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COURSE DESCRIPTION

• This course gives an overview of the general theoretical framework
of Structural Linguistics. It mainly explores the four major Schools
of Structural Linguistics (the School of Geneva, the Prague School of
Linguistics, Glossematics and Distributionalism) by featuring their
prominent figures and laying an emphasis on their methods of
investigation. The course also highlights the contribution of the four
schools to the development of language science and the
understanding of human language. The course ends by exposing
students to other theories or schools which are sometimes regarded
as being related to structuralism.



Overall Expectations of 

the Course

• BY THE END OF THIS COURSE, STUDENTS ARE 

EXPECTED TO:

•Know the major schools of  structural linguistics, their 
prominent figures and their methods of  investigation;

•Understand the relevance of  structural linguistics in 
General Linguistics and its contribution to the advent of  
Modern Linguistics.



Specific Expectations

• BY THE END OF THIS COURSE, STUDENTS WILL:

•Know and understand the basic concepts developed by each 
school and their relevance to the analysis of  human 
language;

•Figure out how the concept of  structuralism extends to 
theories other than the four major schools of  structural 
linguistics;



Learning goals

•BY THE END OF THIS COURSE, 
STUDENTS SHOULD BE ABLE TO:

•Conduct a linguistic analysis grounded 
in the framework of  the theories 
studied.
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OUTLINE OF THE 

COURSE

• UNIT # 1: A FEW WORDS ABOUT COMPARATIVE AND 

HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS
• heyday of comparative and historical linguistics

• flaws of comparative and historical linguistics

• UNIT # 2: Ferdinand de Saussure and the school of Geneva

• Langue vs parole

• UNIT # 3: THE PRAGUE LINGUISTIC CIRCLE

• Phonology vs phonetics - functionalism

• UNIT # 4: LOUIS HJELMSLEV AND THE GLOSSEMATIC 

SCHOOL

• Content vs expression – the concept of structure

• UNIT # 5: THE AMERICAN SCHOOL OF STRUCTURAL 

LINGUISTICS: DISTRIBUTIONALISM

• Immediate constituent analysis



INTRODUCTION
• Linguistics is generally defined as the scientific study of human language.

That scientific approach to the reflection on human language really started
with the advent of what is called today Modern Linguistics. Modern
linguistics is very often identified with a given scientific figure by the name
of Ferdinand De Saussure. Though Saussure upheld the concept of
SYSTEM rather than that of STRUCTURE, the new epistemological
paradigm he helped put in place was later termed STRUCTURALISM,
hence STRUCTURAL LINGUISTICS. Thus, Saussure’s theoretical
thoughts paved the way for other schools of thought the research works of
which were grounded in the framework streamlined by the founder of the
School of Geneva. However, how did that mainstream which emerged early
in the 20th century come about at a time when the Comparative School was
in its heyday ?



UNIT # 1: A FEW WORDS 

ABOUT COMPARATIVE 

AND HISTORICAL 

LINGUISTICS

HEYDAY OF COMPARATIVE AND HISTORICAL 
LINGUISTICS

FLAWS OF COMPARATIVE AND HISTORICAL 
LINGUISTICS



THE CONTRIBUTION OF GRAMMAR TO 

THE BIRTH OF LINGUISTICS

The systematization of the reflections on human
language started with a science termed
‘’Grammar’’. It was, according to Saussure,
initiated by the Greeks and continued by the French.
It was based on logic and thus lacked scientific
approach as it was detached from language itself. It
was also removed from actual observation which is
a key element to scientific discovery methods.



Philology as a pre-structural 

reflection on human language

• Grammatical studies were later replaced by philological studies in the
history of linguistics. Language was not the sole object of philology. The
goal of philology was to correct, interpret, and comment on written
texts. It was also interested in literary history, customs, institutions, etc.

• ‘’When philology dealt with linguistic questions, it was for the express
purpose of comparing texts of different periods, determining the
language peculiar to each author, or deciphering and explaining
inscriptions made in an archaic or obscure language. […] but
philological criticism is still deficient on one point: it follows the written
language too slavishly and neglects the living language. Moreover, it is
concerned with little except Greek and Latin antiquity.’’



