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ABSTRACT
At the end of the 3rd ICPhS, which was organized in 1938 in
Ghent (Belgium), the Permanent International Council had to
choose a president and the location for the following
congress. The Second World War did not allow the planned
programme to take place. Twenty-three years, in fact,
separated the 3rd ICPhS from the 4th, held in Helsinki, which
did not occur until 1961. The cataclysm provoked by the war
does not by itself explain such a long interruption between the
3rd and 4th congresses. Several explanations may be put
forward : Between 1938 and the period after the war, most of
the members of the Permanent Council retired or died; The
phonetic sciences underwent significant changes, both in the
problems addressed, methodologies adopted, and experimental
methods employed (due to the development of electronics and
the emergence of information technology), while at the same
time expanding their domain of influence.

1. THE ORGANISATION OF THE CONGRESSES
1.1. International organisation
The 1rst ICPhS ÐÊthe founding conference for a resolutely
pluridisciplinary domain of researchÊÐ was held in Amsterdam
from 3rd-8th July 1932. It took nearly two years to prepare. A
partial account of the history of its preparation, and an
account of the initial basis and purpose of the Congress, may
be found in the Proceedings [3]. At the end of the Congress, at
the suggestion of the President, Jacques van Ginneken, a
Permanent International Council was nominated, to be
responsible for the organisation of the 2nd Congress, with
Louise Kaiser as secretary. It brought together 15 members
representing the different disciplines within the Phonetic
Sciences and other collaborating domains: anatomy,
anthropology, biology, linguistics, musicology, neurology,
philosophy, phonetics, phonology, psychology, psychiatry,
and statistics. The members of the Permanent International
Council were to remain almost unchanged, since only four
were replaced during the first ten years.

A simple examination of the composition of the Council
(cf.Êappendix) makes it clear that experimental phonetics,
born in Europe at the end of the 19th century under the
determining influence of the Abb� Rousselot, was very
strongly anchored in the Netherlands and in Germany: the 1rst
Congress was organised in Amsterdam, and the influence of
the Dutch was apparent in the composition of the Permanent
Committee itself. The U.S.A. had not yet burst onto the scene;
this would only happen after the War, with scientific interest
oriented more and more towards acoustics, and turning to
questions of synthesis, then recognition of speech. It i s
noticeable that, after the Second World War, America became
more attractive for Europeans.

The phonetician P.ÊDelattre emigrated there once and for all,
and the phonologist A. Martinet spent ten years in the United
States; M.I.T. and Haskins Laboratories were to become
centres of attraction. It was at the M.I.T. that G.ÊFant was to
meet R.ÊJakobson who had settled permanently there.

