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Abstract—Before delving into the connections between linguistics and semiotics, it is essential to establish
a clear demarcation between these fields, which necessitates a precise definition of each subject. However, the
approach taken by Anton Zimmerling in this regard is subject to debate. For instance, in the discussion of
semiotics, the focus tends to lean towards interpretations that recognize the dual understanding of signs, while
unilateral conceptions of signs are often overlooked. Linguistics is typically confined to the study of language
itself, and the treatment of linguistics concerning speech (text) is often seen as a concealed branch of philol-
ogy. Moreover, it remains unclear whether the distinction between language and speech pertains to linguistics
or philology. This ambiguity extends to the status of linguistic pragmatics. To address this issue constructively,
it is useful to differentiate between five concepts encompassing language and speech: hermeneutics, philol-
ogy, linguistics, semiotics, and pragmalinguistics. Each of these concepts delineates a specific ontology and
corresponding methodological approach. By considering them as orthogonal axes within a fan matrix, one
can identify 25 possible approaches for studying speech, including those that are currently employed and
potential ones. Within this framework, philological linguistics, as discussed by Zimmerling, finds its place,
and the transitions of scholars like Witzany from biohermeneutics to biopragmalinguistics and Ongstad’s shift
from philology become more comprehensible.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The article under discussion is based on opposing
linguistics as a natural science discipline studying the
mechanisms of language as a formal system of symbols
to semiotics that deals with bilateral units, an intention
being expressed to dispense with semiotics in linguis-
tics. Nevertheless, this is sometimes impossible and it
becomes necessary to turn to semiotics as a field that
operates with two-sided units. In this case, it is unclear
why the opposition between linguistics and semiotics
should be introduced at all (against the background of
blurred boundaries of the disciplines) and why pre-
cisely this opposition is set (with unclear extents of
understanding semiotics and linguistics, which makes
their demarcation uncertain). Two interesting ideas
are formulated against this background: the question
of the correctness of attributing pragmatics to the
sphere of language (rather than speech) and the divi-
sion of linguistics into philological and non-philolog-
ical linguistics.
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2. LINGUISTICS (PHILOLOGICAL
AND NON-PHILOLOGICAL) AND SEMIOTICS

Although the question of the relationship between
linguistics and semiotics is raised, what is meant by
semiotics and the sign is not entirely clear. It seems
that the sign is understood as signs are regarded in
European, Saussure’s, linguocentric, bilateralist semi-
otics, and semiotics is understood as their consider-
ation only in the aspect of semantics (without syntac-
tics and pragmatics). This is evidenced by the follow-
ing statements.

Section 0 begins by stating that “some elements of
language are bilateral units (signs)" (Zimmerling,
2023, p. 125). This statement is only true for conven-
tional European semiotics.

The point is that the sign (sign vehicle, represen-
tamen) is understood in American, Peirce’s, logocen-
tric semiotics as a unilateral unit (Morris, 2001, p. 47),
due to which American semiotics can be qualified as
unilateralist. C. Morris presents it as follows: “The
process in which something functions as a sign may be
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Notion

Acoustic image

Fig. 1. Linguistic sign as a bilateral psychic entity (accord-
ing to F. de Saussure).

Fig. 2. Semiosis components as interpreted by Ch. Peirce
and Ch. Morris: S is sign, O is object, I is interpretant.

------------- Interpretant

/

Fig. 3. A syncretic scheme representing components of the
Peirce—Morris semiosis as vertices of the Ogden—Rich-
ards triangle.

called semiosis. This process... has commonly been
regarded as involving three (or four) factors: that
which acts as a sign, that which the sign refers to; and
that effect on some interpreter in virtue of which the
thing in question is a sign to that interpreter.” (Ibid.).
And this interpretation is fundamentally important for
Morris because of his affinity to the second and third
positivism (see references to R. Carnap, H. Reichen-
bach, and A. Tarski (ibid., p. 63)) and sympathy for
behaviorism (ibid., p. 49), which implies the avoid-
ance of mentalism required to comprehend the inter-
pretant. Thus, there is a counterintuitive situation in
which American, more detailed semiotics deals with a
unilateralistically understood sign inextricably linked
to semiosis (which is understood bilateralistically, so
to speak) while native European semiotics treats the
bilateralistically understood sign in a much less differ-
entiated way and outside the process of semiosis.
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The bilateral sign is graphically represented in
“A Course in General Linguistics” (Saussure, 2023,
p. 76) (Fig. 1).

