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1. The modal (functional, pragmatical)

indefiniteness.

As we know, proverbs do not function as mere poetic
adornments of speech; neither are they used, normally, to
meet man's needs for philosophical phrasemongering. As a
rule, they are used for some practical, pragmatical purposes
in various circumstances of everyday communication. With the
aid of a proverb one can aim to provide an endorsement to
his statements and opinions, forecast something, express
doubts, reproach someone with something, accuse someone of
something, Jjustify or excuse somebody, mock somebody, com-—
fort somebody, Jjeer at somebody's misfortune, repent some-
thing, warn against something, advise something or interdict
somebody from doing something, and so on, and so forth. It
is unthinkable to consider the proverb apart from such
pragmatic functions.

Unfortunately, paremiologists have so far only some vague
ideas of the functions of proverbs. Moreover, the proverb lies
just somewhere on the borderlands between language and
folklore, and shares its functions with both of them, and one
cannot say there is a notable agreement between the
conceptions of different authors on the func-tions of language
or folklore, neither is there a notable unity in the
terminology used by different authors who have written on
these matters.! We accept here a more simple and widespread

scale, namely the set of three degrees

statement — evaluation — prescription.?

We suppose, however, this scale should fit in with the
nature of the proverb, and it  |has, incidentally, the
virtues that it (a) operates with concepts general enough,
and (b) allows to consider the set of its subfunctions (or
functional aspects) as a unified system.

The functional aspects mentioned are in certain rela-

tionships with grammatical moods of the sentence. Hence the
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illusion may arise that proverbs can be classified functio-
nally straight on the ground of their "superficial" gram-
matical moods, so that the proverbs with stating
(designative, informative) function were represented with
indicative sentences, and those with normative (prescriptive,
evocative) function, respectively, with imperative
sentences.? This illusion, however, would be immediately
shattered against two complications:

(1) the evaluative (emotive, expressive) function has
no separate or distinct manifestation (or '"surface equi-
valent") in the shape of any grammatical mood;

(2) as affirmed by several authorities, every verbal
utterance fulfils not only one function, e.g. that corres-
ponding to its grammatical mood, but all its main functions
(or at least several different functions) sim.ultaneously;4
otherwise, a context-free proverb, like any other utterance,
is functionally indefinite.

It is 1likely unreasonable to imagine that +the proverb
could have its say about the matters which have no social
relevance or topicality, or in situations including no
alternatives, or that it could state something with entire
indifference, or put forward statements which let no stra-
tegic (prescriptive) advices or hints to be derived from
them. It also appears to be obvious that a proverb cannot
order, interdict, advise anything without qualifying
previously as good or bad (or axiologically irrelevant)
either the suggestable or forbiddable activity or attitude
itself or something linked to this activity or attitude,
e.g., its end, means, degree of intensity, speed, time,
place, etc.; and if the proverb puts forward appraisals,
these appraisals are, in turn, 1likely to be founded on some
cognized truths, laws and regularities (or current opinions,
beliefs or at least prejudices).

Let us take, for example, the common Estonian proverb Kes

kopikat ei korja, see rublat ei saa (literally: Who
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does not gather the copeck that will not get the rouble).

Superficially, this sentence is a pure statement. However,
we are not capable of describing its meaning to any extent
without taking into account the pragmatical "connotations"
and axiologic qualities of its main c-elements copeck and

rouble. Thus, we must immediately introduce the axiological

concept of 'good', reasonong roughly as follows: (1) 'the
copeck is money'; (2) 'the rouble is money'; (3) 'the money
is a good'; (4) 'the rouble is a greater denomination than
the copeck'; (5) 'the rouble is a greater good than the
copeck'. Hence we get the following description on the
stating-evaluative 1level: (6) 'who does not gather (spare)

a lesser good, that will not achieve a greater good';
further, the concept of 'good' can be specified, establish-
ing the opposition between its hedonic and wutilitarian
aspects: (7) 'not—gathering (squandering) is more pleasant’';
(8) 'gathering (sparing) is more wuseful'. The premises
mentioned enable us to give some interpretations on the
prescriptive level: (9) 'gather (spare) small goods' - i. e.
active '"real strategy"; (10) 'squander (do not gather) small
goods, but remember that then you must content youself with
your present state, desist from striving for a quali-
tatively higher state in some sense, etc.' - i.e. a passive
"pseudo-strategy". The description can be extended to some
thinkable ironical, axiologically "inverted" uses as well,
the meaning 'to strive for gathering' of the word to gather
being altered into 'to enable gathering' and the axiologic
qualifier 'evil' being substituted for the qualifier 'good'.
Then summarized description on the stating-evaluative level
might be 'who does not strive for/enable the accumulation
of the good/bad quantity in some pragmatically important
aspect, that reaches/avoids the 1leap to the desirable/un-
desirable quality (in some aspect bound with the previous
one) '.

Thus, it feels rational indeed to conceive each proverb



text as performing all the three functions mentioned simul-
taneously. On the other hand, the far- or deep-reaching
interpretations of such kind may often prove uncheckably
arbitrary and "concocted".

The functions under discussion could be arranged in a
certain natural way: statement — evaluation — pre-
scription. This arrangement reflects the general succession
of the stages of human cognition (cf. e.g. Lenin's well-
known formula: immediate (sensual) apprehension — abstract

thinking — practice). So, from the theoretical or gnosio-

logical point of view, the informative stage would be the
lowest, the evaluative stage the intermediate and the
prescriptive one the highest. It is interesting to note

that from the historical point, if we consider these modes

as the historical forms of presentation the information
serving the purpose of social regulation, the genetical
sequence of the stages appears to Dbe diametrically
opposite: according to J.A. Levada (1966:68-69) the histori-
cally lowest, in this respect, 1is Jjust the directly ex-
pressed norm, prescribing that the ancestors' practice and
customs be kept, and the highest is the informative form
where the addressee himself must draw conclusions from the
circumstances (facts, opinions, etc.) he was apprised of,
and behave accordingly. Anyhow, the stating and prescrip-
tive functions occupy extreme positions on our scale, and
at the same time they can be explicit as to their formal
manifestation. As a rule, the evaluative stage that lies
between the is, vice versa, formally implicit. The proverb
disposes of almost no formal devices for expressing its
attitudes towards its topics except the f-pattern

Better... than... and some other similar ones. Usually the

appraisal occurs implicitly, being hidden into the tropical
tissue of the sentence, or it can be 3judged of only by
extratextual para-factors in a concrete actualization, such

as the intonation and the facial expression of the speaker,
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his social, sexual and age characteristics, etc. The evalua-
tive aspect, on the other hand, plays a very important role
in the semantic structure of the proverb, for it is this
aspect that directly determines the implicit prescriptive
output in the proverbs with informative "surface function"
(or indicative mood). On the other hand, grasping the
evaluative "shades" and "nuances" of single 1lexical compo-
nents and syntagms of the proverbial sentence and Jjudging
of the evalutive total qualifier of the sentence as a
whole are the things often very troublesome to do, es-
pecially without any support from the contextual data, and
they cannot be done without a good deal of arbitrariness.
By the way, this complication is ill-natured in the sense
that it enables to assign to proverbs ad hoc Jjust such
convictions and attitudes the investigator is seeking for.

Let us give an example about the axicological ambiguity
of the proverbial trope. According to G.B. Milner, the
English and Scottish versions of the proverb Rolling

stones gather no moss have axiologically reverse meanings,

depending on different interpretation of the words rolling
and moss: (a) the English version: 'a restless, unstable,
wandering from place to place, etc., person gathers no money,
wealth, property, etec.'; (b) the Scottish version: 'an
active, keeping on the move, etc., person "gathers" no
staleness, stagnation, etc'.

The following is an example about the extratextual
factors. Let us take some proverbs about social inequality,

e.g., Kel vagi, sel voimus (literally: Who has the might

that has the power), Vaene on rikka roog (literally: The

poor is the rich's food) or any other. If the contextual

data are lacking, different investigators can conceive them
as expressing different sentiments and attitudes, such as:
(a) wvigorous social criticism, realizaton and exposure of
or protest against social unjustice and the power of money

in the class society; (b) sorrowful irony of working people



8

at their desperately difficult and hopeless social and
material status; (c) sentiments of resignation, non-resis-
tance, obedience, etc., implanted in the minds of work-
ing people by the ruling classes or springing from narrow-
-mindedness and conservatism of the peasantry itself; (d)
cynical self-justification of the exploiting classes, or
their attempts to show social inequality as natural,
inevitable and eternal, and so on. The texts under dis-
cussion can, on principle, express all the listed attitudes
and some others as well, but the c-elements might - power
and food have here a too neutral "timbre" to decide which
of these or other cases have or have not occurred actually
in oral tradition and how frequently.’

