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In eppesitien te Smussure's dectrime that the limguistic signm is
wrbitrery, twe independent assertiens may be made: 1)that the

comnectien between signans snd signatum is net arbitrary, but

necessary; 2) that this conection is net wlways arbitrary, but

may semetimes, samd in impertant ways, be anprepriste ( er, in Peirece's
terms, that the limguistiec relatiem between sigm and ebject may icenic as
well ss symbelic). Each ef these assertiens, it may be neted, cenfremts
& different aspect of the netien eof the arbitrarimess ef the limguistie
sign,

Benveniste (Aet: Limguistiom I, 1939) and Jakebsem (implietily in
varieus writings, expliecitly im the "Retrespect"™ of 1962) have msde the
first sssertien. The argument which supperts it is that te regard the
linguistiec sign as arbitrary is te disregard™ the differentia specificm
that marks eut sny given feature with respect te all ether digtimctive
features ef the same language"™ (Jakebsen, Selected Writings; pe 653).
The relativity ef limghristic velues te one samether implies their
necessity (mem-arbitrarimess) withim the system ef a language. Te
ebject te Saussure's metiom ef arbitrarimess en these greunds is,

&3 beth Bemveniste and Jakebsen emphatieally state, net really te
eppese Smussure se much as it is te cerrect him in the light of his

ewn teachings. His dectrime eof the relativity ef limguistie vmlues has
been taken up snd smplified; its amplifieatien has revesled what
Ssussure himself geems not te have geem -~ that this dectiine centrs-
diets the dectrime of the arbitrarimess ef the limguistie sign.

There is, hewever, an aspect te the netien ef arbitrarimess which
the idea eof the relativity ef values within a limguistie system dees net

centradiet. As his discussien eof emematereeia (p.101-2) shews, at least

part ef what Saussure: had in mind in Frhounding the netien of
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srbitrariness is that signans dees net resemble sigmatum, that the
cennectien between signans snd sigmatum is based net en likeness but
en conventien. In Peirce's terms, Saussure is saying that linguistiec
signs sare net icemic but enly symbelic.

(It is imberesting that Benveniste, in his critieism eof Smussure's
dectrine of the arbitrariness ef the limguistic sign, assumes that “arbi-
trary™ must mean "nen-mecessary™; he exnlicitly dismisses as misguided the

ideo.
posstibidiy that "apbitrary™ means ™en-icenic™. He may be damaging
Smussure a little with this dismissal., A case ceuld be masde fer the
compatibility ef Saussure's netiems ef arbitrarimess sanmd relativity if we
interpret "arbitrary™ as "nem-icenric™. In fact, such an imterpretatien
of Smussure's statements sbeut arbitrariness strengthems his srguments for
the relativity ef values withim & limguistie system: mccerding te this
interpretation, Saussure is imsistimg that the value ef a limguistie sign
resides enly in its relatien te ether limguistic signs smd net in anmy
inherent, nmem-arbitrary cemmectiem with phememenss In ether werds, it
geems pessible that fer Baussure , Warbitrary™ dees net mean™aen-necessary
with respeet te the limpuistic system? but rather™men-mpprepriste,
nen-icenie with respect te phenemenal If this is se, then ef the twe
mssertiens mentiened abeve, enly the secend is really im eppesitien te
Saussure, The first is an assertien well werth makimg, but it clerified
Ssussure rather than cemtradicts him, The net effect ef applying the first
sssertien te Smussure is that we ean say that, if by"arbitrary™ Saussure
had meant "nen-necessary with respect te the limguistie system", he
weuld have been centradiectimg himself,)

Ssussure's discussien ef enematepeeia is epen te critieism em a number



of grounds, In erder te deny the significance of the "sonoritg

suggestive™ of sueh werds as feuet snd glas (which, by the way, de net

seem te be particulsrly cegemt examples ef suggestivenmess), he argues that

the Latin werds frem whieh these werds are descended de net have this same

sugrestiveness, Such sn argument surely vielates the beumdary whieh Saussure

himgelf has set dewn between symchremic and dischremic views ef lamguage:

