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| Panel on CarolusLinnaeusand histime
1 Linnaeus as an author and scientist
Plenary Lecture 1, Thursday:

Gunnar Broberg, Lund: Linnaeus, scientist or man of letters?
Section papers, Thursday:

Bo Ralph, Géteborg: Linnaeus as a connecting-link in Swedish language
history

Henrik Williams, Uppsala: Linnaeus and the rune-stones

Y ngve Sandhei Jacobsen, Trondheim: Crossing the Borders of Literature: Iter
Lapponicum 1732

Astrid Surmatz, Amsterdam, Linnaeus in Lapland — Language and
Subjectivity

Section papers, Friday

Ann-Mari Jonsson, Uppsala: Linnaeus’s International Correspondence. The
Spreading of a Revolution

Leif Feltenius, Uppsala The Correspondence between Linnaeus and Burman.
Linnaeus’s Colloquial Language

Han-liang Chang, Taipei: Calendar and Aphorism: A Generic Study of Carl
von Linné’s Fundamenta botanica and Philosophia botanica

Mats Rydén, Uppsala: Linnaeus and the Swedish Plant Names

2 The writing of Linnaeus’ disciples
Section papers, Saturday

Rut Bostrém, Uppsala: Evidence of 18th century colloquial scientific language
in the disciple Andreas Sparrman’s correspondence to Linnaeus

Kenneth J. Knoespel, Atlanta: Linnaeus and Language Laboratory of the
Siberian Expeditions: Translating Political Empire into a Kingdom of
Knowledge

3 Thereception of Linnaeusin different countries
Section papers, Friday

Palmira Fontes da Costa, Lisbon: The Linnaean Language of Naturein
Eighteenth-century Portugal

Mariann Juha, Munich: The construction of national scientific languages. the
reception of Linneaus’s mineral classification system in Hungary



Tamas Notari, Budapest: Reception of Linnéin the Hungarian Literature of
the 19th Century

4 Contemporary scientists
Section papers, Thursday

Gyorgy Szabados, Szeged: Latin, as alanguage of the sciences in Hungary
during the 18th century

Maria Berggren, Uppsala: Scientific discourse in Emanuel Swedenborg’s
medical work

Sonja Schreiner, Vienna: Neolatin Physics— Made in Austria: Literature and
Science in Gottlieb Leopold Biwald’s Physica Generalis and Physica
Particularis

Section papers, Friday

Hans Aili, Stockholm: Peter Artedi and his Ichthyologia. A Translation Project
AnaCarneiro, Ann Simdes & Maria Paula Diogo, Lisbon: Languages of Exile:
Correlada Serra (1751-1823) and the Idioms of Botany

Kriszina Rébai, Szeged: From Morbus Gallicus to Lues Venerea (The history

of Syphilology from Aloysius Luisinus’ collection to Jean Astruc’s collection)

Il The Wallenberg Panel on the Development of Scientific Discour se.
1 Theforming of scientific communitiesin the 18th century
Plenary L ecture 2, Thursday:

UIf Teleman, Lund: The Swedish Academy of Sciences. language policy and
language practice
Plenary L ecture 3, Thursday:

Charles Bazerman, Santa Barbara, USA: Church, State, and the Printing Press:
conditions for autonomy of scientific publication in early modern Europe
Section papers, Thursday

Toon van Houdt, Leuven: Money and Market. A case Study on the
Development of Latin Economic Terminology and Discourse in 18th-Century
Sweden

AnnaHelga Hannesdattir, Goteborg: From Vernacular to National Language —
Swedish Language Planning in the Time of Linnaeus

Richard Sérman, Uppsala: George Louis Leclerc de Buffon: science and
natural language

Birgit Eaker, Lund: Collecting, recording and ordering. The modern dictionary
begins to take form

