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Cultural semiotics and culture

Peeter Torop

At the end of 1998, in Tartu University, there was the celebration of
the 25th anniversary of “Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures”
that was first published in 1973, both in Russian and English. Its title
contains a specification: “As Applied to Slavic Texts” (Eng 1973).

Less than a year before his death J. Lotman independently wrote
“Theses on the Semiotics of Russian Culture” (Lotman 1994) in
which Lotman connects semiotic study of Russian culture with two
tendencies. On the one hand, a researcher bases his work on the best
means of contemporary cultural semiotics that help to describe Rus-
sian culture. The foundation of the second approach is the dissatisfac-
tion with contemporary “semiotic culturology”, and new impulses
from the material of Russian culture to search for new methods. Lot-
man identifies himself exactly with the second approach, hoping to
enrich the methodology of cultural semiotics through the material of
Russian culture: “the dynamism, instability and permanent inner con-
trariness turn it into a certain historical and theoretical polygon ...”
(Lotman 1994: 407).

Theorizing in material has been important also for J. Lotman and
members of the Tartu-Moscow semiotic school created by him, but
this certainly did not exclude dealing with general theoretical prob-
lems. However, this detail helps to understand the development of
scientific metalanguage where, in the case of J. Lotman, one can first
talk about semiotization of philological terms and addition of general
semiotic concepts (later also those of other disciplines). In this way
the concept of language was complemented by the terms of code and
system. At analyses of texts, F. de Saussure’s langue was only signi-
fier of a system, because language is realized in text as a code that is
derived from the pragmatics of the text. But as a code it equates to
Saussure’s term of speech (parole). Text, as a term, was originally just
speech registered by writing, but as an object of research it obtained
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possessing structure, and being framed; the characteristics also include
the coherence or regularity of connections between elements and
levels, and coherence in the unity of the beginning and the end. As
terms, language and text dropped into wider field of meaning,
neighboring the notions of model and modeling system. In his theses
“Art among Modeling Systems” Lotman defined model through the
analogue of an object perceived and the language of a modeling
system or the notion of analogue of language. Correspondingly he
used the notion of secondary modeling system to describe the func-
tioning mechanisms of systems using natural language as material
(Lotman 1990: 8-9). In the framework of this treatment, the status of a
secondary modeling system is obtained by poetic language in relation
to written language, or the language of pictorial arts in relation to the
language of consciousness, i.e. natural language into which it is
translatable or by which it is describable. According to this logic,
natural language is the primary modeling system in relation to reality,
and the secondary modeling system, as a language of description,
relates to all other languages of art and in wider sense languages of
culture (mythology, religion, behavioral norms, etc.). This was in-
dulged in polemics by those semioticians for whom also prelingual or
simply non-verbal communication, for example in the case of children
and animals, was important. In this way T. A. Sebeok, a founder of
zoosemiotics, has stated that natural language is, in ordinary usage, a
secondary modeling system and is thus tertiary as a language of
description (Sebeok 1989: 33-34).

Lotman’s original logocentrism is only a parallel to those trends
that seek for boundaries of semiotics, departing not from the semiotics
of Ch. S. Peirce or Ch. W. Morris, but from the semiology of
F. de Saussure. Therefore, R. Jakobson’s vision of semiotics as a con-
centric circle that signifies investigation of communication through all
types of messages is also convenient for Lotman. In this circle there is
a smaller circle that signifies study of communication through speech
messages and in which linguistics is engaged. Linguistics and semiot-
ics, in turn, belong to a wider circle in which there forms a general
science of communication and which, in his opinion, is directed by
social anthropology, sociology and economics (Jakobson 1985: 320-
321).

The relationship of linguistics and semiotics has given U. Eco a
reason to demonstrate evolution from Saussure to Jakobson through
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change in the treatment of the code. While Saussure speaks of linguis-
tic code, Jakobson connects the notion of code with the correlation
between elements of two different systems, and keeps in mind semi-
otic systems in both broader and narrower perspective in the face of
codes and subcodes. Thus Eco admires also Jakobson’s ability to
bring semiotics into linguistics, not just the ability to distinguish
between extralinguistic codes (Eco 1977: 48-49).

Eco’s own semiotics as symbiosis of the theory of sign generation
and the theory of code is definitely a continuation of this trend. In a
later foreword to J. Lotman’s book “Universe of the Mind”, Eco also
saw (Eco 1990) Lotman’s evolution through this problematics. First
he fixed Lotman’s original state in the question: “Reconstruction of
cultural code does not mean explanation of all phenomena of the
given culture, but it rather enables us to explain why this culture has
created these phenomena” (Eco 1994: 600). Eco viewed Lotman’s
extralinguistic attitude to the code as leaving borders of structuralism:
“Lotman still understood that looking at text as a message produced
on the basis of linguistic code is not at all the same as viewing the text
(or set of cultural texts) as a code. Because he was aware of the fact
that there is no historical period with one cultural code (although the
modelhood constructed can be efficient abstraction), and that in every
culture diverse codes exist simultaneously. /.../ In the course of his
studies Lotman still reached the conclusion that a code identified in
culture is much more complicated than the one that can be identified
in language, and his analyses became more and more witty and ob-
tained the background of bright and complicated historical know-
ledge” (Eco 1994: 600-601). Lotman’s works of the last decade
depart also from his attitude to codes: “Lotman understood
undoubtedly already in the sixties that multiplicity of codes in a
culture creates contraries and hybrids or “creolization”. In his later
works, especially in those written in the last decade, he has elaborated
the term semiosphere analogous to the biosphere.” (Eco 1994: 601).

Language, text, structure, model, (secondary) modeling system are
these notions the dynamism of which — in the volume of their
meaning — gives a good overview of the semiotics of Lotman and the
Tartu-Moscow semiotic school until the birth of cultural semiotics in
1973. K. Eimermacher has called Lotmans ability to conjoin different
terms and to provide them with novel meanings integrativity, and to
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this he also dedicated an article “J. M. Lotman: Semiotic Version of
Integrative Culturology” (Eimermacher 1998).

In fact, a so to speak non-structuralist reception can be noted
already when Lotman’s first books reached the West. So T. G. Winner
stressed already in the foreword of the first translated book that
Lotman’s lectures on structural poetics do not view the text as
independently existing, but “as a part of the context of extratextual
elements” (Winner 1968: X).

A few years later he acknowledges that from treatment of artistic
work as a secondary modeling system’s semiotic structure Lotman has
reached to a comparative treatment, viewing an artistic work as such
compared with extratextual structures. T. G. Winner stresses that in
Lotman’s opinion signs in artistic works are not only indexic (in
Peircean sense) as they are in natural language, but primarily iconic.
Thus the plane of content and the plane of expression are connected in
the text unlike in language. The peculiarity of art as a model is not
only this iconicity, but the specific relationship to reality, the quality
of the sign to be, via its elements or as a whole, a part of more than
one system simultaneously (Winner 1971: X). It is characteristic that
years later T. G. Winner has also stressed, while talking about Lot-
man’s innovativeness, the essential connectedness of structures of
texts with extratextual context, the binary oppositionist nature of
intratextual and extratextual relations (Winner 1990: 233). Thus
Lotman has never been considered as an immanent structuralist.

And a view from the inside. A leading member of the Tartu-
Moscow school, A. Pjatigorski has used, when defining the object of
the semiotics of the beginning of the 1960s, a phrase “anything”.
From Lotman’s first book “Lectures on Structural Poetics” of 1964,
literature became into the object (Pjatigorski 1996: 54), and in con-
nection with literature the text as a fundamental notion of semiotics:
“Exactly the “text” gave Juri Mihhailovich the possibility to pass from
literature over to culture as the universal object of semiotics”
(Pjatigorski 1996: 55). Defining literature as an organic object and
culture as a meta-notion, Pjatigorski considers the contact of these
terms, in Lotman’s definition of culture, important in the aggregation
of texts. By this, the traditional possibility of treatment “how |
understand culture” was adjoined by a possibility to ask how culture
understands itself or an another culture. Pjatigorski calls this textuali-
zation of culture and enlargement of textual analysis the ontologi-
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zation of the method and refers to the naturalization of the object as its
attendant phenomenon. Development from text to semiosphere
resulted from the latter (Pjatigorski 1996: 55). Differentiation between
two trends in Russian semiotics also concerns Lotman. Pjatigorski
defines culture as an object of semiotics and Lotman a naturalist
studying it, but at the same time he defines history as a second
possible object of semiotics and V. Toporov a historiosoph studying it
(Pjatigorski 1996: 55). In both tendencies Pjatigorski sees signs of
withdrawal from semiotics, but as causes of both positions — location
of the analyst inside the culture described. Undoubtedly, there is a
historiosoph also in Lotman, be those ethical and political questions in
articles of the current collection or discussion about the future of Rus-
sia and transfer from nihilist binary model of culture to European
ternary treatment of culture in his last book “Culture and Explosion”
(1992).

The literature-centered period in Lotman’s work is concluded by
the appearance of two books — *“Structure of Artistic Text” (1970)
and “Analysis of Poetic Text. Structure of Verse” (1972). In the same
period (1970), two booklets appear into which articles on cultural
typology have been gathered, and which is the sign of shift to the
paradigm of cultural semiotics. In the definition of text the notions of
material, forming, structurality, coherence and framedness are not
stressed any more as inner features of organization. More important is
the comparison of extratextual and intratextual relations that does not
only mean the connection of text and context, but changes understand-
ing of the ontology of text. Keeping the text in mind, it is possible to
talk about subtextual meanings or meanings pertaining to language in
general, as well as textual meanings and functions of texts in cultural
system. Culture, in turn, is also describable through the description of
three levels: a level of subtextual meanings, a level of culture as a
system of texts, and a level of culture as a set of functions serving
texts (Lotman 1970: 73-77). By the beginning of the 1980s, the
symbiosis of text and culture has taken place, and the text as a
monolingual formation has become into multilingual and semiotically
heterogeneous formation that, all the more, has intellectual capabilities
and memory. Besides recording and transmitting a message, the text is
also concerned with the creation of new information.

When U. Eco differentiates between the notions of coding and
recoding in his semiotics, and admits the possibility of optimal
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reading, he connects deviations from the optimal or the right

understanding of texts with the notion of extracoding. The modifica-

tion of recoding into extracoding brings along the oscillation between

two strategies of reading, undercoding and overcoding. The former

means a simplification of texts, the latter an over-signification of texts

and treating them as more complicated than reality (Eco 1977 b: 133—
136).

In his article “Cultural Semiotics and the Notion of Text” (1981)
Lotman replaces the notion of deciphering or decoding the text with
the term of communication and creates, by describing circulation of
texts in culture and relations between the text and the reader, a
typology of different, although complementary processes: 1 com-
munication of the addresser and the addressee, 2. communication
between the audience and cultural tradition, 3. communication of the
reader with him/herself, 4. communication of the reader with the text,
5. communication between the text and cultural tradition (Lotman
1990: 276-277). On the basis of this typology the object of cultural
semiotics is formed by semiotic functioning of concrete texts, but in
the evolutionary plane cultural semiotics means for Lotman the semi-
otics of secondary modeling systems (Lotman 1990: 4).

Evolutionally the name of Lotman and the notion of cultural
semiotics are specifically connected. The cultural semiotics that was
carried on by him contains enough aspects of general theory, but is
applicatively still naturalistic (in Pjatigorski’s sense), i.e. connected
with Russian culture. This connection is made explicit both in pro-
gram texts and process of reception (see also: Torop 1994).

Therefore, a collection of articles appeared in 1984 bears the title
“Semiotics of Russian Culture” (Lotman, Uspenskij 1984), and a
selection published a year later, respectively, “Semiotics of Russian
Cultural History” (Lotman, Ginzburg, Uspenskij 1985). Also, “Theses
on the Semiotic Study of Cultures”, published with Lotman’s initiative
both Russian and English in 1973, from which the date of birth of
cultural semiotics has been started to be reckoned, have a subtitle “as
Applied to Slavic Texts”. Although, next to the authors connected
with the study of Slavic material, V. lvanov, J. Lotman, V. Toporov
and B. Uspenski, there was also A. Pjatigorski, the orientalist (Teesid
1998).

1973 is the year of interesting coincidences. In that year several
books appeared that significantly influenced the study of culture,
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development of semiotics and cultural semiotics, and induced an
interesting symbiosis. Lotman and the Tartu-Moscow school pre-
sented the definition of cultural semiotics, calling it a science studying
the functional relatedness of sign systems circulating in culture that
departs from the presupposition that it is possible to operationally
(proceeding from a theoretical conception) describe pure sign systems,
but they function only in contact with each other and in mutual
influences (Teesid 1998: 61). Dynamism is added by attitude to the
text that is viewable as an individual sign, but also as a set of signs or
a system. In culture, there are functionally possible texts as assem-
blages of signs and the semantics of such texts can be approached via
the semantics of signs. However, there are also possible such texts that
neither are discrete nor disintegrate into signs (Teesid 1998: 66). The
relationship between discrete or indiscrete types of texts is important
at the description-comparison of cultural epochs or cultural types.
Complex treatment is also based on the same logic: “In the union of
different levels and subsystems into a single semiotic whole —
“culture” — two mutually opposed mechanisms are at work: a) The
tendency toward diversity — toward an increase in differently
organized semiotic languages, the “polyglotism” of culture, b) The
tendency toward uniformity — the attempt to interpret itself or other
cultures as uniform, rigidly organized languages (Teesid 1998: 86).

In 1973, in New York, there appeared the first print of C. Geertz’s
collection “The Interpretation of Cultures” (Geertz 1993) that arouse
excitement in cultural theory, and in which the notions of interpretive
and semiotic are used synonymously.

Thus his interpretive anthropology is a kind of parallel to cultural
semiotics. Geertz suggests to get introduced to a science, not to turn
into theories but to look what those who practice that science are
doing. In his opinion social anthropologists “do” ethnography: “In
anthropology, or anyway social anthropology, what the practioners do
is ethnography” (Geertz 1993: 5). Talking about ethnography Geertz
presents two treatments. According to the first treatment with the
nature of the text book, ethnography is a compilation of reports on
expeditions, transcription of texts, choice of informants, mapping of
studies, etc. He personally offers another treatment from which it
derives that ethnography is thick description, i.e. in reality the
ethnographer meets the set of different and often intertwined concep-
tual structures in which there is no explicit regularity and which do not
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always exist in an easily graspable explicated shape. Interviews,
observations and recordings belong to the field work. But “doing"
ethnography must mean an attempt to read a strange, figurative,
incoherent manuscript in which the graphic signs of ordinary language
are replaced by behavioral examples. And, in the framework of this
conception, the culture described becomes itself an “acted document”
that can be interpreted by communicating with it (Geertz 1993: 10).
Geertz has surprisingly many similarities with Lotman and the Tartu-
Moscow school, although the direct contacts between their concep-
tions were evidently missing.

In 1973, in Paris, there appeared a tiny book by the French
semiologist R.Barthes “La plaisir du texte” (Barthes 1973) in which
the analysis of intracultural contentment guides (differently from
extracultural contentment) to individuality instead of subjectivity. The
text corresponds to individuality as a thread in which infinite genera-
tion of meanings takes place, and at the same time it is an intertext that
makes life outside the text impossible, be this text Proust, everyday
newspaper or television screen: “book shapes thought, thought shapes
life” (Barthes 1973: 59).

In this treatment intertextuality is connected with intermediality:
intertwining of texts and mediums, as well as obscurity and unimpor-
tance lead us already to postmodern and poststructuralist pluralistic
tolerance, but also to epistemological uncertainty.

In 1973, in Munich, there appeared a book of caution by the
Austrian ethologist K. Lorenz — “Die acht Todslnden der
zivilisierten Menschheit” (Lorenz 1973). Without stopping here at the
dangers delineated by him (although amongst the sins there is also the
negligence of traditions that comes to mind in the case of the Tartu-
Moscow school as the one that binds traditions together), 1 would like
to stress that in this book K. Lorentz analyses organic systems which
form the basis of the social being of mankind, and inspects the
relationship between nature and civilization, as well as the self-
regulation of systems or homeostasis that connects them. Against the
background of Lotman’s later discussions on explosiveness, casualty,
etc. in culture this treatment also belongs into the occasional whole of
works presented.

These books that have occasionally happened to meet in time
reflect in their scarceness still a certain and more general trend in
which there could intertwine cultural semiotics, anthropology, post-
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structuralism and ecology. This is a movement towards the analysis of
a complex system, the results of which depend on the ability of the
analyst to define his/her viewpoint, but also the ontological borders (a
possible world) of the system analyzed, the parameters of his/her
evaluation and criteria of exactness of results of evaluation.

Cultural semiotics, bom in 1973 and in the environment referred,
moved by its internal developmental tradition with the baggage of
Russian formalism and the Prague Linguistic Circle away from
structuralism. In this it is similar to the movement of French structural-
ist semiology into a poststructuralist paradigm and J. Kristeva, one
who attended this movement and was one of those who propagated
Lotman since the end of 1960s, as wella as one of those who replaced
the notion of text with that of intertextuality, has noted also in
Lotman’s development the change of semiotics into intercommunica-
tive (Kristeva 1994: 376).

One more accidental coincidence. In 1984, in London, there ap-
peared a twin volume of high level cultural semiotics in which
A. R. Kelkar tried to bind cultural semiotics with other disciplines
oriented towards culture. In the Tartu-Moscow school, the use of the
notion of semiosis, so common in classical semiotics, was not too
actively circulated. At the same time semiosis, as a state or process in
which something functions as a sign, can be used when specifying the
research object of (cultural) semiotics. So, Kelkar offered a clas-
sification in which cultural semiotics correlates with semiosis in
culture and cultural semiosis with ethnology of semiosis (Kelkar 1984:
132). This reminds of Geertz’s two treatments of ethnography and the
Tartu-Moscow school’s dynamic inspection of the relationship be-
tween the sign and the sign system, as well as I. Portis-Winner’s
attempt to describe ethnic texts by the help of Lotman’s cultural
semiotics (Portis Winner 1989).

In 1984, there appeared Lotman’s article on semiosphere that in
fact conceptualizes these accidental connections between those books
published in 1973 that were already mentioned. Casualness has turned
into regularity. The notion of semiosphere has been derived from
V. Vemadski’s biosphere, or in connection with the notion of living
environment. As life on earth depends not only on cosmic solar energy
but also on human activity, then by growth of man’s part in the fate of
the planet one can start talking about noosphere, the intelligent living
environment. Man can develop and destroy, but his activity oriented at
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noosphere is traceable and describable. Noosphere itself is substantial-
spatial, whereas semiosphere is abstract space in which languages,
texts, and cultures intertwine. In the opinion of V. lvanov, one of the
most bright scholars in the Tartu-Moscow school, the task of semiot-
ics is to describe semiosphere without which noosphere is unthinkable
(lvanov 1998:792).

Semiosphere is this conditional space without which semiosis
would be impossible, but at the same time the notion of semiosphere
rather presupposes implication of the notion of intersemiosis. This
means that the medley of sign systems that looks chaotic becomes
organized on different levels of confining them. Thus the most im-
portant notion of semiosphere is the boundary. Once Lotman needed
the notion of framedness in order to confine the text. Now it is
boundary what frames the semiosphere, but the entanglement of
boundaries inside semiosphere is just as important: “the boundary of
semiotic space is the most important functional and structural position
of this space that determines the essence of the semiotic mechanism of
it. Boundary is a bilingual mechanism that translates external mes-
sages into the internal language of semiosphere and vice versa. So it is
only through the boundary the semiosphere can be in contact with the
non-semiotic and alien semiotic space.” The same mechanism func-
tions also inside semiosphere: “Thus the semiosphere is perforated by
multiple inner boundaries that specify its regions in the semiotic sense.
Translation of information across these borders, play between dif-
ferent structures and substructures, consistent semiotic “irruption” of
one or another structure to an “alien territory” evoke the birth of
meaning, emergence of new information”.

The quality of the semiosphere to bind diachrony and synchrony,
organize memory, transform systems turns it into a very functional
mechanism that has been connected even with the Jungian term of
collective unconscious (Cornwell 1992: 166).

On the other hand, in criticism, there have been made references to
Lotman’s approximation to the views of M. Bakhtin together with
whom Lotman has directed Russian structuralism to paths parallel to
poststructuralism. Thus, between the biosphere and the semiosphere
there appears Bakhtin’s notion of the logosphere (Mandelker 1994;:
390). It really is possible to see connection between Lotman and
Bakhtin exactly from the viewpoint of the notion of semiosphere, or
more correctly the notion of boundary.
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But this connection does not mean sameness. Lotman’s notion of
the boundary is inseparable from the term of individuality. Individual-
ity is inside the boundary and the boundary is a mechanism of
translation, i.e. between the own and the alien there exists difference.
But Bakhtin maintains: “Man does not have inner independent
territory, he is wholly and always on the border, looking himself into
an eye he looks into an eye of the other or with the eyes of the other”
(Bahtin 1979: 312).

Lotman’s treatment is related to Bakhtin’s attitude to culture in
which he indeed excludes bordered territory, but marks borders with
significance. In his opinion culture does indeed locate on boundaries:
“One must not imagine culture as a spatial whole that has borders and
also an inner territory. Culture does not possess inner territory: it is
wholly located on borders, boundaries route everywhere, pierce all its
moments, culture’s inner unity fuses into atoms of cultural life, re-
flects like the sun in every of its drops. Every cultural act lives signifi-
cantly on boundaries: in this lies its seriousness and importance; being
separated from borders it loses its ground, becomes empty, tedious,
degenerates and decays” (Bahtin 1986: 44). This short comparison
allows to maintain that understanding of dynamism of the two
scholars is different. For Lotman, it is important to find the border also
in the biggest entanglement of boundaries, the dimension of whole-
ness, and principally it would be possible to create a typology in
which boundaries of different level would be in complementary
relationship (see also Torop 1998). In Bakhtin’s treatment, the border
(like dialogism, polyphony, etc.) is connected with ambivalence, and
the notion of boundary is seen as a translation mechanism in both
treatments. However, deeper comparison of Bakhtin and Lotman is
becoming an object of wider interest (see Shukman 1989; Danow
1991; Grzybek 1994; Bethea 1997; Petrilli 1998). This comparison,
however brings Lotman nearer to the poststructuralist paradigm in
which Bakhtin’s name has been actively used.

Cultural semiotics, having been developing as an international
science, has expanded also disciplinary. When leaving aside the use
of semiotics in disciplines that study culture on the level of method or
an aspect (e.g. cultural studies), two poles between which the develop-
ment is going on have to be fixed (see also an overview: Bernard 1993
and an attempt to put diagnosis to the current state: Koch 1989). On
the one hand, one can notify the attempts to revise the conceptions
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pertaining to general semiotics and to analyze their culturo-semiotic
productivity for the sake of interest of cultural semiotics (see e.g.
Portis-Winner 1994). On the other hand, there can be notified the
globalization of cultural semiotics, a wish to become an integrative
cultural theory that treats both history of mankind (and the semioge-
netic period in it) and synchronic typologies (Koch 1986). Several
conceptions from different countries have not been switched into this
context yet. But this means that the connections between culture and
semiotics have not frozen yet, they create new forms of knowledge.

In 1973, it was possible to write in “Theses on the Semiotic Study
of Cultures” about cultural semiotics as a science studying functional
correlation between different sign systems. The present volume re-
flects both interest in different sign systems and cultural texts, and
also relationships between sign systems. The editorial board is happy
to attend the arrival of new names in our publication and the multitude
of viewpoints related to these names. Materials of this collection
reflect well the influence of material studied on the way of thought of
scholars and choice of method. And like that this collection fits well to
celebrate the anniversary of cultural semiotics. A large part of this
collection’s material is formed by presentations of two conferences
(“Problems of Description of Literary Text” and “25 Years from the
Birth of Cultural Semiotics™).

For culture, it is inherent to be diverse, contain different sign
systems and texts in complex thread. But at the same time the in-
fluence of the media environment on culture is deepening and due to
this otherwise autonomous sign systems and texts happen to be side by
side. They intertwine and transform, and the identification of their
elements or signs turns out to be very difficult through one system or
one text. This means that the specific conditions of semiosis also force
us to talk about intersemiosis, associations of signs and texts that can
not be studied hierarchically or that are too difficult to be studied so;
however it may be possible to study them complexly or complemen-
tarily.

On the grounds of this we announce the next issue of Sign System
Studies to be thematic and would like to discuss with our dear
colleagues about the theme essential to contemporary culture —
INTERSEMIOSIS AND SPACE OF INTERSEMIOSIS. Taking into
account the youth of cultural semiotics and its centeredness at the
object, the choice of this theme means an intention to find possibilities
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of complex analysis, i.e. to search for objects of research enriching
cultural semiotics itself, and at the same time to describe the
environment generating them. In cultural semiotics, there are different
traditions of research. Likewise, semiotics has become a natural part
of many disciplines pertaining to cultural analysis and cultural theory.
Therefore, cultural semiotics is not a detaching boundary here —
cultural semiotician and semiotician in culture are, in the global plane,
still located in the same space. We look for contributions by the
beginning of the academic year of the new century — 1st of
September.
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The dynamics of semiotics of culture;
its pertinence to anthropology

Irene Portis-Winner

I argue in this paper that new and renewed perspectives are emerging
in American anthropological studies, which | loosely group under
Lotman's useful term “semiotics of culture,” where the significant unit
is the culture text. One of Lotman's definitions of text, which pertains
to culture texts is the following:

A (culture) text is a mechanism constituting a system of heterogeneous
semiotic spaces, in whose continuum the message...(is) circulated. We do
not perceive this message to be the manifestation of a single language: a
minimum of two languages is required to create it (Lotman 1994: 377).
[(1981)).

The assumption is that all communication is through signs, verbal,
visual, movements, performances, rituals, etc. Peirce's classic defini-
tion of the sign is the following: “A sign is something which stands to
somebody for something in some respects or capacity” (CP. 1.372).
Among the agenda coming to the fore In the spirit of such semioti-
cally oriented scholars as Charles Sanders Peirce, Mikhail Bakhtin,
Roman Jakobson, Jurij M. Lotman, V. V. Ivanov and B. A. Uspenskij
are the following: the close relations between verbal and non-verbal
realms; an emphasis on ambiguity and dynamics in place of static
structures; the integration as well as tensions and factions within and
between cultural units; the search for the the inner point of view
including memory; the significance of culturally specific versions of
history and their relations to official accounts, and the effect of the
anthropologist upon the group studied. | see our fundamental tasks as
interpretation of the meaning and interrelation of all modes of sign
communication, verbal or non-verbal, conscious or subliminal, includ-
ing auto-communication; and the distilling from artistic tropes,
whether consciously created or not by the culture bearers, their various
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in satire, allegory and humor. Finally, one must look to underlying
organizing principles in cultures and culture in general, such as per-
spectives of time and space, beliefs, and fundamental values. In this
search the influence of the scholars mentioned was delayed since the
Soviets held up the publication of the works of M. M. Bakhtin, Jurij
Lotman, and other members of the Moscow-Tartu group, and unfortu-
nately in the United States Charles Sanders Peirce had a similar fate
and is only now being widely recognized as the greatest American
philosopher, his works being energetically published at last. In fact
Bakhtin and Peirce did not live to see the reception and publication of
most of their works. During his American years Roman Jakobson
tirelessly underscored the relevance of Peirce for the social sciences
and humanities. Jakobson was teaching and writing in the United
States since the days of the Second Word War, and remained a leading
scholar in European countries as one of the founders of the inter-war
Prague Linguistic Circle and before that the Moscow Linguistic
Circle. Jakobson also did not live to see the increasing though hardly
sufficient influence of his work among American anthropologists.
Indeed, only after the onset of the Gorbachev era was he openly
lauded in his own former homelands, Russia and Czechoslovakia.
Fortunately, there were brilliant scholars, particularly in the former
Soviet Union, led by Lotman, lvanov, and Uspenskij of the Moscow-
Tartu group, and brave scholars in Czechoslovakia, who never ceased
to work in a semiotic mode, no matter how constrained they were.

Let us preface our discussion of semiotics of culture by a comment
on the excessive relativisation of postmodernism, not shared by the
above-named scholars, by calling on the philosopher Robert Innis
(1994: 308) who follows Wittgenstein in seeing that one of the
principal tasks of philosophy is to “see connections” (Innis 1994: 1).
Disagreeing with Derrida concerning the issue of the existence of a
reality of independent of signs, Innis rejects the view that “in the
absence of a center or origin everything becomes discourse” (Derrida
1978: 280 quoted by Innis 1994: 3), Innis argues, rather, “(W)e can
openly admit a rather differently conceived universal play of signifi-
cation, but it is one that is not cut off from its roots in perception and
action ...” (Innis 1994: 3).

For Peirce, as Innis stresses quoting Eco, the subject matter of
semiotics “is coextensive with the whole range of cultural phenom-
ena ...” (Eco: 1976a: 6 in Innis 1994: 1), and involves perception at all
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levels. As Bamouw (1986:82 argues, Peirce’s system “stresses the
progressive determination of meaning” (1986: 82). However, Peirce s
progression is a continuous direction with no end insight, a process
which he called “infinite regress,” characterized by synechism which
means that there is no absolute discreteness since “elements of Third-
ness cannot be entirely escaped” (CP 7.653). For “Continuity is
fluidity, the merging of part into part” (CP 1.164), and it “involves the
idea of infinity,” (CP 1.165), Thus there is “continuous expanse”
(1.166), Indeed “Evolution means nothing but growth in the widest
sense of that word” (CP 1.173),

Innis finds that the positions of Peirce, Biihler, and Cassirer “arrive
at the same conclusion: the theory of perception must necessarily
advert to the sign-functions of the sense data found in it” (Innis 1994:
4-5). Innis also notes Volosinov’s argument that “not only does ‘ex-
pression organize experience’ but ‘there is no such thing as experience
outside of embodiment in signs’” (1994: 5, citing VoloSinov 1933).

The following summary remarks highlight what | hold are some of
the focal concepts relevant to a semiotically oriented anthropology.

1. Peirce

Perhaps the most penetrating analysis of individual Identity and in-
terrelations between ego and the other, which foresees the flexible and
permeable boundaries of Lotman, is Peirce’s program of the human
sign. The human sign is not only a metaphor or a form of discourse for
Peirce, it is a paramount construct structuring all communications of
all humans. Peirce insightfully took the first leap that called for the
formal study of the human sign, holding that all conscious perception
involves self-consciousness, that is seeing oneself as object (Peirce CP
5.532, cf. Portis-Winner 1983a). One can thank Jakobson who called
attention to this fundamental thought of Peirce. Jakobson noted that
Bogatyrev, without knowing of Peirce’s existence, realized Peirce’s
program, “launched over a century ago under the slogan ‘Man, A
Sign™ and urged that this program be furthered (Jakobson 1976: 30).
The human sign is placed within Peirce’s vast scheme, but here |
must confine myself to a major epistemological distinction which is a
concomitant of Peirce’s fundamental trichotomy, sign, object, inter-
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pretant, and which makes clear the chasm between Peirce’s world
view and that of the post-modems.

Importantly, Peirce sees two kinds of objects, which may be verbal
or nonverbal, the immediate object and the dynamical object. Peirce’s
object is anything with which the sign presupposes an acquaintance in
order to convey some further information concerning it. Peirce also
held that there are various interpretants, the immediate, the dynamical
and the final or logical. Deledalle sees Peirce as holding that in de-
scribing aspects of reality the final logical interpretant is “that which
would finally be decided to be the true interpretation if consideration
of the matter were carried so far that an ultimate opinion were
reached” (CP 8.184).” But Deledalle asks “how can we distinguish the
dynamical object which is outside the sign from the immediate object
in the sign?” (Deledalle 1995: 26). Peirce holds that the dynamical
object can be known only by “collateral experience’ (CP 8.514),” In
other words, we receive knowledge of the existence of the dynamical
object, but not of its nature in itself, its substantial nature, as, writes
Deledalle,

... we were bom into a world that was already constituted.....Here , we do
not start from the dynamical object, We start from signs. Not formal
signs-representamens, but signs already constituted with their final logical
interpretants and their objects Our distinctions shed light on the processes
of their constitution and reveal their functions. They do not describe the
state of things (ibid.: 29).

Peirce’s human sign is the fertile plain which makes semiosis possi-
ble. Peirce wrote that everything present to us is a phenomenal mani-
festation of ourselves which does not prevent it from being a phe-
nomenon of something without us (CP 5.283). Since “every thought is
a sign” and “life is a train of thoughts ... (this) proves that man is a
sign; so that every thought is an external sign, proves that man is an
external sign. Thus, “when we think we are at that moment a sign ...
the man and the sign are identical” (CP5.314). Thus reflexivity is the
sine qua non of semiosis but also the basis for the whole process of
semiosis representing, however imperfectly, outside reality. As Peirce
wrote, “(E)xperience is our only teacher, its action takes place by a
series of surprises, bringing about a double consciousness at once of
an ego and a non-ego directly acting upon each other. An imaginary
object was expected but something different comes instead” (CP
5.53).
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2. Jakobson’s aesthetic function and metonymic
metaphors and the importance of underlying iconicity

In its Theses (1929) the Prague Circle adopted Buehler’s three func-
tions for the verbal message, the referential, the emotive, and the
conative. And the Theses added a fourth, the poetic (later broadened
to the aesthetic) function focused on the message for its own sake,
which Jakobson described as

.. not the sole function of verbal art, but only its dominant, determining
function, whereas in all other verbal activities, it acts as a subsidiary,
accessory constituent. This function, by promoting the palpability of
signs, deepens the fundamental dichotomy of signs and objects (Jakobson
1960: 356).

In 1960 Jakobson defined two more functions of the message, the
phatic and the metalingual. Both have parallels in Bakhtin’s program
and for Lotman the meta conception is fundamental for all semiotics.
In scrutinizing Jakobson’s model, we consider his challenging
depiction of metonymic metaphors in poetry. As Jakobson wrote:

The poetic function projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of
selection onto the axis of combination ... Similarity superimposed on
contiguity imparts to poetry its thorough going symbolic, multiplex,
polysemantic essence ... In poetry, where similarity is superimposed upon
contiguity, any metonymy is slightly metaphoric and any metaphor has a
metonymical tint (1960: 358).

In 1974 in the opening address in the First International Congress of
Semiotics in Milan, Jakobson defined the artifice.

The signs of a given art can carry the imprint of each of the three semiotic
modes described by Peirce: thus they can come near to the symbol, to the
icon and to the index, but it is obviously above all in their artistic
character that their significance (semeiosis) is lodged.

As Jakobson continued,

The ‘artifice’ is to be added to the triad of semiotic modes established by
Peirce. This triad is based on two binary oppositions: contiguous/similar
and factual/imputed. The contiguity of the two components of the sign is
factual in the index but imputed in the symbol. Now, the factual similarity
which typifies the icon finds its logically foreseeable correlative in the
imputed similarity which specifies the artifice, and it is precisely for this
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reason that the latter fits into the whole which is now forever a four-part
entity of semiotic modes (Jakobson 1987: 451-2).

It is not clear, | believe, that we need a fourth semiotic mode, the
artifice, since may already be accounted for by Peirce’s hypoicon and
degenerate index. Nor can we necessarily distinguish factual and
imputed similarity for they blend into each other in index and symbol.
Furthermore, Lotman’s forms of montage also account for the artifice.
Finally buried in the above quotation is the Saussurean dichotomy
signifier and signified suggested by the discussion of the two compo-
nents of the sign. Jakobson gradually dropped this distinction but it
was not clear that Jakobson fully accepted Peirce’s sense that the sign
is indivisible, although I think that it was implied in Jakobson’s last
work, nor did he account for the interpretant (Jakobson and Waugh
1979).

3. Dialogic anthropology

Bakhtin analyzes his overarching dialogic program to the novel and
the carnival (cf Ivanov 1975). For Bakhtin the significant units in
culture are dialogic utterances in full context in which emerging sub-
jects perform polyphonic, heteroglossic and double-voiced dynamic
texts which cannot be separated from ideological spheres, nor in the
last analysis from chronotopes or horizons. Bakhtin’s chronotope
refers to perceptions of time and space affected by cultural traditions
which underlie and shape specific texts and involve the opposition
incomplete vs. open as contrasted to closed vs. final.

Bakhtin’s horizons are described by Holquist (1990a: xxiv) in the
following way:

| see the world from a ‘horizon, the world gives itself as immediately
around me, as circumscribed by the unique angle of my vision, as a
surrounding full of specific meanings by my own ends. The other, how-
ever, | see as existing in an environment: the world is the same for him as
it is for others, for it is not conditioned by the uniqueness of his in-
tentionality (as is my horizon) (Bakhtin quoted in Holquist 1981: 72).

The dilemma of the ethnologist in portraying the other is depicted in-
directly by Bakhtin’s above remarks. Our perceptions of time-space
(chronotopes) and world view, consciously or unconsciously penetrate
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our view of the environment and permeates the dialogue between sub-
ject and investigator.

The ramifications of Bakhtin’s dialogue could lead us through his
entire works (cf. Portis-Winner 1999 in press). This did not go unno-
ticed by the American ethnologists Tedlock and Mannheim, (1995: 2)
who, largely inspired by Bakhtin, have designed their program of dia-
logic anthropology as a replacement of interpretive anthropology.
Tedlock and Mannheim also credit Jakobson with advancing the
Bakhtinian dialogic mode as early as 1942. (The only early work of
Bakhtin’ was published in Russia in 1929. Others had to wait until the
sixties). Jakobson saw dialogue as a more fundamental form of speech
than monologue, and called the latter a form of social pathology
(Jakobson 1953: 13 in Tedlock and Mannheim and Tedlock 1995: 1).
Jakobson argued that the idea that folk tales could be told monologi-
cally repeated from telling to telling is a fantasy, a projection of
otherness that betrays it origins in a world of written literature and
individualist social relations among first, second, and third persons
(1995: 2). The two anthropologists correctly note Jakobson’s argu-
ment that dialogue as a more fundamental form of speech than mono-
logue “directly challenges the Saussurean focus on the individual
actor as the source of parole or speech.” Consequently, Saussure’s
langue becomes an emergent property of dialogue rather than having
ontological priority over all speech (Mannheim and Tedlock 1995: 1
referring to Jakobson 1953: 13). Indeed, even if the speakers of mono-
logue “expect no answer, ... (they) nevertheless takes a position in a
larger linguistic world that is already constituted through countless
prior interactions of social relationships among first, second and third
persons” (Mannheim and Tedlock 1995: 2). As the authors continue,

(O)nce culture is seen as arising from a dialogical ground then ethno-
graphy itself is revealed furthermore as an emergent culture (or in-
tercultural) phenomenon, produced, reproduced, and revised in dialogues
between field-workers and natives. This process of its production is of the
same general kind as the process by which ethnic others produce the
cultures that are the objects of ethnographic study (Tedlock and Mann-
heim 1995:1).

Furthermore, “(E)ven as the voice of objectification or interpretation
narrows itself toward an authoritative monologue,” this only means
that a multiplicity of voices are suppressed (ibid.: 2-3).
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(The individual’s) speech already has first and second person embedded
in it. ... In addition to persons, there are other deictic elements that locate
the speaker with respect to a world that already has persons or things in
it.... No one can speak of language, as we know it, without already being
situated in the world (7).

Kristeva’s intertexuality (1980: 68-69), when other discourse infil-
trates directly or indirectly into a text, is seen by Tedlock and Mann-
heim as a form of Bakhtin’s dialogism, and they accept most of Bak-
htin’s basic concepts such as “heteroglossia,” a mixing of linguistic
registers (Mannheim and Tedlock: 16 referring to Todorov 1984: 56),
and “double voicing,” that is speaking in the manner of other voices
without quoting them (Bakhtin, 1981:324-30). Tedlock and Mann-
heim (1995: 16) hold that dialogism exists even at the level of the
individual word since the environment of the words of others is
always implied (Bakhtin 1981: 276). And they note that Bakhtin
speaks of parodies and ironic importation of a word from one speech
type to another (Bakhtin 1981: 305-8). They agree with Jakobson that
the folk tale, which Bakhtin did not treat, is more widespread and
probably older than the epic, and that story tellers engage in code
switching or heteroglossia in which every level of discourse has dia-
logic elements (Mannheim and Tedlock 1995: 16).

Many important themes unite Bakhtin with ethnological studies. |
quote from Bakhtin’s path-breaking interpretation of medieval Euro-
pean carnival which he places in an ethnographic context.

Of the meaning and functions of worldwide images of the rogue, clown
and fool-from the deep recesses of pre-class folklore up to the Renais-
sance ... We encounter new forms for making public all unofficial and
forbidden spheres of human life, in particular the sphere of the sexual and
of vital body functions (copulation, food, wine), as well as decoding of all
the symbols that had covered up these processes (common every-day
symbols, ritualistic ones and symbols pertaining to the state religion)
(Bakhtin 1981: 165).

Such camivalesque characteristics are typical of many ethnic texts that
exhibit reversals of all kinds, and particularly reversals of roles that
pertain to different hierarchies and different bounded cultural worlds.
Boundaries are understood here to have reference not only to spatial
and temporal divisions, but also to other sociocultural divisions such
as those of gender divisions, social and economic strata, religious dis-
tinctions, folk/urban dichotomies, and others. For Bakhtin the carnival
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minimally opposes and integrates two cultural worlds and their many
internal divisions.

Lotman associates his cultural dynamics with Bakhtin’s broad pro-
gram. As Lotman writes

In Bakhtin’s analysis inevitable action, change, and destruction are latent
even in the stasis of the text. Therefore, there is a plot (sjuZet) even in
instances that would appear to be far removed from the problems of plot
(sjuzet).

and:

As a generator of meaning, as a thinking mechanism capable of working,
the text needs an interlocutor. This requirement reveals the profoundly
dialogic nature of consciousness (1994: 378).

4. Lotman’s Narration; Implicit and
Explicit Montage

Lotman’s work was very broad and in this brief statement | can only
touch on some pf his penetrating concepts. For Lotman montage is
only a special case of one of the most widespread methods of nar-
ration for forming artistic meanings — the juxtaposition (contrast and
integration) of heterogeneous elements. In Lotman’s system, montage
may be implicit or explicit (1976: 47-61). Changes in implicit mon-
tage are modal, by transformation. An example of implicit montage
described by Lotman for the cinema is the joining in one shot of an
individual’s face to a new version of the original, where the facial
expression is changed, the alteration being a transformation which
makes the perception of change gradual. Whether certain elements are
rearranged, or whether there is a change in mood or scale, there is no
clear addition of new elements but simply a change in the formal
organization and thus the mode of the material. This form is plotless
and timeless, being non-linear. Explicit montage, however, is based on
the juxtaposition of units emanating from different semantic domains.
In the new context these elements appear to have something in com-
mon at some level which, Lotman writes, creates a common modality
(1976: 58), an example being Eisenstein’s film The Strike (Zabas-
tovka) where negative characters appear with animal heads. The
unifying contextual agent may be a common mood, a setting or
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element, even a repeated noise, which, by its association with certain
dissimilar objects in the text, imparts a new meaning. Explicit mon-
tage is like plot because it clearly violates traditional orders, bounda-
ries, and expectations, changes by addition of new elements, and is
linear. Lotman’s montage corresponds to Jakobson’s metonymic meta-
phors, though Jakobson did not distinguish “implied” and “explicit.”

In a broad sense then, both types of montage that belong, accord-
ing to Lotman, to two forms of narration, permeate both artistic and
mythological texts. Of course, such processes, which are aspects of
metaphorical thinking, are not absent in non-narrative, non-artistic
texts, but they are not dominant. | will show, in examples in this study,
that ethnic texts, since they always combine at least two cultural
worlds, demonstrate exceptionally well the artistic principle of mon-
tage, so well expressed in the carnival.

Lotman’s semiosphere provides a semiotic term for a total culture
and in this sense is very useful. Lotman writes “We shall define the
semiotic space necessary for the existence and functioning of lan-
guages, not the sum total of different languages. In a sense, the
semiosphere has a prior existence and is in constant interaction with
languages” (1979: 123). One can compare this concept with Peirce’s
phaneron and with Jakobson’s universe of discourse. All these con-
cepts are in part a reaction against atomistic and additive approaches.

5. Semiotics of every-day behavior

Bakhtin’s outlook resonates with Lotman and Uspenskij’s semiotics of
every-day behavior, humor, parody. An example of the semiotics of
everyday behavior is taken by Lotman and Uspenskij from eighteenth
century culture of the Russian nobility. During the reign of Peter the
Great (1672-1725) every-day behavior, normally subconscious and
considered natural by the actors, became something new to be learned
since traditional every-day behavior had been replaced by imperial
edict by new patterns modeled on European aristocratic culture
(Lotman and Uspenskij 1984: 232). As a result, various Russian
“styles” of every-day behavior coexisted from which the nobility
could choose; and eventually such new patterns became theatrical in
the sense that “an eighteenth century man would choose a certain type
of behavior for himself..... This role as a rule involved the selection of
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an historical figure” or other types, such as a character from literature,
to emulate (241). The “role,” then, is a kind of “mask.” The next step
is a transition to “plot”, which means “to regard one’s life as a text
which is organized according to the rules of a particular plot that
emphasizes the ‘unity of action’ and focusing one’s life on one
immutable goal” (245). Plot introduces the idea of ending. “Death and
destruction, as the subject of constant reflection, came to be seen as
the crowning event of a life” (245).

Such role playing, adopting European styles by Russians, is a form
a plot involving boundary crossing in Lotman’s sense, which | see as
an internalized transnationalism, a tension between two contrasting
cultural traditions, one of which the individual attempts to suppress
and one of which becomes the semantic dominant which the
individual tries to enact.

Lotman and Uspenskij counterpose Bakhtin’s concept of laughter
in culture, based on Western European traditions, to the world of
laughter in early Russian literature which was described by Lichaeev
and Paneenko (1976 in Lotman and Uspenskij 1984: 39-52). Whereas
laughter in Western culture freed individuals from religious and social
constraints and transported them into a world of popular carnival
utopia that reversed and parodied dominant socio-ethical hierarchies,
in Russian medieval culture, “some laughter images ... bear no trace of
ambivalence and do not lie outside the bounds of the of the official...
culture” (40), thereby resembling Turner’s liminal world of reversals
and the grotesque in tribal society which remains within the sacred
realm (Turner 1964). Other studies of humor in tribal societies also
see laughter as part of the sacred realm (cf. Bricker’s study of the
highland Chiapas (1973), Such performances are ritualized and not
marked by irony and do not threaten the social order. In contrast
Turner's liminoid, which he finds in modem post-tribal society
(1982), which is not part of the sacred realm and recalls Bakhtin’s
carnival reversals of the social order in medieval Western society.

I can only mention here the close relation of Bakhtin’s world to
Jakobson’s metonymic metaphors (1960) and Lotman’s related im-
plicit and explicit montages (Lotman 1976a), all of which confront
images from two different domains or cultures and give rise to new
reflection on their possible similarities, again opening new avenues of
meanings and increased information and dynamics and typical of
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every-day behavior, most often not realized by the actor (cf. Portis-
Winner 1982, 1987).

6. History

The questioning of traditional concepts of history is a singularly mod-
ern concern. The issue is why are official concepts of history so
inadequate? The shattering critique by B. A. Uspenskij (manuscript
1989: 324) of the nineteenth century view of history as a monolithic,
homogenous and linear progression of events demands a rethinking of
how history is conceptualized and perceived by, to use Bakhtin’s
terms, official and nonofficial personae. A semiotic approach focuses
on how participants ascribe meaning to historical events from their
subjective points of view and their cultural traditions. It is the different
readings of these texts, dependent on differing “languages,” that
themselves reflect differing ideas and conceptions of space-time,
which concern Uspenskij. He also probes the relation between dream
time and historical time that demonstrates the inadequacy of a solely
linear and chronological model.

In Lotman’s discussion of historical fact in his The Universe of the
Mind (1990), he notes that since the historian is condemned to deal
with texts that stand between the event as it happened and himself, his
task is to decode something encoded originally by someone with a
purpose (217). Thus the historian creates facts from a story. It is
insufficient to translate the text into the language of the day, rejecting
whatever does not accord with the decoder’s norms and the science of
the day, relegating such aspects to “the fruit of ignorance and fantasy”
(218). From the semiotic point of view,

the code (or set of codes) which the creator of the text used has to be
reconstructed and then correlated with the codes used by the researcher ...

A decoding is always a reconstruction” (218).

For Lotman, considering the relation of science and history, chance
and determinacy are not incompatible, but are two possible states.
Thus history and science, though inseparable, also differ. History, as
opposed to physical science, “is a process which takes place with
interference from a thinking being.” Thus in historical processes not
only chance but conscious choice becomes the most important objec-
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tive factor (232). Accordingly, historical semiotics must analyze how
humans who make choices look at the world, and reconstruct different
ethno-cultural types of consciousness (Lotman 231-232). For Lotman
as for Uspenskij history is a dynamic process since the

interrelationship between cultural memory and its self-reflections is like a
constant dialogue: texts from...earlier periods are brought into culture,
and, interacting with contemporary mechanisms, generate an image of the
historical past, which culture transfers into the past and which like an
equal partner in a dialogue, affects the present. But as it transforms the
present, the past too changes its shape (Lotman 272).

Thus the dynamics of history from unofficial and official positions
and their contrasts, and the role of memory in reconstructions of
history, impel the researcher of the past to travel down many avenues.

7. The semiosphere, boundaries

Lotman’'s term semiosphere subsumes all aspects of semiotics of cul-
ture, all the heterogenous semiotic systems or “languages” that are in
constant process of change and at a deep level have some unifying
qualities. The term semiosphere is a refiguration of Lotman’s state-
ment that culture itself is a large text.

The unit of semiosis, the smallest functioning mechanism, is not the
separate language but the whole semiotic space of the culture in question.
This is the space we term the semiosphere (Lotman 1990: 125).

“Smallest” here is meant to imply an overall organization which of
course subsumes smaller interrelated units or texts. For Lotman the
semiosphere is not isolated from the rest of nature and is compared by
analogy to V. I. Vernadsky’s biosphere, “namely the totality and the
organic whole of living matter, and also the condition for the con-
tinuation of life” (Lotman 1990: 125 commenting on Vernadsky 1960:
102).

The semiosphere is asymmetrical, marked by strong differences
between the center and the periphery (127), and involves Lotman’s
notion of boundary, which he defined as “the outer limits of a first-
person form.” “Our” space is safe and harmonious, as opposed to
“their” space, which is hostile and chaotic (131). The basic divisions
within the semiosphere arise from human biophysical and universals
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and fundamental culturally perceived differences, such as the distinc-
tion of the living from the dead, the settled from the nomadic, towns
from countryside, the asymmetry of the brain, the rotation of earth, the
movement of stars, the cycle of seasons, constants of human body
weight in relation to gravity, the opposition of up and down, right and
left, male and female, hot and cold, etc.

The notion of the boundary separating the internal space of the semio-
sphere from the external is just a rough primary distinction. In fact, the
entire space of the semiosphere is transected by boundaries of different
levels, boundaries of different languages and even of texts, and the
internal space of each of these sub-semiospheres has its own semiotic
which is realized as the relationship of any language, group of texts, or
separate texts to a metastructural space which describes them, always
bearing in mind that languages and texts are hierarchically disposed on
different levels [creating] a multileveled system (138).

Within this framework Lotman develops a semiotic notion of
personality embedded in the cultural milieu. Thus a personality is not
identified with a physical person alone but may include a group, and
even property, social, religious or moral positions, etc. For example, a
master’s personality may encompass his wife, children, slaves, etc.
Clearly then, when differing views of the boundaries of individuals
collide, disturbances occur, as Lotman writes:

The ... notion of collective personality, and not individual personality, lies
behind the idea of blood feud, according to which the whole clan of the
murderer is perceived to be responsible (139).

Lotman suggests the model I-1 when the subject transmits a message
to himself. A reformulation of the message from sender to receiver in
internal communication brings additional meaning to the message. In
this process, the addressor internally restructures himself to act simul-
taneously as the addressee (Lotman 1976: 229). Peirce, Lotman, and
Jakobson and Bakhtin are united in finding that the fundamental
activity of semiosis underlying all texts is auto-communication or
inner dialogue. Culture, as Lotman writes, can be treated as “one
message transmitted by the collective T of humanity itself... From
this point of view human culture is a vast example of autocommunica-
tion” (1990: 33).
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8. Conclusion

The main exponents of the programs discussed here are no longer
living. Peirce died in 1914, Bakhtin in 1975, Jakobson in 1982, and
Lotman in 1995. It is hoped that students of these towering personali-
ties review their many heuristic insights and carry them further. It
would be unfortunate if ethnologists did not join in this endeavor at a
far greater intensity than is evident today, and were to leave this work
to philosophers, poeticians and Slavists. This task is being facilitated
since Lotman’s complete works are now being published in Russian,
and translations of Lotman’s and Bakhtin’s works into English are
increasing. The Peirce Publication Project at Indiana University is
now publishing all of Peirce’s works, and most of Jakobson’s works
have appeared in his Selected Writings and elsewhere. Thus sources
are becoming increasingly available.
| conclude with a general comment on the present state of the dy-

namics of semiotics of culture. Particularly relevant to today’s transna-
tionalism is the issue of “cultural explosions” as Lotman calls it
(1994: 379). Lotman’s cultural explosion goes farther than gradual
change. As he writes,

The powerful external textual eruptions in a culture conceived of as a
huge text not only lead the culture to adapt outside messages and to intro-
duce them into its memory but also stimulate the culture’s self-develop-
ment, with unpredictable results. (Lotman 1994: 379).

Lotman urges the “comparative study of the semantics of different
‘cultural explosions’ in world history” (loc. cit), and argues that

“(A)ccelerated development” reduces the variety and complexity of world
civilization and, as a result, diminishes it to a monotonal Text; in other
words, the process is one of informational degradation. However, this
hypothesis is not confirmed by empirical reality: such a leveling does not
take place in the course of the cultural explosions in world history. What
does occur are processes that are diametrically opposed to each other (loc.
cit.).

Lotman asserts that the more complex cultures in contact with other
cultures do not always play a positive role.

... the more complex culture does not always play the role of stimulus for
the more archaic one; the opposite tendency is also possible. Thus in the
twentieth century texts from archaic and primitive cultures powerfully
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erupted into European civilization, which consequently displayed increas-
ing dynamic excitation. It is precisely the differences among cultural po-
tentials, the difficulties in deciphering texts by means of languages of
existing cultures, that are essential to bringing about such transformations
{loc. cit).

Finally, Lotman’s theory of texts is similar to Peirce’s remarks that
conclude this paper. For Lotman a Text

is a mechanism constituting a system of heterogeneous semiotic spaces, in
whose continuum the message [associated with the first textual function]
circulates. We do not perceive this message to be the manifestation of a
single language: a minimum of two languages is required to create it
(ibid.: 377).

Thus Lotman’s dialogic concept of cultural explosion raises the chal-
lenge of the particular complexities of our days, not new to world his-
tory but increasing by quantum leaps, and in Peirce’s comprehensive
metaphor

The universe as an argument is necessarily a great work of art, a great
poem — for every fine argument is a poem and a symphony — just as
every poem is a sound argument. Thus dialogue is built into the very
conception of reality (CP. 5.119).
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AVHaMnKa CEMUOTUKN KYNbTYPbl, €6 BaXXHOCTb
AONst @aHTPOMOJIOr K

B cTatbe npepnaraetcsd 0630p TeX MNOHATUA CEMUOTUKMU (KYNbTYpbl), KO-
TOPblE MOTYT 0Ka3aTbCA MPOAYKTUBHLIMU B CEMUOTUYECKN OPUEHTUPO-
BaHHOW aHTpononoruu. Hanpumep, B HEKOTOPbIX aHTPOMONOTMYECKUX
HanpaBNeHUAX NPUMEHAETCA NOHATUE TeKCTa KyNnbTypbl. Mo HO. JloTMaHy
TEKCT KYNbTypbl ABAAETCA MEXaHW3MOM, DOPMUPYIOLWUM CUCTEMY CEMUO-
TUYECKUX MPOCTPAHCTB. B onucaHuun SBAEHUS KynbTypbl UCXOAAT U3 AN-
HaMWKWN ero reHesnca v CyWwHOCTW, U3 ANanorMYHOCTY JaHHOr0 ABNEHUSA.
Takum obpas3om, 419 aHTPONOJiora CTaHOBATCA BaXHbIMW e€ro CO6CTBEH-
HOe BNMWAHWE Ha MCCnefyemoe SBNeHWe, COOTHOLWEHMEe OQULMNaNnbHON K
Heo@uUUManbHOW BepCWii NCTOPUM U paHee He3aMeYeHHble acnekTbl MC-
cnefgyemoro asneHus. Mpu yyeTe BCero KOHTeKCTa pacliupserca Kpyr
NoTeHLUMaNbHbIX 3HAYEHNI TEKCTa KybTypbl.

[Jaetcs o0630p paboT YueHblX, BAWAHME KOTOPbIX Ha 3anage Ao
cux nop 6bln0 orpaHuMuyeHHbim: Y. C. Mupc, P. 9ko6coH, HO. JloTmaH,
B. B. MBaHOB, b. A. YcneHckuii, M. M. baxTuH.

B pa6oTtax lMupca aBTop NOf4YepKMBaAeT ero OTHOLEHWE K YenoBeKy
KaK 3HaKy — HOCUTent0 pedeKCMBHOCTU U CEMMUO3KCA, YYEHUKY BHEL-
Heil peanbHOCTW. C TakKoW No3uumm 66110 6bl AHTPOMONOTY XOPOLO Hauu-
HaTb cBOl pab6oTy. Bo B3rnagax Fko6coHa nogyepkuBaeTcs 3cTeTuue-
CKUI NPUHLUKUMN, NO3BONAKOLWMNIA 60nee rny60KO OCMbICIUTL COOTHOLIEHUNE
06beKTa v 3HakKa. B KoHuenuuu KynbTypbl baxTuHa BblAenseTca NpuHLUN
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LMAanorMyHoCTN, NpUYEM XapakTep guanora 3aBUCUT OT TOPU3OHTA (XpO-
HOTOMA) y4YacTHWKOB. lMo3uMuMA 3THOMOra TakXe 3aBUCUT OT €ero ropwu-
30HTa. Y4yeHue baxTuHa NneXuWT B OCHOBE KOHLUeNuuu AManornyeckoi
aHTPOMOMOrNMN, B KOTOPO BaXXHYH pONb, Hapsfy C AnanoroMm, WUrpawT u
Hapywatoune 0b6blYHbIE MepapXMyecKme OTHOLIEHUA MNPUHLWMAbLI KapHa-
BanbHOe™. B koHuenuuu JToTMaHa MOAYepKUBAETCA MPUHLUMN MOHTAX-
HOCTW, COeAWHEHWUA 3NEeMEHTOB pPAa3HOro MNPOUCXOXKAEHWUA. Y KaszaHHble
aBTOpPbl CPaBHMBAKOTCA Ha (JOHE KOHLENUUU ceMmuocdepsl.

B aHanun3e cCoOBpeMeHHbIX KY/NbTYPHbIX NPOLLECCOB BaXXeH acnekT Ky/b-
TYPHO-CEMUOTNYECKOW AMHAMUKU. B OCHOBY CpPaBHWTENbHOrO aHanusa
KYNbTyp MOTYT Ne4Yb pasHble acnekTbl CEMUOTUKU KYNbTYpbl — OT MOHA-
TUA TeKCTa KyNbTypbl A0 NOHATUSA B3pblBa B KY/bType.

Kultuurisemiootika dinaamika;
selle olulisus antropoloogias

Artikkel annab Ulevaate nendest (kultuuri) semiootika pdhimd&tetest, mis
vdiksid olla olulised semiootiliselt orienteeritud antropoloogias. Naiteks
kasutatakse uue vaatenurgaga antropoloogilistes uuringutes ‘kultuuriteks-
ti’ mdistet; Lotmani jargi on “(kultuuri) tekst mehhanism, mis moodustab
erisuguste semiootiliste ruumide slisteemi”. Kultuurindhtust vaadeldakse
réhutades selle tekkimise ja olemuse dunaamilisust, dialoogilisust. Nii
omandavad antropoloogi jaoks tadhtsuse tema enda moju uuritavale,
ametliku ja mitteametliku ajalooversiooni suhe ja mingi néhtuse teised,
varem tdhelepanuta jddnud tahud. Kultuuriteksti potentsiaalsete tdhenduste
hulk avardub kui arvestatakse kogu konteksti.

Ulevaade tehakse just nende teadlaste toodest, keda on Laanes aval-
datud alles viimasel ajal v@i kelle mdju on olnud péarsitud: Charles
S. Peirce, Roman Jakobson, Juri Lotman, V. V. lvanov, B. A. Uspenski,
M. M. Bahtin.

Artikli autor arvab, et nendele kdikidele on omane kultuurindhtuse di-
naamika ja mitmepalgelisuse véljatoomine, samas ei lahe nad kaasa post-
modernismi kalduvusega teha kdik suhteliseks; mille nditena on toodud
Derrida arvamus, et keskuse vdi péritolu puudumisel muutub kdik dis-
kursuseks.

Andes (levaate Peirce’i ideedest, keskendub Portis-Winner reaalsuse
ja inimtaju olemusele. Inimene sinnib maailma, mis on madrgiline (esinda-
tuna margisisese vahetu objekti poolt); vdline reaalsus eksisteerib Peirce’i
jérgi mérgivéliste dunaamiliste objektide kujul. On olemas ka vahetu ja
dinaamiline interpretant ning I8plik ehk loogiline interpretant. Viimane
tdhendaks reaalsuse tbest tdlgendamist, kui uurimine viidaks nii kaugele.
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Pole véimalik jduda diinaamilise objekti olemuseni, kill saab tajuda nen-
de olemasolu “k&rvutatavate kogemuste” kaudu. Tajukogemused on sa-
muti kehastatud markides.

Kogemust peab Peirce inimese ainsaks Opetajaks: kui oodatu vGi
kujuteldava asemel ilmub midagi Ullatuslikku, teist. NGnda on inimese
maailmatajumine kahetise iseloomuga, ego ja mitte-ego vastastikkuse
mdju tulemus. Peirce kasitleb inimest kui méarki (human sign). Kui méte
on valine mark, siis inimene métleva olendina on véliste méarkide jada;
inimene ise on mark — refleksiivsuse ning semioosise kandja, valise
reaalsuse Opilane. See vdiks olla alus, mille arvestamisega antropoloog
lldse asub uurimistéd juurde. Hiljem on artiklis naha, kuidas Peirce’i
eeltoodud mdtetel tekib koosk6la Bahtini mdistega ‘horisont’.

Jakobsoni puhul naitab autor ikoonilisuse kandvat osa tema t6ddes
ning viitab esteetilisele funktsioonile, mille Praha ringi “Teesid” lisasid
Bunhleri kolmele funktsioonile. Kunstilises tekstis on esteetilisel funkt-
sioonil dominandi roll; see muudab tajutavamaks objekti ja mérgi suhte.
Kunstiteksti margid on mitmetédhenduslikumad kui tavakeeles — teksti-
sisene sarnasuse printsiip on téhtsam kui piirnevuse printsiip (nt. luules,
kus igal metafooril on metoniimiline varjund, ja vastupidi). Jargides loo-
gikat, mille Portis-Winner &ra toob, lisas Jakobson Peirce’i mérgitriaadile
neljanda osa artifice (‘kunstivote’, jareletehtu’). Selles on sarnasus kahe
margi osa vahel taotluslik, saavutatud (kui ikoonmargi puhul on see tege-
lik), nagu nt kunstilises tekstis. Artikli autor ei pea neljanda liikme lisa-
mist tingimata vajalikuks, kuna see sisaldub juba Peirce’i slisteemi teistes
margi alatlilipides.

Liikudes edasi Bahtini kultuurikasitluse juurde, margib autor selle
kandva osana dialoogisuhteid, mida mdjutavad osalejate ‘horisondid’
(kronotoop). Inimene néeb maailma I&bi oma unikaalse vélja; selles pais-
tab maailm teiste jaoks Uhesugusena eksisteerivat, ilma nende endi uni-
kaalsete tdhendusvaljadeta. Etnoloogi maailmataju, tema suhtumine teise,
s6ltub tema horisondist. Bahtin inspireeris Ameerika etnolooge Tedlocki
ja Mannheimi vélja té6tama dialoogilise antropoloogia programmi. Jakob-
son pidas samuti dialoogi monoloogist algsemaks ja fundamentaalsemaks.
Tedlock ja Mannheim leiavad dialoogi ka monoloogi ja isegi tksiku sGna
tasandil. Etnograafia ise sunnib kultuuride esindajate vahel toimuva dia-
loogi tulemusel. Etnoloogiale on olulised Bahtini uuringud keskaegsest
karnevalikultuurist; karnevalil I6huti ametliku ja mitteametliku piir, keela-
tu padseb esile ja sotsiaalne hierarhia pdodratakse hetkeks ringi.

Bahtini dialogism on autori sénul sarnane Jakobsoni metonltmilistele
metafooridele ning Lotmani montaaZikasitlusele, Kristeva ‘interteks-
tuaalsus’ on voetav selle uhe vormina. P8him6te on thendada kahe eri-
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neva kultuuri voi teksti Ghikud. Saadud uue teksti uurimisel peaks arves-
tama avarate tdlgendusvdimalustega.

Lotmani puhul esitatakse tema montaazikasitlus; montaaz kui viis
kdrvutada eri péaritoluga elemendid. Implitsiitse montaazi puhul uusi ele-
mente ei lisata, aeg ning slZee ei muutu. Eksplitsiitne montaaZ aga
kasutab erinevatest semantilistest sféaridest périnevaid osasid, mis uues
kontekstis saavad (hise modaalsuse (nt. korduv h&al kui objektide Uhen-
daja). Narratiivi erinevad vormid (nagu need kaks montaazitilpi) domi-
neerivad eelkdige kunstilistes ja mitoloogilistes tekstides; seda saab nai-
data ka karnevali puhul.

Bahtini uurimusi vdrdleb autor Lotmani ja Uspenski omadega iga-
paevase kaitumise semiootikast. Lotman ja Uspenski uurisid muu seas ka
euroopalike kultuurinormide sissetungi 18. sajandi Venemaal. Tavaliselt
alateadlik argikditumine muudeti teadliku kontrolli objektiks. V0is valida
erinevate rollide (nt. ajalooline, Kkirjanduslik) vahel. Autor peab sellist
juhtumit intemaliseeritud transnatsionalismi néiteks.

Kui Bahtin markis, et naerul on Laane kultuuris sotsiaalsetest reeglitest
vabastav mdju, siis Lotmani ja Uspenski jargi kuulus naer keskaegses
Vene kultuuris ametliku kultuuri piiridesse.

Klassikalist ajalookdsitlust on autori jargi kritiseeritud selle homo-
geense ja lineaarse sindmuste kujutamise pdrast. Semiootiline lahenemine
keskendub ajalooteksti taga seisnud isiku koodide taasloomisele; uurija
peab leidma vastavussuhted nende ja oma koodide vahel. Ajaloosiindmu-
sele annavad osavdtjad tdhenduse vastavalt oma vaadetele ja kultuurile.
Lotmani arvates on ajaloos determinismi kdrval oluline objektiivne tegur
inimeste teadlik valik. Ajalugu on vaadeldav ametlikust ja mitteametlikust
positsioonist. Valikulisel mélul on siin kandev roll.

Muuseas on Lotmani mdiste ‘semiosfddr’ korvutatud Peirce’i
phaneron’ga ja Jakobsoni ‘diskursuse maailmaga’. Semiosfaar haarab en-
dasse koik kultuuri “keeled”, samas on kultuuri semiootiline ruum vaa-
deldav Uhe tekstina, mille sisemuses on mitmetasandiline alatekstide ja —
keelte susteem. NOnda vdib ‘isiksust’ semiootiliselt mdista laiemalt kui
falsiline isik. Terve kultuur on vaadeldav nditena autokommunikatsioo-
nist, kus saatja restruktureerib end sisemise dialoogi kdigus ka vastu-
votjaks, ndnda teatele uut tdhendust lisades. Semiosfaari sisemine ruum on
eraldatud vélisest ‘piiri’ abil (meie-nemad) ning piiridega on semiosfaar
jagatud vastavalt uldistele erinevustele ja omadustele (elus-surnud, paik-
ne-randav, tahtede liikkumine jt.).

Téanapédeva rahvastevahelise suhete olukorras peab Porter-Winner olu-
liseks arvestada kultuurisemiootilise diinaamikaga. Ta toob &ra Lotmani
soovituse uurida vordlevalt kultuurilisi plahvatusi ajaloos; sellise plahva-
tuse mdju on etteaimamatu: see vOib samal ajal olla nii kiirenenud areng
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kui ka paljususe vdhenemine Uhe Tekstini. Arenenuma kultuuri médju
arhailisemale ei ole alati positiivne; m&ju v@ib olla ka arenenuma kultuuri
suunas. Igal juhul on Teksti loomiseks vajalik vahemalt kahe keele dia-
loog. Peirce kirjutab, et universum argumendina on kunstiteos nagu ka iga
luuletus on argument. Sellisena esineb dialoog reaalsuse enda olemuses.



Scientific thought and work
of Yuri Lotman

Manuel Cdceres Sanchez

1 The work of Yuri Lotman is a good proof of the fact that the history
of literary ideas admits numerous nuances, interrelations and dia-
logues with other approaches to literary and cultural phenomena as
well as with the discourses produced in the different fields of human
knowledge.

For the last 20 years Lotman managed to collect views relating
him directly to the ‘Russian formalism’ (yet today references can be
found to his presumably ‘postformalist’ activity) or to ‘structuralism’
(confusing sometimes the notion of structuralism in Lotman with a
narrow immanence-based theoretic perspective). The majority, how-
ever, have spoken for years about the central position occupied by him
in the semiotic studies of the 20th century. But recently scholars (like
Cesare Segre, at a conference held in honour of Lotman in Granada in
1995) have asked if he did not go beyond the limits of semiotics in his
last books (Segre 1997, 1988). Curiously, and in order to add another
term, since his works of the 1960s, Lotman has used at times the
expression ‘structural-semiotic’ as a synonym for ‘structural method’.
Anyway, when we refer to semiotics in Lotman, we should bear in
mind that it is about an heterodox semiotics with a heterogeneous
research interest, a solid semiotics, yet, always ready for a change as
we will see below.

Generally speaking, and with a necessary warning to avoid re-
ductionism, three important moments can be observed in the evolution
of his ideas: the first, ‘structural- semiotic’, is marked by works, some
of them published before and the others unpublished till then, com-
piled in the Lektsii po strukturalnoi poetike (Lectures on Structural
Poetics, 1964), Struktura hudozhestvennogo teksta (Structure of the
Artistic Text, 1970) — containing articles already published in the
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previous volume and others that were published in the 100960s — or
Analysis ofthe Poetic Text (1972).

The object of study common to those works, dominated by seman-
tic analysis but with the presence of the pragmatic level, can be
described with the very words Lotman uses for explaining the objec-
tive proposed in Structure ofthe Artistic Text:

“To offer a general outline of the structure of the artistic language,
of its similarities and differences with regard to analogous linguistic
categories, that is to say, to explain how an artistic text becomes
carrier of a certain thought, of an idea, in what ways the structure of
the text is connected with the structure of that idea” (Lotman 1970,
15).

The second landmark to consider is, perhaps, the most spread: it is
“culture semiotics” that sometimes has been understood as a unique
whole, when there can be observed an increasing interest in the study
of the pragmatic level or in the receptional one (Lotman 1977a), in the
study on the dynamics of culture (see, for example, Lotman 1974) or
the relationships between the texts (see Lotman 1979 and 1981b). His
interest in those and in other new themes culminates symbolically in a
third moment: the one of the last years of his life, starting with works
like O semiosfere (About the Semiosphere. Lotman 1984).

Speaking about three moments in his work is not contradicting the
view of Desiderio Navarro (in my opinion it complements it) as he
indicates two phases: one that has been called his initial ‘tectonic’,
‘neostructuralist’ phase, and the other phase that he considers more
important, defined by him as ‘dynamic’, ‘postneostructuralist’, ‘post-
modernist’ (“in the Hassanianic sense” as he annotates), the key
concept of which will be that of ‘semiosphere’ (Navarro 1996, 17).
Mihhail Lotman also distinguishes two phases in the evolution of the
ideas of his father and the Tartu school seen from the point of view of
philosophy: the first phase, the one of the 1960s in which the
Kantianic basis of his postulates about “the statics of semiotic
systems” stands out; and the second one, that of the 1970s, has a
different philosophic basis (M. Lotman cites the autocrescent logos in
Heracleitus) the dynamics of semiotic systems being regarded as a
“cornerstone” of his studies now (M. Lotman 1995, 34).

However, his work can also be defined in another way: as a
product of his peculiar structuralist activity. | am employing here the
Barthesian notion of structuralism; namely, the activity characterized
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by having man as a “manufacturer of meanings”, the homo significans
as an object of studies (Barthes 1963, 261). And there has never been
another task for him from his earliest works at the end of the 1940s till
his death in 1993. Barthes and Lotman have similarly studied not only
literature but also other arts and diverse fields of culture. Although
structuralism in Lotman is connected with the tradition of the Russian
literary studies that, as he himself remarks, “has generally remained in
the shadow”, his attitude is very similar to the one expressed by
Barthes at that time. In fact, Lotman considers himself a member of
the ‘party of the unsatisfied’ because he does not seek to ‘take care of
what some think has already been solved and arranged but, above all,
to ‘search’ new ways, in spite of the imperfections that may arise in
this search, “Structuralism does not aim at assuming an exclusive
position in science, and in authentic science such a position cannot
exist”, he writes in 1967. In the same essay he affirms that a literary
scientist must never accept “an interpretation to which he has got used
to as an ultimate truth” (Lotman 1967, 75-76, 85-86) The provisional
nature of the critical language of structuralism has also been observed
by Barthes in the conclusion of his famous essay as follows: “the
investigator knows that there only needs to emerge a new language
from the history that would talk to him in its turn, to consider his task
completed” (Barthes 1963, 262).

2. | agree with Peeter Torop who claims that there are several Lot-
mans (Torop 1992, 39). | would like to pay attention here to one of
‘those Lotmans’ from a very concrete angle: his relationship with a
thought produced from the field of natural sciences. This link reveals
how, next to the significant differences between the two periods that
Navarro and M. Lotman indicate, there is something that remains
during his more than 40 years as an scientist, something that today
helps to speak about his entire work as an example of coherence: the
desire not to dwell on what is already known but to think constantly
about going on in search of new fields of study, at the time rethinking
what has been written, introducing nuances into what has been said
and inserting the results of his ‘meta-reflection’ in his discourse.l

Desiderio Navarro thinks that “the ‘genre’ of the article has been the
‘natural’ way in which he has expressed himself, due to “a cognition of his
role of a theoretical investigator, as that of an explorer of the avant-garde,
who discovers a terrain, carries out the initial study of that, reports his
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Maria Corti has precisely stated that the “dominant feature of his
thought was that of being always on the way” (Corti 1994, 8).

As it has been indicated already, the tradition of the Russian
literary studies that ‘has remained in the shadow’, according to
Lotman, contributes to the notion of structuralism; the linguistics of
N. I. Marr and its application to literary studies by Olga M. Freiden-
berg, the artistic typology of the 1930s and 1940s (G. A. Gukovski,
V. M. Zhirmunski, V. I. Propp among others), or the attempts at con-
structing functional models of art, like those of I. N. Tynianov,
V. Shklovski or S. M. Eisenstein, form a part of this tradition (Lotman
1964, 156).

M. Lotman also pointed out an event participating in the con-
struction of the concept of structure, namely, the transference of prob-
lems (like that of structure) from the field of speculative philosophy to
that of objective scientific knowledge in the late 1950s and early
1960s which became an important activity in the semiotic school of
Tartu.

At that time, the most recent theories of nascent cybernetics, of the
theory of information and of structuralist linguistics constituted the
major object of his interest (M. Lotman 1997, 65).2

In 1967 Juri Lotman brought forth the ideal qualities that have to
be combined in a scholar of literature, which are quite different from
those of a traditional philologist. The scientist, far from specialization
in an inflexible discipline, must command the empirical material as
well as the “habits for deductive thinking elaborated by exact
sciences”, be a linguist, have experience “in the work with modelling
systems”, have knowledge of psychological science, be able to reflect
on the general problems of semiotics and cybernetics, collaborate with
mathematicians, “and — he ends up saying- in an ideal case,

results ... and sets off immediately for the discovery of new lands, leaving to
others the work of colonization, of systematic cartography and exploitation”
(Navarro 1996, 13-14).

2 The cybernetic ideas of the 1950s, in M. Lotman’s recollections, had an
influence on the formation of the Tartu group: “the heuristic processes of
cybernetics (let us consider among them, for example, the method of the
‘black box’, the principle of the inverse relation, the homoeostasis, etc.) were
understood as approaches that possessed a general methodological and scien-
tific significance” (M. Lotman 1997).
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incorporate in himself a literary scientist, a linguist and a mathemati-
cian” (Lotman 1967, 85).

The ideas of the group of French mathematicians known by the
name of Bourbaki lie at the basis of the concept of structure developed
by him in his Lectures on Structural Poetics. The structural study
presupposes the determination of “the correlation of elements between
themselves and their relationships with the structural totality”, while
studying “the functional nature of the system and that of its parts”. For
that purpose, the structure has to be analysed by taking into account
the “physical” level3(that is a more concrete level, a given structure)
as well as the “mathematical” level4(that proves to be more abstract, a
whichever structure). According to Lotman “it will be necessary to
construct models of structures” of the two kinds for literary studies
(Lotman 1964, 144-145).

He conceives mathematics not “as a distinct branch of science, but
as a method of scientific thought, and a methodological basis for the
discovery of the most general regularities of life”. It is neither about
uniting two sciences (one particular science and mathematics) into a
third one, nor about applying simple mathematical methods, but about
something that possesses much more scope: the creation of new meth-
odology for the humanities, the elaboration of a new method of scien-
tific thought (Lotman 1964, 152-154).

He finds that the main difficulty in the use of mathematical
methods in literary studies “consists in the fact that the basic concepts
of literary science have not yet been formulated”. In the Lectures on
Structural Poetics he seeks precisely to “bring nearer the moment of
the solution of this task” in the specific field of the verse theory. Only
in the secondary fields, he admits, the methods of mathematical
statistics have been relatively efficient. Here he points out the essay of
A. N. Kolmogorov and A. M. Kondratov on The Rhytmics of the
Poems of Mayakovsky (1962), where they apply mathematical meth-
ods to the study of verse. For Lotman, this work reveals the im-
possibility of the application of the statistical method in reaching the

3 i.e., the material nature of the structure and of the functions and relations
of its elements.

4 i.e., the nature of the relationships between the elements, making abstrac-
tion of his material realization, and the system of relations which is present in
the structure.
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conclusions that would not turn out to be “subjective and indefinite”,
in spite of the fact that those investigators assemble “enormous
statistical material”. In Structure of the Artistic Text he, however,
recognizes the advances of the studies by Kolmogorov and his school,
particularly of what concerns the problem of the entropy of the poetic
language and the possibility of measuring artistic information.

I would like to give here a short explanation concerning quite a
widespread idea on those ‘structuralist’ years, namely, that at times it
has been misinterpreted, in my opinion, that Lotman adhered
unconditionally to “almost mathematical poetics” (Vazquez 1997,
240-241). | do not believe that his interest in mathematics could be
interpreted as a devotion to what had been achieved by that time.
Lotman and Kolmogorov himself were on the alert even about “the
excessive enthusiasm about the still quite modest results of mathe-
matical-statistical, theoretical-informational and, particularly, cyber-
netic studies of poetry” (Lotman 1970, 41). According to Kolmo-
gorov, the experiments carried out in the 1950s and 1960s in order to
create models of the processes of artistic creation by computers,
“surprise us with their primitive character”, whereas the formal
analysis of the artistic creation carried out beyond the influence of
information and cybernetic theories has achieved a more elevated
level (Kolmogorov, quot. in Lotman 1970, 41). In this concrete case
the theories of the Russian academic are good for reflections on the
entropy of the artistic language of the author and on its difference in
relation to that of the reader’s language, “the same artistic text, seen
from the point of view of the sender or the addressee, appears as the
result of the consumption of distinct entropies and, therefore, as the
carrier of different information” (Lotman 1970, 45-46).

This idea is related to quantum physics, to the method of the ‘black
box’ in cybernetics (Lotman 1995, 31) or to the “principle of comple-
mentarity” by Nils Bohr (M. Lotman 1997, 81). In the same way that
atomic physics has demonstrated that, on the atomic scale, the
observation of a phenomenon modifies in an unpredictable way the
phenomenon itself, Lotman proposes a revision of the communication
scheme of Roman O. Jakobson. In contrast with the Jakobsonian
scheme of communication conceived of as direct transmission of a
message already elaborated, Lotman is known to have understood the
act of communication as an act of transformation, as an act of
translation, through what “the text transforms the language to the
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addressee” and the text itself transforms, “stops being identical to
itself’ (M. Lotman 1995, 34):

“Thereby, the communication act [...] has to be considered not as
simple transfer of a certain message that keeps coinciding with itself,
from the conscience of the sender to the conscience of the addressee,
but as a translation of a certain text from the language of my ‘me’ to
the language of your ‘you’ (Lotman 1977b, 54-55).

3. However, his work is not only what was published during the initial
period. From the second half of the 1970s and, above all, the first
years of the 1980s evolution towards a dynamic approach of semiotic
systems became obvious, with the dialogue between science and
humanities standing out. For example, in an essay of 1977, double
inclination of the system of culture towards both diversity and
stability or uniformity rose to the fore. Thus, the elements of the
system of culture “specialize as its parts, on the one hand, and at the
same time, acquire an increasing autonomy with independent struc-
tural formations on the other” (Lotman 1977b, 52). In order to avoid
“schizophrenia of culture”, its disintegration and transformation “into
a situation of the ‘tower of Babel’ of the semiosis of a given culture”
produced by the increase of diversity, he observes that culture
possesses mechanisms “of orientation contrary to diversity” that
guarantee the stability and the “arranged character of the whole”
(Lotman 1977b, 55-56). This phenomenon, visibly contradictory, is
explained by Lotman resorting to cybernetic theories and to that of the
law of supercomplicated systems which maintains that “the stability of
the whole increases with an increase of the internal diversity of the
system” (Lotman 1977b, 52).

Simonetta Salvestroni has pointed out the consistency observable
in Lotman’s work. She recalls, for example, how, from the 1960s he
started paying attention to the functioning of dialogical mechanisms.
Since then, the Italian scholar says, he continued expanding his
interest. As a proof of it there is the compilation of texts entitled Testo
e contesto (Text and Context, 1980) and his essay Mozg-tekst-kultura-
iskusstvenny intellekt (Brain-text-culture-artificial intellect, 1981a),
apart from the writings compiled in her edition (Salvestronia 1985,
19). In the same way “the study of the topological organization of
dynamic systems” can be tracked down in his Structure of the Artistic
Text (1970) up to the essays gathered in Tipologia della cultura
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(Tipology of the Culture, 1975) or the above mentioned Text and
Context. According to Salvestroni, at present this study on the
dynamic systems “is remarkably advancing thanks to the help coming
from Vemadski” (1985, 42-43).

The reader’s attention is attracted by the “deep affinity” of the
texts published in those years “with a series of works written recently
in various cultural and geographic areas of the western world”, that
demonstrate Lotman’s interest in the dialogical interaction between
the scientific and the humanistic fields” (Salvestroni, 1985, 10-11).
The essays by Gregory Bateson, Paul Watzlawick, Gerald Holton,
Ignacio Matte Blanco, Josef Maria Jauch, Y. Elkama, Geoffrey Chew
or by the already-mentioned Vemadski on the biological-epistemo-
logical investigation, the study of the hemispheres of the brain,
scientific imagination, the quantum theory or the philosophy of
science, share a common dedication of their attention “to what is
dynamic and interactive, the interest for the unifying aspects, the more
or less clear repulse to the dichotomic scheme of setting up mind
against nature, avoidance of extremities or else the investigation of a
balance between the polar pares like reason-imagination, continuous-
discontinuous, dynamism-homeostasis” (Salvestroni 1985, 13).

4. Doubt has been cast on Lotman’s latest work by Cesare Segre, who
considers Kultura i vzryv (Culture and Explosion, 1992) and Cercare
la strada (To Look for the Way, 1994) his testament written “as if he
had been urged by the fear of not being able to communicate all his
ideas to us”. Judging by the style the language he uses, in effect it may
be interpreted like that: professor Segre observes how, as opposed to
“the habitual expressive neutrality in works of history and of
semiotics of culture”, in his latest works “he gives rein to the taste for
the metaphor and to personal evocation” (Segre 1997, 91). However,
if we attend to the titles of some chapters in Culture and Explosion,
we establish that he does not break up with what we have been ex-
pressing up till now, but above all, we perceive his relation with the
ideas of llya Prigogine: «Discontinuous and Continuous», «The Logic
of the Explosion», «The Moment of Unpredictability» ... In the third
chapter of To Look for the Way, that also has a very significant title
(«Explosive Processes»), he admits explicitly the connection with the
ideas of Prigogine (and Stengers) in Between the Time and the
Eternity * (Lotman 1994, 35)
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As was the case in relation to the majority of the authors
mentioned above, Lotman was not aware of the works of Prigogine
either when he wrote for the first time about the fortuitous and the
unpredictable. His essay O roli sluchainyh faktorov v literaturnoi
evolutsii (On The Role of Fortuitous Factors in Literary Evolution),
published for the first time in German in 1987 and afterwards, in
1989, in the Semeiotike of Tartu, was written and presented at the
Semiotics Seminar of the University of Tartu in 1985. Lotman himself
recognizes that the works of Prigogine, which he for the first time got
access to in 1986, when The New Alliance (or Order as the Result of
Chaos, as it was translated in the United States) was translated into
Russian, made “an extraordinarily strong impression” on him (Lotman
1989, 101), partly because, as Mihhail Lotman indicates, “coincided
with his  own intuitions and theoretical reflections”
(M. Lotman 1997, 78. See Prigogine and Stengers 1994a)5

In fact, in 1981 he published Brain-Text-Culture-Artificial Intelli-
gence, where curious affinity with the theories at the time and later
expounded by Ilya Prigogine can be detected. According to Lotman,
culture is known, for generating information, for constituting a
“thinking device”; but he observes that in order to make a text to
produce new messages it is necessary to “make another text to go
through it, as it happens in practice when to a text ‘connects’ a reader
who preserves in the memory some previous messages”, in other
words, “there has to be created a semiotic situation, presupposing an
explosive transition from the state of Nature to the state of Culture”
(Lotman 1981a, 211-212).

This idea is developed further in other works to follow, including
the already-mentioned On the Role of Fortuitous Factors... It is here
that he observes that the paradoxical situation to be created (“to
produce texts it is necessary to have already a text”) is similar to the
one produced in the autocatalytical reactions described by the Nobel
Prize Winner in Chemistry: in order to achieve “the synthesis of some
substance, the presence of the same substance is needed. In other
words, to secure substance X, we should start with a system contain-

There are even some researchers who examine Structure of the Artistic
Text as related to the ideas formulated by llya Prigogine much later (See
Abrioux 1995).
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ing X from the very beginning” (Prigogine and Stengers 1994b; apud
Lotman 1989, 246).

The fortuitous and the regular, the chaos and the order, the static
and the dynamic, pairs that are nothing but linked aspects. For
Prigogine, order rises from chaos, it is not imposed from outside, thus,
chaos has to contain a certain potency capable of generating order.
Lotman finds similar phenomena in literary texts For example, what is
known as ‘influence’ may be regarded as catalytical function “of the
texts that come from the outside to the inside of one or another
culture”. “The eternal question of ‘romantics before romanticism’”
may also be considered a similar phenomenon (Lotman 1989, 246-
247). For Mihhail Lotman his father’s conception about the energy of
artistic creation can be compared to what Prigogine holds with regard
to autocatalytical reactions (M. Lotman 1997, 78). If the tradition
arisen from Humboldt distinguishes between language as a finished
product (ergon, speech, text) and language as creative potency
(energeia, language), in Lotman energeia “is firstly a property of the
text and not of the language” (M. Lotman 1995, 35).

According to Lotman, the ideas of Prigogine open up new paths
for the study of fortuitous processes. Moreover, he sees in them “a
real basis for the reconciliation of natural and humanistic sciences”.
This nexus is found in a study by Prigogine on the irreversibility of
time that constitutes for Lotman the basis “of the universal model of
the historical process (that flows in time)” (Lotman 1989, 101). In an
interview, published also in 1989, Prigogine declares the following: at
bottom the reintroduction of time is also the reintroduction of the
coherent universe characterized by common time: all that we: the
galaxies, the molecules, the stars, the living creatures and the cultures
have in common is time; we all have the same direction of time, |
would even say that the universe is characterized by temporal coher-
ence” (Mataix 1989, 119).

If Prigogine recognized that philosophy and science acted in him
as ‘inciters’ of his intellectual activity (Mataix 1989, 118), Lotman
declared to Peeter Torop (in what | believe was his last interview) that
the world we live in “is created on the conflictive unity of the models
of art and science. The classical idea of science has been associated
with the foreseeable (that is to say, with the cyclic or gradual pro-
cesses, with the cause-result relationships), while the not foreseeable
associated with explosive moments in which cause-result relationships
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disappear, is characteristic of art. But the new scientific theories
(Lotman, although he did not cite him on this occasion, was thinking
of Prigogine) have contributed one of the most important ideas: “it is
the idea of the historical, scientific or some another sense of un-
predictability, unpredictability being a scientific object”. As opposed
to that notion “that is maintained with too much strength”, of art being
“a pretty flower”, he responds that, like science art is “another way of
thinking, another system of modelling the world. In essence, it is the
creation of another world, parallel to our world [to that of science]”
(Torop 1993, 128).

5.1 would like to conclude this article by drawing attention to the way
in which the ideas of Lotman are expanded. He himself uses the
comparison of circles that water forms when a stone is dropped in it
(“these circles try to seize all the space”) to explain the tendency to
the globalization of semiotics: “we find ourselves always in a different
sphere, in endless annexations of different types of thinking”. If in the
1950s and 1960s we might have thought “that mathematics was the
science of science and was able to resolve it all”, it is still maintained
now, almost thirty years later, that “mathematics is something more
complex, since it is not only a science, but it is also a method of
thinking” (Torop 1993, 129).

| have already considered on more than one occasion the ex-
pansion of his ideas as an indication of unitary coherence in diversity
and of stability in change in his gradual or explosive evolution. This
coherence in expansion is detected even in the way in which he
presents his reflections that, as | said in the beginning, are character-
ized for a double direction that actuate simultaneously: one looks
towards the future, searching for new paths; and the other that looks
towards the already said, making it possible to integrate the results of
his ‘meta-reflection’. Maria Corti has observed in his work “a fruitful
intertextuality” that may be confirmed on the evidence of some
chapters of Culture and Explosion and To Look for the Way, but also
on the basis of the essays of the 1970s and his two last books (Corti
1994, 9-10).

The objective of this work has not been to make an exhaustive
journey through the work of Lotman in order to clarify his relation-
ships with the scientific thought of the 20th century. But the examples
that have been exposed are more than sufficient for demonstration of
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how his work constitutes an extraordinarily productive model for the
role that semiotics can play in the dialogue between nature and
culture.

Bibliographic references

Abrioux, Y. (1995). “Systeme semiotique, systeme dynamique: note sur Lot-
man et Prigogine”. Theorie-Literature-Enseignement 13: 115-132.

Barthes, R. (1963). Essays critiques. Paris: Seuil.

Caceres, M. (1996). “luri Mijailovuch Lotman (1922-1993): una biografia
intelectual”. In: Lotman 1996: 249-267.

— 1997. “Lotman desde Espana”. In: Céceres, ed., 1997: 11-34.

Céceres, M. ed. (1993). “luri M. Lotman y la escuela semiftica de Tartu-
Moscl, treinta anos despues”. Discurso. Revista Internacional de Semi-
Otica y Teoria Literaria 8. AAS/Alfar. Sevilla.

