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I.V. Bondarenko. Kharkiv linguistic school. Heritage. Alexander Potebnja. The article focuses on
the scientific heritage of Alexander Potebnja as one of the founders of Kharkiv linguistic school. Potebnja’s
seminal books and articles that among many other issues address language origin, human consciousness, and
semantics of linguistic units are considered as milestones in the development of state-of-the-art humanities.
The article reads his three tenets in terms of philosophy of language and cognitive linguistics. The first tenet
concerns correlation between language and thought as a way of accounting for language origin and linguistic
abilities of the human. The latter that uses language to communicate his world perceptive experience is
ascribed a two-facet nature as both an individual and a nation. This tenet is viewed as one anticipating the
underpinning principles of cognitive linguistics and theory of the national construal of the world. The second
tenet concerns mental evolution of humanity. Potebnja sees it as a contiguity of image and meaning that
diverge evolving in myth, poetry and prose. This tenet is considered as an anticipation of Popper’s
Evolutionary Epistemology and Westman’s theory of the ontogenesis of the psyche. The third Potebnja’s
tenet focuses on the symbolism of linguistic units. The exclamation and the word are juxtaposed in terms of
their internal and external forms. The word and the exclamation are analyzed as signs that render meaning by
way of, correspondingly, either indicating to it or symbolizing it. These features suggest conceptual
parallelism with Pierce’s semiotic trichotomy of icon, index and symbol.

Key words: language origin, linguistic ability of the human, mental evolution of humanity, myth,
poetry, prose, symbolism of linguistic units

€.B. bonnapenko. XapkiBcbka JgiHrsictuuna mkoJa. Cnagmuna. Quexcanap IHoreons. CratTio
MPHUCBsUEHO HayKoBil crammmai Onekcanapa Onanacosuya [1oTeOHI K OAHOTO i3 3aCHOBHUKIB XapKiBChKOT
miHrBicTHYHOT mKomH. MoOro Bimomi KHHMTH Ta CTarTi, SIKi, cepen Oararoi IHIIWX THTaHb, PO3TIISAAAIN
npoOJeMy TOXOKEHHS MOBH, CBIZJOMOCTI JIIOAMHU Ta CEMAaHTHKH MOBHUX OJIMHHIb, NPE3CHTOBAHO SK
YCTaHOBYI y MOAANBIIIOMY PO3BUTKY HOBITHIX HampsiMiB rymaHiTapHoi Hayku. Tpu noctynatu O.0O. [loTeOHi
TIAyMadaTtbcs y CTaTTi B TepMmiHax ¢inocodii MOBM Ta KOTHITMBHOI JIHTBiCTHKHW. [leprmmii mocrtymar
CTOCYEThCS CIIBBIJIHOIIICHHS Mi)K MOBOIO Ta [yMKOIO, Yepe3 K TOSCHIOETHCS MOXOKSHHSI MOBH Ta MOBHHUX
3nibHocTel moauau. OCTaHHs, 110 BUKOPUCTOBYE MOBY JIJIsl KOMYHIKAIlii BIACHOTO MEPIETITUBHOTO JOCBiAY
CBITOMI3HAHHSI, HA TIEPEKOHAHHS BUEHOT'0, Ma€ ABOICTY MPUPOJY Ta MOCTa€ ado AK 1HAMBIAYalIbHICTh, 400 K
Hamis. Lleit mocTynat po3rismaeTbes y CBiTI CydacHHMX 0a30BHX NPUHIMIIB KOTHITHMBHOI JIIHTBICTUKH Ta
Teopii HaIlOHANBFHOI KapTUHU CBIiTYy. J[pyruii MOCTYNAT TAyMaduTh MPOIEC MEHTAIBHOI €BOJIOLIT JIFOICTBA.
0.0. TloteOus po3ymie ii y Mexax oOpa3y Ta 3HA4YEHHS, NMPHPOJA SKHX 3MIHIOETHCS BiJl CHUIBHOI 10
a0COIIIOTHO Pi3HOI 3aJI€KHO BiJ] CEpelOBHINA IXHBOTO ICHYBaHHS, — Midy, noesii un nposu. Lleit moctymat
0.0. [loTeOHi ananizyeThest K nepeadadeHns eponomiiaoi enmicremonorii K. [lonmepa Ta Teopii oHTOreHE3y
moacekoi ncuxiku I'. Bectmana. Tpetto Tedy O. IloTeOHi 30cepekeHO Ha CHMBOJI3MI JIIHIBICTHYHHX
OJMHMLb. BUryK Ta CJI0OBO CHIBCTaBJIEHO 3 TOYKH 30py B3a€MO3B’S3KY IXHIX 30BHILIHBOI Ta BHYTPIIIHBOL
¢dopM. OOHIBI OMHUII TIOCTAIOTH K 3HAKH, IO MEPEIAI0Th 3HAYCHHS, BiIMOBIIHO, 00 BKa3yI0UH Ha HBOTO,
abo cumBomi3yroun. Lli pucu O3BOJSIOTH CTBEPIKYBAaTH NPO KOHIICNITYaJIbHY CYTOJOCHICTH TEOpIi
0.0. IloTe6Hi Ta cemiotuku Y. [lipca 3 #10ro TpHXOTOMI€IO IKOHH, IHAEKCY Ta CHMBOITY.