Comparative philology

• In the 19th century, Franz Bopp realized that the comparison of
related languages could become the subject matter of an
independent science.

• Other linguists added to Bopp’s contribution. Among those
linguists, we can name Jacob Grimm, the founder of Germanic
studies, Pott with his etymological studies, and Kuhn with his
studies in linguistics and comparative mythology. To those
first ones, a great number of other prominent figures could be
added to the list of the Comparative school, that is Max
Müller, G. Curtius, and August Schleicher.



Flaws of comparative 

philology

• Though it opened up a new and fruitful field, the Comparative
School did not succeed in setting up the true science of
linguistics. It failed to seek out the nature of its object of study.
Without a clearly identified and defined object of study, no
science can develop a method of investigation.

• The method of Comparative Philology was exclusively
comparative, not historical. The conclusions or findings of
studies in Comparative Philology were regarded as being
‘‘ELUSIVE’’.



UNIT # 2: ferdinand

de saussure and the 

school of geneva

THE BIRTH OF MODERN 
LINGUISTICS



Subject matter of 

linguistics

• ‘’The subject matter of Linguistics comprises all manifestations of human speech,

whether that of savages or civilized nations, or of archaic, classical or decadent

periods. In each period the linguist must consider not only correct speech and

flowery language, but all other forms of expression as well. And that is not all:

since he is often unable to observe speech directly, he must consider written texts,

for only through them can he reach idioms that are remote in time or space.’’

(Saussure, 1916:6)



The scope of linguistics

• The scope of linguistics should be:

• a) To describe and trace the history of all observable languages, which

amounts to tracing the history of families of languages and

reconstructing as far as possible the mother language of each family;

• b) to determine the forces that are permanently and universally at work

in all languages, and to deduce the general laws to which all specific

historical phenomena can be reduced; and

• c) to delimit and define itself.



The object of linguistics

• LANGUAGE is the object of linguistics. To that respect, language should

be regarded as:

• A well-defined object in the heterogenous mass of speech facts; It is the

SOCIAL SIDE OF SPEECH, OUTSIDE THE INDIVIDUAL who can

never create nor modify it by himself;

• Something that can be studied separately;

• HOMOGENOUS: It is a system of SIGNS;

• Something CONCRETE.



Langage, langue and 

parole

• After having singled out Language (=Langue) as the integral object of linguistics, Saussure made a
distinction between Langue and Parole as two different manifestations of human speech;

• Langue is ‘’both a social product of the faculty of speech and a collection of necessary conventions
that have been adopted by a social body to permit individual to exercise that faculty.

• […]Language (= langue) is a convention, and the nature of the sign that is agreed upon does not
matter.

• Parole is the executive side of human speech. (Saussure, 1916: 25-31)

• In separating Langue from Parole, Saussure differentiated what is SOCIAL from what is
INDIVIDUAL, what is essential from what is accessory and more or less accidental.



Nature of the linguistic sign: 

sign, signifier and signified

•The linguistic sign unites, not a thing and a
name, but a CONCEPT and a SOUND-
IMAGE. The linguistic sign is then a TWO-
SIDED PSYCHOLOGICAL ENTITY that can
be represented by the drawing on the next
slide. However, it is to be kept in mind that
the two elements of the linguistic sign are
intimately united, and each recalls the other.



Nature of the linguistic sign: 

sign, signifier and signified

•

CONCEPT

SOUND-IMAGE



Nature of the linguistic sign: 

sign, signifier and signified

• The definition of the linguistic sign poses a problem of terminology.
Hence the linguistic sign may seem ambiguous. Therefore, a
clarification of that definition seems useful as represented below:

Concept = SIGNIFIED (Signifié)

• SIGN (Word)

Sound-Image = SIGNIFIER (Signifiant)

• The Signified and the Signifier indicate the opposition between the
two elements of the linguistic sign.