— 1997. En la esfera semidtica lotmaniana. Estudios en honor de iuri
Mijailovich Lotman. Valencia: Episteme.

Corti, M. (1994). “Introduzione”. In: Lotman, 1994: 7-13.

Lotman, I. M. (1964). “Vvedenie”. In: Lektsii po strukturalnoi poetike. Tartu:
Trudy po znakovym sistemam 1: 5-14.

— 1967. “Literaturovedenie dolzhno byt naukoi”. Voprosy literatury
1: 90-100.

— 1970. Struktura hodozhestvennogo teksta. Moskva: Iskusstvo.

— 1974. Dinamicheskaia model semioticheskoi sistemy. Moskva, Institut
russkogo iazyka AN SSSR, Problemnaia gruppa po eksperimentalnoi i
prikladnoi lingvistike, Predvaritelnaia publikatsiia, 60.

— 1977a. “Tekst i struktura auditorii”. Tartu, TZS 9: 55-61.

— 1977b. “Mesto kinoiskusstva v mehanizme kultury”. TZS 8: 138-166.

— 1979. “Teatralnyi iazyk i zhivopis. (k probleme ikonicheskoi ritoriki)”.
Teatralnoe prostranstvo. (Materialy nauchnoi konferentsii, 1978). Mosk-
va: 238-252.

— 1980. Testo e contesto. Semidtica dellarte e della cultura. Roma-Bari:
Laterza.

— 198la. “Mozg-tekst-kultura-iskusstvenny intellekt”. Semiotika i informa-
tika 1 (Moskva): 13-17.

— 1981b. “Tekst v tekste”. TZS 14: 3-18.

— 1984. “O semiosfere”. Tartu, TZS 17: 5-23.

— 1989. “O roli sluchainyh faktorov v literatumoi evolutsii”. TZS 23: 39-
48.

— 1992, Kultura i vzryv. Moskva: Gnosis.

— 1994. Cercare la strada. Modelli della cultura. Venezia: Marzilio.



58 Manuel Caceres Sénchez

— 1996. La semiosfera |. Semidtica de la cultura y del texto. Madrid:
Cétedra.

Lotman, I. M. and Uspenski, B. A. (1975). Tipologia della cultura. Milano:
Bompiani. 1995 (revised and corrected edition).

Lotman, M. I. (1995). “Za tekstom: zamietki o filosofskom fone tartuskoi
semiotiki (statia piervaya). Lotmanovski sbornik 1. Moskva.

*— 1997. “La estructura y la libertad (Notas sobre los fundamentos
filosoficos de la Escuela Semidtica de Tartu) ”, en Céceres, ed., 1997, 63-
84.

Mataix, C. (1989). “llya Prigogine (premio Nobel): elogio de Ila
complejidad”. Revista de Occidente 103: 113-124.

Navarro, D. (1996). “Al lector: Sobre la seleccion y la traduccion”. In:
Lotman, 1996, 11-19.

Navarro, D., ed. (1986). Textos y contextos. Una ojeada en la teoria literaria
mundial. Vol. I. La Habana: Arte y Literatura.

*Prigogine, I. and Stengers, I. (1994a). La nueva alianza: metamorfosis de la
ciencia. Madrid: Alianza.

*— 1994b. Entre el tiempo y la eternidad. Madrid: Alianza.

Salvestroni, S. (1985). “Nuove chiavi di lettura del reale alia luce del pensiero
di Lotman e dell’epistemologia contemporanea”. In: J. M. Lotman. La
semiosfera. L ’asimmetria e il dialogo nelle strutture pensanti (a cura di
S. Salvestroni). Venezia: Marsilio, 7-46.

Segre, C. (1997). “El testamento de Lotman”. In: Céceres, ed., 1997, 85-97.

*Torop, P. (1992). “Tartuskaia shkola kak shkola”. In: V ehest 70-letia
professora I. M. Lotman. Tartu, 5-19.

— 1993. “Juri Lotmani koénelusest Peeter Toropiga Tartus 1992. aasta
septembris”. Keelja kirjandus 10 (1994): 624-625.

KOpwuii JToTMaH: Hay4yHOe MbiLLIEHUE U TPYbl

B cTaTtbe xapakTepusyetcs HOpuil JToTMaH Kak yyeHbll — pfaetcsa 0630p
pasBMTUS €ro Hay4yHOW MbICAM W COOTHOWEHUA €e C Hay4HbIMU
OTKPbITUAMMW W HanpaBneHUAMU ero spemeHun. CobpaB pasHble MHeEHUA O
pasBuTUM ngein JloTmaHa, aBTOp BbIAeNseT TPpWU FNaBHbIX “agpa”: CTPYK-
TypanbHas cemuoTumka 60-X rofoBs, Kyfa OTHOCATCA “NeKUMW NO CTPYK-
TypanbHOW noatuke” (1964) m “CTpyKTypa XYAO0XeCTBEHHOro TekcTa”
(1970); cemmnoTuKa KynbTypbl, U 60nee NO3LHUA WHTepec K [UHaAMUKe
KYNbTYpPbl U MEXTEKCTOBbIM OTHOLIEHWUSIM, BblpaXeHHbIl B paboTe “O
cemunochepe” (1984).

XapakTepusys JloTMaHa KaK Y4eHOro, aBTOp MOAYepKMBaeT MNpexpe
BCEro BeYHYK HeyOBNETBOPEHHOCTb YX€ AOCTUTHYTbIM, MNOCTOAHHOE
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[BUKEHVE Brepes, WHTEpeC K mMaTeMaTVKe W TOYHbIM Haykam B CBSi3U C
CTPeMNIeHMEM MPUMEHWUTL WX METOAbl B IyMaHWTapHbIX Haykax. Takas
pPasHOCTOPOHHOCTbL MO3BOJIFAET FOBOPUTL O “HECKO/ILKMX”, MO BbIPXKEHNIO
Meatepa Topona, JIoTmaHax.

Juri Lotmani teaduslik mottet6o

Artikkel kdneleb Juri Lotmanist teadlasena — antakse Ulevaade tema
mdtte arengust ja suhestumisest oma aja teaduslike avastuste ning suun-
dadega. Autor annab omalaadse meta-ulevaate Lotmanist, (ihendades eri-
nevaid arvamusi tema ideede arengust. Uldistavalt v@ib éelda, et esime-
sel, neostrukturalistlikul perioodil oli tema jaoks peamine staatika se-
miootilistes stisteemides, sellal kui postneostrukturalistlikus jargus liikus
uurimise keskmesse semiootiliste stisteemide diinaamika. Kuigi ta tegeles
stigavuti ka vene formalismiga, tuntakse teda peamiselt kui semiootikut.

Eristatakse kolme “tuuma” Lotmani t60des: 1960. aastate strukturaal-
semiootika, kuhu mahuvad t66d “Loengud strukturaalpoeetikast” (1964)
ning “Taideteksti struktuur” (1970); kultuurisemiootika; ning kolmandaks
hilisem huvi kultuuri diinaamika ja tekstidevaheliste suhete vastu, nt. t6ds
“Semiosfaérist” (1984). Lotmani kui teadlase iseloomustuses tuuakse eel-
kdige esile rahulolematust juba saavutatuga, pidevat edasiliikumist, uute
alade avastamist; laia teadlasehaaret, mis eeldas matemaatika ja teiste
tappisteaduste tundmist, et rakendada neid meetodina humanitaaraladele.
Taoline mitmekilgsus annabki pdhjust réédkida “mitmest” Lotmanist,
nagu Peeter Torop seda on teinud.

Lihidalt késitletakse ka J. Lotmani viimaste raamatute véljenduslaadi;
ent olulisemaks osutuvad sisulised paralleelid, mida saab nendest toddest
tdmmata nii tema eelnevate motete kui ka uute avastustega keemia vallas.
Nagu 6eldud, liiguvad fookusesse kultuuri diinaamilisus, dialoogisuhted
eri tekstide vahel, kaose ja korra suhe. Need ideed on seotud Vernadski ja
Prigogine’i tbddega; viimaseid luges Lotman alles 1986. aastal, kuid isegi
enne seda vBib nende vahel leida teatud mbttelist sugulust.

Tsiteeritakse intervjuud Lotmaniga, kus too kdrvutab kunsti ja teadust
kui paralleelseid ja siiski erinevaid viise modelleerida maailma. Juhuslik,
mis on pigem kunstile omane, on Lotmani sdénul muutunud teaduslikuks
uurimisobjektiks.

Eelk8ige on margatav Januse-taoline sidusus Lotmani ideedes: vaa-
dates kill pidevalt tulevikku ning olles otsingute keerises, vaatab teine
pilk tahapoole ja paigutab mineviku-ainest, juba deldut, ringi vastavalt
oma meta-refleksioonile.



The dimensionality of metaphor

Marcel Danesi

Introduction

There is overwhelming evidence in the semiotic, psychological, and
language sciences that abstract concepts are knowable primarily (if
not exclusively) as “metaphorized ideas,” i.e. as signifieds that are
constructed cognitively through metaphorical reasoning. The ongoing
research on metaphor in cognitive linguistics, for instance, now
strongly suggests that metaphorical modes of conceptualization char-
acterize all representational systems — language, gesture, narrative,
the arts, etc. (recent summaries of relevant work in this domain can be
found in Gibbs 1994 and Goatley 1997). However, in my view, the
ever-burgeoning literature on what has come to be known as concep-
tual metaphor theory (henceforward CMT) (e.g. Lakoff and Johnson
1980, 1999; Lakoff 1987; Johnson 1987) still lacks a synthetic semi-
otic framework for interpreting the diverse, multiform manifestations
of metaphor in human symbolic and communicative behavior. The
purpose of this paper is to provide such a framework, drafted from
Peircean theory, called dimensionality theory (DT), which | proposed
as a target for discussion in a previous study (Danesi 1998).

Dimensionality Theory

In terms of semiotic method, DT posits nothing new. It simply pro-
vides a framework for investigating representational systems in terms
of three dimensions, which Peirce called firstness, secondness, third-
ness. DT asserts that any act or token of representation involves an
interaction, or a “cognitive flow,” among these three dimensions, to
varying degrees (e.g. a sign constructed and/or interpreted primarily as
a symbol, nevertheless will invariably have elements of iconicity and
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indexicality in it). Dimensionality undergirds how we extract meaning
from a sign, from a text, and, more specifically for the purposes of the
present paper, from a metaphorical statement. The objective in the re-
mainder of this paper is, in fact, to look at how dimensionality
manifests itself in metaphorical reasoning and discourse.

The current research on metaphor, when looked at from the
particular perspective of DT, suggests that the creation and use of
metaphorical concepts follows a firstness-to-secondness-to-thirdness
pattern. A firstness metaphor is one that is constructed with concrete
vehicles (i.e. with vehicles referring to concrete referents), a process
which produces a conceptual metaphor, as it is called in the relevant
literature (e.g. Fauconnier 1985, 1997; Sweetser 1990; Croft 1991;
Deane 1992; Indurkhya 1992; Fauconnier and Sweetser 1996). In this
paper, a conceptual metaphor will be renamed a metaform, for it is in
essence r.form made up of a signifier referring to an abstract concept
in terms of a concrete signified (Sebeok and Danesi forthcoming). The
formula [thinking = seeing], for example, is a metaform because it is
made up of an abstract signifier, [thinking], that is conceptualized in
terms of forms, structures, categories, etc. that involve the concrete
signifieds associated with [seeing]. This metaform underlies utter-
ances such as:

1.1cannot see what use your idea might have.

2 .lcan’t quite visualize what that theory is all about.

Each of the two parts of the metaform is called a domain’, [thinking] is
called the target domain because it is the abstract topic itself (the
“target” of the metaform); and seeing is called the source domain
because it enfolds the class of vehicles that deliver the meaning of the
metaform (the “source” of the metaphorical concept) (Lakoff and
Johnson 1980). A specific metaphorical statement uttered in a dis-
course situation is now construable as a particular instantiation of a
metaform. So, when we hear people using such metaphorical state-
ments as the following

3. Those ideas are circular.

4.1don’t see the point of your idea.

5. Her ideas are central to the discussion.

6. Their ideas are diametrically opposite.

etc.

it is obvious that they are not manifestations of isolated, self-contained
metaphorical creations, but rather, specific instantiations of the
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metaform whose target domain is [ideas] and whose source domain is
identifiable as [geometrical figures/relations]:

Metaform — [ideas = geometrical figures/relations]
| _
Those ideas are circular
I don’t see the point of your idea
Her ideas are central to the discussion
Their ideas are diametrically opposite
T

Specific Instantiations (Actual Metaphorical Statements)

Psychologically, metaforms relate the “experience” or “understand-
ing” of some target domain to something that is familiar and easily
picturable in both mental and representational terms. They reveal a
basic tendency of the human mind to think of abstract concepts iconi-
cally. Among the first to point this out was the Italian philosopher
Giambattista Vico (1688-1744), perhaps the first to see metaphor as
the unique ability of the human mind to interconnect things and events
in the world (Danesi 1993). Before Vico, metaphor was viewed as a
manifestation of analogy. In traditional logic, analogy is defined as an
inductive form of reasoning asserting that if two or more entities are
similar in one or more respects, then a probability exists that they will
be similar in other respects, as some continue to claim (Skousen 1989;
Way 1991; Mitchell 1993). For Vico, on the other hand, metaphor was
hardly an analogical strategy; it was the primary mental tool humans
use for creating analogies themselves and, thus, for thinking about
otherwise unknowable things.

The above metaform, [ideas = geometrical figures/relations], is, in
effect, the reason underlying the common practice of representing
ideas and theories with diagrams based on geometrical figures (points,
lines, circles, boxes, etc.). All “models” are, in effect, geometric dia-
grams. For example, the “model” of a translation system reproduced
below (from Antenos-Conforti, Barbeau, and Danesi 1997) was drawn
in such a way as to show how any systematic conversion of an input,
or source language (SL), text into an output, or target language (TL),
text that preserves the intended meaning or content is purported to
unfold. Note the use of lines, arrowheads, and boxes to make the
model visually depictable:
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A General Translation System

Metaforms reveal the deployment of a mental strategy that allows for
abstractions to become knowable in concrete picturable ways. In
Peircean theory, firstness corresponds to iconicity and metaforms are,
indeed, iconic forms in that they attempt to simulate some abstract
notion in some sensory or perceptual way. This aspect of metaphorical
reasoning was, needless to say, noticed even by Aristotle (384-
322 BC), who, as is well known, coined the term metaphor, because
he noticed its common use in the production of knowledge and of new
concepts. The sapient animal is a metaphorical thinker, Aristotle
contended. However, Aristotle also affirmed that, as knowledge-pro-
ductive as it was, metaphor’s most common function was to spruce up
literal ways of thinking and speaking. Remarkably, it was this latter
position of Aristotle that became the accepted view of metaphor in
Western society at large, until recently.

Since the source domain of a metaform encompasses concrete
signs, it follows that the selection of one sign or another from a
particular domain will produce connotative nuances. Take, for exam-
ple the metaphorical statement “The professor is a snake,” which is an
instantiation of the metaform [human personality = perceived physical
features of animals]. The meaning of [snake] that this statement em-
bodies, however, is not its denotative one, but rather, the culture-
specific connotations perceived in snakes, namely “slyness,” “dan-
ger,” “slipperiness,” etc. It is this complex of connotations that is
implied in the depiction of the topic, [professor]. Each different
instantiation of this metaform changes the view we get of the topic:
e.g. in “The professor is a rat,” the [professor] is portrayed instead as
someone “aggressive,” “combative,” “rude,” etc.—a complex of con-
notations which are implicit in the new selected vehicle [gorilla].
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The secondness dimension of metaphorical reasoning inheres in an
extension of firstness metaforms; i.e. once the first “layer” of abstract
metaforms in a language has been formed, on the basis of concrete
source domains, then this layer itself becomes a new productive
source domain for creating a higher (= more abstract) layer of con-
cepts. Elsewhere, | have referred to this as the layering principle
(Danesi forthcoming). Secondness associations among metaforms can
be called meta-metaforms. Thus, for example, in utterances such as
the following the target domain of [ideas] is rendered by source
domains that are themselves metaforms [devising something in the
mind = upward motion] and [reflecting = scanning motion].

7. Where did you think up that idea?

8.1thought over carefully your ideas.

9. You should think out the whole problem before attempting to

solve it.

Even though these phrasal verbs have abstract referents, they nonethe-
less evoke images of location and movement. The phrase think up
elicits a mental image of upward movement, thus portraying the
abstract referent as an object being extracted physically from a kind of
mental terrain; think over evokes the image of scanning with the
mind’s eye; and think out elicits an image of extracting something so
that it can be held up to the scrutiny of the mind’s eye. These con-
structions allow users to locate and identify abstract ideas in relation
to spatiotemporal contexts, although such contexts are purely imagi-
nary. It’s as if these imaginary indexes allow us to locate thoughts in
the mind, with the mind having the features of a territory and thoughts
of objects within it. Meta-metaforms like this one imply indexicality in
reference. Secondness meta-metaforms are, as Peircean theory pre-
dicts, indexical in their representational focus.

The third dimension of metaphorical reasoning is symbol forma-
tion. Metaforms and meta-metaforms are frequently the sources of
symbols, of grammatical categories, and of the other representational
techniques that make up the “signifying order” of a culture. Elsewhere
I have referred to this as the interconnectedness principle (Danesi
forthcoming). In Peircean terms, symbol formation is, of course, a
thirdness phenomenon, because in this case the form, the form-user,
and the referent are linked to each other by the forces of historical and
social convention. For example, a rose is used as a symbol for love in
Western culture because it derives ultimately from the metaphorical



The dimensionality of metaphor 65

association of [love] to a [sweet smell], to the color [red], and to the
notion that love grows like a [plant]. These are all metaforms that lead
to the formation of the symbol: [rose = love].

In summary, a dimensional model of metaphor posits that abstract
signifieds are, first, experienced in terms of concrete ones producing,
firstness metaforms with iconic properties. These then become
themselves source domains for further metaphorization producing
secondness meta-metaforms with indexical properties. Finally, the
metaforms and meta-metaforms are themselves the basis of many
symbolic processes since they become interconnected within the
signifying order of a culture:
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Metaforms

In both philosophy and psychology, the term concept is used to
designate a general strategy for referring to things that are perceived
to subsume some general pattern, feature, etc. Concept-formation can
thus be characterized as a pattern- or feature-inferencing process. A
concrete concept can now be defined as the process of referring to a
pattern, feature, etc. that is demonstrable and observable in a direct
way, and an abstract concept as the process of referring to something
that cannot be demonstrated or observed directly. So, for example, the
word car refers to a concrete concept because one can always demon-
strate or observe the existence of a car in the physical world. The word
love, on the other hand, refers to an abstract concept because, although
love exists as an emotional phenomenon, it cannot be demonstrated or
observed directly (i.e. the emotion itself cannot be demonstrated or
observed apart from the behaviors, states of mind, etc. that it pro-
duces).

The relevant psychological research shows that concepts are
formed in one of three general ways. The first is by induction —
i.e. by the extraction of a pattern from specific facts or instances. For
example, if one were to measure the three angles of, say, 100 specific
triangles (of varying shapes and sizes), one would get the same total
(180°) each time. This would then lead one to induce that the sum of
the three angles of any triangle is the same (180°). Induction reveals a
type of conceptualization process whereby a general pattern is extract-
able from its specific occurrences. The second way in which humans
form concepts is by deduction, the opposite of induction — i.e. by the
application of a general pattern to a specific occurrence. For instance,
if one were to prove, by the use of Euclidean notions that the sum of
the angles of any triangle is 180°, then one would deduce that the sum
of the angles in a given specific triangle (no matter what its size or
shape as scalene, isosceles, etc.) would add up to 180°. Finally, con-
cepts are formed through abduction (Peirce 1931-1958). For the pres-
ent purposes, this can be defined simply as the visualization of an
abstract concept on the model of an existing concrete, or already
known, pattern. Abductive thinking is essentially a “hunch” as to what
something means or presupposes. A classic example is the theory of
atomic structure originated by the English physicist Ernest Rutherford
(1871-1937), who conceptualized the inside of an atom as having the
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structure of an infinitesimal solar system, with electrons behaving like
little planets orbiting around an atomic nucleus. Rutherford’s model of
atomic structure was, in effect, an intuition as to what the inside of an
atom looked like.

The distinction between concrete and abstract concept-formation
is, needless to say, a general one. In actual fact, there are many de-
grees and layers of concreteness and abstraction in conceptualization
that are influenced by connotative, social, affective, and other kinds of
factors (Leech 1981: 9-23). But it is beyond the purpose here to
investigate the role these factors play in concept-formation. Suffice it
to say that most of the raw, unorganized information that comes from
seeing, hearing, and the other senses is organized into useful concepts
by induction, deduction, or abduction. Moreover, it is now evident that
the type of conceptualization or representational process enlisted de-
pends on the type of pattern that the human mind seeks from a specific
situation. Often, all three processes — induction, deduction, abduc-
tion — are involved in a complementary fashion.

Metaforms are produced by abduction. In the [human personality =
perceived physical features of animals] metaform it is the extemally-
demonstrable physical properties of [animals] that are abducted
in order to understand human traits (“slipperiness,” *“aggressive-
ness,” etc.). This form of reasoning has been amply documented by
the CMT literature, which gained momentum in 1977 when Howard
Pollio and his associates showed that metaphor was hardly a discourse
option, but its very backbone (Pollio, Barlow, Fine, and Pollio 1977).
This turning point led in the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s to
the development of two significant trends: (1) conceptual metaphor
theory itself (e.g. Ortony 1979; Honeck and Hoffman 1980; Lakoff
and Johnson 1980, 1999; Lakoff 1987; Lakoff and Turner 1989;
Kovecses 1986, 1988, 1990; Johnson 1987; Indurkhya 1992), and
(2) a new branch of linguistics that now comes under the rubric of
cognitive linguistics (Langacker 1987, 1990; Croft 1991; Deane 1992;
Taylor 1995; Fauconnier 1997). The relevant research within CMT
strongly suggests that most of our abstract concepts are stored as
metaforms by our memory systems.

As discussed above, in CMT a specific metaphor is not considered
to be an isolated construction, but rather, a specific instantiation of a
metaform:
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10. The professor is a snake.

11. Keep away from her; she’s a rat.

12. What a gorilla he has become!

13. She’s a sweetheart, a true pussycat!

14. He keeps everything for himself; he’s a real hog.

As these examples show, the [human personality = perceived physical
features of animals] metaform is one of the conceptual strategies used
for understanding notions such as slyness, betrayal, aggressiveness,
kindness, etc. Also as mentioned above, each different selection of a
vehicle from the source domain — [snake], [rat], [gorilla], [pussycat],
[hog], etc. — provides a different connotative depiction of the specific
personality to be evaluated. Needless to say, perceptions of animal
behaviors vary according to situation. But the fact remains that people
the world over react experientially and affectively to animals in
specific ways and that these reactions are encoded into a source
domain for evaluating human personality:

Source domain Target domain Properties

Once this concept has been formed, then it becomes itself a source for
providing further descriptive detail to our evaluations of human
personality, if such a need should arise. Thus, for instance, the specific
utilization of [snake] as the vehicle can itself become a sub-domain
(made up of types of snakes), allowing one to zero in on specific
details of the personality being described:
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15. He’s a cobra.

16. She’s a viper.

17. Your friend is a boa constrictor.
etc.

In effect, within each source domain, there are sub-domains that pro-
vide the metaform-user with an array of connotations that can be
utilized to project subtle detail on to the description of a certain
personality. This is perhaps why in 1973 the psychologist Elinor
Rosch (1973a, 1973b) came to the conclusion that there are three
levels in concept-formation. Some concepts have a highly general
referential function. She called these superordinate. The metaform
[human personality = perceived physical features of animals] itself is,
in her scheme, a superordinate concept, because it refers to the general
phenomenon of personality. Other concepts have a typological
function. Rosch called these basic. The choice of specific metaphori-
cal vehicles from the [animal] source domain — [snake], [rat], etc. —
produces, in effect, basic concepts because vehicular choices allow for
reference to types of personalities. Finally, some concepts have a de-
tailing function. Rosch called these subordinate. The selection of sub-
types of [snake], [rat], etc. — [cobra], [viper], etc. — are all subordi-
nate concepts that might be needed for specialized purposes, as we
saw above.

Metaforms are not generated in an arbitrary fashion, but on the
basis of an experience of beings, objects, events, etc. The [human per-
sonality = perceived physical features of animals] concept is guided,
arguably, by a common experience, namely that animals and humans
are interconnected in Nature’s scheme of things. What does talking
about people in this way imply? It means that we actually perceive
humans as behaving like animals, and that our reactions are parallel to
those experienced physically when we see certain animals.

Lakoff and Johnson trace the psychological source of metaforms to
image schemas. These are mental impressions of our sensory experi-
ences of locations, movements, shapes, reactions, feelings, etc. They
are the mental links between experiences and abstract concepts. These
schemas not only permit us to recognize patterns within certain bodily
sensations, but also to anticipate certain consequences and to make
inferences. Schemas are mental Gestalten that can reduce a large
quantity of sensory information into general patterns. Image schema
theory suggests that the source domains enlisted in delivering an
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abstract concept were not chosen originally in an arbitrary fashion, but
rather, that they are derived from the experience of beings, objects,
events, etc. The formation of a metaform, therefore, is the result of an
experiential abduction. This is why metaphors often produce aesthetic
or synesthetic effects, and this explains why metaphorical utterances
are more memorable than others.

Lakoff and Johnson identify three basic types of image schemas.
The first one involves mental orientation — up vs. down, back s.
front, near vs. far, etc. This guides the formation of such abstract con-
cepts as [mood] (“I’m feeling up today”), the [economy] (“Inflation is
down”), [growth] (“My income has gone up”), etc. The second type
involves ontological thinking. This produces metaforms in which
concepts are perceived as entities and substances: e.g. [the mind = a
container] as in “Ymfull of memories,” “My mind is empty,” etc. The
third type of schema is an elaboration of these two. This produces
metaforms that distend orientational and ontological concepts: e.g.
[time = a resource] and [time = a quantity] underlie concepts such as
“My time is money,” “You cannot buy my time,” etc.

As Lakoff and Johnson emphasize throughout their seminal 1980
study, we do not detect the presence of such image schemas in com-
mon discourse because of repeated usage. For example, we no longer
interpret the word see in sentences such as “l don’t see what you
mean,” “Do you see what |’'m saying?” in metaphorical terms, because
its use in such expressions has become so familiar to us. But the
association between the biological act of seeing outside the body with
the imaginary act of seeing within mind-space was originally the
source of the conceptual metaform [understanding/believing/thinking
= seeing], which now permeates common discourse:

18. There is more to this than meets the eye.

19.1have a different point of view.

20. It all depends on how you look at it.

21.1 take a dim view of the whole matter.

22.1never see eye to eye on things with you.

23. You have a different worldview than | do.

24. Your ideas have given me great insight into life.

The presence of such metaforms in common everyday discourse chal-
lenges the Saussurean (1916) “arbitrariness” view of meaning. It is
only after they have become conventionalized through frequent usage
and routinization in a cultural context that their original metaphoric
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relation to concrete referents is attenuated or lost to awareness. This
view of concept-formation is not new. It has been implicit in the work
of various semioticians, linguists, and philosophers for quite some
time, not just in the work related to CMT (Lucy 1992). It simply has
never been identified as such. Studying the link between perception
and language was, of course, the goal of von Humboldt (1836), Sapir
(1921) and Whorf (1956) — a goal that has never been truly enter-
tained by mainstream linguistics until fairly recently. Many of the
findings that are now discussed under the rubric of CMT theory,
moreover, can already be discerned in the writings of Blihler (1908),
Staehlin (1914), Vygotsky (1931, 1962, 1978), Richards (1936), Asch
(1950, 1958), Osgood and Suci (1953), Brown, Leiter, and Hildum
(1957), Black (1962), and Amheim (1969), to mention but a few, well
before the great upsurge of interest in metaphor in the late 1970s and
throughout the 1980s and 1990s. Their work showed, cumulatively,
that the meaning created by a metaphor was hardly a decorative one.
They argued that, like two chemicals mixed together in a test tube, the
result of mixing two domains through metaphorization created a dy-
namic interaction which retained properties of both domains but also
unique ones of its own. CMT has added mainly that the resulting
“semantic mixture” is the primary ingredient in abstract concept-for-
mation.

Knowledge of human personality entails knowledge of metaforms
such as the [human personality = perceived physical features of ani-
mals] one discussed here. Clearly, this kind of knowledge is culture-
specific. The very same source domain could have been utilized dif-
ferently; i.e. applied to a different target domains such as [justice],
[hope], etc. Or else, a different source domain could have been used,
in tandem with this metaform. In Western culture, for instance, the
target domain of [human personality] is frequently conceptualized in
terms of [mask-wearing]. Indeed, the original meaning of the word
person reveals this very conceptualization. In ancient Greece, the
word persona signified a “mask” worn by an actor on stage. Subse-
quently, it came to have the meaning of “the personality of the mask-
wearer.” This meaning still exists in the theater term dramatis perso-
nae “cast of characters” (literally “the persons of the drama”). Eventu-
ally, the word came to have its present meaning of “living human
being.” This diachronic analysis of person also explains why we con-
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tinue to this day to use “theatrical” expressions such as to play a role
in life, to put on a properface, etc. in reference to persons.

Whatever the case, once a metaform gains currency in a cultural
context, it makes representation and communication efficient and con-
venient, conditioning its users to anticipate or project its occurrence in
other domains of reference and knowledge. In effect, any metaform
can become a productive resource for further meaning-making
activities (see also Levin 1977, 1988 on this point).

Meta-Metaforms

Once firstness metaphorical concepts such as the [thinking = seeing]
metaform have entered the language, then they can themselves be-
come new source domains for further metaphorizing. The process that
is involved in such cases can be called layering. Layering results when
different metaforms are interrelated conceptually — as for example,
the linkage of the [thinking = seeing] metaform with the [thinking
occurs in the light] metaform, resulting in a new metaform [think-
ing/knowing = seeing in the light]:

25. | finally saw what you meant in the light of what you had told

me previously.
26. | now see what you said in a different light.
27. They saw eye to eye in the clear light of all the evidence.

Such conceptual assemblages can be called meta-metaforms. Their
presence in language and discourse can, clearly, be enlisted to explain:
(1) why there are various ways of conceptualizing the same target do-
mains, and (2) why these are not separate from one another.
Etiologically, the [knowing = seeing in the light] meta-metaform is
derived from two metaforms. This specific example of conceptual
layering can be shown graphically as follows:
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The layering of metaforms to produce higher abstractions is an
unconscious culture-based process. The higher the density of layer-
ing, the more abstract and, thus, more culture-specific, the concept
(e.g. Dundes 1972; Kovecses 1986, 1988, 1990). Firstness metaforms
like the [thinking = seeing] one are relatively understandable across
cultures: i.e. people from non-English-speaking cultures could easily
figure out what the statements that instantiate this metaform mean if
they were translated to them, because they connect concrete source
domains — e.g. seeing — to abstractions — thinking — directly.
Meta-metaforms, on the other hand, are more likely to be understood
primarily in culture-specific ways, and are thus much harder to trans-
late, because they connect already-existing metaforms to abstractions.

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) refer to the process of layering as
cultural modeling. The following is an example of how a partial cul-
tural model of [ideas/thinking] results from the layering of firstness
metaforms:

[ideas/thoughts = food]

28. What he said left a bitter taste in my mouth.

29.1cannot digest all that information.

30. He is a voracious reader.

31. We do not need to spoonfeed our students.

[ideas/thoughts = people]

32. Darwin is thefather of modem biology.
33. Medieval ideas are alive and well.

34. Artificial Intelligence is still in its infancy.
35. She breathed new life into that idea.

[ideas/thoughts = clothing/fashion]

36. That idea is not in vogue any longer.

37. New York has become a center for avant garde thinking.
38. Revolution is out ofstyle these days.

39. Studying semiotics has become quite chic.

40. That idea is an old hat.

[ideas/thoughts = buildings]

41. That is a well-constructed theory.

42. His views are on solid ground.

43. That theory needs support.

44, Their viewpoint collapsed under criticism.
45. She put together theframework of a theory.
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[ideas = plants]

46. Her ideas have come tofruition.

47. That’s a budding theory.

48. His views have contemporary offshoots.
49. That is a branch of mathematics.

Knowledge of the source domains — [food], [people], [clothing],
[buildings], [plants] — is relatively independent of culture. However,
not all concrete source domains are more or less culture-independent.
There are some source domains that are dependent upon specific cul-
tural knowledge, such as, for instance, the source domains for
[ideas/thoughts] based on Euclidean geometry and on commodities:

[ideas/ thoughts = geometrical figures]

50.1don’t see the point of your idea.

51. Your ideas are tangential to what 1’m thinking.

52. Those ideas are logically circular.

[ideas = commodities]

53. He certainly knows how to package his ideas.
54. That idea just won’t sell.

55. There’s no market for that idea.

56. That’s a worthless idea.

People living in cultures without knowledge of Euclidean geometry
would be hardpressed to decipher statements (50)-(52); people living
in non-materialist cultures would have a hard time understanding the
rationale behind statements (53)-(56). The constant juxtaposition of
such conceptual formulas in common discourse produces, cumula-
tively, a meta-metaform of [ideas/thoughts]:
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This is, of course, only a partial model of the target domain; indeed,
there are many more that can be added to it. Not only, but other
linkages and associations from different and often new source
domains can be added to this meta-metaform according to new
experiences, new cultural situations, etc. The two points to be made
here are: (1) that highly abstract notions are built-up from meta-
metaforms (cultural models) which coalesce into a system of abstract
meaning that holds together the entire network of associated meanings
in the culture, and (2) that since this system is constructed intuitively
(abductively) it can be changed at any time to suit new needs.

Thirdness Metaphorization

At a cultural thirdness level, metaforms and meta-forms can be seen to
be the sources of symbols, grammatical categories, discourse flow,
etc. The [knowing = seeing in the light] meta-metaform crystallizes,
for example, in the art of chiaroscuro — the technique of using light
and shade in painting, invented by the Italian baroque painter Michel-
angelo Merisi da Caravaggio (1573-1610). It is also the conceptual
source for the fact that illumination is emphasized by religions (Ong
1977; Wescott 1978; Hausman 1989). So-called “visionary” or “reve-
latory” experiences are regularly portrayed in terms of dazzling sensa-
tions of light. The metaform [justice = blindness], to use another ex-
ample, crops up not only in conversations, but also in pictorial
representations. This is why there are statues of blindfolded women
inside and outside courtrooms to symbolize justice. The [love = a
sweet taste] metaform, to use one further example, finds expression
not only in discourse (‘She’s my sweetheart',” ‘I love my honey;’ etc.),
but also in rituals of love-making. This is why sweets are given
symbolically to a loved one at St. Valentine’s day, why matrimonial
love is symbolized at a wedding ceremony by the eating of a cake,
why lovers sweeten their breaths with candy before kissing, and so on.

A symbol is a sign that stands for its referent in an arbitrary,
conventional way. Symbols allow for representation separately from
stimulus-response situations. But as examples such as those just cited
make saliently obvious, symbolism is more often than not the end
result of a metaphorical linkage process, a thirdness form of thinking
that is not the result of conventional sense-making, but rather, its very
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source. For example, the [human personality = perceived physical
features of animals] metaform is the source of such symbolic activities
as the use of animals in totemic codes, in heraldric traditions, in the
creation of fictional characters for use in story-telling to children, in
the naming of sports teams, and in the creation of surnames, to
mention but a few.

This view of symbolism would also explain why cultural meaning
systems are in a constant state of change. As Vico argued convinc-
ingly, the metaphorical capacity is tied tofantasia, the imaginative and
creative faculty of mind that predisposes human beings to search out
and forge new meanings constantly. This is why novel metaphors are
being created all the time. If someone were to say “Those ideas are a
cup of coffee,” it is unlikely that one would have heard this expression
before. But its novelty forces one to reflect upon its meaning. The
vehicle used, a [cup of coffee], is a common object of everyday life
and therefore easily perceivable as a source for thinking about [ideas].
The metaphor compels one, in effect, to start thinking of ideas in
terms of the kinds of physical, gustatory, social, and other attributes
that are associated with a [cup of coffee]. For this metaphor to gain
currency, however, it must capture the fancy of many other people for
a period of time. Then and only then will its novelty have become
worn out and will it become the basis for a new conceptual metaform:
[ideas = drinking substances]. After that, expressions such as “Your
idea is a cup of tea,” “That theory is a bottle of fine wine,” etc. and the
like will become similarly understandable as offering different per-
spectives on ideas.

More often than not, metaforms are also traces to a culture’s
historical past. A common expression like “He has fallen from grace”
would have been recognized instantly in a previous era as referring to
the Adam and Eve story in the Bible. Today we continue to use it with
only a dim awareness (if any) of its Biblical origins. Expressions that
portray life as a journey — “I’m still a long way from my goal,”
“There is no end in sight,” etc. — are similarly rooted in Biblical
narrative. As the Canadian literary critic Northrop Frye (1981) aptly
pointed out, one cannot penetrate such expressions, and indeed most
of Western literature or art, without having been exposed, directly or
indirectly, to the original Biblical stories. These are the source do-
mains for many of the metaforms we use today for talking about and
judging human actions, bestowing a kind of implicit metaphysical
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meaning and value to everyday life. All mythical stories are, in effect,
extended thirdness metaforms. These allow people to depict super-
natural, mythical entities in terms of human images, with human
bodily forms and emotions. It is extremely difficult to think of a god in
any other way. The God of the Bible, for example, is described as
having physical characteristics and human emotions, but at the same
time is understood to be a transcendent Being.

The metaphorical link to the past is also evident in proverbial
language. Proverbs, like myths, are extended metaphors that provide
sound practical advice when it is required in certain situations:

57. You’ve got too many fires burning (= advice to not do so

many things at once).

58. Rome wasn’t built in a day (= advice to have patience).

59. Don’t count your chickens before they’re hatched (= advice to

be cautious).

60. An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth (= equal treatment is

required in love and war).

Every culture has similar proverbs, aphorisms, and sayings. They
constitute a remarkable code of ethics and of practical knowledge that
anthropologists call “folk wisdom.” Indeed, the very concept of wis-
dom implies the ability to apply proverbial language insightfully to a
situation. Homilies and sermons, too, dispense their own kind of ad-
vice and counsel through metaphor. Rarely does a preacher not use
metaphorical discourse in a cohesive and persuasive way. The art of
preaching lies in the ability to link metaforms effectively to a topic —
[sex = dirt]; [sin = punishable by fire]; etc.

The use of metaphor extends to scientific reasoning. Science often
involves things that cannot be seen — atoms, waves, gravitational
forces, magnetic fields, etc. So, scientists use their metaphorical
know-how to get a look, so to speak, at this hidden matter. That is
why waves are said to undulate through empty space like water waves
ripple through a still pond; atoms to leap from one quantum state to
another; electrons to travel in circles around an atomic nucleus; and so
on. The poet and the scientist alike use metaphor to extrapolate a
suspected inner connection among things. Metaphors are slices of
truth; they are evidence of the human ability to see the universe as a
coherent organism. When a metaform is accepted as fact, it enters
human life, taking on an independent conceptual existence in the real
world, and thus can suggest ways in which to bring about changes in
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and to the world. Euclidean geometry, for instance, gave the world a
certain kind of visual metaphorical structure for millennia — a world
of relations among points, lines, circles, etc. But this structure can be
changed to suit new conditions and ideas. This is precisely what
happened when Nicholas Lobachevski (1793-1856) literally imagined
that Euclid’s parallel lines would “meet” in some context, such as at
the poles of a globe, thus giving the visual world a different structure.
As physicist Robert Jones (1982: 4) aptly puts it, for the scientist
metaphor serves as “an evocation of the inner connection among
things.” Experimentation is a search for connections, linkages, asso-
ciations of some sort or other. As Rom Harre (1981: 23) has pointed
out, most experiments involve “the attempt to relate the structure of
things, discovered in an exploratory study, to the organization this
imposes on the processes going on in that structure.”

Metaforms can also be seen in the “meaning flow” that shapes
most discourse situations. Over a seven-year period | tape-recorded
everyday conversations as they unfold spontaneously in various social
situations (from 1992 to 1999). The conversations caught on these
tapes are typical instances of everyday social interactions. Most of the
taping was done on the campus of the University of Toronto. It is
certainly beyond the scope of the present study to provide a detailed
breakdown and analysis of the data that these tapes contain. That is
the objective of a future study. Here, the aim is simply to present an
initial picture of how “meaning flow” in discourse is shaped by a
syntagmatic chain of metaforms, a finding which suggests that dis-
course unfolds primarily through a “circuitry” of source domains
through which interlocutors “navigate mentally,” so to speak.

Take, once again, the expression “The professor is a snake.” The
following brief stretch of conversation between two students (captured
on one of the tapes) shows how this instantiation of this source do-
main shaped the pathways of one of the circuits of their conversation:

Student 1.  You know, that prof is a real snake.

Student 2:  Ya’, | know, he’s a real slippery guy.

Student 1:  He somehow always knows how to slide around a

tough thing.

Student 2:  Keep away from his courses; he bites\

The circuit that this metaphorical concept triggered in that conversa-
tion can be represented as follows:
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[human personality = perceived physical features of animals]

An analysis of most conversation shows that verbal communication
consists of arrays of such mini-circuits that are somehow seen as
leading to an overall meaning source or purpose to a specific conver-
sation.

Often the circuit is made up of a series of metaforms, which are
interconnected to each other in the discourse pathway. In one
conversation about ideas, an interlocutor made use of the following
sequence of metaforms: [ideas = seeing] n [ideas = food] - [ideas =
persons] n [ideas = fashion]:

“I do not see how anyone can swallow his ideas, especially since
most of them have gone out offashion, and thus are dying.”

The circuit that his statement entails can be represented as follows:

[ideas]
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The presence of metaforms can be found, moreover, in gram-
matical phenomena. The linguist Ronald Langacker (e.g. 1987, 1990)
has formulated a theory of grammar suggesting that certain aspects of
sentence grammar are, in effect, generated by what can be designated
a metaformal reflex system, built from source domain thinking.
Nouns, for instance, trace a “region” in mind-space — e.g. a count
noun is imagined as referring to a bounded region, whereas a mass
noun is visualized as referring to a non-bounded region. Thus, for
example, the noun water elicits an image of a non-bounded referent;
whereas, a noun like leaf evokes a picture of bounded referent. This
entails a grammatical reflexivization in the forms and functions of
these nouns — leaves can be counted, water cannot; leaf has a plural
form (leaves), water does not (unless the referential domain is
metaphorical); leaf can be preceded by an indefinite article (a leaf),
water cannot; and so on. Similar reflex patterns can be found in other
representational systems — in painting, for instance, water is repre-
sented either with no boundaries or else as bounded by other figures
(land masses, the horizon, etc.); leaves, on the other hand, can be
depicted as separate figures with circumscribable boundaries. As this
suggests, the parts of speech are end-products of experiential factors
and, more significantly, are interconnected with other representational
forms and activities.

Grammar is really a metaformal code, “summarizing,” so to speak,
at the level of thirdness our direct perception of things in the world as
they stand in relation to one another. It probably originated in the
human species as a system of organizing the perceptual experiences
encoded by metaformal thinking. This is perhaps why we can under-
stand stories in virtually the same ways that we understand music or
paintings. In the same way that a painting is much more than an
assemblage of lines, shapes, colors, and melodies a combination of
notes and harmonies, a sentence in language is much more than an
assemblage of words and phrases built from some rule system in the
brain. We use the grammatical elements at our disposal to model the
world in ways that parallel how musicians use melodic elements and
painters visual elements to model it.

As a concrete example of how grammar and metaforms are in-
terrelated, consider the use of the prepositions since and for in
sentences such as the following in English (Danesi 1995);



The dimensionality of metaphor 81

61.1 have been living here since 1990.
62.1have known Lucy since September.
63.1have not been able to sleep since Monday.
64.1have been living herefor fifteen years.
65.1have known Lucyfor nine months.
66.1have not been able to sleepfor five days.

An analysis of the grammatical forms that follow since orfor reveals:
(1) those that follow since stand for “points in time,” i.e. they are
complements that reflect a conception of [time] as a [point] on a
“timeline” which shows specific years, months, etc. (“1990,” “Sep-
tember,” “Monday”); (2) those that follow for, on the other hand,
reflect a conception of [time] as a [quantity] (“fifteen years,” “nine
months,” “five days”). In effect, complements introduced by since are
reflexes of the metaform [time = a point]; those introduced by for are
reflexes of the metaform [time = a quantity]. This is, in fact, the kind
of rule of grammar that interconnects concepts and parts of speech.

Take, as one last example, the selection of certain verbs in particu-
lar types of sentences in ltalian. The verb fare “to make” is used to
refer to the presence of [heat] and [cold] in Nature:

67. Fa caldo (literally) “It makes hot” (“It is hot *)

68. Fafreddo (literally) “It makes cold” (“It is cold™)

If the [heat] and [cold] are in objects (such as cups of coffee), then the
verb essere “to be” is used instead:

69. E caldo “It is hot”

70. Efreddo “It is cold”

Finally, if the [heat] and [cold] are in people, then the verb avere “to
have” is used:

71. Ha caldo “He/she is hot”

72. Hafreddo “He/she is cold”

The use of one verb or the other — fare, essere, or avere — is clearly
motivated by an underlying metaphorical conceptualization of bodies,
objects, and the environment as containers. So, the “container” in
which [heat] or [cold] is located determines the verbal category to be
employed. If it is in the environment, it is “made” by Nature {Fa
freddo; Fa caldo)’, if it is in a human being, then the body “has” it (Ha
freddo-, Ha caldo)’, and if it is in an object, then the object “is” its
container (Efreddo’, E caldo).
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Concluding Remarks

The main purpose of this paper has been to show that DT can be used
to provide a synthetic framework for relating what would appear to be
disparate and heterogeneous findings on metaphor to each other.
Symbols, grammar, discourse, and various forms of nonverbal repre-
sentation are, by and large, products of metaphorical reasoning.

DT is not new. It has been identified in various ways, and with
differing terminological guises, in the relevant literature. | have of-
fered it here as a target to make it testable for use in further research
on metaphorical discourse. As Henry Schogt (1988: 38) perceptively
remarked, all languages “have meaningful units that articulate human
experience into discrete elements.” The domain of concrete concepts
comprises the “discrete elements” of all human thinking. In this
domain, concept-formation is “pattem-inferencing” based on concrete
sensory perception. As argued in this paper, many common abstract
concepts are based on such concrete source domains; they are the
result of a firstness form of metaphorizing that produces what has
been called metaforms. These in turn constitute source domains on
their own that produce higher and higher (secondness) orders of
abstraction (meta-metaforms). Metaforms and meta-metaforms surface
not only in discourse but also in most thirdness representational
systems.

One of the more fundamental questions that this line of investiga-
tion begs is: Are all abstractions and symbols based on metaphorical
reasoning? As Levin (1988: 10) has aptly remarked, there appear to be
many kinds of concepts and modes of knowing: “innate knowledge,
personal knowledge, tacit knowledge, spiritual knowledge, declarative
and procedural knowledge, knowing that and knowing how, certitude
(as well as certainty), and many other varieties.” The more appropriate
goal for metaphor research should be, therefore, to determine to what
extent metaforms populate the world of abstraction and what other
types of abstractions, if any, are possible. Phylogenetically speaking,
the universality of metaforms begs the question of the relation of
metaphor to the emergence of conceptual thinking in the human
species. In evolutionary terms, the crystallization of metaforms in
human thought suggests that sensory perception was originally at the
root of many of our abstract notions. If this is so, then as Howes
(1999: 153) cogently suggests, future work in all areas of linguistics,
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psychology, anthropology, and even semiotics should involve three
paradigm shifts, which can be paraphrased as follows:

1 Theories and analytical frameworks within these sciences should
be based on the relation that exists between perception and concep-
tualization, sense impressions and ideas.

2. A culture can be characterized, as a thirdness phenomenon, as the
system of interconnections among metaphorical forms of reason-
ing, and it should be studied primarily in these terms.

3. Discovering how different cultures may select different properties
of the senses for symbolic elaboration should be a central task of
all the human sciences.
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[VMeHCMOHaNbHOCTbL MeTagopbl

B /NWHIBUCTMYECKUX W CEMUOTUYECKUX HAyKax CYLLecTBYeT MHe-
HWe, 4YTo abCTPaKTHbIe MbICAN MOXHO 3HaTb, 0CO3HaBaTb B OCHOBHOM WU
TOMbKO Kak MeTaopuyeckume naen, T.e. 03HavyaeMble, KOTHUTUBHO CO3fa-
BaeMble B npouecce meTaopuryeckoro xoga mbiwieHuns. Lenbto cratbu
ABNAETCA BbIfBNEHWe QpeliMa, Ha3blBaeMoro Teopuell AUMEHCUOHaNb-
HocTu (TA) n opmynmpoBaHHOro Ha ocHoBe Teopuu Mupca. Th, npea-
NOXEHHas B npeablgyweil ny6nmkauum AN BO3MOXHOr0 06CYXAeHWA,
npefHasHavyeHa Ana mccnenosaHua metadopbl BO BCex ee BepbanbHbIX U
HeBepbanbHbIX NPOABNEHUAX.

WccnegosaHue mnokasbiBaeT, YTO MeTaOpPUYECKUI XOf MblLAeHNS
MMeeT TPWU U3MepeHus: MeTaopbl MEPBMYHOCTW HasblBalTCA mMeTadop-
mMamu, mMetagopbl BTOPUYHOCTM MeTameTaopmamMu u MeTaopuyeckoe
MblLl/leHWe TPEeTUYHOCTU pacCcMaTpuBaeTCsa Kak OCHOBaHWe u fna obpa-
30BaHMA CUMMBONOB, rpamMMaTU4ecKoi ¢opmanmsauum U AUCKYPCUBHOTO
notoka. Mofo6HbI MogxoA K mMeTagope HeNb3s Ha3BaTb HOBbIM, HO B
faHHol paboTe OH NpUMeEHSAeTcA ANA YCTAHOBMEHWA €ro MPUrogHOCTU B
fanbHewel paboTe Hag MeTaOpPUYECKUM AUCKYPCOM.

B AT yTBepxpjaeTcsd, 4YTO AUCKPETHble 3/1EMEHTbI BCEro 4enobeye-
CKOTr0 MbIWNEeHNA cofepxatcad B 061acTV KOHPETHbIX MOHATURA. TyT
NoHATUS o6pasytTca NyTeM MOAEeNbHOr0 3aK/NlO4YeHWsd, B OCHOBE KOTO-
pOro NeXuT BCe KOHKPETHO ocsf3aeMoe 4yyBcTBamu. MHorue obuyme aber-
pPaKTHble MOHATUA MPOUCXOAAT U3 3TUX KOHKPETHBIX Chep, OHWM POAOM U3
(hopMbl MepBUYHOCTU MeTadopusaymm, pesynbTaTOM KOTOPON sABNseTCs
MeTaopMmbl. Te, B CBOIO O4Yepefb, OKa3blBalOTCA UCTOYHUKOBbLIMU cepa-
MUK, obpasyowmmu Bce 60see BbICOKMe (BTOPUYHOCTb) YPOBHU abcTpak-
unin (metametadopmbl). MeTatdopmbl 1 MeTaMeTathopMbl BCTPeYatoTCA He
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TONbKO Ha BHELUHE MOBEPXHOCTW AMCKYpPCa, HO W B GOMbLUMHCTBE CUC-
TeM, MPe3eHTUPYIOLLMX TPETUYHOCTD.

Metafoori dimensionaalsus

Semiootilistes ja lingvistilistes teadustes on laiemalt levinud mdte, et
abstraktseid mdisteid saab teada, teadvustada, peamiselt (v6i isegi ainult)
kui metaforiseeritud ideid, s.o. tahistatavaid, mis luuakse kognitiivselt
1&bi metafoorilise mottekaigu. Selle artikli eesmérk on tuua esile raamis-
tik, mida nimetatakse dimensionaalsuse teooriaks (dimensionality theory,
DT) ja mis on loodud Peirce’i teooria alusel. DT, mille autor oma eel-
mises uurimuses pakkus valja vB@imaliku mdttevahetuse teemaks, on
mdeldud metafoori uurimiseks kdigis tema avaldumisvormides, nii ver-
baalsetes kui mitteverbaalsetes.

Uurimus nditab, et metafoorilisel mdttekdigul on kolm md&ddet (di-
mensiooni): esmasuse metafoore nimetatakse metavormideks, teisesuse
metafoore meta-metavormideks ja kolmasuse metafoorilist mdtlemist
vaadeldakse kui lahtekohta muu hulgas ka sumbolite moodustamisele,
grammatilisele formaliseerimisele ja diskursuse voole. Selline vaatenurk
metafoorile pole uus. Asjakohases kirjanduses on seda leitud mitmel eri-
neval moel ning erinevate terminite varjus. Siin pakutakse seda meta-
foorikasitlust kui sihtmérki jargiproovimiseks, katsetades seda kasutamise
jaoks edasises uurimistdos metafoori-diskursusest.

Lihidalt 6elduna véidab DT, et kogu inimmdtlemise “diskreetsed ele-
mendid” sisalduvad konkreetsete mdistete vallas. Sellel alal moodusta-
takse mdisteid “mudel-jareldamise” teel, mille aluseks on konkreetne
meeltega tajutav. Paljud uldised abstraktsed mdisted tulenevad nendelt
konkreetse péritoluga aladelt; nad on périt metaforiseerimise esmasuse
vormist, mille tulemuseks on metavormid. Need omakorda kujutavad en-
dast allikalasid, mis tekitavad jarjest kdrgemaid ja kdrgemaid (teisesus)
abstraktsiooni tasemeid (meta-metavormid). Metavormid ja meta-meta-
vormid ei esine mitte ainult diskursuse, vaid ka enamike “kolmasuse”
esindamissiisteemide véljenduses.



The life of signs in society — and out of it:
Critique of the communication critique

Godran Sonesson

Cultural semiotics, as conceived by the Tartu school, seems to be con-
cerned mainly with obstacles to communication: something which is a
“text” in the culture (or non-culture) of the sender becomes a “non-
text” in the culture of the receiver; or it becomes a text only being read
by means of another “code” which, at least initially, leaves it de-
formed (cf. Sonesson 1992, 1998a, 1999b, c, in press a, b). But what
is then this communication to which cultures offer obstacles? Lotman
has certainly expressed some ideas on this; and so has, before him, the
Bakhtin circle and the Prague school; and Posner actually builds his
version of Cultural semiotics around a variety of the communication
model. Yet, it seems that we are essentially stuck with the model of
communication developed by Shannon & Weaver within the frame-
work of the theory of information.

Lifting the dead hand of information theory

Even today all semiotic theory relies, more or less explicitly, on the
communication model derived from the mathematical theory of in-
formation, which was designed to describe a few, by now rather old-
fashioned, technological means of communication, telegraphy and
radio, and in particular to devise remedies to the loss of information
often occurring during transportation (cf. Fig. 1). Largely because of
the influence of Jakobson (1960) and Eco (1976, 1977), this model
has been used inside semiotics as a model of all communication, all
signification, and of all kinds of semiosis.
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signal signal
Source => SENDER => Channel => RECEIVER => Destination
message ) message
Noise
CODE

Fig. 1L The communication model of information theory.

This practice has produced at least two symmetrical, equally negative,
consequences: by reducing all kinds of semiosis to the mass media
kind, in particular to that employed by radio and telegraphy, we
become unable to understand the peculiarity of more direct forms of
communication; and by treating all semiosis as being on a par, we
deprive ourselves of the means to understand the intricacies added to
direct communication by means of different varieties of technological
mediation. Taken together, this means that we dispose of no way of
explaining the effects of the multiple mediations having accrued to the
immediately given world of our experience in the last century. Beyond
this, we may even discover a third, even more serious consequence: by
projecting the communication model onto each and every form for
conveying meaning, we lose sight of that which is really common to
all kinds of semiosis.

It is really too easy to find faults with the communication model,
both as a general description of meaning production, and in relation to
particular means of communication. Thus, many of the observations |
will make below are not entirely original, and | will refrain from men-
tioning other points of contention which might also have been included.

The spaces of communication

The most well-know criticism, of course, is that the model relies on a
spatial metaphor, i.e., it emphasises the analogy with communication
in the sense of trains, cars, etc., construing all meaning as some kind
of object travelling from one point in space to another. Curiously,
spatiality, in this sense, is not particularly pregnant in the model
media, the telegraph and the radio — not, that is to say, in the sense of
what we, following Gibson (1982), have called ecological physics,
viz. the natural world as it is lived, rather than constructed by the
natural sciences. While there is certainly something which moves in
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space when a telegram is sent or a radio program is aired, nothing of
this is projected to the space which is perceptually available to human
beings, except at the beginning and end of the chain. The dominance
of spatiality is more readily explained from a medium such as the
letter, which ordinarily travels by train, and before that, by stagecoach
or by foot-trodden messenger.

The identification of communication with transport is probably
suggested by the spatial layout of the diagram itself, rather than by the
media modelled (cf. Fig. 1). Or it may have some even deeper source,
as suggested by Reddy’s (1979) well-known analysis of the “conduit
metaphor” (which, if we are to believe McNeill’s [1994] study of the
relevant gestures, only occur in Western countries). Interestingly, the
transport model of communication was criticised already in 1929 by
Volocinov (1986), well before it was embodied in the mathematical
theory of communication. Yet it continues to be the basis of Levi-
Strauss’ widely accepted parallelism between the three circulations of
signs, commodities, and women.

More importantly from our point of view, however, the idea of
there being a message moving from one point in space to another
tends to obliterate the fact that, in many cases, other instances of the
communication situation have to accomplish the movement, or to be
active in other ways. Indeed, the displacements required of the sender
and the receiver constitute one of the principal factors distinguishing
different media in general, and modem and traditional media in par-
ticular.

Until recently, to send a fax, the sender had to go to the telegraph
station, but now he may accomplish the same act from his computer.
The receiver still has to go to the cinema to see a film, if he does not
opt for using a video recorder instead. If we insist on perceiving the
real thing, we will always have to visit a cave to see prehistoric fres-
coes. Sometimes, even continuous movement is required of the re-
ceiver, such as the person in the art gallery walking around the art-
work, or the housewife leaving repeatedly the projection of the soap
opera to attend to her domestic duties. In fact, changes in this respect
are responsible for the utopia termed “the global village” by MacLu-
han and “the third wave” by Toffler: they have to do, at least in part,
with the subject being now able to accomplish from his home what
would earlier have required an appreciable spatial displacement (cf.
Sonesson 1987, 1995, 1997).
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The active part of the receiver is better accounted for in an earlier,
now much neglected, semiotic model, that of the Prague School (cf.
Fig. 2 and Mukafovsky 1970; Sonesson 1992, 1993a, 1997, 1999c; in
press b). The Prague school notion of a “concretisation” of the percep-
tual objects conveyed always being necessary before communication
takes place opens up this problem, but it does not tell us anything about
the degree of the activity required, let alone its nature. Of course,
movement is only one of its modalities. While it may be important to
observe that, even in the transport model, this property is not always
properly ascribed to the message, but may very well pertain to other
instances of the communicative act, it is much more fundamental to
observe that, even in the case of the message being spatially displaced,
the sender and the receiver also have to take an active part.

NORMS <> CONCENTRATION
aesthetical norms and filling in of empty places,
aesthetically deformed determination of dominant structures

norms ||t'
Canon 1 Repertory of ~ St perceptual
exemplary agent-critic
<« Works *
SIGN

Fig. 2. The Prague school model.

Another way of pointing to the active part played by the receiver in
communication may be to invoke the notion of dialogicity characteris-
tic of the Bakhtin circle. Indeed, sometimes dialogicity seems to mean
activity generally. Curiously, in Bakhtin’s own texts, and in many
passages of the Voloshinov texts also, dialogicity implies very little
activity, or at least an activity of a very one-sided kind: one person
quoting (and often qualifying) something said by another, normally in
written form, which leaves very little possibility for one quoted to
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react.1However, in an early article, Voloshinov (1983a) does refer to
the anticipation by the hearer of the speaker’s message, and the
speaker’s anticipation of this anticipation. Perhaps more essentially,
the Bakhtin school approach has been understood in this way in latter-
day semiotics (e.g. Wertsch 1991)

Another object of the communication situation which may well have
to be brought into movement, or more generally given an active part, is
the “code” or, as | would prefer to say, the schemes of interpretation.
This becomes explicit in the Tartu model where it is a question of
“texts” becoming “non-texts” or “deformed texts” in another culture,
and then gradually being transformed into “texts” when a “code” has
been reconstructed. Such a confrontation of “codes” is actually yet
another aspect of the globalisation anticipated by MacLuhan.

Communication as an act in time

The Tartu model is essentially about obstacles to communication. The
Prague model, on the other hand, also takes into account the pos-
sibility of communication taking place successfully, and, contrary to
information theory, to which much of semiotics refer, including the
Tartu school, it construes the receiver as an active participant in the
process. Also, where the Tartu schools seems to be essentially con-
cerned with entities differently distributed in space, the Prague school
models most clearly focuses on relationships between different tempo-
ral phases of the same culture (cf. Fig. 2 and Sonesson 1995, 1996b,
199c; in press b).

According to this conception, as it was notably developed by
Mukarovsky and Vodicka, norms, which in part are purely aesthetic,
and in part have an extra-aesthetic origin, determine the production of
the artefact by its creator, both directly, as a canon, or set of rules, and
in the form of a repertory of exemplary works of art which are offered
for imitation. In order to become an aesthetical object, the artefact
must be perceived by the art public, and this process of perception,

It is true that, in his Dostoevsky book, Bakhtin (1984) does imagine that
the quoted text may in some way react back, but for my part, | find this in-
conceivable. Bettetini & alia (1995: 150ff) rightly distinguish the “inter-
activity” found in certain multimedia from real interaction; but dialogicity in
the Bakhtinian vein often seems to be even less interactive.
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termed concretisation, itself depends on the existence of norms, which
are ideally more or less identical to those employed by the creator.
More commonly, and more interestingly, the norms may have been
modified and even exchanged for others since the artefact was created,
in which case a new interpretation of the artefact will result. Con-
cretisation involves the determination of the dominants appearing in
the structure of the work of art, that is, the elements which are to
receive emphasis and which will then organise the remaining elements
of the structure according to their purpose; it also allows the perceiver
to fill in lacking details from his own experience.

This model is an adaptation of the conception of perception pro-
pounded by Husserlean phenomenology, with an added social dimen-
sion (cf. Sonesson 1992, 1995, 1994a, b). We may therefore restore to
the model its general import, applying it to all objects of perception,
while retaining its social character. In this sense, the production of any
artefact given to perception involves norms of different levels of gen-
erality, and so does its concretisation into the perceptual experience of
a given subject of perception. On the other hand, the idea of there
being a perpetual movement in which de-automatized norms are
exchanged for automatized ones, an ever-repeated dialectics of “strug-
gle and reformation” (in the terms of the Prague theses) applied to
established artistic forms, really reproduces the conception of art pre-
supposed, and even explicitly formulated, by the exponents of Mod-
ernism, as | have argued elsewhere (Sonesson 1998b).

According to Mukarovsky, the constraints resulting from the
norms may in some cases acquire the force of law, but at the other end
of the scale they can just as well appear as simple recommendations.
Perhaps we may be allowed to take this idea a little further, suggesting
that the norm could also merely be an observed regularity, a habit, in
the sense of Peirce and Husserl: that is, in other words, that which is
considered to be normal. Thus we are brought back to the sciences of
normality, Gibson’s “ecological physics” and, beyond that, the Hus-
serlean Lifeworld, which describe the core of all conceivable cultures,
that which is taken for granted (cf. Sonesson 1994a, b 19964, b).

Curiously, the temporal metaphor also embodied in the com-
munication model has not come in for scrutiny: what is accomplished
by the sender as well as by the receiver are acts in time, which are
close but do not coincide. This is true of the telegraph, but not of
everyday face-to-face interaction, nor of the messenger travelling
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during many years. It applies even more awkwardly to the case of
media having to be recreated before being received, such as a piece of
music or, in a different way, a movie. The temporal presupposition
seems even more beside the point in the case of prehistoric frescoes
having been painted once and for all at some forlorn location. Once
again, the communication model obliterates precisely those changes
which characterise the age of information: even pictures have now
become temporal acts, as testified by the television image and the
picture imported from some Web server.

Instead of a continuous process initiated by a subject and affecting
another, communication really should be seen as a double set of acts,
which may coincide spatially and/or temporally, but often do not, and
which are initiated by at least two different subjects, the sender and
the receiver, or, to choose more appropriate terms, the creator and the
concretiser. Curiously, the case of the radio, and to some extent even
the telegraph, should really have suggested this model: no matter how
much a program is broadcast, no communication will take place until
somebody puts his radio receiver on. Nowadays, when we have to
start up our computer, connect to the Internet service provider, start
the e-mail program and then fetch our mail on the server, we get an
even more acute idea of the double initiative required for com-
munication to take place.

In these terms, what the Prague model says it that the two subjects
involved in a process of communication may initiate their acts in time
using different sets of norms; and what the Tartu model says is that
they may initiate their acts in space using different cultural systems.2
This is a way of saying that the meaning which is there for the
receiver is not exactly the meaning which was there for the sender. In
terms of the conduit metaphor, what goes in is not what comes out. A
radical version of such a critique was formulated already by
Voloshinov (1986) and was later echoed by Lotman (1988) and
Wertsch (1991: 7I1ff). However, while Voloshinov thinks meaning is
always transformed by being transmitted from one subject to another,
Lotman allows for both the traditional model of communication and
for another one in which meaning tends to grow (also cf. Lotman

One tends to think of cultures as individuated in space, but of course we
may also distinguish cultures in time; indeed, cultures may in fact be dis-
persed in time as well as in space, to the extent that they correspond to
different subcultures, interests groups, and so on.



The life ofsigns in society - and out ofit 95

1979: 96f). The first model is best for assuring the conservation of
meaning; the second one serves to generate new meaning; it is a
“thinking device”. Both models are present in all cultures, but one or
the other is dominant in certain domains of activity and periods.
Wertsch, who agrees with Lotman, identifies the second model of
communication with Bakhtinian dialogicity. But to call “dialogical” a
kind of communication in which the receiver is not even interested in
finding out what the sender meant to say is at least an abuse of
ordinary language.3

Such a conclusion seems to me not to take the Bakhtinian critique
seriously enough. If the Bakhtin circle is right, then the communica-
tion model cannot be left in place, not even as an alternative. On the
other hand, if we accept the Bakhtinean critique in its radicality, we
are faced with an idea of communication which is not only difficult to
model, as Lotman (1988: 35) suggests, but even to conceive in any
other way. Elsewhere, Lotman (1977) applies this second model to
“internal communication”, the communication of a subject with him-
self, and this may be a reasonable use. It is however difficult to see
what application it could have to the encounter of two subjects. But a
more adequate solution to this conundrum is in fact suggested by
another piece of Tartu school paraphernalia.

According to an idea, suggested by Lotman (as well as by Moles),
the sender and receiver of any situation of communication start out with
“codes” — or, as | would prefer to say, systems of interpretation —,
which overlap only in part, struggling to homogenise the system of
interpretation as the communication proceeds (cf. Fig. 3 and Sonesson
1995, 1997). We can extend this idea by referring to the Tartu school
conception that cultures may be sender-oriented and receiver-oriented,
and by transferring these properties to situations of communication. The
communicative act may then be said to be sender-oriented, to the extent

1 This becomes particularly absurd when Wertsch (1991: 76f) applies this
distinction to Gilligan’s critique of Kohlberg’s ethic scale, claiming that
women react in a more dialogical way, by answering another question that
that posed by the interviewer. It may be more adequate to say, in Ricoeur’s
(1990: 199ff) terms, that women are more inclined to the “ethical” aim of
living a good life, rather than applying abstract “moral” rules; but that of
course contradicts the more general socio-psychological finding, that women
tends to be more respectful of rules than men.
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that it is considered to be the task of the receiver to recover that part of
the system of interpretation which is not shared between the participants.
It will be receiver-oriented, to the extent that the task of recovering
knowledge not held in common is assigned to the sender. Art, as
conceived in the 20th century, has been characteristically sender-
oriented; mass media, in the received sense of the term (which is not
really applicable to all modem media), have been noticeably receiver-
oriented. Contrary to Wertsch, | would say that a dialogue is that takes
place when each of the subjects adapts his schemes of interpretation
somewhat to that of the other; that is, in Piagetean terms, when there is
both accommodation and assimilation. On the other hand, when sender
and receiver fail to negotiate the parts of the interpretation system which
they do not both possess, the resulting concretisation will be a
deformation. One or both of the subjects will then assimilate the
message without accommodating to it. In this sense, both sender-
orientation and receiver-orientation are deformations; but they are
normally deformations which are prescribed by the culture.

pool of knowledge:
abductions, norms, sign systems

Fig. 3. General model of communication.

In order to make sense of dialogicity (not necessarily Bakhtin’s sense),
we have to think of communication, not as a single, delimited act,
close to a specious present, but as an extended stretch of behaviour, in
which several acts take place and are reacted to, and meaning is
continuously renegotiated. It is precisely because we accept too easily
this view of meaning as a single, short art of give and take, that
examples such as Voloshinov’s “Well” (1983a) and “H’'m” (1983b:
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124ff), Grice’s (1989: 93ff) 43 cents at the tobacconist’s and Sperber
& Wilson’s (1983: 55) smell of gas seem to make nonsense of the
rules-governedness of communication and establish meaning as some-
thing ineffable (cf. below Sonesson in press d).

In the case of verbal language, as well as various media relying it,
it is easy to think of some kind of “originary” situation, in which a
speaker produces sign after sign, until he has succeeded in conveying
his meaning completely. This whole sequence of signs then seems to
form part of the same act of communication. In some cases, common
in the arts, but of course also in any written message, the sequence of
signs is completed before reception takes place, so that any further
sign required will be part of another act of communication. This
would seem to be the normal case in visual communication. However,
one may imagine the case when we make ever new and revised
sketches of the street system, until our interlocutor manages to under-
stand how he is supposed to reach our house.

The terms “system of interpretation” is used here to distinguish the
emergence of meaning from recoding, the process of assigning new
expressions to parts of signs (phonemes, graphemes, etc.), which is
how letters are transferred into Morse signs, radio signals, and more
recently digital coding. Recoding, just like physical transportation, is
one possible, but not obligatory, part of the communicative act (cf.
Fig. 3). Both serve to distinguish different modes of communication.
In fact, it is precisely because recoding, unlike communication, is a
simple question of equivalence, that | do not want to use the term
“code” to speak about the mapping of expression to content.

The ghost out of the machine

The temporal presupposition entails another one: before the moment
of sending, there is a subject making a decision to send. This is very
clear in the case of the telegraph and other technological means: one
must decide to go to the telegraph station or to open the Fax software
of the home computer. There is much less clearly a preparatory stage,
a phase of decision which can be separated from the act of sending, in
ordinary verbal conversation, gesture, and so on. But can a subject not
making the decision to send before sending properly be called a
sender?
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Another problem concerns the modifications of the status of sender
and receiver introduced by Jakobson (1960). These terms, in Jakob-
son’s version of the model, are amalgamations of what Shannon and
Weaver call sender and source, and receiver and destination, respe-
ctively (cf. Fig. 1). In this parlance, receiver and sender are really
mechanisms, such as the telegraph and the radio sender, not human
beings. Jakobson and Eco do away with all the technological media-
tions, treating them as if they were always or never there.

Quite apart from the distinction between machines and men,
however, we really need to have more instances, not less, in order to
account for the complexities of sending and receiving. Several
subjects are involved in the sending of a book: the writer, the editor,
the editorial board, the proof-reader, the typesetter (nowadays largely
identical with the writer in front of his computer), the enterprise doing
the distribution, the critique, the bookseller, the one who buys the
book as a present, etc. Of these intermediaries, only the critique has
been given a place in the Prague school model; and a similar function
is accomplished by the gate-keeper in some version of mass media
studies (Cf. Sonesson 1987). Today, on the Internet, search mecha-
nisms and portals serve as such intermediaries; but given the hyper-
link structures of the Internet, any page may be, directly or indirectly,
an intermediary to all the others.

Complicated cases may be cited from ancient and modem media
alike. In Ancient Greece, inscriptions accompanying grave sculptures
were intended to be read aloud by those who were able read, while the
others were listening, and they were often written in the first per-
son — which makes it difficult to decide who the sender is, the artist,
the one reading the text, or the statue itself (Svenbro 1988). If you
fetch a picture from a database somewhere out there on the Internet, it
is not obvious who is the sender, the one who made the picture, the
one who put it into the database, or you who pick it up. And to take a
more homely example, should we not have to regard the “zapper” in
front of his television set as a sender as well as a receiver of the
mixture of images which he is perceiving (cf. Sonesson 1995)? In fact,
the data base examples can be extended: when I use a database which
I have myself set up at my home computer, | am certainly the receiver
of the information, but I am also, together with the one who has
created the software, a sender, or (as Bettetini et alia 1995: 191 say) a
co-author.
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Fortunately, there seem to be norms determining who the important
sender of different kinds of messages is. The general view in our culture,
for instance, is that the author is a more important sender of a book than
his printer; but in some cases, as that of the critique or other avatar of the
gate-keeper, the layman and the scholar take different views on the
matter. In the case of ancient media, however, these norms are not
always easy to recover; and they are not always fixed in the case of the
new ones. There is an extreme opposition between medieval art, where
the donator was the sender who counted, and modem art, where the
artist is considered the sender of “ready-mades”, and even, as is the case
of the Swedish artist Dan Wolgers, of an exhibition, which he ordered
from an advertising agency (Sonesson 1998b).

Particularly in the case of modem media, however, we are all the
time confronted with cases in which it is not possible to distinguish
one single — or even one most important — sender of the message
communicated. In the end, however, this difficulty is perhaps not
peculiar to recent media. When reflecting on the sense in which my
own life is a story | tell to myself, Ricoeur (1990: 189) suggests that |
am myself the principal personage as well as the narrator, but only a
co-author, or, in Aristotelian terms, the “sunaiton”; for the life which I
live will be determined as much by the acts of other people and by the
obstacles reality makes to my wishes, as by the plot | have written for
myself. It will be remembered that Bakhtin (1990) found such a col-
lusion of hero and author suspect, in literature if not also in life. And
yet the Bakhtinean “ventriloquation” seems to describe a case in
which | am only one of the authors of what | say (Bakhtin 1989; and
for a more homely example Wertsch 1991: 129f, 138; as applied to
photography Sonesson 1999a, c; in press d).

As was first observed in the Prague School model, and as literary
historians know well, senders and receivers may even be instances
embodied within the message. The possibility of filling in slots in the
text now rapidly becomes accessible to everybody in the form of the
false personalities you may take on when on the Internet, in particular
in the case of the MUD-MOO (multi-user dungeon/mud-object-ori-
ented), where, in extreme cases, you may appear even as part of the
furniture (cf. Turtle 1995).

The Prague and Tartu models give, in some respects, a trr j
satisfactory account of the complexities of communication thar ne
Shannon & Weaver model, in so far as they add subjects and normt., and
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the use of different interpretation systems, but they offer little help in the
study of semiotic diversity. Also the dialogue, which is internal to both
sender and receiver, according to the Bakhtin/VVygotsky model, and the
transaction in which the sender and receiver are identical, but the
message changes, as conceived by Lotman, add important qualifications,
but fail to address the central issue (Sonesson 1995, 1996).

The basic problem of the communication model is that it is about
recoding, not about original semiosis, that is, not about the emergence
of meaning, but about its transformation. It tells us how letters are
transferred into Morse signs, radio signals, and more recently digital
coding, which really amounts to giving new expressions to parts of
signs (phonemes, graphemes, etc.). It could certainly be argued that
this conforms to the Peirce/Jakobson metaphor according to which
meaning is a translation into other signs, but Peirce, at least, entertains
the possibility of a final interpretant. In fact, all conceptions of mean-
ing must start out from some zero-degree, however hypothetical. It has
been called the Lifeworld.

The three world-wide circulations

According to Levi-Strauss (1958: 329), there are three vast circula-
tions going on in the world: the circulation of words, of merchandises,
and of women. They are studied, in turn, by linguistics, economy, and
social anthropology. Jakobson (1990: 19f, 460f) took this idea up and
extended it: the three circulations concern messages (not only verbal
signs), commodities (which comprise goods and services), and mates
(men or woman as the case may be). The sciences which study these
phenomena are semiotics, economy, and social anthropology in con-
junction with sociology. The latter addition is perhaps not circumstan-
tial: Levi-Strauss is thinking about the kind of societies studied by
anthropology, in which friendly relations are established between tribes
by one tribe given wives to another, which then may give wives to a
third one, until, in the end, the first tribe receives wives back from one
or other tribe in the chain of exchange. In the societies studied by
sociology, on the other hand, the circulation would rather consist in one
man and one woman given themselves up to each other (or so the
rhetoric goes). Jakobson and Levi-Strauss agree that these sciences
studying circulations are all part of some more general science which
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they call the study of communication, but Jakobson also emphasise that
they all imply the presence of language or other signs, so that, in the
end, in may seem that this more general science is semiotics itself 4

Dan Sperber (1982) has taken exception to these parallels: while
circulation is a constitutive factor of the kinship system, it is only an
accidental property of language, which is essentially a repertory of
messages; and when information has circulated for a sufficient time,
we will all be in possession of it, but a woman or a horse which
is exchanged is lost for the donor; and while language signifies by
means of a code, women only acquire meaning by means of the at-
tention being directed to them. It is easy to agree with the general drift
of Sperber’s argument, but sometimes he is widely off the mark. To
begin with, a language which does not circulate (i.e. is not used in any
acts of communication) is not much of a language; in fact, it is what
we call a dead language (like Latin, or Hebrew until it was reborn).
On the other hand, the circulation of women is certainly not constitu-
tive of women. In fact, I think that, in the kinship system, women do
not signify at all; it is the act of exchanging them which carries
meaning. And this is certainly a difference to the exchange of signs, in
which the latter carry at least the primary sense, which the exchange
serves to convey. In fact, it is easy to imagine a way in which a
woman, arriving from one tribe to another, does carry meaning in
herself: speaking another language, having different customs, etc., she
may appear as a “non-text” to the members of the receiving culture.5
In fact, she may even carry meaning as the individual person she is:
even after reducing the message to make translation possible, as Lot-
man (1979: 91) so nicely puts it, the message may still contain in-
dications for reconstructing the personality of the other (cf. Sonesson
1987, 1992: 9 Iff).

Communication in the material sense (in the sense of the spatial
metaphor rejected above) really implies that something which leaves one
place is not there any more when it arrives at a second place: this is true
of the train, as well of the letter which it may transport, and even of
content of the latter, but not of course of the units of which the message

In fact, Jakobsons’s position as far as the different sciences goes is much
less clear-cut than | suggest here; cf. the passages referred to above.

This may be to suppose to much heterogeneity between tribes which ex-
change women; it applies much more properly to women or men marrying
into another society at the present time.
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is made up (cf. Fig. 4). The circulation of women (and of mates
generally) as well as of commodities suppose a double movement from
one place to another: one tribe gives women to another tribe and
receives women back (or a man and a woman “give themselves up” to
each other); and when receiving a horse, | give money or perhaps a
donkey back. But the exchange of signs is not necessarily double; it
does not even necessarily imply any spatial movement in the Lifeworld.
A television picture or a web page is transferred from afar but they are
not perceived to move in space. It seems rather absurd to speak of the
meaning of a fresco painting being transferred by circulation — though
there is of course a movement of the photons from the rocky surface to
the eyes of the observer. A fresco painting is an example of a sigh which
would certainly not remain at its place of origin if it were transferred to a
museum. But the same is true of my drawing of the street systems if |
send it to you by the post. As we said, it is also true of the accompanying
letter, though not of its constitutive elements. However, there is a sense
in which a picture postcard or a reproduction of Mona Lisa will remain
at the point of origin while being sent of to some distant place (cf.
Sonesson 1992: 9 Iff).

As a contrast and complement to the emphasis on circulation found
in the semiotics of Jakobson and Levi-Strauss, it is worth while
considering, with Lotman (1976), that the accumulation of both in-
formation and merchandise precede their interchange and is a more
elementary and more fundamental characteristic of a culture. Accord-
ing to Lotman, material objects and information are similar to each
other, and differ from other phenomena, in two ways: they may be
accumulated, whereas sleep and breathing, for example, cannot be
accumulated, and they are not absorbed completely into the organism,
unlike food, but remain separate objects after the reception. Here
Lotman seems to treat the sign as being pure information, perhaps
because he thinks mainly about verbal texts, where the material base is
extremely mutable. On the contrary, a picture is as much a material
object as a piece of information, as much an artefact as an object of
perception. This is why we can accumulate pictures in a double sense:
as material things, in the safe-deposit box of a bank, or as experiences
in the mind. In both senses they maintain a certain distance with
respect to our body. But it is only as an experience in the mind that
they may be shared with everybody, and that they remain at the point
of origin while proceeding in their circulation.
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Fig. 4. Communication and circulation.

Some of the characteristics that Lotman attributes to information brings
to memory those which are mentioned by Masuda (1980), one of the
first propagandists of the information society: information is not
consumable, no matter how much it is used, but it can be transferred to a
new place without disappearing from the point of origin; it is not
accumulated if it is not used as is the case of material goods but, on the
contrary, by being used increasingly and being integrated with other
information. Against Masuda as much as against Lotman it is possible to
object that information must be incarnated in some type of material
substance, quite apart from the fact that all access to the information
depends on some material apparatuses called computers, hard discs and
compact disc player. In the world of ideas the content of a book exists
indefinitely; but, in reality, it evaporates with the last paper copy which
moulders away or the last person that dies or forgets the content. Also
computerised information is dependant on the continuous wear of the
units of storage, such as floppies and hard discs.

In this sense all information goods are temporarily limited — even
though some limitations can be of relatively long duration. Roland
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Posner (1989) distinguishes two types of artefacts: the Transitory ones
(such as the sound of a woman’s high heeled shoes against the pave-
ment) and enduring ones (such as the prints that the woman’s shoes
may leave in clay, in particular if the latter is later dried). The transi-
tory artefacts, in this sense, also have a material aspect, just as the
lasting ones; they only have the particularity of developing in time,
which is why they cannot be accumulated without first being con-
verted. If we except the case of the animated sequences, the computer
picture must be considered a lasting artefact; although it is very easy
to go from a variant to another. At the same time, the computerised
picture does not have the tangibility that we expect to find in an
enduring artefact.

Normally, it is Posner’s transitory artefacts whose development in
time causes them to seem somehow “less” material (which is of course
nonsense but must be taken seriously in the Lifeworld). It is easy to
understand that thinkers of the Enlightenment like Diderot and Les-
sing could conceive of language (which they tended to imagine in its
spoken form) a “more subtle material” than the picture, which endures
in time (at least until air is let into the prehistoric caverns or car ex-
haust is allowed to devastate the frescoes of a later time). Harold Innes
(1950) differentiated all cultures according as they emphasised more
enduring storage media which were difficult to transport, such as
stone tablets, or media which were less enduring, but easier to trans-
port like the papyrus — in other words, according to the relative
accent the cultures put on the aspect of accumulation and transport, in
the sense of Lotman. In a similar way, Metz (1990) has claimed that a
photograph, but not a film, could become a fetishist object, in the
Freudian sense, precisely because the former has more of a material
character (cf. also Sonesson 1995).

The difference between type and exemplar is described by Peirce
with the terms “type” and “token” (or “replica”). In the previous phrase,
for example, the word “and” appears once, considered as a type, but
twice considered as a token. The letter “t” is also one type only, at the
same time that only in the first sentence of the paragraph there appears
eight tokens of it. This reasoning is easily extended to other systems of
meaning; a reproduction of Leonard’s “Mona Lisa” is of the same type
as another reproduction, but they constitute two exemplars or tokens of
those which exist. Considered as a totality, this article is a single type,
but it will appear in as many tokens as this book is printed. As a first
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approximation, it seems that it a sign the type of which provides for
more than one token which may be universally shared, in the sense of
Sperber and Masuda, and which may be said to remain at the point of
origin while being sent out to circulate.

Yet it is not evident that the relation between type and token
always is of the same kind. It seems reasonable to say that a painting
first must be made in one exemplar before existing as a type; the first
exemplar serves to establish the type, from which then further exem-
plars can be derived. In the same way, the first exemplar of an article
must be written by the author, before a type is established, which then
plays the role of a directive guideline for the different exemplars that
are later created. In the case of phonemes, words, musical notes and so
on, the procedure is different: there is not a first “I’ which only then
creates the type which is then repeated. It may certainly be possible to
determine when a phoneme, or in any case a word, was used for the
first time, but normally this is not relevant for the native speaker. And
to the extent that it becomes relevant, the typicality has changed its
character.

It will be convenient to distinguish between temporarily bound and
temporarilyfree relations between type and token; in the first case but
not in the second the type is established in time by means of the
creation of a first exemplar (cf. Sonesson 1998a). Tokens of tempo-
rally free types may be sent off in all directions, but the types are still
always available at the place of origin and elsewhere. The case of
temporally bound types is more complex. Written texts are temporally
bound types, but they are entirely made up of temporally free types.
The scribbles made by the famous author on the back of his bar bill
may remain the only tokens of their type, if they are not rescued by his
editor. But once these notes make it unto the printing house, they are
made available everywhere, at the bar where they were written as well
as at any other place. Until recently, a picture was almost always, from
the very beginning, a temporally bound typicality: whether it was a
drawing or a photograph, all its elements where temporally bound —
although the photograph is more easily made into a first exemplar
engendering an indefinite number of tokens. With the advent of com-
puter graphics, however, a picture is easily made from the combina-
tion of temporally free entities, whether these are items of clip-art or
scanned images, or the product of algebraic formulas. This means that,
also in the case of pictorial communication, both the temporally free
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and the temporally bound types may give rise to an indefinite number
of tokens. Thus, also pictures may still be present at the place of origin
while reaching other coasts.

The distinction between temporally bound and temporally free
types is not identical to the one which Goodman (1968) makes bet-
ween autographic and allographical arts. Among the temporarily
bound typicalities previously mentioned, the verbal text is allographic,
whereas the visual work of work is traditionally autographic; in other
words, the art work, but not the work of literature, is defined as to its
identity as well as its value by our inherited social practice by means
of its temporary association to the first exemplar created by a certain
individual. This is why we do not have to queue up in front of the
Stockholm National Library to read the only exemplar of “Rdda
Rummet” written by Strindberg, while a similar conduct is expected of
us in the case of a work of visual art. The copy of the novel which we
may buy at any book shop is a token of the temporally bound typical-
ity produced by Strindberg, and so is the reproduction of Mona Lisa,
which we can buy at the Louvre. But our current social practice
assigns different values to these two instances of multiple tokens from
one type.

To understand the decisive events of the history of the art, we have
to take into account the entire hierarchy of values present in our
society: the radicality of the first ready-made that Duchamp exhibited
did not consist in treating a temporally free typicality as if it were a
temporarily bound one. In fact, the-bottle dryer and the urinal also
depend on typicalities which are temporarily bound. They are founded
on some kind of prototype. The difference is to be found in the
different values attributed to the first exemplar that creates the type in
the production of the object of use and the work of art. By signing the
urinal (with a false name, to be sure), Duchamp did not only transform
a temporally bound type with an indefinite number of tokens into a
type having only one token, but he also transmuted an allographic
entity into an autographic one. And this is were the adventure of
Modernist art begins: very soon (thanks to Linde), Duchamp’s urinal
becomes a type engendering new tokens. But to exist as art it still
needs autography — the signature of the author.



The life of signs in society - and out of it 107
Norms as normativity and normality

We will suppose that, as soon as there is a meaning, or something which
could be taken as a meaning, there is a corresponding act of com-
munication; or rather, as we said above, a double act, of creation, on the
part of the sender or “addresser”; and of interpretation or concretisation,
on the part of the addressee. It should be obvious that interpretation, as
the term is used here, is much more general in import than in the usage
of most literary critics and other interpreters of works of art. The latter
mostly seem to be involved with cases in which interpretations becomes
problematic, in which the trajectory from expression to content is not
straightforward, but rather has to overturn obstacles to reach its goal. For
my part, 1 don’t think there is any solid reason for postulating any
absolute limit between problematic and straightforward tasks of in-
terpretation. | also suppose that some tasks of interpretation which are
problematic and/or complex do not involve art, and vice versa. Indeed,
in my view, all interpretation takes its point of departure in the ongoing
practice of the everyday world, and never stops being continuous with
that very practice: there is thus no special kind of interpretation in the
aesthetic sciences. This is also why | do not believe interpretation by
“qualified” interpreters such as literary critics and art critics, or even
historians of literature or art, to be different in principle from that made
by laymen; it only supposes a longer and more self-reflective scrutiny, or
so it is to be hoped.

From semiosis to communication

In order to reconstruct the notion of culture in anthropology, Posner
(1989), in his interesting systematisation of cultural semiotics, makes
use of the model of communication derived from the mathematical
theory of information (Cf. Fig. 1), in addition to the Tartu school con-
cepts. In relation to the standard version of the communication model,
however, Posner introduces two new elements: he ascribes an inten-
tion to the sender; and he splits the message into the two levels of the
sign, signifier and signifier. In this sense, there is communication,
when a sender, who finds himself in a context, intends to convey a
message, consisting of a signifier and a signified correlated by a code,
to an addressee, with whom he is connected by means of a medium.
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The addressee then uses his knowledge of the code and the context to
interpret the message.

Interestingly, Posner argues that semiosis (the process correspond-
ing to a sign) is something wider than communication. Only a me-
dium, a sign or a message, a context and a recipient are necessary for
semiosis to occur. This means that there are two reduced cases of the
communication model, which may or may not be combined. Sign
processes involving no sender are called signification', and since there
is no one around intending to communicate, the addressee is trans-
formed into a mere recipient. Sign processes which function without a
code, i.e. without any standard, conventional or innate, for correlating
expression and content, are called indication.

Consider some of the examples given by Posner to illustrate the
notion of signification, i.e. semiosis without a sender: red spots on the
skin taken by the doctor as symptoms of measles; and the silhouette of
a person with a skirt taken by Europeans as a sign of a woman. These
examples seem to me rather problematic. In the first one, we recognise
Grice’s (1989: 213ff) favourite case of “non-natural meaning”, which
also lacks a sender. Elsewhere, | have argued that the symptoms, such
as those of measles, are not signs in the full sense of the term (Sones-
son 1989: 17f). The expression consists of a string of features, each
one of which establishes the content more firmly, i.e. with more pro-
bability.6 Symptoms suppose only a provisional differentiation of ex-
pression and content (cf. Piaget’s criteria referred to below): when the
expression in its entirety is given, the content is also given. Indeed, an
illness is nothing else than the complete set of its symptoms, the last
one of which may be death.

The second example is rather different, yet it is similar in not sup-
posing any clear differentiation of expression and content. When the
silhouette of a person with a skirt is used to indicate the woman’s rest
room, or to signify woman in Blissymbolics, expression and content
are quite separate, but then the nature of the semiotic systems are such
that we tend to ascribe intentionality to their use as a matter of course.
At the other extreme, there is the case in which we meet a person who
wears a skirt and conclude from this fact (probably along with several

This is why | find Grice’s (1989: 213) claim that “those spot meant mea-
sles” entail “he had measles” dubious, if it is not justified by the retrospective
view taken.



The life ofsigns in society - and out ofit 109

other factors) that she must be a woman. It could be argued that, here
again, expression and content are not clearly differentiated: the skirt
being a sign of being a woman is secondary to its being part of being a
woman (this does not apply to a man, transsexual or other, who puts
on a skirt, but then again this is a clear case in which we would
ascribe an intention to the sign). In an article in which 1 discuss dif-
ferences between the Occidental clothing system and the Mesoameri-
can one, | have suggested that for the Mesoamerican women to don a
guechquemitl or a huipil is not to signify anything, but when young
women studying anthropology in Mexico City do the same thing, their
apparel is a sign which is both clearly differentiated and intentional:
its says something like “l am a radical person who is in favour of the
self-determination of indigenous people” (Sonesson 1993b). Posner
rather seems to think about seeing the shadow of a person from afar
and concluding from the contours opening up below the waist that it
must be a woman, which would account for this being our only clue to
the sex of the person in question. Seen in this way, the case does not
seem to be so different from the former one.

