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1. Three possible approaches

It seems to be reasonable to divide all so far wused or
imaginable approaches to the semantics of proverbs into three
basic modes which differ in the nature of the initial infor-
mation, in the ways of manipulating this information and in
the character (scope, reliability) of obtainable descriptions.

(1) The "purely semantical" (virtual, context—-free) mode.

We use mere proverb texts (without regard to any direct
comments on their meaning and usage) as initial information
and attempt to interpret them, proceeding from our personal
knowledge and notions of (a) what interrelations hold between
things in extralingual reality, i.e. those between objects of
every sort and kind, e.g. physical, biological, psychical,
social, cultural, etc., (b) what are 1literal, non-poetic
meanings of words appearing in proverb texts, and (c) what
proverbs themselves as such are, what universal semantic rules
govern constructing and understanding them and in which
settings it would be appropriate to use this or that proverb.
This method, as maximally context-free,! is maximally
accessible at the same time, but it has, on the other hand,
the essential fault that it provides us only with hypotheti-
cal results, i.e. it assigns to each proverb (text) only a
supposed "semantic potential", and it would be, in most cases,
difficult, if not impossible, to verify the wvalidity of our
interpretations, in particular if we have to do with materials
remote from our own culture or with international materials
that descend from many different cultures.

(2) The '"pragmatico—-semantical" (actual, context-bound)

mode. We take proverb texts for utterances (versus sentences)
and consider them only in their actualizations, i.e. in
connection with concrete verbal and/or material contexts which
have ever provoked uttering any of them, in the 1limits of
fixed time, space, language, social sphere, etc. Respectively,

we regard as relevant information only those records which



4

contain authentic data in such kind of circumstances. This
approach would provide wus, in the 1limits noticed, with an
entirely reliable set of real meanings of each proverb, but
its practical applicability appears to be utterly questionable
because paremiologists have hopelessly little information of
such kind at their disposal. The last deficiency is global and
nowadays, evidently, already incompensable, because of the
continuing regression of proverbial tradition itself and the
fact that "hunting" for proverbial actualizations, e.g., in
such a way as Mathilde Hain (1951) has done, is an ultimately
troublesome, unprofitable and thankless enterprise, however
important and desirable its results for paremiological
research were.

(3) The "syntactico—-semantical" mode. For the represen-

tatives of this mode could be taken all particular approaches
where the problems of semantical comparing and the interrela-
tions of proverbs are involved, in addition to those of inter-

preting (resp. using) and semantical describing each of them

separately. In the ideal case, the syntactico-semantical
approach can aim at presenting a semantic description of the
whole proverbial repertoire of a certain nation or even a
larger international stock, in the form of unified classi-
fication or typology. The need for such classifications and
their scientific wvalue, provided they are constructed with
sufficient strictness and accuracy, hardly calls for a special
argumentation. On the other hand, it is equally plausible that
everyone who ventures at making attempts in this area will
encounter with many serious complications, both theoretical
and methodical. A more detailed observation of difficulties
mentioned would be a matter for a special issue, but it must
be emphasized here that a successful output can be gained
only if we are able to find metalingual devices for making
the semantic relations of each single proverb with all other
proverbs explicit, including the relations between the so-

called synonymous proverbs. The latter, in turn, assumes
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explorations on the connotative level of proverbs in order
to fix the distinctions of semantically similar proverbs in
terms more clearcut than their usual labellings with the aid
of words such as 'nuance', 'shade', 'tint', etc. Briefly, our
intentions here are somewhat similar to these of transforma-
tional grammar in linguistics, namely, "to relate super-
ficially distinct sentences and distinguish superficially
identical sentences" (Chomsky 1957:26). And last not least:
the necessity for strictness and unambiguity of the meta-
language falls here into a particularly acute opposition with
the multilevel semantic indefiniteness of proverbs. A combined
mode, applicable practically for every kind of investigations
in proverb semantics, including their semantical classifying,
should be regarded as the best. This mode would accept all
available direct data about these topics, as well as our own
more general knowledge and perceptions. But there is likely
no good reason to prefer or reject one or the other approach
on principle: they all have the pros and cons and, in the
so—called natural systems, it is sometimes rather difficult
to distinguish the "purely semantical" aspects from the

syntactical and pragmatico—-functional ones.

2. The indefiniteness of denotation. Some

problems connected with the proverbial trope

As mentioned, the meaning of a proverb as a single
(virtual or written) text is, for a user or researcher, a
mere semantic potential. The final and maximally definite
meanings of a certain text manifest themselves only in
concrete actualizations of this text. We have to do, thus,
with two different phenomena: (a) the "absolute sum" of all

possible meanings of a given text, i.e. its potential of

interpretability, and (b) the sum of its real meanings

manifested in all its actualizations wup to the present

moment. As we know, in a general case, too little or nothing
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about the traditional circumstances of using the proverb under
discussion, we may fail, in all probablitiy, to formulate its
potential as exactly adequate (both in logical and "material"
sense) to the set of its real meanings in oral tradition, i.e.
we are sure to make some of the mistakes listed below:

(1) we interpret the text too loosely, i.e. give its
description in too general terms; though our description will
include all real "sub—-meanings" of the text, it will also
include a number of unreal ones;

(2) we give a too narrow interpretation, which leaves out
a part of real meanings;

(3) both (1) and (2) together: the description introduces
some unreal meanings and neglects a part of real ones;

(4) the interpretation fails entirely and the formulation
of the potential does not include real meanings at all.?

Let us try,for example, to observe the meanings of the

Estonian proverb Tuhi kott ei seisa pusti (literally: An empty

sack cannot stand upright). We can give it a rather narrow and

concrete meaning which would be quite acceptable to the
majority of contemporaries, and namely: 'a stupid or
inefficient person cannot retain too long a position (e.g.,
hold a high office, have a good reputation) he has obtained
accidentally or thanks to someone's favour'. But the
description can also be formulated in an utterly abstract
language, if we reason roughly in such a manner:

(1) sack - i.e. 'some object';

(2) empty - i.e. 'does not contain or possess anything
the objects of such kind can, on principle, contain or possess’';

(3) to stand upright - i.e. 'to be actually, during some

time, in immobile state in relation to some other object (back-

ground), this state being considered as qualitatively higher

or more "negentropic" than the background's state, owing to

that the possibility exists that this state will be replaced

by some other, less negentropic one, and some supplementary

conditions are necessary so that this state could be




preserved’;

(4) if we interpret both "emptiness" and "not-standing"
as actual states of the object, then "emptiness" can be
considered as the cause of "not-standing" and, respectively,
"not-standing" as the effect of the "emptiness";

(5) similarly, only the "emptiness" can be considered as
the actual state, so that as to the aspect of "steadiness"
both alternatives ("standing" and "not-standing") are possible,
but the first would be a real, probable possibility, and the

second merely a formal, improbable one;

(6) the "emptiness" can be interpreted as an internal

feature intrinsically proper to the object, and "not-standing"

as an external manifestation of this feature;

(7) the "emptiness" may also be conceived as intrinsically
not characteristic of the object but only as marking its

extrinsic, casual state, etc., etc.

Correspondingly, the semantic description of the sentence

may be formulated in several different ways, e.g.:

(8) 'if the cause exists, it brings about a certain
effect(s)';
(9) 'if real possibilities for happening of some event

are lacking, this event will not happen indeed’';

(10) 'if the object has an internal characteristic, the
existence of this feature must reflect itself in something
external as well';

(11) 'the behaviour of the object depends on its state’';

(12) the description might be presented somehow more
"disjunctively" as well, e.g.: 'the object which, in virtue
of its intrinsic properties or some extrinsic or occasional
circumstances, has no (or too small) possibilities to rise
into a qualitatively higher or more negentropic state cannot
actually reach this state, at least until the factors excluding
or minimizing this possibility are in force (if they are not
intrinsic); and if it even has reached this state owing to

some external or accidental circumstances, it cannot retain
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this state if these accidental factors have ceased to
operate'’;

(13) the concept of 'non-containable' could be as well
displayed more concretely, e.g.: 'an object (system) which
does not contain a sufficient quantity of a substance and/or
energy and/or information cannot rise from its existent state
into a more negentropic one, or it will fall into a more
entropic one if the influx of the substance and/or energy
and/or information has ceased or fallen below the critical
level', or in some other way.

Descriptions of such kind, however, as applied to proverb

texts, seem to be rather inexpedient for several reasons:
(a) they reflect, above all, the peculiarities of the describer's
own world view or consciousness rather than the properties of
the object being described; (b) by using such descriptions it
is next to impossible to distinguish one proverb from another;
(c) obviously, the proverb text turns out to be an indefinite
"potential" not only with respect to its particular meanings
in its concrete applications, but also with respect to its
conceivable semantic descriptions of wutterly abstract and
general character, i.e., we can assign a number of different
descriptions to the proverb text, no one of them being
exhaustive and, at the same time, we have no good reason to
prefer any of them to others.

Consequently, we must introduce some restrictions. As the
proverb reveals a specific "humanocentric" tendency, i.e. a
notable bias to deal, above all, with ethical and social
problems, we may suppose: this saying ought to be interpreted
as concerning human relations as well. Then, the attribute
empty might be conceived as characterizing some state, enter-
prise, performance or statement of some individual or a group,
more exactly, the devoidance of various physico-biological,
intellectual, ethical, material or other goods and wvalues, or
the senselessness or wrongness of someone's statements or

undertakings, e.g.: (a) 'feeble'; (b) 'sick'; (c) '"hungry';
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(d) 'stupid'; (e) 'evil'; (f) 'poor'; (g) 'idle work or other
senseless undertaking'; (h) '"empty" talk (lie, boast, gossip)',

etc. The syntagm cannot stand upright can be interpreted in

the same manner: (i) 'falls down'; (j) 'falls ill'; (k) 'loses

physical abilities (strength, capacity for work)'; (1) 'dies'’';

(m) forfeits the reputation (favour, 1love, credit)'; (n)
'loses the position (role, office)'; (o) 'loses the property';
(p) 'does not succeed in his work'; (q) 'one's lie, gossip,

etc., proves to be void, comes to light', and so on. If we try,
then, to combine the particular "antecedents" (a)... (h) with the
particular '"consequents" (i)...(q), a part of combinations
received will already fall out on the level of common sense,
but a number of possible combinations will remain, e.g. ai
('a feeble man falls down'), bk ('a sick man cannot work'),
cl ('a hungry man will die'), dm ('a fool forfeits his reputa-
tion'), do ('a fool sustains material 1losses'), also aj, am,
an, bi, bl, bm, bn, ci, cj, ck, dn, em, fm, £fn, gp, hm, hg
and others.