SUBSTANCE AND FORM

• The definition of the linguistic sign as given by Ferdinand De
Saussure raises another problem concealed in his famous thought
which reads, ‘’[…] LANGUAGE IS A FORM AND NOT A
SUBSTANCE. This truth could not be overstressed, for all the
mistakes in our terminology, all our incorrect ways of naming things
that pertain to language, stem from the involuntary supposition that
the linguistic phenomenon must have substance.’’ (Saussure, 1916:
122)

• Form: Material side of the linguistic sign (to be taken into account)

• Substance: Meaning (to be left out)



Characteristics of the 

linguistic sign

• The linguistic sign has TWO CHARACTERISTICS expressed in term of
TWO BASIC PRINCIPLES.

• PRINCIPLE 1: The arbitrary nature of the sign

• - The bond between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary. In other
words, the linguistic sign is arbitrary. E.g: the idea of ‘’sister’’ is not linked
by any inner relationship to the succession of sounds s-ō-r which serves as
its signifier in French.

• PRINCIPLE 2: The linear nature of the signifier

• - The signifier is unfolded in time from which it gets the following
characteristics: a) it represents a span, b) the span is measurable in a single
dimension; IT IS A LINE.



Synchronic and 

diachronic linguistics

• Language which is the object of linguistics can be studied from

two major perspectives. Language can therefore be studied

either from the perspective of everything that relates to the

static side of it, hence SYNCHRONIC LINGUISTICS, or from

the perspective that everything has to do with evolution, hence

DIACHRONIC LINGUISTICS.

• Synchrony = Study of language-state

• Diachrony = Evolutionary phase



The focus of linguistic 

studies and analyses

*‘’Linguistics here comes to its second bifurcation. We had
first to choose between language (langue) and speaking
(parole); here we are again at the intersection of two roads,
one leading to diachrony and the other to synchrony.’’
(Saussure, 1916: 98)

* Saussure made the informed epistemological decision that
linguistic studies would lay an emphasis on LANGUE and
leave out Parole; and those studies would be conducted from
a SYNCHRONIC PERSPECTIVE, leaving aside diachronic
analyses.



Rational form of 

linguistic study

Synchrony

Language

(Human) Speech Diachrony

Speaking



Synchronic linguistics vs 

diachronic linguistics
• What is actually Synchronic linguistics? What is Diachronic

linguistics? What are their respective goals or object of study?

• ‘’The aim of general synchronic linguistics is to set up the
fundamental principles of any idio-synchronic system, the constituents
of any LANGUAGE-STATE.’’ (Saussure, 1916: 101)

• But language-state should not be taken as a single and tiny point. It
should rather be considered as a span of time during which a language
is supposed to have undergone a minimal change or modification. The
time frame of language-state may be ten years, a whole generation, a
century or even more.

• Studying a language-state amounts to neglecting the changes of little
importance which occurred in the language.



Synchronic linguistics vs 

diachronic linguistics

• ‘’What Diachronic linguistics studies is not relations
between co-existing terms of a language-state but
relations between successive terms that are substituted for
each other in time.’’ (Saussure, 1916: 140);

• In other words, the aim of Diachronic linguistics is to
study the changes occurred in a language over time or
successive synchronic states.



Synchronic linguistics vs 

diachronic linguistics

• ‘’Every part of language is subjected to change. To
each period there corresponds some appreciable
evolution. Evolution may vary in rapidity and
intensity, but it does not invalidate the principle.’’
(Saussure, 1916: 140);

• ‘’Phonetics and all of phonetics is the prime object of
Diachronic linguistics’’. (Saussure, 1916: 140)



The paradigmatic axis and the 

syntagmatic axis

• After preferring Language to Parole, and Synchrony to Diachrony,
Saussure also defined two other significant concepts that is the
SYNTAGMATIC AXIS and the PARADIGMATIC AXIS.

