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Semiotics in Tartu

Peeter Torop

Once upon a time... This is how the stories about ancient times start,
although finally they bring us back to our own time: ... and they lived
happily ever after.

It is the year 1998. Seven years ago, in the foreword to the summary
of contents of semiotic publications of Tartu, Professor Y. Lotman
cherished a hope that “the Tartu-Moscow School of semiotics has not
exhausted its academic potential yet and is capable of expressing ideas
that would be unexpected to the adversaries of this trend as well as to
its proponents” (Lotman 1991:92). Six years ago the last, 25th
volume of the series that in English and Estonian bore the title Works
on Semiotics and in Russian Works on Sign Systems was published. At
the last moment we managed to include on the reverse side of the title
page a note about the death of Prof. Yuri Lotman’s wife Zara Mints
and to dedicate the volume to her memory. In the same summer
(1992), a meeting was held at Yuri Lotman’s home, and the Depart-
ment of Semiotics was founded. However, in the autumn of 1993
Prof. Y. Lotman followed his beloved wife.

In 1994, in Moscow, memoirs about the Tartu-Moscow School
and about Lotman were gathered into a joint publication (Koshelev
1994). In 1995, also in Moscow, the first Lotman Collection was pub-
lished (Permyakov 1995), and in 1997 T. Nikolayeva compiled a volu-
minous retrospective collection From the Papers of the Moscow
Circle of Semiotics (Nikolayeva 1997). The title of the collection
tactfully hints at the role of Moscow in the development of semiotics.

Once upon a time... Not only in Tartu, not only Lotman.
We should remember that the Tartu-Moscow School was like an invi-

sible college without any fixed institutional relations. The name of the
school does not express all its essential characteristics. Historically we
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should speak about the Moscow-Tartu School, as the birth of t e
school can be rightfully connected with the 1962 conference in Mos-
cow and the 1964 conference in Tartu. In the academic sense it would
be even more correct to use the name Tartu-Moscow-Leningrad
School. For example, in B. Uspenski’s opinion, the success of the
school relied on combining the linguistic tradition of Moscow and the
literary tradition of Leningrad (St Petersburg) (Uspenski 1987: 20-
21). For Lotman, at whose birth the city was called Petrograd and
during his studies Leningrad, the latter tradition associated, besides
formalists, also with V. Propp, V. Zhirmunski, G. Gukovski, O. Frei-
denberg, and to some extent with M. Bakhtin (Lotman 1991: 91). As
the names of several predecessors of the school were in disgrace, the
members of the school considered it essential to determine their task
as tying up the broken threads in the history of scholarship in Russia.
Later, D. Segal called this principle semiotic historicism (Segal 1993:
32).

It is also justified to speak about the Tartu School. The series of
Works on Semiotics was published In Tartu. Its foundation was
established by Lotman’s first semiotic book Lectures on Structural
Poetics (1964). The next volume (1965) was already a collection of
articles by several authors. It attempted to reflect the structure of the
conference held at Tartu University sports centre at Kaariku — a
summer school which proved to be a short-lived tradition. The col-
lection presented introductory remarks from the editorial board: “The
range of problems, which should be dealt with while viewing myth,
folklore, customs, literature and figurative art as modelling sign
systems, is so diverse, the number of unsolved questions so big that
the participants in the summer school did not always reach unanimous
agreement. The editorial board does not consider the artificial unifi-
cation of viewpoints justified” (Lotman 1965: 6). On the one hand,
this stressed equality between colleagues and the opportunity for
dialogue. On the other hand, this was resistance to the levelling
politicisation of research in the Soviet Union. Respect for each
author’s style and acceptance of their opinions became the leading
principle while editing the collections of the series. Y. Lotman has
recalled this as a struggle: “... a struggle was going on to prevent the
unity of scholarly research from destroying individuality”, “as a part
of culture, research has to preserve individuality” (Lotman 1993: 42).
Naturally, the development of this kind of research was obstructed,
and the history of summer schools remained short. The summer
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schools made Tartu a place between the East and the West; it had its
greatest value as a meeting-place of the Tartu-Moscow School. After
these meetings were banned, Tartu became a publishing-place.

A joint publishing place was important for the manifestation of the
school. At the period of summer schools the specific character of the
collections of Works on Sign Systems resulted from their orientation to
oral exchange of scholarly communication, and on maintaining the
scholarly polylogue. After the direct contacts ceased or were reduced
to private communication, the principles of compiling the collections
changed as well. The Tartu-Moscow School began to acquire the
features of Tartu, to be more exact, even these of Lotman. The
scholars from Moscow and St Petersburg published their papers in a
number of collections by several publishers. But as the members of a
school that had turned into an invisible college, they also continued
sending their papers to Tartu. As the editor-in-chief of Works on Sign
Systems, Lotman developed the reception of the school through the
structure of the publication, through its subdivisions, themes and
dedications. From the school’s point of view, he became a semiotician
postfactum. With his prefaces and his own articles he tried to make
each volume a separate whole, to create a thematic or methodological
framework for it. Therefore, these collections have often been read
from Lotman’s point of view.

The early 1990s were a period of drawing borders. At first, a
border was drawn between Russia and Estonia, and, for some time, the
direct contacts were impeded. The establishment of the Department of
Semiotics in 1992, drew a border through an entity that had existed for
decades: the Department of Russian Literature created by Lotman.
There appeared to be two units associated with the name of Y. Lotman
at the University of Tartu. The year 1993 was the most difficult: on
the one hand, the death of Y. Lotman caused tensions around his
legacy; on the other hand, however, it opened up new prospects for the
future.

Once upon the time there was a school, once upon the time Lotman
was alive, and Works on Semiotics were published.

1998 is the year of self-assertion for the young Department of
Semiotics. Scholarly, self-assertion proceeds through publications. We
are firmly convinced that in our publications we will remain true to
our traditions. The sense of responsibility did not allow us to avoid a
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long pause, but now we are determined to go on, continuing the same
series, making it a regular publication. We are sure that Y. Lotman
was right when saying that the tradition of the Tartu-Moscow School
has the elan and an ability to surprise. Still, this is not going to be a
one-man or one-school publication any more. This is a publication of
the five-year-old Department of Semiotics at the University of Tartu.
The curriculum of the Department of Semiotics is entitled Semiotics
and Theory of Culture. This shows that our interests are concentrated
on the borderlines between semiotics and culture. As the cultural
semiotics of the Tartu-Moscow School can be defined as “the study of
the functional correlation of different sign systems” (Theses 1973: 1),
we decided to unify the title of the publication in all the languages.
The title Sign System Studies should be the best to express our wish to
participate in the development of theoretical thought as well as to deal
with concrete empirical analyses. Ad hoc theories and theorising on
the basis of material have always been the traditions of this series. The
structure of the present collection should reflect the same attitude.

We would also like to highly appreciate the fellowship among
colleagues, as well as the individuality of the scholar. Naturally, we
cannot be a part of exclusively Russian scholarship any more. We
would like to be an inseparable part of international research like our
colleagues from other countries. The Russian language will remain
one of our working languages besides English. Thus, we will continue
the tradition of Tartu as a meeting-place between the East and the
West, a venue for contacts and publishing. We want to restore the old
relations of cooperation and establish new ones. We are eager to
participate in the development process of present-day semiotics, but
we also want to investigate the tradition of the Tartu-Moscow School.
We hope that written communication on the pages of Sign System
Studies will also develop into frequent personal contacts. Semiotics of
culture, the international breakthrough of which began in 1973, has
always been one of the characteristics of Tartu. On the one hand, it has
acted as an interdisciplinary mediator for culture-centred trends of
research. On the other hand, new semiotic disciplines are emerging on
the borderlines of cultural semiotics, widening the prospects of
semiotics as a discipline in their turn. At present, the possibility of
innovation is very essential for the semioticians of Tartu. The search
for new objects of research has enriched us with ecosemiotics and
translation semiotics; media semiotics is also developing; changes are
also occurring in literary semiotics... The followers of the Tartu-
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Moscow School in Tartu have reason to be satisfied with the work
their predecessors have done because semiotics of culture is a good
starting point for research and for establishing contacts with collea-
gues from both the East and the West. The present experience of the
semioticians of Tartu allows us to declare that our good colleagues
from all over the world have a strong sense of solidarity and partici-
pate gladly in our dialogue. Tartu has not been left alone after
Lotman’s death.

The existence of the Department of Semiotics has also depended
on another dialogue — on the dialogue with Maecenases. A great part
of our books and technological equipment has been received thanks to
help of G. Soros and the understanding attitude of the Open Estonia
Foundation. Our colleagues from the Nordic countries were able to
come to Tartu with the financial support of the Nordic Council of
Ministers. The Lotman Foundation was created with the help of the
Rebirth of Estonia Award, which was founded by J. von Uexkull jr.

Some of our present students of semiotics have never seen
Prof. J. Lotman. But they have met a real pleiad of internationally
renowned semioticians. The grand old man of semiotics Prof. T. Se-
beok has lectured in Tartu. Our colleagues have been happy to meet
Professors J. Bernard, E. Tarasti, G. Sonesson, J. D. Johansen and
others, and our students have attended their lectures. Hereby | would
like to thank them for their lectures as well as for their contribution to
our collection. We also thank all the other authors of this volume who
made our work on the compilation of this collection so pleasant.

A number of people have helped the Department of Semiotics at
overcoming its growing pains after Y. Lotman’s death. Canonisation
of the Tartu-Moscow School and Y. Lotman would bring us to a
standstill. Mythologisation has already taken place, and our partici-
pation in the myth is inevitable. But the myth of Tartu also has its
eschatological aspect. This myth is about the identity between semio-
tics and Lotman, and about their deaths. According to this myth, a
mausoleum should be built in Tartu or, at least, a cathedral. This
would become a myth of everlasting dying. The substantiality of the
Tartu-Moscow School gives us no right for that. We have an
advantage of interpreting the works of this school, including those of
Y. Lotman, and connecting them more closely with research on the
world level. These activities, as well as the study of J. von Uexkull’s
legacy, are only a few of the areas where we can develop cooperation
with international semiotics. It is also our pleasant duty to apply
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semiotic means for interpreting Estonian culture. We are academic
persons with different interests, and we have chosen semiotics for
realising our creative potential, every one of us in a different way. We
are not a group subordinated to the loyalty to only one school. We
have come from a totalitarian society whose isolating influence can
still be felt sometimes. But we are free in our choices. Semioticians
are not practising a forbidden esoteric doctrine any more. They are
ordinary scholars, and as scholars, they can develop through contacts
with colleagues. Here the assistance we have received from T. Sebeok
and J. Bernard, from S. Nekljudov, V. Toporov and B. Uspenski is
invaluable. We are also grateful to our colleagues from Finland,
Sweden and Denmark as well as from Spain and Italy for their help.
We thank all of them and hope that Tartu and the series of Sign System
Studies will become again a meeting-place where one would like to
return — to this place, to this edition.

So that we could say with complete confidence: once upon the time
there were semioticians. And they live happily ever after. In Tartu as
well.

Semiootika Tartus

Oli kord... Elas kord... Nii algavad lood moddunud aegadest, mis meid
I6puks ikka meie endi aega tagasi toovad: ja kui nad &ra pole surnud,
elavad nad 6nnelikult edasi...

On 1998. aasta. Seitse aastat tagasi avaldatud Tartu semiootiliste
vdljaannete sisukordade (levaate saates6nas valjendas prof. J. Lotman
lootust, et “Tartu-Moskva semiootikakoolkonna teaduslikud vdimalused
ei ole veel ammendatud ja et ta on vdimeline looma ideid, mis oleksid
ootamatud nii selle suuna vastastele kui ka pooldajatele endile” (Lotman
1991: 92). Kuus aastat tagasi ilmus seni viimane, 25. kdide sarjast, mida
inglise ja eesti keeles tahistati pealkirjaga “Works on Semiotics” / “T6od
semiootika alalt” ja vene keeles pealkirjaga “Tpyfabl MO 3HaKOBbIM
cuctemam”. Viimasel hetkel suudeti tiitellehe pdordel dra markida teade
prof. Juri Lotmani abikaasa prof. Zara Mintsi surmast ja selle koite
pihendamisest tema mélestusele. Sama 1992. aasta suvel toimus J. Lot-
mani kodus semiootika osakonna asutamise koosolek. 1993. aasta sligisel
aga jargnes prof. J. Lotman oma igatsetud naisele.



Semiotics in Tartu 15

1994. aastal koguti Moskvas lihtede kaante yahele memuaarid Tartu-
Moskva koolkonnast ja Lotmanist (Koshelev 1994), 1995. aastal ilmus
samas esimene “Lotmani kogumik” (Permjakov 1995), 1997. aastal aga
pani T. Nikolajeva kokku mahuka retrospektiivse kogumiku “Moskva
semiootikaringi t6ddest” (Nikolajeva 1997). Kogumiku pealkiri viitab
taktitundeliselt Moskva kohale semiootika arengus.

Oli kord... Mitte ainult Tartus, mitte ainult Lotman.