Between the congresses and the plenary meetings of the
permanent council, it was the President, J.Êvan Ginneken, and
his secretary, L.ÊKaiser, (both were Dutch) who took care of
administrative duties (circulars, bills, etc.). Far more
importantly, these were the two people who led the real
preparation and debate of the choices relating to the following
Congress. Louise Kaiser, who worked at the Phonetics
Institute at the University of Amsterdam, maintained in her
capacity as secretary of the Permanent Council of the Phonetic
Sciences an abundant correspondance with numerous
intellectuals, mainly in Europe. This collection of letters is all
we have access to for the period 1933-41 [2]. The number of
letters sent and received, from the documents transmitted by
L.ÊKaiser, is as follows: excluding bills, extracts, etc., we
have at our disposal 29 letters from L.ÊKaiser, 8 from J . Êvan
Ginneken, 8 from D.ÊJones (president of the 2nd Congress), 6
from R.H.ÊStetson and 6 from E.ÊZwirner, 5 from W.C.ÊGreet
(who offered to organise the 3rd, then 4th, Congress at
Columbia, New York), 4 from Fr.ÊA.ÊGemelli (Prof. at
Milan), who wished the 4th Congress to take place in Rome in
1942, 2 from E.ÊBlancquaert (Prof. at Ghent, Pres. of the 3rd
Congress), and 2 from M.ÊCohen (Professor of Linguistics at
Paris). Other interesting documents came from J.ÊChlumsky,
L.ÊHjelmslev, R.ÊJakobson, A.ÊMartinet, A.ÊRosetti,
N.ÊTrubetzkoy, etc. The first letters (June 1933) date from
before the 2nd Congress, and the last exchanges took place
when the Netherlands, a neutral nation untouched during the
First World War, had just been invaded by the Nazi army (10th
May, 1940; surrender 14th May). The majority of the letters
were written in Dutch (correspondance with J.Êvan Ginneken,
E.ÊBlancquaert, W.ÊP�e, etc.); the exchanges with E.ÊZwirner
and the other Germans were in German. English was used with
D.ÊJones and W.C.ÊGreet and, of course, with R.H.ÊStetson.
Italian and French appear less frequently (with A.ÊGemelli,
Cohen, etc. and even with J.ÊChlumsky). L.ÊKaiser occupied a
key position, and even if it appears that her letters were
frequently inspired by J.Êvan Ginneken - who did not hesitate
to give instructions, and to whom she systematically reported
the letters she received - her role seems to be among the most
important. She was a scientist well in touch with the state of
the art in phonetics, as is shown most noticeably in the letters
exchanged with R.H.ÊStetson, and would later be the editor of
the first collected Manual of Phonetics (1957).
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1.2. A heavy historical context
It was during the course of this decade that the Nazis came to
power in Germany, in 1933, whereas the Fascists were already
well-established in Italy. The U.S.A had just undergone an
unprecedented economic crisis, which not only ruined banks
and private enterprises, but also seems to have had a non-
negligeable impact on university finances: some were no
longer able to support ambitious scientific projects, such as
the organisation of an international congress, as is evident
from the exchange of letters. In other words, these socio-
political and economic factors, while not in themselves
explaining why no congress of phonetics was ever organised
in America, Germany, or Italy during this period, should
certainly not be underestimated.

It is not an exaggeration to claim that the great majority of
members of the Permanent were humanists and democrats. In
this era, heavily influenced by racist ideologies, it should be
emphasised that no trace of anti-Semitism can be detected on
the part of the Council members. Four of the fifteen were
Dutch, including the President, J.Êvan Ginneken, and the
ÒsecretaryÓ, L.ÊKaiser. Among the Germans who succeeded
each other on the Council, there were definitely 3 Jews, and
one of the French representatives was Jewish also (during the
War, he was obliged to hide in a cave to escape persecution).
However, in a letter addressed to D.ÊJones on the 11 March
1935, Professor H.ÊJunker, delegate of the German
government at the 2nd Congress, who made his Nazi opinions
quite clear, delivered an unequivocal diatribe. He wrote that he
very strongly regretted that no representative of the ÒNew
GermanyÓ figured on the list of permanent council members;
he further opined that F.ÊBernstein, E.ÊFeuchtwanger, and
F.ÊKarg could evidently not be considered to fulfil such a role,
and denounced the latter, indicating that he had been stripped
of his post at the University of Leipzig (H.ÊJunker was
himself a member of this establishment), and of his civil
rights, and even sentenced to prison, Òbut not for political
reasonsÓ. On the 14th June 1935, L.ÊKaiser replied to
D.ÊJones that it would be necessary, at the following
Congress, to determine the nature of the German
representation, and to see if the request from H.ÊJunker for
Òanerkannte deutsche VertreterÓ should be taken in account.
She took the opportunity to ask for news of F.ÊBernstein...
E.ÊZwirner (Berlin), whose opinion is rather difficult to
evaluate, had been a member of the council since its creation.
He does not seem to have been counted among the Òrecognised
representativesÓ, and was not in favour of holding a Congress
in Germany (letter from L.ÊKaiser to J.Êvan Ginneken, 15
March 1937.

1.3. ÊDel icate  choices
1.3.1.ÊPossibilities in Europe
Perusing the entire correspondance exchanged between the
secretariat of the Permanent International Council of the
Phonetic Sciences, the members of the Council, and numerous
phoneticians/phonologists/linguists, it appears that the
organisation of the congresses was always preceded by much
negotiation and debate.