KarouoBi cjioBa: MeHTanbHa €BOJIONIS JIFOJACTBA, Mid), MOBHA 3JIATHICTh JIIOAMHHU, MOE3is, Mpo3a,
MOXO/PKEHHS. MOBH, CUMBOJII3M MOBHUX OJIMHHUIIh
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E.B. bonnapenko. XapbkoBckas JUHIBHCTHYecKas mikoja. Hacnemme. Anexcanap Ilotedns.
CraTps MoCBsIIIIeHa HAYYHOMY Hacnennio Anekcanapa AdanacreBrda [ToTeOHM Kak OZHOTO M3 OCHOBATENEH
XapbKOBCKOW JIMHTBUCTHYECKOHN MIKONBI. Ero M3BecTHblE KHUTW U CTAaTbU, KOTOPBIE, CPEAN MHOTUX JIPYTHX
BOIIPOCOB, OCBSINAIN MPOOJIEMbl MPOUCXOKICHUS fA3bIKA, CO3HAHMS YEIIOBEKA M CEMAHTHUKU S3BIKOBBIX
€IVHHUII, NPEACTABICHbl KaK OCHOBOIIOJATAMOIIUE Ul Pa3BUTHS HOBEHWINMX HalpaBICHWA T'yMaHUTapHON
Hayku. Tpu mocrynata A. A. IloreOHM TpakTyloTCs B CTaThe C TOYKH 3peHHs] (QUIOoCOPUU s3bIKa U
KOTHUTHUBHOM JTHHTBUCTUKHU. [lepBBIi MOCTYynaT — O B3aMMOCBSI3U SI3bIKA W MBICIIH, TIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOM
00BsICHAETCS POUCXOKJICHHE SI3bIKAa M SA3BIKOBBIX crlocoOHOcTel uenoBeka. Ilociennuii, ucnomnb3ys s3bIK
JUIs KOMMYHUKalUKd COOCTBEHHOI'O MEPLENTHBHOIO ONBITA MUPOBOCHPHUATHS, MO YOEKICHHIO Y4YEHOTO,
o0nasaeT MBOMCTBEHHOMN MPHUPOJION KaK MHAMBUAYAILHOCTh M KaK HallKs. DTOT MOCTYNAT paccCMaTpUBaeTCs
B CBeTe 0a30BBIX MPUHLMUIIOB KOTHUTUBHOM JUHIBUCTHKU U TEOPUH HALIMOHAIBHON KapTHUHBI Mupa. Bropoit
MOCTYJIAT KacaeTcsl Mpollecca MEHTAIbHOW 3BONIONMH 4eioBeuecTBa. A.A. IloTeOHst oObsicHsIET €€ uepe3
KOppesIMio o0pa3a W 3HAYEHUs, NPHPOJA KOTOPHIX H3MEHSETCS OT MOJOOHOW 10 MPUHIHUIHAAIBHO
pa3InyHOM B 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT Cpejbl, B KOTOPOH OHM HaxonaTcsd, — MHU(]a, MOIZUM WIM HPO3bl. DTOT
noctynat A.A. [loteOHM paccMaTpuBaeTCsi Kak HAaydyHOE MPEIBUJCHHUE 3BOJIOIMOHHOW AMHCTEMOJIOTHH
K. Ilommepa 1 Teopwm OHTOTEHE3a dYenoBeueckod mcuxuku X. Bectmana. Tperuii Tesuc A.A. IloTeOHUM
KacaeTcs CAMBOJIM3MA JIMHIBUCTHYECKUX €IUHHL. MEXIOMETHE U CIIOBO CONOCTABIISIIOTCS C TOUKH 3PEHUS
B3aMMOCBSI3M HMX BHEIIHEH W BHyTpeHHeH (opm. OOe enuHUIBl aHATU3UPYIOTCS KakK 3HAKH, KOTOPHIE
nepesaoT 3HaueHHe, COOTBETCTBEHHO, JIMOO YyKasblBas Ha HETO, JIMOO CUMBOJHU3UPYS €ro. DTH CBOWCTBA
S3BIKOBBIX 3HAKOB IMO3BOJISIIOT TOBOPHUTH O KOHIENTyaldbHOH momoOHocTH Teopuir A.A. [loreOHm wu
cemuotuku Y. [1upca ¢ ero TpuxoToMHUE UKOHBI, HHAEKCA U CUMBOJIA.