If we wuse N for denoting some material situation
concealed in a proverb with stating surface function, then,
depending on the actual presence/absence (truth-value) of N
and on its axiologic value (good/bad), 8 different prescrip-
tive outputs can be derived from it: (1) 'retain N'; (2)
'abolish N'; (3) 'attain N'; (4) 'avoid N'; (5)...(8) the
passive equivalents of them. ¢

Beyond the axiological aspect, the modal indefiniteness
of the proverb can manifest itself also in numerous other
forms. In subsequent, we shall briefly refer to some of
them.

A proverb with prescriptive surface function need not
be moulded into direct (imperative) order or interdiction;
it can be formed as a grammatical indicative as well, 1i.e.
as a formulation of a norm or ideal severed from the
concrete single addressee, by means of such words as must,

may, ought, cannot, etc., or their L-lingual or poetical

synonyms. But the text can lack even such deontic determi-
nants. In proverbs of many languages the word is and its
equivalents, also other copulae and the grammatical
indicative as such in general, can get, besides their wusual

meaning 'is actually', also meanings as 'must (be)', 'may



9

(be)', 'is allowed', etc., and is not (or the indicative
negation in general), respectively, need not only mean 'is
not actually', but also 'is interdicted', 'ought not', 'need

not (be)', and so forth.

It is quite plausible that the assignment of (either
informative or prescriptive) surface function influences
directly and thoroughly the course of further interpre-
tation, both on the functional deep 1levels and also while
considering the world outlook of the proverb (i.e. whether
we believe that there are reflections of either reality or
ideals in them) . Depending on the concrete content of the
c—-elements and the concrete actual setting, all the alter-
natives here can be implied, e.g.: (a) the reality not
belonging to standardization and regulation, or at least
practically not governed by norms and rules; (b) the norms
which are regularly kept to (i.e. the norms and/or the
reality); (c) the norms which exist, but are actually
regularly violated (i.e. the norms but not the reality).’

For example, the Estonian proverb Kelle leiba sa

s66d, selle laulu sa laulad (literally: Whose bread you eat,

the song of that you sing) could be received in several,

different from each other, functional variants, e.g.: (a)
'it inevitably turns out that...'; (b) you are constrai-
ned to "sing", even if you do not like it'; (c) 'try to
sham this '"singing" outwardly'; (d) try to suggest this

conformable attitude to yourself', and so on.
Sometimes it may remain questionable whether the gram-
matically indicative sentence ought to be interpreted as a

statement about some real fact(s) or as an epistemic

sentence, i.e. whether 'is really’, 'is known that...',
etc., or rather 'there is the opinion that...', 'it seems
that...', 'it feels that...', or whether the proverb allows

of both kinds of interpretation.
For example, in Estonian repertoire do occur lexically

and syntactically similar and, in all probability, also
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genetically connected sayings So66b vahe soodetu (literally:

Little eats that who is fed) and S66b palju soéodetav (lite-

rally: Much eats that who is being fed). However similar they

were, the first saying is obviously a statement about the
reality, whereas the second one states a certain opinion

(illusion, feeling). The sentence Oma tilk on parem kui

voora hulk (literally: One's own drop is better than other

man's plenty) makes both interpretations possible, whereas

Oma lapse s— ei haise, oma lapse kisa ei kuule (literally:

One's own child's faeces do not stink, one's own child's cry

is not heared (i.e. does not disturb, derange, etc.))

suggests mainly epistemic interpretation.

As a rule, a proverbial sentence 1leaves its "alethic
quantifier" unfixed: we cannot say precisely how strong
validity the proverb tries to assign to its norms and
statements. It feels, anyhow, inexpedient to impute to the
proverb ambitions of presenting any, say, truths with abso-
lute wvalidity, even if it includes such quantifying f£-

elements, as always, never, every, everyman, nobody, etc., or

some of their more poetical analogues.

Thus, the semantic indefiniteness of the proverb emb-
races also its functional or modal aspects and manifests
itself quite multiformly. If we mark with X the "material
information" ©presented, for instance, in the Estonian

proverb Sober sobra naha koorib (literally: The friend will

peel the friend's skin), this sentence as a potential may
get various concrete modal definitions, such as: (a) 'it
always turns out so that X'; (b) 'one must fear that X'; (c)

'it may happen that even X'; (d) 'unfortunately, it often
happens that X'; (e) 'it is natural that X'; (f) 'it is
generally known that X'; (g) 'there is the public opinion
that X', and so forth.
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2. The indefiniteness of the information-bearing

structure (actual division) of the proverb text.

G.L. Permyakov (1970:19; cf. also 1968a:26, 1968b:226) has
repeatedly put out the thesis that "mocmoBuisl M [OTOBOPKM

SIBJISIIOTCSI BHAaKaMMU CI/I'I‘Y&U;MIZ[ niaym onpeneJyieHHBIX OTHOWEeHUMN Mexngy

Bemammn". The concept of situation is somewhat ambiguous
here, and can be understood in several different senses,
e.g.:

(1) Situation means the semantic interrelations of the
words of the proverb text itself (taken as context-free),
these relations being described in such a degree of
generality that they cover the literal meaning of the text,
as well as all the conceivable transferred meanings of it.?

(2) Situation refers to this or that concrete (imme-
diately apprehensible or reproduced 1lingually) setting that
provokes actualizing of this or that proverb.10

(3) The author has not taken for requisite to dis-
tinguish the wvirtual situations presented in the content of
the proverb texts themselves from the situations actualizing
proverb texts, for he supposes that the proverb text can be
taken, 1in respect of the situation actualizing this text,
simply for a poetic copy, signifier or a description of it.

The last opinion, though implicitly shared by many
other paremiologists and phraseologists, seems to  be
thoroughly untenable. Let us put forward some imaginations
of antithetic character.

(1) The relations of proverb texts to the situations
actualizing them are not correlated 1:1, nor can they be
considered as relations of wvariants (i.e. texts) to in-
variants (i.e. situations); texts and situations are merely
roughly correlated. One and the same text (constant as to
its wording) can be used in many different situations and,

respectively, different persons can respond to one and the
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same situative '"provoker" with different proverbs, depend-
ing on which "irritant" from the complex of the situative
"irritants" the sender of the text topicalizes, how he
evaluates this topicalized component of the situation and
in what way he intends to comment it upon.

(2) For several reasons it is arguable whether the
semantic structure of a proverb text can be called
situation, even if taken apart from any actual context: (a)
situation seems to assume some static relationship, setting,
field of tension; proverb texts, on the contrary, are
sentences and the reception of them inevitably includes the
act of predication, i.e. inevitably represents a dynamic
process connected with, say, the moving of information; (b)
situation seems to require of its elements a certain
"scenic unity", belongingness to one and the same "universe",
but it is difficult to conceive anything concrete that could
be such a "space" or "frame" or "background system" inside
which the virtual proverb text could set up its situations;
(c) the point of view under discussion would leave the
specificity of proverbs among other signs of situations
unfixed, as at least '"situations" (if not events) may be
called referents of the most part of signs; (d) situation
hardly fits for 1labelling orders and interdictions, but
proverbs, as we know, have frequently just the impera-tive
form.

(3) Moreover, it is quite impossible to think of the

act of actualization of the proverb as simply of an act of

signifying or describing the situation, thanks the fact that
the proverb fulfils not only infomative, but also axio-
logic and deontic functions in human communication, 1i.e.
the proverbial actualization divides its context clearly
into past and future components and connects itself with
both of them. For example, the proverb can regard an ac-
tually given situation as an "input" and, proceeding from

that, predict some good or bad consequences, advise
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something, warn against something, etc. But it can also
take a real situation as an "output" and derive from it
retrospective suppositions about the causes of what has
happened, excuse some deed, reproach somebody, etc. Even if
we should restrict our analysis to the (indicative or
prescriptive) surface function only, the actual division of
the proverb text would remain indefinite, and each text
would have chances to be actualized in two principal ways,
opposite as to their information-bearing structure: (a)

prognostically, i.e. when the apprehension proceeds from

the nearest past (i.e. from the "situation") to the future,

from the existent to the possible, etc., and (b) retrospecti-

vely, when it proceeds from the nearest past to a more
remote one, from the known facts to the unknown ones, from
the effect to the cause, from the overt to the covert, etc.
Let us give now some examples to illustrate our theses on
the indefiniteness of the information-bearing structure of

the proverb.'!