The choice of the 2nd Congress had already been delicate,
and only after numerous discussions had London been chosen,
with D.ÊJones as president. For this 2nd Congress (1935),
there had never been any question of an alternative in the

U.S.A. The choices focused only on a European city (besides
London, Prague and Vienna were suggested).

Concerning the 3rd Congress, the choice of location appears
to have been more difficult. The sensibilities of the various
parties involved had to be handled carefully, and it was above
all necessary that personal security be guaranteed. Jews were
more than unwelcome in Germany under Hitler. In March
1935, D.ÊJones suggested Poland (Warsaw). Some felt that the
Balkans could provide an alternative. It is evident that this
choice was not inspired by truly scientific reasons, but rather
by personal factors. The political situation was troubled in
Romania, and the fascists continued to extend their influence.
In Prague, J.ÊChlumsky was very concerned. L.ÊKaiser wrote
to him in French, on the 16th February 1937, and offered him
the presidency since she considered him to be Òrepr�sentateur
de lÕ�cole de RousselotÓ. She emphasised that Òthen there i s
the Linguistic Circle of Prague, whose cooperation has been of
such importance to usÓ. J.ÊChlumsky replied that she was
ÒadmirableÓ in her organisational efforts, but that
unfortunately his doctors had told him that Òson cÏur, c'est un
pot f�l�Ó (22 February 1937).

The first mention of Ghent can be found on 15 March 1937
(in a letter from L.ÊKaiser to J.Êvan Ginneken). After several
other possibilities had been examined and found to be
unrealistic, the Congress was finally organised there Òby
defaultÓ in 1938, under the presidency of E.ÊBlancquaert. The
socio-political and socio-economic context must once more
be recalled here; Europe was beginning to be seriously tested
by the convulsions which its democracies were undergoing.
Germany was thus almost excluded from consideration (cf. the
dreadful letter sent to D.ÊJones by the Nazi H.ÊJunker). In
America, the economy had not yet recovered from a very
serious economic crisis, and the finances of certain
universities, probably largely subsidised by private funds, had
been bled dry. The invitation from Columbia University
therefore appears, with the benefit of hindsight, to have been
essentially for the sake of appearances. For the University
administration, it was undoubtedly a question of making
oneself known and being well-placed with regard to other
universities. The same remark is true (cf. letters from
R.H.ÊStetson, who was well-informed) for the administrators
of the Summer Linguistic Institute (led by H.ÊKurath and
O.ÊRussell), who would have liked to link the phonetics
congress to their organisation in order, according to Stetson,
to consolidate their position, which was then rather shaky.
The American authorities could barely contribute to the travel
costs for European participants, and were unable to subsidise
the publication of the proceedings. Moreover, the exchange
rate for the dollar was highly unfavourable for European
currencies. On the whole, on a scientific level, the interest in
experimental phonetics across the Atlantic remained rather
modest.

A Òcentral-EuropeanÓ option was therefore preferred, and
Czech and Romanian figures were consulted. Polite refusals
were received. A natural sense of prudence can perhaps be
inferred from this, above and beyond the reasons given (the
poor health of J.ÊChlumsky, the absence of a real Òschool of
phoneticsÓ in Romania, etc.). It was in effect very difficult to
carry out projects of this nature: Czechoslovakia was coveted
by the Germans, fascism was on the increase in Romania, and
we know what became of Poland. Only the neutral territory of
Belgium remained where the different protagonists could
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gather in relative peace. This Congress seems, however, to
have been a real success, as the exchanges between W.ÊP�e,
E.ÊBlancquaert and L.ÊKaiser bear witness. It was without
doubt the last opportunity for an entire generation of
phoneticians, phonologists, and linguists to meet. It was
also, without doubt, the zenith of a certain type of phonetic
research, which at this point reached its limits. After the War,
progress in technology and theoretical challenges were to turn
the scientific landscape upside down.