Tuletagem meelde, et Tartu-Moskva koolkond oli nédhtamatu kolledzi
tlupi teadlaste Uhendus, milles puudusid reglementeeritud institutsio-
naalsed suhted. Koolkonna nimi ei valjenda kdiki olulisi tunnuseid. Aja-
loolises mottes on tegemist Moskva-Tartu koolkonnaga, sest koolkonna
stindi tuleb digustatult siduda 1962. a. konverentsiga Moskvas ja 1964. a.
konverentsiga Tartus (K&arikul). Teadusloolises mottes oleks aga korrekt-
sem kasutada Tartu-Moskva-Leningradi koolkonna nime. B. Uspenski on
nditeks pdhjendanud koolkonna edukust Moskva lingvistilise ja Lenin-
gradi (Peterburi) kirjandusteadusliku traditsiooni thildamisega (Uspenski
1987: 20-21). Petrogradis sundinud ja Leningradis 6ppinud Lotmanile
tdhendas viimane traditsioon formalistide kdrval ka seoseid V. Proppi,
V. Zhirmunski, G. Gukovski, O. Freidenbergi ja osalt ka M. Bahtiniga
(Lotman 1991: 91). Et koolkonna paljude eelkaijate nimed olid pdlu all,
pidasid koolkonna liikmed oluliseks teadvustada oma koht vene teaduse
arenguloos katkenud vdi katkestatud uhendusniitide kokkusGlmijana.
Seda positsiooni on D. Segal nimetanud hiljem semioatiliseks historis-
miks (Segal 1993: 32).

Alust on radkida ka Tartu koolkonnast. Tartus ilmus seeria “Toid
semiootika alalt”, millele pani alguse J. Lotmani esimene semiootiline
raamat “Loenguid strukturaalpoeetikast” (1964). Jargmine koide (1965)
oli juba kollektiivne artiklikogu, mis puiidis peegeldada Tartu Ulikooli
Kéaariku spordibaasis toimunud konverentsi, lihiajaliseks traditsiooniks
saanud suvekooli struktuuri. Kogumiku juhatas sisse toimetuse markus:
“Nende kisimuste ring, mida tuleb puudutada maddi, folkloori, kom-
bestiku, kirjanduse, kujutava kunsti vaatlemisel modelleerivate mérgi-
ststeemidena, on nii mitmekesine, lahendamata kisimuste hulk aga nii
oluliselt suur, et suvekoolis osalenud ei jéudnud alati Ghisele arvamusele.
Toimetus ei pea seisukohtade kunstlikku unifitseerimist kasulikuks”
(Lotman 1965: 6) Uhelt poolt réhutati sellega dialoogivdimelisust ja
kollegiaalset vdrdvaarsust. Teiselt poolt oli tegemist vastupanuga néu-
kogude teaduse nivelleerivale politiseeritusele. lga autori stiili austamine
ja arvamuste aktsepteerimine sai seeria kogumike toimetamise juht-
printsiibiks. J. Lotman on seda meenutanud kui voitlust: “...kdis vditlus
selle nimel, et teaduse Uhtsus ei h&vitaks individuaalsust™; “...kultuuri
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osana peab teadus sdilitama individuaalsuse” (Lotman 1992: 87). Aga
muidugi oli sellise teaduse areng takistatud ja suvekoolide ajalugu jéi
luhikeseks. Suvekoolid tegid Tartust paiga lda ja Laine vahel ja tema
suurim vaartus oli siis kohtumispaigana, Tartu-Moskva koolkonna
kohtumispaigana. Kui need kohtumised d&ra keelati, muutus Tartu
Kirjastamispaigaks.

Koolkondlik Kirjastamispaik oli oluline koolkonna manifesteerimise
seisukohast. Suvekoolide ajal tulenes kogumike “Téid margisiisteemide
alalt” koolkondlikkus orienteeritusest suulise teadusliku kommuni-
katsiooni vahendamisele, teadusliku poltloogi sailitamisele. Suuliste
suhete lakkamisel v&i taandumisel erasuhtluseks toimus muutus ka
kogumike koostamises. Tartu-Moskva koolkond hakkas omandama Tartu
ja tdpsemalt isegi J. Lotmani n&gu. Moskva ja Peterburi teadlased
avaldasid oma toid erinevates véljaannetes ja kirjastustes. Kuid saatsid
oma toid ka Tartusse kui ndhtamatuks kolledZiks muutunud koolkonna
liilkmed. “To6id margisusteemide alalt” peatoimetajana kujundas J. Lotman
koolkonna retseptsiooni véljaande struktuuri, rubriikide, teemade ja
puhenduste kaudu. Koolkonna seisukohast sai temast semiootik post
factum, kes oma eess@nade ja isiklike artiklitega plddis igast koitest
kujundada terviku, luua talle temaatilise v0i metodoloogilise raami.
Seetdttu on neid kogumikke tihti loetud I&bi J. Lotmani prisma.

1990. aastad algasid piiride tdmbamisega. Kd&igepealt tdmmati piir
Venemaa ja Eesti vahele ja mdneks ajaks olid otsekontaktid raskendatud.
Semiootika osakonna asutamisega 1992. a. tdmmati piir I&bi aastakiim-
neid eksisteerinud terviku, J. Lotmani poolt formeeritud vene kirjanduse
kateedri. Tartu Ulikooli tekkis kaks J. Lotmani nimega seotud allasutust.
1993. aasta oli kdige raskem, sest J. Lotmani lahkumine tekitas uhelt
poolt pingeid pérandi umber, teiselt poolt aga avas tuleviku.

Oli kord koolkond, elas kord Lotman, ilmus kord “T66d semiootika
alalt”.

1998. aasta on Tartu Ulikooli noorele semiootika osakonnale enesemaara-
mise aasta. Teaduslik enesemdaramine toimub labi publikatsioonide.
Publitseerimisel on meie kindlaks veendumuseks truudus traditsioonile.
Kuigi vastutustunne ei lubanud meil valtida pikka pausi, tahame niid
edasi minna sama seeriat jatkates ja sellest regulaarselt ilmuvat valjaannet
kujundades. Me usume, et J. Lotmanil oli igus — Tartu-Moskva kool-
konna traditsioonis on elujéudu ja Gllatamisv8imet. Ja siiski ei ole see
enam iihe mehe ega (ihe koolkonna viljaanne. See on Tartu Ulikooli viie-
aastase semiootikaosakonna véljaanne. Semiootikaosakonna dppeplaani
nimetus on “Semiootika ja kulturoloogia”. See margib meie huvide
koondumist semiootika ja Kkultuuri piirimaile. Et Tartu-Moskva kool



Semiotics in Tartu 17

konna kultuurisemiootika on defineeritav kui “erinevate margiststeemide
funktsionaalset korrelatsiooni uuriv teadus” (Theses 1973: 1), siis otsus-
tasime Uhtlustada véljaande nimetuse koigis keeltes. “T60d margisistee-
mide alalt” peaks kdige paremini véljendama meie soovi osaleda teoreeti-
lise mdtte arengus ja tegeleda Uhtaegu ka Kkonkreetsete empiiriliste
analliisidega. Ad hoc teooriad ja teoretiseerimine materjali kaudu on ju
selle seeria traditsioon. Ka kéesoleva kogumiku struktuur peaks seda
hoiakut peegeldama.

Meiegi tahame kd&rgelt hinnata kollegiaalsust ja austada teadlase
individuaalsust. Muidugi ei saa me enam olla vaid vene teaduse osaks.
Tahame olla lahustamatuks osaks rahvusvahelises teaduses kdrvuti oma
kolleegidega koikjalt laiast maailmast. Vene keel jaab ka edaspidi (heks
meie toOkeeltest kdrvuti inglise keelega. Niisiis jaitkame Tartu traditsiooni
olla paik Ida ja L&&ne vahel, olla suhtlemis- ja kirjastamispaik. Tahame
taastada vanu ja luua uusi koostddsuhteid. Tahame osaleda t&napéeva
semiootika kujunemisprotsessis, aga tahame uurida ka Tartu-Moskva
koolkonna traditsiooni. Me loodame, et kirjalik kommunikatsioon seeria
“Toid margisisteemide alalt” lehekiilgedel viib ka tihedama suulise
suhtlemiseni. Tartule omane kultuurisemiootika, mille rahvusvaheline
labimurre algas 1973. aastal, pakub 0helt poolt abi kultuurikesksetele
teaduslikele suundadele interdistsiplinaarse vahendajana. Teiselt poolt
tekib kultuurisemiootika piirialadel uusi semiootilisi distsipliine, mis
omakorda laiendavad semiootika kui teaduse vdimalusi. Praeguste tartu
semiootikute jaoks on see innovatsioonivdimalus védga oluline. Uute,
teadust rikastavate ja maailmapilti avardavate uurimisobjektide otsingul
on siindimas 6kosemiootika ja tdlkesemiootika, Kiirelt areneb meedia-
semiootika, muutumas on kirjandussemiootika... Tartu-Moskva kool-
konna tartlastest jarglastel on pd&hjust tunda rahulolu eelkéijate toost, sest
kultuurisemiootika on heaks tugipunktiks uurimistéds ja kollegiaalsete
sidemete loomisel semiootikutega Idast ja Ladnest. Tartlaste praegune
suhtlemiskogemus lubab véita, et meie kolleegid mujalt maailmast on
tugeva kollegiaalse solidaarsustundega ning osalevad meeleldi dialoogis.
Tartu ei ole ka pérast J. Lotmani surma Uksi.

Semiootikaosakonna eksisteerimine on séltunud veel (hest dialoo-
gist — dialoogist metseenidega. Suur osa meie raamatutest ja tehnilisest
varustusest on saadud tédnu G. Sorose abile ja Avatud Eesti Fondi
mdistvale suhtumisele. Meie P6hjamaade kolleegid said Tartusse tulla
P8hjamaade Ministrite NGukogu rahalise toetusega. Lotmani Fondi aitas
luua Tartu semiootikutele omistatud Eesti Taasslinni auhind, mille asutas
J. von Uexkiill jr.

Osa tanastest semiootikatudengitest ei ole kunagi néinud prof. J. Lot-
manit. Aga nad on néinud tervet plejaadi rahvusvahelise semiootikutepere
eliidist. Tartus luges loenguid semiootika grand old man prof. T. Sebeok.
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Tartu kolleegid on saanud suhelda ja ulidpilased loenguil kuulata profes-
soreid J. Bernardi, E. Tarastit, G. Sonessoni, J. D. Johanseni ja teisi.
Kasutan siinkohal v@imalust neid tdnada nii loengute kui kaastdd eest
meie kogumikule. Tdname ka koiki teisi selle kdite autoreid, kes tegid
meile t60 selle kogumiku koostamisel meeldivaks!

Semiootikaosakonna kasvuraskuste Uletamisele pérast J. Lotmani
surma on kaasa aidanud paljud inimesed. Tartu-Moskva koolkonna ja
Juri Lotmani kanoniseerimine aheldaks meid paigale. Mitologiseerimine
on juba toimunud ja osatditmine mdildis on paratamatu. Kuid Tartu
mildil on ka eshatoloogiline aspekt. Milt semiootika ja Lotmani sama-
susest ja mblema surmast, semiootika surmast Tartus. Selle madi pdhjal
tuleks Tartusse pistitada mausoleum v8i vdhemasti katedraal. Sellest
saaks mudt igavesest suremisest. Tartu-Moskva koolkonna teaduslik tdsi-
dus ei anna meile selleks Gigust. Meil on eelis selle koolkonna liikmete,
ka J. Lotmani t6dde interpreteerimisel ja maailma teadusega enamal
sidumisel. See tegevus saab olla vaid tiheks v8imaluseks koopereerumisel
rahvusvahelise semiootikaga. Nagu ka J. von Uexkilli p&randi uurimine.
Aga meil on ka meeldiv kohustus rakendada semiootilisi vahendeid eesti
kultuuri mdtestamisel, me oleme erinevate huvidega uurijaisiksused ning
oleme valinud semiootika oma loomingulise potentsiaali realiseerimiseks,
igaiiks omal viisil. Me ei ole koolkondlikule lojaalsusele allutatud grupp.
Oleme tulnud Uhest totalitaarsest riigist, mille isoleeriv mdju veel end
tunda annab. Kuid me oleme vabad oma valikutes. Semiootik ei ole enam
keelatud salateadusega tegeleja. Ta on tavaline teadlane ja teadlasena saab
ta areneda distsiplinaarseid kontakte omades. Ja siin on oluline abi, mida
on meile osutanud T. Sebeok ja J. Bernard, S. Nekljudov, V. Toporov ja
B. Uspenski, kolleegid Soomest, Rootsist, Taanist, aga ka Hispaaniast ja
Itaaliast. Taname koiki ja loodame, et Tartust ja seeriast “T66d margisus-
teemide alalt” saab jéllegi kohtumispaik, kuhu tekib soov tagasi tulla —
sellesse paika, sellesse véljaandesse.

