, Barthes, Benveniste plus
many essays of Paul Ricoeur) and was subjected to severe, and essc;tiall
pmdlfymg, criticism in Voloinov's account of the centr,ality' of “verbayl
interaction” which pivots around the “utterance,” as the primary object
of a “philosophy” of language, Ty
.Although Saussure’s work was not essentially “epistemological”, in
orm;’ﬂ?é& is, however, a Saussurian epistemology, Saussure pum
the heart of his work the extremely problematical thesis, which was also
taken up by Hjelmslev in his Prolegomena to a Theary of Language, that
experience is an undifferentiated and amorphous continuum until, it is
-“—F—L!—\LTE%‘” by the diacritical act of speech and codified in the system Of differ—
enges which'make up language [langue]. This idea, which is not exactly
challenged but certainly modified by Langer’s (and Gestalt theory’s) ac-
count of ‘percleption itself as articulation of form, was given classic ex-
pression in Hjelmslev’s notion, exploited by Umberto Eco, of an abstract
form of content,” which became forms of content in Eco’s project, The
key idea—also formulated within a very different context by John bee]y

in hils Introdicing Semiotic—is_that each language or sign system, in-
cluding the system of conceptual signs or ideas, is a kind oF mvisible. di- / A1 |
agﬁ.ano.us field of forces or coordinate system. In each system the ling,g af /
distinctions are not drawn in the same places in the continuum of experi- s
ence. Language is not a neutral system of transparent filters which pass a7
3o USW g external to it. Language— U}
a:'_l?l_afl.i sign and gms as such-—is constjrutivi .
Wr.ltmg in his Roman Jakobson's Approach to Language: Phenome;
nological Structuralism (Bloomington: Indiana.University P;ess I 6)5
Elmar Holenstein noted that “the universe of language may r1’0t9b7€ a
closed. system; the universe of signs certainly is” (x59). Signification, the
genesis of “sense” or meaning, as Eco put it, “encompasses the whoie of
cultural life, even at the lower threshold of semiotics,” which is percep-
tugl consciousness itself. When confronted with the p;oblcm of thl(: “ ep-
esis of perceptual signification” semiotics comes to “regard percepti ¥ I::
sg:lf as the result of a preceding semiotic act.” By focusing on the sl.oen?ittlzrtl‘ .
structure of consciousness quite generally—by seeing it, in Karl Biihlerl’g
hrase, as a Sinngefilge, a me_aning-structure——scmiotic’s approaches the

whole problem-space of what has come to b ‘
. e known as “transcend »
philosophy, that branch of philosophy, stemming from Kant a;f:{]p?slst?;g
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through Husserl, that focuses on the modes of consciousness and the

structures of “givenness.”
In the words of Holenstein:

s
Traditional transcendental philosophers . . . organized the data of the
wortld largely in psychological tertns. Steugturalist offers the tools and ma-
terial for a semiotic apprehension of the transcendental approach, Tean-
scendental philosophy proceeds from the observation that all conscious-
ness is ‘consciousness of something’ and that the world gan in principle be
given to us only in a subjective mode of appeéarance as perceived, remem-
bered, imagined, thought, or otherwise conscious world. Structuralism
draws our attention to the root-like attachment of the world’s subjective

" constitution to sign systems (5).

Here is an important point of intersection between Peircean and Saus-
surian semiotics, and other texts in this collection—those of Basthes,
Langer, Thom, Bithler, and Bateson—will bear directly upon this most
important of themes. Semiosis, once again, points toward subjectivity.

The literature on Saussure and the ensuing “structuralist” movement is
vast. Three collections of materials supplement and overlap the present
volume. Structuralism, edited with an introduction by Jacques Ehrmann
{Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday-Anchor, 1970}; The Structuralists: From
Marx to Lévi-Strauss, edited with an introduction by Richard T. De
George and Fernande M. De George (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday-
Anchor, 1972); and Introduction to Structuralism, edited and introduced
by Michael Lane (New York: Basic Books, 1970). The Ehrmann and Lane
volumes have fine bibliographies and will lead one to the other primary
and secondary materials. For beginners a good place to start on the rela-
tion between semiotics and structuralism is the handy little compendium
by Terence Hawkes, Structuralism and Semiotics {Berkeley and Los An-
geles: Universicy of California Press, 1977). In addition to introducing
the structuralist contributions to literary theory the book contains a
superb and extremely useful annotated bibliography. See also the useful
baok Saussure by Jonathan Culler (New York: Penguin, 1977) and his
earlier Structuralist Poetics: Structuralism, Linguistics, and the Study
of Literature {Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1975}, In the latter
volume we find fine discussions of Barthes and Jakobson, among many

others.

+
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FERDINAND DE SAUSSURE

The Object of Linguistics
DEFINITION OF LANGUAGE

What is both the integral and concrete object of linguistics? The ques-
tion is especially difficult; later we shall see why; here I wish merely to
point up the difficulty, :

Other sciences work with objects that are given in advance and that
can then be considered from different viewpoints; but not linguistics.
Someone pronounces the French word nu ‘bare’: a superficial observer
would be tempted to call the word a concrete linguistic object; but a
more careful examination would reveal successively three or four quite
different things, depending on whether the word is considered as a sound,
as the expression of an idea, as the equivalent of Latin nudum, etc. Far
from it being the object that antedates the viewpoint, it would seem that
it is the viewpoint that creates the object; besides, nothing tells us in ad-
vance that one way of consideting the fact in question takes precedence
over the others or is in any way superior to them.

Moreover, regardless of the viewpoint that we adopt, the linguistic
phenomenon always has two related sides, each deriving its values from
the other. For example:

1) Articulated syllables are acoustical impressions perceived by the
ear, but the sounds would not exist without the vocal organs; an #, for

¢ > example, exists only by virtue of the relation between the two sides. We
Q) simply cannot reduce language to sound or detach sound from oral articu-
lation; reciprocally, we cannot define the movements of the vocal organs
without taking into account the acoustical impression.