1.3.2.ÊThe American candidacy
The documents we have available do not mention any
particular desire on the part of the Americans to organise the
2nd Congress. However, from January 1935 onwards,
Columbia University (New York) put forward its candidacy for
the organisation of the 3rd Congress. R.H.ÊStetson, whose
letters are always most interesting, since he gives news of his
research and describes current events, wrote in July 1935 that,
after having had different exchanges with American scientists,
he was pessimistic as to the possibilities for organising a
congress in the U.S.A. Nevertheless, he proposed Harvard as a
possible location, and lamented the fact that Yale was unable
to commit itself, since E.ÊSapir, E.H Sturtevant, E.ÊProkosh,
and H.ÊKurath could have represented general linguistics and
phonology there. He detailed the positive and negative
arguments; firstly, the question of finance: American
universities were poor and would not be able to subsidise
European conference participants. This was confirmed by
W.C.ÊGreet (philologist, specialist in American, editor of
American Speech), who indicated to D.ÊJones (12 November
1935) that Columbia University would not have the means to
finance the publication of the proceedings. R.H.ÊStetson
estimated that, with the exception of a few big names, such as
P.ÊFouch�, D.ÊJones and R.A.ÊPaget, T.ÊNavarro-Tom�s,
O.ÊJespersen etc., very few Europeans would find employment
during the summer season, which would have enabled them to
defray the cost of the journey somewhat. Moreover, he
considered that the American offer was not entirely without
ulterior motives: H.ÊKurath and O.ÊRussell, the founders of
the Summer Linguistic Institute, would dearly love to establish
a link between their organisation and the congress of
phonetics. According to R.H.ÊStetson, this would be of no
benefit whatsoever to phonetics. On 28 July 1936, in two
letters addressed to L.ÊKaiser, one official, the other personal,
Stetson made the reasons behind his reticence even clearer:
ÒAs far as I can see, if the Congress is brought to this country,
it will not be an international thing, and it will not be a
congress at all; it will be merely a bit of advertising for the
`linguistic institute' who will have a few Europeans on their
staff that summerÓ. The idea would have been propagated by
the leadership of the Linguistic Society of America, a group
whose interests R.H.ÊStetson anticipated would turn more
towards philology and linguistics than to phonology and
phonetics. Moreover, the American contingent was not
sufficiently well-organised, and the associations that were
concerned with the study of speech were widely-dispersed,
consisting as much of logopediatricians as psychologists and
teachers of modern languages. Finally, on 5 May 1937,
L.ÊKaiser sent a letter, probably to the President of Columbia
University, to decline the offer; she hoped that the U.S.A.
would renew their invitation for 1941, the date at which the
4th Congress would be organised.

2. ROME OR NEW YORK?
During the meetings of 18 and 22 July 1938 (3rd Congr.), the
permanent council examined diverse possibilities for the 4th
Congress. W.C.ÊGreet of Columbia University had written
once more, and suggested joining the ICPhS with the
International Congress of Linguistics. If the American
authorities had subsided the congress, it would have been
appealing to cross the Atlantic. A.ÊGemelli proposed Italy
and Rome, in case the New York project had to be abandoned.
He officially formulated this invitation on 29 August 1938,
and suggested a date in 1942, so that the congress would
coincide with the Universal Exposition.

On 30 April 1939, J.Êvan Ginneken wrote to L.ÊKaiser that
the phonetics congress ought not to become an ÒappendixÓ of
the congress of linguistics. He noted that Òthis would avoid
the spectacle of Joseph Vendryes and Mlle Mohrmann taking
control of the subject for themselves... this whole business of
the American invitation [...] could be a ruse of Vendryes to
have us swallowed up by the Congress of Linguistics. This
would therefore constitute a second plot � la Zwirner, only this
time coming from the French camp. I may be over-suspicious,
but prudence is in any case requiredÓ. He then added that i t
would be Òmore partisan to accept provisionally the Italian
offer from GemelliÓ.

