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INTRODUCTION

Overview and objectives of work

The present work will discuss from a semiotic theoretical approach the investigations within
the disciplines of historical and comparative linguistics and linguistic paleontology with the
aim of explaining certain problematic questions that are a source for debate inside these
disciplines.

The discipline of historical and comparative linguistics investigates the diachronic
dimension of languages and proceeds to the comparison of languages with two purposes:
establishing kinship relations between them and reconstructing protolanguages. The
historical-comparative method developed within this discipline seeks for systematicity in the
correspondences observable between kinship related languages, explains them in terms of
exceptionless laws, and attempts to deductively reconstruct ancestor protolanguages. Because
of its aim for systematicity, it is claimed to be a scientific and objective methodology that
leads to verifiable conclusions, however, despite this claimed objectivity, many aspects of the
explicative laws and the hypothetical reconstructions are a matter for debate between
comparatists and they are under constant reformulations. On the other hand, the application of
the historical-comparative method is not equally efficient in reaching exhaustiveness and
systematicity at all the different levels of languages, being the most effective at the phonetic
level, less effective at the morphemic level and much more problematic at the lexical level
and at the syntax level.

In its part, the discipline of linguistic paleontology assumes the informative capacity of
languages about the extra-linguistic reality and attempts to investigate non-linguistic aspects
of the past of human cultures by analyzing the linguistic data provided by historical and
comparative linguistics. The arguments resulting from this kind of investigations are a matter
of constant debate between scholars and, in addition, this discipline has been a profuse source
of pseudo-scientifical theories about the past of societies. This calls into question the ultimate

validity of the arguments resulting from the investigations of linguistic paleontology.
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In view of the presented epistemological difficulties that concern the ultimate
informativeness about human past of these two disciplines, our work will discuss some
important aspects of their methodological and theoretical approaches from the point of view
of semiotics, with the conviction that the discussion of the semiotic aspects involving these
investigations is elucidative of the problematic questions presented above. Our discussion
concretes in three main points:

1) We argue that it is the structuralist approach to the study of languages what enables
objectivity and verifiability in the historical-comparative method. Based on this
postulation, we will discuss what features of linguistic semiotic systems are
actually object for systematic comparison in the historical-comparative method,
what is the ultimate nature of the reconstructions of proto-languages resulting from
this comparative work and what is the explanation for the unequal effectiveness of
such methodology at the different levels inside linguistic systems.

2) We turn to the Tartu-Moscow School’s semiotics of culture for discussing the
informativeness of linguistic data about the extra-linguistic reality as ground for the
approach of linguistic paleontology in its investigation of human past.

3) And in the last place we will expose the implications of our semiotic theoretical
approach for delimiting the ultimate entity of the knowledge about ancient and
prehistoric past provided by the disciplines of historical and comparative
linguistics and linguistic paleontology.

Our theoretical approach is a semiotic one and departs from the postulation that, when
conceiving natural languages as semiotic system, the systematicity and structuredness that is
reached by the structuralist linguistic approach to languages scope exclusively what we call
the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic systems. This means that only the relations of
linguistic signs with other linguistic signs inside a linguistic semiotic system is describable in
terms of systematicity and structuredness, while the semantic and the pragmatic dimensions
of the system are not equally systematically and structurally describable. Based on this initial
postulation, we will argue that if the historical-comparative method developed within
historical and comparative linguistics can be claimed to be a scientifical and verifiable one is
because its ultimate object for comparison are the systematic and structured descriptions of
natural languages provided by the structuralist linguistic approach, and we will conclude that
the investigations within this linguistic discipline are suitable for verification and objectivity

insofar as its object for study consists on the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic
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systems, being this explicative of the fact that the historical-comparative method is unequally
efficient in its approach to the different levels of linguistic systems.

With regard to linguistic paleontology, we cannot accept that its investigations are suitable
for verification and objectivity in itself because they consist on an interpretation of linguistic
data, and for that reason they are easily suitable of misinterpretation and overinterpretation of
the linguistic evidence. We find nonetheless a theoretical legitimation of its methodological
approach when it assumes a capacity for informativeness in linguistic data about the past in
the proposal of the Tartu-Moscow School’s semiotics of culture and its understanding of
language as a semiotic system that operates inside culture, in interrelation to all other cultural
semiotic systems, and occupies a central role inside the whole system of culture. In spite of
this ultimate legitimation at the theoretical level, and due to the inevitably interpretative
character of its investigations, the arguments provided by linguistic paleontology are not a
source of objective and irrefutable knowledge about the past, but a source of plausibility in
our hypothesizing about it; it needs confrontation with the data provided by other disciplines

that also deal with the investigation of human past in order to provide reliable knowledge.

Historiography and theoretical framework

Several authors will be covered along our work inasmuch as they stand as main referents in
the linguistic disciplines that are the matter our discussion. The author that we must mention
in the first place is Vyacheslav Ivanov, who is one of the most outstanding scholars within the
disciplines of historical and comparative and linguistics and linguistic paleontology
nowadays, as well as one of the founding members of the Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics.
His work in theoretical semiotics is influenced by his investigations within these disciplines,
and his contribution to the field of the Indo-European historical and comparative linguistics is
a fundamental one, being the developer — together with Tamaz Gamkrelidze — of the glottalic
theory, which is a proposal that has changed the whole state of the arts of the reconstruction
of the Proto-Indo-European consonant phonetic system (see Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995
[1984]). Another reason for its importance as referent for our work is his protagonist role in
the initial development of the Tartu-Moscow school semiotics of culture, which postulations

are the main theoretical framework of our discussion.
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A direct historiographical precedent to our work is the introductory and compelling
volume by Raimo Anttila Historical and comparative linguistics (1989 [1972]), which also
carries out an implementation of semiotic theories and terminology for explaining the
methodological approach of that discipline. His approach shares therefore a similar purpose to
the one of our present work, but he focuses on the Peircean triad of kinds of referentiality —
iconicity, indexicality and symbolicity —, while our approach focuses on Charles W. Morris’
distinction (on the basis of an also Peircean triad) of three dimensions in semiotic analyses —
syntactical, semantical and pragmatical. We cannot compare our work to the one offered by
Raimo Anttila because his offers much more detailed and illustrated exemplifications and a
much more extension and scope of topics. We find in his work a supporting complementary
approach to the one implemented in our discussion that focuses on different semiotic aspects
of these disciplines but leads to conclusions that are compatible with the ones offered by us.
His analysis will be for this reason a main referent in our work, especially as a source of more
competent support of our theoretical postulations.

As have already been mentioned, the discipline of semiotics of culture developed by the
Tartu-Moscow school will be primarily important as the theoretical background to be
implemented in our discussion. The understanding of culture and language as semiotic
systems, the conception of the role of language inside culture and the theorization on semiotic
systems developed by the scholars of this school guide our theoretical discussion of the
disciplines of historical and comparative linguistics and linguistic paleontology. In concrete,
we will pay special attention to the semiotic theory of Yurij Mihailovich Lotman as the most
important author within this school, taking into account as well the contributions relevant to
our topic of other important historical members of the school: the already mentioned V.
Ivanov, B. Uspenskij, I. Revzin and V. Toporov, who was as well one of the main
investigators of the Indo-European culture. The Theses on the semiotic study of cultures (as
applied to Slavic texts) (Ivanov; Lotman et al. 1973) will be taken as the main concretion of
the contributions of the Tartu-Moscow School’s semiotics of culture.

The last main referential framework in our theoretical approach will be the semiotic
understanding of natural language and the theories on linguistic semiotic systems carried out
by Soviet Semiotic scholars: the semiotic theory of language of Sebastian Shaumyan, who
would also be a main reference for the Tartu-Moscow scholars, and the contributions of
several Soviet scholars concerning the characterization of natural language as a semiotic

system, as crystalized in the compendiums: Cumnosuym no cmpykmypHomy u3y4euuio
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3Hakogvix cucmem. Tezucwvl doknados (Rylina (red.) 1962), Jlunesucmuueckue uccredoganus
no obwen u crassanckou munonoeuu (Nikolaeva (red.) 1966), Cmpyxkmypras munonozus
azvik08 (Ivanov (ed.) 1966), Mamepuanvt k konghepenyuu « 31K KaKk 3HAKOBAS cucmemda
ocoboeo pooa» (Serebrennikov (ed.) 1967), and [llpunyunsr munonocuueckoeo awaiusa

a3v1k08 paznuunozo cmpos (Uspenskij (red.) and Revzina (comp.) 1972).

As a last preliminary remark, we must add that the actual examples of theories illustrative
of the work within the disciplines under discussion are taken from the concrete case of the
investigation of the Indo-European linguistic family because of our lack of detailed
knowledge about such investigations for other linguistic groups. However, the general
remarks and the considerations about the methodology of both disciplines are anyway
applicable to the whole of their investigations regardless of the concrete linguistic family

object of study.
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PART I: Semiotic aspects of the investigations in historical and

comparative linguistics

In the present chapter we will discuss some relevant aspects concerning the object of study,
methodology and final results of the investigations in the discipline of historical and
comparative linguistics from a semiotic theoretical approach. Our initial postulation is that the
historical and comparative study of languages is heir of the structuralist approach in
linguistics, and that the scientific nature of the historical-comparative method is possible due
to the systematicity and structuredness that this structuralist approach achieves in its
apprehension of language as an object for study. We argue that these systematicity and
structuredness are possible in the description of only the syntactic dimension of languages
when understood as semiotic systems, and therefore the effectiveness of the historical-
comparative method occurs specifically within the limits of that dimension. As a
demonstration of our claim, we turn to the fact that the highest success within the historical
and comparative linguistic approach has occurred for the levels inside language that don’t
scope outside of the syntactic dimension, namely the phonetic level and the morphemic level
of grammatical meanings, while it has not been equally effective for the level of lexical

meanings, which already scope the semantic and pragmatic dimensions of linguistic systems.
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1. The discipline of historical and comparative linguistics

Before proceeding with the discussion of its problematic aspects, we will briefly describe
what does the investigation within historical and comparative linguistics consist on. This
preliminary information will be necessary for our subsequent theoretical discussion, and it is
especially relevant for the readers that are not familiar with this field of studies.

Historical and comparative linguistics is the discipline within linguistics that investigates
languages diachronically; it studies their evolution through time'. This field of studies
originated within the investigations of the Indo-European linguistic family that started at the
end of the XIXth century with the aim of explaining scientifically the similarities perceived in
languages very distant both in time and space of Europe and Asia. At the very first stage of
these comparative linguistic studies, the languages under investigation were Sanskrit, Greek
and Latin, but very soon similarities between these ancient languages and others, including
modern ones, would be noticed and the latest would be thus added to the analysis, conforming
the Indo-European linguistic family. The investigations within this linguistic field are
historical because take as object for study the changes occurring in linguistic systems through
time with the aim of explaining the diachronic evolution followed by a certain language to its
present stage, and are comparative because comparison is the way of establishing genetic and
kinship relations between languages.

The comparative approach confronts elements of languages that are attested in historical
sources, and permits to grasp which of them are genetically related, conforming linguistic
families. But comparison has as final goal the reconstruction of features of hypothetical

protolanguages that are unknown to us but which existence has to be postulated as ancestors

! Although the discipline is almost exclusively referred as either historical and comparative linguistics or
comparative-historical linguistics, also the term genetic linguistics has been proposed by Raimo Anttila:
“Genetic linguistics is a cover term for both historical and comparative linguistics because both deal with
languages showing genetic affinity: historical linguistics treats linear relationships, and comparative linguistics
treats collateral relationships” (Anttila 1989: 19).

We will stick to the most widespread between scholars denomination of historical and comparative linguistics.

“88%1‘8?8415‘%}11 1S B ROV RO 1or Both ﬁ1s§8%11%%1"§’1‘i‘&<%%$ A Tic" u‘%é’ Te because hoth deal with
fanguages ShOWIE genetc atfinty: historical Hguistics (rea s“‘ﬁ%ear rei‘“?r% Ships, And Comparative finguistics
treats collateral relationships” (Anttila 1989: 19).

We will stick to the most widespread between scholars denomination of historical and comparative linguistics.

9
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of the attested and genetically related ones. As stated by Ferdinand de Saussure — who was
one of the main contributors to the investigations of the Indo-European linguistic family —
“the sole means of reconstructing is by comparing, and the only aim of comparison is a
reconstruction. Our procedure is sterile unless we view the relations of several forms from the
perspective of time and succeed in reestablishing a single form” (Saussure 1959 [1916]: 218).
This comparative work with kinship related languages permits the reconstruction of (parts of)
the lexicon, of the phonetic system and of grammatical features of their lost common
linguistic stage or protolanguage.

The historical-comparative linguistic work must detect systematic correspondences
between the features of the languages under comparison both for demonstrating their kinship
relation and for attempting reconstruction: “it is fundamental for establishing the kinship of
two or more languages the detection of systematic relations between sets of lexical and
grammatical morphemes and of their combinations in words attested in these languages”
(Ivanov 2009: 1)>. Only if there is systematicity in the correspondences observable between
attested languages their genetic kinship can be scientifically demonstrated®. What’s more, the
higher or lesser degree of systematicity in their correspondences delimits the plausibility
reachable at the reconstruction of protolanguages. Those reconstructions may in some cases
become a matter of empirical verification (under the appearance of new linguistic data, for
example) and this way the previously established hypotheses can be confirmed or rejected,

but for most of the cases they remain hypothetical, being the degree of systematicity the only

? «OCHOBOM Ul YCTAHOBJICHHS POJCTBA JBYX M GOJEE S3BIKOB [...] SIBISETCS BBHISBICHHE CHCTEMATHYECKHX
OTHOIICHUI MEXAYy MHOMXXECTBAMH JIEKCHYECKUX M TpaMMaTH4YecKuX MopdeM W MX COueTaHWil B CIOBax, B
ATHUX S3BIKaX 3aCBUIETENHCTBOBAHHBIX». (Ivanov 2009: 1) [Translated by the author]

’ The assumption that the structural and systematic correspondences between languages are the proof of their
genetic kinship is rarely call into doubt and stands as the main conviction inside historical and comparative
linguistics. However, it has also been called into question. The most critical and pessimist point of view in
respect to the reconstructibility of a protolanguage is the one of Nikolaj Trubetskoj, who denies the existence
of any proto-Indo-European language and explains the similarities between Indo-European languges as result
not of a process of “divergence” from a common ancestor proto-language, but of “convergence”, due to
repeated and long contacts between them during their evolutions:

“There is actually no reason that obligues to assume a unique Proto-Indo-European language from which
suppossedly all Indo-European languages developed. With the same justification we can assume the opposite
view about this development, and that means, that the ancestors of the Indo-European branches were initially
languages, which were non-similar to each other and only in the course of time, thanks to continous contacts,
got significally similar to each other by mutual influences and loans, without fully coincide with each other.
The history of languages knows both divergent and convergent developments.” (Trubetskoj 1987 [1958]: 45);
«Takum oOpa3oMm, HeT, COOCTBEHHO, HUKAaKOTO OCHOBAHUS, 3dCMAgiAiowe20 TPEANONaraTh eIUHBINA
MHIOEBPOINEHCKUI Tpasi3blK, U3 KOTOPOTO SKOOBI Pa3sBWIINCh BCe MHAOEBpoIeickue s3bIku. C TakuM ke
OCHOBaHMEM MOXKHO IIpeAIojaraTb M OOpaTHYI0 KapTHHY Pa3BUTHs, TO €CTh IPEANOoaraTh, 4TO MPEIKH
MHIOEBPOIEHCKUX BETBEH MEPBOHAYAIBHO OBLIM HEMOXOXKH JPYT Ha JIpyra M TONBKO C TEUYCHHEM BPEMEHHU
6yaromapst HOCTOSHHOMY KOHTAaKTy, B3aMMHBIM BJIUSHUSAM M 3aUMCTBOBAHHSIM 3HAUUTEIBHO CONM3MUINCE IPYT
C IPyroM, OJHAaKO 0e3 TOro, YTOObI BIOJIHE COBIACTH APYT C APYroM. MICTOpHUs A3BIKOB 3HACT U TUBEPIeHTHOE
u KoHBepreHTHoe pasButue.» (Trubetskoj 1987 [1958]: 45) [Translated by the author]

10
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criterion for their plausibility. In fact, in absence of systematicity in the similarities
observable between related languages no kind of plausibility or verisimilitude can be assigned

to the resulting conclusions concerning their past evolution and their protolanguage.

1.1. The historical-comparative method

At the beginning of the development of the discipline of historical and comparative linguistics
for the concrete case of the Indo-European linguistic family, a methodology was developed
that fixed several criteria for reaching systematicity and accuracy in the comparisons and
assure the verisimilitude and plausibility of the resulting conclusions: phonetic laws, laws of
change and reconstructions of protolanguages. “After the more than two centuries of
existence of comparative linguistics, it has been accumulated not only a huge material of facts
related to the plausible establishment of kinships between languages, but also a varied set of
theoretical assumptions and presumptions that permit the foundation of this scientific field”
(Ivanov 2009: 1)*. The resulting methodology is known as the historical-comparative
method’.

The historical-comparative method delimits the procedure for the scientifical
demonstration of the kinship and genetic relation of a group of languages and for the
reconstruction of their hypothetical protolanguage. It requires the detection of systematic
correspondences between the related languages and explains them exhaustively in terms of
exceptionless phonetic-laws. Its aim is to describe the evolution followed by these languages
back to the hypothetical and unknown-to-us protolanguage in terms of laws of change.
Fulfilled this requirements, it is ultimately able to postulate hypothetical reconstructions of
protolanguages in a process of logical deduction form the previously established laws.

We must remark that the methodology labeled here as the historical-comparative method

consists on several concrete procedures. The most important are the ones of infernal and

*«3a Gomee ueM Ba BeKa CyIICCTBOBAHHS CPABHHTEIHHOIO S3IKO3HAHHMS HAKOIUIGH HE TONBKO OTPOMHBIIL
(baxTHUECKU MaTepHai, OTHOCSIIUIICS K HaJeKHO YCTAHOBJIEHHBIM POJACTBCHHBIM CBSI35SM MEXIY S3bIKAMH,
HO U JOCTaTOYHO Pa3HOOOpa3HBI HAOOp TEOPETHUECKHX MPEANONOKCHUH U JONMyIIEHHH, MO3BOJISIONIUX
OpPUEHTUPOBATHCA B OCHOBAHUAX 3TOH obmactu Haykm». (Ivanov 2009: 1) [Translated by the author]

> In the history of the discipline the method has been called both the comparative method and the historical-
comparative method, so in this work we will use both names interchangeably. The use of the term “method”
indicates the scientific validity recognized for this methodological approach.