2) But suppose that sound were a simple thing: would it constitute
speech? No, it is only the instrument of thought; by itself, it has no exis-
tence. At this point a new and redoubtable relationship arises: a sound,

LT

a complex acoustical-vocal unit, combines in turn with an idea to form a
e et e iR R e e e —

Reprinted from Gourse in General Linguistics, by Ferdlinand de Saussure, edited by
Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye, in collaboration wit Albert Riedlinger, translated
from the French by Wade Baskin. New York: Philosophical Library, 1959, Reprinted by
permission of the publisher; British edition, Peter Owen Ltd., teptinted by permission.
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complex physiological-psychological unit. But that is still not the com-

plete-picture. o o

3) Specch has both an individual and a sggial side, and we cannot
conceive of one without the other, Besides: o

4) Speech always implies both an estab_llsh_féd system and an evolu-
tion; at every moment it is an existing ,instl.tu:tu‘m and a product of 'th'e ,

past. To distinguish between the system and its history, between whatllt is
and what it'was, scems very simple at first glance; actually the two things
are so closely related that we can scarcely keep them apart. \_Xfould we
simplify the question by studying the linguis ‘..cphenomcnon inits c?arllest
stages—if we began, for example, by studying _the sl?eech of children?
No, for in dealing with speech, it is completely misleading to assume that
the problem of early characteristics differs from th_e problem of perma-
nent characteristics. We are left inside the vicious circle.

From whatever direction we approach the question, nowhere do we
find the integral object of linguistics. Everywhere. we are confronted with
5 a dilemma: if we_fix our attention on only one side of cach problem, we

run the risk of failing to perceive the dualities pointed out above; on the
other Band, if we study speech from several viewpoints simultaneously,
the object of linguistics appears to us as a confused mass of heterogem?-
ous and unrelated things. Either procedure opens the door to several sci-
ences—psychology, anthropology, normative grammar, philologya etc.—
which are distinct from linguistics, but which might claim speech, in view
f the faulty method of linguistics, as one of their objects.- ! .

/Q As | see it there is only one solution to all the foregoing difficulties:
/) vom the very outset we must put both feet on the.gzg_f:t____miof_éaagxmge and
lf ? se language as the norm of all other manifestations of s peach. Actually,
among so many dualities, language alone seems to lend Lt:%clf to indepen-

dent definition and provide a fulcram that satisfies the mind. .

But what is language [langue]? It is not to be confused wnth-%mman
speech [langage], of which it is only a definite part, though certainly an
essential one. 1t is both a social product of the faculty of speech and_ a

{2\ collection of necessary conventions that have been adopted by a social

% body to permit individuals to exercise that facu‘lt)g.‘ Taken as a w‘hole,
speech is many-sided and heterogeneous; straddlmg sevex':al areas simul-
taneously—physical, physiological, and psychologu':al——lt belongs both
to the individual and to society; we cannot put it into any category of
human facts, for we cannot discover its unity. o

Language, on the contrary, is a self-contained whole and a principle of
classification. As soon as we give language first place among Fhe facts of
speech, we introduce a natural order into a mass that lends itself to no
other classification. .

Orie might object to that principle of classification on the ground that
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since the use of speech is based on a natural faculty whereas language is
something acquired and conventional, language should not take first
place but should be subordinated to the natural igstinct. '

That objection is easily refuted.

First, no one has proved that speech, as jt manifests itself when we
speak, is entirely natural, i.e. that our vocal apparatus was designed for
speaking just as our legs were designed for wz [king. Linguists are far from
agreement on this point. For instanc to whom lapguage is one
of several social institutions, thinks thiTwWe use the vocal apparatus as the
insttument of fanguage purely through luck, for the sake of convenience:
men might just as well have chosen gestures and used visual symbols in-
stead of acoustical symbols. Doubtless his thesis is too dogmatic; lan-
guage is not similar in all respects to other social institutions (see p. 73 f.
and p. 75 £.); moreover, Whitney goes too far in saying that our choice
happened to fall on the vocal organs; the choice was more or less im-
posed by-nature. But on the essential point the American linguist is right:
language is a convention, fand the nature of the sign that is agreed upon

does not matter, The question of the vocal apparatus obviously takes a
secondary place in the problem of speech.

One definition of articulated speech might confirm that conclusion. In
Latin, articulus means a member, part, or subdivision of a sequence; ap-
plied to speech, articulation designates either the subdivision of a spoken
chain into syllables or the subdivision of the chain of meanings into sig-
nificant units; gegliederte Sprache is used in the second sense in German.
Using the second definition, we can say that what is natural to mankind is

. 4 A A -
( not oral speech but the faculty of constructing a language, i.e. a system of,

/ * distinct signs espopdine to distinct ide
' Broca discovered that the Eaculty of speech is localized in the third left

frontal convolution; his discovery has been used to substantiate the at-
tribution of a natural quality to speech. But we know that the same part
of the brain is the center of everything that has to do with speech, includ-
ing writing. The preceding statements, together with observations that
have been made in different cases of aphasia resulting from. lesion of the
centers of localization, seem to indicate: (1) that the various disorders of
otal speech are bound up in a hundred ways with those of written speech;
and (2} that what is lost in all cases of aphasia or agraphia is léss the fac-
ulty of producing a given sound gg'_vlr}',i_tj_gg_a_gimign_th@ the ability {0
evoke by incans of an insixument, resardless of what it is, the signs of.a
re s speech. The obvious implication is that beyond the
functioning of the various organs there exists a more general faculty

which governs signs and which would be the linguistic faculty praper,

And this brings us to the same conclusion as above,

To give language first place in the _study of speech, we can advance g |
final argument: the faculty of articulating words—whether it is nataral or
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not—is exercised only with the help of the instrument created b)‘! a collc?c-
tivity and provided for its use; therefore, to say that language gives unity

to speech is not fanciful.
s
PLACE OF LANGUAGE IN THE FACTS;OF SPEECH

In oréler to separate from the whole of speech the part that bclonl;g‘s to
we must examine the individual act from which the speaking-

language, . e o
resence of at least two

ircui ructed. The act requires the p St bw
et o e e s ary to complete the circuit,

i ini mber necgs!
ersons; that is the minunum number j . : :
}S)upposu: that two people, A and B, are convérsing with each other;