2 Thelanguage situation: Latin, Greek and modern languages



Plenary Lecture 4, Friday:
Yasmin Haskell, Perth, Australia: Advancement of Science or Self-Promotion? A
Dutch Doctor’s ‘Grand Tour’ in Latin Verse
Section papers, Friday
= HansHelander, Uppsala: The changing Roles of Latin in the 18th century
= Louis-Joan Lemmer, Leiden, & Koel Martens, Brussels: The Language of
Science in Ancient Mesopotamia: an analogy with the scientific language of
Linnaeus and itsrisein biological classification
= GunillaGren Eklund, Uppsala: Philology in 18th Century Europe and Sweden
Plenary lecture 5, Friday
Jean Francois Battail, Link6ping: Entre souci d"universalité et considérations
patriotiques — langues en concurrence au siecle de Linné
Section papers, Friday
= Michael Martin & Stefanie Zaun, Dusseldorf: Uroscopic Texts in the French
and German Vernacular: Paradigm Shifts and the Evolution of the Medical
Lexicon
= LarsWollin, Abo: Latin decline—Retreat and comeback. Latin in Swedish
professional discourse
= Lars-Gunnar Larsson, Uppsada Holmberger’s Saami Word list
= Krister Ostlund, Uppsala: Languages in Swedish dissertations 1600-1850
3 The development of scientific discour se
Plenary lecture 6, Saturday
Alan G. Gross, St Paul, USA: The Division of Semiotic Labor in Scientific
Communication: Antoine Lavoisier’s Geology
Section papers, Friday
= Goran Rydén, Uppsala/Gavle: Descriptions of Technology and Technological
Changein the Age of Linnaeus
= Britt-Louise Gunnarsson, Uppsala: The linguistic construction of
scientificality in early articlesin Swedish
= Renata Schellenberg, Mount Allison: Overwriting Convention: Scientific
Literacy in Eighteenth Century Germany
Section papers, Friday
= Ellen Valle, Abo: Constructing knowledge, constructing power: Discourse
hybridity in el ghteenth-century correspondence in natural history
= Robin Straaijer, Leiden: Hedging in Eighteenth-century scientific English: the
case of Joseph Priestley
= Andreas Nord, Stockholm: The reflective cultivator? Model readersin 18th
century Swedish garden literature




» Roderick W. Mc Conchi: George Motherby’s A New Medical Dictionary; or,
genera repository of physic, 1775: Medical curiosity or lexicographical
advance?

Plenary lecture 7, Saturday

Paivi Pahta, Jyvaskyld, Finland: Eighteenth-century medical texts and discourses on
reproduction

Section papers, Saturday

= Begofia Crespo Garcia & PaulaLojo Sandino, Corufia: English scientific
discourse in the 18th century: the use of the passive voice

= InésLareo & Isabel Moskowich, Corufia: Comparison 'made possible’:
collocation of make plus adjective in 18th century Science and Fiction

= MariaJose Esteve Ramos & Ines Lareo Martin, Corufia: Scientific registersin
the 18th century: the case of make-collocation in the Corufia Corpus

5 Lexicon and Nomenclature
Section papers, Saturday

= Philippe Selosse, Lyon: From theory of succedaneum to theory of idesas:
nomenclature as a point of view on the world

= John Considine, Alberta: The lexicography of ancient Greek and the
eighteenth-century languages of science
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Abstract:

Itisacritica commonplace that Carolus Linnaeus has two incongruous faces
(Lindroth 1994). Scholars have extended this self-contradiction to the other aspects
of hislife and career, including the diversity of his research methods and writings. If
one examines and compares Linnaeus’ classification method used in Systema Natura,
which in general follows the Aristotelian-Porphyrian a priori logic, and his exclusive
use of the device of aphorism to complete the pre-ordained empty calendar, either in
Philosophia Botanica or in its earlier version of Fundamenta Botanica, one would
notice a conspicuous generic contradiction. Whereas Linnaeus’ classification is
deductive and systematic, his calendars, along with his travel ogues, are random and



sketchy, discursive but inconclusive, characteristic of the essayistic and aphoristic
writings of the Renaissance, in particular those by Francis Bacon (1561-1626).
Perhaps there is no coincidence that the Oxford English Dictionary (online 2™ ed.

1989), inits entry to aphorism, gives a few sample sentences, one of which is by the
English essayist Bacon and the last one referring to Linnaeus.

1605 BACON Adv. Learn. I. v, Knowledge, while ... in aphorisms and

observations...is in growth.

1879 De Quatrefages Hum. Spec. 50 The aphorism ...which was formul ated

by Linnaausin regard to plants.
The second citation may not be able to do justice to Linnaeus because his Philosophia
Botanica and Fundamenta Botanica had aready been published more than a century.
But there is apparently a genre tradition linking Bacon to Linnaeus, crisscrossing
many other writers on natural history and natural philosophy during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries.  This genre convention is a secondary modeling system, or
subcode, if you like, superimposed on the primary modeling system of Latin or such
natural languages as English, Dutch and Swedish.

Its classical anal ogues notwithstanding, the Renaissance aphorism is aliterary
device popularized by Bacon in his Novum Organum (1620), being in many ways a
counter-design against the Aristotelian Organum. As its subtitle suggests, the text uses
aphorisms to deal with Nature and Man, and Bacon uses this specific fragmentary
form to advance his method of reasoning against classical syllogisticlogic. Inan
earlier work of his, The Advancement of Learning (1605), Bacon defines and defends
the use of aphorism and by so doing lays the foundation for thisgenre. A century
|ater, the Dutch physician Hermann Boerhaave (1668-1738) published his medical
manual, Aphorismi de Cognoscendis et Curandis Morbis (1709), written entirely in
aphorisms. This serves the triple function of alluding to the oldest medical aphorism
attributed to Hippocrates, evoking its immediate model of Bacon, and anticipating the
calendar writings of Linnaeus who, curiously enough, adopts another classical genre
of natural writings, the floral or botanical calendar which dates back to Theophrastus
and has been popular throughout the centuries. Even regarding this calendar genre,
critical opinion divides as to whether Linnaeus follows the ancient tradition or amore
immediate religious genre of Lutheran Almanac (Koerner 1999: 40-41).

