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The Problem of Speech Genres 

/. Statement of the Problem and Definition of Speech Genres 

All the diverse areas of human activity involve the use of language. 

Quite understandably, the nature and forms of this use are just as di

verse as are the areas of human activity. This, of course,  in  no way 

disaffirms the national unity of language .  1 Language is realized in the 
form of individual concrete u tterances (oral and written) by partici

pants in the various areas of human · activity. These u tterances reflect 

the specific conditions and goals of each such area not only through 

their content ( thematic) and l inguistic style, that is ,  the selection of 
the lexical ,  phraseological , and grammatical resources of the language, 

but above al l  through their  compositional structure .  All three of these 

aspects-thematic content, style, and compositional structure-are 

inseparably l inked to the whole of the utterance and are equal ly deter
mined by the specific nature of the particular sphere of communica
tion . Each separate utterance is individual ,  of course, but each sphere 
in  which language is used develops its own relatively stable types of 
these utterances. These we may call speech genres. 

The wealth and d iversi ty of speech genres are boundless because 

the various possibil ities of human activity are inexhaustible , and be

cause each sphere of activity contains an entire repertoi re of speech 

genres that differentiate and grow as the particular sphere develops 

and becomes more complex. Special emphasis should be placed on 
the extreme heterogeneity of speech genres (oral and written) .  I n  fact, 
the category of speech genres should include short rejoinders of dai ly 
dialogue (and these are extremely varied depending on the subject 
matter, situation, and participants), everyday narration, writ ing ( in al l 
its various forms), the brief standard mil i tary command , the elaborate 
and detailed order, the fairly variegated repertoire of business docu
ments (for the most part standard) ,  and the d iverse world of commen
tary ( in the broad sense of the word : social , politica l ) .  And we must 
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also include here the d iverse forms of sc ientific statements and al l  l i t
erary genres ( from the proverb to the mult ivolume novel ) .  It might 
seem that speech gen res are so heterogeneous that they do not have 
and cannot have a single common level at which they can be studied. 
For here ,  on one level of inquiry, appear such heterogeneous phenom
ena as the single-word everyday rejoinder and the multivolume nove l ,  
the mi l i tary com mand that is  standardized even in its intonation and 
the profoundly individual lyrical work, and so on. One might think 
that such functional heterogeneity makes the common features of 
speech genres excessively abstract  and empty. This probably explains 
why the genera l  problem of speech genres has never really been 
raised.  Literary genres have been studied more than anything else. 
But from antiqu i ty to the present, they have been studied in terms of 
their specific l i terary and artistic features, in terms of the differences 
that distinguish one from the other (within the realm of l iterature),  and 
not as specific types of utterances distinct from other types, but shar
ing with them a common verbal ( language)  nature . The general l in
guistic problem of the u tterance and its types has hardly been consid
ered at all . Rhetorical genres have been stud ied since antiquity (and 
not much has been added in subsequent epochs to c lassical theory) .  At 
that time, more attention was a l ready being devoted to the verbal na
ture of these genres as utterances: for example, to such aspects as the 
relation to the l istener and his influence on the utterance, the specific 
verbal finalization of the u tterance (as distinct from i ts completeness 
of thought), and so forth. But here, too, the specific features of rhe
torical genres ( j udicia l ,  pol itical ) sti l l  overshadowed their general l in
guistic nature. Final ly, everyday speech genres have been studied 
(mainly rejoinders in everyday d ialogue), and from a general l inguistic 
standpoint (in the school of Saussure and among his later followers
the Structura l ists ,  the American behaviorists, and, on a completely 
different l inguistic basis,  the Vosslerians) .  2 But this l ine of inquiry 
could not lead to a correct determination of the general l inguistic na
ture of the utterance ei ther, s ince it  was l imited to the specific features 
of everyday ora l  speech ,  sometimes being directly and deliberately 
oriented toward primitive utterances (American behaviorists). 

The extreme heterogeneity of speech genres and the attendant dif
ficulty of determining the general nature of the utterance should in no 
way be underestimated . I t  is especially important here to draw atten
tion to the very significant d ifference between primary (simple)  and 
secondary (complex) speech genres (understood not as a functional 
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diflcrcncc). Secondary (complex) speech genres-novels,  dramas, al l  
kinds of scientific research, major genres of commentary, and so 
forth-arise in more complex and comparatively h ighly developed and 
organized cultural communication (primarily wr i tten )  that is artistic, 
scientific, sociopolitica l ,  and so on. During the process of their forma
tion, they absorb and digest various primary (s imple) genres that have 
taken form in unmediated speech communion. These primary genres 
are altered and assume a special character when they enter  i nto com
plex ones. They lose thei r  i mmediate relation to actual reality and to 
the real utterances of others. For example, rejoinders of everyday dia
logue or letters found in a novel retain their form and their  everyday 
significance only on the plane of the novel's content. They enter i nto 
actual reality only via the novel as a whole, that i s ,  as a l i te rary-artistic 
event and not as everyday l i fe. The novel as a whole i s  an utterance 
just as rejoinders in everyday dialogue or private letters are (they do 
have a common nature) ,  but unl ike these ,  the novel  i s  a secondary 
(complex) utterance. 

The difference between primary and secondary ( ideological)  gen res 
is very great and fundamental , 3  but this is precisely why the nature of 
the utterance should be revealed and defined through analysis of both 
types. Only then can the definition be adequate to the complex and 
profound nature of the utterance (and encompass i ts most important 
facets). A one-sided orientation toward primary genres i nevitably 
leads to a vulgarization of the entire problem (behaviorist l inguistics is 
an extreme example). The very interrelations between primary and 
secondary genres and the process of the historical formation of the 
latter shed light on the nature of the utterance (and above al l  on the 
complex problem of the interrelations among language, ideology, and 
world view). 

A study of the nature of the utterance and of the d iversity of generic 
forms of utterances in various spheres of human activity is immensely 
important to almost al l  areas of l inguistics and ph i lology. This is be
cause any research whose material is concrete language-the h istory 
of a language, normative grammar, the compilation of any kind of d ic
tionary, the stylistics of language , and so forth-inevitably deals with 
concrete utterances (written and oral ) belonging to various spheres of 
human activi ty and communication :  chronicles, contracts , texts of 
laws, clerical and other documents, various l i terary, scientific, and 
commentarial genres,  official and personal letters , rejoinders in  every
day d ialogue (in all of their d iverse subcategories) ,  and so on. And i t is 



The Problem of Speech C i e n rcs  

here that scholars find the language data they need . A clear idea of the 
natu re of the utterance in  general and of the pecu l iarit ies of the var i
ous types of utterances ( primary and secondary ) ,  that is ,  of various 
speech genres,  is  necessary, we think, for research in  any special area . 
To ignore the nature of the utterance or to fail to consider the pecu
"liarities of generic subcategories of speech in any area of l inguistic 
study leads to perfunctoriness and excessive abstractness, distorts the 
historicity of the research , and weakens the link between language 
and l i fe .  After a l l ,  language enters l ife through concrete utterances 
(which manifest language) and l i fe enters language through concrete 
utterances as wel l .  The utterance is an exceptionally important node 
of problems. We shal l  approach certain areas and problems of the sci
ence of language i n  this context. 

First of a l l ,  stylist ics. Any style is inseparably related to the utter
ance and to typical forms of u tterances, that is, speech genres.  Any 
utterance-oral or written ,  primary or secondary, and in any sphere of 
communication-is i nd ividual and therefore can reflect the individu
ality of the speaker (or writer); that is ,  it possesses individual style.  
But not a l l  gen res are equally conducive to reflecting the individual ity 
of the speaker i n  the language of the utterance, that is, to an individual 
style. The most conducive genres are those of artistic l i terature : here 
the individual style enters d i rectly into the very task of the utterance, 
and this is one of its main goals  (but even within artistic l i terature vari
ous genres offe r  different possibi l i t ies for expressing i nd ividuality in  
language and various aspects of individuality) .  The least favorable 
condit ions for reflecting ind ividuality in language obtain in  speech 
genres that requ i re a standard form, for example, many kinds of busi
ness documents, mi l i tary commands, verbal signals in industry, and so 
on .  Here one can reflect only the most superficial ,  a lmost biological 
aspects of ind ividual i ty (main ly in the oral manifestation of these stan
dard types of utterances) .  I n  the vast majority of speech genres (ex
cept for l i tera ry-art istic ones),  the individual style does not enter i nto 
the i ntent of the utterance, does not serve as its only goal ,  but is ,  as i t  
were, an  epiphenomenon of the utterance, one of its by-products .  
Various gen re s  can reveal  various layers and facets of the  individual 
pe rsonal ity, and individual style can be found in  various i nterrelations 
with the national language. The very problem of the national and the 
individual i n  language is basical ly the problem of the utterance (after 
a l l ,  only here ,  in the utterance, is the national language embodied in 
individual form).  The very determination of style in general , and indi-
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vidual style in particular, requires deeper study of  both the nature of 
the utterance and the diversity of speech genres.  

The organic, inseparable l ink between style and genre is clearly re
vealed also in the problem of language styles, or functional styles. In  
essence, language, or functional ,  styles are nothing other than  generic 
styles for certain spheres of human activity and communication. Each 
sphere has and applies i ts own genres that correspond to i ts own spe
cific conditions. There are also particular styles that correspond to 
these genres. A particular function (scientific, technical, commen
tarial, business, everyday) and the particular condit ions of speech 
communication specific for each sphere give rise to particular genres, 
that is, certain relatively stable thematic, composi tional, and stylistic 
types of utterances. Style is inseparably l inked to particular thematic 
unities and-what is especially important-to particular composi
tional unities: to particular types of construction of the whole, types 
of its completion, and types of relations between the speaker and 
other participants in speech communication ( l isteners or readers ,  part
ners,  the other's speech ,  and so forth). Style enters as one element into 
the generic unity of the utterance. Of course, this  does not mean that 
language style cannot be the subject of i ts own i ndependent study. 
Such a study, that is ,  of language stylistics as an independent d isci
pline, is both feasible and necessary. But this study wil l  be correct and 
productive only if based on a constant awareness of the generic nature 
of language styles, and on a prel iminary study of the subcategories of 
speech genres. Up to this point the stylistics of language has not had 
such a basis. Hence its weakness . There is no generally recognized 
classification of language styles. Those who attempt to create them 
frequently fai l  to meet the fundamental logical requirement of classifi
cation:  a unified basis.4 Existing taxonomies are extremely poor and 
undifferentiated . • For example, a recently published academy gram
mar of the Russian language gives the following sty l istic subcategories 
of language: bookish speech,  popular speech ,  abstract-scientific, 
scientific-technical , journalistic-commentarial ,  official-business, and 
famil iar everyday speech , as well as vulgar common parlance . In  addi-

'Th
_
e same kinds of classifications of language styles, i m poverished and lacking 

clanty,
_ 

with
_ 
� �abricated foundation, are given by A. N. Gvo7.dev in h is book OcAerkr po sltlrshkt russkoxo jrnyka ( Essays on the stylistics of the Russian language) 

( Moscow, 195Z, pp. 13- 1 5).  All of these classifications arc based on an uncritical 
assimi lation of traditional ideas about language styles. 
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tion to these l ingu istic styles, there are the styl istic subcategories of 
dialectical words,  archaic words, and occupat ional expressions. Such a 
classification of styles is completely random, and at its base lies a vari
ety of principles (or bases) for division into styles . Moreover, this clas
sification is both inexhaustive and inadequately differentiated . All  this 
is a direct result  of an i nadequate u nderstanding of the generic nature 
of linguistic styles,  and the absence of a well-thought-out classification 
of speech genres in terms of spheres of human activity (and also igno
rance of the dist inction between primary and secondary genres, which 
is very important for styl istics). 