11
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external reconstruction: internal reconstruction consists on investigating the most ancient
forms attestable for every linguistic system under the assumption that the oldest forms are the
most informative of the previous non-attested stages of evolution of that language, while
external reconstruction proceeds to actually confronting these attested forms with their
correspondent cognates in other languages. Inside these concrete procedures, certain
secondary methodologies are implemented by way of tools for investigation: statistical
methods and analogical methods, among others. Having made this clarification, we will
further on refer to the whole of such methodological approach as the historical-comparative
method.

The first methodological approach that fulfilled the scientific requirements of systematicity
and exhaustiveness for the comparison of languages was developed by Franz Bopp (1791-
1867), who is considered for this reason the founder of the discipline of historical and
comparative linguistics, although the main objective of his study of languages was not related
to the establishing of such methodology but the demonstration of a concrete thesis concerning
the origin of languages (see Bopp 1816 and 1833)°. Another contribution to the development
of the historical-comparative scientific approach was made by the work of the
Neogrammarians at the end of the XIXth century, which put the emphasis on the
accumulation of data for every attested language and in the systematic confrontation of these
enormous quantities of data, fixing the methodological approach of the discipline.

After its initial development within the Indo-European linguistic family for the
reconstruction of the hypothetical Proto-Indo-European language, the historical-comparative
method was subsequently implemented and adapted to non Indo-European languages for the
establishing of other linguistic families, the description of their evolution and the
investigation of features of their protolanguage: “Classical Indo-European comparative
grammar created and developed in the 19th century was successful in reconstructing a
common ancestor of a whole family of languages. In the late 19th and 20th centuries these
methods were applied to most of the languages of the world that gave a picture of their history
in the last millenia” (Ivanov 2008 [2007]: 197). The way of proceed is the same for every
linguistic family, and the method operates in the same way, although it may adapt to the
peculiar typological and structural characteristics of the concrete language family, focusing its

comparative approach on some or others linguistic features.

% A detailed explanation of the contribution of Franz Bopp for establishing the historical and comparative
methodology, as well as about the also important contribution of Friedrich Schlegel (1772-1829) can be found
in Voloshina 2014.

12
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1.2. Problematic questions concerning the investigations by historical
and comparative linguistics

The achievement by means of the historical-comparative method of, on the one side,
systematicity in the comparison and, on the other side, exhaustiveness in the explanation of
correspondences between linguistic systems has made of it the prototypical example of a
scientific methodology applied to the study of cultural phenomena, and this is proudly
claimed by linguists, especially the ones involved in the discipline of historical and
comparative linguistics, as we can appreciate in the following statement by Vyacheslav
Ivanov — repeated, by the way, in several of his works: “Comparative linguistics still remains
the main example of an exact humanitarian semiotic science as its postdictions (conjectures
about the history) can be falsified (in Popper’s sense)” (2008: 223 and 2004b: 131-1327).

The main case that is always argued as the example of the verifiability in the investigations
carried out by historical and comparative linguistics is the discovering in 1927 by the linguist
Jerzy Kurylowicz of a element in Hittite language systematically equivalent of the sonant
coefficients that had been postulated by Ferdinand de Saussure 50 years earlier — in 1887. On
the basis of a systematic comparison employing algebraic functions of the vocalic systems in
attested Indo-European languages, Saussure postulated the existence of a phonetic element in
Proto-Indo-European language whose concrete phonetic characteristics are not precised but
which occupied certain determined positions in cognates and explained the evolution of the
vocalic system in the different Indo-European languages. This phonetic element was called by
Saussure the sonant coefficient in his famous work Mémoire sur le systeme primitif des
voyelles dans les langues indoeuropéennes (1879), which was published 50 years before the
deciphering of Hittite language and the discovering of its kinship relation with the Indo-
European linguistic family. Kurylowicz discovers in his study of Hittite language the graphic
element / (transliterated this way from the original cuneiform Hittite writing system), whose
concrete phonetic character has not been univocally established but would correspond most
likely to an aspirated sound. The importance of his discovering was that Hittite 4 occupies
systematically the positions in Indo-European cognates for which Saussure had postulated his

sonant coefficient and it was found in this way the empirical evidence that supports the

7 (PeKOHCTPYKIHS HTH “TIOCTCKa3aHue” [...] MOXKET ObITh IPOBEpeHa MM (hatbCHHUIMPOBaHa (B MOMIEPOBCKOM
CMBICIIE) TpPU OTKPBITUM TaKUX HOBBIX JAHHBIX, KOTOpBIC He OBUTM HU3BECTHBI B TO BpeMs, KOTjaa
ocymiecTBIsIach pekoHCTpyKuus.» (Ivanov 2004b: 131-132) [Translated by the author]

13
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hypothesis that had been reached by Saussure by means of solely the historical-comparative
method.

Despite of the claimed scientific nature of the historical-comparative method, the linguistic
hypotheses resulting in the form of sound-laws, change-laws or reconstruction of proto-forms
are in most of their aspects a matter of disagreement between comparatists. In fact, the
resulting sound-laws proposed as exhaustive explanations of the correspondences between
languages have been a matter of constant debate and continuous reformulation. We can
illustrate this fact with the example of one concrete sound-law, the so-called Grimm’s law,
explanatory of one of the changing processes hypothetically occurred in the evolution of the
Indo-European linguistic family. The Grimm’s law explained a series of changes in stops in
Proto-Germanic during the process of dialectization from the common Proto-Indo-European
stage: Proto-Indo-European /b/, /d/, /g/ > Proto-Germanic /p/, /t/, /k/; however, several
exceptions existed for such rule and, with the aim of explaining them, the Verner’s law was
proposed. This reformulation achieved to explain such exceptions by taking into account
accentuation: in non-stressed positions, Grimm’s law took place, while in stressed positions
there were another correspondences, resulting the process of change PIE /b/, /d/, /g/ > PG /p/
or /B/, /t/ or /8/, /k/ or /y/*. Both laws were broadly accepted and guided the investigations of
the Indo-European linguistic family. However, in the formulation of the glottalic theory by
Tamaz Gamkrelidze and Vyacheslav Ivanov in the 1970s, the previously established Grimm s
law ceases to be taken as an actually occurred phonetic shift, and under this new paradigm the
whole explanation of the dialectalization of the Proto-Indo-European phonetic system
changed.

We may argue that such reformulations in the explanatory hypotheses are the result of just
a more careful work of comparison with available data, and even of the appearance of new
linguistic data; actually, for the concrete example given above, it is very important to
acknowledge that the reformulation of the question made by the glottalic theory was
developed when Hittite language had been already deciphered and recognized as an Indo-
European language, being Hittite an important testimony about Proto-Indo-European
consonantic system that the first formulations of Grimm’s and Verner’s law could not take

into consideration. But they are not uncommon the cases of different theories coexisting for

¥ A more detailed explanation about Grimm's and Verner's laws can be found in Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995
[1984]: 31-36.
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the explanation by different authors of the same linguistic fact. By way of example we can
consider the laryngeal theory:

The laryngeal theory aims to explain the Proto-Indo-European vocalic system, more
concretely the appearance of the differentiation of vowels by length — the existence of short
and long vowels in Indo-European languages — and the phonetic phenomenon of ablaut,
which is the regular alternation of vowels employed as a mechanism for word derivation and
word formation attested in Indo-European languages. In other to explain systematically these
phenomena concerning Indo-European vocalism it was postulated the existence in Proto-Indo-
European of laryngeal sounds that occupied the positions of the sonant coefficients
established by Ferdinand de Saussure’. The first problematic question concerning such
hypothetical explanation is the number of laryngeals posited by different authors in Proto-
Indo-European, which varies from three to four or even six'’; but the theory itself is a matter
of disagreement, with scholars who deny the existence of such laryngeals in Proto-Indo-
European. They defend that there is no evidence for postulating such kind of phonemes in the
Indo-European family and that the explanation of Indo-European vocalism should rather pay

attention to accentuation and to prosody, specifically to the structure of moras''.

? More detailed explanations of the laryngeal theory and its historiography can be found in Mallory and Adams
2006: 48-50, Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995 [1984]: 131-185 and Clackson 2007: 53-61.

' Gamkrelidze and Ivanov accept the existence of divergences in the hypothetical number of laryngeals in

Proto-Indo-European and take all of them as valid as reflecting different chronological stages in the evolution
of Proto-Indo-European, through which the number of the hypothetical laryngeals may have varied:
“Many structural properties of Proto-Indo-European which are reconstructed in classical Indo-European
studies as static schemas can be broken down into chronological stages. [...] This explains the frequent debates
in Indo-European comparative grammar over linguistic structures that appear mutually exclusive; an example
is the discussion of the number of laryngeals in Indo-European, where each of the several incompatible
solutions has good evidence in its favor. In such instances the various solutions can be associated with different
developmental stages of PIE [Proto-Indo-European], which permits us to regard many of the proposed
structures as chronologically complementary and datable to different stages.” (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995
[1984]: cii)

"' The consideration of prosody for explaining the evolution of Indo-European was first proposed by Leonar G.
Gertsenberg (1978: 5 [as referred in Belov 2011: 1]) and the theory of moras as explainable of it has been
developed and is defended nowadays by the linguistic Aleksej M. Belov (see 2008 and 2011). This explanation
enters in confrontation with the widely accepted theory of laryngeals, although they could be not exclusive of
each other:

“The moras-based character of Indo-European protolanguage is confirmed by the results of my investigation.
All this brings to think that not attending to the question of a possible relation between moras and laryngeals
would be incorrect [...]. In conclusion, I remark once again that the explanation presented here doesn’t pretend
to fullness nor to a status of fully completed (anti-laryngeal) theory, as well as doesn’t demand the negation of
“laryngeals” in other cases. Apart from that we can appreciate that the analysis of the question of the
oppositions of length in the protolanguages requires obligatory to take into account not only the laryngeal
theory but also the theory of moras, whose harmonious combination could in the future explain certain obscure
questions of Indo-European prehistory.” (Belov 2011: 1-6);

«MopocuuTaroImui XapakTep U.-€. Ipas3blka NOATBEPKIACTCS U pe3ylibTaTaMU MOMX HcciaenoBaHuil. Be€ ato
3acTaBisieT AyMaTh, 4YTO HE PACCMOTPETh BONPOC O BO3MOXHON CBSI3M MOpPHI M JIapuUHrana Obulo OBl
HecmpaBeIIuBo [...]. B 3axmrodeHun caenaio emié pas OroBOpKy O TOM, YTO NpPUBENEHHOE OOBSICHEHHE HE
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In view of such debates, we face a problematic epistemological situation concerning the
historical and comparative study of languages: despite of the fact that it possesses a
systematized and structured object for study and has developed a scientific methodological
approach, many of the resulting linguistic conclusions — in the form of sound-laws, change-
laws and reconstructions of proto-languages — are polemic and are a matter of disagreement
between scholars. It is not only that the appearance of new linguistic data modifies the
theories explaining the diachronic evolution of the languages under investigation, but also that
sometimes the same observable phenomenon in the diachronic evolution of attested languages
doesn’t lead to an univocal explanation agreed by all linguists but, on the contrary, receives
different hypothetical explanations. This calls into question what is the ultimate nature of the
object for study in the discipline of historical and comparative linguistics and, in relation to it,
what is the source for objectivity in its approach. These problematic questions are to be
discussed further in our work.

Besides, we face one more epistemological problem when noticing the unequal
effectiveness of the historical-comparative methodological approach for each of the different
hierarchical levels distinguishable inside natural languages: the phonological level, the
morphological (inside which we need to distinguish between grammatical and lexical
meaning), the lexicon level (understanding by that the level words and separable units of
speech) and the level of syntax.

Already at the first stages of the development of historical and comparative linguistics, it
was recognized that the comparison should not operate with whole words, because it was
fruitless for reaching systematicity, but with morphemes. It is in morphemic cognates that
phonetic systematic equivalences between languages may be found because it is the
morpheme and not the word the minimal unit inside languages that carries meaning, whether
this meaning is grammatical or lexical. Morphemes are therefore the “lowest” unit for which
is possible to establish correspondent cognates between different languages and only
afterwards can both “lower” and “higher” levels be compared. For the reconstruction of a
lower level inside any linguistic system it is necessary, as has been explained by Toporov and
Ivanov (cf. 1997: 64), the attendance to the immediately upper level: phonemes are

reconstructed by comparing morphemes, morphemes in turn by comparing words, etc.

21

MpeTeHyeT Ha MOJHOTY U CTAaTyC MOJHOICHHOH (“aHTHUIapHHralbHON ) TEOPHH, PaBHBIM 00pa3oM Kak U He
TpeOyeT OTMEHBI “JTapHHTAIBHBIX® B APYIHX Ciydasx. [Ipum 3TOM MBI BHANUM, OJHAKO, YTO PAacCMOTpPEHHE
BOIIPOCAa O KOJMYECTBEHHBIX INPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHUAX Ipas3blka TpeOyeT 00s3aTeIbHOr0 ydyéTa HE TOJNBKO
JApUHTAIBHOM TEOpUH, HO U TEOPHUH MOp, TapMOHMYHOE COYETaHHE KOTOPHIX MOTJIO OBl CO BpEeMEHEeM
MPOSICHUTH HEKOTOPBIE TEMHBIE BOIIPOCH! HHI0EBpoIeiickoit mpeasicTopun.» (Belov 2011: 1-6)
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However, it is evident that the effectiveness of the comparative method is not the same for
each of these levels. In concrete, the exhaustiveness of the reconstruction decreases as we
move “upwards” in the different levels of language: it is the most successful at the
phonological level and at the morphological level with grammatical'> meanings, but the
comparison is much more problematic when concerning lexical meanings — at the levels of
both lexical morphemes and whole words — and also when dealing with the level of syntax.

We can confirm this unequal effectiveness by taking a look at the current state of the
investigations of the Proto-Indo-European language. The phonological system — the “lowest”
level in linguistic semiotic systems — of the hypothetical Proto-Indo-European stage of
language stands as the best example of exhaustive and successful reconstruction by means of
the historical and comparative method, although some of its features are still matter for
debate: “It is true that some uncertainties in the IE correspondence sets remain, particularly
for sounds in languages which are not well-attested or for which written records do not go
back very far, but for the most part the work of finding which sounds are cognate in different
languages has been done” (Clackson 2007: 40).

Moving “upwards” in the hierarchy of levels inside languages, at the morphological level
the reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European linguistic system results more problematic than
the one at the phonetic level. In concrete, the historical-comparative approach at the
morphological level turns out effective for the plane of form of the identified cognates, but
problematic for dealing with its plane of content or semantic value, in other words “semantic
reconstruction is complicated by a lack of formal criteria for positing source semantemes, i.e.
for positing a content plane for the reconstructed protoforms” (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995
(1984): ci). What is more, the effectiveness of the reconstruction at the morphological level is
not the same when dealing with grammatical meanings than when dealing when lexical ones.
The only exception is the case of terms with a specially restricted and delimitable lexical

value, such as numerals or terms of kinship (“mother”, “father”, etc.), which are actually

'2«As demonstrated the experience of the detailed study of the Indo-European linguistic families and their

individual branches, at least for languages of such type (synthetic with a well developed morphology, a
significant role of fusions in the structure of the work, that is normally multi-morphemic and multi-compound)
the more clear results in diachronic investigations are obtained in the comparison of grammatical morphemes.”
(Ivanov, V. V. 2004a: 2);
«Kak mokasan OmbIT AETaIbHOIO M3YUYEHHUS UHAOEBPOIEHCKON CEMbH S3bIKOB U €€ OTHCIIBHBIX BETBEH, IO
KpailfHeil Mepe AJs SI3BIKOB TaKOTO TUMA (CHHTETHYECKUX C XOPOIIO pa3BUTONH MopQoIoruei, 3HaUNTEeIbHON
pornbio Gy3uH B CTPYKType CIIOBAa, OOBIYHO MHOTOMOP()EMHOI'0 M MHOT'OCIOXXHOTO, X HaJIUIHEeM CHCTEMBI
MOPGOHOIOTHYECKUX TPABWJI, B TOM UHCIIE AaKIEHTYAI[MOHHBIX) Hambolee OTUETIIUBBIE PpE3yNbTaThl B
JUAXpOHHUYCCKUX HCCIEIOBAHUAX IIONyYeHBI IPH CPaBHEHHUH TIpaMMaTHueckux mopdem.» (Ivanov, V. V.
2004a: 2) [Translated by the author]
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effectively compared and reconstructed by the historical-comparative method. But in spite of
such concrete exceptional cases, in general the form of morphological cognates (regardless of
whether they are roots, affixes or any other kind) are the most successfully confronted and
reconstructed when they possess either grammatical meaning, while for the cases of
morphemes with lexical meaning and of whole lexemes, the concretion of a semantic value
for the reconstructed proto-form is highly problematic:

The existence of so many potential, and so few established, reconstructed lexemes causes

difficulties for research into the semantic structure of the PIE [Proto-Indo-European]

lexicon. It is largely impossible to discern where the boundaries between the meaning of

one reconstructed root or lexeme and another lie, since we are so unsure about how much
can be securely reconstructed (Clackson 2007: 158).

The problematic aspect for dealing with lexical semantics in the historical-comparative
approach derives from the difficulty of concretion of lexical values for linguistic forms as
well as on the sometimes contradictory testimonies of the lexical value of a certain form in its

different cognates in related languages:

A second major catch to our recovery of the Proto-Indo-European lexicon concerns the
reconstructed meaning of a word. Sometimes there is uniformity across all or almost all the
groups offering cognates. [...] In some instances the level of ambiguity appears truly
perverse, especially when the cognates suggest what might seem to be diametrically
opposed meanings. [...] A third type of problem is when the range of meanings is obviously
related but so disparate that we can only hazard a vague proto-meaning which might
underlie the original word. (Mallory and Adams 2006: 110-111)

Lastly, and moving “upwards” in the hierarchy of level, the reconstruction of the syntax of
the Proto-Indo-European linguistic system has not achieved further from a few aspects of the

word order in simple sentences or certain considerations about interrogative ones:

[1]t is not clear that any substantial reconstruction of syntactic patterns, with the exception
perhaps of elements of word order, can be achieved without recourse to morphology, so that
the study of the syntax of IE [Indo-European] can appear to be essentially the study of the
function of forms, and whether a theoretical linguist of today would accept this as an
adequate approach to syntax must be open to doubt. (Penney 2000: 35 [as cited in Clackson
2007:157])

The unequal effectiveness of the historical-comparative method'? for the different levels of

linguistic systems that we have just exposed implies a second problematic epistemological

" James Clackson, in his overview of Indo-European historical and comparative linguistics accounts for this
unequal effectiveness of the method for the different levels inside language with the following words:
“Here we would like to stress that syntactic reconstruction is a different type of enterprise from phonological
reconstruction, and it is not possible to compare the two directly. Phonological reconstruction is a ‘first-order’
reconstruction: it is not reliant on any other reconstructed data, and the establishment of correspondence sets in
phonology is normally sufficient evidence to justify the supposition of a genetic relationship between
languages. Syntactic reconstruction is a ‘second-order’ operation, as is morphological reconstruction and the
reconstruction of lexical fields; all rely upon both the reconstructed phonology and the knowledge that the
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question concerning what is the ultimate scope of its scientifical approach, provided that it is
able to operate with systematicity and exhaustiveness at the phonological level and at the

morphemic-grammatical level, but not to the same extend at the levels with lexical meanings.

