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A. Postulates for Axiomatic Functionalism.,

Axion A.

Def. 1la.

Def. 1b.

Def. 1lc.

411 fratures in semiotic sets are functional.

"Functional®" for "separately relevant to the purport
of the whole of which it is a part":

"System® fér "aelf—contained>set of features with a
common purportt, .
nSelf~-contained™" for "representing all relative
dependences of its members, as members of the set in
question®. In order to avoid a common confusion, it
should be noted that a set is not a member, though

it is a sub-set, of itself, and nor is any other of
its sub-sets(i.e. members of the power-set of that
set)a member of the set as such. Of course, some sub-
sets may be self-contained themselves. The notions
"functional’(Def. la. Jand "self-contained" can be
applied to "combinations(of items)" as well as to
nsets". In the case of "self-contained" applied to
"combinations", the term "members" has to be replaced
by "constituents", and the term "set" by ttcombination'.
ngemiotic system" for Y“system of conventions for
communication”. That is to say all features of such a
system are conventional and their common purport is
"communication.

nFeatures' for "elements, analytical properties of

elements, or1 relations between elements or properties

of elements'.

"Entity" for "element or discrete disjunct analytical

lnoru in formal postulates has to be understood as "and/or",
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property of element'.
"Semiotic entity" for "entity in semiotic system".'

Semiotic systems contaln simple, or complex unordered,

or complex ordered signa or figurae.

"Information-value”" for V“specific set of potential
interpretations',

"Sign or symbol" for semiotic entity with both form

and information-value", simply called "signum' or

"plerematlic entity",

"Sign" for "signum with wholly fixed conventional
information-value™,

"Symbol" for “"signum with not wholly fixed conventional
information-value, i.e. to which a temporary item of
information-value can be attaéhed by a definition"”,
"Proper symbol' for "symbol wi£h partially fixed
conventional information-value”(the latter being
partialiy dependent on occasional definitions of an
explicit or tacit nature). Examples to be found in
algebra, symbolic logic, etc. Also 'proper names' are
proper synbols,

"Nonce symbol" for "symbol with no fixed conventional
informatiOn-value"(the latter being wholly dependent
on occasional definitions of an explicit or tacit
nature).

ngrarmatical entity" for "sigmum in & semiotic oysten
that has a granmnmar",

ngranmar' for "worphology or syntax'. Alternative

definition: "complex plerematic systen"isss complex
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system and plerematic system below).

Def. Eg?b. "Morphology" for "complex unordered plerematic
system'(see unordered system below).

Zgéc. "Syntax" for "complex ordered plerematic system"
(see ordered system below).

2§?d; "Plerematic system" for "system of signa'". This may
be a simple or complex sy;tem(see simple system
and complex system below). .

25?9. "Grammar" for "complex system of signa"(alternative
definition to Def. 2a°>).

Def. 2b. "Figura" for "semiotic entity which has only fora".
agl. "Cenological entity" for "figurz in & somilotic
system that has a cenology".

23}?. "Cenology" for 'cenematics or cenotactics’. Alternative
definition: "complex cenolﬁgical system"(see complex
system and cenological systen below).

aglb. "Cenematics" for "complex unordered cenological
system"(see unordered system below).

23}°. fCenotactics" for "complex ordered cenological
system"(see ordered system below).

ahld. nCenological system' for "system of figurae'. This
This is not necessarily a cenology, i.e. it may be
a simple system(see below and compare with Def.
233d). |

Eble. nCenology" for '"complex system of figurae"
(alternative definition to Def. agla).

Def. 3a. ’ wPhonology" for "Cenology in natural language'.
1 nphonematics® for "cenematics in # nafu;al language",
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"Phonotactics" for "“cenotactics in natural language'.
"Phonological system" for "cenological system in
natural language".

"Phonological form" for 'feature belonging to
phonological systenm",

"Articulatién" for "cenotactics or syntax".

"Double articulation" for "b;th cenotactics and syntax".
"Proper language" for "semiotic system with a cenology
containing both a cenematics and a cenotactics, and a
grammar containing both a morphology and a syntax'.
All natural languages, known to date, are proper
languages, but not necessarily vice versa. Natural
languages, in addition, incorporafe a para-phonotactic
and a para-syntactic system(see below), but also other
other semiotic systems may in;orporate para-tactic
systrms(see below),

uProper cenology(or proper phonology, in the case of
natural language)" for "system constituted by the
interlbcking of one cenematics(or phonematics)and

one cenotactics(or phonotactics)™.

"Proper grammar' for "systeﬁ constituted by the inter-
locking of one morphology and one syntax'", Note that

a proper language is constituted by a proper cenology
and a proper grammar.

nInterlocking" for "the one system providing the

forms Qf the entities of the other system'"(a cenology
and a grammar interlock in this way), or "the one

system providing the basic elements of the other
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systen(a cenematics and a cenotactics, as woll as a
morpnology and a syntax interlock im this way).
Def. 4a. "Simple systemY for "system without combinations of
elenents®,
Def. 4o, "Complex system™ for "system with combinations of elementa".
4b. "Unordered system" for "complex system without ordering

~

relations between elements'(see ordering relations btelow).

4b°. "Ordered system'" for "complex system with ordering relations

between elements"(see ordering relations below).

Def. 5. uSemjiotic systenm'" for 'system constituted ty the inter-
locking of one plerematic system andlone cenological
system"(alternative definition to Def. 1lc). ¥e can,
therefore, have semiotic systems, where either the plere-
matic system, or the cenological sysiem, or bvoth are
simple, unordered or ordered. This, in its turn, leads
to various types df simple, unordered, or ordered semiotic
systems: e.g. ordered systemsS that are cenologically
simple but plerematically ordered, e.g. algebra or the
reverse of this, e.g. the Morse-code etc.

Def. 6a. "Ordering relations" for "asymmetrical relations btetween
entities in cowbinationé". This does not necessarily
refer to linear, or other spatial, ordering, as this is
a matter of realisation'.

Def. 6b. ngpelations of simultaneity™ for "symmetrical relations

| bvetween entities in combinations’. By Axionm A, only
functional criteria can be brought to bear in deciding
whether a relation is symmetrical or asyzmmetrical, '

Def, 7a. "Paradigmatic" for '"the oppositional or distinctdive
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aspect of semiotic entities®,
Def. 72}. "Paradigmatic relations' for "relations of opposition

tetween members of sets”,

7a”, "Commutation" for "alternation between semiotic entities
(or "zero" and semiotic entities)in functional opposition
as immediate cOnstitueﬁts, in a given context".