These examples therefore seem to suggest that semiosis without a
sender is also a process in which expression and content are not
clearly differentiated; or rather, in which this differentiation is oper-
ated very provisionally by the receiver, only for the purpose of inter-
pretation. If this is so, the decision to rename the addressee into the
recipient may not have been an altogether happy one, for while it is
true that there is no one addressing the interpreter here, the latter is
actually far from passive, as is suggested by the new term. Rather, this
is the case in which the interpreter comes into his own, a case, we
might say, in which the process seems to be initiated on the “receiv-
ing” end. The receiver is not only a co-sender, but in fact the only one.

There may be cases of “pure” interpretation, in this sense, but most
cases are probably rather indeterminate on this scale. Consider again
the case of clothing discussed above: it is true, in a sense, as a sug-
gested above, that the Mesoamerican women do not wear a huipil or a
quechquemitl or whatever, to signify something: but we know that the
choice of one or another, or some combination, as well as the pattern
on the cloths, originally (and to some extent even today) served to
separate different tribal groups. So we can postulate some kind of
Ursituation in which the leaders of the tribe decided (probably not
very explicitly) to wear their cloths in such a way that they are dif-
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ferentiated from members of other tribes. Something similar could
apply to Occidental women in relation to skirts (more so, perhaps, at a
time when trousers first became a possible alternative). We are con-
fronted with cases of remote intentionality.

Next, let us consider the examples of indication, or semiosis with-
out a code, given by Posner. In some cases, according to Posner, code-
less semiosis is also sender-less, as is the scratching noise in a confer-
ence room which is taken by the audience as a sign that the micro-
phone is in operation, or a person crossing the main street taken by the
driver in a side street as a sign of there being no fast traffic in that part
of the main street. In other cases, semiosis without a code may have a
sender, as when a man intentionally imitates the involuntary body
movements of a woman in order to express his sympathy with her.
Finally, some sender-less sign processes may follow a code, such as
when the doctor diagnoses an illness, or when we classify an aban-
doned piece of clothing as a skirt or a dinner-jacket.

It will be noted that Posner here generalises the notion of code (in
the sense of our system of interpretation) from the ordinary meaning
of being a conventional standard correlating expression and content,
to include also those correlations which are somehow innately given
to human beings. However, | have been unable to find any examples
of the latter in Posner’s article. Perhaps he would like to say that the
symptoms are “innately” connected to the illness which they signify:
but, clearly, what allows the doctor to make a diagnosis it not any bio-
logical fact as such, but some regularities which he (or rather, earlier
physicians) have been able to observe, between the presence of certain
symptoms and a particular illness. The standard of correlation in this
case is thus neither innate nor conventional, at least in the sense of a
correlation being postulated between expression and content.

But precisely this kind of observed regularity seems to be present
in the other cases which Posner claims to occur without a code. For
instance, we know that the scratching noise in the microphone signi-
fies it is working, because we have observed that at some earlier stage;
and the person crossing the main road signifies that it is free from
traffic precisely because we have observed that relationship earlier (or
rather, it is an interpretation based on our anticipation of coherence).
The skirt as a sign of a woman is certainly also an observation made in
a particular Lifeworld, rather than an explicit convention. Indeed, even
the imitation of a woman’s involuntary movements to signify sympa-
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thy only can be meaningful if we have observed such imitation to
convey sympathy beforehand.7

In many other contexts, | have suggested that meaning starts out
from that which is normal, i.e., expected to occur, rather than that
which is normative, i.e. prescribed. Husserl talks about “the normal
way of behaviour which things have” (Cf. Sonesson 1994a, b; 1996a,
b). Indeed, Peirce had a name for interpretation based on that which is
normal in the world of our experience: abduction. We start from a
single fact and conclude to another single fact based on a regularity
which is merely taken for granted. Thus, for instance, in Peirce’s
example, we know that somebody is a sailor because he walks in a
way which we have come to expect of sailors. This seems to be
exactly the same kind of regularity occurring in the world taken for
granted which appears in most of Posner’s examples.

Contrary to Posner, then, we will talk about a system of interpreta-
tion each time there is a standard of correlation between expression
and content, based on some regularity, something which is or can be
repeated all over again. This standard may be based on convention,
observation or innate relationships. It seems to me, however, that an
innate correlation could only be the foundation of a relationship of
interpretation, to the extent that is becomes conscious as such.

Like our earlier discussion of semiosis without a sender, this one
has had the effect of shifting the initiative from the sender to the re-
ceiver or, better, to the interpreter. For the “code”, in the sense of an
observed regularity, is something which is contributed by the inter-
preter (although a member of some interpretative community), not
some shadowy creator. Rather than considering semiosis without a
sender as a degenerative case of semiosis, we should start from the
other end. Given the Prague school model of communication, for in-
stance, we should allow for cases in which concretisation precedes the
artefact, in the sense of being the first thing making it into an artefact,

The example is curious, because what we know from the study of non-
verbal interaction, is that we tend to unintentionally repeat the movements
and positions of those persons with whom we feel sympathy. This then would
be a case of an “innate” standard of correlation between signifier and signi-
fied. A man who imitates a woman’s movements intentionally would only be
able to do it based on an observation of such unconsciously produced regu-
larities.
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as happens when phases of an on-going process are singled out as ex-
pressions of later stages (Cf. Fig 2 and 3).

The pragmatic fallacy

In the following, | intend to take exception to the currently reigning
model in the analysis of meaning, usually known as the “pragmatic
model”, in order to suggest that semiotics is a better alternative. It may
certainly seem strange to oppose semiotics and pragmatics. One of the
two well-known pioneers of semiotics, Charles Sanders Peirce, called
his own philosophical stance pragmatism (and later pragmaticism).
And even the term pragmatics itself originated as a subdivision of
semiotics, proposed by Morris with reference to what he understood to
be the dimensions of the Peircean sign. The point is not whether Mor-
ris understood Peirce correctly. The problem really begins when Mor-
ris’s tripartition is taken oven by Carnap: the third part becomes what
Bar-Hillel has characterised as “the pragmatic waste-basket”, the
place where you put problem you cannot or will not resolve. It seems
to me that, even today, after Grice and Searle, pragmatics essentially
remains as “waste-basket”. In order to get rid of this overflowing
waste-basket, however, we may have to tolerate a little more disorder
on the desktop.8

While Bar-Hillel may have been preoccupied by the lack of for-
malisation, what worries me is the absence of explanatory power:
“pragmatic” approaches leaves as a complete mystery how meaning is
conveyed.9 Semiotics, on the other hand, is about how something
means, over and above what something means. So while it may be
better to speak about the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic dimen-
sions of a meaningful event, instead of three different sciences (as
suggested by Eco 1992: 283ff), analysis will only be complete when

In the most thorough attempt to define the limits of semantics and prag-
matics | know of, Levinson (1983: 5ff) has to admit he is unable to do so.
Even his half-hearted suggestions that it can be done by defining semantics
are merely “truth-functional” breaks down, when he later observes (p. 122ff)
that implicaturs must have access to a much richer semantic interpretation.

9 It is true that this is not always the case in the study of implications (cf.
Levinson 1983: 97ff); it must be admitted that Sperber & Wilson (1986)
sometimes go to great lengths to find the missing expression.
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the pragmatic dimension has been resolved into the semantics of an-
other semiotic system. Thus we can give all semiotic systems their
due, without unduly privileging verbal language; and we will be able
to explain the how of meaning, not just its presence.

In the following, | will take “pragmatics” (or, better, “contextual-
ism”) to be the idea that meaning is not the result of some general
standard of interpretation, but is produced in a context, understood as
some peculiar co-ordinates of time and space, and resulting from the
specific intentions an individual brings to such a context.10 Semiotics,
then, is the opposite idea, according to which there is always some
kind of regularity which accounts for the possibility of meaning being
conveyed, and intentions are only part of the content present in certain
types of signs. The claim for the semiotical character of the present
model rest on its being derived from the basic concept of the sign. In
the present context, it is of no avail whether we follow the Peircean or
the Saussurean tradition: indeed, we are concerned with such basic
properties of the sign that we could even refer to proto-semiotic work
antedating both Peirce and Saussure. For the same reason, the model
to be suggested is not vulnerable to the critique of the sign voiced in-
side semiotics, as, for instance, by Greimas and Eco: the sign, in our
sense, is not necessarily static but could be seen as more of a process;
and the expression plane of the sign is not necessarily continuous and
perfectly delimited.

A sign, then, in our sense, consists of an expression and a content,
which form a unity of inter-defining terms, and it is linked to a
(potential) referent in the outside world. The trouble is that, as far as |
have been able to discover, all semiotical traditions take the terms
“expression” and “content” as givens. Elsewhere, | have tried to de-
fine these terms, with extensive help from Husserl and Landgrebe, on
one hand, and Piaget, and the other (cf. Sonesson 1989: 49ff, 193ff).
The expression is that which is directly given without being thematic,
while the content is indirectly given and thematic. Normally, expres-
sion and content are discontinuous, both in the sense of being felt to
represent different categories, and in the sense of the one not going
over into the other in space or time. This accounts for what, following

D This seems to me to be true of most currents of contemporary hermeneu-
tics, as well as of speech act analysis and much of linguistic pragmatics; and
it is also true, as we will see, of at least some formulations due to the Bakhtin
circle.
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cognitive psychology, we will call the prototype of the sign: the
central instance of the category. But as some of these criteria fail to
apply, we go continuously over to meanings which are less signs, or
not signs at all. As we know from genetic psychology (cf. Sonesson
1992), such as transition happens in the development of the child,
even though it may never had happened in ontogeny (as claimed by
Sperber & Wilson 1986: 53, 258). The symptom model of the sign,
which may be relevant to perception, if not entirely to pictures, can be
described as the case in which the complete series of expressions is
equivalent to the content (cf. Sonesson 1989: 17f, 1992a). The domain
of interpretation is thus wider than the prototypical sign.

So far it may seem that at least the prototypical sign concords with
what Sperber & Wilson call “the code model”; but this model clearly
supposes the connection between expression and content to be a con-
vention, which is something which | see no reason to accept. In the
following, | will allow the standards of interpretation to be based on
iconic and indexical links, as well as symbolic ones; and, contrary to
what Sperber & Wilson imply, | think most semioticians would do the
same today. In this respect, | certainly side with the Peircean tradition,
rather than the Saussurean one, at least as the latter was interpreted by
the French Structuralists and their contemporaries, such as Eco, in the
seventies.ll But it should not be forgotten that there is a venerable
semiotic tradition, before Peirce and Saussure, for distinguishing dif-
ferent kinds of “grounds” making something into a sign (cf. Deely
1982; Manetti 1993).

Given this general concept of the sign, an act of interpretation can
be seen as process in which something (an expression) is taken as
evidence for the presence of something else (a content and, beyond
that, a referent). In the case of verbal language, it is easy to think of
some kind of “originary” situation, in which a speaker produces sign
after sign, until the evidence for his meaning is complete, as mani-
fested by the hearer. This whole sequence of signs then seems to form
part of the same act of interpretation. In some cases, common in the
arts, the sequence of signs is completed before reception takes place,
so that any further sign required will be part of another act of inter-
pretation. In non-verbal semiotic systems, its more difficult to estab-
lish an originary act of communication. Thus, in the case of visual

This was actually the main point of Sonesson 1989.
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communication, it is possible to think of the case when we make ever
new or revised sketches of the street systems, until our interlocutor
understands how he is going to reach our house. But this is a marginal
situation: the normal case, in visual communication, rather seems to
be the foreclosed series.

Two observations are in order: meaning is here, if not defined by,
at least essentially dependant on, being seen from the point of view of
the hearer or, more generally, the addressee. This is a conception
which is implied by the Peircean sign model, and more generally by
Peirce’s idea that everything is addressed to another subject (cf. Co-
lapietro 1989); it is also clearly built into the Prague school model of
communication (see Sonesson 1992: IOOff). Grice (1989: 352f) has
objected to such a characterisation, on the ground that hearer’s mean-
ing would have to refer to speaker’s meaning. It is however a basic
postulate of the view defended here, that both speaker’s meaning and
hearer’s meaning are relative to the meaning of the signs. But even if
we should go along with Grice in taking speaker’s meaning as pri-
mary, the point of view of the hearer is important. A speaker may very
well mean something in the sense of having an opinion; but he can
only mean something in the sense of conveying a meaning, if there is
somebody to which this meaning is conveyed (at least potentially). It
is true, of course, that we all know, “semioticians included” (as Sper-
ber & Wilson 1986: 24 put it) what the speaker’s intentions are, in
general, what counts. But it is not only the case, as Peirce tells us
(quoted in Colapietro 1989: 105) that “it is much safer to define all
mental characters as far as possible in terms of their outward mani-
festation”; in communication, it is the very business of the mental
characters to become outwardly manifested.

The second observation is that, in characterising the sign from the
point of view of the addressee, we have described something which
sounds very much like inference. Within the semiotic tradition, signs
have often been seen as inferences (cf. Manetti 1993), Peirce, of
course, distinguished three types, induction, deduction, and, most no-
tably, abduction. We can even enlist the support of Grice (1989:
349ff), who suggests that the two meaning concepts he describes may
share the property of being consequences. On the other hand, Sperber
& Wilson (1986: 13) claim all kinds of ills will come out of confusing
signs and inferences; the former, they say, are “not warranted”. In the
case of the symptom model, which we described above, such a distinc-
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tion cannot be maintained: indeed, it is probably because they fail to
note the peculiarities of the linguistic situation of communication
which we mentioned above, that Sperber & Wilson wants to maintain
the distinctions between the “code” and the inferences.

Thus far, we have been able to side with Grice, but now we must
part company with him. The common sense dogma which is at the heart
of pragmatics as a current of thinking is formulated by Grice (1989:
340) as the second part of his fourth strand: “what words means is a
matter of what people mean by them”. In one sense this is trivially true:
in all communication, as was suggested above, the addressee is directed
to the intentions of the addresser. But there is no way for the addressee
to reach these intentions other than by means of some kind of sign
which conveys them, either the sign of interpretation, or some other sign
interpreted for the sake of the first sign. And it is from these basis that
the varieties of interpretation may be adequately distinguished.

The Context as Another Text

One of the properties which characterises the speech act (or “pragma-
tist”) approach is the reliance on context for the determination of
meaning, to the detriment of rules and regularities. 1 will examine,
first, some examples given by Voloshinov, which seem to me to em-
body the extreme case of the pragmatist approach;12 and then I will
suggest that more well-known cases cited by Grice and his followers
can be treated in the same manner.

The first example offered by Voloshinov (1983a: 10ff; cf. 1986)
involves two persons sitting together in the room in silence, where-
upon one of them utters the single word “Well”, without receiving any
answer from the other. Taken in isolation, Voloshinov claims, this
utterance is completely void and meaningless. Even if we add that the
intonation of the word was indignantly reproachful, but softened with
a touch of humour, we are not much advanced. In order to interpret
the utterance, we have to acquire knowledge about the spatial purview
common to both speakers, as well as of their common knowledge and

2 It seems evident to me that Voloshinov is not just a pen-name for
Bakhtin (for which see now also Morison & Emerson 1991), but on this
particular issue the position of both men seem rather close. Cf. Bakhtin 1986.
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understanding of the circumstances, and their evaluation of those
circumstances. In this case, it so happens that they are seated in front
of a window, and that when looking out of it they discover that it is
snowing. They both know that it is May, which, in Russia, means that
they are in their right to expect spring to begin. Finally, they are both
longing for the beginning of spring and they are sick and tired of
winter. Given these circumstances, Volocinov maintains, the meaning
of the utterance becomes completely clear.

The second example is interesting because Voloshinov (1983b:
124ff) here presents us with two sets of circumstances which could be
referred to the same utterance giving it different meanings (and be-
cause, in some ways, it is a dialogue). However, what recurs in both
these situations is not entirely verbal, either (although Voloshinov
fails to mention this fact): a man with a grey beard, sitting at a table,
says, after a minute’s silence, “H’m”, after which a young man who
stands in front of him flushes deeply, turns around and goes away. In
one case, this event takes place at an examiner’s table, and the
examinee has just answered wrongly on one of the simplest questions
put to him. Although the examiner’s reproachful utterance contains
some sympathy, the examinee feels ashamed and goes away. In the
second case, the event takes place at a cash-desk, where a cashier
hands over a fat bundle of notes, the winnings, making his utterance
with a slightly envious admiration.

Voloshinov’s claim is that there is nothing constant in these situa-
tions apart from the expression plane of the word (excluding even the
intonation and other paralinguistic features). The same expression has
“totally different meanings” (1983b: 126). The idea of there being an
system of normatively identical language forms which the individual
consciousness finds ready-made results from linguistics having mostly
studied dead languages (1983c: 35, 42). For the speaker a linguistic
form is important not as a stable and self-identical signal, but as an
ever changeable and flexible sign. Signals are recognised, but under-
standing requires something much more than recognition (1983c:
40f).13

In other passages, Voloshinov (as well as the late Bakhtin 1986), actually
tries to steer between the Scylla of “abstract objectivism” (Saussure) and the
Charybdis of “individualistic subjectivism” (Spitzer, Croce), but the quoted
passages are in contradiction to this goal. However, we are not interested in
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The most obvious objection to Voloshinov’s examples is that they
are in no way typical of the use of verbal language, nor, indeed of any
other semantically rich semiotic system (such as pictures, for in-
stance). In both cases, the same message could be delivered by much
more elementary means: by a grunt or some other non-linguistic sound
(which is perhaps how “H’m” should be classified), by some gesture,
or even by simply turning the gaze in some particular direction. It
seems rather strange to speak about signs as something in which the
only constant element is the expression (which then is not even an
expression, properly speaking) and about signals when recognition is
required (which supposes a mapping from expression to something
else, i.e. a content). Indeed, what Voloshinov here describes seems
much closer to phonemes, graphemes and other elements of the
second articulation (in which case the repetition on the expression
plane does not entail any repetition of the content plane). In no typical
situation of communication, either in language or in pictures, could
the constant element on the content side by so reduced. Not even an
“abstract” picture would seem to carry so little content.

Another objection would be to say that examples such as these
make for a very poor start in the study of literature or art in general,
indeed, in the study of any “text” which is made to be interpreted out-
side of the context of its production, even such a “speech genre of
ordinary language” (as Bakhtin 1986 would have said) as a letter. In
the case of written language, according to a famous Plato quote, the
“father” of the text is normally not around to attend to his “child”;
and, in the case of other semiotic systems, such as pictures, this is the
normal case, as we suggested above. That is why contexts must either
be rendered as text, that is, circumstances must be transformed into a
part of the utterance, or the message must be of such a kind that it can
be interpreted without knowledge of attendant circumstances. In fact,
what Voloshinov himself does in the articles quoted is precisely to fol-
low the first procedure. 4

interpreting Voloshinov here, but in giving an extreme example of the prag-
matist model.

¥ Indeed, in Voloshinov’s second situation, as | noted above, what is con-
stant in the two versions is not only the verbal signs, but signs of several
other semiotic systems, such as the beard, the sitting position, the minute of
silence, etc.
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The basic objection, however, is of a different order, because it
will apply not only to the extreme case of pragmatism, as exemplified
by the Bakhtin circle, but to all pragmatist approaches. It consists in
saying that meaning is still, in these descriptions, of the order of
generality, i.e. it involves constant elements which can be repeated, or
“iterated”, tokens which must be referred to a type. Consider the case
of the spatial purview: the point here is precisely that what can be seen
by both parties to the conversation is the same. Of course, it is impos-
sible for two persons to see exactly the same environment, even in a
purely physical sense, as Bakhtin (1990), along with Husserl and
Schitz (1964, 1967), has forcefully demonstrated. But there is a sense
in which they may be said to see the same-for-the-purpose-of-the-
conversation, and it is precisely this which explains that Voloshinov is
able to render this element in his description of the situation. The
identical argument applies to the “common knowledge” and the “com-
mon evaluation” involved in the situation. There is something which is
repeated from the first to the second participant in the conversation,
and it is precisely this which is repeated a third time by Voloshinov
interpreting the situation. Context is not some mystical communion
between speaker and listener: it consists of iterable elements stemming
from other semiotic systems than language.

What has been said so far about the examples given by the Bakhtin
circle also apply to those of Grice and his followers. In once case,
Grice (1989: 93ff) goes to his regular tobacconist (from whom he also
purchases other goods) for a pack of his regular brand of cigarettes,
and instead of saying anything, he puts down the sum of 43 cents,
which is the price of the pack, on the counter. The tobacconist under-
stands want Grice wants and hands him the pack. In this case, Grice
claims, he has meant something (“non-naturally”, | suppose), which
he had not in case he had put down the money on the counter only to
demonstrate that he was in possession of the sum necessary for buying
the pack. This example obviously supposes that none of the other
goods which Grice is in the habit of buying from his tobacconist have
the cost of 43 cents. It is possible, of course, that Grice has already
bought something else having this price, but then it has not been one
of those things he habitually buys. So, in this example, the gesture of
putting down a particular sum on the counter only means something
because there is a regular connection, known to Grice and the tobac-
conist, between the sum and the pack of cigarettes. It so happens that
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the relation between the sum and the product is conventionally as-
signed; but what makes the connection meaningful here is the obser-
vation of a regularity in the behaviour of Grice.15

Next, consider an example from Sperber & Wilson (1986: 55).
When Peter opens the door to their apartment, Mary stops and sniffs
ostensibly. Following her example, Peter notices that there is a smell
of gas. What Mary does, according to Sperber & Wilson, can be para-
phrased as “There is a smell of gas”. On another occasion, Mary and
Peter have just arrived at the seaside. Mary opens the window over-
looking the sea and sniffs ostensibly. In this case, Sperber & Wilson
maintains, there is no one particular thing which Mary may be said to
mean. In fact, however, | think it is reasonable to say that Mary does the
some thing on both occasions: by exaggerating the movements as-
sociated with smelling, she manages to frame off the movement, so that
it appears as an iconic sign of what is would otherwise be. This gesture
means “There is a smell worthy of notice”. No doubt the kinds of things
we expect to smell at our doorstep and from a hotel room overlooking
the beach are appreciably different. It could actually be argued that both
stories correspond to type situations, which we have all experienced
many times, if not in life so at least at the cinema, so that we will
immediately know what kinds of smells are being referred to.

Let us know consider at somewhat more subtle example. In his
Memories, a prime minister of Sweden in the last century, Louis De
Geer, tells us about the circumstances in which he found out that his
future wife, Caroline Wachtmeister, returned his love. He tells her that
he finds the summer residence of her family so enchanting, that he
could quite understand if she never wanted to leave it. After a mo-
ments reflection, she answers him: “The people here are more dear to
me than the place itself’. This answer, together with the fact that she
hesitates before giving it, inspires in De Geer the conviction that she
loves him: she would not hesitate to leave the place with somebody
she loves, and she would not admit this to somebody she did not like.
Pettersson (1990: 60f), who retells this story, concludes that “com-
munication is not an end in itself’. The question, however, is how all

5 | fail to see the point of saying that, in the other instance, nothing is
meant. Of course, the message that Grice wants a particular brand of ciga-
rettes has apparently been conveyed in some other way. But there must be
some factor, for instance, in the attitude of the tobacconist, which makes the
showing of the money mean “I have money”.
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this is conveyed by Miss Wachtmeister’s answer. For my part, 1 would
certainly had drawn the opposite conclusion from the one De Geer
does. So either De Geer is making a wild guess, which, for all we
know, turns out to be correct; or there is some regularity, either in the
behaviour of upper class people at the time, or in Miss Wachtmeister’s
own behaviour, which justifies his conclusion. So, once again, mean-
ing is only possible because there is a regularity.

Neither the Bakhtin circle, nor any other “pragmatist” seems to me
to have any rival theory to offer about how interpretation is possible.
If meaning does not rely on constant elements, in fact, if it includes
something beyond constant elements, it is not clear in which way in-
terpretation in the common sense world differs from telepathy or god-
sent illumination. Bakhtin, it is true, proposes at least two elements of
a rival theory, but, contrary to what he seems to think, they are only
partial and no substitute for a theory built on rules-govemed interpre-
tation.

The first element has to do with that which first made Bakhtin
famous in the West, the idea underlying Kristeva’s notion of inter-
textuality as the meaning derived from the relationship to some other
texts being recognisable as the background of the text to be inter-
preted. Thus, for instance, Bakhtin (1982: 401) observes that “every
discourse has its own selfish and biased proprietor; there are no words
‘belonging to no one’.” A text which refers to another text, either by
simply reproducing it, or by somehow modifying it, thus depends for
its interpretation on the identification of this other text. It is true that,
unlike Kristeva and her followers, Bakhtin is not interested in the
relationship between the given text and another particular text by a
named author: before the passage quoted above, he speaks about the
language of priests, of peasants, etc., and elsewhere he refers to stan-
dardised phrases, maxims, familiar sayings, and the like. Once he even
tells us that the reference to another particular author in a text is of
little interest.16 From this point of view, Bakhtin’s conception is quite
different from the familiar reduction of his idea to the traditional study
of influences.

In Sonesson 1994c | tried to transplant “intertextuality” to “picture depic-
tions”, which | construed as consisting of a recognisable picture which was
the referent and some kind of “commentary”. Thus, | also failed to note that
the essential issue for Bakhtin did not involve individual cases.
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However, neither the traditional study of influences, nor the dia-
logicity between texts which interests Bakhtin, are what they seem to
be: they are both possible kinds of interpretation, because they operate
on the level of types, not tokens, i.e. they depend on our recognition of
constant elements. Indeed, what Bakhtin here refers to is the repertory
of standard phrases which Merleau-Ponty (1971) — erroneously, of
course — identifies with Saussure’s concept of “langue”. But Mer-
leau-Ponty’s confusion is understandable, to the extent that these phra-
ses are types, not tokens, and the same is actually true of any work of
art. Above, | have noted the different nature of two kinds of types, the
temporally free types, such as phonemes, words, and syntactic pat-
terns, which are not experienced as having an origin in time, and the
temporally bound types, such as a novel or a painting, in which case
the first token produces the type at a particular moment in time and
space, after which more tokens may be derived from the type (cf.
Sonesson 1998a). Only in the second case does the sign really “belong
to someone”. 7

Thus, it seems we will have to distinguish two levels of generality,
the element of the system which is not dated, and the token which is
felt to repeat a dated type. Bakhtin’s second proposal is in fact explic-
itly concerned with generality, and it is more of the order of our first
type of typicality: the speech genres. Although he insists that utter-
ances are always individual, Bakhtin (1986) claims that we have
access to “relatively stable types” (his italics) of utterances, which
permit us to determine, at one stroke, words, syntax, context, social
relations, set of values, sense of time and space, possible actions, and
so on. These speech genres do not only correspond to well-known lite-
rary forms as the novel and the poem, but also include smaller com-

T Of course, words, and even phonemes, have their origin in time (and
space), but that is not relevant in the process of interpretation. It is also true,
as Bakhtin and, in particular, Voloshinov would have said, that “standard
language” can be seen as being imposed on everybody by a particular class or
other social group, in which case it also “belongs to someone”. But only in a
case where this is felt to be true by the speakers of the language would the
question whose voice standard language incarnates be relevant to interpreta-
tion.
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binations of linguistic elements of which these, as well as everyday
conversation, are made up.18

Bakhtin is of course not the only one to talk about the importance
of genres to interpretation: both Hirsch and Gombrich have made the
same observation. Indeed, Danto’s famous example of the telephone
book being presented as a work of visual art is of this kind, although it
is not clear what the clues to this sea-change would be. But in the real
world, Duchamp’s presentation of the urinal as a art-object is precisely
this kind of genre shift, which is operated by its being placed in a
particular place, the art gallery, in which particular genre conventions
apply (cf. Sonesson 1992, 1996a). The uproar about the Benetton
publicity was due to the fact that pictures containing internal cues for
news photographs were presented in a frame which categorised them
as advertisements. But the important fact is that, in all these cases,
meaning is only possible, because there is a regularity, which, given
one element, makes us expect another.19

References

Bakhtin, M. N. (1981). The dialogic imagination. Austin: University of Texas.

— (1984). Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

— (1986). Speech Genres and Other Late Essays. Austin: University of
Texas.

— (1990). Art and Answerability. Austin: University of Texas.

Bettettini, et al. (1995). Las nuevas tecnologias de la comunicacion. Barce-
lona: Paidos [Translation of Le nuove tecnologie della comunicazione.
Milan: Fabbri 1993].

Colapietro, Vincent (1989). Peirce's Approach to the Self. Albany: State
University of New York Press.

Deely, John (1982). Introducing Semiotic: Its History and Doctrine. Bloom-
ington: Indiana University Press.

Eco, Umberto (1976). A theory of semiotics. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press.

These two types of typicality, to the exclusion of anything similar to the
language system, is normally what we find in pictures.

D For more discussion of pragmatics versus semiotics, see Sonesson in
press d.



124 Goran Sonesson

— (1977). “The influence of Roman Jakobson on the development of
semiotics”. In: D. Armstrong, and C. H. van Schooneveld (eds.), Roman
Jakobson: Echoes of his scholarship. Lisse. Peter de Ridder, 39-58.

— (1992). Los limites de la interpretacion. Mexico: Lumen. [Spanish
translation of I limiti dell’interpretazione. Milan: Fabri 1990].

Gibson, James (1982). Reasons for realism. Edited by Edward Reed and
Rebecca Jones. New Jersey & London: Lawrence Erlbaum Ass.

Goodman, Nelson (1968). Languages of art. London: Oxford University
Press.

Grice, Paul (1989). Studies in the way of words. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Innes, Harold (1950). Empire and communication. Toronto: University Press
[2nd edition 1972].

Jakobson, Roman (1960). “Linguistics and poetics”. In: Sebeok, Thomas
(ed.). Style in language. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 350-377.

— (1990). On language. Waugh, Linda & Monville-Borston, Monique
(eds.). Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Levinson, Stephen (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Levi-Strauss (1958). Anthropologie structurale ///. Paris: Plon.

Linde, UIf (1986). Marcel Duchamp. Stockholm: Raben & Sjogren.

Lotman, J. M. (1976). "Culture and information”. In: Dispositio. Revista
hispanica de semidtica literaria, 3(1): 213-215.

— (1977). “Two models of communication”. In: Lucid, Daniel (ed.). Soviet
Semiotics. Baltimore & London: John Hopkins University Press, 99-101.

— (1979). “Culture as collective intellect and problems of artificial
intelligence”. In: Russian Poetics in translation, 6, University of Essex,
1979, 84-96.

— (1988). “Text within a text”, Soviet Psychology, 26, 3: 32-51.

— Uspenskij, Boris A., Ivanov, Vjaceslav Vsevolodovic, Toporov, V. N,
and Pjatigorskij, A.M. (1975). Thesis on the semiotic study of culture.
Lisse: Peter de Ridder.

Manetti, Giovanni (1993). Theories of the Sign in Classical Antiquity. Bloo-
mington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.

McNeill, David (1994). “Hand and mind”. In: Sebeok, Thomas, and Umiker-
Sebeok, Jean, (eds.). Advances in visual semiotics. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, 351-374.

Morson, Gary Saul, & Emerson, Caryl, (1990). Mikhail Bakhtin. Creation of
a prosaics. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Mukarovsky, Jan (1970). Aesthetic function, norm, and value as social facts.
Ann Arbor: Univ. of Michigan.

Masuda, Y. (1980). Information society as post-industrial society. Washing-
ton: World future society.



The life ofsigns in society —and out of it 125

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, (1971). Eloge de la philosophie et autres essais.
Paris: Gallimard.

Metz, Christian (1990). “Photograph and fetisch”. In: Sqioers. Carol, ed. The
criticial image. Essays on contemporary’photography. Seattle: Bay Press,
155-164.

Posner, Roland (1989). “What is culture? Toward a semiotic explication of
anthropological concepts”. In: Koch, Walter, (ed.). The Nature of Culture,
Bochum: Brochmeyr, 240-295.

Reddy, M. J. (1979). “The conduit metaphor”. In: Ortony, A. (ed.). Metaphor
and Thought. Cambridge; Cambridge University Press.

Ricoeur, Paul (1990). Soi-meme comme un autre. Paris: Seuil.

Schitz, Alfred (1964). Collected Papers Il Studies in Social Theory. The
Hague: Nijhoff.

Sonesson, Goran (1987). Bildbetydelser i informationssamhallet. Lund:
Institutionen for konstvetenskap.

— (1989). Pictorial concepts. Lund: Lund University Press.

— (1992). Bildbetydelser. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

— (1993a). “Beyond the threshold of the People’s Home’Mn: Castro,
Alfredo, and Molin, Hans Anders, (eds.) Combi-nacién. Umea:
Nyhetemas tryckeri, 47-64.

— (1993b). “The multiple bodies of man”. Degres, 74, d-d42.

— (1994a). “Semiotique visuelle et ecologie semiotique”. RSSI, 14 (1-2),
printemps: 31-48.

— (1994b). “Pictorial semiotics, perceptual ecology, and Gestalt theory”.
Semidtica 99 (3/4): 319-399.

— (1994c). “Fantasins ankarférsten. En studie i bildavbildningar och andra
overkligheter”. In: Sjolin, Jan-Gunnar, (ed.). Konst och bildning. Studier
tilldgnade Sven Sandstrom. Stockholm: Carlssons, 246-268.

— (1995). “Livsvarldens mediering. Om kommunikation i en kultursemiotisk
ram”. In: Holmgren, Claes-Gdran, and Svensson, Jan, (eds.). Mediatexter
och mediatolkningar. Nora: Nya Doxa, 31-79.

— (1996a). “An essay concerning images. From rhetoric to semiotics by way
of ecological physics”. Semidtica 109-1/2, March 1996.

— (1996b). “Approaches to the Lifeworld Core of Visual Rhetoric”. Visio
1/3:49-76.

— (1997). “The Multimediation of the Lifeworld”, in N6th, Winfried (ed.),
Semiotics of the Media. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 61-78.

— (1998a). “On the notion of text in cultural semiotics”. Sign System Studies
26: 83-114.

— (1998b). “The Culture of Modernism”. Visio, 3/3: 9-26.

— (1999a). “Postphotography and beyond. From mechanical reproduction to
digital production”. Visio 4/1: 11-36. Special issue on Postphotography.
Sonesson, Goran, (ed.).

— (1999b). “From the conquest of America to the immigration of Europe”.



126 Goran Sonesson

In: Caivano, Jose Luis, & Narea, Ximena, (eds.)- Latin American Signs.
Lund: Cuademos de Heterogenesis.

— (1999c). “The pencils of nature and culture”. In: Ponzio, Augusto, &
Petrilli, Susan, eds. Signs and Light. Special issue of Semiotica.

— (1999c). “The Limits of Nature and Culture in Cultural Semiotics”. In:
Richard Hirsch, ed.Papers from the fourth bi-annual meeting of the
Swedish Society for Semiotic Studies, Linkdping University, December
1997.

— (in press a). “Ego meets Alter. The meaning of otherness in cultural
semiotics”. Special issue of Semiotica: Bernard, Jeff (ed.).

— (in press b). “Bridging nature and culture in cultural semiotics”. In:
Gimate Weslh, Adrian, ed. Bridging Nature and Culture. Proceedings of
the 6th International Congress of the IASS, Guadalajara, Mexico, July 13
to 19.

— (in press c¢). “Visual signs in the age of digital reproduction”. In: Gimate
Weslh, Adrian, ed. Bridging Nature and Culture. Proceedings of the 6th
International Congress of the IASS, Guadalajara, Mexico, July 13 to 19.

— (in press d). “The act of interpretation. A view form semiotics”. In:
Petersson, Anders, & Carlshamre, Staffan (eds.). Types of interpretation.

Sperber, Dan (1982). Le savoir des anthropologues. Paris: Harmann.

— & Wilson, Deidre (1986). Relevance. London: Blackwell.

Svenbro, Jesper (1988). Phrasikled. Anthropologie de la lecture en Grece
ancienne. Paris: Editions de la Decouverte.

Turtle, Sherry (1995). Life on the screen. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.

Voloshinov, Valentin Nikolaevich (1983a). “Discourse in life and discourse
in poetry”. In: Bakhtin School Papers. Russian Poets in Translation,
Oxford, 5-30.

— (1983b). “Literary Stylistics”. In: Bakhtin School Papers. Russian Poets in
Translation, Oxford, 93-152.

— (1983c). “The latest trends in linguistic thought in the west”. In: Bakhtin
School Papers. Russian Poets in Translation, Oxford, 31-50.

— (1986). Marxism and the Philosophy of Language. New York: Academic
Press.

Wertsch, James V. (1991). Voices of the Mind. A sociocultural approach to
mediated action. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

YXK13Hb 3HAKOB B 06LL,ECTBE U BHE €rO0:
KPUTUKA KPUTUKM KOMMYHUKaLUK

CTaBMUTCS BOMPOC O MOAENN KOMMYHMKaLUKW, KOoTopasi COOTBeTCTBOBasna
6bl pPacCMOTPEHUIO Ky/bTypbl B TEKCTya/SlbHOM acrnekTe, TOMY, KakKuM
obpa3om COOTHOCATCS 06w Me cBOWCTBA KOMMYHMKaUUM U cemumosuca.
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M3 3TOro, paccMmaTpuBalOTCA MPOCTPAHCTBO, BPEMs, No3mums cybbekTa,
ponu MHTepnpeTauuy 1 HOPMbl M T.M. B NpoLecce KOMMyHUKaLWUW, NMesi B
BUAY W CpaBHUBAA NMHBUCTUYECKY, 9KOHOMMWYECKY U aHTpOnosaornye-
CKyl0 uMpKynsaumun. MNoguepknBaeTcs, YTO B MOAENAX KOMMYHUKaUUN Mog
0Cc0ObIM BHMMaHMEM OKa3sblBaeTCA TpaHChopMaumnsa cmbicia, a He ero cos-
fnaHve. CpaBHMBaeTCA MoOAX0[4 K npo6semaM KOMMYyHUKauuu B paboTax
TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKOWM M MpaXCKoi LWKon n B Tpyaax BaxTtuHa n Bono-
LUMHOBA.

Markide elu Ghiskonnas ja véljaspool seda:
kommunikatsioonikriitika kriitika

Pustitatakse ktsimus, milline on see kommunikatsiooni mudel, mis sobiks
kokku kultuuri tekstuaalse késitlusega, ehk kuidas suhestuvad kommuni-
katsiooni ja semioosise Uldised omadused. Sellest lahtudes vaadeldakse
ruumilisust, ajalisust, subjekti positsiooni, interpretatsiooni ja normi rolli
jm. kommunikatsioonis, silmas pidades ja vdrreldes lingvistilist, majan-
duslikku ja antropoloogilist tsirkulatsiooni. R6hutatakse, et kommunikat-
siooni mudeleis on téhelepanu all tdéhenduse transformatsioon, mitte selle
loomine. Vdrreldakse kommunikatsiooni késitlust Tartu ja Praha kool-
kondades ning Bahtini ja Voloshinovi toodes.



On the history of joining bio with semio:
F. S. Rothschild and the biosemiotic rules

Kalevi Kull

A belief, in biology, that signification is the process which may
provide a key to understanding the specifics of life has arisen here and
there during almost a century and through communication between
scientists it has grown into biosemiotics. From the side of semiotics,
the search for the origins of sign has also led to animals and other
organisms, so that some have started to speak about the paradigmatic
shift in semiotics which took place in the 1980s (particularly due to
T. A. Sebeok’s contributions in semiotics; cf. also Mandelker 1994).

Biosemiotics as a discipline, as a field, was bom not much earlier
than at the beginning of the 1990s, since this is the decade, when the
name was taken into use in the titles of books and conferences, when
an international society-like group of people appeared who regularly
met and made attempts to approximate to each other’s terminology,
when the first university courses on the subject appeared, and when
the history of the field was first reviewed (or built and constructed).

Biosemiotics as a domain, of course, has existed already much
earlier, at least since the first decades of this century — as its history
clearly shows (Kull 1999a; Wuketits 1998; Sebeok 2000).

Appearance of the term biosemiotics

In 1962, the Annals of New York Academy of Sciences published a
paper by F. S. Rothschild, which includes the following statement:

This approach presupposes acceptance of our position that the history of
subjectivity does not start with man, but that the human spirit was
preceded by many preliminary stages in the evolution of animals. The
symbol theory of psychophysical relation bridges the gulf between these
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disparate avenues of research and unites their methods under the name of
biosemiotic. We speak of biophysics and biochemistry whenever methods
used in the chemistry and physics of lifeless matter are applied to material
structures and processes created by life. In analogy we use the term
biosemiotic. It means a theory and its methods which follows the model
of the semiotic of language. It investigates the communication processes
of life that convey meaning in analogy to language. (Rothschild 1962:
777)

The definition as given in that paper shows that the scope and the
importance of the domain as described by Rothschild corresponds to
the meaning of ‘biosemiotics’ as it has been used later (by the
scientists who had not read his writings), for instance in a big
collective work under this title (Sebeok & Umiker-Sebeok, 1992).
Similarly, Rothschild (1962: 775) claimed that “Protozoa, inverte-
brates, vertebrates, and finally man appear as four developmental
stages of subjectivity. In each stage a new sign system overlays the
already established ones and makes the unfolding of a new and higher
level of experience possible.”

In the biosemiotic literature, published since then in Semiotica and
in other international semiotic periodicals, F. S. Rothschild’s name
can not be found. Most frequently, J. S. Stepanov’s book of 1971 has
been mentioned as the first which uses the term ‘biosemiotics’,
although Rothschild introduced it almost ten years earlier.

An endemic semiotician:
Life and work of F. S. Rothschild (1899-1995)

When discovering Jakob von Uexktill for the field of semiotics,
T. Sebeok has called him a cryptosemiotician. This is a class of
semiotists, “who need themselves to become aware of the perspective
that semiotic affords or whose work needs to be by others reclaimed
and re-established from within that perspective” (Deely 1990: 119—
120; Rauch 1983). Can we say that now we have a similar situation
with Rothschild? Seemingly not, since he knew semiotics and applied
it; there was simply no information exchange between him and other
biosemioticians. Accordingly, we need to add a fourth class (in addi-
tion to the proto-, crypto- and ordinary semioticians) to Rauch’s
(1984) classification — the endemic semioticians. This is a branch of
normal good scientists, about whom nobody in the field knows. Or a
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small scientific group, who are developing the field on their own,
publishing in journals which are not read by their colleagues in other
countries.1

Friedrich Salomon Rothschild was bom on December 17, 1899, in
Giessen, Germany. Between 1918 and 1923, he studied medicine in
the Universities of Giessen and Minchen, specialising in medical
psychology and psychiatry. From 1925 to 1928, he worked in Heidel-
berg with psychotherapist Frieda Fromm-Reichmann (1889-1957) and
psychoanalyst Erich Fromm (1900-80), and from 1928 to 1933 in
Frankfurt with neuroanatomist and clinician Kurt Goldstein (1878—
1965). At that time, he was influenced by the philosophy of Ludwig
Klages (1872-1956) and held a correspondence with him.2 As,
according to Klages, “alles Leben beseelt ist”, the development of
subjectivity over the evolution of living organisms became an interest
of Rothschild.

During his studies in Frankfurt, Rothschild came to an idea that the
structure and excitations of the brain can be seen as symbols of mental
content and mental processes. As he later (1989: 192) wrote about this
occasion: “Eines Tages, als ich Uber die Seitenkreuzungen der Fasern
im Gehirn eines Tieres las, kam mir plotzlich die Idee, dass diese
Kreuzungen fur das Erleben des Tieres das Verhdltnis zu seinen
Objekten im Raum symbolisch reprasentieren.” In 1935, he could
publish his book “Symbolik des Hirnbaus: Erscheinungswissenschaft-
liche Untersuchung Uber den Bau und die Funktionen des Zentral-
nervensystems der Wirbeltiere und des Menschen”.

In Frankfurt, he also worked on the problem of brain hemisphere
asymmetry and the functional importance of this phenomenon
(Rothschild 1930).

In 1933, Rothschild lost his job due to the nazi laws against Jews.
In 1936, Rothschild moved to Palestine. He worked as a Professor of

There was a similar situation with H. E. H. Paterson and his group of

evolutionary biologists, who developed the recognition concept of species
during many years in South Africa, publishing exceptionally in The South
African Journal of Science, until E. Vrba happened to find them and made
widely known.
2 L. Klages knew well the works of J. v. Uexkill; he belonged to the
contributors of the Uexkill’s Festschrift volume (Klages 1934). It is not
known to me whether there has existed any more direct line from Uexkull’s
semiotic biology to Rothschild’s views than this one via L. Klages.
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clinical psychiatry in the Faculty of Medicine in the Hebrew Uni-
versity, Jerusalem, from where he retired in 1965.

In the 1950s, he published two books on the problem of self and
the symbolic aspects of the central nervous system (Rothschild 1950;
1958). He also wrote a paper about a classical phenomenon of
zoosemiotics — the dance of bees (Rothschild 1953).

A conference “The Psychology of the Self’, held by the New York
Academy of Sciences in 1961, included a paper by Rothschild, in
which he directly uses the semiotic approach of Ch. Morris, and
introduces the term ‘biosemiotic’. In semiotics, he sees the way to a
non-cartesian approach: “The concept of the symbol shows the way to
overcome Rene Descartes’ partition of man into the self as res
cogitans and the body as res extensa. In the symbol psychological
meaning and physical sign appear as a unit” (Rothschild 1962: 774).

As a leader of the Israel branch of the Association for Dynamic
Psychiatry, he published most of his later papers in the journal
Dynamische Psychiatrie / Dynamic Psychiatry. On June 24, 1989, a
symposium “From Causality to Communication — Biosemiotics of
Friedrich S. Rothschild”, dedicated to his 90th birthday was held in
Berlin, in the German Academy of Psychoanalysis, which resulted in a
special issue of Dynamische Psychiatrie 22 (3/4), 1989,3 and later a
book by Biilow and Schindler (1993).

F. S. Rothschild died on March 6, 1995 in Israel.

Three biosemiotic laws

In his 1962 paper, Rothschild made an attempt to formulate his
conception in the form of three biosemiotic laws. “By laws | under-
stand here the rules of syntax of each single communication system
and the rules valid for the simultaneous utilization of different
communication systems as they coexist in all animals and in man”
(p. 777). The laws themselves are described by him as follows.

3 This includes a review of his life and work by Ammon (1989), a paper by
Rothschild (1989) himself in which he describes his way towards bio-
semiotics, contributions by Hes (1989), Berendt (1989), Biilow (1989a), and
a summary of the symposium (Biilow 1989b) illustated with 9 photographs
from that event.
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The first law.

Threat to given life elicits from the original passive state of the organism a
component of activity, of inner self-assertion, transforming itfrom an object
into a subject of intentionality. The first biosemiotic law expresses the
intention to safeguard the structure that conveys the own essence, the self as a
coherent unity. It is the basic rule of biosemiotic syntax, (p. 779)

The second law.

Inner polarization is necessary in order to permit the subjectivity of organisms
to communicate with the objects of the world simultaneously with realization
of the own self. This law dominates the arrangement of all communication
systems from the cell upward. The manifestation of this inner polarity include
the differentiation of motor and sensory systems in the sensori-motor founda-
tions of experience and behavior, the bisexual disposition of organisms, the
asymmetry between right and left, the differentiation of the vegetative
nervous system inot a parasympathetic and sympathetic component, and the
arrangement of the central nervous system in homolateral and heterolateral
centers, (p. 780)

The third law.

As each new inner communication system emerges in evolution, it transcends
its predecessor’s horizon of meaning and requires for its actualization a new
mode of intentionality. In this new form of intentionality, subjectivity is
active and dominates over that of the preceding system because it is in
opposition to it and thereby prevents an independent acitivity of the more
archaic systems. The necessity of this dominance constitutes the third bio-
semiotic law: without such dominance, the new system cannot develop its
function, (p. 781)

These three laws, indeed, seem to describe well some basic semiotic
features of living beings, and will require a thorough analysis to dis-
cover their universality in the biological realm.

Signs of semiotics in philosophy of biology

An understanding of the importance of sign processes for living
organisms has been growing in biology for centuries. For instance, the
teleology of Johannes Miller (1801-1858), and Karl Ernst von Baer
(1792-1876) has much in common with the contemporary understand-
ing of the intentionality of sign processes. However, due to the ab-
sence of an appropriate theoretical framework in biology, and the lack
of intercourse between semiotics and biology until the recent decades,
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the terminology which has been used to describe essentially the
semiotic side of biological processes varied to a great extent. This
makes it really difficult to reconstruct the history of biosemiotics of
the pre-biosemiotic period in biology. However, this does not mean
that one may avoid it.

In a footnote of the book about Rothschild’s biosemiotics, Biilow
and Schindler (1993: 72) have also mentioned J. v. Uexkdll:

Beschrankt auf den Bereich der Biologie, kommt von Uexkill zu dhnlichen
Ergebnissen wie Rothschild. Thure von Uexkull billigt der Zelle Sub-
jektcharakter zu, in Anlehnung an Jakob von Uexkill. Wie Rothschild
versteht er Organismen als lebende Systeme, die miteinander durch Zeichen,
die sie selbst kodieren und beantworten, kommunizieren. Das Denken in
kommunikativen Austauchprozessen lost auch bei von Uexkill das lineare
Denken in kausalen Ursache-Wirkungs-Beziehungen ab.

Jakob von Uexkill, a sovereign pioneer of semiotic biology, had a
number of supporters among biologists. These biologists — Hans
Driesch (1867-1941),4 Richard Woltereck (1877-1944), Adolf
Meyer-Abich (1893-1971) — have not yet received much attention
from the side of biosemiotics. However, we may speculate that this is
mainly a result of their specific and quite individual terminology —
they have not used the language of semiotics, whereas their approach
itself could very well be compatible with semiotic biology.

Understanding inobligatory aspects

An unusual aspect in the works of F. S. Rothschild concerns his
interest in parapsychology (cf. Berendt 1989), which separates him
from the main trends in current biosemiotics. As a parallel, the same
interest can be found in the works of Hans Driesch, a theoretical
biologist of the beginning of the century. A key for understanding this

4 Most of the textbooks on the history of biology interpret the views of
Hans Driesch as if he was a cartesian philosopher, i.e. a dualist. Indeed, the
direct statements by Driesch himself provide a strong argument for such a
view. Most of the criticism against his neo-vitalism underlines that Driesch
introduced non-material entities in order to explain living phenomena. How-
ever, it might well be so that a non-cartesian interpretation of Driesch’
philosophy of biology can be a more adequate, and a much more useful one.
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phenomenon can be found in a statement by Aloys Wenzl (1951:
155):

Bedeutsam fiir das Lebensproblem ist, auch wenn wir von der Frage der
Materialisation ganz absehen, jedenfalls die Tatsache, dass die Vorstel-
lung leibliche Verénderungen bewirken kann.5

Thus, this is the influence of Vorstellung on body, which makes a
scientist search for various explanations. The solution proposed by
R. Sheldrake (and together with him, but much earlier, by H. Driesch
or F. S. Rothschild in some of their works) differs from the one
developed in the biosemiotics of the 1990s. It should also be men-
tioned that the view on biosemiotics as described by some colleagues
of Rothschild (Hes 1989) differs in several aspects from the one
established under this name in most of the contemporary biosemiotic
literature.6

Conclusion

Thus, the term ‘biosemiotics’ was introduced by Rothschild (1962)
almost at the same time when T. A. Sebeok coined the term °‘zoo-
semiotics’ (1963). However, since Rothschild’s works appeared ex-
clusively in a psychiatric context, these remained unnoticed by biolo-
gists as well as by semioticians for quite a long time.

A semiotic interpretation of the asymmetry of human brain
hemispheres in terms of communication, as developed by Rothschild
since the 1930s, is to some extent similar to the analysis of the same
problem by J. Lotman in the early 1980s (Lotman 1983; cf. Kull
1999b).

This is taken from the chapter titled as “Parapsychologie und Lebensprob-
lem”, in A. Wenzl’s (1951) work on H.Driesch.
6 Rothschild has also touched the problems of religion in several of his
writings. | even think that there can be found some aspects of similarity bet-
ween Uexkull’s and Rothschild’s theological thinking (cf. Uexkull 1936;
Rothschild 1986). However, the current situation in the discussions on crea-
tion and evolution do not provide the necessary atmosphere for a serious
analysis of this part of their writings, since this belongs far beyond the
creationism-darwinism context.
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Psychosomatic medicine has been a field which has both applied
the biosemiotic approach and contributed to it (Uexkiill & Wesiack
1997; Hoffmeyer 1997). The contribution by Rothschild, whose work
also belongs to the area between medicine and psychology, illustrates
this thesis well.

The usage of the term ‘biosemiotics’ by Rothschild in 1960s,
together with the absence of any reception of his works by those who
developed this field for a longer time, just demonstrates that the logic
of development of scientific thinking may create almost identical
solutions independently by different thinkers in different places.7
Seemingly, the idea of biosemiotics was just in the air at that time.

The three biosemiotic laws, formulated by Rothschild, represent a
remarkable contribution to the field, and are worthy of attention and
further analysis.
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K nctopumn coeguHeHns bio n semio:
@. C. PoTwiunnbg 1 6MocemMmoTnyeckne 3aKOHOMepHOCTH

B cTaTtbe faeTcss KpaTkuii 0630p Hay4HOl [esiTeIbHOCTU McuMxmaTpa
&. C. Potwunbga (1899-1995), KoTOpbIi BUAMMO SBNSETCS OfHUM U3
nepBbIX, NOMb3YKOLWNX TEPMUHOM 6uocemmnoTumka (B ero ctatee 1962 ro-
fa). Ero onpegeneHne 6M0CEMMOTUKMN XOPOLLO COOTBETCTBYET cOfepXa-
HWIO 3TOro pasgena Haykum B 1990-e rogbl (Korga 6uoceMmoTmka op-
MuMpoBanacb B MOSIHOW Mepe), HECMOTPSA Ha OTCYTCTBUE €ro KOHTaKTOB C
Konseramm B 3TOlM 06n1acTu (MNO3TOMY €ro MOXHO Ha3blBaTb 3HAEMHbLIM
610CEMUOTUKOM) 1 cBOeOOpasMe HEKOTOPbIX acneKToB ero nogxoaa.

PoTwunnbg chopMmmnpoBan TpyM OCHOBHbIe npaBusa (KOTOpble OH Hasbl-
BaeT 3aKOHaMun) 6MOCEMUOTUKMN.

MepBoe yTBepXXAaeT, YTO NepBUYHAA WHTEHLWOHANbHOCTb W MepBUY-
Hoe obpa3oBaHMe cybbeKTa CBA3AHO C aKTUBHOCTbIO OpraHuM3Ma XpaHuTb
CBOK CTPYKTYpY , T.e. cO3MAaHnemM cebs camoro.

BTopoe npaBuao rnacuT, YTO KOMMYHWKaUMWUS CBSA3AHO C BHYTPEHHeN
acMMmeTpUYHOI nonspusaymeni.

TpeTbe NpaBuIo YTBEPXAAET, YTO 3HAKOBAs CUCTEMA HOBOFO YPOBHA
npu akTyanumsaunm JOMUHNPYET Haj cTapoii.

B cTaTbe npegnaraetca runotesa, N0 KOTOPOA CEMUOTUYECKMNIA acneKT
B 6Monorumn cyuiecTByeT AaBHO, MMes npeacTaBuTeneld yxe B X1X Beke.
Ho un3-3a pasHon u cneunduyeckoin TEPMUHOMOTUMN €ro BbIAB/IEHNE OKa-
3blBaeTCA TPYAHbIM M 0OCTaBasoCb [0 CUX MOP MOYTU He3aMeYeHHbIM
NcTopMkamn 61Monoruu.
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Bio ja semio (thendumise ajaloost: F. S. Rothschild ja
biosemiootilised reeglid

Artikkel esitab lGhillevaate pstihhiaater F. S. Rothschildi (1899-1995)
teaduslikust tegevusest, markides, et ta oli arvatavasti esimesi, kes vottis
kasutusele termini biosemiootika (artiklis Rothschild 1962). Tema esita-
tud biosemiootika maéaratlus vastab hésti selle mdiste kasutusele viimasel
aastakimnel, kuigi tal ei olnud arvatavasti mingeid kontakte t&napdeva
biosemiootikutega (mistdttu teda vBib nimetada endeemseks biosemiooti-
kuks), ning ta oma uurimisté6 kaldus sellest mitmes aspektis kdrvale.
Ometi on ta formuleerinud rea biosemiootika uldistusi, seahulgas kolm
pohireeglit, mis artiklis ka ara tuuakse. Esimene reegel vaidab, et pri-
maarne intentsionaalsus ning esmane subjekti ilmumine on seotud orga-
nismide enesekohasusega, enda kaitsmisega; teine Utleb, et kommunikat-
sioon on seotud sisemise asiummeetrilise polariseerumisega; kolmas véi-
dab, et uue taseme margisiisteem aktualiseerudes domineerib vana Ule.

Esitatakse hilipotees, et semiootiline aspekt bioloogias on vana, ent
varjatud spetsiifilise ja erineva terminoloogia taha, mistéttu selle avamine
on seotud raskustega ning jaanud seniajani bioloogia ajaloolaste poolt
peaaegu téhelepanuta.



A note on the semiotics
of biological mimicry

Timo Maran

The term ‘mimicry’ is quite widely used nowadays. One can find it in
most different areas: in psychology and education, where child is
mimicking his or her’s parents (Kuczaj 1998), in economy, where
different products are similar (Daughety, Reinganum 1997), in anthro-
pology, where native people are acting like us (Huggan 1997;
Met 1996), in immunology and molecular biology where the immuno-
system is not able to distinguish different proteins with similar
structure (Requejo 1997; Wucherpfennig 1997), in ornithology where
young birds are learning singing from the adults (Eens, Pinxten
1992), etc.

The wide use of the word makes the meaning of the term
‘mimicry’ inevitably indistinct and it is easy for one to lose the
concept. However, the notion of ‘mimicry’ in biological and bio-
semiotic sense is quite well definable, as | will explain below.
Generally speaking, we should distinguish two different concepts,
which are often confused — similarity and imitativeness. In the first
one, there is no internal connection between two objects, which seem
similar to us; in the second case one object is somehow caused or
affected by other. Mimicry in animate nature is a very complex
phenomenon, which deeply differs from similarity relation of the
physical realm, and it seems to be strongly semiotic also.

Historical overview
In 1861 H. W. Bates discovered ‘imitative resemblance’ in Ama-

zonian butterflies Heliconiidae (Bates 1862, 1867). This event marks
the beginning of mimicry research. Nineteen years later F. Miller
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created a new concept of mimicry to explain similarity of warning
colorations among insects (Miller 1878). In the last decade of the
nineteenth century E. Poulton published several papers about mimicry
in the context of natural selection theory (Poulton 1890, 1898).
Contributions by H. Cott and F. Heikertinger should also be
mentioned as highly significant (Cott 1940; Heikentinger 1954). In
1967, Wickler created a new concept of mimicry systems using
terminology of information theory (Wickler 1967). From that point
forward mimicry has been seen as ecological set-up that includes two
or more protagonists, performing three roles: being a model, being a
mimic, and being a dupe (Fig. 1).

dupe,

operator

Fig. 1. Every mimicry system includes three components: model, mimic and
dupe. If one of these participants is missing, the whole system will lose its
idea.

According to G. Pasteur,

model is a living or material agent emitting perceptible stimuli or signals;
mimic is an animal or plant that simulates the model, and dupe is an
animal enemy or victim of the mimic whose senses are receptive to the
model's signals and which is thus deceived by the similar signals of the
mimics (Pasteur, 1982). If one of these participants is missing, the whole
system loses it’s idea.

Another definition has been given by Derlbert Wiens:

Mimicry is a process whereby the sensory systems of one animal
(operator) are unable to discriminate consistently a second organism or
parts thereof (mimic) from either another organism or the physical
environment (the models), thereby increasing the fitness of mimic (Wiens
1978).
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These concepts themselves are strongly semiotic, because the terms
model, mimic, and dupe or operator are defined through the transmis-
sion of signals and the protagonists relations to the transmitted in-
formation.

Terms and concepts such as eucrypsis, mimesis, Mullerian resem-
blance and others have also been used in several papers, in some cases
as subdivisions of mimicry, in some cases separately. According to
G. Pasteur there are still very different points of view about contents
of these terms (Pasteur 1982). But generally speaking we can
distinguish four major categories, which can be divided further. The
first category includes the terms: eucrypsis, crypsis, camouflage,
protective coloring, color imitations. In these cases, colors of mimic
are similar to the natural background. The second is mimesis, which
in some cases are divided as cryptic and phaneric mimesis. In this case
both the forms and colors are imitated. The third includes Batesian,
Mertesian, Peckhammian and other mimicry systems, where the
model is a living being, that elicits a reaction in the signal receiver.
The fourth is Millerian mimicry or Maullerian resemblance where
different noxious organisms have similar forms and colors.

Still, 1 would like to point out, that there are some very detailed
classifications, for example G. Pasteur’s classification, where mimicry
systems have been divided according to the nature of the model,
species composition type and function (Fig. 2) (Pasteur 1982).

The concept of mimicry is often seen in evolutionary context and
in the 18th century it has been used as a strong argument for the
Darwinian evolutionary and natural selection theory. Anyway, it
seems important, that through the evolutional feedback loops,
mimicry systems have certain dynamical stability.

On the one hand, these feedback mechanisms appear as balances
between populations of models, mimics, and dupes in the same way as
balances between populations of predators and pray-animals appear in
Lotka-Volterra equation-systems.

On the other hand, these feedback mechanisms regulate a set of
signals. Signals of mimics, which operators cannot recognize correctly
will develop, but in the extent, it is possible from the natural material.
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Mimicry Species composition of Function
the system
Model Forbidding to the
Dupes
Batesian Disjunct Protective
Emsleyan Disjunct Protective
Gilbertian s,ris2 Protective
Browerian S, S/R Protective
Wicklerian-Guthrian Conjunct Aggressive
Model Agreeable to the
Dupes
Wicklerian-Eisnerian Disjunct Aggressive
Vavilovian Disjunct Aggressive/
reproductive/
mutualistic
Dodsonian Disjunct Reproductive
Batesian-Wallacian s, rls2 Aggressive
Kirbyan s, rls2 Aggressive/
reproductive
Pouyannian S, rls2 Reproductive
Wasmannian s, rl s2 Mutualistic,
commensialist
Batesian-Poultonian S, rls2 Protective
Nicolaian s, /sk Reproductive
Bakerian S, S2R Reproductive
Aristotelian s, s2r Protective
Wicklerian-Barlowian S, Sj/R Reproductive
Wicklerian Conjunct Protective

Fig. 2. Mimicry classification by G. Pasteur (1982). Within the two major
classes, mimicry systems are ranged according to species composition type
(disjunct — all the protagonists are different species; conjunct — all the
protagonists belong to the same species; S, R/S2— model and dupe belong to
the same species; S1/ Sfl — mimic and dupe belong to the same species;
St S/ R — model and mimic belong to the same species), and within each
type of species composition according to function.

Therefore, the similarity between mimics and models is never abso-
lute, but always rough and close, controlled partly by recognition,
partly by evolutionary possibilities. | think this mechanism is similar
to these, which insure the stability of natural languages, only upside
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down, so the signals, which are not correctly recognized, are pre-
ferred.

Introducing semiotical approach

Although Th. Sebeok in his book “Essays in Zoosemiotics” has sug-
gested observing mimicry-systems on the assumption of semiotical
framework, there have been no serious attempts in the field yet
(Sebeok 1990).

I suggest that Ch. Peirce’s sign theory and it’s explications by
Ch. Morris provide an appropriate theoretical basis for looking mim-
icry in a semiotic context. In animate nature, we can observe organ-
isms with concrete properties in their environments, responding in
their specific way to the various situations. As J. v. Uexkill suggests,
from that basis we can derive conclusions about the meanings of
signals and signs for different organisms (Uexkill 1982). Linguistic
tradition, on the contrary, presumes that we have some a priori
knowledge about the meanings of signs, which limits the use of
theories based on the Saussurean tradition in the biological field.
Terminology used by Morris can easily be adjusted for different
occurrences of biological communication as mimicry (Fig. 3).

Termsused in biology to describe
Terms used by Ch. Morris (1938) mimicry (Wiens, 1978; Pasteur,

1982; etc.)
sign vehicle mimic and model
designatum searching image
interpretant dupe, signal receiver (with his spe-

cific reaction)

Fig. 3. Correspondences between semiotic terms used by Ch. Morris and
biological terms used by various biologists and ethologists.

At the first sight, it is not easy to see any possible connection between
the phenomenon of mimicry and J.v. Uexkill's Umwelt theory.
Furthermore, in his works Uexkill almost does not mention mimicry
or natural resemblance. However, from the other side there are signs
in the animate nature, which function as delusions for certain signal
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receivers but are not detectable or deceptive for human senses. For
instance some moths are making ultrasonic signals to deceive bats,
and an orchid — the red helleborine Cephalantera rubra is similar
with several bellflowers Campanula sp for the eye of the insect, but
not for human observer. Therefore, the objects, which are similar in
one Umwelt, may easily be distinguished in an other Umwelt, and
unperceivable in a third. So mimicry, mimetic resemblance, camou-
flage and other similar phenomena always depend on the Umwelten
and the concrete natural background or context as well.

In mimicry, we are not dealing with primary semiotic interaction,
where interpretators derive meaning from objects of the physical
realm. Rather the mimicry question is about finding or not finding
difference between two similar objects or signs by derived meanings
(Fig. 4). Therefore, the problem of signal receiver is not to recognize,
but to recognize a difference. Hereby the phenomenon of mimicry is
strictly connected with problems of discreteness and distinguishability
of signs.

signal reciver

model mimic

Fig. 4. Sign structure of mimicry.

The receiver must decide on difference or uniformity of two objects.
However, situations, where both objects are performed to the receiver
at the same time are not very usual in animate nature. Mostly the
recall of the model is carried by the signal receiver.
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3aMeTKM 0 CEMNOTUKE BMOIOTNYECKO MUMUKPUN

HecMoTpsa Ha TO, YTO MOHATUE MUMUKPUU CTasio 3a MOC/efjHee [ecATu-
fleTne LWKNPOKO ynoTpebnsATbLCSA, 3HaYeHe U 06beM 3TOro MOHATUA B 6UO-
IOTUN N BUOCEMUOTUKE MOXHO A0BOJSIbHO TOYHO 04epTUTbL. B 6uonorun
noj MUMUKpPUEH NOHMMAETCA 3HAKOBOWM MPOLLECC, B XO4e KOTOPOro Mex-
4Y XXUBbIMU OpraHnM3mMamMu NPoucxoanT fepefava, BOCNPUATUE W NIOXHOe
noHUMaHue nHpopmaunun. Tem caMbiM MUMUKPUS MOXET 6biTb U 06beK-
TOM CEMWUOTUYECKOT0 NU3YYeHUS.

HauunHasa c pa6oT B. Buknepa (1968) MUMUKpPUA ONUCbIBAETCA KaK aKT
KOMMYHMKaLUUKM, B KOTOPOM Y4acCTBYKOT: MWUMeT, OpraHusm, KOTOPbIii
nofgpaxaeT CBOMCTBaM, XapakKTepHbIM ANS KaKoro-nnbo [pYyroro BWAa;
MOfJenb — XapaKTepHble YepTbl KOTOPOr0 CTAHOBATCA 06bEKTOM noAapa-
XaHusA 1 y3HaBaTe/b, OPraHnW3m, KOTOPbIW AO/DKEH, HO He MOXeT pasiu-
YUTb MUMET OT MOJESN.

CucTeMbl MUMUKPUN ABNAIOTCA CAMOCOXPaHSAOLWMNUMUCA CTPYKTYpamu,
CTabuNbHOCTb KOTOPbIX MOAAEPXMNBAETCA MexaHW3Mamu o6paTHON CBA3M
B Lenn MWUMET-MOJefb-y3HaBaTe/lb, KOTOPble HAMoOMWHAaT MeXaHWU3Mbl,
XxapaKTepusyowue pasBuTne N yCTOMUYMBOCTb ECTECTBEHHOIO fA3bIKa.

B cnyyae MUMKPUM Mbl He VMMeeM [eno C NPUMapHbIM 3HAKOBbIM
OTHOLWWeHMeM, Korfa us o6bekTa BbIBOAAT 3HayeHue. MpoLecc MUMUKPUN
ABNSAETCA, CKOpee, MPOLECCOM pas/IMyeHnss [BYX MOXOXWUX HocuTenei
3HaKa Ha OCHOBEe BbIBOAMMBIX 3HayeHWi. T.e. Ana ysHaBaTens BaXHO He
y3HaBaHue, a y3HaBaHue pasnnuma. Takum ob6pasom, peHOMeH MUMKPUMK
TECHO cBA3aH C MPob6aeMaTUKON pasnMyna u JUCKPETHOCTU CUTHA/OB ”
3HaKOB.

Markusi bioloogilise mimikri semiootikast

Olgugi, et ‘mimikri’ mdistet on viimasel kimnendil kasutatud rohkesti eri-
nevates ainevaldades, vdib Oelda, et selle mdiste tdéhendus bioloogias ja
biosemiootikas on kullalt tépselt piiritletav. Bioloogilises téhenduses on
mimikri méargiline protsess, mille kdigus toimub informatsiooni edastami-
ne, vastuvotmine ning vaaritimdistmine elusolendite vahel, ning seega
peaks mimikri kuuluma ka semiootika huvisfaari.

Alates W. Wickleri toddest (1968) on valdav mimikri Kirjeldamine
kolmest osapoolest koosneva siisteemina: mimeet (mimic) on organism,
kes jaljendab mdnele teisele liigile v6i mdnele laiemale rihmale omaseid
jooni; modell (model) on organism, kelle valimust, kaitumist, 16hna, haalt
vms. omadusi jaljendatakse; aratundja (receiver) on signaali vastuvétja,
organism, kes peaks, ent ei suuda mimeeti ja modelli eristada.
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Kéesolev artikkel maaratleb mimikri semiootilise kirjeldamise l&hte-
kohad.

Mimikrisisteemid on ennastsailitavad struktuurid, mille stabiilsus tule-
neb mimeedi, modelli ja aratundja vahelistest tagasiside-mehhanismidest.
Need mehhanismid sarnanevad neile, mis iseloomustavad loomulike keel-
te arengut ja pusimist.

Mimikri puhul pole tegemist primaarse maérgisuhtega, kus objektist
tuletatakse tdhendus. Mimikri protsess on pigem erinevuse leidmine vdi
mitteleidmine kahe sarnase maérgikandja vahel nendest tuletatud tdéhen-
duste kaudu. Niisiis pole aratundja jaoks kisimuseks mitte aratundmine,
vaid erinevuse aratundmine. Seega haakub mimikri fenomen otseselt sig-
naalide ja markide erisuse ning diskreetsuse probleemistikuga.



The problem of titles in painting

Virve Sarapik

Traditionally the medium of literature is considered to be the word
while those of visual art are colour, form, line — i.e. media perceived
through the eyes. The following is concerned with the word in a
picture, foremost in a painting, thus, with an assumed secondary
element in visual art.

In the early 20th century borderlines between the different forms of
art seemed to be quite clear. The objects of pictorial art had spatial
dimensions expanding in two or three dimensions, these could be
hung on walls or displayed in exhibitions halls; while objects of the art
of words were linear, proceeding in only one, the temporal dimension.
This can be called the era of innocence in pictorial art and it mostly
extends up to the World War I; in conventional discourse even further.

The following, as the heading already indicates, will concentrate
on the interrelationship between what is seen and what is said. It is
one of the key issues in the history of philosophy from the Stoics’
theories up to modem linguistic philosophy and semiotics. Tradition-
ally relations between the visual and the verbal have been treated as
relations between the word and the notion, or between the word and
the object, departing primarily from the process designated by the
term signification. In the present case, however, the angle of approach
is slightly shifted and we are interested in the counter-effect of the
visible and the verbal and in their coexistence in the visual art.
Primary difference from the above-mentioned limits the subject to the
secondary and concentrates on the secondary use of the word in the
intentional creative process. To some extent it includes signification,
meanings and connotations. First and foremost the counter-effect
operates on the textual, not on the notional plane.

The most typical examples of the use of verbal means in pictorial
art are the letters, words or textual extracts (collage) tom out of
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printed texts and used in Cubist or Dadaist paintings (first and
foremost Kurt Schwitters). Possibilities, however, diverge:

(1) Title. Depending on the picture, trend or era connected with the
picture in a loose or organic way.

(2) Provisionally and indirectly also the author’s name, informing
us of his reputation, the period he comes from, etc.

(3) A word in the title carrying with its connotations a potential
visual text and guiding, together with the picture, its reception to a
particular direction. Presuming, of course, that the word is clearly
recognised and distinguished from the rest of the text, since mostly
metaphorical relations are going to be discussed here. For example,
Yellow Christ, Blue Nude, Black Square. On the other hand an empha-
sised meaningless title can carry connotations associated with mean-
inglessness.

(4) Part of the picture perceived as a written text, possessing, no
direct meaning. Meaningless text or letters affect us differently from
the rest of the picture.

(5) Part of the picture perceived as a written text conveying a
particular meaning.

At this point two sub-cases can be pointed at. The written text can be
in a language, which is not known to the audience, or the viewer can
just not bother to go into it (in the context of an actual exhibition the
latter is quite often the case and worth to be examined separately —
like any other partial “reading” of a work, skipping over a book,
omitting paragraphs, reading a page diagonally, watching only a
fragment of a film, rushing through an exhibition hall without
watching all the pictures). In this case the written text becomes just a
visual component, affecting the onlooker in a different way from the
other details of the work. This rather concerns reception than the work
itself.

Flourishing verbalism or its total manifestation in visual art comes
up in conceptualism. Conceptualism is naturally based on different
points of departure — but at its roots one can see, on the one hand,
withdrawal of the title becoming independent, and on the other hand,
script on the surface of the painting.

One of the first examples of verbal text was the written title on the
surface of the painting fixing either names of those portrayed, the
subject, or hinting at the subject by quoting a canonical text. There is
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no doubt that a title written on the surface of the painting makes a
different impact from the situation, where the text is attached to the
wall next to the painting, or when it is on the price-list of the gallery.
(An intermediate possibility is the frame attached to the painting —
although a separate item — carrying a label with the title.) In case the
script is on the surface of the text, one cannot speak of a looser or
tighter connection with the text. A written text always attracts at-
tention, it is aggressive. It is true even, when the script is illegible or in
a language that is not understood. Probably we perceive the written
text so differently from the pictorial image, that the metaphorical
tension created is insurmountable.

Besides the direct verbal components of a painting — its title or
script elements — the depicted narrative should also be considered as
a verbal component. Narrative as such has been viewed as a linguistic
act (Bal 1985: 7-8). The story depicted on the picture, the source of its
plot, can be seen as a part of the painting that can be verbalised. The
verbal part can be treated in a wider sense, too, including the whole
verbal context of a piece of art — the texts accompanying it, the con-
text, reviews, critical analyses. The present study will concentrate on
two narrow topics: the title of the painting and the script as it is used
in visual art.

Until the break in art tradition in the second half of the 19th cen-
tury the verbal part of a picture could foremost be seen in the narrative
related to it. Narrative source for the medieval art was the Bible which
at the time determined the development of art based on the story.
Orientation on the narrative is the major and one of the most solid
features of the Western painting.

The treatment of painting in Laocoon by Lessing is based on the
verbal aspect of a picture which is conveyed by a narrative easily
recognised. The story was the same for both poetry and painting, only
the way of telling it was different. But in any case the story could be
verbalised, presented with linear means.

In medieval paintings, stained glass windows and frescoes, the
viewer (at least an informed viewer) could detect the corresponding
plot that he knew beforehand from specific features of the picture. He
was able to adhere it to the picture without considerable deviations
and thus the title was of no importance — iconic signs performed
signification anyhow. With later high style paintings on mythological
and historical subjects the process is analogous. The title is but a
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formal text, a label, perhaps a catalyst which has to point out the right
story.

While Christian narrative dominated the titles were just formal
labels like The Virgin and the Child, St. Luke, The Birth of Christ, The
Last Judgement, et al. These were actually just names, conventional
designations that could have been left unfixed in case there sufficed
visual elements which enabled to recognise the plot. Such names
could be used while speaking about the pictures, but writing them
down was superfluous. Of course, late Middle Ages and Renaissance
paintings are familiar with the tradition of writing the name straight on
the surface of the picture. This, however, was more important in case
of portraits than of narrative paintings. The re-emergence of portraits
at that period brought along the need to fix the name of the person
portrayed and frequently this was presented as part of the picture, as a
writing on its surface. This text, however, like name of the story the
picture depicts, is by no means the title of a picture as we understand
it now.

Later, in the period of mythological and historical paintings,
foremost in the eras of Baroque, Rococo and Classicism, the signature
text could be more complicated while its role was practically the
same — to recall a familiar story: Embarquement pour Tile de
Cythere (Antoine Watteau), The Oath of the Horatii (Jacques Louis
David) or The Golden Age (Jean Auguste Dominique Ingres).

Of the factors determining the emergence of the titles in the
modem sense of the word three basic moments must be considered:
exhibitions, catalogues and art criticism. It is natural that, as the paint-
ing became independent of the former chain of author and contractor,
a way of signifying it permanently and uniquely had to be developed.
Primarily the painting was recognized by the author's name but also by
the name of the painting itself which generally was fixed by the author
and was not altered.

In the course of time, up to the Romanticism, the importance of
one of the verbal texts, that of the author’s name, has increased. In the
20th century, too, personality of the author and his activity have been
of greater importance than the materialised work itself.

One aspect that should be mentioned is the metonymical replace-
ment of a particular art work as an item by its author’s name, e.g. in
the museum there were two Manets, | looked at a Rubens, the Picasso
cost... This is, no doubt, one of the most typical cases of metonymy
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where name of the author substitutes his work and it is naturally used
in other arts, too, in music and literature perhaps more often than in
architecture, film or theatre. The impression is, however, that use of
metonymy is most frequent in visual art. Reasons for that can only be
hypothesised. One of them could be the fact that visual art has been
commercialised. In the art market, which has enlivened mostly in the
last century, the author has been more important than his work, or at
least his name has been the major factor in establishing the market
value. The commercial character is probably more important in visual
arts than elsewhere and depends mostly on the fact that visual arts are
“objective”. Another reason could be that one author can produce
more paintings or etchings than, for example, novels. In sketches the
author’s name is usually the only accompanying verbal text which
helps to signify them.

Other verbal texts adhered to a picture, like data concerning the
technique, form and size, are related to the work loosely and thus are
rather insignificant. Of greater importance is the date of a work.

Further, 1 would centre my attention on the title of a painting,
treating it as the most characteristic part of the verbal context.

The name of a piece of art, its title, is its most characteristic and at
the same time its inevitable verbal companion. Pieces of art must be
signified, mentioned, spoken about, they have to be included in cata-
logues; with the help of the title the author communicates with the
audience. It would probably be quite difficult to establish a situation in
which any verbal fixation of a given piece of art, any reference to it
could be avoided. So every piece of art has got a name, in general it is
the intentional title.

The names given for visual art form an intriguing genre in them-
selves — insofar as their independent existence is possible at all. In
literary research investigation in the genre has recently been called
titology (Fr. titrologie, Genette 1997: 55) and probably the term can
be applied for studying the titles of visual art-works as well.

Studies on the titles of visual art, however, are quite rare and stress
mostly certain aspects of the subject only (e.g. Fisher 1984; Bann
1985; Gombrich 1985; Levinson 1985). It seems that the similar
field — titles of fiction — has been studied more frequently and thor-
oughly (see Genette 1997: 55). Yet especially the titles of visual art
seem to offer plenty of material: both in terms of the quantity and
variety of scale.
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The most common point of departure is to view a title on the back-
ground of the philosophy of language. In this case the title is treated as
a name, a proper name, creating analogous philosophical problems:
connotation and denotation, the problem of meaning, the relationship
between the common and the proper noun, etc.

The present paper is focused on another aspect — the title with no
meaning, so semiotics of the negative. The meaning of non-existence,
of negation, is of course vaguer and more difficult to interpret, having
more connotations than that of a fixed, positive sign. At the same time
it implies a primordial capacity, rich in information like the voice and
meaning of silence.

To simplify the subject we have to admit, that up to now titology
has always tried to cut the notion of the title, discussing the real or the
true title which is usually the name the artist has intentionally given to
the piece of art: “The only titles | am concerned with are the true
titles — those given by the artist roughly at the time of creation.”
(Levinson 1985: 34). This approach is the simpler way in which part
of the names, as fallen angels, have been thrown out with the explana-
tion that these do not meet the requirements set on a title well enough.
In case we proceed from the independent existence of a piece of art,
that is not tied with its author, and focus our attention not on the
intention of the author but on the title’s actual influence on the recep-
tion of the work, we can enlarge the notion of the title: everything in
reality (in other words — in the communication process), that func-
tions as a title, can be treated as a title.

A catalogue as well as any talk or written text about the work of art
can be viewed as a communicative situation. So, further as titles are
seen any alpha-numerical series used to signify a work for the time
being irrespective of the genesis of the series. Equivalent are the title
given by the author, a later title given by anyone, its nickname —
everything that is used in oral or written reference to the piece of art.

The questions arising thus are numerous, one of the major one is
that of homonyms. Let us take for example the title Untitled (Sans
titre) which has been used to designate an innumerable quantity of
works. Orjust three asterisks (***) that substitute the title. The ability
of those titles of performing one of the initial functions of the title —
to differentiate it from all the others — is probably next to non-
existent. One author could have made several works of the same title,
made in one and the same year, etc. Thus, there are more exact ways
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to differentiate a piece of art, e.g. the number in the museum cata-
logue. The title alone without the name of the author, and frequently
without the year of creation, present location and size of the work,
cannot sort it out from all the others with the same title. The function
of specification is certainly better performed by, for example, the
ISBN or catalogue number of a book. Is this also a title in a wider
sense? | would prefer the notion substitute title for the ways of
specification just described. The substitute title helps to find the
original title although the specification function of the latter is mini-
mal analogically to the personal code that helps to make difference
between all the people called John Brown or Ivan Popov. It helps to
restore the title proper. Although a numerical system is efficient in dif-
ferentiating works on the catalogue level, it cannot be used in tradi-
tional art communication. As the initial function of a title is to signify
the work, one has to add that the title is indispensable in verbal com-
munication. In former art criticism of the early 20th century the cata-
logue numbers of an exhibition were substitute titles, functioning in
the process of writing about the works. So the 1916 annual show has
been reviewed as follows: “There The Landscape (No 177) of a lonely
bay burning in sunshine of blue flames... Then The Landscape
(No 168) of a droughty afternoon sun with pink, as if feverish
clouds ... or The Landscape (No 189) with a red field as if screaming
in fear, with a path disappearing into a valley and emerging nowhere,
stormy clouds rolling above in the sky” The paintings are well-known
today, but recognised by more clear-cut titles.

Another common feature in the reviews up to the present day is,
that they proceed from what has been depicted on the picture, which is
definitely of primary importance. Hence another significant function
of the title — to guide the audience in perceiving and interpreting the
picture. Like the title failed to be an ideal means of signifying the
picture one-to-one, so one need not overestimate its capability to
function as the decisive factor in interpretation. Playing with the effect
of different titles has been one of the favourite children of post-
modernism but not the only one. On the one hand it surely reaches
back to conceptualism, and on the other hand, to the possibilities sug-
gested by S. Eisenstein in his montage. If compared with the latter, the
situation is quite similar — in both cases the context influences the
interpretation of the details and of the signs. Like in a film where
understanding of what is going on depends on having seen the previ-
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ous shots, title of the picture should have an influence on our under-
standing of it. It is tempting to study these possibilities but one can
exaggerate at that easily, especially when bearing in mind the experi-
ence of contemporary conceptualism and post-structuralism. The wish
to throw the meaning as a whole into interpretation keeps haunting.
Several familiar situations resist the decisive role of the title in inter-
pretation. First, numerous artists and schools have declared, that the
title has secondary importance for the picture: the latter has to com-
municate with no assisting features, and its visual possibilities are suf-
ficient for guiding the interpretation. This idea is emphasised by the
title Untitled. Secondly, the situation where the viewer does not bother
to read the title is frequent enough, or where he thinks that it is irrele-
vant, or he cannot understand the language of the title. Can we say
that when the viewer does not read the title, the picture remains mea-
ningless to him? Evidently it depends: in some works the title is an
irreplaceable component of the text of the work, but in some works it
is not. It is easier to influence the plot-component of a work. In case a
person depicted is named just with another name it could be either
ignorance or a lie. Both options offer new material for the verbal
interpretation of the picture, in paraphrasing it. The interrelations
between the title and the picture often depend on the reception, on the
single act of reading and interpretation. The more directive the title
intentionally is, the more it affects the interpretation, and the more
general or abstract it is, the more possibilities for reading will it leave
open.

One could presume that iconic works are less influenced by their
title. In case we have developed an opinion of our own about a piece
of art before interpreting it, the impact of different titles or changes in
them is smaller than in the case of perceiving a hitherto unknown
work. A good comparison is the translation of film and book titles. As
far as the Estonian practice goes, the translation title can be entirely
different. The aim of the translation is to make the name attractive,
memorable and “transparent” as far as the content is concerned. In this
case interpretation of the work cannot rely on the text of the title. In
picture titles the translation practice has been different: the purpose is
to find an equivalent as close to the original as possible.

The name of a picture need not be related to it in a unique and the
only possible way: shifts in the meaning are inevitable. The intention
of the author is an act of the past and cannot be always restored
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historically. Several works acquire a fixed nickname and are known
by them. At the same time the connotations of a title can change in
time as projected on the background of other works and titles.

The title of the picture became more independent and lost part of
its picture-conditioned character, but still influenced it in a metaphori-
cal way, in the Symbolist paintings.

Titles of the Impressionist paintings are just of an opposite charac-
ter, their significance is reduced, they are never seen as irrelevant. The
works can be successfully viewed without the titles which just name
the picture without stressing their negativity: Claude Monet’s Impres-
sion. Sunrise (Impression, soleil levant), The Capuchin Avenue
(Boulevard des Capucines), Rouen Cathedral (La cathedrale de
Rouen), West Portal (Le portail), Foggy Day (Temps gris).

A neutral relationship between the art-works and their titles charac-
terises the paintings of the Post-Impressionists (foremost the works of
Cezanne) and even more the drawings of Les Fauves. Characteristically
the title becomes more and more conditional — it could be just a
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common noun like “landscape”, “house”, “man”, “woman” or a modi-
fied phrase “man’s portrait”, “man with a hat”, “man with a pipe”.

Here the parallel with the theory of natural categories, popular in
perception psychology since 1970s and associated mostly with the
name of Eleanor Rosch Heider, is valid. The notion of category and
the principle of categorizing the surrounding world is nothing new, of
course; its development in philosophy can be traced back to Aristotle.
Using language, the man inevitably categorizes the world: this is the
basis for his cognitive abilities. Rosch applied the notion to abstract
phenomena of perception — colour, form — and distinguished be-
tween artificial and natural categories. The latter are treated as “real”,
actually existent and designated generally in natural speech by words.
A natural category develops after the knowledge acquired in human
life including personal experience, semantic correlations, etc. The
theory of natural categories introduced the notion of the best member,
the prototype, and thus the members of a category turned inequal.

Within the framework of this theory a category is a set of objects
designated by a word, i.e. a general name (a car, a chair), while the
members of a category are related to each other in a system — the
taxonomy. Within a taxonomy different layers can be distinguished
with a different level of abstraction. The categories of a lower level
are members of an upper level category. An abstraction level can be
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brought out on this scale, the so-called basic level with basic catego-
ries. The latter are most informative for the man, they are distin-
guished most clearly. In their linguistic development children acquire
names of the basic categories first. Before that they learn to group
familiar objects into basic categories. From the point of view of
human consciousness the dismemberment of the surrounding world in
this way is the easiest and most economical (e.g. table, chair, dog,
man, woman, house).

Returning to the titles of Les Fauves composed of general names
one could point out their analogy to the notions of basic categories or
prototypes. This is not an absolute statement, of course, but it refers to
the general tendency with numerous exceptions. On the other hand,
sometimes authorship of the titles is not clear, because they may have
been added later, and in this case the title of a general name is under-
standable. On the other hand, to the present viewer the late origin of
the title does not matter, because he sees the picture with a particular
title only, and receives it with those particular associations. Such name
of a picture does not specify the objects on it, but it is detached from
the actual content, remaining loose and general. While the impres-
sionists retained exact references to the place, time and person, it
seems that Les Fauves concerned themselves with signifying the gen-
eral objects only, reducing both the person and the place depicted.
Frequently the title is markedly more general than the depicted scene.
The painting named A Man with a Pipe should, departing from the
title, depict an ordinary-looking man with an ordinary-looking pipe in
his mouth in a recognisable way. The picture could be used in an
ABC-book where it would successfully help a child spell A-MAN-
WITH-A-PIPE, or it could be in an elementary level German textbook
to help a learner remember the phrase EIN MENSCH MIT DER
PFEIFE. Most of the Post-Impressionist or Fauve men with pipes,
however, are not as unequivocal as that. Probably the interference of
the actual picture with the words a man with a pipe is slightly more
complicated.

Another noteworthy phenomenon of the same period, last decade
of the 19th century and the first two decades of the 20th century,
introduces secondary vision into the title. First and foremost it in-
cludes colour names. Since the Fauves and German Expressionists the
visible has been depicted with decreasing “correctness”, especially in
colour. The form is conditional, too, not aimed at copying the reality,
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but in colours it is more conspicuous reducing a picture into a set of
splashes subject to their visual qualities, the artist's discretion and will.
In this case the title of a general name usually includes a colour name.
Like the noun — being general or of basic category — so is usually
general the colour name. Without performing a statistical investigation
it can be said that red, yellow, blue, green, white and black are the
most frequent colours, less used are violet and green. Thus, the words
corresponding more or less to basic colours.

The second deviation would recall the notions of colour categories
and basic colour terms. The latter notion — basic colour term — was
combined by Bemt Berlin and Paul Kay (1969) and listed 11 colour
words. The authors have suggested that diachronic development of the
colour terms is subject to similar regularities irrespective of the lan-
guage. Every colour term has got its best equivalent, a fixed point in
the three-dimensional colour space or the focal colour, as well as
various colours that can be designated with the word. These equiva-
lents in their turn form a three-dimensional section of space, a colour
space or range corresponding to the term. Departing from Berlin and
Kay and their numerous disciples it is almost axiomatic that the foci of
basic terms are quite similar for the people speaking different lan-
guages irrespective of their age or the existence of a separate term for
the colour in the particular language. The ranges of colour terms, at
that, can vary also within one language, their development can depend
on age, dialect or cultural background. The hypothesis of basic terms
and experiments enabled Rosch to speak of natural perception catego-
ries, i.e. categories referring to abstract visual qualities and principally
depending on the neurophysiology of human sight. Thus, the ana-
logues of basic categories are colour spaces corresponding to basic
colour terms, all colours that can be designated with the word, the best
example being the focal colour and sub-categories for example light
red, carmine, brick red.

It is quite clear that the colour spaces of different colour names are
different. Thus, the colour space of white and black is quite limited (of
course in case these are not word groups), blue, green and brown are
of wider range. The range of a colour space would definitely enlarge,
should one take into account word groups, i.e. considers colour
names, that are not abstract only. So, when we speak of red bricks,
ochre, flag, sky, hair, cow and fire, the colours that we actually
perceive are quite different from each other. At the same time the
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word “red” has got a corresponding association with the colour in our
consciousness which with high probability corresponds to the focal
colour of the colour word. The preliminary reference to the colour
word is primal for it inevitably influences the judgement of what is
observed. In the case of word groups the process is probably slightly
different. Customary associations like red cow, white house or green
tree have in all likelihood no effect on what we see if the visible is not
in marked dissonance with the phrase (for example, the cow is green).
Unusual compounds — blue nude, blue horse, green woman, yellow
Christ — are liable to sharpen our perception of what will be looked
at and influence to see the colour as closer to the focal one.