To sum up, we face two problematic questions concerning the field of historical and
comparative linguistics: in the first place the contradiction between the scientificity of its
approach and the debatable character of its conclusions, and in the second place the unequal
effectiveness of its method for the different levels inside languages. For solving such
questions, we must precise what is the ultimate nature of the actual object for study in this
discipline. This will permit us to delimit what is the source for objectivity and what is the
source for uncertainty in its methodological approach, and to explain what is the reason for

the uneven effectiveness of its method.

comparanda come from genetically related languages. Syntactic reconstruction, like morphological
reconstruction, has to go beyond simple comparison and pay special attention to the most archaic forms to
establish what is the most likely scenario to explain the data in the daughter languages. Syntactic
reconstruction consequently often involves weighing up two or more rival hypotheses [...]. Sometimes [...]
there may be no means of deciding between two alternative reconstructions, or indeed there may be no means
of identifying any satisfactory reconstruction.” (Clackson 2007:158)
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2. The syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic systems

In this chapter we aim to consider certain semiotic aspects of the investigation within
historical and comparative linguistics for discussing the problematic questions that arose
concerning its epistemological approach and have been previously exposed: namely what is
the ultimate nature of its object for study, what is the source for objectivity in its approach and
what is therefore the ultimate epistemological scope of the historical-comparative method.

When considering the structuralist approach in linguistic from a semiotic theoretical
approach, it becomes evident that just the relations of linguistic signs with other linguistic
signs inside a linguistic semiotic system are suitable for description in terms of systematicity
and structuredness, while the semantic and the pragmatic dimensions of the system are not to
the same extent systematically and structurally describable. For this reason, our discussion
will depart from the postulation that, when conceiving natural languages as semiotic systems,
the systematicity and structuredness that are reached by the structuralist descriptive approach
in linguistics scope exclusively what we call the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic
systems. That notion refers to the relations of linguistic signs that are elements of the system
strictly between themselves and will be the central one in our discussion.

We will expose that the ultimate object for comparison in the historical-comparative
method developed within historical and comparative linguistics are the systematic and
structured descriptions of natural languages provided by the structuralist linguistic approach,
and our conclusion will be that the investigations within this discipline are suitable for
verification and objectivity only as long as they concern the syntactic dimension of linguistic
semiotic systems as object for study. Finally, we will present our conclusion as the
explanation of the fact that the historical-comparative method is the most efficient for the
phonological level, whose range of referentiality scopes strictly the syntactic dimension of

linguistic semiotic systems.
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2.1. The structuralist approach in linguistics

The historical and comparative approach to the study of the diachronic evolution of languages
is closely related to the structuralist approach in linguistics. The object for comparison and
reconstruction is given by the descriptive structured systems that result from that linguistic
approach and, as we will see, this has important implications for delimiting what is the source
for systematicity in the historical-comparative method and therefore for objectivity and
scientificity in the diachronic study of languages carried out by the discipline of historical and
comparative linguistics.

Inasmuch as the development of the historical-comparative method is the result of such
approach, we must in the first place explain what is understood as the structuralist approach
in linguistics. In his book Modern Structural Linguistics. Problems and Methods, Isaak
Revzin (1977) — one of the founding members of the Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics —
presents his understanding of what do the following approaches in linguistics consist on and
what are the main conceptual and methodological differences between them: traditional
linguistics, structural linguistics, and generative linguistics. The aim of his book is to propose
a new linguistic approach labeled as modern structural linguistics, but the aspect of his work
that is most interesting for our approach is the characterization that he offers of the structural
linguistic approach. Revzin defined structural linguistics as the branch in linguistics that
“consciously seeks for the accurate detection of the semiotic aspects of the sign (in abstraction
of its material embodiment) and of its relations with other signs in the system and in speech,
and that means, of the structure of languages.” Connected to this, the structuralist approach
“seeks for the application of concepts and methods of modelling” (1977: 46)'*. The structural
linguistic approach is therefore a descriptive one, it studies the structure of languages at the
level of abstraction and its final outcome is therefore abstract models that are descriptive of
the structure of language (cf. Ibid: 45).

One of the consequences of such approach is a markedly formalistic methodological
approach in the sense that it is bounded to focus on the plane of form of the sign system under
consideration, because it is the plane of form what presents a predisposition to be

apprehended as structure, at least to a much higher degree than the plane of content does. In

14 «[Jon CTpyKTypHO#l IWUHTBUCTHKOW MOHMMAETCS HAIpPAaBIEHUE, CO3HATEIbHO CTpeMsIIeecs] K UYETKOMY
BBISIBJICHHIO CEMHUOTHYECKHUX acCleKTOB 3Haka (B abCTpakiMu OT €ro MaTepUaIbHOTO BOIUIOLICHHSI), €ro
OTHOUICHHH K JPYTUM 3HAKaM B CHCTEME U B PEUH, T. €. CTPYKTYPHI SI3bIKOB, ¥ B CBSA3H C 3THUM K MPUMEHEHHIO
uaeit u MmetonoB Moaenuposanus.» (Revzin 1977: 46) [Translated by the author]
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Saussurean terms and with regard to the linguistic sign, the plane of form equals to the plane
of signifiers and the plane of content to the one of signifieds: “Even though the concepts of
signifier and signified were introduced by Saussure (in connection with a tradition existing
from Saint Augustine) for words and morphemes of natural language in the first place,
structural linguistics in its descriptive version [...] investigated only signifiers and didn’t
therefore have to do with signs” (Ibid: 35)"°. The aim for systematic description of a structure
in language brought along the focus on the plane of form of the system, and that is, the mutual
relations between signifiers, reaching only partially the whole of the linguistic sign and the
whole of the linguistic system.

The structural and descriptive linguistic approach is the heir of both the Neogrammarians’
methodological approach to the study of languages and the ideas of Ferdinand de Saussure.
The Neogrammarian linguistic approach took along the search for scientificity in the study of
diachronic linguistics, the aim for massive compilations of data (together with an inductive
approach to data for the elaboration of linguistic hypotheses), and the understanding of
language sound change as a systematic and exceptionless process, suitable therefore of
explanation in terms of laws and by certain principles. In his part, Saussure’s approach
established the conception of language as a system that would lead the subsequent linguistic
work to put the emphasis on the concept of structure in order to satisfy the search for
scientificity and method. The origin of the structuralist approach in linguistics was explained

by Emile Benveniste as follows:

“In the course of the last twenty years, the term "structure" has undergone considerable
extension after acquiring a doctrinal and somewhat programmatic value. Moreover, it is not
structure that seems to be the essential term now so much as the adjective structural, used
to qualify a kind of linguistics. Structural rapidly led to structuralism and structuralist. [...]
The principle of "structure" as a topic for study was asserted a little before 1930 by a small
group of linguists who proposed to react thus against the exclusively historical concept of
language, against a linguistics that broke language down into isolated elements and was
engaged in following the changes that took place in them. It is agreed that this movement
had its origin in the teachings of Ferdinand de Saussure at Geneva, as they were put into
writing by his students and published under the title Cours de linguistique generale.
Saussure is rightly called the precursor of modern structuralism. He certainly was, except
for the term. It is important to note, for exactitude in describing this movement of ideas
which must not be simplified, that Saussure never used the word "structure" in any sense
whatever. In his eyes, the essential notion was system. In that was the novelty of his
doctrine, in the idea — so full of implications that it took a long time to perceive and develop

15 «Xors noustus 03HAYAIOIIEr0 M O3HayaemMoro ObuUTH BBeleHbl CocClopoM (B COOTBETCTBHH C TPAAMIIMEH,
unymeit emé ot braxkeHHOro ABrycTHHa) B MEpBYIO O4epenb A CIOB U MOP(EM eCTECTBEHHOTO S3BIKA,
CTPYKTypHas JIMHI'BUCTHUKA B eé JACCKPUIITUBHOM BapHaHTE, a, CJICAOBATCIIBHO, OTYACTU U MaTeMaTU4CCKasa
JIMHTBUCTHKA, UCCIICIOBAIN JIUIIL O3HAYAIOIINE, a, CTAl0 ObITh, elIé He MMENH Jena co 3Hakamu.» (Revzin
1977: 35) [Translated by the author]
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— that language forms a system. [...] Thus the notion of language as system was accepted
long ago by those who were taught by Saussure, first in comparative grammar and then in
general linguistics. If one adds to this two other principles which are equally Saussurian:
that language is form, not substance, and that the units of language can only be defined by
their relationships, one will have indicated the fundamentals of the doctrine which some
years later was to show the structure of linguistic systems.” (Benveniste 1971 [1966]: 79-
80).

The ultimate necessity for the rise of the structuralist approach in linguistic is to be found
in the nature of language as an object for study. Being language a cultural phenomenon, the
approach to it as object for scientifical knowledge cannot be automatically the one of natural
sciences and thus the need for verifiability and objectivity has to be fulfilled on different
basis. The notion of structure is precisely what makes possible the application of a systematic

method for the apprehension of natural language:

Linguistic facts, under their appearance of heterogeneity and independence, subordinate as a
whole to a structure. The notion of “law” of natural sciences is substituted by the notion of
“structure” in human sciences. [...] The rank of “scientifical object” arises in cultural facts
from their “structural” character [...]. Cultural facts are dynamical, historical structures.
Language can become the object of a cultural science, which has as purpose not the
formulation of laws without exceptions, but the discovery of the structural relations that
support the system. [...] The functionalist method is ineffective in the sphere of culture if we
try to reach to exact formulations or functions. However from the moment when we admit,
as an assumption, that the phenomenological data in the world of culture keep certain
relations between themselves, that are organized in a higher structured unit, we can deduce
that the functional method is also useful for such realities. It won’t uncover exact relations,
which don’t exist, but rather structural relations of the data ordered within a system. In this
sense we believe that the structural interpretation has outlined the adequate assumptions for
a scientific knowledge of language. [...] On the changing value that is human language,
whose nature is the one of a structure, the functional method is applied and linguistic
science is obtained. (Bobes Naves 1973: 29 - 59)'°

To summarize, the structure of language is the object for study in the structuralist
approach, but that object for study arises only at the level of description in a process of

abstraction by which the regularities that are observable at the level of use of the linguistic

' [L]os hechos lingiiisticos, bajo su apariencia heterogénea e independiente, se subordinan en conjunto a una
estructura”. La concepcion de “ley” de la ciencia natural, es sustituida por la concepcion de “estructura” en las
ciencias humanas.” [...] La categoria de “objeto cientifico” proviene en los hechos culturales de su caracter
“estructural” [...] Los hechos culturales son estructuras dindmicas, historicas. El lenguaje puede constituirse en
objeto de una ciencia cultural, cuya finalidad no serd la formulacién de leyes sin excepciones, sino el
descubrimiento de las relaciones estructurales que mantienen el sistema. [...] El método funcional es ineficaz
en el ambito de la cultura, si pretendemos llegar a férmulas o funciones exactas. Pero desde el momento que se
admite, como un presupuesto, que los datos fenoménicos del mundo de la cultura mantienen unas determinadas
relaciones entre si, organizadas en una unidad superior estructurada, podemos deducir que el método funcional
es valido para esas realidades. No descubrird relaciones exactas, que no existen, sino relaciones estructurantes
de los datos, en orden a un sistema. En este sentido creemos que la interpretacion estructural ha sefialado los
presupuestos validos para un conocimiento cientifico de la lengua. [...] Sobre este valor cambiante, que es el
lenguaje humano, cuya naturaleza es ser una estructura, se aplica el método funcional y se consigue ciencia
lingiiistica. (Bobes Naves 1973: 29 - 59) [Translated by the author]
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sign are extracted and systematized in the descriptive metalanguage'’. It is because of that
systematization of the linguistic phenomenon to turn it into an object for study that the
conception of language in terms of structure takes along the notion of system; “the
systematicity of natural language reveals itself in the fact that every (significant) of its
elements can be explained through others. In this sense language forms a system” (Nikolaeva
and Uspenskij 1966: 71)'®. The achievement for systematicity in the structuralist approach to
language allows for a scientific methodological approach to language that fulfills the need for
objectivity and verifiability but we cannot ignore that it is only at the abstract level of

metalinguistic description that systematicity is reached.

2.2. The semiotic approach to natural language

Semiotics as an academic field deals with the theorization in abstraction of the notion of sign
(categorizations and typologies of signs), of the notion of semiosis (a process of mediation by
signs, as proposed by Charles S. Peirce, see 1931-1958 5.484), with the study of sign systems
and with certain notions closely related to these ones such as code, referentiality, etc., as well
as with the empirical analysis of concrete processes of semiosis, the description of sign
systems, etc. Natural language falls inevitably within the field for study of semiotics and the
semiotic approach to it brings along the recognition of the ultimately sign nature of linguistic

phenomena, so language is not conceived anymore immanently' in itself and by itself*’, but

'7 “the linguist deals constantly not with the facts of language as such, but with a given model of these facts, as

presented by one or another description.” (Revzina, O. G. 1972: 4);
«JTUHTBUCT MOCTOSIHHO MMEET JIeJI0 He ¢ (pakTaMu caMoro si3bIKa, a C OMPECICHHON MOJEIBIO 3THX (aKTOB,
MpeICTaBICHHBIX B TOM WM HHOM onucanuu.» (Revzina, O. G. 1972: 4) [Translated by the author]

18 " .
«CHCTEeMHOCTb €CTECTBEHHOT'O S3bIKA MPOSIBIAETCS B TOM, YTO KaXKJbIH (3HAYAIIMI) 3JIEMEHT €ro MOXeT OBITh
00BsICHEH 4epe3 apyrue. B sTom cmeicie s3bIk oOpasyer cuctemy» (Nikolaeva and Uspenskij 1966: 71)
[Translated by the author]

' On the immanent approach to language: “One of the possible approaches to language implies the approach to

it as an immanent system, “in itself and for itself”’. Provided that this approach is fundamental for linguistics,
we will refer to it as properly linguistic. For its development, as is well-known, did a lot F. de Saussure, L.
Hjelmslev and others.” (Vardul’, I. F. 1967: 5);
«OnuH U3 BO3MOXHBIX MOJXOMO0B K SA3BIKY IPEAINIONAraeT pacCCMOTPEHUE ero Kak UMMAaHEHTHON CHUCTEMBI, «B
cebe m s cebs». Tak Kak ATOT NMOAXOJ SABISETCA OCHOBHBIM JUISI JTHHIBHUCTHKH, OyJeM Ha3bIBaTh €ro
COOCTBEHHO JMHIBHCTHYECKHM. [l ero paspaborku, kak u3BecTHO, MHOro caenanu ®. Jle Coccrop, JI.
Enbmcnes u ap.» (Vardul’, I. F. 1967: 5) [Translated by the author]

* The foundation of linguistics as a field of study includes the assumption that the unique object of study for
linguistics is language studied “in and for itself”, which is explicitly elaborated for the first time in the thought
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in relation to the notion of sign, assuming that “the essential facts of language can be
discovered and explained by inferring them from the principles of the linguistic sign”
(Shaumyan 2006: 263). The recognition of language as a semiotic phenomenon together with
the very first explicit proposal of a new unified science concerning the study of such

phenomena are to be found in the well-known words by Saussure:

“Language is a system of signs that express ideas, and is therefore comparable to a system
of writing, the alphabet of deaf-mutes, military signals, etc. But it is the most important of
all these systems. A science that studies the life of signs within society is conceivable; it
would be part of social psychology and consequently of general psychology; I shall call it
semiology (from Greek s€meion ‘sign’) Semiology would show what constitutes signs, what
laws govern them.” (Saussure 1959 [1916]: 16)

Actually, it may even seen paradoxical that despite of his recognition of the semiotic nature of
language, it was precisely Saussure’s structural conception of language would lead to the
structuralist immanent approach to language that would leave out its ultimate semiotic nature
to pursue an immanent a systematic study of it. Leaving paradox apart, it must be mentioned
that the semiotic theoretical understanding of language initially proposed by Saussure was
continued and further elaborated by Louis Hjemslev (see 1961 [1943]) and Emile Benveniste
(see 1981 [1969]). As a continuation of their approaches, a semiotic theory of natural
language was developed by Sebastian K. Shaumyan (see 1987), who will be one of the
referents in our approach.

A very first consequence of the consideration of language as a semiotic phenomenon is
that it is recognized as of ultimately a same nature as any other cultural phenomenon; all
cultural phenomena are semiotic phenomena because they consist on processes of mediation
of signs. In the words of Sebastian K. Shaumyan, the common semiotic nature of these
phenomena lies on the fact that they are “genetically the product of human consciousness, but
ontologically are independent of human consciousness” (Shaumyan 1998: 2). He also points

out the relevance of a semiotic theoretical approach to language for understanding its essence:

“[L]anguage can be studied from different points of view, but a semiotic approach is crucial
for comprehending the essence of language. Since natural languages are only a subclass of
possible sign systems, a study of natural languages in a context of a general theory of
possible sign systems is indicated. This theory is called semiotics. The principles and laws
of semiotics apply to the study of natural languages, as well as to other sign systems”
(Shaumyan 1987: 17-18).

of F. de Saussure, eminently as compiled by his students in the Course in General Linguistics (Saussure, F. de
1959 [1916]). Apparently, this wide-spread notion of Saussure’s though that closes the Course was an addition
of Bally and Sechehaye in the elaboration of it (cf. Saussure, F. de 1991: 306).
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Because of this switch in recognizing languages as part of the semiotic continuum that is
human culture, the semiotic theoretical approach to linguistic semiotic systems has a broader
scope than the strictly linguistic one, and it even takes along a reevaluation of the linguistic
task, leading to important implications for all branches of linguistics, including the discipline
of historical and comparative linguistics, which is the one under discussion in our work. Our
following theoretical approach to linguistic systems will be in fact oriented to the discussion

of the problematic epistemological questions concerning that discipline.

