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The Problem of Speech Genres

1. Statement of the Problem and Definition of Speeck 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.' Language is realized in the
form of individual concrete utterances (oral and written) by partici- !
pants in the various areas of human activity. These utterances reflect

the specific conditions and goals of each such area not only through
their content (thematic) and linguistic style, that is, the selection of
the lexical, phraseological, and grammatical resources of the language
but above all through their compositional structure. All three of thes;,
?spects—thematic content, style, and compositional structure—are
inseparably linked to the whol of the utterance and are equally deter-
r'{lincd by the specific nature of the particular sphere of communica-
Flon. 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 speeck genres.

The wealth and diversity of speech genres are boundless because
the various possibilities of human activity are inexhaustible, and be-
cause each sphere of activity contains an entire repertoire of speech
genres that differentiate and grow as the particular sphere develops
and becomes more complex. Special emphasis should be placed on
the extreme Aeterogeneity of speech genres (oral and written). In fact,
tl?c category of speech genres should include short rejoinders of daily
dialogue (and these are extremely varied depending on the subject
matter, situation, and participants), everyday narration, writing (in all
its various forms), the brief standard military command, the elaborate
and detailed order, the fairly variegated repertoire of business docu-
ments (for the most part standard), and the diverse world of commen-
tary (in the broad sense of the word: social, political). And we must
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also include here the diverse forms of scientific statements and all lit-

erary genres (from the proverb to the multivolume novel). It might

seem that speech genres 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 novel,

the military command 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 general problem of speech genres has never really been

raised. Literary genres have been studied more than anything else.

But from antiquity to the present, they have been studied in terms of
their specific literary and artistic features, in terms of the differences

that distinguish one from the other (within the realm of literature), and

not as specific types of utterances distinct from other types, but shar-

ing with them a common verda/ (language) nature. The general lin-

guistic problem of the utterance and its types has hardly been consid-

ered at all. Rhetorical genres have been studied since antiquity (and

not much has been added in subsequent epochs to classical theory). At
that time, more attention was already being devoted to the verbal na-

ture of these genres as utterances: for example, to such aspects as the

relation to the listener and his influence on the utterance, the specific-
verbal finalization of the utterance (as distinct from its completeness

of thought), and so forth. But here, too, the specific features of rhe-
torical genres (judicial, political) still overshadowed their general lin-
guistic nature. Finally, everyday speech genres have been studied
(mainly rejoinders in everyday dialogue), and from a general linguistic
standpoint (in the school of Saussure and among his later followers—
the Structuralists, the American behaviorists, and, on a completely
different linguistic basis, the Vosslerians).? But this line of Inquiry
could not lead to a correct determination of the general linguistic na-
ture of the utterance either, since it was limited to the specific features
of everyday oral 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. It is especially important here to draw atten-
tion to the very significant difference between primary (simple) and
secondary (complex) speech genres (understood not as a functional
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dffference). Secondary (complex) speech genres—novels, dramas, all
kinds of .scientiﬁc research, major genres of comment,ary and, S0
forth‘—arlsc in more complex and comparatively highly dcvcl;)pcd and
or.gam.zed cultural communication (primarily written) that is artistic
s‘mentlﬁc, sociopolitical, and so on. During the process of their forma:
tion, they absorb and digest various primary (simple) genres that have
taken form in unmediated speech communion. These primary genres
are altered and assume a special character when they enter into com-
plex ones. They lose their immediate relation to actual reality and to
the real utterances of others. For example, rejoinders of everyday dia-
lgguF: or letters found in a novel retain their form and their everyday
significance only on the plane of the novel’s content. They enter into
actual reality only via the novel as a whole, that is, as a literary-artistic
event and not as everyday life. The novel as a whole is an utterance
Just as rejoinders in everyday dialogue or private letters are (they do
have a common nature), but unlike these, the novel is a secondary
(complex) utterance.

‘ The difference between primary and secondary (ideological) genres
1s very great and fundamental,® 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 its most important
facets). A one-sided orientation toward primary genres inevitably
leads to a vulgarization of the entire problem (behaviorist linguistics 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 all on the
complex problem of the interrelations among language, ideology, and
world view). ’

A study of the nature of the utterance and of the diversity of generic
forms of utterances in various spheres of human activity is immensely
important to almost all areas of linguistics and philology. This is be-
cause any rescarch whose material is concrete language—the history
qf a language, normative grammar, the compilation of any kind of dic-
tionary, the stylistics of language, and so forth—inevitably deals with
concrete utterances (written and oral) belonging to various spheres of
human activity and communication: chronicles, contracts, texts of
laws, clerical and other documents, various literary, scientific, and
comrr}entarial genres, official and personal letters, rejoinders in c,very-
day dialogue (in all of their diverse subcategories), and so on. And it is
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here that scholars find the language data they need. A clear idea of the
nature of the utterance in general and of the peculiarities of the vari-
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 linguistic
study leads to perfunctoriness and excessive abstractness, distorts the
historicity of the research, and weakens the link between language
and life. After all, language enters life through concrete utterances
(which manifest language) and life enters language through concrete
utterances as well. The utterance is an exceptionally important node
of problems. We shall approach certain areas and problems of the sci-
ence of language in this context.
First of all, stylistics. Any style is inseparably related to the utter-
ance and to typical forms of utterances, that is, speech genres. Any
utterance—oral or written, primary or secondary, and in any sphere of
communication—is individual and therefore can reflect the individu-
ality of the speaker (or writer); that is, it possesses individual style.
But not all genres are equally conducive to reflecting the individuality
of the speaker in the language of the utterance, that is, to an individual
style. The most conducive genres are those of artistic literature: here
the individual style enters directly into the very task of the utterance,
and this is one of its main goals (but even within artistic literature vari-
ous genres offer different possibilities for expressing individuality in
language and various aspects of individuality). The least favorable
conditions for reflecting individuality in language obtain in speech
genres that require a standard form, for example, many kinds of busi-
ness documents, military commands, verbal signals in industry, and so
on. Here one can reflect only the most superficial, almost biological
aspects of individuality (mainly in the oral manifestation of these stan-
dard types of utterances). In the vast majority of speech genres (ex-
cept for literary-artistic ones), the individual style does not enter into
the intent of the utterance, does not serve as its only goal, but s, as it
were, an epiphenomenon of the utterance, one of its by-products.
Various genres can reveal various layers and facets of the individual
personality, and individual style can be found in various interrelations
with the national language. The very problem of the national and the
individual in language is basically the problem of the utterance (after
all, 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 link 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 its own genres that correspond to its 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 conditions of speech
communication specific for each sphere give rise to particular genres,
that is, certain relatively stable thematic, compositional, and stylistic
types of utterances. Style is inseparably linked 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 (listeners 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 its own independent study.
Such a study, that is, of language stylistics as an independent disci-
pline, is both feasible and necessary. But this study will be correct and
productive only if based on a constant awareness of the generic nature
of language styles, and on a preliminary 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 fail to meet the fundamental logical requirement of classifi-
cation: a unified basis.* Existing taxonomies are extremely poor and
undifferentiated.* For example, a recently published academy gram-
mar of the Russian language gives the following stylistic subcategories
of language: bookish speech, popular speech, abstract-scientific,
scientific-technical, journalistic-commcntarial, official-business, and
familiar everyday speech, as well as vulgar common parlance. In addi-

*The same kinds of classifications of language styles, impoverished and lacking
clarity, with a fabricated foundation, are given by A. N. Gvozdev in his book
Ocherki po stilistike russkogo jazyba (Essays on the stylistics of the Russian language)
(Moscow, 1952, pp. 13-15). All of these classifications are based on an uncritical
assimilation of traditional ideas about language styles.
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tion to these linguistic styles, there are the 'stylistic subc'ategories of
dialectical words, archaic words, and occupational expressions. Such a
classification of styles is completely ran'dom, and at its base hcs.a V:ll’l-
ety of principles (or bases) for divi§ion into stylcs.. Moreoyer, th:”c lz?-
sification is both inexhaustive and madequate.ly dlfferentlatcd‘. this
is a direct result of an inadequate understanding of the gcnen(‘: nau‘Jre
of linguistic styles, and the absence of a well-thoughF—out classnﬁc.atlon
of speech genres in terms of spheres of human activity (and also igno-
rance of the distinction between primary and secondary genres, which
is very important for stylistics).