It is especially harmful  to separate style from genre when elaborat-

ing historical problems. H istorical changes in language styles are in
separably l inked to changes in  speech genres. Literary language is a 
complex, dynamic system of l inguistic styles. The proportions and in
terrelations of these styles in the system of l i terary language are con
stantly changing.  L iterary language, which also i ncludes nonliterary 
styles , is  an even more complex system, and i t  is organized on differ
em bases .  In  order to puzzle out the complex historical dynamics of 
these systems and move from a s imple (and, in  the majority of cases, 
superficial) description of styles,  which are always in evidence and 
alternating with one another, to a historical explanation of these 
changes, one must develop a special history of speech genres (and not 
only secondary, but also primary ones) that reflects more directly, 
clearly, and flexibly all the changes taking place in social l ife .  Utter
ances and their types, that is, speech genres, are the drive belts from 
the h istory of society to the history of language. There is not a single 
new phenomenon (phonetic, lexical, . or grammatical ) that can enter 
the system of language without having traversed the long and compli
cated path of generic-styl istic testing and modification. b 

In each epoch certain speech genres set the tone for the develop
ment of l i terary language. And these speech genres are not only sec
ondary ( l iterary, commentarial ,  and scientific), but also primary (cer
tain types of oral dialogue-of the salon, of one's own circle, and other 
types as well ,  such as famil iar, family-everyday, sociopolitical ,  philo
sophical ,  and so on) .  Any expansion ·of the literary language that re
sults from drawing on various extraliterary strata of the national Ian-

"This thesis of ours has nothing in common with the Vosslerian idea of the pri
macy of the scylistic over the grammatical . Our subsequent exposition will make 
this completely clear. 
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guage inevitably entails some degree of penetration into all genres of 
wriuen language ( l i terary, scient ific, commentarial , conversational , 
and so forth) to a greater or lesser degree, and entai ls new generic de
vices for the construction of the speech whole, i ts fi nalization, the ac
commodation of the l istener or partner, and so forth . This leads to a 
more or less fundamental restructuring and renewal of speech genres. 
When dealing with the corresponding extral ite rary s trata of the na
tional language, one inevitably also deals with the speech genres 
through which these strata are manifested . In the majority of cases, 
these are various types of conversational-dialogical gen res. Hence the 
more or less dist inct dialogization of secondary genres,  the weakening 
of their monological composit ion, the new sense of the l istener as a 
partner-interlocutor, new forms of final ization of the whole, and so 
forth . Where there is style there is genre .  The transfer of style from 
one genre to another not only alte rs the way a style sounds, under con
ditions of a genre unnatural to it ,  but also violates or renews the given 
genre.  

Thus, both individual and general language styles govern speech 
genres. A deeper and broader study of the latter is absolutely impera
tive for a productive study of any stylistic problem .  

However, both the fundamental and the genera l  methodological 
question of the interrelations between lexicon and grammar (on the 
one hand) and styl istics (on the other) rests on the same problem of 
the utterance and of speech genres.  

Grammar (and lexicon) is essentially d ifferent from styl istics ( some 

even oppose i t  to styl istics), but at the same t ime there is not  a s ingle 

grammatical study that can do without stylistic obse rvat ion and excur
sus. In a large number of cases the dist inction between gram mar and 
stylistics appears to be completely erased . There are phenomena that 
some scholars include in the area of grammar whi le  others include 
them in the area of stylistics. The syntagma is an example .  

One might say that grammar and styl istics converge and d iverge in 
any concrete language phenomenon . If considered only i n  the lan
guage system, i t  is a grammatical  phenomenon , but if  considered in 
the whole of the individual utterance or i n  a speech genre , it is a styl is
tic phenomenon. And this is because the speaker's very select ion of a 
particular grammatical form is a stylistic act. But these two viewpoints 
of one and the same specific l ingu istic phenomenon should not be im
pervious to one another and should not simply replace one another 
mechan ical ly. They should be organically combined (with , however. 
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the most clear-cut methodological distinction between them) on the 
basis of the real un i ty of the language phenomenon . Only a profound 
understanding of the nature of the utterance and the particular fea
tures of speech genres can provide a correct solution to this complex 
methodological p roblem.  

It seems to  us that a study of  the  nature of  the uuerance and  of 
speech genres i s  of fundamental importance for overcoming those sim
plistic notions about speech l ife ,  about the so-called speech flow, 
about communication and so forth-ideas which are sti l l  current in our 
language studies .  Moreover, a study of the utterance as a real unit of 
speech communion wil l  also make i t  possible to understand more cor
rectly the nature of language units (as a system) : words and sentences. 

We shall now turn to this more general problem. 

II. The Utterance as a Unit of Speech Communion: The Difference between 
This Unit and Units of Language (Words and Sentences) 

Nineteenth-century l inguistics, beginning with Wilhelm von Hum
boldt, while not denying the communicative function of language, 
tried to place i t  i n  the background as something secondary. 5 What it 
foregrounded was the function of thought emerging independently of 
communication. The famous Humboldtian formula goes l ike this: 
"Apart from the communication between one human and another, 
speech is a necessary condition for reflection even in solitude. " Others, 
Vosslerians for example, emphasize the so-called expressive function . 
With al l the various ways ind ividual theoreticians understand this 
function ,  it  essential ly amounts to the expression of the speaker's indi
vidual discourse.  Language arises from man's need to express himself, 
to objectify h imself. The essence of any form of language is somehow 
reduced to the spiritual creativity of the ind ividuum. Several other 
versions of the function of language have been and are now being sug
gested,  but it is st i l l  typical to underestimate, if not altogether ignore, 
the communicative function of language. Language is  regarded from 
the speaker's standpoint as if there were only one speaker who does not 
have any necessary relation to other participants in speech communica
tion. If the role of the other is taken into account at al l ,  it is the role of 
a l istener, who understands  the speaker only passively. The uuerance 
is adequate to its object ( i . e . , the content of the uttered thought) and 
to the person who i s  pronouncing the utterance . Language essential ly 
needs only a speaker-one speaker-and an object for his speech .  
And if  language a lso serves as  a means of communication, this is a sec-
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ondary function that has nothing to do with i ts essence. Of course, 
the language collect ive, the plura l i ty of speakers, cannot be ignored 
when speaking of language, but when defining the essence of lan
guage this aspect is not a necessary one that determines the nature of 
language. Sometimes the language collective is regarded as a kind of 
col lective personali ty, "the spirit of the people," and so forth, and im
mense significance is attached to it  ( by representatives of the "psy
chology of nations") ,6  but even in this case the p lu ral i ty of speakers, 
and others with respect to each given speaker, i s  d enied a ny real es
sential significance . 

Still current in l inguistics are such fictions as the " l istener" and 

"understander" (partners of the "speaker" ),  the "unified speech flow," 

and so on. These fictions produce a completely distorted idea of the 

complex and multifaceted process of active speech communication.  

Courses in general l inguistics (even serious ones l ike Saussu re's) fre

quently present graphic-schematic depictions of the two partners in 

speech communication-the speaker and the l istener (who perceives 

the speech)-and provide d iagrams of the active speech processes of 

the speaker and the corresponding  passive processes of the l istener's 

perception and understanding of the speech.  One cannot say that 
these diagrams are false or that they do not correspond to certain as
pects of reality. But  when they are put forth as the actua l  whole of 
speech communication , they become a scientific fiction. The fact is 
that when the l istener perceives and u nderstands the mean ing ( the 

language meaning) of speech, he simultaneously takes an active,  re

sponsive attitude toward it. He either agrees or disagrees with it (com

pletely or partially), augments it ,  applies it ,  prepares for i ts execution, 

and so on . And the l istener adopts this responsive attitude for the en
tire duration of the process of l istening and understanding, from the 
very beginning-sometimes l i terally from the speaker's first word. 
Any understanding of l ive speech , a l ive utterance , is inherently re
sponsive ,  although the degree of this activity varies extremely. Any 
understanding is imbued with response and necessarily el icits it in one 
form or another: the listener becomes the speaker. A pass ive under
standing of the meaning of perceived speech is only an abstract aspect 
of the actual whole of actively responsive understanding, which is 
then actual ized in a subsequent response that is  actually articulated . 
C?f course, an utterance is not always followed immediately by an ar
ticulated response. An actively responsive understanding of what is 
heard (a command, for example) can be directly realized in act ion (the 
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execution of an order or command that has been understood and ac
cepted for execution),  or it can remain, for the time bein11;. a si lent 
responsive understanding (certa in speech genres are intended exclu
sively for this kind of responsive understanding, for example, lyrical 
genres),  but this is, so to speak, responsive understanding with a de
layed reaction.  Sooner or later what is heard and actively understood 
will find its response in the subsequent speech or behavior of the lis
tener. In  most cases, genres of complex cultural communication are 
intended precisely  for this kind of actively responsive understanding 
with delayed action.  Everything we have said here also pertains 
to written  and read speech,  with the appropriate adjustments and 
additions. 

Thus, al l  real and integral u nderstanding is actively responsive, and 
constitu tes nothing other than the initial preparatory stage of a re
sponse ( in  whatever form it may be actualized). And the speaker him
self is oriented precisely toward such an actively responsive under
standing. He does not expect passive understanding that, so to speak, 
only duplicates his own idea in someone else's mind. Rather, he ex
pects response, agreement, sympathy, objection, execution, and so 
forth (various speech genres presuppose various integral orientations 
and speech plans on the part of the speakers or writers) .  The desire 
to make one's speech u nderstood is only an abstract aspect of the 
speaker's concrete and total speech plan. Moreover, any speaker is 
h imself a respondent to a greater or lesser degree . He is not, after al l ,  
the first speaker, the one who disturbs the eternal si lence of the uni
verse. And he presupposes not only the existence of the language sys
tem he is using,  but also the existence of preceding utterances-his 
own and others' -with which his given u tterance enters into one kind 
of relation or another (builds on them, polemicizes with them, or 
simply presumes that they are already known to the l istener). Any 
utterance is a l ink in a very complexly organized chain of other 
utterances. 

Thus, the listener who understands passively, who is depicted as 
the speaker's partner in the schematic diagrams of general l inguistics, 
does not correspond to the real participant in speech communication. 
What is represented by the d iagram is only an abstract aspect of the 
real total act of actively responsive understanding, the sort of under
standing that evokes a response , and one that the speaker anticipates. 
Such scientific abstraction is quite justified in itself, but under one 
cond ition : that i t  is clearly recognized as merely an abstraction and is 
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not represented as the real concrete whole of the phenomenon. Other
wise it becomes a fiction . This is precisely the case i n  l ingu istics, since 
such abstract schemata, while perhaps not cla iming to reflect real 
speech communication, are not accompanied by any indication of the 
great complexity of the actual phenomenon.  As a result, the schema 
distorts the actual picture of speech communicat ion,  removing pre
cisely its most essential aspects. The active role  of the other in the pro
cess of speech communication is thus reduced to a min imum .  

This d isregard for the active role  o f  the other i n  the process of 
speech communication, and the desire generally to bypass this pro
cess, are manifested in the imprecise and ambiguous use of such terms 
as "speech" or "speech flow." These deliberately indefinite terms are 
usually intended to designate something that can be d ivided into lan
guage units, which are then interpre ted as segments of language:  pho
netic (phoneme, syl lable, speech rhythm [takt]) and lexical ( sentence 
and word).  "The speech flow can be broken down . . . " ;  "Our speech 
is divided . . . " This is the way those sect ions of grammars devoted to 
the study of such language un i ts are usually i ntroduced into general 
courses in l inguistics and grammar, and also into special research on 
phonetics and lexicology. Unfortunately, even our recently published 
academy grammar uses the same indefinite and ambiguous term "our 
speech." Here is how the section on phonetics is  introduced: "Our 
speech is basically d ivided into sentences, which i n  turn can be broken 
down into phrases and words. The word is clearly d ivided i nto small 
sound uni ts- syllables . . .  syllables are d ivided i nto individual speech 
sounds or phonemes. . . . " 7  

B u t  what sort o f  thing is this "speech flow" a n d  what i s  meant by 
"our speech" ? What is the nature of their duration?  Do they have a 
beginning and an end? If their length is indefinite, which of thei r seg
ments do we use when we break them down into un i ts?  These ques
t ions have not been raised or defined at al l .  Lingu ists have not yet 
transformed the imprecise word "speech"-which can designate lan
guage, the speech process ( i . e . , speaking), the ind ividual u tterance, 
an entire long indefinite series of such utterances ,  or a particular 
speech genre ( "he gave a speech" )-into a defin i te (defined) term 
with clear-cut semantic boundaries ( simi lar s i tuat ions also exist in  
other languages) .  This can be explained by the a lmost  complete lack 
of research into the problem of the utterance and speech genres (and , 
consequently, of speech communion as wel l ) .  What we almost always 
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find is a confused play with a l l  these meanings (except for the last ). 

Most frequently the expression "our speech" s imply means any utter
ance of any person.  But  this meaning is never consistently sustained 
th roughout. c 

And if it is indefinite and unclear just  what it is that is divided and 
broken down into un i ts of language, this lack of definition and confu
sion also spread to these units themselves. 