As the starting point of our semiotic approach to language, we will turn to the distinction
between syntactics, semantics and pragmatics. Charles W. Morris established — on the basis
of the well-known triadic notion of the sign established by Charles S. Peirce — the distinction
between a syntactical, a semantical and a pragmatical dimension in the analysis of any

semiotic phenomenon:

In terms of the three correlates (sign vehicle, designatum, interpreter) of the triadic relation
of semiosis, a number of other dyadic relations may be abstracted for study. One may study
the relations of signs to the objects to which the signs are applicable. This relation will be
called the semantical dimension of semiosis [...]; the study of this dimension will be called
semantics. Or the object of study may be the relation of signs to interpreters. This relation
will be called the pragmatical dimension of semiosis [...] and the study of this dimension
will be named pragmatics. [...] Since most signs are clearly related to other signs, since
many apparent cases of isolated signs prove on analysis not to be such, and since all signs
are potentially if not actually related to other signs, it is well to make a third dimension of
semiosis co-ordinate with the other two which have been mentioned. This third dimension
will be called the syntactical dimension of semiosis |[...], and the study of this dimension will
be named syntactics. (Morris 1938: 6-7)

For the case of semiotic systems, and that includes languages — which from now on will be
referred to as linguistic semiotic systems —, that distinction implements in the following way:
a) The semantic*' dimension: the relations of that particular sign system with the extra-
systemic reality.
b) The pragmatic dimension: the relations of that particular sign system with the
participants of the act of semiosis and their praxis.
c) The syntactic dimension: the relations of the sings that are elements of that sign
system with other signs that are also elements of it. This means, the relations of

linguistic signs between themselves.

2! Although Morris employs the terms syntactical, semantical and pragmatical, in our work we will employ the
variants syntactic, semantic and pragmatic. We don't imply any different understanding of these three semiotic
dimensions and consider both variants as fully equivalent and interchangeable. The preference for the second
option is just a matter of shorting the terms.
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We must precise that this distinction is valid only at the theoretical level because “it
becomes increasingly questionable whether or not the isolation of the syntactic, pragmatic,
and semantic branches of semiotics is indeed possible and viable” (Ivanov 2008 (2007): 226),
and actually in any analysis of either an act of semiosis or a whole sign system, these three
dimensions reveal themselves as interdependent to such a degree that is it not possible their
full isolation. Nevertheless, in spite of them not being isolatable at the empirical level, the
differentiation of these three dimensions stands as a useful assumption for the very first
approach at the theoretical level™.

We have previously exposed that the structuralist linguistic approach carries out an
abstract metalinguistic description of linguistic semiotic systems, models them as a structure
and establishes systematic relations between linguistic elements, what confines it to deal with
the level of form of the system. Keeping that in mind, and on the basis of the triadic semiotic
distinction, we claim that the aspect of linguistic semiotic systems that is described in the
structuralist approach to linguistic semiotic systems is specifically their syntactic dimension,
and that means, the mutual relations between the linguistic signs that are elements of that
system, including both paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations. The aim for systematicity and
structuredness that characterizes the structuralist linguistic approach is reachable only when
modelling such relations between linguistic signs in abstraction, but is not equally reachable
for giving account of their reference to the extra-linguistic reality — the semantic dimension —
and their performative aspects — the pragmatic dimension.

This fact was actually already noticed by Charles W. Morris when firstly proposing his
triad of dimensions: “Syntactics, as the study of the syntactical relations of signs to one
another in abstraction from the relations of signs to objects or to interpreter, is the best
developed of all the branches of semiotics. A great deal of the work in linguistics proper has
been done from this point of view, though often unconsciously and with many confusions”

(1938: 13). And also the linguist and semiotician Vyacheslav Ivanov reports on it:

In the twenties and thirties it appeared to most scientists that a purely syntactical analysis
without the consideration of meaning might be sufficient for a description of a sign system.
The notion of meaning as well as pragmatic context of the signs use had escaped the
attention of scholars as well as of the avant-garde artists and art historians to whom the

** The same remark is made by the Spanish semiotician Maria del Carmen Bobes Naves:
“At the level of facts, the three primary elements of subject-sign-object are inseparable, and only at the
theoretical level, as a method for study, can we admit as valid a binary relation” (Bobes Naves 1973: 122);
“A nivel de hechos son inseparables aquellos tres elementos primarios sujeto-signo-objeto, y unicamente a
nivel teodrico, y como método de estudio, se puede admitir como valida la relacion binaria.” (Bobes Naves
1973: 122) [Translated by the author]
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internal structure of an object seemed the only relevant object of study. In all the fields of
semiotic activities, [...] the internal (purely syntactical) relations among the elements
seemed much more important than their semantic interpretation or pragmatic use. (Ivanov
2008 (2007): 225)

Indeed the description of grammar, syntaxis, phonetics and morphology of natural
languages as carried out in traditional linguistics deals with relations of the different signs that
operate inside linguistic systems between themselves. It may seem paradoxical, but also such
tasks as the elaboration of dictionaries and thesauruses restrict to the description of mainly the
syntactical dimension of linguistic semiotic systems. Such tasks seem to deal with the
description of the relation between the linguistic system and the extra-linguistic reality and
therefore with the description of the semantic dimension of the linguistic system, but the
actual range of it is very short. It actually results quite the contrary, the semantic work within
traditional linguistics in dealing with the lexicon in dictionaries and thesauruses establishes
relations between elements of a linguistic system and other elements of that same system.

At this point, a terminological clarification will be appropriate in order to clearly
differentiate the terms syntactic, semantic and pragmatic as understood in the linguistic sense
and as understood in the semiotic sense. As the reader has already noticed, we reached a point
in our discussion when we do not mean the same by these terms anymore depending on
whether we are speaking from the linguistic point of view or from the semiotic one. In the
linguistic approach, by syntax we mean either the relations between words in the context of a
sentence or the description of the mechanisms for constructing sentences that a given natural
language offers. However, in our semiotic theoretical approach by the syntactic dimension of
a linguistic semiotic system we take a broader scope and mean all kind of relations between
the signs that are part of that linguistic system. This notion includes not only the relation
between words in forming a sentence, but also the abstract paradigmatic relations between
linguistic signs in a given language, the relations of opposition between phonemes and all
other possible relations between elements of a linguistic system™. In order to avoid any

confusion, we will stick to the term syntax for referring to the traditional sense of the term

* We must remark that our conception of “the syntactical” has nothing to do with its notion in the widespread
linguistic theory of Noam Chomsky presented in Syntactic structures (1957). Although Chomsky’s theory also
employs the term “syntactic”, there is no implied connection between our and his notion; in the first place
because he is referring to basically the traditional linguistic understanding of syntax, while we are referring to
syntactics in the semiotic sense, and in the second place because his theory of language focuses on describing
the syntagmatic axis, while ours refers to both syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations. His definition of the
syntactic is the following one, and is obviously not coincident with ours: “Syntax is the study of the principles
and processes by which sentences are constructed in particular languages. Syntactic investigation of a given
language has as its goal the construction of a grammar that can be viewed as a device of some sort for
producing the sentences of the language under analysis.” (Chomsky 2002 (1957): 11)
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employed within linguistics and will employ the terms syntactics as originally established by
Charles Morris (cf. 1938: 7). The term syntactic dimension will be employed for referring to
our semiotic conception of it.

Having made this terminological clarification, we will try to support our claim that the
aim for systematicity and structuredness of the structuralist linguistic approach are reached for
specifically the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic systems but are not reachable for
the semantic and pragmatic ones by briefly commenting the most well-known attempts for
the structural and systematic study of the latest, which are demonstrative of the limitations of
the structuralist approach. For the case of semantics a metalanguage for description of the
same systematicity and fixity is hardly reachable because the ultimately necessary formalistic

approach doesn’t work for the apprehension of lexical meaning:

In linguistics is not clarified enough what should be the object and the method of semantics,
that is to say, the scientific investigation about the level of meaning. [...] Provided that
meaning doesn’t seem to be reducible to form, as phonetic, morphologic and syntactic are,
positivist and formalist schools cannot admit the possibility of any objective and empirical
structuration of semantic oppositions. (Bobes Naves 1973: 157)*

As noticed also by Benveniste, semantic notions are “more difficult to objectify and

especially to formalize, since they are entangled in the extralinguistic "substance"”
(Benveniste 1971 [1966]: 264). Nevertheless, an attempt for a structural study of the semantic
dimension of linguistic semiotic systems was developed by Julius Greimas, where he tries to
overcome this initial impossibility and implement the same structural approach to the analysis
of meaning in search of a structural semantics (see Greimas 1966). However, this attempt still
lacks of a successful implementation in the sense that hasn’t been able of the degree of

systematization of its object for description. We quote here the critical words of the Spanish

Indo-Europeanist Francisco Adrados concerning this question:

Structural Semantics is still more a program than a doctrine, although many of its
fundamental basis are clearly established. It lacks, mainly, of concrete work on data, and
presents to many ideas that are vague and too general. We believe that Semantics can do a
lot to restore the link between Linguistics and the rest of human sciences, as well as to seek
again for a global conception of language, both in its formal aspects as in its aspects of
content. (Adrados 1971: 34)%

* “En la lingiiistica no esta aclarado suficientemente el objeto y el método que debe tener la semantica, es decir,
la investigacion cientifica sobre el nivel del significado. [...] Puesto que la significacién parecia no poder ser
reducida a forma, como los valores fonéticos, morfoldgicos o sintacticos, las escuelas positivistas y formalistas
no pueden admitir la posibilidad de una estructuracion objetiva y empirica de las oposiciones semanticas.”
(Bobes Naves 1973: 157) [Translated by the author]

25 p L (s .
“Presentadas asi las cosas, la Seméntica Estructural es todavia méas un programa que una doctrina; aunque
algunas de sus bases fundamentales estdn claramente establecidas. Falta, principalmente, el trabajo concreto
sobre los datos, sobran ideas vagas y generalizantes. Creemos que la Semdantica puede hacer mucho para
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For the case of pragmatics, the systematic structuralist approach faces the same limitation.
The great attempt to fulfill the analysis of the pragmatic dimension of natural language is the
speech acts theory developed by Austin and Searle (cf. Austin 1962 and Searle 1969). Also
the linguistic approach by Wittgenstein and the Oxford Circle puts the emphasis on
pragmatics. In the linguistic study of pragmatics occurs a turn to the context and the
performativity of verbal utterances, which used to be ignored; “the speech acts theory helped
to find adequate ways of description of such pragmatically important units of natural language
as performative sentences” (Ivanov 2008 (2007): 225-226), but what is important for us is that
such attempts had to stray from the structural and formalistic approach and this demonstrates
the already mentioned limitations of this approach for the non-syntactical dimensions of
natural languages.

As a last remark, we point to the fact that the systematicity, exhaustiveness and objectivity
reached by structural linguistics in its description of the syntactic dimension of linguistic
semiotic systems has turned linguistic methodology into a model for the systematic
description of other cultural sign systems that operate as well with certain regularity and
stability in actual use. The spread of structuralism to other humanitarian disciplines in, the
works by, for example, Uspenskij for the study of myth, by Lévi-Strauss in anthropology, by
Propp for the analysis of the narratives of the folk tale, and by the Russian formalist school in

its study of poetics and literature, stand as good examples of it.

restaurar la conexién de la Lingiiistica con las demas ciencias humanas y, también, para que se vuelva a
intentar sentar una concepcion global de la lengua, tanto en sus aspectos formales como en sus aspectos de
contenido.” (Adrados 1971: 34) [Translated by the author]
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Conclusive remarks: the object of study and the ultimate scope of historical

and comparative linguistics

Natural language is a phenomenon that due to its complexity is suitable for different and
complementary approaches and reluctant to any holistic one. For the case of historical and
comparative linguistics in its diachronic study of languages, the object for study is
specifically the structural metalinguistic descriptions that result from the structuralist
approach in linguistics. Its object for study does therefore not exist a priori, but is constructed
in a process of abstract description and structural modelling. It is because of the systematic
nature of that structurally constructed object for study that the historical-comparative method
can deal with objectivity in a way comparable to the method of natural sciences. We cannot
ignore that that systematicity arises only at the abstract level and as property of the
metalanguage for description, and not of the object itself.

The paradoxical coexistence of both objectivity in the method and, as we previously
exposed, controversy and debate about the resulting theories and hypotheses lies on this
constructed nature of its object for study, which behaves structurally and systematically only,
as we have said, at the metalinguistic abstract level. The abstract and descriptive nature of the
structural objectification of language cannot fully correspond to the actual occurrence of
language at the level of speech, in its concrete realizations in specific contexts, and this lack
of full correlation is manifested already in the synchronic description of languages and
therefore also in the diachronic one. This gap is, from our point of view, the source of
constant reformulation and debate of the results in both synchronic and diachronic studies of
language. For the latter case, that is the one under discussion here, the constant reformulations
and debates are due to either the appearance of new empirical evidences questioning the
accuracy and completeness of the previously established structural model, or the different
subjective valuations of the validity of the models by different scholars.

As systematicity and structuredness are reached at the level of description and only for the
case of the relations between the linguistic signs that conform the system, we must admit that
the historical-comparative method cannot operate effectively outside of the syntactic

dimension, and its ultimate scope is thus compelled and limited by it. When comparing
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linguistic systems in the historical-comparative approach, what we are actually confronting
are abstract metalinguistic structures that model specifically the syntactic dimension of each
of them.

This fact concerning the ultimate nature of the object for study in historical and
comparative linguistics 1s explicative of the unequal effectiveness of the historical-
comparative method for each of the levels inside linguistic semiotic systems. Its success when
operating at the phonological and morphological levels is due to the fact that the phonemes
and the morphemes with grammatical meaning make reference to strictly other linguistic
signs, to other elements of the system, and therefore they have no scope of referentiality out
of the system: they are confined to the syntactic dimension of the linguistic system. However,
for the levels that possess lexical meaning, and that means morphemes with lexical meaning
and lexemes, the historical-comparative method cannot operate with the same degree of
systematicity and we argue that this is so because the content of those linguistic signs
concretes only in actual use and they scope thus the semantic and pragmatic dimensions of
the linguistic system. In its part, the poor reconstructability of the level of syntax is also due
to that same fact; although it may seem contradictory, the syntax level of a linguistic semiotic
system doesn’t scope only the syntactical dimension but, given that involves both
grammatical and lexical meanings and is built only upon them®, it involves necessarily also
the semantic and pragmatic dimensions> .

When attempting to reconstruct proto-languages, what we are doing is working on the

syntactic logic of abstract structured models of linguistic systems, and, as they belong to the

**To support our argument about the dependence of the syntax level on the lexical content, we provide the
following conclusions by Raimo Anttila and Henrik Birnbaum:
“In the diagrams of syntax (the syntactic patterns, sentence schemes, or whatever we call them) lexical items
act as diacritics.” (Anttila 1989: xii).
“[S]yntax constitutes an independent component of linguistic structure with operates on an autonomous level
(or, to be precise, on two interrelated, specifically syntactic levels). Syntax, though separate, interacts and
correlates with other components of the linguistic system, or (if viewed in the purely theoretical terms of a
construct) of the linguistic model. The syntactic component is regarded, then, to be directly related to and
informed by lexical semantics, on the one hand, and, on the other, by morphology, i.e., the theory of the
formation and variation of minimal meaning carriers (morphemes).” (Birnbaum 1984: 26)

*" There are another two reasons for the poor reconstructability of the level of syntax and for the lack of
effectiveness of the historical-comparative approach at that level. The first one is that syntax is a feature of
language highly suitable for change — “highly susceptible to foreign influence” (Birnbaum 1984: 41) — and the
second one is that it doesn’t change in such as systematizable way as the phonetic level, what makes it a
subject of not successful explanation by means of the comparative method: “[While in phonology (except in
stylistically conditioned free variations), once a gradual shift is completed, one entity perceived as distinctive
(a feature, a phoneme) fully replaces an earlier one so that on the perceptional (acoustic) level and either/or
situation obtains, in syntax a both/and situation (syntactic synonymy) may prevail for a considerable period of
time. In fact, to some degree this is the rule, not the exception: language at all times avails itself of a variety of
formal (structural) means to convey one and the same grammatical meaning (separate function or sentential
meaning)” (Birnbaum, H. 1984: 40-41).
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level of abstraction, the actual power of resemblance of the resulting hypothetical
reconstructions about actual stages of language having existed at some point in the past is
very restricted. By analogy, to the same extend as we recognize that the structural descriptions
of languages in synchrony model actually observable features of the level of speech, we
recognize that the hypothetical reconstructions of proto-languages also reflect, at least to
some extend, general features of the linguistic stage having actually existed in the past,

although we cannot take them as actual realizations of that language.
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PART II: Semiotic aspects of the investigations in linguistic paleontology

In the present chapter we will discuss some relevant aspects concerning the field of studies of
linguistic paleontology that consists on the investigation of human past from the analysis of
strictly linguistic data. The main assumption lying behind the procedure of these
investigations is that linguistic data are informative of non-linguistic aspects of past societies.
We will discuss the ground for such assumption from the semiotic approach to culture
provided by the Tartu-Moscow school’s semiotics of culture.

The constant debates about the ultimate validity of the linguistic arguments about human
past and the profusion of pseudo-scientifical theories arisen from this discipline put into
question the validity of the conclusions accomplished by this field of studies. After discussing
the problematic epistemological status of the discipline and recognizing the interpretative
character of its investigation, we will conclude that linguistic paleontology stands as a source
for plausible arguments but not of objective knowledge about human past, and that its
conclusions are dependent of the evidences accomplished by other disciplines in order to
provide reliable knowledge about that past.

Besides, we will specify the different degree of plausibility reachable by linguistic
paleontology depending on the kind of linguistic data under consideration. In concrete,
linguistic arguments are to be recognized more validity and plausibility when extracted from
ancient attested linguistic stages than from hypothetically reconstructed protolanguages and,
concerning the latest case, the linguistic arguments about the prehistoric societies carrier of
protolanguages are more solid when extracted from the reconstruction of the syntactic
dimension of linguistic semiotic systems, and much more a source for uncertainty when

extracted from the consideration of the lexicon.

34



Jorge Gonzalez Fernandez Semiotic aspects of historical-comparative linguistics and linguistic paleontology

University of Tartu MA Thesis. Department of Semiotics

3. The discipline of linguistic paleontology

The investigations within historical and comparative linguistics and their resulting
conclusions — sound-laws, change-laws and reconstructions of protolanguages — deal with
strictly linguistic data, but they are relevant also outside linguistics. As these investigations
deal with past linguistic stages that are to be inevitably link to human societies, the initially
linguistic data and conclusions become a source of information about the history and the

prehistory of those societies:

The picture of areal affinities drawn from the study of grammatical, phonological, and
lexical isoglosses among dialects of a proto-language provides a way of determining how
dialectal differentiation of the proto-language proceeded and hence of establishing what
contacts took place among speakers of the dialects. In other words, purely linguistic facts
make it possible to establish extra-linguistic factors, such as historical interactions among
speakers of the linguistic systems and their achievements in the domain of material and
spiritual culture. (Gamkrelidze 2008: 143)

The most striking case is the informativeness about prehistoric societies that are unknown-to-
us but which existence is revealed by the linguistic evidence of a stage of protolanguage,
which implies logically the existence of a society carrier of it.