However, it seems that the idea of going to the U.S.A. had
taken root: L.ÊKaiser offered the presidency to R.H.ÊStetson,
regardless of whether the conference were to take place at
Columbia or in Europe (5 May, 1939). He replied on 1 July,
still none too enthusiastically ÐÊbut without doubt this should
simply be interpreted as a sign of clear-headednessÊÐ and he
underlined once again the lack of organisation among
phoneticians across the Atlantic. He expressed his regret for
the dreadful events in Austria and Czechoslovakia, and hoped
that the death of N.ÊTrubetzkoy had not been linked to them in
any way (alas, he was mistaken). He concluded that the U.S.A.
would not be able to stay on the sidelines for much longer. On
25 August, L.ÊKaiser wrote to W.C.ÊGreet that the permanent
council had accepted his invitation for 1942.

Nevertheless, on 16 March 1940, she addressed a letter to
A.ÊGemelli to let him know that there was still a possibility
that the congress might be organised in Italy; she added that
the invitation from Columbia University had been accepted,
but that Òinternational relationsÓ could lead to the 4th
Congress being organised in Europe and the 5th in the United
States. On 18 March, J.Êvan Ginneken sent a message to
L.ÊKaiser that was quite unambiguous; he was definitely taken
by the idea of America. On 1 April 1940, L.ÊKaiser wrote to
W.C.ÊGreet for the last time, to notify him of the acceptance
of the permanent council. She added, movingly enough,
Òalthough we very much hope that the present darkness which
reigns over a large part of the world will have disappeared by
this time, we should be grateful if you would be willing to
reschedule the Congress if necessary to a later dateÓ. On 24
December 1940, under the German occupation, L.ÊKaiser
wrote to A.ÊGemelli (in Italian) and indicated to him that all
hope was not yet lost of holding a Congress in Rome in 1942,
a little later.

Thus it would indeed seem that the duo J.Êvan Ginneken /
L.ÊKaiser might have been torn persistently between an
American solution that risked seeing the 4th Congress eaten
up by the linguists, and an alternative in Rome which ÐÊas we
know wellÊÐ was under Fascist domination.
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3. THE 4th CONGRESS NEVER TOOK PLACE
We believe that this statement is not an exaggeration. Of
course, well after the War, in 1961, a 4th Congress of
phonetics was indeed organised in Helsinki. Unlike the
linguists, however, who assembled for a conference in 1948 -
only nine years after the congress of 1939 had been cancelled -
phoneticians took more than twenty years to reorganise
themselves. It was another generation of phoneticians
entirely who came onto the scene, and who were already
beginning to orient themselves towards less linguistic
subjects. Perhaps in fact this growing break between
phonologists/linguists and phoneticians provides the
explanation for the delay. Recall that, for the Congress of
1935, J.Êvan Ginneken (who had himself been educated as a
linguist), then president of the permanent council, did not
hesitate to propose K.ÊBuhler or N.ÊTrubetzkoy as Òpotential
presidentsÓ! L.ÊKaiser clearly cared about the presence and
opinions of E.ÊSapir, as well as anthropologists and
physiologists (letter to W.ÊPee, 17 November 1937).

Subsequently, researchers were rare who, following the
example of B.ÊMalmberg, R.ÊJakobson, or M.ÊHalle, could
reconcile harmoniously approaches that were properly the
separate concern of linguistics or phonetics. There is no
question however of claiming that the period 1933-40 was
idyllic from this point of view: cf. for example the fears of
J.Êvan Ginneken of seeing the congress of phonetics being
marginalised by linguists, with the letter from L.ÊKaiser to
E.ÊBlancquaert of 12 April 1937 noting that, if the Congress
of 1938 had been organised in Poland, Òthe linguistic side
risked being over-developedÓ, or again her letter to
R.H.ÊStetson of 21 March 1939, in which she reiterates the
same argument, fearing once more that if the Congress were to
take place at Columbia, Òthe linguistic side of phonetics
might predominateÓ.