It is especially harmful to separate style fr.om genre when elabor?t-
ing historical problems. Historical changes in laqguagc styles are in-
separably linked to changes in speech genres. Literary lapguage is a
complex, dynamic system of linguistic styles. The proportions and in-
terrelations of these styles in the system of literar'y language are con-
stantly changing. Literary language, which a}sg mclud.cs nonhts:rary
styles, is an even more complex system, and it is org:j‘lmzcd on d.1ffer-
ent bases. In order to puzzle out the complex hlstoncz}l c'iynamlcs of
these systems and move from a simple (and, in the majority of cases,
superficial) description of styles, which are always in e.v1dencc and
alternating with one another, to a historical explanation of these
changes, one must develop a special history of speech genres (a.nd not
only secondary, but also primary ones) that reﬂects more directly,
clearly, and flexibly all the changes taking place in som.al life. Utter-
ances and their types, that is, speech genres, are the drfvc belts from
the history 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 traverscfd thc': long and compli-
cated path of generic-stylistic testing and modification.®

In each epoch certain speech genres set the tone for the develop-
ment of literary language. And these speech genres are not only sec-
ondary (literary, commentarial, and scientific), but als9 primary (cer-
tain types of oral dialogue—of the salon, of one’s own cucl.c‘, and otbcr
types as well, such as familiar, family—evcryd.ay, sociopolitical, philo-
sophical, and so on). Any expansion of the literary languagf: that re-
sults from drawing on various extraliterary strata of the national lan-

*This thesis of ours has nothing in common with the Vosslerian 1d'ca of'the pri-
macy of the stylistic 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
written language (literary, scientific, commentarial, conversational,
and so forth) to a greater or lesser degree, and entails new generic de-
vices for the construction of the speech whole, its finalization, the ac-
commodation of the listener or partner, and so forth., This leads to a
more or less fundamental restructuring and renewal of speech genres,
When dealing with the corresponding extraliterary strata 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 genres. Hence the
more or less distinct dialogization of secondary genres, the weakening
of their monological composition, the new sense of the listener as a
partner-interlocutor, new forms of finalization of the whole, and so
forth. Where there is style there is genre. The transfer of style from
one genre to another not only alters 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 general methodological
question of the interrelations between lexicon and grammar (on the
one hand) and stylistics (on the other) rests on the same problem of
the utterance and of speech genres.

Grammar (and lexicon) is essentially different from stylistics (some
even oppose it to stylistics), but at the same time there is not a single
grammatical study that can do without stylistic observation and excur-
sus. In a large number of cases the distinction between grammar and
stylistics appears to be completely erased. There are phenomena that
some scholars include in the area of grammar while others include
them in the area of stylistics. The syntagma is an example.

One might say that grammar and stylistics converge and diverge in
any concrete language phenomenon. If considered only in the lan-
guage system, it is a grammatical phenomenon, but if considered in
the whole of the individual utterance or in a speech genre, it is a stylis-
tic phenomenon. And this is because the speaker’s very selection of a

particular grammatical form is a stylistic act. But these two viewpoints
of one and the same specific linguistic phenomenon should not be im-
pervious to one another and should not simply replace one another
mechanically. They should be organically combined (with, however,
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the most clear-cut methodological distinction between them) on th;cj
basis of the real unity of the language phenomenon. Only a profOLfm
understanding of the nature of the utterance and' the parFlcular Ta-
tures of speech genres can provide a correct solution to this complex
i roblem.
mtlzih;i(;:]osgltf)alug that a study of the nature of the utterance anq of
speech genres is of fundamental importance for overcoming tholsle ;12—
plistic notions about speech life, about thc? so-callgd speech flow,
about communication and so forth—ideas which are still currenlt in ;)u;
language studies. Moreover, a stl}dy of ic utterance as ali rea Z::ﬂi: Of_
speech communion will also mak'e it possible to understand motr 0"
rectly the nature of language units (as a system): words and sente .
We shall now turn to this more general problem.

1. The Utterance as a Unit of Speech Communion: The Difference berween
This Unir and Units of Language (Words and Sentences)

Nineteenth-century linguistics, beginning }vith Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, while not denying the communicat1v§ function of l?nglﬁage:,
tried to place it in the background as something s.ecor{dary. ;N ?t it
foregrounded was the function of thought emerging mdep@ ent, {1 .olf
communication. The famous Humboldtian formula goes like th is:
“Apart from the communication betwce.n one hl.Jman. and”a\golt1 er,
speech is a necessary condition for reflection even in solztz{de. thers,
Vosslerians for example, emphasize the so-callejd' expressive functlor?.
With all the various ways individual thcore.tlcmns undcrstan’d' thl.S
function, it essentially amounts to the expression of the spcakcrhs indi-
vidual discourse. Language arises from man’s need to express himself,
to objectify himself. The essence of any form f)f‘language is someh}(l)w
reduced to the spiritual creativity of the individuum. chcr?l other
versions of the function of language have been‘and arc now bcnrllg sug-
gested, but it is still typical to underestimate, if not a!togethcr ignore,
the communicative function of language. Language is regarded from
the speaker’s standpoint as if there were (?nly one speaker who does not
have any necessary relation to other participants in speech f:ommunlca;
tion. If the role of the other is taken into account ?t all, it is the role o
a listener, who understands the speaker only passively. The utterancg
is adequate to its object (i.c., the content of the uttered thought) .arlxl
to the person who is pronouncing the utterance. L‘anguagc ?SSCl’ltla hy
needs only a speaker—one speaker—and an ob]‘cct. for hl‘S speech.
And if language also serves as a means of communication, this is a sec-
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ondary function that has nothing to do with its essence. Of course,
the language collective, the plurality 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
collective personality, “the spirit of the people,” and so forth, and im-
mense significance is attached to it (by representatives of the “psy-
chology of nations”),® but even in this case the plurality of speakers,
and others with respect to each given speaker, is denied any real es-
sential significance.