The field of study so-called linguistic paleontology®® undertakes the investigation of non-
linguistic features of the prehistoric societies carriers of protolanguages on the basis of the
linguistic conclusions previously accomplished by historical and comparative linguistics. It
was the Swiss linguistic Adolphe Pictet who coined the term linguistic paleontology to refer
to this kind of investigations in his work Les origines indo-européennes ou les Aryas
primitifs: Essaie de paléontologie linguistique published in three volumes from 1859 to 1863
(see Pictet 1859-1863).

% In certain bibliographies about the issue this discipline is referred to as paleolinguistics. Both terms refer to the

same kind of investigations and are therefore equivalent. We will preferably employ the term /linguistic
paleontology. In order to underline the ultimate non-linguistic object for investigation of these investigations,
the discipline has been also called linguistic cultural paleontology and linguistic paleontology of culture by
Ivanov and Gamkrelidze:
“This trend in linguistics might better be called ‘linguistic palaeontology of culture’ since its object of
investigation is not the proto-language but the proto-culture of the speakers; what is reconstructed is not so
much the language itself as the extra-linguistic world reflected in the linguistic data” (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov
1995 [1984]: 380; and also Gamkrelidze 2008: 144).
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3.1. Linguistics as a discipline for investigating the past

The work within linguistic paleontology turns linguistics into a source of information about
the past of human societies. The data and conclusions accomplished by the discipline of
historical and comparative linguistics become a tool for investigating ancient and prehistoric

cultures:

Linguistics, the scientific study of language, can reach more deeply into the human past
than the most ancient written records. It compares related languages to reconstruct their
immediate progenitors and eventually their ultimate ancestor, or protolanguage. The
protolanguage in turn illuminates the lives of its speakers and locates them in time and
place. (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1990: 110)

In concrete, linguistic paleontology aims for the description of the cultural system of
prehistoric societies (beyond their linguistic system), the delimitation of their geographical
location and the establishing of the chronology of their existence. With those purposes, the
analysis focuses on three different kinds of lexical data:

1) The reconstructions of proto-languages accomplished by historical-comparative
linguistics, with special attention to certain semantic fields of the reconstructed
proto-lexicon:

a) The lexicon referring to environment, geography, flora, fauna and landforms is
studied as informative of the initially unknown geographical location of the
“proto-societies” under consideration, which is postulated by tracing the
characteristics of landscape reflected in such lexicon.

b) The lexicon referring to livestock, agricultural and economical activities and work
tools is analyzed as informative about the material conditions of life of those
societies.

c) The lexicon referring to “immaterial culture” is analyzed as informative of
features of the cultural system beyond language of that prehistoric society, such as

their religious beliefs, their myths or their modes for social organization®’.

* Not only linguistic data are analyzed for investigating unattested cultures, for that same purpose also the
historically attested cultural systems of the societies carriers of languages that are descendant of that proto-
language are compared. In a similar procedure as when confronting linguistic systems in historical-
comparative linguistics, the mythological and religious systems of ancient societies undergoes comparison in
order to reconstruct previous unattested cultural systems. One of the main investigators in this field, specially
devoted to the Proto-Indo-European ancestor mythological system, has been Vladimir Toporov, who was also
one of the members of the Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics. His work has been compiled in two collections:
Toporov 2004-2010 and Toporov 2010.
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2) Loanwords between linguistic groups are analyzed in search for clues about contacts
between different populations. They sometimes allow establishing a relative
chronology for those contacts between populations.

3) Toponyms — place names of geographical locations of any kind: rivers, mountains,
cities or any other. It exists the assumption inside historical and comparative
linguistics that toponyms present an especially accurate tendency to conservation,
even in cases of changings of the linguistic identity of the locators of a given
geographical location, and that it is therefore possible to uncover the linguistic
identity of ancient inhabitants of a given geographical location by tracking the
etymology of the toponyms spread over that region and assigning it to a concrete
linguistic group.

Besides, also approximate chronologies for the period of existence of a given proto-
language are attempted by means of methodologies that try to fix rates of language change for
concrete intervals of time, such as the methods of glottochronology and lexicostatistics, which
were established by Morris Swadesh (1909-1967) and have been nevertheless matter of strong
criticism and several reelaborations (see Swadesh 1955).

As can be seen, the lexicon is the linguistic feature on which linguistic paleontology
focuses the attention, but it must be mentioned that inferences are about non-linguistic aspects
of the past are not only made on the basis of lexicon. The phonological, morphological and
typological features of languages are not explicitly included in the work by linguistic
paleontology, but actually inferences about human past are implicitly made from this kind of
data. Already the postulation of a proto-society is made upon the observable typological
proximity between languages forming a family, and further on, dialectal groups inside that
family are inferred in relation to the more or less typological proximity between the languages
of the family and these dialectal groups are taken as informative of population sub-groups, the
identified processes of divergent dialectalization are, at least to a certain extend, informative
about migratory processes, while the attested processes of linguistic convergence are in turn

informative of contacts between different populations that cohabitated at some point.

In this way linguistic paleontology turns linguistics into one more of the disciplines for
investigating human past: “The historical-comparative investigations of linguistic families
and macro-families eventually permitted to confront linguistic conclusions with biological,

anthropological or archaeological ones, and this would lead to a revolution in the
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understanding of the past” (Ivanov 2004b: 11)°°. In fact, the procedure of linguistic
paleontology has to confront the data provided by other disciplines that also deal with the
investigation of the ancient and prehistoric past of human populations. Especially important is
the confrontation with the data provided by archacology’' and by the studies on the genetics
of human populations®>. Each of the different disciplines involved in the investigation of
human past generates data that are complementary to the ones provided by the others and

needs confrontation in search for complementary support and for “reciprocal verification”:

‘The time machine’ built by historical and comparative linguistics can serve not only as a
methodological (still very often unattainable) model for other sciences that deal with similar
tasks in their material, but can also allow for the unification of different reconstructions of
the past — linguistic, archaeological, anthropological. There exist many fields in the
dictionary of ancient proto-languages, where is necessary a confrontation with data of other
sciences (for example, in the study and reconstruction of the names for metals, domestic
animal and plantations). In this process is possible not only the reciprocal verification of
conclusions that have been obtained independently, but also the determination of the ancient
settling of the carriers of the proto-language and of the directions of their different
migrations that lead to the dialectal division. (Ivanov 2004b: 134)*

In outline, archaeological investigations identify a geographical location, can offer
accurate chronologies and provide evidences about the material culture of a given prehistoric
society. Linguistic paleontology in its part establishes a linguistic identity of a certain
prehistoric population and that permits its genetic connection to societies of different periods
that share that same linguistic identity. It provides as well informative clues about the material
and non-material culture of that population and offers relative and approximate chronologies
that are nevertheless much more imprecise that the ones offered by archaeology. For its part,
the studies on the genetics of the population indicate migratory movements of prehistoric

populations and inform about kinship relations between different populations. Despite of the

30 «CpaBHHTETBHO-HCTOPHYECKOrO MCCIEIOBAHMS CeMeil i MAKpOCeMeil S3BIKOB B KOHEUHOM CUETE MO3BONMIO
OBl COMOCTaBUTH SI3LIKOBETYECKUE BHIBOJBI ¢ OMOIOTHUECKUMH, aHTPOTIOJOTHIECKIMHE, apXEOJIOTUYECKUMU U
MpHUBENO ObI K PEBOIIONNH B MOHUMaHUH nponuioro.» (Ivanov 2004b: 11) [Translated by the author]

I Some of the main works on archaeology devoted to the clarification of the Indo-European question can be
found in Renfrew 1987 and Gimbutas 1956 and 1963.

2 A complete presentation of the conclusions of the investigations of the genetics of the population is provided
in Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994. An important study of genetics concerning the entrance of Indo-European

languages in Europe can be found in Haak et al. 2015.

3 «“Mammna BpeMeHH’, IOCTPOEHHAs CPABHUTEIHHO-HCTOPHUECKIM S3BIKO3HAHHE, HE TOIBKO MOXKET CIyKHTb

METOAONOTUYECKUM (YacTO IOKa HEAOCSATaeMbIM) O0pa3slloM s APYTHMX HayK, pEIIAloNIMX Ha CBOEM
MaTepHaje CXOJHbIE 3a/[a4i, HO ¥ B IPUHIIUIIE MOXET CIIOCOOCTBOBATh OOBEANHEHHIO Pa3HBIX PEKOHCTPYKIIUH
IPOIJIOT0 — JMHIBHCTUYECKHUX, apXEOJOTMYECKHX, aHTpomojorumyeckux. CyiecTBYIOT MHOTHE 001acTH
CloBaps APEBHHUX IMPas3bIKOB, TJ€ COIOCTABICHHE C JAaHHBIMH JPYTUX HayK HEoOXoauMo (Hampumep, Hmpu
U3yYeHHH U PEKOHCTPYKIMM Ha3BaHUM METaIOB, AOMAIIHMX JXUBOTHBIX M pacTeHuit). Ha sTom mytn
BO3MOXHA HE TOJBKO B3aMMHAas IPOBEpKa BBHIBOJOB, MOIYYECHHBIX HE3aBHCHMO Ipyr OT Jpyra, HO U
OIIpeielIeHUe IPEBHET0 pacCceICHUs HOCUTeNel Npasi3bIKOB M HANPaBICHUH X PaHHUX MHUTPAIUH, TPUBEIIINX
K IuajgekTHOMY dieHeHuto.» (Ivanov 2004b: 134) [Translated by the author]
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complementarity of the data of these three fields for investigation, the actual bringing together
of their conclusions turns out problematic because in most of cases it is not possible a
univocal correlation of a given archaeological culture with a fully correspondent linguistic
identity and with a certain genetic filiation. Whether coincident or not in their hypotheses, the
result is that we face three different kinds of arguments for investigating human past —
linguistic arguments, archaeological arguments and genetic arguments — and they have to be
brought into concordance in order to provide reliable and solid knowledge about that past.

We will briefly give account of the present state of the investigations about the past of the
Indo-European populations for illustrating the problematic complementarity of the several
disciplines dealing with the investigations of ancient and prehistoric past, although we must
remind that these investigations are not restricted to Indo-European studies. The same way as
the data of Indo-European linguistics are employed by means of linguistics paleontology for
investigating the prehistory of the Indo-European population groups, the linguistic data
concerning other families such as the Altaic, the Uralic or the Semitic one, are employed for
investigating the ancient and prehistoric evolution of the populations carriers of their
languages.

Nowadays inside Indo-European studies three best-founded theories are the most broadly
accepted for the explanation of the geographical origin and of the process of dispersion of the
Indo-European languages: the Kurgan theory postulated by the archeologist Marija Gimbutas,
the Neolithic theory posited by Colin Renfrew and the Near-Eastern theory proposed by
Tamaz Gamkrelidze and Vyacheslav Ivanov. The Kurgan hypothesis by Marija Gimbutas (see
Gimbutas 1956 and 1963) is well attested by archaeological data and also by genetic studies
(see Haak et al. 2015), although doesn’t coincide that well with the characteristics of the
Proto-Indo-European landscape demanded by the linguistic reconstruction of Proto-Indo-
European lexicon. The Neolithic expansion theory by Colin Renfrew (see Renfrew 1987)
matches very well the map of migrations provided by genetic data but goes very far back in
time for locating the period of existence of the proto-Indo-European common state of
language, what implies a lengthy chronology that gets difficult to accept in terms of language
change (along such a long period of time would be expectable a higher degree of
differentiation between the different Indo-European ancient historical languages than the one

actually attested in them). The theory proposed by Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (see 1995 [1984])
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for its part is the most satisfactory for the demands of the linguistic arguments and doesn’t

contradict the genetic evidence but is not well attested by archaeological founds.**

3.2. Problematic questions concerning the investigations within linguistic
paleontology

The underlying theoretical assumption in the general procedure of linguistic paleontology, by
which linguistics becomes a source of information about the past, is that linguistic data are
informative of the extra-linguistic features of the society in which they are employed and,
more concretely, that the reconstructions of hypothetical protolanguages carried out by
historical and comparative linguistics are informative of non-linguistic aspects of human
societies. Such theoretical assumption is taken for granted as an obvious fact from within the
discipline, but it may be called into question and we will discuss the ground for such
assumption. A semiotic theoretical approach is necessary in which the main question will be
the role of language inside culture, which is a fundamental question for establishing the
theoretical ground of the informativeness of language about non-linguistic aspects of cultures.
With that purpose, we will turn to the semiotic understanding of culture developed by the
Tartu-Moscow school’s semiotics of culture.

Regardless of whether the principle of informativeness of linguistic data about the past of
human societies is actually legitimate or not, the fact is that the arguments, hypotheses and
theories actually developed in the field of linguistic paleontology have been a source for
constant debate not only between linguists but also between archaeologists and historians. A
common criterion for delimiting the ultimate validity of the linguistic arguments about the
human past has not been reached. A very good illustration of that lack of agreement can be
found in the academic discussion carried out in the review of the work Archaeology and
Language: The Puzzle of Indo-European Origins by the archaeologist Colin Renfrew (1987),
published in the journal Current Anthropology (Renfrew et al. 1988).

We have already referred to Colin Renfrew as the developer of one of the main hypotheses

about the geographical origin and the mode of expansion of the Indo-European languages: the

** More detailed information about the mentioned theories and the current state of the investigations of Indo-
European prehistory can be found in the works cited along the paragraph and also in Mallory 2013.
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Neolithic theory. Although it is not relevant for our main discussion here, we may add that his
theory locates the Proto-Indo-European urheimat in Anatolia and associates the expansion of
the Indo-European languages along Europe with the expansion of the agriculture and the
neolithisation of the continent. In the work that we just mentioned he not only develops his
theory but argues the correlation of archaeological and linguistic data for investigating the
prehistory of Indo-European populations™ and in the review of that mentioned work, several
authors argue the theory and the arguments elaborated by Renfrew and along the discussions
there is the constant questioning of the ultimate validity of the conclusions of linguistic
paleontology to serve as arguments for investigating the prehistoric past, which varies
depending on the criterion of each author. The anthropologists David W. Anthony and
Bernard Wailes criticize the lack of attention paid by C. Renfrew to linguistic paleontology’s

arguments:

If even a small part of the Proto-Indo-European lexicon can be reconstructed with some
degree of confidence, it can provide the equivalent of a fragmented text — a “window”
through which we may see at least some aspects of Proto-Indo-European beliefs, economy,
technology, and sociopolitical systems. It seems odd that anthropologically oriented
archaeologists should either ignore this potential source of interpretation or, as with
Renfrew, treat it in such cavalier fashion. He appears to us too casual in his discounting of
the ability of comparative linguistics to discern the semantic content of Proto-Indo-
European. [...] To dismiss a whole range of reconstructed terms (floral and faunal, hence
environmental; technological, e.g., “wheel”; social, e. g., *rég) as having little or no
interpretive significance comes close to denying any historical value to historical
linguistics. (Renfrew et al. 1988: 441-442)

In his intervention, the linguist P. Bali presents Renfrew’s position on linguistic

paleontology in the following way:

The traditional notion to which most Indo-European linguists are exposed is that the early
Indo-European-speakers were horse-riding independent nomads who moved out in pulselike
thrusts from their original home in the Eurasian steppe. This may be romantic fantasy based
on misuse of linguistic paleontology (as Renfrew argues) and unrealistic demographic
models, but it does not conflict with the evidence and goals of a formal linguistic analysis.
[...] Renfrew criticizes linguists for their willingness to accept migrationist theories and
their overreliance on the findings of linguistic paleontology. He criticizes archaeologists for
their traditional overemphasis on pottery types and their general ignorance of and disregard
of linguistic facts. (Ibid: 445-446)

 Colin Renfrew comments in this way his objective in Archaeology and Language: The Puzzle of Indo-
European Origins (1987): “The time has surely come for some fundamental rethinking not only of the Indo-
European problem but of the whole relationship between historical linguistics and prehistoric archaeology.
Such a reassessment is necessary, I believe, if we are to escape from the myths which currently imprison us
within a framework of 19‘h-century origin, constructed at a time when both archaeology and linguistics were in
their toothless infancy.” (Renfrew et al. 1988: 441)
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Also attending to Renfrew’s critique of the validity of the linguistic arguments, the linguist
Robert Coleman explains in this way the problematic question concerning linguistic

paleontology that leads Renfrew to such critique:

From the range of cognate semantic equivalents in different languages it is possible to build
up a picture of the proto-lexicon and from it to infer something of the physical surroundings
and culture of the Proto-Indo-European-speakers. The arbitrary and unrigorous methods that
have characterized much of this linguistic palaentology certainly deserve Renfrew’s
scepticism. Nevertheless, some progress has been made, and more is possible. (Ibid: 450)

He further adds:

Most of the lexemes that can be confidently assigned on the basis of widespread attestation
(e.g., *g"her- ‘hot’, *ped- ‘foot’, *penk"e ‘five’, *en ‘inside’, *bher- ‘carry’, *swep-
‘sleep’) do not tell us much. Where the same meaning is carried by two or more lexical
roots, it is often difficult to decide whether (a) one is original and the other innovatory, (b)
more than one belonged to the proto-lexicon but there were differences in meaning, or (c)
all are innovatory, either because the original word has been lost or because the thing itself
did not belong to the Proto-Indo-European “world” before the dispersal. [...] Lexical
arguments for the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European cultural institutions and concepts
are even more hazardous. The triadic speculations of Dumézil and his disciples deserve
even more sceptical treatment than Renfrew gives them, and even Benveniste’s work in this
field, mentioned more approvingly, is often more stimulating than persuasive. (Ibid: 450)

His reference to Dumézil and Benveniste’s works is due to the importance of their
contribution to Indo-European studies within the field of linguistic paleontology, even though
their conclusions are often, as observed here, put into doubt. Coleman concludes that “Indo-
European archaeology and comparative Indo-European linguistics can never work for long in
isolation from each other; they are in many ways interdependent” (Ibid: 453).