KuroueBble cjioBa: MEHTalbHAas SBOJIONHMS YellOBedecTBa, MU, TMO33UsA, MPO3a, MPOUCXOKICHHUE
A3bIKA, CHMBOJIM3M S3bIKOBBIX €IMHMUII, SI3bIKOBBIE CIIOCOOHOCTH UesIoBeKa

1. Introduction

This article has been concelved as one commencing the series of dedications to the founders of
Kharkiv linguistic school. These prominent linguists, whose seminal works often stemmed from
their congenial surmise, since linguistics lacked appropriate means for supporting them,
nonetheless, gave an impetus to the development of new theories and trends in modern linguistics.
In the first review, | concentrate on the personality and scientific works of Alexander Potebnja. My
ultimate am is to identify his ideas that, on the one hand, revolutionized linguistic theory in his
contemporary period, and, on the other, may be regarded as a milestone in forming new tendencies
in modern linguistic science, cognitive linguistics in particular. Pursuing this aim, | address the
following issues that nowadays nurture state-of-the-art linguistics. Firstly, it is Potebnja’s
conception of thought vs. language as a way of accounting for language origin. He develops it to
identify the national diversity of languages, in particular, Ukrainian as the means of rendering and
implementing national mentality, or spirit in his terms. In Potebnja’s elaboration and criticizing
Humboldtian theory of language origin, | see an underpinning of the theory of the national world
construal (Hunnings 1988; Kornilov 2003; Popova & Sternin 2015; Taylor 1995; Wittgenstein 2003
(1958)). Secondly, I analyze Potebnja’s tenet of mythological mentality implemented in language,
which gave rise to the theory of mental evolution of humanity. It was elaborated as subsequent
transformations from myth to poetry that is followed by prose (as language of science). In the
article, | read one of the central principles of cognitive linguistics as a corollary of this hypothesis.
This principle entails diachronic approach to language and cognition in their co-reference or, in
modern terms, Evolutionary Epistemology (Munz 2007; Popper 2002 (1957)), Heinz Westman’s
theory of the ontogenesis of the psyche (Westman 1983). Finally, however, far from exhausting the
list of Potebnja’s theories that play pivotal role in modern linguistic science, it is his elucidation of
the symbolism of language units. Later it was elaborated into the psycholinguistic theory of
literature (Fizer 1986). I consider this Potebnja’s theory as a parallelism of Pierce’s linguistic
semiotics (Liszka 1996).
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2. Potebnja’s tenet of language vs. thought and national spirit

In his main books, Language and Thought (1999 (1892)) and Word and Myth (1989), Potebnja
considers Humboldt’s idea that language is a device for creating thought (Das bildende Organ des
Gadanken). Completely sharing it, Potebnja, however, acknowledges Humboldt’s limitations in
reading the origin of language as both a God’s gift and a type of emanation of the national spirit. He
argues that if, by Humboldt, language is immanently free, as this freedom is godly, language and
spirit are supposed to be collateral as having common celestial descend. Potebnja’s view of
language diverges from that of Humboldt’s. The former completely rejects Humboldtian
metaphysics that, in his opinion, fails to solve the contradiction of the godly and the human in
accounting for language origin. Moreover, for Potebnja, Humboldtian system looks inefficient as far
as it stands that language and spirit are immanently interdependent and therefore, it is impossible to
consider them as separate entities. Therefore Potebnja develops three capital counter arguments
(here and henceforth translation mine):

The condition of common celestial descend stays just a void condition, because the researcher
himself, identifying differences in languages building, accounts for them by differences in
national character, which contradicts his own theoretical statement. If language is nurtured
by spirit then, firstly, it cannot be independent of spirit, it is bound by spirit rather than godly
free; secondly, it does not need to be common with spirit, language is different from spirit;
thirdly, language descend from national spirit is exclusively human (Potebnja 1999: 36;
emphasis added).

This discussion entails at |east three principles that look vital for cognitive linguistics.