This paper attempts to study Linnaeus’ two texts on natural history/philosophy,
Fundamenta Botanica and Philosophia Botanica in terms of the afore-described
intricate relationship of genre traditions. It argues that the seemingly contradictory use
of two discrete genres fully serves his doctrine that Nature studies rely on the two
poles of human faculties, reason and experience (Linnaeus 1977 [1775]).

Keywords



Linneaus, aphorism, Francis Bacon, rhetoric, calendar

Itisacritica commonplace that Carolus Linnaeus has two incongruous faces
(Lindroth 1994, Chang 2005). Scholars have extended this self-contradiction to other
aspects of hislife and career, including the diversity of his research methods and
writings. One could, for example, compare Linnacus’ classification method used in
Systema Natura, which is encoded in scientific Latin and follows closely the
Aristotelian-Porphyrian a priori logic, and his travel writings, which are written in
Swedish and characterized by narrative randomness and occasional bursts into
lyricism. Even through English translation — with, Alas! little Latin and less Swedish,
one could still suspect a conspicuous stylistic inconsistency. What we are dealing
with here is not only the author’s linguistic code as the primary modeling system,
consisting of the lexical, syntactic and semantic aspects, but also the many stylistic
and generic devices, which are built on top of the base linguistic code to form his
secondary modeling system. For such conceptualization, we subscribe to the
discovery and descriptive procedures proposed by the Tartu-Moscow School of
Semioticsin the 1970s (Lotman 1977, Lotman and others 1973).

A truly exceptional case is Linnaeus’ Philosophia Botanica (1751), devel oped
from the prototypal Fundamenta Botanica (1736), in which the author makes
exclusive use of the discursive device of aphorism to complete the pre-ordained
empty calendar. Whereas Linnaeus’ classification is deductive and systematic, his
calendars, along with his many travelogues, are random and sketchy, discursive but
inconclusive, characteristic of the essayistic and aphoristic writings of the
Renaissance, in particular those by Francis Bacon (1561-1626). Now there are visibly
two genres fused in the text of PB, namely, calendar and aphorism. Both genres,
marginal as they may seem, can be traced back to classical antiquity and were revived,
with various semantic and cultural investments, in the Renaissance. Their relationship
cannot be one between form and content, because aphorismisaforminitself. What
can be said is that without rich semantic investment, a calendar, for all itsrigid 365
daily divisions, remains an empty form, and it takes the protean aphorism to
materialize. We shall therefore take a quick glance of caendar as genre.



The OED gives two definitions of calendar.
1. The system according to which the beginning and length of successive
civil years, and the subdivision of the year into its parts, is fixed; asthe
Babylonian, Jewish, Roman, or Arabic calendar.
2. A table showing the division of agiven year into its months and days, and
referring the days of each month to the days of the week; often also
including important astronomical data, and indicating ecclesiastical or other
festivals, and other events belonging to individual days. Sometimes
containing only facts and dates belonging to a particular profession or
pursuit, as Gardener's Calendar, Racing Calendar, etc. Also a series of
tables, giving these facts more fully; an amanac.
Compared with the OED, the less authoritative Merriam-Webster Dictionary gives
ironically definitions more relevant to our purpose.
1. A system for fixing the beginning, length, and divisions of the civil year
and arranging days and longer divisions of time (as weeks and months) in a
definite order;
2. An orderly list’: as ‘a list or schedule of planned events or activities
giving dates and details. (Emphases mine.)
Only in this sense of non-prescribed acting (i.e., ‘fixing’ and ‘giving”) by individuals
can calendar be akind of writing -- literary or otherwise; and only in this sense of
textualization can it exemplify the act of genre praxis, of beinhalten, or ‘filling
content into form’ at any historical moment.