The terminological imprecision and confusion in this methodologi
cally central point of l inguistic th inking result from ignoring the real 
unit of speech communication: the u tterance . For speech can exist in 
reality only in  the form of concrete u tterances of individual speaking 
people, speech subjects. Speech is always cast in the form of an utter
ance belonging to a particular speaking subject, and outside this form 
it cannot exist. Regard less of how varied utterances may be in terms of 
their length , their  content, and their compositional structure, they 
have common structural featu res as units of speech communication 
and, above a l l ,  quite clear-cu t  boundaries. Since these boundaries are 
so essential and fundamental they must be discussed in detail .  

The boundaries of each concrete utterance as a unit  of speech com
munication are dete rmined by a change of speaking subjects, that is, a 
change of speakers . Any utterance-from a short (single-word) re
joinder in everyday d ialogue to the large novel or scientific treatise
has, so to speak, an  absolute beginning and an absolute end: its begin
ning is preceded by the utterances of others ,  and its end is followed by 
the responsive utterances of others (or, although it  may be si lent, 
others' active responsive understanding, or, finally, a responsive action 
based on this understanding). The speaker ends his utterance in order 
to relinquish the floor to the other or to make room for the other's ac
tive responsive understanding. The utterance is not a conventional 
unit, but a real un i t ,  clearly del imited by the change of speaking sub-

< And it cannot be su"sta ined. For example, such an utterance as "Ah ! " (a rejoinder 
in dialogue) cannot be broken down into sentences, ph rases , or syl lables. Conse
quently, not just an_y u uerance will do. Further, they divide up the utterance 
(speech ) and obtain u n i ts of language . Frequently the sentence is  then defined �s 
the simplest utterance and,  consequently, i t cannot be a unit of the utterance. h ts 
�acitly assumed that there is only one speaker. and dialogical overtones are thus 

tgnored . 
As compared to the boundaries of the utterance , all other boundaries (between 

sentences,  phrases , syntagm ic units, and words) are re lative and arbitrary. 
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jects , which ends by rel inquishing the floor to the other, as if with a 

silent dixi, perceived by the l isteners (as a sign) that the speaker has 

finished .  
This change of speaking subjects, which creates clear-cut bounda

ries of the utterance , varies in nature and acquires d ifferent forms in 

the heterogeneous spheres of human activity and l i fe ,  depending on 

the functions of language and on the conditions and situations of com

munication . One observes this change of speaking subjects most 

simply and clearly in actual dialogue where the utterances of the inter

locutors or partners in d ialogue (which we shall  call rejoinders) alter

nate. Because of its simplicity and clarity, d ialogue is a classic form of 

speech communication. E ach rejoinder, regardless of how brief and 

abrupt, has a specific quality of completion that expresses a particular 

position of the speaker, to which one may respond or may assume, 

with respect to it, a responsive position. We shall d i scuss further this 

specific quality of completion of the utterance , one of its main mark

ers. But at the same time rejoinders are all l inked to one another. And 
the sort of relations that exist among rejoinders of d ialogue-relations 
between question and answer, assertion and objection,  assertion and 

agreement, suggestion and acceptance , order and execution , and so 
forth-are impossible among u nits of language (words and sentences), 
e ither in the system of language ( i n  the vertical cross section )  or within 

the utterance (on the horizontal plane). These specific relations among 

rejoinders in a d ialogue are only subcategories of specific relations 

among whole u tterances i n  the process of speech  communicat ion. 

These relations are possible only among utterances of different speech 

subjects; they presuppose other (with respect to the speaker) partici

pants in  speech communication. The relations among whole utter
ances cannot be treated grammatically since , we repeat, such relations 
are impossible among units of language,  and not only i n  the system of 
language, but within the utterance as wel l .  

In secondary speech genres ,  especially rhetorical ones,  we encoun
ter phenomena that apparently contradict this tenet.  Quite frequently 
within the boundaries of his own utterance the speaker (or writer) 
�aises questions, answers them h imself, raises objections to his own 
tdeas, responds to his own objections, and so on.  But these phenom
ena are noth ing other than a conventional playing out of speech com
munication and primary speech genres. d This kind of playing out is 

"The seam of boundaries in secondary genres. 
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typical of rhetorical genres (in the broad sense, wh ich wou ld i nc lude 
certain kinds of scientific popularization), but other secondary genres 
(artistic and scholarly) also use various forms such as this to introduce 
primary speech gen res and relations among them into the construction 
of the utterance (and here they are al tered to a greater or lesser degree, 
for the speaking subject does not really change). Such is the natu re of 
secondary genres. B u t  the relations among the reproduced primary 
genres cannot be treated grammatically in  any of these phenomena, 
even though they appear within a single utterance . Within the utter
ance they reta in  the i r  own specific nature, which is essentially differ
ent from the natu re of relations among words and sentences (and other 
language u nits, i . e . , phrases and so forth). 

Here, d rawing on  material from d ialogue and the rejoinders that 
comprise it ,  we must provisionally pose the problem of the sentence as a 
unit of language, as d istinct from the u/lerance as a unit  of speech 
communication . 

(The question of the nature of the sentence is one of the most com
pl icated and difficu l t  in l ingu istics. The clash of opinions regard ing 
this question continues in our scholarship to this day. Of course , the 
task we set for ourselves here does not i nclude an investigation of this 
problem in all i ts complexity; we intend to mention only one of i ts 
aspects . But it seems to us that this aspect is essential to the entire 
problem. It is important for us to define precisely the relationship be
tween the sentence and the u tterance. This will give us a clearer pic
ture of both the utterance and the sentence . )  

But th is wi l l  come later. Here we shall simply note that the bounda
ries of the sentence as a unit  of language are never determined by a 
change of speaking subjects. Such a change, framing the sentence on 
both sides, transforms the sentence into an entire utterance. Such a 
sentence assumes new qualit ies and is perceived quite differently from 
the way it would be if it were framed by other sentences within the 
single utterance of one and the same speaker. The sentence is a rela
tively complete thought, d i rectly correlated with the other thoughts of 
a single speaker within his utterance as a whole. The speaker pauses 
at the end of a sentence in order then to move on to his own next 
thought, continu ing, supplementing, and substantiating the p�eceding 
one. The context of the sentence is the speech of one speakmg sub
ject (speaker). The sentence itself is  not correlated d i rectly or person
ally with the extraverbal context of reality (situation , setting, pre
history) or with the utterances of other speakers; this takes place only 
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indirectly. through its entire surrounding context, that i s ,  through the 
utterance as a whole . And if the sentence is not su rrounded by a con
text of the speech of the same speaker, that is, if it constitutes an en
tire completed utterance (a rejoinder in dialogue),  then i t  ( i tself) di
rectly confronts real i ty ( the e xtraverbal context of the speech ) and the 
different utterances of others. It is  not fol lowed by a pause that the 
speaker himself designates and interprets. (Any pause that is  gram
matical ,  calculated , or  interpreted is possible only withi n  the speech of 
a single speaker, i . e . , within a single u tterance. Pauses between utter
ances are, of course ,  not grammatical but real .  Such real pauses-psy
chological ,  or prompted by some external circumstance-can also in
terrupt a single u tterance . I n  secondary artistic gen res such pauses are 
calcu lated by the artist, di rector, or actor. B u t  these pauses differ es
sentially from both grammatical and styl ist ic pauses-for example, 
among syntagmas-within the u tterance . ) One expects them to be 
fol lowed by a response or a responsive understanding on the part of 
another speaker. Such a sentence, having become an ent ire utterance, 
acquires a special semantic fullness of value.  One can assume a re
sponsive position with respect to it ;  one can agree or d isagree with it, 
execute it ,  evaluate i t ,  and so on.  But a sentence in context cannot 
el ic it  a response. It acquires this capabil ity (or, rather, assimi lates to it) 
only in the entirety of the whole utterance . 

All  these completely new qualities and pecul iarit ies belong not to 
the sentence that has become a whole utterance, but p recisely to the 
utterance itself. They reflect the nature of the utterance , not the na
ture of the sentence. They attach themselves to the sentence, aug
menting it until it is a complete u tterance. The sentence as a language 
unit lacks all of these properties; it is not demarcated on  either side by 
a change of speaking subjects; it has neither d i rect contact with reality 
(with an extraverbal situation) nor a d i rect re lation to others' utter
ances; it does not have semantic fu llness of value;  and it has no capac
ity to determine directly the responsive posit ion of the other speaker. 
that is, it cannot evoke a response . The sentence as a language unit  is 
grammatical in nature .  It  has grammatical boundaries and grammatical 
completedness and unity. ( Regarded in the whole of the u tterance and 
from the standpoint of this whole, i t  acqui res  styl istic properties. ) 
When the sentence figures as a whole utterance, it is as though it has 
been placed in a frame made of quite a different mater ia l .  When one 
forgets this in analyzing a sentence , one distorts the natu re of the sen
tence ( and simul taneously the natu re of the utterance as wel l ,  by treat-
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ing it grammatically). A great many l inguists and l inguistic schools ( in 
the area of syntax) are held capt ive by this confusion, and what they 
study as a sentence is in  essence a kind of hybrid of the sentence (unit  
of language) and the utterance (unit  of speech communication) .  One 
does not exchange sentences any more than one exchanges words ( in 
the strict l inguistic sense) or phrases. One exchanges utterances that 
are constructed from language units :  words, phrases, and sentences. 
And an utterance can be constructed both from one sentence and from 
one word ,  so to speak, from one speech unit (mainly a rejoinder in 
dialogue), but this does not transform a language unit into a unit  of 
speech communication.  

The lack of a wel l-developed theory of the utterance as a unit  of 
speech communication leads to an imprecise distinction between the 
sentence and the utterance, and frequently to a complete confusion of 
the two. 

Let us return to real-life d ialogue. As we have said , this is the 
simplest and the most classic form of speech communication. The 
change of speaking subjects (speakers) that determines the boundaries 
of the utterance is especially clear here.  But in  other spheres of speech 
communication as wel l ,  including areas of complexly organized cul
tural communication (scientific and artistic),  the nature of the bounda
ries of the utterance remains the same . 

Complexly structured and specialized works of various scientific and 
artistic genres ,  in spite of all the ways in which they differ  from rejoin
ders in dialogue, are by nature the same kind of units of speech com
munication .  They, too, are clearly demarcated by a change of speaking 
subjects, and these boundaries, whi le retaining their external clarity, 
acquire here a special internal aspect because the speaking subject
in this case,  the author of the work-manifests his own individuality in 
his style , h is  world view, and in all aspects of the design of his work. 
This imprint of ind ividual ity marking the work also creates special in
ternal boundaries that disti ngu ish this work from other works con
nected with it in the overal l  processes of speech communication in that 
particu lar cul tu ral sphere: from the works of predecessors on whom 
the author relies ,  from other works of the same school,  from the works 
of opposing schools with which the author is contending, and so on.  

The work, l ike the rejoinder in dialogue, is oriented toward the re
sponse of the other (others) ,  toward his active responsive understand
ing, which can assu me various forms: educational influence on the 
readers ,  persuasion of  them, critical responses, influence on followers 
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and successors , and so on. It can determine others' responsive posi
tions under the complex conditions of speech communication in a par
ticular cultural sphere .  The work is a l ink in the chain of speech 
communion. Like the rejoinder in a dialogue, it is related to other 
work-utterances: both those to which it responds and those that re
spond to it .  At the same time, l ike the rejoinder in  a dialogue, it is 
separated from them by the absolute boundaries created by a change 
of speaking subjects . 

Thus, the change of speaking subjects, by framing the u tterance 

and creating for it a stable mass that is sharply del imited from other 

related u tterances, is the first constitut ive feature of the utterance as a 

unit of speech communication, a feature distinguishing i t  from units of 

language. Let us turn to this second feature , which is inseparably 

l inked to the first. This second feature is the specific finalization of the 

utterance . 
The finalization of the utterance i s ,  if you wi l l ,  the inner side of the 

change of speech subjects. This change can only take p lace because 

the speaker has said (or written)  everything he wishes to say at a par

ticu lar moment or under particular c i rcumstances. When hearing or 

reading, we clearly sense the end of the utterance , as if we hear the 

speaker's concluding dixi. This final ization is specific and is deter

mined by special criteria. The first and foremost criter ion for the final

ization of the utterance is the possibility of responding to it or, more pre

cise ly and broadly, of assuming a responsive att itude toward it (for 

example,  executing an order). This criterion is met by a short every

day question, for example, "What t ime is it? " (one may respond to it) , 

an everyday request that one may or may not fulfil l , a scientific state
ment with which one may agree or d isagree (partial ly or completely), 
or a novel ,  which can be evaluated as a whole. Some kind of final iza
tion is necessary to be able to react to an utterance . It is not enough 
for the utterance to be understood in terms of lan?,Uage. An absolutely 
understood and completed sentence ,  if it is a sentence and not an ut
terance comprised of one sentence , cannot evoke a responsive reac
tion : it is comprehensible, but it is sti l l  not all. This all-the indicator 
of the wholeness of the utterance-is subject neither to grammatical 
nor to abstract semantic definition . 