Et vBiksime tdie sudamerahuga kinnitada: elasid kord semiootikud. Ja kui
nad &ra ei ole surnud elavad nad dnnelikult edasi. Ka Tartus.
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The Estonian connection

Thomas A. Sebeok

Exordium

The topic for this highly personal account was suggested, with Peeter
Torop’s concurrence and encouragement, by my colleague Kalevi
Kull, a founder of the University of Tartu’s Jakob von Uexkill Center.
Its purpose is to chronicle my direct involvement with certain seg-
ments of scholarship in or derived from Estonia during the past thirty
years or so. In what follows, | shall focus mainly on three quite
disparate figures: Paul Ariste, ne Berg (1905-1990) — an “Estonian”
from Torma, who pursued his calling, after 1940, essentially in the
Soviet Union; Yuri Mikhailovich Lotman (1922-1993) — a “Russian”
from Petrograd, who settled in Estonia in the 1950s; and Jakob von
Uexkull (1864-1944) — a Baltic “Prussian” from Keblas, who
emigrated from Estonia to Hamburg in the 1920s.1

The order in which I list and deliberate about them herein is
obviously not in the order of seniority, that is, according to their
respective dates of birth, but meant to reflect the rough chronology of
my own successive associations with their person and/or the realiza-
tion thereof through family and oeuvre. This idiosyncratic arrange-
ment is to be understood to track, and thus to roughly mirror, Estonian
aspects of three consecutive stages in, or engagements with, three
diverse but still in retrospect congruent domains of my academic
career: |. Finno-Ugric Studies; Il. Semiotic Studies; and LU. Bio-
semiotic Studies.

Six different von Uexkiills are named in this article: Jakob, his wife
Gudrun, their elder son Thure, their younger son Gésta (or Gustav), and their
daughter Dana. To avoid confusion, each of the foregoing is referred to
mostly by his or her first name. (The Baron’s grandson, Gdésta’s son, not
mentioned again below, is also named Jakob von Uexkiill.)
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I. Finno-Ugric Studies

When 1| joined the faculty of Indiana University in 1943, | was
pigeonholed as a professional linguist in general, and, more narrowly,
a specialist in Finno-Ugric studies. In a pair of recently commissioned
articles (Sebeok 1991-1992 and 1997b), I recounted how, beginning
the mid-1940s, | eventually came to formally, that is, administratively,
establish our Program (later Department) of Uralic and Altaic Studies,
as well as, on the national level — in close collaboration with my late
friend John Lotz — a set of related activities, comprehending a vast
publication program.

There is no need to rehearse these events once more here beyond
noting the participation, in various respects and capacities and at
various stages, of a number of Estonian scholars (for details, vide
Sebeok 1997b), including Paul Ariste, George Kurman, llse Lehiste,
Felix Oinas, Ants Oras, Valter Tauli, and Alo Raun (whose son, Toivo
Raun, now chairs the Department of Central Eurasian Studies, the
present avatar of the former department).

Miklds Zsirai, in his ambitious, enduringly monumental book (if
now in many ways rather quaint) about “our” — that is, the Hun-
garians’ — kinship and affinities, devoted a fair amount of space to
the Estonians (pp. 442-771) and, in a separate section, to comparative
linguistics as practiced in contemporary Estonian workshops (pp.
570-573). In the concluding sentence of the latter (1937: 573), he
rather pompously foretold that, among the activities of the “younger
Estonians, much is to be expected from two well-trained ones,”
naming Paul Ariste and Alo Raun. A decade or so afterwards, this
pronouncement, having made a strong impact on me, led to several
local consequences — as well as another, which eventually came to
play a pivotal role in this story. From the outset of Uralic and Altaic
Studies, being eager to establish a strong Estonian presence at this
institution, | invited both Alo Raun and Felix Oinas, with at first
different titles but eventually with tenure leading to full professorial
rank, to join us in efforts.

The former, parochial narrative thread stops right here, because, by
the middle of the 1950s, | had already turned to other scholarly
activities, among them, psycholinguistics, computer research, and the
barely nascent area of zoosemiotics. But another narrative trend now
kicks in, marking Ariste’s entrance into the frame of my activities,
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leading in due course, as will presently become clear, directly to
Tartu.

From 1933 to 1988, Ariste was a Professor at the University of
Tartu (with which he had been affiliated since his student days in the
mid-1920s). His tenure thus overlapped for some four decades with
Lotman’s, who had received a teaching post in Tartu in the 1950s.
(Ariste had spent 1932 in Hamburg, but there is no record of his
having crossed paths there with Jakob.)

My own contacts with Ariste commenced in 1968, when |
published as the 68th volume in the Indiana University Uralic and
Altaic series his grammar of Votic. | had, in fact, edited one hundred
volumes in that series between 1960 and 1970, including books by
each of the seven Estonian scholars listed in the 4th paragraph of this
article (above). | had also run into Professor — later Akadeemik —
Ariste at various international Congresses and other meetings, where
we exchanged friendly greetings.

Notwithstanding that we didn’t really know one another all that
well, 1 turned to him in the Spring of 1970 on the basis of our slender
acquaintanceship — yet also in full awareness of the political clout he
exercised in academic spheres of and beyond the Estonian Soviet
Socialist Republic — to request a considerable favor: that he help
persuade the then ruling authorities in Estonia to enable me and my
wife Jean to visit Yuri Lotman in situ, preferably while the Summer
School on Secondary Modeling Systems would be in session. It will
be remembered that Tartu was a “forbidden” city during Soviet rule,
so foreigners in general, particularly Americans, but even most
citizens of the Soviet Union or from other “Socialist” countries (Voigt
1995: 201), were ordinarily denied access. It was greatly to Ariste’s
credit that he graciously, and rapidly, acceded to my plea, and a bit
later helped us out in an acutely suspenseful instant of need, as | shall
presently recount.

M. Semiotic Studies

My first, remote contacts with Lotman date from 1966, when he
joined the Committee on Publications and Development of the Studies
in Semiotics section, for which | had been asked to assume overall
editorial responsibility, lodged within the organ of the International
Council for Philosophy and Humanistic Studies and of the Internatio-
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nal Social Science Council, Social Science Information (see Vol. VII-
2, pp. 101-169, April 1968). Our appointments ran concurrently
through end of 1968 (VII-6, December issue); then the section was
superseded the very next month by the advent of Semiotica.

The International Association for Semiotic Studies was founded in
Paris on January 21, 1969. Lotman, in absentia, was elected one of its
four Vice-Presidents. | was elected Editor-in-Chief of the newly
created journal, whereupon | promptly moved to carry Lotman over to
our new international Editorial Committee (Sebeok 1974: 230-231).
On this he served until his death, that is, through no less than ninety-
eight volumes. He himself published six articles in Semiotica (one in
collaboration with A. M. Piatigorsky, another with B. A. Uspensky).

Voigt noted in his necrology of Lotman that he was “one of [those]
scholars who do not maintain regular correspondence” (1995: 201),
which was in general true enough. Nevertheless, in the course of our
early contacts, coursing to and from our concurrent but divorced
worlds — his in the USSR, mine in the USA — we found other means
to keep in touch via circumspect postings of the outmoded kind; yet
they tended to revolve almost exclusively around innocuous editorial
matters of a technical sort. But after August 17, 1970, our mutual
relationship was, if intermittently, radically transfigured.

During this same decade, Lotman’s reputation kept to steadily
accrue. He soon ripened into “one of the first Soviet scholars who
became famous abroad” (Voigt 1995: 200). This maturation coincided
with, was even impelled by, the second phase in the development of
Soviet semiotics, which quickened with the shift from Moscow to
Tartu. It was observed most authoritatively by Vyacheslav Ivanov in
his engrossing autobiographical sketch, adding: “many of our works
which could not be published in Moscow were [hereafter] published
by Lotman in Tartu” (1991: 36). In 1964, Lotman launched the year-
book Trudy po znakovym sistemam (reanimated now with the present
26th issuance). It became known world-wide under the portentous
catchword Semeidtike (cf. Voigt 1995: 192). Accompanying the geo-
graphic displacement noted by Ivanov, there came a transfer of focus
upon “secondary modeling systems... characterized by an extremely
wide-ranging subject matter and bold theoretical thinking,” a concern
with the larger questions of “world-view” or “world-model”; and
“[b]y the time of the fourth summer school [cf. Revzina 1972] this
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tendency was given formal expression in the program for the study of.
semiotics of culture” (Shukman 1994: 560).2

Throughout my teaching career, | attempted to persuade my
students, my colleagues, anyone who would listen, that it is important
for us all to comprehend what the eminent University of Chicago
psychologist Csikszentmihalyi has recently delineated under rubrics
he identifies — and discusses at great length, with many examples —
as domains and fields. Creativity, he defined (1997: 6), “results from
the interaction of a system composed of three elements: a culture that
contains symbolic rules, a person who brings novelty into the sym-
bolic domain, and a field of experts who recognize and validate
innovation.”

To simplify considerably, a domain, on the one hand, constitutes a
set of symbolic rules and procedures, such as “semiotics,” or, at a finer
resolution, “semiotics of culture” or “Paris semiotics” or “Tartu-
Moscow School semiotics” or “medical semiotics” or “biosemiotics”
or “musical semiotics” — or what Eco once similarly distinguished as
“limiti politici [del]] campo semiotico,” within “fenomeni ‘culturali’
complessi” (1975: 21).

A field, on the other hand, comprises “all the individuals who act
as gatekeepers to the domain,” who decide “whether a new
idea...should be included in the domain” (Csikszentmihalyi 1997: 27-
28) — such personages as, for instance, editors of major journals or
book publication series, compilers of widely used reference books,
officers of international organizations, leaders of important institutio-
nal centers or “schools”, organizers of colloquia, conferences,
congresses, popular lecturers, and the like. From another perspective,
afield may be viewed as a contemporary avatar, or modem expression
of what used to take the form of a medieval guild, in short, the entity
that controls the workplace in professions such as the various
“academic disciplines” (or law or medicine) (Haskell 1997).

Complementary domains and fields can of course affect each other
in a variety of fundamental ways, but my point here is that any
pensive and resolute would-be practitioner of a domain, viz., se-
miotics, must make every effort to become thoroughly familiar as well

In Sebeok 1988a, | argued that the concepts of “‘primary’ and ‘secondary’
modeling systems” are flawed; but, to avoid confusion, for the purposes of
my present paper | retain this terminology, originally proposed in 1962 by

A. A. Zaliznyak, V. V. Ivanov, and V. N. Toporov (available in Enelkh in
Lucid 1977:47-58). é In
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with “the gatekeepers to the domain,” such as | have instanced,
controlling thefield. In short, ideas and the personalities who embody
and propagate them are, in my view, kept asunder at one’s peril. It will
be evident to the readers of this article that | aim to address here
(subcontinents of) the field of semiotics, not its global domain
(Sebeok 1997a).

According to my own precepts and standards, therefore, | felt an
urge to seek every opportunity, to pursue any opening, to get to know
Professor Lotman in person, and preferably to visit him in his adopted
domestic setting, which was then a singular Mecca-like field for us
“pilgrims” laboring in the domain of semiotics. My first chance came
in 1970, and Academician Ariste turned out to be the provider of, as it
were, an unassailable convoy to Tartu. The framing event was a call |
had received to address, in Tallinn, an international congress in Finno-
Ugric studies3. As soon as my invitation arrived from Estonia, |
realized that the dates of the Tallinn congress would actually coincide
with those of the Fourth Summer School on Secondary Modelling
Systems: both were to take place in August 17-24, 1970.

Thus | immediately contacted Lotman, who had indicated that we
would be cordially welcome at the Summer School, provided we
could ourselves secure the necessary papers. | next wrote to Ariste,
pleading for his intervention and assistance. He did not respond in
writing, but, the day after we had disembarked and checked into our
Intourist accommodations in Tallinn, a telegram was delivered to our
room, clearing the way for the two of us to spend the following day,
the 18th, in Tartu. | had alluded to some of the ensuing adventures in a
new Foreword to Lucid’s anthology eleven years ago (Sebeok 1988b),
but that appeared before the death of Ariste two years later (Domokos
1990), the liberation of Estonia one year after that (1991), and
Lotman’s death in October of 1993. Now, five years after that, | feel
free at last to furnish my recital with some particulars.

On Tuesday morning, barely at dawn, a car driven by a KGB man
picked us up in the deserted lobby of our Tallinn hotel. Several hours
later, it pulled up in front of the main building of Tartu State

3 Ariste was the President of the Finno-Ugric Congress. In my capacity as
the U.S. delegate, | was member of the over-all international organizing
committee. Both Ariste and Lotman held the title of “Akadeemik”, that is,
were members of the Estonian Academy of Sciences (cf. Domokos 1990
[after Réatsep 1990]; Voigt 1995: 199).
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University. Jean and | kept conversation to a minimum during
drive. We mostly dozed.4

At this point, it is necessary to mention that, during our entire s ay
in Estonia, and a fortiori in Tartu, neither of us took any notes, et
alone photographs. My report of this crowded, exciting day may
therefore contain some misapprehensions. Take, for example, the
composition of the impressive gathering that greeted us on our arrival
outside the gate: there were, to my best recollection, over twenty men
and women there, only a few of whom | had met before, swarming
around us, introducing themselves. | transcribed their names from
memory several days later on the ship returning us to Finland. Here is
what | do remember.

The very first colleague to come forward to greet me was Petr
Bogatyrev, who seemed by far the most senior personage present and
who was introduced, for the record (I guessed), as being the
“President” of the School5.

Next, Lotman was introduced as the “Secretary” of the School, and
he in turn presented us to his wife, Zara Mine6. | was then informed
that D. M. Segal would be my interpreter for the day, and he was
thereafter at my side until our departure.

To the best of my recollection, the following individuals were also
in the group: T.V. Civjan, B.F. Egorov, T.J. Elizarenkova,
B. M. Gasparov, V.V. lvanov, M. B. Mejlax, A. M. Piatigorsky,

4 My improvised Tartu speech (in English) and the discussions in the
lecture hall were routinely monitored.

My wife had never been in the Soviet Union before. I, to the contrary, had
traveled there quite extensively over the previous 17 years (and in Outer
Mongolia too [cf. Sebeok 1963], although not yet in the hardly accessible
Baltic Republics), so | was quite inured to constant invigilation.