Stuill current in linguistics are such ficzions as the “listener” 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 linguistics (even serious ones like Saussure’s) fre-
quently present graphic-schematic depictions of the two partners in
speech communication—the speaker and the listener (who perceives
the speech)—and provide diagrams of the active speech processes of
the speaker and the corresponding passive processes of the listener’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 actual whole of
speech communication, they become a scientific fiction. The fact is
that when the listener perceives and understands the meaning (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 its execution,
and so on. And the listener adopts this responsive attitude for the en-
tire duration of the process of listening and understanding, from the
very beginning—sometimes literally from the speaker’s first word.
Any understanding of live speech, a live utterance, is inherently re-
sponsive, although the degree of this activity varies extremely. Any
understanding is imbued with response and necessarily elicits it in one
form or another: the listener becomes the speaker. A passive under-

standing of the meaning of perceived speech is only an abstract aspect
of the actual whole of actively responsive understanding, which is
then actualized in a subsequent response that is actually articulated.
Of 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 action (the
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execution of an order or command th:‘at has been }lnderst.ood anc'i1 ac-
cepted for execution), or it can remain, for the time bemdg,da si eilr:f
responsive understanding (cchann speech genres are inten ;: TX(; ’
sively for this kind of responsive undcrsFandlng, for examp c',h yr (;:
genres), but this is, so to speak, responsive undcrstapdmg wzjt a e(;
layed reaction. Sooner or later what is heard and actlvcly unfe:]st()lf)
will find its response in the subsequent speech or behavnor‘o t e lis-
tener. In most cases, genres of complex cultural Cf)mmunlcatlon are
intended precisely for this kind of actively responsive undcrstandl.ng
with delayed action. Everything we have salfi hcre. also pertains
to written and read speech, with the appropriate adjustments and
adfj[‘lttll:;sn,sz;ll real and integral understanding is actively responsive, and
constitutes nothing other than the initia¥ preparatory stage of zlll Te-
sponse (in whatever form it may be actuallzed?. And the spc.:akcr (;m-
self is oriented precisely toward such an actlvcl.y responsive un eli-
standing. He does not expect passive understa’ndlr}g that, so to ;pca ,
only duplicates his own idea in someone e'lsc‘s mind. Rat‘her, edcx-
pects response, agreement, sympathy, ObjC(.tthl'lz execution, and so
forth (various speech genres presuppose various mt‘egral orientations
and speech plans on the part of the speakers or writers). The desire
to make one’s speech understood is only an abstract aspect of th'e
speaker’s concrete and total speech plan. Moreover, any speaker llls
himself a respondent to a greater or lesser degree. HF is not, after a 1,
the first speaker, the one who disturbs the eternal silence of the uni-
verse. And he presupposes not only the existence 9f the language sys-
tem he is using, but also the existence of preceding utt‘cranccs——'hls
own and others’—with which his given utterance enters into one kind
of relation or another (builds on them, polemicizes W.lth them, or
simply presumes that they are already known w0 the llSFCl’lCI‘). Any
utterance is a link in a very complexly organized chain of other
€s. .
UtEIe‘;iI:j the listener who understands Passively, who 1is d‘cplct‘ed' as
the speaker’s partner in the schematic dlagr'ams of general lmgunsgcs,
does not correspond to the real participant in speech communication.
What is represented by the diagram is only an abstract aspect of the
real total act of actively responsive understanding, the sort of }mder-
standing that evokes a response, and one that. thc.t speaker anticipates.
Such scientific abstraction is quite justified in itself, but u'ndcr one
condition: that it is clearly recognized as merely an abstraction and is



70 g» The Problem of Speech Genres

not represented as the real concrete whole of the phenomenon. Other-
wise it becomes a fiction. This is precisely the case in linguistics, since
such abstract schemata, while perhaps not claiming 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 communication, removing pre-
cisely its most essential aspects. The active role of the o#ker in the pro-
cess of speech communication is thus reduced to a minimum.

This disregard for the active role of the other in 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 divided into lan-
guage units, which are then interpreted as segments of language: pho-
netic (phoneme, syllable, speech rhythm [z2#¢]) and lexical (sentence
and word). “The speech flow can be broken down . . .”; “Our speech
is divided . . .” This is the way those sections of grammars devoted to
the study of such language units are usually introduced into general
courses in linguistics 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
speeck is basically divided into sentences, which in turn can be broken
down into phrases and words. The word is clearly divided into small
sound units—sy/lables . . . syllables are divided into individual speech
sounds or phonemes. . . .”’7

But what sort of thing is this “speech flow” and what is 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 their seg-
ments do we use when we break them down into units? These ques-
tions have not been raised or defined at all. Linguists have not yet
transformed the imprecise word “‘speech”—which can designate lan-
guage, the speech process (i.e., speaking), the individual utterance,
an entire long indefinite series of such utterances, or a particular
speech genre (“he gave a speech”)—into a definite (defined) zerm
with clear-cut semantic boundaries (similar situations also exist in
other languages). This can be explained by the almost complete lack
of research into the problem of the utterance and speech genres (and,
consequently, of speech communion as well). What we almost always
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find is a confused play with all these meanings (except for the last).
Most frequently the expression “our speech” simply means any utter-
ance of any person. But this meaning is never consistently sustained
throughout.©

And if it is indefinite and unclear just what it is that is divided and
broken down into units 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 linguistic thinking result from ignoring the rea/
unit of speech communication: the utterance. For speech can exist in
reality only in the form of concrete utterances 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. Regardless of how varied utterances may be in terms of
their length, their content, and their compositional structure, they
have common structural features as units of speech communication
and, above all, quite clear-cut 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 determined by a change of speaking subjects, that is, a
change of speakers. Any utterance—from a short (single-word) re-
joinder in everyday dialogue 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 silent,
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 unit, clearly delimited by the change of speaking sub-

And it cannot be sustained. For example, such an utterance as “Ah!” (a rejoinder
in dialogue) cannot be broken down into sentences, phrases, or syllables. Conse-
quently, not just any utterance will do. Further, they divide up the utterance
(speech) and obtain units of language. Frequently the sentence is then defined as
the simplest utterance and, consequently, it cannot be a #n## of the utterance. Itis
tacitly assumed that there is only one speaker, and dialogical overtones are thus
ignored.

As compared to the boundaries of the utterance, all other boundaries (between
sentences, phrases, syntagmic units, and words) are relative and arbitrary.
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jects, which ends by relinquishing the floor to the other, as if with a
silent dixi, perceived by the listeners (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 different forms in
the heterogeneous spheres of human activity and life, 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 dialogue (which we shall call rejoinders) alter-
nate. Because of its simplicity and clarity, dialogue is a classic form of
speech communication. Each 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 discuss further this
specific quality of completion of the utterance, one of its main mark-
ers. But at the same time rejoinders are all linked to one another. And
the sort of relations that exist among rejoinders of dialogue—relations
between question and answer, assertion and objection, assertion and
agreement, suggestion and acceptance, order and execution, and so
forth—are impossible among units of language (words and sentences),
cither in the system of language (in the vertical cross section) or within
the utterance (on the horizontal plane). These specific relations among
rejoinders in a dialogue are only subcategories of specific relations
among whole utterances in the process of speech communication.
These relations are possible only among utterances of different speech
subjects; they presuppose osher (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 in the system of
language, but within the utterance as well.

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)
raises questions, answers them himself, raises objections to his own
ideas, responds to his own objections, and so on. But these phenom-
ena are nothing other than a conventional playing out of speech com-
munication and primary speech genres. 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, which would include
certain kinds of scientific popularization), but other secondary genres
(artistic and scholarly) also use various forms such as this to il’ltl’Odl'lCC
primary speech genres and relations among them into the construction
of the utterance (and here they are altered to a greater or lesser degree,
for the speaking subject does not really change). Such is the nature of
secondary genres. But 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 retain their own specific nature, which is essentially differ-
ent from the nature of relations among words and sentences (and other
language units, i.e., phrases and so forth).

Here, drawing on material from dialogue and the rejoinders that
comprise it, we must provisionally pose the problem of the sentence as a
unit of language, as distinct from the wutterance as a unit of speech
communication.