This finalized wholeness of the utterance , guaranteeing the possi
b i l ity of a response (or of responsive understanding), is  determined by 
th ree aspects (or factors) that are inseparably l inked in the organic 
whole of the utterance: l .  semantic exhaustiveness of the theme; 2.  
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the speaker's plan or speech wi l l ; 3. typical composi tional and generic 
forms of finalization . 

The first aspect-the referential and semantic exhaustiveness of the 
theme of the utterance-differs profoundly in various spheres of com
munication. This exhaustiveness can be almost complete in  certain 
spheres of everyday l ife (questions that are purely factual and similarly 
factual responses to them, requests, orders, and so forth),  in certain 
business circles , in  the sphere of mil i tary and industrial commands 
and orders , that is ,  in those spheres where speech genres are maxi
mally standard by nature and where the creative aspect is almost com
pletely lacking. Conversely, in creative spheres (especially, of course, 
in scientific ones), the semantic exhaustiveness of the theme may be 
only relative. Here one can speak only of a certain minimum of final
ization making it poss ible to occupy a responsive position .  We do not 
objectively exhaust the subject, but, by becoming the theme of the ut
terance ( i . e . , of a scientific work) the subject achieves a relative final
ization under certain conditions ,  when the problem is posed in a par
ticular way, on the basis of particular material, with particular aims set 
by the author, that is, already within the boundaries of a specific au
thorial intent. Thus, we inevitably come to the second aspect, which is 
inseparably l inked to the first. 

In each utterance-from the single-word , everyday rejoinder to 
large, complex works of science or l iterature-we embrace, under
stand, and sense the speaker's speech plan or speech will, which deter
mines the entire utterance , i ts length and boundaries. We imagine to 
ourselves what the speaker wishes to say. And we also use this speech 
plan,  th is speech will (as we understand it), to measure the final ization 
of the utterance. This  plan determines both the choice of the subject 
itself (under certain conditions of speech communication , in neces
sary connection with preceding utterances), as well as its boundaries 
and its semantic exhaustiveness. It  also determines, of course, the 
choice of <\ generic form in which the utterance will be constructed 
(this is already the third aspect, to which we shall turn next) . This 
plan-the subjective aspect of the utterance-combines in an insepa
rable unity with the objective referentially semantic aspect, l imiting 
the latter by relat ing it to a concrete ( individual) situation of speech 
communication with all its ind ividual c ircumstances, its personal par
ticipants, and the statement-utterances that preceded it. Therefore, 
the immediate participants in communication, orienting themselves 
with respect to the situation and the preceding utterances, easily and 
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quickly grasp the speaker's speech plan ,  his speech wi l l .  And from the 
very beginning of his words they sense the developing whole of the 
utterance . 

Let us turn to the th ird and, for us, most important aspect:  the 
stable generic forms of the utterance. The speaker's speech wil l  is 
manifested primarily i n  the choice of a particular speech genre. This 
choice is determined by the specific nature of the given sphere of 
speech communication, semantic (thematic) considerations, the con
crete situation of the speech communication, the personal composi
tion of its participants, and so on .  And when the speaker's speech plan 
with all its individuality and subjectivity is applied and adapted to a 
chosen genre,  i t  is shaped and developed with in  a certain generic 
form. Such genres exist above all in the great and mult ifarious sphere 
of everyday oral communication,  including the most fam il iar  and the 
most intimate. 

We speak only in definite speech genres, that is ,  a l l  our  utterances 
have definite and relatively stable typical forms of construction of the 
whole. Our repertoi re of oral (and written) speech genres is rich .  We 
use them confidently and skil lful ly in practice, and i t  is qui te possible 
for us not even to suspect their existence in theory. Like Moliere's 
Monsieur Jourdain who, when speaking in  prose, had no idea that was 
what he was doing, we speak in  diverse genres without suspecting that 
they exist. Even in the most free ,  the most unconstrained conversa
tion, we cast our speech in defin i te generic forms, sometimes rigid 
and trite ones, sometimes more flexible,  plastic, and creative ones 
(everyday communication also has c reative genres  at i ts d isposal) .  We 
are given these speech genres in  a lmost the same way that we are given 
our native language,  which we master fluently long before we begin to 
study grammar. We know our native language-its lexical composit ion 
and grammatical structure-not from d ictionaries and grammars but 
from concrete utterances that we hear and that we ourselves reproduce 
in l ive speech communication with people around us . We assimilate 
forms of language only in forms of utterances and in conjunction with 
these forms. The forms of language and the typical forms of utter
ances, that is, speech genres ,  enter  ou r experience and our  conscious
ness together, and in close connection with one another. To learn to 
speak means to learn to construct utterances ( because we speak i n  ut
terances and not in individual sentences, and , of cou rse , not in  indi

vidual words) .  Speech genres organize our speech in  almost the same 
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way as grammatical (syntactica l )  forms do. We Jearn to cast our speech 
in generic forms and , when hearing others' speech , we guess its genre 
from the very first words;  we pred ict a certain length (that is,  the ap
proximate length of the speech whole) and a certain compositional 
structure; we foresee the end ; that is ,  from the very beginning we have 
a sense of the speech whole, which is only later differentiated during 
the speech process. If speech genres did not exist and we had not mas
tered them, if we had to originate them during the speech process and 
construct each utterance at will for the fi rst time, speech communica
tion would be a lmost impossible. 

The generic forms in  which we cast our speech, of course, d iffer  
essentially from language forms. The latter are stable and compulsory 
(normative) for the speaker, while generic forms are much more flex
ible , plastic, and free .  Speech genres are very diverse in this respect. A 
large number of gen res that are widespread in everyday l i fe are so stan
dard that the speaker's individual speech will is manifested only in its 
choice of a particu lar  genre,  and,  perhaps, in i ts expressive intonation .  
Such, for example, a re the various everyday genres of  greetings, fare
wells ,  congratu lations ,  a l l  kinds of wishes, information about health, 
business, and so forth . These genres are so diverse because they differ 
depending on the situation, social position , and personal interrelations 
of the participants in the communication .  These genres have high, 
strictly officia l ,  respectful forms as wel l  as fami l iar ones. e And there 
are forms with varying degrees of fami l iarity, as wel l  as intimate forms 
(which d iffer from fami l iar ones). These genres also require a certain 
tone;  their structure includes a certain expressive intonation . These 
genres,  particularly the h igh and official ones, are com pulsory and ex
tremely stable. The speech wil l  is usually l imited here to a choice of a 
particu lar genre .  And only slight nuances of expressive intonation (one 
can take a d rier or  more respectful tone, a colder or warmer one; one 
can i ntroduce the intonation of joy, and so forth) can express the 
speaker's individual ity (h is  emotional speech intent). But even here it 
is generally poss ible  to re-accentuate genres. This is typical of speech 
communication :  thus, for example, the generic form of greeting can 

'These and other phenomena have interested lingu ists (mainly language histo
rians) in the purely stylistic level as a reflection in language of historically changed 
forms of etiquette ,  courtesy, and hospitality. See, for example, F. Brunot, Histoirr 
de Ia langue fran(aise des origines a /900, to vols. (Paris: A. Colin,  1 905).  
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move from the official sphere into the sphere of fami l iar communica
tion, that is, it can be used with parodic-ironic re-accentuation. To a 
s imilar end , one can deliberately mix genres from various spheres. 

In  addition to these standard genres, of course, freer  and more crea
tive genres of oral speech communication have existed and sti l l  exist: 
genres of salon conversations about everyday, social , aesthetic, and 
other subjects, genres of table conversation, int imate conversations 
among friends, intimate conversations within the family, and so on. 
(No list of oral speech genres yet exists ,  or even a principle on which 
such a list might be based. )  The majority of these genres are subject 
to free creative reformulation ( l ike artistic genres,  and some,  perhaps, 
to a greater degree).  But to use a genre freely and creatively is not the 
same as to create a genre from the beginning; genres must be fully 
mastered in  order to be manipulated freely. 

Many people who have an excellent command of a language often 
feel  quite helpless i n  certa in spheres of commu nication p recisely be
cause they do not have a practical command of the generic forms used 
in the given spheres. Frequently a person who has an excellent com
mand of speech in some areas of cultural communication,  who is able 
to read a scholarly paper or engage in a scholarly d iscussion, who 
speaks very wel l  on social questions, is si lent or very awkward in social 
conversation. Here it is not a matter of an impoverished vocabulary or 
of style ,  taken abstractly: this is entire ly a matter of the inability to 
command a repertoire of genres of social conversation,  the lack of a 
sufficient supply of those ideas about the whole of the u tterance that 
help to cast one's speech quickly and naturally i n  certain  compositional 
and stylistic forms, the inabi l ity to grasp a word promptly, to begin and 
end correctly (composition is very uncomplicated in  these genres). 

The better our command of genres, the more freely we employ 
them , the more ful ly and clearly we reveal our own ind ividual i ty in 
them (where this is  possible and necessary) ,  the more flexibly and pre
cisely we reflect the unrepeatable situation of communication-in a 
word , the more perfectly we implement our free speech plan.  

Thus, a speaker is given not only mandatory forms of the national 
language ( lexical composition and grammatical structure) ,  but also 
forms of utterances that are mandatory, that is, speech genres. The 
latter are just as necessary for mutual understanding as are forms of 
language . Speech genres are much more changeable, flexible, and 
plastic than language forms are, but they have a normative significance 
for the speaking individuum, and they are not created by him but are 
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given to h im.  Therefore ,  the si ngle utterance, with a l l  i ts individual ity 
and creativity, can in  no way be regarded as a completely free combination 
of forms of language, as is supposed , for example, by Saussu re (and by 
many other l inguists after h im) ,  who juxtaposed the utterance (Ia pa
role) , as a purely ind ividual act, to the system of language as a phe
nomenon that is pure ly social and mandatory for the individuum. r The 
vast majority of l inguists hold the same position, in theory if not in 
practice. They see in the utterance only an individual combination of 
purely l inguistic ( lexical and grammatical )  forms and they neither un
cover nor study any of the other normative forms the utterance ac
quires in practice. 

Ignoring speech gen res as relatively stable and normative forms of 
the utterance i nevitably led to the confusion we have already pointed 
out between the utterance and the sentence, and it had to lead them to 
the posit ion (which,  to be sure, was never consistently defended) that 
our speech is cast solely in stable sentence forms that are given to us; 
and the number of these interrelated sentences we speak in a row and 
when we stop (end)-this is completely subject to the individual 
speech will of the speaker or to the caprice of the mythical "speech 
flow." 

When we select a particular type of sentence, we do so not for the 
sentence itse lf; but out of consideration for what we wish to express 
with this one given  sentence. We select the type of sentence from the 
standpoint of the whole utterance, which is transmitted in  advance to 
our speech imagination and which determines our choice. The idea of 
the form of the whole utterance , that is, of a particular speech genre ,  
guides us i n  the  process of  our  speaking. The plan of  the utterance as  a 
whole may require on ly one sentence for its implementation, but i t  
may also requ i re a large number of them .  The chosen genre predeter
mines for us their type and thei r  composi tional l inks. 

One reason why forms of utterances are ignored in  l inguistics is that 
these forms ar� extremely diverse in compositional structure,  particu
larly in  size (speech length)-from the s ingle-word rejoinder to a large 

'Saussure defines the utterance ( Ia parolt) as an "individual act .  It is wil lfu l  and 
intel lectual . Within the act, we should distinguish between ( 1 )  the combinations 
by which the speaker uses the language code for expressing his own thought; and 
(2 ) the psychological mechanism that al lows him to exteriorize those combina
tions" ( Count ;, Gmtral Lifll!.flistic.r ( New York: McGraw-Hi l l ,  1966), p. 14). Thus, 
Saussure ignores the fact that in addition to forms of language there are also forms 
of com!Ji,atiofts of these forms, that is,  he ignores speech genres. 
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novel.  There is also a great range of sizes in  oral speech genres. Thus, 
speech genres appear incommensurable and unacceptable as un its of 
speech.  