Further, we shall find ourselves wunable to bear any
telling argument for the existence or absence, frequency or
rarity of any particular combination in real oral currency.
Fortunately, Estonian recorders have commented on this pro-
verb rather numerously (there are about 30 explanations at
our disposal), and it appears that the majority of them
present the manifestations of only two combinations, namely
ck ('a hungry man cannot work') and hgq ('a lie or groundless
praise or boast comes to light'), and, on the other hand, the
combinations dm ('a fool forfeits the reputation') and dn ('a
fool loses the position'), however natural and expectable they
seem nowadays, do not occur at all. Moreover, one of the
collectors has explained that this proverb hints at the
fragility of wunrequited friendship or brevity of wunilateral
good deeds. Thus, we find no appropriate column to file this
case and have every reason to ask whether our list of possibi-

lities is exhaustive enough, or whether overlapping of its
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particular members is precluded. If we take into account that
there is, after all, a comment which permits this proverb to

mean also 'an ill-fed domestic animal is not capable of work

or he is of 1less use', then even our hypothesis about the
"humanocentricity" of this proverb appears to be inaccurate.
Let wus give another analogous example. Suppose we have
come across the saying which advises to cure an injury
resulting from the bite of a dog with the hair of the dog
that has bitten. This sentence is 1likely to evoke in our

mind some perceptions of the following kind: (1) the dog bit

— i.e. 'something or somebody has harmed somebody'; (2) the
hair of the dog - i.e. 'something or somebody that belongs
to the person or thing that has harmed’'; (3) to cure with
the hair - i.e. 'to compensate, restore' (alludes to the

well-known magic treatment in folk medicine). Further, it is
rather difficult to imagine this general framework filled
with some more concrete content. The harming may be divided
into particular cases, e.g.: (a) 'to wound physically, to
cause pain or sickness’'; (b) to harm morally (insult,
slander, etc.); (c) 'to cause pecuniary loss (steal, damage
some work or undertaking, break or spoil or soil some thing,
etc.)'. Whichever of these cases we might take, it remains
hard to find a fully suitable interpretation of the curing

with the hair which suggests the restriction 'must be

performed by the same person who had been harmed'. And without
any direct preliminary knowledge we could scarcely guess that
the primary and most widespread meaning of this sentence is
quite concrete and narrow, namely, it is used as a facetious
comment in the case of taking a drop for a hang-over, and so
in several languages, e.g., in English, German, Danish (see
Taylor 1931:131-132, Koskenjaakko 1909:8), Estonian and, pro-
bably, in many others as well. The last interpretation puts
every component of the metaphor to its place very exactly and
spectacularly. However, the whole semantic compass of this

proverb is not yet exhausted thereby, and again, we ought
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likely to know by immediate sources that the saying can, also,
occur as a direct magico-medical instruction in its purely
literal sense, e.g. in Russian (cf. Yermolov 1905:171), and
after all, that a "little transfer" is possible where the
saying does not exceed the limits of the magico-medical region,
but need not be bound just to the dog and the hair as such
(see Koskenjaakko 1909:7).

The cases above and a great number of others confirm the
well-known paremiological standpoint that the semantic inde-
terminacy of proverbs springs first and foremost from the
ambiguity of proverbial tropes (metaphors, allegories, etc.).
As the problems of tropicalization exhibit some interesting
sub—aspects of semantic indefiniteness of lexical elements of
the proverb text and as the whole scope of the proverbs' se-
mantic indefiniteness is not limited to the tropical image
solely, some further remarks on these topics might be
permissible.

On principle, two diametrical approaches to the "lingual"
homo-/heterogeneity of the proverb text and to the poetical-
ness/non-poeticalness of its lexical elements are possible.

(1) We treat the proverb text as internally heterogeneous
and try to divide its lexical components into "content ele-
ments" (c—elements) and "formal elements" (f-elements). The
total of the latter could be constituted, then, from (a) the
so—called relational words of every kind, e.g., those used in
verbal interpretations of logical operations, quantifiers,

etc., as is, not, and, or, every, all, some, sometimes, never,

etc.; (b) may-be, also the words marking various modalities,

e.g., good, bad; must, may, cannot, etc.; (c) all kinds of

interrogative words; (d) the members of specific word-pairs
marking the so-called syntactic figures or syntactic formulae

of proverb texts, e.g., Who...that...; If...then...; Where...

there...; Every...has his...; Better...than..., etc., etc.

The rest of the words would belong to c-elements and might,

in turn, be divided into semantically "literal" (c;—)elements
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and "transferred" (c,-)elements. Of course, the dividing need
not proceed exactly in the way described,® but the essence of

this approach is that it does not assign poeticalness to the

proverb text as a whole - poeticalness is assigned only to
some elements of it, e.g., to c-elements, or, even more
restrictedly, to c;—-elements merely. (This interpretation

permits, incidentally, the existence of entirely apoetical
proverbs, at least on principle.) This point of view in its
various modifications is very widespread and generally
accepted (properly, autocratically governing) in paremiology.

(2) The proverb text is treated as internally
homogeneous, totally poetical. Anyhow, its elements can be
divided, but as to their lingual origins everyone of them is
to be considered as belonging to the "secondary", poetical
(P-) language and must be strictly distinguished from all (in
particular from homonymous) elements of the "primary"
language, i.e. ordinary non-poetic (L-)language, and from all
elements of the "tertiary" metalanguage (M-language) used
for describing the content of proverb texts. A strict
separation of the L- and M-lingual 1locutions is required as
well.*

Though the latter interpretation, as applied to proverbs,
must be treated with reservation in some points, it has some
momentous advantages in comparison with the first, the wusual

conception. They are as follows.

1. First of all, there are many instances where the
f-elements (relational words, members of the '"syntactic
formulae", even particular morphems) perform semantic opera-

tions very similar to those appearing at the tropicalization.

For example, in the text CkoJabkO MyApenoB, CTOJIBKO ¥ MHEHWUN,

repeatedly referred to by G. L. Permyakov (e.g. 1968a:9-10,
1970:12) as a specimen of a completely literal proverb, the
f-element cToneko is wundoubtedly of tropical quality: when
cToNBKO in its literal sense stresses (exact or approximate)

equality, while remaining indifferent to the dimension of
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comparable quantities, then, in the present context, it acquires

a more indefinite meaning, namely an augmentative one. It

constitutes here a sort of "syntactic hyperbole" which springs
up roughly in such a way: on the one hand, our intuitive
expectations at this input are based on the "empiric law"
which prescribes that if the number of opiners is great
enough, then, very probably, the number of different
opinions would be considerably smaller than the number of
opiners themselves; on the other hand, this proverb,
obviously, Jjust gains its aim and efficacy if we presuppose
that the number of opiners is great indeed - consequently,
the "empiric law" mentioned has been violated here.

A quite regular feature is the participation of
f-elements in constituting a set of phenomena we could

denominate commonly as the cases of modal metaphor, e.g.,

(a) the rhetorical question which, in proverbs, is to be
regularly interpreted as negation; (b) a variety of ironical
images where the implied axiologic (and often also
propositional) negation is formally expressed as affirmation;
(c) other cases where the formally indicative mood, due to
the content of concrete c—elements and/or contextual
circumstances, gets the meaning of some other modality
(deontic, epistemic, etc.). Some instances of the last case
will be briefly discussed in the next part of this paper.

2. As Jakobson (1961:400) suggests, Jjust the very effects
of contrast and symmetry that inevitably occur with various

devices of parallelism must be regarded as very important

symptoms of poeticalness. If we distinguish three aspects in
the poetical structure of the proverb (text) - (a)

euphonical, (b) syntactical, and (c) tropico-lexical, the

interrelations between the euphonics and tropics can be
depicted roughly as follows:

(1) the unity on the "material level" of the text: the
euphonic '"ornamentation" of the text cannot be executed

otherwise than by means of selecting and repeating the word
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forms and/or combining their arrangement;

(2) the opposition at creating the text: one has to

reveal the poetical ingenuity to some extent to avoid the
destructing or "blunting" the tropical image on account of
"introducing" euphonisms;

(3) the mutual compensation at the reception of the (new-

born) text: to be acceptable and viable enough and to force
its way into the oral tradition and survive in it, the text
need not display notable appeal in all possible aspects of
(aesthetic and pragmatic) evaluation; among these, it need
not convey remarkable values both in its euphonics and its
tropics, but can confine itself to being attractive either
with its sound or metaphor (or with something else having to
do with neither sound nor metaphor).5

The devices belonging to the poetic syntax of the pro-
verb, in contrary, seem to act as compensators both on the
creation and reception levels. For example, the above-mentioned

device of syntactic symmetry can, on the one hand, call into

being some spontaneous germs of euphony, e.g., the so-called
paradigmatical or grammatical (incl. inflection) rhyme, "natu-
ral" rhythm patterns, etc.; on the other hand, it serves
directly semantical purposes: it "organizes" the content of
the text, indicates the connections between the c-elements
(affirms and negates, concludes and concedes, includes and
excludes, and so on). Here a special mention must be made of
the fact that syntactic symmetry brings about the effect of
"semantic symmetry", i.e., as any other kind of parallelism,
it establishes a set of non-lineal relationships between the
c—elements, fixes a number of paradigms of secondary (poetical)
stage and manifests both (all) members of these paradigms
overtly in the surface structure of the text. Such paradigms,
admittedly, often rest upon the ordinary L-lingual synonyms
and antonyms, but they also enable to consider as oppositional,
on the poetical level, the relations of a great number of such

words which on the level of the L-language would be entirely
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disparate, e.g., those of the words cegmua and 6ec in the
Russian proverb CemmHa B 6o0pomy — 6ec B pebpo or of cobaka
and BeTep in the text Cofaka naer - Berep Hocumr or of

tuul (wind) and sant (beggar) in the Estonian proverb Mis tuul

kivist saab voi sant saunanurgast (literally: What can the wind

get from a stone, or the beggar from a cot corner), or of kuld

(gold) and tsirk (bird) in the South-Estonian proverb Kuld ku-

ninga pungan, tsirk saksa kdtun (The gold /is/ in the king's

purse, the bird /is/ in the toff's (gentleman's) belly), and

an infinite number of others.

3. The approach under discussion does not oblige us to
make sharp and rigid "bivalent" distinction between the £f-
and c—-elements on the one hand, and between the c¢;— and c,-
—elements, on the other hand. This is to be considered as an
advantage, whereas the borderlines mentioned do not really
exist, and can be drawn only at the cost of a good deal of

arbitrariness. The situations in both these aspects can be

depicted, rather, as sequences of a great number of "shades
of grey" (darkening or brightening) on some long scale. In
the case of the c¢/f-distinction, at one end of this scale

might 1lie, then, such most typical f-elements as listed on
page 11, and at the other end, may-be, some words with ulti-
mately complicated semantic structure, manifold connotative
"overtones", and so on.’ Equally problematic is the distinction
of c;— and c;—-elements. First of all, two different concepts

are not to be confused here, namely, (a) transferrability of

words that purely depends on their 1linguistico-semantical

properties, and (b) transferredness that can be judged of only

by the circumstances concerning this or that concrete actuali-
zation of some text. So far, to our knowledge, nobody has
attempted to clear up which semantic features a word must have
to be more liable or more resistant to tropicalization. On the
one hand, as we saw, even the f-elements are not deprived of
chances to perform tropical duties, on the other hand, however,

it is quite obvious that, in general, the "contentlessness"
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(or formality) and the "intransferrability" of a word tend to
be positively correlated. The transfers of the f-elements, in
particular, are limited to a few single kinds of tropes; the
possibilities of the words denoting various kinds of very
generalized and abstract objects (e.g., philosophical, logical,
ethical, psychical, etc.) are, in this respect, quite
restricted as well.

Though we cannot put forward any a priori 1lexicological
critera to decide firmly which function - either a "formal"
or a "content" one - a word can fulfil in a proverb text, or
whether a word can be received in the proverbial context only
"literally" or "transferredly" as well, and which concrete
transfers it enables, we might still try to delineate at least
hypothetically some notes about the criteria and rules govern-
ing the semantical operations at "deciphering" the proverbial
trope and understanding the proverb text as a whole.

