Gerald JANECEK (Rentucky)

ZAUM' AS THE RECOLLECTION OF PRIMEVAL ORAL MIMESIS

What follows may at times appear to be a discussion of the
origin of language., However, it 1s not my intention to reopen
a dlscussion per ge on a subject ao shrouded in ebscurity that
it is available only to futile speculation. Rather, the purpose
of this paper iz to discuss the ldeas on the meanings of lan—
guage sounds current among some members of the Russian Symbolist
and Futurist literary movements of the second and thirxd decades
of this century. The ideas are interesting and explain something
of the literary practice of the time, particularly in regard to
zaum', and they may even say something about the nature of lan-
guage, but while they suggest a theory of the origin of langunage,
they have no more claeim to validity than other conjectures.

The key to the matter is the gesture theory of language
origin which had great currency at the time. The idea is that
language began ae a series of bodily movements which depilcted
and communicated concepts., Speech arose as an involuntary or per-
haps conscious paralleling by the vocal apparatus of those bodily
gestures, Darwin theorized that speech gained ascendency because
it "left the hands free for other tasks" (Pei, 1966: 22; Darwin
1B74: 105): /it was also effective "in the dark and arcund ob—
stacles"/ (Pel: 22). He further theorized: "we can trace the
formation of many words further back than that ©of species, for
we can percelve how they actually arose from the imitation of
various soundg" {Darwin: 106}. The "imitation of various sounds"
is not confined to simple cnomatopoeiz ("ding-dong" or "meow")
where the volce attempts to reproduce the sounds of the external
world (which is of limited communicative value) but involves more
complex conslderations, as is clear when Darwin follows the above
qguotation with the example; "The letter m in the word am, means
I; so that in the expression I am, a superfluous and useless ru-
diment has been retained" (Darwin: 106). Clearly the sound for
which the letter m stands does not obviously exist in the ex-
ternal non-human world or demonstrate any link to the concept
I, while its cral articulation may perhaps be related to the con-
cept. Though in practice 1t 1s not always easy to separate ono-—
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matopeoelia from voice gesture, all but the most naive writers re-
ject the simple onomatopoetic theory.

Variations on Darwin's gesture theory can be found bhefore
the fact in Wilhelm won Humboldt (1836), concurrently in Max
Midller {18671), and afterward in Wilhelm Wundt {1900}, to name
the most promlnent Germans who were influential in Rusgsia, Such
theories contributed directly to the thinking of A. Potebnja,

A. Veselovskij and A. Belyj, who in turn influenced the Futu-
rists and Formallsts, Wundt's magrum opus, Volkerpsychologie
(1900 - 1909) in particular received considerable attention in
Russia for its theorles of the origin of language, being the
subjekt of a substantial essay by the popular writer F, F. Ze-
linskij, "vil'gel'm Vundt i psichologija jazyka"™ (1301 where the
concept of "gvukovoj Zest" {Wundt's Lautbilder) 1s extensively
discussed fdee:also Gornfel'd and Batjuskov/}. Zelinskij's essay
is rather clearly the source of Sklovskii's knowledge of Wundt's
theories, as evidenced in Bklovskij's key essay on saum', "O poé-
zii i zaumnom jazyke" (1919).1 The linguistic speculations of
these prominent theoreticians lent a certaln aura of validity
to poets' efforts to remove the accretions of time and evolution
and penetrate back intuitively, to reconstruct, to recqll, as

it were, the original meanings of the sounds of language, to
find in the way sounds were created in the oral cavity by the
vocal apparatus the parallel gestures, the sign language, the
mimesis that Darwin and others had posited. If with imagination
it is possible to read a meaning into sounds and articulations,
then it is natural to assume that the meaning was there origi-
nally and we are simply rediscovering or remembering it.

Humboldt may also have been the one to provide another
rationale for this guixotic attempt when he said "All under-
standing... is always at the same time a misunderstanding" (1824-
26: 235). He appreciated that even when clarity is most sought,
communication 1s always to some degree faulty. One person using
a common word never has quite the same meaning in mind as an-
other who hears him. If standard langquage is only partlally
successful, then perhaps something better can be found, either
by creating a new language or by rediscovering the old, primeval
language-which has since become spoiled by cultural evolution.
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Creating a new langquage represents the natural aim of the Fu-
turiats, with Chlebnikov among them having this as his most
explicit goal, while the rediscovering of primeval sound symbo-
lism is cloger to the hearts of the Symbolists., But these orien-
tatlons are not as divergent as they seem on the surface, since,
to be better than the present language, the future language must
achieve a close bond between sign and meaning, or regain the
cloaseness it once had. This bridge between the newest and the
oldest was established by Vjateslav Ivanov (1904: 7) in his
essay "Poét 1 Sern'™:

TREOPYSCTEC No3Ta— H NOo2Ta-CHMPONHCTa HAO
DPEHMYIECTRY-—MOKHC Ha3BATh GECCODHATRINILHEM
TIOrPYXEHUEM B CTHXRI $ONBHIOPA... CHMBOIH=--
NepexXuBaHuE 3abHTOrC M YTEPREHOTO OOCTOSHHA
HapoOeoft oyus, --_.T-I'.'I.‘O TO3HaAHNE BOCNIOMHHAHHE,
KaK y9YAT IMaToH, cnpasiupaeTcR Ha nosTe,
NOCKONBKY OH, BYOVYH OPTAHOM HapoOROTO CAaMO-—
CO3BaHHA, 20Tk BMeCTa8 ¢ TeM caMEM——OopraH
HApPOOHOTO BOCIOMHHAHHA, Ypes HeTo Hapom
BCTIOMHHAET CEBOHN OPEBHKK Nyy H BOCCTAHOBIHAT
crAamHe B Hell Bexamd BOIMOMHOCTH, ...[0BT xouer
GHTh: OIMHOKHM ¥ OTPelleHHHM, HO er0o BHYTDPEHAS
CBOBONA eCT: BHYTPOHHAA HeoOXOMMMOCTE BOSBpPATa
¥ npHobileHHA K pOUUMON CTHXHM, OH HBOSPEeTaeT
HoBOEe M ofpeTaeT OpepHee.

Ivanov did not himself develop theories on sound symbolism or
oral mimesis but severalof his fellow Symbolists did, notably
Belyj and Bal'mont. )

Of all the poets we will consider, Belyj showed the most
specific interest in oral mimesis, constructed the most com-
Elete and elaborate system around it, and demonstrated the most
thorough knowledge of German theorles and thelr Russilan off-
spring, as his Simvoifiam (1910) and review of Potebnja's Myel'
1 jazyk of the mame year amply testify. However, it 1s a later
work, Gloasalolida,z written in 1917, but not published until
1922, that is the culminating fruit of this concern of Belyj's
and the place where he fully elaborated his system. The fore-
word to Glossalolija states:

Tak %e a9BYk A Oepy HSHecCh, KAK ¥ecT, Ha
NOBEPXKHOCTH FHSHM COIHAENA, = XeCT yTpadeHHOrO
CoOepXKaHua; ¥ Konma yTIBepEmaw, 4Toe "Co" =  HeuTo
caeTOBOE, £ 3HaW, JYTo XeCT B OOWEeM — BepeH, a
O8pagHHE HMMIPOBH3IAUHHY MOM CV¥TE MOOENH ONA
BHpakeHNs HaMH yTpaveHHoR MHUMHKY 3BYKOE. 4T0
MHMBKEa DTa B HAC BCHHXHET H OCBETHTCH COMHaHHeM,
B 3TO TBEPpAC K Bepw. {(10)
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The key words for our purposes are Jest utradennogo scoderianija
and modeli dilja vyrafenija nami uitraqdennoj mimiki zvukov, and

they provide a clear statement of what the present investiga-—
tion is about, even though the work itself appeared on the
scene on the far side of the heyday of zaum'. If we lgnore the
chronology a bit, this strange, controvertial, maligned essay
provides us with an excellent starting point, because of its
thoroughness and clear exposition of the orlentation that lies
at one corner of the foundation of zaum'. At the same time,
thig work has yét t0 receilve any sericus attention, typically
being dismissed as the work of a crackpot on the verge of
insanity. '

Let us begin by quoting some of the significant statements
in the opening pages:

BCE C/0BA = HANOMHHAHLA O RBYKE CTApPHHHODQ
oMucna. (12)

CROBapi IBYKO-06pasob, OGpeMeHs IaMaITh HaM, He
B3MPAKNT HaM B XYy OHIEM CBOMM SABCTEEHHHM XeCcTOMj;
TaK: SACHOCTH SBYYHOI'O CMEHCIA = B YMEHME BHOSTE .
TAANH TAHUOBMuLE ¢ WapdoM = BOsAymHONE crpyeft. (13)

HeCTH DYK OTPAMAWT BCE XECTH Ge3PYKOR TaHUOPWHIE,
mpAnymeR B MpauHOA TEeMHMIe: NOR CROAAMH HEGa; Be3pykym
MHMMRY OTPaMaeT IORIKeHHS pyk; s KQCT DYKH Halu SaapyKRRl
SA3HK TOOTJIALEN; I IOBTOPHA ero 3pykamu (15) :

BBYKM - [DEeBHHE KECTH B THOAYGJICTHAX CMHCHA; B
THCAYENeTHAX MOSIC PPANYNEro GHTHA IPONOEeT MEE
KOCMHUECKOH MHCHBN Pyka. KecTa - HHHE SBYKH

eme He CJIOKHBRMXCH MHCMAeH, DAJZIOXEHHHX B Tene moeMm (16)

In these guotes we have all the important premises necessary to
proéeed: the attempt to recover the "ancient meaning® hidden in
the sounds of words, the significance of the oral articulation
as the key to this meaning, the Darwinilan principle that oral
mimlcry was originally a parallel to hand gestures, and finally
that these gestures {oral and hand} were reflections of as yet
incompletely determined thoughts. The image of the tongue ag an
armless dancing girl with a scarf of air (see 1llus.) can be
attributed to the strong influence of Rudolf Steiner’s eurhyth-
mics, a preoccupation of Belyj's essay'not shared by any other
figure in this study. Stelner's influence can alsc be seen in
Bely]'s presentation of his material as a cosmogony, as if the
arrival of sound~gestures paralleled the creation of the uni-
verge as described by Steiner in his Pile Geheimwissenschaft im
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Unmrisa (1909].3 The following gquotaticon illustrates early on the
basic structure of Belyj's presentation:

OGpascralpe CHHPAET = Oo6paf’0BalE{He TOPAMEX
TyMaHHOCTeN rasa: ToHYalimel! maTepMH 3IBYKOB: B

Uu®, My", "r", "h" g "s" Me umeeM pacnag Ha

renno {(w), SHepruw {r), BO3AYx XononHah (v) w
PO3AYX Telnu# (h), Ha ceeT 1 orons ("s8" m “"r"}:

a b COHaAHTOM PAZY U-w-r-l-n - OGPASOBAHhRE:D H3
RGBOVAa BAATH; l-~m-n —- #BHO WUAKH; TPH BYpHBHHE —=—

g-d-b - mno4rs Teepmd: "b" - Bazko, "d® - spoBEKD,
g" - pHEAO-paccHNYaTo; k-t=p (pAA rAyxMX, TIyxo-

BSPHBPHHX) - THepPOH; A CKasana O8H, YT0 - KaMmeHBH,

ecnut "p" He ABARICHE HAM CHMBOJICM TBepOolf MRBOTHOCTH,
"t" -~ pacTHTenkHO® TKaHbW; "k" - KaMeHHR!N, MHHEPANILHO—
GesSXHIHeHHHN 3BYX; BOT TPH HapcTsa: mubBoTHHX ("p", "b"),
pacTendit ("t", "d"), kpncrannoe ("k") M amopdrmx

sement {"g"). (14-15)

The Steinerian elements will be minimized in the present dis-
cussion, but they cannot be entirely avoided, since they
thoroughly inform Belyj's presentation of material and tend to
dictate his cholce of examples, though the specific parallels
between sounds and Steiner’'s cosmogony are not drawn from Stel-
ner's book (or from elseware in Steiner's work, as far as I am
aware) but are Belyj's invention., Bely]j, along with other poets,
analyzes not only phonemes but proceeds immediately to roots
and words; however, the range of examples and approaches makes
compariscn among them difficult. I will therefore throughout
this paper attempt to limit discussion to phonemes,

Belyj's procedure is to present the whole process of crea-
tion in a nutshell (as guoted above) and then review it in de~
tall several times and from several angles, The first sound to
emerge from chaos 1s "ha": "Poluglasnaja 'h' (vernej 'a' s pri-
dychaniem) —- pervoe vejanie vozducha zwvuka iz ¥ara, iz glot-
ki" (14}). Later he characterizes "a" not only as Jar, but also
as polnota dufi and udivienie {ach) (69, 106)}. Kot surprisingly,
key words, such as Zar, reflect the concept or purported con-
tent of the sound gesture, "a" being the most direct expression
of uncbstructed hot breath, breath being the expression of
spirit (epiritus; duch, duda, dychanie), and ach belng the ex-
clamation of spiritual exultation {and surprise).

Belyj's second sound gesture is "r", the expression of the
first motion, thus of energy, and is an emanation of Zar. Hence
"ar" is the "koren' dejstvija"-"borozda"-"rabota rabot", (42-43),
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while "er", which.contains the "e" vowel expressive of "polovin-~
&atost', kolebanie, somnenie, no zorkost', vedud¥aja k mysli®
(70}, is the “koren' tefenlja vremeni" (42).

This should give some notion of Belyj's method. Unfortuna-
tely it is impossible to give a full impression of the various
levels of treatment on the different "days of Creaticn", The
key words and phrases assoclated with such of the sounds are
contained in the Table. It has been necessary to be selective,
sometimes drawing examples from various levels, but I have trled
to choose the most characteristic words with the most obvious
relation to articulation and the least Steinerian influence. An
interesting feature of Bely's prasentation 1s his focus on la-
tin letterforms rather than cyrillie for identifying the sounds.
Thus we have "h", "w" and "th", and thereby a much less ethno-
centric orientation than ls the case with other Russian poets.
However, since these sounds are not dealt with by others, they
have been omitted from the Table., & glance at the Table reveals
that some of Belyj's associlations (such as z, m, p, t) are-quite
unusual, a product of the Steinerian cosmogonic influence, while
others are, as we shall see, cloge to the standard interpreta-
tion. For compariscn the Table also includes the suggested
meanings of certain simllar sounds from Plato's Cratylus.

By contrast, Bal'mont, who_also takes a cosmogonic ap-
proach, covers the vowels completely, while he treats the con-
sonants only very seleétively. The Table contains selected as-—
soclations drawn from his Podaija kak volZebstvo (1915)}. He
gsays: "KaZdoe slovo - est’ ten' pervomysli" (54). It is inter-
esting that the sounds gelected are much the same ones selected
by Plato and seem therefore to be those in which some meaning
ig strongly suggested by the articulation, Thus there 1s sig-

nificant agreement among these first threes "1" is liguid, "r
is full of motion, "i" is associate with height or subtlety,
"a" with fullness, "o" with roundness, "n" with inward contain-~
ment, Among the vowels, Belyj and Bal'ment agree that "u" is
dark and both assoclate the word ugel. Plato says nothing. The
two Russiana find "e" unstable, while Plato asscciates it with
length. Here one cannot avold the impression that the words in
the language native to the writer which contain the given sound

and the specific articulation of the given sound in that language
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gtrongly influence the writer's interpretation. It is probably
that "u" would be generally assoclated with darknesgs and depth
because of ite articulation {(distinctive features: diffuse, low
tonallty (Halle, 1959: 45)), regardless of cne's native langu-
age (here one recalls Mallarmé's distress that nayit and jour
have their vowels reversed vis-i-vis their meaning (Jakobson,
Waugh, 1979: 133)}, but why ugol? What is angular about the
sound except the word ugel in Russian? And 1s "e" unstable or
indefinite because it is reduced when unaccented in Russian?