Ch. Peirce and Ch. Morris do not have such origi-
nal schemes, but their followers and commentators
give such a scheme of the sign as they understand it
(No6th, Jungk, 2015, p. 665), which, in the author’s
opinion, corresponds exactly to their texts (Fig. 2).

In this interpretation, the sign is a purely unilater-
alist entity separated from the object and the inter-
pretant.

A syncretic scheme combining the views of Peirce,
Morris, Saussure, and Ogden—Richards and
attributed to Peirce has become widespread, however
(Ibid., p. 666) (Fig. 3). It relates the Peirce—Morris’s
object and interpretant to Sossiur’s concept (content
plane), the Peirce—Morris’s sign to Sossiur’s acoustic
image (expression plane), which gives grounds for
bilateralist interpretation of the American unilateralist
understanding of the sign.

Due to the existence of different schools of semiot-
ics, the statement that “semiotics is an extrapolation of
any models of linguistic code to other types of com-
munication” (Zimmerling, 2023, p. 126) can be
attributed with a certain degree of validity to Sauss-
ure’s semiotics, but it is categorically inapplicable to
Peirce’s semiotics. At the same time, the convergence
of language and music “on the grounds that they pre-
sumably realize the same principles of syntax” (Ibid.)
demonstrates that the limitation to semantics is not
necessary for semiotics at all.

Another thesis proposed for discussion is the claim
that “semiotics following (Lotman 1964) is under-
stood as a program for describing all or most sign sys-
tems as secondary to natural language. The question of
whether semiotics is a scientific discipline is not up for
debate” (Zimmerling, 2023, p. 126). Thus, a special
(and as it seems different from the understanding of
Yu.M. Lotman) interpretation of secondary sign sys-
tems is given and it is argued that they are preceded by
natural language. These issues are not discussed in
“A Course of General Linguistics” (Saussure, 2023),
and C. Morris considers signs in animals (Morris,
2001, pp. 47, 71—73), let alone that signs in microbes,
plants and animals are now the object of biosemiotics,
which has been rapidly developing for the last 30 years
(see publications in Biosemiotics) and they cannot be
preceded by human natural language. Therefore, this
thesis is questionable, requires clarification and, if
retained, limits the scope of relevance.

It is argued along with this that the concept of the
sign as a bilateral unit proves to be indispensable at
the interface of phonology and morphology and in the
case of the dictionary description of lexical units
(Zimmerling, 2023, p. 130).

Unfortunately, it is impossible to give a better
description of what is understood by semiotics in this
interpretation because neither American semiotics nor
Vol. 95
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semiotic studies conducted in the circles of R. Bar-
thes, A. Greimas, J. Kristeva, U. Eco, K. Kull, etc.,
were apparently taken into consideration.

At the same time, modern semiotics worldwide,
including European branch, is a rather complex fusion
of American (Peirce’s), European (Saussure’s) and
Russian (including Lotman) semiotics, and it is more
or less common nowadays for this world semiotics to
distinguish three aspects of semiosis—semantics, syn-
tactics, and pragmatics ((Morris, 2001); cf. (Stepanov,
1985)). From the point of view of the present discus-
sion, the title and subtitle of the book are mutually
exclusive). And it is noteworthy that European, mostly
bilateralist semiotics, even speaking of the syntactic
relations of the content plane, refers to Ch. Morris’s
treatment of syntactics (Morris, 2001, p. 56), where
the sign is understood unilateralistically (Ibid., p. 47),
that is, it does not refer to the interpretant, with which
the content plane of Saussure’s semiotics can be partly
correlated (Fig. 3).

The interpretation of language and linguistics given
in the article opening the discussion is no less peculiar.
It is assertion that “the subject of linguistics is not the
text, but the mechanisms of language, e.g., ways of
labeling some meaning, restrictions on combinations
or linear orders of elements... and units of language,
such as notional and functional words, roots, affixes,
phonemes, etc.” (Zimmerling, 2023, p. 128), while
“the core of natural language corresponds to some for-
mal language (Montague, 1974)” (Ibid., p. 127). This
raises several questions.

First, what discipline this distinction between lan-
guage and speech should belong to?