The discussion carried out along the review of Renfrew’s theory that we are quoting here is
especially interesting because also Marija Gimbutas participates. She is, as we have already
mentioned, the author of another of the most solid theories concerning the origins and
dispersion of Indo-European populations: the Kurgan theory, which is in many aspects
difficultly compatible with Renfrew’s one. Her theory locates the Proto-Indo-European
urheimat in the Eurasian steppe (nowadays Russia), links the Proto-Indo-European
community with the nomad and warrior Kurgan culture and explains the spread of Indo-
European languages as the process of conquest and expansion of this culture (see Gimbutas
1956 and 1963). Her intervention in the discussion referred here exemplifies the variable
strength assigned by the investigators to the linguistic arguments, depending of whether they
are more or less supportive of their main theories: “If the earliest agriculturalists of Europe
were Indo-European-speakers, why are basic agricultural terms non-Indo-European? And why

is the terminology associated with religious worship, especially the names of goddesses,
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notably non-Indo-European? Renfrew does not ask these key questions” (Renfrew et al. 1988:
453). In concrete, she is denying the equation of the spread of agriculture (neolithisation) in
Europe with the expansion of Indo-European languages with the argument that it contradicts
the lack of common Indo-European agricultural lexicon, and that means, because it

contradicts the testimony of linguistic paleontology ’:

That agriculturalization was not Indo-Europeanization is shown first of all by the non-Indo-
European belief system found among the earliest agriculturalists of Europe. [...]
Furthermore, the linguistic substratum of the Europe attested to us is non-Indo-European.
[...] For example, most of the names for cereals and legumes cannot be accounted for by
Proto-Indo-European as we know it but were taken over by the Indo-Europeans from the
local European substrata. Thus the common names for rye, barley, oats, beans, lentils, peas,
vetch, poppies, flax, and hemp are known only to the European branch of Indo-Europeans.
Some of them, such as names for beans, peas, and vetch, are known only in the south, in
Greek, Latin, and Albanian. The word for “apple” is also non-Indo-European substratum in
the south. Significant for substratum studies is the fact that in the Indo-European languages
of Europe domesticated animals and birds often have two sets of names, non Indo-European
and Indo-European. [...] Contrary to the existing linguistic data, Renfrew declares, “If the
Proto-Indo-Europeans were familiar with domesticated sheep, goats or cattle, then they
must certainly also have been acquainted with wheat, barley and peas and also a range of
other animal species”. Except for *mel-i-, ‘a “ground” cereal, millet’, *yewo-, ‘a cereal used
for fermentation’, and *piro-, ‘a grass or spelt wheat’, there are no well-attested Proto-
Indo-European words for cereals. There is no linguistic evidence for proto-Indo-European
arboriculture and viticulture. [...] This evidence cannot be applied to early European and
Anatolian farmers /as Renfrew proposes], who were full-fledged agriculturalist. (Ibid: 454)

However, C. Renfrew in his response to Gimbutas’ reliance on the linguistic evidence,
plays a completely opposed criterion upon the same question giving more reliance to the
archaeological evidence and questioning the validity of the linguistic argument:

In response to my remark, which she quotes, that “if the proto-Indo-Europeans were
familiar with domesticated sheep, goats or cattle, then they must certainly also have been
acquainted with wheat, barley and peas,” she says that “there are no other well-attested
proto-Indo-European words for cereals” (beyond the three which she quotes). That this
should be so simply emphasises the weakness of a rigid “protolexicon” approach. The

archaeological evidence makes it unlikely that herders of sheep and goats would be
unfamiliar with wheat and barley. (Ibid: 465)

The lack of agreement between scholars reflected here on the actual relevance of the

capacity of linguistic paleontology for providing knowledge about prehistoric past and the

%% Marija Gimbutas also recognizes the informative capacity of Indo-European mythological comparative studies
about a common Proto-Indo-European mythological system of beliefs, and is convinced that such evidence has
to bee taken into account into the elaboration of theories: “Dumézil’s life work laid the foundation for
comparative Indo-European mythology. His studies have shown that mythology reflects an ideological
structure that is also manifest in social organization. It cannot be doubted that the proto-Indo-Europeans shared
a mythology, social forms, and institutions, and this shared construct is not of recent formation as Renfrew
tends to see it. It has been shown that the specific correspondences between many Indo-European legends and
myths are far too detailed to be explained by a phylogenetic theory or by one of intracultural loans.” (Ibid: 454-
455)
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fact that the informative capacity recognized to linguistic arguments ultimately depends, as
we have seen, on the interpretative will of the investigator, call into question the ultimate
validity of the linguistic arguments resulting from the work within linguistic paleontology
about prehistoric past.

Such a doubtful validity gets especially compromising because of the continuous
occurrence of abundant implausible hypotheses that has taken place within the investigations
on linguistic paleontology during the two centuries of historical-comparative studies, where
many of the theories proposed about the societies carrier of protolanguages have been proved
false. That implausibility arises from an overestimation of the informativeness of these
linguistic data about prehistoric past, which leads to wrong assumptions about the prehistoric
past that lack of objectivity and fundament, and therefore provides nothing but pseudo-
science. Indeed, as a result of the unstable fundaments of the linguistic paleontological
approach, the investigation of the origin of the Indo-European languages and of the
characteristics of the Proto-Indo-European society has witnessed many examples of pseudo-

scientifical hypotheses®’.

3" Even tendentious theories have arisen from these field of studies, such as the appropriation of the term “Arian”
by Nazi propaganda in Germany, which was primarily a term reconstructed as the self-denomination of the
hypothetical Proto-Indo-European society merely because cognates of that term are attested with that same
purpose of social self-denomination in different branches of the Indo-European linguistic family. The pseudo-
scientifical conviction of an ever existing Proto-Indo-European Aryan society that expanding from
Central/Northern Europe ruled by elite-dominance vast lands from Western Europe to India, that was based on
arguments of linguistic palaeontology not duly attested, was employed as the legitimation of ethnic superiority.
In fact, after this appropriation of the term “Aryan” by the Nazi propaganda, it is avoided within Indo-
European studies, despite of being the most appropriate one to refer to the Proto-Indo-European society for that
very reason of its testimony in many branches of the family. On this issue: “The problem of Indo-European
origins is one which has underlain much of the development of prehistory in Europe from the common
beginnings of prehistoric archaeology and comparative linguistics in the Romantic movement of the early 19™
century. Many of the earlier comprehensive accounts of European prehistory were written with this problem in
mind. In the last 50 years, however, the explicit racism which in Germany was the ultimate outcome of the
Romantic search for ethnic origins led many prehistorians to avoid this issue, in reaction to the political abuses
of archaeology under the Nazis.” (Andrew Sherratt in Renfrew, C. et al. 1988: 458)
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4. The informativeness of linguistic data about prehistoric past

We confront three problematic epistemological questions concerning the discipline of
linguistic paleontology. The first one is the theoretical assumption of the informativeness of
linguistic data about prehistoric past, which is the ground for these investigations. We will
find the theoretical legitimation for such assumption in the semiotic understanding of culture
and in the understanding of the role of linguistic systems inside cultural systems carried out
by semiotics of culture and developed within the Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics.

The second question is the one about the ultimate validity of the linguistic arguments about
the past of human populations, which is of capital importance considering the controversial
character of the resulting conclusions provided by linguistic paleontology, and the third
question is the profusion of pseudo-scientifical arguments and theories concerning human
past that have arisen from within linguistic paleontology. In view of such problematic
questions, we will discuss the epistemological status of linguistic paleontology in order to
concrete the ultimate value of the testimony about human past that it provides and this will
lead us to recognize the interpretative character of this field of investigation, that opens the
door for implausible conclusions in spite of the ultimate and previously mentioned theoretical
ground for its approach. The rising of pseudo-scientific theories within linguistic
paleontology is to be explained in terms of overinterpretation and misinterpretation of the
linguistic data available. This will lead us to conclude that the knowledge about past
reachable by means of this discipline cannot seek for objectivity, but for plausibility and that
it is irremediably dependent on the data provided by other disciplines that deal as well with

prehistoric past.
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4.1. The role of language inside culture from the point of view of the
Tartu-Moscow school’s semiotics of culture

The aim of our work at this point will be to describe the functioning of linguistic semiotic
systems inside human culture in order to discuss the capacity for informativeness of linguistic
systems about non-linguistic aspects of culture, which is the ground on which linguistic
paleontology bases its investigational approach. The ultimate nature of the question demands
a semiotic theoretical approach®, and we will implement concretely the semiotic conception
of culture as a semiotic system that is built upon a hierarchy of different semiotic systems are
interrelated and in functional correlation®”, which is offered by the Tartu-Moscow school’s
semiotics of culture (or cultural semiotics)*.

The main general assumptions of the Tartu-Moscow scholars about culture and its
dynamics crystallized in the publication of the Theses on the semiotic study of cultures (as
applied to Slavic texts) in 1973 (Ivanov; Lotman et al.), which “marked the real birth of the
research field called the semiotics of culture” (Salupere et al. 2013: 5). There we find the

following definition of culture: “From the semiotic point of view culture may be regarded as a

*¥ On the ultimate semiotic nature of cultural phenomena — including natural language — and on the pertinence of
semiotics as theoretical approach for its study, we compile the following words by Peeter Torop: “[T]he
essence of culture is semiotic by its very nature, since its foundation is information and communication. On
one hand, the study of culture would be possible via the semiotisation of culture-studying disciplines, which
would bring them closer to the essence of culture. [...] cultural semiotics offers a systematic approach to
culture and creates a complementary methodology, which ensures the mutual understanding of different
culture-studying disciplines.” (Torop 2006: 305-306)

%% The origin of such conception lies at the very beginning of the semiotic work of Tartu-Moscow scholars:

“The different modelling semiotic systems form complex hierarchical series of levels, where the system of the
lowest level (as for example, natural language) serves for the codification of signs that belong to systems of the
higher level (for example, the sign systems of art and science): in its turn, each of the sign systems that belong
to these hierarchical series can form an ordered (or partially ordered) sequence of levels. The most developed
ones are the methods for investigation of the relations between different levels of natural languages (within
structural and mathematical linguistics).” (Ivanov 1962: 6);

«Pa3nu4HbIe MOIENUPYIOUINE CEMHOTHUECKHE CUCTEMBI 00pa3yroT CIOXKHBIC HepapXUUecKHe psiAbl ypOBHEH,
TJie CUCTeMa HU3ILEro ypoBHA (HalpHMep, €CTECTBEHHBIH SA3bIK) CIYXKHT U1 KOAUPOBAHUS 3HAKOB, BXOJSIINX
B CHCTEMBI BBICHIETO YPOBHS (HallpuMep, 3HAKOBBIX CHCTEM HCKYCCTBA U HAyKH): B CBOIO OYepe/b, Kaxaas U3
3HAKOBBIX CHCTEM, BXOJSIIMX B 3TH HMEpPapXHUUYecKHe pPsIbl, MOXET O0Opa30BHIBATh YIMOPSIOUCHHYIO (MIH
JaCTUYHO YNOPAJOYCHHYIO) MOCIEN0BAaTEIBHOCTh ypoBHEeH. Hanbomnee pa3paboTaHHBIMU SIBISIOTCS METOJBI
UCCIICIOBAaHUS OTHOIIGHUH MEXAy pa3HbBIMM YPOBHSAMHM B €CTECTBEHHBIX S3bIKax (B CTPYKTypHOH H
MaTeMaTHueckoi JuHrBucTHKe).» (Ivanov 1962: 6) [Translated by the author]

** The immediate predecessor of Tartu-Moscow semiotics of culture is to be found in the Prague Circle’s work.
This influence has been well explained by Thomas Winner: “[T]he Prague Linguistic Circle made the first
steps toward the rich development of the semiotics of culture in its application of modified Saussurian
concepts, in its development of the concept of function and of polyfunctionality of human behavior, in its
position of the interrelatedness of systems, and finally, in the person of Bogatyrev, in its view of the opposition
of the inner vs. outer sphere of culture in which the former is seen as organization whereas the latter is
regarded as entropy and chaos” (Winner, T. 1979: 80-81).

Further explanations of the most important external influences on the Tartu-Moscow school can be found in
Salupere and Torop 2013: 16-20 and Hymes 1978: 399-404.
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hierarchy of particular semiotic systems, as the sum of the texts and the set of functions
correlated with them, or as a certain mechanism which generates these texts” (Ivanov; Lotman
et al. 1973: 68). From the semiotic point of view culture is therefore to be understood as a
complex organization of sign systems. In the works of Yurij Lotman we find the following

conception of culture:

“Culture presents many different aspects, and its apprehension is, to a great extend, defined
by the meta-position of the researcher. From the semiotic point of view, culture can be
conceived as a complexly organized sign mechanism that permits the existence of one or
another group of people as a collective identity with a certain common supraindividual
intellect, a common memory, a unity of behaviour, a unity of modelling for itself the world
surrounding and unified relations towards that world.” (Lotman 1977: 138)"

It is “a historically existing bunch of semiotic systems (languages) that can arise as one
hierarchy (superlanguage) or appear as a symbiosis of independent systems. It includes not
only a certain combination of semiotic systems, but also the totality of messages that have
historically been produced in those languages (texts)” (Lotman 1970: 6-8, 28.0)*.

A very first implication of the switch in the theoretical conception of culture from the point
of view of cultural semiotics is that it permits the recognition of verbal language as a
phenomenon of the same entity as any other semiotic system operating inside culture. We
may refer to all cultural semiotic systems from a similar stance and with a common
terminology (and a common modelling), and we may as well identify similar dynamics of
staticity and changeability in all of them. But the most important implication of the approach
by semiotics of culture for the issue under discussion here is that it postulates that linguistic
semiotic systems occupy a “central position” inside culture. In fact, culture is claimed to be “a
system of systems based in the final analysis on a natural language” (Ivanov; Lotman et al.
1973: 71). Yurij Lotman and Boris Uspenskij, in their article On the semiotic mechanism of
culture (1978) expose this idea and conclude that linguistic semiotic systems play a central

role inside the whole system of culture because of the high degree of structuredness that they

i «KynbTypa MHOroacmekTHa, M OIpEIEICHHE €H, B 3HAUUTEIBHOH Mepe, OIPEIEICHO METAlo3ULHeH

uccnenoBarens. C CeMHOTHYECKOH TOYKH 3pEHUS KyJIbTYpy MOXHO IPEICTaBUTh cebe Kak CIOXKHO
OpPraHM30BaHHBIM 3HAKOBBIM MEXaHM3M, 00eCIIeUNBAIOIINI CYIIECTBOBAaHNE TOW MIM MHOM TPYIIIBI TI0/eil Kak
KOJIIEKTUBHOM JTMYHOCTH, 00Jajaromel HEKOTOPHIM OOIIMM CBEPXIMYHBIM HMHTEIUIEKTOM, OOIIeil mamsThio,
€MHCTBOM IIOBEACHUS, €ANHCTBOM MOJEIMPOBAHUS Ul ce0sl OKPY’KAIOIIETr0 MUpa U €JUHCTBOM OTHOILICHHUS
k aTomy Mupy.» (Lotman 1977: 138) [Translated by the author]

2 «(Atak, KyIpTypa - HCTOPHYCCKH CIOKHBIIMICA MyYOK CEMHOTHUCCKHX CHCTEM (S3BIKOB), KOTOPBI MOYXET
CKIaJbIBATBCS B EAMHYI0O Hepapxuio (CBEpXs3bIK), HO MOXET IPEeACTaBIiATh co0oif u cuMOmo3
CaMOCTOSTENIbHBIX CcHCTeM. Ho KyabTypa BKJIOYaeT B Ce0S HE TOJNBKO OINPEACICHHOE COYCTaHHE
CEMHOTHYCCKUX CHUCTEM, HO M BCKO COBOKYITHOCTh HCTOPHUYCCKH MMEBIIHUX MECTO COOOINCHHI Ha STHX A3bIKAX
(texctoB).» (Lotman 1970: 6-8, 28.0 [as referenced in: Levchenko and Salupere (eds.) 1999: 121]) [Translated
by the author]
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possess, which make them especially significant in the structuring function of the whole

culture:

As a methodological abstraction, one may imagine language as an isolated phenomenon.
However, in its actual functioning, language is molded into a more general system of
culture and, together with it, constitutes a complex whole. The fundamental "task" of
culture, as we will try to show, is in structurally organizing the world around man. Culture
is the generator of structuredness, and in this way it creates a social sphere around man
which, like the biosphere, makes life possible; that is, not organic life, but social life.

But in order for it to fulfill that role, culture must have within itself a structural "diecasting
mechanism." It is this function that is performed by natural language. It is natural language
that gives the members of a social group their intuitive sense of structuredness that with its
transformation of the "open" world of realia into a "closed" world of names, forces people
to treat as structures those phenomena whose structuredness, at best, is not apparent. Indeed,
in many cases it turns out not to matter whether some meaning-forming principle is a
structure, in a strict sense, or not. It is sufficient that the participants in an act of
communication should regard it as a structure and use it as such for it to begin to display
structure like qualities. One can well understand how important it is that a system of culture
has, at its center, so powerful a source of structuredness as language. (Lotman and
Uspenskij 1978: 213).

From our point of view, the “high degree of structuredness” of linguistic semiotic systems
pointed out by Lotman and Uspenskij stems form the high degree of structuredness and
systematicity observable at specifically the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic systems.
The inner highly systematic structure of linguistic semiotic systems turns them into the
primary structural modelling tools inside culture.

These two aspects concerning the functioning of natural language inside a cultural system
may seem contradictory at first sight but are actually compatible: on the one hand, verbal
language inside culture is a semiotic system of the same entity as other codes and conventions
that take part in it: the codes or conventions for clothing, feeding, acting in public, political
organization, etc., because all of them are ultimately semiotic systems and their dynamics
inside culture and society are not essentially different from the ones of verbal languages. This
permits an equation in conceiving language and the rest of cultural facts inside a society. But
at the same time linguistic semiotic systems occupy a central role in the system of culture and
that confers them an especially significant position in its interrelation with the rest of systems
inside a given culture.

The semiotic understanding of culture has important implications for explaining the
investigation of past cultural stages. Yurij Lotman in his article Problems in the typology of
culture (1988) defines culture as “the totality of nonhereditary information acquired,
preserved, and transmitted by the various groups of human society” and distinguishes three

aspects of it: culture as a structure, as information and as a hierarchy of codes (cf. Lotman,
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Yu. 1988: 213-214). In relation to the two first aspects, when facing a cultural fext* (and that
means not only a verbal message in written form but any kind of material or immaterial fact
distinguishable inside a cultural system), two dimensions are to be recognized in it: its content
and its structure. The content possesses the value of being informative about the cultural
system it belongs to; it is the information it presents by itself. But provided that culture is
always a system of codes that intertwine with a certain degree of systematicity and
structuredness, from a given cultural text may be grasped not only this content but also other
aspects of the cultural system that it belongs to. A cultural text belongs to the structure of
culture and it is necessarily related to a language or code inside that culture, which is in turn
interrelated with the rest of codes or systems that operate inside that same culture. That is the
reason why that cultural text is informative of more aspects of the culture than strictly the

primary content that it transmits.