Example 1.
Pime kana leiab vahel ka tera.
(literally: | The blind hen sometimes finds a grain too.)

<— syntagm (a) »>|¢«—— syntagm (b) ——>

Actualization 1. Somebody is being talked about, the

participants of the discourse having previously accepted the
general opinion that the person in question is clumsy,
incapable, inattentive, that his actions and undertakings
often tend to fail, and so on. Someone remarks that, despite
of this, the failure has made a new attempt, and finds
fault with it. Another person objects to it: "Don't say so,
the blind hen sometimes finds a grain too." - The actualiza-
tion is of prognostical type. At the 1level of indicative
surface function syntagm (a) presents the given component,
syntagm (b) is new. Further, the information goes on moving

in the sphere of the new, at deep function levels, roughly

so: (1) '"to find a grain" is good' — (2) 'being the "blind
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hen" is not a completely bad state' — (3) depending on

whether the actual addressee is the actual "blind hen" him-
self or somebody else, 'cheer up and go on attempting, you
can still "find the grain"', or, respectively, 'do not be
sure that he whom you usually regard as a "blind hen" cannot
"find a grain" in particulat cases’'.

Actualization 2. Somebody has succeeded in something, and

this happening is being discussed. Only one of the
communicants knows something nearer about the person being
talked about. The competent person comments: "Well, the
blind hen sometimes finds a grain too." - The actualization
is retrospective not in temporal sense, but in the sense
that here the apprehension proceeds from the overt to the
covert, from the single to the general. At the surface level
syntagm (b) is obviously given, while syntagm (a) is new,
e.g.: 'N. is a blind hen', and having interpreted blind hen,
we shall proceed at the evaluative deep function level: (1)

'N. in general is, after all, bad (incapable, clumsy)', and

hence the prescription — (2) 'do not think that N's

success was regular', and — (3) more general decisions
follow as to further attitude towards N.

Actualization 3. The '"grain" has still been "found",

and the participants of the discouse know it; they are also
fully aware of personal characteristics of the "finder" -
all this together constitutes the given information. The pro-
verb text in corpore is new, more exactly, the two connecting
operations: (1) "amplified" describing of this contradictory
and unexpected happening, the description being transferred
from the L-language to the P-language (this operation, of
course, takes place at each proverb actualization); (2)
carrying the single case under the general rule, resp.
certifying the general statement (i.e. proverb) through the
concrete happening against a concrete background, a certain
"here-you—are"-component that arises here. By the way, this

is the only type of actualization where the proverb text
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could be called, with more or less good reason, the "sign of
situation".

Actualization 4. The proverb is actualized at the abso-

lute beginning of the discourse, or it has nothing to do
with the concrete actual setting and/or topic of the con-
versation. Proverb-formed titles of literary works,
particulary those of plays can serve as examples of this
type of actualization; also proverb-formed introductions of
fables, occurring of proverbs in introductions of some folk
tales, the whole of the following plot serving as an
exhaustive "exegesis" or "endorsement" of the parable, etc.
In this case the proverb text as a whole is given, and the
information offered during the subsequent explaining
procedure constitutes the new.'?

Example 2.

Ara vanasse kaevu sulita, kui | uus valmis

pole.
(literally: | Don't | spit into the old well| if the new one

is not ready.)

«——— syntagm (a) ——> <—syntagm (b)—>

In this example we consider only two actualizations,
reverse as to their information-bearing structure.

Actualization 1. Somebody has the "new well half

done", and though he has no concrete intensions concerning
the "old well", someone warns him, just in case, with this
proverb. The addressee finds that his present performance or
state can nohow remind of "spitting", but the (metaphorical)
situation of "unfinished state of the new well" is quite
fitting to refer to the existent (real) situation - conse-
quently, syntagm (b) ought to be regarded as the given
information. Further, the addressee has to interpret the
metaphor in syntagm (a) to realize against which action he
had been warned. Thus, syntagm (a) is what carries the new
information on the surface function 1level. The following

procedures on the deep function 1levels should clear up how
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the given interdiction ensues from the given actual
situation, finding what actual referents the implied compo-
nents of the allegory (such as "water", "thirst", "drinking"
etc.) might have.

Actualization 2. Somebody shows disrespect for some-

thing or somebody "old" (past, former), or intends to break
off the intercourse with it (him), or to do away with it
(him), or to destroy it (him), etc. Doing so he is not
conscious of possible bad consequences of his behaviour,
and is admonished: "Don't spit into the old well if the new
one is not ready!" The given information contains in syntagm
(a) . Connecting the interdictive modal construction don't
with this syntagm introduces the first stage of the new
information. Thus, here the "rhematic" operations begin at
the prescriptive level. Further, here the operations on deep
function levels, motivating the interdiction received, must
also follow.

Example 3.

Parem kodu kooruke kui voorsil wvoileib.

(literally: | Better | a crust at home | than | bread and butter

in a foreign

place.)
< syntagm (a) — «—— syntagm (b) —
Depending on the concrete situation, either syntagm

(a) can be topicalized (e.g. 1if someone grumbles at the
scantiness of the "crust of home"), or syntagm (b) (e.g. if
someone's well-being in foreign parts has previously been
praised). The whole "material information" conveyed by the
text can be given as well, analogically to Actualization 3
in above Example 1. It must be rememberd, however, that
this proverb is one of those relatively rare specimens with
evaluative surface function, and deriving its deep
functions ought to proceed somehow otherwise, as compared
to the texts with '"normal" (indicative or prescriptive)

surface function; on principle, we can move here in two



17

different directions from the surface function level. Hence
considering the stages of moving of the new information at
deep function 1levels is connected here with complications
too.

Example 4.
The sentences A tree is known by its fruit and Lolli

tuntakse suurest naerust (literally: A fool is known by much

laughing) display a very similar surface structure, but differ
notably in the possibilities of their actual division. In the
first sentence, apparently, either of the c-elements tree and
fruit can perform the role of the given information, while in

the second one only much laughing can be topicalized.

Conceivably the difference is due to different interrelations
between the concrete c-elements in either case: between the
"tree" and the "fruit" a 1:1 relation seems to be presupposed,
while laughing fools constitute, obviously, only one of all
possible kinds of fools, and fool as such rather belongs to
the evaluative than to the stating modal 1level. Thus, the
reception of the proverb about the 1laughing fool would
proceed roughly so: on the surface function 1level much
laughing is given, fool is the new information (more exactly,
the predication 'the laugher is a fool'); the interpretation

moves ahead on the evaluative level: 'to be (regarded as) a
fool is ob-viously bad' — 'if being taken for a fool

results from much laughing, much laughing is bad too' — the
pre—-scription: 'do not laugh too much'.

In the few examples above we attempted to demonstrate
merely the indeterminacy of the information-bearing struc-
ture of the proverb text, without any ambitions to deal with
theoretical and methodical problems of the actual division
of proverb texts. We are fully aware that actually the
process of 1linking proverb texts with their contexts is a
notably more complicated process than the above examples

can show.!3
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3. Textual indefiniteness of the proverb

as a type.
There is an essential misconception which has

tenaciously reoccurred in the writings of several authors
up to the present moment. It is the point of view that pro-
verbs represent a sort of ""ready-made" utterances" which
"permit no extension or variation" (Lyons 1971:177) or
"cliches" with invariable wording which circulate "in the
once and for all fixed form" (see, e.g., Permyakov 1968a:9).
Obviously enough, conceptions of this kind can arise only
if the investigator has a relatively small number of texts
at his disposal, or if he works mainly at printed sources,
particularly with more ancient ones. These sources often
obtained their content not from the 1living oral tradition,
but, let wus borrow R. Abrahams's (1967:182) witticism,
"begged, borrowed and stole" it from other, still earlier
printed sources.