Suppose that the opening of the circuit is in A’§ brainé vs;lherlei:nrgsgtt?i
iated with representations of the
facts (concepts) are associate . of the linguistic
i ' ed for their expression. A g
sounds (sound-images} that are us . ‘ e, A
ding sound-image in the brain; this purely

cept unlocls a correspon ‘ ains ebls purey b,
i is followed in turn by a physiological p

chological phenomenon is fo 1 Physiologica) proces:
i i impu responding to the imag

the brain transmits an impulse cor age t0 the orgats

i i Then the sound waves travel fr !
used in producing sounds. : vel from the moueh
: hysical process, Next, the cir ‘

of A to the ear of B: a purely p e el

i i : from the ear to the brain, the phy: :

in B, but the order is reversed: fron ‘  the physiological
issi -1 s in the brain, the psychologi

transmission of the sound-image; ; -

tion of the image with the corresponding r.:onv.:n:pt;.llftl}’;ther{ln ip:;ll::;etl;s

i is brain to A’s—exactly the sa
w act will follow——from his : .
?}Te first act and pass through the same successive phases, which 1 shall

diagram as follows:

Audition Phonation
c= céncept
& = sbund-image
Audition

Phonation
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The preceding analysis does not purport to be complete. We mighte
also single out the pure acoustical sensation, the identification of that
! sensation with the lagent sound-image, the muscular image of phonation,
etc. I have included only the elements thought to be essential, but the
drawing brings out at a glance the distinction between the physical {(sound
waves), physiological (phonation and audition), and psychological parts
(word-images and concepts). Indeed, we should not fail to note that the
word-image stands apart from the Sotnd itself and that it is just as psy-
chological as the concept which is associate with It.

Thecircuit that I have outlined can be further divided into:

{@) an outer part that includes the vibrations of the sounds which
travel from the mouth to the ear, and an inner part that includes every-
thing else;

(&) apsychological and a nonpsychological part, the second including
the physiological productions of the vocal organs as well as the physical
acts that are outside the individual;

{¢) an actj d sive part: everything that goes from the 4850~
ciative center of th aker to the ear of the listener is active, and

every-
thing that goes from the car of the Tistener to his associative center is
%

assive;

(d) finally, everything that is active in the
L6 execugive (¢ — s), and everything that
~We should also add the associative and
find as soon as we leave isolated signs;
role in the organization of language asa

But to understand clearly the role of t
faculty, we must leave the individual a
spegch, and approach the social fact.
*Among all the individuals thar are linked to
sort of average will be set up: all will re
but approximately—the same sigis uni

How does the social crystallization
parts of the circuit are involved} Fo
equally in it.

The nonpsychological patt can be re
we hear people speaking a langua
the sounds but remain outside the
stand them.

. Neither is the psychological part of the ciccuit wholly responsible: the

exccutive side is missing, for execution is never carried out by the collec-

[@K tivity. Execution is always individual, and the individual is alyays its
master: I shall call the executive side speaking [parole), {

Through the functioning of the receptive and co-ordinating faculties,

psychological part of the cir-
is passive is receptive (s - ¢). ]
co-ordinating faculty that we_-
this faculty plays the dominar
system,

he associative and co-ordinating
ct, which is only the embryo of

gether by speech, some
produce—not exactly of course,
ted with the same concepts.

of language come about? Which
r all parts probably do not participate
3
jected from the outset. When
ge that we do not know, we perceive
social fact because we do not under-

0 L
~ TRrEE
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p p he mlnds
1mpres are e bly the'sarﬂe or all e made on
i S1oNS that r pef t1 f a | t
()f Speakcfs. HOW can that SOClal prOdllCt be plCtured in SuCh a Way that

. mbra -
13“ nage Wlll stand a art EIQI[]. eV f we COI.II(I e b ce tllC‘

word-images stored in the minds of all indj¢iduals, we could iden-
T Bond filed by

i i db
tify the social bond that constitutes language. Itis a storehouse fille

ers Of a K AT okt B H T T DTt e e
the memb svstem that has a potential existence in ea_c_lthlrEl,m___,__m'mm:oe
ecific i . For language
fpeciﬁca]ly, in the brains of a group F Lln 1v1J u:v ist ToF Tanguage is Dot
: ; it exists perfectly gnly W CUVILY.
lete in any speaker; it exists perfectly on ) ! =
;Pmrf, 'é‘éﬁz‘{é‘éi"l"; anguage from speakinig We afe at the sam;:1 t1:1}e :eg; e
ing: (1) what is social from what is ind al; and (2) what is essentia
* Pl ONO—