the suggestiveness eof werds in their present phenelegical shape is & syn-

chreric fact, independent ef their histery., Furthermere, Ssussure seems

te imply that the icenic suggestiveness ef werds is s subjective and

perhaps sceidental sert of thing ("Des mets cemme feuet eu glas peuvent frap-

per certsaines ereilles par ume semerite suggestiveeses") There have been

many studies ef this questien ef suggestiveness, hewever, whieh seem te

indieate that phenetic icems have an ebjective (i.e., cemmenly perceived;

eperktive ameng speakers in linguistie interceurse and net merely present

htphtznrdly snd subjectively te the mind ef am imdividual spesker insefar

#s he is iselated frem ether speakers) existence in language.(It sheuld

be meted that what is here called a "phemetie icen™ is, fer Saussure and

mest ether limguists whe have written sabeut this questien, a

"phenetic symbel™. The term ™icen™ ig preferred here because it admits

of more exact definitien within the sentext of Peiree's termimelegy.)
Studies ef phemetic icenism may, fer purpeses ef diseussioen, be

divided inte three types. Studies ef the first tyse begim with phemetic

ecentrasts eutside the centext of any marticular language amd attempt te

shew that these eemtrasts have (medmpherical) meanimgs which are reughly

the same fer all human beings. One of the best examples of such a study

is Sapir's "A Study in Phenetic Symbelism™, There are seversl similar studies

dene by psychelegists. F‘iﬂgy’s beek Die Metaphern in der Phenetik
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may &lse be mentiened in this cemmectien. Central te studies ef this
type is the cencent of synmesthesim. The eentral thesis is that the
human mind cerrelates cemtrasts in eme sphere of sensstien with centrasts
in smether {eigi);~terrélates seen dork vs. light with heard lew vse high)
and that different human minds mske such eerwelstiens with a grest degree
of sameness. If this thesis is cerrect, them werds (er ether linguistie
units), sinece they must, in erder te be understeed by the intellect, alse
be perceived threugh eme ef the senses, are subject te symaesthetie
ssseciatiens and can be felt as mere er less mpprepriate (icon“i) te
their meanings, Such feeling of apprepriateness are net, then, primarily
subjective; phemetic icens cannet be dismissed as striking enly certain
ears.

Studies ef the sccend type are cencermned with these phenemie
cempenents of merphemes which may in themselves have geme megning eor
expressive pewer (e.g., the phememiec greup /g1/ in Erglish gleam,
glimmer, glare, etes). Some ef these studies -- & geed example is

Marchand's "Phemetic symbelism in English werd-fermatiemn™-- are mainly
lists eof such expressive sub-merphemes and attempts te specify their
meanimgs. Others, like Belinger's essays in Language, Harris' remarks in

Struetural Linguisties, snd Wells' and Kayser's The Cemmen Feature Methed,

sttmek the questien ef hew an entity such as /bl/ could fit inte & merphemie
enelysis of English, These studies differ frem the first type im that

1) they are net cemcerned with phenetic centrasts as engendering meaning,
but enly with empirieally given meanimgful sub-merphemes; 2) they msk
grammotieal rather than psychelegieal questiens. Such studies previde
evidence that phemetie icerism in matural languages iswmetci.cr se

quantitatively limited that it cam be dismissed frem the censiderstien
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of limguists.
Studies ef the third type are cemcerned primarily with the serts
of meanimgs which are expressible by seunds witheut merphemic status. Exmmples
are Jespersen's chapter en "Seund Symbelism™ in his Ianguage, and Himer' g

Schallnschahmung, Wertschepfung und Bedeutungswandel,

It is still pessible, &1l these studies eof whenetic icenism net-
withstanding, fer a Saussurian te reject the investigatien ef phenetie
ieenism as irrelevant te the limguist. Many ebjectiens ecan be made te the
serts of evidence surveyed abeve. The psychelegiocml evidence fer phenetic
icenism, the faect that the elements ef langusge are subject te symmesthetic
msseciatien -- &1l this, the Smussurian ceuld nwintﬁin,i«sdws irrelevant te
the limguist as mumerelegy is te the mathematiecian. The fact that humsa
minds cam fimd extrsmathematieal (e.gs, mythelegiesl) signifiosmce in
numbers dees met change the character ef mumbers in their rele im