1. We might, for convenience, begin by stating that here
the need for "deciphering" (or interpretation, or "translation")
exists indeed. This has to do just with Taylor's (1931:3) famous
"incommunicable quality" that "tells us this sentence is pro-
verbial and that one is not". Although there have been some
proposals, e.g., by G.B. Milner (1969a, 1969b), paremiologists
in general have revealed little or no interest in clearing up
the nature and sources of this incommunicable quality. If we
should venture, for our part, to enumerate some factors that
can occasion us to take a certain sentence from the spoken
chain for the proverb and to subject it to some semantic
alterations to make it meaningful and acceptable in a giwven
setting, among these factors might be, eventually, e.g., the
following ones:

(1) the text does not fit in with the situative and/or
verbal context: it has an incorrect "quantifier" (of generality)
and its 1literal content is incompatible with the context or
consituation;

(2) the statement presented by the text feels to be too
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self-evident and trivial in its literal sense;

(3) either the literal statement in the text seems to be
incorrect, or the literal prescription (advice, interdiction)
seems to be unreasonable;

(4) taken 1literally, the text seems to be nonsensical:
the semantic incompatibility between the components of the
text is perceptable;

(5) the text is too regular and ornamental (syntactic
symmetry, euphonisms).

2. As to our present concern, points (2) ... (4) are of
most interest. Above all, it must be emphasized there
are no clearcut borderlines between the proverbs with "too
obviously" true, platitudinous content and those with
undoubtedly wrong literal content, on the one hand, and between
the proverbs with wrong literal statement (or "wrong" 1literal
prescription) and these with contradictory or nonsensical
literal content, on the other hand, at least in so far as we
observe texts apart from their (real or imaginable) contexts.
In recent years several authors have discussed the matters of
distinguishing metaphorical expressions from non-metaphorical
ones and meaningful expressions from meaningless ones, and
have put foward roughly the following, full of suggestions,
to our mind, opinions:

(1) the metaphor cannot be explained simply as violating
the a priori imposed universal rules for "normal" connecting
of words (e.g. the so-called selection restrictions, etc.):
not all metaphors result from rule violations and not all rule
violations result in metaphors;

(2) expressions are semantically correct or incorrect,
meaningful or meaningless not per se, but only with respect
to this or that concrete verbal and/or situative context where
they have been actualized;

(3) there are no clear boundaries (a) between the "normal"
polysemy of words and their metaphorical use, (b) between the

lingual (lexical, dead) and poetical ("fresh", original) meta-



18

phor, and (c) between the metaphorical and nonsensical word-
combination.®

3. If we accept the postulates above, at 1least two
further conclusions can be made at once. First, the context-
—free approach deprives us of the main criterion to decide
which operations are necessary to transcode this or that
literal meaning into one or the other "factual" meaning (cf.
points (1) and (2) above). Secondly (cf. point (3) above),
the tropes of folklore (incl. phraseology) and those of "lite-

rary" poetry occupy different stages on the scale 'polysemy' —

'lingual metaphor' — 'poetical metaphor' — 'nonsense'.
Written poetry, especially modern one, strives to minimize
the redundancy between the elements of the poetic text, hence
just such metaphor, which "BHe ZHZaHHOI'O MNO®THMYECKOI'O KOHTEKCTAa
paBHsieTcsa 6eccmiiciuue”" (Lotman 1970b:250), and which gets its
sense through complicated and indeterminate associations even
in the context, is received here as true and valuable. The
tropes of folklore and phraseology (incl. the proverbial ones),
on the contrary, are traditional, stereotypical, already met
and known previously, as a rule, and automatically inter-
pretable.9

4, As to the 1lexical composition of proverbial tropes,
they are quite stereotypical and humdrum already. There is a
number of semantic fields that lend their stocks quite readily
to proverbial images: among such vocabulary we find, e.qg.,
names of various animals and plants; names of terrain elements,
natural phenomena and "elemental forces"; toponyms and
ethnonyms; somatic vocabulary; numerals; vocabulary connected
with commodities, housekeeping, various kinds of work and
fare; words denoting various human categories (relatives,
social states and functions, etc.).10

5. As to the above-mentioned impossibility to appeal to
actual contexts of proverbs, we can still construct a kind of,
say, "virtual" context to "decipher" them, utilizing our more

general knowledge and imaginations (a) about the extralingual
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reality; (b) about the ordinary, L-lingual meanings of words,
appearing in proverb texts; (c) about universal rules of pro-
verb—-making (or -shaping). Though the analysis of particular
cases may offer manifold difficulties, there appear to be some

general principles, according to which proverbial tropes are
constructed (in the direction: idea — text) and which are

working in the contrary direction (text — meaning) also at
understanding them.

6. The proverbial trope is mostly paradigmatic, i.e.
metaphorical.'’ To be more exact, proverbial transfers seem to
be not simply transfers "from the left to the right" or vice
versa, but specifically directed and orientated. The proverb
tends, very predominantly, to explain the more complicated
through the more simple, the less known through the better
known; it wusually presents, for example, the mental through
the physical, the ideal through the material, the social through
the biological, the abstract through the concrete, etc. The

oppositions 'non-human' «—— ‘'human' and 'natural' «——
'cultural' seem to play leading role in these alterations or
transcodings.

7. Most frequently the proverbial trope presents itself
in the shape of allegory running through all the c-elements of
the text, "elemental forces", inanimate natural objects, things,
plants, animals, etc., signifying human beings, human actions,

goals and products of human activities, etc.!?

Such allegorical
texts are mostly internally "redundant" or include semantically
compatible elements, and they should be "translated" in corpore,
the f-elements belonging to the impersonal "informer" and
representing the indicative mood; i.e. the minimum of the
participation of man in the literal content of the proverb.
The further "invasion" of man into this 1literal content
can proceed in two different ways: (a) through the f-elements
(in the case of the imperative mood) - there appears an im-

personal "you" (the addressee) to whom the proverb directs its

orders, advices, interdictions, warnings, etc.; (b) through the
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c—-elements - man begins to act directly in the 1literal
content of the text or his presence is presupposed. Even if
the human being already participates in the literal content
of the proverb text, abundant chances for making transfers
"from the lower to the higher" (i.e. for expressing the higher
through the lower) will survive.®’

8. At '"unriddling" the proverbial allegory one ought
necessarily to take into account both syntagmatic and para-
digmatic factors. The substantival "apices" of allegory -

though they are the points where the transfer is maximally

evident and clearcut ('meteorological phenomenon' pro 'human
emotion', 'plant' pro 'human being', ‘'animal' pro ‘'human
being', 'thing' pro 'human being', etc.) - can seldom express

something particularly essential and determining about the
factual (either traditional or conceivable) theme and idea of
the proverbial sentence.!® On the other hand, each single word
belonging to the tropical image carries into the proverb all
the associations and connotations, emotive '"nuances" and
"shades" connected with its literal meaning. However refractory
these connotative features are to semantical desciption, they
ought not to be neglected, nor their significanse denied.?'’

9. There is a number of "semi-formal" words (mainly
verbs, adjectives and adverbs) that act as a kind of "clues"
at deciphering the allegorical chain. These words are notably
more "contentful" than the ordinary f-elements, but they are
connectable with a great number of concrete substantival refe-
rents. Besides, they were transferred to various abstract and
ideal objects so long ago that we scarcely perceive any more

16 These words constitute certain "weak

metaphoricality in them.
links" in the allegorical chain and facilitate interpreting
the substantival "trope apices", since they need not be conceptu-
ally altered immediately, as the "apices" mentioned must. On
the other hand, the existence of this phenomenon makes it
impossible to show strictly where the proverbs with "through-

out transferred meaning" turn into the proverbs in which all
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c—elements are tropical and in which, besides the c-elements,
some f-elements occur, which cannot yet demolish the
imagination of the "general transferredness" of the meaning,
and, further, where the last condition, in turn, alters into
such one where the trope, without doubt, embraces only a
part of all c-elements of the sentence.

10. In the case of total allegory, the excessive
triviality, insufficient pragmatical 1load of its 1literal
meaning (provided the approach is context-free) are usually
the factors impelling us to reinterpret the text. In the case
of the "partially tropical" text, on the contrary, we neces-
sarily have to do with some internal contradiction or in-
compatibility between the syntagms and single elements of the
text itself (taken 1literally). In the texts of this kind the
operations on the syntagmatic (metonymic) axis prevail and
transfers can be made in the direction contrary to the usual
one, e.g. when characterizing the non-human (inorganic, veget-
able or animal) through the human, the biological and the phy-

17 There is

sical through the social and psychical, and so on.
a number of words the appearance of which in the proverb text
is quite reliably symptomatic of that the trope embraces only
a part of the c-elements or is broken; these words have rather
restricted possibilities for tropicalization, not because
they are highly abstract (though some of them are indeed), but
rather because they are innately connected just with those
semantic regions that serve as targets at which the proverb
most often aims its figurative statements and prescriptions -
i.e., they are linked with the psychical, ethical and social
aspects of the human . ®

11. The ambiguity of the trope is not the sole source
of the denotative indefiniteness of the proverb. If a text does
not include any words expressing whatever physical reality at
all, we have no ground to speak of the trope as such. There
are many proverbs that consist, practically, of the f-elements

and "semi-formal" words merely, operating with very abstract
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and generalized concepts on the 1level of their 1literal
meanings already, and reminding of metalingual descriptions

rather than of poetic texts .’

The domain of the applicability
of such proverbs often seems to be all but universal, as
they can impose very few restrictions on their thematic
(denotative) scope. Evidently, this wuniversality is still
only apparent: if we were informed better than we are, it
would, very probably, turn out that the field of their

traditional usage is actually much more narrow than it

looks.?°

Notes

1. Even this approach can be taken for context-free only
relatively. The researcher's preliminary knowledge and
imagination mentioned constitute here something similar

to what J.Lyons (1971:419) has termed restricted context,

i.e. "the more general beliefs, conventions and pre-
suppositions governing the particular 'universe of
discourse'". Considering the proverbs directly, G.L.Perm-

yakov (1968a:44) has called the set of analogical pre-

liminary information the logical context (normueckmizi KOH—

TeKCT), equivalent or similar to M. Cherkasskij's (1968:

477) term semiotic background (cemmoTmueckmit HoH) .

2. It is necessary to make to excursive remarks in connection
with what was said.
(1) When we considered some relations between proverb texts
and their semantic descriptions as mistakes, it does not
imply that those shortcomings might be contrasted with some
"absolutely adequate" or "absolutely faultless" descriptions.
The maximally exact description of the semantic potential of
a proverb text is the same proverb text itself; any other
desciption can depict its meaning only approximately. The
description is inevitably poorer than the proverb text,

when substituting connotation-free words of the non-poetic



23

metalanguage for the associative, saturated with connotations
words of the poetic object language; if the elements of the
metalanguage are not required to be connotation-free, the
description will also involve the noise, i.e. such information
that the object text does not contain; any description that
is different from the object text itself, will deform the
structure of the object text, and so on. Some years ago
0.S. Axmanova (1971:19-20) noticed in brief of the difficul-
ties 1linked with semantical describing of phraseological
units. She made an entirely tenable critical remark that
explaining paraphrases employed in phraseological dictiona-
ries, etc., are hopelessly inadequate and incapable of
reflecting the richness, expressiveness and compactness of
the underlaying sayings, but, unfortunately, she did not put
forward any constructive suggestions on her own part either.
(2) Sufficient knowledge of actual using circumstances of

proverbs would avoid the danger of misunderstanding proverb

texts, but the problems of unified describing the "sum of

actual meanings" of this or that proverb text would still
survive to the full extent. We should come across serious
complications already at trying to divide this sum (or to
unite the meanings of the text in each single actualization)
to more or less clearcut subclasses or partial meanings, i.e.
at trying to find out the usemes of the proverb, if we may
transfer B.J. Gorodetskij's (1969:174ff.) term concerning the
polysemy of words to the matters of the polysemy of
proverbs.