In constructing a typological and structural history of culture, we must necessarily base our
analysis on a separation of the content of cultural texts from the structure of their
“language.” In considering the sum total of facts available to the historian of culture, we
must also distinguish between the system that can theoretically be reconstructed (a culture’s
“language”) and the way in which the culture is realized from the mass of material external
to the system (a culture’s “speech”). In this way, we can examine all the facts in the history
of culture from two points of view: as significant information, and as the system of social
codes that permits the expression of this information with signs in order to make it the
patrimony of a human collectivity. (Lotman, Yu. 1988: 214)

Lotman illustrates the situation with the case of material cultural objects; they don’t only
serve to a practical purpose inside the cultural system in which they are produced but,
precisely because of being products of the cultural system, they possess informative value

about that culture. From the inside of a cultural system, a given object serves to a concrete

 The concept of fext is especially important in the semiotics of the Tartu-Moscow school and needs to be
clearly distinguished from the traditional notion of text in linguistic and literary studies. Conceived in a
semiotic sense, the concept of text “is applied not only to messages in a natural language but also to any carrier
of integral (“textual””) meaning” (Ivanov et al. 1973: 58) and more concretely in cultural semiotics is conceived
as text any “message which is constructed within the given culture according to definite generative rules”
(Ivanov; Lotman et al. 1973: 63).
On the switch of attention to fex? in the Tartu-Moscow semiotic school: “What is the relation between sign and
text (which is the main object for investigation of the members of the Tartu-Moscow School)? Can we
consider the text (and not only word signs, which is what it is made of) a sign of a peculiar kind? Modern
semiotics, unlike the first attempts of the continuators of Saussure and Peirce [...] study not only signs, but also
their combinations, regardless of their length or complexity. The text stands as a succession of signs that plays
itself the role of sign in certain cultural traditions” (Ivanov 2010: 33-34);
«KakoBo cooTHOIIEHHE 3HAaKa M TEKCTa (ABISIOIIErOCs INIABHBIM OOBEKTOM HCCIEIOBAHUS INpelCTaBUTENEH
MOCKOBCKO-TapTyCKOH IIKOJIEI)? MOXKHO JIM CUHTAaTh TEKCT (a HE TOJNBKO CJIOBA 3HAKH, U3 KOTOPHIX OH
coctouT) ocoboro poaa 3HakoM? CoBpeMeHHasi CEMHOTHKA, B OTIMYME OT MEPBHIX OMBITOB IMOCIEA0BaTENeH
Coccropa u Ilupca [...] u3yuaeT He TOIBKO 3HAKH, HO M UX CKOJb YTOJHO AJHHHBIC U CIOXKHBIE COUCTAHUS.
TekcT mpezacTaBiIsieT co00i MOCIeA0BaTEIbHOCTh 3HAKOB, KOTOPasi B OMpPENEICHHBIX KyJIbTYPHBIX TPaAUIMIX
cama BeIcTynaet B poiiu 3Haka.» (Ivanov 2010: 33-34) [Translated by the author]
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purpose, but from the outside of that cultural system, that same object is informative further

from its primary purpose inside it, about the cultural system in general:

In fact, even when faced by the so-called monuments of material culture (such as the means
of production) we must bear in mind that these objects perform a double role in the society
that creates and uses them; although they serve a practical purpose, they also concentrate in
themselves the experience acquired during past working activity and ultimately become
instruments for preserving and transmitting information. For contemporaries, who can
receive this information from numerous more readily available sources, the first of these
functions is the fundamental one; however for their successors, who may be archaeologists
or historians, the second function will be the only one that matters. (Lotman, Yu. 1988: 213)

The third and last aspect of culture pointed out by Lotman — culture as a hierarchy of codes
— refers to the already mentioned conception of culture as a hierarchical interrelation of
semiotic systems (which here are referred as codes**). The existence of such interrelations is
what permits the “double informativeness” of cultural texts: about its proper content and
about the structure of its cultural system. We want to bring up the connection between
Lotman’s explanaition and the understanding by Ivanov and Toporov of the investigation of
ancient history and prehistory as a process of deciphering (or decoding), in which the message
to be restored — and that is the ancient or prehistoric culture under investigation — reaches us

via different kinds of signals:

“The possibility of mutual translations between different semiotic modelling systems and
the existence of many of these systems in any human collectivity turns unlimited and
reliable the transmission of the content-plane of the message, which is related to the culture
of that collectivity. It is for this reason that from the point of view of semiotics we can
understand the task of such complex studies as, for example, the investigation of Slavic
antiquity, as the restoration at different levels of a message on the basis of signals, which
arrived to it by means of different channels of communication. Belong to those signals the
existence of archaecological monuments and evidences of material culture, which can be
interpreted as messages in a definite code, as well as data obtained by -cultural
anthropology. [...] All the complex of signals that are described in different historical and
ethnographical disciplines and interpreted mostly by means of typological confrontation,
can serve both for the reconstruction of the message itself, which is related to that given
culture (for instance, proto-Slavic culture)45 , as well as for the reconstruction of the social
background of that collectivity, the knowledge of which permits to establish the semantic

* For the topic under discussion here, the distinction between the terms semiotics system, code and modelling
system is not relevant and therefore, they are just treated as equivalents, but they should not be taken as
equivalent within the works of the Tartu-Moscow school. The term modelling system will be especially
relevant within the school, namely for the distinction between secondary and primary modelling systems:
“language as a primary modelling system is the human being’s main means of thinking and communicating.
As a secondary modelling system, language is the preserver of the culture’s collective experience and the
reflector of its creativity” (Salupere and Torop 2013: 26).

* The investigations by V. V. Ivanov and V. N. Toporov about Proto-Slavic linguistic and cultural semiotic
systems can be found in Ivanov and Toporov 1963 and 1965.
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and pragmatic aspects of the reconstructed message.” (Ivanov and Toporov 1997 (1966):
73)46

How does this theoretical understanding of cultural facts translate to the investigation of
prehistory and, more specifically, to the investigation of prehistoric societies past on the basis
of linguistic data? In the first place because the claiming by Lotman refers by way of
illustration to the material objects that are studied in archaeological and historical research,
but in fact the same double informativeness can be conceived about also the linguistic data
concerning past periods provided by historical and comparative linguistics. The “double
informativeness” of cultural texts described by Lotman and the “mutual translations” between
semiotic systems inside culture pointed out by Ivanov and Toporov concern also linguistic
data, because they are also cultural texts and because linguistic systems are also part of that
mutual translation between systems. What’s more, they occupy, as we have seen, a central
role in between the interrelation of semiotic systems.

Besides, we have to keep in mind that any semiotic system, and that includes linguistic
semiotic systems, is both the inheritance of its previously stages and the effect of partial but
constant modifications, presenting a tendency to stability and preservation together with a
tendency to constant change and innovation®’. As posited by Lotman and Uspenskij, “culture
is memory or, in other words, a record in the memory of what the community has

experienced” and therefore it is, “of necessity, connected to past historical experience.”

46 «B03MOXXHOCTh B3aMMHBIX NEPEBOJAOB MECXKAY PAa3sHBIMHU MOJACIUPYIOIMUMHU CEMHUOTUYECKUMHU CHUCTEMaMU U

HaJIM4YUC MHOTHUX TaKUX CUCTEM B J'IIO6OM YCJIIOBCYCCKOM KOJIJIICKTHUBEC CJIaCT HOMeXOyCTOﬁHHBOﬁ )4 Haﬂe)KHOfI
nepeaavy mjiaHa COOCpKaHUA COO6HICHI/II71, OTHOCAIIUXCA K KYJbTYPE 3TOI'0 KOJIJICKTUBA HO3TOMy C TOYKH
3p€HUdA CEMUOTHUKHU 3aJady TaKUX KOMIUICKCHBIX HAYK, KaK, HaOpuMep, HCCICAOBAHNUEC CIIaBIHCKUX
I[peBHOCTeﬁ, MOHO MOHATH KaK BOCCTAHOBJICHUE Ha Pa3HbBIX YPOBHAX TaKUX COO6HICHHI71 Ha OCHOBAaHHH
CUT'HAJIOB, JOMICANINX OO HEr'0 MO pa3sHbIM KaHaJlaM CBA3H. K YHUCITy TaKUX CUTHAJIOB OTHOCATCA U PA3JIMYHBIC
ApXCOJOTrHICCKUEC IIaMATHUKN )4 CBHUIOCTCIILCTBA MaTepI/IaHI)HOﬁ KYJIbTYPHI, KOTOPbIC MOKHO
HUHTEPIIPETUPOBATL KaK COOGHIGHI/ISI B OIIPEACICHHOM KOJIC, TaK K€ KaK U JaHHBbIC, TOJTy4aE€MbIC KyHbTypHOf/'I
antponosorueit [...]. Bechb KOMIJIEKC CHTHAIOB, ONHUCBIBAEMBIX B PAa3IUYHBIX MCTOPUYECKUX U
3THOl"paq)I/I‘~IeCKI/IX JUCHUIUIMHAX W HUHTCPHOPECTUPYEMBIX MNPEUMYIIECTBEHHO MMYTEM THUIOJOTHYCCKUX
COIIOCTABJICHUH, MOXET CIYXHTb KakK I PEKOHCTPYKIMM CAMUX COOOINEHHUH, OTHOCSIIUXCA K JaHHOU
KyJnbType (Hampumep, mpaciaBsHCKoM). Tak M i1 pPEeKOHCTPYKLIMH TOrO COIMAIbHOrO (hoHa M TOro
KOJIJICKTHUBA, 683 3HaHUA OCO6€HHOCTeﬁ KOTOPOI'0 HEJIb3d BOCCTAHOBUTH CEMAHTUYCCKYIO U IMPArMaTu4CeCKyro
CTOPOHY PEKOHCTpYUpyeMbIx coobmmenuit.» (Ivanov and Toporov 1997 (1966): 73) [Translated by the author]

7 “The transmission of culture in time can be to a great extend described as the conservation of systems of signs,

which serve to the control of behaviour. The systems of programed sign-control of human behaviour,
developed thanks to a switch of external signs to the inside, usually work automatically, and that means
unconsciously (related to this is the conservation of surviving forms that permit the reconstruction of archaic
types of behaviour).” (Ivanov 1962: 4-5);
«Ilepenaya KyJabTypbl BO BPEMEHH B OOJIBIION CTEIIEHN MOXKET OBITh ONMCAaHA KaK COXPAaHEHHE CHCTEM 3HAKOB,
CIIy’)KalUX JUIs KOHTPOJIs Haj rmoBeaeHrueM. CHCTeMBbl 3HAKOBOT'O IIPOTPAMMHOTO YIIPABJICHHs YEJIOBEYECKUM
MOBEJICHUEM, BBIPa0OTaHHbIE Oylaromapsi Iepexoqy BHEIIHUX 3HAaKOB BHYTpPb, OOBIYHO paboTaroT
ABTOMAaTHYECKH, T. €. 0ECCO3HATeNbHO (C 3THM CBS3aHO W COXPAaHEHHE MHOTHX IEPEKUTOYHBIX (OPM,
MO3BOJISIIOIUX PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh apXamdHble THUIBI TMoBemeHus).» (Ivanov 1962: 4-5) [Translated by the
author]
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(1978: 214). Taking this fact into consideration and having reported on the hierarchical
interrelation of semiotic systems inside culture, we can accept that the preservation of
inherited features in any of the semiotic systems inside culture are informative not only of the
past stages of evolution of that semiotic system but also of past stages of the whole cultural
system in which it operates.

We can therefore conclude the linguistic data provided by means of historical and
comparative linguistics are to be recognized a capacity for informativeness not only about
past linguistic stages but also of the extra-linguistic characteristics of the societies in which
they were in use. This stands as the theoretical recognition of the informativeness of linguistic
systems about the cultural system in which they operate, which is the underlying assumption
that leads to the investigating work within linguistic paleontology. In addition, the primary
role of linguistic semiotic systems in the function for modelling and structuring characteristics

of culture permits to talk about an especially accurate capacity for informativeness.

4.2. Linguistic paleontology as a field for interpretative
investigations

The linguistic arguments concerning the ancient and prehistoric past of human societies
provided in the work within linguistic paleontology are recognized different validity, as we
have already witnessed, at the moment of establishing actual theories about that past. In
addition, and as we have pointed out along our work, the investigation of human past by
linguistic means has led to a profusion of pseudo-scientifical theories and that had put into
question the validity of such approach. Even the linguistic arguments that have been most
solidly accomplished are present problems for delimiting what is the ultimate validity of the
testimony they offer, and are ultimately accepted or rejected only on the basis of their
adequacy or inadequacy to the theory to be defended. Facing such questions, the academic
status of linguistic paleontology is rather weak.

The questionable value of linguistic arguments concerning human past cannot be blame on
the total incapacity of informativeness of linguistic facts about that past because, as we have
previously discussed, there is a theoretical legitimacy in assuming that informativeness. We

argue that the uncertain validity of the arguments provided by linguistic paleontology derives
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rather from the interpretative character of its investigations. The strictly linguistic work
carried out by historical and comparative linguistics departs, as we have exposed, from an
objectification of its object of study that permits the implementation of the scientific method
and the implementation of mechanisms of deduction and induction. However, the inference of
non-linguistic aspects of cultural systems carried out by /inguistic paleontology is a task based
on the mere interpretation of the linguistic evidence. As this field of studies deals mainly with
the lexical meanings of the linguistic data available, which is not suitable of such systematic
study and verifiability as the (previously described in this work) syntactic dimension, it cannot

a possess an interpretative character, with no ground for unequivocal deduction or induction:

When reconstructing the phonological aspects of the lexical entities, we have strict criteria
that help us distinguish between genetically conditioned and typologically conditioned
features. In the case of semantic reconstruction, these criteria are far more obscure. In
general, linguists are guided by vague ideas of semantic similarity; at best, they rely on
typologically similar cases of semantic change that are historically attested for different
languages. Thus, the reconstruction of the so-called “world picture” for any proto-ethnos
often places the researcher on shaky ground. (Dybo 2013: 70)

The ultimate dependence on the interpretative capacities or will of the investigator is what
makes the resulting linguistic arguments a matter of debate between scholars and leads to the
impossibility of delimiting clear criteria about the ultimate informative validity of their
testimony about past facts and cultures. Another consequence of this interpretative character
of linguistic paleontology is that there is always the possibility for misinterpretation and
overinterpretation: “Comparison of vocabulary is less rewarding than might be hoped. [...]
Where there are apparent matches in significant cultural vocabulary, we must be careful that
our eagerness to find out about Proto-Indo-European society does not lead us to over-interpret
the linguistic evidence” (Clackson 2007: 210). The misinterpretation or overinterpretation of
the available linguistic data leads to implausible conclusions about the period of the past and
the society under investigation and produce nothing but pseudo-knowledge about the past of

human populations.
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Conclusive remarks: the validity of linguistic arguments for the

investigation of human past

As assumed by linguistic paleontology, linguistic data possess indeed informativeness about
human past. However, and due to the ultimately interpretative character of its investigations
this discipline cannot seek for objectivity in its hypothesizing of ancient and prehistoric past,
but can only seek for the plausibility of the linguistic arguments that it offers as testimony of
that past. Linguistic paleontology is therefore not a suitable source of reliable and objective
knowledge about human past.

This shouldn’t be understood as the denial of any possible reliability of the knowledge
about past acquired by means of linguistic analysis, but rather as a delimitation of its ultimate
epistemological value*®: “The whole doctrine of making cultural inferences from linguistic
evidence, known as linguistic paleontology, has rarely enjoyed particularly high repute. But in
any case it remains true that linguistic paleontology very neatly provides assumptions to be
tested” (Anttila, R. 1989: 373). The linguistic arguments provided about human past must, as
we argue, aim for plausibility in view of the data available but cannot be a matter for

verification® in itself.

* In order to provide the reader with a concrete exemplification of the informative capacity of linguistic data in
the investigation of prehistoric past, we will briefly refer to the work of the Russian linguist Anna Dybo who,
in his article Language and archaeology: some methodological problems. 1. Indo-European and Altaic
landscapes (2013) compares the reconstructed landscape lexicon for the Indo-European and the Altaic
linguistic families, showing how different landscapes they reflect. The linguistic material of ancient etymology
in both these families draws a conceptualization of landscape that is proper only of only that linguistic group,
and therefore informative of the prehistoric geographical location of its speakers before its dialectalization.

*In the following words, Vyacheslav Ivanov argues that the conclusions of linguistic paleontology are suitable
for verifiability, but he is at the same time recognizing that such verification is found only outside the linguistic
arguments, in evidences of non-linguistic kind:

“The considerable success of modern linguistic studies in the field of studying the semantic spheres of
languages makes possible and desirable a detailed study of the diachrony of more semantic fields. This task
offers results that are verifiable and usually allow falsification (in the sense of K. Popper’s philosophy of
science) by the confrontation of the denotata (referents) of words with data from adjacent sciences. But at the
same time this task [the confrontation of data] is very time-consuming and may therefore slow down the run of
the respective comparison of lexicons in whole. That is why this research should be encouraged on the later
steps, after the solution in advance of the general establishment of the kinship.” (Ivanov 2009: 2);

«3HauuTeNbHBIE YCIEXU COBPEMEHHON JTMHIBUCTUYECKON HAyKU B OONACTH U3YUCHUS CMBICIOBBIX cep s3bIKa
U pedepeHIuH [eNalT BO3MOXHBIM M JKENATeIbHBIM JAETAIBHOE IHAXPOHUYECKOE H3yUCHHE OOJIBIINX
CEMaHTHYECKUX MoJeH. DTO 3aHATHE AaeT MPOBepsieMble Pe3ysbTaThl U 4acTo JomyckaeT (ampcudukaiuio (B
cmbicie (uiocodun Haykm K. Ilommepa) mpu comocTaBiieHHH JEHOTaTOB (peepeHTOB) CIOB C JaHHBIMU
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The lack of verifiability and objectivity makes of linguistic paleontology an insufficient
source of information about the past of human populations, but rather a field dependent on the
data provided by other disciplines that deal also with investigation of human past, namely
archaeology and populations’ genetics, whose data are complementary to the ones offered by
linguistic paleontology and stand, because of the nature of its object of study, a source for
objectivity and univocality. This being so, we conclude that linguistic paleontology is a
source for plausible arguments about the past of human cultures that depends on the
confrontation with evidences accomplished by other disciplines in order to provide reliable
knowledge about that past. The importance and relevance of the linguistic contribution to the
study of human past lies on the fact that the kind of evidences that is able to provide are
complementary to the ones provided by other disciplines and would be unreachable by other
means.