Or because its jotlzation seems to be a more promilnent feature
of 1ts articulation than 15 the case with the other vowels, and
the sliding of the tongue creates an impression of instability
not unlike that of "1"? Or bhecause the conslderably greater
statistical frequency of the "goft" varlant of the letter causes
Russians to focus on the “soft" variant, while with the other
vowels the “hard" variant is considered t.;«'p:i.c:al?'1 While some
linkages between articulation and meaning may be international,
clearly others are rather language-bound.

Let us move guickly to the Futurists before considering the
total picture, The Table contains the results obtained from Ka-
menskij's Ego -moja biografija velikego futurista (1918a), and
the poem "Kamen'" (1918b), several of David Burljuk's poems
{1914: 39, 44; 1915: 95-96), several of Chlebnikov'e essays
(1913—1919),5 and A. Tufanov's ¥ saumi (1924). It is interesting
that Kamenskij and Burljuk focus on the vowels, but treat the
consonants only fragmentarily, despite the supposed preference
of the Futurists for consonants and rejection of the vowel mu-
sic of the Symbolists. Chlebnikov, on the other hand provides
us with a fairly complete system which concentrates on the con-
sonants. The vowels are characterized briefly in one place
{1972: 189) where thelr meaning correspends mainly to their use
as conjunctions (a, 1) or prepositions {c, u), but find thelr
most active role in Chlebnikov's system of "internal declension"
because of theilr morpholegical function as noun endings (1972:
172-173) . The consonants are treated in detall several times.
Many of Chlebnikov's initial interpretations are idiosyneractie,
not to say strange, such as M -- "razpadenie celogo na &asti
{bol'#ogo v maloe)" (1872: 184}, with little evident rationale
in either sound, articulation {closing of the mouth?) or word
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assoclation; whilé others fall in the mainstream eg. K - ob-
radfenie sily dvifenija v silu poloZfenija(bega v pokoj) tvérdoe"
(1972: 189). However, by the time we get to the essay "Chudo¥-
nikil mira" (131%), the controlling factor in these interpreta-
tions becomes obvious, namely, the shape of the eyrillic letter.
Thus: "V na vsech jazykach znait vradfenle odnoj tofkl krugom
drugoj 114 po celoma krugu 11i po #astl ego, duge, vverch i
nazad" (1972: 217). The meaning is derlved from a moving point,
the path of which forms the shape of the letter. This would
also better explain the earlier meaning of M, repeated in the
later essay nearly verbatim. One of the clearest cases is £ (4]
associated with the word 3afa (chalice) and indicating "the
emptiness of one body, filled with the content of another® (aee
Table), Other interpretations are, on the other hand, changed
to accord with tﬁia emerged principle, ey, L, R, T, Z. The ar-
tists of the world, wilith their wvisual acuity, are invited to
desiagn a new writing system that best reflects the meaning of
these letter-sounds as sean by Chlebnikov; but, strangely enough,
the eyrillic alphabet seems to de this rather well already.
Chlebnikov’s meaning is already visibly conveyed, for example,
by the cyrillic¢ letterform B, but conslderably less so by the
latin letterform V. One indeed wonders whether Chlebnikov's
interpretation of thls letter would seem even vaguely apt to
anyone but a literate Ruszsian, let alone to "all languages".
Clearly Chlebnikov's visual principle takeg us largely out
of the realm of oral gesture and articulation and into the realm
of geometry and the meaning of visual shapes, though the two
realms may be related somehow because they are both spatial to
some extent. However, even when Chlebnikov seems to have moved
declsively into the latter realm, there remain traces of the
former, eg. "X znadit otsutstvie dvifenija, pokoj seti n todek,
sochranenie imi vzaimnogo poloZenija; konec dviZfenija" (1972:
218) (not in Table} where, unless he is proposing that the letter
be written as a dot, it is hard to see a letterform in the des-
cription, but 1t is not difficult to relate the interpretation
to other poets’ interpretations based on articulation or word
asaociation. Nevertheless, Chlebnikov comes clesgest of anyone
to shifting the emphasis away from sound toward sight, and thus
of reflecting the standard Symbolist-Futurist shift of emphasis,
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In many ways, Tufanov's study parallels Belyj's in its
international scope (Tufanov resorts to the latin alphabet and
includes Russian, English and Chinese roots), in its demon-
strated knowledge of the previocus German thecoretical literature
{Humboldt, Wundt, etc,), in its genetic-historical approach
{though Tufanov 1s anthropeclogical, not S5teinerian), and in its
obvious focus on articulation, Yet Tufanov does not mention
Belyj's book and may not have known of it when writing X saumt
(1924}.6 In any case, Tufanov saw himself as a successor to
Chlebnikov, calling himself Velemir Ii (spelling etc, 1924:
i1), and was influenced to some extent by the Matjufin School
of "Expanded Vision" in painting.? Illustraticons for the book
were done by a member of that school, Boris Ender.