As suggested by the OED, there are specialized calendars traceable to classica
antiquity but popularized in the Renaissance, e.g., the shepherd’s calendar; the
farmer’s or gardener’s calendar; the floral [not the florist’s] calendar. Under the
influence of classical pastoralism, a number of British poets have produced works of
the sametitle, The Shepherd s Calendar, from the sixteenth to the nineteenth centuries,
namely, Edmund Spenser (1552-1599), James Hogg (1770-1835), and John Clare
(1793-1864). The farmer’s/gardener’s calendar has perhaps an older history,
attributed to Hesiod’s (fl. 8th century BCE) Works and Days. Aristotle’s disciple
Theophrastos (372-287 BCE), a philosopher-botanist like Linnaeus, contributed to the
genre with his De causis plantarum and De historia plantarum. He was followed by
the Roman Vergil (70-19 BCE) in the latter’s didactic poetry Georgics. Finaly, we
have come to the calendar of flora. Linnaeus’ English translator, Benjamin
Stillingfleet, identifies the genre in Theophrastos’ De historia plantarum, to which he
adds that by Alexander M. Berger (Linnaeus), dated 1755, and his own of the same
year. (Linnaeus, 1977 [1775], Heller 1983, 215-6).

It is Stillingfleet who renders justice to calendar by granting the sterile form a



prestigious genre status. In an essay entitled The Calendar of Flora, Swedish and
English, published together with his trandlations of the Linnaean miscellaneous tracts
in 1755, Stillingfleet defines what he means by the calendar of flora: °...and that time
[the right time] may not be according to certain calendar days, but according to a
hitherto unobserved calendar, which varies several weeksin different years.” (1977
[1791] 235) He observes that the calendar existed long time ago, in Hesiod’s time,
‘but when artificial calendars came into vogue the natural calendar seems to have
been totally neglected, for | find no traces of it after his[Hesiod’s] time.” (235)
Therefore, he callsfor arevival of the genre, and illustrates it with his own calendar
asfollows:
| have retained the division of months according to budding, leafing,
flowering, &c ... But | am convinced that this method marks more
precisely when we may expect the flowering of any plant, or the return of
any bird, &c. than the bare mention of the day of a common calendar month,
and at the same time marks it more universally. (244-5)
There is no coincidence that Linnaeus’ A Tour in Lapland makes use of both kinds of
mechanical and natural calendars, the one prescribed whilst the other composed
through observation.
May 12, 1732, old style
| set out alone from the city of Upsal on Friday May 12, 1732, at eleven
o’clock ...
At this season Nature wore her most cheerful and delightful aspect, and
Flora celebrated her nuptials with Phoebus. (1971 [1811] 2)

Stillingfleet’s description shows an important pragmatic function of the calendar
of flora.  Much asin keeping journals, based on lived experience and quotidian
observations, the writer does not aim at self-communication, asis the case of keeping
aprivate diary; rather, he means to communicate what he has observed and recorded
to fellow-naturalists, often across national borders, for comparative research. A
guestion can be posed in this connection: Are Linnacus’ FB and PB floral calendars?
If not, what are they? On the surface, Linnaeus’ FB and PB retain one feature of the
mechanical calendar, i.e., its numeral and numerical symbolism of 365, and the author
inserts into the given 365 textua spaces his learned and speculative aphorisms,
though not entirely based on observations of Nature, such as heinsists at the end of
PB: In scientia Naturali / Principia veritatis/ Observationibus confirmari debent (In
natural science/ the elements of truth / ought to be confirmed by observation)
(Linnaeus 2003, 307). At least here, between the two poles of human faculties for
Nature studies, it is reason rather than experience that prevails.

What about the other genre, aphorism? Perhaps there is no coincidence that the



OED (online 2™ ed. 1989), in its entry to aphorism, gives afew sample sentences, one
of which is by the English essayist Bacon and the |ast one referring to Linnaeus.?
1605 BACON Adv. Learn. I. v, Knowledge, while ... in aphorisms and
observations...is in growth.
1879 DE QUATREFAGES Hum. Spec. 50 The aphorism ...which was
formulated by Linnaausin regard to plants.
The second citation belongs to the English translation of Jean Louis Armand de
Quatrefages de Bréau’s (1810-92) L’Espece humaine (1877). It may not be able to
do justice to Linnaeus because his PB and FB had aready been published for more
than acentury. But thereis apparently a genre tradition linking Bacon to Linnaeus,
crisscrossing many other writers on natural history and natural philosophy during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, including, as we shall see, Joachim Jung (1587-
1657), Hermann Boerhaave (1668-1738), and Christian Gottlieb Ludwig (1709-73).
This genre convention is a secondary modeling system (or subcode) superimposed on
the primary modeling system of Latin or such vernaculars as English, Dutch and
Swedish.

Did, as De Quatrefages said, Linnaeus ‘formulate’ aphorisms in regard to plants?
Who are his predecessors? The term was first used in the Aphorisms (400 BCE) of
Hippocrates (ca. 460-368 BCE), which is a series of propositions concerning the
semeiology of disease and the art of curing. The opening aphorism is a most famous
quote:

Lifeis short, the Art long, opportunity fleeting; experiment treacherous,
judgment difficult. The physician must be ready, not only to do his duty
himself, but aso to secure the co-operation of the patient, of the attendants
and of externals. (Hippocrates 1992 [1931], 4: 99.)