In the first chapter we concluded that the investigations of historical and comparative
linguistics can provide verifiable and scientific knowledge for strictly — as we called it — the
syntactic dimension of languages and not for the actual manifestation of language at the level
of concrete use. This has important implications for discussing the ultimate entity of the
informativeness of linguistic data about human past and about the ultimate validity of the
knowledge provided by linguistic paleontology. To the same extend as we recognized at the
synchronic level that the abstract metalinguistic description of a given natural language is
representative of the regularities observable at the level of speech, although not identical to it,
we can recognize a certain degree of representativeness in the sources attesting ancient
languages and in reconstructed protolanguages about stages of language as actually
manifested at the level of speech. However, if for the cases of synchronic description and
ancient languages attested in written sources, the metalinguistic structural description is
actually built upon the actual level of speech, for the case of reconstructed protolanguages the
situation is the opposite one: we infer features of the abstract system without any further
evidence of the actual level of speech. For this reason, the representativeness of
protolanguages about the actual level of speech of the linguistic stage they reflect is lessened.
What is more, the reconstructed protolanguages are linguistic hypotheses and are not suitable

for verification — except for certain cases such as the discovering of a correlation in Hittite of

cMexHblXx Hayk. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM OHO SABISETCS TPYAOEMKUM M MOXET II03TOMY 3aMEMJIUTh XOJ,
COOTBETCTBYIOLLIUX CpaBHEHUH cnoBapedi B uenoMm. [losTomy Takoe wuccienoBaHHE CKOpee JIOJKHO
MOOIIPSATHCA Ha Oojiee MO3AHUX ITaNax, MOCIE MPEeIBapUTEIBHOTO peIIeHus oO0Imieil 3ajauu yCcTaHOBICHHUS
poactaa.» (Ivanov 2009: 2) [Translated by the author]
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Saussure’s sonant coefficient, described above, in which occurs an actual empirical
verification of the linguistic hypothesis — and that turns the arguments of [linguistic
paleontology based on these reconstructions into hypotheses built upon previous hypotheses,
what again weakens the validity of such arguments.

On the other hand, the fact that the knowledge provided by historical and comparative
linguistics 1s the most scientific for strictly the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic
systems means that the conclusions of /inguistic paleontology that are based on that syntactic
dimension can be recognized more verisimilitude than the ones that rely on the lexicon. We
already pointed out the fact that upon phonological, morphological and typological features of
related languages also conclusions about the non-linguistic aspects of the past of human
populations are extracted. Such arguments are most of the times employed by scholars
without recognizing them as linguistic paleontology, but just as implicit logical conclusions of
the linguistic evidence, but they are also making use of the informativeness of linguistic data
about the extra-linguistic space. In order to argue this statement, we will turn to the following
words by the linguist P. Baldi for criticizing Colin Renfrew’s implicit delimitation of

linguistic paleontology to the lexical level:

The most serious error in the linguistic argumentation [of C. Renfrew] is, however, the lack
of concern with any features of language beyond the lexicon. Renfrew repeatedly criticizes
the notion of the protolexicon and the deficiencies of linguistic paleontology. Why not,
then, make use of the deep, structural features of phonology and morphology? What of the
shared nonlexical characteristics of different groups, such as the morphological systems of
Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit, the morphological parallels between Germanic and Hittite, the
conservative phonologies of Armenian and Germanic, the phonological parallels between
Hittite and Tocharian, the rich inflectional systems of some groups (Greek, Italic, Indo-
Iranian, Baltic, Slavic) versus the less dense ones of others (Germanic, Hittite)? What about
evidence for linguistic subgrouping (e.g., Italo-Celtic, Balto-Slavic)? While Renfrew justly
criticizes the lexical approach, he nowhere makes use of the phonological, morphological,
or even syntactic correspondences that are of so much value in establishing the
protosystems of Proto-Indo-European. (Renfrew, C. et al. 1988: 447)

The plausibility of the information extracted by means of linguistic paleontology about
human ancient and prehistoric past and the validity of its arguments are, in conclusion, higher
when refer to ancient attested linguistic stages than to hypothetically reconstructed ones and,
concerning the latest case, the linguistic arguments about the prehistoric societies carrier of
protolanguages are more solid when extracted from the reconstruction of the syntactic
dimension of linguistic semiotic systems, and that means, their phonological and
morphological levels and their typological features, while they are much a source for
uncertainty and disagreement between scholars when extracted from the consideration of the

lexicon.
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CONCLUSIONS

Two academic disciplines dealing with the investigation of human past have been the matter
for discussion in the present work. On the one side, historical and comparative linguistics as
the investigation of the diachronic dimension of linguistic systems and on the other side,
linguistic paleontology as the investigation on the basis of linguistic data of non-linguistic
aspects of the past of human populations. The consideration of certain semiotic aspects
involving the work within such disciplines has led us to the following conclusions concerning
the knowledge about past provided by them.

The object for study of historical and comparative linguistics is the structural
metalinguistic descriptions of natural languages that result from the structuralist approach in
linguistics. It is because of the systematic nature of that structurally constructed object that
historical-comparative method can deal with objectivity in a way comparable to the method
of natural sciences, inasmuch as only upon systematicity of the object for study an inductive
and scientific methodological approach can be applied. Besides, in a semiotic approach to
linguistic sign systems, we can distinguish in them three different dimensions: the semantic
dimension — the relations between the system and the extra-linguistic reality —, the pragmatic
dimension — the relations between the system and the user of it in actual situations, the
dimension of praxis — and the syntactic dimension of the system — the relations of linguistic
signs between themselves, and that means, internal relations between elements of the system.
As systematicity and structuredness are only reachable at the level of abstract description and
specifically for the case of the relations of linguistic signs that are elements of the system
between themselves, we claim that the historical-comparative approach to languages scopes
ultimately the syntactic dimension of linguistic semiotic systems and can provide verifiable
and scientific knowledge for strictly that syntactic dimension.

In the approach by the semiotics of culture developed within the Tartu-Moscow semiotic
school, human culture is described as a hierarchical interrelation of semiotic systems that
models and structures the extra-cultural space. Linguistic semiotic systems play a central role

in that hierarchy of systems because of its especially accurate capacity for structuration,
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which — as we argue — arises from the high degree of structuredness observable at specifically
their syntactic dimension. Because of that central role, linguistic semiotic systems possess
high informativeness about non-linguistic aspects of cultural systems, and because of the fact
that all cultural systems are heirs of their past stages of evolution, they possess also
informativeness about non-linguistic aspects of the past of cultural systems. Linguistic
paleontology investigates non-linguistic aspects of human past on the basis of linguistic data
and upon the assumption of that informativeness of linguistic semiotic systems about the
extra-linguistic space. However, the ultimate validity of its conclusions is a matter for debate
and disagreement in order to provide reliable knowledge about the past of cultures.

The problematic status of linguistic paleontology is due to the fact it ultimately consists on
an interpretation of the linguistic evidence, suitable therefore for overinterpretation and
misinterpretation of data. We conclude that because of its interpretative approach, these
investigations cannot seek for objectivity but only for plausibility in the linguistic arguments
that they offer as testimony of that past. These linguistic arguments lack of verifiability by
themselves and can only be discussed as more or less plausible in the light of other kinds of
evidences. Linguistic paleontology in isolation is thus not a suitable source of reliable and
objective knowledge about human past, but a source for plausible arguments, and it is
dependent on the confrontation with evidences provided by other disciplines such as
archaeology or genetic studies of populations in order to provide reliable knowledge about
human past.

We may make some more concrete distinction inside the different possible investigations
covered within this field: the information extracted by means of /inguistic paleontology about
human ancient and prehistoric past is more plausible and valid when it refers to ancient
attested linguistic stages than when it deals with hypothetically reconstructed proto-
languages. For the latest case, the linguistic arguments about the prehistoric societies carrier
of protolanguages are more solid when extracted from the reconstruction of the syntactic
dimension of linguistic semiotic systems, while they are much a source for uncertainty and

disagreement when extracted from the consideration of the lexicon.
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Ajaloolis-vordleva lingvistika ja lingvistilise paleontoloogia semiootika aspektid

Resiimee

Kéesolevas t00s Kkisitletakse semiootilis teoreetiliselt kahte eriala, mis késitlevad
inimmineviku uurimist: iiheks erialaks on ajalooline ja vordlev lingvistika, mis uurib keelte
diakroonilist dimensiooni, ja teiseks - [lingvistiline paleontoloogia, mis piiliab uurida
inimkultuuride mineviku mitte-lingvistilisi aspekte, analiiiisides ajaloolise ja vordleva
lingvistika poolt tagatud lingvistilisi andmeid. Teatud problemaatilised kiisimused on allikaks
arutelule molema eriala sees, mille tulemuseks on epistemoloogilised raskused seoses nende
poolt tagatud mineviku teadmiste {ilima olemusega. Semiootiliste aspektide arutelu, kaasates
neid uuringuid, selgitab selliseid probleemseid kiisimusi.

Uhelt poolt, ajaloolise ja vordleva lingvistika uuringu objekt on ehitatud strukturalistlikule
lahenemise poolt lingvistikas. Selle struktuuriliselt ehitatud objekti siistemaatilise loomu
parast ajaloolis-vordlev meetod saab tegeleda objektiivsusega. Teiselt poolt, semiootilisest
lahenemisest kuni lingvistiliste maérgisiisteemideni me vOime eristada nendes kolme
dimensiooni: semantiline dimensioon — suhted siisteemi ja extra-lingvistilise reaalsuse vahel -,
pragmaatiline dimensioon - siisteemi ja selle tgelikus olukorras kasutaja vahel, praksise
dimensioon ja siintaktiline siisteemi dimensioon — lingvistiliste mérkide omavaheline seos, ja
see tdhendab, siisteemi elementide vaheline sisemine seos. Kuna siisteemsus ja struktureeritus
on kéttesaadavad ainult abstraktse kirjelduse tasandil ja just eriti linvistilistele méarkidele, mis
on siisteemi elemendid omavahel, me jireldame, et ajaloolis-vordlev ldhenemine keeltele
haarab 16ppkokkuvdttes lingvistilise semiootiliste slisteemide siintaktilist dimensiooni ja voib
pakkuda kontrollitavaid ja teaduslikke teadmisi rangelt selle siintaktilise dimensiooni jaoks.

Kultuuriga vastavuses olevate semiootiliste siisteemide hierarhiliste omavaheliste suhete
sees lingvistilised mangivad keskset rolli modelleerimise ja struktureerimise funktsioonis,
kultuuri iseloomus. Selle keskse rolli pérast, lingvistilis-semiootilised siisteemid omavad
korget informatiivsust kultuuri siisteemide mineviku mitte-lingvistiliste aspektide kohta.
Lingvistilise paleontoloogia distsipliin jitkab selle informatiivsuse eeldusega, kuid selle

jarelduste 10plik kehtivus on pidevalt kahtluse alla seatud selle tdlgendava ldhenemise tottu,
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mis aga sobib andmete iiletdlgendamiseks ja vadrtdlgendamiseks. Lingvistiline
paleontoloogia eraldi ei ole sobivaks inimmineviku objektiivsete teadmiste usaldusvéérseks
allikaks, kuid usutavate argumentide allikaks. See on sdltuvuses konfrontatsioonist
vastastdenditega teiste distsipliinide poolt, nagu arheoloogia voi populatsioonide geneetilised
uuringud inimmineviku kohta usaldusvéérsete teadmiste pakkumiseks. Teiselt poolt, selle
jéreldused on seda rohkem usaldusvéédrsemad, mida rohkem nad on vélja voetud lingvistiliste
semiootiliste silisteemide siintaktilise dimensiooni analiiiisist, ja ndrgemad, kui nad on

tuletatud leksikaalsetest tihendustest.
Votmesonad:  ajaloolis-vordlev lingvistika, lingvistiline paleontoloogia,

ajaloolis-vordlev meetod, silintaktiline dimensioon, lingvistilised semiootilised

siisteemid, kultuurisemiootika
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Cemuomuueckue acnexkmei CPAGHUMENIbHO-UCMOPUYHECKO20 A3bIKOZHAHUA U
JUHZGUCMUYECKOU NATICOHMO0/102UU

Pe3rome

Jannast paboTa, OCHOBBIBAsSCh HA CEMHOTHYECKOM TECOPUTHYECKOM TOJIXOE, PACCMATPUBACT
JIB€ JHUCHUIUIMHBI, UCCIEAYIOIIUE YEJIOBEUECKOE NPOIUIOE: CPABHUMENbHO-UCTNOPULECKOE
SA3bIKO3HAHUe, PA0OTAIoee C JUAXPOHUCH SI3BIKOB, M JUHCBUCHMUYECKYIO NATeOHMON02UIO,
HCCIIEIYIONIYI0 HEJIMHIBUCTUYECKHE ACIIEKThI MPOUUIOr0 YEJIOBEUYECKUX KYJIbTYp Ha OCHOBE
aHaJIM3a JTUHTBUCTUYCCKUX AaHHBIX. ONpeeieHHbIe TPOO0IeMAaTUYECKUE BOIIPOCHI SIBIISTFOTCS
HWCTOYHUKAMH  CIOPOB  BHYTPM  OTUX JUCUUIUIMH, PE3yJbTaTOM  BO3HUKHOBEHHS
SMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKUX TPYAHOCTEN, KACAKOUIUMXCSA 3HAHUSA O IPOILLIOM, JTOCTHUTAaeMOr0 HMHU.
PackpbiTHe CEeMHOTHYECKHX ACHEKTOB ATHX TUCIUIUIMH BBIIBUT TaKuUe MPOOIEMATUYECKUE
BOIIPOCHI.

C npyroil CTOpOHBI, OOBEKT M3YyUYEHHS] CPABHUTEIbHO-UCTOPUUYECKOTO SI3BIKOZHAHUS
OCHOBBIBA€TCSI HA CTPYKTYPIMCTCKOM TIOJIX0J€ B JMHrBUCTUKE. (CpaBHUTEIHHO-
HUCTOPUYECKUN METOJ SBJIACTCS HAy4YHbIM M OOBEKTHUBHBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY IIPH  €ro
UCIOJIb30BAHUN OOBEKT HM3YUYEHHUS CTPYKTYPHO BBICTPOGH U HMMEET CHCTEMAaTHYCCKUUN
xapaktep. C Apyroid CTOpOHBI, C MO3ULUA CEMUOTHUKUA B JIMHTBUCTHUYECKUX CEMUOTHYECKUX
CUCTEMAaX MOXHO BBIACIUTh TPU U3MEPECHUS: cemMaHnmuyeckoe usmepeHue, TO €CTh
OTHOIICHUS MEXIY CHUCTEMOM " BHEJIWHTBUCTHYECKOM JIEUCTBUTEIILHOCTEIO;
npazmamudeckoe usmepenue, T0 €CTb OTHOLIECHHUSI MEXAY CUCTEMON U €€ MOJIb30BATEIEM B
JTAHHOM KOHKPETHOM KOHTEKCTE (M3MEpEHHUE NIEUCTBUS); U CUHMAKMUYECKOe UMepeHUue —
OTHOILEHUS MEXK]ly JIMHIBUCTHYECKUMH 3HAKAMH, TO €CTh OTHOILLICHUS JJIEMEHTOB CHCTEMBI.
Tak kKak CUCTEMAaTHUYHOCTh M CTPYKTYPHPOBAHHOCThH JOCTHTAIOTCS TOJBKO HAa aOCTPaKTHOM
YPOBHE OINHMCAHUS OTHOIIEHUN MEXIY JIMHIBUCTUYECKUMHU 3HAKAMH, SIBIISIIOLIAMH
3JIEMEHTAMU CUCTEMbI, MBI MOXEM 3aKJIIOYWTh, YTO CPAaBHUTEIbHO-UCTOPUUYECKUN TOAXOJ
W3y4YECHUSI  SA3BIKOB  ONEPUPYET  CUHMAKMUYecKkoe  usmepenue  JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX
CEMHOTHYECKUX CUCTEM U, CIIEJOBATEIbHO, MPEAOCTABISICT HAYYHOE 3HAHWE KOHKPETHO 00

OTOM CUHMAKMUYECKOM USMEPEHUU.
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BHyTpu mepapXxudeckux CBA3EH CEMUOTMYECKUX CUCTEM B KYJbTYpE, JIMHTBUCTUYECKUE
CUCTEMBl WTPAIOT LEHTPAIBHYIO pPOJb TPU BBIOJHEHUN (QYHKIUH MOJCITUPOBAHUS |
CTpYKTypu3auuu. biarogapss 3TOH LEHTPAJIbHOM POJIM, JIMHTBUCTUYECKUE CEMUOTHYECKHUE
CUCTEMBl HOCSAT OOJIBIIIOC KOJMYECTBO WH(POPMAIMU O HEITUHTBUCTHUYECKUX aCIMEKTax
MPOLUIOTO JAaHHOM KYyJbTYPHOM CUCTEMBI. JIMHIBUCTUYECKAS IMAJIECOHTOJIOTHS B CBOK OYEPEIb
UCIONIB3YeT 3Ty HWHPOPMAIUIO IS JAJIBHEWINEro M3y4YeHWs, HO  BIIOCIEICTBUE
00OCHOBAaHHOCTh €€ BBIBOJIOB MOXET TIOJIBEPTaThCs COMHEHUIO W3-32 IMPUMCHCHHS
TOJIKOBATEJIBHOIO  IIOJAXO0JA,  JOIYCKAIOLIEro  ceepxuHmepnpemayuu WU HEBEPHOE
UCTOJIKOBaHUE (Hedounmepnpemayuu) NaHHBIX. JIMHIBUCTUYECKas MAJICOHTOJIOTHS cama I10
cebe He SBISETCSA HCTOYHUKOM HAJAE&KHOTO U OOBEKTHMBHOTO 3HAHUS O YEJIIOBEYECKOM
MIPOIIIOM, HO SIBIISIETCS HICTOYHHKOM apryMEHTOB JUJIS ONIpeieNIieHus paBaonogooHoctu. OHa
3aBUCHT OT KOH(PPOHTAIMH IMOKA3aHHMA, MMOJIy9aeMbIX IPYTHMH TUCIUTUIMHAMU, TAKUMHU KaK
apXeoJIOTUsl U UCCIEIOBAHUS 10 TEHETUKE HACEIICHUS, C LEIbIO TPENOCTABIICHHS HAJICKHOTO
3HaHUS O yesjoBedueckoM mponuioM. C Ipyroil CTOPOHBI, 3aKIIOYEHHS, MPEIOCTaBICHHBIC
JUHTBUCTUYECKON TaJICOHTOJIOTHEH, SBISIOTCA OoJiee TPaBIOMOJOOHBIMH, €CIH OHHU
MIOJTyYEeHBI TIOCPECTBOM aHAIIU3a CUHMAKMUYECKO20 USMePeHUs, W CITa0bIMU TIPU MTOTYyYCHUH

IIyTCM aHaJin3a JICKCUUCCKHUX 3HAYCHUH.

KawueBble cJ1oBa: CpPaBHUTCIbHO-UCTOPUICCKOC SA3BIKO3HAHHC,
JJUHI'BUCTHUYCCKAasA TaJICOHTOJIOI M, CpaBHI/ITCJILHO-I/ICTOpI/I‘IeCKI/Iﬁ METOM,
CUHTAKTUYCCKOC H3MCPCHUC, JIMHIBUCTUYCCKUEC CCMUOTHUYCCKUEC CHCTCMBI,

CEMUOTHKA KYJIbTYpPbI
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