AL 1 ore or less accidental. .
from whatm;‘es--i_as'qﬁ%%izf%,hizﬁolﬁ of the speaker; it i:s a product _tha.t 15 pasé
siv;?lnfs‘:?flilated by the individual. It never rqu&res 'prcn‘lsgil;tl‘z?gizu
reflection enters in only for the purpose of classification,

e i individual act. It is wilful and intellec-

ing, on the contrary, is an individu intel

tujp;;ﬁiﬁi, the act, we should distinguish betwcefn: (I}){ tl::sz?r?;b;:;:t;?z
by \;vhich the speaker uses the ‘language ct?dc Ertea[fows ng his own
thought; and (2) the psychophysical mechanism tha

o th}?se I‘:E:\lft::ilzgr?gj.things rather than words; these dcﬁni!:ions 'a“i

noi\I :r::;;n;red by certain ambiguouslwords that do nOtShaZShlji:;fss

ings in different languages. For instance, German Spr iche means

both “language” and “speech”; Rede almost corresponds to “speaking

o s ial confiotation of “discourse.” Latin sermo d::mgnatcs

o a?‘ds thfix’s’pecd “gneaking,” while lingua means “language,” etc. Nf)

e ebere a:ils exfctly t0 ’any of the notions specified above; tbat is

Wzrdaﬁoé::(;isrlr)i(t)izns of words are made in vain; starting from words in de-

fining things i €.

e aeb:l?eg (;izdtﬁ characteristics of language: -
s ,is a well-defined object in the heterogeneous mass of
o %&lﬁmﬁe limited segment of the speakling—

SI’)eeci}tl v:hcg;a an anditory image becomes associated with a concept. 1t 15

fﬁmﬂm@“&m@ﬁmm &1 creat

TmselF it exists only by virtue of a sort of contract signed by

nem Lway
?}112 1':13 hegs of a communify. Maoreoye he individ St alWAys Serve

(] J [}
%! ioni . achild -
pprenticeship in order to learn the functlc)%
o ilates it only gradually, It is such a d_1stmct thing t zl; aman ge:
;isiwli[:d of the use of speaking retains it provided that he un
vocal signs that he hears. -

Language, unlike speaking, is something that we can St:czifel;::
t(eﬁ' Although dead languages are no longer spoken, we can y
rately.
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similate their linguistic organisms. We ca
ments of speech; indeed, the science of |
other elements are excluded,

(3) Wh

n dispense with the other ele-
anguage is possible only if the

creas speech is heterogeneons, lahglmge,

as defined, is homoge-
i sin kaﬁlljh&gglxgséhtigl thing is the Union
of meanings and sound-inrages, and in which both parts of Hie S

psychological.

(4) Language is concrete, no less so than speaking; and this is a help in
“our study of it. Linguistic si

- abstractions; associations w
f

gns, though basically psychological, are not
hich bear the stamp of collective approval—

and which added together constitute language—are realities that have

their seat in the brain, Besi

to reduce them to conventional written symbols, whereas it would be im-
possible to provide detailed photographs of acts of speaking [actes de pa-
role]; the pronunciation of even the smallest word represents an infinite
number of muscular movements that could be identified and put into
graphic form only with great difficulty. In language, on the contrary, there
is only the sound-image, and the latter can be translated into a fixed vi-
sual image. For if we disregard the vast number of movements necessary
for the realization of sound-images in speaking, we see that each sound-
image is nothing more than the sum of a limited number of elements or
phonemes that can in turn be called up by a corresponding number of
! written symbols. The very possibility of putting the things that relate to

language into graphic form allows dictionaries and grammars to repre-

sent it accurately, for language is a storehouse of sound-images, and writ-
ing is the tangible form of those images,

PLACE OF LANGUAGE IN HUMAN FACTS: SEMIOLOGY

The foregoing characteristics of language reveal an even more im-

portant characteristic. Language, once its boundaries have been marked
off within the speech data, can be classified among human phenomena,
whereas speech cannot. i
We have just seen that language is 2 social institution; but severa fea-
tures set it apart from other political, legal, etc, institutions. We must call
in a new type of facts in order to Hluminate the special nature of langunage.
Language is a s stem of signs that express ideas, dnd is therefore com-

parable to a system of writing, the alphabet of deaf-mutes, symbolic rites,
polite formulas, military signals, etc. But it

tis the mast-importa 11
these systems, rroball

A science that studies the life of signs within society is conceivable; it

would be a part of social psychology and consequently of general psy-
chology; I shall call it semiology' (from Greek samefon *sign’)
would show what constitutes signs

ence does not yet exist, no one can

- Semiology
, what laws govern them. Since the sci-
say what it would be; but it has a right

des, linguistic signs are tangible; it is possible -

=
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Nature of the Linguistic Sign
SIGN, SIGNIFIED, SIGNIFIER

S(?me people regard language, when reduced to its elements, as a
naming-process only-—a list of words, each corresponding to the thing
that it names. For example:

This conception is open to criticism at several points. It assumes that
ready-made ideas exist before words; it does not tell us whether a name is
vocal or psychological in nature (arbor, for instance, can be considered
from either viewpoint); finally, it lets us assume that the linking of a name
and a thing is a very simple operation—an assumption that is'anything
but true. But this rather naive approach can bring us near the truth by
showing us that the linguistic unit is a double entity, one formed by the
associating of twa terms.

ARBOR

EQUOS

efc. etc.

Welhave seen in considering the speaking-circuit (p. 31) that both
terms involved in the linguistic sign ate psychological and are united in
the brain by an associative bond. This point must be emphasized.