Tufanov states his position in the following way:

MaTepsanoM Moerc HCKYCOTBA CIV#aT IPOEYHOCHTEeNbHO=

CAYXOBHE EAMHEMIH A3HKA, § O H € M H, COCTOAWME M3

MCHXMYECKH-XHMBNY SICMEHTOB~K M H e M B a K ¥ © M.
"Ipyk" peud caMm no cefe ecCTh UPMHEHMA KHHEM M

axycM, C MapasyiesbBHEM HM OQBIXEHHEM aXKYCTHYSCKOTO

ouymMEeHUA; OH TaKkKe GAMSOK K NpPHUpOAe, Kak MySHKANE-

HE! IBYK M KAK ®ecT B opxecTHme Isedora Dunkan (sicl),

THe MAaTepMaNoM RCKYCOTHA CAYAMT C a M O J 8 | =

® € H ¥ e, HANOJHAKMEee BpeMd MY3HKaABHOTO PHTMA.

{1924: 9},

He explicitly relates this positicn to Wundt:

Ha sape pOXOEHHMA SSHKA, B KAYeCTBe pedlexca, IpoHC-—
XOAHMT ABWEEHWEe OPraHOB APTHKYNALMH, BOZHHKAGT YIO-—
NOBHTENsHHN wecT, "anykopar meradopa® {no BysHOory),
NOKANMH3CBAHHAZ P IIOJIOCTH PTA M HCNONHAEMAas C ouyme—
HMEM MATKOCD HEGA M NpPONYCKOM B HOC TeKymeTo S
nerkux Boanvxa (15).

As a follower of Chlebnikov, Tufanov neglects the vowels and
concentrates exclusively on the conscnants. The Table presents
his brief interpretations from pp. 14-15, He follows these by
standard linguistic descriptions of phoneme articulation drawn
from Baudouin de Courtenay (1912} and examples in worde from
various languages, Tufanov's analysis is subtle and interesting,
not unlike later efforts by Sir Richard Paget {1930} and A.
Jbhannesson (1949), and worthy of more attention that we can
give it here, but it has an avant-garde artistic, rather than
scientific geal, the statement of which is worth gouting at
length:
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ITH 3BYKOBHE XECTH, IPOHDHONHHE IMBMHEHHA, OHIIH
OCHOBAHH Ha YNOJOOGNeHNMH (CHABHEHHH); M B TO BpeMa Kak
B nosgHelmue BeKa, CpaBHeHWS ORSIMeTOB MPHBEN0 K XKOoM=—
IJIeKcaM 3BYHOE IJIA BHpaReHHA OTHOREHUA MexQy Bemamd, -
cpaBHeHHMe O B M X e H M J IPHBENO K JAaKPEeNneHHon 3a
(POHEeMOH NpAMOTC SHAYEHHA, € YTDATON 3IHAYEHHE SBYKOBOH
MeTAPOPEL, . .

Onymesne OCHOBHHX JBEHMEHEH NepROCHTHENY YesoBaK
nepetaray S9BYKOBHMH ®eCTaMH OPraHoB APTHKYIATME, a
COYeTRHEE XeCTOB-pe{ieKCOB HA ONHCOPOOHHE OmymeHHR
OERxeHHA npudmvance (opMy nperacTaBrelMRE. VCIOHHA Of=—
WeCTBESHHON XHIHH Jakpermum 98 9BYKOBEMY MecraMn (yrRK-
LUl IepefadYd CHYMEeRHl NBUTATEeALHHX Nponeccon. W ecnn
6H HeNOBEYSCTBO Ha JanbHelmnx CoTYMAHAX CBOEr'c pasBH-
THA He Hepenic OT YHOOOOHTEALHHEK XSCTOB K CpaBHEeHHK
TpemMeToR (aScTpaxiEM) ¢ CONYTOTEYHHUEM eMy CHOBOM
{mocne Hso6peTeHWs NepBOTO TOoHOpAa), a Iepemabano GH
NpH OGHEHME, ¢ Pa3BRNTHEM IPOMIBOACTBEHHON TeXHHKH,
TONBKO CaMule OEHTATeNbHHE IpONeCcChH M CaMo OBHKeHue,
TOTHA, HaRo NoJaraTk, HAa IE€MHOM mape Omia 6H TONABKO
oxHa SayMe - CTpaHa, € ocofoll KYIBTYpofl, GoDarToit
MHPOM OMyMEeHHH IIDH MHOT'QOGPAIHOM NPOABNEHHH (OpME
(parMa) Ba maTepHzE (PHTMHIHOM COSHAHUH), HO Ges
NIPHIHAKOR yMa, Ge3 NpefacTanRjdeHnl o cMepTH, Ge3 pag-
BEpRYTHX NpH NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM BOCHDHATHH BpeMaHH,
Hae# H sMonui, BHUIO OH RAPCTBEO G83-yMHA © HCKYCCTBOM
3a-yMusH, By ouuMGoN 3eMHOPO mAapa He [IOBTOpHRIH OobyTa-—
Tenmu Mapca, TaM, HeCOMEEHHO, NONEHO OHTH. Takoe "Tocy=- -
nmapcereo". (16-17). :

To complete the picture, the Table includes the standard lin-
quistic descriptions of the phonemes in terms of articulation
and destinctive features.®

This brings us to the end of our survey and we can now
take an overview and engage in some generalilzations.