3. For instance, M. Kuusi (1963:340; 1966:98) differentiates in

the proverb text, in addition to f-elements (Formelelemente,

formulaelementit), kernel elements (Kernelemente, ydinele-

mentit), £filling elements (Fillelemente, tayte-elementit),

extending elements (Fortsetzungselemente, jatke—-elementit)

and repetition elements (Parallelelemente, kerrannais—-ele-

mentit) .

4. Partisans of this interpretation might find theoretical
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support, for example, from R. Jakobson's (1961; cf. also
1960:375ff.) well-known conception that a poetic text is
poetical in its entirety; all its elements and structures,
incl. grammatical ones, are put to serve poetical purposes.
This thesis has been emphasized and somewhat altered by J.M.
Lotman (e.g. 1964:64,123ff.; 1970b:17-19,25,26): the elements
and structures under discussion are not only poetical, but
also semantically "loaded"; roughly speaking, they all are
components of the wunified total structure of the poetic
item, this total structure being, in its essence, the
content structure.

The interrelations of the F-language with the L- and M-
—languages would represent the two opposite modifications

of the so-called metasemiotic relationship, which R. Barthes

(1969:89ff.) terms connotation (here L — P) and denotation

(here P —» M).

5. Occurrences of the compensation between different stylistic
levels of folklore pieces have been noticed already by B.J.
Yarho: the rhyming verses of Russian chastooshkas turned out
to be bound with repetition figures more rarely than the
not-rhyming ones, and the chastooshkas concerning social and
political matters revealed 1less frequent appearance of
repetition figures than those concerning love themes (see
Gasparov 1969:509). As to proverbs, B. Holbek (1970:56) has
supposed that such stylistic features, as alliteration,
rhyme, rhythm patterns, etc., appear more frequently in the
non-metaphorical than in the metaphorical texts.

6. The affairs mentioned make it questionable how promising
the attempts to study the "logical" or syntactic structure
of proverbs per se, irrespectively of the content of
concrete c—-elements, might be. An attempt in this direction
has been made, for example, by V.S. Bayevskij (1970) . He aims
at constructing a generative model of a class of proverbs,
this class being defined roughly as follows: the proverbs

included into the class must have an "implicative" sym-



25

metrical structure; both halves of the text (the "antecedent"
and the "consequent") must consist of one f-element and one
verb; the verbs must be antonyms and belong to the native

vocabulary, etc. - e.g., proverbs UYro mnoceemsn, TO HNO-

xHews, I'me nmeloT, TaM M JelT, etc. Just the precondition of

antonymity of the verbs is, to our mind, the essential weak
link in the procedure: therefore the set of the verb pairs
involved comes to be limited (and, on the other hand,
extended) to a certain number of "ordinary", L-lingual
antonyms on the special list. The participation of properly
semantical criteria themselves remains limited to the pre-
condition mentioned, all the following procedure of
generating having degenerated to quite trivial operations
of selecting the +verb @pairs corresponding to the
preconditions set, and those of syntactico-morphological
coordinating the selected verb pairs with the set of
possible pairs of f-elements, according to the features,
such as number, person, transitivity / intransitivity,
animatedness / inanimatedness, etc. If we have got, in this way,
a number of "synthetic proverbs", we are still deprived of
any reliable criterion to decide which of the result
sentences are grammatically correct and also paremically
acceptable, and which are, on the other hand, incompatible
with proverbial poetical patterns, though grammatically
correct. Evidently, much more interesting results might be

gained, if we (a) proceeded from an entirely "blind",

semantically, structure, e.g., (fiverb;) — (£fyverb;), or
something similar to this; (b) provided ourselves with
a possibly great number of real proverb texts, corresponding
to this formal structure; (c) examined carefully which
semantic properties and interrelations the opposed verbs
actually reveal (the opposition of "ordinary", L-lingual
antonyms may be merely a particular case among all the
possible relationships); (d) formulated the semantic rules

enabling us to generate just the set of the real proverb
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texts; (e) tried to clear up which "synthetic" proverbs can
be generated with the aid of the same set of rules, in
addition to the really existent ones; (f) removed some
restrictions and considered which new sentences could be
added, and so forth.

Equally misleading is to conceive that the c-elements can
be equated with the variables in logical expressions (cf.
G.L. Permyakov's (1970:19) point of wview: "... nocnoeBuny
JeJanpT He peanum, a JIOTMYeCKass KOHCTPYKLMSI, peajiMM Xe Bbl—
cCTynamoT JIMub B KadecTBe ''crpoumrensHOoro Mmarepmana'".") The
logical semantics is interested only in the truth-value
of the variables, not in their concrete content, and the
possibilities of varying logical expressions also depend
on only their truth-value and the relationships of the
logical operations, set axiomatically. The real, traditional
transformations of proverb texts (i.e. proverbial variants),
on the contrary, are fully dependent on the content of the
concrete c- and f-elements, and even if we do not study the

actual transforms of proverb texts, but the possibilities

of transforming them (e.g. a "fillability" of a certain
f-framework with wvarious different c¢-constructions, or,
reversedly, the compatibility of a certain c-construction
with different f-patterns), the semantical control of the
acceptability of the results must be permanently maintained.
For example, it is misleading to conceive that the proverbs

as Enough is enough, Business is business, Boys will be boys,

etc., which have outwardly a tautological form, are
tautological indeed and can be mapped by the formulae, as
A = a, x* = x* etc. (cf. Kdngds & Maranda 1971:80). May
be, such proverbs constitute a kind of proverbs with
definite information-bearing structure. However that may
be, every occurrence of the repeated words, e.g. boys, must
necessarily have a meaning, different from that of the

other occurrence: the first boys refers, supposedly, to some

actual boy (or boys) being talked about, while the second
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boys implies the class of boys, emphasizing, presupposedly,
just some negatively valued features boys tend to have
(e.g. naughtiness, bellicosity, etc.).

Contemporary semantics has a rather vague idea of how to
tax the stages of semantic complexity of words more
exactly. In principle, it is conceived to depend on the

number of so-called elementary predicates (or semes) we

need to represent the semantic structure of the word, and
on the interrelations of these predicates in the semantic
representation of the word. On the other hand, the number
of hitherto postulated elementary predicates is obviously
insufficient to describe any more extensive part of a
vocabulary, and only a quite petty fraction of the
vocabularies of quite few languages has hitherto received
its semantic description.

It is also questionable whether the rate of the semantic

complexity of words can be expressed by some quantitative

parameters. We may conceive, for example, that the number
showing in how many different proverbs a certain word (or
word—-pair, or -combination) appears, might serve as an
indirect indicator of the degree of formality or "content-
lessness" of this word, at least in the limits of the pro-
verbial area. However, if we should compile a frequency
word-index of that kind, the distribution obtained would
take the shape corresponding to the so-called Zipf's rule,
as it happens in frequency word-indexes based on any
natural texts in general, i.e. at one end of the scale a
comparatively small number of "f-words" (—-pairs) would
converge, each recurring a great many times, and at the
other end a great number of different "super-contentful"”
words (—-pairs), each appearing only once. Thus, for the
most part of the vocabulary this yardstick would not fit,
after all.

Supposedly, an attempt could also be made to correlate the

c/f-distinction with the distinctions between the parts of
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speech or with the distinction between the so-called
lexical and grammatical meaning, e.g. applying the "closed
or open set"-criterion, put forward by A. Martinet,
M. Halliday, etc. (see, e.g., Lyons 1971:436). Nevertheless,
here will also remain some quite serious cons, as this
mode extends the set of f-elements to include not only
certain words, but also some morphems signifying
grammatical categories, and it is, on the other hand,
quite doubtful, to what extent we can take into account
the morphological data in the semantic analysis of a
proverb text.

See, e.g., Bickerton 1969, Reddy 1969, Uspenskij 1969 and
1970, Kaplinski 1972:13ff. D. Bickerton (1969:48) presents
the following classification of expressions: " (i) 'literal'

expressions (iron bar, black cat, etc.); (ii) 'permanent'

assignments (iron discipline, yellow rat, etc.); (iii)

'temporary' assignments (green thought, steel couch, etc.);

(iv) 'meaningless' expressions (steel-mine, procrastination

drinks quadruplicity, etc.)". This classification permits

stepped shifting of phrases, in the direction (iv) —

(iii) » ..., from one class to the another, and, therefore,
abrogates clearcut, excluding distinctions between the
purely 1lingual polysemy and lingual (lexical, "dead")
metaphor, between the "stale" (lingual) and "fresh"
(poetic) metaphor, and between the extravagant metaphor and
nonsense. However, this view is not shared generally. For
example, J. Pelc (1961:331-334) has argued that the
"ordinary" polysemy is strictly distinguishable from the
metaphor, and J.M. Lotman (1970b:250) has emphasized that
the lingual metaphor is to be clearly distinguished from
the poetic metaphor.

We do not find it expedient to discuss here in more
detail the problems of why proverbs have still kept safe
their poetic attraction for the circles using them, why,

despite of all that, people have still taken the trouble
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to retain these apparently "dull", utterly "hackneyed"
cliches during millennia, and why they reproduce them in

their speech. Let us only call attention to J.M. Lotman's

highly interesting conception on the fundamental
difference between folklore as the "aesthetics of
sameness" ("»scTeTHka ToxgecTea'") and the modern

literature as the "aesthetics of opposition" ("scrTeTmka

npoTuBonocraejenHusit") (1964:172-183), and on the folklore

communication as a specific kind of the auto-communication
(1970a) .

Some of the semantic fields mentioned have been noted by
J.V. Rozhdestvenskij (1970:228).

For the connection between the metaphor and paradigmatics
(system), and between the metonymy and syntagmatics, also
for the relativity of their difference, see, e.g., in
Jakobson 1956:81 and Barthes 1969:60. Barthes has ibidem
noticed that the aphoristic types of discourse constitute
one of the areas where the metaphor predominates over the
metonymy .

Let us present, for example, some possibilities of trans-
ferring some words and word groups.

(1) Stone can be linked to man through the physical and
pragmatical features of its ordinary referent, such as
'hard', 'cold’, 'inedible'’', 'infertile'’, etc. Quite
frequently stone is conceived in folklore as a negatively
valued poetic substitute for the heart, the bread and the
earth. The images connected, e.g., with the heart, eating
and sowing are, in turn, quite liable to transference from
the physical and biological wuniverse to the mental and
social ones: thus, we can signify, by means of stone,
emotional stiffness, hardheartedness or sexual frigidity;
by extending the feature 'inedibility' to 'unacceptability'
or 'non-introducibility' or 'uselessness', stone can be
applied to various moral and social contexts; sowing on

the stone also 1lets to interpret itself through the
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transferring the concepts, as 'soil', 'sowing', 'seed'’,
'reaping’, 'yield', etc., to the mental and social
referents, coming to mean, e.g., implanting the wisdom,

information, ideas, norms, etc. into innately infertile
or intentionally recalcitrant brains.