Bom in 1893, Bogatyrev died a few months after | met him. Later that day
in Tartu, | asked in a private conversation for his permission — to which he at
once gave his consent — to translate (from the Slovak) and publish his classic
1937 monograph on the functions of folk costume. We then cornered on the
spot and invited Boris L. Ogibenin (b. 1940) to write an introductory essay
about the author and “Structural Ethnography” for the English edition.
Bogatyrev penned and quickly sent me a gracious Preface of his “heartfelt
indebtedness”. All these materials duly appeared the following year (Bo<*a-
tyrev 1971) although, alas, too late for the author himself to see.

6 Early in June of this year, my friend Eero Tarasti and | (on my second

visit to Estonia) paid joint homage to the Lotmans’ grave site in the Tartu
cemetery.
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B. Ogibenin, 1.1. Revzin, O. G. Revzina, V. N. Toporov, and B. A. Us-
penskij7.

As | had summarized previously, our searching discussions and
debates of many semiotic topics were “freewheeling and never less
then rousing.” They continued through lunch, and, most productively,
“through the course of a leisurely, intimate amble outdoors, and
finally during a farewell tea” (Sebeok 1988b: vii). Indeed, confidential
talks with our hosts took place typically in the course of leisurely
strolls in the woods. They constituted the most productive, memor-
able, and cherished moments of our exhilarating (if exhausting) day.

We returned to Tallinn at dusk to resume my normal responsi-
bilities to the Finno-Ugric Congress, but now faced a new —
although, to me, not unprecedented — problem. While in Tartu, a
number of colleagues handed me manuscripts to convey to the West.
Most of these were intended for publication in Semiotica’, some were
meant for delivery to other editors. Such scholarly papers (the only
kind | ever accepted) were entrusted to me to sidestep nightmarish
Soviet bureaucratic restrictions. | was aware of the illicit nature of
such dodges and the risks if | were caught, but bowed to abet them
because of my refusal to condone censorship of intellectual property
of any kind. Too, many of the pieces by authors, such as the ones I list
in fn. 7 below, that would soon come out in Semiotica, would scarcely
have appeared in English otherwise and, very likely, would have
remained unknown to all but a very limited readership.

However, in this instance, while | had been entrusted with a larger
than usual number of works, | had relatively little luggage space. |
knew that all incoming and outgoing baggage was subject to search in
the customs shed of Tallinn harbor. So | decided to discreetly consult

7 There were perhaps still another dozen men and women there whose
names | didn’t catch or couldn’t afterwards remember; and | can’t be sure
whether | had first met the folklorist E. M. Meletinsky there or later on in
Moscow.

Several colleagues whom I met in Tartu became as a direct result of my
visit contributors to Semiotica. In addition to Lotman himself (four articles
between 1974 and 1977, plus one co-authored in 1978), they included Ego-
rov, Gasparov, lvanov, Ogibenin, Piatigorsky, Revzin, Revzina, Toporov
(who went on to win the Mouton d’Or Prize in 1985), and Uspensky.

Rudy (1986: 557nl3) singled out Revzina’s 1972 piece (which also
contained a brief report of my long talk) as “of particular significance for the
history of the Moscow-Tartu school, since it represents an effort at stock-
taking at a crucial moment in the evolution of the movement”.
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with Ariste: should | gamble on endangering the several aut™°r-|re
these manuscripts, likely being myself apprehended, putting my ~*
in jeopardy, and, not least, embarrassing the Congress organizers.
thought he would advise me not to. To the contrary, he told me not to
worry. | relate below how, thanks again to Ariste’s propitious and
imaginative succor, these mss. got out of the Soviet Union.

What transpired on our departure, as recollected after more than a
quarter of a century of tranquility, takes on, in retrospect, the coloring
of a farce. At the harbor, we noticed that all passengers ahead of us
were ordered to pile their bags on a stand and open them. All were
thoroughly searched. On being summoned by a Russian officer to step
forward and submit likewise, | braced myself for serious trouble. At
the very moment | placed our luggage on the counter, the entrance to
the shed burst open and Ariste rushed in with a large bouquet of
flowers, handing them to my astonished wife. At the top of his voice,
he proclaimed what an honor it was for his country to have had two
such distinguished and gracious American visitors in attendance at the
Congress. While holding up the line behind us, the noisy hurly-burly
fomented such befuddlement and delay that the impatient officer
hurriedly waved us, with our untouched luggage, through to board the
ship. | thanked Ariste warmly, saying goodbye. | never saw him again.

In 1973, responding to initiatives from the Academy of Sciences of
the USSR to come for an approximately six-week sojourn in Russia,
and conjoined but separate invitations from the Armenian and
Georgian Academies for lectures, | was awarded an Exchange Profes-
sorship by the U.S. National Academy of Sciences for studies in
Moscow, Leningrad, Erevan, and Thilisi. My specific requests for
additional visits in the Estonian and Mari Republics were rejected
without explanation.

Soon after our arrival in Moscow, | made contact with several local
members of the Moscow-Tartu School to set up an “unofficial” get-
together with those willing to attend.

An all-afternoon tea was arranged in Ogibenin’s flat. To my
surprise and pleasure, Lotman, who came by train from Tartu, was
there among half a dozen or more Muscovites, including lvanov and
Uspensky. Topics of mutual interest were discussed — notably,
having to do with the publication of various books and articles bearing
on semiotics.

However, one important novel topic, not broached with me in
Tartu, was insistently raised in Moscow. This had to do with the fact



The Estonian connection 29

that several of the colleagues | met in Tartu had since left to live in
foreign parts or were just now preparing to emigrate. | was quizzed at
length about conditions, particularly job opportunities, in several
major Western capitals and in the U.S. One of those present declared
his interest in coming to Indiana University. It later became possible
for me to arrange that he come to Bloomington for an interview, and
even, on receiving favorable mention on the part of Roman Jakobson
(who was coincidentally also here at the time), to offer him a
permanent faculty appointment in semiotic studies. To Jakobson’s
fury and my own disappointment, this gifted young man declined our
offer for the flimsiest of reasons. Reputedly living in Paris, he has
since vanished from the academic scene8.

My next encounter with Lotman, most intimate, most inte-
resting — but, as it turned out, the last — was an extraterritorial hap-
pening for both of us. It happened so.

In 1986, the Norsk Forening for Semiotikk (Norwegian Associa-
tion for Semiotic Studies), convened in Bergen, upon the initiative of
Dinda L. Gorlee and Sven Storelv, a Symposium on Semiotics in
Theory and Practice. | delivered the keynote-speech on the first
morning, October 2nd (Sebeok 1987). After some uncertainty about
his whereabouts, Lotman landed late in the afternoon, on what was his
first journey ever to the West. Not surprisingly, he at first appeared
exhausted and nervous, but he performed with his customary
brilliance the next day.

He spoke extempore in Russian (ably rendered into English on the
spot by Professor Jostein BOrtnes) — in electrifying fashion albeit
with a touch of whimsy — during the second day, the 3rd, to “situate
semiotics within the Slavic cultural tradition” (Lotman 1987). The
local organizers assigned to us parallel roles, but there wasn’t any
doubt of Lotman’s star quality. We both wrote special introductions to

It should be noted that while Lotman and his Tartu circle, with its aug-
mentations in Moscow and, to a lesser degree, Leningrad, together constituted
an extraordinary pinnacle of achievement in the domain of semiotics in the
second half of our century, this group was not tantamount in its extension to
semiotics throughout the Soviet Union. In Moscow alone, during my stay, |
was in contact with other scholars who synchronously worked in several
branches of general or applied semiotics, as the linguist R. Pazukhin, the
paremiologist G. L. Permyakov, the linguist and textbook writer Y. S. Stepa-
nov (1971) (whom I got to know better in Milano three years later), and more.
In Leningrad, | especially enjoyed lively discussions, among others, with
Y. V. Knorozov, a leading expert of Maya hieroglyphic writing.
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precede the communications, published in the third issue of
(1987), Lotman’s entitled “Semiotics and Culture in the Secon
of the Twentieth Century”.

That evening, the two of us, just Lotman and I, had a protrac e
dinner at the Hilton, addressing one another mostly in German, witn
snatches of French, interspersed by his shaky English and my faltering
Russian. Yet, as the evening progressed, palliated by some toasts, a
mutual rapport and sympathy came to suffuse and envelop us as if we
had been the oldest of friends.

In the course of the evening, Lotman handed me a typescript of his
now classic, highly sophisticated if rather controversial essay “O
semiosfere,” which would appear in Semeittike (Sign Systems
Studies), Vol. 17, dated 1984. He rightly considered this to be an
exceptionally important paper, yet which was hardly available to
Western readers even two years afterwards. He asked that | arrange to
have it promptly translated and printed in Semiotica, to which of
course | enthusiastically assented. Unfortunately, although in the past
he left the assignment of translators to my judgment, in this instance
he expressly stipulated a specific individual. After my return home, I
phoned this man (whom | had known and respected for his skills) in
New York, who, after some haggling over his fee and the timing, took
the job on — but, in the event, he neither delivered the English
version nor, to this day, returned the original typescript. This was,
needless to say, mortifying as well as a grievous disappointment to
me, scarcely made up for by my modest role four years later in
promoting the publication by the Indiana University Press of our
colleague Ann Shukman’s definitive presentation of Lotman’s Uni-
verse of Mind (1990). Part Two of this book (pp. 123-214) is titled
“The Semiosphere,” which does convey his most mature statement of
what he apparently intended by this concept, which seems to have

recourse to a kind of multi-faceted universal semiotic “culture
engine”9.

On semiosphere, see also Eco’s prefatory remarks to Lotman’s book on
pp. xii-xiii. Sturrock (1991: 10) insightfully views the semiosphere as a
semantic version of the biosphere without whose support there would be no
life-forms”.

There exist at least two different German versions of Lotman’s 1984
original: the earlier of the two appeared in 1989, in the Studia Ru m
Helsingiensia et Tartuensia 20: 7-24; the later one, retranslated anew without
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Voigt later claimed that semiosphere was Lotman’s “first per-
sonally invented term...his brainchild”. If so, this may in part account
for his fondness for and attachment to it. However, there is no
evidence for his necrologist’s further suggestion (1995: 197) that
Lotman’s term was “modeled after noosphere,” a fuzzy contraption by
the French Jesuit and metaphysician Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. To
the contrary, there is plenty of internal evidence in Lotman’s writings
for my repeated contention (e.g., Sebeok 1991a: 8, 142) that Lotman
coined his term by analogy with Vemadski’s 1926 term Biosfera.

Here it should be noted that Kull is currently finishing an explo-
ratory inquiry — based in part on extant texts, in part on interviews —
titled “Towards Biosemiotics with Yuri Lotman,” to appear in 1999 in
a Special Issue of Semiotica devoted to Biosemiotics. Two companion
articles in the same issue will take up comparable concerns by,
respectively, C. S. Peirce (by M. L. Santaella Braga) and Charles
Morris (by Susan Petrilli).

Lotman, in his introductory speech to Livstegn (1987: 10), rightly
underlined the contemporary emergence of syncretic tendencies...in
semiotic investigations. “In the humanities,” he said, “different
disciplines combine into a single science of man, centered around the
semiotic study of culture.” Commute science for the humanities, life
for man, and nature for culture — and this great, charismatic thinker
and | might have consummated a transcendental disputation. | had
hoped to argue my basic case, and ancillary issues, at our next
scheduled encounter, at the 25th Symposium of the Tartu-Moscow
School of Semiotics, held in Imatra, Finland, July 27th-29th, 1987
(Sebeok 1988a), but, alas, Lotman could not attend, and | never saw
him again.

I11. Biosemiotic Studies

| first came across von Uexkull’s name in 1936, when | was still in my
teens and he was to have lived for eight more years. | chanced to catch
his name on the verso of the half-title page to Ogden and Richard’s
The Meaning of Meaning, the 4th edition of which | purchased when |
was an undergraduate at Magdalene College in Cambridge, where
Richards was Pepys Librarian at the time and with which Ogden was

ostensible regard to the former, appeared in 1990, in the Zeitschrift fir
Semiotik 12: 287-305.
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also associated (according to the same page), and which ang listet

him as the “General Editor of the Intemational Library of Psyc 0 “®Y
Philosophy and Scientific Method.” This consisted at the time a rea y
of some 85 volumes. Theoretical Biology was listed as the 34th oo
from the top, or 52nd from the bottom. The title having caught my
attention, | obtained a copy from the library, found that it was a 1926
translation of a German book published in 1920, and that it was
beyond doubt over my head. Not until some thirty years later did I
come to realize that this judgment was premature as well as very wide
of the mark. The English translation had in fact been carried out
“wretchedly...under Ogden’s eccentric auspices” (Sebeok 1991b:
104). In the mid 1960s, when at last | read the authentic German
version10 | came to believe that Ogden, the very animator of Anglo
semiotics in the 20th century, had either known little or no German or,
with all his polymathic gifts, had failed to understand what Theore-
tische Biologie was really about: not biology, not psychology, not
physiology, but semiotics. What’s more, it unfolded a wholly un-
precedented, innovative theory of signs, the scope of which was
nothing less than semiosis in life processes in their entirety. It created
and established the basis for a comprehensive new domain: we now
call it Biosemiotics (for definition, cf. Sebeok 1973, and Thure von
Uexkill 1987: 214).