It is clear that there is substantial agreement on scme
sounds across the board regardless of whether the writer is an
ancient Greek, a Russian Symbolist or Futurist, This is true
of the vowels in general and of the consonants b, k, 1, m, n,
r and t., I think we could conclude that this is because the
articulations of these scunds most lend themaelves to expres-
sive interpretation, The roundnese of o, the full opennessaof a;
the tight forwardness of i, and the low backness of u provide
rather clearcut parameters for meaningful expression in both
Plato and the Russilans, Reasons for the agreement among the
Russians and disagreement of Plato on e have already been dis-
cussed, In regard to the consonants, 1t is interesting that
there is close agreement on precisely those consonants which
Plato chose to dlscuss, from which we might conclude either
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that he influenced them, or, perhaps more likely, that he chose
to discuss only those sounds 1n which the expressiveness was
obvicus and he avoided the less cobvious cases, such as d, p,

and ch, Where Platc and the Russians show differences in chelce,
this seems to reflect whether thelr language affords them good
examples of lexical iltems to 1llustrate thelr point. For example,
Plato discusses g 1n combination with 1 probably in part because
Greek opffers words with the gl combination that have a gluti=-
nous, clammy quality (glisehros, glukue, gloiocdes), while the
Russians may prefer the voiceless partner k because Russian
offers sco many geood examples of words in k to do with hardness.
One wonders, however, why Platce neglected m, given 1ts well-
established maternal significance in Indo-European. Plato does
not distingulsh fricatives z, s and £ from each other, but
groups them together as all requiring a “great expenditure of
breath". Significantly, the Russlans agree on the fricative
quality, but do not make much of the other distinguishing
features (voilcing, place of constriction}.

This leads to several obvicus hypotheses, Cne is that the
agreement among speakers of the same language is sometimes a
function of the stock of commenly used words that can be drawn
upon to illustrate the meaning required. That is to say, word
aggociation plays an influentilal role in the interpretation
process and may overshadow articulation or produce greater ag-
reement among interpreters than could have been achleved purely
on the basis of articulation, The second hypothesis is that
certain articulatory features are more easily open to sementiza-
tion than others, Voilcing seems to be unimportant, while motions
of the tongue and lips {whigh are more preceptible by the zpeaker
than voileing) are important, The exact position of constric-
tion that would distinguish one fricative or plosive from an-
other (£, 8, &, ch/v, z, %; p, t, k/b, d, g) seems of only
slight importance. Thus a kind of interpretational hierarchy
emeyges in the consonants in which the kinetic features (plo-
sive, friecative, nasal, lateral, rolled) are most prominent,
while the other features are much less prominent. Significantly,
the prominent features are even named expressively {(the explo-
giveness of a plosive, the friction of a fricative), while the



- 176 =

names of other features are neutral. The exception, labiality,

which 1s inexpressive as a term, has a stronger expressive con-
tent because of the close assdciation of the lips with kissing

and sucking.

One surprising result of this study was that none of the
Russziang paid the slightest attention to palatalization of
consonants and lumped the palatalized and unpalatalized partners
under one heading. Here I suspect that spelling and the only
weak and slowly. emerging concept of the phoneme in this perilod
wag an important factor,

This brings us to ancother consideration -- the extent to
which letter forms infiuenced interpretation. Greatest agreement
ig achieved in casges where an interpretation is also supported
by the letter shape. This is most obvious in the case of the
roundneas of o and the thinness of 1, but it may also be a con~
tributing factor in the angular, wedge-shaped pointness of k,
and to some lesser extent in other consonants. Cbviously, as
discussed above, it is the controlling factor of Chlebnikov's
interpretations, which in turn seem to have influenced Tufanov's,
though the latter had an ostensibly articulatory focus.

I have included as the last column 1n the Table the dis-
tinctive features as arrived at by Halle (1959}. These are, of
course, based on acoustlcal spectographs rather than on articu-
latory descriptions but they nevertheless alsc reflect potential
expressivity in the termindlogy used, particulafly 1f we add
that the high/low tonallty feature can be paraphrased as acuté/
grave for consonants. Thus the generally-accepted linguistic
doctrine of distinctive features essentially corroborates the
interpretations of the poeta, Phonemes of and by themselves, at
leagt some of them, have a kind of abstract, generalized meaning.