“The linguistic sign unites, not a thing and a naine; bitt a concept and 4

'Q j Jsolund-image:é.'The- latteF is not the material sound, a purely physical>

[ thing, but the psychological imprint of the sound, the impression that it
\) .makes on our sensest The sound-image is sensory, and if I happen to call
A it “material,” it is only in that sense, and by way of opposing it to the

other term of the association, the concept, which is generally more
abstract, :

“The’ psychological character of our sound-images becomes apparent
when we observe our own speech. Without moving our lips or tongue, wé
can, talk to ourselvessor recite mentally a selection of verse. Because, we
'regflrd the words of our language as sound-images, we must avoid speak-
ing'of the “phonemes” that make up the words. This term, which sug-
gests vocal activity, is applicable to the spoken word only, to the realiza-
tion of the inner image in discourse. We can avoid that misunderstanding

by speaking of the sounds and syllables of a word provided we remember
that the names refer to the sound-image,

Mr et
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The Linguistic Sign

The linguistic sign is then a two-sided psychological entity that can be
represented by the drawing: :

‘i
|
- /

The two elements-are intimately united, and each recalls the other,
Whether we try to find the meaning of the Latin word arbor or the wordv
that Latin uses to designate the concept “trée,” it is clear that only the,
-associations sanctioned by that language appear to us to conform to real-

b

- ityy and we disregard whatever others might be imagined.

Our definition of the linguistic sign poses an important question of ter-
minology. [ call the combination of a concept and a sound-image a sign,
but in current usage the term generally designates only a sound-image, a
word, for example (arbor, etc.). One tends to forget that arbor is called a
sign ‘only because it carries the concept “tree,” with the result that the
idea of the sensory part implies the idea of the whole,

Ambiguity would disappear if the three notions involved here were
designated by three names, each suggesting and opposing the others. 1
propose to retain the word sign [signe] to designate the whole and to re-
place concept and sound-image respectively by signified [signifié] and
signifier [signifiant]; the last two terms have the advantage of indicating
the opposition that separates them from each other and from the whole
of which they are parts. As regards sign, if I am satisfied with it, this is
simply because I do not know of any word to replace it, the ordinary lan-
guage suggesting no other.

The linguistic sign, as defined, has two primordial characteristics. In
enunciating them I am also positing the basic principles of any study of
this type.

PRINCIPLE 1! THE ARBITRARY NATURE OF THE SIGN

The bond between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary, Since I
mean by sign the whole that results from the associating of the signifier
with the signified, I can simply say: the linguistic sign is arbitrary.
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The idea of “sister” is not linked by any inner relationship to the suc-
cession of sounds s-4-» which serves as its signifier in French; that it could
be represented equally by just any other sequence is proved by differences
among languages and by the very existence of different languages: the
signified “ox” has as its signifier #-6-f on one side of the border and o-k-s
{Oe¢hs) on the other. ‘
~ No one disputes the principle of the arbitrary nature of the sign, but jt
is .often easier to discover a truth than to assign to it its proper place.
Principle I dominates all the linguistics of language; its consequences are

% numberless. It is true that not all of them are equally obvious at first

5
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glance; only after many detours does one discover them, and with them
the primordial importance of the principle.

One rematk in passing: when semiology becomes organized as a sci-
ence, the question will arise whether or not it properly includes modes of
expression based on completely natural signs, such as pantomime. Sup-
posing that the new science welcomes them, its main concern will still be
the whole group of systems grounded on the arbitrariness of the sign. In
fact, every means of expression used in society is based, in principle, on
collective behavior or-—what amounts to the same thing—on conven-
tion, Polite formulas, for instance, though often imbued with a certain
natutal expressiveness (as in the case of a Chinese who greets his emperor
by bowing down to the ground nine times), are nonetheless fixed by rule;
it is this rule and not the intrinsic value of the gestures that obliges one to
use them. Signs that are wholly arbitrary realize better than the others the
ideal of the semiological process; that is why language, the most complex
and universal of all systems of expression, is also the most characteristic;
. i@%@ﬂw&Mﬂmatmm for all branches of

s_g%ggy,although language is onily one particular semiological system.
e word symbol has been used to designate the linguistic sign, or
more specifically, what is here called the signifier. Principle [ in particular
weighs against the use of this teem. One characteristic of the symbol is
that it is never wholly arbitrary; it is not empty, for there is the rudiment
of a natural bond between the signifier and the signified. The symbol of
justice, a pair of scales, could not be replaced by just any other symbol
such as a chariot. ’

‘The word arbitrary also calls for comment. The term should not imply
that the choice of the signifier is left entirely to the speaker (we shall see
below that the individual does not have the power to change a sign in any
way once it has become established in the linguistic community); I mean
that it is unmotivated, i.c. arbitrary in that it actua ‘[y has no natu’ral con-
nection with the signified.

In concluding let us consider two objections that'might be raised to the
establishment of Principle I: '

1) Onomatopoeia might be used to prove that the choice of the sig-

PEAT S
,v,,,/( b

5,

\’"//"é /{

-

ST g
T 7 SOGE S Cem

Ao g

The Linguistic Sign 39

nifier is not always arbitrary. But onomatopoeic formations are never
organic elements of a linguistic system. Besides, their number is much
smaller than is generally supposed. Words like French fouet ‘whip’ or
glas ‘knell’ may strike certain ears with suggestive sonority, but to see
that they have not always had this property we fieed only examine their
Iatin forms (fouet is derived from fagus ‘beech-tree,’ glas from classicum
‘sound of a trumpet’). The quality of their present sounds, or rather
the quality that is attributed to them, is a fortuitous result of phonetic
evolution. L '
¢ As for authentic onomatopoeic words (c.g%. glug-glug, tick-tock, etc.),
not only are they limited in number, but also they are chosen somewhat
arbitrarily, for they are only approximate and more ox less conventional
imitations of certain sounds (cf, English bow-wow and French ouaouay.
In addition, once these words have been introduced into the language,
they are to a certain extent subjected to the same evolution-—phonetic,
morphological, etc.—that other words undergo (cf. pigeon, ultimately
from Vulgar Latin p#pi6, derived tn turn from an onomatopoeic forma-
tion): obvious proof that they lose something of their original character in
order to assume that of the linguistic sign in general, which is unmotivated.