(The question of the nature of the sentence is one of the most com-
plicated and difficult in linguistics. The clash of opinions regarding
this question continues in our scholarship to this day. Of course, the
task we set for ourselves here does not include an investigation of this
problem in all its complexity; we intend to mention only one of its
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 utterance. This will give us a clearer pic-
ture of both the utterance and the sentence.)

But this will 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 qualities 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, directly 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, continuing, supplementing, and substantiating the preceding
one. The context of the sentence is the speech of one speaking sub-
ject (speaker). The sentence itself is not correlated directly or person-
ally with the extraverbal context of reality (situation, setting, pre-
history) or with the utterances of other speakers; this takes place only



74 2 The Problem of Speech Genres

indirectly, through its entire surrounding context, that is, through the
utterance as a whole. And if the sentence is not surrounded 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 it (itself) di-
rectly confronts reality (the extraverbal context of the speech) and the
different utterances of oskers. It is not followed by a pause that the
speaker himself designates and interprets. (Any pause that is gram-
matical, calculated, or interpreted is possible only within the speech of
a single speaker, i.e., within a single utterance. 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 utterance. In secondary artistic genres such pauses are
calculated by the artist, director, or actor. But these pauses differ es-
sentially from both grammatical and stylistic pauses—for example,
among syntagmas—within the utterance.) One expects them to be
followed by a response or a responsive understanding on the part of
another speaker. Such a sentence, having become an entire utterance,
acquires a special semantic fullness of value. One can assume a re-
sponsive position with respect to it; one can agree or disagree with it,
execute it, evaluate it, and so on. But a sentence in context cannot
elicit a response. It acquires this capability (or, rather, assimilates to it)
only in the entirety of the whole utterance.

All these completely new qualities and peculiarities belong not to
the sentence that has become a whole utterance, but precisely 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 utterance. 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 direct contact with reality
(with an extraverbal situation) nor a direct relation to others’ utter-
ances; it does not have semantic fullness of value; and it has no capac-
ity to determine directly the responsive position 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 utterance and
from the standpoint of this whole, it acquires stylistic 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 material. When one
forgets this in analyzing a sentence, one distorts the nature of the sen-
tence (and simultaneously the nature of the utterance as well, by treat-
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ing it grammatically). A great many linguists and linguistic schools (in
the area of syntax) are held captive by this confusion, and what they
study as a sentence is in essence a kind of Aybrid 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 linguistic 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 well-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 dialogue. 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 well, 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, while 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, his world view, and in all aspects of the design of his work.
"This imprint of individuality marking the work also creates special in-
ternal boundaries that distinguish this work from other works con-
nected with it in the overall processes of speech communication in that
particular cultural 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, like the rejoinder in dialogue, is oriented toward the re-
sponse of the other (others), toward his active responsive understand-
ing, which can assume 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 link 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, like 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 utterance
and creating for it a stable mass that is sharply delimited from other
related utterances, is the first constitutive feature of the utterance as a
unit of speech communication, a feature distinguishing it from units of
language. Let us turn to this second feature, which is inseparably
linked to the first. This second feature is the specific firalization of the
utterance.

The finalization of the utterance is, if you will, the inner side of the
change of speech subjects. This change can only take place because
the speaker has said (or written) everything he wishes to say at a par-
ticular moment or under particular circumstances. When hearing or
reading, we clearly sense the end of the utterance, as if we hear the
speaker’s concluding dixi. This finalization is specific and is deter-
mined by special criteria. The first and foremost criterion for the final-
ization of the utterance is zhe possibility of responding o it or, more pre-
cisely and broadly, of assuming a responsive attitude toward it (for
example, executing an order). This criterion is met by a short every-
day question, for example, “What time is it?” (one may respond to it),
an everyday request that one may or may not fulfill, a scientific state-
ment with which one may agree or disagree (partially or completely),
or a novel, which can be evaluated as a whole. Some kind of finaliza-
tion is necessary to be able to react to an utterance. It is not enough
for the utterance to be understood in terms of /anguage. 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 still not @//. This a//—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-
bility of a response (or of responsive understanding), is determined by
three aspects (or factors) that are inseparably linked in the organic
whole of the utterance: 1. semantic exhaustiveness of the theme; 2.
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the speaker’s plan or speech will; 3. typical compositional 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.ce.rtain
spheres of everyday life (questions that are purely factual anq snmllar'ly
factual responses to them, requests, orders, and so forth), in certain
business circles, in the sphere of military 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 possible to occupy a responsive position. We do not
objectively exhaust the subject, but, by becoming the #eme 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 linked to the first.

In each utterance—from the single-word, everyday rejoinder to
large, complex works of science or literature—we embrace, under-
stand, and sense the speaker’s speech plan or speech will, which deter-
mines the entire utterance, its length and boundaries. We imagine to
ourselves what the speaker wishes to say. And we also use this speech
plan, this speech will (as we understand it), to measure the finalization
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 a 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, limiting
the latter by relating it to a concrete (individual) situation of speech
communication with all its individual circumstances, 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 will. And from the
very beginning of his words they sense the developing whole of the
utterance,

Let us turn to the third and, for us, most important aspect: the
stable generic forms of the utterance. The speaker’s speech will is
manifested primarily in the choice of a particular speeck 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, it is shaped and developed within a certain generic
form. Such genres exist above all in the great and multifarious sphere
of everyday oral communication, including the most familiar and the
most intimate.

We speak only in definite speech genres, that is, all our utterances
have definite and relatively stable typical forms of construction of the
whole. Our repertoire of oral (and written) speech genres is rich. We
use them confidently and skillfully 7 practice, and it is quite possible
for us not even to suspect their existence i rheory. 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 definite generic forms, sometimes rigid
and trite ones, sometimes more flexible, plastic, and creative ones
(everyday communication also has creative genres at its disposal). We
are given these speech genres in almost 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 composition
and grammatical structure—not from dictionaries and grammars but
from concrete utterances that we hear and that we ourselves reproduce
in live 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 our 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 in ut-
terances and not in individual sentences, and, of course, not in indi-
vidual words). Speech genres organize our speech in almost the same
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way as grammatical (syntactical) forms do. We learn to cast our speech
in generic forms and, when hearing others’ speech, we guess its genre
from the very first words; we predict 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 first time, speech communica-
tion would be almost impossible.