the mathematicism's systems. Se alse with the elements of lamguagze, which
are interesting te the limguist enly fer the reles they play in the system
‘of.a._ langusge, net fer whatever ether kimds ef signifieance they may have.
That symmesthetic msseciatiemsmay im themselves be systematic dees net
mean they f;orm part of the system of language,

lg fer the existence of expressive sub-merphemes, evem if it camnet
be denied, it is net at all elear te a Saussurisan hew such sub-merphemes
fit inte the system ef a language. If ene sdmits seme the propesed
expressive sub-merphemes inte the system ef the langusge, where dees ene
drew the lime which will execlude ethern? Or is every greup ef phenemes snd
even every singl@ pheneme te be cemsidered alse as an expressive sub-
morpheme? Wells sand Kayser offer a list ef all the English werds beginning

with /b/ which denete ssame soré of cemtaimer, as if such a signifieatien
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eould be & preperty ef this sheneme in initial pesitiem. Te make such

= claim is te err net enly in faet -- since there are, by infermal ceunt

ef the present writer, just abeut as many werds in cemmen eurrent ussge
beginnin g with /}/’whieh denet& sme sert ef container; and almest as msny
begimning with /k/ -- but alse im primciple, sinc€ te -sttribute sbselutely
& certain mesning te & phoneme is te deny the eppesitive, relative, and
negative waluesef phenemes. The psychelegical evidence fer phenetic
icenism is based oen phenetic centrasts and se seemsat least teo be dealing
with the same sert ef entities that a linguist deals with, but the evidence
of the sub-merpheme snslysts is based fer the mest part en abselute, ise-
Jated facts which de net fumctien like the phenelegical amnd merphelegical
entities of the limguist. Net surprisingly, Harris and Belimger, at smy
rate, bring up the swject of suech sub-merphemes enly te decide finally
that nething can be dene with them, that they are te be excluded frem
merpheme simlysis.

Again, studies ef the types ef meanimg which lend themeelves te
phenttic icenism may seem te the Smussurian te be analyses ef reality --
what phenemens can be imitated in seumd? -- rather than centributiens te
the understanding ef linguistic structure. Thus a survey ef studies in
phenetic icemism, theugh it brimgs up seme interesting facts and ideas
related te language, seems te effer nethimg substantial te the Ssussurian
whe is concerend primarily with the structure ef lamnguage.

The barrier which blecks the structural linguist frem a preper
wppreciatien and use of the facts of phenetic icenism (the existence
of which he can net really deubt) is amether eof Saussure's dectrimes, ene

which has been much eriticized and revised by Jakebsen, the dectrinme that
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gynchrenic means static. As leng as he cenfines hig investigations te a
statie Eﬁ!ﬁﬁﬁ' the synmesthetic value of phememic oppositiens means nething
te the limguist, fer these phememic eppesitiems, by his snalysis, already
have as mush value as they meed te build a language; the expressive value
of phenemic cempenents ef merphemes ceunts fer nething, fer there is ne
criteriem by which it ceuld be determimed which of these cempenents readly
functien as sub-merphemes and which do net; knewledge of which meanings
are imitable in seund is useless, since net the class of &«ll pessible de-
netatiens, but enly the selectien and structuring ef denetatiens in wchwﬂk
wanbiiodnlay langusgesis of interest.

The situstien is quite a8l tered if the dynamic mature ef language,
its functienal differenmtiatien threugh subcedes, is taken inte censiders-
tien. If there is place in the linguist's entelegy fer such thimgs as sub-
codes, and, in particular (fer the purpeses ef the present paper), expressive
sub-cedes, then there is alse nlace te ask what distinguishes an expressive
sub-cede and puts it imte eppesitiem te & hypethetic primcipsl (i.e.,
normal, central) cede (the questien of hew a primcipal cede can be defined
remains te be answered and will net be discussed here), Surely emgef the
facters which distinguishes expressive sub-cedes frem principal cedes is
the presence vs. sabsence (er fumctienimg vee. nen-functisming) ef phenetic
icenism. Just as elliesis is & facter in the subcede which & speaker
empleys in & cleded eor intimate greup whem he wants te cenvey a messsge
with greatest ease and speed and can take a good deal of centextual
under standing fer granted, se iconism is a facter in the subcede which e
gpeaker empleys when he wants net merely te cenvey & message but alse

te intensify the utterance and make it mere expressive. On e way te