This is  why many l ingu ists (mainly those investigating syntax) try to 
find special forms that l ie somewhere between the sentence and the 
utterance, forms with the completeness of the utterance and at 
the same time the commensurabi lity of the sentence. Such are the 
"phrase" ( i . e . , in Kartsevsky) and "communication" ( i n  Shakhmatov 
and others) .  8 There is no common understanding of these units among 
researchers who use them because no definite and clearly del imited 
reality corresponds to them in  the l ife of language.  Al l  these artificial 
and conventional units neglect the change of speech subjects that 
takes place in any real l ive speech communication, and therefore the 
most essential boundaries are erased in  all  spheres of language ac
tivity: boundaries between utterances. Hence ( in  consequence of this) 
one also forfeits the main criterion for the finalization of the utterance 
as a true unit of speech communication: the capabil ity of determining 
the active responsive position of the other participants i n  the 
communication.  

We shal l  conclude this  section with a few more remarks about the 
sentence (and return to d iscuss this issue in detail in  the summary of 
our essay). 

The sentence as a unit of l anguage lacks the capabi l i ty of determin
ing the d i rectly active responsive position of the speaker. Only after 
becoming a complete utterance does the individual sentence acquire 
this capability. Any sentence can act as a complete utterance , but 
then ,  as we know, it is augmented by a number of very essential non
grammatical aspects that change it  radically. And this circumstance 
also causes a special syntactic aberration. When the ind ividual sen
tence is analyzed separately from its context, i t  i s  interpreted to the 
point of becoming a whole utterance. As a result, i t  acquires that de
gree of finalization that makes a response possible . 

The sentence , l ike the word , is a s ignifying unit  of language . There
fore , each individual sentence , for example , "The sun has risen," 
is completely comprehensible, that is, we understand its  language 
meaning, its possible role in an utterance . But in no way can we assume 
a responsive position with respect to this ind ividual sentence un less 
we know that with this sentence the speaker has said everything he 
wishes to say, that this sentence is neither preceded nor followed by 
other sentences of the same speaker. But  then this is no longer  a sen-
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renee, but a fu l l-fledged utterance consisting of one sentence. It is 
framed and del imited by a change of speech subjects and it  directly 
reflects an extraverbal real i ty (s i tuation) .  It is possible to respond to 
such an utterance. 

But if this sentence were surrounded by context, then i t  would ac
quire a ful lness of i ts own sense only in this context, that is, only in the 
whole of the utterance, and one could respond only to this entire ut
terance whose signifying element is the given sentence. The utter
ance ,  for example, can be thus: "The sun has risen. It's time to get 
up." The responsive u nderstanding (or articulated response) : "Yes, it 
really is time." But i t  can also be thus: "The sun has risen. But it's still 
very early. Let's get some more sleep." Here the sense of the utterance 
and the responsive reaction to it wil l  be different. Such a sentence can 
also enter into the composition of an artistic work as an element of 
landscape. Here the responsive reaction-the artistic-ideological im
pression and evaluation-can pertain only to the entire landscape. In 
the context of another  work this sentence can acquire symbolic signifi
cance. In all such cases the sentence is a signifying element of the 
whole utterance , which acquires i ts final meaning only in this whole . 

If our sentence figu res as a completed utterance, then it acquires its 
own integral sense u nder the particular concrete circumstances of 
speech communication. Thus, it can be a response to another's ques
tion :  "Has the sun risen ? "  (of course, under the particular circum
stances that justify this question). Here this utterance is an assertion 
of a particular fact, an assertion that can be true or false, with which 
one can agree or disagree .  A sentence that is assertive in its form be
comes a real assertion in the context of a particular utterance. 

When this individual  sentence is analyzed, it is usually perceived as 
a completed utterance in some extremely simplified situation: the sun 
real ly has risen and the speaker states:  "The sun has risen." Th

.
e 

speaker sees that the grass is green and announces: "The grass IS 
green ." Such senseless "communications" are often directly regarded 
a
.
s classic examples of the sentence . Rut in reality any communi�ation 

hke that, addressed to someone or evoking something, has a pa
.
ruc� lar 

purpose, that is ,  it is a real l ink in the chain of speech commumorr 10 a 
particular sphere of human activitv or everyday l ife. 

The sentence , l ike the word , ha� a final ity of meaning and a final ity 
of I!Tammotirol form , hut this final ity of meaning is abstract by nature 
and th is is precise lv whv it is so clear-cut: this i:; the final ity of an �le

ment, but not of the whole . The sentence as a unit of language, hke 
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the word , has no author. Like the word , it  belongs to nobody, and only 
by functioning as a whole u tterance does it become an expression of 
the position of someone speaking ind ividually in a concrete si tuation 
of speech communication .  This leads us to a new, th ird feature of the 
utterance-the relation of the utterance to the speaker himself ( the 
author of the u tterance) and to the other participants i n  speech 
communication.  

Any utterance is a l ink in  the chain of speech communion.  I t  is the 
active position of the speaker in one referential ly semantic sphere or 
another. Therefore ,  each utterance is characterized primarily by a par
ticular referentially semantic content. The choice of l inguistic means 
and speech gen re is determined primarily by the refere ntial ly seman
tic assignments (plan) of the speech subject (or author).  This is the 
first aspect of the utterance that determines i ts composit ional and sty
listic features .  

The second aspect of  the  utterance that determines i ts composition 
and style is the expressive aspect, that is, the speaker's subjective emo
tional evaluation of the referential ly semantic content of his  utterance. 
The expressive aspect has varying significance and varying degrees of 
force in  various spheres of speech communication, but  it exists every
where. There can be no such thing as an absolutely neutral utterance. 
The speaker's evaluative attitude toward the subject of his speech ( re
gardless of what his subject may be) also determines the choice of lexi
cal , grammatical ,  and compositional means of the u tterance . The 
individual style of the utterance is dete rmined primarily by i ts expres
sive aspect. This is general ly recognized in  the area of stylistics. Cer
tain investigators even reduce style d i rectly to the emotionally evalua
tive aspect of speech. 

Can the expressive aspect of speech be regarded as a phenomenon 
of language as a system? Can one speak of the expressive aspect of lan
guage units ,  that is, words and sentences? The answer to these ques
tions must be a categorical "no." Language as a system has, of course , 
a rich arsenal of language tools-lexical , morphologica l ,  and syntac
tic-for expressing the speaker's emotionally evaluative posit ion, but 
all these tools as language tools  are absolutely neutral with respect to 
any particular real evaluation . The word "darling" -which is affec
tionate in both the meaning of i ts root and i ts suffix-is in itself, as a 
language unit ,  just as neutral as the word "distance." 9 It is only a lan
guage tool for the possible expression of an emotionally evaluative atti
tude toward rea l i ty, but it  is not applied to any particular real i ty, and 
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this appl icat ion , that is, the actual evaluation , can be accomplished 
only by the speaker i n  his  concrete utterance. Words belong to nobody, 
and in themselves they evaluate nothing. But they can serve any 
speaker and be used for the most varied and directly contrad ictory 
evaluations on the part of the speakers .  

The sentence as  a un i t  of  language is also neutral and  in  itself  has no 
expressive aspect. It  acquires this expressive aspect (more precisely, 
joins itself  to it)  only i n  a concrete utterance. The same aberration is 
possible here .  A sente nce l ike "He died" obviously embodies a certain 
expressiveness, and a sentence l ike "What joy! " does so to an even 
greater degree. But in fact we perceive sentences of this kind as entire 
utterances, and in a typical si tuation, that is, as kinds of speech genres 
that embody typical expression.  As sentences they lack this expres
siveness and a re neutra l .  Depending on the context of the u tterance, 
the sentence "He died" can also reflect a positive, joyfu l ,  even a re
joicing expression.  And the sentence "What joy! " in the context of the 
particular utterance can assume an i ronic or bitterly sarcastic tone. 

One of the means of expressing the speaker's emotional ly evaluative 
attitude toward the subject of his speech is expressive intonation,  
which resounds clearly in  oral speech . K  Expressive intonation is a con
stitutive marker of the utterance. It does not exist in the system of 
language as such, that is, outside the utterance. Both the word and the 
sentence as language units are devoid of expressive intonation. If  an in
dividual word is pronounced with expressive intonation i t  is no longer 
a word , but a completed utterance expressed by one word (there is no 
need to develop it  into a sentence) .  Fai rly standard types of evaluative 
utterances are very widespread in speech communicat ion, that is, 
evaluative speech genres that express praise, approval ,  rapture, re
proof, or abuse: "Excellent ! " "Good for you! " "Charming! " "Shame! " 
"Revolting! " "Blockhead ! " and so forth. Words that acquire special 
weight under particu lar conditions of sociopol itical l ife become ex
pressive exclamatory utterances: "Peace ! " "Freedom! "  and so forth . 
(These constitute a special sociopol i t ical speech genre. ) In a particular 
situation a word can acquire a profoundly expressive meaning in  the 
form of an exclamatory utterance: "Thalassa, Thalassa ! " (The sea! 
The sea! ) (exclaimed 1 0,000 Greeks in  Xenophon). 

In  each of these cases we are deal ing not with the ind ividual word as 

• or course, intonation is recognized by us and exists as a stylistic factor even with 
si lent read ing of written speech .  
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a unit of language and not with the meaning of this word but with a 
complete utterance and with a specific sense-the content of a given ut
terance. 10 Here the meaning of the word pertains to a particular actual 
reality and particular real conditions of speech communication.  There
fore here we do not understand the meaning of a given word simply as 
a word of a language; rather, we assume an active responsive position 
with respect to it (sympathy, agreement or disagreement, stimulus to 
action). Thus, expressive intonation belongs to the u tterance and not 
to the word. But still it is very d ifficult  to abandon the notion that each 
word of a language itself has or can have an "emotional tone," "emo
tional coloring," an "evaluative aspect," a "styl istic aura," and so forth, 
and , consequently, also an expressive intonation that i s  inherent in the 
word as such.  After al l ,  one might think that when selecting a word for 
an utterance we are guided by an emotional tone inherent in the indi
vidual word: we select those that in their tone correspond to the ex
pression of our utterance and we reject others. Poets themselves de
scribe their work on the word in precisely this way, and this is precisely 
the way this process is interpreted in stylistics (see Peshkovsky's "sty
l istic experiment" ). 1 1  

But sti l l  this is not what really happens. I t  is that same, already fa
mil iar aberration. When selecting words we proceed from the planned 
whole of our utterance, h and this whole that we have planned and cre
ated is always expressive. The utterance is what radiates its expression 
(rather, our expression) to the word we have selected ,  which is to say, 
invests the word with the expression of the whole. And we select the 
word because of its meaning, which is not in i tself expressive but 
which can accommodate or not accommodate our expressive goals in 
combination with other words,  that is, in combination with the whole 
of our utterance. The neutral meaning of the word applied to a par
ticular actual reality under particular real conditions of speech com
munication creates a spark of expression .  And , after al l ,  this is pre
cisely what takes place in the process of creating an utterance. We 

" When we construct our speech, we are always aware of the whole of our u tter
ance: both in the form of a particular generic plan and in the form of an i ndiv id ual 
speech plan. We do not string words together smoothly and we do not proceed 
from word to word ; rather, it is as though we fi l l  in the whole with the necessary 
words . Words are strung together only i n  the first stage of the study of a foreign 
language, and then only when the methodological guidance is poor. 
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repeat, only the contact between the language mean ing and the con
crete real ity that takes place in the utterance can create the spark of 
expression. It exists neither in the system of language nor in the objec
tive reality surrounding us .  

Thus,  emotion , evaluation, and expression are foreign to the word 
of language and are born only in the process of i ts l ive usage in a con
crete u tterance. The meaning of a word in i tself (unrelated to actual 
reality) is, as we have al ready said,  out of the range of emotion. There 
are words that specifical ly designate emotions and evaluations: "joy," 
"sorrow," "wonderfu l , "  "cheerful ,"  "sad ," and so forth. But  these 
meanings are just  as neutral as are al l  the others. They acquire their 
expressive coloring only in  the u tterance, and this coloring is indepen
dent of their  meaning taken individual ly and abstractly. For example: 
"Any joy is now only bi tterness to me." Here the word "joy" is given 
an expressive iiuonation that resists its own meaning, as it  were .  