Returning to the Fauves and the Expressionists one must say that
while the titles frequently included colour names or general names,
these were often illogical and combined items that one could not have
experienced. The strangeness implies two cases. First, red could be
called a pinkish animal, blue a horse or a nude, in which colour did
not correspond exactly to the focal tone of blue. In this case the aim of
the title was probably to make the otherwise more or less natural
object seem more in the colour named, thus creating a certain attentive
dissonance. In the other case the object depicted has probably been of
an unusual colour and struck the eye in the picture already, while the
title just confirmed and stressed the experience. Thus, the general
name has been used in the above-described way as MAN WITH A
PIPE and the dissonance emerging from a name inevitably has its
influence on the picture.

A few examples. Paul Gauguin’s Yellow Christ (Le Christjaune,
1889):

In a way Christ is a general name in the Western culture. Yellow
of the body of Christ depicted in the picture is by no means the focal
colour, yet it is perceived as natural; as far as the title is concerned,
however, it creates symbolic echoes departing namely from the pos-
sible connotations of the word yellow (in Medieval iconography it was
mostly associated with Judas, face can turn yellow, skin can be sickly
yellow, but these, of course, are not the only connotations). The titles
Crucification or Christ on the Cross, most natural in art tradition,
would leave a totally different impression departing from what has
been depicted in the picture and perceived, thus, as most natural.

The same picture has been used by Gauguin as a background in his
double painting The Portrait of an Artist with Yellow Christ (Portrait



160 Virve Sarapik

de Tartiste au Christ jaune, 1889-90) depicting Gauguin himself.
Here, too, the familiar generalization of naming has taken place — an
actual and recognizable person has been reduced to “an artist”. The
same period includes another painting with a colour word: White
Angel. Mme Satre (La belle angele. Mme Satre. 1889) the title of
which has been written on the surface of the picture. The phenomenon
is more or less the same: the colour word possesses a direct symbolic
value and the person — who has been mentioned this time — has
been given a general name, too. Since the title on the picture surface
was exceptional at that time, it had to be significant for the author.
However, the writing is not perceived as an element of the painting
like in the Cubist pictures but just as a title written on the surface of
the picture.

Frequent are colour words in the Fauve titles, especially with Henri
Matisse:

Red Studio (n Atelier rouge, 1911), Red Room (Dessert. Harmony in Red)
(La chambre rouge (Desserte. Harmonie en rouge), 1908), Blue Nude
(Nu bleu, 1907), Nude (black and gold) (Nu (noir et or), 1908), Moroccan
in Green (Marocain en vert debout, 1913), Yellow Curtain (Le Rideau
jaune, 1914-15).

These titles by Matisse, that emphasise colours, name actual focal
tones already. Red fish are really truly red as well as the room. The
green line on the nose of Madame Marisse is of interest in many
respects. The painting has been called in different sources differently
either as The Portrait of Madame Matisse or The Portrait with a
Green Line (1905) and in the latter case the green line, no doubt,
becomes significant. Looking at the picture under the first title and
being familiar with the manner of the Fauves it is possible to leave the
line unnoticed altogether. The second version, however, makes the
line one of the most important details in the picture.

Simultaneously the German Expressionists also had a number of
colourful titles. It concerns Die Briicke, but especially the works of the
group Blauer Reiter which were more Symbolist in their approach.
The name of the group is derived from the picture of a Blue Rider by
Kandinsky and it could be viewed as the decisive one. The nude in
Blue Nude with Straw Hat by Ernst Kirchner (1910) is blue enough,
true, it is not in the focal colour corresponding to the word blue, but
perceived as such that can be designated with the word. Most
colourful, no doubt, are the animals of Franz Marc: Red Horses
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(1911). Blue Horse | and Il (1911), Big Blue Horses (1911), White
Bull (1911), Yellow Horses (1912), Yellow Cow (1911), The Tower of
Blue Horses (Der Turm der blauen Pferde. 1913), White Cat (1912),
A Red and a Blue Horse (1912), Blue Deer (1912), et al. Conspicuous
is the difference from the Fauves. Les Fauves painted with simple
pure tones and withdrew from the reality mostly by the vividness and
purity of their colours. Die Briicke Expressionists depicted their ob-
jects in colours which were never met in reality (blue nude) and the
titles of the picture just stated and emphasised the difference created
on the surface of the picture. The difference was included in the titles
that harmonised with the picture. The coloured animals by Marc can
be treated in terms of personal mythology of colour symbolism which
the artist himself has confessed and explained: “Blue is the masculine
force, strict and spiritual. Yellow is the feminine force, gentle and
serene, while red is the matter, brutal and heavy, and always the
colour which has to fight with the two others and be overcome by
them.” (Marz 1987: 7-8). The quotation comes from the year 1911
and Red Horses exemplifies its first manifestations.

In the history of titles the common name titles were subjected to a
total change or revolution which introduced the extremities valid at
the present day. The key figure here is Vassily Kandinsky, later the
Dada and Russian Constructivist movements had a part to play.
Kandinsky made the specific denominations — Improvisation and
Composition — as significant as all the other titles. True, in earlier
catalogues it was common to leave less important works nameless and
call them just by their specification (Landscape, Drawing, Blanc-et-
noir). Kandinsky, however, used them intentionally as titles, num-
bered them, and sometimes added a reference pointing at a particular
improvisation. The connection with music and the use of titles is
evident: Opus No 56. So titles of musical pieces can be considered
one source of abstract, genre and numbered titles of pictures (by
abstract titles 1 mean the use of numbers and words that have no direct
meaning, as well as neologisms, like e.g. E. Lissitsky Proun R.V.N. 2,
1923).

Those “ambiguous” titles, neologisms, numbers and letters in the
titles, can be treated as a poetics in their own, with rules which are
more strict than those for the titles with a meaning, as the peculiar
Constructivist Sonnet form. It reveals their reverse significance —
representation of a certain pattern, in thinking. The difference is
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especially marked in comparison with the literary titles of the Abstract
Expressionism of the post-World War 1l era.

Comparing the titles of visual art and literature, we can see various
differences. In literary titles the poetic value and sound aspects are
indispensable (the title as the mandala). Some genres prefer a trans-
parent hint at the content like films (detective, gothic and action
stories). The key to the genre has to be grasped quickly in case of
reference books and companions. A dictionary with the title At Night
or The Red and the Black would be meaningless. The title of a piece
of art can stress its banal or dull aspect, it can be abstract or unpro-
nounceable. Literary titles are read in a different way.

Gerard Genette (1988) brings out the main difference between the
titles of works of fiction and those of visual art: in case of a book, the
title can represent the whole text, the text itself is often not known, not
read, while the title is familiar. In visual arts the situation is just the
opposite: the work itself or its reproduction is known (looking — or
reading — of a visual text can take only a moment) while the title is
either not known or not read, the same goes for other accompanying
texts (the name of the author, year etc.) — like with fiction, film,
music or a play, where the whole text is not read. In case of the latter,
title could be the metonym replacement of a work, with visual arts it is
impossible. Titles in the visual art form a literary genre of their own.

The audience of literary titles (that of fiction) is wider than that
actually reading the books (one stage is the book-shop as a huge
catalogue where one reads the titles only). The potential reader often
decides on a book just by the title: “The title addresses itself to a
larger number of people than does the text, people who, in one way or
another, receive and transmit it, and thereby contribute to its circula-
tion. For, if the text is an object of reading, the title, like the author’s
name, is an object of circulation — or if you wish, an object of com-
munication” (Genette 1988: 707).

The relations between the picture and its title are various. First the
independence of the title or — vice versa — its inclusion in the text of
the picture. Further one could speak of the distance between the
named and the depicted. These relations are not really related, rather
they aim at different directions. If the difference between the title and
the depicted is great, it proceeds from the tight unity of the text of the
title and the text of the work while the simple naming of what has
been depicted usually has a loose connection. Analysis of this distance
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presupposes that the visual part and the name are treated as equal
texts. A greater distance usually means an intentional title which is of
major significance in interpreting the text appropriately. The two have
amutual influence on each other as equal components. Simple naming
of what has been depicted presupposes a small distance and does not
create the tension urging to interpretation. At first sight the title seems
to be just a label. The former discussion of neutral titles of common
names should convince us, however, that the problem cannot be as
simple as that. Title as a common name carries a kind of negative
information — its aim is to direct attention to the purely visual
character of the work, avoiding or even denying any narrative in-
terpretation. The accompanying text is inevitably a sign and always
has an impact on the text of the picture.

Let us take the wide-spread title A Head as an illustration. The title
became prominent in the sculpture of the early 20th century. At first
(at least in the Estonian art) the head-title was used when the artist
wanted to emphasise his interest in the form of the face, not in the
person. Often the model could be someone close to the artist, but he
thought that it was irrelevant or even misleading for the audience to
inform about the person with the title. No doubt, the interpretations
are different depending on whether the work is called The Head of a
Woman or The Portrait of my Wife or The Portrait of Mrs. Strand-
mann. Originally it was still someone close that could be recognised.
This situation can be described as the zero-version of the head-title.
The next possible stage in its development was to distance from the
recognisable person in favour of an impersonal head-form within the
limits of reality. The head-title could designate a Cubist, abstract or
Surrealistic work with no recognisable head on it at all (Karl Schmidt-
Rottluff Head 1917; Pablo Picasso Woman's Head 1909; Naum Gabo
Head of a Woman 1917-1920; Alberto Giacometti Cubist Head',
Barbara Hepworth Head (Elegy) 1952). The greater the dissonance
between the word “head” and the depicted form, the more distant is
the common noun from a simple label creating new meanings. At the
same time the relation between “a head” and a realistic, recognisable
portrait is not absolutely neutral for it makes one ask for the actual
name of the person.

In the through the 20th century are the following extreme pos-
sibilities between relations of the picture and the title texts:
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1 meaningful, narrative or symbolic title corresponding to a mean-
ingless (abstract) picture

2. title with zero-meaning (untitled) signifying a picture that has an
image, ranging from abstract to recognisable real objects

3. abstract title — abstract picture

4. common noun title — recognisable image

5. meaningful, designating title — narrative picture

6. title referring to the genre (composition, painting, still-life,
landscape).

The indicated diachronic changes and relations between the title and
the picture texts are represented on two axes: the image, depiction
change (relation to reality) and the signification (narrative). The zero-
point of the two variables is the Untitled as the title of zero-meaning
corresponding to a totally abstract work. The abstract titles (e.g. Proun
23 N) have a negative meaning (although still significant for their
absolute value). Of relatively flimsy meaning are the common noun
titles and so in case with both abstract and figurative works (Head,
Black Square, further Man with a Pipe). Literary and narrative titles
are of higher significance. Zero-level on the depiction axis includes
the abstract works, the positive axis is directed towards the image
becoming more realistic on the picture. The Surrealistic pictures
include the negative reality (expressing antithetic or irony-based
relations between the title and the picture like Ceci n'est pas une pipe
by Magritte). The virtue of graphic presentation is the clear repre-
sentation of the distance between the title and the picture text. Titles
of the works with minimum distance are projected on the diagonal of
the positive sector. The furhter is the contact surface of the texts from
the axis, the greater is the difference between the picture and the title.
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Fig 1

The figure, of course, is schematic which is a drawback: the picture
texts have been simplified and reduced to one axis. This, however, is
inevitable — a more refined figure would lose in its clarity.

It is clear that visual arts would never get rid of their linguistic
Procrustean bed in spite of all the repeated attempts. As long as
natural language will be the initial means of human communication it
has to be so. So long as ideas will be exchanged about pictures, or
these will be catalogued, the verbal part will inevitably be one of the
accompanying elements.
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Mpo6aemMbl NOANUCU XYLOXKECTBEHHOIO NPOU3BEAEHMSA

B cTaTbe paccmaTpuBaeTcs ponib Bep6asbHOr0 B BM3yaslbHOM WCKYCCTBE.
AHanM3npyoTca A4Ba Tuna Bep6asibHbIX COO6LWEHM: NOANUCE MOS KapTu-
HOl (HasBaHME) M HAAMUCb Ha KapTUHe KaK 4YacTb XYAO0XXEeCTBEHHOTO
npoussefeHns. MnaBHas npo6nema coCTOMT B TOM, YTO 6paTb 3a OCHOBY

npu pacCMOTPEHMN CBA3N MeXAYy CMOBOM W KapTUHOW — MNPUMapHOCTb
Bep6asibHOro MbILWEHUSA, BepbasibHble MOAeNW MO3HAHUA UNN “BuU3yalb-
HOe MblleHMe” onpegenieHHOro Tuna. OTAenbHbIA BONpoc — Bepbanb-

HbI TEKCT, CONPOBOXAAKLWMNA KapTUHY. MOXHO ero paccmoTpeTb B 60-
Nlee y3KOM acnekTe: MOANWCU MO KapTUHOW, MMSA aBTopa M MHas cnoBec-
Has WM uudgposas MHGpopmaymsa, KoTopas 00bIYHO MPUCOBOKYMNIAETCA K
KapTuUHe B BUfe OTAE/bHOW Tab/MUKM Ha CTeHe My3esi WU BbICTaBOYHOIO
3ana; U U3NYeCKM 3K3UCTMPYHOLLMe HafMUCUM Ha caMOW KapTuHe. Bos-
MOXHa W 6onee LWNPOKaA TOYKA 3PEHUSsl, KOTOpas Y4YUTbiBaeT BCSKME
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Bepba/ibHble COO6LLEHMS, CBA3aHHbIE C KOHTEKCTOM JaHHOro npousseje-
HUS (KPUTKKA, CONPOBOAUTENbHAA MHopMaLMa 1 T.N.).

Mol paccMaTpuBaem MOAMUCKA MOZL NPOU3BELEHNAMU C TOUKM 3peHUs
[ByX NapameTpoB — penpeseHTauuM W curHudukauum. DopmanbHO
MOXXHO COOTHOLLEHMS MeXy CNI0BOM WM KapTUHON n306paxatb 1 B BUAe

rpaga.

Pildi allkirja kisimusi

Artikkel kasitleb verbaalse osa visuaalses kunstis. Vaatluse all on kaht
liiki verbaalsed s6numid: maali allkiri, nimetus ja Kiri kui osa kunstiteo-
sest. Peamiseks probleemiks néib olevat see, mida vétta sdna ja pildi seo-
se aluseks — kas verbaalse mdtlemise primaarsus, verbaalsed tunnetus-
mudelid vGi teatud liiki “visuaalne mdtlemine”. Omaette kiisimuseks on
pildiga kaasnev verbaalne tekst. Seda v@ib kasitleda kitsamalt — pildi all-
kirjad, autori nimi jm sdnaline v8i numbriline informatsioon, mis tavali-
selt on teosele lisatud eraldi sildina muuseumi v&i néituseseinal, ning
pildi pinnal flusiliselt eksisteerivad kirjad. V6imalik on aga ka avaram
vaatepunkt, mis vOtab arvesse igasugused antud teose kontekstiga seotud
verbaalsed s6numid, kriitika, kaastekstid jmt.

Antud késitluses Kkirjeldatakse teose allkirju kahe parameetri — kuju-
tamine ja tahistamine — kaudu, ning formaalselt vdib sna ja pildi suh-
teid kujutada ka graafina.



O06pa3Ho-A3bIKOBOW aHaIn3
ToTaimTapmsma B ABYX
«IEHUHCKNX» KapTuHax fdanu

Oner 3acnaBCKuii

CemuoTtnyeckas HeOLHOPOLHOCTb KY/bTYpbl ABNAETCH, KaK HEOLHO-
KpaTHO noguyepkmBanocb HKO. M. JToTMaHOM, MUHUMaNbLHO Heobxoan-
MbIM YC/IOBMEM €e HOpPMa/lbHOM paboTbl KaK CEMUOTUYECKOr0 Mexa-
HM3ma. B 4acTHOCTWU, B MCKYCCTBE MOXXHO YyKa3aTb Ha MpOTUBONOC-
TaB/IeHWe NUTepaTypbl U XUBOMUCU KaK CUCTEM, OCHOBAHHbIX Ha fA3bl-
Kax, COOTBETCTBEHHO, AUCKPETHOIO M HEMpepbLIBHOIO TUMOB. B CBOMO
ouepeb, BHYTPeHHEE 3HAKOBOE YCTPOMCTBO KaXKAoW M3 3TUX CUCTEM
TaKXe ABNAETCA CYL,eCTBEHHO HeOAHOPOAHbIM. Ecnn rosoputb 0
XXMWBOMUCU, TO CYLLECTBEHHLIM UCTOYHUKOM CMbIC/a MOXET CMY>XWTb
BBEJEHVE CMIOBECHOr0 TeKCTa BHYTPb KapTWHbI UM B3auMogeincTBue
N300paxeHUs M Has3BaHus, fenatoliee HasBaHWEe 3HAYMMBIM 3/IEMEH-
TOM XY[0)ECTBEHHOr0 TEKCTA.

[0BONbHO HeoXuAaHHbIM 06pa3oM 0Ka3anocb, YTO CyLLecTBYeT
elle OAUH TUN B3aMMOAENCTBUA AUCKPETHOIO 1 HEMPEPBLIBHOIO B XMW-
BOMUCK: A3bIK MOXET Urpatb Posib MOATEKCTa, NPUUYEM XYLOXECTBEH-
HO aKTUBHOW CTAHOBUTCA (DOHETUYECKas CTPYKTypa CnoBa — BMIOTb
[0 CO03[aHus aHarpaMmM. YKasaHHOe fiBfieHue 6bi10 He3aBMCUMO 06Ha-
pyeHo B TBop4yecTBe CesaHHalun Janu2 npu 3TOM peyvb MaeT He 06
OTAEeNbHbIX Kypbe3ax, a 06 OCHOBOMOAAratLWmMx CTPYKTYPHbIX NPUH-
umnax, o606WalWmnmMmn NOHATNE «A3bIK Kak I'IO,CI,TEKCT»Q. B pesynb-

1 S. Geist. Interpreting Cezanne. Harvard University Press, 1988.
2 0. b. 3acnaBckuii. A3blK Kak NoaTeKCT B xuBonucu CanbBagopa danu,
Arbor Mundi. M., 1997, BbIn. 5, ¢c. 165-181.

I. A. 1eBUHTOH. M03TMYECKWI BUNINHIBU3M U MeXbA3bIKOBbIE SBMEHUS
(A3bIK Kak MOATEKCT). B KH.: BTopuuHble mMogenupytouime cuctembl, 1979,
Tapty, c. 30-33.
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TaTe KapTUHbI 3TUX XYAO0XHWKOB NPMOOpeTaloT CBOMCTBA, XapakTep-
Hble 45 MTEPaTypPHbIX NPOU3BEAEHNA — rnaBHbIM 06pa3oM NoaTu-
YecKmX (4TO, KCTaTW, AenaeT ynoTpebreHne TepMMHA «MO3TUKa» 0CO-
6eHHO yMecTHbIM). 1o 3TOl NpMuYMHe MX TBOPYECTBO MpeAcTaBaseTt
0COGEHHO 6/1aronNpUATHOE MOMe AN U3YYEeHWs XXMBOMUCKA MeTOAaMMU,
C yCMexom Onpo60BaHHbLIMWM Ha MaTepuane CA0BECHOTO0 TBOPYECT-
Ba— B MO/IHOM MPOTMBOPEYUM C LUIMPOKO PacrnpoCTpPaHeHHbIM HauB-
HbIM MPEeACTaB/EHWEM O POAUN CTUXMIAHOCTM U MppaLMOHaNbHOCTU B
TBOpYecTBe Janu.

[aHHas paboTa NpoAo/MKaeT M3yyeHWEe YKa3aHHOro (eHOMeHa B
xueonucy Janu. MOoCKoMbKy akTyanu3auusa A3bika Kak nogTekcTa 3aT-
parviBaeT rnybuHHble YPOBHW KakK NpOW3BeAeHWi, TaK U CO3HaHMA, UX
MOPOXAAMOLLEro, 3TO MO3BO/SET, B MPUHLMME, YNOBUTb CYLLHOCTHbIE
uepTbl XyZOXECTBEHHOro Mupa aBTopa W ero MUPOBO33PEHUsA, He 3a-
TEMHEHHblE BHEXYA0XXECTBEHHbIMW BbICKa3blBaHUAMMK (B cnyuvae [Janm
3a4aCTyt0 NPMHUMaBLUMMK (POPMY SKCTpaBaraHTHbIX BbIXOAOK). B faH-
HOli paboTe Mbl OFpaHNYMBAEMCSH OLHUM YACTHbIM, HO BaXXHbIM acnek-
TOM — OTHOLWEHWeM [ann K ToTanuTapusMmy, U MpegjaraeM BHYTpu-
TEKCTOBOW aHan3 AByX KapTuH [danu, nsobpaxatowux JleHuHa.

Hallucination partielle.
Six apparitions de Lenine sur un piano

MpyHUMNWanbHas pofib f3blKa B KapTUHe BMAHA YXe B 3arfiasum C
[eMOHCTPaTUBHO CO3BYYHbIMU «parrielle» n «apparitions». Kak Mbl
yBUAUM [anee, posib A3blKa 3arfiaBuem He OorpaHuynBaeTcs, a 3aTpa-
rMBaeT MOATEKCT, MPUYEM XY[LOXXECTBEHHO aKTUBHbIMW SABAAIOTCA
cpasy Tpu fizblka — (paHLYy3CKMIA («OCHOBHOI» A3bIK KapTUHbI), a
TaKKe aHIIMACKUIA U PYCCKUA. AKTYalbHOCTb AN KapTWHbI 3/1eMeH-
TOB PYCCKOA KyNbTypbl U A3blKa CBA3aHa C IEHWHCKON TeMOi W, K-
pe, TEMO peBOMOLMU U BNacTh. 34eCb CYLLECTBEHHO, YTO Ans 0603-
HayeHMs M306PAKEHHOr0 Ha KapTWHe MY3blKajbHOr0 WHCTPYMEHTa
((p. «piano») B PyCCKOM A3blKe WUCMOMb3YeTCA C/I0BO «POAb» — MO
CBOEMY MPOUCXOXAEHMIO (paHLy3cKoe: «royal» — KoponeBCKWIA.
MockonbKy M306paxKeHne JIeHMHa NOPOXAAeT MOIMTUYECKUNE KOHHO-
Taumu, cnoBo «partielle» (4acTMyHasi) OTCbINAeT K CNOBY «MapTuii-
Has». C y4eTOM 3TOr0 B KapTWHe aKTyan3yeTcs BblpaXeHue «napTus
POSINCTOB» — T.e. CTOPOHHMKOB KOPOAs. 3TO B CBOK Ovepefb aKTu-
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BU3MpPYeT TeMy Benukoin dpaHuy3ckoii pesontoyun. Mpu atom dury-
pa, cuisuias HanpoTMB PoANs, T.e. LO/MKEHCTBYIOLWAA BbINOMHATbL
(hYHKUMIO NMaHUCTa, OKa3blBaeTca pOANUCTOM B COOTBETCTBUM C
ypaBHeHVEM «piano» = «royal». A NocKofbKy JIeHUH — rfaBa peBo-
NIOUMY, KasHMBLUER uaps, TO poccuiickas peBosioLMA CONoCTaB/sAeT-
€A € (hpaHLy3CKOW, KasHUBLUEW Kopons. Mpu 3TOM NpoTUMBOMNOCTaBe-
HWe PeBOMIOLUN U KOPONEBCKON BMACTW 3aKpenieHo MPOCTPaHCTBEH-
HO: POANWCT CUAMT HANPOTWB FNaBHOMO PEBOJIOLMOHEPA.

PeBOMOLMOHHBIA Teppop BO PpaHLMM YCTOMUYMBO accouumpyeTtcs
MCMoMb30BaHMEM TMNbOTUHBI. HO NepBoe Xe C/I0BO Ha3BaHWs Kak pa3s
[laeT COOTBETCTBYIOWY aHarpammy — «guillotine». Mpuspak Boxas
PeBOMIOLMN BO3HWKAeT B BWAe TrO/0Bbl, OTAENEHHOW OT Tena, a
KpbILLIKa posinsd, Ha KfaBullax KOTOPOro 3TO MPOUCXOAWUT, Hanomu-
HaeT OCTPbIA HOX FMALOTUHBLI. Taknum 06pa3oM, KpoBaBOe Opyaue u
CUMBO/ PEBOJIIOLMOHHOIO Teppopa NpeAcTaBneHbl HA KapTuHe [BOWA-
HbIM CMOCOB0OM — M C NMOMOLLbIO C/I0Ba, M C MOMOLLbIO 06pasa, npu-
yem B 060MX Clyyasx HesBHO: OpYAME Ka3HW 3/10BeLle Npornsagibisaet
CKBO3b QYepTaHWA [LpYyrux MpeamMeToB W CNOB, KaKk B KOLIMapHOM
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CHe — B MOAHOM cooTBeTcTBUM ¢ «hallucination» u3 HasBaHMs Kap-
TWHbL4

[pyroe npossfieHne Tembl (PpaHLy3CKOW peBoNOLMM — 3amMelle-
HMe B TeTpaAW HOT HACEKOMbIMU, MOXOXWMW Ha TepMuUTOB. WX
HaMMeHOBaHWE — «termites» — akTyanusyeT Ha3BaHMe MecsiLa Mo
pecny61MKaHCKOMY KafieHapto — «termidor», Korga Gbi COBepLUEH
KOHTPPEBOIOLMOHHbIA MEepPeBOpOT, BOLIEALINA B UCTOPUIO Kak «9-e
TepMugopa» 1 3aKOHYMBLUMIACA 06e3rnaBnMBaHMEM BOXKAEN PeBOtO-
UMW, 3HAYMMOCTb HOT B paccMaTpvBaemMOM acrekTe MoA4vYepKHyTa
TEM, YTO MY3blKa/lbHbIM [BOMHUKOM «POSNIMCTCKOW NapTun» sBNSET-
A NapTUTYpa — «NapTust Posiis».

W pacnonoxkeHne TepMUTOB M3 HOTHON TeTpPagM M PacrnosioXeHune
Arof, Ha caneTke BO3/Me «POSIMCTa» MMEHT CXOAHYH CTPYKTYpy: B
060Mx cny4vasx OfWH 3N1EMEHT OTAeneH OT O06LWero MHOXecTBa,
NpeACTaBNAOWEro efMHOe Lenoe. B aHHOM KOHTEKCTe 3TO — eLle
OfHO yKa3aHuMe Ha o06e3rnaBnvnBaHuWe, OTAE/EeHWe TOM0BblI OT Tena.
KpacHblii Xe LBeT Arof NpsmMo accoLUUpYeTcs C KPOBbHO.

MomynMO (hpaHLy3CKOli peBonounK, B nctopumn 3anagHoii EBponbl
eCTb elle OAHa, «NpocfaBuBLLAACS» 06e3rnaBnMBaHMEM KOpons —
aHrmiickas pesontounsa cepeauHbl XVII Beka. O6paTum Tenepb BHU-
MaHue, YTO candeTKa Ha KapTUHE MPULLNUIEHA K NUAXKaKY aHrnuic-
KuMK 6ynaskamu  (3TO CNOBO COLEPXKMUTCS He TO/IbKO B PYCCKOM, HO M
(hpaHLy3CKOM HanMeHOoBaHUN — «epingle anglaise»). 3T0 akTyanusy-
eT B NPOM3BEAEHNMN TaKXe W aHIIUACKWIA A3bIK W fenaeT npaBoMep-
HbIM aHFIMACKOe NpouTeHne candeTkn — «napkin». B cBOl ouepefb
3TO COAEPXXMT ABOMHYIO aHarpaMmmy: «nape» (3aTbinok) + «king» (Ko-
pOfib), UTO B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe HaMeKaeT Ha Ka3Hb Kopons obesrnas-
nuBaHvem. MofyvepKHEM, YTO TaKoe aHarpaMMaTU4eckoe Npo4TeHue
camo Mo CBOeW CTPYKType BOCMPOU3BOAWUT MOTWB 06e3rnaBavnBaHus,
MOCKOMbKY MOJIYyYEHO paccevyeHnem efuMHOro cfoBa Ha ABe YacTu (Ta-
KOe CTPYKTYPHOE COOTBETCTBME, KCTATU, peLlaeT CTONb 60Me3HEHHYHO
B MCCNEAOBaHMAX aHarpamm npobnemy BO3MOXHOIO MpOM3BONaA).
ELwle of4HO NpoABEHME aHT/IMIACKOTO A3blKa, OTCbINAaloLLLee K Teme pe-
BOMOLMM, CBSA3aHO C TPEX3BEHHOWM LEMOYKOW HaMMeHOBaHWIA: UMS
o6esrnasneHHoro koponss — Charles |, cTyn (aHanor TpoHa), Ha Ko-

4 Bblno 6bl MHTEPECHO MpPOCNeAUTb BO3MOXHYH aHasiorMi Mexay KapTu-
Hamy Jann 1 npo3oii HabokoBa C xapakKTepHbIMWU [ Hee aHarpaMMamu u
nepensieTeHVeM pasHbIX YPOBHEN peasibHOCTW.

Bblpaxato 6narogapHoctb 3. H. KoBasieBoli 3a 3T0 HabnogeHue.
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TOPOM fleXaT fArofbl U candetka, CBA3aHHble C paccMaTpvBaemol
TEeMOIn 06e3rnaBnnMBaHus, — «chain>, camu Arofbl (BULIHSA WAN Ye-
pelHs) — «cherish».

MpuHUMNMansHas ponb PPaHLy3CKOro A3biKa Kak MoATeKcTa, He-
06X04MMOro AN afeKBaTHOrO0 MNOHUMaHUS KapTWHbl, MO3BONSET
NpeaioxXnTb ellle 04HO aHarpaMmmaTU4ecKoe NpoyTeHWe NepBoro cno-
Ba HasBaHuA: «Hallucination» MOXeT 6bITb MOHATO KakK MOpPOXAeHue
rannnumnamos («gallicisme»), nepeBog 3puTeNbHbIX 06pa30B Ha (paH-
LY3CKMIA f3blK. YacTnuHbIM e («partielle») Takoli nepeBof OKasbl-
BaeTcA Mo TOW NPMYMHE, YTO NOMUMO (hPaHLYy3CKOro B NMPOW3BELEHNM
aKTMBEH TaKXe W aHrWNACKWIA fA3blK (2 B HEKOTOPOW CTeneHn — u
PYyCCKMiA).

Kak cnefyeT ©3 CKas3aHHOro, CUAALWMIA HanpoOTUB NEHUHCKMX
NPU3pPaKkoB He TOMbKO MOXeT OblTb Ha3BaH POAAMCTOM, HO WU BOMNJIO-
aet camoro kopons (Kak (hpaHLYy3CKOro, TaKk W aHrAniACKoro),
T.e. rnaBy rocypapctsa. COOTBETCTBEHHO, ero Vis-4-vis JleHnH —
rnasa rocygapctsa nobeausliein pesontoumu. CyLlecTBEHHO, U4TO
HaMMeHOBaHMWe, CBA3bIBAlOLLEE COLMANbHYK POJb C YacTblo Tena,
NPOSBNAETCA BO BCEX TPEX aKTyaNlbHblX AN KapTWHbl A3blKax: pyc-
CKOM, aHrnuiickom («head») n dpaHuysckom («a la tete de ...»). Tem
camMblM MOTWB 06e3rnaB/vBaHWUA MepenseTaeTcs C TeMON BNacTu He
TO/IbKO Ha 06Pa3HOM, HO W Ha C/I0BECHOM YPOBHe.

O6patum Tenepb BHUMaHWE Ha YMCNOBble coBnageHuns. Konnyecr-
BO Aroj pasHo 16 — Bo ®paHuMM 6bin KasHeH JliogoBuk XVI. OgHa
Aroga BblfeneHa u3 obuien Kyun — B AHrAMKM 6bIn KasHeH Kapn |.
Konnyectso npu3pakos JleHnHa Ha posne pasHo 6. Apyrumu cnosa-
MW, COOTHOLLEHME MEXAY TPEMS «BOXAAMU» AyONMPYeTCH Ha YnUCno-
BOM ypOBHe: onepauus o6esrnasnunBaHus (BbluepkmaHue «1» u3 16)
aKTyanmayeT 6-kpaTHOe M306paXKeHne «rnaBHOro 06e3rnaBaMBaTens»
KOpOseid, CTOALLEr0 BO r/1aBe PeBOJIOLMOHHOIO Teppopa.

To 06CTOATENBCTBO, YTO NpU3paky JleHWHa NOSBNAIOTCA Haj Kna-
BMaTYpOlN posans, HeM36eXXHO accouMupyeT uX C Knasuiiamun. B 3Toi
CBA3M 0Ka3blBAETCA BaXKHbIM, YTO MX He 7, a 6 — ofHa ronosa oT-
CyTCTBYeT. OTO BHOBb aKTyanu3yeT TeMy OTCeyeHus, obesrnasnvea-
HWA, MpUYeM MO OTHOLIEHWID K CaMOMY PEBOMIOLUOHepY — «06e3-
rNaBnnBaTento».

Kak yXe rosopunocb Bbllle, HA MECTE HOT B TETPaAM OKa3blBaloT-
CA TEPMUTbI, N306paxkeHne KOTOPbIX CTPYKTYPHO MOBTOPsieT u3obpa-
XeHue Arof, ycTaHaB/MBas OTHOLIEHWE 3KBUBaNEHTHOCTU MeXay Hu-
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M. DTO NOAKPENAAETCA TaKKe U BHELUHUM CXOACTBOM MEXAy Aropa-
MW 1 HOTamK. Mony4yaeTcs, YTO HOTbI «CBEXann» U3 HOTHOI TeTpaau,
«MpeBpaTUBLLUCL» B Ar0Abl: YacTb, B HOPMe HEOTAeNnMas OT Lenoro,
nosyynna MNpPOTUBOECTECTBEHHYID CaMOCTOSTENIbHOCTb. AHaNorny-
HbIM >Xe 06pa3om (Kak pe3ynbTaT onepauumn pasfeneHuns) MOXeT 6biTb
WHTEPMPETMPOBAHO M TO 0OCTOATENLCTBO, YTO CTyN OTCTaBMEH He-
eCcTeCTBEHHO [aneko OT posand. B pesynbTaTe Mys3blkajibHble Npous-
BEAEHUS UCMONHATLCS He MOTYT: «NapTUs Posns» O0Ka3blBAETCS YHWY-
TOXEHHOM, a My3blka r10XHeT. M03TOMY upe3BblUaiiHO CofepXKaTefb-
HOli OKa3blBaeTCs aKTyanm3auns B Npoun3BeeHNN A3blKa Kak MOATEKC-
Ta: 04HAa 3HaKOBas CMCTeMa, OCHOBaHHAsA Ha 3By4YaHWUW, 3aMeHseT COo-
60 fpyryto — XoTs 6bl B KAYECTBE BHYTPEHHUX, HEC/bILUMbIX 3BY-
KoB. [pyrumun cnosamu, CBOeli COOCTBEHHOM XYA0XECTBEHHOM
CTPYKTYPOIl KapTUHa paccKasbiBaeT MCTOPUYECKYIO NpaBgy 06 aTmoc-
thepe 6Ge3rnacusl, BOLAPMBLUErOCS B pe3y/bTaTe PEBOMOLMOHHOIO
Teppopa.

M306paxeHne NIEHUHCKUX FOM0B CaMO HarnoMuHaeT frodbl, npu-
yem COOGCTBEHHO ro0/i0Ba COOTBETCTBYET KOCTOYKE, a Opeosi BOKPYT
Hee — mskoTU. (KcTaTu, aTo elle pa3 06bACHAET UX Yucno: uudgpa 6
HamoMUHAeT Kak Arofy, Tak v HoTy.) Ha C/I0BECHOM fA3blKe 3TO MOXET
ObITb NPOYUTAHO KaK «MIOAbl PEBOJMIOLMN»: B KOHEYHOM WUTOre BOX-
[V PeBOOLUMM TUBHYT OT AEACTBUS 3anMyLWEHHOW VMU CaMUMK PEBO-
NIOLMOHHOM MalUMHbI, Ha YTO 1 yKa3blBaeT OTAeNeHHas OT Tefa rono-
Ba JIeHUHa.

a0 BOKpyr ronoB JleHWHa NOPOXAaeT elle OfHY 3BYKOCMbICNO-
BYtO mepeknuuky: «hallucination» — «halo». To ecTb «ranntounHa-
Lns» NPOMCXOANT cpasy B ABYX MNiaHax — MB 06pasHOM U B C/OBEC-
HOM. [lpnyeM MeXay HUMU UMeeTCs MepecevyeHne — B AaHHOM Cny-
Yae 3a CYeT CXOACTBA O3Ha4arLWMX, KOTOPbIE, C OAHON CTOPOHbI, NO-
poxgatoTcs obpasamu 3TOW ranflouuHaLmMm («rano»), a ¢ 4pyron —
ONUCLIBAIOT CaM 3TOT MpoLecc (CNOBO «ranaoLuHaLms»).6

Mpobnema YacTu 1 LEeNOro, BOMOLWEHHaA B MOTUBe 06e3rnaBnu-
BaHWs, NPOSABASET Cebs M B COOTHOLIEHUWN MYHOCTU W KONMEKTUBA,
4e/loBEKa M 06LLECTBA: BMECTO HOT — 3HAKOB, CBSI3aHHbLIX C UHAUBU-
JyaNibHbIM TBOPYECTBOM, TeTpadb KULWWT TepMuTamu, T.e. obLiecT-
BEHHbIMV HACEKOMbIMU. YXe caM XapakKTep BUAEeHWS — MHOrokpar-

6 B «Tragic Myth of Millet’s Angelus» [ann onucan 3amblIcen 3TOl KapTu-
Hbl, ynoTpebus cnoBo «halos» B sIBHOM Buge.
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HOe MOBTOPEHUE OAHOI0 W TOro Xe U306paXKeHNs — HaMeKaeT Ha To-
TaNNTapHY TPaKTOBKY /IMUHOCTU B OOLLECTBE IEHUHCKOTO TUNa.

JleHnHCcKne n306paxeHns o6nagatoT Takxke CXOLCTBOM C /aM-
noi — wn ¢opmoli, 1 opeonom. B COOTBETCTBUM C 06LLEA YYTKOCTHIO
[ann K CnoBecHbIM LWTaMnaMm 3TO NO3BONSET MPEeAnoNoXKUTb, YTO B
KapTUHEe NOAyYnI0 OTpaXKeHWe 3HAKOMCTBO [lann u ¢ «anekTpugmka-
LUuel BCEM CTpaHbl» W C MNPECNoBYTON «naMnoykon Wnbuya». Mpu
3TOM nomeleHmne (MO MPUHLMNY «OXWH B GYTbIJIKE») r0/I0Bbl BOXAA
B COCYf, HOCALLWI ero ums, o4YepefHOW pa3 akTyanusyeT CTOMb BaX-
HOe AN KapTWHblI COOTHOLUEHME 4YacTu W Lenoro. «YacTMyHOCTb»
nposBNseT 34eCb cebs MO OTHOLWEHMHID K LEeNOCTHOCTU [BOMHYIO
arpeccMBHOCTb — M B TOM, YTO F0/0Ba OTAE/NeHa OT Tefla — CBOEro
MPeXHero Lenoro, U B TOM, YTO MO OTHOLIEHWIO K HOBOMY OObEKTY'
4yacTb «MpeTeHAyeT» Ha [LOMUHMPYLOLLee» MONOXeHWe, 3anofiHaAs
«1aMMOYKy» MOYTU LieSIMKOM.

C yyeToM TeMbl MapTuu, BOMOLLEHHOW B Ha3BaHWUW, Mofyvaercs,
4YTO YMCTO XYAOXECTBEHHbIMU cpefcTBamu [anu npoaeMOHCTPUpO-
Ba/l, YTO MHMMO LLe/IOCTHOE COYeTaHWEe «KOMMYHMUCTUYECKas MapTus»
COAepXMT B cebe HepaspellMmoe MPOTUBOPeYMe Mexay o6Lum
(«<KOMMYHUCTUYECKAA») U OTAENbHBIM («MapTusa»), LefbiM U YacTblo.
A MUp, NOCTPOEHHbI Ha TakoM (yHAaMeHTe, OKa3blBaeTcs YyLuep6-
HbIM M MOHCTPYO3HbIM — KaK rofioBa JIeHWHa B NamMnoyKe-arojke.
Apyrumn cnosamu, KapTuHa BblisiBAseT abCypAHOCTb Kaulle ToTanu-
TapHON MAE0NOrnN N OTBEpraeT TOTAAINTAPMU3M C 3CTETUYECKUX NO3M-
uuiAi. Kpome Toro, KapTvHa nokasbiBaeT, YTO B MCTOPMYECKON peasb-
HOCTU CTOUT 3a CEMaHTUYECKNMW MPOTMBOPEUMAMU B TaKMX KIWLLE:
rMAbOTUHA, T.e. MallMHA AN OTAENEeHWUS rooBbl OT Tena, Ha MpakTu-
Ke peanu3yeT MPOTMBOPEYME MEXAY YacTbio W LENbIM, XaHXEecKu
CKpbITOE B MHMMO 6€306MAHOM Ha3BaHUN «KOMMYHUCTMYeCKas nap-
TnA»,

CKa3aHHOe OTHIOAb He 03Ha4yaeT, YTO MMpPy ToTaanTapusma B Kap-
TWHe NPOTUBOMOCTAB/EH MWUP abCcoNoTU3Ma KOPONEBCKOM BacTu.
HanpoTus, pag 3HauMMbIX AeTaneil mokasbiBaeT, YTO M BOXAb pPeBO-
NIOUMN 1 ee XepTBa 06HapPYXXMBAKOT POACTBEHHbIE YepThl UK JONOA-
HAIOT APYr Apyra B eauHoe uenoe. Cuaawas cnesa urypa «pos-
AncTa», BOMOLLalOLWero B cebe KOpOJSIEBCKYK BnacTb, MEPTBEHHO
6negHa, B TO BpeMSi Kak MOABAAKOLMECA HANpPOTMB Hee [OJ/0Bbl
MbIlWYT 340pOBbeM. MepTBEHHOe LEeNoe M HeecTeCTBEHHO >KMBas
yacTb 06pasytoT napy, obe cocTaBnstoLLIME KOTOPOW (Kaxaas no ceoe-
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My) accouMMpyOTCS C O6LLECTBOM, HEMPUIOAHbIM ANff HOpPMasbHOM
XN3HW. T1pn 3TOM MepTBEHHOCTb «POSINCTAa» BblpaxeHa (Kak M MHO-
roe Apyroe B KapTUHe) ABOWHbLIM, C/I0BECHO-06pa3HbIM cnocobom. Ha
6e/0il HapyKaBHOW MOBSA3KE «pOAMCTa» N300paxKeHbl Arogbl (Kak u
Ha CTyne, KOTOPOro OH KacaeTcsi PYKOW, W rhae fexar «HacTosLume»
arogpl). CNoBo «Aroga» B aHMIMIACKOM f3blKe, 00 aKTyanbHOCTU KOTO-

pOro Ans KapTWHbI FOBOPWMOCHL Bbllle, — «berry», 4To 3BYUMT Tak
Xe, KaK 1 «bury» — XOpoHUTb. LLlecTb n306paxeHnit BOXAA-KONNeK-
TUBUCTA U OfHO — BOXAA-abCOMOTMCTA COCTaBAAT B CyMMe 7,

T.6. YNCNO HOT, faBas TakuM 06pa3oM COMHUTENbHYI FapMOHUIO -
KaK nasaya u XXepTBbl, TaK W ABYX pasHbIX BMAOB Bnactu. lMpuyem
06a 3TU BUAa B3aMMHO MPOHUKAKT ApYyr B gpyra: 6 ronos JleHnHa
napsaT Hag posineM (KOpPO/eBCKas), a Ha Mfeyax KOpoas MaHTus 3a-
MEHSIET KYCOK MOM0THA — aHrf. «linen», Yto faeT fABHYI0 aHarpammy
«J1eHVH».

CneBa Ha KapTuMHe MokasaHa ABepb, CBOMM (paHLy3CKMM Ha3Ba-
HUeM («porte») BHOBb OTCblflalOLWas K npobneme yactu («part», «par-
tielle»). Custowmnin Tam rony6oBaTblil CBET NPOTUBOMNOCTAB/IEH U Xen-
TU3HE IEHUHCKUX NaMMoYeK ¥ YepHO-6en0il MepTBEHHOI 6/1€4HOCTM
KOPONeBCKOM BnacTu. YTo 3a MMP HAXOAUTCS 3a BEPb0 — HEN3BECT-
HO. [1BEpb MPUOTKPbLITA IMLWb YaCTUYHO.

L’enigma de Guillaume Tell

Kak v B npefblayLLeM cryyae, A3blK OKa3blBaeTCA K/OYeBbIM (PaKTo-
POM B CMbIC/TIOBOI CTPYKType npou3BegeHus. lpexge BCero, camo
nosiBieHne JlIeHMHa B AaHHOW KapTuHe Ay6nmpyeTcs Ha 3bIKOBOM
YPOBHE aHarpammoii B HasBaHuK: «Z’ew/gme» — «Lenin». Mpyu aToM
cobupaHne eanHOro obpasa U3 NPOTMBOPEUMUBBLIX 3/1EMEHTOB (MCTO-
PUYECKMX Peannii pasHbIX 3M0X W HApOAOB) aHaJIONMYHO COBUPAHUIO
cnoBa B aHarpammy K3 O6YKB «HemnpaBUbHbIM» CMOCO60M, OCHOBaH-
HOM Ha MX NepecTaHOBKe. Y)Ke 04HO 3TO X0TsA 6bl 0TYACTU NponnBaeT
CBET Ha MPMpPOAY YKa3aHHON B Ha3BaHWW «3arafjkM» — OHa CBsi3aHa
CO CKPbITbIMM A3bIKOBbIMU BbIPAXXEHNSMMN 1 aHarpaMMamu.

JleHuH Ha 3Toli KapTMHe un3obpaxeH 6e3 WTaHOB (4TO B CBOE
BpeMsi CTONb BO3MYTWAO Konner Jann — croppeanncTos), T.e., Mo-
thpaHLy3CcKnM, — «sans culottes». 3To NPSAMO OTCbINAET K CaHKHO/10Tam
M NOAKMHOYaeT K MpobiemaTvke KapTUHblI TeMy Bennkoil gpaHuys-
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CKOIn peBoNOLMN N — CO0Bpa3HO C repoemM KapTUHbl — TEMY PEeBO-
noumm BoobLwe. 3aechk cpasy BCM/bIBAeT FaBHbIA PEBOJHOLMOHHBIN
aTpubyT — rMnbOTUHA, aHarpaMMaTUYeckun 3allMpoBaHHas B MMEHM
nepcoHaxa: «Gw/7/aume» — «g«z//otine» (Cp. C aHarpaMmoli 3TOro e
cnosa B pa3obpaHHON Bbllle Apyroi KapTuHe [anu). B Takom KOH-
TEKCTe cofepKaTeNbHbIM CTaHOBUTCA KOHKPETHbIA crnocob aHarpam-
MUPOBaHUA (haMuUnKM BOXAA PEBOMOUMKN: nepBasd («3arnaBHas» Ha
POAHOM A3blKe MepcoHaxka) 6ykBa cnoBa «L’enigma» oTaensercs ot
OCTa/IbHOM YacTu cnoBa anocTpoom, faBas MKOHWYECKOe COOTBETCT-
BME TUIbOTMHUPOBAHUIO.

Tema ronoBbl CBA3aHa He TONbKO C PeBOSOLMEN, HO U (B COOTBETCT-
BUM C Ha3BaHUEM W TEMOW KapTWHbI) C LUBEWLLAPCKO NereHaon o
Bunbrensme Tenne. CornacHo 3Toil nereHge HaMecTHUK Mabcbypros
npuKasan yCTaHOBUTb Ha LUEeCTe LWAANY C Tem, 4TO6bl MPOXoXue el
KnaHanucb. [pyroi Kno4eBOil MOMEHT flereHAbl, CBA3aHHbIA C rofo-
BOW, COCTOMT B TOM, YTO HaMeCTHUK NpuHyaun Tenns c6uTb CTpenoii
A6/10KO C rofoBbl COBCTBEHHOrO CbiHa. Ha KapTuWHe Wn3-3a eBOro
NOKTA JIeHWHa BbIrNA4bIBaeT HeYTO, HanoMMWHaloLlee TO M A6IOKO,
TO /1M TONOBY MNafeHLUa, MOKPbITYD YEM-TO KPAacHO-KOPUYHEBBIM.
Mo3a JIeHWHa 1 BblpaXKeHWe ero n1ua TakoBbl, KakK ecin 6bl OH geicT-
BUTENbHO [epXan Ha pykax MfajeHua, He BUAHOrO M3-3a nieva. B
CBOEM KOMMEHTapuu K KapTuHe [anu yTBepXpgan, 4TO Ha rofoBy
MnageHua (C KOTOpPbIM OH OTOXAECTBASN cebs camoro) BO3NOXEHA
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KoTneta. MOXHO 3aMeTUTb, YTO YKasaHHOe XYLOXHWKOM C/I0BO AaeT
aHarpaMmMmy hammnumn BunbrenbMa v ero cbiHa: «co/eferte» — «Teil».
Hy>XHO elle yyeCTb, 4TO MO-(DpaHLy3CKM «ob6e3rnasnvBaHme» —
«decollation», a «collation» — nerkuii obea. B paccmatpuaemom
KOHTEKCTE 3TO peanun3yeT MeTadiopy «pPEBOMIOLMS MOXMPAeT CBOUX
JeTeli», YCU/IEHHYIO Tem, 4T0 Yy JIeHWHa, Kak W3BECTHO, AeTeil He
6bIn10.

B kapTuHe 6narogapsi Kak camoli nereHge o Bunbrenome Tenne,
TaK 1 ee NUTepaTypHOIn Bepcun, cospaHHol LLinnnepom, akTyanuso-
BaH U HemeLKuii A3blK. (3HAYMMOCTb HEMELKKOW W LUBEALLAPCKON TeM
noakpennseTcs AeTansMu PeBOMOLMOHHON 6uorpagum JleHuHa.) B
NEBOM HWKHEM Yrfly KapTWHbl HapucoBaHa KHura — «Buch». Tlo-
(hpaHUy3ckn e «boucher» — MsACHMK. TOCKONbKY KHUra CBOMMMU
oYepTaHVAMM HamoMMHaeT nnaxy (Kotopas BO (PpaHLy3CKOM SA3blKe
0603Havaetca TeM Xe cfioBoMm «billot», yto uM uypbaH gna py6ku
Msica), BCe 3TO CO06LLaeT TeMe noegaHns 3/10BeLMe KOHHOTaunn. A B
YMOMSIHYTYIO Bbllle MeTaopy «peBOMOLMS NOXMPaeT CBOUX AeTei»
BTOpraetca o6pa3 pasgenky Tyll, acCOLUUPYIOLWUIACA C TUAbOTUHU-
POBaHMEM.

Pspn cogepXaTenbHbIX MOMEHTOB, CBA3AHHbIA C aHarpaMmamu, Bbl-
ABMISETCSH MPU MOMOLLM PYCCKOr0 A3blKa, HA KOTOPOM, KakK WM3BECTHO,
pasroBapvBan rnaBHbI Tepoil KapTWHbl. Ero wuHuymanel B.W.J.,
T.e. «BEPXYLUKa» MOTHOr0 MMeHWN (6YKBEHHbI aHanor ronosbl) Noy-
yaloTCA KakK pa3 0TCeYeHMeM MepBOI 4acTh MMEHW NMEepCcoHaXa NereH-
[bl, €C/IN €ero B3ATb B HEMELKOM BapuaHTe M HanucaTb MO-pyCCKUM —
Bunbrensm (cp. ¢ ykasaHHOW Hamu Bbile posblo anocTpoda B cose
«L’enigma»), To 06CTOATENbLCTBO, YTO MOTMB OTCEYEHWUS [ONOBbI
3aTparmBaeT MMS, CAYXMT [OCTATOYHO ACHbIM HaMeKOM Ha cyabby
BOX/EM PEBOMIOLUN, KOTOPbIX OHA YHUYTOXAeT UMW XKe N36pPaHHbIM
cnocobom. Kpome Toro, Hagnucb Ha KHWre, yaBavBas 3arfaBue, TeM
CaMbIM aKLEeHTMPYET ero Kak CTPYKTYPHbIA 3eMeHT. A pyCcCKoe Ha-
nMcaHne COOTBETCTBYIOLLEr0 CNOBa — «3ar/luBMe» — OTCbINaET,
onATb-Taku, K Teme roaoBbl. [pu 3TOM pAj  [OMOAHWUTENbHbIX
JeTaneli (cpesaHHas 4aCTb 06/1I0XKU C OCTPbIMU KpasMu, nonepeyvHas
TeHb OT YA/IMHEHHOrO KO3blpbKa) O4YepefHOl pa3 HaMeKaeT Ha
o6esrnaesnmBaHune. MoOCKONbKY HEECTECTBEHHO YAJMHEHHbIA KO3bIpek
Kenky Ha ronose JleHWHa NpucoeaWHeH K wecTy (rge, cornacHo
nereHge, 6bina BOAPY>XKEHA LWIANA HAMECTHMKA), JIEHUH OKa3blBaeTcs
O[HOBPEMEHHO 1 B MOJIOXEHNWN HamMeCTHUKa, T.e. nanava (Tem 6onee,



178 Oner 3acnaBckui

KaK CKa3aHO BbllLE, BbI3bIBAET accouualmm ¢ ruibOTUHUPOBaAHNEM), U
XepTBbl — 06bEKTA OyAyLlero 06esrnaBanBaHus.

Teno JleHuHa BK/tOYaeT B cebs OCTpbIA NpegMeT, MOXOXWIA Mo
(hOpMe Ha HaKOHEeYHWK CTpefibl, KOTOopas ABAAETCA CYLLeCTBEHHbLIM
aTpmbytom nereHgbl 0 Bunbrenbme Tenne. Mo-paHuy3cku cTpe-
na — «fleche», uto accouumnpyetca ¢ Hemeukum «Fleiche» — nnoTs.
Tem cambiM MOHCTPYO3HOE 00befMHEHUE B €4MHOM LENOM pasHbIX
00bEKTOB Ay6MMpyeTCs Ha S3bIKOBOM YPOBHE HEEeCTECTBEHHbIM Mepe-
nneTeHnem (pPaHLy3CcKOro M HeMeLKOoro s3blKOB, Ha KOTOPbIX CXOA-
HbIM 06pa3oM 3BydYaT CTO/Ib pasHble MO CMbICAY cfoBa (M10Tb W Opy-
Ve ee YHUUTOXeHNA). 3aMeTUM eLle, YTo KOHTYpbl Qurypbl SleHnHa
HanoMuHalT CBACTUKY. B pesynbTate Ha KapTUHE NPeLCTAeT MOHCTP,
06pa30oBaHHbIli COEAUHEHNEM 3/1EMEHTOB, OTCbINAKOWMX K TPEM pas-
HbIM AMKTaTypam — ()paHLYy3CKOW, PyCCKO U HEMELKOIA.

KOHCTPYKTUBHBIA MPUHLMN NPOM3BELEHNSA ABNSETCS 3pMMbIM BO-
NJOWEHNEM CMbIC/IOBOIO MPOTUBOPEYUA MEXAY LeNbiM U YacTblo,
00LNM W OTAeNbHbIM B C/IOBOCOYETaHUM «KOMMYHMCTUYECKas nap-
TUS», BOXAb KOTOPOI M306paKeH Ha KapTuHe. B 3TOM OTHOLLEHWM
OHa AOMOJIHAET CO34aHHYH ABYMA rogamu paHee paboty «Hallucina-
tion partielle ...», koTopas 6blna npoaHanM3MpoBaHa HamMu BbliLe.
Ecnu B «Hallucination partielle ...» ynop genancs Ha NnpoTMBOECTeCT-
BEHHOM pacnajge, TO 3[eCb — Ha CTO/Ib XX& MPOTMBOECTECTBEHHOM
06beUHEHNN B eIMHOE LIe/I0e He COoYeTaloLWwmxca gpyr ¢ Apyrom yac-
Tei.7 OTMeTM elle MOTMB OTLOBCTBA, KOTOPbIA B JAHHOM Crydae
npuobpeTaeT TOTaIMTapHble KOHHOTaLMW: Ha KapTWHe W306paxeH,
Kak oTMeyan caM [anu, «fantome patemzl» 4TO aHarpaMmMaTuyecku
OTCblNaeT K 06LLeCTBY, e JOMUHUPYET YacTb — NapTuUs, «parti».

To 06CTOATENLCTBO, YTO Ha3BaHWE KapTWHbLI HANMUCaHO Ha KHure,
UmeeT 06W WA CMBbICA: OHO MOAYEPKUBAET PO/b CNOBECHOIO f3blKa B
KapTuHe (YaCTHbIMW peanu3auusMu KOTOPOro OKasbiBatoTca (paH-
LlY3CKWIA, HEMELKUIA 1 pyccKuid), gaBas TemM caMbiM KOA, C MOMOLLbIO
KOTOPOro MOXeT OblTb fJaHa pasragka (pasymeercs, He 6onee uem
yacTuyHasl) 3aragku, yKasaHHOW B 3arnaBuu.

7 Cp. ¢ «[NpeavyBCTBNEM TPaXKLAHCKON BOWHbI», B KOTOPOM TakKXe 3Hauu-
Ma OpMeHTaumMs Ha c/oBecHble WTamnbl. CM. 06 3Tom E. 3aBagckas. 3aragka
CanbBagopa Janu. TeopyectBo, 1989, Ne 1, c. 29.
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O6e pacCMOTPEHHbIE KapTUHbI OOHapYXXUBAKOT CXOACTBO Kak B 06-
WX KOHCTPYKTUBHbIX MpuHUMNax (npexzae BCEro CBA3aHHbIX C
PO/bI0 A3blKa Kak MOATEKCTA), TaK M B OTAENbHbIX MOTMBax. B 060-
UX CNy4Yasix BO3HMKaeT aHarpammaTW4Yecku 3alngpoBaHHbIA MOTUB
rMNbOTUHBI, aHarpaMMMpoBaHue 3aTparMBaeT UMs BOXAS PEBOMOLMUN
1 PYKOBOAVMOW MM KOMMYHUCTUYECKOW MapTuu u T.4.

MpofenaHHbIli  Bblle pa3bop nokasan, 4TO KapTuHam [Odanwu
CBOMCTBEHHA COBEPLUEHHO HEO6bIYHAs 415 XXWBOMWUCK CTEMEHb aHa-
NUTUYHOCTM — B AaHHOM C/lyyae BOMJOLLeHHas B GecrolagHoOM W
OCTPOYMHOM aHa/in3e CeMaHTUYEeCKMX OCHOB ToTanuTapmama. B 3Ha-
YNTENbHOW CTEMEHM 3TO, OMNATb-TakKW, CBSI3aHO C POJbH A3blKa: B TO
BpeMsl Kak 06pasbl B OCHOBHOM peanu3ytoT AeATeNbHOCTb CUMHTETU-
YECKOr0 XapaKTepa, f3blK C ero ANCKPETHOCTHIO TArOTEET K aHanm3y.
[BoliHoi (normyeckn — o6pasHbIii) xapakTep TBOpYecTBa Jann oka-
3a/c 0CO6EHHO YMeCTeH MO OTHOLIEHUIO K TeMe ToTaiuMTapuama:
HarfsAHo NPOAEeMOHCTPUPOBAHO MPEBOCXOACTBO HEOAHOPOAHON ce-
MWNOTUYECKOA CUCTEMbBI (KOTOpasi 4asi HOPMasibHOro PYHKLUMOHMPOBa-
H/S LO/DKHA 6biTb KaK MWHMMYM [BYA3bIYHOI) Hagj CBONCTBEHHbLIM
TOTaIMTapu3My MOHOSA3bIYMEM.

MpogenaHHbI pa3bop, Kak W npeabiaywine paboTbl (CM. MpUM.
1,2), cTaBAT psg 06w mx BoNpocoB. C TOYKM 3peHUs 06LUX MPUHLK-
MOB MO3TMKM MNpeACTaBAsSeT CaMOCTOATE/IbHbIA MHTEpec MnomnbiTKa
KnaccugukaumMm pasnyHbIX TUNOB B3aMMOAENCTBUIA MeXay 06pa3omM
1 CNOBOM, MPUBOAALLMX K CO34aHUI0 aHarpamm. Kpome Toro, cam no
cebe heHOMEH «5A3bIK KakK MOATEKCT» B XXMBOMUCU HYXAAeTcs B falb-
HEMLIEM OCMbIC/IEHUUN C CEMUOTUYECKON TOUYKM 3PEHMS.

Image-and language-bearing analysis of totalitarism in two
“Lenin” Dali pictures

It was shown in the previous author’s work (Arbor Mundi 1997, #5, 165—
181) that one of the fundamentals of Dali’s poetics consists in the phe-
nomenon «language as an underlying idea». In accordance with this, the
key semantic role in a picture is played by the phonetic structure of words
corresponding to images. Interplay between different implied words leads
to the close similarity between a picture and poetic text. As such con-
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nection touches upon deep links between language and thought, studying
this phenomenon is of interest for elucidating how author’s world view is
embodied in his artistic creation.

In the present paper we study representation of the phenomenon of
totalitarism in Dali’s painting analyzing his two works depicting Lenin
(«Hallucination partielle. Six apparitions de Lenine sur un piano» and
«L’enigma de Guillaume Tell»). We argue that in fact Dali carried out in
these pictures the semantic analysis of the notion «communistic party» and
reveal its inner contradictoriness in what concerns the relationship
between the whole and part. The ultimate realization of this property is
found to be a guillotine — machinery for beheading which is just the
separation of the part embodying personality from the whole. Guillotine is
present in both pictures either as an image (given as a hint) or as a word
due to an anagrams. The method of constructing these anagrams dupli-
cates, from the structural viewpoint, the principle of splitting the whole to
parts. Apart from the anagram of guillotine, there are series of other key
words and interplay between them in the pictures. They include, in
particular, the name «Lenin» and some historical details mainly connected
with the theme of Great French revolution.

Double (logical and graphic) character of the Dali creation turned out
to be very much to the point with respect to the theme of totalitarism. It
demonstrates clearly superiority of semiotically inhomogeneous system
(which should be at least bilingual for normal functioning) over cultural
unilinguism inherent to totalitarism.

Totalitarismi keelelis-kujundlik anallts
kahe Dali “Lenini-pildi” p6hjal

Eelmine autori t66 (Arbor Mundi 1997, #5, 165-181) néitas, et Dali poee-
tika Uheks pohikoostisosaks on “keele kui baasidee” fenomen. Vastavalt
sellele mangib pildi puhul p&hirolli kujunditele vastav s6nade foneetiline
struktuur. Erineva tdhendusega sGnade vastastikune mdju muudab pildi
poeetilise teksti samaseks. Kuna seesugune samasus puudutab keele ja
mdtlemise vahelisi stivaseoseid, vBimaldab antud nahtuse uurimine seleta-
da, mil viisil peegeldub autori maailmapilt tema loomingus.

Kéesolevas tods uuritakse totalitarismi fenomeni esitust Dali maalides,
analliisides kaht tema Leninit kujutavat t66d (“Hallucination partielle. Six
apparitions de Lenine sur un piano” ja “L’enigma de Guillaume Tell”).
Véidetakse, et digupoolest on Dali nendel piltidel andnud moiste “kom-
munistlik partei” semantilise analiilisi, ning paljastatakse selle sisemine
vastuolulisus osa ja terviku suhtesse puutuvas. Selle 18plik realisatsioon



O6pa3Ho-A3bIKOBOI aHanM3 ToTannTapmama 181

ndib olevat giljotiin, seadeldis peade maharaiumiseks, mis kujutab endast
just nimelt isiksust kehastava osa eraldamist tervikust. Giljotiin esineb
mdlemal pildil kas (vihjena antava) kujutisena vdi siis s6nana (anagram-
mides). Struktuuri vaatepunktist paljundab nende anagrammide konst-
rueerimise meetod terviku osadeks jaotamise printsiipi. Peale giljotiini-
anagrammi leidub piltidel hulk teisi vdtmesdnu ning vastastikuseid seo-
seid. Eriti koosnevad need nimest “Lenin” ja méningaist peamiselt Suure
Prantsuse Revolutsiooni teemaga seonduvaist detailidest.

IImnes, et Dali loomingu kahepoolne (loogiline ja graafiline) iseloom
on totalitarismi teema puhul véga asjakohane. See demonstreerib selgesti
semiootiliselt mittehomogeense siisteemi (mis peab normaalseks funktsio-
neerimiseks olema vahemalt kakskeelne) Ulimuslikkust totalitarismile
omase unilingvismi suhtes.



[TamMATb TeKCTa M TeKCT KakK namsaTb

KO nne Mapnu

Hactoswan cTaTbs,1l NoceBseHHaa npob6neMaM “namaTu” Mnoatuve-
CKOro o6pasa, npeactaBaseT coboli MONbITKY pacCMOTPETb OTAE/bHOEe
CTUXOTBOPEHME KaK 3BEHO B TBOpYeckom npouecce. Kak obpasbl,
NMOBTOPAIOLLMECSH B NPefbiAyLW KX TeKCTax U npuobpetaroLme B Xofe
3TOro NOBTOPEHMWS Pa3NNYHbIe KOHHOTALWK, CNOCO6HbI CO3aBaTh BCE
60nee MHOrO3HayHble CMbICMIOBbIE KOHCTPYKUUW, — AeMOHCTPUpY-
eTCA HamW Ha aHanm3e cTuxoTBopeHus Wocudga bpogckoro Mocne-
crosue K 6acHe:

“EBpeiickas NTuua BOPoHa,
3ayem Tebe cbipa KycoK?

UT06 KapkaTb BO BPeMS YPOHa,
Tep3ast NPOLPOrLUNiA necok?”

“HeT! Yyxablin onbxe unn Bepobe,
Ybe rnaBHOe CBOMNCTBO — [A/INHA,
CbIp C MeCsLeM CXO0X Ha yluep6e.
A B npothnnb ero BntobneHa”.

“TOYHeN, Tbl CKOpee acTPOHOM,
BOPOHA, Yem XepTBa JINChI.

Ho npodunb, npucyLmnii BOpoHam,
noxanyi, He MeHbLLEen Kpacbl™.

1 CraTtbs 6blna Brepsble ony6nukoBaHa no-aHrnuiicku: Ulle Pérli. Afte-
word to a Fable. In: Essays in poetics. The Journal of the British Neo-
Formalist Circle. Kiel, Autumn 1998, Vol. 23. HacToAwunini BapnaHT mmeeT
He3HaunTeNbHble U3MEHEHMUS U JOMOMHEHMS.
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£ npocTo mMeuTana o Gpake,

MoKa He CTOJIKHYNach C JIMCOW,

MNbITasicb MOMHOXWTb BO MpaKe

CBOW NMpousib Ha Cbip CO CNe30in™.
19922 (111: 256)3

CTuxoTBOpeHne c HasBaHueMm [locnecnosme K 6acHe MOXHO MOHWU-
MaTb M Kak “nocnecnosue”, 0606ueHNe NPOAAEHHON XN3HN — UCTO-
pun B CTPYKTYpe 6acHM, N Kak mocfnecnosne K 6acHe — TBOPYECTBY,
ec/im “6acHI0” UCTONIKOBaTb He Kak XaHp, a B 3Ha4YeHUn “BbiMbiCcna”.

N B TOM K fgpyrom cnyyae peanusyeTrcs MNpsAMO CMbICA Cl0Ba
“rnocne” — T.e. TOrfa, Kofa BCe y>e 3aBepLunnocs.

B3rnag Ha COGCTBEHHYK >XW3Hb M TBOPYECTBO KaK Ha TO, 4TO
AANTCA, KOrga Bce yXe 6bia0, 4anMTca “nocne” — B3raag, pacnpocT-
paHeHHbIi B MO34HMX CTuxax bpoackoro. “XXu3sHb MOA 3aTAHY-
fnlacb” — 3BYYUT 4epes BCe CTUXOTBOpeHUe 3knora 4-a (3umHAA). Ho
CXOfjHasf TOYKa 3pPEHMsA BCTpeyaeTcqs W B 60/ee paHHEM TBOPYECTBE
noata. Cp., Hanpumep: “YT0 CKaszaTb MHe 0 XW3HW? UTO oKasanacb
ONMHHOW” B CTUXOTBOPEHUM $ BXOAWI BMECTO AMKOro 3Beps B

KneTky... (1980, Ill: 7); “Xwn3Hb 6eccmbicneHHa. Mnn / cavnwkom
ANMHHA.” (MeKcuKaHckuii gusepTucmeHT, Il: 373). A C0O6GCTBEHHO
“ONUHA” XU3HW NpuGAMXKaeT ee K camMOi MycToTe, K TOMY, 4TO ee
ANVHHER — “Hunyero Ha 3emne HeT ANMHHee, YeM XU3Hb 6e3 Hac”

(II: 157). B atom cmbicne locnecnosme K 6acHe nepeknunkaercs ¢
MHOTOUYUCNIEHHbIMW  3MIeTMYeCKUMU  CTUXOTBOpPeHUAMKU Bpogckoro,
HanucaHHbIMK MamaTKU ... uan Ha cmepThb ...

Ho, TeM He MeHee, paccMaTpMBaemMoe HaMy CTUXOTBOPEHME Hamu-
caHo bpoackum Kak cBOeoOpasHblii “anMMUAUIA” UMEHHO K 6GacHe
Kpbinosa “BopoHa 1 nucmua”. CamMo NocTpoeHue 6acHu, rge mopasb
npeslwecTByeT WM3N0XEHWUI0 UCTOPUM, OCTaBASAET KOHel, OTKPbITbIM
Ana Takoro nocnecnosus. U n3n0XeHHbI KpblnoBbIM 6aceHHbI
CIOXET, W ABYCOCTABHOCTb MOCTPOEHUA 6GacHW U ee CEPUIHOCTb, W

ABTOp 6narogapeH npod. Kunbckoro yHuBepcuTeTa BaneHTuHe Monyxu-
HOW 3a YTOYHEHWEe BPEMEHW HanucaHus CTUXOTBOPeHUS. B CouMHeHusX...
yKasaH 1993 rog.

Bce TekcTbl W. BpofcKoro untupyroTes no nsgaHunioo: CoynHenma Wocu-
tha bpogckoro. CaHkT-MeTepbypr, 1992-95.
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HU3KOe pacnonoXeHue B XaHPOBOI Mepapxmm UCNonbL3oBaHbl bpoac-
KUM B MO3TUKE CTUXOTBOPEHUS.

Ecnn Mocnecnosre K 6acHe feACTBUTENbHO NpPeTeHAYET Ha pofib
mMopanu K 6acHe, TO Mbl UMeeM [eNno C TeKCTOM, abCoMOTU3NPYIOLLNM
CBOICTBO 6aceHHOl MOpanu He COBCEM COOTBETCTBOBAaTb pacckasy, O
yeM nwucana B csBoe Bpema E. B. MNMagyuyeBa, aHanusnpysa nocTpoeHue
b6aceH J3ona (MagydyeBa 1977: 53). MIMeHHO 3Ty 0CO6EHHOCTbL Bbl-
penset B 6acHe Kpbinosa “BopoHa n nucuya” J1. C. BbITOTCKUiA: “Mo-
panb, KoTopad upet ot 33ona, Peppa, JlapoHTeHa, B CYLWHOCTU TO-
BOPA, COBEPLUIEHHO He COBMajaeT Cc TeM 6aceHHbIM paccka3oM, KOTo-
poMmy oHa npegnocnaHa y Kpbinosa” (Bbirotckuii 1987: 114). lMo-
CTPOMB CTUXOTBOPEHME KaK pa3roBOp C OCMESHHON B TPagMLUOHHON
6acHe BOPOHOW, NO3T MEHSET “TeMaTUUYeCKOro” nepcoHaxa u ctupaet
(hopManbHY rpaHb Mexay uctopuein n ee 0606w aOLWLKUM CMbIC/IOM.
Y bBpoAckoro aBTOp BbICTYNnaeT B POfiM BOMpollatens, CTPOSALLEro
rMNoTesbl, HO B TO )€ BPEMS OH He /INLIEH U CBOWCTB 6acHonucLua —
3a aBTOPOM, YYacCTHMKOM fJuanora, CTOMT aBTOp, 3HAKLWWIA WUCTUH-
Hblli, NOTAEHHbIA CMbICA NPOUCXOAALLNX COOLITUIA.

Pa3fBOEHHOCTb NUPUYECKOro cybbekTa, (hopma guanora — Tu-
NUYHbIA Ans BpofCcKoro npuem, BblpaXalwWwuii M3HAYaNbHYIO W He-
n36eXHYH pa3fBOEHHOCTb “A” W nNpeBpawialdWnii Kaxablli 13 OT-
[enbHO 3BYYallMX ronocoB B HecamoCTOATeNbHbI. Mpu 3TOM CBOe-
06pa3HO 06bIrpbIBAeTCA W [BYCOCTABHOCTb 0aCEeHHOW CTPYKTYpSI.
CTuxoTBOpeHne npeactaBnser coboii OJHOBPEMEHHO W UCTOPUIO,
pacckas, U ero oCMbICNeHUe; NaMATb 0 NPOMAEHHOM, YTpayeHHOM, U
CMbIC/ 3TON yTpaTbl. Cam 6aCeHHbIN CIOXET U ee YC/I0BHble repon —
BOPOHa, /inca — OAHAa U3 BO3MOXHOCTEN “n3onayun”, gucTaHumMpo-
BaHUA OT [eliCTBUTENbHON UCTOpPMMK, HeobXoamumas 4ns ee acTeTu3a-
umn. OTCbINKa K KMacCM4eckoil 6GacHe 3aHMMaeT Kak Obl cpegHee,
NPOMEXYTOYHOE MeCTO B CO3JaHWM 3TOW 3CTETU3MPOBAHHOI YCNOB-
Holi 6uorpagum “A”.

He MeHee BaXHbIM, YeM CBA3b C CaMOWl KNacCM4eckoi bacHei,
ABNAETCSA C TOYKWM 3peHns o6pa3oBaHWs CMbIiCNa TeKcTa “namsatb” O
Tex MPou3BefleHNAX, B KOTOPbIX Y& BCTpPeYanucCb 3Nn30fbl CloXxeTa
6acHn “BopoHa u nucuua”, n CBA3b CO CTUXOTBOPEHUAMMU, rae obpa-
3bl, NpeACTaBNEHHbIe B 6acHe, BK/OYEHbl B COBEPLUEHHO WMHOMN KOH-
TeKCT. OCHOBHble 06pa3bl CTUXOTBOPEHNS — OGacCeHHble— ‘BOpPOHA’,
‘cbip’, ‘nuca’ — a TakKxe ‘mecqay’, ‘acTpoHom’, ‘4nuHa’, ‘onbxa’,
‘Bepba’ — o6pasbl, HEOAHOKPATHO NOBTOpANOLWMECH B TBOPYECTBe
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Bbpogckoro. B TMocnecnoBum K 6acHe OHM C/IOXHO MOTUBUPOBAHbI
CEMAHTUKON, NpPMOGpeTeHHO B XO04e 3TOr0 MNOBTOPEHMA, NPOAON-
XaT “NOMHUTL”, COXpPaHATb ee 3a coboli. MHOrne u3 HUX MOBTOP-
ATCA U BHYTPU aHaiM3NPYyeMOro CTUXOTBOPeHMA. Tak, Hanpumep,
‘BopoHa’ (“EBpelickas NTuua BOpOHA™; “Tbl CKOpee aCTPOHOM, / BO-
poHa”; “npounb, NpUCyLKnin BOpoHam) 1 ‘cbip’ (“cblipa KyCOK”, “cbip
C MecsileM CXO0X”, “Cblp CO Cne30i”) NOBTOPSASCb, HE COBMAajaloT B
CBOWX KOHHOTATMBHbIX 3HAYeHUAX, OHWU BbILBUTAKOT TO Te, TO Apyrue
OTTEHKM 3HAYEHUA U OCYLLECTBNAKOT TeM caMblM OAHOBPEMEHHO Aua-
NIOT C pa3HbIMU MPOU3BELEHUAMU U3 NpPefLlecTBYIOLWEro TBOpPYeCcTBa
nosta. B To e Bpems, yepe3 3TW MOBTOPblI OHW BCe Oonee TepsawT
OnpeAeneHHOCTb, YTO BMOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET OCHOBHOW CUTyaLuu
CTUXOTBOPEHUS — CUTYyaLUN UCHE3HOBEHUSA, NOTEPMU.

Mpexge Bcero lNocnecnosue K 6acHe BXOAUT B KOHTEKCT CTUXOT-
BOPEHMWI, TOXEe HanuCaHHbIX Kak Auanor ¢ ntuuein (ot Auanora
1962 ropa (I: 186-87) go “YTo Thbl genaewb, NTUYKA, HA YepHOW
BeTKe...” 1993 r. (Ill: 265). OHO NpUMBbIKaeT U K Kpyry cTUXoTBOpe-
HWA, e MOTWMBBI TBOpPYECTBa, AYLWMW CBfi3aHbl MMEHHO C 06pasom
nTuubl: Bonblwasn anerna A>KoHy AoHHY (I: 247-251), OceHHUIA KpUK
acTpeba (Il: 377-380) n apyrue. Mepeoe ob6palyeHMe K caMoii Kpbl-
NOBCKOI 6acHe oTHocuTcs K 1964 r., Korga 6biaM HanucaHbl “Bopo-
HbA necHa” (I: 103) n “PassmBas Kpbinosa” (I: 321). Mpowucxoaunno
3TO AAIBHO OMOCPef0BaHHO, Yepe3 WHTepnpeTauuto cuTyauum u obpa-
30B KpbINOBCKOM 6acHn O. MaHgenbwtamom. W pganee B M033uu
Bpoackoro maHgenbLWTaMOBCKOE MCTONKOBaHWe coxpaHsaeTcs, obpac-
Tas HOBbIMW KOHHOTaLUAMMU.

B BOpoOHbe MecHe MO3T MPAMO COOTHOCUT cebsi C BOPOHOWA W3
6acHW: “BblpoHMB cbip M3 katoBa / HO nolimaB 4vepsaka” (I: 103).
“UepBAK YEpPHUNbHLIA” — necHsA, necHs KapTaBad. O6palieHne K
6acHe CNyXWT 34ecCb, B 4YaCTHOCTW, CPeACTBOM CO34aHMA CaMOMpo-
HUA. B pganbHeiiwem o6pa3 ‘BOPOHbLI’ TO COXPaHAET MPOHUYECKYIO
OKpacky, TO TepssieT ee, — CTaHOBMUTCA 3/1EMEHTOM MO3TUYECKOW
mMeTausnku Bpoackoro, conuxasck ¢ 6onee 61aropogHbIMKU NTULA-
MM B CuMCTemMe o06pa3oB nosta , Tuna ‘ckBopua’ mau ‘actpeba’.
B 60-e rr. TBOpYeCTBO HEPELKO CPAaBHWBAETCA C KapKaHbeM BOPOHbI:
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CTVXn ero TO rayLle, TO 3BOHYEW,
TO C KapKaHbeM C/IMBAOTCA BOPOHbUM.
Lowm Tyyamu npugasneH go semam ... (I: 338)

Kak nTuua HenepeneTtHas, ‘BopoHa’ npuobpeTaeT 3HaYeHUe NosTa —
naTpmoTa no He06XoAMMOCTH:

XoTa Boo6L e AN NTUYLETO YMa

MOHATbSA HeT CTpallHee, YeM 31Ma,

Kyfa CU/IbHEN cTpalumTca nepeneta

Hall A/IMHHOHOCIN CeBepHbI MKap.

M notomy npoHsnTenbHoe “kapp!”

3BYUMT [/1 HAC Kak MecHsa narpuoTa.
OTpbiBOK (N: 46)

Mo3xe, B dknore 4-ii (3umHeld) BpoAckuii eule pa3 611M3K0 NOBTOPSET
3TOT 06pas:

ToNbKO BOPOHA He NPUHUMAET CHera,
W Bbl CNbILUNTE, KaK KPUYMT BOPOHA
KapTasbIM rosiocom natpwuota. (I11: 16)

A nocnegHas ctpoga MpowanbHoii ogbl (1964), Kak WM3BECTHO, Mo-
CTpPOeHa KaK CMeCb MeHWSA NTULbI NeBYEll U KapKaHbs BOPOHbI:

Kapp! umsnun-nun-kapp! Kapp, ynsnuum-nu ... ctpyu
CHera v ... Kapp, umeK ... Kapp, umBnum-nm ... setep ... (I: 313).

Ecnn B BblWeENpPUBEAEHHbIX MNpumepax B 06pase ‘BOPOHbLI’ MOXHO
6bI710 BblYMTaTb HaMeK Ha No3Ta-eBpes, TO Aanee “KapTaBoCTb” BygeT
MPsAMO COOTHeCeHa C eBPeiiCKMM BbITOBOPOM: “[pa3BanuHbl] B noma-
HOM “p” eBpes / y3HatoT ceba ... (11l: 43).

EcTb B cTUXaX bpoAacKOro u oTronocku 6ubneickoi nereHabl 0 He
BepHyBLeMca B KoBYer BOpoHe, Haka3aHHOM 3a 370 borom:

B Kosuer nteHew,
He BO3BPaTMBLUMNCL AOKAa3yeT TO, YTO
BCA Bepa ecTb He 6onee, yeM noyrta
B OfMH KOHeLl.
Pasrosop ¢ He6o>knTenem (IM: 210)

O6pa3 BOPOHbI CBA3aH W C MOTMBOM foOMa, rHesga (M pasoOpeHHOro),
HepeaKo co CMepTbi. HO yale Bcero Bce Xe ¢ TeMOW Kpuka. CTuxu
0 BOpOHe ABAAKTCA O4HOW M3 peanu3auumii TeMbl ronoca — Kpuka —
3BYKa.
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lMoBTOpPeHUE 3BYKa p ABNSETCA BaXKHelleil 0CO6EHHOCTLIO 3BYKO-
BO CTPYKTYpbl CTUXOTBOpPEHUS locnecnosue K 6acHe; Bce HemapHble
pudMbl cofiepXaT p Kak 3BYKOBOE XWBOMUCAHWE peuyn “eBpelriCcKoi
NTUubl”.O4HaKo, M060NbITHO, YTO “KapTaBOCTb” — MOBTOPEHUE 3BY-
KOB K, a, p — 060nee CBONCTBEHHO peyun noaTa (eBpelickas, KapkaTb,
Bpems, YpOHa, Tep3as, npoaporwunii — | cTpoda; ckopee, aCTPOHOM,
BOPOHa, XXepTBa, Npotunnb, Npucywuii BopoHam, Kpacsl — Il cTpo-
(ha). B peun e BOPOHbI LOMUHUPYET APYroi napanenfibHbln 3BYKO-
BO/ KOMMJeKc — e, N, M (HeT, onbxe, Bepbe, ANMHA, MecsUeEM,
Bnto6neHa— Il ctpoda). Boobuwe Il cTpoda no cBoOEMY NOCTPOEHUIO
pe3ko BblaenseTcs Ha ()OHe MepBOM, Bbipaxas U Ha (HOpPManbHOM
YpOBHe nadoc OTpuLaHWA, OMPOBEPXKEHWA BOPOHON TOUKM 3peHus

cBoero cobecegHuka — ‘Het!’. [lanee BOpOHa Kak Obl 3apaxaeTcs
“KapTaBOCTblO” Yy N03Ta, a MOCNEAHWIA, B CBOKO 0Yepedb, MEHSET CBOIO
WHTOHAaUMIO, MPUHUMAs OTBET BOPOHbI (‘moXxanyii’ — npsamoe Bbl-

paxeHue TakoW ycTynku) um B IV cTpode ypaBHOBelEHbl 06a ¢o-
HeTUYECKMX KOMMeKca. VI B pughmax OHM B3aMMOMPOHWKAKOTCA —
BOPOHa/ypoHa, Kycok/necok, sepbe/ywepbe, gnuHa/snobneHa. Ayma-
eTcs, YTO OMnpefiesleHHOe 3HavyeHue A1 CMblCNna CTUXOTBOPEHUA nMe-
€T TO, YTO NO CBOE (HOHETMYECKON XapaKTepUCTMKE cornacHole ‘p’
‘N1 ‘M’ 04eHb 61U3KM ApYyr-Apyry. byayun COHOPHbIMU, OHW 3aHU-
MatoT MPOMEXYTOUHYIO MO3ULUI0 MEeXAY TNacHbIMW U COrNacHbIMU,
npméamxasacb € rnacHbiMM No npeobnafgaHuNio My3blKanbHOro TOHA.
Takas NPOMEXYTOYHOCTb, CTEPTOCTb W/IM HEBbIPAXEHHOCTbL MpPU3Ha-
KOB BMOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET MO3TUKE TEKCTa B Lie/10M.

[nsa puTMMYECKOro pUCcyHKa TeKCTa XapakTepHO, 4TO ec/iv B nep-
BO M BTOPO cTpohax MeTpUyeckue rpaHuubl moraum “pasbuBatb”
cnosa (0cobeHHO BO Il cTpodhe), TO K KOHLY CTUXOTBOPEHUA FpaHuLbl
CTOMbl U CNOBa Ha4yMHaloT Bce 6onee coBnafaTb. CUMbHOe yaapeHue
Ha NepBOM C/I0re NepBOli CTPOKM 0C060 BblAENSET BTOPY CTpoy —
OHO fo06aBnfeT OAHY CTOMY U CTMX HayMHaeT 3ByYaTb KaK 4YeTblpex-
CTOMHbIA fakTuab. CnoBa ‘rnaBHoe’ M ‘C MecsAueM’, M30OMOP(HbIE
BAKTUNMYeCcKOW cTone, MOALEPXMBAIOT Takoe BnevatneHuwe. Ho ato
He accouuauma c AaKTUIMYECKMM pasMepoM Kak TaKOBbIM, & OTCblNKa
K KOHKPETHOMY TEKCTY, K 3nerun Tyun M. JTepMOHTOBa, K nocnegHe
CTpoe CTUXOTBOPEHMUA: “HeT, BaM HacKyumnu HuBbl 6ecnnogHsble ... /
Uyxabl BaM CTPacTu W uyxfabl cTpagaHus”. ‘HeT’ npuobpeTaeT Tem
caMbiM B CTUXOTBOpeHWW bBpofcKOro 3HavyeHme npoTecTta MNPOTUB
XaHpa 6acHu. B oTnuyme oT NmMpuyeckoro cybbvekrta (B ponu 6acHo-
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nucua) BOpOHa roBOPUT AANHHBIMU W COXHbLIMW N0 CUHTAKCUYECKOM
CTPYKTYpe (pasamu, 4To fAenaeT ee peyb apxamyHoi, cbauxaet co
3BYyYaHWeM KNacCMUeckoi anernn. BopoHa M Tyuum MMerT OfMHAKO-
BYKD (PYHKUMI — ObiTb MNPOTMBOCTOALWMM MNO3TYy PUTOPUYECKUM
napTHepom — alter ego moata (C TO pasHuMuUeid, 4To B Tyyax noat
cam OTBeyaeT Ha 3afjaBaemble BOMPOChHI).

Bo3Bpawasacb K 06pa3y BOPOHbI, C/iefyeT YyYnTbiBaTb U TO, YTO OH
y4acTBYyeT B N0O3TMUYECKON cucTeme bpoacKoro B co3gaHMKU KOHTpacTa
yepHoro v 6enoro. BopoHa n3obpaxaeTcs yalie BCEro Ha oHe 3UM-
Hero neisaxa, cHera: “benbim — 6eno. N BMAMT KaXablii BOPOH ... ”
(I: 407).

O6pa3 BOPOHbI CTAHOBWUTCHA CMMBO/SIOM MUpa — HeratmMea, mupa
Hao60pOT, NepeBepHYTOro oTpaxeHus. Hanbonee ApKUM NpuUMepom
ABNAKTCA 34ECb CTPOKM U3 CTUXOTBOPEHUA Ha oTbesf rocTs:

W, KapTaBsi, KpUUUT C BbICOThbI
HeraTue Budneemckoii 3Be3gbl (I: 381)

COOTHECEHHOCTb C HEGECHOW BbICblO, KaK B 3TOM CTUXOTBOPEHUU, TaK
N B psAfe APYTMX TEKCTOB, B CBOK o4epedb cO6nmKaeT 3TOT 06pas,
HanpuMep, C MpeBpalaloUMMCa B TOUYKY fCTpe6oM n3 OCeHHero
KpuKa acTpeba:

B acTpOHOMWYECKMNIT 06BEKTUBHbIN af

NTUL, rae OTCYTCTBYET KUC0poa,
rae BMecTo npoca — Kpyna fafieKux
3Be3d. YTo 4na LBYHOTUX BbICh,

TO 4N NepHaTbIX HA060poT.

He M03)KeUKOM, HO B MeLLoYKax erknx
OH gorajblBaeTcA: He cnacTUCh.

N Torpga oH kpuunt. (Il: 378-9)

Bonpoc: “Tbl ckopee acTpPOHOM / BOpPOHa, YeM >KepTBa NUCbI” B
CTUXO0TBOpeHUn llocnecnosne K 6acHe BO MHOFOM MepeknnKaeTcs ¢
NO3TUYECKMUM CHXETOM 3TOro CTUXOTBOPEHUA, a TakKXe C KOHLUer-
LUMen acTpOHOMUM KaK HayKu NoTepb U ee My3bl YpaHUM Kak 60ruHu
yTpaT. Cp. B CTUXOTBOPEHMUN JINTOBCKUIA HOKTIOPH: Tomacy BeHu-
nosa:
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Mys3a ToukM B npocTpaHcTBe! Belyen, pasnnyaemMbix
N1wb

B Teneckon! BbluMTaHbs
6e3 octaTtka! Hyna! (11: 329)

“BblUnTaHne” e, CO6CTBEHHO, TO Xe “YMHOXeHWe BO Mpake”, 0 KO-
Topom rosoputcs B locnecnoBum K 6acHe, T.e. NOTeps OuvepTaHui,
Te/IeCHOCTK, Kak “ycTynka Ttena gywe* B JINTOBCKOM HOKTIOPHe, Un
C/I0BY, r0/10CY, KOTOPbIE MOTYT OCTaBUTb Te/0, OT HEro OTAENINTLCA.

B uenom o6pa3 BOpPOHbI B pasHbIX TeKCTax BpoAckoro MoxeT Ha-
XOAWTBLCA W B MOMOXEHUN “HU3KOM” N “BbICOKOM”, T.e. ObITb 06pa3om
CaKpasbHbIM 1 NPOMaHHbIM, YTO BMOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET aMOUBaNeHT-
HOCTW BOpPOHa — BOPOHbI B MuU(ax, ero poan 6bITb MeAnMaTopom
MEXJY XW3HbIO U CMepTblo, HEOGOM 1 3emieid, 3arpobHbIM LapCTBOM
(Cm. 06 atom: I'ypa 1993; MeneTuHckuii 1979). N B Mocnecnosmm K
6acHe OH HaxoAWMTCA B LEHTpPe BepTUKANbHOW NUHUN — TATOTEHUS
BHM3 (MOTUB YpPOHA), 1 BBEPX (B/MHOOGNEHHOCTb B CBOEr0 ABOMHUKA —
mecsL).

B ceme ‘cbip’, BNeKyLiei 3a CO60/ NMapoHUMbl ‘Cbipbe’, ‘CbIPOCTL’,
B CBOK 0O4epefb OXMBAAKTCS 3HA4YeHUsA, NPUOBGPEeTeHHble B MpeAbl-
AyWnMx TeKcTax, M y4acTBYIOT B 06pa3oBaHMM obpasa ‘cbipa’ B aHanu-
3UPYEMOM Hammn CTUXOTBOPEHUN.