This man who single-handedly brought biosemiotics about —
avant, so to speak, la lettre — received his basic academic training in
zoology at the University of Dorpat (now Tartu) (Gudrun von Uexkill
1964: 25-30: see also his portrait facing p. 32 as an Estonian student).
It was therefore highly appropriate to have dedicated a research
institution to this domain, to have named it the Jakob von Uexkill
Center, and to have arranged to set it to function eponymously under
the auspices of the master’s alma mater (1993)11

My curiosity about the work of Jakob was rekindled by a brief but
suggestive passage in Klopfer and Hailman’s book about the foundations of
ethology (1967: 126-127).

For want of a ready-made term, Uexkull dubbed his invention “Umwelt-
research”, and founded the Institute for Umwelt Research at the University of
Hamburg accordingly (in 1926) to carry out investigations on “the behavior
of living organisms and their interaction as cells and organs in the body or as
subjects within families, groups, and communities” (Gudrun von Uexkdll
1964 145-151; Thure von Uexkill 1987: 147). The Tartu Center is the
embryonic successor of the Hamburg Institute, with a program of research in
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His had been a signal achievement. As Csikszentmihalyi noted in
his book on Creativity, the term domain ordinarily “refers to the act of
changing some aspect of a domain... But of course there was a time
when domains did not exist... So, in a sense, the most momentous
creative events are those in which entire new symbolic systems are
created” (1997: 291). Such a novel system was £/mwe/r-research, that
is, Biosemiotics, rooted in no antecedent semiotic theory or practice at
all; it was, rather, connected to the thought of Plato, Leibniz,
especially Kant, Goethe, and a handful of biologists, such as Johannes
Miller and Karl Ernst von Baer12

Furthermore, as Konrad Lorenz himself had pointed out (1971:
275), “the research programme mapped out [by Uexkill] is pretty
nearly identical with that of ethology.” This should surprise no one
who remembers that Uexkill was “one of [Lorenz’s] most important
teachers” (ibid. 274; cf. Gudrun von Uexkill 1964: 198); nor anyone
able to get to the bottom of the congruence between ethology, viz., the
study of ritualization, and diachronic semiotics (Sebeok 1989: 27-34).

On occasion, | tried to get a fix on whether the practitioners of the
Tartu-Moscow School were aware of the writings of Jakob. While |
don’t think that Lotman and | exchanged views about this particular
question, | did pose it to lvanov on several occasions, once in Berlin,
another time over lunch when he visited me in Bloomington. Yet a

biosemiotics — which merits full funding — comparable at present with that
of the Biosemiotics Group at the University of Copenhagen.

In 1943, K. J. W. Craik, an Englishman, independently proposed a
kindred but not empirically based and now almost forgotten “biosemiotic”
theory, wherein he hypothesized that “the organism carries ‘a small-scale
model’ of external reality and of its own possible actions within its head” (cf.
Sebeok 1991b: 104-105).

2 The commonalities among C. S. Peirce, J. von Uexkill, Ernst Cassirer,
Yuri Lotman, et al., can all be traced back to Kant, but to do so would require
extended and meticulous monographic treatment (see also Gudrun 1964: 19,
93; and for the “correspondence with Kant”, 220-228). Thure has confirmed
(1987: 150) that his father was unacquainted with the works of Peirce or
Saussure, indeed, any other contributors to semiotics than Cassirer (although
he must have had at least an inkling of the principal tenets of Hippocratic
medical semiotics). Terminological reconciliations, often provided by Thure,
were unknown to his father.

Baer sits atop a statue in a charming park by the University of Tartu. On
June 2nd, soon after lecturing at the Jakob von Uexkull Center, | was
photographed to the left of Kull, standing in front of this famous memorial.
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clear-cut answer continues to elude me. It’s a fact, however, A
Russian semiotician Stepanov devoted an entire chapter of his
“Biosemiotics” (1971: 27-32), a discussion which opens with a survey
of some works by von Uexkill (to whom he refers as a German p>icj
biologist). His scrutiny is vitiated by a ritual obeisance to Lenin, inis
is followed by a misestimation of the psychologist and primatologist
Zhinkin, who, in a review of one of my books (Sebeok 1968), made
two remarks: he correctly surmised that “one gains the impression that
there is no branch on the tree of genetic evolution where living beings
fail to engage in communication”; but he incorrectly supposed, and his
view misled Stepanov, “that the roots of language lie deep in the
layers of the evolution of animal life” (Zhinkin 1971: 75).

In brief, it is difficult to accept that, although the notion of Umwelt
was evidently known in Moscow circles by the 1970s, yet it remained
hermetic to Lotman. One hopes that further inquiries on the part of
Kull and others may resolve this conundrum, with possibly far-
reaching bearings on ambitious overarching conceptual twosomes
such as semiosphere/biosphere, semiotics/biosemiotics, and the like, in
their intricate interplay.

However that may be, in August 1977 | attended the Il Wiener
Symposium ber Semiotik to present a paper titled “Neglected Figures
in the History of Semiotic Inquiry: Jakob von Uexkill” (Sebeok 1979,
Ch. 10). Thure was in the audience. Afterwards, we had a long talk,
subsequent to which he paid a call on me in Bloomington, and, still
later on, made arrangements for me to spend a week or so visiting him
in Freiburg, accompanied by my late friend, Giorgio Prodi. Prodi, a
distinguished oncologist by profession, a novelist, and a prolific
contributor to general bio- and endosemioticsl3 — he favored the
comprehensive expression “natural semiotics” (e.g., in Sercarz
1988:55; cf. Prodi 1988) — had forged, without explicit reference to
any other previous or contemporary thinker, still another variant of
this sprouting, or re-emerging domain. Prodi was another remarkably
creative individual (Eco 1988). While the three of us were together in
Freiburg (with Thure’s sister, Dana, home from Finland, “keeping
house ), we conducted an intensive week-long open-ended seminar,
so to speak, on the practical and conceivable ins and outs of biose-
miotics. Over and above redefining and sharpening my over-all per-
ception of this semiotic domain, this uniquely stimulating experience

On the cognate domain of endosemiotics, see the fundamental article h
Thure von Uexkull et al. (1993), after Sebeok (1976: 3). Y
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enabled me to enhance my writings and teachings (Sebeok 1995b) in
biosemiotics in its various topical subdivisions.

Our intensive triadic “brainstorming” led directly to the series of
pivotal seminars held annually in the late 1980s and early 1990s in
Glottertal, on the outskirts of Freiburg. These thought-provoking
intemational get-togethers were held at the Glotterbad Clinic for
Rehabilitative Medicine, under Thure’s overall aegis and the
superintendence of a student and associate of his, Jorg M. Herrman,
M.D., its Director. They were attended by many German, Swiss, and
other physicians, and were on occasion attended by the biologists
Jesper Hoffmeyer (of Denmark), and Kull, now two of the leading
figures of the biosemiotics movement.

The paper | had presented in Vienna and published two years later
as Chapter 10 (pp. 187-207, 290-291) of my book, The Sign & Its
Masters, was my attempt to come to terms with the historical fact that
there were certain men in the history of ideas, and several women,
who, unawares, turned out to have been seminal figures in the history
of semiotic inquiry. Much later, | dubbed this phenomenon the
Jourdainfactor (Sebeok 1991b), offering a host of examples, but none
more amazingly conspicuous, now all but universally granted
redefinition, than Jakob.

“The Estonian Connection,” as | choose to call it, endeavors to set
in motion the seeds of a fascinating dialectic between Jakob von
Uexkdill, emigrant from Dorpat to the West, renowned as the scientist
who had the creative power to imagine and delineate what we now
call Biosemiotics; and Yuri M. Lotman, immigrant from Russia to
Tartu, the celebrated visionary humanist who invented the notion of
what we now call Semiosphere. Seemingly polar opposites, they both
formulated and brought into being vast subcontinents of global
semiotics (Sebeok 1997a), the former of life itself in its multiform
complexity, the latter, of the universe of the human mind in its pro-
fusion of profound discernment. At bottom, of course, the Biosphere
and the Semiosphere must be the same, for semiosis is the criterial
attribute of all life, inclusive of the mind observing the Universe
which comprehends life, the Biosphere (Vernadsky 1926). The two
together are linked in a closed cybernetic loop, or what physicists such
as Wheeler, remarking that “meaning itself powers creation,” has
called a self-excited circuit (1988). How the two are to be reconciled
in their rich minutiae into a global synthesis is open to debate by their
disciples at University of Tartu and elsewhere.
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IV. Coda

In sum, there is far more that could be said about the issue of
“domain-semiotics” vs. “field-semiotics.” A field-semiotic stan point
was exemplified in my mapping of some of the multifarious
genealogical filiations, in their quite diverse ramifications, of three
major scholars whose points of convergence or intersection — actual
or symbolic, synchronous or otherwise — chanced to be the
University of Tartu.

However, another, on the surface quite different, charting could be
projected if these same scholars were to be reconsidered from a
domain-semiotic standpoint — for example, the Peircean category of
Indexicality (Sebeok 1995a). Were one to attempt an approach like
this — more common, perhaps, in traditional academic publica-
tions — one would have to zoom in, for instance, on Votic demonstra-
tive pronouns (Ariste 1968); on “how, for example, umbrellas,
coaches, dinners, and card-playing occur (and can be understood) in
literature” (Lotman; cf. Voigt 1995: 191); and on such biosemiotically
dramatic events as predation (Jakob and Thure, passim-, cf. Thom
1983: 267-269).

At the time of writing, | am trying to think through the impli-
cations of what | am calling “the genealogical method to semiotic
historiography,” or what | have elsewhere elaborated under the ensign
of “The Semiotic Web.” (Two months ago, | presented another
fragment of this possible modus operandi, dealing with semiotic
anthropology.14 For the time being, however, | remain content to
leave the domain-semiotic facets of this and other possible such
exercises for future occasions.
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OCTOHCKaA CBA3b

BHMMaHMe aBTOpa COCPefOTOYEHO MpeXe BCEro Ha feATeNbHOCTM npod.
FO. JToTmMaHa Kak OfHOro 13 ocHoBaTenell TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKOM CEMMO-
TUYECKO LWKOMbl WM MpeacTaBuTens Tpaguuuu, albTepHaTUBHOW MO
OTHOLLEHWIO K TOW, KOTOpyto npefcTasnsieT cam T. A. Cebeok. B uenom,
OLeHMBaA BKMaf B CEMUOTUKY OTAE/bHbIX YYeHbIX, aBTOp He paccmar-
puBaeT MX Kak MNpefcTaBuTesiell OMpPeAeneHHbIX PermoHoB, HO, TeM He
MeHee, OH NPU3HaeT, YTO OCTOHUA npeacTaBnsna coboli ocobo 6Gnaro-
NpUsTHOE MECTO ANf CEeMUOTUKU yxe B Havane 20-ro Beka (H. ¢oH
KOkctoonnb) 1 npogomkana 6biTb TakMM And “NognobHON CeMUOTUKN
KO. /loTmaHa, a B Hawu AHW 418 UHCTUTYUMOHAIbHON ceMnoTukn (oTae-
NleHne CEMUOTUKM B TapTyCKOM YHMUBEPCUTETE).

ABTOp BbIAENSET W OMNUCbIBAET TPW BaXKHEMLIMX 3Tarna B PasBUTUM
3CTOHCKOW CEMWOTUKW: WCCNEe0BaHWA MO (PMHHO-YIPUCTUKE, CEMUOTU-
Yeckue uccnefoBaHMs M 6uoceMuoTvka. B LenoM MemyapHOro xapak-
Tepa CTaTbf COAEPXMT Hapagy C HayyHbIM 0630pOM MCTOPWUU CEMUOTU-
YeCcKMUX AUCUUMANH B OCTOHUU U BOCMOMWMHAHUA O NIMUYHBIX KOHTAKTax
aBTopa C y4eHbIMU TapTyckoro yHusepcuteta. T. A. Ce6eok npusHaeTcs,
YTO pasBUTME HayKW, HECMOTPS Ha CBOK YHWBEPCANbHOCTb, CUJIbHO
3aBUCUT OT OTKPbITOCTU KOHKPETHbIX Y4YeHbIX U WX FOTOBHOCTU K
(hOpMMPOBaHUIO 3TOW YHMBEPCAbHOCTY (KaK, Hampumep, ycuaus npo-
(beccopa TY no uHHO-yrpuctuke [layns ApucTte B oOpraHusauuu
BCTpeun aBTopa ctatbu v HO. M. JloTmaHa).