Another collection of medical aphorismsis Hermann Boerhaave’s Aphorismi de
cognoscendis et curandis morbis, published in Leiden, 1709. In afew years, it was
translated into English as Boerhaave's Aphorisms, Concerning the Knowledge and
Cure of Diseases and published in London, 1715 (Boerhaave, 1986 [1715]). Several
anecdotes can be evoked to establish the two writers’ rapports de fait.  In June 1735,
at the University of Harderwijk, Linneaus took his degree examination, which
included ‘an exposition of two of Hippocrates” Aphorisms’ (Blunt 2001, 94). Shortly
afterwards, on 5 July 1735, Linnaeus met Boerhaave, nicknamed ‘Hippocrates
Redivivus’ (Blunt 96), from whom Linnaeus learned much ‘that was to be valuable to
himin later life.” (Blunt 97). The English biographer Blunt continues his narration:
That winter, Linnaeus stayed with Johannes Burman who ‘assisted with two books on
which he was working at the time — his Fundamenta Botanica and Bibliotheca
Botanica.” (Blunt 100)



One can surmise Linnaeus’ indebtedness from his extensive use of Boerhaave in
annotating hisPB.  In the opening, he quotes from Boerhaave to annotate his
Aphorism 3.

Boerh. Hist. 3. Planta est corpus organicum, alteri cuidam corpori
Cohaerens per aliquam partem sui, per quam Nutrimenti & Incrementi
& Vitae materiam capit & trahit.
(Boerhaave, Historia 3. ‘A plant is an organic body, adhering to some
other body by some part of itself, through which it draws the matter for
nourishment, growth and life.”) (Linnaeus 2003: 9)
The same Aphorism 3 is glossed by two other writers’ aphorisms. The late William T
Stearn (1966: 30), President of the Linnean Society of London, who supervised many
tranglation and research projects on Linnaeus, comments on an earlier work, Joachim
Jung’s 1sagoge Phytoscopica (1678) as such: ‘His work is thus very formal in
character, consisting of aphorisms ...” It is to a definition in this work that Linnaeus
compares his own definition of plant.
Jung. Isagog. c.1. Planta est corpus vivens [vivum] non sentiens, s. [Sive est]
[corpus] certo loco aut certae sedi affixum, unde nutriri, augeri,
denique se propagare potest.
(Jung, Isagoge Ch. 1. ‘A plant isaliving body without feeling, fixed in a
particular place or abode from which it can receive nourishment and
growth and eventually propagate itself.”) (2003: 9)
The third writer of aphorismsis Christian Gottlieb Ludwig, author of atitle
identifying its generic belonging: Aphorismi botanici (1738), awork published only
two years later than Fundamenta Botainca. Thereis evidence that Ludwig had read
Linnaeus’ Systema Natura. But here Linnaeus, in glossing Aphorism 3, refersto
another title of Ludwig’s:
Ludwig. veget. 3. Corpora naturalia eadem semper Forma &
Loco-motivitate praedita appellantur Animalia; eadem semper
forma, sed locomotivitate destituta Vegetabilia; & quae diversam
formam obtinent Mineralia dicuntur.
(Ludwig, Vegetabile 3. ‘Natural bodies, that are always provided with
the same shape and with locomotion, are called animals; those
that keep the same shape but are without locomotion, are called
vegetables; and those that are subject to variations in shape,
minerals.”) (2003, 9)
He does refer to Botanical Aphorisms when defining botany:
Ludwig. aphor. 1. Botanica est scientia vegetabilium, s. cognitio eorum,
guae per plantas & in plantis fiunt.



(Ludwig, Aphorismi 1. ‘Botany is the science of vegetables, to wit, the
investigation of the things that are done by plants and in plants.”)
(2003,10)
Linnaeus may have borrowed the form from Boerhaave, but more likely
he didn’t. Theclassical legacy of Hippocrates being very much around and the
Greek writer’s work a required reading for all the physicians, Jung’s |sagoge
Phytoscopica and Ludwig’s Aphorismi botanici bear good evidence that this genre
dominated the medical discourse of thetime. A standard joke in my field of
comparative literature runs like this: One does not need to read a Petrarchan sonnet to
write a Petrarchan sonnet. The reason is self-explanatory.  Such form as aphorism
has become a common property, indeed an anterior textual space in which people
write with ease, echoing or emulating one another.  Such earlier collections serve the
triple function of, firstly, alluding to the oldest medica aphorisms attributed to
Hippocrates, then evoking, unwittingly perhaps, their theoretical articulation in Bacon,
and finally anticipating the calendar writings of Linnaeus who, as we have discussed,
adopts another classical genre of natural writings, the floral or botanical calendar
which dates back to Theophrastus and has been popular throughout the centuries.
Even regarding this calendar genre, critical opinion divides as to whether Linnaeus
follows the ancient tradition or a more immediate religious genre of Lutheran
Almanac (Koerner 1999: 40-41).
What is aphorism? The OED gives two definitions.