The generic forms in which we cast our speech, of course, differ
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 genres that are widespread in everyday life are so stan-
dard that the speaker’s individual speech will is manifested only in its
choice of a particular genre, and, perhaps, in its expressive intonation.
Such, for example, are the various everyday genres of greetings, fare-
wells, congratulations, all 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 official, respectful forms as well as familiar ones.© And there
are forms with varying degrees of familiarity, as well as intimate forms
(which differ from familiar ones). These genres also require a certain
tone; their structure includes a certain expressive intonation. These
genres, particularly the high and official ones, are compulsory and ex-
tremely stable. The speech will is usually limited here to a choice of a
particular genre. And only slight nuances of expressive intonation (one
can take a drier or more respectful tone, a colder or warmer one; one
can introduce the intonation of joy, and so forth) can express the
speaker’s individuality (his emotional speech intent). But even here it
is generally possible 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 linguists (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, Hisroire
de la langue frangaise des origines ¢ 1900, 10 vols. (Paris: A. Colin, 1905).
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move from the official sphere into the sphere of familiar communica-
tion, that is, it can be used with parodic-ironic re-accentuation. To a
similar 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 still exist:
genres of salon conversations about everyday, social, aesthetic, and
other subjects, genres of table conversation, intimate conversations
among friends, intimate conversations within the family, and so on.
(No list of oral speech gENIes 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 (like 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 in certain spheres of communication precisely 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 discussion, who
speaks very well on social questions, is silent or very awkward in social
conversation. Here it is not a matter of an impoverished vocabulary or
of style, taken abstractly: this is entirely 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 utterance that
help to cast one’s speech quickly and naturally in certain compositional
and stylistic forms, the inability 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 fully and clearly we reveal our own individuality 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 him. Therefore, the single utterance, with all its indivibd.uality
and creativity, can in no way be regarded as a completely free com matzgn
of forms of language, as is supposed, ff)r example, by Saussure (and by
many other linguists after him), who juxtaposed the utterance (Jz ﬁa-
role), as a purely individual act, to the system of la.ngl.la.gc as aprhe-
nomenon that is purely social and mandatory fqr the‘ md1v1duu‘m. 1e
vast majority of linguists hold the same po§m(.)n., in theory' if r‘10t in
practice. They see in the utterance only an individual comblflatlon of
purely linguistic (lexical and grammatical)‘ forms and they neither un-
cover nor study any of the other normative forms the utterance ac-
ires in practice.

qullglsoringp speech genres as relatively stable and normative forr:ns of
the utterance inevitably led to the confusion we have already pointed
out between the utterance and the sentence, anfi it had to lead them to
the position (which, to be sure, was never consistently defepdcd) 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 arow and
when we stop (end)—this is completely subject to thf: mgmdual
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 itself; 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 transmittc.d in adval.nce 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 in the process of our speaking. The plan of the utterance as a
whole may require only one sentence for its implementation, but it
may also require a large number of them. The chosen genre predeter-
mines for us their type and their compositional links. o

One reason why forms of utterances are ignored in linguistics is Fhat
these forms are extremely diverse in compositional structure, particu-
larly in size (speech length)—from the single-word rejoinder to a large

‘Saussure defines the utterance (/z parole) as an “individual act. It is wil!ful .and
intellectual. Within the act, we should distinguish between (}) the combinations
by which the speaker uses the language code for exprcssing‘hlis own thought; .and
(2) the psychological mechanism that allows him to exteriorize those combina-
tions” (Course in General Linguistics [New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966], p. 14). Thus,
Saussure ignores the fact that in addition to forms of language there are also forms
of combinations of these forms. that is. he ienores speech senrec
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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 units of
speech.

This is why many linguists (mainly those investigating syntax) try to
find special forms that lie somewhere between the sentence and the
utterance, forms with the completeness of the utterance and at
the same time the commensurability of the sentence. Such are the
“phrase” (i.e., in Kartsevsky) and “communication” (in Shakhmatov
and others).® There is no common understanding of these units among
researchers who use them because no definite and clearly delimited
reality corresponds to them in the life of language. All these artificial
and conventional units neglect the change of speech subjects that
takes place in any real live 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 capability of determining
the active responsive position of the other participants in the
communication.

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

The sentence as a unit of language lacks the capability of determin-
ing the directly 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 individual sen-
tence is analyzed separately from its context, it is interpreted to the
point of becoming a whole utterance. As a result, it acquires that de-
gree of finalization that makes a response possible.

The sentence, like the word, is a signifying 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 individual sentence unless
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-

The Problem of Speech Genres 5 83

tence, but a full-fledged utterance consisting of one sentence. It is
framed and delimited by a change of speech subjects and it directly
reflects an extraverbal reality (situation). It is possible to respond to
such an utterance.

But if this sentence were surrounded by context, then it would ac-
quire a fullness of its 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 understanding (or articulated response): “Yes, it
really is time.” But it 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 will 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 its final meaning only in this whole.

If our sentence figures as a completed utterance, then it acquires its
own integral sense under 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 req/ 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
really has risen and the speaker states: “The sun has risen.” The
speaker sees that the grass is green and announces: “The grass is
green.” Such senseless “communications” are often directly regarded
as classic examples of the sentence. But in reality any communication
like that, addressed to someone or evoking something, has a particular
purpose, that is, it is a real link in the chain of speech communion in a
particular sphere of human activity or everyday life.

The sentence, like the word, has a finality of meaning and a finality
of grammatical form, but this finality of meaning is abstract by nature
and this is precisely why it is so clear-cut: this is the finality of an ele-
ment, but not of the whole. The sentence as a unit of language, like
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the word, has no author. Like the word, it belongs to #obody, and only
by functioning as a whole utterance does it become an expression of
the position of someone speaking individually in a concrete situation
of speech communication. This leads us to a new, third feature of the
utterance—the relation of the utterance to the speaker himself (the
author of the utterance) and to the osker participants in speech
communication.

Any utterance is a link in the chain of speech communion. It is the
active position of the speaker in one referentially semantic sphere or
another. Therefore, each utterance is characterized primarily by a par-
ticular referentially semantic content. The choice of linguistic means
and speech genre is determined primarily by the referentially seman-
tic assignments (plan) of the speech subject (or author). This is the
first aspect of the utterance that determines its compositional and sty-
listic features.

The second aspect of the utterance that determines its composition
and style is the expressive aspect, that is, the speaker’s subjective emo-
tional evaluation of the referentially 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 utterance. The
individual style of the utterance is determined primarily by its expres-
sive aspect. This is generally recognized in the area of stylistics. Cer-
tain investigators even reduce style directly to the emotionally evalua-
tive aspect of speech.

Can the expressive aspect of speech be regarded as a phenomenon
of Janguage 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, morphological, and syntac-
tic—for expressing the speaker’s emotionally evaluative position, 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 its root and its suffix—is in itself, as a
language unit, just as neutral as the word “‘distance.”” It is only a lan-
guage tool for the possible expression of an emotionally evaluative atti-
tude toward reality, but it is not applied to any particular reality, and
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this application, that is, the actual evaluation, can be accomplished
only by the speaker in 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 contradictory
evaluations on the part of the speakers.

The sentence as a unit of language is also neutral and in itself has no
expressive aspect. It acquires this expressive aspect (more precisely,
joins itself to it) only in a concrete utterance. The same aberration is
possible here. A sentence like “He died” obviously embodies a certain
expressiveness, and a sentence like “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 situation, that is, as kinds of speech genres
that embody typical expression. As sentences they lack this expres-
siveness and are neutral. Depending on the context of the utterance,
the sentence “He died” can also reflect a positive, joyful, even a re-
joicing expression. And the sentence “What joy!” in the context of the
particular utterance can assume an ironic or bitterly sarcastic tone.

One of the means of expressing the speaker’s emotionally evaluative
attitude toward the subject of his speech is expressive intonation,
which resounds clearly in oral speech.® 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 /Janguage units are devoid of expressive intonation. If an in-
dividual word is pronounced with expressive intonation it is no longer
a word, but a completed utterance expressed by one word (there is no
need to develop it into a sentence). Fairly standard types of evaluative
utterances are very widespread in speech communication, that is,
evaluative speech genres that express praise, approval, rapture, re-
proof, orabuse: “Excellent!”” “Good foryou!” “Charming!” “Shame!”’
“Revolting!” “Blockhead!” and so forth. Words that acquire special
weight under particular conditions of sociopolitical life become ex-
pressive exclamatory utterances: “Peace!” “Freedom!” and so forth.
(These constitute a special sociopolitical 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 10,000 Greeks in Xenophon).