Confronted by such a change in the conceptual universe, at
once political, technological, and scientific, phoneticians
perhaps showed less capacity for adaptation than the
linguistic community. Two reasons are apparent: first there i s
the question of critical mass; phoneticians were relatively few
and far between, and very little was needed to destabilise the
community - simple absence of organisational effort, for
example. In the decade 1933-41, the dual role of J . Êvan
Ginneken and L.ÊKaiser was therefore a decisive factor. This
simple question of numbers is not however overly
convincing. New theories arrived on the market, and this
factor certainly has to be reckoned with. The period after the
War saw linguistic theory evolve very rapidly, which was not
the case for phonetic theory, at least until the middle of the
1960's (Prelimaries to Speech Analysis, by R.ÊJakobson,
G.ÊFant, and M.ÊHalle, which appeared in 1952, was
phonological both in ambition and scope). The fact is that the
phonetic sciences had great difficulty in reorganising
themselves after the rupture with phonology and the
subsequently sidelining that this entailed within the domain of
linguistics [1].

In summary, the cataclysm provoked by the War does not by
itself explain such a long interruption between the 3rd and 4th
congresses. Several explanations may be put forward : (i)
Between 1938 and the period after the war, most of the
members of the permanent council, who are born between
1870 and 1890, retired or died; (ii) the phonetic sciences
underwent significant changes, both in the problems

addressed, methodologies adopted, and experimental means
employed (due to the development of electronics and the
emergence of information technology), while at the same time
expanding their domain of influence. An examination of the
composition of the Permanent Council of Phonetic Sciences
reflects this change appropriately. In 1938, it was composed
of 15 members and, apart from 2 delegates (USA and India),
Europe alone was represented. By 1961, the new council had
been enlarged to 20 members, of whom 17 were new;
geographical representation had been expanded considerably
(with the addition of Scandinavia, the eastern European
countries, the United States and Canada, and Japan); and
specialists in speech entering from other scientific disciplines
had made their appearance. All of these changes prefigured and
reflected the evolution of the phonetic sciences as we
recognise them today.
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APPENDIX
List of the members of the Permanent Council
1932ÊJ.Êvan Ginneken (Netherland, pres.), L.ÊKaiser (Netherland,

secretary), K.Ph.ÊBernet Kempers (Netherland), F.ÊBernstein
(Germany), M.ÊCohen (France), E.ÊFeuchtwanger (Germany),
P.ÊFouch� (France), D.ÊJones (Great Britain), F.ÊKarg
(Germany), J.P.ÊKleiweg de Zwaan (Netherland), H.J.ÊPos
(Netherland), A.ÊSommerfelt (Norway), R.H.ÊStetson (USA),
N.ÊTroubetzkoy (Austria), E.ÊZwirner (Germany).

[In italics the members who sat on the Council a single time].

1938Ê: J.Êvan Ginneken (Netherland, pres.), L.ÊKaiser (Netherland,
secretary), K.Ph.ÊBernet Kempers (Netherland), E.ÊBlancqaert
(Netherland), S.K.ÊChatterji (India), M.ÊCohen (France),
P.ÊFouch� (France), D.ÊJones (Great Britain), J.P.ÊKleiweg de
Zwaan (Netherland), A.ÊSommerfelt (Norway), R.H.ÊStetson
(USA), N.ÊTroubetzkoy (Austria), J.ÊVendryes (France),
D.ÊWestermann (Germany), E.ÊZwirner (Germany).

1961Ê: V.A.ÊArtemov (URSS), S.K.ÊChatterji (India), M.ÊCohen
(France), P.ÊDelattre (France), G.ÊFant (Sweden), E.ÊFischer-
J¯rgensen (Danmark), D.B.ÊFry (Great Britain), R.ÊGsell
(France, secretary), M.ÊKloster Jensen (West Germany),
B.ÊMalmberg (Sweden), P.ÊMoore (USA), I.ÊOchiai (Japan),
W.ÊP�e (Belgium), G.E.ÊPeterson (USA), A.ÊRigault (Canada),
A.ÊRosetti (Roumania), A.ÊSovijarvi (Finland), G.ÊStraka
(France), F.ÊTrojan (Austria), E.ÊZwirner (Germany).

[In bold the members present in the precceding Council].
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