(2) Sea can be transferred to the phenomena of human life
which have the features as 'changeable', 'fickle', 'moody',
'dangerous', 'vast', 'deep', or which can be associated
with the images of billowing, sailing, harbour, coast, etc.,

which, in turn, are very suitable for metaphorical trans-

ferring (sailing = 'the course of human life in general';
to reach the coast (harbour) = 'to die' or 'to get
married', etc.). The features 'vast' and 'endless' bring

about the pragmatic implications of inexhaustibility and
unaffectability (e.g. imaginations of drinking the sea
dry in several folklore genres, incl. the image of the
dog licking the sea in proverbs).

(3) Proverbs make use of the most part of the vocabulary
marking meteorologic and astronomic phenomena: human
relations are expressed through natural relations, social
situations and psychical states of the human being are
signified through physical states of the nature, the
stages of the annual cycle are transferred to mean the
stages of the human 1life. So, sun and clouds can mean
being in good resp. 1low spirits, or refer to the
alternation of good and ill luck or joy and sorrow in the
human life; storm can mean social disturbances or other
impetuous movements in social life, or psychical or moral
trials the man as a "traveller" or "sailor" has to meet, or
affective states of the human soul; spring and autumn can
refer to the ages of man, his green years and old age
resp., and so on.

(4) Images coming from the vegetable kingdom are also quite
frequent, though the characteristics of particular plant

species are considerably less elaborated than those of
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animals. On the other hand, the biological structure of
the plant and its nexus with the environment differ
greatly from those of the human being (while the human
being and the animal are, in this respect, much more
comparable) : therefore some good devices were found. Let
us give some examples of tropicalization of words
signifying the '"parts" of the tree. Root enables to
express the state of being permanently settled or getting
acclimatized to a spatial or social environment, e.g.

cutting through the roots as severing the organic tie of

a botanic individual with its environment can Dbe
interpreted as breaking the tie between a human individual
and human environment, or vanishing someone's 1life
perspectives. Top (of a tree, as well as that of a hill)
as 'the upper end' or 'the highest part' can be made to
mean the head of man with corresponding metonymic

associations, or a certain social position. Bud, shoot,

apple, cone, etc., as the "mediators" or products of the

generative performance of the plant can be applied to mark,
e.g., corresponding products of the sexual performance
of the human, i.e. children, but, being extended (on the
basis of the features 'generatable' or 'producable'), they
can mean other mental or social "shoots" or "fruits" as

well; in connection with tree, fruit can also mean some

overt indication of hidden specific properties, etc.
Kernel and shell are proved to be suitable to denote
whatever boon and a factor that hinders reaching this
boon, respectively.

(3) A very abundant representation in proverbial
allegories and other tropes have animals, at the cattle-
—-breeding peoples domestic ones in particular. But the

beasts and birds of pray - wolf, jackal, crocodile, raven,

etc., - have also, since Adam was a boy, served as the
signifiers of the human (social or psycical) evil. It is

also common to symbolize stupidity and obtuse stubbornness
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with ass and wether. And so on, and so forth.

Of course, these and other images, well-known to each
paremiologist, constitute no purely proverbial private
property. The proverb shares the most part of its tropes
with many other folklore and literary genres, particularly
with proverbial phrases and fables. I. Sarv (1964:327-400)
has demonstrated that the traditional characteristics of
animals in Estonian folklore are, as a rule, considerably
similar in several different genres.

E.g., the words denoting bodily defects and injuries (sick,

blind, deaf, 1lame, humpbacked, etc.) can acquire the

meanings of various intellectual defects or moral vices;
states of physiological insufficiency or satiety (hunger,

thirst, full stomach) can be extended to mean mental and

social ones; psychical or moral detriments, pecuniary
losses, mental and social states of emergency, etc., can be
expressed through physical injuries and states of

emergency (blow, stroke, wound, drowning). Actions of

self-realization, also social actions, interactions,
movements and processes, etc., can be signified with
physical aspirations, activities, etc. (climbing,

creeping, kneeling, falling and rising, travel, hunting,

scrap, fleecing, sucking, milking). Cognition as such in

general can be represented through sensual apprehension

(seeing, hearing, touching). As mentioned, representatives

of the somatic wvocabulary very frequently perform tropical
duties, both in metaphorical and metonymical connections:
head symbolizes thinking, intellectual capability, also
the functions of social government and leadership; eye and
ear imply seeing resp. hearing, but also immediate resp.
indirect cognition in general; nose conveys interesting
possibilities for hinting at the intuition, wit, the
"sixth sense"; due to the physical salience of the basic
referent of nose, and since this referent is known as the

"acquainting organ" of some animals, this word also
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enables to refer to curiosity, meddling, obtrusiveness,
etc.; hand expresses actions, manipulations or skills of
any kind, foot and leg any moving or leaning or being based
or supported, incl. in the social sense. And so forth.
This type of transfer might be illustrated with proverbs,

as The blind man eats many a fly; Look before you leap;

Don't bite the hand that feeds vyou; Every man must skin

his own skunk; Don't cut off your nose to spit your face;

Strike while the iron is hot; You made your bed, now lie

in it.

The proverbial characteristics of animals, for example,
are, as a rule, not so clear and determined as those of
the ass. If we know that a proverb text includes the word
dog, we know almost nothing about the content of this
proverb. If we were told, in addition, that the word
master also occurs in this text, we might already suppose
that there some relation of social subjection or
dependence is implied. Simultaneous occurrence of the
words dog and cat in the text allows of assuming that the
reference has been made to some prolonged antagonism or
squabbling (particularly between married people). The co-
—occurrence of the word dog with wolf impels us to expect
that we have here to do with an opposition, e.g. 'felon'
¢——— 'victim' or 'tracker' ¢«—— 'fugitive', or that the
contrast 'wild' ¢«—— 'tame' might be emphasized. If dog is
related with bone, we have all ground to think that the
general relationship 'actor' ¢<—— 'goal' is involved here,
more exactly, may-be, 'destroyer' «—— 'destroyable' or
'desirer' ¢«—— 'desirable'. And so forth.

B.A. Uspenskij's (1970:126) general standpoint might be
remembered here: "...cMeicn cCJIoOBa B €ro MNO3TUYECKOM YIIO-—
TpebJIeHMM, C ONHOM CTOPOHH, BajaeTcs obuyM (napagurMaTude-—
CKMM) BHaA4YEeHMEM COOTBETCTBYKIEI'O CJIOBa, a C JAPYI'OM CTOpPO-
HEI, - coB3jgaerTcss KOHTekcToM". Concerning the proverbs

specifically, N. Barley (1972:744) has recently noted: "If
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the use of distinctive features for contradiction is
impossible, they can still be used for connotation. There
is, after all, all the difference in the world between
calling someone's friends 'Bees round a rose' and 'Flies
round a dung-heap'." In the same paper, Barley makes a
very essential suggestion that the structural descriptions
of proverbs should be complemented with the so-called

relevance restrictions that would specify the scope of

applicability of each proverb, just dependently on the
L-lingual, literal meanings of its c-elements. The need
for such kind of restrictions becomes particularly evident
if we are concerned with distinguishing the so-called
synonymous proverbs in a semantical proverb
classification.

To such "semi-formal" words might belong, e.g., the words
marking various kinds of spatial and temporal relations

(great and little; long and short; thick and thin; wide

and narrow; deep and shallow; high and low; upper and

nether; far and near; within and without; together and

apart; beginning and end; old and new; early and late;

yesterday, today and tomorrow; swift and slow; seldom and

often); but also the words expressing various other
relations, quantities and qualities, movements, processes,

actions, etc., etc. (many and few; more and less; first

and last; one and the other; heavy and light; difficult

and easy; strong and weak; full and empty; black and

white; still and loud; hard and soft; fair and wvague;

close and open; fall and rise; put and take; give and

take; give and receive; grow and lessen; hold and lack;

ain and lose; lose and find; keep and break; injure and

improve; stand and go; go and come; show and hide; reveal

and conceal; turn and remain; gather; change; know; feel;

want; need; make; step; fit; bind; bring, etc., etc.).

Here are some text examples (the "semi-formal words being

underlined): The higher the ape goes, the more he shows
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his tail; 1ld birds are not caught with chaff; The chain

is no stronger than its weakest 1link; Cross the stream

where it is shallowest; The leopard cannot change its

spots; Oaks may fall when reeds stand the storm; The

hasty bitch bears blind whelps; A cock is mighty on his

own dunghill; Still waters run deep.

The "partially tropical" texts, displaying transfers in
the "inversed" direction, often occur just in the so-called
weather proverbs. Let us give some examples from the
Estonian tradition (the tropicalized elements being

underlined) : Kevadel vesi tark, siigisel 1loll (literally:

In spring water is wise, in autumn - stupid); Hundile on

udu onu, vihm veli ja kaste kaelaldikaja (literally: The

fog is uncle for the wolf, the rain is his brother, but

the dew is his cutthroat); Loodetuul laheb ohtuks naise

juurde (literally: The nordwesterly wind goes to the

wife by the evening (i.e. calms)); Vihma latse ikeva,

poua latse naarava (literally: The rain's children are

crying, the drought's children are laughing); Heinamaa on

pollu ema (literally: The hay-field is the corn-field's

mother) .

Some examples of the "human-bound" words: work; diligence

and laziness; care and carelessness; wisdom and stupidity;

tongue, word, talk; thought; Jjoy and sorrow; 1luck and

adversity; love and hatred; honesty and dishonesty; boldness

and cowardice; generosity, stinginess and greed; haughtiness

and humility, etc. Some sentence examples (the "human-bound"
words being wunderlined): Misery loves company; Necessity

knows no law; Lies have short legs; Love is blind; Hope is

a good breakfast, but a bad supper; After—-wit is dear bought;

Pleasure has a sting in its tail; Money is a good servant,

but a bad master.

Though, may-be, of bookish origin (cf. Taylor 1931:146ff.),
but nowadays still quite wide-spread at many peoples, seems

to be the personification pattern, connecting two ethical
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or some other abstract terms with the words marking
kinship relations ('A is the mother (daughter,

brother, ....) of B'): Experience is the mother of wisdom;

The thought is father to the deed; Ingratitude is the

daughter of pride; Disuse is sister to abuse; Pity is

akin to love.

Some examples: There is a place for everything and

everything in its place; To know everything is to know

nothing; Extremes meet; The exception proves the rule;

Opinions differ; Mistakes will happen; All is well that

ends well; A good beginning makes a good ending; Never

too much of a good thing; Nothing so bad, as not to be

good for something; Better early than late; Better late

than never; Never do things by halves; Live and learn;

Do as you would done by.