If either to linguistics or philology, then one of each
pair of so hypothetically understood disciplines (i.e.,
either in linguistics or in philology) should have a sec-
tion to introduce the distinction between language and
speech, then between linguistics and philology as dis-
ciplines that study them, and also to describe in some
detail, albeit from a bird’s-eye view, what the dual dis-
cipline does (i.e., if the distinction between language
and speech belongs to the field of linguistics, it should
have a section on philology, and if this distinction
belongs to philology, it should have a section on lin-
guistics). Another option is to construct a new meta-
discipline, in which the question of the nature of lan-
guage and speech is considered (and why then not to
follow L.V. Shcherba and consider the question of
speech activity as well? Then the dyad of linguistics
and philology will be supplemented to a triad appar-
ently by psycholinguistics) and the status of linguistics,
philology and again psycholinguistics is justified.
Their subject matter, method, objectives, tasks, scope
of understanding, etc. are described. At the same time,
the study of the “mechanisms of language”, that were
discussed when defining the subject of linguistics,
should be attributed to psycholinguistics, and the con-
tent of linguistics should be redefined.
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Second, indicative is the correlation of the given
interpretation of linguistics with the statement of
A.W. Zimmerling already discussed that the concept
of sign as a bilateral unit is indispensable both at the
interface of phonology and morphology and in the
description of vocabulary against the background of
his assertion that “The science of natural language
emerged in the early 20th century on the ground of
a separation from the humanities, first of all philology,
whose subject matter is fext as a fixed verbal form”
(Ibid.).

‘We cannot but agree with the factual state of affairs
described above, but it can be interpreted in a com-
pletely different way. The early 20th century appears to
be the time of depletion of Humboldt’s doctrine of
language that speaks man. The focus was increasingly
on man who speaks language as was the case with the
Young Grammarians. This attitude, while many spe-
cific regularities were being discovered, made linguis-
tics an increasingly idiographic discipline. But the
need for its nomotheticization gave rise, on the one
hand, to the branch of linguistics which A.W. Zim-
merling talks about (it is based on the excision of a nar-
rower subject—linear orders of elements—which in
the limit can be described by Montague’s formal
grammars), and, on the other hand, to F. de Sauss-
ure’s semiology and C.S. Peirce’s semiotics with
a more generalized subject of study.

Third, with this in mind, at least two ways of relat-
ing linguistics and semiotics open up. It is possible to
oppose them (as A.V. Zimmerling does), and then
they appear to be juxtaposed on the same level of gen-
erality (which allows us to search for their boundaries),
but it is also possible to consider linguistics to be a part
of semiotics (which is allied to the author of this
paper), and then it is impossible even to conceive of
syntactics without semiotics, and it is possible only in
some situations to consider syntactics without seman-
tics and pragmatics.

Then the desire to associate linguistics only with
the study of language opposing it to the study of
speech, calls into question the validity of existence not
only of text linguistics (Section 1.2), but of linguistic
pragmatics as well. In the latter case, the attribution of
considering a communicative situation (with all tools
of its description such as communicants with their
implicatures and illocutionary intentions, communi-
cation rules, locution, perlocutionary intentions and
perlocutionary effects, performative force, etc.) to be
in the sphere of linguistics is problematized.

In order to alleviate conceptual tensions arising
from this formulation of the question, a distinction
between philological and non-philological linguistics
is introduced (Section 1.2) and, as noted above, it is
argued that (non-philological) linguistics as a natural
science that separated from the humanities emerged in
the early 20th century (Ibid., pp. 127; this thesis and its
No. 1
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Table 1. Concepts of slovesnost (literary studies)
Concept
Characteristic
Hermeneutics Philology Linguistics Semiotics Pragmalinguistics
Semiotic tools Symbol Trope Historically deter- Sign Set of semiotic
(Neoplatonists) mined sign tools
Dimensionality Infinity Multidimen- Unidimensionality Necessary
sionality dimension
Relation Arithmology Neglect Indifference Interest in number Quantitative
to number methods
Purpose of refer- Saving Useful leisure time | Endowment with | Information com- Taking action
ring to the text information munication
Semiotic model Text of being Encyclopedia Dictionary Thesaurus Semantic network
Text status Part of the world Historical and Speech piece Super sign Activity
artistic monument component
Status of material, Sacred Traditional Given Arbitrary Nonrandom
expression plane
Effect of context | Meaningful incre- Modification Focus on concep- Potentially full |Interaction of con-
ment of sense of sense in context tual meaning context depen- | textual and invari-
in context dence, (sign value) ant meaning
Methodological Natural Logical-epistemic Systemic System-action,
approach philosophy integrated

corollaries were formulated much more toughly in the
first version of the article).