VIMeHHO Yepe3 3TOT 06pa3 OCYLLeCTBNAETCA OTCbI/IKA K TEMe nams-
M. Cblp — camas pacnpocTpaHeHHas B Moa3uu bpoackoro metagopa
namaTu. “Cbip AbIpABbIA” — NamATb HeCOBeplUeHHas, npuobpeTaeT
CBOM KOCMWYECKWU aHanor B BuAe “Y4epHbiX Ablp” B Kocmoce. M Kor-
[ia, Hanpumep, C MOMOLbLIO 3TOro MeTtaopuyeckoro obpasa noasT
OMUCbIBAeT OCBELLLEHWNE, TO, TEM He MEeHee, W 34eCb rMaBHbIMW CTaHO-
BATCA accouuaunm ¢ noTepein namaTu:

YKEeNTU3HY NOABOPOTHU, Kak Cbip NPOCTOGUAN,
noXupaeT nca TEMHOTbI.
NnTosckuit HokTiopH (Il: 326)

A B cTuXoTBopeHun Temsa B Yencu:

3TO — Hayvaso 60/1bLIOr0 CbIPOro Mupa,
rge mocrtoBas, Kotopas Hac Bckopmuna (I1: 351)

K 3Tum 3HayeHusM npubaBnseTca Kak BOCMOMUHaHME 0 Poccum Kak o
“mMaTepu-cbipoli 3emne”. B ctuxotsopeHun KonbibenbHass TpeckoBoro
Mbica:
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nepeMeHa [Mmnepun] , cBsizaHa ¢ KONKoI ApoB,
cnpeBpaLeHbeM MATOM CbIPOA M3HAHKU
XXM3HUN B CYX0M MIaTsAHON MOKpPOB

(B CTYXy — U3 TBMAA, B XKapy — W3 HaHKM),

C 3aTBepAeBaloLLM MO Opex

Mo3rom. Boob6le ns Bcex

BHYTPEHHOCTEN TOMIbKO OAHW rniasa
COXPaHAT CBOK CTyfeHUCTOCTb ... (I1: 357-8)

MeTathopnyecknin anuTeT ‘Cbipoe’ NepekanKaeTcs ¢ Apyrumu obpasa-
MW — CUHOHMMaMK “Bnarm”, 0603HaYalOLUMMN HaNNUne XXNU3HN, — B
NPOTUBOMONOXHOCTb 06pa3am BbICbIXaHUA, 3aTBepAeBaHNA.

[anee ‘cbipoe’ 6yaeT COOTHECEHO Yy BpoACKOro ¢ Takum CBOMM
NapoHUMOM KaK ‘Cblpbe’ B 3HAYEHWUMN TENeCHOCTWU, CMEPTHOCTU Yeno-
Beka. YefioBeK — cCbipbe [ANnA CMepTu, BpemeHu, uckyccrsa. Cp.:
“... nMpsAnka mopuiuH. OHa paboTaeT Ha Cbipbe 3anexei, Ybux 3anac /
Henccakaem, noka npoussoaat Hac” (lll: 237); [baTtapen cucTemsl
oTcyTcTBMA] paboTad, BMAMMO, OT CeTM / Ha Cbipbe, MOCTaBNAEMOM
cMepTbto, apecTtom unm / npocto peBHocTbio” (I11: 240); “Iopu3oH-
TanbHas Macca B mopre / BbITAAUT Kak Cbipbe Caf0BOM CKyNbnTypbl”
(111; 203). N B TO e BpeMA MOTMB CbIpOCTU — BAarn Npogo/mKaeT
pa3BuBaTb TeMy namatTu. Heo6paboTaHHble e B CTUXW BOCMOMMUHA-
HWA, BMevyaTfieHUa — CbiIpbe CTUXO0B. B 3TOM cMmbicne ‘cbip’ —
‘Cbipbe’ MMeeT MEepeKkNnYKy C LBETAaeBCKUM ObITOM-CbipbeM, Henpe-
06paXKeHHbIM B CTUXN MaTepuanom (Cm.: EnbHuykas 1988: 269).

O6pa3s “cbipa co cne3oin” u3 cTmxoTeopeHus Mocnecnosme K 6acHe
€CTEeCTBEHHO BMNUCbIBAETCA B 3TOT KOHTEKCT. XOTA, UMEHHO B CWUny
NOSIMMOTUBUPOBAHHOCTU 3TOr0 06pasa HEBO3MOXHO O4HO3HAYHO OT-
BETUTb Ha BOMPOC — 4TO XXe focTanocb B Aobbluy nuce. lMpexae
BCEro Cblp ABMAETCA CUMBOMIOM noTepu. [loTepu >XXWU3HWU, NaAMATH,
O0TKa3a OT COOCTBEHHOrO Tena, HeM3BeXKHOW XepTBbl MpU ycTpemie-
HUX BBbiCb. CeMaHTMKa NOTEpPM 3aK/UeHa YXXe B 3By4YaHUU CnoBsa
Cblp. EQWHCTBEHHbIN TNacHbIl “bl” — ¢oOHeMa B PYCCKOM f3blke
cnopHas. CyuiectsyeT v OHa Boo6we? Korga bpogckuii nuwet B
cTuxoTBopeHun fekabpb Bo PnopeHumu: O, HemsbexHOCTb “bl” B
npaBonucaHum “>xmsHn”! (Il: 358), To NOMMMO pasHULbl MeXAY C/o-
BOM MPOW3HECEHHbIM W C/IOBOM HamnmuCaHHbIM, NPaBOMeEPHbl U KOHHO-
Taunmn, OCHOBaHHbIe Ha 3TOM ABYCMbICNIEHHOCTM caMoro 3Byka. Kak,
BNPOYEM, “bl” MOXET OTCbINATb U K OCO3HAHWIO NO3TOM HEN3B6EXHOro
BOCTOYHOr0O Hayana B COGCTBEHHOI 6uorpagum (Cp. OLEHKY “bl” Kak

”
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3ByKa TaTapckoro AHgpeem beneim). B MopTpeTe Tparegumn (1991)
Mo3T akTyanm3npyeT BeCb 3TOT CMbIC/IOBO KOMMJEKC:

[asaii, Tparegus, fencTByii. M3 rnacHbIX, MAYLLUX FOPIOM,
BblOepy “bI”, NPUAYMaHHOEe MOHTO0M.
Cpenaii ero cyLecTBUTENbHbIM, CAeNal ero rnaronom,

HapeybeM M MexaoMeTuem. “bl” — o06wwmnii BLOX U BbIgox!
“bl” Mbl XpynuMm, 61108 0T NOTEPb U BbITO[
6o — Knpasach K aBepu ¢ TabMUKo “BbIXo4”.

(1 207)

Tema noTepu, yuiepba cTaHOBUTCA Mpeobnajatolieid B CTUXOTBOpE-
Hun Mocnecnosne K 6acHe. OHa BOM/IOLWLAETCA HE TONbKO B CEMaHTU-
Ke, HO U B CTPYKType 06pa3oB. Tak, B rnaBHbIXx 06pa3ax CTUXOTBOpe-
HMA, TakKMX Kak ‘nTuua BOpoHa’, ‘mecsal Ha yuwepbe’, ‘cbipa Kycok’
MPAMO BbIPaXXEHO 3Ha4YeHMe 4acTu Kakoro-nmb6o uenoro. MNpu 3Tom
He6e3pa3IMYHO, YTO BCE OHM NOCTPOEHbI MO NPUHLMAY ybbiBaHUA. He
KYCOK CbIpa, a Cblpa KYCOK. /IHTepecHa B 3TOM CMblIC/le nepBas CTpoOKa
CTUXOTBOPeHMs. Kak obpalleHne oHa npegcTaBnaeT co60i OfHY CUH-
TaKCMYeCKyt No3uuuto, Lenoe, HO Ha JIeKCUYECKOM YPOBHE AennTcA
Ha yacTmy — o0603HayeHne poga ¥ Buga. CemaHTMKa Helenoro,
ncuesaroLlero, ybblBalOWero BbipaXeHa W B CAeAYHLWUX CNOBax:
‘IecoK’, ‘BpemMsa ypoHa’, ‘npoduns’, ‘MeHblen’. lymaeTcsd, YTO Bbl-
paXeHue ‘TOYHe Tbl CKopee’ peanu3yeT B OLHOM C/y4yae 3HavyeHue
TOYKW, T.e. CTaTb BCe 6O0/iee MOXOXMM Ha TOYKY, U B LpYyroMm —
CKOpPOCTb MpeBpaLLeHns B Hee. A B fleenpuyactum ‘tepsas’ coOXpaHs-
eTCcA 3HayeHue rnarosa “repsatbh” — pBaTh, pasguMpaTtb Ha Kycku. Ho
Hanbonee 3HaYMMbIM W 60raTblM KOHHOTaUMAMU SBNAETCA B 3TOM
pagy ‘npotwunb’, TPUXAbI MOBTOPSAKOLWUIACA B TEKCTe CTUXOTBOPEHUS
B CXOAHOW MO3UUMM B Hauyane cTpoku: “A B npodwunb..”, “Ho npo-
thunnb “cBOo npogwmnbllpodumnbe — 3TO NpPOuNb BOPOHBI,
npounb Mecsua, Cbipa KyCOK, MOXO0XWI Ha Mecsl Ha yuiepobe,
COOCTBEHHbIA Npodunb noata. VimeHHo B “npodune” Bce 06pasbl
CONMXKEHBI APYT C APYrOM, CAUBAKOTCA B O4HO, TEPSis CBOK AMCKpeT-
HOCTb, [OMOJIHAKT WAM CTAaHOBATCA OTPaXXeHWeM Apyr — gpyra.
Nvwb gepeBbs — ‘0bxa’ M ‘Bep6a’ NPOTMBOCTOAT 3TOMY Kpyry 06-
pa3oB — M He TO/IbKO MOTOMY, UTO “MX rlaBHOe CBOWCTBO — f/inHa”,
HO M M3-3a OTCYTCTBMA Y HUX npoduns. Mo cpaBHeHUIO C aHgac npo-
(hunb, 3T0 TBEPAOCTb, PE3KOCTb, 060CTPEHHOCTb KOHTYP, MOAYEPKHY-
TOCTb rpaHuy. Cp.:
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lMoBepHUCL KO MHe B Npoduib. B npocunb YepTobl nuua
06bIKHOBEHHO OTYeT/IMBeE, YCTONYMBeEE OBaNa
C ero 651940BUTbIMY CBOMCTBaMY Koneca:
CK/IOHHOCTbLIO K rnepemMeHe MecT U T.4. 1 T.M.
MoBepHMCb KO MHe B npocunb ... (111: 80)
Ho 6b1/10 ecTeCTBeHHe KaMeHeTb
B Npohnsib, yTPaTUB peyb.
MongeHb B kKomHaTe (11: 451)

Mpodunb, BBUAY akTyanmsauum KOHTYpPOB, O3Ha4aeT U npegen 6bl-
TUA-HeObITUA, KpallHIOK CTeneHb TenecHocTu. Beab u 3aTBeppheBa-
HWe — TO, YeMy c/ieflyeT npespaweHue B Nbiib, B Huuto. OTClOAa,
Hanpumep, 1 obpas cTyna B Npoduib, HaNnOMUHaOLWMNA “b” B CTUXOT-
BopeHun MoceawaeTca ctyny (11l 145-7), T.e. cpaBHeHMe yepes3 He-
nponmsHocumyt 6ykBy, wmnm obpas ‘BeTpa B npodwunb’. Mpodunb
npegnonaraeTt pyryto, CKpbITYt0 OT rna3 CTOPOHY, 3TO OfiHa CTOPOHa
n3 ABYX, NIeBOe, npegnosiorarolwee npasoe. [ymaercs, Y4To U NUCbMO,
LBUXYLLeecs cneeBa Hanpaso, BUMAUTCA NO3Ty B Npodunb, a To, YTO
CKpbIBaeTCA 3a BUAMMOW 4acTbi MUCbMA, TaK U 0CTaeTcs 3aragkoi. B
3TOM cMbICie caMm 06AWK CTPOK CUMBOAU3UPYET TO, YTO B HUX Bbl-
paXeHo, M TO, YTO OCTaeTca 3a HUMU HeBepbanbHOro, HEBbIPaXeH-
Horo. Cp. TakXe B cTuxoTBopeHun KonblibenbHas TpeckoBoro Meica:
“B NofyLllapbe op/fia CHbl coAepXaT LYPHYIO fiBb / nonywapua peLu-
kn”. (Il: 359). O6pasbl TOli M 06paTHO CTOPOHbLI BeLieit, o6pasbl
M3HAHKW 4acTO BCTpevyalTCs B Mo3a3nu bpoackoro: “Tel/ibHas CTOpO-
Ha ceetuna” (Il: 207), “c nutepamn SPAK” (II: 207), “lMpuseT, 060-
poTHas cTopoHa meganu”, “Mpuxatbea /.../ | K Tpy60oil gocke ¢ ToW
CTOPOHbI UKOHBI,” (I1I: 206), “n kanns , cBepkas, M/blBeT B 3€HUT, /
4yTO6bl B3rNAHYTb HAa MUP C TOW CTOPOHbI ceTyatkun.” (IIl: 216) u ap.
Bce ykasaHHble KOHHOTALMW Yy4YacCTBYKT B MOAENMPOBAHWUN WAEAHON
CTPYKTYpbl CTUXOTBOPeHMs ocnecnosne K 6acHe, NOCTPOEHHOro Mo
npuHuuny peaekcun. A medyta o ‘6pake’ BO ‘Mpake’, CO6CTBEHHO,
NCYE3HOBEHUE 33 YepTy HebblTWUA, CAUSHWE C BPEMEHEM 4epe3 CBOe
TenecHoe ‘oTcyTcTBue’. He cnyvaiiHO Bpoackuii B gpyrom CTUXOTBO-
peHuun, HanucaHHoMm B dopme Auanora ¢ ntuueid — YTo Thl
Jenaewlb NTUYKA, Ha YepHON BeTKe ... (1993) — pudmyeT ‘Be4HOCTb’
n ‘6ecyenoBedyHOCTb’. OTCOAA U HepeneBaHTHOCTb KaTeropuu poja B
CNoBax BOPOHa WM MeCsAL, M 0OMaHHbIi XapakTep COOGCTBEHHO NHO6OB-
HOro CHXKeTa, BMMCAHHOro B 6acHi0. ‘Mecdl’ WMeeT B 3TOM CTUXOT-
BOPEHUUN 3HAYEHUE U BPEMeHU U HebecHoro Tena. MNoatTuyeckas unges
BEYHOM >XXM3HU TAroTeeT N0 MHEHWI0O BpPOACKOro MMEHHO K KOCMO-
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roHUW, 4TO NO3BONAeT B B 06Gpa3e MecsAua OAHOBPEMEHHO BWAETb
ngeto BpeMeHn (UCTopus B CTPYKTYpe 6acHM) U UAet0 BEYHOCTU (YHU-
BepCa/ibHbIiAi CMbICT UCTOPMK). 3HAYEHUE XKE MecsALa KaK Mepbl Bpe-
MeHU (Cp. ero Ha3BaHMe Kak NpoM3BOAHOE OT rnarona “meputb”, “ns-
MepAaTb”) NPUBOAMT Hac K 06pa3y ABYNUKOro AHyca, Kak Obl CKpbITO
NMPUCYTCTBYIOLLEr0 B [AaHHOM CTUXOTBOPEHWMU. 3HAMEHaTeNbHO U TO,
YTO KN NocnegHero MoryT 6biTh “0A4HO 6enoe, gpyroe yepHoe” (Mo-
naH 1993: 136). Oa u cam o6pa3 ‘mpaka’, coefuHAa rpagyliee ¢
npowneiM (Korga npowsioe nepectaet 6biTb OCBEWEHHbLIM NaAMATLIO),
npuobpeTtaeT 3HauyeHWe BpEMEHU. Bpems, COOTHOCMMOE C 3eMHOM
cypnbboli Yenoseka, CMepTbi, BbIpaXXeHO M B 06pa3e NUCbI-OXOTHUKA.
Cp. B CTUXOTBOPEHUMN [IHN pacnneTarn T TPAMoUKY...:

To nn cbip Mepecox, TO N AblXaHbe crepso.

JIn6o: nTuua B Npotnab BOPOHA, a cepiLem — KeHap
Ho npocTas nuca, neperpbi3as ropno,

He pas3bupaeT, rae Kposb, rae TeHop. (111: 20)

[ymaeTcs, TeMOil BpeMeHW onpeaeneH WU BbIGOP CTUXOTBOPHOrO pas-
mepa. B dopmanbHOli opraHmM3auuu CTUXOTBOPEHMWS B LENOM peanu-
30BaHbl iBa NpUHLMNAa — [yanbHOCTU U TPOMYHOCTU. TeKcT cocTouT
U3 YeTblpex YeTBEPOCTMLWIMIA (YepefoBaHMe rON0OCOB aBTOpa U BOpPO-
Hbl) C MEpeKpecTHOl pudMmoli. Pasmep TPeXCNoXHbIl — ampubpa-
XU, KOTOpPbIA oueHMBaeTCs BPOACKMM Kak MOHOTOHHbIWA, 06nagato-
WA MHTOHaUWen BpeMeHW, CHUMalWMii akueHTbl. B 3aToM pasmepe
Mo3TOM HanucaHbl NPEUMYLLECTBEHHO POX/ECTBEHCKME CTUXOTBOpE-
Hus. O6nafaloWwmuin B no3s3um bpoackoro onpefeneHHbIM CeMaHTuyYe-
CKAM OpEeofioM, OH BHOCMT B CTMXOTBOpeHue locnecnoBme K 6acHe
HOBble CMbIC/I0BbIE OTTEHKM.

To, UTO CTUXU Ha POXAECTBO HaMUCaHbl YeTbIPEXCTOMHbLIM aMm-
(hnbpaxmem, a MocnecnoBme K 6acHe TPEXCTOMHbIM, 3aCTaBAAET PUTM
CTUXOTBOPEHUSA BOCMPUHUMATb KaK yCeUeHHbl, HECOBEepLUEHHbIA No
CPaBHEHWID C MEepBbIMU, YTO COOTBETCTBYET U XapakTepy MAeiHbIX
CBA3el MeXAY HUMM.

B uenom CcTUXOTBOpeHME MOAEeAUpyeT CUTyauutr, 0 KOTOpoil
BpoAackuii, roBops 0 CBOWCTBAaX M033MM, NULIET: “yCTPEMAAACH BBbICh
3BYK CKuAblBaeT 6annact”. MHorosHa4yHoctb 06pasos, MN0O3BO/IAOLLAA
peann3oBaThCA OA4HOBPEMEHHO HECKONIbKUM NMPUUYECKUM CHOXKETaM U
BTArMBaTb B 9KCMPECCUBHOE MOMe TeKCTa camble pa3Hble MHble TeKc-
Tbl, NPeBpaLLaeT CTUXOTBOPEHME B aKT MamMsaTu, B KOTOPOM CTMUpatoT-
Csl ero CO6CTBEHHbIE TPaHULbI.
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Teksti malu ja tekst kui méalu

Autor kasitleb konkreetse J. Brodski luuletuse “Jarelséna valmile” ana-
luisi alusel teksti ja kujundi méaluga seonduvaid probleeme. Uksikteksti
kujundiststeemi on vaadeldud poeedi loomingu Kkui tervikteksti osana.
Luuletuse interpreteerimisel on arvestatud konnotatsioone, mis on
seonduvad teose pO6hikujunditega (‘vares’, juust’, ‘kuu’ ‘profiil’ ‘pime-
dus’jt.) varem kirjutatud tekstides, Zanri-malu, viiteid, mis tulenevad
luuletuse rutmilisest struktuurist. Autor pudab naidata, kuidas elemen-
tidest, mis toovad uude teksti kaasa terve tdhendustekompleksi, moo-
dustub keeruline semantiline struktuur (tekstis realiseeruvad paralleelselt
erinevad lUurilised stizeed), mille tdhendusvéali on praktiliselt piiritlematu.
Luuletuse Kkui teksti piirid hajuvad, teda ennast vOib vaadelda Kkui
maluakti.

The memory of a text and text as a memory

The author examines problems of the text’s and image’s memory
founding her discussion on the analyses of a particular poem by
J. Brodsky, “Afterword to a Fable”. The image system of a single text is
viewed as part of the larger text of the poet’s whole creation. The
interpretation of the poem takes into account connotations which were
connected with the main images in the earlier written texts (crow, cheese,
moon, profile, darkness, etc.), genre-memory, allusions deriving from the
rhythmic structure of the poem. The author tries to show how elements,
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which bring into the new text the whole complex of meanings, create an
intricate semantic structure (different lyric plots are parallely realized in
the text) whose plain of significance is practically indeterminable. The
borders of a poem as a text vanish, the poem itself can be looked at as an
act of memory.



YacTepeuHasi TpaHcopmMaumsa Kak Tpon
B COBPEMEHHOW N0331K

(B3anmogencTeue pedieKcoB
ObIBLUEr0 nepgekTa)

Mogmunna 3y6osa

CuTyauuns B COBPEMEHHOW MO33MM BO MHOIOM onpepenserca (uno-
comeil 1 3CTETUKON NOCTMOLEPHM3MA, KOTOpas W MPOAOSXKaEeT Tpa-
AVLMW aBaHrapja, v oTTankuMBaeTCcs OT HUX. MuUp U A3bIK NepecTanu
paccMaTpMBaTbCA Kak cucTteMa 6UHapHbIX onno3uuunin. Knwouesoi
MOMEHT NOCTMOJEPHUCTCKOr0 MUPOOLLYLWEHUS — MpU3HaAHME TOro,
4YTO peanbHOCTb M3HAYa/bHO MHOr03HayHa, HeynopsafoYeHHa 1 npo-
ueccyanbHa. B nutepatype XX B. BHUMaHWe MepeHECEHO C Pe3y/b-
Tarta No3HaHWA MUpa Ha MpoLecc No3HaHWA, Ha NepexofHble CoCcToA-
HuA, TpaHchopmauum [cm.: KosTyHoBa, 1990: 11; 1993: 9].

OCHOBHOI MNPUWHLUWMN NOCTMOJEPHM3Ma — 3KNEeKTUKa W ABOIiHOe
NN MHOXECTBEHHOE KOAMPOBaHWe, MpefocTaBfAloLWee pa3Hble BO3-
MOXHOCTW NOHMMaHuA [cM., Hanp.: [poiic, 1995: 47-48].

YcTaHOBKa Ha MHOXECTBEHHOCTb U HeomnpefeseHHOCTb penauu-
OHHbIX 3HaYeHW NPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO rpammartnyeckas opma Ya-
CTO CTAHOBMTCS TPOMOM: aKTUBU3UPYETCA OMOHMMUA (hopmMoobpasy-
ILWKX Gaekcuin, co3farTca KOHTEKCTbI, NpoBOLMpYyOLMe Mopdoso-
FMYECKY0 U CMHTaKCMYeCKyt [BYCMbICNEHHOCTb. B pesynbTarte cTa-
HOBATCA HarnafHbIMW YCNOBWA U MeXaHW3M TpaHchopmaumii. Ouax-
POHUS HAaCTONUYMBO BHefpSAETCH B CUHXPOHUIO, cama 3sontouus dop-
Mbl CTAaHOBUTCA XYA0XXECTBEHHbIM 06pa3om.

PaccMoTpUM 3TO fBNeHMe Ha (hopmMax NepheKTHOro NPomMcxXox/ae-
HUA — TrNaronbHbIX W afbeKTUBHbLIX Koppenatax Tuna ycran —
ycTanblii.

COBpeMeHHbI rnaron npowejuwero BPeMEHW MpPOUCXOAUT U3
ApeBHEro KpaTKoro nepekTUBHOrO NpuyacTus, KOTopoe B coyeTa-
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HUW C TNaronoM-cBsA3KOM 6bITh BXOAWUIO B cOCTaB nepdekra. B gpes-
HepycCcKOM M CTapoc/iaBAHCKOM f3blKaX, Kak U BO MHOTMX COBpPEMEH-
HbIX MHAOEBpONecKNX, “nepekT npeAcTaBiseT HbIHEWIHee COCTOA-
HMe KaK pe3ynbTaT NpPOLUbIX COObITUA, a MO3ITOMY €ro MOXHO Ha3s-
BaTb PETPOCMEKTMBHON pPa3sHOBUHOCTbIO HACTOALWEro BpeMeHW”
[EcnepceH, 1958: 314]. OCHOBHbLIM pPas3iNYNTENIbHbIM MNPU3HAKOM
nepgekTa ABNANOCL KayecTBO CYObeKTa, BO3HWUKLIee B MPOLUIOM
LEeNCTBUM MAN COCTOSHUU U aKTyanbHOe A5 HaCTOALEro: oHb ecTh
3abbinb (3a6biNbIii) 03Ha4Yano ‘Ternepb OH ABnAeTcA 3abbiBWMM’. OAns
CeMaHTUKM nepekTa CyW ecTBeHHa ero cy6beKTUBHOCTb, Mpeanona-
rarowas apekTMBHOE yyacTue roBopsLLero, noTpebHoOCTb cneymnanb-
HO 06paTuTb BHUMaHWe Ha pe3ynbTaT [cMm. Hanp.: KysHeuos, 1959:
195; bexepT, 1982: 426, 428; KawkuH, 1980: 69].

Mpuyactue cosmellaeT B cebe NMpuM3HaKu npunaraTenbHOro u rna-
rona, v NpyM pacnafeHuy APeBHeN CUCTEMbl BPEMEH KpaTKoe mpuya-
CTMe CTaso B PYCCKOM f3blKe HOCUTENEM [AaronbHOW (YHKUMK, a
MONHOE — afbeKTUBHOW. DTO NMPUBENO K MOABAEHWIO KOPPensaTuB-
HbIX Map TUNa ropen - ropenbiid, ycTan -ycTanbiii.

O/iHaKo 3TO COOTHOLUEHNE B COBPEMEHHOM A3bIKE [aJieKo OT pery-
NAPHOCTKN, a HeperynsapHOCTb YKa3blBaeT Ha pa3Hyl CTeMeHb afbek-
TMBaLMMN (POPM Ha -Nblii.

Bo-nepBbIX, eCcTb Takue npunaratenbHble 6€3 COOTBETCTBYHOLLUX
NPOn3BOAALLNX [NArofioB: 3asafnblil, KBENbIA, PbiXNblii, YHbINbLIA (B pe-
3ynbTaTe POHETUYECKUX M3MEHEHWIA M MOP(ONOrMYecKoro onpolle-
HWS OHW OTAaneHbl OT COBPEMEHHbIX [1arofioB ecTh, LBECTHU, PbliTh,
HbITb MNPONYLLEHHbIMW 3BEHbAMM cnoBoo6pas3oBaHus).l naronb-
HOCTb TaKMX MpuaaraTenbHbIX MOXHO CYUTaTb YTPaYEHHOA.

Bo-BTOpbIX, MHOTMe MpunaratefisHble NEKCUKanuU3yTcsd B nepe-
HOCHOM 3Ha4yeHuW, yTpauymsasa NPAMOE: oTcTanblii, nownblii, 6ernbii,
oceanbiii. HOrA4a 3TO0 MPMBOAMT K (Dpa3eosorMyeckoil CBA3aHHOCTU:
Bnanbiii (TONbKO O 4YacTsAx Tena), cHynblin (TONbKO O pbibe), nocTosn-
nblit (TONbKO fBop). Yem Gosiblie CyXaeTcs 3HayeHue npunarateib-
HOro, TeM MeHblUe rNarojisHOCTU B HEM OCTaeTCH.

He MCKOYEHO, YTO reHeTMYeCcKN CBA3aHbl C Nep(eKToOM U npunaratenb-
Hble 6enblid, BeCENbINA, ronblli, Ae6enblii, KOMOMbIA, KPYrabliA, Manblil, MUbIA,
Harfnblid, NOANbIA, CBET/bIA, CMYrNbliA, CyTYNblA, TEMNbIA, TA>KENLIA, YTbIA,
XWMbIA, Uenbliti. Bo BcAkom cnydae, ux cydUKC -1 OMOHUMUYEH CypdurKey
nepeKTUBHOro NpUYacTms.
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B TpeTbMx, MOMWMO ynoTpebuTeNbHbIX MNpunaraTenbHbIX Tuna
yCcTanblil, TOpenblit, BANbIA, 3anaecHeBenblii, 0061e3Mblli, NyXbIiA,
6biBanblii, yMenbliA, MpecTapenblil, NPOLW/bli €CTb HemMaso COBCEM
peakuX — 3aUKCUMPOBaHHbIX CMOBAPSAMU, HO He BXOAALLUX B aKTUB-
Hbll CNOBapHbLIA 3anac COBPEMEHHOro HOCUTENSA A3blKa: >XeBabli,
31MOBasbIil, oMno3ganblii, nobe>kanblii, ynanblil, CUAenbliA, CTOSMbINA,
06BeTpenblil, BCNOTENbIA, ONPOCTeNbI, BbIMOKAbIA U MH. Ap.2 Cpas-
HeHWe ynoTpebuTenbHbIX U peAKMX CNOB TaKOro Tuna MoKasbiBaer,
UTO MMEHHO OCBOEHHOCTb MpuUaaraTeNbHOro0 $I3bIKOM CNocobCcTByeT
ocnabneHuto rnaronbHocT (06bIYHAS AE3TUMONOTM3aLmns, CBOM-
CTBEHHasa 1 A3bIKOBON MeTadope B OTAUYME OT XYL 0XKECTBEHHOW).

HekoTopble npunaraTenbHble Nerko MPUCOefUHAOT pasHoob6pas-
Hble MpeduKChbl, YTO CNOCOBGCTBYET COXPAHEHWUIO FNarofibHOCTU: TO-
penbliA, 3aropenblii, 0b6ropenbiii, NOAropenblid, Neperopenblin, npurope-
NbliA, MOropenbiii, yropenbiii, HEKOTOPbIE XX& COBCEM HE MOABEPXKEHbI
npedukcaunm nm No3Tomy 6bICTPO TEPSAOT CBA3b C rnaronamu (xors
O[LHOKOPEHHbIE rNarofibl U eCTb B COBPEMEHHOM fA3biKe) 1 Ae3TUMONO-
rM3NpPYKOTCA: AOXNbIA, APSAXNbIiA, APSA6AbIA, PbIXbliA, CMeNblA, Yax/bli,
WynbliA. TeHAEHLMIO K Le3TUMON0orm3anmm nposBasoT BCe npunara-
TenbHble NEPHEKTUBHOIO MPOUCXOXAEHNSA, TaK KaK OHa MMeeT BMNOf-
He SICHbIe MCMXO0MOrnYeckne OCHOBaHMA: “Korga mbl FrOBOpUM Mep3-
nas rossifiHa, Mbl AYMaeM He CTO/IbKO O TOM, 4TO OHa 3amep3na,
CKOMbKO O TOM, Kakaf OHa: XO0Nl04Has, TBepAasd, HeBKYCHas W T.[4.
Mpu cnoBax 3ap>KaBefnblil KY HaM Mpexje BCEro npejcTaBnseTcs
LLBeT K/koua, a He TO, YTO OH KOrga-To 6bln YWCT, a NOTOM 3apxasen”
[MewkoBckmii, 1938: 100].

B. B. BuHorpagos ycTaHOBW/I CBA3b YNOTPe6UTENbHOCTU Mpuna-
raTeflbHbIX Ha -fblii C MPOAYKTUBHOCTbIO FNAaronbHbIX Knaccos (npu-
naraTefnbHble, MPOU3BEAEHHble OT HENpoOAYKTMBHbIX K/laccoB, “coc-
TaBNAKT OKaMEHEBLIYI Tpynny CAoB, OTHOCALWYHCS, NO KpaiHei
Mepe, He K rpammaTuKe, a K C/10Bap™), NepexoLHOCTbI0 U BO3BpaT-
HOCTbIO rnarofoB (“BCe npunaratesbHble 3TOr0 Tuma ob6pasyroTcs
TONbKO OT HenepexoAHbiX HEeBO3BpaTHbIX rnaronos”) [BuHorpagos,
1972: 180]. KpaTkue xe opmbl npunaratenbHbiX “ynotpebnstorcs
AMWb B Tex cayvasx, Korga OHW He OMOHMMMWYHbLI C hopmMamMu Mpo-
lWeAlero BPeMeHW rfarofia MAM Korja 3Ta OMOHMMUSA He co3faeT
Heyao06CTB AN MOHUMaHWA, He BefeT K ABYyCMbicnunue” [Tam xe].

2 Tpumepbl 13 O6paTHOrO COBapsl PYCCKOro A3bIKa.
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OyeBWAHO, 4YTO YeM YCTONYMBee cnefbl FNarojbHOCTU B COBpe-
MEHHOM npunaratenbHOM, TeM 60/bLIe OHO COXpaHsfeT B cebe 3Haye-
HVe npolleaLlero BpemMeHun, Buga n cnocoba rnarofibHoOro gencTeuma.
VIMEHHO 3TV rpaMMaTUyecKue 3Ha4YeHUs, CACTEMHO HEe CBONCTBEHHbIE
KaTeropum npunaratenbHoro3 HO B Pas3HON CTENeHW YyHacnejoBaH-
Hble OT NepeKTUBHOro MPMYacTUa, U MOTYT CTaTb OCHOBON rpam-
MaTU4yeckoro Tpona.

lMocKonbKy “ABe CTOPOHbI 3HAYeHUA nepekTa [HACTOALWEro u
npoweawero BpemeHn — J1.3.] TpyLHO yjAepXaTb B COCTOSAHUMN
ycToilunBoro paBHoBecusi” [EcnepceH, 1958: 315], cOBpeMeHHble
pycckue pediekcbl nepekTa — npunarate/isHOe W rnaron NocTOsH-
HO BAMAKOT APYr Ha Apyra, co3fjasas O06LWMWPHYIO MOrpaHn4YHy 06-
NacTb rpaMmaTUyYecKoi He-onpeLeneHHOCTH.

CoBpeMeHHas MNo33ua MPOABMAAET MOBbILWEHHOE BHUMAaHWE K He-
onpejeneHHOCTU, a TakXe K 3arnOofIHEHUI0 NYCTbIX KNeTOK CUCTEMbI U
K BOCCTAHOB/IEHUIO YTPayeHHbIX 3BEHbEB B C/10BO- M hopMoo6pa3oBa-
HWW. ABTOPbI He M36eralT OMOHUMUYK Fnarofa u npuaaraTesbHoOro B
KOHCTPYKUmMAX Tuna Kak oH cmen\, a, HanpoTuB, CO3Jal0T 415 Hee
6naronpusTHbIE YCNOBUS.

MHorouncneHHble NpUMepbl U3 TEKCTOB MOKa3blBaKOT, YTO Y rNa-
rona nNpoLejlwero BpemMeHn NOTeHLManbHO MPUCYTCTBYIOT U MOTYT
BHOBb MNPOABUTLCA aTPUOYTUBHbIE MNPU3HAKW, a Yy npunaraTenb-
HOrO— MOTeHUManbHble NpejuKaTUBHbIE. MHOrha 3TO NpAMO AeKna-
pupyetca. Tak, y B. Kanbnugn rpammatuyeckas ABONWCTBEHHOCTb
C/10Ba BbINyKNa 0TMeYaeTCcs aBTOKOMMEHTapUeMm:

O6uga 3a 1060Bb 1 3a
OTCYTCTBME NHO6BU —
pocbl BHe3padHas cesa,
41O BbIMNYK/A B MNbINN.
[Kanbnngm, 1995: 90].

3 Bnpouyem, B pycCKOM f3blKe eCTb HEMasIO OTrNaroibHbIX npunaratenbHbIX
He TONbKO MNepdeKTUBHOro MPOUCXOXKAEeHNA. Bce OHM COXpaHAT CBA3b CO
3HaYeHUEM JeliCTBMA WM COCTOAHUS: MOMYanvBbliA, TeprnenuBbiii, 3abblBUMN-
Bblil, TOMKWUIA, MnNkuin 1 T.0. [cm.: BuHorpagos, 1972: 174]. eHeTuyeckas
CBSi3b C FNArooM MMeeTCa MYy Takmx npunaraTefibHbIX, Kak cTapblid, XU TpbIii
(<- ctatm — ‘cTaTb’, XbITUTU — ‘MOXMLLATL’); CP. BMOJSIHE XXMUBYK CBS3b:
XBOpbIi — XBOpPaTb.
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“B gaHHOM cnydae s nmofgcTaBun obpas-wtamn “cnesa=poca”, cnerka
nogpeTywnpoBaB ero KpatkMm npunaraTefibHbIM BbiMyKna, y KOTO-
poro fABoiHas (yHKUWA: onpejeneHusa u ckasyemoro” [Kanbnuaw,
1995: 101].

KOHTEKCTOB, B KOTOPbIX rNaron npeacrtaet KpaTtkum npunaratenb-
HbIM (COXpaHsas Npu 3TOM W rNarofibHOCTb), OYeHb MHOr0, 0CO6EHHO
CO c/fioBoM ycTan. B coBpeMeHHOM pYCCKOM £3blke COOTHOCM-
TeNIbHOCTb rnarosaycTan U npunaraTesbHOro ycTanblii BAOMHE CU-
CTEMHA M XOpOLWO OWYyTMMa:

HOns, FOneHbKa, FOna MeTpoBHa CNELNT,
YTo-TOo TaM npo cebs Hanesas.

A B rpyan KOMMYHapCKoe niams roput!
AX, yuuska Tbl, CBMHKa MopcKas!

AX, ycTana OHa, HO JOBO/ibHA OHa —
TOpT “CnasaAHKa” 4n1a MaMbl goctana.

W cnewmT 1 CKoNb3nT ... A BYepa fono3iHa
COUYMHeHbS OHa NpoBepsana

[Knéunpos, 1994: 105].

B 3TOM TeKcTe afilbeKTUBHOCTb C/IOBA ycTana MoOALepXMUBaeTCa Kak
CUHTAKCMYECKN OAHOPOAHbLIM A4OBO/bHA, TaK U hpa3eosormyeckoi ac-
coymaumeil — WTamMnoM LWKOAbHbIX COYMHEHWI ycTanble, HO Ao-
BOMbHbIE. B cneaylowmx npumepax OfHOPOAHOe KpaTKOe npunara-
TeNbHOe TOXe aflbeKTUBMPYET rnaros, OfHaKO rnarofibHOCTb COXpaH-
feTca 6narofiaps BO3MOXHOCTWM KOHCTPYKLMI Tuna s cTap U Xouy
MOKOSl, B KOTOPbIX COO3 U MOXET 6biTb HE TO/IbKO COEAUHUTENbHBIM,
HO U MPUUYUHHBIM:

HeT, HU 3a UTO He Moeay

1 POCCKA3HSIM BalUMM He BEPH
UTo 3a mnageHey, rpagyLmii?
CTap s yxe u yctan

TpyfaHo 6e3 momoLyu ciyr
HbIHYe MHe cecTb Ha Bep6aa
[CTpaTaHoBCcKMiA, 1993: 123];

C HeKpacuBbIX KOJIOKOJIEH
HakoBasibHbI 3BOH ynan;
Mwup NycTbIHEH 1 OKOJIEH,
W cBomMM f06poM 3aBasieH,
W ot atoro ycTan,

M 0 4eM-TO 3HAET OH:
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JNyuue 6bITb eMy 6poaAro,

Monpowankoii, 6egonaron,

HekasucTbiM BOPO6LEM...

[MapTbiHoBa, 1991: 208].
CpegHuid pof akTyanu3mpyeT OKKasWOHanbHOCTb (POPMbl M YCWUU-
BaeT ee rpaMMaTUYecKyro HeonpeaeneHHoCThb:

Kak HblHe npoLaeTcsa ¢ Te/loM gyLia.
MpocTUTbCSA, 3HATh, BPEMS HacTaso.
OHa — elle, NpaBo, KyAa XopoLua,
OHO — MoXXmsno n yCTav10.

“IMpowaii, Mo ToBapuLL, MOIA BEPHbIA HOra,
NPOCTUTBLCSA HAcTano Ham BpeMs.

W Tbl, HEHaAEXHbIN, HO A06PbLINA cnyra,
YTO Cesnsl 3a3ps CBOe CeMS.

W Tbl, MO A13blK, HepPa3yMHbI Xxasap,
YMOJIKHN HaBeKW, OKOH4YeH baszap”
[Noces, 1985: 95];

Torga — HaBbIBEPT 3HAHUSA U 3pPEHbS,
ncceknacb Mbic/lb — BO: B He60 bbtownii Hun.
Ho MyTHbILWKO 33510 B Heit CO3Peso, —
ny3blpb 6e3yMUHKW, U YyTb: YEPHU/
[Bobbiwes, 1992 (6): 114].

Bo BTOPOM M3 3TUX NPUMEPOB CAOBO 3340 MMeeT NPU3HaKU 1 Npu-
naratenibHOro, U Hapeyus, NOCKONbKY OKKasWoHanbHas popMa MOXeT
BXOAMTb B COYETaHMSA My T HbILWIKO 3284710 ¥ 3as4/10 CO3peno.

OKKa3noHanbHbI/ rNarofbHbIn (NN aAbeKTUBHbLIA KPaTKWUn) Kop-
pensT K y3yasibHOMY MOAHOMY MnpuaaraTeNbHOMY NPUBOAUT K AefeK-
cUKanusaLuy 3Toro npunaraTenbHoro:

CofepXuTca b — Kak “4To-T0” — B npaxe?
Mbl — Cpeflb OCTaHKOB: “Kak-T0” Tam
He MPOCTO ... HE O4HW OCTaHKWU ... —

(6bITb MOXET — U ABVDKEHbS HET ...)

1— 3AaCKOPY3/1 — u3 ipeBHeN rny6u HoB
3a6bITO MHOK MpPAMOTON:

Sl— CN/0 — [JAaBHO JYXOBHbIM CHOM
acHer

pa6oTaeT B Nofsx — B /IOKGMHAX — KaK KPECTbSIHWH
[Aiirn, 1995: 13];



202 Mopgmuna 3ybosa

Kak Bce npeBpallaeTcs B rHAIb U cMepab!
TpeyronbHbIN TPaypHbI HOFOTOK
O6BUCLLErO KNeHa — TPYXAB U XKYX/,

W packpolleHa foporas TKaHb

[FOpbeB, 1992: 149].

CooTBeTCTBYIOLWMEe (GOPMbl rnarona NpoLWelIero BPeMEHUW MyX-
CKOro pofia B COBPEMEHHOM fi3blKe 06pa3yoTca He Tak, Kak B npuee-
JEeHHbIX TekcTax: 6e3 cyddukca -1 uau, BO3IMOXHO, C CYy(DHUKCOM
-Hy: 3aCKOpYy3, 3aCKOPY3HYN W >XYX, XXyXHyn. Mpu 3TOM, BEPOATHO,
CYLeCTBEHHO, 4YTO BCe OHW ABNAOTCA PeAKWMW, CnefoBaTenbHO, B
npakTUKe HOPMATUBHOM, CTUAUCTUYECKWU HEWTPanbHON peyn MecTo
3TUX TNarofioB PakTUYECKN He 3aHATO.

B03MOXHO NpouTeHMe rnarona npuyacTnem-onpeseneHneM u sHe
NoAKpensieHns OfHOPOAHbIM aTpubyTOM, MOCKOAbKY MPUCBA30YHbIN
npejukaTMB B COCTABHOM WMEHHOM CKa3yeMoM MOXeT OblTb Bbl-
paXeH W npunaratefibHbIM, WU rNaroioM, W COBMELLAKLWNUM UX NpU-
3HaKu npuyacTuem:

CnoBofblpb — Mnopo3pesaro cebs.
YMHonen — 1 06xoxy cebs.

BoT 1 — HaBscerga s.

A — HaBcerfa YCTaUl.

MHe — TUXO

[ApoH30H, 1992: 203];

M onsaTb HanpsiraeTcst yxo —
nneLieT BeTep, BUIKUT KOMECO, —
1 MOCTbI/1a npocTas Hayka

He 3arnsgbiBaTbh NpaBfie B MLO
[KeHxeeB, 1993: 61];

— Y70 Tbl, MyM©sa 30/10Tas,
BCA MCCOXJ/a Ha AHe hapaoHa,
oTnanu TBOM capkodarwy,

Thl,

KaK KYKOJIKa,

3pena,

0CTasnoch Teno —

XKMBOro Tena

6abouka ynetena

[Kegpos, 1990: 26];

He Bufen Tbl anTapb Tam, Kak Xo4un
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nckartb TpaBy? — “[la UToO TaM MOXHO BUAETL?
Tam Mpak Takoii, 4To A 0T cTpaxa CTbU1.
OfuH necok”. — “Hy nafgHo, xo4ellb BbINUTL?”

[Bpoackuia, 1992-1: 274].

XapakTepHo, 4YTO Takue ()OopMbl C pecTaBpUPOBaHHbIM CUHKPETU-
3MOM rnaronoB-npunaraTenbHbiX, TO eCTb BOCCTAHOB/IEHHbIE U3 T/a-
rofioB M npunaraTenbHblX MNpuyacTnus 0603Ha4YaldT He aKTUBHOeE
JeincTBne, a COCTOAHME, CBA3AHHOE MMEHHO C YyTpaTOi aKTMBHOCTM.
Mpy 3TOM NOrMYECKUn MaccuB MPUXOAUT B MPOTUBOPEYME C rpamMa-
TWYECKUM aKTUBOM.

MoHMMaHMIO POPMbI KaK KPaTKOro npunaratefisHOro cnoco6ceTBy-
€T OKOHYaHMe XXEeHCKOro poAa MHOXECTBEHHOro YmMcna -bl, He coBna-
farouiee ¢ OKOH4YaHMeM rnarosia npoweawero BpeMeHn -u:

CBanisiBLIasACs Npshka — yvalla rnpaxa
(HO, MOXeT 6bITb, KOHEYHO, 1 NaHAo),
rOPLUOK, Kyfa IeTAT KaK CTpesbl Urbl,
Ha UTO OHU, KOrAa MuLLeHn TN6/bI?
KonuaH y> NosH, y30p nnewwms U pejok
[LWepbuHa, 1989: 457].

3amMeTUM, 4YTO B APEBHEPYCCKOM S3blke M Yy nepdeKTUBHbIX Npu-
YacTUii Ha -1 XKEHCKOro poja, CTaBLIMX BMOCNEACTBMM Ffaronamu
npolue/ero BpemMeHu, GbiI0 OKOHYAHWE -bl: MY>XW CYyTb MM6AU, HO
>KeHbl CyTb rM6/bI.

Bo3MOXHa Tak)Xe OMOHUMUSA Farosa npowegLero BPeMeHU ¢ cy-
LWeCTBUTENbHLIM, WCTOPUYECKM BOCXOAsALLAas K CUHKPETU3IMY WMEHU
CYL,eCTBMTENbHOTO, NPUAaraTeNibHOro U npuyacTus. B coBpemMeHHbIX
TEKCTax 3TOT CMHKPETM3M YacTo BOCMPOM3BOAMTCA. Takoi addekT
HabntogaeTcs, HanpuMep, NPU CMELLEHHOM MOpPsAKe COB:

["ne cupeHeBas Mpesa
nepeBepHyTOl Ayroto
TeHb OT CMHero mocta —
Tam COBCEM YXe fpyroe
COCTOSAAHME — U CTOSA
BVXY HOBblE MecTa
[KpuBynuH, 1990: 37].



204 Mmogmuna 3ybosa

Nornueckuin nopafok CNOB MpefnofnaraeT YUCTO FNArOfibHYK WH-
TepnpeTauuio cnoBa Mpenad: *cupeHeBass TeHb oT CuvHero mocTa
Mpefia NepeBepHy T O Ayroto.

PecTaBpauus nepekTa B eAUHCTBe 00603HauyeHUA cyO6bekTa, ero
felicTBMA M KayecTBa ApKO npefcTaBfieHa y bpogckoro. MepthekTHas
pe3ynbTaTUBHOCTb rfliarosa COBMeELLEeHa C CMNbHOW cybcTaHTuUBaL el
(hopMbl ckasan WM BOBfIEYEHMEM B CYLLEeCTBUTE/NbHOE €ro nafexHol
napagurmsl 1 hpa3eonorm3o0BaHHOI0 OKPYXEHUS:

“Uon emy ckasan”
<.>

“OfuH CKasasl gpyroi CKasaul ctpyut”
<.>

“W oH CKasaul”. “Ho pa3 CKasasl — npegmer,
To TaK >Xe 0THOCUTLCA JO/IKHO KOH'Y”.

<.>
“I"ge? B OH-eMy-CKasasl’e nim B oH’e”.
<..>

“IMWwb B NpoMeXyTkax OH-eMy-CKasan’'a”.
<>

cKasal’’oM, Hanogo6ue nHuecTa”.

N OH Cka3san Hocuicsa Mexay Tyd

<..>

“O KaK 13 CyLLeCTBUTENbHbIX rnaronet!”s
[Bpoacknii, 1992-11: 112-127].

4 Cp. rnaron B cTuxoTBopeHun O.MaHfenbwitama “Ha BbICOKOM
nepesane ...”:

N 6eccTbIfHO po30BEOT

O6HaXeHHble agoma,

A Haj HUMKU Heba MPeeT

TemHo-cMHASA Yyyma [MaHgenbwtam, 1995: 211].
VIHTepTeKCTyalbHas Mepek/MyKa CTUXOTBOPEHUS KpuBY/iMHa €O CTUXOTBO-
peHnem MaHgenbluTaMa HeCOMHEHHa, YTO cneayeT M3 TeMaTUYeCKONn 1 puT-
MMYECKO 06LLHOCTM TEKCTOB.
5 AHxanmsupys aTty noamy bpogckoro, K.MNpoddep obpaliaeT BHMMaHWe Ha
TO, YTO BCA MO3Ma — 3TO AUANOr, He COAep>Kalinii COMPOBOAMNTEbHbIX C/IOB
“OH cKaszan”, aTu CNoBa Kak Obl BbIHYTbl 13 NO3Mbl U BCe COCPEAOTOYEHbI B
NpuBeAEHHOM (hparMeHTe, rge OHW caMmyn CTaHOBATCA reposaMu noambl [Mpod-
thep, 1986: 138].
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AHanormyHas OKKa3WOHanbHas cy6CTaHTMBAUMS [N1arofioB ¢ 60/b-
LUOA CTeneHblO CryweHus BCTpeyaeTcs Uy Apyrux aBTopos. Bcé ato
roBOpUT O TOM, 4YTO KaTeropusa ObITUAHOCTM NpuobpeTaeT ocoboe,
NPUHLUMNNANTBHO BaXHOe 3HayeHue, U [elicTBUe, COCTOSAHUE cTpe-
MATCA Bblpa3nTb cebs yepes CyLLecTBUTEbHOE, NPUYEM KpaTyailium
cnocobom — He cypduKcanbHbIM CNOBOOO6pPa3oBaHMEM, a YacTepey-
HOI TpaHcthopmalnei:

EcTb nnems NMOKUHYN v nnema BEPHY:
MOKWHY/Ibl CKOPGHO TONMATCS Y AMb,
BEPHY/Ibl B NapafHblii BCTAOT Kapayn,

He 3Hast pyr Apyra, HO C/bllla TamTaMbl.

1 oceHb MOKWHY/ 0CTaBU/ B LBETY
KyCTapLMHbl NeCTPoii Ty3eMHbIX pemMecer,
KNag6uMLLEHCKNI NapK Nof JOXKAEM, Ha BETPY
CTOHa/1 U Kayasica — W BOT, A UX 6poCu.

$ 3uMy BEPHYN ornsHyn B 6ennsHe

NaBWH TOPHOCTaeBbIX, BUCHYBLLUUX C Heba

B OTCYeTe CeKYHJ Ha CTepnsxbei 61ecHe,
Ha CTPYHax ApOXallLuX rpUMmnosHoro cHera.

W Tbl MeXay HUMK 6pofuna, BepHa
TOMY, KTO BEPHY/, U TOMY YY>XEHUHY,
KOro Tbl BepHyfa, — Tak BOT OH A, Ha
MeHA! Ecn TONbKO MOKUHY MOKUHY.

Ho kak aTo cenatb! MOKUHYN MHe xanb

CMeHSAN ux, “lpowaHbe cnaBsaHKWU” Mo CAyXy,
MHe CneBLUNX, TNALEBLUMNX KTO B 3€MJ110, KTO Bha/lb, —
Ha CTOMKNX BEPHY/, nobeAnBLLUX PasnyKy.

Besymbe MeuTaTb, YTO BEPHY 5 BEPHY.

MycTb TaKk — HO XOTHA 6bl HAKTO YT06 He CruHyn,
A1 BbITBEPAUN, KaK uyxe3eMel, B M/ieHy,

3a UMeHeM MM BEPHYN 1 NMOKUHYI.

[HalimaH, 1995: 95].

B 3TOM TeKCTe 6OMbWMWHCTBO OKKa3MOHaNbHbIX CYLLECTBUTE/bHbBIX
TUNa NOKWHYJ1, BEPHYN CTOWUT B ()OPMe POAMUTE/ILHOTO NafeXxa MHOXe-
CTBEHHOTO YMC/a XXEHCKOro poda unu o6uwero poga (0T *MOKUHYNA,
*BepHyna). B nosb3y o6Wero poja roBopuT 60MbLIOE KOAUYECTBO
y3yasibHbIX CYLLECTBUTENbHbIX TOW e CTPYKTypbl: BOO6parkana,
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BONwWna, 3agupana, 3asbiBana, 3anesana, 3ybpwuna, nosyuna, Hapgoe-
jana, obgmnpana, ob>kmpana, obupana, NogroHana, nognunana, nogne-
Basia, npucTasana, NpuTBOPANa, npuxnebana, crpawwuna n ap. Bmec-
Te C TeM, KOHTEKCT NO3BOJIAET TPAKTOBATb C/N0BA TWUMa MOKWUHY/, Bep-
HY/Nl N KaK aHaIMTUYECKN ynoTpebieHHble (hOPMbl UMEHUTENIBHOTO Ma-
JeXa eJMHCTBEHHOr0 4YMcaa MYXCKOro poja: KypcuB (PYHKUUOHaMb-
HO aHaNorMyeH KaBbl4Kam, 0O6bIYHO OPOPMAAOLLNM TaKMe KOHCTPYK-
Luu.

B ctuxax A. JleBMHa npeBpalleHne rnarona B CYL,ECTBUTENbHOE
BK/IIOYEHO B TEKCTbl, TEMaMWN KOTOPbIX, COBCTBEHHO, U ABNSeTCA Cy6-
CTaHTMBaLuAa: N60A pedepeHT cnocobeH 6bITb nNpeacTasneH cy6e-
TaHUmMen:

Korga ¥Ynan, yaapusLiuiics o3emb,
BOCCTan onsThb, Kak gpeBHuii Mobeann,
3a HAM BO3HUKNO ManeHbkoe Tulle,
wenya cBoe onacHoe CKasaTb.

Korga Ynan B cMitHUM KOCMaTOM
nosen HUKTO B 3arpobHoe Ypa,
3a HUM pocno Knyb6saweecsa Twule,
TBEpPAS CBOE OTPaB/ieHHOE HO.

Koraa Ynan B3neTten u, 03apeHHbI,
yuwen oanH K HebeCHOMY TeMHY,

3a HUM CTOAM0 Bbipocliee Tule

W NbICbIX 3BE3[ Kacanocb ronoBoii.
[NeBnH, 1995: 191];

3a OKHOM MOWM fieTanu
[iBe Becenble CBUCTENM
Y panele webetann

KYCT CMpPEHU TOpMOLW NN,
A Mo KpblWe MarasuHa
BaXXHO KapKanu rynsanu
1 60nbWyLLe BONUAN
BOIOYUNMN B3af-Bnepes.
[Be unpukanum nuxue
FPbI3N KOPOUKK CyXue,
OTHMMas UX Y TONCTbIX
KOCO/1anblX BOPKYTOB.
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A K OKOLIeyKy nopcenu

[Be Kpunyanun-n-rangenn

M cTyyanu B 6atapeto,

He CHMMas 6allMaKoB.

[NeBuH, 1995: 24].

MpoaHanu3upyem nocnefHunii npumep. Moyt BCe NpeobpasoBaH-
Hble (hOpMbl (KpOME neTann U3 3arnasua “PasHble netanu” u rynanu)
— narosibl 3By4aHuAa: ceucTenn, LIJ,eﬁeTaﬂl/I, KapkKanu, sonuan, 4npu-
Kasn, Kpuyanu, rangenu (Cp. y3yanbHOe, HO peAko ynoTtpebnsemoe
C/I0BO CBMPUCTENWN, BO MHOXXECTBEHHOM YMCNEe OMOHWMWYHOE rnaro-
ny)6. BpemMeHHbI npeaukaT npespaliaeTcsd B Cy6bekT, U 3BYKM CTa-
HOBATCA WMMeHaMmu. V3MeHeHWe ycTpaHsAeT creunpuyeckn rnarosb-
Hble 3HAYeHWA BPEMEHW W BMAA, HO MPU 3TOM COXpaHfAeT 3HauyeHue
OVHAMUKK, 3aN10XKEHHOE B rNaro/ibHblX OCHOBAaX: AWHamuKa 0CBOOOX-
[laeTca OT YaCTHbIX MPU3HAKOB. BO3HMKAIOT 3HaYeHNEe KOHKPETHOCTHU
N opylweBneHHOCTU. [lofBNAeTcA NOTeHUMaNbHas MNPOMeXyToyHas
(hopma *rynans UM *rynans (C HeMapKUPOBaHHbLIM FpaMMaTUUYeCKUM
posom).

Ha Bocnpusatve opm BAUAKT cnoBoobpas3oBaTe/ibHble accouma-
UMK - cnoBa Ha -anb . 3TO MOTYT 6bITb OTrNaro/ibHble CYLECTBUTENb-
Hble MYXXCKOro poja CO 3HAYeHWaAMU nnua u AedATens — Bpansb,
KoBa/lb, cTporanb, CyWECTBUTE/IbHbIE XEHCKOro poja — ypaanb, ne-
yanb, HeBMAaNb, najanb, Kanenb, *ycTanb, >Kanb (BCE OHW reHeTuye-
CKW TOXe OTrNarofibHbl, XOT B COBPEMEHHOM A3blKe WX [Narofb-
HOCTb MOYTM He OoulyTMMa); C/foBa Ha -ana — CYLLeCTBUTE/NbHbIE
YKEHCKOro poga, 0603HavarolWwme XUBOTHLIX, NTUL: uanns, ryns (1),
KOCYy/nif, KOo3t0n1a CO 3HAUYEHUAMWU Nuua: kpanga, MNUCKAA, MAMASA, POX/f,
pOAHYNsA, Kanpusyns, u4ucTions, rpasHyns (NPenMMyLecTBeHHO 3KC-
NMPeccuBHblE OLLeHOYHbIE, HEKOTOPbIE M3 HUX 0Opa3oBaHbl OT rnaro-
JIOB — NUCKAS, MAMASA, HEKOTOPbIE OT NMpuaarateflbHblX — poaHyns,
YACTIONA, TPA3HYNA).

B pesynbTate OKKasnoHasbHOe BK/OYEHWE CNI0B cBUCTenn, Lwebe-
Tann, Kapkanau, Bonuan, 4Ympukanu, Kpu4vanu, rangenn B Knacc cyule-
CTBUTE/bHbIX aKTyannsnpyetr 3TM MHOTOYUCNEHHbIE napagurmarun-

6 Cp. Takxke:
W A cBupen B CBOK CBUPESb,
M Mnp XoTen B CBOK X0Tesb [Xne6Hukos, 1986: 626].
M3 cnoBoobpasoBaTesibHbIX accouuauunii Hambosee o4YeBUAHbI OLHOKO-
PeHHble C0Ba, ¥ flafiee OHW He paccmMaTpuBatoTCS.
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yeckue CBS3M U KOHHOTaUWM CMOB, BXOAALWMX B MNepeyYuciieHHble
pagbl. 3HayeHWe nNpu3Haka NIErKO BKAKOYAETCA B OKKas3nMoHajbHble
cnoBa, NOTOMY 4TO (hopma MpoLUefLero BPEMEHN KOrAa-To ero yxe
nmena, NOCKO/bKY Oblfla KpaTKUM NpuyacTuem.

MpPOTMBOMONOXHO HampaB/feHHbIA Npouecc — aKTUBM3ALUA TNa-
roNbHbIX MPWU3HAKOB Yy MpunaraTesbHOro — TakKXe npeAcTaBfieHa B
COBPEMEHHOW M033MM MHOFOYUCNEHHBLIMW nNpuMepaMmn: DOHTaHbI
coxnble 3abunu [LWeapy, 1994: 89], MNMoag Horamy TOMMAbIA MMOT
[WBapy, 1995: 7], Mpomep3nbiii A4OMOBOI HAc mnouenyeT B /106
[LWBapu, 1995: 70], Bugum — Ha nbfuHe >KnBOI Bopobeli / OnegeHe-
nuin [Weapu, 1995: 11], B oneaeHenoi cTpaHe oneHeld [floces, 1996:
62], cyabbuHa yneTenoro 3eepbka [JleBuH, 1989: 80], OHychpuit kBac
>KYyeT NpoTyxnblid [Qpnb, 1989: on. 114; 6e3 nar.], B COXNOM LLKYpKe
ABonHoOM apaxuc [Ky6naHoBckuid, 1993: 200], B cage KamHeBOM,
oxyagenom [HOpbes, 1991: 151], Me>K fepeBbeB rMbbIX BbeTCA CU-
3blli gbiM [MupoHoB, 1993: 76], poLia B340XHeT oHeMenas [KeHxees,
1992: 78], neHuumnn, mykop nnecnoli [Kpyrnos, 1993: 46], Ocnennblii
rpewoK — KaHBa, a pacnnarTa — Kaemka [[onbiHKo, 1995: 569],
YCcMOTpUT fAHecb BOCKpecnbliii (hapaoH [BonoxoHckuid, 1994: 36],
3TO0 [uKMiA KameHb-TeHb, / Kamywek oTwenbin [bynaToBckui,
1995: 20], Tponot B LepeBHI0, T4e ChbU1 nponasnsbiMm My>Xukom [Co-
Konos, 1990: 174], MpuaTenb Moli, MyTaHT HeoTBepgensiii [LLep-
6uHa, 1994: 11], no KongobuHam HabyxnbiMm / 3aTPACET MeHS B Pbl-
fgBaHe [CTpoukoB, 1994: 182], Hora 3TO HOXX 3ab/siecTenoro ne3sus
[Cypukos, 1996: 3].

COXpaHeHUI0 N YCUAEHUNIO TNarofbHOCTU B 3TUX M MOAOGHbIX Cy-
yasax cnoco6bCTByeT NpucTaBka, Hecylas BWAOBOe 3HayeHue. Hanwu-
ynMe rnarona C TOW XXe OCHOBOM, KOTOPbIA, HECOMHEHHO, YKa3blBaeT
Ha 06LLHOCTb MpMNaraTesbHOroO € 3TON YacTbio peyu:

OH ckasan: 3emna npocTblia
<..>

W cHoBa no 3emne ropsiyen
MpoCTbINON TeHbO YXOAUN
[MapTbiHOBa, 1991: 205].

B paHHOM cny4vae (opma NpocThifia CNocoOCTBYET ONINLETBOPEHMUIO,
MOCKOMbKY [N1laron MNpoCcThITh MOAYy4YUn B A3blKe YCTOW4MBOe ne-
PEHOCHOE 3HayeHue ‘npocTyauThea’. Ho mocne BocnpuaTus GopMbl
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NPOCTbINON K 3HAYEHUD ‘MPOCTYyAUTLCA’ f06aBnseTCcs 3TUMONOrmye-
CKOe 3Ha4YeHMne ‘NpoMep3HyThb; 3aCTbiTb HACKBO3b, MOMIHOCTHIO .

B03MOXHbIM yCNOBMEM pecTaBpauuy rnaroibHbiX CBOWCTB Yy Mpu-
naratefibHOro Ha -1 ABNAeTCa ero CAHOHUMMUA C COBPEMEHHbIM NMpuya-
CTUEM, OObIYHbIM NPU HOPMATMBHOM YNOTPebEHNN:

Tyza, B FONOAHbINA Hyfb,

B 3ar/0T, 3a XUTOM 6blIBLUE-4e/10BEYbUM —

Hac, TMo/bIX pagn —

OH cebs BOMKHY/,

a Ham yTpaTbl 1 onjakaTb HeyeM [cp.: *norméimnx]

[Bobbiwes, 1992 (a): 29];

Mpupoga 06HOBNSET BUA:

Cag pacnycTuTbCsa HOPOBUT,

M cbipoexka B xBoe MasIoi [cp. *onasLueii]
Packpblna 30HTUK HebblBanbIn

[Kpene, 1992: 32].

B 06enx uuTatax rnarofibHOCTb YCU/AWBaeTcs ewe U Gnarogaps Ae-
(hpaseonornsayuy npuaaratesbHblX — 0cnabneHunto cUHTarmMaTmye-
CKO/i 3aBMCMMOCTU, KOTOPYHD OHW MMeT B HOPMATUBHbLIX coYeTa-
HUSX TM6M0e [eno, nasble NMCTbsA. PacluiaTbiBaHWe CUHTarmMaTUKK
MPUBOAUT K PacCLUMpPeHUI0 3HAYeHWs U K OXMWBIEHWIO 3TUMOJOTU-
UECKUX CBs3eil MpuiaraTeNnbHOro ¢ rnaroioM. ATUMONOTM3aLus, ycu-
NMBAIOLLAs FNarofibHOCTL JOPM, OCYLLECTBASETCS U APYTUMMK CMOCO-
Gamu, Hanpumep, CONMXKEHNEM PO/ACTBEHHbLIX CNOB B KOHTEKCTE WU
nepeMeLL,eHneM yaapeHus:

Uro NPOLLI0, TO U NMPOLLI0E — nyCThb.
Ctan s 6yayliee BOPOLLNTD.

... /I Bce Myyatoch, 1 KasHIOCb,

Kak HenpaBuibHO GyLy XWUTb
[BuwiHeBcKuid, 1992: 263];

# 3aKuraro cBeT, M NPocTynaeT CTbiA,
KaK TaliHOMMCb, MeX CTPOK MOCTbIAHbIX U NOCTbI/bIX
[AcHoB, 1990: 32];

3T0 J0BOMLHO MOLLNO,

HO eno mMoe MOLLIO:

BHayasie B KpoBaTb gamacTa-
NPOKpycTa Bnucanacs TOYHO,
noxpycTbiBas anauTepaymei ...
[Kanbnugn, 1991: 186];
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HeT, HM4yero He 3anomHun, Ho FTHUYIO BoAy Nof cepbiMu

XeJle3HO-3aKaTHbIMU TeMU BpaTaMy 3anOMHUN

1 BblKaTuN 0604, Tak TUXO NpoLUeALIni

no Kpaw pudIeHoro KamHs

[ApucTos, 1992: 48].

M. M. buyunnu npueen oO6LWMUPHBLIA MaTepuan BO306HOBIEHHOIO
npu4yacTHOro ynotpebneHns KpaTkol opmbl Ha -1 B TekcTax XVI —
nepBoi nonoBuHbl X1X BB. [Buynnnu, 1996: 341-352]. OH 06BSACHMN
3TO BAWSAHMEM fA3blKa PYCCKOW KaHLensapum, KOTOpbliA 0Tpasun B CBO-
el CTPYKType 3/ieMeHTbl NPOCTOpeYns, a Takxe TPYLHOCTAMU OCBOe-
HUSA MHOA3bIYHbIX FpaMMaTUMK Npu nepesogax [ykas. cod.: 343, 350].
Mo MHeHuto buuunnum, “sta popma B 60nee paHHUIA Nepuoj UcTopun
PyCCKOM nuTepaTypbl He ynoTpe6asnacb B NPUYaCTHOM 3Ha4YeHUU, U
NO3TOMY HEBEpOATHO, 4TOOblI cay4van ee ynoTtpebneHUs B TakKOM 3Ha-
YyeHMn B KoHUe MockoBckoro nepuoga u B XVIII B. 6binn pesynb-
TaTOM HEKOro MepeXnBaHUs el ee UCTUHHON NepBOHaYanbHOW YHK-
umn” [ykas. cou.: 349-350]; “lNocne TOro Kak co3HaHue 0b6pa3oBaH-
HbIX PYCCKWX NO4eil AOCTUINO0 CBOEl 3penocTu, (opma Ha -N Kak
npuyactTme OKOHYaTeNbHO ucyesna M3 A3blka” [ykas. cod.: 350].
YuepbHoCcTb KpaTkoi opmbl npuyacTus Ha -n buumnnm Bugen
WUMEHHO B €e T[paMMaTM4yecKoil HeonpeAeseHHOCTW, KOTOpYIo
npeAcTONAN0, HO ObINI0 HENErKO NPeoaoneTh.

KapTuHa, KoTOpas CknajbiBaeTcs B COBPEMEHHONW no3suu, noby-
XAaeT caenaTb BbIBOJ MUMEHHO O MepexusBaHWy (OpPMOiA ee nepBOHa-
YanbHOM yHKUMK. Beneg 3a, Kasanocb Obl, OKOHYaTeNbHbIM pasrpa-
HWYEeHWeM rnarofla U npunaratesbHOro HauyMHaeT ocBamBaTbCH TOT
CEMaHTUYECKWUIA noTeHUMan, KOTOpbl 6bil CBOWCTBEH MNPUYAcTUIO,
00beAMHAOWEMY CBOCTBA 3TUX 4acTelt peuyn. Buaumo, coBpemeH-
HOe CO3HaHMe HaCTOATENIbHO TpebyeT akTMBM3aLMKM Tex rpammaTu-
YeCKUX CPEefCTB, KOTOPblE MOTYT Bbipa3uTb 3HAYEHWe HeonpepeneH-
HOCTMW.

PaccMOTpeHHbIli MaTepuan NoKasblBaeT, YTO BO MHOTMX Cay4asx
MMEHHO N033Us f3bIKOBOW feopmaLuyu XpaHUT Te CBONCTBA CNOBa u
(hopMbl, KOTOpble YyTpayeHbl 06LWEeYynoTPeObUTENbHbIM A3BIKOM W
MOCTOSAAHHO CO3/aeT YC/MoBUA AN WX akTuBu3auuu. OTCTynfieHne oT
HOPMbl W aKTyanusauus MO 0S0ro-CUHTaKCMYECKON HeoZHO3Hau-
HOCTW B NOJO06HBIX CAyYasax NPUBOAAT K MOABAEHUIO TPAMMAaTUYECKO-
ro tpona. Metadopa 1 BO3HMKAeT BCerfa npy HapyLleHUa KaTeropu-
anbHbIX rpaHuy [ApyTioHoBa, 1990: 81]. O6patum BHUMaHWE Ha TO,
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4yTo B CAy4Yasax C rnarofamu npoweglwero BpeMeHW W npunaratesb-
HbIMW Ha -blii (hopma MeTaopuanpyeTca apxaumsauuein rpammartiu-
UECKOW CTPYKTYpbI, & HE OMEpPeXeHNeM 3BOJTIOLMOHHbLIX MPOLLECCOB.

paMmMaTMyecKuii TpOM B PacCMOTPEHHbIX TEKCTaX TECHO CBsA3aHa
C leKCUYecKMM: BO3palleHue npunaraTesibHOMY rnarojbHOCTU BegeT
K [efleKCMKanusauum — pacliupeHuto 3HayeHuUd, 4TO HABNAETCA
[AEeNCTBEHHbIM CPeACTBOM 60pbObl C A3bIKOBOIW 3HTpPONMen (rnaBHbIM
fenom noatoB). PacwwupeHne 3HavyeHusa M. JI. FacnapoB HasbiBaeT
cefibMbIM TPOMOM — aHTMaMda3oi [Facnapos, 1986]. Bonee wupo-
KOe 3HayeHue, YeM COBPEMEHHOE, M3BfieKaeTCs B AaHHOM Cnay4vae u3
NPOLUNbIX A3bIKOBbIX COCTOSHUIA.

B 3akniouyeHue npuBeseM BbiCcKasbiBaHMe B. CTpoykoBa —
OfHOr0 M3 CaMblX APKUX W JMHTBUCTUYECKN WHTEPECHbLIX MO3TOB
pycckoro nocT-mofepHu3mMa — aBTopa, paspabaTbiBalOLLEro MeTop
MO3TMYECKOM NONWCEMAaHTUKMW: “Bce 0OBLEKTbI U ABNEHUSA Halleld
BceneHHOW NposABAAOT ce6f NPUHLMNMANbHO MHOTO3Ha4yHO <...> YT0
Xe [0 fA3blKa 3TOr0 HOBOrO MCKYCCTBA, TO OH NpefcTaBnseT coboi, B
CYLIHOCTW, HEeKWiA MeTasaA3blK, CBOOGOAHO OMepupylolWmnii  BCeEM
KOMMMEKCOM MpefblayLmnx A3bIKOB, UCMOMb3YA UX B KayecTBe C/IOB B
CBOWX MeTaBblCKa3biBaHUAX” [CTpoukoB, 1994: 377; 382].

MCTOUYHUKMN

Avrn I". // CerogHs. 14 anB. 1995 r.

ApuctoB B. OTgansasce oT 3Toli 3umbl. M., 1992.

ApOH30H JL // BecTHUK HOBOM nnTepaTypbl. Ne 3. CIM6., 1992.
Bobbiles [l. Pycckune TepuuHbl 1 fpyrue cTuxotsopeHus. Cr6., 1992 (a).
Bo6biwes . MonHoTa Bcero. Cr6., 1992 (6).

Bpoackuii . CounHenns: B 3 1. CIM6., 1992-1994.
BynatoBckuii U. Benblii ceeT. CM6., 1995.

BuwHeBcKniA B. Cnacnb6o MHe, 4To ecTb Ay Tebs. M., 1992,
BonoxoHCKMiA A. AHIOTUHBI rpsgkn. M., 1994,

lonbiHko [. // Mo3aHne netepbypxubl. CM6., 1995.
Kanbnugn B. MepuaHue: KHura ctuxos. Nepmb, 1995.
Kegpos K. KomnbtoTep no6su. M., 1990.

KenxkeeB B. CTxoTBOpeHNA nocnegHux net. M., 1992,
KenxeeB b. 13 kHuru AMO ERGO SUM. M., 1993.

Kunbupos T. CaHTumeHTbI. Benropoa, 1994.

Kpene M. Pycckuii MurmanuoH. Moama. CM6., 1992.
KpveynnH B. O6paueHue. J1., 1990.



212 NMwgmuna 3y6osa

Kpyrnos C. // BaBuioH. BecTHMK Monogoin nutepatypbl. Ne 2 . CI16., 1993.

Ky6naHoBckuid FO. Uyx6uHHoe. M., 1993.

NeBuH A. // Monogas noasnsa — 1989. M., 1989.

NeBunH A. briomexaHuka. CtuxoTsopeHua 1983-1995 rogos. M., 1995.

NoceB J1. YygecHblii gecaHT. Tenefly, 1985.

Noces J1. HoBble cBeaeHnsA o Kapne un Knape. CI6., 1996.

MaHgenbwtam O. MonHoe cobpaHne cTUxoTBOpeHuii. Cr6., 1995.

MapTbiHoBa O. // Kamepa xpaHeHus. Bein. 2. CM6., 1991.

MupoHoB A. MeTadusnyeckue pagoctun. Cr6., 1993.

HaiimaH A. // 3Be3ga. CM6., 1995. Ne 4.

Cokonos C. Mexpay cobakoli 1 BonkoM. M., 1990.

CTtpataHoBckuii C. Ctuxu. CIMe6., 1993.

CTtpoukoB B. [naronbl HecoBepLIEHHOro BpemMeHW. W3bpaHHble CTUXO-
TBOpeHuA 1981-1992 rogos. M., 1994.

CypukoB A. Tako-guHOKo. M., 1996.

XnebHMKoB B. TBopeHus. M., 1986.

LLBapuy E. // BecTHMK HOBOI nnTepaTypsbl. Bbin. 2. CM6., 1990.

LLsapy E. // BecTHUK HOBOI nuTepatypbl. Bbin. 8. CIM6., 1994.

LBapy, E. MecHA nTuupbl Ha gHe mopckom. CI16., 1995.

Lep6buHa T. // Mopbie. C60pHUNK cTUXOB. HoBble MMeHa. M., 1989.

LLlepbuHa T. Honb Honb. M., 1994,

3pnb B. XeneHykTnam. CI6., 1989.

FOpbeB O. // BecTHUK HoBol nuTepaTypbl. Ne 3. CIM6., 1992.

FOpbeB O. // Kamepa xpaHeHus. Bbin. 5. CM6., 1991.

AcHoB M. HenpaBunbHble rnaronsi. M., 1990.

JTnTepatypa

ApyTioHoBa, H. . (1990). “O6pas, meTadopa, CMMBO/T B KOHTEKCTE XXU3HN 1
KynbTypbl”. Res philologica. dwunonornyeckne wnccnegoaHmsa. MamsTu
akag. I'. B. CTenaHoBa (1919-1986). MockBa.

BexepT, W. (1982). “3praTtMBHOCTb KaK WCXOAHbIA MYHKT M3y4eHMs npar-
MaTUYeCKOl OCHOBbI FrpamMmaTUYecKnx KaTeropuii”. Hosoe B 3apy6e>KHol
nuurencTke. XI. Mocksa.

Buuymnnun, M. M. (1996). M36paHHble Tpyabl no unonorun. Mocksa.

BuHorpagos B. B. (1972). Pycckmini a3blk. (FpamMMaTWyeckoe y4yeHue o
cnose). Mockaa.

Macnapos, M. J1. (1986). “WcTopmnyeckass nNoaTMkKa n CpaBHUTENIbHOE CTUXO-
BefleHne”. B kHure: VicTopuyeckas nosTuka. Mocksa.



YacTepeuHas TpaHchopmauns kak Tpon 213

Ipoiic, B. (1995). “IMonyTOPHbIA CTWb: COLUANNCTUYECKUI peannsm Mexgy
MOZEPHU3MOM W MOCTMOAepPHM3MOM”. HoBOe NnTepaTypHOe 0603peHMe.
15.

EcnepceH, O. (1958). ®unnococdus rpammaTUKN. MockKBa.

KawkuH, B. B. (1980). “lMMeptheKT Kak Cy6beKTMBHOe BpemA”. BeCcTHUK
NeHunHrp. yH-Ta. Ne 20.

KoBTyHOBa, W. . (1988). “I'pammaTnyeckas MHOr0o3Ha4yHOCTb B A3blKe WU
peun”. PycucTuka cerogHsa. Asbik: Cucrema n ee yHKLMOHMPOBAHME.
Mocksa: Hayka.

KoBTyHOBa, W. L. (1990). “MNpobnema 3BONKOLUM MO3ITUYECKOTO £3blka B
XX Beke”. M03TUYECKU A3bIK N ManocTUNb. O6LMe BONpochl. 3ByKOBas
oprarnsaums TekcTa. Mocksa.

KoBTyHoBa W. L. (1993). “TeopeTuyeckue BoMnpocbl”. Ouepkn ucTOpUN
A3blKa PyCcCKOi noasmm XX Beka. MpammaTunyeckme kaTeropmm. CUHTak-
cuc TekcTa. Mocksa.

KysHeuos, M. C. (1959). Oyepkn ncTopmnyeckor Moponornm pycckoro A3bl-
Ka. Mocksa.

O6paTHbIit cnoBapb pycckoro ssbika. (1974). Mocksa.

MewkoBcKuiA, A. M. (1938). PycCcKuiAi CMHTAKCAC B HayYHOM OCBELLEHUM.
Mocksa.

Mpodpep, K. (1986). “OcTaHoBKa B cymacLlejliem gome: noama bpopckoro
“IopbyHoB 1 MopuyakoB””. MosTwuka Bpoackoro. C60pHMK cTaTeir mog
pegakuueit /1. B. Nocesa. Tenafly.

CtpoukoB, B. (1994). “INo Ty cTopoHYy peun. [Mocnecnosme asTopa”. B
KHure: CTpo4ykoB B. [narofibl HecoBepLUleHHOro BpemMeHW. W3bpaHHble
cTuxoTsopeHusa 1981-1992 rogos. Mocksa.

The transformation of parts of speech as a trope in
contemporary Russian poetry (the correlations between
the derivations of historical perfect)

The postmodernistic view of the contemporary world, in which no more
the world itself nor language represents the system of binary oppositions,
is expressed in Russian poetry: for example, in the metaphorization of
grammatical forms in which the homonymy of form-generating language
elements becomes activated, and the contexts that create morphological
and syntacitical ambiguity are generated. The evolution of form becomes
explicit as a compositional device.

The author of this article bases her analysis of this last notion on the
examples of the correlations between verbs and adjectives that are
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derived from perfect. The analysis of poetical texts by different authors
shows that on the one hand, the attributive features are attached to verbs;
and on the other hand, that the features of verbs become activated in
adjectives. The homonymy of verbs and adjectives is used as a poetical
device. In all that can be seen the “return” of language forms to their
original functions. The contemporary poetical language attributes the
traits of metalanguage.

Sonaliikide transformatsioon kui troop tdnapéeva vene luules
(endise perfekti tuletiste vastastikused seosed)

Tanapaeva postmodernistlik maailmavaade, mille kohaselt ei maailm ega
keel ei kujuta endast enam binaarsete opositsioonide sisteemi, valjendub
vene luules, naiteks, grammatiliste vormide metaforiseerumises: aktivi-
seerub vormimoodustavate keeleelementide homontimia, luuakse kon-
tekste, millistest tuleneb morfoloogiline ja suntaktiline kahem®ottelisus.
Vormi evolutsioon kui selline saab eksplitseeritud kunstilise vottena.

Viimast tendentsi anallitisib artikli autor perfektist tulenenud vormi-
de — tegu- ja omadussdna — vastastikuste seoste nditel. Erinevate au-
torite luuletekstide analtis naitab, et Ghelt poolt omistatakse tegusbnale
atributiivseid tunnuseid ja teisalt, — omadussbnas aktiviseeruvad
tegusbna tunnused, tegusbna ja omadussdna homoniimiat kasutatakse
kui poeetilist votet. Kdiges selles vdib ndha keelevormide “naasmist”
esialgsete funktsioonide juurde. Tanapaeva luulekeel omandab metakeele
jooned.



Nabokov’s selftranslations: interpretation
problems and solutions in Lolita’s
Russian version

Bruno Osimo

Following Harold Bloom’s logic, according to which every interpreta-
tion is a misinterpretation, and every reading is a misreading, one
could infer that any translation is a mistranslation. According to
Bloom, however, misreading is caused by the unconscious wish of the
author to overshadow her/his predecessors, her/his literary “fathers”l
Mistranslation, on the other hand, is not necessarily caused by
unconscious wishes, but rather by conscious impotence: it is
impossible to understand all that an author wants to transmit with
her/his text, and it is impossible to transfer all that you have
understood into another language leaving the T.L.2 reader with the
same opportunities of comprehension/incomprehension and interpreta-
tion as the S.L.3reader.

In this sense Nabokov’s work has a double function: first, it is
useful to show the subjectiveness and imperfection of the literary
translation process; its second, more constructive, function is to help
to find a translational method able to earn acceptable solutions.

Nabokov has translated some of his own works, mainly from
Russian into English and vice versa. Lolita, in particular, was trans-
lated into Russian. This novel therefore has two original draftings.
This material was analyzed to verify, in the light of the most important

* This article is the abstract of a dissertation held at the IULM University of
Milan in March, 1996.
1 Bloom 1974 and 1975.
Target language.
3 Source language.
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authority (the author), the interpretative hypothesis of Nabokov’s
translators into other languages.

Literary translation, or “poetic” translation in a broad sense, forces
the translator to draw arbitrary and not always verifiable interpretative
hypotheses. It is the very exceptional fact that a writer did translate
himself, and the verification consequently possible, that allows to infer
that usually, when such a test is impossible, the translator’s choices
are arbitrary.

Nabokov’s translations and his method

Beginning from 1940, after the first twenty — Russian — years of
Nabokov’s life, and after the second twenty years, at Cambridge,
Berlin, and Paris, begins the third period of twenty years, in the
United States. This move brings about a fundamental change: the use
of English, instead of Russian, for literary production.

This is a painful change: «My private tragedy, which cannot,
indeed should not, be anybody’s concern, is that | had to abandon my
natural language, my natural idiom, my rich, infinitely rich and docile
Russian tongue, for a second-rate brand of English».4 The laceration
caused by this separation, which brought about also the writing of
some of the best Nabokov’s works, and of course of the by far most
famous one, Lolita, was a constant trait of the whole second part of
the writer’s life: of the American period and the of the Swiss period.
Still in 1966, in an interview with Herbert Gold published on «The
Paris Review» in October 1967, to the question about his worse flaw
as a writer, he answered:

The absence of a natural vocabulary. An odd thing to confess, but true. Of
the two instruments in my possession, one — my native tongue — 1| can
no longer use, and this not only because I lack a Russian audience, but
also because the excitement of verbal adventure in the Russian medium
has faded away gradually after | turned to English in 1940. My English,
this second instrument | have always had, is cannot conceal poverty of
syntax and paucity of domestic diction when | need the shortest road be-
tween warehouse and shop. An old Rolls-Royce is not always preferable
to a plain Jeep5.

4 Nabokov 1973, p. 15.
5 Nabokov 1973, p. 106.
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Nabokov’s style colouring, his vivid metaphors explain very well
how he lived the trauma of the adoption of a new language for the
creation of fiction and poetry. It’s self-evident that all self-disparaging
references to his English style are exaggerated. Nabokov is very
demanding, to himself and others alike, and unmercifulness guiding
his literary judgement and criticism is but the other face of this medal.

This “transport”, “translation” of himself into America was a proc-
ess not lacking an accurate methodologically painstaking preparation:
in the Forties and in the Fifties he published many articles on
translation. Nabokov’s conception of reality expands to literature and
translation: in both cases it’s fundamental scientific interest in the
detail.

During my years of teaching at Cornell and elsewhere | demanded of my
students the passion of science and the patience of poetry. As an artist and
scholar | prefer the specific detail to the generalization, images to ideas,
obscure facts to clear symbols, and the discovered wild fruit to the
synthetic jam. [...] in a work of art there is a kind of gradual merging
between the two things, between the precision of poetry and the
excitement of pure science6.

This precision of the detail, if applied, would produce dramatic
terminological confusion, with effects on hermeneutics too. Let’s take
as example the well-known Cehov’s drama VisSnevyj sad, widely
known as “The cherry-tree garden”. The “viSnja” after which the
drama is named is prunus cerasus, or “sour cherry”, a sort of wild
cherry, not the usual cherry-tree (prunus avium), which in Russian is
called “cereSnja”. It’s not a negligible detail: unlike cherries, sour
cherries are wild fruits, they’re sour and are used only for jams and
syrups, a fact referred to by the very text of the drama7. Both the
Italian “visciolo” and “viSnja” derive from the Greek word “byssinos”,
meaning “crimson”. In the drama, one could argue, trees and men are
alike made wild, and men have lost memory of old-time ways to
prepare and preserve sour cherries, but they didn’t learn any other
method, they can appreciate the beauty of this sour-cherry tree
plantation, but they can’t keep its property, and abandon it to the axes

6 Nabokov 1973, P. 7-10.
7 Cehov 1978, Vol. 13, P. 206.
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of emerging capitalists. The way the drama is analysed is very dif-
ferent.

In the 1959 article The Servile Path, Nabokov concentrates on the
“Problems of Flora”, explaining the importance of precision when a
translator has to do with plant names. Whenever a T.L. word is not
misleading because it points to many different plants, «the translator is
entitled to use any available term so long as it is exact»8.

It follows a long dissertation on ceremucha, a tree present in
Puskin’s work for which Nabokov coins a word, “racemosa”, from the
scientific name Padus racemosa, because in English there’s not a term
indicating precisely that tree.

It is from this attention to the detail, from this aversion towards
generalisations, towards trivializations that the distant attitude towards
any social or political message present, more or less explicitly, in a
literary text is bom. In the original language, however, the reader can
easily avoid didactic literature. It’s more difficult with translated
literature. In this case the original text is transfigured in such a way
that it becomes unrecognizable, even if «The only object and justifica-
tion of translation is the conveying of the most exact information
possible and this can be only achieved by a literal translation, with
notes»9.

In 1955, in an essay named Problems of translation, it is
formulated the Nabokovian definition of “literary translation”. The
only translator’s aim has to be «to produce with absolute exactitude
the whole text, and nothing but the text». «The term “literal
translation” is tautological, since anything but that is not truly a
translation but an imitation, an adaptation or a parody»10 Nabokov
believes that generally speaking translators are inaccurate and
embellish and insert their own material without any justificationll
Moreover, they don’t know «Russian life of the 1820s»12 The time
indication is evidently aimed at the translators of PuSkin and
Lermontov.

Nabokov 1959, P. 104.

Nabokov 1959, P. 104.

Nabokov 1955, Pp. 506-507.

The Russian term is otsebjatina, deriving from ot sebja [from one’s self],
with the derogatory suffix -tina. It means «one’s words inserted in another’s
text».

2 Nabokov 1955, P. 506.

:bnooo
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In 1958 Nabokov prepared an English version of Lermontov’s
classic A Hero of Our Time. His Foreword is an opportunity to state
his view of translation.

In the first place, we must dismiss, once and for all, the conventional
notion that a translation ‘should read smoothly’, and ‘should not sound
like a translation’ (to quote the would-be compliments, addressed to
vague versions, by genteel reviewers who never have and never will read
the original texts). In point of fact, any translation that does not sound
like a translation is bound to be inexact upon inspection; while, on the
other hand, the only virtue of a good translation is faithfulness and
completeness. Whether it reads smoothly or not depends on the model,
not on the mimic13

Form this statement the radical new conception of the author-reader
relationship is clear: if the standard reader is not enough equipped to
digest a literary text, that’s not a good reason to feed him/her on
homogenized food with a “literary flavour”. On the contrary, the
translator has to help him/her taste the real thing thanks to copious
footnotes and explanations.

It is possible to describe in a series of footnotes any modulations
and rhymes of the text as well as all its associations and other special
features [...]. |1 want translations with copious footnotes, footnotes
reaching up like skyscrapers to the top of this or that page so as to
leave only the gleam of one textual line between commentary and
eternity. 14

A good translator, in Nabokov’s opinion, shouldn’t show courage
just in not sticking to the “imbecile reader™ s tastes, as postulated by
some publishers: he/she must be brave enough even with respect to
the educated reader, to the purist, to the critic. In fact, as he under-
scores in Lermontov’s foreword, to the requirements of precision he
«must sacrifice «a number of important things — good taste, neat
diction, and even grammar (when some characteristic solecism occurs
in the Russian text)»15.

The translation, or we’d better say the edition, for which Nabokov
hoped to be remembered is Puskin’s Evgenij Onegin. It was hard
work, lasting from 1958 to 1964. Even in this case the foreword is a

B Nabokov 1955, P. 506.
¥ Nabokov 1955, P. 512.
Lermontov 1984, P. xiii.
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precious theoretical document. The fatal question whether poetry can
be translated is posed, and answered, stating that there are three types
of versions: paraphrastic versions, unusable to scholars; lexical or
constructional versions, useful as a parallel text; and literal versions,
consisting in «rendering, as closely as the associative and syntactical
capacities of another language allow, the exact contextual meaning of
the original. Only this is true translation»16.

When Nabokov wonders whether it is possible retain rhymes while
translating poetry, «The answer, of course, is no. To reproduce the
rhymes and yet translate the entire poem literally is mathematically
impossible»17. The translator’s role is humble, he can’t dare to correct,
embellish, edit anything. «Pushkin has likened translators to horses
changed at the post houses of civilization. The greatest reward | can
think of is that students may use my work as a pony»ls.