• ‘’ In a language-state, everything is based on relations. […] in
discourse, on the one hand, words acquire relations based on the
linear nature of language because they are chained together. This
rules out the possibility of pronouncing two elements simultaneously.
The elements are arranged in sequence on the chain of speaking.
Combinations supported by linearity are SYNTAGMS.’’ (Saussure,
1916: 122-123)



The paradigmatic axis and the 

syntagmatic axis

• ‘’Outside discourse, on the other hand, words acquire relations of a
different kind. Those that have something in common are associated in
the memory, resulting in groups marked by diverse relations.’’
(Saussure, 1916: 123)

• ‘[…] The co-ordinations formed outside discourse differ strikingly
from those formed inside discourse. Those formed outside discourse
are not supported by linearity. Their seat is in the brain. They are a
part of the inner storehouse that makes up the language of each
speaker. They are associative relations.’’ (Saussure, 1916: 123)

• Syntagmatic relations = Syntagmatic Axis;

• Associative relations = Paradigmatic Axis



CONCLUSIVE RESTATEMENT OF 

THE OBJECT OF LINGUISTICS

• Ferdinand De Saussure’s Course in General Linguistics ends with his
famous statement which reaffirms the object of study of Modern
Linguistics that is LANGUAGE (= langue).

• ‘’From the incursions we have made into the borderlands of our
science, one lesson stands out. It is wholly negative, but is all the more
interesting because it agrees with the fundamental idea of this course :
the true and unique object of linguistics is language studied in and for
itself’’ (Saussure, 1916: 252)

• «[…] La linguistique a pour unique et véritable objet la langue
envisagée en elle-même et pour elle-même.» (Saussure, 1916: 317)



UNIT # 3: the prague linguistic

circle

• The most widely known members of the Prague Linguistic Circle are
Nikolaj Trubetzkoy, Roman Jakobson. However, it is to be noted that
the Prague Linguistic School was founded by Vilém Mathesius.

• Vilém Mathesius, the founder of the Prague School drew a lot on early
linguistic studies by various authors, and especially on Karl Bühler’s
psychological theory. Vilém Mathesius’s approach to language study
was primarily termed ‘’FUNCTIONAL SENTENCE PERSPECTIVE
(FSP). (Newmeyer, 2001: 2) (Journal of Linguistics, Vol. 37, issue 01
March 2001, pp. 101-126)



about the founding of the 

prague school of linguistics

• The name Prague School has not been given to the Prague linguists by
themselves. The term Prague School was first used in a prospectus in which
Dutch phoneticians invited the linguists of Prague Linguistic Circle to an
International Congress of Phonetics to be held in Amsterdam in 1932. Thus,
the Prague Linguistic Circle was founded by Vilém Mathesius (then lecturer
at the Prague University Department of English) together with other
scholars among whom could be named Roman Jakobson, Bohumil
Havránek, etc.

• Those founding members were later joined by foreign scholars like Nikolaj
Sergeevič Trubetzkoy, Boris Tomaševskij and French scholars like Léon
Brun and Lucien Tesnière.



Creation of the international 

phonological association (ipa)

•The International Phonological Association was
chaired by Nikolaj Trubetzkoj. Thus, the Prague
Linguistic Circle can be credited with the creation of
the IPA whose task was the phonological description
of the greatest possible number of the languages of the
world. The principles of that description were outlined
in the fourth volume of the series of papers published
by the Circle called Travaux du Circle Linguistique de
Prague.



Epistemological context of te 

Prague Linguistic Theory

• The theoretical reflections of the Prague Linguistic Circle,
under the leadership of Mathesius, emerged at a time when
‘’the main competing currents had existed side by side in the
world linguistics’’ (Prague Linguistic Circle Papers, Vol. 4,
page 12, Josef Vachek, John Benjamins Publishing, 2002,
Amsterdam/Philadephia).

• The first trend, genetically comparative, culminated in the
Neo-grammarian School while the second current was
analytically comparative.



CHARATERISTICS OF EACH 

TREND

• The first trend elaborated an exact scientific method but it
lacked a sense for the structural patterning of languages and
for the synchronic study. In other words it was rather oriented
toward diachronic studies of languages.