Bo MHorom 6narogaps “HenerasbHOMY” YCTaHOB/IEHWNIO JINYHBIX KOH-
TaKTOB Y[anoCb BK/OUNTL TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKYH) CEMUOTUUECKYHO
LUKO/y B MEX/AYHApPOAHbIA Hay4yHbI guanor (paboTbl COBETCKUX YUEHbIX
cTanm ny6smkoBaTbcAa Ha 3anafe, 4TO, B CBOK Ouepefb, NPUBENO K
paclnpeHnto Npo6iemMaTKM 3anagHol ryMaHUTapuCTUKK; NpuUBNeYeHne
mMaTepuana BOCTOYHO-EBPOMENCKON TpaguLmmn CBA3bIBaIOCh C NOUCKaMu
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OTBETa Ha HOBble Hay4Hble BOMPOCHI; aKTVBU3MPOBaiacb Hopmanu3al,
CEMMOTMKMN KaK Hayku). B cuTyaumm noavTUYECKOro LaBneHus Criaxu
BaINCb /IYHbIE MPOTMBOPEUMA W yCUAMBANaCb FOTOBHOCTb K Auanory
MEeXZY NPeacTaBUTENAIMU PasHbIX CEMUOTUYECKUX TPAULLMWIA.

HecMoTps Ha TO, YTO TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKas CEMUOTMYECKAs LUKONa
Oblna 13-3a NOAMTUYECKON M30MALMM NPeLCcTaB/ieHa Ha MEeXAyHapoaHOl
apeHe in absentia, OHa, M uYepe3 Hee ICTOHMA Kak reorpaduyeckuii
PErMoH CTann 3HauUMTeNbHbIM (PaKTOPOM KOHLENTYasbHON pedepeHLmn.
O6pa3oBancs HeOOXOAMMbIA NS Hay44HOro TBOPYECTBA TPEYrobHUK,
Kak ero onpegenun Csikszentmihaly: KynbTypa 3HaKOBOW HOpMaTuB-
HocTM (TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKasi LUKOMA); /Lo, OOHOBAsOLLEE ciepy
3HakoBoCTM (npod. KO. J/lIoTMaH 1 Apyrue ydeHble); rpynna 3KChepTos,
cnocobHast y3HaBaTb W OLEHMBATb 3TWM HOBauuu (BO3HMKLUAA CBA3b C
3anagom).

Eesti-side

Artikli keskne tdhelepanuobjekt on Tartu-Moskva semiootikakoolkonna
Uks alusepanijaid, professor Juri Lotman, kes on vaadeldav alternatiivse
semiootikatraditsiooni esindajana oma kaasaegsele, professor T. A. Se-
beokile. Samas ei kasitleta Uksikteadlasi kui mingi geograafilise ala
esindajaid, vaid Eestit kui semiootikale kummaliselt soodsat regiooni
alates kéesoloeva sajandi algupoolest (J. v. Uexkill) ning vahendatuna
“pdrandaalusest semiootikast” (J. Lotman jt) kuni tdnapéevani (“ametli-
kustatud” semiootika Tartu Ulikooli struktuuritiksuse néol).

Vastavalt autori teadushuvide arengule vaadeldakse ka kolme erinevat
distsiplinaarset etappi: soome-ugri uuringud, semiootika-alased uuringud
ja biosemiootilised késitlused. Samas on selles memuaristlikus artiklis
need kolm valdkonda seotud isiklike kontaktidega Tartu Ulikooli
teadlastega, ning selgub, et teaduse areng, hoolimata oma universaal-
susest, on siiski tihedas soltuvuses konkreetsete inimeste avatusest ja
panusest selle universaalsuse tekitamisesse (nt Paul Ariste pingutused
Sebeoki ja Lotmani kohtumise teostumiseks).

Tagasisidena ja komplementaarse vastusena neile isiklike kontaktide
illegaalsele loomisele saavutati aga Tartu-Moskva semiootikakool-
konna lllitumine rahvusvahelisse teadusdialoogi (“ndukogude” teadlaste
todde publitseerimine L&anes ja Laane humanitaristika problemaatika
vastav laienemine, uutele kisimustele vastuse otsimine lda-Euroopa
traditsioonis, semiootika kui teadusvaldkonna normaliseerimine poliiti-
liste ja isiklike piiride teatavagi kaotamise kaudu). Tanu poliitilise surve
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tahule maandusid isiklikud vastuolud teaduskontseptsioonide aspektis
ning suurenes valmisolek erinevate semiootikatraditsioonide dialoogiks
(utreeritult: biosemiootikalise orientatsiooni ja kultuurisemiootika sim-
bioosiks). Hoolimata sellest, et Tartu-Moskva semiootikakoolkond oli
ténu poliitilisele isolatsioonile rahvusvahelisel areenil esindatud in absen-
tia, oli nii vastav koolkond kui ka Eesti geograafilise regioonina muutu-
nud arvestatavaks kontseptuaalse referentsi teguriks. Ndnda moodustus
loometegevuseks vajalik kolmnurk nii, nagu seda on maaratlenud Csiks-
zentmihaly: margilise reeglistiku kultuur (Tartu-Moskva semiootikakool-
kond), isik, kes toob maérgilisse valdkonda uudsust (professor J. Lotman ja
teised Uksikisikud) ning ekspertide grupp, kes suudavad neid uuendusi ara
tunda ja hinnata (tekkinud side L&&nega).



The “dimensionality principle” and
semiotic analysis

Marcel Danesi

Introductory remarks

As is well known, John Locke (1690) introduced the formal study of
signs into philosophy because he anticipated that it would allow
philosophers to understand the interconnection between representation
and knowledge. But the task he laid out for philosophers remained
virtually unnoticed until Charles Peirce (1931-58) took up Locke’s
challenge seriously, arguing persuasively throughout his writings that
the distinguishing characteristic of the human species is, indeed, its
extraordinary ability to know the world in the form and contents of
signs. This ability is the reason why, over time, humankind has come
to be regulated not by force of natural selection, but by “force of
history,” i.e. by the accumulation of knowledge that previous gene-
rations have captured in the form of signs and passed on in cultural
settings.

Much important work on signs using Peircean theory has been
conducted in the twentieth century. But what is lacking in my view
from the relevant literature is a general working principle that can
synthesize the many, yet still scattered, insights into human repre-
sentational systems that Peircean theory has produced throughout the
century. The purpose of this essay is to draft a preliminary outline of
such a principle — which will be called the dimensionality
principle — as a target for discussion. Clearly, it will have to be
assessed for viability, applied to actual analytical tasks, and, if found
to be practicable, modified, adapted, and elaborated in suitable ways.
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Semiosis vs. representation

One of the primary objectives of semiotics is to understand semiosis
and the knowledge-making activity it allows all human beings to carry
out. This activity is known as representation. It is characterized by the
deliberate use of signs to probe, classify, and hence know the world.
Semiosis is the neurobiological capacity itself that underlies the pro-
duction and comprehension of signs, from simple physiological sig-
nals to those which reveal a highly complex symbolism (e.g. Sebeok
1994). The activity of using signs to capture, portray, simulate, or
relay impressions, sensations, perceptions, or ideas that are deemed to
be knowable and memorable is a truly remarkable trait of the human
species.

The difference, but intrinsic interconnection, between semiosis and
representation can be seen in early childhood behaviors. When an
infant comes into contact with an object, his/her first reaction is to
explore it with the senses, i.e. to handle it, taste it, smell it, listen to
any sounds it makes, and visually observe its features. This explora-
tory phase of knowing, or cognizing, an object can therefore be called
sensory cognizing, because the child is using the sensory apparatus to
cognize the object in terms of how it feels, tastes, smells, etc. Such
sensory units of knowing apparently allow the child to recognize the
same object subsequently without having to examine it over again
with his/her sensory system. Now, as the infant grows, he/she starts to
engage more and more in semiosic behavior that clearly transcends
this sensory cognizing phase; i.e. he/she starts to point to the object
and/or imitate the sounds it makes. This behavior is independent of
cultural conditioning; it comes with having a body and a brain. It con-
sists in the ability to imitate the sounds an object makes with the vocal
cords and to indicate its presence with the index finger. At that point
in the child’s development, the object starts to assume a new semiosic
form of existence; it has, in effect, been transferred to the physical
strategy itself used by the child to imitate its sound features or indicate
its presence. This strategy produces the most basic type of sign which,
as Charles Morris (1938, 1946) suggested, allows the child from that
point on to replace the sign for the object. As is well known, this
replacement pattern is known psychologically as displacement. This is
the abilty of the human mind to conjure up the things to which signs
refer even though they are not physically present for the senses to
cognize or recognize. The displacement property of signs endows the



44 Marcel Danesi

developing infant to think about the world beyond the s1#
response realm to which most other species are constraine , a
to reflect upon it at any time and in any situation whatsoever, ow,
the child grows, he/she becomes increasingly more able to use signs to
represent the world in a displaced manner. The word represent means,
literally, “to present again,” i.e. to present some referent again in the
sign.

gThe instant children start to represent the world with signs, they
make a vital psychosocial connection between their developing bodies
and conscious thoughts to that world. To put it figuratively, signs
constitute the “representational glue” that interconnects their body,
their mind, and the world around them in a holistic fashion. Moreover,
once the child discovers that signs are effective tools for thinking,
planning, and negotiating meaning with others in certain situations,
he/she gains access to the knowledge domain of his/her culture. At
first, the child will compare his/her own attempts at representation
against the signs he/she is exposed to in specific contexts. But through
protracted usage, the signs acquired in such contexts will become
cognitively dominant in the child, and eventually mediate and regulate
her/his thoughts, actions, and behaviors. The concept of dimensio-
nality is intended to permit an investigation in Peircean terms of this
very interconnection among the body, which is a firstness dimension
anchored in the realm of sensory and emotional experience, the mind,
which is a secondness dimension anchored in displacement and
reflective consciousness, and culture, which is a thirdness dimension
anchored in the representational systems that the child will acquire in
his/her social ambiance. The basic premise underlying the dimensio-
nality principle is that these three dimensions are coactive, i.e.
intrinsically intertwined in the individual human being’s ability to
produce meanings with, or extract meaning from, all kinds of repre-
sentational systems (language, mathematics, the arts, etc.).

Knowledge and representation

In actual fact, what | am calling here the dimensionality principle has
been an implicit notion in virtually all work on representation, from
ancient philiosophical writings to recent research in biosemiotics
(Sebeok 1994, Danesi 1997). Indeed, it can be inferred already in the
Avristotelian idea that the sign has a triadic nature, entailing:

1 the physical sign itself (e.g. the sounds that comprise a word)-
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2. the sign’s referent (the entity to which the sign refers and thus calls
attention);
3. the meaning that results when the sign and the referent are linked
together.
This theory of the sign, and more generally of representation, has re-
mained intact to this day. The contribution of contemporary semiotics
has been primarily in explicating the nature of the structural and
psychological relations among these three dimensions of represen-
tational systems. One of Peirce’s most important contributions to the
theory of the sign, for instance, was to argue that the meaning that is
created by a sign is really a sign itself, or as he called it, an inter-
pretant of that meaning. The interpretant encompasses the specific
designations, emotions, feelings, ideas, etc. that the sign evokes for a
person at a certain point in time. As Peirce (1931-58, vol. 2:228) put
it. “A sign addresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind of that
person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed sign.”

What stands out prominently from most theoretical work on the
sign is the fact that there is what | have called above a coaction among
these three dimensions. It is indeed impossible to think of a word like
cat (a vocal sign made up of the phonemes /kaet/), without thinking at
the same time of the type of mammal to which it refers (the referent),
and without experiencing the personal and social meaning(s) that such
a mammal entails (the interpretants).

This representational coaction undergirds how we extract meaning
from a sign. As a case-in-point, consider the word red. This is: (1) a
verbal sign made up of the phonemes /red/; (2) standing for a color
phenomenon that can be described in purely physical (denotative)
terms as a gradation of approximately 630 to 750 nanometers on the
long-wave end of the visible spectrum (the referent); and (3) evoking
an array of specific psychosocial meanings in particular users of the
sign (the interpretants). Knowing this color category entails a coaction
of these three dimensions in the sign-user’s mind. The word red
evokes a specific color referent, distinct from other referents that are
labeled yellow, blue, green, etc. (= a firstness action of the sign). At
the same time, the referent takes on the referential meaning that it does
because it is a category of knowing color encoded within a particular
system of representation used by speakers of English (= a secondess
action of the sign). Finally, the individual user of the sign will react
emotionally and inellectually to its meaning in particular ways (=
thirdness action of the sign).
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Clearly, it is the system of representation that produces know e
of color. The very same color category defined by red could have een
represented differently (as in other languages) with, say, two wor s.
such a system of representation the two referents identified by the
words would cover, together, the same color category represented by
red. On the other hand, red could have been included within a larger
category of color (as is the case in other languages). In such a system
of representation, the English red would be only a part of the larger
category. If we portray the referential domain of red with a circle (fig.
A), then the option of representing the same domain with two words, X
and y, can be shown with fig. B, and the option of including red as
part of a larger category of color, z, with fig. C.

Fig. A Fig. B

The word red provides a articular view of color (fig. A) that conditions
its users to anticipate and attend to its occurrence in other domains of
meaning and knowing. In effect, the establishment of the sign red to
represent a color category is a useful thing not only because it allows
us to know color in abstract ways through displacement, but also
because it becomes itself a resource for further representational
activity: e.g. it can be used to create new referents (redneck, red-tape,
redness, etc.); it acquires connotative meanings (red with envy, red
politics, etc.); and so on.

Research on categorization suggests, in fact, that knowledge and
representation are intrinsically interconnected (see Taylor 1995 for a
comprehensive treatment of the relative research). For the sake of
convenience, the findings of the research can be summarized in the
form of three general principles:

1 Knowledge is interconnected with representation (the represen-
tational principle).

2. Representation is a product biosemiosic modeling processes (the
modeling principle)
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3. Representation entails three dimensions (the dimensionality prin-
ciple).