7a3. "Distinctive function" for "the’;et of commutations in
which a semiotic entity may partake". Alternative definition:
"the set of oppositions into which a particular semiotic
entity enters". In symbols: @ ~ (bUcUd), which states the
distinctive function of a, in case the set of oppositions
a enters in 1s: (a~ b, 2~ ¢, a~ d), and no others. In
fact, a ~ (bUcUd) = a~dblUa~ é_Ug_» d. Suspension of opposition
in given contexts, and governed by those coﬁtexts, is

called neutralization. A phoneme(as a simultaneous bundle

of distinctive features)exhibiting a suspension of
opposition between distinctive features -~ in which case
it simply does not possess those features ~ is called an

aréhiphoneme. An archiphoneme is a self-contained bundle

of distinctive features common to one or more phonemes.

An example is the last phoneme of German "Hand",
phon;mically / anD/{or /hanT/), in which there is
suspension of opposition between the distinctive features
wyoiced" and "unvoiced". The archiphoneme /D/(or /T/)is a
self-contained bundle of distinctive features "apical" and
nocclusive", and it has those two features(taken together)
in common with German /d/ and /t/, but with no other

-phonemas of Goermam,

Def. 97b. “Syntagmatic" for nphe ordering aspect of semiotic entities™,
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"Syntagmatic relations" for "ordering relations between
semiotic entities in combinations",

"Syntagmatic entity' for "entity capable of standing 1n'
ordering relations with other entities or having an
internal structure such that it is capable of containing
~ &5 constituents - entities capable of standing in
ordering relations with other entities". In other words,
to be a syntagmatic entity, an entity should itself be
orderable, or have something in its structure that allows
it to have orderable constituents. The implication for
language 1is that: distinctive features(narrow sense)and
monemés are noi syntagmatic entities, whereas phonenmes,
words or grammatemes(pleremes), and phrases are. (cf.
Def.7b) For 'phonemes", "words", etc. sce Defs. below).
uTactic”" for "Cenotactic'™ or "Syntactic”,

"Cenotactic entity'" for 'syntagmatic entity in cenology".
"Phonotactic entity" for "cenotactic entity in natural
language.

JTactic relations" for "constructional relations(whether
ordering or not)between syntagmatic entities, as
immediate constituents(see below), in combinations”,
Note that tactic relations are not necessarily

syntagmatic(i.e. ordering)relations, but they are between

syntagmatic entities.

nSyntactic entity" for ngyntagmatic entity in grammar'.
nsyntactic relatioms" for "tactic relations in grammar'’

nCenotactic/phonotactic relations" for "tactic relations

in cenology/phonology".
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"Constructional relations" for "relations between
immediate constituents®.,

"Constituents”" for "entities(of the same kind, i.e.
of the same level of abstraction)in self-contained
combinations",

"Immediate constituents" for “constituents that are
not constituents of constitue;ts within the combination
in question®,

"Ultimate constituents" for "the last analytical
entities of a self-contained combination of entities'.
It is theorematic that in cenematics and morphology,
in contra~distinction with cenotactics and syntax,‘ |
immediate constituents are always at the same time
ultimate constituents.

"Pogitions" for "divisions within a chain(see below),
such that in every such division an entity, as an
immediate constituent of that.chain, can stand and
alternate(i.e. commute)with other entities, or with
"zero", Alternative definitions: ''points on a chain
(see beiow)corresponding to relata of direct tactic
relations' and "points of intersection between para-
digms(visualized as a vertical straight line, called

paradigmatic axis)and a chain(visualized as a

horizontal straight line, called syntagmatic axis)",
"Paradigm" for "set of entities in functional opposition
in a given context, within a chain(see below)".

uCenemag" for "self-contained bundle 0f one or more

distinctive features as its immediate(and at the sanme
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time: ultimate)constituents™. Alternative definitions:
"gelf~contained bundle of one or more distinctive features"
(cf. Martinet), "minimum syntagmatic element in cenology",
"minimum cenotactic element,

"Cencmatic complex" for "complex ceneme'", A complex ceneme
is a cepematic complex, as opposed to a cenotactic complex.

~

A complex cenological entity is either cenematically or

cenotactically complex.

"Phoneme" for '"ceneme in natural language". Hence, of course,
"phonematic complex" for "complex phoneme". Resulting

further definitions for "phoneme" are those Def. 8, with
“"cene-" and "ceno-" changed into "phone-" and "phono-"
respectively.

"Distinctive feature" for "minimum cenematic entity". In
natural language, therefore, "mini@um pnhonematic entity",
This implies "minimum cenological/phonological entity".

The term "distinctive feature’” is also use&, in a wider
sense, for any functional feature, i.e. for "feature or
complex of features that is separately relevant to the
purport of the whole of which it is a part"(cf. Def. ig).
Note, however, that "the whole" should here pe taken to

mean "a complex semiotic entity", rather than "the

semiotic system'". This implies, in fact, that any semiotic
feature can at one time or other be regarded as a distinctive

feature, i.e. when it is regarded as g_feature of a semiotic

entity. In a theoretically trivial, but operationally not
always trivial, sense, any feature is in the first place

a feature of itself, i.e. we méy recognise tundles of one
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feature only. If one wants to distinguish tetween the

only feature of an objoct and the object itsel?l, as
separate entities, one may call thae former x-'"ness", a.g.
the only distinctive feature of the phoneme /1/ in English
can be called "/1/-ness". At any rate, it may be necessary
to distinguish in a consistent dgscription between, say,
the phoneme /1/ and its only distinctive feature, or
betwecen the word(sce below)'cat', and its only moneme

{see below). Whenever the term "distinctive feature" is
used in a wider sense, i.e. for "any feature that is
distinctive(i.e. functional)", rather than for "minimum
cenematic entity", this should be entirely clear from the
context, or it should bte separately indicated.

"Plereme" for "word or grammateme'l.

"Word or grammateme" for "self-contained(by definition:
simultaneous)bundle of one or more monemes as its
immediate(and at the same time: ultimate)constituents'.
Alternative definitions, "minimuzm syntagmatic entity in

grammar", #minimum syntactic entity". It goes without

saying that it is irrelevant for svntax whether the form
of a word or grammateme is confined to a particular
uninterrupted "space" within realizations of a chain, or
whether it is even "all over the place", as it may be in
systems that exhibit a great degree of '"concord". This is
a matter of allozorpay(sec telow), not of this, more
abstract, syntactic level. The distinction between "word”

and "grammatezme", which is intensional, not extensional,

will be dealt with in definitions below.
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8b~. "Morphological complex" for "complex plereme'". A complex
pleremo(i.e. a complex word or a complex grammateme)is

a morphological complex as opposed to a svntactic complex.