The first one concerns the nature of relations between language and spirit. Significantly,
Potebnja objects to Humboldt’s reading of the very sense of the notion of spirit that, in his opinion
erroneously, encompasses all aspects of human spiritua life:

Considering the word spirit that plays a pivotal role in Humboldtian system, in the most
general and probably absolutely wrong sense of the human being’s spiritual life taken by and
large, we will question ourselves. to what extent this life and language are inseparable? To
answer this question, one will have to eliminate the contiguity (but not interrelation) with
language of senses and will that is rendered by word, as <much as> they comprise the
content of our thought (Potebnja 1999: 41; emphasis added).

Here, Potebnja evidently identifies the sphere of thoughts viewing the term spirit as modern
equivaent of the human cognitive mechanism. Potebnja develops this thesis in an argument that
thought itself may not involve language as its integral part but mainly exists prior to or beyond
language:

A child does not speak up to a certain age, but in a certain way thinks, that is perceives
through senses, besides in a more perfect way than an animal, recollects his perception and
even partly generalizesit. In the course of his development, when the human being already has
a full command of language, immediate sensitive impressions either exist prior to their union
with word or even never come to this union. <...> Artistic thought of a painter, sculpturer,
musician is not rendered by word and is implemented beyond it, though presupposes an
advanced level of development, which is nurtured exclusively by language. <...> Finally, in
mathematics, the science that is most perfect in form, speaking human rejects word and makes
the most sophisticated statements using conventional signs.

All thisisthe evidence that the realm of language lies far from coincidence with the realm of
thought (Potebnja 1999: 41; emphasis added).
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This argument manifests the second pivota principle for cognitive linguistics: the primary role of
cognition in forming linguistic ability of the human being. It completely agrees with one of the mgor
hypotheses as “guiding the cognitive linguistic approach to language” (Croft, Cruse 2004: 1):

<...> language is not an autonomous cognitive faculty. The basic corollaries of this
hypothesis are that the representation of linguistic knowledge is essentially the same as the
representation of other conceptual structures, and that the processes in which that
knowledge is used are not fundamentally different from cognitive abilities that human beings
use outside the domain of language (Croft, Cruse 2004: 2).

At the same time, Potebnja following Humbold endorses the role of language in the spiritual
activity of the human being. Using Humboldt’s own arguments, Potebnja identifies the role of word
as an indispensable element of human spiritual activity that makes it conscious:

<...> to become conscious, spiritual activity needs word, it emerges as an additional element
when all other conditions for transition to conscious activity are already available. Therefore,
considering spirit as conscious intellectual activity that entails notions, which may be formed
exclusively by word, we will see that spirit is impossible without language <...> (Potebnja
1999: 42; emphasis added).

| see a great significance of this argument for cognitive linguistics. The notion here is a token
of conscious activity of the human being, which is implemented in word, on the one hand, and
modern reading of the concept by Langacker (1987), Stepanov (2004), Nikitin (2007), Evans
(2009), on the other, converge in many respects. Words (their meanings) by Evans, are associated
with lexical concepts implemented in words, whereas by Nikitin and Stepanov, the notion is a core
element of the conceptual structure that isimplemented in aword meaning. C.f.:

<...> language serves as a mediator between the world of perceived objects and a perceiving
person and in this sense combines objectivity and subjectivity. As for language subjectivity
towards the perceived, it is even more obvious and empirically tested by the fact that word
value (e.g. tree) is neither equal to even the most elementary notion of the object nor to the
limitless features of the object itself. The explanation is the following. Word is formed from
subjective perception and is not an imprint of the object itself but that of itsreflection in the
soul (Potebnja 1989: 41-42; emphasis added).

Potebnja sees immediate correlation among notions in the process of cognition. He identifies
the notion as “a feature that a word uses to express a thought” (Potebnja 1989: 444). He insists that
the notions seemingly irrelevant to the situation render the way the human being coherently
perceives the world. Potebnja distinguishes the root of such correlations in the etymology of words
implementing them. In this process, the human being forms a number of notions significant for his
existence. These notions are implemented in words and their (grammatical) relations, which in the
long run comprise language.

In this statement, | see the underpinning of the third principle of cognitive psychology and
linguistics that perception of the world entails construal (Taylor 1995). In his attempt to identify
language origin and the nature of linguistic meaning (word value in his terms), Potebnja rejects
Humbol dtian metaphysics. He suggests psychology as an ultimate realm of devel oping the theory of
language origin and evolution:

<...> the godly nature of language may be set aside, and the issue of its origin becomes the
issue of the spiritual life phenomena that precede language, the issue of the laws of its
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formation and evolution, as well as that of its influencing the following spiritual activity, that
isan exclusively psychological issue (Potebnja 1999: 43; emphasisin original).