The personal link between sgum’ and the concept of distinc-
tive features is, of course, Roman Jakobson, a friend of the Fu-
turists, himself the author of at least one zaqum' poem written
under the pen-name of Aljagrov,g and subsequantly the chief
codifier of the concept of distinective features. Jakobson in
many places10 argues for the meaningfulness of scounds, yet when
talking of the phoneme in the context of distinctive features he
states: "The smallest meaningful unit in language is called
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morphemé... The distinctive features and the phonemes possess

no meaning of their own" (Jakobhson, Fant, Halle, 1355: 14).
Obviocusly the crux of the matter is the definition of "meaning".
Distinctive features define phonemes by a series of binary rela-
tlons ocut of which 18 created a phonological system, It 1s their
place in the system that gives them their definiticn; "meaning"”,
in the sense of something you can leok up in a dictionary, is
lacking, & comparsion might be in art the coler wheel and its
binary oppositions of complementary colors, or the musical scale
with each note defined by its place in relation to the tonic.
Jakobscon himself makes such comparisons. But we can ask: Does
red not have a meaning of its own, based on inherent qualities?
Kandinsky thought so (1911: 73 ££f), Or middle C of a certailn
duration and timbre? As we have noted, both the standard arti-
culation descriptions and the distinctive features contain

such comparably meaningful qualities as "plosive", "fricative",
"grave”, "acute", "continuant®, "compact"., Articulation may be
unconscious or preconscious--present but unattended, even in
silent reading (inner speech)--but then linguistic structure is
extenslively of this kind.11 This doeg not mean that it is not
active, functional, influential. Linguistic drift cccurs on

this level: speakers express preferences by making choises
whithout krowing consclously why they choose one form and not
ancther.

It probably is not possible to separate out the kinetic,
acoustic, associational and visual components of the sounds
discussed and decide in most cases which of them played the
determining role in the writer's interpretation, All these
factors doubtless contribute to some degree in each interpre-
tation, Yet under the influence of the Darwinilan concept of vocal
mimesls, the Russian poets we have surveyed, and they include
all the cnes who have spoken on this tople that I am aware of,
each to some extent has relied on the gestures implicit in
articulation of sounds to give those sounds meaning in and of
themselves. Even Chlebnikov's moving det is an abstracted geo—
metric gesture of sorts. And the poets focus on the most gesture—
like features of articulation,

Poets have long known that there is more in words than can
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be found in a dictionary. One element inseparably bound to each
word ig its oral gesture, about which we nsually forget. The
gaum' poets were not, I belleve, trying to create meaninglees
poems; rather, by removing the distraction of denominative con-
tent, by avoiding recognizable morphological units, they leave
us with a collection of oral gestures which we cannot help at-
tending to, recalling in the process that familiar words, too,
are made up of such elements, This is not unlike the removal of
recognlzable objects in abstract paihting, the purpose of which
1s to liberate the paihting from the artificlal constraints of
representation so that the "inner necessity™ (Kandinsky, 1911:
81) of the composition may be more clearly preceived. At the
same time, szaum’ strives to affirm the existence of oral ex-
pression that is pre-verbal, expression that cannot, need not
and does not want to be translated into a cognitive verbal des-
criptien any more than a painting or piece of a music can be
80 translated,

Notes

1. For a recent article which also covers the present tople to
some extent see MANDELKER (1983).

2. Since Belyj anomalously but consistently misspelled the title
this way, we will alsec do so.

3. Russian title cited by BELYJ, Oderk tajnovedenija.

4, Using the results from STEPANOV (1966: 76), we obtain the
follewing relative wvowel letter frequenciles:

o= 0,090
e,& - 0,072
a - (.062
i~ 0.062
ja - 0.018
y - 0 016
ju - 0.006
é - 0,002

The first four are the most frequent letters in general, If
we take into account that "2" is relatively infrequent and
that the results for "i" include a doubtless large propor-
tion of unjotized initial "i's", then these statistics would
support the point made in the text.
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5. "Neizdannaja stat'ja® (1913}, "RazloZenie slova" {(1915~16},
"0 prostych imenach jazyka" (1916), and "NaSa osnova"™ (1920).
In: CHLEBNIKOV III, 1972, 187-90, 198-209, 216-21, 228=-43),

6, Tufanov claims (1924: 9) to have been working on this pro-
ject for the past four years. Beljy's bock was published in
Belin in 1922, Bowever, Belyj had returned to Russia from
Steiner's colony at Dornach in 1916 and lectured on anthro-
posophy and poetry extensively., The basic text of Giossalo-
lija was completed in Carskoe Selo, a suburb of Petéarsburg
in COctober, 1917. Glven Tufanov's interest in the subject and
Belyj's prominence, it would seem unlikely that Tufapov did
not know something about Belyj's ideas on this subject.

7. On the Matjusin School see POVELIKHINA and DODGLAS.

8. Articulation Features were drawn from JONES and WARD (1969);
distinctive features were drawn from HALLE (195%9: 45).

9, Last page of A. KRUCENYCH and ©. ROZANOVA, Zaumnaja kniga
{1915} . See JANECEK, (1984: 179-~82) for a discussion on this
boock and of "Aljagrov".

10, The most recent and thorough treatment of this theme is the
final chapter of JAKOBSON and WAUGH, {(1979).

11. On "inner speach” and the link between motor processes and
meaning see SOKOLOV, (1975: 39 f£f).
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{Cratylus)

vowels

a
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length

subtle
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which
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all things

roundness
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]

binding,
rest in
a place

Beauit
{1922)

Zap, NOMHoTA
Iy,
FOUBRAHLE

OOMOBERNAT=
OeTh,KoNeSa-
HES ,COMHERKE
HO 30PHKOCTE

BannmoRT
{1515)

cauuil rraceHul

AEFH 083 BCAKOR WATEH,aF; Clert—

TABLE
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Kamencrui EBypmok .
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neHRe 3008 MpOBOPHE
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InedHuRoE
{1913-19}

Pypanen
(1924)
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&TODAN

articulation

opan
front
unrcunded

balf-claged
front
unroundad

front
usnroundad

back,less—
than-half-
open ,medinm
lip—rounding

elose
back
rounded

voiced
bi-labial®
plosive

distinctive
faaturas

-nopdiffuse

compact:

nondiffuse

noncdnpact
high tonality

diffusm

‘high tonality

nondiffuse

noncompact
low toprality

diffuge |
low tondity

nonconpact
low tonality
meLlow
non-nasal
voiced



Page 2

conscnants Plato
{cont.)