A complex plerematic entity{i.e. siznum)is either
morphologically or syntactically complex.

82?. "Moneme" for "minimum morphological eatity". This implies
"minimum grammatical entity'. i;nemes are the grammatical
analogues of '"'distinctive features''(cf. Def. 833).

Def. 9, "Distributional unit(wider sense)" or "field of relations"
or "“chain" for tvself-contained bundle of positions'", The
term "chain" is also used in a less abstract sense for
"instance of a self-contained bundle of positions’, etc.,
i.e. for "a self-contained combination of one or more
syntaguatic entities". The syntagmatic entities stand,
in that case, in positions of the conceived underlying
structure, i.e. the self-contained bundle of positions.

Def. 9a. "Distributional unit{(narrow sense)" or "cenotagm(in
naturél language: "phonotaga")'" for "self-contained
bundle of positions in cenology(or: phonology)", or for
"instance 6f a self-contained bundle of positions in
cenology(phonology)”. Alternative definitioxn: "miniﬁum
type of structure within which the distribution of
cenotactic(phonotactic)entities can be descrdbed
completely and exhaustively." Tnis is to say that
nothing outside such & structure can determino the
distribution of immediate constituent entities within

the structure. But see Def. 9b for possible further

distribution of phonotagms themselvas,
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Def, 10a.

Def. 10b.

"Distribution' for "the set of occurrences of an entity

in constructional relations with other entities™.

"Phrase' or "syntagm" for “self-contained bun;la of
positions in grammar", or for "instance of a self-
contained bundle of positions in grammar', In practice,

in Aatural languages, the parallelism with "distributional
unit(narrow sense)" or "phonotagm'" is not complete, as,

in grammar, oneé can have phrases within phrases, thosé
again within phrases, etc. For an exhaustive description
of the distribution of a syntactic entity one has to
consider all structures(syntagms)in which that element

can occur, and then one has to describe the distribution
of these structures themselves in a similar way, and so
on. In practice, in phonology such complications are few,
and generally of a different, i.e, not hierarchical,
nature. In phonology one may have to describe the
distribution of types of distributional unit, with
respect to one another, in ofder to supplement the
description referred to under 9a.

nSyntagmeme’ for "ordered pair consisting of a paradigmene
and tne position in which it stands', i.e. 'member of a
chain(cenotagm or syntagm). (Cf. Def. 9a, ég and 10db).
"Paradigmenme'" for "member of a set of entities in
functional opposition in a given context, within a chain",
i,e. "member of a paradigm"(Cf. Def. 751).

wInstance of a chain(also simply called: chain; cf. Def. 9)¢
for "éelf-cOntainea simultaneous bunéle of syntagmemes",

Ordering relations may be between paradigmemes, but not
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between syntagmemes, as the latter already include the
ordering relations.

Deg. 1la. fRelation of sub-ordination" or "detormination" for
"direct tactic asymmetrical relation of functional

dependency(see direct relation below). Its couQerse is

super-ordination or '"government". This is, perhaps, the

~

only type of tactic relation there is in phonology. If

2 and b are in a direct tactic relation, and a is for
its tactic function(i.e. "position")dependent ' on b, but
not vice versa(in symbols: a->3), a is said to be
standing in peripheral, and b in nuclear position in the
chain(i.e. the self-contained bundle cf positions).

Def. 1lb. "Relation of coordination® for *"direct tactic(by

| implication: symmetrical)relation‘of mutual functional
independency”. If 2 and b are in a direct tactic relation,
and a is for its tactic function(i.e. "position")
independent of b, and vice versa, a and b are said to be
coordinated(in symbols: a~>b. This definition implies
that, for instance, in tne phrase "John and Paul" there
is no relation of coordination between "John'" and "and
Paul"(there is no mutual functional independency here),
nor between "John'" and "Paul'"(there is no direct tactic
relation between these elements here), but there is, for
instance, coordination between "big! and “pblack in "a
big black box'".

Def. 1lc. "Relation of inter-ordination” for '"direct tactic(by

implication: symmetrical)relation of mutual functional

dependency"(i.e. functional interdependency). If & and b
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are in a direct tactic relation, and a is for its tactic
function(i.e. "position")dependent on b as well as vice
yersa, a and b are said to be inter-ordinated(in symbols:
4 <>b). It means, in fact, that the relation between a
and b 1s both one of sub-ordination and super-ordination,
and the same goes for the converse of ths rolatiun.
Compared with coordination we may say that in inter-
ordination a and b are both nuclear and peripheral, whereas
in coordination they are neither nuclear, nor peripheral.
"Relation of apposition" or "quasi-syntactic relation" for
"direct non-constructional -~ and, therefore, non-
grammatical - relation between, qua tactic function,
equivalent immediate constituents of a chain or of a
sentential entity(see below)™. If 2 and b are in a direct
non-constructional relation, but each of them separately
is, or corresponds to, an immediate constituent of a more
complex entity, a and b are said to be in a rclation of
apposition(in symbols: a—D>b). This implies, of course,
that such entities, though in a direct relation, cannot
together constitute a sub-chain of a chain, though each

of them, independently can. There are here twp possibilities
to be considered, i.e. that each of the elements in
apposition is a separate, qua tactic fuaction equivalent,
immediate constituent in relation to other immediate

constituents(e.g. "John, the fool, stayed behind"), or

that two grammatical entities are in a direct non-

constructional relation and exhaust the chain(which makes

the relation uninteresting on that level, as it is merely
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Juxtaposition), but correspond, on the senteatial level
to clauses(see below). In the latter case we have a non-
construction on the grammatical level, which corresponds
to a construction on the sentential level, and this makes
the non-construction, of course, indirectly of interest
to the analyst. The latter can be called "sentential

apposition". Examples of sentential apposition are: "Yes,

he did it.", '"He is & fool, isn't he, ", "Voici, un livre!n,

The difference between apposition and coordination is that
the relation in the former is constructional(i.e. it is
not merely "juxtapositién", and has, therefore, semantic
import as such)and results, therefore, in a construction
(i.e. chain), whereas apposition is non-constructional.
The tera "quasi-syntactic" is app;opriaté, as, especiglly
in proper languages, the entities involved may exhibit the
the phenomenon of "contektual" or "partly contektual"
variance, and bear, therefore, some superficial similarity
with entities in constructions.