However, this can be given not a historical (see
above), but a much more fundamentally significant
logical-typological interpretation.

It seems that there are five focal points of consider-
ation of language and speech (of slovestnost (literary
studies) where the inseparability of language and
speech is fundamental against the background of their
distinctiveness). They are hermeneutics, philology,
linguistics, semiotics and pragmalinguistics, which
can be traced at least in the European, Jewish, Arab-
Muslim, Indian and Chinese traditions (Chebanov,
Martynenko, 1990a; 1990b; 2007). Their main char-
acteristics can be presented in Table 1.

The view of the subject being developed allows for
monitoring the development of humanitarian (and
not only) knowledge for more than three and a half
decades, for assessing individual events and achieve-
ments, for identifying trends and tracing their dynam-
ics in the fields related to both humanitarian and bio-
logical research (Chebanov, 1993; 1998; 1999 a, b;
2002; 2004; 2005; 2006; 2007a, b; 2008; 2009; 2010;
2011; 2012; 2014; 2017; 2018; 2019 a, b; 2020; 2022;
Chebanov, Martynenko, 1990a; 1990b; 2007; Che-
banov, Dmitrieva, 2009; Martynenko, Chebanov,
Sherstinova, 1998), which enables predictions. For
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instance, there has been talk for many years on this
basis about the possibility of forming biopragmalin-
guistics, which caused some skeptical irony of col-
leagues (as well as the talk about biohermeneutics).
From this point of view, a good example is the story of
G. Witzany who, in addition to mycology, studied
philosophy with C.-O. Apel and gravitated towards
biohermeneutics (for easier understanding (personal
communication) calling it three-dimensional biose-
miotics: (Witzany, 2006; 2007)), and now reoriented
towards pragmatics (Witzany, 2014). This transforma-
tion of hermeneutic ideas into pragmalinguistic ones
was visible as early as at the end of the 1980s (Che-
banov and Martynenko, 1990b). Z. Ongstad has come
from humanitarian problems through pragmatics
directly into biopragmalinguistics (Ongstad, 2019;
2021), and it can be traced how he had been coming to
it (Ongstad, 2004; 2005; 2007; 2009; 2010).

At the same time, it is found that the techniques
and ideas of one concept of slovesnost were used more
or less regularly within the framework of another.
From the methodological point of view, this situation
is quite expected and is described by fan matrices
(Veernaya matritsa, 2018; Kordonsky, 2001; 2011;
Kordonsky, Chebanov, 1996). In this case, the com-
prehension of verbalization can be examined as fol-
lows (Table 2).
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Table 2. Slovesnost consideration practices
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Concept
Approach
Hermeneutica Sacra Philology Linguistics Semiology Pragmalinguistics
Hermeneutic Hermeneutica Church rhetoric (Florensky, 1973) | Druskin’s Triads | (Global restructur-
Sacra (Vakulenko, 1990) |ing on a different
basis maintaining
local structures)
Philological (Averintsev, 1977) | Philology Khlebnikov Bakhtin (Ratio of a part to
the whole)
Linguistic Bible linguistics Linguopoetics Linguistics “Landmark (Ratio of a part to
events”, emblems |the whole)
Semiotic Structural mythol- | Formalism; struc- | School of Things | Semiology (Ratio of a part to
ogy (Ivanov, 1977) |turalism and Words the whole)
Pragmalinguistic | (Pragmalinguistic | (Pragmalinguistic |(Communicative, |(Communicative, |Pragmalinguistics
apologia of Herme-|text analysis) psychodiagnostic, |psychodiagnostics
neutica Sacra) socio-psychologi- |socio-psychologi-
cal, etc. labeling of | cal, etc. functions of
linguistic means) | conventional sign)

Note: The table columns show established activities (if any), references to persons who presented relevant practices or their specific
works. If a practice can only be imagined, it is described in parentheses. Given the issues discussed in this paper, the field of practices
can be reduced (Table 3) although this would be a certain coarsening because there are also descriptions of ecclesiastical court (which
ideally requires the involvement of Hermeneutica Sacra practices as well) among the texts under consideration.