True enough, the normal shape of the proverb as proverb
type (in the sense put forward by the Finnish school) is
often relatively clearly identifiable, as compared to longer
and/or "not-formulary" folklore items, and its frequency in
the proverb type (either in the oral currency or among
archive texts) is often notably predominant, as compared to
other variants of the same proverb. The normal shape of a
proverb can mostly be fixed with full definiteness, 1i.e.
numerous real texts, identical among themselves, can be
considered as its perfect representatives, and we need not
combine it from fragments of many different wvariants (as in
the case of folk songs) or content ourselves with a normal
shape, textually indefinite altogether, that can be repre-
sented only at some "emic", metatextual level (as in the
case of folk tales).

The +variability of folklore ©pieces may not be so
universal, as the scholars of the Finnish school (and their

successors) have been used to think. In some genres of some
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peoples and cultures the possibly exact reproduction of
folklore texts can be seeked for, indeed (cf., e.g., Dundes
1964:23,24), but we have a good reason to think that the
folklore of cliches is a mere exception against a
background of varying folklore, and that the relation of
identity between the texts belonging to one and the same
proverb type is only a particular case against a background
of a far more usual relation of difference between them.

All the hitherto experience with any more extensive
archive material ought to convince us of the untenability
of the cliche-conception. If one would consider a sufficient
number of authentic proverb texts recorded from the oral
tradition, he could, in all probability, see anything but
cliches. The texts that, on the one hand, must surely be

taken for the representatives of one and the same proverb,

reveal, on the other hand, rich and multidimensional
variability: the vocabulary, syntactical constructions,
euphonic patterns - they all would proved to be varying

manifoldly.'*

The variability of proverb texts cannot be the
variability of their '"wording form" merely. V. Voigt
(1970b:126) notes: "Andert sich der Text eines Proverbium,
so andert sich natirlich auch dessen Bedeutung." In
connection with it we shall encounter with a range of
mutually interrelated problems, all of them linked with the
main question of how to distinguish the semantically
relevant differences between the proverb texts from the
semantically irrelevant ones.

(1) We would get a quite reasonable solution on
principle, but quite inapplicable practically, if we postu-
late that there are no semantically irrelevant differences
at all, i.e. every, however slight, alteration of the
wording of the text eo ipso brings about a shift of the
meaning of the text (though, may-be also minute). But

unfortunately or fortunately, up to now nobody has made any
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attempt to describe explicitly such semantic micro-
—differences, which exist, for instance, between sentences,

as A new broom sweeps clean and New brooms sweep clean, or

between Measure thrice and cut once and Score twice before

you cut once, or between There's many a slip 'tween the cup

and lip and Between the cup and the lip a morsel may slip,

or between Dogs that put up many hares kill none and If you

run after two hares, you will catch neither, etc.

(2) We might suppose, then, that there are no semantic
differences at all between the variants above, and come to
an agreement that only the texts coming from different
proverb types will be considered as differing in the
meaning, while whatever wording variants inside one and the
same proverb are regarded as irrelevant or remaining below
the 1level of susceptibility of our distinctions. However,
this settlement would grant us only a partial success. Just

the concept of proverb type itself is the peg on which

several specific complications hang. To divide some corpus
of proverb texts into sets of variants of different proverb
types (or to select from it all variants of a certain
proverb type, or to decide whether two texts are
representatives of one and the same proverb type or of
different ones, etc.) we can utilize the criterion, put
forward by M. Kuusi (1966:98; cf. also 1963:340): "Wenn zwei
Sprichworter die gleiche 1Idee und den gleichen Baukern
aufweisen, bilden sie Varianten desselben Sprichworts".
There is no reason to call this criterion in question, for
it corresponds to our intuitive imaginations about the
"variants of one and the same proverb" in every respect.
Nevertheless, if we should try to apply this criterion for
dividing a larger quantum of texts, there would remain a
considerable number of cases we could not firmly judge of.
The main cause of this trouble does not lie in the too im-
pressionistic formulation of the basic initial concepts of

idea and kernel, but in the fact some borderlines between
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different proverb types are actually very clearcut and
others very vague. The semantic space is "covered" or "ful-
filled" with proverbial sentences very unequally. In
"densely populated"” districts the tradition may have
looked up and realized all the possibilities for expressing
some concept or idea so thoroughly that 1literally all
thinkable 1lexical and grammatical manifestations of that
concept or idea occur in recorded texts already.'®
Therefore, we may expect that while considering a suffic-
iently large corpus of archive texts, one will have quite
frequently to do with very capacious "organic molecules"
(or the so-called type—-groups or type—-families) embracing
several different "type nuclei", instead of clearly distinct
proverb types. Taken separately, the most typical texts
coming from different nuclei might be regarded as repre-
sentatives of different proverbs without doubt, but, on
the other hand, these nuclei are bridged with each other by
means of a set of variants which can be arranged in such a
way that the transition from one nucleus to the other
proceeds fluently, step by step, and we cannot show
precisely where the wording differences of variants of one
and the same proverb Jjust turn into differences between
(the wvariants of) different proverbs. Consequently, it is
impossible to formulate the nomenclature of semantically
relevant (i.e. '"intertypological") differences of texts,
clearly distinct from that of semantically irrelevant (i.e.
"intratypological") differences, as the typological
interrelation of two or more proverb variants is determined
not only by the "absoute quantity" of their (semantic or
formal) differences, but also by the proverbial environment
or background against which the comparable texts occur and

against which they must be considered.

Notes.

1. For functions of folklore see, e.g., in Bascom 1954; a
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comprehensive review of the functions of language and of
conceptions concerning them can be found in Robinson 1972.
The functions of the proverb, as well as those of folklore
in general, have been conceived mostly as appearing in a
more general social and cultural context. The present
writing, on the contrary, intends to focuse Jjust on the
communicative functions of the proverb, closely linked with
its actual (vs. virtual) aspect. Thus, our concept of the

proverbial function differs greatly from the meaning of this

term as understood by some other authors (cf., e.g., Voigt
1970a, 1970b; Szemerkényi & Voigt 1970; Jason 1971 etc.).
This triad might be paralleled with some other scales and
opinions, more or less analogous to it.

(1) V.I. Lenin's (1969:152-153) famous formulation of the
dialectical way of cognition: "Or xmMBOTrO CcoBepuanmss k abcr-

PaKTHOMY MBIUIEHMIO M OT Hee K IIpaKTuke...".

(2) A. Taylor's (1965:7) statement: the proverb "summarizes

a situation, passes a Jjudgement, or offers a course of
action" /Underlining mine. A.K./.

(3) The well-known triplet of the functions of language,
elaborated by K. Biuhler (1933): the so-called aspects of the
first, second and third persons. The same aspects have been
presented by R. Jakobson (1960:353ff.) as the principal
functions among his so-called six basic aspects of language,
i.e. (a) the referential (or denotative, or cognitive)
function, focused on the context (the "aspect of the third
person"); (b) the emotive (or expressive) function, focused
on the addresser (the "aspect of the first person"); (c) the
conative function, focused on the addressee (the "aspect of
the second person").

(4) Section B ("task area: attempted answers") in R.F.
Bales's classification of the functions of verbal acts,
characterizing the interactions in problem-solving groups,
and namely: a verbal act (in its 6th function) '"gives

orientation, information, repeats, clarifies, confirms"; it
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"gives opinion, evaluation, analysis, expresses feeling,
wish" (the 5th function); it "gives suggestion, direction,
implying autonomy for other" (the 4th function) (cited from
Robinson 1972:44).

(5) Ch. Morris's (1955:95-103) kinds of pragmatic signs;

designator, appraisor and prescriptor.

(6) The branches of 1logic, incl. the two more developed
branches of modal 1logic: (a) "ordinary" (propositional)
logic that considers statements from the point of view of

their truth-value; (b) axiologic 1logic that is concerned

with appraisals and operates with the categories of good,

bad, indifferent, better than, worse than, etc.; (¢) deontic

logic that deals with problems of norms, orders, interdic-

tions, permissibility, etc.

Just these two modalities, the stating and the prescriptive,
have been noticed, incidentally, by H. Jason (1971:618) who
calls them "two ways.... in which the proverb brings its
intentions to the listener".

See, e.g., in Jakobson 1960:353; Ivin 1970:12; Halliday
1970:144; Robinson 1972:52. It is of no moment here that
Halliday's and Robinson's nomenclatures of functions
themselves are different from that wused in the present
paper.