• The second trend was geared toward synchronic study of the
features of languages, but it failed to produce scientific
methods which could guarantee exactness and scientific
accuracy.



FUNCTIONAL SENTENCE PERSPECTIVE 

(FSP) BY VILÉM MATHESIUS

• ‘’The principal elements of the Functional Sentence Perspective are the base of
the utterance (THEME), i.e what is known or at least obvious in the given
situation and from which the speaker departs, and the nucleus of the utterance
(RHEME), i.e what the speaker says about the base or with respect to the base.’’
(Dictionary of the Prague School of Linguistics, 1984, p. 48.);

• Therefore, the rheme of a sentence is ‘’the core (focus) of an utterance from the
point of view of Functional Sentence Perspective.’’ (Dictionary of the Prague
School of Linguistics, 1984, p. 141.)

• As for the Theme of a sentence, it is ‘’the basis (starting point) of an utterance
from the point of view of Functional Sentence Perspective.’’ (Dictionary of the
Prague School of Linguistics, 1984, p. 157.)



SEMANTIC SENTENCE PATTERN (SSP) 

BY FRANTIŠEK DANEŠ

•Daneš does not see the need to make more than the
simple Theme-Rheme division in the sentence. His
position on theme identification, however, is less clear.
In his writings on thematic progression, for example,
his schematic representations portray consistently a
movement from theme to rheme (T R), but never the
other way round (R T).



FRANTIŠEK DANEŠ AND THEMATIC 

PROGRESSION

What is more well-known about Daneš in the area of
textlinguistics are his views on THEMATIC
PROGRESSION (TP). The main TP types according to
Danes are the following:

•Simple Linear TP,

•Continuous or Constant TP,

•TP with derived themes.



COMMUNICATIVE DYNAMISM (CD) BY 

JAN FIRBAS

• The Prague School developed a theory of ‘’Functional Syntax’’ in
which different levels of structure were distinguished. Mathesius
started from the distinction between the sentence as a grammatical
(and semantic) structure and the actual use of this structure, its
functioning, in an act of speech in the capacity of an utterance
(enunciation, message, communication). In his study of the utterance,
Mathesius put its organization in terms of the communicative effect
intended by the speaker high on the agenda of functional linguistics. ()



COMMUNICATIVE DYNAMISM (CD) BY 

JAN FIRBAS

• According to Daneš, Mathesius set out the two main dimensions
involved in the organization of the utterance as a message. Firstly, the
utterance divides into the theme, what the speaker is talking about, and
the rheme, the enunciation proper.

• In the second place, the utterance is organized into information that is
presumed known to the hearer and information that is new to the
hearer.

• To refer to this level of structure, Mathesius coined a term for which
Vachek suggested the English equivalent Functional Sentence
Perspective (FSP).



COMMUNICATIVE DYNAMISM (CD) BY 

JAN FIRBAS

• However, Firbas notes that the translation provided by Vachek lacks
the idea of ‘current, on-going’ which is present in the original term
suggested by Mathesius which actually refers to the perspectivizing
choices made in the ‘currently going’ utterance. It is this element that
Firbas foregrounds with his concept of Communicative Dynamism.

• Firbas became the Prague School’s leading scholar in the development
of a cross-linguistically applicable model for analyzing
Communicative Dynamism (CD).

• Firbas sees the sentence as a field of meaningful syntactic relations,
which is made operative when it is converted into a contextualized
utterance.



COMMUNICATIVE DYNAMISM (CD) BY 

JAN FIRBAS

•Firbas re-conceptualized the distinction between
Theme and Rheme and given and new
information into a more fine-grained scale. This
scale reflects the different degrees in which
sentence elements contribute to the completion
of the communication.



PRE-CONCLUSION TO THE PRAGUE 

SCHOOL OF LINGUISTICS

• A later attempt to unify Prague School conceptions and
Generative Grammar was undertaken under the auspices of
Sgall, Hajičova and Benesová. That unification project aimed
to integrate FSP into a generative semantic model of grammar
whose semantic representations were case grammar trees.
That project was termed Functional Generative Description
(FGO).