The latter principle is the one that is of interest here. We cannot go
into the many interesting philosophical problems related to the first
principle (see, for instance, Danesi 1995, 1997). It implies, in essence,
that in order for something to be known in a mnemonically-stable
way, it must be represented according to some system of signs. The
modeling principle will be discussed briefly in the final section of this
essay in relation to the dimensionality principle that will be elaborated
here.

The dimensionality principle

The dimensionality principle is envisaged as providing an analytical
framework for the study of representation and more specifically for
the investigation of how firstness, secondness, and thirdness dimen-
sions constitute and interact within all representational systems. The
objective in the remainder of this essay is, in fact, to look at a few of
the ways in which dimensionality manifests itself.

As a starting point, let us consider Peirce’s own definition of the
sign as a three-dimensional entity consisting of a representamen
(literally something that does the representing), standing for anobject
in some respect or capacity (the interpretant). The representamen
entails a firstness representational action inhering in the physical
strategy of representation itself (the use of phonemes, hand move-
ments, etc.). Theobject of the representamen entails a secondness
action inhering in its displacement from its (real-world) context of
occurrence to the representamen itself. This coaction between the
representamen and the object implies a psychological ability to
separate the sensory cognition of an object in the real world from its
abstract recognition in the sign. Finally, the interpretant entails a third-
ness representational action whereby the sign-user evaluates or re-
sponds to what the sign means socially, contextually, personally, etc.

The coaction among the representamen, the object and the inter-
pretant can be modeled graphically in various ways. But, in my view,
a three-dimensional coordinate diagram is perhaps the most appropria-
te type because it allows one to envisage firstness as the x-axis,
secondness as the y-axis, and thirdness as the z-axis, and the sign’s
meaning or designation as a point in this space. This particular type of
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representational space can be called designational because
the sign’s designation:

Designational Dimensionality

Representamen . . .
Sign = designation

* Interpretant

Object

Designational dimensionality applies as well to the Saussurean (1916)
definition of the sign as inhering in the triad signifier-signified-
signification:

Designational Dimensionality (Saussurean Version)

Signifier
Sign = designation

There are, of course, fundamental differences between the Peircean
and Saussurean views of the sign. Nevertheless, the dimensionality
principle suggests that the two are isomorphic in designational terms:
i.e. in both versions of the sign it is the coaction among the three
dimensions in itself that is comparable, even though the individual
dimensions are envisaged differently in their nature by Peirce and
Saussure.

The dimensionality principle can be applied to virtually every
other structural aspect of representation. It implies that in all
representational systems there are various kinds of three-dimensional
spaces such as the designational one described above. The task of the
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semiotician is to identify what those spaces are, to establish what their
respective three axes are, and to determine what kind of relation
inheres among the axial dimensions. In the case above, for instance,
the space was identified as designational, the axes were established in
accordance with Peircean or Saussurean theory, and the kind of
relation that inhered among them was determined to be that of
coaction. In effect, a representational system consists of many such
three-dimensional spaces and, thus, can itself be characterized as a
hyperspace composed of these spaces. Structural relations such as the
coactive one above occur both at the level of an individual three-
dimensional space (= among the three axes), and at the level of the
entire hyperspace (= among the various three-dimensional spaces that
make-up the representational hyperspace) The former type of relation
can be referred to as intra-dimensional (within a dimension) and the
latter as inter-dimensional (across dimensions).

In addition to coaction, another type of intra-dimensional relation
that can be extrapolated from the relevant research can be called
collocation. This can be defined as the relation whereby a unit within a
representational system bears its function or meaning proportionately
in relation to its proximity to one or the other of the three axes.
Peirce’s three trichotomies, for instance, exemplify collocation. His
qualisign-sinsign-legisign  trichotomy constitutes a space that
encompasses the representamen itself, and can thus be called
referential:

» A qualisign is a representamen that draws attention to some quality
of its referent.
« A sinsign is a representamen that draws attention to, or singles out,

a particular object in time-space.

* A legisign is a representamen that designates something by
convention.

Referential Dimensionality

Quality

Representamen = referential function

Singularity
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Clearly, it is the representamen’s collocation relative to t e a
determines its referential function: if it is closer to the firstness
functions primarily as a qualisign; if it is closer to the secon ness axis
it functions primarily as sinsign; and if it is closer to the thirdness axis
it functions primarily as a legisign. It is, of course, a pure qualisign,
sinsign, or legisign if it falls on one specific axis. Now, in mter-
dimensional hyperspace, referential dimensionality is adjacent to
designational dimensionality because the firstness axis of designatio-
nal space (= the representamen) is also the firstness axis of referential
space. These two spaces — designational and referential — are conti-
guous along their firstness axes, while their respective secondness and
thirdness axes jut out in opposite directions into their respective
spaces.

Peirce’s second classic trichotomy, namely his classification of
signs according to how they refer to their objects as icons, indexes,
and symbols, also reveals collocational dimensionality:

« An icon entails a firstness form of representation since it refers to
an object through replication, simulation, or resemblance.

e« An index entails a secondness form of representation since it
singles out its object in space, time, or in relation to someone or
something else.

« A symbol entails a thirdness form of rerepresentation since it
represents its object according to convention.

Since this type of intra-dimensional relation inheres in how the object
or referent is represented, it can be called modal:

Modal Dimensionality

Iconicity
Object = mode in which it is represented

Symbolicity

Indexicality

gain it is the object’s collocation relative to the axes that determines
its mo ality. if it is closer to the firstness axis it is proportionately
more iconic, 1 it is closer to the secondess axis it is more indexical,
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and if it is closer to the thirdness axis it is more symbolic. It is, of
course, a pure icon, index, or symbol if it falls on a specific axis. In
inter-dimensional hyperspace, modal dimensionality is also adjacent
to designational dimensionality, but along a different axis. In this case
it is the secondness axis of designational space (= the object) that is
coincident with the firstness axis of modal space.

Peirce’s third classic trichotomy is his classification of inter-
pretants as:
< rhemes, which are interpretants of qualisigns;
« dicisigns, which are interpretants of sinsigns;
e arguments, which are interpretants of legisigns.

Since these refer to types of interpretants, the dimensional space in
which they occur can be called interpretive:

Interpretive Dimensionality

Rhematic
Interpretant = interpretive mode

Once again, it is the interpretant’s collocation relative to the axes that
determines its nature: if it is closer to the firstness axis it is
proportionately more rhematic; if it is closer to the secondess axis it is
more dicential; and if it is closer to the thirdness axis it is more
argumentative. It is, of course, a pure rheme, dicisign, or argument if it
falls on one specific axis. In inter-dimensional hyperspace, interpre-
tive dimensionality is also adjacent to designational dimensionality,
but along a different axis In this case it is the thirdness axis of
designational space (= the interpretant) that is coincident with the
firstness axis of interpretive space.

For the sake of illustration, it is instructive to look at three other
dimensionalitites that can be called temporal, notational, and
operational. Temporal dimensionality constitutes a space in which the
various dimensionalities of the sign discussed above (designational,
referential, etc.) are themselves inferrable relative to three temporal
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axes: the synchronic, the diachronic, and the dynamic, e
coactive dimensionality: i.e. it entails a coaction among the irs ne
synchronic axis (present designation, referentiality, etc-), e
secondness diachronic axis (acquired designation, referentiality, etc.
over time), and the thirdness dynamic axis (the sign’s potential to

acquire new designations, referents, etc.):

Temporal Dimensionality

Synchrony
Sign = designation, referentiality, etc.

* Dynamism

Diachrony

Notational dimensionality constitutes a space in which the various
dimensionalities of the sign (designational, referential, etc.) are
inferrable as well relative to three notational axes: the denotative, the
connotative, and the annotative. This is a collocational dimensionality:
i.e. it is the sign’s collocation relative to the axes that determines its
notation: if it is closer to the firstness axis it is primarily denotative
(intended meaning); if it is closer to the secondness axis it is primarily
connotative (extended meaning); and if it is closer to the thirdness axis
it is primarily annotative (personal meaning or interpretation). It is, of
course, purely denotative, connotative, or annotative if it falls on one
specific axis

Notational Dimensionality

Denotation
Sign = designation, referentiality, etc.

Connotation
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In representational hyperspace, notational dimensionality is itself
coactive with the temporal dimensionality described above because
the denotative meaning of a sign unfolds at a certain instant of time,
its connotative meanings accrue over time, and its annotative
meanings inhere in the dynamic potential of signification.

Lastly, operational dimensionality constitutes a space in which the
various dimensionalities of the sign operate relative to three axes: the
paradigmatic, the syntagmatic, and the analogic. This is a coactive
dimensionality: i.e. it entails a coaction among the firstness para-
digmatic axis (a selection operation), the secondness syntagmatic axis
(a combination operation), and the thirdness analogic axis (a com-
parison operation):

Operational Dimensionality

Paradigm
Sign = designation, referentiality, etc.

In representational hyperspace, operational dimensionality is itself
coactive with both the temporal and notational dimensionalities
because: (1) the denotative meaning of a sign pertains to a certain
instant of time and thus constitutes a paradigmatic operation; (2) the
sign’s connotative meanings acquired over time are, of course,
complementary and thus in syntagmatc relation; and (3) the
annotative, dynamic potential of the sign is perceptible in terms of
other signs and thus constitutes an analogic operation.

A synthesis

As the above examples illustrate, the dimensionality principle sug-
gests a specific type of framework for relating signifying phenomena
within representational systems to each other as well as an agenda for
studying all representational systems. Its viability — which remains to
be litmus-tested through actual analysis — rests on the presupposition
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that: (1) all forms and subsystems of representation manifest a t ree
axial dimensionality (intra-dimensionality); (2) each dimensiona Ity
relates to other dimensionalities across the representational system
(inter-dimensionality); and (3) there are at least two types of dimen-
sional relations — coaction and correlation — that characterize
representation.

The dimensionalities discussed above can now be summarized as
follows:

Dimensionality Structural  Firstness Secondness  Thirdness
Relation

Designational  coaction representamen  object interpretant

(Peircean)

Designational  coaction  signifier signified signification

(Saussurean)

Referential colloaction quality singularity ~ convention

Modal collocation iconicity indexicality — symbolicity

Interpretive collocation rhematic dicent argumentative

Temporal coaction synchrony diachrony dynamism

Notational collocation denotation connotation  annotation

Operational coaction paradigm syntagm analogy

The dimensionality principle makes it explicit that there is an inter-
connectedness among the multifarious dimensions of representation
and signification. It also allows us to establish a commonality among
different representational systems. Because all such systems are com-
posed of the same kinds of dimensionalities, the principle provides a
basis for showing an interrelation and interdependence among all
areas of knowledge, from language to science and the arts (Meystell
1995). A digit in numerical representation, for instance, has the exact
same structural features in dimensional terms that, say, a noun in
language has — i.e. both are signs that exist in designational,
referential, temporal, operational and other kinds of three-dimensional
spaces, deriving their form, functions, and meanings in terms of these
dimensionalities. In practical terms, the dimensionality principle
makes obvious the fact that both types of signs are structurally
isomorphic in the ways in which they designate something, refer to the
wor , e on connotations, and so on. The difference between a digit

differentd 1S/hus n°i t0 be located in, structural patterns, but in the
erent functions of the representational systems to which they
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pertain. This is why, despite their different cognitive and social
functions, both systems are understandable in exactly the same way.
In essence, the dimensionality principles makes it obvious why such
seemingly diverse forms of representation as poetry and mathematics
are not mutually exclusive — with adequate exposure to both, people
will be able to extract meaning from either one of them in remarkably
similar ways. Indeed, the dimensionality pmciple helps unravel the
structural reasons why poetry and mathematics make their meanings,
as different as they might appear to be, in comparable ways (see
Sawyer 1959, Miller 1987, Baigrie 1996, Tufte 1997 for diverse, yet
relevant, discussions of the interconnectedness between scientific and
artistic forms of representation).

Modeling systems theory

It is instructive at this point to return to the discussion on represen-
tation and semiosis initiated above one more time because, in my
view, the key to establishing the viability of the dimensionality prin-
ciple in semiosic terms is provided by Sebeok’s pivotal notion of
modeling systems (e.g. 1976, 1979, 1981, 1986, 1991, 1994). Al-
though this notion has roots in the work of various twentieth-century
structuralists, as Sebeok himself acknowledges (e.g. 1994), it is
Sebeok who has given this idea its most viable formulation. Modeling
systems theory is a powerful analytical framework for explaining the
etiology of representational systems, behaviors, and acitivities. Take,
for instance, the emergence and patterned development of represen-
tational behavior in children. As discussed briefly above, the first
knowledge-gaining behavior of preverbal infants is sensory cognizing
which constitutes a strategy based on the sensible properties of things
(i.e. on properties that can be sensed). This innate ability serves to
enhance recognition of the same things without any further processing
of sensory input. The child’s ablity to transcend this sensory phase and
to engage in rudimentary representational activities (pointing and
making imitative sounds) constitutes the earliest semiosic mode of
knowing. This mode is a concomitant of the brain’s primary modeling
system (PMS). The PMS is an innate neural system that endows the
human infant who has passed through the sensory cognizing phase
with the capacity to represent objects through imitative or indicational
semiosis. Now, as the child develops cognitively and socially, his/her
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representational activities become more and more abstract (i.e. pro-
gressively more reflective of displacement). This secondary mode of
knowing and representing is a concomitant of the developing brain s
secondary modeling system (SMS). The SMS is a “higher function”
neural system that endows the child who has passed through the PMS
phase with the capacity to represent objects through verbal semiosis.
Finally, at around 15-20 months the child manifests increasingly the
ability to engage in abstract symbolism (i.e. to understand narratives,
to follow picture sequences, etc.). This is a tertiary mode of knowing
and represention that is a concomitant of the maturing brain’s tertiary
modeling system (TMS). The TMS is a highly complex neural system
involving all areas of the neocortex that endows the verbal child with
the capacity to know and represent the world in culture-specific
symbolic ways.

