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This paper offers an outline of the major theoretical and methodological
approaches that have so far guided the concept of panchrony in its evolution
in the scientific worldview(s) of modern West European and American
linguistics, starting from the traditions of structuralism (the beginning of the
20™ century) and concluding with the (emerging) traditions of functionalism
(the end of the 20" century, early into the 21% century), with the
understanding that the concept of panchrony makes part of the legacy that
the latter has inherited from the former, in view of the change of the
linguistic paradigms.

Panchrony as a theoretical and methodological concept in the modern
science of language suggests that natural language is independent, — and can
and should therefore be studied independently, — from the restrictions
of time and space [10]. Panchrony is inseparably linked to synchrony and
diachrony that do put such restrictions, each in its own unique ways.
Synchrony focuses on the static state of language, whereas diachrony looks
at the dynamic change that language has undergone in its development
[ibid.].

The scientific view of panchrony in structuralism, associated for the
most part with the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure [13], explains
panchrony in terms of linguistic universals (general rules and principles
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regarding language make-up that exist independently of concrete linguistic
facts and also of individual language speakers) and suggests that panchrony
is impossible due to the fact that language is an autonomous system
of arbitrary signs, which divides synchrony and diachrony sharply, hides
causality in language change, and precludes the possibility to simultaneously
study language from the generalized synchronic and diachronic, i.e. from the
panchronic, point of view [10]. Synchrony (simultaneous co-existence
of linguistic signs) and diachrony (chronological succession of linguistic
signs) are dichotomous for structuralists, with synchrony gaining traction in
their research, owing to the psychological realism that language enjoys
among its speakers in its current static state. On that, no extralinguistic
factors, such as time and space given in the world and construed in the
human mind, must enter into the scientific account of language per se [ibid.].

The scientific view of panchrony in functionalism, associated in cogni-
tive linguistics for the most part with the Polish linguist Przemystaw
Lozowski [10; 11], explains panchrony in terms of functional universals
(cognitive and experiential patterns of human behavior, culture included)
and suggests that panchrony is possible, and even imperative, due to the fact
that language is not an autonomous but a cognition- and culture-dependent
system of motivated signs, or symbols of human experience [10].
This introduces the extralinguistic factors into linguistic research, highlights
causality in language change, unites synchrony and diachrony together, now
treating these on a par, and includes the possibility to simultaneously study
language from the generalized, i.e. panchronic, point of view, owing to the
cognitive processes that drive the genesis of language [ibid.]. On that,
the combination of diachrony of language with universal processes of human
cognition is assumed to constitute panchrony [6, p. 55].

The cognitive mechanism behind linguistic semiosis that this paper
suggests is panchronic is the conversion of human non-propositional into
propositional thought, which is the conversion of mental images as modal
mental representations (seeing the world) into word meanings as amodal
mental representations (understanding the world), and back [1; 2; 14].
This conversion once supported the evolution of human cognition, when the
archaic consciousness in humans transitioned to their modern one; this
conversion now remains central to human communication with words, where
it employs the visual and auditory areas of the human brain, orchestrating
the respective organs of sense, along with the deep and shallow layers of the
human mind, transcending the individual (un)consciousness into the
collective unconscious [14]. (For the stages in the evolution of human
consciousness, see [5]; for the neurophysiology of human communication
with words, see [9]; for the layering of the human mind, the collective
unconscious included, see [7; 12].)

117



International scientific conference

The modal-to-amodal conversion occurred at the moment when the word
was created and emerged into language, and has the inner form of the word
as its first, — and panchronic, — product [14]. The inner form of the word
is a fragment of this word’s meaning [16] that at its own time motivated
the emergence of this word in its peculiar outer form into language [3]
(The outer form of the word is the phonemic and graphemic container for
this word’s meaning [16].) The inner form of the word is an archaic image
that has pictorial resemblance to the referent of the word, in view of how this
referent emerged into the consciousness of man who then gave this referent
its name [14, p. 52]. The image in the human mind represents the respective
thing in the world, and is this thing’s symbol; as this image was formed
perceptually, it is a perceptual symbol. (For perceptual symbols, see [4].)

The modal-to-amodal conversion occurs at the moment when the word
is used and processed by the speakers of language, and has the image-
driven interpretation of the word as its continuous product [14]. Whereas
it is impossible for individual speakers to change the inner forms of words
in their language, as these archaic images are inherited together with the
worldview (the magic circle, to W. von Humboldt) and re-imagining them
can only touch but not take them (on touching and taking, see [15]),
the interpretations of words of language by its speakers are fluid, emergent,
and variable, owing to individual experiences and cognitive styles and
to the context (physical, social, cultural, immediate communicative; global,
local [8]).

On that, the modal-to-amodal conversion is a panchronic mechanism
of human cognition that regulates the process of linguistic semiosis,
determining the genesis of the word as that of a sign-symbol. This cognitive
mechanism operates at each of the stages in language development in time,
diachrony and synchrony included, and is universal for the speakers
of language by virtue of their embodiment.
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