Potebnja devel ops this thesis considering language as a product of nation. Here, he delineates
the objects of ethno-psychology as well as that of the theory of the national construa of the world
(Kornilov 2003; Popova & Sternin 2015):

<...> developed by linguistics, the laws of language as the product of nation will be
augmented by currently forming trend in psychology that will focus on the coordination of
personal and national evolution (Potebnja 1999: 53; emphasis added).

Significantly, Potebnja delegates to ethno-psychology, psychology of nations in his terms, a
special mission in science. This is to provide a tool for identifying differences in features and
structures of languages, which he considers natural:

<...> psychology of nations should demonstrate the possibility of differentiation among
natures and structures of languages, this differentiation being the consequence of the
common laws of the life of nations. Therefore, what seems optimal to us is the branch of
science that would articulate the respect to nations as a natural and justifiable phenomenon
rather than consider them as an anomaly, like logical grammar offers (Potebnja 1999: 54;
emphasis added).

It is worth noting that Potebnja put great emphasis on the idea of the respect to nations and
their right to use their language. In Russian Empire, for him, Ukrainian born and bred, his native
tongue was the Malorussian language (from Malorussia or Little Russia, the derogative name of
Ukraine at that period of time). He addressed various issues of the Ukrainian language in his
numerous papers and articles. In his letter to the Czech linguist Paterain 1886, he identifies the role
of Ukrainian in his scientific career the following way:

The circumstances of my life conditioned the fact that in my scientific activity my point of
departure, which was evident or sometimes not really evident for others, was the Malorussian
language and Malorussian folk culture. If I had not been endowed by this departing point and
my feeling associated with it, | believe, | would never practice science (Potebnja 1962: 93).

In his works, he more than once emphasized that hostility to a national language and attempts
to suppress its development to appease the dominating culture is fruitless:

One may not wish life to a certain language if one is persuaded of its inefficiency for human
existence. Such considerations make us exterminate pests to give way to good plants. <...>
One may be hostile to a language because one acknowledges its powers and loathes its
competition with another language that one defends. However, both the neglect and the fear of
folk tongues on behalf of the advocates of the unconditional reign of one literary language
equally lack sense (Potebnja 1962: 76-77).

Therefore, Potebnja’s ideas concerning language origin and its relevance to the processes of
individual and national world perception were far ahead of his time and in many respects anticipated
the basic postulates of cognitive linguistics and ethno-psychology. They are the following. Firstly, it
is the pivotal role of cognition as an impetus to language emergence and evolution. Secondly, it is
the role of cognitive mechanisms of the human being in developing his language abilities. Thirdly, it
is the nature of the human perception of the world as a construal that entails individual and national
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features. The latter may be considered as an underpinning of the theory of the national construal of
the world specificaly implemented in language. This thesis provides an argument in favor of
independent existence and development of the national linguistic culture and literary arts.

3. Potebnja’s tenet of mythological mentality implemented in language
In his book Word and Myth, Potebnja considers, in terms of modern linguistics, the evolution of the
types of world perception implemented in language or rather different artistic genres. The initia
type, as he seesit, is mythological. Potebnjaidentifies myth as aformulathat is further implemented
in word developed in the work of art. Mythological thinking stems from the most primitive and
naive world perception that the early or uneducated human being possessed. It is significant that
these means, i.e. word or work or art, though they make this perception objective, are irrelevant to
the notion of truth or real state of things. This type of perception lacks the internal feeling that
assists in identifying the real state of things. To illustrate this type of perception, Potebnja uses his
own recollections of the market performance when the audience attacked actors taking them for real
villains (1989: 246). However, he does not exclude the possibility of some elements of mythological
mentality in the consciousness of awell-educated person.