2) Interjections, closely related to onomatopoeia, can be attacked
on the same grounds and come no closer to refuting our thesis. One is
tempted to see in them spontaneous expressions of reality dictated, so to
speak, by natural forces. But for most interjections we can show that
there is no fixed bond between their signified and their signifier, We need
only compare two languages on this point to see how much such expres-
sions differ from one language to the next (e.g. the English equivalent of
French aje! is ouch!). We know, moreover, that many intetjections were
once words with specific meanings (cf. French diable! ‘darnl’ mordien!
‘solly!’” from mort Dieu ‘God’s death,’ etc.)."

Onomatopoeic formations and interjections are of secondary impor-
tance, and their symbolic origin is in part open to dispute.

PRINCIPLE 11: THE LINEAR NATURE OF THE SIGNIFIER

The signifier, being auditory, is unfolded solely in time from which it
gets the following characteristics: (a) it represents a span, and (b} the
span is measurable in a single dimension; it is a line.

While Principle II is obvious, apparently linguists have always ne-
glected to state it, doubtless because they found it too simple; neverthe-
less, it is fundamental, and its consequences are incalculable. Its im-
portance equals that of Principle I; the whole mechanism of language
depends upon it. In contrast to visual signifiers (nautical signals, etc.)
which can offer simultaneous groupings in several dimensions, auditory
signifiers have at their command only the dimension of time. Their ele-
ments are presented in succession; they form a chain. This feature be-
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comes readily apparent when they are represented in writing and the spa-
tial line of graphic marks is substituted for succession in time.
Sometimes the linear nature of the signifier is not obvious, When I ac-
cent a S)([lable, for instance, it seems that [ am concentrating more than
one significant element on the same point. But this is an illusion; the syl-
lable and its accent constitute only one phonational act, There is no du-

ality within the act but only different oppositions to what precedes and
what follows,

Immutability and Mutability of the Sign
IMMUTABILITY

The signifier, though to all appearances freely chosen with respect t&
- the idea that it represents, is fixed, not free, with respect to the linguistic o
- community that uses.it.:The masses have no voice in the matter, and the
signifier chosen by language could be replaced by no other. This fact,
which seems to embody a contradiction, might be called colloquially “the
stacked deck.” We say to language: “Choose!” but we add: “It must be
this sign and no other.” No individual, even if he willed it, could modify
in any way at all the choice that has been made; and what is more, the
community itself cannot control so much as a single word; it is bound to
the existing language.

No longer can language be identified with a contract pure and simple,
and it is precisely ffom this viewpoint that the linguistic sign is a particu-
larly interesting object of study; for language furnishes the best proof that
a law accepted by a community is a thing that is tolerated and not a rule
to which all freely consent. ~

Let us first see why we cannot control the linguistic sign and then draw
together the important consequences that issue from the phenomenon.

"No matter what period we choose ot how far back we go, language
always appears as a hetitage of the preceding periods We might conceive
of an act by which, at a given moment, names were assigned to things and
a contract was formed between concepts and sound-images; but such an
act has never been recorded. The notion that things might have happened
like that was prompted by our acute awareness of the arbitrary nature of
the sign.

No society, in fact, knows or has ever. known language other than asa
produet inherited from preceding generations, and oneto be accépted ag™
such. That is why the question of the origin of speech is not so important
as it is generally assumed to be. The question is tiot even worth asking;
Fh‘e only real object of linguistics is the normal, regular lifé of an exis‘ti-ng’b
idioma A- particular language-state is always the product of historical
forces, and these forces explain why the sign is-unchangeable, i.e. why it
resists:any arbitrary substitution, = ’
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Nothing is explained by saying that language is something inherited
and leaving it at that. Can ot existing and inherited laws be modified
from one moment to the next?

To meet that objection, we must put language into its social setting
and frame the question just as we would for an other social institution.
How are other social institutions transmitted? This more general ques-
tion includes the question of immutability. We must first determine the
greater or lesser amounts of freedom that the other institutions enjoy; in
each instance it will be seen that a different proportion exists between
fixed tradition and the free action of society.§t The next step is to discover
why in a given category, the forces of the first type carry more weight or
less weight than those of the second. Finally, coming back to language,
we must ask why the historical factot of transmission dominates it en-
tirely and prohibits any sudden widespread change.

There are many possible answers to the question. For example, one
might point to the fact that succeeding generations are not superimposed
on one another like the drawers of a piece of furniture, but fuse and inter-
penctrate, each generation embracing individuals of all ages—with the
result that modifications of language are not tied to the succession of gen-
erations. One might also recall the sum of the efforts required for learn-
ing the mother language and conclude that a general change would be
impossible, Again, it might be added that reflection does not enter into
the active use of an idiom-—speakers are largely unconscious of the laws
of language; and if they are unaware of them, how could they modify
them? Even if they were aware of these laws, we may be sure that their
awareness would seldom lead to criticism, for people are generally satis-
fied with the language they have received.

The foregoing considerations are important but not topical. The fol-
lowing are more basic and direct, and all the others depend on them.

(x) The arbitrary nature of the sign. Above, we had to accept the theo-
retical possibility of change; further reflection suggests that the arbitrary
nature of the sign is really what protects language from any attempt to
modify it. Even if people were more conscious of language than they are,
they would still not know how to discuss it. The reason is simply that any
subject in order to be discussed must have a reasonable basis. It is pos-
sible, for instance, to discuss whether the monogamous form of marriage
is more reasonable than the polygamous form and to advance arguments
to support either side. One couldalso argue about a system of symbols,

for the symbol has a rational tefationship with the thing signified (see
p. 38); but language is a system of arbitrary signs and lacks the necessary
basis, the solid ground for discussion. There is no reason for preferring
soeur to sister, Ochs to boeuf, etc.