But  the  above far from exhausts the  question. The matter is consid
erably more complicated. When we select words in  the process of con
structing an u tterance, we by no means a lways take them from the sys
tem of language in their neutral ,  dictionary form. We usually take 
them from other utterances, and mainly from utterances that are kindred 
to ours in genre, that is, in theme, composition, or style.  Conse
quently, we choose words according to their generic specifications. A 
speech genre is not a form of language, but a typical form of utterance ; 
as such the genre also i ncludes a certain typical kind of expression that 
inheres in it .  In  the genre the word acquires a particular typical ex
pression . Genres correspond to typical si tuations of speech communi
cation ,  typical themes, and, consequently, also to particular contacts 
between the meanings of words and actual concrete real ity under cer
tain typical c ircumstances. Hence also the possibi l ity of typical ex
pressions that seem to adhere to words.  This typical expression (and. 
the typical intonation that corresponds to it) does not have that force 
of compulsoriness that language forms have. The generic normative 
qual i ty is freer. In our example, "Any joy is now bitterness to me," the 
expressive tone of the word "joy" as determined by the context is, of 
course, not typical of this word . Speech genres in general submit fairly 
easily to re-accentuation , the sad can be made jocular and gay, but as a 
result  something new is achieved (for example ,  the genre of comical 
epitaphs). 

This typical (generic) expression can be regarded as the word's "sty-
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l istie aura," but this aura belongs not to the word of language as such 
but to that genre in which the given word usual ly functions. It is an 
echo of the generic whole that resounds in the word . 

The word's generic expression-and i ts generic expressive intona
tion-are impersonal ,  as speech genres themselves are impersonal (for 
they are typical forms of individual u tterances ,  but not the utterances 
themselves).  But words can enter our speech from others' individual 
utterances, thereby retain ing to a greater or lesser degree the tones 
and echoes of individual u tterances.  

The words of a language belong to nobody, but  s t i l l  we hear those 
words only in particular individual u tterances ,  we read them in par
ticular individual works, and in  such cases the words a lready have not 
only a typical , but  also (depending on the gen re )  a more or less clearly 
reflected ind ividual expression, which is determined by the unrepeat
able individual context of the u tterance. 

Neutral d ictionary meanings of the words of a language ensure their 
common features and guarantee that all speakers of a given language 
wil l  understand one another, but the use of words i n  l ive speech com
munication is always individual and contextual in nature . Therefore, 
one can say that any word exists for the speaker in  three aspects : as a 
neutral word of a language, belonging to nobody; as an other's word, 
which belongs to another person and is fi lled with echoes of the other's 
utterance; and, finally, as my word, for, s ince I am deal ing with it in a 
particular situation, with a particular speech plan,  it is a l ready imbued 
with my expression. In both of the latter aspects , the word is expres
sive , but, we repeat, this expression does not inhere i n  the word itself. 
I t  originates at the point of contact between the word and actual re
ality, under the conditions of that real  situation articulated by the indi
vidual utterance. In  this case the word appears as an expression of 
some evaluative posit ion of an individual person (authority, writer, sci
entist, father, mother, friend, teacher, and so forth) ,  as an abbreviation 
of the utterance. 

In each epoch,  in each social circ le ,  i n  each small world of fami ly, 
friends, acquaintances ,  and comrades in wh ich a human being grows 
and l ives ,  there are always authoritative utterances that set the tone
artistic, scientific, and journalist ic works on which one relies, to which 
one refers ,  which are cited , imitated,  and fol lowed. In each epoch,  in 
al l  areas of l ife and activity, there are particu lar traditions that are ex
pressed and retained in verbal vestments: in written works, in utter-
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ances, in sayings, and so forth . There are always some verbally ex
pressed leading ideas of the "masters of thought" of a given epoch, 
some bas ic tasks, slogans,  and so forth . I am not even speaking about 
those examples from school readers with which chi ldren study their 
native language and which , of course , are always expressive. 

This is why the unique speech experience of each individual is 
shaped and developed in continuous and constant interaction with 
others' individua l  utterances. This experience can be characterized to 
some degree as the process of.assimilatio')-more or less creative-of 
others' words (and not the words Of a language). Our speech ,  that is, al l  
our u tterances ( includ ing creative works) ,  is filled with others' words, 
varying degrees of otherness or varying degrees of "our-own-ness ," 
varying degrees of awareness and detachment. These words of others 
carry with them thei r  own expression,  thei r  own evaluative tone, 
which we ass imi late, rework, and re-accentuate . 

Thus, the expressiveness of individual words is not inherent in the 
words themselves as un its of language, nor does it issue d i rectly from 
the meaning of these words:  it is either typical generic expression or it 
is an echo of another's i nd ividual expression, which makes the word , as 
it  were, representative of another's whole utterance from a particu lar 
evaluative posit ion.  

The same thing must be said about the sentence as a uni t  of lan
guage: it ,  too, is  devoid of expressiveness. We discussed this at the 
beginning of this section. We need only supplement what we have al
ready said. The fact is that there are types of sentences that usually 
function as whole utterances belonging to particular generic types. 
Such are interrogatory, exclamatory, and imperative sentences. There 
are a great many everyday and special  genres ( i . e . , mi l itary and indus
trial commands and orders) i n  which expression, as a rule, is effected 
by one sentence of the appropriate type. However, one encounters 
thi s  type of sentence quite rarely in the cohesive context of developed 
u tterances. And when sentences of this type do enter i nto a devel
oped ,  cohesive context, they are clearly somewhat separated from its 
composition and, moreover, usually strive to be either the first or the 
last sentence of the utterance ; (or a relatively independent part of i t). 

'The first and last sentences of an utterance are unique and have a certain addi
tional quality. For they are, so to speak, sentences of the "front l ine" that stand 
right at the boundary of the change of speech subjects. 
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These types of sentences become especially i nteresting in  the broad 
context of our problem,  and we shal l . return to them below. But for the 
moment we need only note that this type of sentence knits together 
very stably with its generic expression, and also that it absorbs indi
vidual expression especially easily. Such sente nces have contributed 
much to reinforcing the i l lusion that the sentence is by nature 
expressive . 

One more remark. The sentence as a unit  of language has a special 
grammatical intonation ,  but no expressive intonation at a l l .  Special 
grammatical i ntonations include: the i ntonation of finalization; ex
planatory, distributive ,  enumerative intonations, and so forth . Story
tel l ing, interrogatory, explanatory, and i mperative intonations occupy 
a special position. It is as though grammatical intonation crosses with 
generic intonation here (but not with expressive intonation in the pre
cise sense of this word). The sentence acquires expressive intonation 
only in the whole utterance . When giving an example of a sentence for 
analysis, we usually supply it with a particular typical intonation, 
thereby transforming it into a completed utterance ( if  we take the sen
tence from a particular text, of course, we intone it  according to the 
expression of the given text).  

So the expressive aspect is  a constitutive feature of the utterance. 
The system of the language has necessary forms ( i . e . , language means) 
for reflecting expression , but the language i tself and its semantic 
units-words and sentences-are by their  very nature devoid of ex
pression and neutral .  Therefore ,  they can serve equally well for any 
evaluations, even the most varied and contradictory ones, and for any 
evaluative positions as wel l .  

Thus ,  the utterance , i ts  style ,  and i ts  composition are determined 
by i ts referentially semantic element (the theme) and its expressive 
aspect, that is ,  the speaker's evaluative attitude toward the referen
tially semantic element in  the utterance . Styl istics knows no th ird as
pect. Styl istics accounts only for the following factors , which deter
mine the style of the utterance : the language system, the theme of the 
speech , and the speaker h imself with his evaluative auitude toward 
the object. The selection of language means,  accord ing to ordinary 
stylistic conceptions, is determined solely by referentially semantic 
and expressive considerations. These also determine language styles , 
both general and individual.  The speaker with his world view, with h is  
evaluations and emotions, on the one hand , and the object of his  
speech and the language system ( language means),  on the other-
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these alone determine the utterance, i ts style, and its composition . 
Such is the preva i l ing idea. 

But i n  real i ty the s i tuation is considerably more compl icated . Any 
concrete utterance is a l ink in the chain of speech communication of a 
particular  sphere. The very boundaries of the utterance are deter
mined by a change of speech subjects .  Utterances are not indifferent 
to one another, and are not self-sufficient; they are aware of and mutu
ally reflect one another. These mutual reflections determine their 
character. Each u tterance is fi l led with echoes and reverberations of 
other utterances to which it is related by the communal ity of the 
sphere of speech communication.  Every u tterance must be regarded 
primarily as a response to preceding utterances of the given sphere (we 
understand the word "response" here in the broadest sense). Each ut
terance refutes, affirms, supplements, and rel ies on the others, pre
supposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into account. 
After al l , as regards a given question, i n  a given matter, and so forth, 
the u tterance occupies a particular definite position in a given sphere of 
communication . It is impossible to determine i ts position without cor
relating it with other posi tions . Therefore, each utterance is fi l led with 
various kinds of responsive reactions to other utterances of the given 
sphere of speech communication .  These reactions take various forms: 
others' u tterances can be introduced directly into the context of the 
utterance, or one may i ntroduce only ind ividual words or sentences, 
which then act as representatives of the whole utterance. Both whole 
utterances and ind ividual  words can retain their alien expression, but 
they can also be re-accentuated ( ironical ly, indignantly, reverently, and 
so forth) .  Others' utterances can be repeated with varying degrees of 
reinterpretat ion .  They can be referred to as though the interlocutor 
were a l ready wel l  aware of them ; they can be si lently presupposed ; or 
one's responsive reaction to them can be reflected only in the expres
sion of one's own speech-in the selection of language means and in
tonations that are determined not by the topic of one's own speech but 
by the others' u tterances concerning the same topic. Here is an impor
tant and typical case: very frequently the expression of our  u tterance 
is determined not only-and sometimes not so much-by the refer
ential ly semantic content of this utterance, but also by others' utter
ances on the same topic to which we are responding or with which we 
are polemicizing. They also determine our emphasis on certain ele
ments, repetit ion, our selection of harsher (or, conversely, mi lder) ex
pressions, a contentious (or, converse ly, concil iatory) tone, and so 
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forth . The express ion of an utterance can never be fully understood or 
explained if its thematic content is a l l  that is taken i nto account. The 
expression of an utterance always responds to a greater or lesser degree, 
that is, it expresses the speaker's attitude toward others' utterances 
and not just his attitude toward the object of his  utterance. i  The forms 
of responsive reactions that supplement the utterance are extremely 
varied and have not yet undergone any special study at al l .  These 
forms are sharply differentiated, of course, depending on the differ
ences among those spheres of human activity and everyday life in 
which speech communication takes place. However monological the 
utterance may be (for example, a scientific or philosophical treatise), 
however much it  may concentrate on its own object, i t  cannot but be, 
in some measure, a response to what has already been said about the 
given topic, on the given issue, even though this responsiveness may 
not have assumed a clear-cut  external expression.  It wil l  be manifested 
i n  the overtones of the style,  i n  the finest nuances of the composition . 
The utterance is filled with dialogic overtones, and they must be taken 
i nto account in order to understand fully the style of the utterance. 
After a l l ,  our thought i tself-philosophical , scientific, and artistic-is 
born and shaped in the process of interaction and struggle with others' 
thought, and this cannot but be reflected in the forms that verbally 
express our thought as wel l .  

Others' utterances and others' individual words-recognized and 
singled out as such and inserted into the utterance-introduce an ele
ment that is, so to speak, i rrational from the standpoint of language as 
system, particularly from the standpoint of syntax. The interrelations 
between i nserted other's speech and the rest of the speech (one's own) 
are analogous neither to any syntactical relations within a s imple or 
complex syntactic whole nor to the referentially semantic relations 
among grammatically unrelated individual syntactic wholes found 
within a single utterance . These relations, however, are analogous 
(but, of course, not identical ) to relations among rejoinders in dia
logue.  I ntonation that isolates others' speech ( in  written speech,  desig
nated by quotation marks) is a special phenomenon: it is as though the 
change of speech subjects has been internal ized. The boundaries created 

by this change are weakened here and of a special sort: the speaker's 

expression penetrates through these boundaries and spreads to the 

other's speech , which is transmitted in  i ronic, ind ignant, sympathetic , 

' I ntonation is especially sensitive and always points beyond the context. 
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or reverential tones ( th is  expression is transmitted by means of expres
sive intonation-in written speech we guess and sense it precisely be
cause of the context that frames the other's speech, or by means of the 
extraverbal situation that suggests the appropriate expression). The 
other's speech thus has a dual expression: its own, that is, the other's, 
and the expression of the utterance that encloses the speech. All this 
takes place primarily when the other's speech (even if it is only one 
word, which here acqui res the force of an entire utterance) is openly 
introduced and clearly demarcated ( in  quotation marks). Echoes of the 
change of speech subjects and their  dialogical interrelations can be 
heard clearly here.  But any utterance, when it  is studied in greater 
depth under the concrete conditions of speech communication, re
veals to us many half-concealed or completely concealed words of 
others with varying degrees of foreignness. Therefore, the utterance 
appears to be furrowed with distant and barely audible echoes of 
changes of speech subjects and dialogic overtones , greatly weakened 
utterance boundaries that are completely permeable to the author's ex
pression. The u tterance proves to be a very complex and multiplanar 
phenomenon if considered not in  isolation and with respect to its au
thor (the speaker) only, but as a link in the chain of speech communi
cation and with respect to other, related utterances (these relations are 
usually d isclosed not on the verbal-compositional and stylistic
plane, but only on the referentially semantic plane) .  