The most significant thesis in this respect is that considering mythological thinking is
indispensable for the diachronic view of the intellectua evolution of humanity and the theory of
literature as its immanent product. Potebnja focuses on myth as a most popular object of systematic
research in his time. He accounts for this in philosophical sense, as far as, in his opinion, the human
being’s ontological interest to its own nature has transformed:

This is because the main question of salf-cognition “What am I?” for modern human being
transforms into “How did I come by my current qualities? "The urge to self-cognition entails
one’s understanding of the relevance of one’s self to the present and past of the humanity, of
dependence between culture and its absence. All this gave an impetus to the research of
objective implementations of human thought, language and literature among them (Potebnja
1989: 249; emphasisin original)

In Word and Myth, Potebnja focuses on myth as an implementation of, in modern terms, a
special type of cognition. Comparing myth with poetry, he maintains that on linguistic level they are
almost coterminous. He believes that the clue to their distinction should be looked in the realm of
consciousness, whose ‘watchful eye’, in his own words, is capable of distinguishing myth from
poetry:

Myth is different from poetry in its narrow sense concerning poetic works, which emerged
later. All the difference between myth and this later poetry stems from the attitude of
consciousness to the elements of each. Ignoring this watchful eye, i.e. considering them
exclusively as verbal phenomena, one would not distinguish them (Potebnja 1989: 259;
emphasis added).

Potebnja develops this idea comparing myth and poetry as specific ways of world perception
opposed to science. In this argumentation, the key terms are image and meaning and the nature of
correlation between them. Potebnja’s theory stands that myth represents the act of early
consciousness. The relevance between image and meaning is imminent for both myth and later
poetry. However, in myth, the figurative meaning of image is axiomatic and unintended:

(i) Myth belongs to the realm of poetry in the wide meaning of this word. Like any poetic work,
<...> it consists of image and meaning, whose relevance is not to be tested as science
requires, but is immediately persuasive or taken for granted <...> In myth, one who creates
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the figurative value of image is not aware of it, image is completely extrapolated in
meaning. In other words, myth is a verbal rendering of perception when the explaining image
with exclusively subjective meaning is tagged as objective, i.e. as real in the realm of the
explained (Potebnja 1989: 259; emphasisin original).

In poetry, image is viewed as atemporary device of creating meaning. By Potebnja, as soon as
the figurative meaning has been distinguished as such, the unity of image and meaning disintegrates:

In alater poetic work, image is no more than a device for creating (perception of) meaning, a
device that disintegrates into elements, loses its integrity as a whole every time when it has
fulfilled its purpose, in other words, in poetry, image has exclusively figurative meaning. <...>
Therefore, in mythological thinking, two halves of the statement (in particular, image and
meaning) are more similar than in poetic one. The transformation of the relevance between
image and meaning leads from myth to poetry, and further, from poetry to prose and science
(Potebnja 1989: 259; emphasis added).

In science, which Potebnjaimmediately relates to prose, image is atool of implementing more
sophisticated (in comparison with myth and poetry) structures of thought. These structures arise
from the specific way of world perception that Potebnja identifies as modern human’s ability to
perform analysis and practice critical thinking. These immanent features of scientific perception are
continuoudly utilized to challenge the relevance of image and meaning:

Modern person uses a poetic image as a means for construing and re-construing a new
thought. To a certain extent, this process stems from his ability of scientific thinking, i.e. his
ability to analyze and criticize. Analysis is disintegration of concrete (complex) perceptions
and construal (creations of thoughts, in Potebnja’s terms) into mutually exclusive realms to
put them together again but in a way more convenient for thought. In its advance, this analysis
is accompanied by building up an ability to question the truthfulness of this construal. Every
new construal (combination of thought) serves both an underpinning for testing previous
construals and an impetus to the search of new perceptions, comparing and agreeing them
with the previous ones (Potebnja 1989: 244; emphasis added).

Most significantly, Potebnja concludes that such observation of the nature of the human
thought evolution provides a wide historical perspective. In its terms, he maintains that the human
thought continuously creates a specific construal of the world (the human world, in Potebnja’s
terms) that is exclusively subjective. However, this subjectivity changes nature every time the
obsolete view of the world transforms into the state-of-the-art one:

Consolidating and generalizing the results of such work of human thought serves an
underpinning for history. It stems from an idea that the human world is always currently
subjective; that thisworld is a string of changing worldviews whose truthfulnessis nurtured
by their topicality; that we can compare our present view as a true one with a previous view
as a false one; that we presently lack means for testing our view (Potebnja 1989: 244;
emphasis added).

I see this statement as an anticipation of Karl Popper’s Evolutionary Epistemology. The latter
contends that “selection is the generator and maintainer of the reliability of our senses and cognitive
mechanisms, as well as the “fit” between those mechanisms and the world” (SEP; emphasis
added). One of the key terms of Popper’s theory is the growth of human knowledge (c.f. Potebnja’s
string of changing worldviews):
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The course of human history is strongly influenced by the growth of human knowledge (Popper
2002 (1957): xii).