The complications ensuing from the axiologic indefiniteness
of proverbs, e.g. their thematical ambiguity, have been
formerly noticed by V. Kafarov (1967:13) : "CkaxeM, HDOCJIOBMIA
"obowkreT BeCk MMP MIJIa, a caMa ToJasM-roja" Morsa 6m nonacTb
B PaSBHEE paSpensl: OHa NPOBBYYMT KakK xajnoba B ycTax paboTHMKa
M KakKk HacMellka B yCTax TyHesgua, 6yAydYmMm CKaBaHHOM B OCyXAe—
HME HENPaKTUYHOCTM M OTCYTCTBUS CMETIMBOCTM, OYyTHIIACkL OH B
pasmene "yM — rmaynocTh". OHa CBMAETENLCTBYET TakKXe O TpPyHo—
nobuu, HO B MNEepPBYKW oOuYepens — O COLMANBHOM HeCHpaBenau-—
BoCcTM. ..".

For analogical variants, appearing at describing wishes,

see in Ivin 1970:124.
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To illustrate such kind of branchings, let us consider, e.g.

H. Jason's (1971:621) example Father and mother are as guests

in this world. Jason comments upon this text as follows:

"This metaphor can have two contradicting meanings: a) as
the parents will soon leave this world, use the opportunity
to take care of them as long as they are with you; or the
opposite: b) if parents are burden to you, don't worry.
They will die soon anyway." As to the present example, the
meaning of "two contradictory meanings" might be somewhat
specified. On the stating (i.e. surface function) level both
interpretations obviously give identical results: 'the
parents will soon die' or something similar. All the con-
tradictions come in Jjust on the evaluative level: inter-
pretation (a) proceeds from the presupposition 'the death
of the parents would be bad (because...)', while inter-
pretation (b) proceeds from that 'their death would be good
(because they are a Dburden)'. Correspondingly, the
prescriptions must also be different.

For the ambiguity of the term norm in ethics ('reality' or
'ideal' or 'frame') see in Arhangelskij 1968:83; Kon
1967:146,215; Uledov 1968:88.

The well-known story about Mens sana in corpore sano

provides a good historical example of this kind of in-
definiteness.

The way of forming and titling the logico-thematical groups
in Permyakov's logico-semiotical proverb classification
itself makes this interpretation possible. For example, in
the texts included into the logico-thematical group "Beusn
M ee MNpOTHMBOIONOXKHOCTBR", three semantic components are
distinguished: (1) the thing; (2) its opposite; (3) their
interrelation, formulated here as 'co-existence/non-co-

—-existence'. Thus, e.g. the sentence I'me cMex, TaM M cyjess

gets the description 'Bcsakasi Bems CymecTByeT BMecTe (B
€IMHCTBE) CO CBOEM NPOTUBOIOJIOKHOCTBI M HE MOXEeT CYWeCTBO—

BaTer 6es Hee', and the sentence T'gme npmubGimib, TaM HeET
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y6bTrka, respectively, the description 'Humkakass Bemp He
MOXeT CylieCTBOBaTE BMecTe (B eIMHCTBE) CO CBOEeM MNpOTHMBO-—
[IOJIOKHOCTRIO; TOoe Beupb, TaM HET ee MNPOTHBOIOJOXHOCTHM'

(see Permyakov 1968a:202,205).

Cf., e.g., the subsequent passage: "Eciu, gonycTmuM, pedub
nmgeTr O KaxkMM—HMOyIOE: HeOoJNbWOM (IO POCTY MIM IO BOBpacry),
HO XoOpoumeM M YMHOM dYeJIOBEeKe, ONBNTHOM K yMeJnoM paboTHuMKe,
MBI TYT € BCIOMHMM nocioBuuy "Man BSojmoTHMK, 5na pgopor"
/..../ VHaue TOBOpPs, MH mNOAGMpPaeM KIMle NO XapaKTepy
curyauun" (Permyakov 1968a:26; cf. also 1970:19).

All the methods appearing under the common denominator

actual division of sentence may be divided into two

principal approaches.

(1) The "theme - rheme"-division which is being carried out

on the ground of the semantic and syntactic structure of
the sentence itself, without regard to any concrete context.

(2) The '"properly actual" division which is by all

means a context-bound procedure and takes into account the
actual information-bearing structure of a sentence in a
certain concrete actualization. D.L. Bolinger (1952) terms

the components of this type of division material information

and actual information, P.Adamec (1966:20-22), respectively,

ocHoBa and spgpo, and M. Halliday (1970:162ff.) given (in-

formation) and new (information). If we have to do with

proverbs, the latter approach seems to be considerably more
expedient, and we shall accept it when considering the
examples below (though all the situations described are
fictitious).

It might be referred, e.g., to the following points.
(1) The information conveyed by a proverb is not an absolute
and unchangeable "thing in itself"; here at least two as-
pects must be distinguished: (a) the "sender's aspect", or
the intended result, and (b) the "receiver's aspect", or the
actually received result. These aspects need not coincide

(and, practically, they often do not): the receiver need
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not realize correctly to whom the saying had been directed;
he need not understand the proverb in the same way as it
had been intended by the sender; even if he grasps the
sender's intentions adequately, he need not believe the
assertion (conclusion, prediction) presented by the sender,
or need not agree with the sender's appraisal, or he may
draw from what was said @prescriptive consequences
altogether different from those sought by the sender, etc.
(2) The information-bearing structure of a proverbial
actualization depends greatly on the concrete relationships
of the communicants with the concrete denotates of the
c—elements of the text (e.g. with the actual "dramatis
personae" of the text).
(3) There are no strict borderlines between the
communicative scene and the more general social and cultural
context in which those scenes appear.

13. Cf., in this connection, V. Mathesius's (1947) and J. Fir-
bas's (1966) reasonings about the beginning sentences of

folk tales, such as Byl jadnou jeden kral, etc.

14. For a telling example about the abundance of syntactical
and modal transforms the variability of proverbs displays,
see in Kuusi 1967:75-80.

15. It is not without interest to note that something analogous
is wvalid, evidently, for the language as such in general.
H. Oim (1971:207-208) writes: "... it is not exact to conceive
the semantic structure of language as a "network" of evenly
dismembered connections. Language turns out to be struc-
tured in certain directions or districts in a notably
stronger way than in other ones. On certain topics a more
detailed, a more refinedly dismembered communication seems

to be possible than on other topics."
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PesoMe.