• That unification project accounts for the similarities between
American Functionalism and Praguian Functionalism



UNIT # 4: louis hjelmslev and 

the glossematic school

•Glossematics was developed under the leadership of
Louis Hjelmslev in Denmark by the Circle of Danish
linguists primarily interested in phonology and the
structural and functional side of Linguistics. The
Circle could also be referred to as the Copenhagen
Group. The findings and theoretical thoughts of the
Circle were published in what used to be called the
Bulletin du Cercle Linguistique de Copenhague.



ABOUT THE ORIGIN OF 

GLOSSEMATICS

•For a more effective action of the
Copenhagen Group, two working groups
were formed. While one group was
established for phonological studies, the
other one specialized in grammatical
studies.



WORK OF THE PHONOLOGICAL 

GROUP

•The prominent figures of the phonological group
were Louis Hjelmslev, Paul Lier and Hans Jørgen
Uldall. Their discussions within that group resulted
in the creation of a new theory of linguistic
expression primarily called ‘’PHONEMATICS’’. The
new theory was presented in scholarly
communications under the titles ‘’The Principles of
Phonematics’’ and ‘’The Phonematics of Danish’’
respectively by L. Hjelmslev and H.J. Uldall.



WORK OF THE GRAMMATICAL GROUP 

AND BIRTH OF GLOSSEMATICS 
(1)

•The work of the Grammatical Group which could not
blossom and came to a standstill was finally taken
over by Hjelmslev and Uldall. They then conducted a
study on the problem of mutual relations between the
phonematic and grammatical systems. ‘’These studies
resulted in a new theory in which they united the theory of
phonemes with the grammatical and the semantic theories.’’
(Sierstema, 1965 : 14).



WORK OF THE GRAMMATICAL GROUP 

AND BIRTH OF GLOSSEMATICS 
(2)

• That new theory was later called GLOSSEMATICS, with
Glossemes being its smallest elements of study. The
fundamentals of Glossematics were initially exposed in a co-
authored article by Hjelmslev and Uldall titled ‘’Synopsis of
an Outline of Glossematics’’ and later in ‘’Principes de
grammaire Générale’’ by Hjelmslev.

•Hjelmslev’s book gives an account of the method of analysis
of Glossematics which primarily adopted the inductive
method to finally go for the deductive method.



ABOUT THE OBJECT OF 

GLOSSEMATICS 

Phonology

• Cenematics Plerematics

• Cenemes Elements: Pleremes

Phonematics

Glossematics

Expression-Form Content-Form



ABOUT THE OBJECT OF 

GLOSSEMATICS 

•Both the Expression-Form and the
Content-Form manifest themselves in a
‘’substance’’. But the Glossematic
concept of substance is different from
what is normally understood by
substance in general Linguistics.



BASIC CONCEPTS AND THEORETICAL 

CONSIDERATIONS IN GLOSSEMATICS : 

the Autonomy of language

• For Hjelmslev, ‘’to create a true linguistics, language should be
studies not as a conglomerate of non-linguistic phenomena, but as a
self-sufficient totality, a structure sui generis. This not only be the sole
true method of synchronic linguistics, it would also be the only way to
establish a real and rational diachronic linguistics: the theory of such
a linguistics could provide a uniform basis of comparison between
languages, by forming concepts which would no longer be applicable
only to certains regions of language, to certain particular languages
or groups of languages, but to all. ’’ (Siertsema, 1965: 30)



BASIC CONCEPTS AND THEORETICAL 

CONSIDERATIONS IN GLOSSEMATICS : 

linguistic theory and empiricism

• For Hjelmslev, ‘’Every theory must answer the requirement of
empiricism: the theory must be capable of yielding, in all its
applicatons, results that agree with experimental data. It will do so,
says Hjelmslev, if it satisfies the following three requirements, give
here in the order of their relative importance:

• * The theoretical description must be free from contradiction (self-
consistent).