1. A “definition’ or concise statement of a principle in any science.

ex. 1664 POWER Exp. Philos. 111. 190 The old and uncomfortable

Aphorism of our Hippocrates.

2. Any principle or precept expressed in few words; a short pithy sentence

containing atruth of general import; a maxim.

ex. c1590 MARLOWE Faustusi. 19 Is not thy common talk sound

aphorisms?
Why has aphorism as genre not received much critical attention? Boerhaave, in his
preface to the Reader, describes it as ‘a Stile adapted entirely to the Subject; not with
the Elegance of the Augustaean Age’ (1715 [1986] A4). Aslate as 1968, the
German-American comparative literature scholar Ulrich Weisstein could still note
aphorism’s belated reception as a genre concept.

...the theory of literary genres is also charged with circumscribing and

defining such marginal forms as are often excluded from the realm of belles

letters. We think, for example, of the essay, the biography, and the

autobiography and, among the miniature forms, the maxim, the apercu, the

aphorism, the Character (caractére), and perhaps even the Romantic



fragment--many of which forms are just beginning to gain a measure of
scholarly recognition. (Weisstein 1973 [1968], 109.)

In terms of its brevity in expression, basically on the sentential rather than the
discursive level, aphorism can better be termed a form than genre, though not so
‘empty’ a form, i.e., to be ‘in-formed’, as calendar. However, this ‘miniature form’ or
trivializing form, or, in Roman Jakobson’s words, ‘transitional genre’, was
historicized as amajor formal device in the botanical and medical writings of the
Renai ssance Europe. What’s more important, Weisstein made his comments at the
time when Post-structuralist thinkers were reviving, as did their German Romantic
predecessors, such minor genres as aphorism, fragment, and essay, holding that they
could give form to speculative inquiry of the highest order. (Lacoue-L abarthe and
Nancy, 1988; Kauffmann,1989.)

| would like to argue that the simple form of aphorism has a number of logical
and semiotic functions to perform, running the gamut from definition to argument,
and at the same time displaying language semiosis on both the textual and intertextual
levels. Among the very few writers who consciously cultivate the logical and
rhetorical power of aphorism, Bacon figures most prominently. His Novum Organum
(1620), with a subtitle of Aphorisms Concerning the Interpretation of Nature and the
Empire of Man, iswritten in aphorisms, and as such servesreflexively asa
metacommentary on aphorism. The rationale of such style had been propounded
fifteen years before in 1605 which saw the publication of The Advancement of
Learning. The two texts can be therefore read as a pair: Whilst the earlier text lays
the theoretical foundation, or poetics, so to speak, of aphorism, the later text provides
the reader with alarge scale concrete demonstration of the kind of writing the author
has advanced.

Bacon introduces aphorism as the proper approach to knowledge in lieu of fixed
dogma, or, in hisword, ‘method’, because it has the advantage of growth. Where
dogma closes a concept prematurely, aphorism opensit and lets it grow. He compares
knowledge aready set and that still in growth to young men’s body:

But as young men, when they knit and shape perfectly, do seldom grow to a
further stature; so knowledge, while it isin aphorisms and observations, it is
in growth: but when it once is comprehended in exact methods, it may
perchance be further polished and illustrate and accommodated for use and
practice; but it increaseth no more in bulk and substance. (1.5.4, 1974, 34)
Aphorism then is very much like the essay form for which Bacon is better known.
Like essay, aphorism is tentative and inconclusive; it encourages and invites inquiry
and participation on the part of scientific researcher. But different from essay,
aphorism is noted for its brevity and precision in expression; it can be said that



aphorism is the basic or minimal structural unit of the essayistic form.

The English philosopher favours aphorism precisely for its lack of rhetorical
trappings and wordiness. It is, asit were, language in minimalism!