"Occurrence interdependency" or "bilateral(or mutual)
occurrence dependency" for "relation‘such that neither

of two entities in-direct relation(see below Def, 15)
which are immediate constituents of a chain can occur in
the chain in question whilst the other is zero". Im symbols:
a b, This may be either a case of sub-ordination, or of

inter-ordination, but not of coordination.

1For much of the syntactic part of the theory I owe gratitude to A.H.
C. Ward. in Toronto, with whom I had extensive correspondence and many
- [ y

discussions about this topic. Professor Ward was working on a syntax
for Ancient Chinese along axiomatic functionalist lines.
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"Unilateral occurrence independency" or "unilateral
occurrence dependency' for "relation such that one of
two entities in direct relation(ceo below)which are
immediate constituents of a chain can occur in the
chain in question whilst the othor is zcro, but the
other one cannot". In symbols [313 or 3{3}, the square
brackets indicating the occurrence depsendent entity:
i.e. it requires the other entity for its occurrence,
but not vice versa. Such an entity between square
brackets is called an "expansion"(sec telow). This 1is
always a case of sub-ordination.

"Bilateral(or mutual)occurrence independency'" for
"relation such that each of two entities in direct
relation(see below)which are immediate constituents of

a chain can occur in the chain in question whilst the

" other is zcro". In symbols [g]{g}. Qeccurrencea dependency,

efc., has to bve carefully distinguished from functional
dependency, etc. Bilateral occurrence independency 1s
always a case of coordination.

"Nucleus" or "governing entity" for "entity in nuclear
position(see Def. 11la)", In syzbols b~7a, [_p]-—y a,
ag-Db, or,g_é—[_‘g], in which a is the nucleus. The nucleus
is the "identity-element™ in the chaia in quostion, 1l.e.
the tactic functions of all cther clements depsnd on
their relation towards the nucleus,

nperipheral entity" or "governced entity" or "determinant

entity" for "entity in peripheral position(see Def. 1la)".

In symbols be—a, b<[al, a->b, or [a] —rb, in which
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a or [g], is peripheral.

"Expansion" for "immediate constituent that commutes
with zero". In symbols [al-» b, in which [al is an
expansion; also [a]é/>[b], in which both [g] and

[E] are expansions. Complex expansions may contain
entities that are themselves not expansions, e.g.
[[g]—}k] -»Cc, Oor even [g-? R]-}_g_.

"Bound entity' or "actualizer"(cf. Martinet's concept
of "actualization"; see below)for "peripheral immediate
constituent that does not commute with zero". In
symbols: a =»b, in which a is a bound entity.

"Free nucleus'" for '"nuclear immeciate constituent that
does not require the presence of a non-zero peripheral
constituent. In symbols 54?‘[3], in which a is a free
nucleus.

"pctualization” for "situation in which a nuclear
immediate constituent requires the presence of a non-
zero peripheral constituént". In symbols a<—Db, where
a is said to be actualized, and b is said to be a btound
entity(Def. 13d) or actualizer. There is a resemblance
here with Martinet's concept of "actualization', but
my use of this term is not confined to the actualizatioen
of predicates.

"Disjunctive or diverse determination" for "complex
tactic relation such that two or more peripheral
immediate constituents are sutordinated to the same
nucleus, bvut in different ways". I.e. a R ¢ and

b R ¢, where a and b are peripncral, ¢ is nuclear,
=y = =
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and Rx and 3i are different tactic relations{(relators).

In symbols: a
5P e
Example: h
mP h:m > nit "he hit him"

Def. l4b. "Conjunctive or parallel determination" for "complex

tactic relation such that two or more peripheral

~

immediate constituents are subordinated to the same
nucleus, but it cannot be ascertained that they are so
in different ways". I.e. a Rx c and b Ry ¢, where, ag °
far as we know, (x # y), i.e. x = y. In symbolsg

% —>C Exanple 2?3 —> zan “the old man"

This situation differs from certain cases of coordination,
i.e. (a</?b)—>c, which, indeed, implies a R ¢ and
b Ry ¢, where x = y, but where‘g and b stand in a direct
tactic relation, and hence are together one izmediate
constituent(rather than two separate cnes)in respect to
£. Bocause in cenotactics(phonotactics)all relations
must involve time or space in a functional capacity,
parallel Aetermination cannot obtain in cenotactics
(phonotactics), only in syntax. E.g.

/pit/ = p~> 14—t ={i{—-}1, rather than x?-—yi.
Various adaptations and cormbinations within this type
of presentation are feasible, especially in syntax. For
instsnce, one can use this type of notation for the
abstract presentatlon of a chain in teras of positions
only, or combine this with a presentation of an instance

of such a chain, and further cOmbine this with an
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indication of occurrence depehdency, e. g.

(a],

b4
N
-c,z, Or b,y —> Cy2

a )’ -El x N [:&_] X
’%"‘?_12; }ig:,z_c_,ﬁ, b,;{

as the case may be, where x,y, and z are positions and
a, b and ¢ are entities(or 'zero')in those positions.
Furthermore, te;ms, e.8 a, b, ¢, if syntactically
complex, may be represented themselves in this way
whenever feasible, and so on, just as, say, in ordinary
aigebra. Round brackets or other devices may have to be
used in such cases in order to show the immediate
congtituent structure, just as, say, in ordinary
algebra. A useful further convention with respect to
occurrence depen@ency could bhe: one pair of brackets
enclosing more than one item(in separats positions),

in those cases where either one, but not, say, both,

-

in the case of two items, as an expansion. I. gz.

—
E)_} ~— man

P2l

This formula accounts for "the man", '"the old man",

"one man"; "one old man", "the one man", "the One old
man', but it excludes "old man'.

"Underlying structure" for "abstract representation of
a chain in terms of positions with or without
indication of functional dependencies, Or occurrence

dependencies", E.g.

-r’}{wﬂ. ﬂ——}z {—-ﬂ—»’z. [‘ﬂ-ﬁ‘z, xyz [x]y 2

1

where x, y and z indicate positions, and are in the

presentation of the underlying structure usually
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replaced by convenient labvels indicating the positions,

e. g'

subjecti
[ovject ]|

"Direct relation" for "relation between constituents

subject
object

-—> predicative > predicative

(not necessarily immediate constituents)that is not a
relation via other constituents". The relation of

"being in a relation with",'if not further qualified,

is transitive. I.e. 2 R b and b R ¢ implies a R ¢.