1. MogpanpHass (byHKUMOHANBHASI, NOparMaTHUuYecKasi) Heonpeje-

JIEHHOCTL. B noBcegHeBHOM YyHOTPEeO6IEeHMM NOCJIOBMIBI, KakK IIPaBuio,
MCIONBBYITCHA &OJisi NPpaKTUYeCKMX (IparMaTHMdYecKMX) LeJel: OHM MUC—
HNONBBYITCA [MAiA LOoKasBaTeJbCTBa WMIM IIpeAcKasBSaHuMs, B HUX MLYT
onpaBAaHUS WIM MSBMHEHMSI, C KX [NOMOUBI YTEeNalnT WIXM YyOpeKaioT,
npeniaraT WiIM HOpPpeaynpexmanT M T.n. Bolee TouHOe mnpexncTaBie-—
HMe o OGYHKIUMSIX I[IOCJIOBMIL IIOKa OTCyTCcTByeT. IlocnoBuuia, Haxogsi—
masica Ha TrpaHune oOGonbkiIopa M sS8HKa, O6eByCJIOBHO pasjpenseT CBOM
byHKIMM C KaxXOEM M3 HMX, OIOHAKO, M O GYHKUMaAX QoyekIIOpPa M SABHI-
Ka eme He BHPaboTaHO €AMHOI'O MHEHMS U TEePMMHOJIOTMM XLJIS MX ONN-—
caHuss. B pabBore axkumenTmpyercsa 6ojiee mnpocTas u Hamubojiee pac-
npocrpaHeHHasi wkana: YTBEPKIEHWE — OIEHKA — IIPENINMCAHMUE.
HasBaHHEEe O(QYHKUMOHANBHEE AacCIeKTH MMEeT HEeKOTOPYyK POACT—
BEeHHYK CBfSBE C TI'PaMMaTHMYECKMMM HAKJIOHEHUSAMM MPEAJIONKEHMUM .
OpmHaKO, He CTOMT I[oJjlaraThk, UYTO IIOCJIOBMIE MOXHO OGYHKIMOHAJNBL—
HO KJaccupmiumpoBaTk MNPSMO Ha OCHOBE MX I'PaMMaTUYECKMX HaK-—
JIOHEHMM, T.K. (a) Yy >BajloaTMBHOM (MJIM 5SMOTMBHOM, SKCHOpec-—
cuBHOM) OGyHKUMM OTCyTCTByeT cCo6CTBeHHass MaHudpecraumss ("no-
BEPXHOCTHEI SKBMBAJIeHT") B BuIe I'PaMMaAaTHUYECKOT'O HAKJIOHEHUS;
(6) Kaxpoe BepbanbHOE BHCKaSBHBaHME OOHOBPEMEHHO BHIIOJHSAST
HECKOJIBKO paBHHX OQyHKIMM, T.e. M OeCKOHTEeKCTHasl I[OCJIOBMILA
ABJISIETCH (QYHKIMOHAJNBLHO HEONPEeAeJIeHHOM. HepasyMHO moJsiarars,
4YTO TIOCJNOBMIIA MorJyia OB BaTparMBaTh TEeME, KOTOPHE JIMIIEHE!
KMBHEHHOT'O BSHAYEHMS M aKTYalbHOCTM, WMIM COAEpPXaATh yTBEepPXAe—
HUsI, KOTOpPHEe Henb3sa O6mulo 6 NepeBecTM B CTpaTermdecKkue pe-
koMeHmauuu. C QOpPyroM CTOPOHE, €CJIM B MOCJIOBHMIE HEYTO Npen—
INMCHBaeTCs WIM BalpelaeTrcsi, 2STO BHAYMT, YTO B Hel BapaHee
OOJIXHO OHTBE CKBaAIMPUMUMPOBAHO Kak xopomwee / mjuoxoe mbo camo
npexnaraeMoe / BamnpemaeMoe HeNCTBMe, JMUMOBO0 YTO-TO CBSBaHHOE C
STMM, HanopuMMep, e€ero uenb, CPEeICTBO, CTeNneHb WMHTEHCHMBHOCTH,
TeMn, BpeMsi, MeCTO, M T.IN.; STHU OLeHKM B CBOK OuYepenb HOJIKHEI
OCHOBHBATBCH Ha KAaKMX—-TO YSBHAHHEX MCTMHAX M BaKOHOMEPHOCTHX

UIM XOTss OB Ha OHTYUMXCS IIOJIOXKEHUSIX U npegpaccygkax. (Onsz
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MANIOCTPaLMM [OPUMBOAUTCS XOL MHTEepnpeTanumMmM SCTOHCKOM [OCJIOBMIIE
"Kes kopikat ei korja, see rublat ei saa" dyepes Bce Tpu
byHKIMOHANBEHEIE YPOBHM. )

BrmreynoMsiHyTEEe OGYHKIMM MOXHO HEKOTOPHM ECTEeCTBEHHEHM O6-—
pasoM YyHnopsifoOYMTh : yTBEepXIeHMe —> OLeHKa —> MNpeanmMcaHue.
STOoT NOPSANOK oOTpaxaeT oOOIyKon NOCIeAOBaATEeJNLHOCTE CTyNeHeN uYe-—
JIOBEYECKOT'O MNoBHaHMsz (cp. wusBecTHy®w ¢opmyny JleHmMHa: dYyBCT—
BeHHOe Bocnpusitme — abcTpakTHoOe MmmIeHMe — npakTuka). C

Teopewmuecxoﬁ MUIM THOCEOJIOTMYECKOM TOUYKM SpeHnsa MHQOpMa'I‘MB—

Hasl CTyNeHb SBJSIeTCs, TakKkmuMM o6paBoM, CaMOM HMBKOM, SBajoa-—
TMBHAsI — CpefHel U IMPeCKpUMNTMBHAsT — BHCWEM. VHTEepecHO oTMe-

TUTB, YTO C MCTOPMUYECKOM TOYKM BpeHMsI, paccMaTpuBass STH

cTyneHuM Kak GopMel mnpexcraBieHust MHOopMaumMmM, CayxawWen LeasaM
COLMaNBbHOM pPeryJsaluy, WX eCTEeCTBEHHHM TI'€HEeTUYECKHMM [OPSAAOK
npepcraBiasiercsas ob6paTHmM (cM. pa6orm 0.A. Jlemagms). Bo BcsikoM
cnydYae, yTBepXawlias M OPeCcKpuMONTMBHAsT OGYHKUMM SaHMMaOT Ha
HaWweM mWKajle KpalHee I[OJIOKEHME . o dopManeHOM MaHMbecTauVM

OHM MOI'YyT 6HITH SKCIINLIMTHEIMA . SpaJjsioaTMBHASI CTYIIeHb ’ KoTOopas

HaXOOUTCsT MexOy HuMMKM, KaK I[IPaBuiIO, BHpaXaeTCsd MWMIUIMIUUTHO, T.
€. OLeHKa CKpeTa B O6pas3HOM TKaHM TeKCTa wuiIm xe obpasyercs
TONBKO MNOA BJIMUAHMEM KOHTEKCTyalbHEX (akTopor. TakmMm o6pasomM,
sBaJIlOATHUBHAS CTyIeHb SIBJISIETCSI B ceMaTHUYeCKOM CTPyKType
IIOCJIOBMIEI, C ONHOM CTOPOHH, YpeSBHYaMHO CYWleCTBEeHHOM, T.K.
B acCCepTHMYEeCKHMX IIOCJIOBMIIAX OIeHKa CaMBM HEINOCPeICTBEHHHM 06—
pasoM omnpegensieT NPEeCKPUMITHMBHEM BHBOL. C AOpPyrol CTOPOHH,
ONOBHAHME 5SBAaJIVATHUBHEX OTTEHKOB JIEKCUUYECKMX KOMIIOHEHTOB IIOC-—
JIOBMIIEI, a TakKXe oIpelejieHye SBaJIOATUBHOM peByJlbTaHTH I[10CJIO—
BMUIE B LEJOM SBJSIETCS OYeHbL TPYHAHEM M I[OAYacC BechbMa OpoM3-—
BOJILHEIM .

(B mnocnepyomeM WMBJIOKEHMM MNPUBOIOSITCS MNIPMMEPH aKCHUOJIOTM—
YeCKOM HEeOIpPeHeJIeHHOCTM TeKCTa I[OCJIOBMIIE. )

Ecin o6osHaunTe O6yKBOM X HEKOTOPYKW CHMTyauuo, NOpeacTaB—
JIGHHYI0 yTBepXOaolel I[OCJIOBMUIEN, TO B BaBUCUMOCTM OT Hanmnuus /
orcyTcTBMA X M OT €€ aKCHMOJIOTMYEeCKOM HaIpaBJIEHHOCTM (XOpo-—

mee / ILUIOXOe), MOXHO BHHecCcTu 8 PAaBHEX I[NIPeCKPUIITUBHEX CJIencT-—
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But: (1) 'coxpamure X'; (2) 'mmxkeuagupoBare X'; (3) 'mocTur-
HyTe X'; (4) 'mckiounre X', m (5)...(8) - wux naccuBHEHE CO-
OTBEeTCTBUS .

MopanbHasi MHOEPMHMTHOCTE IIOCJIOBMIE MMEeeT MHOXecTBO bGopm
NIPOSABJIEHUS M BHE aKCHOJIOTMYECKOI'O acCIleKTa.