In each of these cases we are dealing not with the individual word as

*Of course, intonation is recognized by us and exists as a stylistic factor even with
silent reading 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.' 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 utterance and not
to the word. But still it is very difficult 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 “stylistic aura,” and so forth,
and, consequently, also an expressive intonation that is inherent in the
word as such. After all, 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-
listic experiment”)."

But still this is not what really happens. It is that same, already fa-
miliar aberration. When selecting words we proceed from the planned
whole of our utterance," 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 itself 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 all, 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 utter-
ance: both in the form of a particular generic plan and in the form of an individual
speech plan. We do not string words together smoothly and we do not proceed
from word to word; rather, it is as though we fill in the whole with the necessary
words. Words are strung together only in 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 meaning and the con-
crete reality 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 its live usage in a con-
crete utterance. 'The meaning of a word in itself (unrelated to actual
reality) is, as we have already said, out of the range of emotion. There
are words that specifically designate emotions and evaluations: “joy,”
“sorrow,” “wonderful,” “cheerful,” *“sad,” and so forth. But these
meanings are just as neutral as are all the others. They acquire their
expressive coloring only in the utterance, and this coloring is indepen-
dent of their meaning taken individually and abstractly. For example:
“Any joy is now only bitterness to me.” Here the word “joy” is given
an expressive intonation 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 utterance, we by no means always take them from the sys-
tem of language in their neutral, dictionary form. We usually take
them from o#her 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 includes 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 situations of speech communi-
cation, typical themes, and, consequently, also to particular contacts
between the meanings of words and actual concrete reality under cer-
tain typical circumstances. Hence also the possibility 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
quality 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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listic aura,” but this aura belongs not to the word of language as such
but to that genre in which the given word usually functions. It is an
echo of the generic whole that resounds in the word.

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

The words of a language belong to nobody, but still we hear those
words only in particular individual utterances, we read them in par-
ticular individual works, and in such cases the words already have not
only a typical, but also (depending on the genre) a more or less clearly
reflected individual expression, which is determined by the unrepeat-
able individual context of the utterance.

Neutral dictionary meanings of the words of a language ensure their
common features and guarantee that all speakers of a given language
will understand one another, but the use of words in live 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 o#er’s word,
which belongs to another person and is filled with echoes of the other’s
utterance; and, finally, as my word, for, since I am dealing with it in a
particular situation, with a particular speech plan, it is already imbued

with my expression. In both of the latter aspects, the word is expres-

sive, but, we repeat, this expression does not inhere in the word itself.
It 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 position 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 circle, in each small world of family,
friends, acquaintances, and comrades in which a human being grows
and lives, there are always authoritative utterances that set the tone—
artistic, scientific, and journalistic works on which one relies, to which
one refers, which are cited, imitated, and followed. In each epoch, in
all areas of life and activity, there are particular 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 basic tasks, slogans, and so forth. I am not even speaking about
those examples from school readers with which children 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’ individual utterances. This experience can be characterized to
some degree as the process of assimilation—more or less creative—of
others’ words (and not the words of a language). Our speech, that is, all
our utterances (including 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 their own expression, their own evaluative tone,
which we assimilate, rework, and re-accentuate.

Thus, the expressiveness of individual words is not inherent in the
words themselves as units of language, nor does it issue directly from
the meaning of these words: it is either typical generic expression or it
is an echo of another’s individual expression, which makes the word, as
it were, representative of another’s whole utterance from a particular
evaluative position.

The same thing must be said about the sentence as a unit 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., military and indus-
trial commands and orders) in which expression, as a rule, is effected
by one sentence of the appropriate type. However, one encounters
this type of sentence quite rarely in the cohesive context of developed
utterances. And when sentences of this type do enter into 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 it).

"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 line” that stand
Tight at the boundary of the change of speech subjects.
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These types of sentences become especially interesting in the broad
context of our problem, and we shall 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 sentences have contributed
much to reinforcing the illusion 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 all. Special
grammatical intonations include: the intonation of finalization; ex-
planatory, distributive, enumerative intonations, and so forth. Story-
telling, interrogatory, explanatory, and imperative 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 itself 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 well.

Thus, the utterance, its style, and its composition are determined
by its 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. Stylistics knows no third as-
pect. Stylistics 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 himself with his evaluative attitude toward
the object. The selection of language means, according 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 his
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, its style, and its composition.
Such is the prevailing idea.

But in reality the situation is considerably more complicated. Any
concrete utterance is a link 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 utterance is filled with echoes and reverberations of
other utterances to which it is related by the communality of the
sphere of speech communication. Every utterance 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 relies on the others, pre-
supposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into account.
After all, as regards a given question, in a given matter, and so forth,
the utterance occupies a particular definite position in a given sphere of
communication. It is impossible to determine its position without cor-
relating it with other positions. Therefore, each utterance is filled with
various kinds of responsive reactions to other utterances of the given
sphere of speech communication. These reactions take various forms:
others’ utterances can be introduced directly into the context of the
utterance, or one may introduce only individual words or sentences,
which then act as representatives of the whole utterance. Both whole
utterances and individual words can retain their alien expression, but
they can also be re-accentuated (ironically, indignantly, reverently, and
so forth). Others’ utterances can be repeated with varying degrees of
reinterpretation. They can be referred to as though the interlocutor
were already well aware of them; they can be silently 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’ utterances concerning the same topic. Here is an impor-
tant and typical case: very frequently the expression of our utterance
is determined not only—and sometimes not so much—by the refer-
entially 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, repetition, our selection of harsher (or, conversely, milder) ex-
Pressions, a contentious (or, conversely, conciliatory) tone, and so
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forth. The expression of an utterance can never be fully understood or
explained if its thematic content is all that is taken into 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 all. 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, it 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 will be manifested
in the overtones of the style, in the finest nuances of the composition.
The utterance is filled with dialogic overtones, and they must be taken
into account in order to understand fully the style of the utterance.
After all, our thought itself—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 well.

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, irrational from the standpoint of language as
system, particularly from the standpoint of syntax. The interrelations
between inserted other’s speech and the rest of the speech (one’s own)
are analogous neither to any syntactical relations within a simple 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. Intonation 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 internalized. 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 ironic, indignant, sympathetic,

'Intonation is especially sensitive and always points beyond the context.
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or reverential tones (this 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 acquires 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 utterance 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 disclosed not on the verbal—compositional and stylistic—
plane, but only on the referentially semantic plane).

Each individual utterance is a link in the chain of speech commu-
nion. It has clear-cut boundaries that are determined by the change of
speech subjects (speakers), but within these boundaries the utter-
ance, like Leibniz’s monad,* reflects the speech process, others’ utter-
ances, and, above all, preceding links in the chain (sometimes close
and sometimes—in areas of cultural communication—very distant).

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 utterince; a given speaker is not the first to speak about it. The
object, as it were, has already been articulated, disputed, 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 first time. Simplistic 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 divided into two simple ones), and he utters a sen-
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tence like the following: “The sun is shining,” “The grass is green,” “I
am sitting,” and so forth. Such sentences, of course, are quite pos-
sible, but either they are justified and interpreted 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 situation that includes them in the chain of
speech communication. In reality, 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 another to others’ utterances that precede it.
The speaker is not Adam, and therefore the subject of his speech itself
inevitably becomes the arena where his opinions meet those of his
partners (in a conversation or dispute 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. All 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 its own object, but
also to others’ speech about it. But still, even the slightest allusion to
another’s utterance gives the speech a dialogical turn that cannot be
produced by any purely referential theme with its own object. The
attitude toward another’s word is in principle distinct from the attitude
toward a referential object, but the former always accompanies the
latter. We repeat, an utterance is a link in the chain of speech commu-
nication, and it cannot be broken off from the preceding links that de-
termine it both from within and from without, giving rise within it to
unmediated responsive reactions and dialogic reverberations.