When also the converse is true, i,e, a R é implies

2 RDband b R¢c, the relation a R ¢ is by virtue of

aR B‘and bR¢=~1in fact 2 R > and » R ¢, on the one
hand, and a R ¢ on the other, are in that case
equivalent. Ve méy, then, say that the relation a R ¢

is via b, and a R ¢ is, consequently, not a direct
relation. In semiotic systems there are direct relations
between peripheral immediate constituents and the
nucleus, and between the immediate constituents in
coordinative and interordinative constructions. As these
are relations tetween immediate constituents, they are
at the same time tactic relations, and, consequently,

they are direct tactic relations. There are also direct

relations between the nuclei of peripheral éonstituents
and the nucleus of the corresponding nuclear
constituent - the nuclei constitute, as it were, the
joints in multiply complex constructions - but as the
nuclel in that case are mere constituents, not

immediate constituents, such relations are direct, but net

tactic, relations, i.e. direct non-tactic relations.
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Relations lLetween peripheral immediate constituents in
a subordinative construction are tactic, but not direct,

i.e. they are indirect tactic relations. All other

relations between constituents are indirect non-tactic

relations, and as such uninteresting. Also in the case

of quasi-tactic relations(apposition)which are, of course,
non-tacti;, we may, in the case of appositional complexes,
distinguish between direct and indirect relations, i.e.

in "John, a carpenter in Crail, a little town in Fife,
Scotland" there is a direct quasi-tactic relation between
the first and the second, between '"Crail' and the third,
and between "Fife" and the fourth part. The relation
tetween "John' and "carpenter', that tetween "Crail” and
town', and that tetween "Fife'" and "Scotland"” is direct
but not even guasi~-tactic, and therefore of little
interest, and all the other relations are even less
interesting, as they are not direct nor even quasi-

constructional.

Axionm C. Figurae may have para-cenotactic features and sgigna may

have para-syntactic features.
pef. 16. "Para-tactic features' for 'para-cenotectic or para-
syntactic freatures'. In natural language these are usually,
but(from a functional point of view)irappropriately,
lumped together under the term worosody'. This 18 tecause
their pnonetic substance 1s usually sinple "pitch" or
"amplitude",'or a mixture of the two. The lack of

variation in substance leads to a gresat deal of amalgamation

(physical simultaneity)and layering at the phonetic level,
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and disentanglement at this level i1s usually impossibdle.
The following definitions make disentanglement possible
at both the cenological and the grammatical, and within
these at the contrastive, as well as distinctive, levels.
Another type of para-tactic feature, frequently
encountered in natural language, is differences in
sequential.order(i.a. permutation)of the tactic entities
involved. E.g. "“Can he do it' versus "he can do it'". This
should not be confused with permutation as & means of
expressing -syntactic relations, e.g. vhe hit nme" versus
"I hit him". The latter are inherent in the tactic
construction and, therefore, not para-tactic.
npgra-cenotactic features" for ncenological(phonological)
features accompanying, but not determining the identity of,
cenotactic(phonotactic)entities". Of course, a cenotactic

entity in combination with such features assumes an identity

of its own on another level of analysis.

n"Contrastive para-cenotactic features" for "features with

the so0le function of groupment over and above cenotactic

groupment". I.e. para—cenotactic(para-phonotactic)fcatures

that give form and unity to cenotactic(paonotactic)

complexes as such(i.e. form over and aboeve the lnherexnt

form of the cenotactic entities themselves). Typical

examples are "juncture', and normal uanit-accent, e.g. 80-

called "word accent', #yord-group or phrase accent", etc.

Juncture, especially when not always realized bty "pause,

is frequently & function of accent, To be distinguished

from unit-accent, which - after Martinet - I prefer to
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call "contrastive accent", is Mconnotative stress’ and
Other features fulfilling the same function, which may ge
considered as(usually non-discrete) features of an auxiliary
semiotic system used to draw attention to specific parts

of an utterance, at the cost of others, and so adds

connotation to the denotation, which remains constant.

- Examples of connotative stress are soen, for example in the

difference between "he hit him", *he hit nim" and "he hit
him"(the stressed parts are underlined), which have the

same denotation, but which are diffcerent as to connotation.
Of a similar nature, and often occurring in conjunction

with the former, is what one might call "connotative
modulaticn",‘which usually takes tze form of pitch-~
nmodulation, similar in appearance to, but to be distinguished
‘from, the phonetic forms corresponding to intonation(see
below).

"Distinctive para-cenotactic features' for "para-cenotactic
features that are in a relation of commutation(see Def. Zga)
with one or more other para-cenotactic features, or with
'zéro'". A typical example in natural language is "tone",

‘as, for instance in Chinese. Also the phonological forms

(see below)of distinctive igtonations(see below)are
distinctive para-phonotactic features, whilst the'intonatisns
themselves are distinctive para-syntactic reaturzs(see Lelow).
npara-syntactic features'" for "features accozpanying, tut

not determining the identity of, syntactic entities”. Of
course, a syntactic entity in combination with zteh features

assumes an identity of its own on another ieova2l ¢f analyels,
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Def. 1S%a. "Contrastive para-syntactic'reatures" for "features
with the sole function of groupment over and above
Byntactic groupment", I.e. para-syntactic features
that add further organisation to syntactic cohplexes
as such. Typicai examples in natufal language are
cases of "suspensive" clause intonation, usually, in
writing, symbolized by a comma, which may help to
distinguish between say, "John tought a horse, Peter
sold it again."(one sentence), and "John bought a
horse. Peter sold it again."(two sentences), and
cases of so-called "théme and propos"(or "topic and
comment")arrangement, e.g. "John, is not a bad guy",
as opposed to "John is not a bad guy". Such features
may also affect variance at the syntactic level, e.g.
"John, he is not a bad guy", but not "John he is not
a bad guy.", or "It was Napoleon, who lost at
Vaterloo." as opposed to "Napoleon lost at Waterloo.'.
Also cases of "apposition'(see Def. 1lld)are usually
formally marked by such features.