(1) IpeckpunTMBHasT no OGyHkuMM nocnoemuua He o6s3aTeNBLHO
OoJikHa OmTE oOdopMIIeHA B EBHMIAE MNPSIMOT'O IIpMKasa WMIM SanpeleHust
(mMnepaTnea) . OHa MoOxeT OHTBL oOdopMIEeHa M B BUAES USBABUTEIBLHOIO
HaKJIOHEHMSI, NNIpPM [OMOUM MONAaJBHHX CcJoB "Hapmo", "MoxHO", '"Henb-—
82" m T.n. HOo M »TM peOHTHUYECKME OIpenesIMTe]IM MOI'YyT OTCYTCT-—
BOBaTh B TekKcTe. CinoBa o60BHavawiye 535KBUCTEHIMAJIBLHYI MOnallb—
HOCTBL B MOCJIOBMUIIAX MOTYT NpMobpeTaTk M BHAUEHUsT 'HOJIKHO 6mTh' /
'sanpemeno', 'momycTmMo' / 'He crnemyer' m T.n. B BaBucMMOCTH
OT MCTOJIKOBAaHMSI I[IOBEPXHOCTHOM OQyHKuUMM kxak wMHPopMaTMBHOM WM
IPeCKPUITUBHOM KapOMHAJIBEHO BaBMCHUT [albHEMIIMIA XOH MHTepnpeTa-—
LMY [OCJIOBMIB Ha YPOBHE IJNyOMHHEIX OGYHKUMM, a Takxe 6osee o06-
Wwas MMPOBOSBSBpEeHUYecCKass MHTeplnpeTanmus TeKkcra (T.e. wmueM JM Msl

B TOM WMJIM WVMHOM BICKABBBAHMUM OTPAXEeHNS JIeﬁCTBMTeJIBHOC'I‘M ninn

npgeasnos) . B BsaBucmmMocTM OT KOHKPEeTHOI'O cConepXaHmsi C—3JIeMeH—

TOB M OT KOHKPETHOM MCXOIHOM CHUTyaluuu SOeCh BOSMOXHE BCe allb-—

TEepPHaATMBE, TaK MOTYyT I[OApasyMeBaThkCsi (a) HOelCTBUTENBLHOCTE,
He mojjexaiast HOPMMPOBAaHMI0O M peryjamupoeBke; (6) HOpPME, KOTO-—
PEHM DPEeryJjsipHO CJIeAyKT, T.e. HOPMH W/WMIM OEeMCTBUTEINBHOCTE;

(B) HOPMEI, KOTOPHE CYIWLECTBYIT, HO CHUCTeMaTHUYECKM HapymaloTCs,
T.e. HOPME, HO HEe OEeMCTBUTEJIBLHOCTH.

(2) HMHOrma oOCTaeTcss HEeSICHEM, CJefyeT M MHOUKATUMBHOE
IpenjioxeHne MHTEePNpeTHMpOBaTE KakK YTBEePXOeHMe O HEeKOTOPEHIX

pPealibHBIX (baxlrax, nmiamm xXe KakK 3SIoucreMmdeckKoe IMnIpeniioXxeHune (KaK

HanpuMep 'B QeNCTBUTENBHOCTHM ...', ' UBBECTHO, dYWTO ...' wMIm
%e 'moJjlarapT, 4YTO ...', 'kaxercss, Wro ...' M T.m.).
(3) B mnocrmoBHMuax, KaK OpPaBMiIO, OCTaeTCsI OTKPHTHM TaKxe

u "ajermdeckmr KBAHTOP'": MH He MOXEeM TOYHO ONpefeMTh, Ka-—

Kyl CTeleHb 06s3aTesIbHOCTM IIOCJIIOBMULIA IIpmuceamBaeT CBOMM HOP-—
MaM ¥ YTBEPXOEeHWUSIM. Bo BCcssKOM crayudae npencCTaelsieTCA Heele—

coo6pa31—1ma IIpuCBaMBATE IIOCJIOBUIIE IIpencCTaBJIeHUNe 06 abcodor-
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HOCTM YCTaHABIMBAaEMHIX €0 MCTMH, H[axXe eCciauM B HeM NOpUCYyTCTBY-
0T TakKuMe KBaHTOpPHIE O(->JIeMeHTH, xkaxk '"Bcerpga'", "unkorga'",
"Beszkumm", "kaxgemt", "HuMKTO" M T.I.

2. HeomnpeneneHHOCTL MHOOPMALMOHHOM CTPYKTYPH (axTyalb-—

HOT'O WJIEHeHUsI) INocCJoBuusl. B paborax TI.JI. IlepMsikoBa He pas

yTBepXOaeTCsi, |YTO 'NOCJIOBMIE M [OT'OBOPKM SIBJISIOTCSI BHaKaMm
CUTyaumuii WIM ONpeleJieHHEIX OTHOWEeHMM Mexny Bemammu". I[oHaTHe
"curyauumn" B 3STOM (GOPMYyIMPOBKE MOXHO IOHMMATEB [NO—PasBHOMY :
(1) "curyaumuss" obosHauaeT CeMaHTHnu4YeCcKue OTHOWEeHMST CJIOB,

BCTpeYaIMXCA B CaMOM TeKCcTe mnocuoBuus;; (2) "cumryammsa" yka-—

BHBaeT Ha KOHKPETHOE MaTepuanbHoe (MIM peudeBoOe) COCTOSIHuUE,
KOTOpOEe BHSHBaeT aKTyalauBaumio TOM MM JIPyTroi nociaoBuusl; (3)
yKasaHHEEe BHIIe BHaYeHMss 'cuTyaumm'" He CUMTaIM HeoOXOIOMMEIM
pasinyuaTk, T.K. DOJIarajlM, YTO I[OCJIOBMILYy MOXHO CYMTaThL I[IPOCTO
IIORTUYECKOM KoImey, o6O0BHadaolMM WM OIMCaHMEeM CHuTyaumum, KO-
TOopasi axTyalmsupoBajyia mnociyoeuny. IlocnenHee MHeHMe, OIHAaKO,
6ru10 6B COBEPUWEHHO HECOCTOSITENBHEIM. [loclnoBMIIa BHIIOJHAET B
YeJjIoBeYeCKOM OOmeHum He TOJBLKO KMHOOpMaATMBHYHO, HO M >SBaloa-
TUBHYI M [NPEeCKPMUMIOTUMBHY OQYHKIMIO. AKTyanms3alumsi MNOCJIOBUIE dYeT-—
KO pasjensieT KOHTEKCT Ha KOMIOHEHTH Ipousnoro mu O6yaymero mu
cBaABHBaeT cebsa Cc KaxgpM M3 HMX. [locnoBuia MoOXeT paccMaTpu-
BaTk AaKTyaJbHO [MOAHHYKH CHUTyaumio Kak "Bxox" M Ha OCHOBeE 3TOIO
npeyragsBaTk KakKMe-HuUMOYOB XopolMe MM IUJIOXMe peByabTaTh, Co-—
BeTOBaTHL dUYTO-HMOyOL, NOpenynpepuTes OT dYero-Hubyme m T.n. Ho
cuTyaumusi, HaHHAs B OEeMCTBUTEJNBHOCTM, MOXEeT pacCMaTpUBaATBECHA U
kak "BHXOL" M M3 STOrO MOI'yT OHTE BHBEIEHH BSaKJIOYEHMSI O IIpu-—
4YyHaAX I[OpOoMUCUIeAWeroco M T.O. YXe Ha YpPOBHE MHIMKATUBHOM WM
npeCKPUITHUBHOMI NOBEPXHOCTHOM byHxLIMM aKTyallIbHOE YJIeHeHVe
TEeKCTa M[OCJIOBMIEI OCTAEeTCSsI OTKPHTHM M B OOmeM Yy KaxZoro TeKC-—
Ta €CTh I[IePCHEeKTMBH aKTyaJlIuBMpPOBaATBCS [MABYMSI IIPOTHUBOIIOJIOXHEMMA

criocobamm: (a) INPOTHOCTHUYECKNM, I'Ie IIOBHaHMe OBUXEeTCsI OT He-—

IIOCPEeACTBEHHOI'O npousioro (T.e. MCXOJZHOM CHUTyauumu) B O6yaymee,

OT HEeMCTBUTEJNILHOTO K BOBMOXHOMY, M (6) PpeTpoCHeKTMBHO, I'he

IIOBHAHME OBMXETCSsI OT HEeNnoCpeaCTBEHHOI'O IpoujoIro K 6oryee pa-

JIeKOMY, OT WMBBECTHHX GakTOB K HEM3BECTHHM, oT ClelgCTemsi K
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ONpMUYMHE, OT OTKPHTOI'O K CKPHTOMY .
(B3aTeM mnpmBOAMTCST PsAn NPMMEPOB IJIsS MIIJIOCTPaLMM HeoIpe-—
OeJIeHHOCTM MHOOPMALIMOHHOM CTPYKTYPH IIOCJIOBMLIE. )