• * It must be exhaustive.

• * It must be as simple as possible. […] Together with these three
requirements form what Hjelmslev calls the empirical principle.’’
(Siertsema, 1965: 37)



BASIC CONCEPTS AND THEORETICAL 

CONSIDERATIONS IN GLOSSEMATICS : 

linguistic theory and empiricism

• Three meanings are attached to the word empiricism by
Hjelmslev,

• * ‘’Observation of the facts of language, immanent study.

• * Observation of the functions in language.

• * Fulfilment of the three requirements of self-consistency,
exhaustiveness and simplicity. […]

• Hjelmslev means to say that the three requirements mentioned
there can only be satisfied by an empirical method of observation
of the fact of language. ’’ (Siertsema, 1965: 38-39)



UNIT # 5: the american school of 

structural linguistics: 

distributionalism

• The name of two prominent figures of the American School of
Structural Linguistics is associated with the concept of
DISTRIBUTIONALISM. Those linguists are Leonard Bloomfield and
Zellig Harris.

• The advent of distributionalism was triggered by the discovery of the
existence of about 150 language families on the American continent,
that is, more than 1,000 languages.

• Those languages were not codified or documented. They were in the
form of oral data.



Distributionalism and principles of 

structural analysis

• Distributionalism was initiated by Bloomfield, and it is based
on the study of the distribution of linguistic units.

• The objective of distributionalism consists in mechanically
applying to the analysis of the English language the
techniques used to study the indigenous languages of
American or Indian American languages.

• Distributional linguistics excludes the study of meaning.



Distributionalism: Characteristics

of its method of investigation

• 1. Combinations and Hierarchy

• The structural theory perceives the utterance as a combination of
elements;

• Language is therefore viewed a series of hierarchical levels:

• - phonological,

• - morphological,

• - sentential.

• 2. The Principle of Immanence

• An immanent research is based on the internal elements of
language. It does not resort to the extra-linguistic.



Distributionalism: its method of 

investigation

• 1. The Corpus

• Within the framework of distributionalism, linguists noticed
that the indigenous languages of American were not codified.
In addition, they did not know them nor could they speak
them. Thus, to study them they needed to start by the
observation of a corpus which is considered as a
representative sample of the languages to be studied.

• The corpus is constructed by collecting data from the speech
of native speakers of the languages under study



Distributionalism: its method of 

investigation

• 1. The Corpus

• The corpus is a complex set of linear utterances broken up into
different smaller units at different levels of organization:

• - Phonological Level,

• - Morphological Level,

• - Sentence Level.

• The analysis based on the corpus excludes any reference to the
meaning.

• That way of analyzing utterances is referred to as the Immediate
Constituents Analysis.



PRE-CONCLUSION TO 

DISTRIBUTIONALISM

• Distributional linguistic is viewed as an empirical and
inductive approach to the analysis of languages. It helps build
distributional classes with a view to generalizing the findings
of the research.

• However, by excluding meaning in the analysis of languages,
distributional linguistics is viewed as a taxonomic approach
which seems limits to grasp the whole fabric of human
language.



OTHER STRUCTURALIST-LIKE

THEORIES

• Gustave Guillaume’s Psycholinguistics (of language),

• Lucien Tesnière’s Structural Syntax,

• The School of London (Daniel Jones, John Firth, M.A.K
Halliday.



conclusion
• In conclusion, it can be kept in mind that structural linguistics is

considered as the birth of Modern Linguistics, that is the scientific
study of human language. However, it would be a mistake to look
down upon the pre-linguistic reflections on human language and view
them as non-scientific investigations on human language. For, it is
understood that Modern linguistics started with Structural Linguistics,
yet, the theoretical reflections on human language started well before
the theoretical thoughts developed by De Saussure and his students
who wrote the post-humous Course in General Linguistics (Cours de
Linguistique Générale), that is, the birth certificate of Modern
Linguistics.



The end …

… was a pleasure …