Each individual utterance is a l ink in the chain of speech commu
nion. I t  has clear-cut boundaries that are determined by the change of 
speech subjects (speakers), but with in  these boundaries the utter
ance, l ike Leibniz's monad, •z reflects the speech process, others' utter
ances,  and, above al l , preceding l inks in the chain (sometimes close 
and sometimes-in areas of cultural communication-very d istant) . 

The topic of the speaker's speech, regardless of what this topic may 
be, does not become the object of speech for the first time in any 
given uttenince; a given speaker is not the first to speak about it. The 
object, as it  were, has a l ready been articulated, d isputed, elucidated , 
and evaluated in various ways. Various viewpoints, world views, and 
trends cross, converge, and diverge in  it. The speaker is not the bibli
cal Adam, dealing only with virgin and still unnamed objects,  giving 
them names for the fi rst time. Simpl istic ideas about communication 
as a logical-psychological basis for the sentence recall this mythical 
Adam. Two ideas combine in the soul of the speaker (or, conversely, 
one complex idea is d ivided into two s imple ones), and he utters a sen-
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tence l ike the following: "The sun is  sh in ing," "The grass is green," "I 
am sitting," and so forth . Such sentences ,  of course, are quite pos
sible, but either they are justified and i nterpreted by the context of the 
whole utterance that attaches them to speech communication (as a re
joinder in a dialogue, a popular scientific article, a teacher's discussion 
in class, and so forth) or they are completed utterances and are some
how justified by a speaking s i tuation that i ncludes them in the chain of 

speech communication. In real ity, and we repeat this ,  any utterance, 
in addition to its own theme, always responds ( in  the broad sense of 

the word) in one form or anothe r  to others'  utterances that precede it. 
The speaker i s  not Adam, and therefore the subject of his speech itself 
inevitably becomes the arena where h is  opinions meet those of his 
partners ( in  a conversation or d ispute about some everyday event) or 
other viewpoints, world views, trends,  theories ,  and so forth (in the 
sphere of cultural communication) .  World views , trends,  viewpoints , 
and opinions always have verbal expression.  Al l  this is others' speech 
( in  personal or impersonal form),  and it cannot but be reflected in the 
utterance. The utterance is addressed not only to i ts own object, but 
also to others' speech about it. But sti l l ,  even the sl ightest al lusion to 
another's utterance gives the speech a d ialogical turn that cannot be 
produced by any purely referential theme with i ts own object. The 
attitude toward another's word is in principle dist inct from the attitude 
toward a refe rential object, but the former always accompanies the 
latter. We repeat, an utterance is a l ink in  the chain of speech commu
nication , and it  cannot be broken off from the preceding l inks that de
termine it both from with in and from without, giving rise within it to 
unmediated responsive reactions and d ialogic reverberations. 

But the utterance is related not only to preceding, but also to sub
sequent l inks in the chain of speech com munion. When a speaker is 
creating an utterance, of course, these l inks do not exist. But from the 
very beginning, the utterance is constructed whi le taking into account 
possible responsive reactions ,  for whose sake , in essence , it is actually 
created . As we know, the role  of the others for whom the utterance is 

constructed is extremely great . We have already said that the role of 

these others ,  for whom my thought  becomes actual though t for the 
fi rst t ime (and thus also for my own self as wel l )  is not that of pass ive 
listeners ,  but of active participants in speech communicat ion . From 
the very beginning, the speaker expects a response from them, an ac
tive responsive understand ing. The enti re utterance i s  constructed , as 
i t  were , in anticipation of encountering this response . 
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An essential (constitut ive) marker of the utterance is its qua l i ty  of 
being d i rected to someone,  i ts addressivity. As distinct from the sig
nifying uni ts of a language-words and sentences-that arc imper
sonal,  belonging to nobody and addressed to nobody, the utterance has 
both an author (and,  consequently, expression , which we have already 
discussed) and an addressee . This addressee can be an immediate 
partic ipant- interlocutor  i n  an everyday dialogue, a differentiated col
lective of specia l ists in some particular area of cultural communica
tion , a more or less d ifferentiated public, ethnic group, contempo
raries ,  l ike-minded people,  opponents and enemies, a subord inate, a 
superior, someone who is lower, h igher, fami l iar, foreign , and so forth . 
And it can also be an indefinite, unconcretized otller (with various 
kinds of monological u tterances of an emotional type). All these vari
eties and conceptions of the addressee are determined by that area of 
human activity and everyday l ife to which the given utterance is re
lated . Both the composition and, particu larly, the style of the utter
ance depend on those to whom the utterance is addressed , how the 
speaker (or wri ter) senses and imagines his addressees, and the force 
of thei r  effect on the utterance . Each speech genre in  each area of 
speech commun ication has i ts own typical conception of the ad
dressee, and this  defines i t  as a gen re .  

The addressee of the utterance can ,  so  to speak, coincide personally 
with the one (or ones) to whom the utterance responds. This personal 
coi ncidence is  typical in everyday dialogue or in an exchange of let
ters . The person to whom I respond is my addressee, from whom I, i n  
tu rn, expect a response (or  in  any  case an active responsive under
standing). But  i n  such cases of personal coincidence one individual 
plays two d ifferent roles, and the d ifference between the roles is pre
cisely what matters here .  After al l ,  the utterance of the person to 
whom I am responding ( I  agree, I object, I execute, I take under ad
visement, and so forth ) is  already at hand, but his response (or respon
sive u nderstanding) i s  st i l l  forthcoming. When constructing my utter
ance, I try actively to determine this response. Moreover, I try to act 
in accordance with the response I anticipate , so this anticipated re
sponse, in  turn,  exerts an active influence on my utterance ( I  parry 
objections that I foresee, I make all kinds of provisos, and so forth) .  
When speaking I always take into account the apperceptive back
ground of the addressee's perception of my speech : the extent to 
which he is fami liar with the si tuat ion ,  whether he has special knowl
edge of the given cultural area of communication, his views and con-
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vtcuons, his prejudices (from my viewpoint),  h is  sympathies and 
antipathies-because al l  this wil l  dete rmine his  active responsive 
understand ing of my utterance . These considerations also determine 
my choice of a genre for my utterance, my choice of compositional 
devices, and, finally, my choice of language veh icles, that is ,  the style 
of my utterance. For example, gen res of popular scientific l iterature 
are addressed to a particular group of readers with a particular apper
ceptive background of responsive u nderstanding; special educational 
literature is addressed to another kind of reader, and special research 
work is addressed to an entire ly different sort. In these cases,  account
ing for the addressee (and h is apperceptive background)  and for the 
addressee's i nfluence on the construction of the utte rance is very 
simple: it all comes down to the scope of his  specialized knowledge. 

In other cases, the matter can be much more complicated.  Account
ing for the addressee and anticipating his respons ive reaction are fre
quently multifaceted processes that introduce un ique i nternal drama
tism into the utterance ( in  certa in kinds of everyday dialogue, in letters, 
and �n autobiogr�Jphical and confessional genres) .  These phenomena 
are crucial ,  but more external , in rhetorical gen res. The addressee's 
social position , rank, and importance are reflected in a special way in 
utterances of everyday and business speech communication.  Under 
the cond itions of a class structure and especially an aristocratic class 
structure , one observes an extreme differe ntiation of speech genres 
and styles, depending on the title, class, rank, wealth, social  impor
tance, and age of the addressee and the relative position of the speaker 
(or writer). Despite the wealth of differentiation , both of basic forms 
and of nuances, these phenomena are standard and external by nature:  
they cannot introduce any profound internal d ramatism into the utter
ance . They are interesting only as instances of very crude, but still 
very graphic expressions of the addressee's influence on the construc
tion and style of the utterance. k 

Finer  nuances of style are determined by the nature and degree of 
personal proximity of the addressee to the speaker in  various famil iar 

• I am reminded of an apposite observation of Gogol's: "One cannot enumerate all 
the nuances and fi ne points of our communication . . .  we have slick talkers who 
will speak quite differently with a landowner w ho has ZOO sou ls than with one who 
has 300, and again he will  not speak the same way with one who has 300 as he wi l l  
with one who has 500, and he wil l not  speak the same way with one who has 500 as 
he wil l  with one who has 800; i n  a word , you can go u p  to a m ill ion and you wi ll 
still  find different nuances" ( /kod So11/s, chapter 3). 
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speech genres, on the one hand, and in intimate ones, on the other. 
With all the i m mense d ifferences among fami l iar and intimate genres 
(and, consequently, styles) ,  they perceive their addressees in exactly 
the same way: more or less outside the framework of the social hier
archy and social conventions, "without rank," as it were. This gives 
rise to a certai n  candor of speech (which in fami liar styles sometimes 
approaches cynicism).  In i ntimate styles this is expressed in an appar
ent desire for the speaker and addressee to merge completely. In fa
mil iar speech, s ince speech constraints and conventions have fallen 
away, one can take a special unofficial ,  vol i tional approach to reality. ' 
This is why during the Renaissance fami l iar genres and styles could 
play such a large and positive role in  destroying the official medieval 
picture of the world.  I n  other periods as wel l ,  when the task was to 
destroy traditional official styles and world views that had faded and 
become conventional , fam i liar styles became very significant in l i tera
ture. Moreover, fami l iarization of styles opened l i terature up to layers 
of language that had previously been under speech constraint. The 
significance of fam il iar genres and styles in l i terary h istory has not yet 
been adequately evaluated.  Intimate genres and styles are based on a 
maximum internal proxim ity of the speaker and addressee ( in  extreme 
instances, as if  they had merged).  Intimate speech is imbued with a 
deep confidence in the addressee, in  his  sympathy, in the sensitivity 
and goodwil l  of h is  responsive understanding. In this atmosphere of 
profound trust, the speaker reveals his internal depths. This deter
mines the special expressiveness and internal candor of these styles (as 
dist inct  from the loud street-language candor of famil iar speech). Fa
mil iar and intimate genres and s tyles (as yet very l i ttle stud ied) reveal 
extremely clearly the dependence of style on a certain sense and 
understanding of the add ressee ( the addressee of the utterance) on the 
part of the speaker, and on the addressee's act ively responsive under
standing that is anticipated by the speaker. These styles reveal espe
cially clearly the narrowness and incorrectness of tradi t ional stylistics, 
which tries to understand and define style solely from the standpoint 
of the semantic and thematic content of speech and the speaker's ex
pressive attitude toward this content. Unless one accounts for the 
speaker's att itude toward the otlla- and his utterances (existing or an
ticipated ), one can understand neither the genre nor the style of 

'The loud candor of the streets , calling things by their real names, is typical of this 
style. 
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speech.  But  even the so-called neutral or objective styles of exposition 

that concentrate maximal ly on their  subject matter and,  it would seem, 

are free of any consideration of the other st i l l  involve a certain concep· 

tion of their add ressee . Such objectively neutral styles select language 

vehicles not only from the standpoint of their adequacy to the subject 

matter of speech,  but also from the standpoint of the presumed apper

ceptive background of the addressee . But  this background is taken 

into account in as generalized a way as possible, and is abstracted from 

the expressive aspect (the expression of the speaker h imself is also 

minimal in the objective style).  Objectively neu tral styles presuppose 

something l ike an identity of the addressee and the speaker, a unity of 

their viewpoints ,  but this identity and u nity are purchased at the price 

of almost complete forfeiture of expression.  I t  must be noted that the 

nature of objectively neutral styles (and , consequently, the concept of 

the addressee on which they are based) is fai rly d iverse ,  depending on 

the differences between the areas of speech communication .  