Table 3. Discussed slovesnost consideration practices

Concept
Approach
Philology Linguistics Semiology
Philological Philology Khlebnikov Bakhtin
Linguistic Linguopoetics Linguistics “Landmark events,” emblems
Semiotic Formalism; structuralism School of Things and Words Semiology

Considering the issues discussed in this article, the
field of practices can be reduced (Table 3) although
this would be a bit of coarsening the texts discussed
there also include descriptions of an ecclesiastical
court (which ideally requires the involvement of prac-
tices of Hermeneutica Sacra).

In the logic being developed, it is unclear why word
order (apparently in a sentence) and linear orders of
elements are treated by A.W. Zimmerling as linguistics
(Zimmerling, 2023, p. 128) while the linear orders of
sentences and other supraphrasal unities, quite defi-
nite for different genres of oral and written speech (let
alone their strict regulation in public, particularly offi-
cial communication, including diplomatic converse,
or documents with a rigid formal structure) and
described by hypersyntax, should belong to philology,
at least to cryptophilology, a disguised form of philol-
ogy, in which text linguistics is qualified (Ibid., p. 129).
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This raises the question of two understatements.

First, in Section 1.1. the author says that “The task
of the linguist.... is to separate linguistic features
proper from non-linguistic features, from what is
related to the peculiarities of the given text, the given
specific speech situation, the speech profile of the
given informant, etc.” (Ibid., p. 128), but he does not
tell us how to do this. Moreover, the question arises as
to how a morpheme, a word, or a threatening speech
act can exist outside of this particular speech situation;
can any of the above not be an addresee (cf. Ibid.,
p. 127, footnote 4) if we take into account a real speech
behavior of native speakers and not some educa-
tional or game tasks? From the point of view of
L.V. Shcherba (Shcherba, 1974) and modern cognitive
linguists (Labov, 1978; Lakoff, 1986; Lakoff, Johnson,
1992), only the opinion of native speakers can be a
source of information about the admissibility of a par-
No. 1
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ticular construction in a language, so that naive native
speakers should be involved in judging the adequacy of
language extraction from speech. How is this
accounted for in the cited formulation of the linguist’s
task?

Second, it is unclear why the text is understood “as
a fixed verbal form” (Zimmerling, 2023, p. 127)?
On the one hand, it is not very clear what is meant by
“fixed”? How fixed? Need it be a written text? Then is
the text disconnected from speech? Or is it an oral text
as well? How rigid is this fixity? Do the proclaimed
properties of the text extend to variant texts (Doman-
sky, 2006; Kovrigina, 2014), which are both traditional
folklore and modern computer texts? Given the latter
and the way they are generated, can they be separated
from oral speech?

In general, the opposition set between linguistics
and semiotics seems unproductive. At the same time,
the fact that the reason for the failure to describe the
syntactics of TI, is the lack of its dictionary descrip-
tion (qualified by the author as semiotic) seems to
prove the failure to define the scope of linguistics
rather than the fruitfulness of involving semiotics, and
sooner gives grounds to consider as a way of correlat-
ing semiotics and linguistics not their juxtaposition at
the same level, but the inclusion of the latter into the
former.

Attention should also be paid to the fact that the
consideration of problems such as the ones discussed
here requires not only the rigor claimed by A.V. Zim-
merling, but also the consistency of its implementa-
tion even in small details which, if neglected, can lead
to groundless ambiguity of text interpretation (such as,
for example, the absence of titles of columns in Tables 1,
2 and 3 or the use of “laboratory jargon” in the expres-
sions “of type 2”7, “of type 3” along with the correct
“elements of ranks 1—3 in Table 3” (Zimmerling,
2023, pp. 133—134)). Meanwhile, overly strict use of
terminology can lead to an inability to formulate a
problem (especially when this formulation concerns
very heterogeneous material or completely new ideas).

To conclude, we can say that this text itself indi-
cates that the problem of the relationship between lin-
guistics and semiotics and the boundaries of these dis-
ciplines is insufficiently articulated. A particular ques-
tion, very interesting in the author’s formilation, is
whether the whole field of linguistic pragmatics
belongs to language or to speech, or whether it is
somehow distributed between them; in particular,
what is the status of linguistic pragmatics in linguistics,
including cryptophilological linguistics of text.

It seems impossible to answer these questions from
within linguistics or within semiotics and it is neces-
sary to move from field to field and/or to enter a meta-
position. The question then arises what it is.
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