The borderlines between the '"figurative" and '"non-
—figurative" proverbs, as well as many other boundaries
in paremiology, are dquite indeterminate. Nevertheless,
attempts at distinguishing them terminologically have
been made throughout the history of paremiology. As a
result, just the non-figurative proverb turns out to be
christened with many different names. Let us give a few

examples:

I figurative I non-figurative
I I
(1) V. Dal' (1957:18,19) I I nocyioBmuuYHOE
I IOCJIOBHMILIA I
uspedYeHne
(2) A. Taylor (1931:5-15) :(metaphorical) : (proverbial)
I proverb I apothegm
(3) G.L. Permyakov I HOCIIOBMIA I
(1968a:9-13) | ne,  atopusw
(4) N.Barley (1972:738ff.) ! proverb ! maxim
| |

Distinctions of this kind are wuseful, on principle, in
calling attention to the phenomenon as such, but a more

extensive repertoire as a whole could hardly be diwvided,
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on the ground of this criterion, into two clearly
distinct classes, e.g., into the proverbs "c o6pasxon
MOTHMEMPOBKOM ofbmero 3HadeHuss" and into those "c npsiMHOM
MOTMBUPOBKOM oOfmero SHaveHus", as suggested by G.L.
Permyakov (1968a:9-14). Due to the "humanocentric" nature
of proverbial world-picture, the '"symmetrical" model
proposed by N. Barley (1972:738ff.) might be regarded as
inadequate as well. Barley asserts that the metaphorical
proverb operates on one and the same degree of
generality, apparently both "from the left to the right"
and vice versa (i.e. substituting the non-human for the
human or vice versa, the cultural for the natural or vice
versa, the animate for the inanimate or vice versa, etc.),
while the non-metaphorical maxim works on the vertical
axis (more exactly, "downwards"), applying the general
statement given in the text to many different particular
situations. This model feels to be arguable in two
mutually related points. (1) It rests on the preconception
that the binary oppositions used when describing the
semantical mechanism of the metaphor can be easily set
into a hierarchic arrangement. D. Bickerton (1969:44ff.),
on the other hand, has referred to some serious
difficulties that arise at <constructing tree-formed
classifications of binary oppositions. (2) The "traffic"
of transferences between the poles of the binary
oppositions under discussion is not balancedly bilateral,
as might be conceived. As mentioned (cf. p. 19), it is
much more vivid in some certain directions than in others;
some theoretically possible cases are actualized very

rarely, some are practically precluded.
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PesoMe.

1. Tpy BOBMOXHBEIX INOIAXOZna. an ncciaegoBaHMM COnepXaHus

IIOCJIOBML], MOXHO MCXOIMTE M3 TpeX IIPMHLIMIMAJIBHO OTIMYAIMXCS
II0OAXOOOB .

(1) "Umcro—ceMaHTHMUECKMI" (BMPTYaJILHBEM, BHEKOHTEKCTHEI)

nogxoxn. McxopmHom wmHOOpMaumen cayxaT caMM TEeKCTH IIOCJIOBMIIL.
HccnepoBaTenk HE MNONBBYyeTCS HUKAKMMM HENOCPEACTBEHHEIMM HaH—
HEIMM 06 MX BHaAYEHMM, a OPMU MHTEepIpeTauuy TEeKCTOB IOCJIOBM!I]
onmMpaeTcs Ha COOCTBEHHHE BSHaAHME WU IIPeACTaBJIeHMsE O ToM, (a)
KaKMyMM SBJISIIOTCSI COOTHOIWIEHMSI BeuweM B Xu3HM; (6) Kakoe BHaue-—
HyEe WMMEeKNT BCTpedaKnlIMecs B I[IOCJIOBMIIAX CJOBa B OOHYHOM, T.e.
HEIOSTUYECKOM SsIBHKe M (B) dYeM SBJISIOTCS I[IOCJOBMUIEI, KaKMMM
CeMaHTn4YeCKMMmn npaBMnaMM onpenenHeTCH nux nopomnenne nu 10—
HyMaHMe. DSTOT cCnocob saBIseTCsT peleJibHO YHAOOHEM, HO HaeT
JINIIBb ruiaoTrTeTnyeckKkmue pesynbmamm, T.E. npnnncmBaeT KaxgomMy
TEeKCTy NpepnojlaraeMslli CceMaTUMYeCKMM MNOTeHIMall, COCTOATEeNb-
HOCTE KOTOPOI'O TPYIOHO I[IPOEEPUTEH.

(2) "CemanTuxo—mparMaTudeckum" (akTyanbHENI, KOHTEKCT—

HBM) mnomxoxn. HMccinegmoeaTens HabiomaeT TEeKCTH I[IOCJIOBMUI, MC—
KJIOYMTENBHO B WMX aKTyaauMBaumsax, T.e. B CBHS3M C MX CJIOBecC-—
HBIMIN M/MHM MaTepMaJIbHBMAU KOHTeKCTaMy, KOTOPEIE OSYCHOBMHM
aKTyanMsaumMio STUX TEeKCTOB B IIpejeylax ONpefejIeHHOT'O BPEeMeHH,
MecTa, $BhKa, COUMaNBbHOM Cpensl M T.nm. 3ToT cnocob Mmor 6m B
OpMHIMIIE JaThk MaKCMUMMaJIBHO [OCTOBEPHOE IMpeIcTaBJIeHuMe O BHa-—
yeHMM (BHAYEHMHEX) MCCIEeAYEeMHX mnociyoBul. OnHaAKO, NPaKTHUYECKHU
ero NpMMEeHMUTEB OYEeHB TPYHOHO, TaK KakKk B pacCHOPsSXeHUM [IapeMuo-
JIOTOB MMeeTcs 6eBHajexHO Majioe KOJMYECTBO MPSsIMEIX [MHaHHEIX O
BHAYEHMSIX M YHNOTPeOJIeHMM MOCJIOBMI, M B HaCTOslee BpPeMsT STOT
npo6en TPYZHO BOCHOJHHUTE.

(3) "CemaHTMKO—-CHMHTaKcuueckmuit" nomxonm. OH mnpencTarBiyeH

nomxomamMm, KOTOPHE KpoMe MKHTepnperauum (ynorpebleHmn) Kax-—

OO OTHEeNBLHOM IIOCJIOBMIE U BOIIPOCOB Ce€MAaHTM4YEeCKOI'O OIMCAaHus,
BKJIIOYAOT npoGneMH CeMaHTUMYEeCKMX OTHOWEeHNN Mexnagy IOCJIOBMLIA—

MU, nx cogepxaTeylpHOe CpaBHeHNe. B mpmeansHOM cCJydae 3»3TOT
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crioco6 CTpeMMTCa K SKCINIMKAUMM CEMaHTUMYECKOI'O OINMCAaHUs He-—
KkoToporo 6oJjlee o6umMpHOTO pemnepryapa B neaoM (B dopme exmmHOMI
KjIaccupmkaumy wunam THnonormm) . HaydHas LEHHOCTB TaKMX Kjlaccu-—
bmxammiz G6suta 6B HeoueHmMMoMu. OfHAKO, C JIPyTOM CTOPOHBI, IONBT—
KM COBJaHMsI TaKuxX Kilaccupmkaumizi HemB6exHO HaTaANKMBAKOTCS Ha
PSSO CepbeSBHHX TPYJHOCTEeM. YIOauHM peSsSyabTaT OpejnojiaraeT Ha-—
nuuYMe OINpeAeJIeHHOTO MeTasiBhKa OIS SKCIUIMUUTHOI'O BHPAaXeHUs
OTHOWEHM) MeXIAy IOCJIOBMIIAMM, BKJOYAs pPaBIMuMs MeXAYy T.H. CU—
HOHMMHEIMKM IOCJIOBMIaMMu. [loclefgHee, B CBOK ouepenk, NOpexmnoja-
TaeT uCCIefoBaHME KOHHOTATMBHOI'O ILJIaHA COJEepXaHMS MOCJIOBMIIL.
TpeB6oBaHME OOHOBHAYHOCTM MeTasBHKa OKaSHBaeTCss MNpu STOM B
ODPOTHUEBOPEYMM C XOpPOWIO WMBBECTHOM MHOTI'OBHAYHOCTBI CaMMX I0O-
CJIOBUI],, T.€. WX MHOT'OAaCHEeKTHOM CEeMaHTUMYECKOM HeonpeneeH—
HOCTEBIO.

IpakTnuyeckn 6o0Jiee peaNbHEIM MOT' 6B OHTB HEKOTOPEM KOM-—
6MHMPOBAHHEM CIOCO6, B KOTOPOM MCHOJBBOBAaNMCE OB BCe NpsMble
JaHHEE O SBHAYEHMSIX [IOCJIOBMI, M KOTOPEM Jan 6 wucclremoBaTelo
BOSBMOXHOCTE OIEepMpPOBAaTE TaKXe COOGCTBEHHEMM SHaHMSIMM M Open-
CTaBJIEHUSIMA .

2. HeonpegpeneHHOCTL JeHoTauuy. HekoToprle npobiyemsl, CBaE—

BaHHBIE C IIOCJIIOBMYHBRIMM TpOIlaMM. Uraxk, Ipy aHaamse TEeKCTOB

IIOCJIOBMI, MH MMEEM geJIO C JABYMS pPasHeMM OOHATMaAMM: (a) "abco-
JIIOTHOM CYyMMOM" BCexX ero BOSBMOXHEX BHAUYEHMI), COCTABJISIOUMX
ero MHTepnpeTauMOHHBM mHnoTeHumuan, u (6) cyMMOoM BCex ero gem-
CTBUTEJNILHEIX SHA4YEeHMM, KOTOPEHE MaHMpeCTHMpOBalIMCh B €I'0 MpexX-—
HMX akKTyanusaumssx. K coxaneHmo, B O6OJBUMHCTBE CJy4YaeBR HaM
He Yynpaercst coopMyIMpPOBaTE MOTEHLMAJ SHAYEHUST [IOCJIOBMIE Ta-—
KMM o6pasoM, dYTOGH OH OHJI aJeKBATHEHM CYyMMe ero JAeMCTBUTEeNb—
HEIX BHAYEeHM)I, T.e. Mb [OPUNOMCEHBEM [IOCJIOBUIE KpOMe JeMCTBU—
TeJILHEIX SHAUEHMM elle M HeCymecTByolMe, WMIM dYacTk OeNCTBU-
TEeJILHEIX BHAYEeHUM OCTaBJIseM BHE pacCMOTpeHusi. HWHorma o6e 3T
oumMOKM J[ONYyCKAnTCA ONHOBPEMEHHO WMIM Xe& JeMCTBMUMTENBbHEEe SHa-—
YeHMsI IOCJIOBMIE He YJIABJIMBAKTCSI BOBCEe.

(B kxavecTBe WMIJOCTpPaLMy pPacCCMaTPMBAKTCSI BOSMOXHOCTH

MHTepIpeTauumu 3SCTOHCKkuMx nociynoeuny "Tihi kott ei seisa pisti"”
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n "Selle koera karvadega tuleb suitsutada, kes hammustas".)

CeMaHTHMYECKAasI HEONPEeIEeJIeHHOCTE IIOCJIOBMUI, NPOSABISAETCS
npexpe BCero KaK MHOT'OBHAYHOCTE IIOCJIOBMYHBIX TPONOB, OXIHAKO,
STMM OHAa HE OI'PAHUMUYMBAETCH.