(2) The multiplicity of signs necessary to form any language. Another
important deterrent to linguistic change is the great numbet of signs that
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must go into the making of any language. A system of writing comprising
twenty to forty letters can in case of need be replaced by another system,
The same would be true of language if it contained 2 limited number of
elements; but linguistic signs are numberless, )

(3) The over-complexity of the system. A language constitutes a sys-
tem. In this one respect (as we shall see later) language is not completely
arbitrary but is ruled to some extent by logic; it is here also, however, that

the inability of the masses to transform it becomes apparent. The system.

is a complex mechanism that can be grasped only through reflection; the
very ones who use it daily are ignorant of it. We can conceive of a change
only through the intervention of specialists, grammarians, logicians, etc.;
but experience shows us that all such meddlings have failed.

(4) Collective inertia toward innovation. Language—and this consid-
eration surpasses all the others—is at every moment everybody’s con-
cern; spread throughout society and manipulated by it, language is some-
thing used daily by all. Here we are unable to set up any comparison
between it and other institutions. The prescriptions of codes, religious
rites, nautical signals, etc., involve only a certain number of individuals
simultaneously and then only during a limited period of time; in lan-
guage, on the contrary, everyone participates at all times, and that is why
it is constantly being influenced by all, This capital fact suffices to show
the impossibility of revolution. Of all social institutions, language is least
amenable to initiative. It blends with the life of society, and the latter,
inert by nature, is a prime conservative force.

But to say that language is a product of social forces does not suffice to
show clearly that it is unfree; remembering that it is always the heritage
of the preceding period, we must add that these soeial forces are linked
with time. Language is checked not only by the weight of the collectivity
but also by time. These two are inseparable. At every moment solidarity
with the past checks freedom of choice. We say man and dog. This does
not prevent the existence in the total phenomenon of a bond between the
two antithetical forces—arbitrary convention by virtue of which choice is
free and time which causes choice to be fixed. Because the sign is arbi-
trary, it follows no law other than that of tradition, and because it is
based on tradition, it is arbitrary,

MUTABILITY

Time, which insures the continuity of language, wields another influ-
ence apparently contradictory to the first: the more or less rapid change
of linguistic signs. In a certain sense, therefore, we can speak of both the
immutability and the mutability of the sign,®

In the last analysis, the two facts are interdependent: the sign is ex-
posed to alteration because it perpetuates itself. What predominates in all
change is the persistence of the old substance; disregard for the past is
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only relative. That is why the principle of change is based on the principle
of continuity. ' :

Change in time takes many forms, on any one of which an important
chapter in linguistics might be written. Withouyt entering into detail, let
us see what things need to be delineated. ! _

First, let there be no mistake about the meaning that we attach to the
word change. One might think that it deals especially with phonetic
changes undergone by the signifiet, or perhaps changes in meaning which
affect the signified concept. That view would;\ be inadéquate. Regardless of
what the forces of change are, whether in isolation or in combination,
they always result in a shift in the relationship between the signified and
the signifier.

ere are some examples, Latin necdre ‘kill’ became noyer ‘drown” in
French. Both the sound-image and the concept changed; but it is useless
to separate the two parts of the phenomenon; it is sufficient to state with
respect to the whole that the bond between the idea and the sign was
loosened, and that there was a shift in their relationship. If instead of
comparing Classical Latin necdre with French noyer, we contrast the for-
mer term with necare of Vulgar Latin of the fourth or fifth century mean-
ing ‘drown’ the case is a little different; but here again, although there is
no appreciable change in the signifier, there is a shift in the relationship
between the idea and the sign.®

Old German dritteil ‘one-thitd’ became Drittel in Modern German.
Here, although the concept remained the same, the relationship was
changed in two ways: the signifier was changed not only in its material
aspect but also in its grammatical form; the idea of Teil ‘part’ is no longer
implied; Drittel is a simple word. In one way or another there is always a
shift in the relationship.

In Anglo-Saxon the preliterary form fot ‘foot’ remained while its
plural *f6ti became fét {(Modern English. feet). Regardless of the other
changes that are implied, one thing is certain: there was a shift in their
relationship; other correspondences between the phonetic substance and
the idea emerged. _ 7

Language is radically powerless to defend itself against the forces
which from one moment to the next are shifting the relationship between
the signified and the signifier. This is one of the consequences of the arbi-
trary nature of the sign.

Unlike language, other human institutions—custors, laws, etc.—are
all based in varying degrees on the natural relations of things; all have of
necessity adapted the means employed to the ends pursued. Even fashion

in dress is not entirely atbitrary; we can deviate only slightly from the
conditions dictated by the human body. Language is limited by nothing
in the choice of means, for apparently nothing would prevent the asso-
ciating of any idea whatsoever with just any sequence of sounds.
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To emphasize the fact that language is a genuine institution, Whitney
quite justly insisted upon the arbitrary nacure of signs; and by so doing,
he placed linguistics on its true axis. But he did not follow through and
see that the arbitrariness of language radically geparates it from all other
institutions. This is apparent from the way in which language evolves.
Nothing could be more complex. As it is a product of both the social
force and time, no one can change anything in it, and on the other hand,
the arbitrariness of its signs theoretically entails the freedom of establish-
ing just any relationship between phonetic substance and ideas, The re-
sult is that each of the two elements united in the sign maintains its own
life to a degree unknown elsewhere, and that language changes, or rather
evolves, under the influence of all the forces which can affect either
sounds or meanings. The evolution is inevitable; there is no example of a
single language that resists it. After a certain period of time, some ob-
vious shifts can always be recorded.