Evidently, in his theory, Popper mainly focuses on scientific knowledge, however, the idea of
an evolutionary approach to human’s world perception and its results rendered in language look
conceptually analogous (also see Peter Munz [2007]). The elaboration of this idea can also be traced
in Heinz Westman’s theory of the ontogenesis of the psyche (1983). This theory stands that the
evolution of human’s world perception is featured in mythological world view of the Bible.

To conclude this part, Potebnja’s tenet of the evolution of mentality accounts for the ways of
human world perception as a correlation of image and meaning implemented in language. This
correlation is of paramount importance, sSince it is considered in terms of correspondence to real state of
things. In mythologica view, image and meaning converge, this extrapolation being axiomatically true.
In poetic rendering of world perception, image is a tool of figurative language. Poetic type of viewing
the world departs from the temporary or purely practica correlation of image and meaning. In science
that Potebnjaimmediately associates with prose, the correation of image and meaning is continuoudy
tested, as this type of knowledge is only relatively true for a certain stage of human thought evolution.
This Potebnja’s idea, as I see it, conceptually anticipates Karl Popper’s theory of Evolutionary
Epistemology and Heinz Westman’s theory of the ontogenesis of the psyche.

4, Potebnja’s tenet of the symbolism of language units
One of the most popular Potebnja’s tenets in the realm of poetics and aesthetics is immediately
associated with his scientific heritage. It accounts for the semantic isomorphism of sounds
(exclamations), and words in terms of the immanent correlation between the historically evolving
human perception and language, which implements its results. Elaborating this theory, Potebnja
departs from the supposition that the need to communicate perceptive experience of the primeval
human was an impact to using primitive sounds or exclamations. This leads him to the argument
that has stayed pivotal for semantic research within the last two centuries. In terms of modern
cognitive science, it stands that construing the internal form of a linguistic unit, or its meaning, is
subject to the uniform regularities rooted in human psyche.

Potebnja obvioudy distinguishes the internal form of the sound from that of the word. He
considers the sound or the exclamation as a milestone in the evolution of human perception rendered in
language. For him, the sound is a means of communication on an onomatopoetic stage of language
history. He insists on this term since the sound used by the humans rendering certain experience differs
from that produced by nature or animalsin as much asthe former isimmanently symbolic:

The indefinite nature of the exclamation lies in the fact that it does not have meaning of the
kind the word does. But for language obstacles, we wouldn’t be able to state that an
exclamation caused by fear means fear, that is the thought about it implemented in the word
fear, similarly, we wouldn’t maintain that a blush on one’s face means confusion. As an apex
of an hour and minute clock hands on the mark 12 does not mean 12 o ’clock but only indicates
at thistime, as shiver and fever, as well as high or low pulse rate do not mean disease but only
serve symptoms for doctors, to the observer, exclamations present senseless in themselves
features of one’s soul states, whereas in the word he deals with a readymade thought
(Potebnja 1999: 84; emphasis added).

Potebnja’s features of one’s soul states comparable with modern term perceptive experienceis
a point in his argument for language symbolism. This term is immediately associated with Pierce’s
semiotic system and its trichotomy of icon, index and symbol. Following Potebnja’s logics,
exclamations demonstrate contiguity between external form as a primitive sound and internal form
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as a main means of rendering human’s perceptive experience. This feature is known as inherent in
indices in terms of Pierce’s system:

If the presentative characteristics of the sign are contiguous with the object and it thereby
establishes its correlation with that object primarily by that means, then the sign is called an
index (Lizska 1996: 117).

The internal form of the word, on Potebnja’s definition, is a much more complex structure that
demonstrates at least three features. The first is, opposite to sound, the meaning that deals with a
more or less completely formed idea of the object rendered by word:

Internal form of word is the correlation of the thought content to consciousness; it
demonstrates how a person sees his own thought (Potebnja 1999: 98).

On the other hand, whereas one and the same sound may tag any possible perceptive
experience, the word has a stable correlation of external and internal form:

A thought once referred to a word, is triggered in one’s consciousness by the sounds of this
word (Potebnja 1999: 82).

Potebnja develops this idea and arrives at the conclusion that in every utterance word may
have a different sense; however, the core of its meaning stays immutable as it refers its user to the
same notion:

In conversation, everyone understands the word in his own way, but its external form
suggests an objective thought that does not depend on the way one understands it. <...>
Word recurrence is just the other facet of its ability to have objective meaning for one and the
same person (Potebnja 1999: 82; emphasis added).