Def. 18%. " vuDpistinctive para-syntactic features" for '"para-
syntactic features(of a plerématic nature, ife.
involving btoth form and information-value)that aré
in a relation of commutation(see Def. Zga)with one
or more other para-syntactic features'. A tyvical
example in natural language is "sentence-intonation'.
Note, for instance, the difference tetween "John
goes home., ", "John goes nome?" and “John goes homel',

It has to be distinguished from the clause-intonation
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in vJohn goes home,....", which is contrastive, rather
than distinctive. Nevertheless, sentence-intonation is
at the same time clause-intonation, and therefore
contrastive, as it is a para-syntactic feature of the
lact, or the only, clause in the sentence(for f'clause"
and "gontenceY, see below). However, this is not the
sole function of séntence-intonatiOn, and the latter is,
therefore, a distinctive, rather than a contrastive,
para-syntactic feature. Thére are several complications
with respect to "intonation", owing to the fact that the
systems involved are infinite, i.e., there is no discrete
set of members. This is not the place to go into all of
them. Suffice it to say that, as far as I know, all
systems exhibit a cline from suspensive [,], to final
[.], and, within this, from non-enmnphnatic [,} or [.], to

emphatic [?] or [!] respectively. We can represent this

by the following square:

-~

b4
emphatic )
—_— z
. ?
’ —
v

The most common situation seems to be that "suspensive”

is phonetically mainly characterized by the steepness of

the rise or fall in pitch, often accompanied by an

increase of amplitude. The "form" of an intonation may
correspond to any point on this square, and the information-~

value of the intonation stands in a direct relation to
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its relative form(i.e. "relative" within its potential
range of variation within the above squarel.
"Para~tactic(i.e. para-cenotactic or para-eyncactic)unit®
for "solf-contained entity constituted by tactic(i.e.
cenotactic or syntactic)entities, together with
accomnanying para-tactic features". The tactic entities
iﬁvolved are called the “base" cf‘the unit. For instance,
in natural language, a sentence is constituted by its
basec(one or more syntactic entities)and a sentence-
intonation(a distinctive para-syntactic feature),
Similarly a clause is constituted by its base(cne or more
syntactic entities)and a clause-intonation(a contrastive
para-syntactic feature), In phonology, a word~zccent-group
consists of a base(the complex of one or more phonotactic
entities, usually roughly corresponding with the
paonological form of a word in terms of phonemes)and a
so-called word-accent. A phrase-accent-group is a complex
of the latter, together with a superimposed so-called
phrase-accent, or a combination of phrase-accent-groups
together with a further phrase-accent, and s0 on. A
tone-unit e.g. tone-syllables in Chinese, 1s a phonotagm,
together with its tone. E.g. in Pekingese, where there is

distinctive opposition btetween four tones and 'zero®,

"mal", "maa", "maj", "maq", and "ma’ correspond to one

and the same phonotagm, but are different para-phonotactic

units.

nComplex para-tactic unit” for "self-contained entity

constituted by two or more para-tactic units, together
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with further accompanying para-tamctic features'. Because
of amalgamation these "further" features may te super-
imposed on~para-tactic features of one or more of the
constituents themselves. An example in phonology has
already been mentioned under Def. 19, i.e, a phrase-
accent-group.

Axiom D, All seomiotic systems contaln sentences,

Def., 20. "Sentence" for "signum with such features that it cannot
be a feature(constituent, or other feature)of another
signum", Alternative definition: "signum such that it is
a self-contained vehicle for conveying messages'. It
should be noted that other signa, even though thney have
information-value, can only convey messages 1f and when
belonging to, or constituting the base of, a sentence.
That is, the notions "information-value’ and "messzge"
have to be distinguished.

Def. 20a. "Clause” for "potential constituent{perhaps tho only one)
of a sentence"; "Constituent" should, of course~, not te
confused with "feature'". Sentence-base(see below)}, and
intonation, for instance, may both te "features” of a
sentence, but not "constituents". Censtituents{Def. Zgl)
are entities of equivalent status within a self-contained
combination of such entities. In seniotic systemc where
sentences are para-syntactic units(as in natural langucge),
clauses must, therefore, be para-syntactic units as well.,

Def, 20b. "Pase" for "in a para~-tactic unit, the total complex of

those features that correspond{on another level)to tactic

entities". E.g. in Pekingese /ma/%(1.e. the syllable /ma/
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under the rising tone), the base is the phoneme-complex

(phonotagm) /ma/. Example from syntax: the sentence-base

-of "I believe he is a good chap." is the corresponding

syntagn(i.e., without the intonation). Of course, in
scmiotic systems with no para-syntactic features, 1i.e.
vihere the sentential level is part(the highest)of the
hierarchy of the syntactic levgl(this would imply that
there is no extensional difference between sentence,
base, and syntagm)these distinctions can be ignored.
Sentences 1n such a system are just certain types of
syntagan. Similar considerations hcld for systems with
no syntax, let alone for systems with no grammar.
"Sentential features" for "such features - velonging to
the base, or additional to the tase(in the latter case
they are by de’inition para-syntactic) - as deterzine
particular signa to be sentences, or constituents of
sontences.

"Sentential markers(sentence-markers or clause-markers)"
for "sentential features belonging to the base of
sentential entities(i.e. sentences or clauses)".
Alternative definition: "sentential features that are
not para-syntactic features'. Examples in English are
such syntagms as "isn't he", etc., at the end of a
sentence~base, or clause-base,

nEllipsis" for "defective realization of a syntagm, such
that one or more of its constituents are not realized
at the utterance level!, This implies that ellipsis

pelongs to realization, rather than to the fora of a
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signum. It does not have to be accounted for, except at
the utterance-level, and the phehomenon can therefore bve
ignored in syntax, i.e. in syntax one regards the
constituents as being present. Still it is sometimes
difficult to recognize ellipsis in syntax for what it is.
The followlng are mere rules~of-thumb for solving the
problemn. IA the first place, it is typical(though not
necessary) for contextual(see below)ellipsis that it is
the nuclear element of a syntagm that is left out in
realization. Unless one can analyze a syntagm with
suspected elliptical realization in such a way that this
is shown not to be the case, one must conclude that it is,
indeed, a case of elliptical realization. In case it is
a peripheral element that is left out, one has to test
whether the message would have been affected by its
inclusion. If so, it is not ellipsis. E.g. '"John eats",
and "John eats soup" have different denotations, and the
former is, therefore, not elliptical, but "John hit, and
Peter pushed him' 1s elliptical, Withiu "oilipsis™ one
might wish to distinguish between tne already mentloned

wecontextual" or "proper" ellipsis, e.g. "No, not a cow,

1z horse."™ as an answer to, say "Did he buy a cow?', and

wconflation", e.g. "John hit, and Peter pushed nin", Tiae
dirference between the two types is that, wiereas in

the former it is impossible to ecstablish precisely which
is the syntactic sign that has to be regarded as

corresponding to the utterance in question - even 1if one

wnows the context -, in the second one can say exactly
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what and where the ellipsis is, and the corresponding

syntagm can be established, without any reference even
to the context in which the sentence is used. For that
reason one might wish to have a formal notation for

such a "construction". Such a notation could be:

(f% —> hit}{— (and (___(Peuer }—9 pusheo))

the box indicating the suppressed part of the realuzation.
It should be noted that in both cases we may recognize
the realization of the sentences,.qua sentences, to be
well~formed, i.e. one might be tempted to regard
"ellipsis" as referring to a diécrepanCy between
syntactic and sentential well-formedness. Though such

a view is not factually incorrect; one is likely to
encounter difficulties in astablishing the precise extent
of tho discrepancy. Only in the case of "conflation" are
we able to establish the syntactic structure of the
sentence-hase, as, in the case of "contextual ellipsis"™,
the utterance could correspond to any one of a number

of structurally different syntactic entities, e.g.

“No, he did not buy a cow, but he bought a horse", or

"No, what he bought was not a cow, but a horse", etc. At

the sentential level we nmust, therefore, consider

ellipsis to play no role at all, and the only analyses

possible at that level are one into constituents, the

clauses, and one into lase and para-syntactic features.

It is irrelevant at the sentence level whether the tase

.corresponds to a well-formed realization of a syntactic
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structure, It ic only at a different level, i.e. tne
syntactic ong, that e¢llipsis vecomes an issue, and from
the point of view of that level Qe may say that it is
mefely a matter of defective realization of a syntactic
entity as an utterance. The fact that, in normal
communication, all realization presupposes utterances of
seritences, is, analytically speaking, irrelevant. There

is no reason wny one couid not recognize the realization
of something to be not well-formed at one level, but
berfectly well-formed at another. After all, a similar
dis;repancy may occur tetween phonological and grammatical
well-formedness, morphological and syntactic well-formed~
ness, syntactic and semantic well-formedness, e¢tc. In this
theory - I should like to stress this - the syntactic and
sentontial levels are regarded as entirely different
levels. The latter occupies an important positicn in the
whole of linguistic analysis, btecause all realization, as
I said already, presupposes sentences, and actual
sentences(but not necessarily tne abstract sentential
level)have, therefore, constantly te ‘e referred to,
especially when decisions as to matters of identity(on
all other levels)are concerned. It is, indeed, via
sentences that the ultimate identity of any sexiotic
feature is to be established, but once established such

a feature has become a member of its proper inventory of
features, and is, from that moment onwards, independent

of the sentence-utterances it rmay be instanced in, In

order to avoid a common con usion, it should te noted



346

distinctive funciion of a particular si, nun", This
is in agrecment with Hervey's definition of '"utterance"
as "a model for a single realization of a sipnun", and

with his tenet that a sirnum is a class of utterances.

The same conciderations of '"equivalence', montionod
below with regard to "sipnum', "expression", and
"content", apply here too.

Def. 22a. "Phonetic form" for '"realization form in natural language".
A pnonetic form is, for instance, the phonetic feature
"latiodental", or the class of denotata corresponding to
a "letter" in the International Phonetic Alphatet, duly
defined within Phonetics. In general, all phonetic
features that may be the realizations of figurae are
phonetic forms. As far as linguistics(phonologylis
concerned, phonetic forms(as all realiza:ion forms)have
the status of mere generalized "protocols", i.e. state-
ments of fact, notwithstanding that thre existg a
hignly developed science{phonetics)that provides us
with those "protocols'.

Def. 23. "Paonological form(symtolization: p; formally defined
as {i}ngx, see below)" for “a particular maximum class
of one or more phonetic forms {f}, each member f in its
capacity of standing in a relation with a particular
distinctive function d¥, Alternative definitions: "A
class of all and only the pnonetic forms avle to be,
and in their capacity of teing, distinctive, in a
particular way, with regpect tg a nesgage, in the language

in question", "self-contained class of allopnones'™
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that there are no ill-formed entities in language, i.e.
"well-formedness" or '"not well-formedness™, is always a2
matter of realization with respect to o particular level
of analysis, not of entities at the level in guestion.

The two examples just mentioned are both weli-formed

from the point of view of the segtential level, and bhoth
not well-formed {rom the syntactic point of view. The
difference between the two is merely in the fact that in
the case of '"contextual ellipsis' the base defies syntactic
analysis, whereas in the case of '"conflation" the actual
syntagm corresponding to the tase can be reconstructed,
and consequently analyzed.

"There may be a many-to-one relation between realization
form and figura(allophony), and between cenological form
and signun(allomorphy), and vice zgsgg(hOmophony and
ﬁomOmorphy respectively)". \

"Reglization form(symbolization: f)" or "substance form'"
for "generalized model for a class of impressionalistically
similar phenomena that may correspond to one Or more
figurae". Because of the generalization involved, a
realization-form is already a class of what one could call
images", these belng '"models" of the unique form of a
single realization. If we symbolize lmngecas i, i.e.

f = {i}, we may, in anticipaticn of what follows, define

nutterance” as "iRs", (where "s" stands for the -distinctive
function of a particular signum), i.e. as "a rmodel{image)
for the specific form of a single realization in its

[ ]
L e
capacity of standing in a relation withYparticular
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Mutatis mutandis, with a change of terminology, these

definitions can be applied to other Semiotic Systenms
as well, The same holds for the remainder of the
definitions.

-

. x
"Allophone ! or “phone"(formally defined as f R4, whcre

£°E{g}¥, and 1t is the caso tust [:}*Re* for "a
particular phonetic form £, member of & darticular class
of phonetic forms {i}, in its capacity sf stsnding in a
relation with a particular distinctive funciion an.
Alternative definitions: "A particular puonetic form £
in its capacity of having a particular distinctive
function d", '"member of a phonological form(as a class)",
Though "allophone" is partly derived from Greek “allos"
(different)and, strictly speaking, the term, therefore,
is only appropriate in the case of a class having =ore
than one member, by convention the tera "gllophone" is

used also in those cases where the term 'phone" would

seen to be more appropriate. The same goes for "allomorphi"

" and "morph",

"Signum"(formally defined as E & C, or as {E;FRgét&

v
§#R{E}x)" for "the conjunction of a particular expression

and a particular content, which mutually imply one
another"(alternative definition to Def. 2a). As also a
particular signum and a particular expression, and,
therefore, a particular signum and a particular content
nutually imply one another, we can represent this as

follovws:
S
<N
E &—> C
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As this implies equivalence between signum(S),
expression(E) and content(C) in any statement using

any of these terms, we can, in practice, ignore the
difference tetwcen S, E and C. Though, if we define
(see below) E as {E}XRE?, C as §x§{2}x, ve have to
define S as {B}XREX §§5{31x,‘we are allowed, for
reasons of simplicity, to act as if S were simply
{p}*rs™.