This question o f  the concept o f  the speech addressee ( how the 

speaker or writer senses and imagines h im)  is of i m mense s ignificance 

in l iterary history. E ach epoch,  each l i te ra ry trend and l i terary-artistic 

style, each l i terary genre within an epoch or trend,  is typified by its 

own special concepts of the addressee of the l i terary work, a special 

sense and understanding of its reader, l istener, publ ic , or people . A 

historical study of changes in  these concepts would  be an interesting 

and important task. But  in order to develop it productively, the state

ment of the problem itself would have to be theoretical ly clear. 
It should be noted that, in addition to those real meanings and ideas 

of one's addressee that actually determine the style of the u tterances 

(works) ,  the history of l i te rature also includes conventional or semi

conventional forms of address to readers ,  l isteners, posterity, and so 

forth , just as, in addition to the actual author, there are also conven

tional and semiconventional images of substitute authors , editors , and 

various kinds of narrators . The vast majority of l i terary genres  are sec

ondary, complex genres composed of various transformed primary 

genres ( the rejoinder in d ialogue,  everyday stories ,  letters , d iaries , 

minutes, and so forth) .  As a rule, these secondary genres of complex 

cultu ral communicat ion play out various forms of primary speech com

munication .  Here also is the source of al l l i te rary/conventional charac
ters of authors, narrators , and add ressees .  But  the most complex and 
ultra-composite work of a secondary gen re as a whole (viewed as a 
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whole) i s  a s ingle integrated real utterance that has a real author and 
real addressees whom this author perceives and imagines. 

Thus, addressivity, the qual ity of turning to someone, is a con
stitutive feature of the u tterance; without it the utterance does not and 
cannot exist. The various typical forms this addressivity assumes and 
the various concepts of the addressee are constitutive ,  definit ive fea
tures of various speech gen res .  

As distinct from utterances (and speech gen res), the signifying units 
of a language-the word and the sentence-lack this qual ity of being 
d i rected or  addressed to someone: these units belong to nobody and 
are addressed to nobody. Moreover, they in  themselves are devoid of 
any kind of relation to the other's utterance, the other's word. If 
an ind ividual word or sentence is d i rected at someone, addressed to 
someone ,  then we have a completed utterance that consists of one 
word or one sentence, and addressivity is inherent not in the unit of 
language, but in the utterance. A sentence that is surrounded by con
text acqu i res the addressivity only through the entire utterance, as a 
consti tuent  part (element) of it .  m 

Language as a system has an immense supply of purely l inguistic 
means for  expressing formal address : lexica l ,  morphological ( the corre
sponding cases, p ronouns,  personal forms of verbs),  and syntactical 
(various  standard phrases and modifications of sentences) .  But they ac
quire addressivity only i n  the whole of a concrete utterance. And the 
expression of th is  actual addressivity is  never exhausted, of course, by 
these special language (grammatical )  means. They can even be com
pletely lacking, and the utterance can st i l l  reflect very clearly the in
fluence of the addressee and his  anticipated responsive reaction. The 
choice of a// language means is made by the speaker under varying 
degrees of influence from the addressee and his anticipated response. 

When one analyzes an individual sentence apart from its context, 
the traces of addressivi ty and the i nfluence of the anticipated re
sponse, dial�gical echoes from others' preceding utterances, faint 
traces of  changes of speech subjects that have furrowed the utterance 
from wi thin-aU these are lost, erased , because they are all foreign to 
the sentence as a un i t  of language. AU these phenomena are connected 
with the whole of the utterance, and when this whole escapes the field 

m We note that i nterrogatory and imperative types of sentences, as a rule, act as 
completed uuerances (in the appropriate speech genres ). 
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of vision of the analyst they cease to exist for him. Herein lies one of the 
reasons for that narrowness of tradit ional stylistics we commented upon 
above . A stylistic analysis that e mbraces a l l  aspects of style is possible 
only as an analysis of the whole utterance, and only in that chain of 
speech communion of which the u tterance is an inseparable link. 

Notes 

1 .  "National unity of language" is a shorthand way of referring to t�e as
semblage of l inguistic and translinguistic practices common to a given regton. It 

is, then, a good example of what Bakhtin means by an open unity. See al�o O�o 
Jesperson ,  Mankind, Nation, and Individual (Bloomington: Indiana Umverstty 

Press, 1 964).  
2 .  Saussure's teaching is based on a distinction between language ( Ia langu£�-

.
3 

system of interconnected signs and forms that normatively determine each mdt· 

vidual speech act and are the special object of l inguistics-and speech (Ia pa
role)-individual instances of language use. Bakhtin d iscusses Saussure's teac�

ings in Marxism and tile Philosophy of Language as one of the two main  trends •.n 

l inguistic thought ( the trend of "abstract objectivism" ) that he uses to shape hts 
own theory of the utterance. See V. N. Voloshinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of 
Language, tr. Ladislav Matejka and I . R .  Titunik (New York: Seminar Press, 1973), 

esp. pp. 58-61 . 
"Behaviorists" here refers to the school of psychology introduced by the Har· 

vard physiologist ]. B.  Watson in 1913 .  I t  seeks to explain animal and human 

behavior entirely in terms of observable and measurable responses to external 

stimuli.  Watson, in his insistence that behavior is a physiological reaction to 

environmental stimuli ,  denied the value of introspection and of the concept of 

consciousness. He saw mental processes as bodily movements , even when unper
ceived, so that thinking in his view is subvocal speech.  There is a strong connection 

as well between the behaviorist school of psychology and the school of American 

descriptive l inguistics, which is what Bakhtin is referring to here. The so-called de· 

scriptivist school was founded by the eminent anthropologist Franz Boas ( 1 858-

1942). Its closeness to behaviorism consists in its insistence on careful observation 

unconditioned by presuppositions or categories taken from traditional language 

structure. Leonard Bloomfield ( 1 887 - 1949) was the chief spokesman for the 

school and was explicit about his commitment to a "mechanist approach" ( his term 
for the behaviorist school of psychology) :  "Mechanists demand that the facts be 
presented without any assumption of such auxiliary factors (as a version of the 
mind].  I have tried to meet this demand . . . . " (Language (New York: Holt, Rine
hart, and Winston, 1933], p. vii) .  Two prominent l inguists sometimes associated 
with the descriptivists, Edward Sapir ( 1 884- 1939) and his pupil Benjamin Lee 
Whorf ( 1 897 - 1941 ), differ from Bloomfield insofar as behaviorism plays a rela
tively minor role in their work. 

"Vosslerians" refers to the movement named after the German philologist Karl 
Vossler ( 1 872 - 1949),  whose adherents included Leo Spitzer ( 1 887 - 1 960). For 
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Vosslerians,  the rea l i ty of language is the cont inuously creative, construct ive ac
tivity that is prosecuted through speech acts ;  the creativity of language is l i kened 
to artistic creativi ty, and stylistics becomes the lead ing discipline. Style takes pre
cedence over grammar, and the standpoint of the speaker takes precedence over 
that of the l istener. In a number of aspects, Bakhtin is close to the Vosslerians, but 
differs in  his understanding of the utterance as the concrete reality of language 
l ife. Bakht in  does not, l ike the Vosslerians, conceive the utterance to be an indi
vidual speech act; rather, he emphasizes the "inner sociality" in speech communi
cation-an aspect that is objectively reinforced in speech genres. The concept of 
speech genres is centra l  to Bakhtin,  then, in  that it separates his translinguistics 
from both Saussureans and Vosslerians in the philosophy of language. 

3. "Ideology" should not be confused with the polit ically oriented English 
word. Ideology as it i s  used here is essentially any system of ideas. But ideology is 
semiotic in the sense that it involves the concrete exchange of signs in society and 
history. Every word/discou rse betrays the ideology of i ts speaker; every speaker is 
thus an ideologue and every utterance an ideologeme. 

4. A unified basis for classifying the enormous diversity of utterances is an 
obsession of Bakhtin's, one that relates him directly to Wilhelm von H umboldt 
0 767 - 1 835), the fi rst in  the modern period to argue systematical ly that language 
is the vehicle of thought.  He calls language the "labor of the mind" ( Arkit d�s 
Geist�s) in  h is  famous formulation " ( language) i tself is not ( mere I work (t'fKOn), but 
an activi ty (energtia) . . . i t  is  in fact the labor of the mind that otherwise would 
eternal ly repeat i tse lf  to make articulated sound capable of the expression of 
thought" ( Vhr di� Versdtiedenlteit d�s menscltliclten Spracltbaues, in Wtr.te, vol .  7 
(Berl in :  De G ruyter, 1 968), p. 46). What is important here is that for Bakhtin,  as 
for von Humboldt,  the diversity of languages is its�/f of pltilosopltical signijicanc�. for 
if thought and speech are one, does not each language embody a unique way of 
thinking? I t  is here that Bakhtin also comes very close to the work of Sapir and, 
especial ly, of Whorf. See Benjamin Lee Whorf, Languag�. Tltoug/11, and Reality, 
ed. John B. Carrol l  (Cambridge,  Mass. : MIT Press, 1956), esp. pp. 2 1 2 - 19 and 
239-45. 

5. See Wilhelm von Humboldt, Linguistic Variability and lnttlltctual Drotlop
ment (Coral Gables:  University of Miami Press, 1 97 1 ). 

6. The phrase "psychology of nations" refers to a school organized around the 
nineteenth-centu ry journal Zeitscltrift for Volktrpsycltologie und Spracltwissenscltaft, 
whose leading spokesman , Kermann Steinthal , was among the first to introduce 
psychology (especia l ly that of the Kantian biologist Herbart) into language (and 
vice ve rsa).  Steinthal was attracted to von Humboldt's idea of "innere Sprachform" 
and was i mportant in Potebnya's attempts to wrestle with inner  speech. 

7. Grammatika russkogo jazyka (Grammar of the Russian language) ( Moscow, 
1952), vol .  1 , p. 5 1 . 

8. S. D. Kartsevsky, Russian l inguist of the Geneva School who a lso partici
pated in the Prague Linguistic Circle. He argued that the "ph rase" should be used 
as a diffe rent k ind of language unit  from that of the sentence. Un l ike the sentence, 
the phrase "does not have its own grammatical structure. But i t  has i ts own pho
netic structure,  which consists in i ts intonation.  It is intonation that forms the 
phrase" (S. Karcewski, "Sur Ia phonologic de Ia phrase ," in Travaux du Cerrlt lin-
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guistique de Prague 4 ( 1 93 1 ), 190). "The sentence, in order to be realized,  must be 
given the intonation of the phrase . . . .  The phrase is  a function of d ialogue. It is a 
unit of exchange among conversing parties . . . .  " (S. Karcewski, "Sur Ia parataxe 
et Ia syntaxe en russe," in Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure, no. 7 [ 1948 ), 34). 

Aleksey Shakhmatov ( 1 864- 1 920), l inguist and academician whose most impor
tant works were devoted to the history of the Russian language, modern Russian, 
and comparative studies of the grammars of d ifferent  Slavic languages. "Commu
nication" has a rather dist inctive meaning for Shakhmatov: it refers to the act of 
thinking, this being the psychological basis of the sentence, the mediating link 
"between the psyche of the speaker and its manifestation in the discourse toward 
which it s trives" (A. Shakhmatov, Sintaksis russkogo jazyka [ Syntax of the Russian 
language ) ( Leningrad , 194 1 ] , pp. 19- 20). 

9. The Russian word Bakhtin  uses here ( milenki.J) is a diminutive of milyj, it

self a term of endearment meaning "nice" or "sweet ."  
10.  I n  Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, the specific sense of an utterance 

is defined as its theme (lema) : "The theme of an u tterance is essentially individual 
and unrepeatable, l ike the utterance itself. . . .  The theme of the u tterance is 
essentially indivisible . The significance of the utterance, on the contrary, breaks 

down into a number of significances that are included in i ts l inguistic elements" 

(pp. 101 - Z) .  
1 1 .  Aleksandr Peshkovsky ( 1 878 - 1 933 ) ,  Soviet l inguist specializing i n  grammar 

and styl istics in the schools. His  "stylistic experiment" consisted in artificially de
vising stylistic variants of the text ,  a device he used for analyzing artistic speech. 

See A. M .  Peshkovsky, Voprosy metodiki rodnogo jazyka, /ingvistiki ; stilistiki (Prob
lems in the methodology of fol k  language,  l inguistics, and stylistics) ( Moscow
Leningrad , 1930), p. 133. 

12. Leibniz identified monads with the metaphysical individuals or souls, con
ceived as unextended, active ,  indivisible , naturally i ndestructible, and teleologi
cal substances ideally related in a system of preestablished harmony. 
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