In the Foreword to Onegin Nabokov analyses the role of Russian
translations from English, German, and French at the end of the
XVIIl-beginning of the XIX century in the reception of Western
culture and literature by the Russian reader. In most cases translations
are the only link to Western culture, and for that reason their heavy
unfaithfulness influences Russian literature so much that quotations,
references and hints are based on the Russian version, in total
ignorance of the original. «The ignoble Russian adaptations of popular
European novels were read only by the lower classes, while, on the
other hand, the admirable melodies of Zukovskij’s versions of English
and German poems won such triumphs for Russian letters as to make
negligible the loss Schiller or Gray suffered in adaptation»19.

Of course, the «suffered loss» is «negligible» to the eyes of the
XI1X century reader, not to Nabokov’s, as can be clearly understood by
his hyper-literal view of translation. Nabokov calls them «adaptations»
rather than translations. Everybody, from the country lady to the hus-
sar, used to read English and German texts in French. The various
influences, bad and good, are thus rather to be ascribed to the authors
of these free versions. «In consequence, Shakespeare is really Le-
toumeur, Byron and Moore are Pichot, Scott is Sufauconpret, Sterne

% Pushkin 1964, Vol. 1, P. viii.

T Pushkin 1964, Vol. 1, P. ix.

B Pushkin 1964, Vol. 1, P. x. There’s a pun: «pony» means «small horse»,
and, in American English, «crib».

B Nabokov 1959, P. 97. Italics added.
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is Frenet, and so on. In Eugene Onegin there are numerous references
to foreign books; but one should constantly bear in mind that what
Pushkin and his Tatiana Larin read is not the real Richardson but the
French versions by the monstrously prolific Abbe Antoine Francois
Prevost [,..]20».

The problem posed by Nabokov is complex and serious. While it is
clear that the translator, with his interpretations and mistakes, influ-
ences the reader of his/her translation, it’s not as much clear that
sometimes he/she influences literary production too. «Thus a
paraphrast, while betraying one poet, misleads the other»2l. A
paraphrast (as Nabokov calls “free” translators) betrays the poet he
translates, thus misleading the poet quoting from the translation. In the
melting pot of literary influences, translation-paraphrase has the same
status as the original. However, being different from the original while
stating its equivalency, it results in a funny phenomenon: a text’s
influences are ramified, and on some authors mistranslations have an
influence higher than the original.

In the same edition there is a practical example of the “Eugene
Onegin” Stanza. Nabokov himself composed a poem that, in its
rhythmic and rhyming structure, is a model of Onegin’s stanza, while
its content reflects his work on the translation:

What is translation? On a platter

A poet’s pale and glaring head,

A parrot’ screech, a monkey’s chatter,
And profanation of the dead. [...]2

Lolita

How the idea — or perhaps we should say the need — to translate
“Lolita” into Russian was bom is explained in an interview given in
1964:

| trained my inner telescope upon that particular point in the distant future
and | saw that every paragraph, pockmarked as it is with pitfalls, could
lend itself to hideous mistranslation. In the hands of a harmful drudge, the

2 Nabokov 1959, P. 98.
2 Nabokov 1959, P. 100.
2 Pushkin 1990, Vol. 1, P. 9.
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Russian version of Lolita would be entirely degraded and botched by
vulgar paraphrases or blunders. So | decided to translate it myself23.

We have analysed four versions: 1) the English original, published in
1955 (E); 2) the Russian version by the author, published in 1967 (R);
3) Bruno Oddera’s ltalian version, published by Mondadori in 1959
(li; 4) Giulia Arborio Mella’s Italian version, published by Adelphi in
1993 (I2). Giulia Arborio Mella, as she explained in a lecture given on
October 25, 1995 at the Scuola Superiore per Interpreti e Traduttori
del Comune di Milano, could consult both Dmitrij Nabokov and
Serena Vitale, who helped her in resolving some ambiguities of the
English text comparing it to the Russian one. However, this compari-
son was not regular.

Lolita (English text)

1
Lolita, light of my life, fire of my loins. My sin, My soul. Lo-lee-ta:
the tip of the tongue making a trip of three steps down the palate to
tap, at three, on the teeth. Lo. Lee. Ta.

She was Lo, plain Lo, in the morning, standing four feet ten in one
sock. She was Lola in slacks. She was Dolly at school. She was
Dolores on the dotted line. But in my arms she was always Lolita. Did
she have a precursor? She did, indeed she did. In point of fact, there
might have been no Lolita at all had I not loved, one summer, a certain
initial girl-child. In a princedom by the sea.24 Oh, when? About as
many years before Lolita was bom as my age was that summer. You
can always count on a murderer for a fancy prose style. Ladies and
gentlemen of the jury, exhibit number one is what the seraphs, the

~3 Nabokov 1973, P. 37-38. If you consider the scandal caused by the
publication of Lolita, considered for years a pornographic, nearly incestuous
novel, it might be interesting Nabokov’s attitude towards his Lolita, very
similar to the attitude of a father preoccupied by his daughter initiation to life:
he’s worried that his creature might end up in unreliable hands, and be
«degraded and botched by vulgar paraphrases».

In E. A. Poe’s poem Annabel Lee more than once there appears a
«kingdom by the sea» and «winged seraphs of heaven». Poems, London,
Penguin, 1975, P. 89.
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misinformed, simple, noble-winged seraphs, envied. Look at this
tangle of thorns.

2.
I was bom in 1910, in Paris. My father was a gentle, easy-going
person, a salad of racial genes: a Swiss citizen, of mixed French and
Austrian descent, with a dash of the Danube in his veins. | am going
to pass around in a minute some lovely, glossy-blue picture-postcards.

He owned a luxurious hotel on the Riviera. His father and two grand-
fathers had sold wine, jewels and silk, respectively. At thirty he
married an English girl, daughter of Jerome Dunn, the alpinist, and
grand-daughter of two Dorset parsons, experts in obscure subjects —
palaeopedology and Aeolian harps, respectively. My very photogenic
mother died in a freak accident (picnic, lightning) when | was three,
and, save for a pocket of warmth in the darkest past, nothing of her
subsists within the hollows and dells of memory, over which, if you
can still stand my style (I am writing under observation), the sun of my
infancy had set: surely, you all know those redolent remnants of day
suspended, with the midges, about some hedge in bloom or suddenly
entered and traversed by the rambler, at the bottom of a hill, in the
summer dusk; a furry warmth, golden midges.

Lolita (russkij tekst)

1

Lolita, svet moej zhizni, ogon’ moih chresel. Greh moj, dusha moja.
Lo-li-ta: konchik jazyka sovershaet put’ v tri shazhka vniz po nebu,
chtoby na tret’em tolknut’sja o zuby. Lo. Li. Ta.

Ona byla Lo, prosto Lo, po utram, rostom v pjat’ futov (bez dvuh
vershkov i v odnom noske). Ona byla Lola v dlinnyh shtanah. Ona
byla Dolli v shkole. Ona byla Dolores na punktire blankov. No v moih
ob”jat’jah ona byla vsegda: Lolita.

A predshestvennicy-to u nee byli? Kak zhe — byli.. Bol’she
skazhu: i Lolity by ne okazalos’ nikakoj, esli by ja ne poljubil v odno
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dalekoe leto odnu iznachal’nuju devochku. V nekotorom knjazhestve
u morja (pochti kak u P0)25.

Kogda zhe eto bylo, a? Priblizitel’no za stol’ko zhe let do
rozhdenija Lolity, skol’ko mne bylo v to leto. Mozhete vsegda
polozhit’sja na ubijcu v otnoshenii zatejlivosti prozy.

Uvazhaemye prisjazhnye zhenskogo i muzhskogo pola! Eksponat
Nomer Pervyj predstavljaet soboj to, chemu tak zavidovali Edgarovy
serafimy — hudo-osvedomlennye, prostodushnye, blagorodnokrylye
serafimy ... Poljubujtes’-ka na etot klubok ternij.

2.
Ja rodilsja v 1910 godu, v Parizhe. Moj otec otlichalsja mjagkost’ju
serdca, legkostju nrava — i celym vinegretom iz genov: byl

shvejcarskij grazhdanin, polufrancuz-poluavstriec, s Dunajskoj pro-
zhilkoj. Ja sejchas razdam neskol’ko prelestnyh, gljancevito-golubyh
otkrytok.

Emu prinadlezhala roskoshnaja gostinica na Riv’ere. Ego otec i oba
deda torgovali vinom, brilliantami i shelkami (raspredeljajte sami). V
tridcat’ let on zhenilsja na anglichanke, dochke al’pinista Dzheroma
Dunna, vnuchke dvuh Dorsetskih pastorov, ekspertov po zamyslo-
vatym predmetam: paleopedologii, i Eolovym arfam (raspredeljajte
sami). Obstojatel’stva i prichina smerti moej ves’ma fotogenichnoj
materi byli dovol’no original’nye (piknik, molnija); mne zhe bylo
togda vsego tri goda, i krome kakogo-to teplogo tupika v temnejshem
proshlom u menja nichego ot nee ne ostalos’ v kotlovinah i vpadinah
pamjati, za kotorymi — esli vy eshche v silah vynosit’ moj slog (pishu
pod nadzorom) — saditsja solnce moego mladenchestva: vsem vam,
navemoe, znakomy eti blagouhannye ostatki dnja, kotorye povisajut
vmeste s moshkaroj nad kakoj-nibud’ cvetushchej izgorodiju, i v
kotorye vdrug popadesh’ na progulke, prohodish’® skvoz’ nih, u
podnozh’ja holma, v letnih sumerkah — gluhaja teplyn’, zolotistye
moshki.

«Nearly» as in Poe, for the difference between «princedom» and
«kingdomy.
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Lolita (Italian version by Bruno Osimo)

1
Lolita, luce della mia vita, fuoco dei miei lombi. Peccato mio, anima
mia®. Lo-li-ta: la punta della lingua compie un percorso di tre
passettiZ7 giu per il palato, per battere, al terzo, contro i denti. Lo. Li.
Ta.

Era Lo, semplicemente28 Lo,'29 di mattina, alta™ cinque piedi (meno
nove centimetri e3 con un calzino solo). Era Lola in pantaloni
Iunghi32. Era Dolly a scuola. Era Dolores sulla linea tratteggiata dei
moduli33. Ma tra le mie braccia era sempre:34 Lolita.

Ce n’erano state prima di lei?3% Eccome, se ce n’erano state ... Diro
di piGi36: non ci sarebbe stata nessuna Lolita, se in una lontana estate3’
non avessi amato una primigenia ragazzina. In un principato sul mare
(quasi come in Poe).

6 In R, the inversion of the standard adjective-name order («grech moj»)
suggests aa similar inversion in the T.L.
'7 R «tri Sazka», diminutive reproducible in Italian but inexistent in
English.

E: «plain», interpreted by | as «null’altro che» (nothing but). Russian
«prosto» suggesst «semplicemente» (simply), as ¥*does.

'9 This comma, blocking the reading, is present both in R and in E, and is
therefore reproduced in I. (I la riporta, I no.)

E: «standing». | translates «diritta nella sua statura di...», while 1 «ritta
nel suo metro ...». But R has «rostom v ...», a direct indication of height.
1 The conjunction was added on the basis of the Russian text. The comma
in I(is an addition not justified by the originals.

2 E: «slacks», but R has «v dlinnyh Stanah», suggesting «lunghi» (long) in
the T.L. too, differently from I and I .

33

1 2
E: «on the dotted line»; | translates «sulla linea punteggiata dei docu-
menti». ¥ «sulla linea tratteggiata dei documenti». From R it’s clear that

they’re «blanki», “blanks”.
The colon was added on the basis of the Russian original.
Russian text suggests a plural subject.
3 R: «Bol’se skazu»: R is therefore different from E. In Italian we opted for
the Russian expression, very similar to the Italian one.
R: «v odno dalSkoe letox»: this addition, lacking in E, can be expressed in
the T.L.
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Questo, quando? All’incirca tanti anni prima della nascita di
Lolita, quanti ne avevo io quell’estate. Potete sempre contare su un
assassino per quanto riguarda una prosa intricata. Signore e signori
della giuria3g, il reperto numero uno e cio che invidiavano i serafini di
Edgar, i malinformati, semplici® serafini dalle ali nobili. Osservate
questo intrico di spine.

2.
Sono nato nel 1910, a Parigi. Mio padre si distingueva per il cuore
tenero, i facili costumi — e tutt’un’insalata di genid40: era4l cittadino

svizzero, mezzo francese e mezzo austriaco, con una venatura di
Danubio42. Ora distribuiro alcune delizidse cartoline celeste lucido43.

Possedeva un albergo di lusso sulla Riviere. Il padre ed entrambi i
nonni commerciavano in vino, brillanti e sete (metteteli in ordine
voi)44. A trent’anni si e sposato con un’inglese, figlia dell’alpinista
Jerome Dunn, nipote di due pastori del Dorset45 esperti in materie
astruse46: paleopedologia e arpe eoliche (mettetele in ordine voi). Le

3B E: «Ladies and gentlemen of the jury». ¥*translates only «Signori della
giuria», but in Russian the rhetorical emphasis on the listing of the two sexes
is self-evident: «UvaZaemye prisjaznye Zenskogo i muzskogo pola!».

P E: «simplex». I(and | translate «ingenui», but the Russian «prostodusnyj»
has a more positive connotation: literally «simple soul».

D E: «a salad of racial genes». I( has it literally: «una insalata di geni
razziali». ¥ prefers a milder metaphor: «una macedonia di geni razziali». But
the author in R keeps the English metaphor: «celyj vinegret iz genov»,
allowing the omission of the redundant «razziali».

4 The verb was added on the basis of R.

£ E: «with a dash of the Danube in his veins». R is instead «s Dunajskoj
prozilkoj», with a pun based on «prozilka» that, as in Italian, means both
«nuance» and «vein».

B E: «some lovely, glossy-blue picture-postcards». | translates: «alcune
belle cartoline illustrate, dai cieli di un turchino lucido»; I2 adheres more to

both originals: «alcune splendide cartoline di un azzurro smaltato». R is:
«neskol’ko prelestnyh, gljancevito-golubyh otkrytok».

4  The English «respectively» becomes in Russian «raspredeljajte sami».

B E: «two Dorset parsons». | : «ecclesiastici del Dorsetshire» | : «parroci
del Dorset»; R: «Dorsetskich pastorov».

%6 As rightfully chooses L R is in fact «zamyslovatye».
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circostanze e la causa della morte della mia fotogenicissima madre
furono piuttosto originali (picnic, fulmine); allora avevo solo tre anni,
e, a parte qualche caldo anfratto nel passato pili buio, di lei non mi e
rimasto nulla47 negli avvallamenti e neile cavitd della memoria, dietro
i quali — se ve la sentite ancora di sopportare il mio stile® (scrivo
sotto sorveglianza49) — tramonta® il sole della mia infanzia: cono-
scerete senz’altro tuttiSl questi resti aromatici®2 del giomo ehe stanno
sospesi insieme ai moscerini sopra una qualche siepe in fiore, e nei
quali ti imbatti53 d’un tratto passeggiando, ci passi attraverso, ai piedi
di una collina, nel crepuscolo estivo — un tepore vellutato, moschini
dorati.

Comparison of the texts

In many cases comparing the English with the Russian text allows to
determine the correct interpretation of some English expressions. For
example, «the tip of my tongue taking a trip of three steps down the

4 1] proposes «piu nulla rimane di lei», a nearly literal translation of E like
in R, while |, with «nulla di lei persiste», lifts the register. «Subsists» is not

aan averyday word, of a low register, but «ostalos’» is very simple, compared
with other possibilities: uderzalos’; sochranilos’; sbereglos’. In this case it’s
possible that Nabokov meant to make a slight style change in the Russian
version.

& In ¥*and 12 the hint to the intricate prose style is lost, and the reader is

therefore puzzled by this meta-narrative comment, difficult to understand.
4 «sotto sorveglianza» exists in the same form both in English and Russian,
therefore, being used in both originals, it’s a forced solution in Italian too.
| has «in osservazione»; | «sono guardato a vista», elegant but not literal.

50

R has a historical presént, possible in Italian too.

3 I1 and I2 use the indicative form: «certo, conoscete tutti» and «certo voi
tutti conoscete». The R adverb «navemoe» suggest a less certain chance, a
probable possibility, similar to the one expressd by «conoscerete senz’altro».

L% I1 chooses «olezzanti», I2 «odorosi»; but «redolent» means «having a

pleasant odor», and the validity of this definition in the context is confirmed
by «blagouchannye».

As in English you don’t appreciate the difference between singular and
plural «you», while in Russia this difference is clear, the Italian version can
treasure that information.
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palate». lj translates the latter as «sul palato», and 12 does the same.

The hypothesis is that the preposition «down» here means «along»,
movement through a place, along a surface in this case. Checking with
R, we find «vniz po nebu», indicating the Nabokovian interpretation
of «down» as «below».

In the case of «four feet ten», from the Russian text we learn an
author’s preference: R doesn’t convert into centimetres or other units,
leaving the measure in feet («pjat’ futov»), even if in Russian they are
one more, minus two verSok, a Russian measure worth 4,4 cm. (For
precision’s sake, the total is 143,6 cm, versus 147,32 of the English
original. 12 gives this measure («nel suo metro e quarantasette»), while

I] miscounts («un metro e cinquantotto»). It’s not clear what were
Nabokov’s intentions as to the new height. Maybe, after counting, he
has removed an extra verSok.

The phrase «there might have been no Lolita» is translated in Ij
«forse Lolita non sarebbe esistita affatto», while 12 prefers «non ci

sarebbe stata forse nessuna Lolita». In both cases, «might» is
interpreted as eventuality, which induces both Italian translators to
insert «forse» to mitigate the firmness of «non ci sarebbe potuta
essere». But R is: «i Lolity by ne okazalos’ nikakoj», that is to say,
«might» has a conditional, not eventual, meaning.

It can happen that a willingly non-standard expression by the
author is unwillingly standardised by the translator. It’ what happens
with «a certain initial girl-child»; 1j, maybe owing to the harsh
combination of «iniziale» and «fanciulla», prefers «una prima fanci-
ulla»; 12 on the contrary “restores” the literal meaning, resulting in

«una certa iniziale fanciulla»; consulting R, both interpretations result
different from Nabokov’s: «odnu iznacal’nuju devocku»; the adjective
translated as «primigenia» is much more imposing than «iniziale»,
thus giving much more importance and solemnity to the phenomenon-
girl-child.

The presence of a comma is sometimes enough to change the
meaning of a sentence. The inner narrator exclaims: «Oh when?»
Without any comma between the two words. Both I, and 17 translate:
«Oh, quando?». However, the Russian text, creating a new paragraph,
explains: «Kogda Ze eto bylo, a?», from which we infer that we have
to do with a, albeit inner, dialogue. «Oh, quando?», sounds a little bit
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artificial in comparison, difficult to imagine pronounced by a real
speaker. We opted for a more clear-cut: «Questo, quando?»

The answer to this rhetorical answer is rather complex (as later
confirmed by the narrator): E: «About as many years before Lolita
was bom as my age was that summer». About was translated: Ij

«Press’a poco» ..., but 12completely omits the sense of approximation,

interpreting maybe «about» as a state in time, as «in»: «Tanti anni
prima ..» The R version however proves that the author is not willing
to omit this nuance: «Priblizitel’no ...»

The world «fancy» is a very interesting example of semantic
ambiguity: «You can always count on a murderer for a fancy prose
style». In a common Webster’s dictionary, looking up the entry
«fancy» as adjective, you find 6 definitions: 1. «based on fancy;
capricious; whimsical; fanciful; 2. higher than real value; extravagant;
3. made or added to please the fancy; ornamental; decorated; not
plain; elaborate; 4. of superior skill; intricate and difficult; 5. of
superior quality and therefore more expensive; 6. bred for some
special feature or excellence of type: said of animals. Let’s see how
Italian translators have chosen their sense. I, speaks of «stile fanta-
sioso», maybe choosing the definition 1. 12 speaks instead of «prosa

omata», where «omato» is obviously meant as «elegant», closer to the
definition 3. R solves the puzzle: «v otnoSenii zatejlivosti prozy»: in
other words not a positive quality, but a metanarrative self-ironical
comment by the narrator, a typical example of Nabokov’s playful
attitude towards the reader.

A translator may be doubtful about the original register of a
statement. But «darkest» and «temnejsem» don’t have any «fancy
prose» connotations: they are common and neuter adjectives. We
therefore opted for «buio», differently from I, who has «nelle piu fitte

tenebre del passato» and 12 who has «nel passato piu tenebroso».

These two solutions belong to a decidedly higher register.

«Hollow» literally means «cavity», as «vpadina», while «dell»
means «small valley», like «kotlovina». It’s a further prove of the
narrator’s willingly intricate style. I, reacts with «tra le vallette e le
colline dei ricordi», a literal version, however with a misunderstanding
as to the word «colline» [hills]. 12 decidedly simplifies: «negli anfratti

della memoria». R has: «v kotlovinah i vpadinah pamjati», that is a
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word-by-word version of the English text, so it is justified an extreme
literality in another T.L. too.

Even in the case of «furry», as before with «fancy», the compari-
son with the Russian text is extremely telling. Being translated into
Russian as «gluhaja», meaning «deaf» also in an acoustical sense, the
only semantic intersection of the two words lies in the acoustical-
tactile sphere: hence «vellutato». The two preceding Italian versions
read «un tepore di pelliccia», which doesn’t make much sense in a
summer sunset.

As to the various references to Poe, the Russian version gives a
neat indication that Nabokov wants to help the non English-speaking
reader to understand them, explicating them. That indication is
therefore applicable to the Italian reader too.

Having examined the first two pages, it emerges clearly that the
comparison with the Russian version by the author offers much more
clues, very useful to prepare a translation into another language. The
comparison with 12 is very important because this translation — apart
from the constant consultation of the Russian version — was prepared in
optimal conditions: with Dmitrij Nabokov’s assistance, by a very
competent and motivated translator, by a publisher well-known for its
precise preparation of the texts. It is therefore meaningful that the
comparison with the Russian version gives nonetheless further elements
to solve the various puzzles. A similar comparison was done with the
translations of Camera Obscura — Laughter in the Dark, but we
haven’t enough space to relate about that here.

Many interesting elements have emerged. The possibility to consult
two originals has meant many differences:

Denotative meaning of a word: The comparison allowed to im-
prove the approximation with which the denotative meaning of a word
is interpreted in a given context. The translator, having two words
both chosen by the author to mean the same, examines their semantic
spectra and looks for semantic intersections: his/her interpretation can
therefore be more accurate.

Connotative references: the system of connotative references of
the original text was already transposed in another language by the
author. In doing so, some links were lost, and new links were created.
The author’s method gives rise to a set of clues that are useful to the
translator to enact her/his translating strategy.



Nabokov’s selftranslations 231

Syntax: the two S.L. sentences, with their construction, were
examined to find out whether they were standard constructions or had
dislocations or upsettings of any kind. The presence of the same
syntactic structure in both S.L. sentences has justified its re-construc-
tion in Italian.

Register: sometimes Italian literary translators’ style tends to ele-
vate the S.L. register. Having two original texts, we could verify the
author’s choices as far as register is concerned, not being influenced
by those solutions which sound more obvious in the cultural context
of the T.L.

Elements typical of the source culture: the cultural competence
of the S.L. reader is different from that of the T.L. reader, and the
translator should fill the gap between these differences, either in the
text or in the metatext. When the author himself translates his own
text, this allows the translator into another T.L. to follow a cultural
mediation strategy similar to the one chosen by the author. We saw
that, for example, in the case of the references to E. A. Poe: for the
English-speaking reader there is no facilitation, while for the Russian
one it is deemed necessary.

The presence of two original texts changes the way the translator
perceives the text. A literary text, «open» by definition, is transferred
into another language, in which some semantic “doors” are shut, while
others, not present in the original text, are opened. A new text is bom,
which in common with the original text has a part inversely propor-
tional to the quantity of meanings not caught by the translators.

Literary translation is a continuous and continuously verified chal-
lenge, an unperfectible process of approximation. The bigger the
approximation, the best the translation. Translations meant as creative
transpositions are obsolete and have provoked much damage and
Babel’s confusion. We saw that examining, through Nabokov’s eyes,
the literary influences on Puskin, who happened to read the English
Classics in French «transfigurations».
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ABTonepeBoj HabokoBa:
MHTepnpeTauMoHHble NPo6seMbl N peLleHuns
B pyccKoii Bepcun “J1onmTbl”

CTtaTbs noceslLeHa Npobiemam HabOKOBCKOro aBTOMepeBoja.

OTMeuvaeTCs, UTO PYCCKUI BapuaHT “JIoNUTbI” 3a4acTyl YTOUHAET U
[OMONHSAET aHTrNMACKUIA TEeKCT, MO3ToOMy nepeBog “J/IoNUTbI” Ha gpyrue
A3bIKW [0J/1XKEH OCYLLeCTBAATbLCA Ha OCHOBe AOMO/HUTENbHOrO aHanmsa
OBYX OPruUHanbHbIX TEKCTOB: UX AeHOTauuu (MccnefoBaHue nepeceveHuUin
CEMAHTUYECKUX CMEeKTPOB 3KBWBAJIEHTHbIX C/10B), KOHHOTaUWW, CUHTaK-
cuca, CTUINCTUYECKUX PErMCTPOB, CTpaTerunm KynbTYpHOW Meanauuu, ms-
6paHHOl/ nucaTtenem npu asTonepeBoge. Ha ocHoBe MoOf06GHOro CKpyny-
N1e3HOr0 aHanmMsa aBTOpP CTaTbW BHOCUT CBOU KOPPEKTWUBLI B MMeEIOLMeCH
nTanbsaHCKNE nepesogbl “J1onnTbl”.
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Nabokovi autoritblge:
interpretatsiooni probleemid ja
lahendused “Lolita” venekeelses versioonis

Avrtikkel kasitleb Nabokovi omatdlke probleeme. RGhutatakse, et “Lolita”
venekeelne variant tihti tapsustab ja taiendab ingliskeelset, seetdttu tuleb
“Lolita” t6lkimisel teistesse keeltesse tugineda kahe originaalteksti vord-
levale analliusile. Tekstidevahelisi seoseid lahatakse Kirjaniku poolt oma-
tolkes tehtud valikute pdhjal nende denotatsiooni (ekvivalentsete sdnade
semantiliste spektrite I6ikumised), konnotatsiooni, sintaktika, stilistika,
kultuurilise mediatsiooni aspektidest l&dhtuvalt. Taolise analliisi pdhjal
pakub artikli autor vélja omapoolsed téiendused ja parandused olemas-
olevatele “Lolita” itaaliakeelsetele tdlgetele.



OnNbITbl aHA/IMTUYECKOT0 YTEHUS
“Pycckune Houn” B. Op0eBCKOro,
“YcomHuBwKninca Makap” A. MNnaTtoHoBa

EneHa Npuropbesa

Mpepnaraembie 3aMeTKM MPeACTaBAAT cOB0OM pe3ynbTaT ABYX OMbl-
TOB aHa/IMTUYECKOro YTEHWUA [BYX COBEPLUEHHO PasNM4YHbIX TEKCTOB.
B HeKOTOpOM CMbIC/le M NOAXOAbl K 3TUM TEKCTOM JO/XKHbI CYuM-
TaTbCA COBEPLUEHHO pasNNyHbIMU: B cay4yae c “PycCKMMuU Ho4vyamu”
O[f0eBCKOro — 3TO MOMbITKA BbIACHEHUA OMpPefeneHHbIX CTPYKTYp-
HbIX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTe Npy NOMOLW M OMepupoBaHWUA paHee Bblpabo-
TaHHOWM Ha ApYyrom MaTepuane CXembl, B Cly4ae € “YCOMHUBLIMMCA
Makapom” — cKpynynesHoe cnefoBaHue “6OykBe” TekcTa. TeM He
MeHee, KaK KaXKeTcs, eCTb HEYTO 06befuHAIOWee 3TN ABa aHanu3a —
CTpeM/ieHne K npuctanbHOMY “BYMTbIBAHUIO” B TEKCT, HeKOTOpoe
npegnoyteHne, faxe JOMWHUPOBAHWE TeKCTa Hafj MHTepnpeTaynoH-
HbIM ycunumem. OTclofa o6WKMpHbIe BEINUCKN M3 OJ0€BCKOro U orpa-
HWYeHWe maTtepuana HeMmocpefCTBEHHOro aHasn3a HecKo/ibKuMMn ab-
3auamu natoHoBsa. lMpuHUMNUanbHas no3vuuUa aBTopa HacToAWwUX
3aMeTOK COCTOMUT B NpPeLCTaBNeHNN NpoLecca nHTepnpetaumy UMeH-
HO B KayecTBe MpoLecca, a He 3aKOHYEHHOro pesynbTata WHTe/eK-
Tya/llbHOro YCW/WA, NO CYTU YXe BHEMONOXEHHOro CaMOMYy TEKCTY.
3afava, pasymeeTcs, TepMeHeBTUYECKOro nopsfkKa, B 4YeM aBTop
BMOJIHe OTAaeT cebe oTyeT.

O6a aHanu3a TeCHO cBA3aHbl C NPO6AEMATUKON, B 3HAYUTE/LHONA
CTEMEeHN WHCMUPUPOBAHHOW pasmbilWaeHnaAMU 3apbl [pUropbLeBHbI
MWuHL ewe B TO BpeMms, KOrga aBTOp HACTOAWMX 3aMETOK HayuHan
CBOMW 3aHATUA B CeMMHape Noj ee pyKOBOACTBOM. B nepBoil 4acTum 3To
NHTepec K MOUCKaMm “TpeTbero” 3feMeHTa B MOrpaHUYHON cuUTya-
UMM HEeOpOMaHTMKaMu (CM. B YaCTHOCTU COBMECTHYI0 paboTy: MuHL,
MenbHuKoBa 1984) — TeHAeHUMA, KOTOPYH B HacToswein paboTe A
NnpocneXneal Ha matepuasnse nos3fHero pomaHTusma Of0eBCKOro, Ha-
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npsamMyto B 3TOM c/iyyae Bocxogawasa kK LWennmHry. Uto kacaetca BTO-
poii 4acTu, TBOp4YecTBO AHApes [lMnaToHOBa BCerja WHTepecoBaso
3apy pUropbeBHy, YTO HaX04MNO0 OTPaXeHne B ee NeKUUAX, B KOTO-
pbIX OHa NpocfexusBana reHeTUYecKne n ngeonornyeckme ceasm Mna-
ToHOBa N ®epoposa, ®efoposa M Linonkosckoro. K coxaneHuto, 3a-
mbicen 3apbl puropbeBHbl Hanucatb paboty o Hukonae defopose
OCTa/iCsi HeOoCYLLEeCTBNEHHbIM. 1 He cTapanacb, pasymeeTcs, BOCMOJ-
HWUTb HEBOCMOJ/IHNUMOE, HO, OfHAKO, HECMOTPSA Ha TO, 4YTO A paboTana c
mMaTepuasoM TaK CKa3aTb HU3LW WX YPOBHENR, 1 nocTtapanacb He 3abbl-
BaTb M 0 60/1€e LWMPOKOM MAE0N0TMYECKOM N KYNbTYPHOM KOHTEKCTE,
onpefenusBllemM CABUrM B TOM 4ucie B A3bIKOBOM CO3HaHWM nMuca-
Tens, HayanbHbIM NpefcTaBfeHNeM O KOTOPOM W MHTEpecoM K KOTO-
pomy s o6a3aHa 3ape [puropbeBHe. HacTtosdwas ny6nmkauusa ssns-
eTCs 3aBe0MO HEMO/THOLEHHOI MOMbITKON Bbipa3nuTb GE3MEPHYIO NH0-
60Bb 1 6/1arofapHOCTb CBOEMY Y UMTENIO.

“Pycckne Houn”. igeonornga xpoHortona

Bbibop 4nd aHanus3a pomaHa B HoBennax “Pycckue Houu” kH. Opfo-
eBCKOro o6ycnaBnuMBaeTcs TeM, 4TO, C Hawel TOYKW 3peHus, 3TO
npov3sefeHne (GuKcupyeTt crnefyroumnii (yCnoBHo — “nocnefepxa-
BUHCKWIA™) KPM3NUC B 3MBNEeMaTNYECKOM CO3HaHUU, a UMEHHO, — Kpu-
31C Y)Ke pacnaBsLieiica amb1emaTnyecKoin napbl, Unu — napbl ambe-
MaTuyeckoro tuna.l

HeynoBNeTBOPEHHOCTb 3MONEMaTUYECKUM TUMOM OTHOLIEHWA B
pOMaHTU3Me MPUBOANT K TOMY, YTO YpaBHOBeLleHHad NapHOCTb (KO-
TOopas MOXeT TPaKTOBaTbCA M KaK OMMno3vuug) couyeTaHuii nw6oro
TUNa, X aBTOMaTn4eckas NepeBoAnMMOCTb APYT APYrOM, pasnaraeTcs.
B BapuaHTe nuTepaTtypbl 3TO Mpexje BCEro ckasbiBaeTcd B TOM, YTO
CNOBO (Jaxe NMO3TMYECKOoe) MepecTaeT BblpaXkaTb Belb WAW MbIC/b

1 He vMesi BO3MOXHOCTM MOAPO6GHO 06CYy>XAaTb B JaHHOW paboTe CTPYyK-
TYpY ¥ QYHKLMIO 3M6MeMbl, OTCbI/IaeM BCEX 3aMHTEPUCOBAHHbLIX K MOUM pa-
6oTam: MpuropbeBa 1989, a Takke MpuropbeBa 1997. 3gecb HaM BaXXHO MOfA-
YepKHYTb, YTO 3Mb/ieMa B TOM 4MC/e TPAKTYETCA HaMW Kak COYeTaHue npo-
CTPaHCTBEHHOro (M306paXkeHne) 1 BpeMeHHOro (C/10B0) 3/1eMeHTOB, ob6pa3sy-
loLlee XKECTKYH MHEMOHWYECKYK CTPYKTypy MO MepeBofy C OAHOro Tuna
A3blKa Ha LpYroW.
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(T.e. 06pa3 — cp. “HeBblpa3nMoe MOABNACTHO /b BblpaXeHbto” XKy-
KOBCKOTO).

B cucteme o6pa3oB Hanmbonee O4eBUAHO 3TO pasfioXeHWe Ha ‘fe-
MOHMWNYECKOro’ repos U ‘ToNNy’, KOTOpble ONATb-TAKW APYr Apyra He
NOHMMAKT (T.e. UX C/IOBA HENepeBOAUMbI APYT APYroM), MpuU4yemM,
ToNNa fianee 4pobuTcs [0 6€CKOHEYHOCTU Ha ‘ManeHbKux ntofein’.

B BapunaHTe Bn. Og0eBCKOro Mbl 3aCTaeEM MOMEHT OCTPOW HeyAoB-
NeTBOPEHHOCTM 3TMM pacnagoM W NONbITOK HalynaTb HEKYK CBA3Y-
oWyt OCHOBY. lMpu 3TOM, Kak Mbl YBUAWM, €ro He y[AOBNeTBOpseT
MMEHHO CaMblii MPUHLUMN ABOWYHOCTU, ‘BUNOYHOW CTPYKTYpbI’, Kak
Mbl C(hOPMYNMpoBaau 3TOT MPUHLWMN, — OrpoMHas 4acTb paccyxfe-
HUA OJ0EeBCKOr0 MOCBALLEHA MOUCKY ‘TPeTbero’, HEKOero cesA3yto-
Wero paspo3HeHHble 3NeMeHTbl NpuHUKMna. 3TO 3aKOHOMEPHO, Mo-
CKOJ/IbKY Npeofo/fieHne aBTOMATUYHOCTU NepeBoAa BO3MOXHO TOJIbKO
BHECEHWEM HEeKOero ‘TpeTbero’ afieMeHTa B MMeloLytocs napy.2

Pasnarasicb No ‘BMN0YHOI’ cxeme, ambemMa, APO6ACL Ha 3NeMeH-
Tbl, 06pasyeT B KaXA0M HOBYIO 3M6/eMy, MHa4Ye 3TN 3/IEMEHTbI BOBCE
He o6nagann 6bl NPU3HaKOM CTabuUnbHOCTU. TakK MamATHUK, OTAeNs-
ACb OT ‘BPEMEHHOr0’ MHAUBMAYYMa, NpuobpeTaeT BO3MOXHOCTb JBU-
XEeHua, a cnefoBaTeNbHO — BPEMEHHOro 3k3ucTuposaHua. Kykna
CTaHOBMTCA aBTOMaTOM, TeHb Nnony4yaeT gap peun u T1.4. N obpaTHo:
CMEepTHbIA, BPEMeHHbI WHAMBUAYYM Yy [lepxaBuHa nosy4vaeT CBON
‘UCTYKaH’, 1 camas nupammpa (CMMBOM MOHOMUTHON He3blbnemMocTu
XpaHUMOWN namsATM B KjlaCCMYeCcKO ambnemaTuke) LenuTCH Ha Mno-
rpe6 un 6ecefky3, 4TO CBMAETeNbCTBYeT 006 OCO3HAHHOCTM, 3KCNAM-
LMPOBAHHOCTM MNpUHUMNA XpaHeHua. [o abconoTmsauum OTAeseH-
HOCTW, [OBefieHVWA ee [0 JIOTMYECKOro KOHLA, KakK 3TO Mpou30LLSIo
nog nepom ®. Conoryba, ewe 40BONbHO Aaneko.4 Euie gaxe nepmMoH-
TOBCKMIA [eMOH — pAyX, W3rHaHHbIA OTOBCIOAY, BOBCE JINLUEHHbIN

2 Mol paccy>xgann 06 aToMm ()eHOMeHe B CBA3W C YMHOXeHWem Aybnunpyto-
WKUX ApYyr gpyra onucaHwWin B ciiydyae C PUCYHKamMn U MOSICHEHUAMWU K PUCYH-
Kam un ctuxam [epxxasuHa. ['puropoeBa 1989.

PeanbHoe coopy>eHue B uMeHUM 6amkaiiwero gpyra [epXaBuHa apxu-
TekTopa H. JlbBOBa.
4  WNwmeeTca B Buay pacckas ®. Conory6a “ManeHbkuii 4enoBek”, “npo-
CTPAHCTBEHHO” peanun3yloLWnii naeo “maneHbKoro YesnoBeka” npegLwecTByto-
LLeli nuTepaTypHOW Tpaguuumn. CM. Takxe Mpuropbesa 1987.
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‘mectal, ocTaBnfetr BUAMMbIe Cnefbl — ero cfesa NpoXwuraer Ka-
MeHb, KOTOPbIA MOTOM AONT0 MOKAa3blBAlOT 3ae3XUM BusMTepam. U
MbIC/Ib O TOM, 4YTO “MbIC/Ib U3PEYEHHAan eCcTb N0Xb” BbICKa3aHa focTa-
TOYHO MHOTOCJIOBHO.

Ho npefAnocbiiKOM K Mouckam CBA3YHOLLEro 3feMeHTa ANA KH.
O[f0eBCKOTO HECOMHEHHO ABJIAETCA KOHCTaTauus pacnaja B3aumo-
06ycnaBnMBalLWMX CBA3ENA, faK0LWUX OWYLIeHNe NOMHOThI, 3aKOHYEH-
HOCTU XXU3HW, UCKYCCTBA, HayKW.

Tak yXe B nporpamMmHOM “BBefeHuUM” OH f[eknapupyeT 3ajadvy
YCTaHOBJ/IEHNSA W 0BHapyXeHUs CBA3W MeXAY Bel,eCTBeHHbIM U [y-
XOBHbIM [/1 BCeX NMOKONEHWU Hey[0BNeTBOPEHHOr0 YenoBeyecTBa:

“Bo BCe 3MOXW fylla 4enoBeKa CTpPeM/SIEHMEM He0B0pPUMOL Cubl, He-
BOJIbHO, KaK MarHUT K ceBepy, obpaliaetca K 3afjadyam, KOuxX paspeLueHue
CKpbIBaeTCA BO rNy6UHe TaMHCTBEHHbIX CTUXUIA, 06pa3yloLLMX 1 CBA3YHO-
LLMX XN3Hb [yXOBHYI U XXN3Hb BELLECTBEHHY0.”6

B aToM >xe “BBegeHUN” nokasatenbHbl W anurpadbl: M3 [aHTe, Ha-
YyafibHble CTUXK “Komegumn” KOTOPOro (UKCUPYIOT CepesuHHOCTb,
MOrpaHMYHOCTb COCTOAHUA YenoBeKa, KOrfa yTpaymBaeTcsi ACHOCTb
OKpYXaloLlero mMupa, u, 4Tobbl Kak-TO Bblpa3uTb Ce6s B 3TOl Hesc-
HOCTM, YeNOoBeK [O/KEeH roBOpPUTbL MpUTYamuM — oOTclofa umtata U3
[eTe, onpegenawowas ogHOBPeMeEHHO U XaHp “Komegun” OaHTe no
Opf0eBCKOMY M camo nocliegytouiee nponssegeHme Of0eBCKOTO.

W panee, korga Opfo0eBCKMIA paccyxfjaeT 0 CUMBOMAX UCTOPUMN W
CMMBOJIax AyXa Mnoata, CTaHOBUTCH ACHO, YTO peyb UAET UMEHHO O
NPUHUUANANLHO NOrpaHNMYHOM COCTOAHMW MNO3Ta, OfHAaKO Bcerpa
OnepupyroLLLero Tos1bKo 0A4HOCTOPOHHUM CPeACTBOM — CUMBOJIOM, 3a
KOTOPbIM HEACHO, YTO CTOUT:

“B rnybuHe BHYTPeHHe >XWU3HWU MO3TY BCTPeyalTCcss CBOM CUMBOJINYE-
CKVe nvua U NpoucCLUecTBMA; WHOrga CMMW CMMBOJSIAaMM, MPU MarHeTu-
YeCKOM CBeTe B[OXHOBEHWSA, [OMOSIHAKTCA WCTOPUYECKUE CUMBOSIbI,
MHOrfa nepBble COBEPLLEHHO COBMajalT CO BTOpPbIMK; [...] Takaa BCTpeya
€CTb C/Ty4aiHOCTb, MOryLas 6biTb U He 6bITb, M60 ANSA AyLUKW, B ee ecTecT-
BEHHOM, T.e. BJOXHOBEHHOM COCTOSIHAM, HaxoAATCA YKas3aHUs BepHei-
LuMe, HeXenwm B MblbHbIX XapTuax Bcero mupa. [...] Ho — yBbI! 1 Te u

5 TloHATME ‘MecTa’ HaMM ynoTpebnseTcs B cCOrfacMM ¢ MHEMOHWYECKON
TepMuHonormein — cm. Yates 1966.

6 OpoeBckuin 1975: 7. [lanee BCe CCbINIKW AAKOTCSA Ha 3TO M3AaHWe B TEKCTe
cTaTbW C yKa3aHWeM Ha cTpaHuuy.
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Apyrve XpaHAaT BHYTPW cebs Moj HeCKONbKUMU MOKPOBaMWU 3aBETHYHO
TaHy, MOXeT ObITb HefoCAraemyl [/ 4YenoBeKa B CEM XXU3HWU, HO K
KOTOPO/ eMy M03BOJSIEHO MpubAmXKaTbea. He BUHUTE XYLOXHWKA, €Cnuv
noj OAHWM MNOKPOBOM OH HaxoAuT ewe Apyroii nokpos. [..] [peBHsA
Hagnucb Ha ctaTtye W3ugbl: “HUMKTO ewe He Bujan nvua Moero” —
[OHbIHE He MoTepsisia CBOEro 3Ha4YeHUss BO BCeX OTPAc/sX YenoBevecKol
neatenbHocTn.” (8)

W panee npu nogo6HOM npefBapeHWW, roBOPUTCA O TOM, 4YTO BCe
n3obpaxaemble B HOBe/IaX XXWU3HU ABNAOTCA OTBETaMW-BOMpPOCAMM
LpYr Ha gpyra, T.e. Mo cyTv ‘ambnemamun’ 4pyr gpyra:

“ELLle HECKO/IbKO C/I0B O (pOopMe TOro COYMHEHUSA, KOTOpPOe Ha3blBaeTcs
“PycCKMMM HOYaMWU” 1 KOTOPOE, BEPOSATHO, Hambonee NogBeprHeTca Kpu-
TVKe: aBTOpP MOYMTan BO3MOXHbIM CyLLeCTBOBaHME TaKOi gpambl, KOTO-
poit NpeamMeTOM 6blsia 6bl He y4acTb O4HOI0 YesoBeKa, HO yyacTb 06LLEro
BCEMY Ye/I0BEYECTBY OLLYLLEHUA, MPOAB/AIOLLEroca pasHoobpasHO B UC-
TOPMKO-CMMBO/INYECKUX NNLAX; CNOBOM, TakKoi Apambl, rge 6bl He peub,
NOAYNHEHHA MWHYTHbLIM BMEYaT/IEHUAM, HO Lenas XW3Hb OLHOr0 Avua
cnyxwuna 6bl BOMPOCOM WM OTBETOM Ha XW3Hb Apyroro.”(8)

Mpnyem, Kak cTaHeT ACHO B fanbHeiwemM, aTu ‘aMb6iembl’ Hey[o0B-
NeTBOPUTENbHbI B LLeIOM W HEYAOBNETBOPUTENEH KaXKAblii 3NEMEHT B
OTAENbHOCTUN, He JOCTUTLLWNIA ‘3MBNEeMATUUYECKON’ MOMHOTHI.

“Houb nepBas” pJaeT yxe 00/ee [AeTanu3NpPOBaHHbIA BapuaHT
NMPUHLUMNA OTAENIEHHOCTU — BO BCEX MPOABNEHUAX KY/IbTYpbI.

3Ta 0TAeNeHHOCTb (hMKCUPYETCSA B NEPBYIO oyepefb A8 NPUPOAbI
W uMBMaM3aLMmN nau, BO (paseonoruy Toro spemeHu, MNpocseLeHuns.
ToHKaa neperopojka cTekna oTAendeT Xo0n0f4 U CTUXUIO OT POCKOLL-
HOW 6anbHOM 3anbl. ATO YNCTO ‘NETepOYpPrcKuMin’ KOMMNIEKC MOTUBOB,
YTO CTAHOBMTCHA ABHbLIM B HOBense “Hacmelwka MepTseua”, Korga
BOJla BPbIBAETCA B TaKOM e 3a7 C ABHbIMW anito3nsMy Ha BCeMUp-
Hbll MOTOM — HakasaHWe 3a rpexu 4YenoBeuveckue (BMpoyem, nuTep-
CKWe HaBOAHEHWS Bcerja Bbi3blBanu MofobHble accouuauumun). MNpu-
yem, rpexu oTdrowaloTca BUANMMBIMU 3HAKaMmn onpegesieHHoro nosno-
XEeHUsA B Mepapxum — TaK opfieHa W AparoueHHOCTU TAHYT Ha [HO.
Mopo6Hoe HakasaHWe HeNU3bexHo No Mbicnu OA0EBCKOro Npu passu-
TUWU ULMBUAU3ALNN, NOCKONbKY, XO0TA lNMpocBeLleHMne 1 co3faeT 3alnTy
ana nogeit oT rPo3HOA CTUXWUKU, BMPOYEM AOBONLHO HEMPOUHYH, HO
OHO Xe, 0TAensda 4YenobBeka OT NPUPOAbl, cO3AaeT MPeAnocbilIKU K
paspyLleHnto eCTECTBEHHbIX CBA3EA MEXAY N04bMU:
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“3aueM MATYTCSA Hapoabl? 3a4veM, KaK CHEXHYH Mblib, PasHOCUT UX BU-
xopb? [...] 3ayem 06LW,ecTBO BpaXkayeT ¢ 06LLECTBOM U, elle 60/1ee, C Kax-
ObIM M3 CBOMX COGCTBEHHbIX Y/IEHOB? 3auyeM >Kene3o paccekaeT CBS3U
n6sn 1 apyx6bl? [...] ABNAOTCA HapoAbl Ha NOMPULLLE XXWU3HKU, 6newyT
CNaBo, HaMoMHAT Cco060i CcTpaHuubl WCTOPUM UK BAPYr cnabetoT,
NPUXOAAT B Kakoe-ToO GecHoBaHMe, KaK CTpPOUTeNV BaBW/IOHCKOW Galu-
HW, — W UM UX C TPYAOM OTbICKMBAET YY)XXe3eMHbI apXxeonor nocpegu
NblIbHBLIX XapTnin”. (10)

O6LecTBO OTUYX/aeT YenoBekKa M 0LHOBPeMeHHO B obuecTBe TOp-
YKEeCTBYeT KpaiHWii MHANBUAYANN3M:

“34ecb 06LLLECTBO M3FOHSAET reHus, ABUBLLIETOCA eMy Ha cnasy. [...] Bpems
W NMPOCTPAHCTBO 06palLlleHbl B HUYTO, NMPYET BOMA YesloBeKa, a 06L,ecTBo
CTPaXAET U rPYyCcTHO YyeT NPUBAMIKEHME CBOEN KOHUUHBLI” (10-11).

MpocBelleHne, W, 4TO 0COBEHHO BaXHO, O)OpMIIeHHOe B neTepbypr-
CKMX MOTMBaxX, MpeBpaliaeT n 06WeCcTBO, U Ye/I0BEKA B MallUHY, Npu-
yeM BCe 3TO Ha (hOHe pa3pbiBa KOMMYHMKauuMm — [pyr ¢ Apy-
rom (cmelwleHune £A3bIKOB), C OKpyXakwoluMm Mupom (ocnenneHue),
<UnM — ?> 1, KaK CneficTBME 3TOr0 paspbiBa, — rnbenb:

“3pecb, B cTosyveM 6010Te, 3acbiNatT CWbl; KaK B3HY3[aHHbIA KOHb,
YesioBeK MPUNEXHO BEPTUT BCE OLHO M TO Xe KO0Meco 06LeCTBEHHONA
MaxuHbl, KaXfbli feHb cnenHeT Bce 60/bee U 60NMbee, a MaxuHa Mosy-
paspywwunacek. [...] Be3ge Bpaxaa, CMelwleHWe A3bIKOB, KasHM 6e3
npecTynneHnii 1N NpecTynneHus 6e3 KasHW, a Ha KOHUe nompuwia —
CMepTb M HUYTOXeCTBO. [...] CmMOTpM — Aylwia TBoA obpaTuiacb B Napo-
BYIO MaLUUHY. 1 BUXY B Tebe BUHTbI 1 KOseca, HO XM3HU He BUXY!” (11)

MN3nto6eHHbIA MOTMB MOBTOPSiETCS HEOAHOKpPaTHO — Yyxe daycT
pacckasbiBaeT MPUTUY O Ye/IOBEKE CNEMOM, T/IyXOM U HEMOM OT POX-
[EHUs, T.e. MOYTU NIMLLIEHHOM BCEX CPEACTB BblpaXeHUs U KOMMYHMU-
Kauum, He BRajeroleM HM o6pas3oM, HWU cnoBoM. MpuTya 3aKaH4YMBa-
eTCA BOCKMNLAHUEM:

“KTo Mbl, ecnim He TakKue >e rnyxume, Hemble W Crenble 0T POXAe-
HUA?” (15)

OTO — BbIpaXeHHOe pajuKanbHO oTpuuaHue ‘geambnemartmsayun’
Mupa. [Be HOBeN/Nbl 0 XYyAOXHUKaX B “PycCKMX HOYax” CTpoOATCA Ha
06CYyXAeHnn — [ANCKpeauTaumm BO3MOXHOCTM  MOJIHOLEHHOTO
6bITUAB CBA3N C MOBEPXAEHWEM OpPraHoB KOMMYHMWKaLUW C MUPOM.
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beTxoBeH rnoxHet, bax cnenHet K ctapoctu. MpuobpeTas B O4HOM,
XYLOXXHUK HENPEMEHHO TepseT B APYroMm.

Kpome TOro, HoBe/bl 0 XYZAOXHUKAX 06pa3ytoT BHYTpu cebs na-
pbl MO HECKOMbKUM npu3Hakam. Tak, HoBennbl 0 lNMupaHese n berxo-
BEHe MOCBALLEHbl NpobneMe MPUHLUNNANbLHOW Hepeann3oBaHHOCTYU:
nepeas — B apXUTEKType, BTOpad — B MYy3blKe.

paHAnO3HbIe 3ambicnbl MNupaHese (coefuHUTL BesyBuii ¢ 3THOW,
cpbiTb MOH6M1aH) 04YeBMAHO KOPPENWPYHT C NAaHaMu W TPaKTOBKOWA
cumdoHnii beTxoBeHa:

“A npuagyman cuMgOHUI0, KOTOpasi YBEKOBEUUT MOE UMS; Hanully ee u
COXIYy BCe MpexHue. [...] A mocTpoi ee Ha XpomaTuM4ecKol Menoguu
ABajLaTy NUTaBp; s BBeAY B Hee aKKopfbl COTHU KO/IOKOJI0B.

[...] B dmHan s BBeay 6apabaHHbIli 601 1 pyxXelHble BbICTpenbl. [..]
ThbiCcA4YM My3bIKaHTOB, MOKOPHble MOEMY B3Maxy, [ABeHajuaTb Kanesb-
MeNCTepoB, a KpPyrom 6aTasibHblii OFOHb, MyLUeYHble BbICTPenbl...” (80-
81).

Oba cBsA3bIBalOT CBOE TBOPYECTBO C MuKenbaHOXeEN0 — MpPU3HAH-
HbIM MOHYMEHTANNCTOM:

MupaHese: “Benvknii MuKenb-AHKEN0, NOCTaBUBLUMIA MaHTEOH Ha Tak
Ha3blBaeMyl0 OrpoMHYyk LepkoBb CB. MeTpa B Pume, B cTapoctu 6bii
MOUM yuntenem” (31).

BerxoBeH: “CpaBHMBAOT MeHA ¢ Mukenb-AHgxenom. [..JTak n a!”

(83).

CXOACTBO HaiuuLo WU B TOM, YTO B ONpefe/leHHOM CMbIC/ie MY3blKa
beTxoBeHa TOXe CyLLeCTBYET TONbKO Ha bymare, Kak MU apxuTekTypa
MupaHe3e npuyem aHanorua c MNupaHese 34ecb NOAKPENeHa ynoMu-
HaHWeM ‘TeMHWLbI’ — NPy NepBoOi BCTpeye XyAOXKHWUK nopasun pac-
CKa3yuka n3obpaxeHnem KazemMaToB W MbITOK:

“W Bce aTo TweTHO! [la 1 K 4eMy 3TO BCe? 3a4emM? XuMBellb, Tep3aeLlbCs,
JyMaellb; Hanucan — M KoHeu! K 6ymare NpuUKOBa/IUCb Crnajkue MyKu
CO3JaHNss — He BOPOTUTb UX! YHWKEHbl, B TEMHULY 3anepTbl MbICAU
ropgoro gyxa-cosgatens (83).

MocnegHee onATb BO3BpalLaeT HaC K OCHOBHOW npobneme — Hepea-
nnsoBaHHoCcTU. [Ansa TupaHe3e HEBO3MOXHOCTb YMEpPeTb KpOeTca
WMEHHO B TOM, YTO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTb €ro apXMUTEKTYPHbLIX MJIaHOB
He MOXEeT UCMONHUTLCA. Mbl YXXe UMenn ciyyain roBopuTb 0 TOM, YTO
NnpocTpaHCTBO o06pa3a BblYepnbiBaeT MNPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTb BpeEMe-
HW — TakK YCTpoeHbl “MefHblil BCagHUK” M “KaMeHHbIA TrocTb”
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(cm. TpuropbeBa 1997), — B cnyyae c lNupaHese ABNeHME 3epKanbHO
NPOTUBOMOOXHOE:
“% y3Han Tenepb ropbKMM OMNbITOM, 4TO [...] KaXkgoe 3gaHue, Kaxgas Kap-
TUHa, KaXKgas 4epTa, HeB3Hauyal MNpoBeAeHHas MO XO/CTy wunu 6ymare,
CNYXXUT XUAULLEM TaKoMy Ayxy. STW AyXW CBOMCTBA 3/10r0: OHU NO6AT
MHOXWNTbCA U Tep3aTb CBOEro TBopLa 3a TeCHOe XXunauulie. E,U,Ba noyvysann
OHW, 4YTO Xunuue nx A0SIKHO OrpaHNYnTbCA OAHUMKU rpaBMPOBaHHbIMU
KapTnHamMn, KakK BO3HerogoBasin Ha MeHA ... A YyXXe 6bln Ha CMepTHOVI
nocTenu, Kak Bapyr ... [...] E4Ba 51 cTan cMblKaTb rnasa BeYHbIM CHOM, Kak
MeHS OKPYXXW/M npu3paku B obpase ABOPLOB, Naniat, LOMOB, 3aMKOB,
CBOJAO0B, KOJIOHH.
Bce oHUM BMecTe AaBuUIN MeEHA CBOEK rpomMajgor U C y>XaCHbIM X0XO-
TOM MpPOCUNN Y MEHA XXU3HW. C 1ol MUHYTbI A He 3HaK MNOKoA; AYyXW,
MHOIO MOPOXAEHHble, NpPecnefyl0T MeHS: TaM OFPOMHbI/ CBOJA 06XBaTbl-
BaeT MeEHA B CBOU Oﬁ'bf-lTI/IFI, 3[ecb 6alllHN TOHATCSA 3a MHOl0, LWaras Bepc-
Tamn; 3[4ecb OKHO Apebe3xXuT nepeao MHOK cBOMMM pamamu. MHorpa
3aK/1l04YaldT OHU MEeHSI B MOW COOGCTBEHHbIe TEMHULUbI [], AONbITbIBAKOT-
CA, 3a4emM ocyamn A UX Ha XW3Hb HEMOJIHYK U Ha BEYHOE Tep3aHue, — 1"
HaKOHeL,, M3MOXAEHHOro, ocnabeBLUero, CHOBa BbITA/IKMBAKOT Ha 3eM/10.”
(32-33).

Ecnn 6bl NpoCTPaHCTBO pPa3BMIOCh BMOJSIHE, OHO 6bl MOAYYMIO U Bpe-
MeHHOe 6bITUe, 1 TOorAa BPEMEHHOE CYLLeCTBO MOr10 6bl MCYE3HYTL, B
NPOTUBHOM C/lyyae, OHO CTaHOBUTCA BEYHbIM HeCaMOCTOATE/IbHbIM
3/1eMeHTOM 3M61eMbl — W B 3TOM ero Tparegus no O40eBCKOMY.

Ecnm npo6nema HeBONNOTUMOCTU MPOCTPAHCTBA, BblpaXeHHas B
Hepeann30BaHHOW, NNOCKOCTHON apXMUTeKType, aenaeT MNupaHese bec-
CMepTHbIM, TO HEBOMJOTUMOCTb BPEMEHW B BapuaHTe MY3blKM ybu-
BaeT beTxoBeHa.

“OT cambIX OHbIX NeT A yBuaen 6e3fHy, pasfensiollyo MbiClb OT Bblpa-
XeHuna.” (82).

My3blka Kak abcontoTmsaumna gywmn — 6ecCMepTHOro BpeMeHn — He
MOXET BOMMOTUTLCA B rpy6oii matepuu:

“TOHKOEe YX0 MOe CcTasno rpybetb: elle B HEM 0CTaBasioCb CTONIbKO YyBCT-
BUTENIbHOCTU, UYTO OHO MOFJ/I0 CAbIWaTb OLWMNOKN My3blKAHTOB, HO OHO
3aKpbI/IOCb 41 KPacoTbl; MpayvyHoe 06/71aKo ero 00bAI0 — U S He Cbly
6onee cBouMx npousBegeHwuin. [..] Xo4yy BbIpasUTb — BCE WCYE3NO:
YNOPHOE BeLLECTBO He BblJaeT MHE HWN eMHOr0 3ByKa, — rpybble YyBCTBa
YHNUTOXalOT BCHO AEATENbHOCTL AYLIN.(82).
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CHoBa HefO0BOMNOWEHHOCTb, HEAO0BEAEHHOCTb A0 peannsaynn, HO
3[1eCb B BapuaHTe ABHOro pacnaga — pas3pylweHunAa ambeMaTUUYECKOIA
napbl:
“O! 4To MOXeT ObITb y>XacHee 3TOro pasfopa Aywu ¢ YyBCTBamu, LyLIN C
gywoto! 3apoxpaaTb B rosioBe CBOel TBOPYECKOe MPOM3BefeHWE N exe-
4acHO ymmupaTtb B MyKax poxgeHusa! .. CMepTb gywim! — Kak CTpallHa,
KaK )KMBa aTa cmepTb!” (82).

34ecb BHOBb CHMMaeTCAa OMMNO3MLMOHHOCTL Mapbl: MNupaHese XuBeT
‘MepPTBOM XMN3Hb ', BETX0BEH yMUpPaeT “KMBOWN CMepTbio’.

Kak MOXHO 3aMeTWUTb, 3TW ABe HOBe//bl 00pasyloT Hekyl napy
Hepeann3yemon ‘aMm6emMbl’: He BOM/OWEHO HU MPOCTPaAHCTBO, KOTO-
pOMY He XBaTaeT BPEMEHW, HU BPEMSA, KOTOPOMY He XBaTaeT Mpo-
cTpaHcTBa. XXKM3Hb OAHOrO0 repos 3fecb AeACTBMTENbHO OTBET Ha
CMepTb APYroro, 4To TakXe o6pasyeT napy, KOTOPYH Ha OCHOBaHMWM
BbILLECKa3aHHOr0 MOXHO cuuTaTb ‘ambnematnyeckoli’. Ho, nockonb-
KY 3TW [B€ XW3HW pa3BefleHbl MO pa3HbIM HOBennam, ata ‘ambénema’
ABHO AMCKPeANTUPOBAHHAA, PasopBaHHas.

Hosenna “CebactnaH bax” npoTuBonocTaBnserca “locnegHemy
KBapTeTy beTxoBeHa” No MNpu3Haky ‘peannsaums — He-peanusauuna’
TakK >Xe, Kak Hosenna o lMupaHese “MmnpoBusaTopy”, nu BMecTe Age
HoBennbl 0 NMupaHese n BeTxoBeHe NPOTUBOCTOAT MO 3TOMY Xe Npus-
Haky “Bbaxy” un “Nmnposusatopy”.

bax, B oTnnyne ot beTxoBeHa, CymMes BMOJIHe peann3oBaTb CBOKO
My3blKy. [pnyemM ycunmsa no 3Toil peannsaymm MOTUBHO O(OpPMAAIOT-
CA B OTYET/IMBbIX MOMbITKAX NPEO0L0/EeTb Pa30PBaHHOCTL B Mnape afne-
MEHTOB ‘ambriemaTMyeckoro’ Tuna.

Bca nctopus toHocT baxa nosecTByeT 06 yCuamMax no npeogone-
HUIO HEeBOMOLWEeHHOCTN. Bax HauynmHaeT C TOro, 4YTo YUTAET MY3bIKY
rnasamy (OTYero u cnemnHeT K CTapocTu, T.e. MePBbIA LWar Ha NyTn K
BOMMOLW,EHNIO LLENbHOCTM CTAHOBWUTCHA MEpPBbLIM LIAroM Ha MNyTu K ee
yTpate) — 3TO elle HernofiHOLEHHasa My3blka 6e3 3Byka, 6e3 onioT-
HeHus (N0 cyTn — ‘6eTXOBEHCKas cTagus’), HO yBUAETb TO, YTO OH
CAblWa, — 370 YXe Wwar K BOMJOoWeHno, KOTopoe 34eCb AOCTATOYHO
OYeBWAHO MOHMMaeTCA KaK focTpamBaHue [0 napbl ambremartuye-
cKoro Tuna. NMpu aTom XapakTepHO COMoCTaB/ieHNe CoOYeTaHNsA 3BYKOB
C rpamyeckoil 3anncbio HOT C Mepornudamm, XoTa N0 CYTU OHU UMK
He aBnAOTCA, 60N1€e TOro, B KAKOM-TO CMbIC/E 3TN ABNEHUA MPOTUBO-
NONOXHbl (MEPOrNNM HMKaK He yKasblBaeT Ha 3By4YaHue, npousHece-
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HWe cnosa, B TO BpemAd, KakK HOTHad 3anucb NpusBaHa YKa3sblBaTb

WMEHHO Ha 3T0):
“Yacto CebacTvaH 3acnyLumBascsi, Korga 6pat ero MefseHHo, 3afyMbl-
BasiCb Ha KaXJol HOTe, MPUHMMaCA pasbirpbiBaTb 3TW 3aBETHbIE MPOU3-
BefeHnsa. OpHaxabl OH He yTeprnen wu [..] nonpocun XpucTodopa
Nno3BO/INTb €MY WUCMbITaTb CBOW CUblI Hag 3TUMK uepornudamu. [..]
CebacTmaH 6bl1 B OTYasiHbU; U AHEM W HOYbK HeLOKOHYeHHble (pasbl
3anpeLleHHO My3blKU 3BEHeNM B yllax ero; MX [OKOHUWUTb, pasrafaTb
CMbICA UX TapPMOHWUYECKUX COeJUHEHWIA — CAenanocb B HEM CTpacTuio,
6onesHunto. [...] KTo onuweT BOCTOPr ero? MepTBble HOTbl 3a3By4anu
npes HWM; TO, Yero TWETHO OH OTbICKMBA/ B HEOMpeAeNeHHbIX NpeacTaB-
NEHNAX NamsiTu, — TO SICHO BbIroBapmeanocb MMU. Llenyto Houb nposen
OH B 3TOM 3aHATUW, C XXaAHOCTbIO MepeBepTbiBas NUCTbI, HaneBas, yaapss
nanbLamu no cTony, Kak obl No Knasuwam.” (109).

Bax HauMHaeT mepenucbiBaTb HOTbl U TakMM 06pa3oM fenaeT ele
OAWH War K BONNOLWeHNIO (HO 3TO npefaHne bymare — elle TONbKO
(hasa MupaHese). Hanbonee nosHOe onucaHWe NOMbITOK YCTaHOBUTb
CBA3b B Pa30pPBaHHON Mmape — 3TO OMMCaHWe MepBOro onbiTa o6Lye-
HUA lOHOro baxa ¢ opraHoMm. OpraH — OrFpoOMHO€e MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE
06pa3oBaHMe — He 3BYYUT A0 TeX MOp, NOKa B HEro He BAOXHYM
AyX, T.e. Bpems:

“IMepes HUM ¥ Knasuwm [..]; OH 6pocaeTcsi, CUIbHO yAapsieT MO HUM,
XIET, KaK MOJIHOTNACHbIN 3BYK TPSIHET 0 CBO/Abl LIEPKBU, — HO OpraH, Kak
GYATO CTOH THEBHOFO My)Xa pasfasncsi, UCMYCTU/T HECTPOMHOE CO3BYyYUe
no xpamy ¥ yMonkHyn. TueTHo CebacTvaH 6pan TOT W ApYroii akKopga,
TLWeETHO Tporaa TO OAHY, TO APYryl KnasuaTypy, TLWETHO BbIABUTaT W
BABUTa HaxoamBLUMecs BGIM3M PYKOSITKU, — OpraH mos4asn, W TOSIbKO
rYX0 KOCTSIHOW CTYK OT Knasuwen [..]. OH nombicaua, 4to 60r Haka-
3blBaeT €ro 3a CBATOTATCTBO, W YTO OpraHy CyX[eHO HaBcerja mMonyatb
noA pyKoi.” (112).

370 Kak 6bl ‘6eTX0BEHCKasd’ (pasa HEBOMOLLEHHOCTMW, 3a KOTOPOI
cnepytoT NpAMO-Taky PU3NYecKme yCUams no NpeofoseHNo 3TON He-
BOMOLLEHHOCTMK:

“Bpocunics K MexaM; CU/IbHOI PYKOK OH NPUBOAWI WX B ABUXEHUE U
noTomM onpomeTbio 6Geran K KnaBuatype, 4TO06bl BOCMO/b30BATbLCA TeEM
KO/IMYeCTBOM BO34yXa, KOTOpPOe He ycnesasio BbleTeETb M3 MeXa, NoKa OH
poberan [0 KnaBmaTypbl; HO TLLETHO, — He BMOJIHE MOTPSCEHHbIE TPYObI
n3gaBann N1Llb HecTpoliHble 3ByKU, U CebacTuaH obeccunen OT JONTOro
ABWKeHMA.” (112).
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Mpu atom ans O[0eBCKOr0 OKa3blBAeTCA BeCbMa CYLL,ECTBEHHbIM TO,
YTO OpraH cpefn BCeX MY3blKaflbHbIX WHCTPYMEHTOB Haubonee npué-
NMKAETCH K MPOU3BEAEHUIO apXUTEKTYpPbl — W B 3TOM CMbiCne Bax
KaK 6bl COeZiUHAET HEBOMNMOLWEHHbIE MeuTbl MupaHese 1 beTxoBeHa:

“3[4eCb OFPOMHbIE YETBEPOYro/ibHble TPY6bl, Kak OyATO OCTaTKU OT ApeB-
Hero rpeyveckoro 3gaHus, TAHYAUCb OAHAa Hafd APYroW, a BOKPYr uUX psfpbl
roTMYecKux balleH BO3BbILIAN CBOM OCTPOKOHEYHbIE METa/I/INYECKUNE KO-
JIOHHBI. [...] BAPYr OH CMOTPUT: YETBEepPOYroJibHble CTO/M6bI MOAbIMAOTCA
C MeCT CBOMX, COEfMHAOTCA C NOTUYECKMMU KOJIOHHaMU, CTAHOBATCA Psf
3a pagom, elle ... ele — 1 B3opam CebacTmaHa SABMNOCb 6ECKOHEUHOE,
OVBHOE 3AaHue, KOTOPOro HasiBy OMMcaTb He MOXeT 6efHbl/i A3bIK Yeno-
BEYECKUIA. 3[eCb TAMHCTBO 30A44ECTBA COEAUHANOCH C TAMHCTBAMU rapmo-
HUW; Haf O6LIMPHBLIM, y6eratolwmM BO BCe CTOPOHbI OT B30pa MOMOCTOM
MOJIHbIE CO3BYUMNSA Mepecekasncb B 06pase NIerkMx CBOA0B M ONMpasncb Ha
6ecUnCNeHHble PUTMUYECKME KOMOHHbIL. [..] B cTpoliHbIX reomeTpu-
YeCKUX NIMHMAX BO3A4bIMA/IUCh COMETAHUA My3blKa/lbHbIX opyauia; [...] pas-
HOLBETHbIe 3aBeCbl MPOTUBO3BYUMI CBMBAINCL U PasBMBaINCL MpPe] HUM,
N XpoMaTuyeckass ramMma UrpmebiM 6apenbedomM CTpyuniacb Mo KapHusy.”
(112-113).

TakumMm 06pa3oM, OCBOMB OpraH Kak MHCTPYMEHT BOM/OLWEHUA CBOUX
TBOpeHWi, bax BMOAHe AocCTuUraeT ‘amM67eMaTUYeCcKO’ LenoCTHOCTH
B CBOEM MYy3blke — W, Hajo 3aMeTUTb, 4YTO bax 6bin NOOUMeRLLUM
Komno3ntopom OpfoeBckoro. Ho, npu 3TOM, OH BCe PaBHO YTO-TO
ynyckaeTt. /I He TONbKO MOTOMY, YTO 3aKOHYEHHOCTb €ro MCKyccTBa
NIV AeT COBEPLUEHCTBA Ye/IOBEYECKYIO /IMYHOCTb. B KOHeYHOM cueTe
bax, Kak n ero craplwuini 6pat, He MOXeT AONYCTUTb CYyLLECTBOBaHUA
WHOTO W B My3blKe. BecbMa XapakTepHO, 4TO 3TO ‘UHOE’ nonaraercs
Of0eBCKMM B UTaNnbAHCKOW MY3biKe, UTO Kak Gbl HameKkaeT Ha NpoTu-
BONOCTaB/eHNE ‘HEMELKON’, ‘CKYNbNTYpPHOR’, a B TpakTOoBKe Op0€eB-
CKOF0 Jaxe ‘apXuTeKTYpHOIi’, YCTPeMMNEHHOW BBbICb (BepTUKanb),
ANHUW B Pa3BUTUWU MY3bIKM7 U ‘UTANbAHCKOM’, YyBCTBEHHOM, Npebbl-
BatolLeil Ha 3emne (FOpM30oHTasb).

7 [lymaetcs, 4To BOOOLLE MHOrve O0COGEHHOCTU U MNPOSIB/IEHUSI HEMeELLKOW
Ky/bTYpbl KOPEHATCA B 3KCTPAOPAMHAPHbIX MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbLIX CBOWCTBAaX
HeMeLKOro fsblka. Tak, Hanpumep, Teopus My3blKa/ibHOW Apambl Puxappa
BarHepa B KauyecTBe MoOYAMTENbHOIO MOTVMBA OYEBUAHO WUMeEET HEBO3MOX-
HOCTb COBMECTUTbL ‘CKY/IbNTYPHOCTb’, OTAENbHOCTL HEMEeLKOro C/ioBa C He-
pacy/IeHEHHOCTLIO MY3bIK&/IbHO — PEYEeBOro MoToKa B TPaguLUN UTaNIbAH-
cKoil onepbl. CMm. BarHep 1978: 540-624.
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baxy B HefOOLEHKe OAHOW U3 NIMHUA WHKPUMMWUHUPYETCS Ta Xe
OfHOCTOPOHHOCTb f3blKa, YTO W B pa3fpobneHHON Ha cheuuanbHble
06n1acTn Hayke:

“Boobpa)keHWe ero, M3HbIBasi, UCKano 3BYKOB, eAMHCTBEHHOrO f3blKa, Ha
KOTOPOM eMy 6blia MOHATHA M XW3Hb AYLUN €ro U XW3Hb BCEIEHHON, HO
TWETHO: 0ApsAX/eBLUee, OHO MPEACTaBAN0 EMY /IMWb KAaBuLIK, TPy6bl,
KnanaHbl opraHa! mMepTBble, 6e3)KM3HEHHbIE, OHN YXKe He BO36yXaanu co-
yyBcTBMA.” (131-132).

M noaTomy ero Agyuwa TakXe, Kak ero co3HaHue, yTpayumBaeT Lefb-
HOCTb!

“OKpYXXeHHbIN Be4HOI TbMoto. [...] MonoBuHa aywn ero 6biia MepTBbIM
Tpynom! *(131)

Kak MOXHO 3aMeTUTb, 3TO HanmoOMWHaeT 06paTHOe TeyeHWe ‘BUJIOY-
HOro’ mpouecca pas3fjBoeHUs: OT Napbl KaXAblli pa3 OTCEKaeTCs 0AHa
U3 ee COCTaBNALOLWMX, T.e. 3TOT NPOLECC MOXEeT 6bITb 0XapakTepnso-
BaH Kak npouecc ‘geambnematmsalmn’ nam ‘BUA0YOI AeCcTpyKLnmn’.

‘Ombrema’ flaxxe B CaMOM COBEPLUEHHOM ee BapuaHTe He MOXEeT
CMYXUTb afleKBaTHOMW MOJeNbi0 MUpa WM YenoBeka. ITO MOMOXKEHUE
CTaHOBUTCSH OCOGEHHO OYEBUAHLIM MPU aHaNn3e C 3TON TOUKW 3pEHUS
HOBeNbl “MIMNPOBM3ATOP”, COCTaBAAOLWEN SBHYH OMNO3NLMIO K
“CebactnaHy baxy” no npuHUMNYy ‘lWYTOBCTBO — BbICOKOE UCKYCCT-
BO’. MickyccTBO KnnpuaHo npegcTaBniseT cobol AbABONbCKWIA, Mexa-
HUYEeCKMn (hoKyc. Bnpoyem, B 3TOM paKypce MCKycCTBO baxa Toxe He
NNLLIEHO MEeXaHWYeCKWX 3/1eMeHTOB, HO, pa3yMeeTcs, He [AbABOJb-
CKOro CBOliCTBa, CKOpee HaobopoT, HO TeM He MeHee (cp. onpefe-
NeHWe opraHa B KayecTBe “YyaHO YCTPOEHHO MalnHbl” (112).)

Mmnposnsatop — KunpusaHo — HauvyuMHaeT ¢ Toro, ¢ yero u MNu-
paHese, 1 beTxoBeH, n bax — C MOMbITOK BbIPaXXeHWs, BOMJOLLEHNA
MbIC/IX, Ha 3TOT pa3 B c/ioBe. Ero ycunua v ctpagaHns npu 3Tom He-
BbIHOCWMbI: C OfHOI CTOPOHbI, MbIC/Ib TEPSETCA BO Mr/le HEOCO3HaH-
HOr0O — OHa HeynoBuMma; C Apyro — rpy6as maTepus HacTONbKO
KOCHa, 4TO MOYTU HEnofBfacTHa HUKAKUM TpaHC(opmauuam LyXOM.
CuTyaums pa3opBaHHOW ‘amb6nemaTvyeckoil’ napbl B papMHUPOBaH-
HOM BuWje. Yenoseyeckas MMYHOCTb, U3HbIBasA OT 6eccunus, noitaetcs
yBA3aTbh YacTu napbl:

“B Te gHW pefKOo TycKnasa MbIC/b, Kak efjBa NpuMeTHasa 3Be3foyka, 3a-
poxfanacb B ero (aHtasuu; HO Korja u 3apoxpganacb, TO fiCHena Mej-
NEHHO W [0/Tr0 TepAnacb B TymaHe;, y>Ke nocne TPyAOoB HEMMOBEPHbIX
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[JOCTMrasna OHa KaKoro-To HesicHOro o6pasa; 3fecb HauyuMHanacb HoBas
paboTa: Bblpa)keHMe 0T/IeTasio 0T Mo3Ta 3a MUpuMagbl MUPOB; OH He Ha-
XOAWN C/OB, & €CAM W HaxoAws, TO OHU He K/EWINCb; METP He THY/CS;
NpUBA3YMBOE MeCTOMMEHME XBaTaslloCb 3a KaXKJoe C0BO; [A0/roBsi3bli
rnaron nytanca Mexay WMeHamu; MpokasTas pudma npsatanack Mexay
Heco3BYYHbIMU cnoBamu. Kaxablii cTux ctoun 6efHOMY MO3TY HECKO/b-
KX M3rPbI3eHHbIX MepbeB, HECKO/bKMX BbIPBaHHbLIX BOOC M 06/10MaHHbIX
HorTeli. TWeTHbI 6bin ero ycunual” (87).

3T0 nocnegHee “TwleTHbI!” COMPOBOXAAaeT BCeX XYAO0XHUKOB “Pyc-
CKUX HOYein”. XapaKTepHO, YTO NOMbITKa yBA3aTb MbIC/b W CMOBO, 3a-
(hMKcupoBaTb UX APYr 3a APYroM NpUBOAUT K TaK CKasaTb ‘BU3yannsa-
LUK’ 3TUX YCUNWUii B BUAe “BblpBaHHbIX BONOC” U “06/I0MaHHbIX HOr-
Tel” — MHEMOHMYEecKas (YHKUMA MOAJO0OHbLIX MPUNUCbIBAEMbIX 00-
pa3oB, B TOM 4ucC/e B BapuaHTe “3apyboK Ha Tene” KyNbTYPHO TUNUYHA
N UMeeT NPSAMOe OTHOWEHME K MHEMOHMWYECKON “ambnemartusayun” B
CaMOM LIMPOKOM CMbicie (cp. ‘ambBnemaTnyecKkyt’ MHTepnpeTayuto
aHekfoTa 0 Huarapckom Bogonage: puropbesa 1997: 431).

M Torpga KunpusHo npuberaeT K ycnyram OfHOroO U3 TUNWUY-
HbIX POMaHTU4ecKUX MaroB. [lap mara COMpPOBOXAAeTCA Ha MepBblid
B384 CTPaHHbIM YC/0BMEM, B KOTOPOM, pasyMeeTcs, W KpOoeTcd
¢unococknin NogBOX, COCTOAWMM B TOM, 4To KunpusaHo npu cBO-
604HOM BfafjeHUn BbipaXeHuem 6yaeT ewe U BCe BUAETb, W BCe
noHumatb. (B cBeTe ‘amM61emMaTM4eCKON’ MapHOCTWM 3TO, BMPOYEM,
BMOJSIHE NIOTMYHO). W BOT BMECTO TUTaHUYECKUX YCUNWIA NO NepeBoay
OAHOr0 3/1eMeHTa Ha ApYroi MMMpoOBM3aTOpy 3TO faeTcs aBTOMaTu-
yecku:

“B 0flHO MIHOBEHWE BbICOKOE TAMHCTBO 3aPOXKAEHUSA MbIC/IM MOKAa3a10Ch
KunpuaHo fenom BecbMa /lerkum M 06bIKHOBEHHbBIM; YePTOB MOCT C Ku-
TaNcKUMM MOrpeMyllKaMy MNPOTAHYACA ANA Hero Hafg 6e3gHol, OT-
0ensALWyl0 MbiCb OT BblpaXeHus, U KunpusHo 3aroBopun ctuxamu.”
(93).

3T0 No cyTW Aena KOHCTaTauus MEXaHW4YHOCTW, aBTOMaTUYHOCTM Me-
peBofia 3NEMEHTOB APYr Ha Apyra B coyeTaHUM ‘ambremaTmyeckoro’
Tuna. KunpuaHo BnageeT CNOBOM M BUAWT BELLECTBEHHOCTb O Ca-
MOro fHa — 06a 3fieMeHTa Hanuuo. XapakTepHo, 4TO 3TO BUAEHMWE
BblpaXKaeTcs B BUAEHUW aTOMapHOW CTPYKTypbl. KUNpUAHO npu 3ToM
KakK 6bl MpeBpalLaeTca B XMTPYH MallUHY (‘Y4epHbIA W uK’ nHhopma-
LWOHHOIO npolecca, KOTOPbIA 34eCb BeCbMa NMOKa3aTe/lbHO NpeacTa-
eT KaK Hekasa ‘macopy6ka’) — no OfHY CTOPOHY y Hero pasnaraeTcs
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mMaTepus, No APYryw W30 pTa BbipbiBalOTcA CTUXWU. OH OTAeneH u oT
TOFO, U OT APYroro, OH MPUHUMNMANbHO U306pakeH BbiNaBWMWM B
NMPOMEXYTOK MeXAy TeM W 3TUM, MpPUYeM, 3TOT MPOMEXYTOK SBHO
CTPEMUTCS K Hy/0. BellecTBEHHOCTb pasnaraeTcs NPOTUB ero BOAW U
Mpu 3TOM TOHWUT, BbITECHSIET €r0 W3 MUpPa — BbLITECHAET VMEHHO B
MOMEHT NpeBpaLleHns maTepun B cnoBo (BO BpeMms):

“3peHue, cnyx, 060HAHUE, BKYC, OCSA3aHWe, YyBCTBa, BCe HEPBbl €ro nosy-
YN MUKPOCKOMUYECKYH0 CMOCOGHOCTb, U KaK B U3BECTHOM (hOKycCe Ma-
neiillas NblIMHKA, Manelillee HaceKOMOe, He CyLLeCTBYHLLee A1 Hac,
TECHW/I0 €ro, rHano M3 Mupa; webeTaHne 6a60YKMHOIO Kpblia pasgmpano
ero yxo; camas rnagkas noBepxHOCTb LUeKOoTana ero; BCe B NPUPOJe pas-
narasnocb Nepef HUM, HO HUYTO He COEAUHANOCH B flyLle ero: OH BCe BU-
4en, Bce MOHMMaJsI, HO MeXAY UM 1 MI0AbMU, MEXAY UM 1 NpUpogoi 6bina
BeYHas 6e3fjHa; HUYTO B MUpPe He COYYBCTBOBaO eMy” (94).

JNnuHocTb YenoBeka 34ecb 0Ka3blBaeTCsA Kak Obl HE MpU Yem — Mpo-
Lecc aBTomaTtm3upoBaH. He cnyyailHo O[f0eBCKUI yNnOMWHAaeT “Ku-
Talickue norpemylwkn” — panee B 6ecefax daycta Mbl Haxo4uMm
paccy>XfeHne 0 KNTANCKON KyNbType Kak Bbipa3uBLUEl Bce B popmax,
B TO BPeMSA KaK CYLLHOCTb CrFHUMa, pacCyXjeHue, CONPOBOXAaeMOe K
TOMY e KUBKOM Ha punocooB 18 Beka.

B KOHEYHOM MTOre NOAMeHa YefioBeKa MallMHOW, IMO61eMON Npu-
BOAWT K aTpouu ero ecTeCTBEHHbIX YENOBEYECKUX BHYTPEHHUX Me-
XaHW3MOB:

“OT [ONroBPEMEHHOro 60peHNs pacluatasoch 3faHue gyLn ero; nosoma-
UCb TOHKWE CBA3M, KOTOPbIMU COefMHEHbl TaUHCTBEHHbIE CTUXUN MbIC-
neil N 4yBCTBOBaHWN — M OHW pacnanaucb, Kak pacnafatoTcs KpucTanibl,
Npop>aB/fieHHbIe eAKOK KUC/OTOK; B AyLUE ero He 0CTanoCb HWU MbICeR,
HW 4YyBCTBOBAHWI: OCTa/IUCb KaKue-TO (haHTOMbl, 06/eUeHHble B OAexAay
CNOB, 471 HEro CamMoro HernoHATHbIX” (96).

Kak MOXHO 3amMeTUTb, B CU/bLHO 00NarOpOXEeHHOM BapuaHTe TO Xe
nponcxoaut n ¢ baxom. KunpusaHo BugnuT ToNbKO rpybyto matepuio,
bax — BbICLWIYI0 rapMOHUIO, HO OHW 06a WHCTPYMEHTHI, TONLKO B
pasHbiX pykax. Ecnu KunpusHo — ‘kuTaiickas norpemyLika’ B pykax
[AbABOMA UMW KOro-TO BecbMa Ha Hero cMmaxusawuwiero, 10 bax —
OpraH, UCNONHEHHbIi 60XECTBEHHOW FapMOHUMN,

“CnoBsoMm, OH cfhenanca LUEepPKOBHbIM OpraHom, BO3BEfEeHHbIM B CTeMeHb
yenoseka” (125).
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A opraH, cornacHo Of0eBCKOMY, — HAaMoJIOBUHY WHCTPYMEHT, Ma-
LIMHa, & HanosI0BUHY — OPraHu3Mm:

“B034yXxXonpoBoAbl, KOTOPbIE, KaK XW/ibl OTPOMHOr0 OpraHu3Ma, CoefuH-
ANM TPy6bl C HECMETHbIMMW KNaBuLlaMu, YyAHO YCTPOEHHYI MalluHy”
(112).

B “mnpoBusatope” u nocnefyroLliemMm ANanormyeckoM 06CYXAeHWUU
npobnemaTuky 3TOM HOBENNbI OTYETAWBO NpPOCTynaeT npobnema He-
LOCTAaTOYHOCTM NapHOW CTPYKTYpbl B mpolecce ‘smbnemarmyeckoro’
nepesoga. Pag Metadop, 4EMOHCTPUPYIOWMX NMPUHLUN TPOUYHOCTH,
HEnocpeiCcTBEHHO cliegyeT 3a “MIMNpoBM3aTOPOM” M Kak Obl npega-
BapseTt “baxa”.

OTO Hanpumep paccyXxfeHue 0 MUPe XWBOTHbLIX U MUpe pacTe-
HWiA, rAe 4Ba 3TUX MUpa NPeACTaBfieHbl B BapuaHTe 3aragku, ‘Bon-
poca— oTBeTa’ ‘amb61emMaTnyeckoro’ Tmna:

“MHe Bcerfja XusHb XUBOTHbIX MpeAcTaBnsnack 0TBETOM Ha XMW3Hb pac-
TEHWUI, a YenoBeK cyaueli mexay Humn” (97).

Ho, Kak MOXXHO 3aMeTuTb, 34eCb BBOAUTCS ‘TPETWUIA’ — CyAbs, 4yeno-
BeK. M paccyjeHue-cpaBHeHue ‘nupaMmuna-oroHb-4enoBek’:

“KaxkeTcs noj CMMBOJSIOM OFHS CKpblBasica Apyroi, 6onee rny6okuinm —
yenoseK. MOCMOTPM Ha Nnamsi: B HEM eCTb TeMHasl, X0/I0fHas YacTb —
npovsBeAeHne rpy6biXx UCMapeHWli TOpsiLLero Tena; B HeM eCcTb 6Gonee
cBeTnas, rae naams NoxuiiaeT XXU3HEHHYI0 CTUXMIO M3 aTmocdepbl; 3Ta
YacTb UL OKUCASET MeTaN/bl; MeXAy 06eMMW YacTAMWU ecTb TOYKa —
0fHa TOUKa; HO 34eCb CW/bHeilasi CTeneHb Xapa, KOTOPOMY HUYTO
NPOTMBOCTOATbL He MOXeT” (98).

34eCb Mbl BHOBb BUAMM CXeMY [ABYX CTUXUMN, ‘pacxofsLimxcs-
CXO4AWNXCA’ K TOYKE. N MbICIb O TOM, 4YTO, YTO6bl “CpaBHUTL 06e
Mepkun [..] HagobHO ewe TpeTblo Mepky.” (98) W panee B obcyxpe-
HUM BOMpoOCa 0 NepeBofe NPUPOAbI HA A3bIK XXUBOMUCH:

“XXunBonucel, cpmucoBbIBas C HaTypbl, — MULIb NMUTAETCA €10, KaK Yenose-
YeCKMiA OpraHnM3m nNuTaeTcs rpyobiMn NPon3BeeHMAMNU NPUPoabl. Ho Kak
NPoOuUCXoAMT 3TOT npouecc? BeuiecTBa, MPUHUMaeMble HaMW B MULLY,
NOABEPralTCa XMBOMY 6POXEHUIO; NWLLb TOHYaLle UX 4acTh oCTarT-
Ca B OpraHu3Me W MNPOXOAAT Upe3 HECKO/IbKO >XWBbIX MNpeBpaLLeHuid,
npexae HeXxxenum obpaTtAaTcsA B Hawy naoTb” (99).

34ecb UCKIOUYUTENLHO BaXKHA MeTahopa OpraHUUYeckoro npowecca —
He MPoCTO ‘M3MenbueHue’ (Kak y KunpusHo), a nepesapuBaHue, ne-
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pennaBka. OTO CTAHOBUTCHA OYEBULHO B aHeKpoTe 0 beHBeHyTO Yen-
JMHW ¥ ero HeyLauy/MBOM C TOYKWU 3peHUd OL0EBCKOro nogpaxarene:

“OpHaxgbl BeHBeHYTO YennmHu, oTmBas cepebpsHyo cTaTytlo, 3ameTu/,
4YTO MeTasi/la Masno; 60ACb, YTO OT/IMBKA He yjacTcs, OH cobpasn Bce [0-
MallHee cepebpo: KyOKuW, NOXKK, KonbLa U 6pocnn B ropHuno. Kakoii-to
XYLAOXHUK [...] BCNOMHUAN gorafky BeHseHyTo [..], HO ono3gan: oHa He
ycnena pactonuTbca — W Korga gopmy o6aomanu, Xy[OXHUK C OT-
YasHbeM YBUeN, YTO U3 rpyau BeHepbl BbIrNSAbIBaNo AHO KacTPHOJIbKM,
Haj rnasamy Topyasna ioxkKa, v Tak gasnee ...” (99).

HecOMHEHHO, 4TO 3Ta AWCKYCCUS HEMOCPeACTBEHHO MMEET OTHOLUe-
HUE K KpUTKKe ‘aM61eMaTUYyHOCTU’ KaK MexaHM4eckoro npouecca —
Apunm6b0nba0, He 3afyMblBascb, OTAWA Obl MNOLOGHYIO CKYNbMATYpY.
[ymaetcs, uTo NOJO6GHOMY 3ambiCly MOrAU Gbl MO3aBUAOBATL TaKXe
npesicTaButenn non-apta (Hanpumep, Hukn ge CeH-®anb). Mo MHe-
HUO OJ0eBCKOTO XE:

“befa XyL0XHUKY, eCc/in BHYTPeHHee ero ropHuUIo He B cUnax pacniaBuTb
rpybyto npupogy W npesBpatuTb ee B CYLLECTBO 60/iee BO3BblLLEHHOE”
(99),

YTO MO CYTW Jefia ABAAETCA 0YEepeHbIM NMPUMepOM WM3BEYHOr0 pasnu-
una mMexgay “Kak genatb cTtuxu” n “Korpga 6 Bbl 3HanW, M3 Kakoro
copa...”