But the utterance is related not only to preceding, but also to sub-
sequent links in the chain of speech communion. When a speaker is
creating an utterance, of course, these links do not exist. But from the
very beginning, the utterance is constructed while taking into account
possible responsive reactions, for whose sake, in essence, it is actually
created. As we know, the role of the offers 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 thought for the
first time (and thus also for my own self as well) is not that of passive
listeners, but of active participants in speech communication. From
the very beginning, the speaker expects a response from them, an ac-
tive responsive understanding. The entire utterance is constructed, as
it were, in anticipation of encountering this response.
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An essential (constitutive) marker of the utterance is its quality of
being directed to someone, its addressivity. As distinct from the sig-
nifying units of a language—words and sentences—that are 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
participant-interlocutor in an everyday dialogue, a differentiated col-
lective of specialists in some particular area of cultural communica-
tion, a more or less differentiated public, ethnic group, contempo-
raries, like-minded people, opponents and enemies, a subordinate, a
superior, someone who is lower, higher, familiar, foreign, and so forth.
And it can also be an indefinite, unconcretized other (with various
kinds of monological utterances of an emotional type). All these vari-
eties and conceptions of the addressee are determined by that area of
human activity and everyday life to which the given utterance is re-
lated. Both the composition and, particularly, the style of the utter-
ance depend on those to whom the utterance is addressed, how the
speaker (or writer) senses and imagines his addressees, and the force
of their effect on the utterance. Each speech genre in each area of
speech communication has its own typical conception of the ad-
dressee, and this defines it as a genre.

The addressee of the utterance can, so to speak, coincide personally
with the one (or ones) to whom the utterance responds. This personal
coincidence is typical in everyday dialogue or in an exchange of let-
ters. The person to whom I respond is my addressee, from whom I, in
turn, expect a response (or in any case an active responsive under-
standing). But in such cases of personal coincidence one individual
plays two different roles, and the difference between the roles is pre-
cisely what matters here. After all, 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 understanding) is still 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 familiar with the situation, whether he has special knowl-
edge of the given cultural area of communication, his views and con-
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victions, his prejudices (from my viewpoint), his sympathies and
antipathies—because all this will determine his active responsive
understanding 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 vehicles, that is, the s#yle
of my utterance. For example, genres of popular scientific literature
are addressed to a particular group of readers with a particular apper-
ceptive background of responsive understanding; special educational
literature is addressed to another kind of reader, and special research
work is addressed to an entirely different sort. In these cases, account-
ing for the addressee (and his apperceptive background) and for the
addressee’s influence on the construction of the utterance 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 responsive reaction are fre-
quently multifaceted processes that introduce unique internal drama-
tism into the utterance (in certain kinds of everyday dialogue, in letters,
and in autobiographical and confessional genres). These phenomena
are crucial, but more external, in rhetorical genres. The addressee’s
social position, rank, and importance are reflected in a special way in
utterances of everyday and business speech communication. Under
the conditions of a class structure and especially an aristocratic class
structure, one observes an extreme differentiation 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 dramatism 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.*

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

*I am reminded of an apposite observation of Gogol’s: “One cannot enumerate all
the nuances and fine points of our communication . . . we have slick talkers who
will speak quite differently with a landowner who has 200 souls than with one who
has 300, and again he will not speak the same way with one who has 300 as he will
with one who has 500, and he will not speak the same way with one who has 500 as
he will with one who has 800; in a word, you can go up to a million and you will
still find different nuances” (Dead Souls, chapter 3).
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speech genres, on the one hand, and in intimate ones, on the other.
With all the immense differences among familiar 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 certain candor of speech (which in familiar styles sometimes
approaches cynicism). In intimate styles this is expressed in an appar-
ent desire for the speaker and addressee to merge completely. In fa-
miliar speech, since speech constraints and conventions have fallen
away, one can take a special unofficial, volitional approach to reality.'
This is why during the Renaissance familiar genres and styles could
play such a large and positive role in destroying the official medieval
picture of the world. In other periods as well, when the task was to
destroy traditional official styles and world views that had faded and
become conventional, familiar styles became very significant in litera-
ture. Moreover, familiarization of styles opened literature up to layers
of language that had previously been under speech constraint. The
significance of familiar genres and styles in literary history has not yet
been adequately evaluated. Intimate genres and styles are based on a
maximum internal proximity 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 goodwill of his 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
distinct from the loud street-language candor of familiar speech). Fa-
miliar and intimate genres and styles (as yet very little studied) reveal
extremely clearly the dependence of style on a certain sense and
understanding of the addressee (the addressee of the utterance) on the
part of the speaker, and on the addressee’s actively responsive under-
standing that is anticipated by the speaker. These styles reveal espe-
cially clearly the narrowness and incorrectness of traditional 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 attitude toward the other 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 maximally on their subject matter and, it would seem,
are free of any consideration of the other still involve a certain concep-
tion of their addressee. 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 himself is also
minimal in the objective style). Objectively neutral styles presuppose
something like an identity of the addressee and the speaker, a unity of
their viewpoints, but this identity and unity are purchased at the price
of almost complete forfeiture of expression. It must be noted that the
nature of objectively neutral styles (and, consequently, the concept of
the addressee on which they are based) is fairly diverse, depending on
the differences between the areas of speech communication.

This question of the concept of the speech addressee (how the
speaker or writer senses and imagines him) is of immense significance
in literary history. Each epoch, each literary trend and literary-artistic
style, each literary genre within an epoch or trend, is typified by its
own special concepts of the addressee of the literary work, a special
sense and understanding of its reader, listener, public, 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 theoretically 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 utterances
(works), the history of literature also includes conventional or semi-
conventional forms of address to readers, listeners, 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 literary genres are sec-
ondary, complex genres composed of various transformed primary
genres (the rejoinder in dialogue, everyday stories, letters, diaries,
minutes, and so forth). As a rule, these secondary genres of complex
cultural communication p/azy out various forms of primary speech com-
munication. Here also is the source of all literary/conventional charac-
ters of authors, narrators, and addressees. But the most complex and
ultra-composite work of a secondary genre as a whole (viewed as a
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whole) is a single integrated real utterance that has a real author and
real addressees whom this author perceives and imagines.

Thus, addressivity, the quality of turning to someone, is a con-
stitutive feature of the utterance; 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, definitive fea-
tures of various speech genres.