This argument suggests the second feature of the word’s internal structure as its ability to
render the notion. Potebnja argues that the word is a device of implementing the notion as a kind of
construal, in modern terms. In the word, the notion is clearly structured and systematic, referred to
the other notions or attributes, etc.:

Clarity (differentiation of features) inherent in the notion, the relevance of the substance to its
attribute, the necessity of their correlation, the systematic approach to the notion — all thisis
primarily registered in the word and transformed by the word similarly to the human hand
that transforms different mechanisms (Potebnja 1999: 145).

In this aspect, the internal form of the word and the notion ook contagious. On the other hand,
Potebnja emphasizes that the word may implement both the image (perceptive experience) and the
notion. The role of the word here is paramount since the word is a means to elaborate the thought
from the image into the notion; however, the word is considered as the void indicator of the latter:

The basic feature of the image implemented in the word does not render any meaning; rather,
it serves as a sign or symbol of the known value; if during the formation of the notion the
internal form of the word fades the way it happens with the majority of our root words, then
the word become a void indicator of the thought, whereas no obvious relevance is observed
between its sound form and meaning (Potebnja 1999: 147; emphasis added).
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This argument is significant since it points to the feature of Pierce’s symbol: “a sign may
represent its object by means of some conventional, habitual, dispositional, or lawlike relation, in
which case it is called a symbol” (Lizska 1996: 39). Besides that, as Potebnja maintains, the interna
form of the word does not implement the thought completely, but rather one of its features:

<...> the word does not render the whole idea but rather its one feature. <...> By the word
window (Rus. okno) we usually under stand some opening fitted with glassin a frame, whereas
judging by its similarity with the word eye (Rus. oko), it stands for an opening where they ook
or where the light comes, however it does not suggest either frames etc. or the very notion of
an opening (Potebnja 1999: 90).

This statement suggests the third feature of the internal form of the word. In modern terms, the
diachronic process of nhomination entails prominence (Langacker) in construing the semantic value
of the word. According to Potebnja, the prominent feature(s) tend to concentrate in the word’s
etymological prototype.

Almost a century later, Potebnja’s idea of word symbolism has been further elaborated as
psycholinguistic theory of literature (Fizer 1986).

To conclude, Potebnia’s tenet of the symbolism of language units departs from the nature of
correlation between ther internal and external form. Potebnja considers the comparative semantic value
of the exclamation and the word by way of estimating their role in implementing the human thought or
perceptive experience. He maintains that the exclamation is an onomatopoetic unit, since it is serves an
indicator contiguous with certain perceptive experience. This nature of the exclamation is convergent
with Pierce’s definition of index. According to Potebnja’s theory, word’s internal form manifests three
features that look significant for modern cognitive science. They are the following: firstly, word’s
internal form deals with a more or less completely formed idea of the object; secondly, it isviewed as a
vehicle of the notion, and thirdly, viewed diachronically, it entails prominence in construing. The second
feature indicates at the word as symbol in terms of Pierce’s trichotomy.

5. Conclusions
Alexander Potebnja’s scientific heritage encompasses ideas that nowadays underpin the whole array
of state-of-the-art linguistic areas. In this article, | addressed three of his tenets that conceptually
anticipated the basic postulates of evolutionary epistemology, cognitive and psycholinguistics,
linguistic cultural studies and cognitive poetics. The first one, concerns language, thought and
national spirit. In its terms, Potebnja, critically elaborated the ideas of his scientific mentor
Humboldt and provided a comprehensive (for his time) account for language origin relevant to
human cognition. Potebnja postulated that it plays a pivotal role in language evolution and human
linguistic abilities. Besides, he considered language as a means of implementing perceptive
experience of the human being viewed both in individual and national aspects. | consider these
postul ates as milestones in cognitive linguistics and the theory of the national construal of the world.
The second Potebnja’s tenet focuses on the evolution of mentality in terms of different types of
world comprehension. He considers it as the correlation of image and meaning that evolve in myth,
poetry and prose. In myth, as Potebnja maintains, image and meaning are axiomatically
extrapolated, immanently for a naive world perception. In poetry, image and meaning are
contiguous but conscioudly distinguished. In prose, the relevance of these two elements is
continuously challenged and is considered as only currently true. In this article, | read this tenet as
one that conceptually anticipates Karl Popper’s theory of Evolutionary Epistemology and Heinz
Westman’s theory of the ontogenesis of the psyche. The third Potebnia’s tenet concerns the
symbolism of language units. Accounting for the comparative semantic value of the exclamation
and the word, he concentrates on the correlation of their external and internal forms. On his
definition, the exclamation is an indicator of a perceptive experience, whereas the word is a vehicle
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of the notion. These features suggest the contiguity of the exclamation and the word with Pierce’s
index and symbol, correspondingly.
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