[F]or aphorisms, except they should be ridiculous, cannot be made but of
the pith and heart of sciences; for discourse of illustration is cut off:

recitals of examples are cut off; discourse of connexion and order is cut off;
descriptions of practice are cut off. So there remaineth nothing to fill the
aphorisms but some good quantity of observation: and therefore no man
can suffice, nor in reason will attempt, to write aphorisms, but he that is
sound and grounded. (2.17.7, 1974, 135-6)

Now a question arises from this anti-rhetoric stance: If aphorism isthe kernel of
discourse and by the very nature of language it does grow, but growing in what, if not
in language, and to what, if not to full-fledged discourse? Maybe Bacon has taken a
bad move by using alinguistic unit, namely, the sentence, to represent the
Renaissance man’s inquisitive mind. The fact iswhilst he believes heisreferring to
the linguistic form, he is actually talking about the message transmitted by that form,
that is, language’s basic representational function. This ‘short, pithy sentence’ iSto
begin with a grammatical concept, and when reified, it can serve asthe vehicle of a
statement, a definition or a proposition, depending on how and when language is used,
asdiscourse or in logic. One could compare excerpts from the English trandslations of
Hippocrates, Bacon, and Boerhaave to arrive at the conclusion that the seemingly
fragmentary aphorisms, when articulated in discourse, perform al the functions which
regular declarative sentences or constative utterances do.* In fact, Bacon’s aphorisms
in Novum Organum tend to become longer and longer as the author’s argument
develops, so that if the numera headings were taken off, the work would read just like
an extended treatise.

It seems that our exploration into aphorism as a style concept has cometo a
theoretical and pragmatic impasse. Perhaps there is another kind of aphorism which is
less discursive and rhetorical, suitable to botanical representation, as exemplified
above by the cross-references among Jung, Boerhaave, Ludwig, and Linnaeus, despite
the fact they are all definitional. This kind of aphorism is the language used in
botanical diagnoses and descriptions (Stearn 1966, 143ff). Whether a plant’s
characters are differential or essential, the wording for them must be lexically and
syntactically concise and precise. John Lindley (1799-1865)’s description of the
language used for such purposes can be the kind of alternative ‘economical’ aphorism
we have in mind: ‘differential characters expressin the least possible space the
distinctions between plants; they should contain nothing superfluous’; and ‘[t]he

essential character of a plant expresses...those peculiarities known by experience to



be most essential to it; but admits nothing unimportant or superfluous...” (qtd in
Stearn 1966, 143. Italics original; underlining mine.) The epitome of this kind of

writing is no doubt Linnaeus who ‘devoted much thought to the drafting of these

diagnostic phrases’ and ‘held that these diagnoses should not exceed twelve words in
length’ (Ibid, 144).

For a book claiming to be ‘philosophy’, then there must be two types of
aphorism: TypeA, that for argumentation in the domain of philosophical discourse;
Type B, that for definition, diagnosis, and description befitting a manual. The
following two aphorisms qualify as Type B.

79. Vegetabilium (78) PARTES, primum a Tyrone distinguendae, sunt 111:
Radix, Herba, Fructificatio.
(79. ‘The PARTS of vegetables [78], that must be distinguished by the
beginner, are Three: the root, the herb, and the fruit-body.) (2003, 50,
53)
127. COMPOSITI (117) floresimplentur (121) vel Petalis tubulatis vel
planis.
(127. ‘COMPOUND flowers [117] are filled up [121] either by tubular
petals or by flat ones.”) (2003, 95)
They are in sharp contrast to the polemical propositionsin Type A as follows.
19. PHILOSOPHI (18) Scientiam Botanicam demonstrative ex principiis
rationalibus in formam scientiae reduxerunt; ut Oratores (20),
Eristici (21), Physiologi (22), Institutores (23).
(29. ‘The PHILOSOPHERS [18, by demonstration from rational
principles, have reduced botanical knowledge to the form of a
science: for instance, rhetoricians[20], controversialists [21],
(physiologist [22]) and legislators[23].”) (2003, 21. The
parenthesized part is missing in Freer’s English translation.)
20. ORATORES, (19) quaecungue Scientiam docte ornant, proposuerunt.
(20. ‘The RHETORICIANS [19] have expounded al things that are learned
Ornaments of science. (2003, 21)
365. Oeconomicus Usus plantarum generi humano utilissimus est.
Usus plantarum pro Oeconomia universali naturae sedulo
indagandus.
In scientia Naturali
Principia veritatis
Observationibus confirmari debent.
(365. ‘THE ECONOMIC use of plantsis of great utility to the human race.



The use of plants for the Universal Economy of Nature should be
assiduously researched.
In natural science
the elements of truth
Ought to be confirmed by observation.”) (2003, 307)

Thisleads usto our final question. How does Linnaeus structure his text, save
the mechanic numera of 365 and the numbering of aphorisms accordingly? As
Aphorisms 19 and 20 indicate, there is the technigue of enchainment (enchainée),
with 20 referring back to 19 and forward to 21, thus forming an interlocking chain.
The immediately interlocked aphorisms often show semantic and syntactic continuity,
corresponding to the numerical linearity. Following Saussure’s conceptualization of
language structure in binary opposition, we may call such sections syntagmata; in fact,
each aphorism constituting asyntagm initself. There is an in-built coherence among
the elements forming a syntagm and in their mise-en-scéne.  Aphorism 7 on the
Botanist identifies him as the Collector (8) and Methodizer (18); Aphorism 8 on the
Collector refers to him simultaneously as the Father (9), Commentator (10), Illustrator
(11), Describer (12), Monographer (13), the Meticulous (14), Adonise (15), Compiler
(16) and Traveller (17). When these are introduced, each in histurn, they are
likewise mutually referred to.  Thistextual practice on the part of the author provides
the reader with guidance to infinitely repeatable synoptic reading.