"Expression{symbolized E, formally defined as {Elngx)"
for "a particular maximum class of one or more
phonological forms {p}, each member » in its capacity
of standing in a relation with a particular distinctive
function s". Alternative definitions: "4 class of all
and only the phonological forms able to be, and in
their capacity of being, a phonological form of an
instance of a particular signum", "self-contained class
of allomorphs'., The latter definitibn, by equivalence
(see above), is also appropriate for defining content,
and signum. The symbol s, standing for the distinctive
function of a signum, is chosen in order to distinguish
it from d, which stands for the distinctive function

of a figura, Distinctive function s(in the case of

_"signs")is prorperly included in "semantic function",

from which it has to be distinguished. The difference

is, however, only important in the case of 'synonyms",

which have the same semantic function, but ~ as they

are different signs - different distinctive functions.
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"Allomorph" or "morph"(formally defined as nggx,
X

x
where p € {p}*, and it is the case that {p} Rs’)

for "a particular phonological form p, member of a
particular class of phonological forms {Rl, in its
capacity of standing in a relation with a particular
distinctive function s". Alternative definitions:

"A particular phonological form p, in its capacity
of having a particular distinctive function d",

"nember of an expression{or, by equivalence, of a

content or a sisnum)(as a class)"™,

"Content(symbolized €, formally defined as gxﬁ{g}x)"
for "a particular distinctive function s, in its
capacity of being the particular distinctive function
s of each member of & particular c¢lass of phonological
forms {g}. Alternative definition: ''the converse of
expression'.

"Homophone! for "allophone of one figura naving the
same phonetic form as an allophone of another figura'.
Formalized definition: f Rd -~ £ Ra”, where x # y.
"Homomorph" for "allomorph of one signum and having
the sameé phonological form as an allomorph of another

x X
signum%, Formalized definition: pst N p Rsy, where

x £ Y.

"Homonym" for "total class of allomorphs of one
signum, in comparison with and its members having
the éame phonological forms as those of the total
class of allomorphs of another sisaumt, Formalized

dgefinition: {R)XRExtV {g3ngy, where x £ y. One could
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define "homonymy", inforamally, as "total homomorphy
between signa",
"Synonym" for "signum, in comparison with and having the

same intrinsic information value(denotation)as another

signum", By implication these signa differ from one

another in the class of phonolog}cal forms of their
allémorphs. Formalized definition: ({g}xangDxfu
({Qlngy)RDx, where x # y, D = “denotation”. It goes
without saying that, if we speak about "different Siznan,
we mean "different signa belonging to the same Semiotic
Systea", as comparison of signa from different systems
with respect to their distinctive functions(i.e.......sx
.......ﬁv......Sy.;..), and, consequentially, their
identities, is meaningless, even though sign~ of different
systems may conceivably have the same denotation(i.e.
referential correspondence with the same class of
denotables).

"Word" for 'plereme, as a class of slicomorphs, estabdlished
in such a fashion that all its members nave a contlnuous
(i.e. uninterrupted)phonological fora',

"Grammateme" for “plereme, as a class of allomorpas,
established in such a fashion that some of its members
nave a noncontinuous(i.e. interrupted)phonological fora'.
The problem of having to distinguish between "word" and
ngrammateme" arises eépecially in languages that exnibdbit
the feature of so-called "concord", i.e. contextual
variance with regard to allomorphs of words, which variance

ig poverned by the use of another constituent In the
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construction. A classical example of this is so-called
"gender", as, ‘or instance, in French or German. In

French, for instance, we may say that "la grande montagne
blanche", /la gr8d mdtaf bldsS/, contains, as constituents,
four pleremes. Now, it is equally correct to say that the
phonological form of these plereﬁgs, in this particular
instance, is /la/, /gr&d/, /=Gtan/, and /bl&s/ rcepectively,
as it is to say that their phonological form is /1/, /grd/,
/a...d motafi.... 5/, and /bld/ respectively. In the first
case we have to add that /la/, /grid/ and /V13E/, are
affected by "concord", i.e. that their variance is

governed by the fact that they are in construction with a
s0~-called feminine '"noun", as this is not immediately clear
from the presentation., In the second case it is immediately
clear that '"mBtan" governs the variance, but we have
separately to account for the fact that the particular
phonological form the other eatities assume is governed
rather by the identity of the pleremes "la", "grand" and
"hlanc", and only the fact that they assume that form is

‘ govérned by their being in construction with the plereme
"montagne". The two ways of presentation are, thercfore,
complementary, rather than teing in competition. As the
difference between the two modegs is intensional, rather

than extensional, i.e. 1t does not affect the ildentity of

the pleremes in question, one can use either, or toth,
according to the convenience, or according to the emphasis
on the one, or the other, aspect of the case. The term
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there is "concord" involved, in other cases where the
phonological form of a plereme is discentinucus, or

crosses bOundarie; of what iz normally the pnonological

form of a word. E.g., in English, the plereme "can afford
to" can be called a grammateme, rather than a word, and

50 can, say, the plereme "uzbringen" in German, in view

of allomorphs having such phonological forms as /bri ...un/,
etc. In the last two examples, the pleremes in question

can only be set up as “grammatemes", not as "words". In

tﬁe earlier examples, they can be set up in voth ways.

Some pleremes can only be "words", as they canaot be set

up in such a way that some of their allomorphs have
discontinuous phonological forms. Some languages may have
only one type of plereme, others'may have only two of the
three(i.e¢. only establishable as words, only &s grammatemes,
and both as words and as gramnatemes)possible types of
pleremes one may find in a language; 0f course, by definition
every language has pleremes, Any semiotic systexz that has a
syntax must have minimum syntactic entities, i.e. pleremes.
Cf. Def. &gl. Pleremes are the grammatical aralogues of
cenemes({phonenes), just as monemes are the grammatical

3).

analogues of distinctive features(cf Def. 8%