B
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articulation

M3 FaMRHYTOTD ofL- IBHRSENEN
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OeneHEHEOM voiced
PAIECS
C OMymaHEM voiced compact
XBO0THRSCROTO velar low tonality
BHE IDHKDHTHA plosive interrupted
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© OMyESHKEM volced noncompact
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ned#e 00 AAKOHY .
HHepuRER (d)
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MHODIMX TOoHeX

fliap nAyua ¢ TREDIyW

OICCHOCTE
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consonants  Plato Bemuit EanpMoHT
{cont.)
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 Tylhauns articulation
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Gy Te Hua rolled
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SROHHOTO BORHO-
ofpazHoro

GBEXSHIA

noHXHyeckos  volceless
cuannenxe ¢ denti-
CUFmeHASM alveclar

FeunexAs npa- plosive
I’PE.ELH y BEIZHBA-
wiled maueReHHs

OTDRUATENEHHR OFThE M HATDABI&HHA
£[0 RAOpEBAEHAE 34
HeTonEwxHo# Touxoi
ONCHXKTECKOs volcaless
CUeII&HKE C labio=dental
CUyNeHued fricative
KpFTOEOTO
OEMXEHAA NDH
HEOTpeIeNeHHON
paanyce
MWeRs CHIBHOW,pA3—  OCHX.CUSH.C volceless
pyEapael TOLRM:IXOACH oNyGesHeM Apx- velar
XODB ,XAU;INEHE CHA~ KPHTHR B c¢Bo- fricative

Goif ToumM,HyADswmel OCORACIC IBEXEe—

B 3AMATE : XUARM , Xpymenait

digstinctive
features

vocalie
congonantal
interrupted

noncompact
high tonality
gtrident
continuant
nonvoiced

ooncompact
high tonality
nellow
fon-nasal
noaveiced

noncompact
low tonallty
strident
nonvoiced

compact
low topnality
continuant

MA:A)R UBATPY B §)K OPUKPHTHL



Fage S
sonscnants
{cont.}

n

Plato

Bemal EanpuorT Kauencknlf ISyprux

BOIHEKR
nyuel#,
28T TKK
pacresul
(useTu)

TpOAKIHA
TENHOTH Ha
MATEDMR,
agpHEQE ¥ TONb
cyxof mODOmOK,
TOpOX, B3URE—
RATOCTE
THDHKAEbRE

CM. X EET&HEES

BaniesT

OpousCcCH
eyzod nepe—
TOUKY IT
BA3KEN MacCa
PRCTHTEOSHOE
TRaHH

neSHUKOB Tylasnos

MpOTCE OAHOTO TelA -
Yepes MyCTOS USCTO
B8 #pYyTroOE . S

NCEX. cHell,

¢ OEFUeHMEN
FouneBRUA Tpe-
rpapu(t] X
nyueBoNy {s)

OOHC TeNd,3aK0BARHOS
nyoroTol Ipyrorof{uama):
OGONOUKE, [I0BEDXHOCTS ,
OyCT2R BHY1IDR,Hanntas
unw ofpmuapmas ppyrol
ofsdu:nomui TByuepuul
uup ,cnyxanut ofonouro#
TDOXMEDHORY TEeNy—B
mpensne{vepen,yaun, eynox)

© OUymeHmeM
HapacTanrel
TpeTRAnE (t)
K OpexpansHey
nymewvoro (¥

cfNUCeHES W FueHbIAHHe
uNcTA DOBEpYHooTel npu
COUTHHSHN WX MAOMEIN,
Cow3 HﬂEGPxHCCTQE B
ozsy {=HTE,wupn,myr,
maégi CRURMNS [DANME -
Lexny DORSDNHOCTANE

¢ oUyuesEes
OpexpansIza
Iy1eBOTO

FMEHENEHNEN

JEAXEEMSM

HOMGORNLiiaR TOBEDXEOCTS
npm AaHAOM QGBHEMe,iao-
SunHe yrooe(meprs,nemts,
OempoERTuR, IFPATE)}; .
PRICEBHE NOBEDXSOCTH,
nenoll paEsms,Ha paiuue
FUAGCTHY ,OpY HENOXIITHOM
ofuEue

o omyEmemumeM
nepexcna =B
cxaroe
cocToAHME

LOMHHN Y OOTHAo—
EEHMA 3CTDCeNUHHM

articulation

voiceless
alveclar
affricate

volceless
palatalized
alvenlar
affricate

voicelass

post-alveclar

labic=
velarized
fricative

distinctive
features

noncompact
high tonality
strident
interrupted

compact
high tonality
interrupted

compact

high tonality
continuant
nonvoicad