Mutability is so inescapable that it even holds true for artificial lan-
guages. Whoever creates a language controls it only so long as it is not in

circulation; from the moment when it fulfills it mission and becomes the

property of everyone, control is lost. Take Esperanto as an example; if it
succeeds, will it escape the inexorable law? Once launched, it is quite
likely that Esperanto will enter upon a fully semiological life; it will be
transmitted according to laws which have nothing in common with those
of its logical creation, and there will be no turning backwards, A man
proposing a fixed language that posterity would have to accept for what
it is would be like a hen hatching a duck’s egg: the language created by
him would be borne along, willy-nilly, by the current that engulfs all
languages.

Signs are governed by a principle of general semiology: continuity in
time is coupled to change in time; this is confirmed by orthographic sys-
tems, the speech of deaf-mutes, etc.

But what supports the necessity for change? I might be reproached for
not having been as explicit on this point as on the principle of immu-
tability. This is because I failed to distinguish between the different forces
of change. We must consider their great variety in order to understand
the extent to which they are necessary.

The causes of continuity are a priori within the scope of the. observer,
but the causes of change in time are not. It is better not to attempt giving
an exact account at this point, but to restrict discussion to the shifting of
relationships in general. Time changes all things; there is no reason why
language should escape this universal law,

Let us review the main points of our discussion and relate them to the
principles set up in the Introduction. '

1) Avoiding sterile word definitions, within the total phenomenon
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represented by speech we first singled out two parts: language and speak-
ing. Language is speech less speaking. It is the whole set of linguistic hab-
its which allow an individual to understand and to be understood.

2) But this definition still leaves language outside its social context; it
makes language something artificial since it includes only the individual
part of reality; for the realization of language, a community of speakers
[mmasse parlante] is necessary. Contrary to all appearances, language
never exists apart from the social fact, for it is a semiological phenome-
non. Its social nature is one of its inner charactéristics, Its complete
definition confronts us with two inseparable entities, as shown in this
drawing:

Language

Community
of
speakers

But under the conditions described language is not living—it has only
potential life; we have considered only the social, not the historical, fact,

3) The linguistic sign is arbitrary; language, as defined, would there-
fore seem to be a system which, because it depends solely on a rational
principle, is free and can be organized at will. Its social nature, cgnsid-
ered independently, does not definitely rule out this viewpoint. Doubtless
it is not on a purely logical basis that group psychology operates; one
must consider everything that deflects reason in actual contacts between
individuals. But the thing which keeps language from being a simple con-
vention that can. be modified at the whim of interested parties is not its
social nature; it is rather the action of time combined with the social
force. If time is left out, the linguistic facts are incomplete and no conctu-
sion is possible.

If we considered language in time, without the community of speak-
ers—imagine an isolated individual living for several centuries—we prob-
ably would notice no change; time would not influence language. Con-
versely, if we considered the community of speakers without consideting
time, we would not see the effect of the social forces that influence lan-
guage. To represent the actual facts, we must then add to our first draw-
ing a sign to indicate passage of time: :
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Language is no longer free, for time will allow the social forces at
work on it to carry out their effects. This brings us back to the principle
of continuity, which cancels freedom. But continuity necessarily implies
change, varying degrees of shifts in the relationship between the signified
and the signifier.

NOTES

1. Semiology should not be confused with semmantics, which studies changes
in meaning, and which Saussure did not treat methodically,

z. Cf. A. Naville, Classification des Sciences (2nd, ed.), p. 104, [Editorial note
to French edition.]

3. The tetm sound-image may seem to be too restricted inasmuchi.as beside
the tepresentation of the sounds of a word thete is also that of its articulation, the
muscular image of the phonational act. But for F. de Saussure language is essen-
tially a depository, a thing received from. without (see p. [33 of this book]).

4.] Cf. English goodness! and zounds! {from God’s wounds). [Translator’s
note.

5. It would be wrong to reproach F. de Saussure for being illogical or para-
doxical in attributing two contradictory qualities to language. By opposing two
striking terms, he wanted only to emphasize the fact that language changes in
spite of the inability of speakers to change it. One can also say that it is intangible
but not unchangeable. [Editorial note to French edition.]

6. From May to July of 1911, Saussure used interchangeably the old termi-
nology (idea and sign) and the new {signified and signifier). [Translator’s note.]

d

V. N. VOLOSI,E'\IOV'

Part U of the book from which this selection is taken is entitled “To-
ward a Marxist Philosophy of Language,” and in it Voloinov confronts,
and tries to mediate between, what he calls “two trends of thought in the
philosophy of language,” to wit, individualistic subjectivism and abstract
objecevisn, In his words, the first trend, represented paradigmatically in
the work of Wilhelm von Humbeldt, incorporates these four basic
principles:

1. Language is an activity, an unceasing process of creation {enecrgeia)
realized in individual speech acts;

2. The laws of language creativity are the laws of individual psychology;

3. Creativity of language is meaningful creativity, analogous to creative
art; )

4. Language as a ready-made product (ergon), as a stable system {lexi-
con, grammar, phonetics} is, so to speak, the inert crust, the hardened lava
of langnage creativity, of which linguistics makes an abstract construct
in the interests of the practical teaching of language as a ready-made
instrument.

The second trend, abstract objectivism, he summarizes in the follow-
ing basic principles which are antitheses to the foregoing.

1. Language is a stable, immutable system of normatively identical lin-
guistic forms which the individual consciousness finds ready-made and
which is incontestable for that consciousness.

2. The laws of language are the specifically linguistic laws of connection
between linguistic signs within a given, closed linguistic systen. These laws
are objective with respect to any subjective conscioustess.

3. Specifically linguistic connections have nothing in common with
ideological values (artistic, cognitive, or other). Language phenomena are
not grounded in ideclogical motives. No connection of a kind natural and
comprehensible to the consciousness or of an artistic kind obtains between
the word and its meaning,. ! )

4. Individual acts of speaking are, from the viewpoint of language,
merely fortuitous refractions and variations or plain and simple distortions