3T0 Kak Obl (uKcaums, 0CO3HaHWe WAW, eCAn YrofHO, BO3BpaT K
‘nepXXaBNHCKOW’ cTaguu pacnaga amb6nembl. 34ecb BHOBb TpebyeTcs
aBTOPCKOe ycuine, 0CO3HaHWe, geaBToMartusauus nepesofa, aBTop-
CKas akCWo/Iorusa, CKpenjeHne 3/1eMeHTOB Npu NMOMOWM aBTopuTeTa
WHOMBMAYYMA, HO Ha HOBOM 3Tane, (UNOoCOPCKM 0CO3HAHHOM. Cor-
nacHo O0eBCKOMY, pa3po3HEHHOCTb HENpuemMaemMa, Ho 06beanHeHue
[O/KHO OCYLLECTBNATLCA OPraHMYecKn, a He MexaHu4vyecku. ‘UUsmens-
YyeHwue’, ‘apobneHne’ He0O6XOAUMO, HO He B BapuaHTe MMKpPOCKONa, a
B BapMaHTe nuLyesapeHums.

Bce npousegeHne OpA0eBCKOr0 MPOHM3AaHO uMAeeli ycunms no
YAEPXKaHUIO, CIMAHUIO pacnasBlIUXCA 3N1eMEHTOB APYT € Apyrom. Auc-
KpeauTupyeTcs M OTAeNbHO B3sTas opma (B npegene — Kwutai), u
OT[eNbHO B3ATad Bel,ecTBEHHOCTb (B npegene — ManbTyc), U Mexa-
HUYecKoe coeguMHeHue Bcero co Bcem (“Mmnposusatop”), M gaxe
BAOXHOBEHHOe COefWHEHWe, HO MpeHebperalolee NMYHOCTLIO B ee
eCTeCTBEHHbIX npoasneHuax (bax). VIMEHHO MO3TOMY CTpaHHbIA cyg
B NepBOM U3 ()MHaAN0B AKOObI MHKOPMNOPUPOBAHHOW B TEKCT poMaHa
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PYKOMUCU UHKPUMUHUPYET KaXXLOMY U3 repoeB HeMoJIHOTY, NPU 3TOM
caM cyfbs MpuU3HaeT HeyNOBUMOCTb, HEBbIPA3UMOCTb UHANBMAYYMA.

WNHamenayym B noHumaHum OJ0EBCKOr0O [OJ/DKEH He pas3fensts,
HO WHTerpupoBaTb, BNUTaTb B CebA BCe 3NEMEHTbl (CP. CCbIIKY Ha
LWennnHra, o TOM, 4YTO pasHULA MeXAY MbICIbI0 U BblpaXXeHUEM
LO/KHa cBecTUCh K Hynto (140)).

M B 3TOM cCMbICne npuMeyaTeflibHa M 3aKOHOMepHa TPaKTOBKa
Opf0eBCKMM MeTPOBCKMX npeobpa3oBaHunii B Poccumn. lMeTp npeacta-
eT B 3TOM npouecce OAHOBPEMEHHO KaK MEXaHWK-4acOBLLWK U Bpau-
ecTecTBOMCMbITaTENb, @ BeCb MNPOLECC pPasuTe/NlbHO HanoMuHaeT
ycmnusa baxa no BbI3bIBAHWIO K XWU3HW opraHa:

“BblN Ha CeM CBeTe BE/IMKMWIA ecTeCcTBOUCNbITaTelb, N0 UMeHW MeTp Benu-
KWiA; eMy AOCTasica Ha [OM0 OpraHvMam uYygHbld [...]. OH Hawen B Hem
pa3Mepbl OFPOMHbIE, CU/bI UCMONIMHCKWE, KPenKue, 3aKasleHHble 3ybyaTtble
KoJieca, MPOYHble yNnopbl, 6bICTPble LWECTEPHM — HO 3TOW OFPOMHOI cuc-
Teme CMN HefjocTaBasio MasTHUKA; OTTOr0 MOLLHble 3/1EMEHTbI 3TOr0 MUpa
[OXOANAN [0 [eNCTBUIA, MPOTUBOMOMOXHbIX CyLlecTBy uX. [...] Benukuii
3HaTOK NPUPOAbI M YenoBeKa He OTYasA/ICA; OH BUAeN B CBOEM Hapofe
[LeNCTBME WHbIX CTUXWIA, MOYTWU MOTEPSBLUMXCA MEXAY APYTMMWU Hapo-
famun: 4yBCTBO NO6BU W efMHCTBA, YKPEN/IeHHOe BeKOBOK 60pb60H C
BpaXebHbIMN cunamu; Bugen 4yBCTBO 6/1aroroBeHUs 1 Bepbl, OCBATUB-
Llee BeKOBble CTpafjaHWs; 0CTaBa/ioCb /NMWb 00y3faTb Upe3MepHOe,
B030yAUTb 3acHyBLUee. [ BeNMKuUiA Mygpew, NpuBuUA K cBoeMy Hapogy [...].
MpuBuBKa 6blna cunbHa [...], ¥ HOBasA, ropsAYas KpoBb MNONAMIACH
B LUMPOKMX >KWiax WCMosivHa; BCe 4yBCTBA €ro npuwam B [Jes-
TeNbHOCTb; ... N T.4.7 (181).

CO0TBETCTBEHHO, ‘OfHOCTOPOHHMIA’, cornacHo OpfoeBckomy, 3anaj
TaKXe HYX[JaeTcs B MPUBMBKE — OpraHusayuy, HO He MexaHu-
4yeckoli, a NocpeACcTBOM HOBOI NNMYHOCTM — HOBOTO leTpa mau, no
KpaliHeihi Mepe, B XOAe €CTECTBEHHOro pas3BuTUSA. Takum obpasom,
nien cnaBsHO(MWUNbLCTBA BNUCbIBAlOTCA B 60/ee 0OLWYIO WAEK, KOH-
Lenuuio MHHOOPMaLMOHHOI0 npouecca, NOCTPOEHHYIO Ha OCO3HAHUK
pacnaga napbl ‘amM61eMaTW4ecKoro’ Tuna M MOMNbITKA BOCCTaHOB/E-
HWS ee Ha HOBOM — OpraHM4eckoll — OCHOBe. XapaKTepHO, 4TO B
YyKa3aHUM Ha Heo6XO04MMOCTb 3TOM WMHTerpaumm kH. Ofo0eBCKuil 06-
pawiaeTcs K aBTopuTeTy [leTpa, MOMOXMBLIEMY Hayano BeKy ‘maH-
ambnematunsaumn’ B Poccuu.
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CnoTblKawLanaca nposa:
“YcomHuBwMinca Makap” AHgpes MNnaToHoBa

Mpexge yem NpUCTYyNUTL K noApo6Homy, A 6bl faxe ckasana —
MUKPOCKOMNYeCKOMY, aHanu3y Tpex ab3aues npo3bl AHgpes lMnato-
HOBa, A 6Gbl XOTena OYEPTUTb HEKUI KPYr TeopeTMyeckux npobnem,
Tak ckasaTb, UAEe0N0rMi0 JaHHOro NpeanpuATuS.

WccnegoBatenn HeoAHOKpaTHO o6pawanncb K aHanusy f3blka
MnatoHoBa. B gepsyro oyepedb 3fecb cnefyeT YNOMsHYTb paboThl
Tonctoin-Ceran, MUCKAOYUTENbHO MHOFO MPOACHSOWMe B cneyudu-
Ke NNaTOHOBCKOro HappaTuBa. Hanbonee 6113K0I, 04HaKO, K HaW WM
pasbiCKaHWAM OKasanacb pabota M. Bobpuk (Bobpuk 1995), paccmar-
puBalOLLas C UCKNOUYNTENbHO NMHIBUCTUYECKUX MO3ULUA A3bIKOBbIE
HapylweHus B npo3e [naTtoHoBa. Ee cTaTbs npepcTaBnseT coboii
NPaKkTUYeCKn MOMHbIA KaTanor AMHITBUCTUYECKUX Ka3yCOB B A3blKe
MnaToHoBa. TeM He MeHee HawW OMbLIT npoyTeHua [llnaTtoHoBa He
MOXEeT CYUMTaTbCA HU BTOPUYHBLIM, HU GecCMbICeHHbIM. Bo-nepsbix,
MOCKOMbKY Mbl AefaeM aKUeHT Ha CMJIOLWHOM pacCMOTPEHUMN He-
npepbIBHOrO NMOBECTBOBaHUA (B CMAY 3TOF0 HaM W MPULLAOCHL Orpa-
HUYNTLCA HECKONbKMMKM ab3auyamun), a He Ha aHanuse AeMOHCTpa-
TUBHOW BbIGOPKM NPUMEPOB, a BO-BTOPbIX, Mbl CYMTAeM, YTO YMCTO
NUHTBUCTUYECKWUA aHanu3 34ecb ABNAETCA ONpefefieHHbIM CYXeHueMm
npobnembl. 409 Hac 6bIN0 BaXHee pacCMOTPeTb MMEHHO TpajgULMNOH-
HO-noru4eckue (MAK: KynbTypoO-10rnuveckne) CABUIM BHYTPU MOBECT-
BOBaHMS. B 3TOM Mbl CKOpee OpuMeHTMpoOBanuchb Ha paboTel P. bapTa
(B nepBylo o4yepenb, pasymeercs, “S/Z” — bapT 1994), 3HayeHue Ko-
TOPbIX AN HacTOALWMX 3aMeTOK TPYyAHO MepeoueHUTb. [1o3aTomy
npeacTaBNseTca YMECTHbIM MpefBapUTb COOCTBEHHO aHanM3 HEeKOoTO-
pbIM TEOPETUYECKUM BCTYM/EHUEM.

Ou4eBUAHO, 4YTO CYLLECTBYIOT O4HOBPEMEHHO fBe TEHAEHUMN B
A3blKe XY[0XECTBEHHOW Mpo3bl, KOTOpPble MOryT 6bITb YCNOBHO OXa-
pakTepu3oBaHbl, Kak HelTpanusytowas TeHAeHUNS — A3blK CTapaeT-
ca OblTb He3aMeTHbIM, MPeAoCTaBAsAAd BO3MOXHOCTb APYTMM (YHK-
LUMsM TeKCTa roBopuTb CO60K, W aTTpakTUBHAs — A3blK MNblTaeTCs

B nepsyto ouvepegb cm.: Tonctas-Ceran, E. O cBA3M HU3LWUX YPOBHeW
TekcTa ¢ Bbiclwummn. (Mpo3a AHgpes MnaTtoHoBa). Slavica Hierosolymitana.
1978. Vol. 3: 89-109. Cm. Takxe: Seifrid, Th. Against Matter. On the
Language of Andrej Platonov’s “Kotlovan”. Slavic and East European
Journal. 1987. Vol. 31. N 3: 370-387.
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npusfneyb BHUMaHWe UMEHHO K cebe, onuCbiBas B MepBYlO o4vepenb
camoro cebs. B KOHKpPeTHOM Mpou3BefeHUU, pasymeeTcs, HeNb3s ro-
BOPUTb O HaNM4YUM TONIbKO OAHOI TEHAEHLMU, OfHAKO NoXanyii, Bce
e MOXHO — 0 npeobnajaHum ofHON M3 HUX. Kak ABCTBYeT W3 3a-
rnaBus Halein ctaTbu, Mbl 6yAemM UMETb Lef0 MMEHHO CO BTOPON M3
Ha3BaHHbIX TEHAEHLUNNA.

34ecb BO3HMKAET cnegytowas npobnema: KakKuM MMeHHO 06pas3om
A3blK 06paLiaeT Ha ce6s BHUMaHWe, YTO 3acTaBndAeT yBuieTb ero. Kak
npeacTaBnseTCs, 3TOT BONPOC HYX/AAaeTcA Kak B pacllvpeHuun, Tak u B
yrnybneHuun. PacwupeHue npegnonaraer NoCTaHOBKY Bonpoca B 60-
nee obuiem BmAae: YTo BoOGLW e 3acTaBnseT obpawiate Ha cebsa BHUMa-
HWe B IUTepaTypHOM npom3sefeHun. Kak npegcraBnsercs, 3To umeet
OTHOLWEHMe K npobneme AUCKPETHOCTU-HEAMCKPETHOCTM AUCKYypca.
JaHHaa onno3nuusa COOTHOCUTCA C pasfeneHvem KOMMO3MLUU U
TekcTta bapTa (bapT 1989: 414-415), ofiHaKO, C HUM He coBnajaer.

OueBWAHO, YTO TaK cKasaTb “du3nyeckoe Teno” N6Oro Tekcra
OVCKPETHO — OHO COCTOUT M3 PUKCUPOBAHHbLIX (MU UHBIM LPYTUM
Cnoco6om BbIpaXeHHbIX) 3HaKOB (JaHHOe MOHATWE S ynoTpebnsw
3/1eCb He B CTPOro TEPMMUHOIOTMYECKOM 3Ha4yeHUU) U NMPOMEXYTKOB,
NaKyH Mexay HUMW. JInTepaTypHbIiA TEKCT, Kak 1 BOO6LLe peyb, CKna-
AblBaeTcA M3 CNoB (MAM 3HaYalWmMX 3N1EMEeHTOB, eci Mbl TOBOPUM BO-
obuie 0 N1060M BbICKa3blBAHWWM, HO A5 HAC ceilvyac 3ToO pasnuuue He
CYLLECTBEHHO), OTAENIeHHbIX OLHO OT Apyroro. BHe 3aToro otaeneHus
He NpefCcTaBNAeTCH BO3MOXHbIM NOHMMaHue. MocnefHee CyLLIeCTBeH-
HO — MOHUMaHue, T.e. BO3MOXHOCTb MHTepnpeTauum (0 HecoBnaje-
HUN MOHUMAHWUA U UHTEPNpPEeTaLumn Y4yTb HUXKE), HEOCYLLECTBUMO BHe
OVCKpeTHOCTU. Bocnpuatue e, B OTANYUK OT NMOHUMaHUA, OYEBUA-
HbIM 06pa30M HeNTpasbHO MO OTHOLIEHWNIO K AUCKPETHOCTU. TO Kak
6bl Lebenswelt, ecnu BOCMONb30BaTbCA BbIpaXeHWem [yccepns, —
HenocpeacTBEeHHbI MOTOK XW3HU auckypca. Mpu 3Tom, pasymeeTcs,
OfiHa TO/IbKO AWCKPEeTHOCTb MOHWMaHWA He obecneuynsaeT. Heob6xo-
AWM TaK CKa3aTb BCTPEYHbIA MOTOK, BOCCTaHaBAMBAKOLWMWIA Hekoe
€4VNHCTBO (A NOJYEPKUBAID — HE HEe-AUCKPETHOCTb) KOHTMHYYMa. Ta-
KUM, HECKONbKO napafokcaibHbiM 06pa3om, MOHMMaHue poXAaeTcs
Ha CTblKe NMPOTMBOHAMNPaBAEHHbIX WMHTEHUWIA: APOOALLERA AUCKYpPC K
BOCCTaHaB/nMBalLlWeli ero eAUMHCTBO, COOTBETCTBEHHO, WMHTepnpeTa-
uun n BocnpuaTus (‘BOCMPUATUA’, NOCKONbKY 3TO He TO >XXe camoe
BOCNpuATKE, 4TO BocnpuAaTue = Lebenswelt, xoTa oHO M coBnagaeT ¢
HUM MO BCEM MapameTpamM, KpoOMe TOro, YTo OHO NOCT-peIeKCUBHO).
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[pyruMmun e cnoamu, MOXHO TFOBOPUTb 06 MHTEHLMW, Tpebytow el
0CTAHOBKM BHMMaHUA, NpusekawLed 370 BHUMaHne — aTTPaKTUB-
HOW, U MHTEHLWUKN, HEeTpanmsyoLei ycunusa nHTepnpertayunu.

[VCKypC HeflUCKpeTeH, OH He MMeeT nakyH. NHTepnpeTtauus Boc-
CTaHaBNMBAET NlaKyHbl “(hN3NMYECKOro Tena” TeKcTa, TeM cCaMbiM MpeB-
pawas ero B aTo “cm3myeckoe Teno”. (4pyroil Bonpoc, 4YTO UHTep-
npeTaums cama WMeeT TEHAEHUMIO TYT >Ke CTaHOBMTCA AUCKYPCOM,
HeUCKPeTHbIM NS ero BOCMPUATUSA, OfiHAKO, Ceiiuac Hac 3TO 3aHu-
MaTb He bypeT.)

B KayecTBe MAMIOCTPALMM HACTOAWMX NONOXKEHUA NpuUBeLY OAMH
3a6aBHbIl Npumep U3 “lMoHefeNbHUK HauyMHaeTca B Cy660Ty” 6p.
Ctpyraukux. epoli Tam OTnpaBnseTca Ha Benocunene BPeMeHU B
Oyfyliee, HO TONIbKO He peanbHOe, a NNTepaTypHOe, T.e. MO CyTU Aena
B TEKCTbl, TAe OH C YAUBNAEHUEM W CMYLIEHWEM 3aMeyaeT CTPaHHO
OfeTbIX N0AeNA:

“To v Aeno nonagasucb Kakue-To Nt0AN, 0A€Tble TO/IbKO YacTUUHO: CKa-
KeM, B 3e/IeHON LWNAMe M KPacHOM NWAXakKe Ha rofioe Teno (6onblue
HMYEro); WM B M3SILLHBIX Tydenbkax Ha 60cy Hory. OKpyxawolme 0THO-
CUMNCL K HUM CMOKOIHO, a i CMyLLa/ics 40 TexX Mop, MoKa He BCMOMHWA,
YTO HEeKOTOpPble aBTOPbl UMET 06bIKHOBEHME MUCaTb UYTO-HUBYAL BPOaE
“nBepb OTBOPWIAcb M Ha MOPOre MOSIBUCA CTPOVHbLIM MYCKYNUCTbIi

Ye/lIOBEK B MOXHATOW Kemnke W TeMHbIX oykax”.” (Ctpyraukuii, CTpy-
raukuin 1992: 140.)

34€ecb ACHO BMAHO, YTO MOHMMaHWe TeKCTa 6e3 3aTpyAHEHUIA npocKa-
KMBaeT MNoAo6GHbIe paspbiBbl, B TO BpemMsA Kak WHTepnpetauus —
obpalleHne BHMMaHWA — BOCCTaHaBNWBAaeT, €CAM He BCe, TO BO
BCAKOM C/ly4yae BCerja COBEepLIEHHO Hen3bexXHble, CThIKU MeXAy ero
anemMeHTamu, 6yab TO cnoBa unu 6onee KpymnHble efWHULbI. 3TO
XapakKTepHo, pas3yMmeeTcs, He TONIbKO AN NUTepaTypHOro Auckypca.
BbicKasbiBaHue: “OHU MOXEHWINCb U Y HUX poaunacb AoYb” npeg-
rnonaraeT aBTOMaTM4yecKoe MPOCKAaKWBaHWe 4epe3 OTCYTCTBME 3fe-
MeHTa “npowno 9 mecAuesB”. XapakKTepHO, 4YTO “nNpockKakuBaHue”
npegnonaraeT MMeHHO “NpoCKakuBaHWe” 4Yero-to camo-cob6oii-pasy-
MetoLlerocs, T.e. Yero-To, ABMAKOLWLEroCA WAM CTaBLUEro MPUBbLIYHBLIM
C TOYKW 3pEHUs 34paBOro CMbicna W IOTUKKU, NUTepaTypHOl Tpagm-
UMM NPOYTEHUA UAN NPOCTO TPaguULUUKU NMPOUYTEHUA, B KOHEYHOM MTO-
re, TOXXe /IOTUKN. Tak, 3anojiHeHWe NaKkyHbl 3/1IeMEHTOM Tuna “npow-
no 3 mecsya u ...” NycTb Ha KOPOTKUIA MOMEHT, HO BCe XXe OCTaHOBUT
BHMMaHVWe W noTpebyeT HEKOTOPOro ycuaus Ttuna: “T.e. Kak? —
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a-a pasymeeTcs, B TOM cfiyyae, eCnu npeallecTBYOLWNUA KOHTEKCT
He TMOAFOTOBWA YXe Hac [OCTaTOMHO K Mofo6HOMY MOBOPOTY
co6bITUA. T.e. 34eCb HanWUO YCWAMe, HanpaBfeHHOe Ha To, 4To6bl
3aCTaBUTb “CMbICN UUPKynupoBaTb” (BblpaxeHue M. AMNoNibCKO-
ro— cm. Amnonbcknin 1993:78). MOXHO CKOHCTPyuMpoBaTb Mpoc-
Telillme BapuaHTbl NOLOOHbLIX BbICKa3biBaHWI (TUMONOTMYECKN BeChb-
Ma 611M3KMe K CTPOeHWto nposbl MnatoHoBa), abcypAaHOCTL KOTOPbIX
nosepsaeTcA He NMHIBUCTMYECKM, a TaK cKasaTb, NpuM nomowu 3gpa-
BOro cMmbicna: “OHM MOXEHWNUCb, U Nowen JoXAb”, nan 6onee TOH-
KW, npefnoxeHHblidi M. JI. FacnapoBbiM: “OHWU MNOXEHUAUCH, U Y
HUX He pogumnacb foyb”. OT BOCMpUHMMAlOLEro 3hecb Tpebyercs
NpeofofieHne 3UAHUSA MeXAy 3/eMeHTaMu, BOCCTaHOB/IEHUE WU ycC-
TaHOB/IEHME NOTNKO-CEMAHTUYECKON CBA3MN.

To, 4TO A MpegnoYnTald roBOPUTbH O HapyLUeHHbIX NTOTUYECKUX
(BepHee faxe 0 KyNbTypO-N0rMYECKMX), & He, CKaxeM, CTUINCTUYEC-
KUX WU IMHTBUCTUYECKUX CBA3AX ANA MEHA MNPUHLMNNANbLHO, Mo-
CKONbKY 3TO NOAYEpPKUBAET BHEYPOBHEBbLIA XapaKTep flakyH W 06pbi-
BOB. /I camad nHTepnpeTtauusa Bcnes 3a NOHUMAHWEM He MOXEeT orpa-
HUYUTLCA OAHUM KaKMM-NM60 YPOBHEM B CBOEN [eATe/lbHOCTU, XOTS,
BHE BCAKOrO COMHEHUSA, [e/leHe Ha YPOBHU ABNAETCA OAHUM W3 CMO-
c060B OCTAaHOBKM BHUMaHWUA — WHTepRpeTauun.

Tenepb, BO3BpaW,aicb K PYHKLMWOHANbHLIM Pa3inymuam f3bika Xy-
[00XECTBEHHOT0 TEKCTA, MOXHO 3aMeTUTh, YTO HelTpanusytolas TeH-
[LeHUMa cBA3aHa CKOpee C BOCNPUATMEM, HeOTped/ieKTUPOBaHHbLIM
“npockakneaHneM” nakyH, B TO BpemMsa KaK aTTpakKTWBHasa CBfA3aHa
CKOpee C MHTepnpeTaumnei, peeKCMBHON nay3oi, T.e. ¢ “dunsnyec-
KM TeNoM” TeKcTa.

AHanunsnpys Hosenny banb3aka, PonaH bapT BblgenseT Hekue He
OYeHb (opMasbHble “efuHUubl YTeHua” — “nekcun” (bapt 1994:
24), oTaensemble gpyr OoT Apyra nepesofOM [blXaHWUf, T.e. OCTaHOB-
KaMu, onpegensieMbiMW COrflaCHO MOYTU (PU3MONOrMYECKOMY napa-
METPY, BepHee, COrnacHoO MPUHLKNY, B KOTOPOM COEAUHAKTCS CemaH-
TUYECKNA N (un3monormyecknin napametpol. “Ha 0gHOM AblxaHun”
ynTalTCs TEKCThI, rae AeicTBME LennseTcs 3a feiicTBNe — [eTeKTu-
Bbl, B KOTOPbIX, KaK NpaBu/o, fAeiicTBME ABVMKETCA MHTEHLMEeR 3anon-
HeHUs NepBUYHOW, 3a4MHHOI NaKyHbl (3aragka — 0Trajka).

O6paTuMBLWIMNCL, HaKOHeL, K TekcTaM [1naToHOoBa, Hajo 3aMeTUTb,
YTO Y ero NnoBeCTBOBaHMA OYEHb KOPOTKOE [blXaHue, MOoYTU OfbILIKA,
ofblWwkKa nposbl. lMpo3a lMnaTtoHoBa TpebyeT MHTepnpeTaLuOHHbIX
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OCTAHOBOK MOYTW Nocfe Kaxaoro cnosa. COBEPLUEHHO Hec/nyyaiiHo
MAaTOHOBCKYI MNpO3y NOYTW HE MOryT 4YuTaTb HenpodeccroHasbl.
OfiHa 13 caMblX YaCTOTHbIX Xanob, Npowy NoBepUTb MHe Ha CNoBO,
BMNPOYEM He HacTauMBald Ha Hay4HOCTW [AAHHOr0 YTBEPXAEHUS, —
370, 4TO MNATOHOB BbI3bIBAET TAXMKAPAUIO.

Bbi6Op KOHKPETHOro TekcTa 1A aHanu3a U NpPou3BosieH (B TOM
CMbICNe, B KOTOPOM Cny4aiiHas Bbl6OpKa 3KCMepMMeHTanbHOro mare-
pvana cumTaeTca 60see 0OBLEKTUBHOM, — npegnonarak, 4To 060N
TekcT MNMnaToHOBa Mpy aHanm3e AacT CXOXWIA pe3ynbTaTt) u, pasymeeT-
cq, HecnyvaeH. M3BecTHO, 4TO pacckas “YcomHuBwuiica Makap”
(1929) ABuncs B onpeAeneHHON CTeNeHW MOBOPOTHLIM HE TONIbKO AnA
TBOpYecTBa [1naToHOBA, HO W ANA BCe pycckol nuTepaTypbl CTa-
NIMHCKOTO nepuofa. ToTaNbHble NUTepaTypHble TOHEHUS He B Moc/ea-
HIOO oYepefb OblNM MHCANPUPOBAHbLI (MW ABUANCL YAO0OHLIM Npej-
NOTOM) MMEHHO pacckasamu lMnaToHoBa “YcoMHMBLIKICA Makap” u
“Bnpok” (1931). XapakTepHa 3feCb ninTeparypHas 4yTKOCTb AWKTa-
TOpa, pacrno3HasWwero “4rto-To He TO” B MPOW3BEAEHWU, LOCTATOYHO
CNOXHOM [/1A NpoYTeHMsA. BnpoyeMm, Kak HW CTpaHHO, COBETCKMUe
pykoBoauTenu BoobLe OoTAMYannCb CBEPXUYYBCTBUTENbHOCTbIO, KOT-
[a 1eno Kacanocb N060i hopMbl MCKyccTBa. UTO B TOYHOCTU CKasan
CrtanuH no nosofy “YcomHuBlwerocad Makapa” JOMNOL/IMHHO He u3-
BECTHO, OfHaKO “6e3yCNnoBHO NWWb OAHO: OblM Takue CNoBa, BO3-
MOXHO CKa3aHHble B Y3KOM Kpyry: “ABYCMbIC/IEHHOe Npou3BeJeHne”,
“NBYCMbICNEHHbIN pacckas”.” (Uanmaes 1988: 22). OTa xapakTepuc-
TUKa A1 Hac WCKNOUYUTENbHO 3HauyuMma, [axe ec/in oHa fABnfeTcH
mudom. (JlereHgapHoCTb B OonpefesieHHOl cTeneHu Bcerfga o6o6uie-
Hue.) [efACTBUTENbHO, [ABYCMbICIEHHOCTb, KayaHue MeXAy pasHo-
06pa3HbIMK CMbICNAMU, KOT4a HEACHO, Ha KaKOM OCTaHOBMUTbLCH, 0fHa
13 OCHOBHbIX 0COBeHHOCTel npo3bl [naTtoHoBa. MpuBeay Ase LuTa-
Tbl, MEHEE NUTepaTypHO YyTKMX, yem CTanuH nojei, T.e. “npo3eBas-
Wwmnx” MnaToHOBa M pacKasBLUIMXCA TOMbKO MOCMe OKPUKA XO35MHa:
“J1. ABepbax Tak M Hanucan: “Paccka3 [lnaToHoBa — upeonornye-
CKOe OTpaXKeHMe COMpoTUBASOLLECS MeNnKobypXyasHol cTuxuu. B
HeM eCTb [BYCMbIC/IEHHOCTb, HO Halle BPEMS He TepnuT ABYCMbIC/IEeH-
HocTu.” /.../ A. ®ageeB B nucbme P. C. 3eMnigyke M3 goMa OTAbixa B
aekabpe 1929 roga TakXXe MOBTOPUA 3TO C/IOBO “ABYCMbICNEHHbIN:
“MeHsa nwyT B PATMMe, /.../ nwyT B pegakynm (B “OKTa6pe” 1 npose-
Ban HeaBHO MAEONOrMYECKN ABYCMbICAEHHbIN paccka3 A. [naToHo-
Ba “YcomHuBLWMKiIicA Makap”, 3a 4TO MHe nogenom nonano oT Cra-
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NNHa, — paccka3 aHapxMcTckni.)” (Hanmaes 1988: 23)9 XapaKTepHo,
YTO BCe 3TW 3aMeyaHus, MPU UX HeraTUBHOCTMW, pasymMeeTcs, MpAMO
COOTHOCATCA, U A 6bl Aaxe cKasana — [eKnapaTUBHO WHCNUPUPO-
BaHbl, Y)Xe caMUM 3arnaBmem pacckasa: C TeM TONbKO, 4YTO “yCOMHUB-
WWACA” B KPUTUKE NpeBpaLLaeTcs B “COMHUTENBHOTO”.

B Moo Xe 3afadyy BXOAMT MPOLEMOHCTPMUPOBATb, KakuM 06pasom
fenaetca, OCYLecTBsAeTCa 3Ta ABYCMbIC/IEHHOCTb B “(hM3MKO-CeMaH-
TUYECKON™” peanbHOCTM npo3bl MMnaTtoHoBa. lMOCKONbKY A 6yay aHa-
NM3NpoBaTb HeBOMbLONW OTPE30K MIATOHOBCKOrO TEeKCTa, S MO3BOMIO

ce6e NpUBECTU ero 3Aecb LEeNMKOM B LiefigX OnepaTMBHOMO yA06CTBa.

“Cpegn npoumnx TPYAALWMXCA MacC XWIW ABa 4YneHa rocygapcrsa: Hop-
Ma/ibHbIA MY>XUK Makap aHyWwKWH 1 60nee BbljaloWwnincs — ToBapuLy,
NeB YymoBoii, KOTOpbIi 6bl1 Hanbonee ymHeAlnM Ha cene u, 6narogaps
yMy, PYKOBOAWA [BUXEHWEM Hapoja BMeped, MO NPAMOA AMHUMM K
obuiemy 6nary. 3aTo BCe HacefieHWe JepeBHW rosopuno npo JSibea Yymo-
BOro, KOrga oH Lwen rge-nnéo Mnmo:

— BOH Haw BOXAb LaroM Kyfa-To nolues, — 3aBTpa XAW Kakoro-
HUOYAb MPUHATUSA Mep .. YMHas ronosa, TOMIbKO PyKW MycTble. [0bIM
YMOM XUBET...

Makap e, Kak N060i MyXuK, 60nblie N006WUA NPOMbICAbI, YeM
naxoTy, 1 3ab0TuICA He 0 x/ebe, a 0 3penmuiax, NOTOMY UYTO Y Hero obina,
Mo 3aK/toYeHnto ToBapuLLa YymMoBoro, NOPoOXXHASA rososa.

He B3sB paspeweHns y ToBapuwa YymoBoro, Makap opraHusoBasn
OfHaXAbl 3penuilie — HapoLHYI0 Kapyce/lb, TOHUMYI Kpyrom ce6s
MOLLHOCTbI0O BeTpa. Hapoa cobpancs BoKpyr MakapoBoi Kapycenm
CMIOWHOM Tyuyel 1 oxumgan 6ypu, KoTopass Morna 6bl CTPOHYTb Kapycesb
¢ mecta. Ho 6yps onasgbiBana, Hapof cTosin 6e3 fefioB, a TeM BpeMeHeM
XepebeHoK UymoBoro cbexxan B ayra n Tam 3abnyfuncs B MOKPbIX Mec-
Tax. Ecnu 6bl Hapog 6bln1 Ha MOKOe, TO OH cpasy noliMan 6bl XXepebeHKa
YymoBOro u He nosgonun 6bl UymoBOoMy TepreTb Y6bITOK, HO Makap
0TBJ/IEK HAPOZ OT MOKOS M TeM NoMor UymoBoMy noTepneTb yuiepb.

YymoBO/ cam He MmorHasncsi 3a XepebeHKoOM, a nogowlen K Makapy,
MO/14a TOCKOBaBLLEeMY Mo 6ype, 1 CKasa:

— Tbl Hapog 34eCb 0TBMEKaellb, a'y MeHs 3a XepebeHKOM MorHaTbcs
HEKOMY ...

Makap O4YHynca OoT 3agyMuuBOCTW, MOTOMY 4YTO goraganca. dymaTb
OH He MOr, MMeSl MOPOXHIOK rO/I0BY Haj YMHbIMW pyKamu, HO 3aTO OH
Mor cpasy goragbiBatbcesd.” (MnatoHoB 1988: 93).

9 Uutupytotca Asepbax, JZ1. O uUenocTHbIX macwTabax n 4vacTHbIX Maka-
pax. Ha nnTepaTypHom nocTy. 1929. KH. 21-22: 164. ®dafees, A. [10BeCTb
Hallei HocTu. M3 nucem n BocnomMuHaHumii. M. 1961: 189-190.
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3arnasume: 3ajaeT cpasy MHepLUMWIO MOBECTBOBaHUIO C NYaHTOM — He
“COMHeBat L MiAics”, a “YyCOMHUBLUMIACS”, T.e. pe3ynbTaT HEKOEro npo-
Luecca — “COMHEHMA”, Mpu 3TOM pe3y/bTaT 3aBefOMO aMOMBasieHT-
Hbll — TO X TaK, TO NM He Tak. Kpome TOro, Mbl cpasy Moayyaem
nvs repos — Makap. CTaHOBMTCSA fACHO, 4TO BCe AelicTBue OypeT
CBEpPATLCA MMEHHO C 3TUM repoemM. IOTO CYL,ECTBEHHO, KaK Mbl YBU-
OUM, B TOM YuC/ie N camblX NEPBbIX CTPOK pacckasa.

3aunH: “cpeAM NPOYMX TPYAALWMXCA” — MepBblii CTbIK, MepBas
OCTaHOBKa fbIXxaHua. Mbl uMeemM 34ecb MPOTMBOMOCTAB/IEHWNE: ECN
ecTb 'MpoYne’, UM A0MKeH BbiTb KTO-TO MPOTMBOMNOCTaBAEH — ‘NpPo-
yne’ n HekTto. lpuyem ‘npoyne’ — C/NOBO AOBONLHO CUJ/IbHOE, OHO
BK/OYaeT B cebs OTTEHOK cMmbicna oTgaaneHus (‘Npoudb’), CUAbHbINA
BapuaHT oTAeneHus. Boobuie, 370 0A4HO M3 U3NOOGMEHHBIX, K/THOUYEBbLIX
cnos MNnatoHoBa — BCMNOMHUM “Mpoyunx” “UeseHrypa”, 0O6HapyXu-
Balollee B cebe CMbICNOBble 006epTOHbI HEMPUCOEAWHEHHOCTU, Bbl-
nageHns UMEHHO M3 npouecca APY>XKHOro NocTpoeHus couunanunsma. C
OPYroil CTOPOHbI, B cCOYeTaHUM C “TPYAAWMUMUCA’ OHO Mpepnonaraet
HEKOTOPY0 BKNOYEHHOCTb B 3TO YMC/IO, MPUYACTHOCTL K 3TOMY CO-
o6bLiecTBy, 0COGEHHO B cOYeTaHUM C “cpedn™, T.e. BHYTpW, nocpeau, B
LeHTpe. Takum 06pa3om, yxe nepBOe XXe C/10BOCOYeTaHUe 3akntyaeT
B cebe 40BO/IbHO CMAbHOE MPOTMBOPEYNe — C OLHON CTOPOHbLI, Bbl-
[eneHHoCTN, OTAEeNEeHHOCTU HEeKOTOPOro 3JieMeHTa, €ero npoTuBO-
MOCTaBNeHHOCTWN Yemy-TO, a C APYroli CTOPOHbl — €ero OA4HOPOf-
HOCTK, BK/IIOYEHHOCTU U NpMUYacTHOCTU 3TOMY. CnoBa OAHOBPEMEHHO
N NPUTATMBAIOT W OTTaNIKUBaKT Apyr Apyra. MNpoTusBopeyne Bhi3pe-
BAeT BHYTPU HEKOEro MOHO/MNTA.

“Tpygawnxca mMacc” — BTOPOW CTbIK, BNPOYEM, CUUTaTb UX
LeCTBNTENbHO He MMeeT CMbiCla — MOYTU KaXoe CN0BO couyeTaeT-
CA C KaXAblM BMNOSHE napajoKcanbHbIM 06paszom. Ecan “Tpyaawmx-
CA” KaK cy6CTaHTMB OT NpuyacTMd MOXHO cOocyYMTaTb MO OTAENbHOC-
TN, COOTBETCTBEHHO, K HUM BIMOJIHE MPUNOXUMO “NMPOYUX”, MOCKOJb-
Ky CEMaHTU4YeCcKuM OHO npegnonaraet OTAeNbHOCTb, TO O ‘mMaccax’
3TOr0 YXX HUKAK He CKakewb — MOHATME COBEPLUEHO He KBaHTUTa-
TUBHOe. BepHee, 3TO CnoBOCOYeTaHMe MNpeanonaraeT HeKyk MOYTU
CHOppeanncTUYecKyto KapTuHy — ‘Tpygauiadaca macca’ (HeuTo Bpoje
“3poTmyeckoii mawwuHbl” e Caga), Kpome TOro, ux MHoro: “Cpegu
npounx”! CooTBETCTBEHHO, BbIACHAETCA, YTO HE OTAENbHbIA, eANHNY-
Hblll 371EMEHT MPOTMBOCTOMT TakOMy e APYyromy (3ameTum npu
3TOM, 4YTO W BK/OYaeTCsA B KayeCcTBe eAMHUYHOr0), HO HEKUe Kulua-
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LMe XMN3HbI Maccbl — pou. CpaBHeHWe “Tpygasawuxca macc” ¢ pos-
MW HecnyyalHO — MOXHO BCMNOMHUTL “J11060Bb Nyen TpyAoBbIX”
KonnoHTtain 1 Boo6GWe N060Bb 6GONMbLIEBUKOB K Myenam, NoOgMeYeH-
Hyto Joc Maccocom: “CTpaHHO, HACKO/IbKO YacTO OHU FrOBOPAT O Mye-
nax. Ynopsafoy4eHHOCTb U CNajocTb YNbs, KaxeTcs, npoussena 60/b-
Wwoe BMeyaT/fieHWe Ha PYCcCKMX 3aToro BpemeHwu.” (Loc Maccoc 1994:
460.)

M BOT cpeamn aTUX pOeB:

“Kunu fgBa uneHa rocyfapcTsa” — OYeHb CUMbHbLIWA CTbIK. “T1po-
ynx Macc™” u “gea”, npuyem, “yneHa”, T.e. OTAE/NbHbIX, CYUTAHHbIX
aneMeHTa. Ho oHM conocTaB/ieHbl C ‘NPOYNMM Maccamu’, COOTBETCT-
BEHHO, KaX[blli N3 HUX OTAENbHbIN, U TEM He MeHee — Lefblii poid —
KapTuHa, nogobHas 6ecKOHe4YHOW AeNMMOCTU atoMa B COYETaHMM C
6eCKOHEYHON MHOXECTBEHHOCTbIO KOCMOCA, KOTOPbIA TYT e U Hasbl-
BaeTca — ‘rOCYyAapcTBO’, CNOBO, CTOfALLEe B AOCTATOYHO CU/bHOM
no3MuMn KoHua CUHTarMbl. Takum o06pa3om, ecTeCTBEHHOHay4Has
TOYKa 3peHUA CMblKaeTCA C COLManbHOW, U B pe3ynbTaTe Mbl UMEEM
KOCMWUYECKYI KapTUHY — FOCYAAapCTBO Kak MUpo3jaHue, Kaxablii u3
31eMeHTOB (471eHO0B, YacTul) KOToporo — ‘Tpygawascs’ (no aHano-
My — ‘KuLallas XXu3Hbk’, NOCKONbKY “XXKUAn) ‘macca'.

PacnpocTpaHeHue (nepeyncneHune): “HOpPManbHbIA MY>XWK”
cneayowWwmnii cTblk. AM6UBaNEHTHOCTb — YTO 3HAYUT “HOPMabHbINA"?
Cp., ecnn Gbl GbII0 “06bIKHOBEHHBIN. “HOpManbHbIi MYy>KUK” — 3T0
‘00bIYHBIA MYXUK’? ‘MYXUK, COFNacHo onpejeneHHo Hopme’? Tor-
fJa Kakoi: coumanbHoW unum obuievenoseyeckoin? “My>KuUK™ B pyc-
CKOM fA3blKE MOXEeT 3HayuTb W MPOCTO: ‘Y4enoBeKk’, ‘MYX4UuHa’ wu
‘KPECTbSHWUH’, T.€. YNieH couyuyma. Mpuyem “HOpManbHbIA” Npeanona-
raet HOBYI0 aMOMBaNEHTHOCTb: B KAKOM CMbIC/e “HOPManbHbIA” — B
MCUXMYECKOM WM COLMaNbHOM, a TakXe 3afaeT MHepUWUIO AanbHei-
lWero NPoTUBOMOCTAB/EHNUA B MEpPevYnucneHnn: ‘HopmMa’ — ‘OTCYTCT-
BME HOPMbI’: ‘3TOT “HOPManbHbl1a TOT — He ... 3aberas Bnepeg,
3aMeTUM, 4YTO 3TOT CThbIK elle ocTpee: He ‘a’ (Npegnonaraemoe), a ‘n’
(cononaratouwee).

“Makap MaHYWKNH” — y3HaBaHue. VIMA repos, BbIHECEHHOe B 3a-
rnaBve, [aeT OYeHb CUNbHYK OCTAHOBKY C pacnpocTpaHeHuem. Mol
y3HaeM WMS M3 Ha3BaHWSA M HOBOe oOMpejefieHWe 3TOr0 MMEeHU —
“I"aHyWKNH”. IMs 3Tol OoCTaHOBKM: ‘A, TaK BOT, KTO repoi!’, onyc-
Katoliee Hac, pasymeeTtcs, cpasy B IMTEPaTypPHYK Tpajuuuio, KoTo-
pas 34ecb ABCTBEHHO MPOTMBOCTOMT MOJUTU3NPOBAHHON OKpacke
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NEKCUKN MepBOi YacTu dpasbl. KoHeuHo, “BegHble N0aN”, ‘ManeHb-
Kuin yenosek’ (“A 6paT Baw ero ‘HopmanbHOCTbL’ NOACBEYMBALT-
ca Tenepb W ‘O4eNOBEYEHHOCTbIO™ (T.e. “MY>KUK” B CMbIC/Ne ‘4eno-
BEK’ — KakK 6bl NMpefsioXXeHHOe pelleHre B Ka4aHUM anbTepHaTUB), HO
W, B CUNy Tpagmumnu, ‘06blgeHHOCTbIO 06bIBaTeNs’ (aMmbuBanNeHTHOCTb
He CHUMaeTcs Tpaguuueil — Ha NocnefoBaTeNlbHOCTU BYMTbIBAHUA
OTTEHKOB CMbIC/la A NPUHUUNWANbLHO He HacTamsaw). Bnpoyem, noc-
NefiHAA OTTEHOK XapaKTepUCTUKW MPOTMBOPEYUB C Y4eTOM Tpagu-
Unn— “My>XUK” y MnaTtoHoBa, HO ‘4YMHOBHUK’ y Torona v focTo-
€BCKOro. BnucoiBaHne B Tpaguuuio CTaBUT MOL COMHEHWe ncuxuar-
puyeckyto 4acTb [fMarHosa ‘HopmanbHocTu’ y [lnatoHoBa. [epowu
JocToeBCcKOro aTum TPaguLMOHHO He oTanyvanuce. Kpome Toro, da-
MWUANSA, NPWN y3HABaeMOM COXPaHeHMM PUTMUYECKOW U rpammaTtmyec-
KO CXeMbl, U3MeHeHa: He “JeBYyWKUH”, a “I'aHYWKNH”. TTocnegHee
MpW COXPaHEHWWU YMEHbLIUTENbHOCTU (‘ManeHbKUiA’ B ft060M chy-
Yyae) MPOTUBOCTOUT ‘AEBUYECTBY’, 3aCTEHYMBOCTWN, HEPELIUTENbHOC-
T, MATKOCTU NepBoi amMunumn. ITO NPOABAAETCH yXe (POHeTMUYeCKu
‘leB’ — ‘raH’. JlIntepaTypHbIli KOA 34ecb CMOCOOGCTBYET ackanauum
aMbMBaNEHTHOCTN: YMEHbLIUTENbHBLIA CyPduKe (ewe 1 B CoOYeTaHUM
C TeM caMblM WMEHeM) Hac Kak 6bl O4HOBpPEMEHHO oT6pacbiBaeT B
NUTepaTypHYIO TpaguumMio, HO, BO3BpaLLas K NepBoil yacTu ammnnu
(‘omo3Hanu, HO Befb He COBCEM TO’), TYT XXe BO3paXkaeT eid. Mpu 3ToMm
pYCCKuiA cemMaHTU4Yeckunin opeon cnoea “IraHyWKUH” (0 NpoOYUX A Ha-
MepeHo He YNOMMWHAK B CUNY HEOYeBMAHOCTU) — ‘TOHOWMUTHLCH’,
‘CYeTUTbCA’ HE O4YeHb OCMbIC/IEHHO, MPOTMBOPEYUT SIBHOW pedrek-
CMBHOCTW MpW BUAMMOM OTCYTCTBUM BHELLHEN AeATeNbHOCTU MOA06-
HbIX repoeB JlocTtoeBckoro. Kpome T0ro, ykKasaHue “My>XUK”, pasy-
MeeTcs, B O4HOM M3 CBOMX MnocTaceli NPOTUBOCTOUT aHAPOTMHHOCTH
repos [1ocTOEBCKOro. dTa CEMAHTUYECKas KOHHOTauus AaeT AONOJ-

HUTENbHbIA OTTEHOK CMbICNA 31EMEHTY “HOPMabHbIA” — ‘Tak BOT
KaKo MYXXWUK — HOpMasbHbIA!’
“A 6onee BblAAKLINIACA” — HW OfHA W3 KOHHOTALUWA npepLlwecT-

BYIOLLLEr0 KOMMJ/eKca He NoMoraet usbexaTb CTblKa — JIOTUYECKOTO
npotusopeuna. llogpasymeBaeMoe NPOTMBOMOCTaBNeHWe ‘O4UH —
HOpPMasnbHbI/, APYroli — HeHOPMaNbHbIA® 3aMeHsieTCa 00beanHe-
HUeM: He ‘a’, a ‘n’, TYyT Xe NpoBoUMPYya HOBOe HegoOpasyMeHue: 4To
e yeMy 34ecb MpoTUBOMOCTaBAeHO? “HopManbHbIiR” 1 “6onee Bbl-
jawowmiica”. Jlornka HapylleHa 34ecb C OAHON CTOPOHbI CTUAUCTU-
YeCKW: CYLecTBYeT Hekas HOpMa — OTHOCUTE/NbHO ee HeyTo ‘Gonee
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BbljaeTcs’, 04HAKO CTU/INCTUYECKN KOPPEKTHee OblN0 6bl CpaBHMBATb
UM ‘HopManbHbIA® 1 ‘6onee/MeHee HOPManbHbIWA’, UM ‘6onee Bbl-
jawwuniics n ‘mMeHee Bblgalwuiica’. HeCKONbKO CMOTKHYBLIWUCH O
CTUINCTUYECKYIO HEKOPPEKTHOCTb, MOXHO BCe Y€ BOCCTAHOBWUTb He-
KOTOPY OMnpefefieHHOCTb B OTHOWEHUW K ‘HOpManbHOMY’, T.e. B
3TOM c/iy4vyae ‘HOpPMaibHbIA’ 3HAYUT ‘OObIKHOBEHHbIN’, CPeAHWNIA, HU-
uem He “Bblgatowminica™. C apyroii CTOPOHbI, NamaTys O NUTepaTyp-
HOi W #A3bIKOBOW Tpaguuuu, NpM COMHUTENLHOCTM MNCUXNYECKON
‘HOPManbHOCTW’ NepBOro reposi, MOXHO 3afaTbCA BOMPOCOM, YeM
UMeHHO ‘60nee BblgaeTcs’ BTOPOM repoii No CpaBHEHUIO C ‘HOpMasib-
HOCTbI0’ NepBoro (Y4ntblBas M BECb KOMM/EKC ‘MafeHbKOro 4enose-
Ka’). JTormka pycckoro fisbika No3BonseT NpeanonoXuTb 34ecb U ele
60/bWY HEHOPMAanbHOCTb, M ewe 60bWY 06bIAEHHOCTb. Takum
o6pa3om am6UBaNeHTHOCTb He CHUMaeTCs, CKOpee, BO3pacTaeT — BCe
6onee n 6onee ... Tak KTo “bonee BblgatoWmninca”?

“Tosapwuwy Jles UymMOBOIA”. 34eCb XapaKTepHO, BO-MePBbIX, NPOTU-
BOMoCTaBneHne “MY>XUK” — ”ToBapuw,”. [1Ba cnoBa-noHATUA Npo-
TMBOMOCTaBAATCA Mpexjie BCero B 06l eYes0BEYECKOM CMbIC/e:
‘yenoBek’ — “TOBapuLL”. Hannuo nepeBoj XapakKTepuUCTUKU OTAENb-
HOr0 3/1eMeHTa B XapakTepuUCTUKY OTHOLUEHWIA MeXAy 3feMeHTamu:
“ToBapuw” — komy? (“Apyr, ToBapul, M 6apT” — aHanor gpaHuys-
cKoli topmynbl “Egalite, Liberte, Fratemite”). A ¢ 4pyroin CTOPOHHI,
pasymeetcd, CNoBO “TOBapwLL” npeanonaraet U COLManbHO-MOMNTU-
YeCKyl aMOUBaNeHTHOCTb: “MY>KUK” = ‘KpeCcTbAHWH’ (coumanbHas
XapakTepucTuka) npoTMBOCTOUT “TOBapully” (XxapakTepucrtuka no-
ANTMYECKAas — Cp. CTaBLIYI K/AMYKOW XapaKTepUCTUKY aKTUBKUCTOB
60/bLIEBNCTCKON PeBONKOLNM M MO3XKe — MNpefcTaBUTeneli ee Bnac-
TW, a TaKXe CTaBllee MoYTU 6pPaHHbIM ONpefefieHne ‘rpaxfaHuH’ —
YyneH rocypapctBa, NOMUTUYECKU He OLeHEHHbIA — ‘Tamb60OBCKMiA
BO/IK Tebe ToBapuuy’). Takum obpaszom, Makap B KayecTBe ‘My>uka’
NPOTUBONOCTABNAETCS U UCKIKOYaeTCs U3 MNOJUTUYECKOW CUCTEMBI
Kpyrosow nopyku. ‘Tpygdauineca macchl', genswjmecs Ha ‘4YneHos’,
0Ka3blBalOTCA BOBCE HEOAHOPOAHLIMW COrNacHO pasfIMyHbIM AUCKYpP-
CMBHbIM KOfaM.

Nma — BTOpoe uMsA, NOSBAAIOLWEeCA NO Xo4y AelicTBUA, KOTOPO-
ro, BNPOYeM, HeT B 3arfiaBum, 4To CyLecTBEHHO. ['epoli — BCe-Taku
Makap. OfHaKo, Mbl y>Xe NOATOTOBAEHbI: “ABa YNeHa” — ofuUH “Hop-
ManbHbIN”, a gpyroii “6onee BblgarowWwmiica Toeapuw,”. 34ech, Ha Moii
B3rNA4, B3rnA4 aHaAMTUYHOro, HO, BMPOYEM, MAPUHLUNNANLHO
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Cy6beKTUBHOIO (MOCKOMbKY 3@ YTO elle Mbl MOXEM OTBeyaTb, Kpome
KakK 3a Haly Cy6beKTUBHOCTb) umMTaTens, BK/KOYaeTCs BMOJHE 3/10-
60f4HeBHbIN Ana A. NnatoHoBa Koj — 3/10004HEBHO-MOMIUTUYECKUIA.
CnoBocoueTaHne ‘““ToBapuly JleB ...” npegnonaraeT, Ha MOW B3rnag
aKkTyanbHyt ana [lnatoHoBa (amunuio (XxapakTepucTuka BTOPOro
aKTaHTa y)XKe MoAroToB/ieHa UMEHHO MOSIMTUYECKU) — COOTBETCTBEH-
Ho, ‘ToBapuly JleB Tpoukwmii’. Takum o6pa3om, cnegytolias 3a ume-
HeM hamunus y MNMnaToHOBa pe3Ko MOUTUYECKU UPOHUYHA.

“YymoBOW”, T.e. cymacwewmnit (NcMxonaTonormueckuii kog) ot-
CblNaeT K KOMMEKCY “HOPMasbHblii MYy>XWK”, COOTBETCTBEHHO, ‘U
CHOBa npeBpawjaetcs B ‘a’ (‘OAWH HOPManbHbIM, a gpyron — ...").
NuTepaTypHblli KOA: B CONOCTaBAEHUMW C MEPBbIM FepoeM, OTCbinako-
wum K foctoeBckomy, — “J1eB” Takxe ‘gocToeBckoe’ uma. ®amu-
s — BTOpPas 4YacTb MMEHW — pe3Ko MepeBOAMT repos U3 paspsaga
‘ManeHbKUX U MATKUX' B paspsag ‘rpybbix n 6yiHbIX’ (X04, 0THacTU
NoACKasaHHbI [0CTOEBCKUM: “MBbIWKNH" — “nanMoT”), TONbKO B
NMPOCTOHAPOHO-CHMKEHHOM BapuaHTe: ‘YyMOBOIA’. “IaHyWKNH” npo-
TMBOCTOUT “YyMOBOMY”, KaK CMAFYEHHbIA BapwaHT CyMacllecTBus
CUNbHOMY W KaK MeNnKuii (‘roHOWUTbLCA, CYeTUTbCS’ — TUX0Ee Mome-
WwaTenbCTBO, T.e. “NAaHYLWKNH” Tenepb NojcBeynBaeTca ewe v “Mbiw-
KWHbIM”), 6€3006UAHbIA, — CUIbHOMY U rpy6omy (O6yiAHOMY, TpO3HO-
My — 3[eCb, YuTai, — “PoroxuHy”). Mpy Takoil NNOTHOCTU annio-
31 Ha [L0CTOEBCKOro ero cnosocoyetaHne “KHA3b JIeB MbIWKNUH”
(cp. “cBeTneiwnii KHA3b™) npeBpaliaeTca B ycTpawarwuii anoka-
NUNTUYECKNIA BapuaHT: <KHs3b> JleB <Tpoukuii> UymoBoii (“KHs3b
TbMbl” — ‘KHA3b YUyMmbl’). dnemMeHT “4yma” MOXeT 0TocnaTb Hac K
“MMupy BO BpeMs 4Yymbl” B CBeTe KOAMPOBKW NUTepaTypHO Tpagu-
uMeii, BO BCAKOM cCfyyae, 3TO camas NuMTepaTypHO MapKupoBaHHas
“yyma” B PYCCKOW NUTepaTypHO MEHTanbHOCTU, HO MOXET U He
OTCblNaTb — Ha 3TOM TPYAHO HacTausaTb. [pyroe npumevaHue: nu-
TepaTypHble OTCbIIKW, KPOMe YnoTpebfieHHbIX BO BCTYMJIEHUU ANf
XapaKTepuCTUKN repoes, Aanee B X0fe pacckasa NMpakTUYeCcKU He ur-
palT HWKAKOM poAM — OHU NUWb 3afal0T WUHEPLMUI PacCTaHOBKM
OLLeHOYHbIX aKLEeHTOB.

Ha 3ToM, moxanyi, 3a4nmH 3akaH4YMBaeTCs, BepHee, 3TO ‘Hepeanu-
30BaHHbIA’ MAN “NOXHbBIWA® PUHAN, TUNUYHBLIA, KaK Mbl YBUAUM, ANS
lMnaToHoBa.

OfHako, 9 He ynoMsaHyfna ewe 06 04HOM Kofe — 3TO Kof (PO/bK-
NOPHbIA, NpegonpeAenalOWnii HoBble 06EPTOHbI aMBUBANEHTHOCTH.
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3aunMH B cBOEM HaumbGonee o6uieM BuAe CTPOMUTCA MO BMOJSIHE CTaH-
JapTHOM (hONbKNOPHON cxeme: “2Kunum <6binn> gBa <6paTta>, <0f4WH
YMHbI> [3aMeHeHO Ha —] “HOpManbHbIA”, <a Apyroin — pgypak>
[3ameHeHO Ha —] “6onee BblgatoWMiica™. donbkNoOpHas CXema B CUy
ee apxamyHoCTM W NOBTOPAEMOCTW BCErAa O4YeHb OUlyTMMa, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, MapKWpPOBaHbl, (PMKCMPOBAHbI BCe ‘MecTa’ B TaKOi cxe-
me.

CTaHapTHbIA 3a4uH: “B HEKOTOPOM LLapCcTBe, B HEKOTOPOM rocy-

papctee ...” Y TlnatoHoBa wumeeM: “Cpefu nNpounx TpPyaAWMXCS
Macc”. 3neMeHT ‘“‘cpedan MPOYUX” BbINOSHAET CEMaHTUYECKU (YHK-
LMI0 3N1leMeHTa (PONbKMOPHOA CXeMbl “B HEKOTOPOM” — B KakOM-TO

O4HOM 13 ... “B rocyfapcTtee” oT3blBaeTcq B “Ba 4YneHa rocygapcT-
Ba”. Bbinano “LapcTBO”, OHO 3aMel,eHO 3NEeMeHTOM ““Tpyaawmxcs
Macc”, 4to faeT HEMeANIEHHYH KOHHOTauuK C NOAUTUIUPOBAHHON
NeKCUKOW: ‘LapCTBO TPYAAWMXCA’ WUAM ‘TOCMOACTBO TPyAAwMxcs’.
[anee BbinagaeT 3afneMeHT “‘6bian’ (Kunu-6siamn’). PasymeeTcs, ecnu
6bl M1aTOHOB OCTaBWA XECTKUIN (PONbKAOPHbLIA BapuaHT, 3TO CAML-
KOM 04YeBUAHbIM 06pa3oM nepeseno 6bl €ro NMOBECTBOBAHWE B WHON
CTUANCTUYECKNIA pa3paj, OA4HAKO, 3TO He 03Ha4aeT, 4YTO ero OTCyTCT-
BMe HeowyTumo. (“XXuTb-TO OH XA, a BOT ObITb-TO €ro He 6Obl-
Nno ...” — “KW3Hb’ Kak 6bl B OTCYTCTBMMU ‘ObITUA’ — npouecc, npeoo6-
nafaroumnini Hag CYyLHOCTHOCTbH.)

Lanee no ¢onbknopHoli cxeme: ‘gBa 6paTa’. dNeMeHT ‘6paTtbs’
3amellaetcs “‘d4neHamu rocygapcTsa”, uyTo, KOHEYHO, BeCbMa MapKu-
pOBaHO U TAHET 3a COOO0l OLEHOYHbIN LWAeid: 06l eUYenoBeHECKIA,
POACTBEHHbIW TUM OTHOLIEHWI 3aMeHeH roCyAapCTBEHHbIM, 6e3nuy-
HbIM (“Y4NeH” — TONbKO eAMHMLA ‘“YNleHEeHUA’ — ‘afMUHUCTPATUBHAS
efMnHnLA’, KaK ckasan 6bl AHApei Benblii.) Kpome Toro, cooTHeceHue
3TOro BbiNafeHUa € HalMyecTBYKOLWWUM 3eMeHToOM “ToBapuw” pe-
TMCTPUpYeT NULEMEPUE MONUTUYECKOrO AuCKypca: “TOBapull”, HO
He ‘apyr n 6pat’.

3aTeM cxema ‘OAWH YMHbIA, a ApPYroii — Aypak’ HanosHseTca y
MnaToHOBa COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaK YXe OblI0 NOKa3aHO, C OC/OXHe-
HUeM aM6UBaNEHTHOCTbIO.

Bnopy 3afatbca BONPOCOM, KTO e BCe 3TO Hanucan — [natoHoB
AU NNTEpPaTYPHbIA, MOAUTUYECKUA, (DONbKIOPHBIA AUCKYPC. HA3bIK
WA A3bIKA MULWYT 3@ NUCATeNs WU BCE XEe OH 3KCMayaTUpyeT Ux no
CBOEMY YCMOTpPEHUIO. [lymaeTca, 4To U TO U LpYyroe.



OnblIThl aHANMMTUNYECKOTO YTeHnss 263

OpfHako, hmHan 3aymHa (owyueHne PUHANBLHOCTU CBA3AHO B Nep-
BYIO OuYepedb C 3aBeplueHMeM (ONbKIOPHOW HOPMAaTMBHON CMHTar-
Mbl) OKa3blBaeTCs SIOXKHbIM — MNpPeANoXeHNe He 3aKOHYEHO, OHO no-
NnyvaeT AanbHelilee pacnpocTpaHeHue: “JleB YUyMOBOiA, KOTOPbIiA ...”
OuwyueHre cTblka 34ecb BO3ZHUKAET N0 NPUYMHE HapYLIeHUs NOruKu
HOPMaTMBHOIO MOBECTBOBAHMA. Y HaC YyXe ecTb repoin — Makap,
JaXe Mbl yXe, nokone6aBlWNCb, NPU3HANM €ro npoTaroHucTom. Yy-
MOBOI cOCTaB/sieT eMy Mapy Kak TeHb cBeTy. O6a NofyyYmnm paBHO-
BECOMble XapaKTepuUcTuku (“HOpManbHbIli MY>KUK” 1 ““6onee Bblgato-
Wuiics ToBapuw,”). Ho oka3blBaeTcs, YTO pedb fanblue NPogosKaeT-
CS MMEeHHO 0 YymOBOM, 3HAuuT, OH AelicTBUTenbHO ““60nee Bblgato-
LLMIACA™, 4TO 34eCb BblpaXeHO B TOM, 4TO OH 60/ee [OCTOMH pac-
NpocTpaHeHWs MOBECTBOBaHUA. [MCKYpC BHOBb HayMHaeT MpPOTHBO-
peunTb cebe. MpeumyLecTBo AanbHelLero NnoBecTBOBaHUSA NpPOTHUBO-
peunT ‘yXKe-moyTu-ynpasfjHeHHOW’ aMbnBaNeHTHOCTU XapaKTepucTu-
kv (T.e., rpy6o rosops, cTtasllel oTpuuatensHoit). Adanbwe — 60/b-
Le: “KOTOopbli 6bln HaMbonee yMHERWNM Ha Cene” — Becb KOMMIEKC
YymMoBOro 37011 (hpas3oii nepeBopayMBaeTCs eLLe pa3 C ro/ioBbl Ha HO-
. “bonee BblgaloLLIMIACS” NonyyaeT 34ecb He MPOCTO NoATBepXAae-
HMe, a NpeBOCXOAHYH CTemneHb B KBajgpaTe (POPMYIMPOBKKA “Hau-
6onee ymHenwum”. (PasymeeTcsi, W36bITOYHOCTb NOJOGHON KOHCT-
PYKUMU CUTHANM3UPyeT 04epesHONR CTbiIK — eAUHCTBEHHOE, YTO NOf4-
BepraeT COMHeHU0 AaHHYI XapaKTepucTuky — 3avyem CTbik?). Cpas-
HUTeNbHas CTeMeHb MNepexoauT B MPEBOCXOAHYH, COBEPLUEHHO NO-
[aBNAs MNepBOro repos 3TOW napbl, T.e. Kakas Tam amb6uBaneHT-
HOCTb! — yXe W cpaBHeHWe HEeBO3MOXHO. “Bblgatowminca” Takxe
npeBpawaeTcs B “YMHELIEr0”, NpuyemM UMEHHO MpeBpalaeTcs — no
CXOACTBY 3By4YaHUd, faBas OTCBET ‘MPeBOCXOAHOCTMU’ CNOBY “BblAalo-
L MIACS”, KOTOPOTO B HEM HE COAEPXUTCA FpaMMaTnyecku.

W, pasymeeTcsi, 3TO pacrnpocTpaHeHWe COBEpPLUEHHO B3pbiBaeT
(hONbKMOPHYI CXeMy, KOTOpasi, MoKayaBLIWCb, BCE >Xe YCTaHOBM-
nacb— He ‘MepBblii YMHbIA, a BTOPOil — pAypak’, Bce Ha06opoT —
“ObIN Hambonee ymHeAWMM Ha cene”. IMCKypc onsaTb CONran, cinyka-
BU U NPOAO/KAET YNOPCTBOBATb B CBOEN /KU U fanblue.

“A 6narogaps ymy ...” — cHoBa npo YymoBOro, npuyem yTBepX-
[eHue yxe B KauyeCcTBe NPOCTOW KOHCTaTauum (60Mblie HUKOTO He
Hafo ybexpaaTtb, faxe Kak 6bl MeXAy npoyum, B NPpUAATOYHOM Npej-
NOXEeHUN — 370 06 en3BecTHO 1 0bwenpuHaTo). OgHaKO CO3BYyUMe
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“YymoBoii...6narogaps yMmy”” npuBoAUT paynuo 1 OTKNOHEHUE OT Hero
K 06lemMy 3HaMeHaTesl0, BHOBb TEM CaMblM CMELLAs OLEHKMN.

“PykoBogun gsu>KeHvem Hapofa Bnepes” — HOBbIA CTbiK. “Bra-
rogapsa ymy, pykKoBogun” — cHoBa M30bITOYHOCTb /IOTUKO-NOBECTBO-
BaTe/flbHOro, HO W OTYaCTM HOPMATUBHO-3TUKETHOrO, W MOAUTU-
4yeckoro xapakrtepa. 3a4yeM YMNoMuHaTb, 4YTO “PYKOBOAMUN” WMEHHO
“bnarofaps ymy” — 6narofaps yemy e elie? JT0 CTaBUT Noj COM-
HeHWe ‘NpUAAaTOYHOCTL’ (hpasbl B 3anATbIX, NpuAaBas e U3NULLHIOK
nejannpoBaHHOCTb U TEM CaMbIM Clerka UCKpeanTupys.

“[lBU>KEHNEM Hapoga Brnepef, no NpsAMON TMHUW K 0buiemy 6na-
ry” — (pasa cTpaHHad, XOTa BpPOAe W MONUTUYECKU, W JIOTUYECKU
pecrniekTuBHas. OnATb HeKOTopas M36bITOYHOCTb, NULWIHUA 3/1EMEHT:
“Brepeg, No NPAMON IMHUU", N36bITOYHOCTb OTHOCUTENLHO A3bIKOBOM
M NOMUTWYECKOW HOPMbI, He MpUHATas B MOAMTMYECKOM JUCKypCe,
Kak 6bl o6Haxalowas ero reoMeTpusm U cxematusm. MoNUTUYECKU
KOPPEeKTHO 6blN0 Obl: ‘ABMXEHMEM Hapoja Bnepep K obuwemy o6nary’.
‘SInHnAa’ 3gecb 6epeTcs 0YEBMAHO M3 CMOBOCOYETaHMA ‘ANHMA nap-
TUW’, HArpoMoXxfas MOAMTU3UPOBAHHYIO fIEKCUKY, [OBOAS TeM ca-
MbIM ee f0 abcypaa, TeM 6onee ¢ yTepeli anemMeHTa ‘napTun’ n gobas-
NeHUeM U3NULWHEro 3feMeHTa “No MPAMOA”. 3T0 yXe MUrpbl, TpaHc-
thopmauumn, B NPUAOKEHUN K CaKpanbHbIM TEKCTaM HeLONyCTUMbIE.

“3aTO0 BCe HaceneHWe LepeBHU ...” — aMbUBANEHTHOCTb CEMaHTH-
Kn. YT0o 3HauuT “3aT0”? ‘Ho’ nnm ‘notomy’? fanbHeiwasn ¢pasa ga-
eT HekoTopble HUTK: “Korga oH wen rae-nnéo MMMO ...” — T.e. SIBHO
Wwen B CTOPOHe OT Hapoja, “rge-nM6o” wm Boobwe “MUMO”.
T.e. ABUXeHMe Hapoga — “no npsMoi”, a Jlee UymoBOn — “rge-
mMbo MUMO” — NPOTMBOPEYME NOTUKO-CEMAHTUYECKOe, CTaBsllee
nof COMHEHWe Becb MPeALecTBYIOLWMUA NOCTyNaT 0 PYKOBOACTBE W
LBWXKeHUK. Mpu 3TOM nojyepkmMBaeTcsa onnosmumnsa “Bce HaceneHue”
n YymoBOI, 4To 3acTaBNsieT COMHeBaTbCs B 3/1eMeHTe “‘06Liee Gnaro”.
“Bce HacCefNeHne” Kak Xop B Fpeyeckoli Tparegum — 6e34eiACTBYIO-
WK MHOTFOronochiin (B 0TANYMK OT MNYLWKUHCKOTO ‘6€3MONBCTBYIOLL -
ero’) KOMMeHTapuii.

“Haw BOXKAb WArom Kyga-To nowen ...” — CHOBa A3blKOBas W3-
ObITOYHOCTb, NOAYEPKMBatOLLAA CBEPX3HAYMMOCTb COObLITUA, TEM Ca-
MbIM CTaBsiLlaa €ero noj COMHEHMe Ha YpoBHe Aauckypca. “Haw
BOXKAb”, T.e. TOT, KOTOpPbIA BeAeT Hapog, M O6blN0 MOHATHO KyAa,
nowen “Kypa-To”. CMbIC/IOBble KOHHOTaLWMKU: ‘HeM3BECTHO, KyAa mno-
wen BoXAb’. Mpu 3TOM OH OTAENEH OT Hapofa, W ero ABuMXeHue —
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aTo “rpe-nn6o”, BepHee, Tenepb — “rae-nnbo”, NpMHNUMaemoe Hapo-
OOM 3a “Kyfa-TO0”, T.e. 3a HanpaBfieHHOe ABMXeHue. Bca (pasa noru-
YeCKN HEKOPPEKTHas, a MOAUTUYECKU — COBEPLUEHHO HEBO3MOXHas,
€c/in CBECTW B KOMMJIEKC BCe CeMaHTU4ecKue OOepTOHbI, MOAYYUM:
‘BOT TOT, KOTOPbIA Hac BeAeT K 06ueMy 6nary, nowen cebe Kyga-to’.

Bnpouem, BCe Xe y Hapofa eCcTb HEKOTOpble MOAO3pPeHus ‘Kypa’,
TOMbKO He B BapuaHTe yKa3aHWs Ha MecTo, a CKopee, UMEHHO Teneo-
NOTNYECKOro xapakrtepa — ‘4Tto w3 atoro 6ypet’. CHoBa ambuBa-
NeHTHbIA KOMMeHTapuin K “obuiemy 6nary”. Bce 6bi710 onpefAeneHHo:
Kyga? — “Bnepes’, sauem? — “K oblwemy 6nary”, kak? — “no nps-
MO NMHUKU™. Tenepb Xe: “rae-nn6o”, “kKyga-To”, “Kakoro-Hubyab”.
‘Tlowen, — 3aBTpa XN KaKoro-HWoyLb NPUHATUSA Mep..” — He-
CMOTPS Ha ocTalollytocsa HeonpeaeneHHocTb (“Kakoro-Hubyab”) Bce
e NOsABNSETCS M HeuTo npegonpegeneHHoe (“IPUHATUME Mep”). ITO
COMOCTaBMMO C HapOAHbIMW MpUMETaMu: ‘ecAn TO-TO U TO-TO, TO
Xaw ... C gpyroi CTOpPOHbI, CKasaHo, 4To ByaeT “NpuHATUE Mep”,
YTO BHOBb COOTHOCUTCS C 3/IeMeHTOM “‘06llee 6naro™, MoCKonbKy
M3HavyasbHO UMEHHO 3TO onpefensno @yHkuun Yymosoro. “Mepbl”,
BEPOATHO K “‘06Lemy 6nary” — 6yayT NPUHATbI, HO NPU 3TOM ABUXe-
Hve “Kyfa-TO” npegnonaraet, 4to “Mepbl” 6yayT NpuHATLI ‘O0TTyfga’,
T.e. JONAET OAMH — Hapoj OCTaHeTCA Ha MecTe, 4YTO MPOTUBOPEUNT
ero ABMXXeHU0 “no Npsamoii K ...” Kpome Toro, cMeHa anemeHTa “06-
Wee 6naro” Ha “Kakux-Hmbyab Mep” (unTaid, ‘elie HEWU3BECTHO Ka-
KUX’) BblJaeT yXe HEKOTOpPOe COMHEHWEe B MOMIOXMWTENbHOCTU nep-
BOrO.

“YMHasa ronosa, TOMLKO PYKWN NycThble ...” — abeppauus Ha ypoB-
He NOrMKM co4YeTaeMOoCTu (hpa3eonorun, BHOBb NIYKABCTBO fUCKYypca.
B pyccKOM fA3blKe CYLLECTBYIOT (hpa3eosorn3mbl: ‘ymHas ronosa’ u ‘c
nycTbiIMWU pyKamu’, a TakXe — ‘nyctad rososa’ n ‘ymenbie pykKu’.
MNaTOHOB UCKMOYUTENBHO TOHKO MCMOMb3YeT OTCYTCTBME CUHTAKCU-
YeCKOro KOHTEKCTa, MepeBoAs ‘MycTble PYKW’ B MMEHUTENbHbIA Na-
JEeX KOHCTaTauuu, ¢ TeM 4YToObl COBEPLUEHHO MNEepeBepHYTb ‘BUAU-
MblIiA” CMbiC BCell pasbl. “PyKn NycTble” — CermMeHT ppas3eosiorms-
Ma, HeNpaBUAbHO YNOTPEe6eHHbIR, UCKPeAUTUPYET CEMaHTUYECKYIO
afleKBaTHOCTb BMNOJIHE KOPPEKTHOIO ANA PYCCKOro yXa 3fieMeHTa “yM-
Has ronosa”, UMeHHO 3acTaBfAs BCNOMHUTL O elle OAHON ‘HOpMaTuB-
HOI’ ‘mycToli ronose’.

BblpakeHne “ToNbIM YMOM™ nofgKpennseT amb6MBaneHTHOCTb YNOT-
pebneHus npejglecTeytolWwen paseonormn. 34ecb CHOBa BUAUM WH-
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BEPCMIO — HE ‘TONbIMW pyKaMu’, 4To O6biI0 Obl NPUBbLIYHEE, HO
“‘YMOM”, T.e. ONATbL ‘ronosa’ BMecTo ‘pyK’ (M1M HaobopoT).
“Makap >ke ...” — HakoHeL-TO cHOBa 0 Makape. Mbl CTO/bKO

pa3 CMNOTKHY/MMCb, YTO MOXHO 6bifI0 M 3abbiTb 0 NepBom repoe. Oa-
HaKo, Ham BMOJIHEe MocnefoBaTe/lbHO HANOMWHAIOT, MPUYEM B OTAEN-
seMoM onpegeneHnn (camo cob6oii pasymeeTtcs): “Kak v no6oi My-
XX UK..”, T.e. NOLATBEPXKAEHNE ‘HOPMasbHOCTU’ KaK ‘06bl4HOCTN —
KakK BCe, a C ApPYroii CTOPOHbl — “>Xe” — nojyepKuBaHue OTAESb-
HocTu oT YymoBoro. Ho panee cneflyet BMOMHe 3arafjoyHas pasa:
“6onblue N61A NPOMBICABI, @ HE NaxoTy ..” 3HaYMT NN 3TO B CBETE
NPOTUBOMOCTABNEHHOCTM XapakTepucTtuk Yymosoro u Makapa,
T.e. Hapofa, 4To YymoBoli ee, naxoty, nwobun? B noruke msnoxe-
HUA — fa, B IOTMKe JUCKypca — COBepLlIeHHO HeobsA3aTenbHo. Ham
yXe CTO/IbKO pa3s CoMranau, 4To MOXHO U YCOMHUTBLCS.

“N 3a60TUNCA He O XNebe, a 0 3penuwiax ...” — obbIrpbiBaHNE U3-
BECTHOM aHTUYHOW (opmMynbl: nne6c Puma TpebyeT u TOro, u fpy-
roro, Kak M3BecTHO. UTo 3TO 03HA4aeT B fJaHHOM KOHTeKcTe? Makap
noYyemy-To COCpPeAOTOUYMBAETCA MMEHHO Ha YeM-TO 3(PEMEpPHOM, Tak
CKasaTb, ‘YyMO3puTeNibHOM’™ — Ha ‘3penunuiax’. CooTBETCTBEHHO, 3TO
NPOTUBOPEUUT HUXeECNeayoWemy “3aknioyeHno Tosapuwa Yymoso-
ro”, uto y Hero “nopo>kHsAa ronosa”. BHOBb TO, 4TO rOBOPUTCH C/0-
BaMW, HE MMEET HMUKaKOro OTHOLWEHWUA K CMbIC/y CKa3aHHOro. Mol
NOAroTOB/IEHblI TeM, UYTO “NiycTas ronosa” 3HauuT “YMHble pyKu” —
HO Torga nodyemy “3spenuiia”, a He “naxora” AMOMBaNEHTHOCTb
TOPXecCTBYeT.

[anee: “‘opraHusosan <...> HapOAHYH Kapycefb, FOHUMYK BeT-
pom ..” — ‘kapycenb 13 Hapoga’ unu ‘Kapycenb Ans Hapoga’? Pa3sy-
MeeTcH, “Kapycenb” — [ABUMXXEHWEe N0 KPyry — npoTUBOCTOUT ABUXKe-
HUIO “TI0 MPAMOR”, K coxaneHuto ans MnaToHOBa, YXe AUCKPeanTU-
pOBaHHOMY UM e camMum. Makap, “He B3fABLUM paspeLleHna’, asnseT-
CA HacToAWMM OMMOHeHTOM YyMOBOro, MOCKO/bKY MMeHHO Makap
6epeT Ha ce6s OTBETCTBEHHOCTb, YyCTaHaB/MBAET KaKue-TO WHble W3-
MepeHus Ana “HacefeHns” — B MepBYl ouvepefb, MUGONOrnYeckKue,
LUKINYecKme.

“T"OHUMYI0 Kpyrom cebs” — ABCTBEHHOE /I0TMKO-A3bIKOBOE MPOTHU-
BOpeuune, yCUNeHHoe ynoTpebaeHneM HeTpaguLMOHHOW B Nojo6HOM
KOHTEKCTe (opMbl “KPYrom” BMeCTO ‘BOKPYr’, a TakXe MOACBeYeH-
HbIM OTYEeTNNBO ‘MATEXHO’-POMAHTUMYECKUM omnpefeneHUeM ‘TOHU-
mMas' BMecTO NOSCHUTENbHOrO0 MpuAaTo4yHoro obopoTa Bpode ‘KOTO-
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pas 6bina Obl (x0T B 3TOW CMTyauuMu NOSICHEHUS YCTpPOIACTBa
Kapycenu onpegeneHue ‘TOHMMaa’ Bce paBHO 6bI0 Obl CTUANCTU-
YecKn NpoTMBOPeYnBO). PasymeeTcs, OCTaeTCHd COBEPLUEHHO HemnoHAT-
HbIM, KakuM 06pa3om, ‘KPYrom’ 4yero Bce-Taku JO/KHA ABUTaTbCA Ka-
pycenb. [anbHeillee HarHeTeHWe ‘pPeBONIOLUOHHO’-POMAHTUUYECKUX
anno3nini - (‘o>knpgaHne Oypu\ ‘OTPUHYTBIA NOKOWA’, ‘TocKa no
oype’), pasymeeTcs, aHarpaMMupyeT HeHa3BaHHbIA ‘MATeX’, CTUXUIA-
Hblli (‘BeTep', ‘Ty4ya’), ‘6e3MONBHbLIN’ (“MONYa TOCKOBAaBLUEMY MO
6ype') 1 GeccMbICNEeHHbI, YTO BbIPaXXAeTCsl B HArPOMOXAEHUMN CIO-
BECHO-NOrNYecKnx abeppaLuii, B HaCTHOCTW BOKPYT NOHATUA ‘NMOKOSA’.
C 0fHOI CTOpOHbI ““Hapof CTOsAN 6e3 AenoB”, T.e. NO IOFTUKe Belleid
HaxoAuncs ‘B MOKOe’, HO C APYroi CTOPOHbI, B 3TOM-TO ““6€3 JefnoB”,
KaK OKa3blBaeTCs, M 3akaovanca ‘matex’ Makapa, KOTOpbIiA “OTBNeK
Hapof OT MoKoA”. ‘@u3myeckas’ ornka 3fecb NPoOTUBOPEYUT NOMN-
TUYECKON (‘MOKO’ = HOpManbHOE TeYeHWe XU3HU = ‘Aeno’ unn ‘pa-
6oTa’, T.e. ONMNO3NLMA ‘NOKOIN" — ‘paboTa’ B TepMUHax uU3nknu 060-
paunBaeTca CMHOHWMWER B MOAUTUYECKON NEKCUKe) U NuTepaTypHoO-
pomaHTuyeckol (“Kak 6yaTo B 6ypsix eCTb NOKoOW ...”).

Kpome TOro, BCA CuLeHa pacrnonaraercs Ha (hoHe (hOSIbKNOPHOA
nanombl ‘Kypna Makap Tenat He roHan 4TO ONATb-TaKM cnocobeT-
BYET YCWU/IEHUIO OLWYLLeHUsA ABYCMbIC/IEHHOCTM W Hepa3bepuxu. Bu-
HoBaT 1 Makap, B ToM, 4T0o Yy UymoBoro cbexan xxepebeHok? C Tou-
Kn 3peHna Yymosoro — fa

(“Ecnm 6bl [...], HO Makap...”), ¢ TOYKM 3peHUs (ONbKIOPHOTO
auckypca — HeT (‘He TOHAN’), COrnacHo NOrvMKe ‘aHarpammaTuyec-
Koii> — pa (“Makap aHYWKUH” coopyxaeT “Kapyceflb FoHUMYyK”,
Tak e Kak YymoBOii pykoBOAUT Gnarogapsiymy).

3[ecb Mbl NO3BONIMM Cebe MpepBaTb AeTanbHbIl aHanu3, KOHCTa-
TUPYSA TEM CaMbIM, C O4HOW CTOPOHbLI, ero MPUHLUNNANbHYI0 He3aBep-
WKUMOCTb (B cUNY CYOBbEKTUBHOCTU KaXKJOro NpoYTeHUs), a ¢ Apyroi
CTOPOHbI, — BO3MOXHOCTb BOCMPOU3BEAEHUA HAMEYEHHOr0 anropuT-
Ma aHanu3a (MOCKO/bKY M0G0/ YnTaTenb-uHTEpPNpeTaToOp NpuHage-
XUT KYNbTYPHO-A3bIKOBOMY MPOCTPAHCTBY, U B 3TOM CMbic/e 6e3yc-
NIOBHO 06beKTMBEH). ONA LeMOHCTpauumn cneum@ukn CTpoeHus nna-
TOHOBCKOI0 TeKCTa MpoaHann3npoBaHHbI OTPbIBOK NpefcTaBnsercs
JOCTaTOYHbIM. KakK KaXeTcs, OCHOBOW WHTepnpeTauuu noBecTBOBa-
HWA Takoro Tuna LO/DKHO CTaTb OCO3HaHWe TOro, 4to 3fecb nobas
MonbITKa HaWTW HEeKYH eAWUHCTBEHHYI NOTMKY 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU 006-
peyeHa Ha nposan 3apaHee. NMpuyem MNONOXeHUe ycyrybnsetcs Tem,
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4yTO B HepaspewuMblil ‘guanor’, Tak ckasaTb, AuManor ‘6axTUHCKOro’
TMNa, BCTYMalT He WHAWBMAYaNbHble peyeBble NO3NULUU TepoeB, a
Lenble A3bIKOBble 06nacTu (NPefCcTaBNeHHbIe B HUXKHEM Npegene efu-
HWLAMU YPOBHS MOP{EM), NO-CBOEMY W MPOTUBOPEUYMBO OMMUCHIBALD-
Wune oKpyXawwmnii Mmup. B cuTyaynn BOB/IEYEHHOCTW B OMpPESENeH-
HbIA MONNTUYECKUIA N NAEONOTNYECKUIA AUCKYPC NMOAOOHOE OTCYTCT-
BME ‘€4MHCTBEHHO BEPHOrO peLeHWs’ OKasbiBaeTCA (haTalbHbIM, a
cygbba camoro mMpousBefeHUs U aBTopa NpejpelleHHO, B 0COGeH-
HOCTU B Poccuu, rae ‘CNOBO M Aeno’ u3faBHa v TPagMLMOHHO OTOX-
JecTBASANCL B MpoOLEecce rocyAapCTBEHHOro CTPOMTENbCTBA (CM.
JNloTmaH, YcneHckuidi 1975).
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Analytical reading: «Russkie nochi» by V. Odoevsky.
«Usomnivschijsja Makar» by A. Platonov

The following notes represent the result of analytical perusal of two
completely different texts. To some extend the approach to these texts
must be also regarded as completely different. In the case of «Russkie
nochi» by Odoevsky this approach can be defined as an attempt to outline
the certain structural regularities operating with ready-made analytical
scheme of emblematic type of signification. In the case of «Usomnivschi-
jsja Makar» the method is literal, word for word reading of intentionally
limited piece of verbal text. Nevertheless there is something uniting these
two analyses: that is certain intention of peering into or ‘reading into’
verbal text, some tendency of textual discrimination or dominating of
written text over interpretative effort. The author consciously attempts to
represent the process of interpretation namely as the process and not the
final result of interpretative effort that is already alien to the text itself.
With no doubt that is the task of hermeneutic kind .

Analltilise lugemise kogemus: V. Odojevski “Vene 66d”.
A. Platonovi “Kahtleja Makar”

Esitatud tahelepanekud pdhinevad kahe taiesti erineva teksti analtiutilise
lugemise kogemusel. Ka ldahenemised kummalegi tekstile on erinevad:
Odojevski “Vene 66de” struktuuri teatud seaduspérasuste véljaselgitami-
sel on rakendatud varem teise teksti alusel valjakujundatud skeemi, “Kaht-
leja Makari” puhul on aga tegemist teksti intentsioonist lahtuva téht-tahe-
lise lugemisega. Uhendab eeltoodud meetodeid piiiid vBimalikult teksti
“sisse minna”, teksti domineerimine interpreteerimise suhtes. Siit lahtuvalt
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Ka ulatuslikud valjakirjutused Odojevski tekstist ja piirdumine Platonovi
jutustuse puhul vaid mdne I8igu analiiiisiga. Ulesandeks on interpreteeri-
misprotsessi enese esitamine, interpretatsiooni kujutamine just nimelt
protsessina, mitte tulemusena, mis oma olemuselt on juba tekstivéline.
Autor annab enesele aru, et tegemist on hermeneutilise Ulesandega.



Diachrony and synchrony
in writing Russian literary historyl

Victor Terras

Anyone contemplating to write a narrative history of a national litera-
ture, that is, a work which is more than a mere chronicle, catalogue, or
collection of articles, loosely connected by their subject, will face sev-
eral questions. Empirically, such enterprise would seem to presup-
pose, at least, the existence of a national language and a cultural iden-
tity, as well as, almost inevitably, a certain amount of linkage to politi-
cal and social history. In the case of Russian literature, all of these
suppositions bear to be examined.

There is the question whether certain texts that have been tradition-
ally held to belong to Russian literature should not be considered a
part of Ukrainian or Belorussian literature. There is also the fact that
some works which have been conventionally dealt with as a part of
medieval Russian literature are composed entirely in Slavonic, the
language of the Slavic Orthodox Church, often by authors who were
not Russian, but Southern Slavs2 Slavonic, often called “Church
Slavonic”, is based on ninth-century Bulgarian, a South Slavic lan-
guage. The Russian literature idiom is essentially a hybrid of East
Slavic and Church Slavonic.

1 The following observations were inspired by Horst-Jirgen Gerigk’s
thoughtful review of my History of Russian Literature in Zeitschrift fir
Schlavische Philologie LV (1995/96), 2: 409-14. Professors Rimvydas Silba-
joris of Ohio State University and David Danow of the University of Califor-
nia in Riverside also gave me valuable suggestions.

2 For example, Metropolitan Kiprian (1390-1406) and Grigory Tsamblak
(d. ca. 1420) were Bulgarian, Pakhomy Logofet (arr. In Russia ca. 1438) was
Serbian.
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Since the 17th century the Russian literary language underwent
drastic changes under the influence of contacts with the West, as a
result of which it has incorporated important elements of Greek, Latin,
Polish, German, French, and most recently, English vocabulary and
syntax3. The Russian literary language is substantially different from
the koine of the uneducated. Russian oral poetry and prose, vigorously
active well into the nineteenth century, has an idiom of its own, with
some arhaic traits. There has been at all times some mutual influence
between the language of literature, traditional folklore, and so-called
“urban folklore”, based on the koine of the uneducated.

The term “literature” bears some preliminary examination. In Rus-
sian, a distinction is made between literatura and pis'mennosf,
“writing”. Existing histories of Russian literature begin by including
many works that, if written centuries later, would be considered
pis'mennosf, rather than literatural This is true of religious works:
homiletics, hagiography, pilgrimages, theological and didactic texts,
all of which continued to be produced in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, but are no longer dealt with in literary studies, unless they
happen to have a bearing on literatura5 The same goes for historio-
graphy. Medieval chronicles are dealt with in every history of Russian
literature, but historical works of the modem period are not, with a
few exceptions, such as Pushkin’s History ofthe Pugachov Revolt.

Problems arise even in connection with literature in the conven-
tional sense, that is imaginative fiction, poetry, and drama. Belinsky
distinguished between poesy (poeziia, in the sense of German
Dichtung), belles lettres (belletristika), and journalism,6 where the
first means original creation, the second an adaption of poeziia to the
tastes of a broad readership, an the third its application to specific
topical issues. Belinsky considered all three important, each in its own
way. His scheme leaves out oral poetry, and other types of popular

3 In away, the history of Russian literature may be percieved as a history of
the Russian literary language.

4 The term slovesnost’ covers all verbal expression, written and oral.

5 Such as, for example, The Tale of his Travels and Pilgrimages ... by Par-
feny, a Monk Tonsured at Holy Mount Athos (Moscow, 1856), which Dosto-
evsky used in writing The Brothers Karamazov.

6 Belinsky’s division may be compared to the American division of maga-
zines into “art,” “slick,” and “pulp.” His belletristika is, however, a notch
higher than what is called Trivialliteratur in German.
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literature, such as the chapbook (lubok), which served the entertain-
ment and edification of the lower classes, and “yellow” or “boule-
vard” literature. It also leaves out religious literature, historiography,
and metaliterary genres, such as esthetic and literary theory.

There are other important divisions in literature: censored and
uncensored, a key issue in Russia, or even “approved” (dozvolennaia)
and “disapproved” (such major critics as Osip Mandelstam7 and An-
drei Siniavsky suggest that all “approved” literature ought to be ex-
cluded from consideration as authentic art), literature with a “ten-
dency” (which may be political, social, religious, etc.) and literature
that bears no such message. A great deal depends on the reader ad-
dressed: the censor, the editor, the critic, the “in” reader, the general
reader, etc. Literature addressed to a circle of cognoscenti turned, in
Pushkin’s lifetime, into a medium of political struggle, and into a
branch of commerce, run by professionals.