O npupone SsIBHKOBOM I'OMO/I'€TEepPOT'e€HHOCTM TeKCTa MOCJIOBU-
Ul M I[IODTHUYHOCTMN/HEMNOSTUUHOCTM eI'0 JIEKCHUUYECKUX 5SIIEMEHTOB B
NPMHIMIIE BOSBMOXHE OB MNPOTHMBOIIOJIOKHEIX TOukM BpeHusi. (1) Texcr
IOCJIOBMIEI pPacCCMaTpPMBAaEeTCHA KaK BHYTPEHHE TeTEepPOTeHHHM M ero
CJIOBECHHIe 5SJIEMEeHTH NOJApPasBIesIgioTCsTI Ha ''SJIeMeHTH cojepkxaHmus"
(c—smemenTsl) wm " sneMeHTH OGopME" (d—>memenTsl) . K mnocnen-
HMM OTHOCHATCSI, HanpuMMep, T.H. PeNdAlMOHHHE M KBaHTOPHHE CJIOBA,
CJIoOBa, YyKaBHBaowlye MOJANBHOCTEL, BOIPOCUTEJNBHEE CJIOBAa, KOMIIO-
HEHTH T.H. CHHTaKCudYeckom ¢opmynst M T.nm. C—-3JIeMEHTH B CBOI

odyepenk MOXHO PpPaBJeauTh I[IO BHAYEHMIO Ha NOpsaMEe (C;—3JIEMEeHTHI)

M IIepeHOCHEe (co—>5eMeHTH) . [IO3THMYHOCTE NPUCBAMBAETCS He
LIeJIOMy TeKCTy IIOCJIOBMIEI, a TOJBKO, HaNpMMep, C—3JIEeMeHTaM
unm eme O6oJjlee YyBKO — TONBKO Cy—3JjieMeHTaM. (2) TekcT HOCIOBU—

LIl pacCMaTpPMBAaEeTCHA KaK BHYTPEHHE I'OMOT'€HHEIM, I[IOJIHOCTBI MNO3TU-
yeckuii. Kaxasni mM3 ero SJIeMeHTOB NPMHALJIEXUT ''BTOPMYHOMYy", 1O3-
TuyeckoMy ([I-)sIBBIKYy M OH CTPOI'O OTZHEJIEH OT CBOMX BOSBMOXHEIX
OMOHMMOB B ''mepBuMYHOM", T.e. OO6HYHOM, HemnosTUdeckoM (JI-)siBeI-
Ke M SsIBHKEe TpeThero Mnopsifka — MeTasiskKe OIMCHBAaKIeM comepXxa-—
Hue nocJsoBuusl (M—-sismke) .

[lpencraBiasieTCcsA, YTO MNOCIENHMI MNOAXOL WMMEEeT HeKOTOpHe
CYIleCTBEHHIIE IpeMuMylecTBa .

1. BcTpeuaeTcsa MHOT'O caydaeB, Korja b—sieMeHTH BHNIOJHA—
0T B [IOCJIOBMIIAX CeMaHTudYeckme OQyHkumum, Onmsxkme OGYHKUMSIM TpPO-—
noe. (B kauecTBe mnpmMepa pacCMaTPMBAETCs TPONMYECKOE KadecT-—
BO b-nsnemenTa '"cromneko" B aHanuse I'.JI. IllepmMsikoBa "CKOJBKO
MYAPEeIOB, CTOJNBKO ¥ MHeHui"). JIOBONBHO PEeryNsSpHEM SBJISETCS
yuacTne (-3J€eMEeHTOB B SIBJIGHMSIX, KOTOPHE MOXHO O Ha3BaTb MO-—

JanbHOM MeTadopoyi, M B UMCIO KOTOPHX BXOomguiam O HanpmuMep:

(a) puTOpMYEeCKMNM BONPOC, KOTOPHIM PEeryJlsSpHO CJIeAyeT OCMHICIATE
Kak orpuianme; (6) BCAKOIO poma KMpPOHMYECKMe of6pass, B KOTO-

PHIX MBICIIMMOE AaKCHOJIOT'MYeCKoe (MHOIma TakKkxe u IIPONIOSULIMOHAJIB—
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HOEe) OTpHIlaHMEe BHPAXEeHO YTBEpXAeHMUEM; (B) Z»pyrme canyuawn,
B KOTOPHX (GOPMEI MBBIBUTENIBHOT'O HAKJIIOHEHUSI [OJIydYalnT HEeKOTO-
poe nApyroe BHadYeHMe MOJAJIILHOCTM (HEeOHTHYEeCKoe, SIucTeMuye-—
CKOe) mnon BJIMSIHUEM KOHKPETHHX C—3JIEMEHTOB u/uUnM KOHKPEeTHO-
'O KOHTEeKCTa.

2. CymWecTBeHHHMM CHMITOMaAMM I[IODTMYHOCTM MOXHO CUMTATB
pasHoro poma »5bbexTH KOHTpacTa M CHMMMETPUM, BOSHMKAKLME B
napannenusMe. Eciau pasauyaTe B I[O3THUYECKOM CTPYKType IOCJIOo-

BuUIlpl TPpM acliexKkTa -— sscbor-muecxuﬁ, CHMHTAKCHUYECKUM U TPOIIO—JIEK—

CHUYECKMI, TO OTHOWEHUsT SBPOHMKM M TPONMUKM XapPaKTEepPU3YITCS
cnepyiouyM obpasoM: (1) emmHcTBO B ''MaTepmasbHOM mnjaHe" Tekc-

Ta; (2) DPOTHMEOMNOJIOKHOCTL B MOMEHT COBOaHMsI TekcTa; (3) B3a-

VMMHAsI KOMIIEHCALUsA IIPpM BOCIPUATUM TeKCTa. OmHako, cpencrea,

BXOAsALMEe B MOSTUYECKMM CHMHTAKCUC I[IOCJOBML,, JAEeMCTBYIOT Kak
KOMIIEHCATOPH KakK B ILJIaHE I[IOPOXIEHMSI, TaK M B IIJIJaHe BOCIPHUSI—
Tnsi. Tak, CBOMCTBEHHAsI [IOCJIOBMIE CHMHTaAKCUYECKass CHUMMETPHUS
MOXEeT BHBHBATL, C OJHOM CTOPOHHE, HEKOTOPHEe CIIOHTaHHHE MpPOo-—
ABJIeHNsT SBOOHMKM (SBJIE€HMS T.H. TIPaMMaTHUYECKOM pPubMEI, BOBHMK—
HOBEHME puTMAa M T.I.), C JAPYTOM Xe CTOPOHH, — CIYyXUT HEIOo—
CPeACTBEHHO CEeMaHTMYECKMM LEeJIIM: OpPraHMB3yeT COIepXaHue TeKC—
Ta M YyKasHBaeT Ha CBSSKM C—-3JIEMEHTOB (yTBepxJaeT M oTpuuaer,
coenMHsSIET M MCKJIoYaeT M T.H.). OcobeHHO CymecTBEHHO TO, dYTO
CHMHTaKCHMYeCcKasl CHMMEeTPMUs BEHSBHBaAeT cBoeobpasumm 3sddexT "ce-
MaHTUYECKOM cuMMeTpun', T.K. yCTaHaABJIMBaAeT MexAy C—3JIeMeH-
TaMM TeKCcTa MHOXECTBO HEeJIMHEeapHHX OTHOWeHun, obpasyeT MHO-
XKECTBO IHapagurM [NOBTUUECKOT'O mnopsizka u MaHubpecTupyer o6a
(Bce) unena »TMX napaguUIM HENOCPEACTBEHHO B TekcTe. Takme na-—
pPamuIME 4YacTO ONMPAITCH Ha CHMHOHMMEI M AHTOHMME OOBYHOI'O SBHI—
Ka, HO CHMHTaKCHUMYEeCKass CHMMMETpMSI [aeT BOSMOXHOCTE paccMaTpu-
BaTk Ha YPOBHE IIODTHUKM ONMNOBMIIMOHHEIMM M O6OJNbIIOE KOJIMYECTBO
OTHOWEHM) TaKMX CJIOB, KOTOPHEe Ha YypoBHe JI-saspka Opum 6B CO-—
BEepIIEHHO HEeCPaBHMMEIMM, HanpmMMep, OTHOWEeHue CcJoB ''cemmuuHa" u
"6ec" B nocnoeBuiue "CemmHa B 6Gopony — Gec B pebpo" muamum xe oT-
HoOWeHme CcnoB '"cobaka" m "Berep" B Tekcre '"Cobaka Jjlaer - Be-

Tep HOCHMT" M T.O. M T.I.
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3. PaccMaTpmBaeMass TOdYKa BpeHuss He OOsisnBaeT Hac ycTra-—
HOBUTE dYeTkue " 2-pBaneHTHHe" rpaHuusl (a) wmMexpy oG-—simemenTamMm
u c-syneMeHTaMmu, u (6) MexAy Ci1— M Cy—3JIeMeHTaMu. O3STO OKasH-—
BaeTCcsl yHOOOHEM IIOTOMYy, YTO TaKMX TPaHMI, B JAEeMCTBUTEIBHOCTH
He CyWecTBYyeT M OHM MOTYT OHTE YCTaHOBJIEHH JIMIIE OTHOCUTEJBL—
HO yciyoBHO. (B pa6ore Ml nokasmBaeM 6oJjiee KOHKPETHO Te TPyI—
HOCTM, KOTOPHE BOBHMKAKT IpPM OIleHKE BOBMOXHOCTEN Tponmsaummn
CJIOB, YKaSBmHBaeM Ha KOppenaumo Mexny "6eccomepxaTelbHOCTHI"
cinoBa ¥ "HeNepeHOCHMMOCTEBI'" ero BHa4YeHMS.)

Janee pmaercs KpaTkas oblmasi xapakKTepuCTMKa CEMaHTHUYEeCKUX
MEeXaHMBMOB I[IOCJIOBMYHOI'O TpPOIla B CIERYIMX acCleKTax:

1. NNapeMmosyiorM MokKa MaJjilO MHTEPEeCOBaJMCh TeM, Kakmue bax-
TOPH BOOOGWe nobyxJaloT HAC HEKOTOpOoe MNpeaJoXeHMEe IIOTOKa peun
UOeHTNOMIMPOBATE KaK I[IOCIOBMUIY M OO6YyClIaBIMBAaKOT NOTPE6GHOCTHL B
ero CeMaHTM4YEeCKOM BUIOMBMEHEHMM OIS TOI'O, dUYTOOH OHO cCTajo B
JAHHOM KOHTEKCTE OCMEBICJI€HHEM M NOPUEeMNeMbM. I[IpelnosioxmuTensHO B
4YKyCJIO 3THMX bakToOpOB BXOIST, HanpmuMep, cienywoume: (1) cBomM He-
IIOCPeICTBEHHEM BHAYEHMEM TEeKCT HEe COOTBETCTBYyeT CHUTYaTUMBHOMY
u/unm pedyeBOMy KOHTEKCTY; (2) B CBOEeM HENOCPEACTBEHHOM SHAaYeHUU
OH MNPEACTAaBJSETCS CIMIIKOM OYEBUAHEIM [OJIS IIOHMMaHUSA ¥ TpPUBHANL-—
HpM, wunu (3) HenpaBunbHeM, unu (4) 6eccmeicneHHEM; (5) oH sB-
nseTrcs no dopMe CIMIIKOM YHNOPSAAOYEHHHM M OPHAaMEHTAJIBLHEIM.

2. KaxeTcs, 4YTO HeT YeTKOM TpaHMIE Mexmzy (a) nociaoBu-
maMm CcO "COIMIIKOM TPMEMAJNBHEM'" @NPSIMEIM SHadYeHMEM K IIOCJIOBU-—
mamMm C OeCcCHnopHO HeNpaBMJIBHEIM SHadYeHMeM u (6) Mexay mnocio-
BMIIAMM C HENPaBMUJILHEIM I[IPSIMEIM BHAYEHMEM M  [NOCJOBMIIAMM C IPO-—
TUBOPEYMBEIM MM 6eCCMBICIIEHHEIM  HENOCPEeICTBEHHEIM cojaepxa-—
HueM. B nocnegume ropsl MHOrme asBToOpo (B. Ycnenckmmi, [JI. Bukep-
TOH M [Ip.) BHCKaBHBaXM MHEHMSI, YTO BHPAXEHUS SIBJISIOTCS Ce-
MaHTHMYECKM  NOPaBMIBHBMM WK HeNpaBMUIILHEIMM, OCMBICJIEHHBIMM
unyu OeCCMBICIIeHHHMM He caMum no cebe, a Jamme B CBASM C KOH-
KPeTHEHM KOHTEKCTOM, B KOTOPOM OHM HBJISANTCS aKTyalnsnupo-
BaHHEMM, U YTO HET YeTKMX TI'PaHMI] (a) Mexny " HopManb-—
HoOM'" mnoJamMceMmMenm CJIOB M uX MeTapopuueckmuMm ynorpebinenmeMm, (6)

Mexny sisskoBOoM ('"MepTBOM'") M nosTuueckom ('"ceBexem") mMeradpo-
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po m (B) Mexmy MeTadpopolt M 6eCCMBICIEHHON KOMOGMHALIMENM CJIOB.