As distinct from utterances (and speech genres), the signifying units
of a language—the word and the sentence—lack this quality of being
directed 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 individual word or sentence is directed 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 acquires the addressivity only through the entire utterance, as a
constituent part (element) of it.™

Language as a system has an immense supply of purely linguistic
means for expressing formal address: lexical, morphological (the corre-
sponding cases, pronouns, personal forms of verbs), and syntactical
(various standard phrases and modifications of sentences). But they ac-
quire addressivity only in the whole of a concrete utterance. And the
expression of this actual addressivity is never exhausted, of course, by
these special language (grammatical) means. They can even be com-
pletely lacking, and the utterance can still reflect very clearly the in-
fluence of the addressee and his anticipated responsive reaction. The
choice of #// 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 addressivity and the influence of the anticipated re-
sponse, dialogical echoes from others’ preceding utterances, faint
traces of changes of speech subjects that have furrowed the utterance
from within—all these are lost, erased, because they are all foreign to
the sentence as a unit of language. All these phenomena are connected
with the whole of the utterance, and when this whole escapes the field

"We note that interrogatory and imperative types of sentences, as a rule, act as
completed utterances (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 traditional stylistics we commented upon
above. A stylistic analysis that embraces all aspects of style is possible
only as an analysis of the whole utterance, and only in that chain of
speech communion of which the utterance is an inseparable /in#.

Notes

1. “National unity of language” is a shorthand way of referring to the as-
semblage of linguistic and translinguistic practices common to a given region. It
is, then, a good example of what Bakhtin means by an open unity. See also Otto
Jesperson, Mankind, Nation, and Individual (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1964).

2. Saussure’s teaching is based on a distinction between language (Jz langue)—a
system of interconnected signs and forms that normatively determine each indi-
vidual speech act and are the special object of linguistics—and speech (/2 pa-
role)—individual instances of language use. Bakhtin discusses Saussure’s teach-
ings in Marxism and the Philosophy of Language as one of the two main trends in
linguistic thought (the trend of “abstract objectivism”) that he uses to shape his
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 J. B. Watson in 1913. It 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 linguistics, which is what Bakhtin is referring to here. The so-called de-
scriptivist school was founded by the eminent anthropologist Franz Boas (1858
1942). Its closeness to behaviorism consists in its insistence on careful observation
unconditioned by presuppositions or categories taken from traditional language
structure. Leonard Bloomfield (1887-1949) 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 linguists sometimes associated
with the descriptivists, Edward Sapir (1884-1939) and his pupil Benjamin Lee
Whorf (1897-1941), 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 (1872—1949), whose adherents included Leo Spitzer (1887-1960). For
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Vosslerians, the reality of language is the continuously creative, constructive ac-
tivity that is prosecuted through speech acts; the creativity of language is likened
to artistic creativity, and stylistics becomes the leading discipline. Style takes pre-
cedence over grammar, and the standpoint of the speaker takes precedence over
that of the listener. 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
life. Bakhtin does not, like 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 central 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 politically oriented English
word. Ideology as it is 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/discourse betrays the ideology of its speaker; every speaker is
thus an ideologue and every utterance an ideclogeme.

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 Humboldt
(1767-1835), the first in the modern period to argue systematically that language
is the vehicle of thought. He calls language the “labor of the mind” (Ardest des
Geistes) in his famous formulation “[language] itself is not [mere] work (ergon), but
an activity (emergeta) . . . it is in fact the labor of the mind that otherwise would
eternally repeat itself to make articulated sound capable of the expression of
thought” (Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues, in Werke, vol. 7
[Berlin: De Gruyter, 1968], p. 46). What is important here is that for Bakhtin, as
for von Humboldt, the diversity of languages s izself of philosophical significance, for
if thought and speech are one, does not each language embody a unique way of
thinking? It is here that Bakhtin also comes very close to the work of Sapir and,
especially, of Whorf. See Benjamin Lee Whorf, Language, Thought, and Reality,
ed. John B. Carroll (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1956), esp. pp. 212—19 and
239-45.

5. See Wilhelm von Humboldt, Linguistic Variability and Intellectual Develop-
ment (Coral Gables: University of Miami Press, 1971).

6. The phrase “psychology of nations” refers to a school organized around the
nineteenth-century journal Zestschrift fiir Volkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft,
whose leading spokesman, Kermann Steinthal, was among the first to introduce
psychology (especially that of the Kantian biologist Herbart) into language (and
vice versa). Steinthal was attracted to von Humboldt's idea of “innere Sprachform”
and was important in Potebnya’s atctempts to wrestle with inner speech.

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

8. S. D. Kartsevsky, Russian linguist of the Geneva School who also partici-
pated in the Prague Linguistic Circle. He argued that the “phrase” should be used
as a different kind of language unit from that of the sentence. Unlike the sentence,
the phrase “does not have its own grammatical structure. But it has its own pho-
netic structure, which consists in its intonation. It is intonation that forms the
phrase” (S. Karcewski, “Sur la phonologie de la phrase,” in Travaux du Cercle lin-
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guistique de Prague 4 [1931], 190). “The sentence, in order to be realized, must be
given the intonation of the phrase. . . . The phrase is a function of dialogue. Itis a
unit of exchange among conversing parties. . . .” (S. Karcewski, “Sur la parataxe
et la syntaxe en russe,” in Cakiers Ferdinand de Saussure, no. 7 [1948], 34).

Aleksey Shakhmatov (1864—1920), linguist 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 different Slavic languages. “Commu-
nication” has a rather distinctive 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 strives” (A. Shakhmatov, Sintaksis russkogo jazyka [Syntax of the Russian
language] [Leningrad, 1941], pp. 19-20).

9. The Russian word Bakhtin uses here (milentiy) is a diminutive of milyy, it-
self a term of endearment meaning “nice” or “sweet.”

10. In Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, the specific sense of an utterance
is defined as its theme (tema): ““The theme of an utterance is essentially individual
and unrepeatable, like the utterance itself. . . . The theme of the utterance is
essentially indivisible. The significance of the utterance, on the contrary, breaks
down into a number of significances that are included in its linguistic elements”
(pp. 101-2).

11. Aleksandr Peshkovsky (1878-1933), Soviet linguist specializing in grammar
and stylistics 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 jaxyka, lingvistibi i stilistiki (Prob-
lems in the methodology of folk language, linguistics, and stylistics) (Moscow-
Leningrad, 1930), p. 133.

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

The Problem of the Text in Linguistics,
Philology, and the Human Sciences:

An Experiment in Philosophical Analysis

Our analysis must be called philosophical mainly because of what it is
not: it is not a linguistic, philological, literary, or any other special kind
of analysis (study). The advantages are these: our study will move in
the liminal spheres, that is, on the borders of all the aforementioned
disciplines, at their junctures and points of intersection.

The text (written and oral) is the primary given of all these disci-
plines and of all thought in the human sciences and philosophy in gen-
eral (including theological and philosophical thought at their sources).
The text is the unmediated reality (reality of thought and experience),
the only one from which these disciplines and this thought can emerge.
Where there is no text, there is no object of study, and no object of
thought either.

The “implied” text: if the word “text” is understood in the broad
sense—as any coherent complex of signs—then even the study of art
(the study of music, the theory and history of fine arts) deals with
texts (works of art). Thoughts about thoughts, experiences of experi-
ences, words about words, and texts about texts. Herein lies the basic
distinction between our disciplines (human sciences) and the natural
ones (about nature), although there are no absolute, impenetrable
boundaries here either. Thought about the human sciences originates
as thought about others’ thoughts, wills, manifestations, expressions,
and signs, behind which stand manifest gods (revelations) or people
(the laws of rulers, the precepts of ancestors, anonymous sayings,
riddles, and so forth). A scientifically precise, as it were, authentica-
tion of the texts and criticism of texts come later (in thought in the
human sciences, they represent a complete about-face, the origin of
skepricism). Initially, belief required only understanding—:interpretation.
This belief was brought to bear on profane texts (the study of lan-
guages and so forth). We do not intend to delve into the history of the
human sciences, and certainly not into philology or linguistics. We are