Having recognized some of the problems that we face in defining
our subject, a national literature, we face the problem of how to define
“history”.

Following the ideas of Herder, Schelling, and Hegel, various con-
ceptions were developed in Russia, starting in the 1820a, which ap-
plied to Russia the notion that history, and hence the history of
a national literature, is a goal-directed process, governed by certain
“laws”. The great critic V. G. Belinsky (1811-1864) percieved Rus-
sian literature as a vehicle of Russia’s progress toward joining the na-
tions of the West in their quest to realize the potential of the human
spirit. Apollon Grigoriev (1822-1864), another major critic, corrected
Belinsky’s “westernizing” view by suggesting that the evolutionary
process of Russian literature as a whole, as well as in the individual
development of its major writers, pointed to an ever increasing role of
native Russian elements and an elimination of foreign influences.
Meanwhile, Slavophile theorists were claiming that Russia, and so
Russian literature, should be going their own separate way in pursuing
a world order based on the Orthodox Christian faith of the Russian
people8, while leftist ideologues, such as N. G. Chemyshevsky (1828—
1889), advanced the notion that literature was primarily a tool of so-

7 Mandelstam said so very plainly in his Fourth Prose.

x Dostoevsky revived Gogol’s idea that Pushkin was Russia’s national poet,
a great prophet of the Russian people who had pointed the way Russia was to
take in the future, in his “Discourse on Pushkin” (1880) and elsewhere.
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cial progress and enlightenment, and rejected any claim to literature’s
metaphysical calling.

Russian Marxists, such as G. V. Plekhanov (1856-1918), saw lit-
erature as a part of the superstructure of society and held that a
writer’s social class determined the content of his art. Finally, Soviet
ideology percieved literature as “a truthful, historically concrete repre-
sentation of reality in its revolutionary development”. What all these
views of literature have in common is that they percieve literary his-
tory in organic, or even in determinist terms, taking for granted that
literature is a function of the nation, percieved as an organism, and
that it is organically linked to the other functions of that organism, viz.
political movements, art, music, and culture at large9.

Opposed to this organic and historicist conception of literature is
one which was dubbed “esthetic” by its detractors in the 1860s and
1870s. Considering literature primarily an art form, sui generis among
other arts, the “esthetes”, such as Alexander Druzhinin and Vasily
Botkin, concentrated on an analyses of its material, language, and the
devices of its craft. They did not deny that literature had a social func-
tion, but stressed its autonomy. The key issue here was that the “es-
thetic” approach to literature, following the teaching of Immanuel
Kant, denied the notion of progress in literature. Pushkin himself is on
record to this effectl0 In the twentieth century, the Russian Formalist
School advocated an altogether new and different approach to litera-
ture and literary history, insisting that verbal art was, like other art
forms, pursuing its own ends and that to link literature and literary
history to political and social developments meant to ignore the very
essence of verbal artll

Another attack on the organic and historicist conception of litera-
ture was launched by early twentieth-century Modernism. Primitivist
and archaic tendencies in Futurism, the return to the great themes of
Western literature in Symbolism, and the notion developed by the

The various predictions of these schools of thought have had a certain
effect as self-fulfilling prophecies. Their ideas helped Russian writers to
choose the path to Russia’s future, as they would present it in their works.

0 Alexander Druzhinin (1824-1864), Vasily Botkin (1811-1869), and
Pavel Annenkov (1811-1887) were called “the esthetes” in the debates that
went on in literary periodicals of the 1860s. For Pushkin, see note 18 below.
1 The Formal School advocated an approach to art through its medium —
language, in the case of literature.
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Acmeist Osip Mandelstam, according to which verbal art should be
viewed, not in terms of causality, or evolutionary theory, “not to speak
of its vulgar appendage, the theory of progress”, but in terms of
memory, recognition, and other “connections”12 all challenged the
approach to literary history which had become standard in the nine-
teenth century.

What emerges from all this confusion is the simple fact that litera-
ture and literary history have been approached in different ways,
depending on the reader with whom the writer of literary history
identifies most. It stands to reason that a great deal depends on
the literary historian’s values and special interests. For example,
N. G. Chemyshevsky’s novel What Is to be Done? must be discussed
on account of its considerable political impact, though it is generally
agreed to have little or no esthetic merit. In some instances, a work of
literature is important in different ways and it is up to the historian to
choose what to emphasize. For instance, Tolstoi’s War and Peace, a
recognized masterpiece of historical fiction, was also “an important
political event”, as Konstantin Leontiev immediately recognized. It
caused a debate regarding its historical accuracy, was challenged from
the Left as well as from the Right, and eventually prevailed even
against objective historical criticism in giving the Russian national
consciousness an indelible, though biassed image of the period.

It also stands to reason that, even if we reject any large scale his-
torical teleology of the kind Dostoevsky or the Marxists believed in,
the writer of literary history is still left with the task of establishing
cause-and-effect relations between authors, their works, historical
events, readership, as well as a variety of literary relations of intratex-
tual, intertextual, and metatextual nature. The degree of intentionality
is probably as high in literature as in any human activity. Few will
deny that the reverse feedback of literature on socio-political develop-
ments was greater in Russia than most anywhere else. Chemyshevsky,
who felt that it was slight, still observed that, in Russia, with no other
public forum available, literature was a factorfaute de mieux. The fact
that most authors address a reader whom they have in mind all along
and stick to the contract that exists in the reader’s mind, and theirs,
regarding structure, as well as ethos, pathos, and logos of their text,

2 Osip Mandelstam, “On the Nature of the Word” (O prirode slova, 1922,
Sobranie sochinenii (Washington: Inter-Language Literary Associates, 1971),
2: 242.
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also accounts for a great deal of order, since the types of readers
addressed are obviously limited.

The corollary of all these observations is that the literary historian,
certainly in the case of Russian literature, must choose between
radically curtailing his subject and its treatment, or making a series of
compromises which vitiate his methodology. He must select authors
and works to be discussed, either in detail or in passing, according to a
principle by which their importance is graded. For instance, the role of
Trivialliteratur may be huge in a work that concentrates on literature’s
social impact, while it will be ignored in a history that looks out for
excellence in literary craftmanship, originality, psychological or philo-
sophical depth.

The very organization of a history of Russian literature has de-
pended on the author’s political philosophy. For example, Pavel
Sakulin, a member of the so-called sociological school of the 1920s,
organized the chapters of his history by the author’s social class:
“gentry literature”, “bourgeois literature”, etc. Even if the historian
has no immediate political bias, he still faces the task of assessing the
space to be allotted to the diverse aspects of a given work and its
reception. Depending on the literary historian’s attitude, the emphasis
may rest on the genesis and biographic and historical background of a
work, or on its immediate effect in the literary marketplace, its place
in the canon of national or world literature, or other criteria.

The literary survey that covers a short period in a more or less
comprehensive way is the equivalent of the historical chronicle. In the
1830s and 1840s, and even into the 1850s, when a single reader could
still read more or less every work of Russian literature that appeared
and also cover all of the literary journals, critics like Belinsky and
Grigoriev produced annual surveys of Russian literature, assessing the
novelty, originality, social import, and esthetic merits of at least those
works that seemed more important. These critics by and large did a
remarkably good job: no major figure escaped their attention and no
minor light was hailed as a genius. However, their judgment* was
significantly corrected by posterity, for example, with regard to Gogol
in the case of Belinsky, and Lermontov, in that of Grigoriev. In these



Diachrony and synchrony in writing Russian literary history 277

annual surveys, attempts were also made to indicate the direction Rus-
sian literature was taking and individual works were evaluated accord-
ingly.

Surveys covering a somewhat longer period of time were also
attempted. There is the remarkable essay, “An Extraordinary Decade”
(1880) by P. V. Annenkov (1811-87), covering the 1840s in retro-
spect, though from a participant’s viewpoint, and similar efforts by
Alexander Herzen and Apollon Grigoriev. Beginning with the 1860s,
it became impossible for a single critic to cover any period of Russian
literature so completely.

These surveys, of course, do note the appearance of new authors,
works, ideas, themes, and styles, as well as their relevance to Russian
society, as the critic sees it. But basically, their method is that of the
chronicler, rather than that of the historian. What is absent is a sense
of continuity, direction, and anticipation. After 1860 Russian literature
is too rich, too complex, and too heterogeneous to be presented
synchronically as an organic whole, though efforts were made to find
unity in polarities such as Realism: Symbolism, Passeism: Futurism,
Decadence (a symptom of the decline of bourgeois culture): Social
Realism (the harbinger of a new social order, to be brought about by
revolutionary activity). But even these efforts could cover only a part
of Russian literature. The fact seems to be that there are many good
topics for synchronic study covering parts of Russian literature.

Literary groupings, schools, and movements, characterized by
common views on their art and its mission, are well suited for
synchronic study, especially if their works and other activities can be
organized around some focal idea, person, or event. Often the focus of
a literary school’s essence is seen in its polar opposition to another,
contemporary, school or movement. For instance, the essence of the
period before the age of Pushkin and his Pleiade is focussed in the
controversy of the Shishkovians and the Karamzinists. The essence of
the schools of Russian modernist poetry may be conveniently defined
by the key tenets of contemporary schools with whom they competed,
say, Acmeism by its rejection of Symbolism.13

A long period of literary history may be synchronized by the
prevalence of a certain intellectual climate and esthetic canon: the Age

B A rivalry between two directions or schools may be conducive to change
through parody or travesty of the opposing style. Dostoevsky’s romantic
realism is a case in point.
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of Reason paired with Classicism, the Golden Age of Russian Poetry
coupled with idealist philosophy and romantic esthetics. Obviously,
these periods, if treated synchronically as a single system, will be
presented incompletely, since much of what happened during the
period in question transcends the boundaries of the basic frame of
orientation. The Age of Reason also experienced a widespread flower-
ing of the occult and of the fairy tale, even in Russia. Byronic
Romanticism was merely an episode in Pushkin’s creation. Tiutchev,
whose worldview is unquestionably romantic, uses a language that is
closer to the eighteenth century. Lermontov, arch-romantic for the
most part, shows an obvious tendency toward realism in some of his
later poems (“Valerik”, for example) and in his prose. It appears that a
synchronic treatment of an epoch, such as the Golden Age of Russian
Poetry, serves admirably as an icon of the great literature and the
culture that generated it, but does not tell the whole story. Modernism
covers much of the poetry and prose of the period preceding World
War |, but a vast amount of non-modernist literature coexisted with
Modernism — one only needs to mention the Znanie group, a bastion
of oldfashioned social and psychological Realism, headed by Maksim
Gorky.

Nevertheless, viewing a national literature as an integral part of a
nation’s culture, as has been done by lu. M. Lotman and his school, is
correct and useful, provided that both “culture” and “literature” are
carefully defined. And there is still the caveat of the sui generis nature
and value of verbal art.14

Nor can it be denied that Mnemosyne, a poet’s memory, can syn-
chronize at will every line of poetry or prose created, orally or in
writing, since the dawn of history. A literate reader, as he reads a
poem or prose work, cannot avoid facing a rich subtext from the
whole of his readings and other experience.

Reading a novel like The Brothers Karamazov, the well-read
reader picks up literally hundreds of quotes, allusions and responses to
a long list of Russian and Western writers, not to speak of the ubiqui-
tous biblical references. While reading Dostoevsky, he remembers
Shakespeare, Schiller, Goethe, Victor Hugo, to name only the most
famous, and of course, Pushkin, Gogol, Turgenev, Nekrasov, and

14 See Yuri Lotman, “Thesis towards a Semiotics of Russian Culture”, Ele-
menta, 1994, 1(3): 219-227.
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Tolstoi, again, to name only the most famous. Thus, every time our
well-read reader reads a work of literature, he enters a vast hypertext
of world literature, as did Dostoevsky, that “reader of genius”.

It is a fact that some works live on forever.XlHomer is to most of
us, since we read him in childhood and were unaware of any historical
facts, a contemporary of sorts, as he was to readers before us. Most
works, even many that were very successful at their appearance,
recede into the past, to be read only by literary historians. Some have a
much longer life. Tolstoi’s War and Peace is a case in point, as la.S.
Lur’e’s recent study Posle Lva Tolstogo (After Tolstoi, 1993) has
once again demonstrated.

Individual authors whose works show little or no development may
be treated sunchronically. Ivan Goncharov, for example, certainly a
classic and a major figure even in a European context, did not change
either his style or his philosophy in the course of his long life, though
the times were changing, of course. But it appears that most major
authors of Russian literature, such as Pushkin, Gogol, Dostoevsky and
Tolstoi, changed significantly enough in the course of their lifetime to
make a synchronic analysis of their oeuvre problematic.

Much of literary history, past as well as current, consists of more
or less synchronic treatments of particular topics. What is missing in a
history composed entirely of such pieces are the many connections
which one keeps discovering between them, even if one is not looking
for patterns of continuity.

A diachronic view of literary history implies a continuity of subject
matter, coupled with qualitative change. The changes in Russian lit-
erature have been drastic and sudden, due to extrinsic factors, such as
the reforms of Peter the Great and the Revolution of 1917. The
changes in Russian literature directly resulting from contacts with the
West are also radical. The role of political and ideological factors has

5 The survival or even the “immortality” of a work of literature is not neces-
sarily the result of esthetic or ethic excellence. A mere accident, such as that
the work became a staple of literature for children, may be a reason for it as
well.
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been more prominent in Russia than nearly anywhere else. Therefore
it is understandable that Russian critics, beginning with Belinsky,
have tended to see Russian literary history as an organic process, with
literature as a whole acting as an organ of the Russian nation.

In Russia, more than anywhere else, an ideological view of history
has held sway. It may be said that both Marxist and Slavophile ver-
sions of a determinist view of Russian history have been proven
wrong by history itself. However, this does not remove the actual
presence of a certain teleological thrust in the development of Russian
society and of Russian literature. Revolutionary ideas, imported from
the West, caused Russian writers to produce works promoting revolu-
tionary activities, and revolutionary activities, in turn, became the sub-
ject of works of literature. The same is true of the ideologies involving
Russia’s national mission as a savior of Christian civilization, also
largely based on ideas imported from the West. It may be recalled that
Apollon Grigoriev, perhaps Russia’s most perspective critic, said that
Russians, being unsophisticated barbarians, were want to live their
philosophy — with disastrous consequences, as it turned out.

Assuming there is a link between life and literature, which does
not mean that this link is strictly mimetic, and that Russian life is the
Signified, Russian literature the Signifier, the rate of change is
spectacular in both. Belinsky, a perspective critic, could not properly
appreciate Derzhavin’s poetry, mainly because Russian life had
changed so much, and he actually faulted Pushkin’s works for being
“old” (starol). Dostoevsky, a conservative, faulted his contemporaries
Goncharov, Turgenev, and even Tolstoi, for writing about a Russia of
the past, although their works were set in contemporary Russia. The
radical Dmitry Pisarev dispensed with War and Peace by entitling his
review “Oldfashioned Gentry” (Staroe barstvo).

As to the Signifier, the Russian language itself changed signifi-
cantly under foreign influence. Russian versification was imported,
first from Poland, then from Germany, as were all the genres of po-
etry, drama, and prose fiction, one by one. The esthetic sense reflected
in Russian literature since the eighteenth century is likewise an import
from the West. The popular taste, as reflected in folk poetry, is quite
different.

The many changes in sensibility that may be observed in Russian
literature of the modem period can be in part understood in the same
terms as similar changes in the major literatures of the West, although
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there are some instances where Russian conditions require a special
explanation. Pushkin’s early verse is classicist. “Ruslan and Liudmila”
shows a sensibility that is Rococo rather than Romantic. Pushkin’s
discovery of Byron and Shakespeare is a turning point. For a brief
period Pushkin is a Byronic Romantic, as in “The Gypsies”, for exam-
ple. But then Eugene Onegin and the later verse epics show a domi-
nance of romantic irony and pointedly unresolved ambiguities. His
“serene sadness” (svetlaia pechaV) links him to Romanticism at its
existentially most profound. Finally, Pushkin’s late prose was recog-
nized by astute critics, such as Grigoriev and Rozanov, to be the real
beginning of Russian realism. Looking at Pushkin’s readership we get
a different picture: the rebel, exiled for poems like “The Dagger”,
becomes a court poet, whose patriotic effusions on the occasion of the
Polish uprising of 1830 elicit the indignation of his friends. Soon after
his untimely death the poet becomes the target of progressive critics.
Even Belinsky sees him mainly as a formal genius who lacks real
substance; Dobroliubov deplores Pushkin’s “lack of a proper educa-
tion”, which prevented him from making serious contributions to Rus-
sian literature; and the shestidesiatniki lampooned him as a frivolous
poet of “little feet”. (At the same time, some Slavophiles, as later the
old Tolstoi, also found him immoral.) But then pochva and Dosto-
evsky revived Gogol’s idea that Pushkin was Russia’s national poet
and a great prophet of the Russian people, who had pointed the way
Russia was to take in the future. In the twentieth century, Pushkin
became an ideal and a fetish to some (after all, he had dared to en-
dorse Horace’s “Odi profane vulgus” and declared that the poet was
responsible only to his Muse), and worthless ballast to be thrown
overboard from the ship of modernity to others. Soviet critics would
grant him a place of honor as a poet who was “progressive for his
age”, while their emigre opponents would find a conservative and
even a religious strain in him.

The question of continuity in Tolstoi has occupied critics for a long
time. At the same time, it seems true that Tolstoi’s style underwent
significant changes: from the Clarism of Childhood and its eighteenth-
century flavor, to the physiological sketches of the Caucasian and
Sebastopol tales, on to the Walter-Scottian War and Peace; then Anna
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Karenina, pure vintage psychological novells Tales for the People,
stylized, with supernatural elements introduced as a concession to an
alleged popular sensibility; polemic and ideological pieces of the last
thirty years. Yet there is something about Tolstoi’s Whole outlook on
life and on his art that makes it unmistakably Tolstoian and gives it a
unique quality of which his rationalism, moralism, reductionism, and
even his use of estrangement (in extreme cases, making the reader
believe that the viewpoint of an illiterate Russian peasant is the only
avenue to truth) are seemingly necessary constituent elements.

Genre would seem to be a tractable subject of diachronic study,
unless one tries to deal with the three basic genres: epic, lyric, drama.
In this case, the situation is made complicated by the fact that genre-
specific traits are often found in works that belong to other genres.
Thus the “lyric verse epic” (poema) is a popular genre of modem Rus-
sian literature. Chekhov’s plays have lyric elements. Dostoevsky’s
novels have been likened to Shakespearean tragedies. At times, a dia-
chronic connection between successive forms can be established, for
example, when the early Dostoevsky’s novels are travestied versions
of familiar romantic forms or, in the case of Poor Folk, of the senti-
mental epistolary novel. More often than not, new versions of the
novel appear either due to foreign influence or in connection with ex-
tra-literary developments, as for example in the case of Chemy-
shevsky’s What Is to Be Done? or Gorky’s Mother, not to speak of the
Socialist Realist production novel. M.M. Bakhtin’s definition of the
novel as an “open form” makes the pursuit of a continuity of the novel
as a genre problematic, since we have no definition, save a negative
one, of the subject.

As for more narrowly defined genres, such as novella, ballad,
sonnet, etc. they are certainly well suited for diachronic study. They
were all introduced in Russia under Western influence, but some sig-
nificant changes were made in them by Russian authors. Chekhov’s
innovations in the technique of the short-story are a case in point.

There is no question that histories of the Russian theater, of Rus-
sian versification, and other well-defined parts of literary activity are
possible and useful. Some themes may be suited for diachronic

¥ Needles to say, later critics have made it a vehicle of new ideas. See, for
instance, Amy Mandelker, Framing Anna Karenina: Tolstoy, the Woman
Question, and the Victorian Novel (Columbus: OSU Press, 1993).
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investigation. Themes like “superfluous man”, “repentant nobleman”,
as well as various versions of the “new man” and “new woman” were
themes that were recognized and consciously pursued from Belinsky
to the populism of the 1870s. The revolutionary hero keeps appearing
in various disguises since about 1860 and is a worn cliche by the time
Gorky produces Mother. The comeuppance of the revolutionary hero
is likewise the subject of many novels, especially of novels of the
Katkov school.

The question of Russia’s identity, her destiny, end her future is a
theme that occupies many Russian writers and poets, from Tiutchev
and Lermontov to Blok and Bely. The theme of “Russianness” may
show up in widely different contexts, like “Here, there’s a whiff of
Russia, here it smells of Russia” (Pushkin, “Ruslan and Liudmila”) or
in the troika passage of Dead Souls.

The problem with a diachronic methodology is that it cannot grasp
the whole system, unless one ascribes to it a teleology which depends
on ideological premises. Experience indicates that a cultural system
tends to change not as a whole, but through a series of particular
events.

v

To summarize the problems that arise in a search for a method to write
a history of Russian literature, we have to begin by establishing that
we are facing a dilemma: History registers change, yet insists that it is
still dealing with the same subject. We must admit that there is much
less linkage between so-called “Old Russian literature” and modem
Russian literature than between the latter and Western literatures. Old
Russian literature, too, is a part of an interliterary hypertext, but it is
linked to the West only marginally and often indirectly, such as when
both the Russian and the Western text originate from the same oriental
source. There is, of course, the common Christian heritage.

The many changes in sensibility that may be observed in Russian
literature of the modem period can be well understood in the same
terms as similar changes in the major literatures of the West, though
there are some instances where Russian conditions require a special
explanation. For example, Gogol’s Ukrainian tales are well under-
stood in terms of romantic fiction a la Tieck and Hoffmann, as are
some of his Peterburg tales, “The Portrait”, for example. But as for
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Dead Souls and some other of the Peterburg tales, like “The Over-
coat”, there were two different ways to read them even in Gogol’s
lifetime. Belinsky read them as indictments of the Russian social order
and essentially truthful representations of Russian reality. Conserva-
tive critics, like Senkovsky, read them as humorous entertainment, a
tolle Welt unrelated to Russian reality. Belinsky’s view prevailed and
through the good offices of Chemyshevsky, critical realism was dub-
bed the “Gogolian period of Russian literature”. In the 1890s, Vasily
Rozanov and some others reopened the debate, suggesting that the
Russia of Dead Souls never existed and that Gogol’s world was a
fiction populated by soulless puppets — a notion Dostoevsky had
anticipated in his “Petersburg Dreams in Verse and in Prose” (1861).
Then, in the twentieth century, Gogol was recognized as a precursor
of Modernism, the creator of an absurd, purely verbal world. It ought
to be added that to some critics, Gogol has been a Christian writer,
who recognized the vanity of earthly existence, while illuminated by
faith.

There are some texts that have a long and extended life in history
in the process of which they change their meaning: they are still the
same, yet they are also different. It is not necessarily so that a short
active life and little change in meaning suggests that the text is in-
ferior. Ostrovsky and Chekhov are the mainstays of the Russian thea-
ter, yet only Chekhov has conquered the international stage and has
experienced a variety of transformations.

Time in the history of literature moves at a different pace, for a
variety of reasons. The split in Russian literature into Soviet and emi-
gre literature caused some emigre writers to freeze in time, lvan
Buninbeing a case in point. But it caused others to move ahead at an
accelerated pace, such as when Vladimir Nabokov became a modern-
ist, and eventually an American writer. In Russia, the Revolution
caused a brief flash of avantgarde experimentation and then a long
period during which literature was frozen in a condition of total
dependence on extrinsic controls.

All of this suggests that synchrony of literary form and content is
independent of chronology: some texts are ahead of their time, others
are in stride with it, still others are behind the times.

Thus, the difficulty in writing literary history may be reduced to
these main points: A diachronic view will not allow us to cover the
entire material at any given point in time, because changes usually
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affect only certain parts or aspects of literature, in other words, be-
cause literature, like language, does not change as a whole, even
though it gives the impression of being one. A series of synchronic
surveys will make it difficult to understand the changes that have
taken place relative to the preceding period. This means that we must
try to find a way to combine both approaches if we want to maintain
the unity of our subject and also perceive the changes in it. If syn-
chrony is spatial and diachrony temporal, we must try to find a space-
time continuum, or some other thirdness that will resolve the syn-
chrony-diachrony dualism.

Assuming that Russian literature is the Signifier and Russian life
or life at large in all of their manifestations the Signified, we minimize
the dilemma by choosing an interpretant that is narrow enough to
avoid the difficulties involved in the contradictions and intricacies of
synchrony, as well of the unexpected and unaccountable changes of
diachrony. This is precisely what ideologically based histories do, or
what is the case when literature is viewed entirely and exclusively as
verbal art, a phenomenon sui generis and independent of any ideol-
ogy, or of any social, ethical, or philosophical criteria. But the cost of
such narrowing of the historian’s horizon seems too high.

The opposite solution is that of assuming the viewpoint of a mem-
ory that sees all literary phenomena (genres, schools, movements,
themes, individual authors and their works, etc.) from all conceivable
positions as well as panchronically, that is, through the eyes of a
scholar who has immersed himself in the period and subject of his
study, yet perceives these in all-embracing context of national and
world literature. For example, with regard to Dostoevsky’s first novel,
Poor Folk, this will include all of the intertextual connections: the
novel is a parody of the sentimental epistolary novel, both in its form
as well as by virtue of many allusions to works from the period of
Sentimentalism, such as novels by Jean-Jacques Rouseau, Samuel
Richardson, N.-G. Leonard, F.-G. Ducray-Duminil, and others. It also
parodies contemporary authors and styles and, specifically, engages in
a polemic confrontation with Gogol’s story The Overcoat which is
contrasted to Pushkin’s story The Stationmaster. The novel’s immedi-
ate reception overlooked these elements, as it was seen as “the first
Russian social novel” by Belinsky and was generally read as yet an-
other expression of “sentimental humanitarianism” (Apollon Grigo-
riev), with Dostoevsky a champion of the “downtrodden”. But then, in
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view of Dostoevsky’s subsequent works, a wholly different reading of
the text emerged, as Dostoevsky the psychologist was shown to take
interest in human suffering that was clinical rather than compassio-
nate, or even worse, motivated by a cruel enjoyment of reliving the
abjection and pain of his hero. Also, the question of divine justice and
even that of the existence of God were shown to be quite different
from what we learn from Dostoevsky’s later works17.

The fact that the fate of the work depends on its reception creates
yet another antinomy, that of author versus reader. We know, for ex-
ample, how the Grand Inquisitor chapter of The Brothers Karamazov
has been misinterpreted even by knowledgeable critics, whose reading
is opposed to Dostoevsky’s professed intent. The resolution of this
antinomy must lie in the logic of the work itself. If it is sound, con-
sidering every aspect of its composition, only the intended reading
will stand up in the long run.

This raises the point of expression, successful or unsuccessful,
which may also be called the question of content vs. form. It seems
wrong to relegate this question to a literary work’s success with a
broad readership. Yet successful expression seems to be a reasonable
criterion in the historian’s process of selecting works that matter.
Dostoevsky said that in his novel The Double he had tried to express
what seemed to him the most important idea he had ever tackled, but
also that he had failed to give it the proper form. Critics are still
arguing what this idea may have been. In Notes from Underground,
Dostoevsky found the proper form for his idea — and this work is still
as alive and fascinating today as it was when it appeared. In fact, it has
gained in importance and has generated several major works in Rus-
sian and Western literature that ask the same questions. The thirdness
that unites content and form must be expression, as Benedetto Croce
taught. This means that we should judge a work not by the apparent
excellence, or poor quality of its form, nor by the appeal of its idea,
but by the degree to which it successfully expresses what its author
wanted to say. This criterion is likely to produce a selection of works
that had a firmer grip on the Zeitgeist and a clearer understanding of

For useful observations on the hypertext created by memory, see Renate
Lachmann, Memory and Literature: Intertextuality in Russian Modernism
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).
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its vagaries. It may also produce mostly works representative of the
nation’s mindset during the period in question.

Perhaps the greatest challenge to the historian of literature is the
author or work that presents a singularity by virtue of a personal style,
coupled with excellence and/or a significant position in the whole
picture. Also, some authors and works seem to go against the flow of
events, while artistically important enough to be considered. Alexan-
der Pushkin is a case in point. The fact that, while everybody claims
him to be their own, everybody also takes a different view of him,
indicates that Pushkin simply does not fit into any scheme or pattern.
In particular, he rejected the two ideas that were crucial for the view
taken by most Russians of their literature, that of literature’s social
mission and that of its progress. Moreover, Pushkin seems to tran-
scend time. Thus, Pushkin is a chapter of Russian literature all by
himself.18

\%

What, then, are the desiderata for a history of Russian literature in
view of above observations? First and foremost, a constant awareness
of one’s signified, signified, and interpretant. This point may be illus-
trated by the familiar difference between Karamzin’s History of the
Russian State and Polevoi’s History of the Russian People. Karamzin
defined his subject precisely; gosudarstvo rossiiskoe, where rossi-
iskoe, derived from Rossiia, pointedly refers to the state, not to the
people (Rossiia is not a Russian word, but a loan from Latin).
Polevoi’s pretentious project was justly lampooned by Pushkin, for
“the Russian people” (narod is not synonymous with natsiia, “na-
tion”!) was a subject that invited equivocation, bias, and speculation,
rather than factual historiography.

A panchronic vision, empowered by an allembracing memory
which makes for Bergsonian duree, must cover the entire material at
hand. This memory may remain latent whenever it is not needed to
understand the phenomena observed, but must be activated often
enough to establish connections that may be intraliterary, interliterary,
metaliterary, or extrinsic to the literary process per se.

B For almost a century, Pushkin stood alone in all odf Russian literature
defending the principle that art was its own end and that it did not “follow the
universal laws of nature” (“Response to an Article by A. Bestuzhev”, 1825).
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An attention to the singularity of certain authors and works will
have to depend, for the most part, on the historian’s intuitive grasp of
style or some other idiosyncracy that makes an author or a work stand
out from the hypertext that surrounds them. A careful balance of the
singular (or particular) and the universal must be kept.

Analysis of particular works should be aimed at recognizing ex-
pression, since literature is directed at a readership. However, the fact
that readerships are varied in their attention, sympathies, tastes, and
allover attitudes, the logic of a given work should be explained in
terms of its intention and execution. Assuming that we do not believe
in any absolute historical determinism, we should be ready to look for
cause-and-effect, intent-and-result relations using our judgement from
case to case.

In summary, writing literary history seems to be a precarious bal-
ancing act, where the risks of failure are at least as strong as the
rewards of success.

[VaxpoHnKa N CUHXPOHMKA
B UCTOPWU PYCCKOI NnuTepaTypbl

B cTatbe cTaBATCA HEKOTOPbIe BOMPOCHI, BO3HMKAIOLLME B CBA3M C COCTaB-
NeHVEM UCTOPMM HALMOHAMbHOM, B YaCTHOCTM PYCCKOM nuTepatypbl. Tak,
Hanpumep, B WCTOPWUIO PYCCKOW NuTepaTypbl BXOAAT MPOU3BEAEHNUS,
KOTOpble BKNIOYAKTCA TakXke B UCTOPUU YKPAMHCKOW W Benopycckoi
inTepatyp, a TakXe MNpou3BeAeHWs, HanucCaHHble Ha LepKOBHOC/aBSAH-
CKOM A3blKe, HepefKO aBTOpaMu HepyccKMMM, Kak Maxomuit JlorogeT u
puropuii Llambnak. PamKyu COGCTBEHHO NUTepaTypbl TakXe TPyAHO Of-
pefennTb, NMOTOMY YTO B NUTEpaTypy APeBHEro nepuoja BXOAAT MPOMU3-
BefeHus, NpuHagnexatyme K >kaHpam, KOTOpble B HOBOE BPeMs YXKe Cuu-
TAlOTCA COCTaBHOW YacTblo OOrocnoBus, LEPKOBHOW CAyX6bl M UCTO-
pruorpaduu. Psa BONpPOCOB BO3HUKAET UM NpY TPaAWULMOHHON KOHLEeNuuu
nuTepaTypsl, coctosweld, no B. I'. beanHckomy, 13 noasuu, 6ennetpuc-
TUKN U XXYPHANUCTUKKN, YTO UCKNKOYaeT (hoNibKNop, Ny60K, 6ynbBapHYO U
“KenTyr” nutepatypy. K ToMy Xe faxe cpaBHUTENbHO Y3KOe onpeje-
neHve nutepatypbl B. . BeNIMHCKOro He pasnuyaeT nuTepaTypy NOALEH-
3YPHYIO OT BOJIbHOW, NUTepaTypy “A03BOSIEHHYIO” OT HEeL03BONIEHHOIA.
Mpn onmcaHWyM UCTOPUU PYCCKOW NMTepaTypbl HabMOAal0TCAa pasHble
TeHAeHUuMK. To3numa cnaBsHOMUIOB BUAUT Ha3HaYeHNe PyccKol nutepa-
TYpbl B NPOSB/IEHWN PYCCKOTO HALMOHAaNbHOrO AyXa U ero XpucTuaHcKol
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cobopHoCTW. JIngepsl PeBONOLMOHHOIO LBUXEHUSA BOCMIPUHUMAIOT NNTe-
patypy Kak opyAue pacnpocTpaHeHWs MPOrpeccuMBHbIX uieid. B npoTuso-
MOJMIOXXHOCTb K 3TUM “OpraHMyYecknum” KOHLUEMNUWAM, B KOTOPbIX pa3Butue
nuTepaTypbl TECHO CBA3aHO C 06LLECTBEHHOM XM3HbIO, 3CTETUYECKas Kpu-
TMKa U (hopManbHas LIKONa CYMTalT, YTO NMTepatypa crefyet CBOUM
3aKOHaM W 4YTO ee cnegyert uU3ydatb OTAE/bHO OT MOAUTUKUA U UAEONOTUMN.
Hes3aBUCMMO OT MPUHATUA TOW WAW WMHOW MO3MLUWU ACHO, YTO WCTOPUK
nuTepaTypbl MMeeT fAeno C pasHbiMW opmMaMu MPUYUHHOCTU U YTO
€ro B3rnfjg Ha nuTepatypy 3aBMCUT OT TOro, Kakume (hOpMbl OH CuUMTaeT
LeHTpasbHLIMWU B NIATepaTypHOM MpoLiecce: couManbHO-MOAUTUYECKME,
3TUYecKue, MopasbHble, 3CTETUYECKUEe, WHAUBMAYaNbHO-NCUXO0Noruye-
CKME, NN KOHKPETHO-(PUNONOTnYecKme.

MpoTOTA CMHXPOHWYECKOro NOAX0Aa K MCTOPUKM PYCCKOW nuTepaty-
pbl Mbl HaxoAWM B eXerofHux 0603peHMAX PYCCKOM nuTepatypbl
B. I'. bennHckoro, AnonnoHa [puropbesa, 1. B. AHHeHKOBa W [pyrux
KPUTMKOB. JluTepaTypHoe 0603peHue 3TOro Tuna, COOTBETCTBYHOLLEE WC-
TOPUYECKOW XPOHWKe, MOXeT UrpaTb CBOK POfb B TPaKTOBKe onpege-
JIEHHbIX eAWHULL MTEPaTYPHOro MpPOLEecca, Kak NUTepaTypHble LUKOSbI,
TeYeHus, CTUAN 1 T.0. YTO XKe KacaeTCsd CMHXPOHMYECKOro OXBaTta He-
KOTOpPOro nepuoja, COeAWHEHHOrO0 MUPOBO33PEHMEM U 3CTETUKOW, Kak
“rnpoceelleHne/knaccmymam”, “naeann3am/poMaHTu3sM”, To eMmy NpoTuBO-
peunt (haKT, YTO OAHOBPEMEHHO C PacLBETOM pauMOHaNUCTUYECKOWR ¢u-
nocoun 1 KNacCMLUCTUYECKON NUTepaTypbl Hab/lofaeTca ABMXEHME N B
MPOTUBOMONOXHOM HamnpasfneHnn. WHTepTeKcTyanbHbIli NOAXO4, OCHO-
BaHHbIM Ha (hakTe, UTO BCAKWUIA aBTOP TakXe W yuTaTeNlb HaLWOHANbHON U
MWUPOBOI NUTepaTyp, npespaLLaeT BCO NUTEPaTypy B 6e30pexHbIi runep-
TeKCT. HaumTaHHbIN unTaTens pomaHa “bpatbs KapamasoBbl” TO W Aeno
BCTpeYaeT B ero TEKCTe LWTaTbl, 3X0 U BbIAEPXKU, a MOPOIA M NOMEMUKY C
npoussefeHnamu Lekcnupa, Wwunnepa, Mete, oro, MywknHa, Morons,
TypreHesa v psaga ApYyrux aBTopos.

Ponb NOAMTUYECKUX U MAEONOrMYECKMX (haKTOPOB B PasBUTUM pyc-
CKOV nuTepaTypbl O4YeHb Be/iMka. KauyeCTBEHHbIE MepeMeHbl B uTepaType
3aBUCAT OT COOLITUIA B PYCCKOM >XM3HM, a TakXe OT HOBLUECTB B Camoil
nnTepaType, 4acTO BOCXOAALMX K BAUSHUIO NUTepaTyp 3anagHoi Espo-
nbl. Hanpumep, BepcugmKaLmsa pycckol No3suu pa3BuMBaeTCa MOL BAWS-
HMWEM MO/bCKON W HEMELKOM CTUXOCMOXHbIX CUCTEM, U BCe XXaHpbl pyc-
CKOW nuTepaTypbl CnegyrT npumepy nuTepaTyp 3anafa. [uaxpoHuue-
cKuii nogxop K TBopuecTBy A. C. lMyllKMHa yKa3biBaeT Ha psj MepemeH B
ero cofepXaHum u hopme nog BavsHMEM 3anafa, a TakXe B CBA3M C
COBLITUAMU B PYCCKOM XM3HU. K TOMY e, nepeMeHbl B MHTepnpeTauum
TBOpYecTBa [NylWKMHA U APYTMX aBTOPOB, U B CAMOM OTHOLLUEHUU K KX
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JNINYHOCTMU, Ha6l‘”0,an0TCﬂ N nocne cMepTn aBTopa, a B cay4vae |_|yLIJKI/IHa
NPOAOC/HKATCA N A0 HALWIMNX LHEN.

MoaxofAwWwmnm npeiMeToM ANaxXPOHUKIN ABNAETCS XaHp, & B YaCTHOCTH
XaHpbl, (hopManbHO OnpedeneHHble, Kak, Hanpumep, COHET U HOBenna.
TpypHOCTM MpefCTaBNfeT >aHp poMaHa, KOTOpbliA, MO OnpefeneHunto
M. M. baxTuHa, ecTb “OTKpbiTas opma”, TO ecTb, OTCYTCTBUe onpeje-
NEHHOW (hopMbl.

OCHOBHOI1 Npo6nemoii NpM COCTaBNEHMN UCTOPUM PYCCKOW NnTepaTty-
pbl ABNAeTCA (PaKT, YTO roBOps O MepemMeHax W pasBUTUM, O HOBLIX (hop-
MaX U HOBbIX TeMax, B TO )X€ BPeMs CUMTalOT, YTO peyb WAET BCE O TOM
Xe npeameTe. Bonblias yacTb WCTOPUU PYCCKOW NUTEPaTypbl, Ha4YMHas C
XVTI-ro Beka, 06bACHSETCH 3anagHbiM BAUAHUEM, OA4HAKO, HayuMHas C
anoxu yLlwKnHa, pycckas nutepaTtypa Bce 6onee oTBevaeT TpebOBaHUAM
PYCCKOW >KM3HW, WHOrga OTpbiBasCb OT 0O6LLeeBPOMENCKUX TeYEHWA,
MHOrga K HMM BO3BpalLLaschb.

Ecnn npuHATb B3rNsg, Y4TO B PYCCKOM NnuTepaType OTpaxaeTcs pyc-
CKas Ky/nbTypa, pyccKas XW3Hb, TO TPYAHOCTU, CBA3aHHbIE C 060MMU NOJ-
X04amMu, YMEHbLIAKTCA MNPOMNOpPUMOHANbHO TOMY, KaK Cy)XaeTcs Hala
TEopus COOTHOLUEHUS MTepaTypbl U AeACTBUTENbHOCTU. Y3KWIA naeono-
FMYecKUin NoAxod K MCTOPMM NuTepaTypbl MO3BONSET UCTOPUKY Chpas-
NATLCA C NPOTMBOPEUMAMM U 06LLEIA CNOXKHOCTHIO CUHXPOHUKHK, a Takxe ¢
HEOXNAaHHBIMW U BECNPUYUHHLIMU MEepeMeHaMmn AUaxXpPoHUKK. To ke
caMoe MOXXHO CKa3aTb M 0 ()opMasbHOM, 3CTETUYECKOM MOAXofe K nuTe-
patype.

MpOoTNBOMONOXHOE peLleHre BOMpPoOca COCTOUT B NPUHATUN NO3NULMUK
BCE3HAIOLLEN NamsaTH, OXBaTblBalOLLel BCe NUTepaTypHble ABMEHUA (KaH-
pbl, LUKOMbl, ABWXEHWUS, TeMbl, aBTOpbl, NMPOU3BEAEHUS U T.4.) CO BCeX
BO3MOXHbIX TOYEK 3PEHUS W NaHXPOHWMYECKU, TO-eCTb, C MO3ULMKN Y4e-
HOro, NOrPYXeHHOro B NpejMeT M 3M0Xy, HO B TO XXe BPeMs BOCMPUHU-
MaloLLero Mx Bo BCEOOBLEMJIIOLLEM KOHTaKTe C MUPOBO NUTEpaTypoit u
UCTOpMEil.

Ha npakTuke UCTOPUK BbIHYXAEH UATU Ha KOMAPOMMUCC MEXAY 3TUMU
KpanHocTamu.

Ocobyto npobnemy npeacTaBnseT cobow uymTaTens. Hepegko umta-
Te/b faeT NIMTepaTypHOMY MPOM3BeLeHUI0 UHTepnpeTaunto, Kotopas npo-
TUBOPEUUT MHTeHUMn astopa. CornacHo Teopun b. Kpoue, npu aHanuse
NNTEpaTypHOro Npou3BefeHNs rNaBHbI BONPOC B TOM, YAanocb v aBTo-
py Bblpa3uTb MUMEHHO TO, YTO OH XOTEeN CKa3aTb CBOeMY uuTartento. Ecnu
cornacutbca ¢ Teopueir b. Kpoye, uctopms nutepaTypbl [LOMIKHA KOH-
LLeHTPUPOBAaTbCA Ha MPOM3BEAEHUAX, B KOTOPbIX aBTOPY YAanocb LOMXK-
HOM 06pa3oM BO3[eiNCcTBOBaTb Ha uMTaTens.
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poMafHble TPYAHOCTW MPeAoCTaBNAOT UCTOPUKY T€ HEMHOTUE aBToO-
Pbl, KOTOPbIX HEMb3si MOABECTW MNOJ OMNpPeAeseHHY KaTeropuio, aBTopbl,
KOTOPbIM B UCTOPUW NUTEPaTypbl MOCBSLLAIOT OTAENbHYIO [NaBy. 3T0
aBTOpbl Ge3BpeMeHHble, BcergaliHue, Kak MyLwkuH v Forons.

0606Las: naeanbHON UCTOPUE NUTEpPaTypbl MOXHO CYMTaTb MCTO-
pUlO, OCHOBAaHHYI Ha BCEOOGBLEM/IOWEM MaHXPOHWUYECKOM 3HaHWUM, HO
HanpaB/feHHYH Ha ONpeaeseHHOro YnuTaTens.

Diakroonia ja sinkroonia vene kirjanduse ajaloos

Artikkel vaatleb kahte erinevat vdimalust kirjandusajaloo kirjutamisel, tu-
ginedes arvukatele ndidetele vene kirjandusest ja selle kirjanduse uurimise
ajaloost. Vaagides diakroonilise ja slinkroonilise lahenemiste vd6ruseid ja
puudusi, jéuab autor jareldusele, et ideaalseks vdiks lugeda sellist kirjan-
dusajalugu, mis tugineks kdikehGlmavale pankroonilisele teadmisele ja
oleks samal ajal suunatud konkreetsele lugejale.



HekoTopble 0CO6eHHOCTUN TEKCTOBOWA
PYHKLMN CKa3yemoro

EnunzaseTa KocTaHan

Moaxopn K MpeffiioXeHuto, NP KOTOPOM (PYHKLMOHaNbHas CYLIHOCTb
Y/IEHOB NPeAN0XeHNa paccMaTpuBaeTCd C TOUKM 3peHus popmupoBsa-
HUA CTPYKTYpPbl A3bIKOBOr0 COOLITUA, 06YCNOBAEHHON (POKYCOM BOC-
NPUATUSA BHEA3bIKOBOrO M MOAENMPOBaHUSA HA3bIKOBOTO CO6bLITMA, B
nocnefHue AecATUNETUA CTan O4HWM W3 OCHOBHbIX B CUHTaKCUCe.
Takas MHTepnpeTauua NO3BOMSET BbIATW 3a paMKW MPeaioXeHUs, co-
OTHECTW CMHTAKCUYECKYH CTPYKTYpPY C KOMMYHWKATUBHO-NparmMartu-
YecKMMU (hakTopamu M C TEKCTOBbIM YpPOBHEM. HekoTopoe Bpems Ta-
KO NoAxof peann3oBbIBa/CA Mpexje BCEro Npu aHanuse nogfexa-
ero, KOTOpoe xapakKTepu3oBasioCb KakK BbIMOJHAOLWEE “YNaKOBOY-
HYI” (DYHKUMIO, KaK (POKYCMPOBKA COObITUA, KaK TOYKA 3PEHMA Ha
cobbiTne (Yeid 1982; KumHaH 1982). B HacTodwee e BpeMa Bce
6onbliue MOABMAAETCA WCCMEf0BaHWiA, B KOTOPbIX U CKalyemoe pac-
cMaTpuBaeTca ¢ PYHKLMOHANLHON TOUYKN 3PEHUA, C YYETOM MHOXECT-
Ba pa3HO06pa3HbiIX KOMMYHWKATUBHO-MparMaTnuyeckux (akTopos.
HekoTopble KOMMYHWKaTUBHO-Nparmatuyeckne QyHKUUM CKayemo-
ro HaMu TaKXe YXe paccMaTpuBanucb B OLHON M3 MpeAblAywmnx pa-
60T (KocTtaHam 1996), oCHOBHasi MbIC/lb KOTOPOW 3aknto4vanachb B TOM,
4YTO WM3MEeHeHWe TuMna CKasyemoro, Kak npasBuio, CBA3aHO C U3Me-
HEHMEM (hOKyca BOCMPUATUSA BHEA3BIKOBOrO W MOJENUPOBAHUA A3bl-
KOBOro cob6biTuA, 0TMeYyanacb ocobas pofib B 3TOM COCTaBHOrO CKa-
3yemMoro, obycnoBfieHHad Tem, YTO BBEfEHUE CBA3KM MexXAy Cybbek-
TOM ¥ MpeanKatoM BfedyeT 3a €060 MOSIBNEHUE AONOMHUTENbHbIX
KOHHOTauui. O606Lwasa yxe BbiCKasaHHble paHee HabnwaeHusa, cne-
AyeT OTMETWUTb, YTO AONOAHUTENbHAA “CYy6bEKTUBHOCTbL” COCTABHOIO
CKasyemoro (CBf3KM) NPOABMAETCA B [BYX OCHOBHbIX acnekrax, KOTo-
pble TECHO B3aMMOCBA3aHbl U pasrpaHnyeHbl MOryT 6bITb TO/IBKO A0C-
TaTO4YHO YC/OBHO.
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Bo-nepBbIX, B CUY NEKCMUYECKOrO 3HAYeHWUS CBA3KW B yCTaHaBu-
BaeMOE B BblCKa3blBaHUM COOTHOLLEHNe Cy6bEKTA M NpeauKara BHOC-
ATCA LONOMHUTENbHbIE KOHHOTALUW (Cp.: MeYTaNn BEPHYTbLCA, XOTen
yexaTb, 1l06un nocnaThk, COM3BONMA HanMcaTb, Hagyman npuexaThb,
>KenaeT 3HaTb, A0/>KEH BEPHYTHLCA, paj YBUAETbLCA, He B COCTOA-
HUM paboTaTb, WMen MY>XeCTBO 3aCTYNUTbCA, 3a4aeTCs Leblo
paccMewnTb). VIMEHHO 3TOT acnekT A0CTaTO4HO XOPOLWO OMnucaH B
cywecTBytowein nutepatype (JlekaHT 1976), no3ToMy B AaHHOW pabo-
Te HeT HeobXoAMMOCTIN ero NoLpo6bHO paccmMaTpuBaTh.

B 3HauMTeNbHO MeHbLUe CTeMeHW NpUB/eKana BHUMaHWE uccne-
posaTeneil fpyras 0CO6EHHOCTb CBA30YHOI0 KOMMOHEHTa — cofep-
Xallasacsa B HEM OTCbIIKa K CyObekTy, BOCMPUHMMAKOLLEMY, MOLENN-
pylowemMy, OLEeHUBaKOLWEMY COOTHOWEHMe NpeamMeTa (Npegukauuun) u
€ro npusHaka, oTcbifika K 60/1ee WUPOKOMY KOHTEKCTY, K pasnnyHoro
poja npecynnosuumsam. HekoTopble acneKkTbl TEKCTOBOW (YHKLMUM
CBA3KM B OMPELeNeHHOM Tumne BbICKa3biBaHUA paccmMaTpuBannch
C. H. Typosckoi (TypoBckas 1998). B 3Toil CBSA3M MMEHHO 3TOMY
acnekTy Hamu 6bif0 yAeneHo OCHOBHOe BHUMaHVe B yNOMUHaBLIENnCs
Bbiwe paboTe (KoctaHau 1996).

B HacTosLeli paboTe OCTAHOBUMCS HA HEKOTOPbIX 0COOEHHOCTAX
MCNONb30BaHWUA pPas3HbIX TUMOB CKasyeMoro B TekcTe. lNMpefBaputens-
HO cnefyeT OTMeTWUTb, YTO CKasyeMoe ABMAeTCA O4HUM W3 BaXHel-
LIMX KOMMNOHEHTOB OpraHM3aLuu TekcTa, NOCKOMbKY npegnonaraeT B
CUNly CBOWX rpaMMaTM4YecKMx MoKasaTesei, CEMaHTUKM W BbiTeKal-
Wen “3 Hee BaNEHTHOCTWU AWHAMUKY, CHOXXETHOCTb, pa3BepTbiBaHWe
TEeKCTa M 0COBEHHOCTU OTAENbHbIX TUMOB CKa3yemoro, KOHe4YHo, CO-
OTHOCATCS C 3TUMW €ro NOTeHLMaNbHO TEKCTOBbIMU CBONCTBAMMU.

FoBops 06 MCNOMb30BaHWM PasHbIX TUMOB CKa3yemMoro B TEKCTe,
Takxe cnegyeT OTMeTUTb, YTO TUMNaxX TEKCTOB, B TEKCTax, OTHOCALLUX-
CAl K pasHbiM CTUMIAM, B Pa3HblX KOHKPETHbIX TEKCTaX UCMOJIb30BaHWE
pasHbIX TUMOB CKAa3yemMoro pasfnmMyaeTcs U KOAMYECTBEHHO U (YHK-
LWOHanbHO. Tak, Hanpumep, B psje TUNOB OMuLUManIbHO-AEN0BbIX
TEKCTOB MNPaKTUYECKU He WCMONb3ylTCA COCTaBHble [NarofbHble
CKasyemble C (pasMCHOIN CBSI3KON, XOTS M (popmasbHble npasuna u
CeMaHTMKa Takoe MCNOoMb30BaHWe AOMYCKAaKT, 04HAKO OHO MPOTUBO-
peuynT nparmMaTMyeckol HanpaB/fieHHOCTW 3TUX TEKCTOB.

PaccmMoTpeTb BCe 0COGEHHOCTM WCMOMb30BaHUS pasHbiX TUMOB
CKa3yemMoro C pasHbIMU CBA3KamMu B TeX WAW WMHbIX TUMax TEKCTOB C
TOYKU 3peHUA UX COOTHECEHHOCTWM C KOMMYHWUKaTUBHO-Nparmatuye-
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CKOW HanpaBfieHHOCTbI TEKCTa B OfHOIN CTaTbe He MpeAcTaBAseTcs
BO3MOXHbIM, 3TO HYyXJaeTcs B TWaTe/IbHOM [eTalbHOM W3Y4YEeHUMN.
MOXHO TONbKO OTMETUTb KakK 06yl 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb TO, 4TO B
TekcTax, 60nee Cy6beKTMBHO OKpalleHHbIX, KaK Nnokasanu Habnwge-
HWSA HafZ MaTepuanom, UCnosb3yeTca 60MbLIEE YNCNO COCTABHbIX CKa-
3yeMbIX, BbIMOMHAWOLMX 60Nee pa3Hoo6pasHble PYHKUUN.

OAWH 13 BaXHEWLWMUX, Ha Haw B3rAsf4, acrnekTOB MNPOsBAEHUS
TEKCTOBON (PYHKL MU CKA3yeMOro — po/b pasHbiX TUMOB CKazyemoro
B /IMHENHOW 1 BepTUKaNbHOW OpraHu3aynn Tekcta, B HOpMUPOBaHNN
ero CTPYKTypbl. PasymeeTcsi, roBOpUTbL 34eCb 0 KaKMX-11M6o npasunax
HEBO3MOXHO, peyb MOXET WATM TONbKO O HEKOTOPbIX, 3a4acTyt
OYEeHb CNabo BbIPAXEHHbIX, TEHAEHUUAX, NPOABAAIOLWNUXCA B pasHbIX
TeKCTax B pa3HOil cTeneHM. OCTaHOBMMCS Ha OAHON OCOBEHHOCTM
MCMNOMb30BaHNSA Pa3HbIX TUMOB CKa3yemoro B XY[0XEeCTBEHHbIX TeKc-
Tax, KOTOPYK MOXHO OGHapy>XWTb, 06pPaTUBLUMCb K CAEAYHLIUM
npumepam:

Mpagena Kpacosbix, Npo3BaHHOro Ha fABopHe LlbiraHom, 3aTpa-
B 60p3biMKu GapuH AypHoBO. LibiraH oT6uny Hero, y CBOEro rocno-
OvHa, no6oBHMUY. [ypHOBO npukasan BbiBeCcTW LlibiraHa B nose, 3a
[ypHOBKY, ¥ nocagnTb Ha byrpe. Cam >Ke Bblexan CO CBOPOW U KPUK-
Hyn: “ATy erol’ LibiraH, cuaeBLlinii B OLENEHEHNN, KMHYACA 6e>XKaTb.
A 6eraTb 0T 60p3bIx He cneayeT. (. ByHuH. [lepeBHs.)

[aHHbI (hparMeHT sBNseTCS HavyanbHbIM ab3alemM TekcTa, B Mnep-
BOl YacTW KOTOPOro pacckasbiBaeTCcA O HEKOTOPOM COGLITUM, O psjge
DeCTBUI, nocnegHee e MPefnoXeHne npeactaBnseT coboil cBoero
pofa 3ak/lloYeHue, BbIBOA U OAHOBPEMEHHO OCHOBY ANS AanbHelLle-
ro paseepTbiBaHMA TekcTa. ONupasch Ha NPeaLecTBYOWNA KOHTEKCT
W npegnonaras fanbHeliwee pa3BepTbiBaHWe TeKCTa, COCTaBHOe CKa-
3yeMoe BbIMOHAET TEM CaMblM PETPO-U MPOCMEKTUBHY (YHKLUWUIO B
opraHu3ayuy CBSIBHOTO TeKCTa. AHANOrUYHYK CTPYKTYpYy WMEeT K
cneayoLWnin pparMeHT:

3aBO/CKOI Ty0K NPOTS>KHO peBen, BO3BeLLas Havano paboyero
[OHA. TYCTOW, XpUnnblid, HENPEPbIBHbIA 3BYK, Ka3anocCb, BbIXOAMN W3-
NoA 3eMNM U HU3KO paccTunanca no ee nNoBepxHocTU. MyTHbI pac-
cBeT [O>K[/MBOrO aBryCTOBCKOrO [HS mpugasBan emy CypOBblii OT-
TEHOK TOCKMN UYrposbl.

Fyfok 3acTan uH>KeHepa bobposa 3a 4aeM. B nocnegHue AHM
AHApei Nnbny 0cobeHHO CuNbHO cTpagan 6eccoHHuuei. Bevepom,
noXKacb B MOCTeNb C THA>KEN0N ronoBoii U MOMUHYTHO B3gparvBas
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TOYHO OT BHe3amHbIX TOMYKOB, OH BCe-Taku 3abbiBancs AOBONLHO
CKOPO 6ecnoKoiHbIM, HEPBHbIM CHOM, HO Mnpocbinanca 3afonro fo
cBeTa, COBCEM Pa3bMTbIii, 06eCCUNeHHbI 1 pa3gpa>KeHHbI.

MpuynHoii aTOMy, 6e3 COMHEHMS, ObINO HPABCTBEHHOE W hu3mnye-
CKOe MepeyTOMEHME, @ Tak>Ke [aBHAS MPUBbIYKA K MOAKOXKHbIM
BMPbICKMBAHUSIM MOPMUS, — MNpUBbIYKA, C KOTOpPO Bo6poB Ha AHAX
Hayan ynopHyt 6opb0oy. (A. KynpuH. Monox.)

B nepBbix ABYyxX ab3alax TekcTa MOBECTBYETCA O psije CobbITWiA,
nocnefHuin absal Takxe fBNsSeTCS OAHOBPEMEHHO 3aBeplUeHMEM npe-
AblAYLEro KOHTEKCTa W OCHOBOW Ana nocnegytowero. Takoe NocT-
poeHne MOXXET BCTpe4dYaTbCA N He B Ha4daNle TEKCTA, KakK, Hanpumep, B
cnegytowem parmeHTe:

TyT >Ke, 06 3TOT Npegen pykoilt NogaThb, HaUNHaNCA Xxaoc. TakKoii
Xaoc uapun Ha Bok3ane. HoOCOBble NAaTKW U NPOKAATMS CXOAUAN
34ecb CO cueHbl. JTlogu, MTHOBEHME Ha3aj NoYMTaBLINe YyThb YTO He
MbITKON ecTeCTBEHHOE NepeiBUIKEHME, 34€eCb, YXBATACh 3a Yemofa-
Hbl W KapTOHKK, BylieBann y Kacchbl, Kak yropenbie HabpacbiBanucb
WTYPMOM Ha OOYrAMBLUMECH BaroHbl, OCaXKAanu CTYNeHbKW U, Me-
UeHHble CadKell, kak TpybouucThl, BpbiBANUChL B OTLAENEHUA, nepe-
rOPO>KEHHbIE TOPAYE) KOPUYHEBON (haHepoil, KoTopas, Kasanocb,
Kopobunacb 0T >Kapy, pyraHu v yBecucTbIX TONYKOB. BaroHsl rope-
/M, TOPenu penbChbl, ropennm HedTSHbIE LUCTEPHbI, NApOBO3bl Ha 3a-
MacHbIX MyTAX, FOPeAnM CUrHanbl WM pacniolieHHble napamu WCXons-
e BOMNAW Janekmx U 6IM3KMX NOKOMOTMBOB. CemeHs CBOVMM
BCMbILLIKaMW, LLEKOYYLLMM HAceKOMbIM 3acbinano Ha Lieke MalluHuC-
Ta ¥ Ha KO>KaHOW KypTKe Koyerapa THA>KKOe [blXaHbe pacTBOpPEH-
HOM TOMNKW: FOpenn MalnHUCT C Koderapom. open yacoBoii Ludep-
6naT, ropenn YyryHHble nepekaTbl NyTEBbIX MEXKAOY3WiA un cTpe-
NOK; ropenu cTopo>Xka. Bce aT0 Haxogunocb 3a npegenamu 4enose-
YeCKON BbIHOCAMBOCTM. Bce 3T0 MOXKHO 6bI10 cHecTwW. (B. MacTep-
Hak. Anennecosa yepra.)

Xy[L0XXeCTBEHHbIi MPO3anyecKkunii TEKCT XapaKTepusyeTcs peryn-
APHbIM COYeTaHMEM CTaTUKW W ANHaAMWUKWN, TO €CTb KOMMOHEHTOB,
CBSiI3aHHbIX C Pa3BUTUEM AENCTBMSA, C CHOXETHOCTbIO, U 6onee cTa-
TUYHOTO d)OHa, aBTOPCKUX OTCTyﬂ!‘IEHMI7I, I'IOFICHEHVIVI, OLeHOK, BblBO-
00B, KOMMOHEHTOB TEKCTa, B KOTOPbIX BO3pacTaeT CTeMNeHb Cy6'beK-
TUBHOCTU, MparmMaTtM3vpoBaHHOCTU. BaXHeAW MMM Npu3Hakamm Xy-
NOXECTBEHHOIO TEKCTa ABMAAKTCA TaKXe ero MHOFOCI‘IOVIHOCTb, MHO-
roOypoBHeBOCTb W OpMEHTaUMNA Ha ocoboe BOCMpuUATUE TEKCTa, Npwu
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KoTopom, no cnosam HO. M. JloTMaHa, MNPOUCXOAUT MOCTOAHHaA
6opbba Mexay aBTOPOM W uyuTaTesieM, B pe3ynbTaTe 4ero aBTop
“HaBA3blBaeT” ajpecatry “cBOK MOfeNb Mupa, CBOe TMOHUMaHue
CTPYKTYpbl AelcTBUTENbHOCTM” (JloTmaH 1994: 220-221). O6pauye-
HWe K MaTepuany MoKasbiBaeT, YTO ONPefeNeHHY pofib B (hOpMUpO-
BaHUU 3TUX CBOWCTB XYAOXECTBEHHOrO TEKCTa WM B OpraHusauuu
CBA3HOrO TeKCTa urpaeT M Tun ckasyemoro. [MpuBefeHHble Bbille
(hparMeHTbl TEKCTOB pasHbIX aBTOPOB, pa3yMeeTcs, CYLECTBEHHO
oTAnYalTCa APYr OT gpyra no uenoMy Habopy WHAMBMAYaNbHbIX
NPMU3HAKOB, OfHAaKO 06/M1afat0T U HEKOTOPOI 06LHOCTLIO, 3aK/1Yak-
Weics B TOM, YTO OHU MMEKT CXOAHYK CTPYKTYpy. [OoCTaTO4YHO OT-
YeTNMBO BblAeNSAeTCA YacTb TEKCTa, B KOTOPOI Ha NepBblli NiaH BbIA-
BMTalOTCA MOBECTBOBATENbHbIA W ONMUCATENbHbIA KOMMOHEHT U MOfe-
NMpyeTca HeCKoNbKo 60nee OTCTpaHeHHas, OfHaKO, pasymeeTcs, He
MOMHOCTbIO, TOUKA 3PEeHNSA, NPUCYTCTBMUE CYOBEKTA peun He akTyanu-
3upyeTcsa, BTOpas 4acTb, MeHbllas no obbemy, 3aBepliarowas dpar-
MeHT, MpeAcTaBnseT cobO0i onpefeneHHbI BbIBOA, 3aKOUYeHMEe K
nepBoil, ee OLEHKy, TAroTeeT K MeTaTeKcToBocTU. Mpu 3TOM B nep-
BOW 4YacTU MPEMMYLLECTBEHHO WCNOMb3YHOTCA MPOCTble TNarofibHble
ckasyemble (3aTpaBun, oTOWUN, npukasan, Bblexan, KPUKHYN; pesen,
BbIXOAMN, paccTunanca, npugasan, 3acTan, cTpagan, 3abbiBancs,
npocbinancs; HavuHanca, uapwn, cxogunu, 6ywesann, HabpacblBa-
JINCb, OcCaxfanu, BpbIBaNUCb, Kopobwunacb, ropenun, ropenu, ropenu,
ropenu, 3acbinano, ropenu, ropen, ropenu, ropead, Haxogunocb), Bo
BTOPOiA, COBMajawleil ¢ NnocnegHUM NpeanoXeHWem, BO BCEX MpU-
Mepax MCNofib3yeTcs CKadyemoe CO CBA3KOW (He cnefyeT 6GeraTb',
6bIN0 NPUYMHOIA', MOXKHO ObINO CHeCTW). HECOMHEHHO, B (hopMUpO-
BaHWUM [aHHOI CTPYKTYpbl TEKCTA YYaCTBYET Liefiblii KOMMJIEKC S13bIKO-
BbIX CPeACTB, O4HAKO M TUN CKa3yemoro siBASeTCS COCTaBHOM 4YacTbio
3Toro komnnekca. Mpn 3TOM Kakme-nn60 (opmanbHbie U CEMaHTU-
Yyeckue npaeuna He NPefnUCHIBAIOT UCNOMb30BaHUSA COCTABHOrMO CKa-
3yeMOoro B 3aK/lOUYNTENbHOW YacTu hparMeHTa, BO BCeX CMyvasx BO3-
MOXHa TpaHcopMaL s NpeanoXeHUs ¢ 3aMeHO COCTaBHOr0O ckasye-
MOro npocTbiM: 3ps OH nobe>kan oT 60p3bix. BeccoHnuy MH>KeHepa
Bob6poBa BbI3BaNO HPABCTBEHHOE U (PU3NYECKOE NepeyTomneHue. Jio-
[N 3TO0 BblHOCAT. OfiHAKO MpW TaKoi 3aMeHe nepef Hamu 6GygaeT co-
BEPLUEHHO WMHOM TeKCT, UCYe3HeT HeKoTopas 3aBeplleHHOCTb par-
MEHTa, Y/ieHeHMe TeKCTa Ha cOoCTaBHble YacTu 6yAeT WHbIM, UHOI By-
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AeT KOMMYHUKaTMBHAs 3HAYMMOCTb 4acTeld, M3MEHATC KOHHOTauuK,
0CcnabuTca CyObeKTUBHbIE KOMMOHEHT.

Takum 06pa3om, MOXHO FOBOPWUTbL 06 OnpefeneHHOMOM acrekTe
TEKCTOBOM (YHKUMM Tuna cKasyemoro, 3akflualleiics MMEHHO B
opraHusauum Takoi KOMMYHUKATUBHOW eAUHULbI, KaK TEKCT; coyeTa-
HWe pasHbiX TUMOB NpejMKaTa COOTHOCUTCA C ONpefeneHHbIM YfieHe-
HVWEeM TeKcTa. B npuBefeHHbIX Bbille MpMMepax COCTaBHOE CKalyemoe
MapKUpPOBano 3aKNUYUTENHYIO YacTb parMeHTa, Of4HAKO MOXET cy-
LecTBOBaTb M MPOTMBOMONOXHAA CTPYKTypa: COCTaBHOE CKa3yemoe,
B 0COGEHHOCTW COCTaBHOE MMEHHOE, B COYETaHWW C APYTUMU CpeacT-
BaMW 3agaeT (DOH, CAYXXUT WUCXOLHOW TOYKON [1S MOCNefyHLero
pa3BepTbiBaHUA TekcTa. WHTepecHO OTMETUTb, YTO 3TWM 3aKOHOMep-
HOCTW MPOSBASIOTCA HE TONbKO B MPO3anyeckom TeKCTe (Cp. UCMosb-
30BaHWe pasHbiX TUMOB CKa3lyemMoro, Hampumep, B CTUXOTBOPEHUU
O. MaHgenblWwTamMa “Bo3gyx nacMypHbliA BnaxeH M ry n o K Bna-
>KEeH, TYN0K, XOpOLo, HecTpallHOo, NOHecy, B30BbETCH, Y4aCTBYIO,
OOVHOK, TPsIHYN, TAXKENbl, 0fypMaHeHbl, N03B0/b, N0O3BOMb ), 0fHaKO
370 TpebyeT, pasymeeTcs, creLnanbHOro paccMoTpeHns. OTMedeHble
BblLUe CrMoco6bl COOTHOLIEHWUSA 4YacTeil TeKCTa He SIBASOTCA efUHCT-
BEHHO BO3MOXHbIMMW, KOHKPETHbIX BapMaHTOB CYLEeCTBYET OFPOMHOE
MHOXecTBO, OAHaKO J0CTaTOYHO PerynspHo, Kak nokasbiBalT Hab-
NMOAEHUS Haf TeKCTaMU caMblX pasHblX aBTOPOB, COCTaBHOE CKasye-
MOe COOTHOCMTCA C 6o/iee MparMaTU3MpOBaHHbIMU YacTAMU TeKcTa.
[ymaeTcs, 3Ta 0CO6EHHOCTL MPOSBAAETCH U B ClefylOWEM MpUMepe,
rae HabnogaeTcs NOCTOSHHOE MepensieTeHWe MOBECTBOBAHWSA O HEKO-
TOPbIX A4EACTBUAX U OLEHKN 3TUX AelACTBUIA:

“be3 COMHeHUs, Hawe 06LWeCcTBO ewe Tak AUKO (He TO, YTO B
AHINKM), YTO OYeHb MHOTME, — W B YuCAe 3TWUX MHOTUX 6binn Te,
MHEHMEM KOTOpbIX Anekceii AnekcaHapoBuY 0COBEHHO [OPOXKUA, —
MOCMOTPAT Ha Ay3nb C XOPOLWEA CTOPOHbI; HO KaKoii pesynbTaT
OygeT AOCTUrHYT? IMONo>KUM, f BbI30BY Ha [y3anb, — NpojomkKan
npo cebs Anekceit AnekcaHgpoBuY, U, >KMBO NpeAcTaBuB Cebe HOub,
KOTOpPYI0 OH NpoBefeT NOC/e Bbl30Ba, U MUCTONET, HA HEro Hanpas-
NEHHBIA, OH COAPOTHYICA U MOHAA, YTO HWUKOTAa OH 3TOro He chena-
€T, — MONO>KUM, 1 Bbl30By Ha Ayanb. MONO>KMM, MeHA HayyaT, —
npogonmkan oH gymaTb, — NOCTaBAT, A NO>XKMY raweTkKy, — roso-
pun oH cebe, 3aKpbiBas rnasa, — ¥ OKa>keTcs, YTo 5 ybun ero, —
ckasan cebe Anekceit AnekcaHapoBMY 1 NOTPSAC roao0Boi, 4yT06 oTor-
HaTb 3TV rAynble MbiCAM, — KaKoil CMbIC UMeeT YyOUIACTBO Yenose-
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Ka gna Toro, 4To6 onpefenMTb CBOE OTHOLIEHWE K NPecTYMHOM
>KEHe U CbIHY? TOYHO TakK >Ke i Jo/>KeH Oyay pelaTb, 4TO AO/>KeEH
fenaTb C Heil. Ho, 4TO elle BEPOSITHEE M YTO HECOMHEHHO byaeT, —
A 6ygy youT unmpaHeH. {1, HeBUHOBATbI YeNOBEK, >XKepTBa, — youT
unu paHeH. Elle 6eccMmbiciieHHee. HO Mano 3TOro: BbI30B Ha Ayalb C
MOeil CTOpOHbl 6yseT MOCTYMNOK HEeYeCcTHbIA. Pa3se A He 3Hat
BMepes, YTO MOW APY3bA HUKOTAA He [ONYCTAT MeHA 00 Ayanu — He
JOMYCTAT TOro, YTo6bl >KM3Hb FOCYAAPCTBEHHOIO YENOBEKA, HY>XK-
Horo Poccuu, nogseprnacb onacHocTun? YTo >ke 6ygeT? byfeT To,
4YTO A, 3Has Bnepes TO, YTO HWKOrga Aeno He AolgeT [0 onacHoc-
T, 3ax0Ten TONbKO nNpujaThb cebe 3TUM BbI30BOM HEKOTOPbLIN
NO>XKHbI 6NeCK. TO HeYecTHO, 3TO (hanbWKBO, 3TO 06MaH ApYrux
1 camoro ce6s. lyanb HembICIUMA, U HUKTO He XKAET ee 0T MeHS.
Llenb Mos cocTOWT B TOM, YTO0Obl 06ecneynTb CBOK penyTauuio,
HY>KHY0 MHe fns 6ecnpensaTCTBEHHOIO MPOAON>KEHUS CBOel faesi-
TenbHocTU. (J1. Tonctoin. AHHa KapeHuHa.)

C nepenneTeHnem ABYX NUHWUIA, OTMEYEHHbIM Bbllle, ONpefeneH-
HbIM 06pa3oM COOTHOCUTCS M MCMNONb30BaHWE PasHbIX TUMOB CKa3sye-
MOro: MPOCTOro (JOpPO>KWUA, NOCMOTPST, BbI30BY, MPOLOMKAN, NPO-
BefleT, COLPOTrHY/NCHA, NOHAN, He CAenaeT, BbI30BY, HayyaT, Npogon-
>Ka/, NocTasaT, NOXKMy, roBopua, okaXkeTcs, youn, ckasan, noT-
psic, OTOrHaThb, ONpeaennTb, OyAeT, He 3Hat0, He JONYyCTAT, He fo-
nycTAT, Nnogseprnach, byaeT, 6yaeT, He AONAeT, He >KAeT, obecne-
UnTb) M cocTaBHOro (AWMKO, 6yAeT [AOCTWIHYT, AOM>KeH byay pe-
WaTb, JOMKEH AenaTb, BeposaTHee, 6yay youT uampaHeH, youT wum
paHeH, GeccMmbicneHHee, Mano, ByaeT NOCTYNOK HeYecTHbINA, 3axo-
Ten npuaaThb, HeYeCTHO, hanblimBo, obMaH, HembichuMma). OAna nu-
HWM noBecTBOBaHMA 06 Anekcee AnekcaHpOBMUYe W Lenn AelicTBUIA,
KOTOpPble OH MOT Gbl COBEPLWUTbL, 60/Ee XapaKTePHO WMCMO/b30BaHUe
MPOCTbIX FNarofibHbIX CKa3yeMblX, NS AMHUU, NpeacTaBafaloLWei co-
60ii pasmbllINeHUs, OLEHKN, BbIBOALI camoro Anekces AneKcaHApo-
BMYA, HaNpPOTMB, XapakKTEPHO MCMNOMb30BaHME COCTABHbLIX CKa3yeMmblX,
B 0COGEHHOCTM — COCTaBHbIX WMEHHbIX. Takoe COYeTaHMe pasHbiX
TUNOB MpejgukKata B LEeOM CMOCOGCTBYeT MOCTPOEHWIO CBA3HOTO
TeKkcTa, (JOPpMUPOBAHNIO MHOTOYPOBHEBOW, NOANMDOHUYHON CTPYKTY-
pbl TekcTa, euie 60/see YCNOXHAWLWeAca B pe3ynbTate MCNOMb30Ba-
HWS TNaronoB OMPeAeNeHHON CeMaHTUKMW, C NMOMOLbI KOTOPbIX aB-
TOpP ONMCbIBAET peyb, MbICIM, 3MOLMM MNepcoHaxa (4OpPo>Kun, npo-
JO/Kan, COAPOrHyncs, noHan, roBOpua U T.4.), U rNaronoB, KoTopble



HekoTopble 0COBEHHOCTMW TEKCTOBON hyHKUUM 299

ynotpebnseT Apyro cyGbekT peun — cam nepcoHax (MOCMOTPAT,
BbI30BY, HayyaT, MOCTaBAT, He AoNycTAT u T.4.). Takum 06pasom,
COOTHOCATCSA CUHTAKCUYecKoe CPefCcTBO (TUN CKAa3yemoro) v fnekcuue-
CKOe 3HauyeHue cnoB, 06pasyloLMX CKasyemoe. AHanOrM4yHoe nepe-
nneTeHne NWHWIA, B pasHOW CTeMeHW CYObLEKTUBHO OKpALIEHHbIX,
MOXHO YBUAETb U B CNeAYOLLEM MPUMEpE:

— A Bepy\ — wenTana MaprapyuTa TOpP>XKeCTBEHHO, — £
Bepyto\ UTo-TO nmpowusoiigeT! He MO>KeT He npou3oiTn, NOTOMYy
YTO 3a YTO >Ke, B CaMOM fefie, MHe MocnaHa Mo>KN3HeHHas MyKa?
Cos3Halocb B TOM, 4YTO f arana v obmaHbiBana ¥ >Xuna TaiHoi
>KN3HbIO, CKPbITON OT NIOAe, HO BCE >KE HeMb3sl 3a 3TO Hakasbl-
BaTb TakK XXEecTOoKo. UTo-TO cayyaTcs HENPEMEHHO, MOTOMY YTO
He 6blBaeT Tak, 4YTO06bl YTO-HMOGYAb TSHAHYNOCb BEYHO. A Kpome
TOro, MOV COH 6bi BELWMIA, 38 3T 0 A pyyarCh.

Tak wenTana MaprapuTa HwukonaeBHa, rAsSAs Ha MyHLOBbIE
LITOpPbI, HanMBawLMecs CONHUEM, OECMOKOWHO 0feBasCb, pacyechbl-
Basi nepef TPOMHbLIM 3epKanomM KOPOTKWe 3aBUTble BONOCHI.

COH, KOTOpbIA npucHWUNCs B 3Ty HOYb MaprapuTe, 6bln AeicT-
BUTENbHO HeobOblueH. [leno B TOM, YTO BO BPEMSI CBOMX 3UMHUX MY-
YEHW1 OHa HWKOrJa He BUAena BO CHe MacTepa. Houbilo OH ocTaBnan
ee, M Myymnacb OHa TOMKO B [AHEBHble 4acbl. A TyT MNPUCHUACS.
(M. bynrakos. MacTep n MaprapuTa)

B npuBefeHHOM Npumepe BHO CyObEKTUBHO OKpaLleHHbIMU, OLe-
HOYHBIMU SIBASAKTCH MPESSOXKEHUS C COCTaBHBIM MUMEHHBIM CKasye-
MbIM (COH 6blI BELWA, COH OblN AENCTBMTENLHO HEOObIYEH), onpeae-
NEeHHYO poOfib MPU 3TOM UrpaeT M YacTUYHbIA CUHTAKCUYECKUHA W
NeKCMYEeCKNii napannennsm aTUx NpesnoxeHni.

Takum 06pa3om, B LeNOM Mbl BMAWM, 4YTO TUM CKasyemoro, B
0COGEHHOCTM COCTABHOE CKa3yeMoe, ero CBSA30YHbIi KOMMOHEHT, Bbl-
NONHAT OnpefeneHHble KOMMYHWKAaTUBHO-Nparmatuyeckme ¢yHk-
UMM B pamKax npeavKaTUBHOW CBA3W, ero feliCTBME MOXET BbIXOAUTb
3a paMKy MpeauKaTUBHON CBS3WM M pacnpoCcTPaHsATLCS Ha BCe Mpenno-
XEeHUe WAN cofepXxaTb OTChbINKY K 60/ee WUPOKOMY KOHTEKCTY WK
cutyaumn (Koctangm 1996), yyacTBoBaTb B OpraHusaunmm parmeH-
TOB TEKCTa MNIM LLENIOr0 TeKCTa U, HaKoHell, B (hOpMMpPOBaHMUM onpeae-
NEHHbIX TUMOB TEKCTOB. BcTaeT BOMPOC O TOM, 4eM 06YCNOBMEHbI 3TK
(YHKLMN CKA3yemoro 1 ero pasHbiX TMNOB. MOXHO MpPefnofoXuTh,
4TO Takas cneuuguka COCTAaBHOIO CKa3yemoro, T.e. CKasyemoro co
CBSI3KOW, B 3HAUMTENbHOW CTEeNneHU onpefensieTcs camMuM MexXaHWs-
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MOM Y/IEHEHUA CKa3yeMOro Ha COCTaBHble YacTu (MONYTHO OTMETUM,
4TO NPV aHaIMTUYECKOM BbIP@XEHUWN MPOCTOr0 CKa3yemMoro OTMeYeH-
Hble KOMMYHUWKATMBHO-NparMaTuyeckme O0CO6GEHHOCTM MCYE3aloT).
CaM npouecc YfieHeHna yxe npeanonaraet JONONHUTENbHbIE feNCT-
BMSI CyObeKTa peun, CnefoBaTenbHO, U AONONHUTENbHYIO CYy6bLEKTUB-
HOCTb. 3[eCb MOXHO MPOBECTM HEKOTOPYK aHanorui, Hanpumep, C
OAHOPOAHLIMU YNeHaMW MPeAnoXeHNs, KOTOpble, ABNASCH CPEACTBOM
peMaTn3auuu, MeHAOT aKTyanbHOe YNIEHEeHWe MPefNoXeHUs, 3ameHa
nx 0606 alLLMM CAOBOM yCTpaHAeT 0643aTe/IbHOCTb MMEHHO TaKoro
BapuaHTa aKTyanbHOr0 Y/IEHEHUSd, Cp.:

1. Kyga nonagana sTa cTpysa, Tam nucTba 6neaHenn, cbe>k nea-
nucb wn yssaganu, (cp.: Kyga nonagana 3aTa cTpyda, TaM AUCTbSA
ymupanu.) (B. FapwwuH. Attalea princeps.)

2. 9 ocTaBNsA Bac B MOKOe: YXUBUTeE Kak X0TunTeE, BOpUNTE APYT
Ha Apyra, cnopbTe M3-3a Nojayek BOAbl M OCTaBalTecb BEYHO MOfA
CTEeKNAHHbIM KO/INaKoOM, (Cp.:ﬂ OCTaBndaw Bac B NoKoe, >KUBUTE MO-
npe>xkHemy.) (B. MapwuH. Attalea princeps.)

3.9 kynun monoko, macno, xneb6, celp, Kode. \A Kynua NnpoAyKTbI.

Kak cBUAeTenbCTBYHOT MPUMepbl, pa3fefeHne Kakoro-nubo komno-
HeHTa MpeAsoXeHNs Ha psAj COCTaBAALWNX fenaeT 3Ty yacTb Npej-
NoXeHus 60nee KOMMYHWKATMBHO 3HA4YMMON W, Takum o6pasom,
CBAA3aHO C AOMOMIHUTENbHON CYObEKTUBHOCTLID, MparmMaTu3npoBaH-
HOCTbl. MOXHO MPeAnoNoXnTb, YTO 3TO 60NMee 06LLMIA MEXaHU3M,
XapaKTepHbI He TONbKO A5, Hanpumep, OAHOPOAHbLIX YNEHOB Mpef-
NOXEHWA WAN COCTABHOrO CKasyemoro, HO U 3aTparvBalwlyuil BCHO
A3bIKOBYH) CUCTEMY B LIe/IOM: BbiJe/leHNe COCTaBHbIX YacTeil 3TO
BCerja BblAeneHune, ocyllecTBnsemoe Kem-nnbo u, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
yXe faxe Ha opManbHOM YPOBHE CUTHaNU3Wpylolee O JOMNOMHU-
TeNbHOW CYyO6BEKTUBHOCTH.

BBefeHne C MCNONb30BAHWEM COCTABHOr0O CKa3yemMoro CBA304YHOIO
KOMMOHeHTa BefleT K “paccnoeHuIo” npegnoXxeHua u tekcta. Ecnu
OLMH YfeH NpeAnoXeHus, npegukaT, 4eNMTCA Ha ABE 4acTu, 3a Kax-
[0V M3 KOTOPbIX 3aKpenjeHa CBOA OCHOBHast (yHKLWA, TO 3TW YacTu
LOMKHbBI OnpefefieHHbIM 06pa3oM CBA3bIBATbCH, COOTHOCUTbLCS, NOSIB-
nseTcs, C OJHOW CTOPOHbI, MPU3HAK KBaHTU(MKALWW, C APYrON, Ha-
npaBfeHHOCTU, NpoLeccyanbHOCTW, a 3TO TakXKe NPUBOAUT K HOBbIM
KOHHOTauMsaM, MOfanbHbIM U3MEHEHWUAM, TEKCTOBbIM CBOWCTBAaM, KO-
TOpble Ha OCHOBE aHanu3a APYyroro matepuana U Apyrux npru3HaKoB
npegukata paccmatpuBaeT A.Tumbepneiik (Tumbepneiik, 1993).
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TeKCTOBble CBOMCTBA COCTABHOI0 CKa3yeMoro UMeKT, 04EBUAHO, eLle
OfJHY NpUYMHY, TECHO CBA3AHHYI C Ha3BaHHON Bbllwe. CBA3Ka B
COCTaBHOM CKa3yeMoOM nuM60 MNpakTUYecKW nuleHa NeKCUYecKoro
3HaueHus (4uctas ceszka: OH YMHbIA YenoBek. KHura uHTepecHas),
nnéo aBngetca nonysHameHaTenbHol (OH Ka>XeTCa YMHbIM 4enose-
Kom. KHura okasanacb MHTEPECHON). B cuiy HenonHoTbl CBOEro
NEeKCUYecKoro 3HauyeHMs CBA3Ka M3Ha4valbHO npejnonaraeT Haauuue
NPUCBSA304YHON yacTu. MNpegukaT B Uenom, Byayynm NUlWb OAHUM U3
rNaBHbIX YNEHOB MNPeANoXeHUs, TpebyeT Hanmuua npegmera npegu-
Kaumm — nopnexauwero. NpefukatueHas cBA3b HopMUpyeT npeaso-
XeHue, KOTOpoe, NBNAACb KOMMYHWKAaTUBHON efuHMLElN, o0643a-
TeNbHO, B CBOK O4epeAb, Mpejnonaraet Hanuyme 6onee LWMPOKOro
KOHTEKCTa, KaK pe4yeBOro, Tak U BHepeyeBoro. B pesynbTate npocne-
XMWBaeTCsA Lenoyka peannsauny noTeHUUaNbHbIX TEKCTOBbIX CBOWCTB
CKasyemMoro, o6ycnoBfeHHas NOCTOSHHOW OTCbINKON K 6ofee Wupo-
KOMY KOHTEKCTY: CBfi3ka — MNPUCBA30YHAA 4YacTb — MpefnKaTUBHaS
CBA3b — MNpeAnoXeHne — TeKCT — KOMMYHMWKaTWBHas CUTyaLus.
HemanoBaxHyl pofib urpaet u crneundmka oTAeNbHbIX TUMOB COC-
TaBHOro ckasyemoro. COCTaBHbIM [/1arofibHbIM CKa3yeMbiM MOXeT
aKLeHTMpOoBaTbCA MPOLECCYanbHOCTb NPU UCMONb30BaHUN (PA3UCHbIX
CBA30K W/IW YCUNMBATBCA MOLANbHbIA KOMMOHEHT MNpPWU MCMNONb30Ba-
HUW MOAanbHbIX CBA30K. COCTaBHOe MMeHHOe CKasyemoe TAroTeeT K
60nblUeid CTaTUYHOCTM U TEM CaMbiM B 6OMbLUE/ CTENEHW NPUTOAHO
419 BbIP@XXEHNA OLEHKMW, (hOPMYNMPOBKY BbIBOAA. OTWU CBOWCTBA pas-
HbIX TUNOB CKa3yemoro MOryT y4yacTBOBaTb, KaKk B MPUBOAMBLLUNXCS
Bbllle npumepax, B (QOPMUPOBaAHUU ONpPefeneHHbIX (parMeHToB
TEKCTa, B CTPYKTYPUPOBAHUN TeKCTa.

Takum 06pa3om, NPOCTOe M COCTaBHOE CKa3yeMoe M CBA3Ka Kak
YyacTb NOCNefHEero BbIMOAHAKT LENbll paj KOMMYHUKATMBHO-Mpar-
MaTUYECKNX, TEKCTOBbIX PYHKUMIA. B HacToswen paboTe 6bin 3aTpo-
HYT Npexje BCEro OfWH acnekT — poOfb COCTABHOrO CKasyemoro B
CTPYKTYpPUPOBaHUUN TEKCTa, HECOMHEHO, TpebyeTcs AanbHeliwee Tua-
Te/lbHOe M3y4YyeHMe CaMoro pasHoro marepuana C TOYKWM 3pPEHUA UC-
MOMb30BaHUA B HEM pa3HbiX TUMOB CKasyemoro. XYyAO0XXeCTBEHHbIN
TEKCT 0CO6EHHO SIPKO “BbICBEYMBAET” MOTEHLUMa/IbHble CBOMCTBA SA3bl-
KOBbIX CPefCTB, 3a4acTyl0 NO3BONAET YBUAETb UX PYHKLWOHANbHbIE
CBOWCTBA, B MEHbLUEA CTeMeHU MPOABAAKOLWMECH B APYrUX Tunax
TeKcToB. pu 3TOM, pasyMeeTcsl, KaXblii OTAeNbHbIA TEKCT TpebyeT
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crneunanbHOro aHanM3a, B HacCTOSLWeN cTaTbe 6blIM OTMeYeHbl NULb
Hanbonee o6ULMe TEKCTOBLIE CBOCTBA NpeaunKaTa.

Jlntepatypa

KnHaH, 3. JL (1982). “K yHuBepcasibHOMY OMpeAeneHu0 Mnognexatiero”.
HoBoe B 3apy6e>KHON MHIBUCTUKE. Bbin. 11, Mocksa: Mporpecc, 236-
276.

KocTtaHgu, E. . (1996). “Tnn cka3yemoro Kak cnoco6 mogennpoBaHus A3bl-
koBoro cobbiTun”. Daugavpils Pedagogiska universitate zinatniskie raksti.
Humanitéras fakultates V zinatniskie lasi. Serija A. Daugavpils: DPV
izvednieciba “Séaule”, 160-166.

NekaHT, M. A. (1976). Tunbl 1 POPMbI CKA3yeMOro B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
A3blKe. MockBa: Bbicliasa LwKona.

JlotmaH, KO. M. (1994). “Jlekuynn No CTPYKTypasibHOM MN03TUKe”. B KHure:
HO. M. J/lToTMaH 1 TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKas CeMUOTUYECKas LUKOMa. Mock-
Ba: MHo3uc, 11-245.

Tumbepneiik, A. (1993). “MNpegmKaT Kak TeKCT (MOAaNibHOCTb Kak KBaHTUMU-
Kaums)”. KaTeropvm CKa3yemMoro B CnaBAHCKUX A3blKaxX: MOAa/IbHOCTb U
akTyanmsauus. Slavistische Beitrdge. Band 305. Minchen: Verlag Otto
Sagner, 209-215.

Typosckas, C. H. (1998). “BbIcKasbiBaHUA 0 (POPMUPOBAHUM HAMEPEHUSA:
thyHkumn cesaskn”. Slavica Tartuensia IV. Tartu: Tartu Ulikooli Kiijastus,
207-212.

Yeidp, Y. (1982). “[laHHOE, KOHTPACTMBHOCTb, OMpPEeAEeNeHHOCTb, Moa/nexa-
Lee, TONUKK U TouKa 3peHns”. HoBOe B 3apy6e>KHON NMHIBUCTUKE. Bbin.
11, Mocksa: lNporpecc, 277-316.

On the peculiarities of the textual
function of predicate

The role of different types of predicate in the organization of the con-
nected text is considered in the article. It is marked, that the using of the
different types of predicate depends in the quantitative and functional
aspects on a type of a text, and the linguistic analysis of a literary text
calls out a special interest. Correlation between a compound predicate and
pragmatic parts of a text is obvious, a type of a predicate may be a sing of
more or less intensively expressed pragmatics. It is emphasized in the
article, that the functions of predicates are caused by their potential textual
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characteristics and by role of mechanism of division in the language and
speech.

Oeldise tekstilise funktsiooni isedrasustest

Artiklis on kasitletud erinevate 6eldisetiupide rolli seotud teksti organi-
satsioonis, selle struktureerimisel. Taheldatakse, et erinevat tllpi tekstides
erineb ka oeldisetuiipide kasutamine nii kvantitatiivselt kui funktsionaal-
selt. Erilist huvi pakub sellest seisukohast ilukirjanduslik tekst. Autor toob
vdlja liitdeldise seose teksti enim subjektiivsete, pragmatiseeritud osa-
dega. Liitdeldise kasutamine vOib signaliseerida pragmatiseerituse astme
muutumisest. Sellised predikaadi funktsioonid on tingitud tema potent-
siaalsetest tekstilistest omadustest ja rollist, mida keeles ja k&nes mangib
liilgendumismehhanism.
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