3. C Z»OpyroM CTOPOHH IIOHSITHO, YTO Ha WIKaje 'MNoJaMceMust

— gasmkoBas MeTabopa — nosrmueckas MmerTabopa — HOHceHC'
bonexknopHEe (BKIHNUas O(paseonmormMueckKkme) TPONIB HAXOAATCH Ha
pasHOM CTyneHM, IO CpPaBHEHMI C Tpomnamm nossmm. Eciam nossus
CTPEMUTCHE K BOSBMOXHO CBEXMM, HEMSBOHTOYHHM TpoOIaM, TO TPOIEH
bpaseosormun wm QonbkIOpPa HABISAINTCH CTEPEOTUIHEIMKM, TPagULIMOH—
HBIMM, KaK [NpPaBMUJIO, MSBBECTHHMM M aBTOMATHUYECKM OCMBICIISI€MBIMM .

4. Tpomsl TIIOCIOBMI], SBJSITCH CTEPOTHUIHHMM M CTEepPTHMU
yXe [NO CBOeMy JIeKCHMYeCKOMy cocTaBy. CyumecTByeT ps CeMaHTHU-—
YeCcKMX IIOJIe}M, CJIOBApHHM COCTaBOM KOTOPEX [OCJIOBMIIA OXOTHO
onmepupyeT: HaBBaHMUA XMBOTHHEX, PaCTeHUM, DJIEMEHTOB MNPUPOXH,
"cruxuin'"; TOMNOHMMEI M STHOHMMBEI, COMaTHUUYeCKasl JIeKCHUKa; JIeK—
CukKa, CBsiZaHHas C OmTOM, TPYAOM M NOUTaHMEM; CJOBa, oO6oBHa-

Janinye pasHBe dYeJIOBedeCKMe KaTeropmm M T.[..

5. [IpexmcraBisieTCcss, YTO CYWECTBYIOT HEKOTOphe obume
OPMHUMOE, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPHX KOHCTPYMPYIOTCSI TPOMNE [OCJIOBMI]
(B HampaBJIeHMM HIess — TEKCT) M KOTOPHE IeMCTBYT B NOPOTHU-
BOINOJIOXHOM HamnpaBJIeHMM (TeKCT —> BSHaYeHMe) IIPM HMX OCMEICIe-—

HUM.
6. TpOl'IH IIOCJIOBMILIEl HABJISIOTCSI, B OCHOBHOM, IapagnrMaTm—

yeckmMm (MeTadopmueckmMm), NOpM DSTOM OHKM HANPaBJIEHHO—OPMEH—
TMPOBAaHE: OHM BhpaxaioT Oojlee cnoxHoe uepes 6ojyee npocToe,
MeHee UuBBEeCTHoe uepe3 O6ojsiee wmBBeCTHOe (HanpmMep, HOYXOBHOE
yepes o¢msuueckoe, wupearLHoOe dYepes MaTepuarbHoOe, abcTpakTHOe
yepes KOHKpPeTHoe). B »TMx BuAOMBMEHEHMSIX BEIYIY0 POJIb HUIpa-—
0T omnmnosuuMM 'HedeJoBedYecKoe : dejioBeveckoe' u 'npuMpomHoe
KyJNIbTypHOEe' .

7. Yame BCero MOCJIOBMYHEI TPOIl BHCTyNaeT KakK ajljleropmsi,
IIPOHMSBHEAKIASI BCE C—3JIEMEeHTH TeKCTa, TakK d4To "cTuxmum'", He-—
OonyWeBJIEHHHE OOTBEeKTH MNPMPOAH, BelWM, PacCTeHMsI, XMBOTHHE 00603—
HavalT dYeJIOBeYeCKMe CyllecTBa, UYeJIOBeYeCKMue JMAeMCTBUsI, O6meKk—
TH ¥ IPOAYKTH YEJOBEYECKOM [HAesiTenbHOCTM. TakmMe TEeKCTH SBJIsI—
IOTCSI YyXe Ha YPOBHE MNpPsIMOT'O BHAYEeHMsI BHYTPEHHE HEeIpOTHMBOpe-—

YMBRIMM, U WMX CclIepyeT '"mnepeBoaumThk'" B HesioM. EcamM HaKJIOHeEHMe
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B DSTHUX TEeKCTaxX HABJAETCS MUSBABUTEJILHM, TO OHM BHPAaxamoT MHU—
HMMyM YydYacTusI dYeJioBeKa B I[IPsIMOM BHadYeHMM M[OCJIoBMIEI. WM ec-
Iy ydYacTMe dYeJloBeKa WMIUIMIMPOBAHO HENOCPEeACTBEHHO B O6yk-—
BaJIbLHOM COJepXaHuy TeKCTa IIOCJIOBMIH, TO CcoxXpaHawTca 6ora-
TEle BOBMOXHOCTM IJjs IlepeHeceHuss ''c 6ojlee HMBKOTO Ha O6onee
BHCOKOe'", Bipaxasi, HaIopuMep, COLMaJbHOE M 3THUYEeCKoe uepes
6MosiorMYecKoe MIM MeXaHuMYeCKOoe, WMIM JPYyTMM MyTeM.

8. I[lpy OCMBICIMBaHMM aJJIeropuii MNOCJIOBMI, CJIefyeT Y4YUTH-
BaTe KakK CHHTarMaTudeckue, TaKk ¥ [napazurMaTuueckmume odaxTo-—
pel. HoMmuaneHsle '"nukmu" anneropmm, B KOTOPHX OYEBUMIHOCTH
ImepeHoca SIBJSIeTCA MaKCHMMaJlBbHOM, BHE KOHKPETHOM CHMHTarMaTu-—
YeCKOM CBSIBaHHOCTM YacCTO MOT'YT He CoofliaTk HMYEero ONnpene’sio—
mero o6 muaee m TeMe mnocnoBuurl. C OPyTroM CTOPOHE, KaxXpgoe CJo-
BO B oO6pasHOM ynoTpebleHuM NOPUBHOCUT B IIOCJIOBULY BCe CBOM
KOHHOTATHMBHEE '"HIOAHCH'", CBsI3aHHHE C MPSIMEIM SBHaYEHUEM.

9. NmeeTcsa psaxn '"nonybopManbHEX" CIJIOB, KOTOPHE SIBJISINTCS
cCBoero poja cnabmMM BBEHBSIMM B LenNM ajjeropum M obllervyamnT
OCMEICJIEHME CYyO6CTaHUMOHAJNBHEX NMKOB TponoB. C [APYyToM CTOPOHSH,
ST CJOBa He [awT BOSBMOXHOCTM NOKakaThk, I'ge I[IOCJIOBMULE C
"IIOJIHOCTBI II€PEHOCHEM BHaueHMeM'" BUIOOMBMEHSIOTCSI B TakKue,
I'me TPOI OXBAaTHBAKT TOJBKO WAaCTB C—3JIEMEHTOB.

10. B mocrnepmHeM TuUIle IIOCJIOBMI, MH MMEEM IeJjio C MIPOTMEO-
PeYMBOCTBI0 MM HECOBMECTMMOCTBI0O BHYTPM CaMOI'O TeKCTa MexXxX—ay
ero CuHTarMaMmM WiIM eIOMHMYHEIMKM DJIEMEeHTAaMM. [lp noHMMa-HUMN
TaKnUx TeKCTOB LOMMHUPYIOT onepauumn Ha CHMHTarMaTU4eCcKon
(MeTOHMMMYECKOM) OCHM, ¥ IIE€PeHOCH MOXHO fmejaTk B [POTUBO-
IOJIOXHOM OOBYHOMY HaNpaBJIEHMM, T.e. XapaKTepuM30BaTh HeudeJo-—
BedYecCKkoe uepes uejyioBeueckoe, Omonormueckoe u omBmueckoe ue-—
pes3 coumanbHOe M InCcuxmdeckoe u T.xn. CymecTByeT psn CJOEB,
CBSISaHHBIX C I[ICUXUYECKMMM, DSTUUYECKMMM M COLMAJBLHBMM acCIeKTa-—
MM dYeJIOBeKa, HajJuMuMe KOTOPHX B I[IOCJIOBUIIE SBJISETCH BEPHEM
CHMI'HAJIOM O TOM, YTO TpPOIl OXBaTHBaeT B TEeKCTe TOJBKO dYacThk
C—3JIEMEMTOB WJIM SIBJISS€TCS CJIOMaHHBIM.

11. He TONBKO MHOI'OBHAYHOCTEL TpPOIa HABIAETCH MCTOYHMKOM

OeHOTaTUBHOM HeomnpenejleHHOCTN IIO0CJIOBUIIEL. M MOXeT CIYyXUTB U
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[IOJIHOE OTCYTCTBME TpOIla: CYWeCTByeT O6OoJblloe KOJUMYECTBO MNOoC-
JIOBUL], KOTOPHE B HAEMCTBUTENBHOCTM COCTOAT TOJBKO u3 (-3ye-
MEHTOB M noaybopMasibHEIX CJIOB M KOTOpPHE CKOpee HalOMMHAKT
MEeTasIBHKOBHE OOBSICHEHMS COIEepXaHMsI, a He COOGCTBEHHO MNO3THU-
yeckme TekxcTe. Cdhepa wux peansHOTO O(QYHKUMOHMPOBAHMUS MOXET
OKaBHBaTBCA 6oJjlee yYBKOM, YEeM B3TO MOXHO Omui0 6B NPEenIOJIOKUTE

Ha OCHOBE€ MX MHTEepPIpPpEeTalMOHHOI'O IIOTeHIMajJa.

AxajmeMmusi HayK DCTOHCKOM CCP. MHCTUTYT sISBIKA M JINTEPATyPH.

Apeo ApHonpnoBmd KpmxMaun. [JeHOoTaTMBHAsI Heolnpene-

JIEHHOCTB IIOCJIOBMI]I. HpeanH'r. Ha aHTJIMIICKOM siBBIKe. Pegmak-—

LIMOHHO-MUBOAaTeNLCKMII coBeT AH 3CCP, TannuuH.

PepaxkTop 0. Tempe. lNommmcano k meuvarm 15. 07. 74. Obcer-—
Hass Bymara, 30x40/8. IleuaTHsx JsucroB 3,00. YcnoeHo-ne-—
YATHEIX JIMCTOR 2,79 YueTHO-MBOaTeNbCKMUX JUCTOB 2,27. Tu-
pax 150 sxs. MB-06127. PemakuMOHHO-MB3NaTenbCKkum coseT AH
3CCP. Tanmmu, yn. Cakana, 3. PoranpuuT AH 3CCP, TannusH,
yn. Cakana, 3. N2 makasa 215

Ilena 23 korI.