3. TekcToOBass HEONPEeIEeJIeHHOCTH I[OCJIOBMIE KaK Tuna. B na-

PEMMOJIOTMM PACHPOCTPAHEHO JIOKHOE IpeNCTaBJIeHMe, UYTO IIOCJIOBU-
bl SBJIAINTCH CBOEOOGPaBHEMM OKaMEHEeNHMM Kiulle, KOTOPHEe ynorpeb-—
JIAIOTCST B pa3 M HaBCerjga CJOXMBUIEMCSs M ycTomumBoM ¢dopme. Tako-
IO poja MNpeACTaBJIEHUMS MOTYT, BMAMMO, BOBHMKATB TOJNBKO TOI'—
Ja, Korjga B pPacCIOpPsKeHMM MCCIeAOBaTEeJIsI MMEeTCsI OTHOCHUTEJNBHO
Majioe KOJIUMYEeCTBO TEeKCTOB, u/muium eciaum OH paboTraeT TOJBKO C
NeYaTHEIMM MCTOYHMKAaMM, KOTOPHE YacTO He OTpaxanT O6CTOATeNLCTB
OEITOBaAHMS XMBOM Tpaguuumu. XOTsI M BapMAaTHMBHOCTE OGoJbkIOpa B
OEeMCTBUTENBEHOCTM He SBJISIETCS CTOJIBb YHMBEpPCAJIbHOM, KaK 3TO Ka-—
BaJIoCk NpPEeACTaBUTENsIM (MHCKOM WKOJE, BCe Xe€ BeCh HaKOIIJIEHHHI
OIBIT aHaJNM3a apXMBHOI'O MaTepualsla ybexmaeT Hac B TOM, UYTO Hpen—
CTaBJIEHME O IMOCJOBMIIAX KaK KJIMIIe SBJISETCS COBEPUIEHHO HEeCOCTOS—
TEeJILHEIM: TEKCTH, BXOIsME B OAMH TMUII, BapbUMPYKHOTCS Kak B ILJIaHe
JIGKCMKM, TaK M B IUIaHE CHMHTAKCHuca 1 SBOOHMKM.

BapmnabiBHOCTE MOCJIOBUYHEIX TEKCTOB He MOXeT OHTEh JMUL Ba-—
puabapHOCTBEI GOPMEI: MBMEHEHMSIM B IUJIaHE BHPAaXEeHMs TaK WMIM MHaA-
Ye CONyTCTBYKHT M3MEHEHMsI B IUlaHe comepxaHmusi. TakuM obBpasoM, Le-—
JEMI pPsn HOpob6leM cocpemoTauMBaeTCsT BOKPYyI' Bompoca: KaK pasan-
YaThk CEeMaHTHMYEeCKM CYUleCTBEHHEEe OTJIMUMS MeXAy TeKCTaMM  IOCJIOo-
BUL, OT CEeMaHTMYECKM HEeCYIeCTBEHHHX. B nNpuHIUMIEe paBSyMHOe, HO
ONpaKTUYECKM HENpMeMJIeMOe pelleHMe MBI NOJydmiayu OB, IOCTYJIMPOBAaB,
YTO CEeMaHTHMYECKM HEpEeJIeBaHTHHX paBJnuMii BOBCE He CYUWeCTBYeT:
II0OKa elle HMKTO He cyMen (ma M He IOHTaJICS) SKCIUNIMUIMUTHO ONMcaThb
CeMaHTHMYECKMEe MUKPOPpaBIMuMsi, KOTOPHE WMMEITCS y OYeHbL OIMBKUX,
HO He TIOJIHOCTBI0 COBMNaJalIMXCsA TEKCTOBHX BapMaHTOB I[OCJIOBMI].
MOXHO YCJIOBMTBCSI, YTO pPasBHHE I[OCJOBMIE! (T.e. TEeKCTH, NpeAcTaB-—
JdImye PasHbe THUIE [OCJIOBMIL) SIBJIAITCS CEMaHTUYECKM PpaBJIMYHEIMU,
a BapMaHTH OJHOM M TOM XK€ MOCJIOBMUE — COBNAjalT MIM, BO BCH—
KOM cCJydae, PpasjJuMyYalnTCss JMUBL HeSHauuTelbHO. Ho M 3TO pemeHue
Bonpoca o6ecneumisio 6B TONBKO YAaCTMYHBM YCIeX, T.K. MHOTO TPyXI—

HOCTEe) CBSI3aHO C CaMMM IIOHSITMEM THIla [OCJOBMUE. [Hns onpenene—
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HUA onno/pasnowmnnocwm TeKCTOB IIOCJIOBML], MOXHO IIOJILBOBATHECH,

HampuMep, KpuUTepMeM MIEMHOI'O M sAJepHoro ToxmecrBa M. Kyycwm.

XoTss STOT Icpwrepuﬁ n sBJIA€TCHA CaMbBIM KOPPEeKTHBEM Ccpeagm CcxXon—
HEIX, BCe Xe Ip¥M I[IpPpMMeHEeHUN K 6oJBWIOMYy UYMCJIYy TEeKCTOB OH OC-—
TaBJsieT MHOI'O CJIy4Yaee HeoIllpedeJIeHHBMN. T'naBHOMN an‘iMHOf;I AB—

JIsieTCsA He CTOJIBKO MMIIPEeCCMOHNCTCKAas QOPMYJ'H/IPOBK& OCHOBHBIX

noussTum "upea" wm "sgpo", CKOJIBKO TO, UYTO TPaHMUIE MeXAy THu—
naMmM IOCJIOBML, B HEMCTBUTENBLHOCTM MHOI'ZA OYeHb dYeTKue, a
MHOINT'a — OuYeHL pacmusBuaTie. CeMaHTHMYECKOE MPOCTPaHCTBO Ha-—

IIOJIHEHO IMOCJNOBMIIAMM OYeHBL HEPOBHO. B Haubomnee "TecHo Bace-
JIeHHHIX" MecTax MOTryT OHTE peaNms30BaH BCEe BOBMOXHOCTM IJs
BEHPAX€HMSI HEKOTOPHX MIOEM WM I[IOHSTMM HACTOJBKO IIOJIHO, dYTO,
NpaKkTU4YeCcKH, BCe BOSMOXHEE JIeKCUMYECKME K I'pPaMMaTHUYeCKMue
CpencBa BHPAXEHUST DSTUX UIEM WUIM [IOHATUM BCTPEYANTCA MU B
peanbHO BadMKCHMPOBaHHEIX TeKCTax. B [AocTaToOYHO O6OJBIWIOM apXmMB-—
HOM KOpIyCe TEeKCTOB HaM YacCTO NPpMXOAUTCS BMEeCTe dYeTKO pasin-
YamomMxXCsl TUIOB IIOCJIOBMI, MMETEB [MAeJIO C OO6meMHiMM '"opraHmue-—
CKMMM MOJIEKyJIaMMK'", KOTOPHE OXBaTHBAaKWT HECKOJIBKO SsIep PaSHHX
TUIIOBE. 3TM sOpa CBSSHBaKOTCS I[IOCPEACTEOM BapMaHTOB, IIOCJIeno-—
BaTeNBLHOCTE KOTOPBIX MOXHO OmUIO 6B YHNOPHOOYMTE TakmMM obpasoM,
4yTOOH Iepexon OT OJRHOTO HAgpa K JAPYTOMy MNpoMcxoamn OB IO CTy-—
neHssM. B cuny »TOoro HeNbSs TOYHO yKaBaTh, I'Jile pPalBIMuus Mex-—
Ay BapMaHTaMM OQNHOM M TOM Xe I[IOCJIOBMIB I[epepacTanT B paBiau-—
uMsi MexXIy BapMaHTaMM pPaSHHX [nocnoeul,. CrnemoBaTeNbHO, OKaBh-
BaeTCsI HEBOSBMOXHIM cbopMyIMpoOEBaTE OINPEeIeJIeHHYIH HOMEHKJIATYPY
MEXTHUIIOBEHIX TEKCTOBHX PpalBiauumMii, KOTOopasl YeTKO OTIAeNnsjack Obl
OT HOMEHKJIaTyph BHYTPMTMUIIOBHX PpPasJMYMMi, T.K. TUIOJOTMYECKMUE
COOTHOUWEHNSI TEeKCTOB IIOCJIOBUL, ONPEemeNsaiTCsa He TOJNBLKO abcosor—
HOM BEeIMYMHOM STHUX PaBaMuMi, HO M I[OCJIOBUYHEM OKPYXEeHMEM

(mmm poHOM), Ha KOTOPOM BTHM PaABANUUT OOHAPYXMBAKTCSH .
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