Furthermore, the instances of 7 and 8 suggest another order of relationships: they
point to the linguistic signs in absentia in the aphorism under consideration, but in
praesentia as paradigms within the lexicon of thetext. The sametextua practice
goes beyond an individual work, in search of intertextual resonances (cf. Todorov
1982). The annotations of an aphorism and the references to other similar parallels
outside the text of PB, such as the aphorisms by Jung, Boerhaave, and Ludwig,
evoked to illuminate Aphorism 3 (See above), suggest the existence of alarger
textuality which inscribes and informs the Age of Linnaeus.

Notes

! The citations from the OED and the Merriam-Webster, especially of the definitions
of aphorism later in the paper are aimed to elaborating on the semiosic distinction of
dictionary and encyclopaedia outlined by Eco 1976, 1984. To me, no other example
than aphorism can serve more powerfully as a metacommentary to examine the
distinction. The current online edition of Encyclopedia Britannica bases its entry to
aphorism on the 11" edition which in turn bases on the OED. See n. 3 below.

2 Apparently Stillingfleet takes the author of the dissertation to be Alexander M.
Berger, a student of Linnaeus’, but with historical hindsight, contemporary scholars
generaly agree to attribute these dissertations supervised by Linnaeus to him rather



than to the students who submitted and signed because of the special supervision
system used in Sweden at the time. See Knut Hagberg’s (1939) and Stearn’s (1957)
comments quoted in Heller 1983, 216, n. 13.

3 Ephraim Chambers’ (1680 ca.-1740) Cyclopaadia enters the term in volume 1, dated
1728, but it does not cite Linnaeus for apparent chronological reason.

* Perhaps ironically to Bacon, in aphoristic writing, al kinds of Aristotelian syllogism
areused. | suspect the rhetorical enthymeme is not uncommon. For adiscussion of
Hippocratic semiosis and abduction, see Manetti, 1993, 47-8.

The following excerpts are respectively taken from the three authors under discussion.
Bacon, Novum Organum, 2000 (1620) [ The numbers follow those of the original

order of aphorisms.]

(1) Man, being the servant and interpreter of Nature, can do and understand so much
and so much only as he has observed in fact or in thought of the course of nature.
Beyond this he neither knows anything nor can do anything.

(2) Neither the naked hand nor the understanding left to itself can effect much. Itis
by instruments and helps that the work is done, which are as much wanted for the
understanding as for the hand. And as the instruments of the hand either give motion
or guide it, so the instruments of the mind supply either suggestions for the
understanding or cautions.

(3) Human knowledge and human power meet in one; for where the cause is not
known the effect cannot be produced. Nature to be commanded must be obeyed; and
that which in contemplation is as the cause isin operation as the rule.

Boerhaave, Practical Aphorisms, 1986 (1715) 1-2

(1) Whatever State of the Human Body doth disorder the Vital, the Natural, or even
the Animal Functions of the same is call’d a Disease.

(2) And that part of the Science or Art of Physick, which teacheth how to find out the
Disease actually afflicting the Patient, and how to cure the same, is called The
Practice of Physick.

(3) Whosoever therefore is unacquainted with what is requisite to perform well all
vital, natural and animal Functions; and consequently isignorant of the Causes of Life
and Health; can never discern and know rightly the Defects, that is, the Diseases of
them.

(4) A Curetherefore is the Changing of a Disease into Health: and consequently
supposes a Knowledge of what is just now mentioned (3.) and consequentlythe
Knowledge and the Cure of Diseases require the Knowledge of those Doctrines which
expound what it is, which is strictly termed Life and Health in Man, viz. the Institution
of Physick, or the Animal OEconomy, or the Theory of Physick.

Hippocrates, Aphorisms. 1992, 4: 105.



(1) Old men endure fasting most easily, then men of middle age, youths very badly,
and worst of al children, especially those of aliveliness greater than the ordinary.
(Book 1, X111)

(2) Growing creatures have most innate heat, and it is for this reason that they need

most food, deprived of which their body pines away. Old men have little innate heat,

and for this reason they need but little fuel; much fuels putsit out. For this reason too

the fevers of old men are less acute than others, for the body is cold. (Book I, XIV)
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