The two crucial insights of modeling systems theory can be sum-
marized as follows: (1) representation is tied to three semiosic phases;
and (2) these phases are evolutionary — i.e the development of
complex symbolic activity (= a TMS endowment) is dependent upon a
prior emergence of verbal representational activities (= a SMS
endowment) which is itself dependent upon the development of early
imitative and indicational semiosis (= a PMS endowment). In sum:

e Primary Modeling System (PMS) = the neural system that prediso-
poses the human infant to engage in simulative forms of semiosis
which in turn permit imitative and indicational representational
activities.

e Secondary Modeling System (SMS) = the more complex neural
system that predisposes the human infant to engage in verbal forms
of semiosis which in turn permit linguistic representational
activities.

e Tertiary Modeling System (TMS) = the highly complex neural
system that predisposes the maturing child to engage in highly
abstract forms of semiosis which in turn permit symbolic repre-
sentational activities (narration, art, etc.). As Sebeok (1994: 127)
remarks, the TMS is “the most creative modeling that Nature has
thus far evolved.”

Modeling system theory can be seen to provide a semiosic explanation

of dimensionality. Indeed, the firstness axes of all the constituent

(sub)spaces within representational systems are clearly concomitants

of the brain s PMS Thus, for instance, in designational, referential,

modal, and other spaces, the firstness axis is a concomitant of the
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sense-based propensity to produce signifiers that are simulative,
iconic, denotative, etc. The secondness and thirdness axes of represen-
tational (sub)spaces are anchored respectively in the semiosic proper-
ties of the SMS and TMS respectively: i.e. they are concomitants of
the brain’s propensity to extend primary models into secondary and
tertiary ones. Indeed, the whole representational hyperspace can be
envisaged as being itself an evolutionary outgrowth of a coaction
among these three modeling systems: i.e. it can be envisaged as a
hyperspace configured by a firstness PMS axis, a secondness SMS
axis, and a thirdness TMS axis.

Concluding Remarks

In this essay, | have put forward the notion of dimensionality as a

target for discussion, linking it to semiosis in terms of modeling

systems theory. Whether it is or is not a viable principle for con-

ducting semiotic analysis remains to be seen. If nothing else, it raises

someinteresting questions for future work in semiotic theory:

e How many dimensional spaces are there in representational
systems?

e Are there are other types of structural relations, in addition to
coaction and collocation?

e Can the dimensionality principle be extended to the analysis of
texts, codes, and other kinds of signifying phenomena?

e Are the axes of dimensional spaces reflective of psychic and
emotional structures?

e Can the dimensionality principle be applied to artificial or
computing systems?

The above are just a few of the questions that the dimensionality

principle begs. But perhaps its most important role in semiotic method

is permitting an investigation of the premise that all knowledge is

interconnected with representation and ultimately with semiosis.

Clearly, the descriptive apparatus of the dimensionality principle

entails implies three phases of analysis: (1) establishing dimensio-

nalities; (2) determining the kind of relation — coaction or collocation

meaning: i,e, they are momentary points-of-arrival in the evolutionary

proclivities that characterize all signifying systems. The dimensio-

nality appraptus does not desrcribe change. This is something that will

have to be approached with other ways of studying representation. It
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simply descirbes meaning patterns and structures in themselves. To
make an analogy, it allows us to study how musical notation can be
employed to make musical texts on paper. It describes how the texts
contain musical meaning. It does not tell us how those texts got to be
that way, nor does it tell us how the text is translated into music by the
performer.

Its main intent is to show that the texts we use on a daily basis to
make sense of things in our world — physical, psychological, and
cultural — are constructed with the same properties of representation
throughout societies. The semiotic agenda in the future should focus
more, in my view, on showing how representation encodes knowledge
in virtually the same way throughout the world, how the same features
of representation allow us to acquire specific kinds of knowledge and
skill, and how humans are able to match the representation to the task.
It is interesting to note that among the first to suggest a study of
knolwedge as a semiotic process was the great Russian psychologist
Vygotsky (see also Daniels 1996). As Vygotsky found in his study of
children, signs invariably mediate knowledge and mental functions.
As Davydov and Radzikhovskii (1985: 59) have observed, unfor-
tunaetly the “studies of the sign mediated nature of mental functions
have not developed further” since Vygotsky, but that this *“can be
considered a weakness that can be overcome in the future.” Work on
modeling system theory and its corollaries, like the dimensionality
principe dscssed here will, in my view, go a long way towards
overcoming that very weakness.
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“ITpUHUUN AMMEHCUOHANBHOCTUN 1
CEMNOTUYECKUIA aHaNn3

Cratbsi CTaBMT nepef coboii Uenb 06bEAVHUTL pas3Hble Pa3paboTKM
PENpPe3eHTaLMOHHBLIX CUCTEM, UCXOAALLMX U3 Teopun Mupca, B 06LWMIA 1
NMPUMEHSIEMbIA B NPaKTUKe MPUHLUMM, 0603HAYEHHbIA aBTOPOM Kak
“NpUHUUN ANMEHCUOHANBHOCTL .
EavHasa co3fatoLlas 3HaHUA aKTUBHOCTb, KOTOPYHO AOMYCKaeT cemuo-
31C, ONUCBIBAETCA NOCPELCTBOM TPEX MPUHLMMOB:
1) 3HaHMe B3aMMOCBS3aHO C penpeseHTauuen (penpeseHTaLMOHHBIV
NpUHLMN)
2) penpeseHTauus ABASAETCA NPOAYKTOM 6MOCEMMO3UCHOTO MOAENMpYHo-
Lwero npouecca (NPUHLUN MOLENNPOBaHUS)
3) penpeseHTauus WMeeT TpU U3MepeHus (MPUHLMMA  AMMEHCUOHANb-
HOCTK)
[VMEeHCHOHaNbHBIA MPUHLMN NpU3BaH MPOLEMOHCTPUPOBaThb, Kak [Mep-
BMYHOCTb, BTOpmyHOCTL M TponyHocTb (B MoHMMaHuu [upca) cogep-
XaTCs U UHTEPaKTUBMPYIOTCA BO BCEX CUCTEMax penpeseHTauuii.
TakKe yKasblBaeTCsl, YTO [JeneHue MOAENMPYIOLMX CUCTEM Ha Tpu
noArpynnbl MOXET BbITb CBA3AHO C TPEMS U3MEPEHUAMMN penpeseHTaLmu.

“Dimensionaalsuse printsiip” ja
semiootiline analtis

Artikkel seab Ulesandeks stinteesida C. Peirce’i teooriast lahtuvad repre-
sentatsioonististeemide kasitlused uldiseks ja praktiliselt rakendatavaks
printsiibiks, mida autor nimetab ‘dimensionaalsuse printsiibiks’.
Uldine teadmisi loov aktiivsus, mida semioosis véimaldab, on repre-
sentatsioon (taasesitus), mis kirjeldub kolme printsiibi kaudu:
(a) teadmine on vastastikku seotud taasesitusega (taasesituslik printsiip);
(b) taasesitus on biosemioosilise modelleerimisprotsessi produkt (model-
leerimisprintsiip);
(c) taasesitusel on kolm dimensiooni (dimensionaalsuse printsiip).
Dimensionaalsuse printsiibi oluks on néidata, kuidas esmasus, teisesus ja
kolmasus (Peirce i mottes) sisalduvad ja interakteeruvad kdigis taasesi-
tuse slisteemides.

Muuhulgas naidatakse, et modelleerivate slisteemide kolmeksjaotus
vOib olla seotud taasesituse kolme dimensiooniga.



OxoTa 3a BegbMamu.
CeMMOTHKa CTpaxa

FOpwuin loTmaH

My6nukyemas pabota BXOAUT B UMKA NO3AHWUX WCCNefOBaHWI
FO. M. JloTMaHa, NOCBALWEHHbIX aHaIN3y CEMUOTUKM O6LLECTBEHHOIO
KaTaknumsMa 1M rpynnumpyroLInxca BOKpYyr MoHorpagum “KynbTypa u
B3pbIB” (MockBa, 1992). Hauano sTomy LMKy nonoxuna ctatbs «O6
“Ope, BblbpaHHOl 13 WNoBa” JlomoHocoBa» (M3B. AH CCCP, CNid,
T.42, Ne3, 1983), a BTOpoil ny6nukauueii f[omkHa 6blna cTaTh
HacToslas pabota. OHa 6blna co3gaHa B ABYX BapumaHTax: 1) OxoTa
3a BefpbMamun. CeMmoTuKa cTpaxa M 2) KonnekTUBHBIA cTpax Kak
ucTopuyeckoe siBneHne. OxoTa 3a segbmamu. Oba BapuaHTa npwu-
6113MTENbHO paBHbI N0 00beMY (BTOPOI Ha CTpaHULY AAUHHEE), HO
CYLLECTBEHHO pa3nMyaldTCAd KakK C TOYKM 3peHUss MNOoCTaHOBKWU
npobnembl, TaKk W B CEMUOTUYECKOW HanpaBfeHHOCTU BbIBOLOB.
BTopoil BapmMaHT Ha4yMHAeTCA C OTCbUIKM K Maeam u ny6amnkaunsam
W. MpuroxunHal 4To No3BONSAET AaTMpoBaTh ero 1988-m — Havanom
1989 ropa (no otbesga KO. M. JlToTmaHa B MIOHXeH).

FO. M. JloTmaH KpaliHe peaKo CTONb paAvKanbHO nepejesnbiBan
y)Ke roTtoByl paboTy, npegnouyvTtas, B C/lydyae Heob6Xo4uMMOCTH,
HanucaTb HOBYHO (“exe mmucax — nucax”, UMen OH OObIKHOBEHMWE B
TakKUX cny4vasx NpuroBapmeathb). Y>Ke caMO Hanumuue ABYX TOTOBbIX
BapWaHTOB MNO3BONAET CYAWUTb O BAXHOCTU A/ aBTOpa Kak JaHHOW
Tembl, TaKk W XapakTepa MPOM3BEeAEHHbIX W3MEHeHW. Ha namatu
ny6nunkaTopa KO. M. JloTMaH fABaXKAbl 3asBMsA O TOM, YTO emy Mpu-
XOAMTCA MOMHOCTHLIO MEpPeyyYMBaThCs, faXe YyUMTbCcs 3aHOBO. [lepBblii
KpU3UC npuilencs Ha Havano 1960-x rofgoB u Obin CBSi3aH C WHTe-

1 MepBas ccblnka BbIrNSAUT cnefylouwmm obpasom: “O Toukax 6udypka-
uMn B iMHaMmnyeckmnx npoueccax cm.: MpuroxnH Unbs, CteHgepe WN3abenna,
Mopsgok n3 xaoca, M., “lMporpecc”, 1986, c. 216-228. Prigogine llya et
Stengers Isabelle, Entre le temps et I’etemite, ed. Fayard, 1988, p. 111-120
etc.
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pecoM K KubepHeTuKe, Teopuum UHPOpMaLUMM M K TakuM Matema
TUYECKUM AUCLUMIMHAM KaK fIoruKa, Teopums Urp U, OCO EHHO,
Tononorus. BTopoii kpm3uc Obin CBA3aH C M3Y4YEHMEM MPOLIECCOB,
neXxawmx Ha CTblKe CEMUOTUKW KYNbTypbl, UCTOPUM WU NCUXONOTUN
MaccoBOro co3HaHus. OCTpbIii 3HTy3MasM, ¢ Kotopbim KO. M. JloTmaH
BOCMNPUHAN ugen W. MpuroxunHa, 6ol CBA3AH OTYACTU C TEM, YTO Ha
CBOEM MaTtepuasie OH caM NoLOWeNn K B LOCTATOYHOW Mepe 6/M3KUM
BbIBOJAM.

K coxaneHnnto, B apxmee HO. M. JloTmaHa BTOpOii, MepepaboTaH-
Hblli BapMaHT Ny6nMKYyeMOin paboTbl COXPaHWACA NWLLb B HEMOMHOM
BUAE: OTCYTCTBYIOT cTpaHmubl 15-20. Pykonuch npeacTaBniseT coboi
3- 9K3. MALIMHOMUCK, YTO 03HAYAeT, YTO 3K3. 1-2 6bINn NGO CAaHbl
B MneyaTb, NM60 yBe3eHbl B ['epMaHuUio; UX CyabOy Moka YCTaHOBUTb
He y[anochb.

My6auKyemblii BapuaHT MpeAcTaBaseT coO0/ MpaBeHyH Mawu-
HOMWUCb, NOYTK FOTOBYIO K neyaTn (NponylleHbl CHOCKK 2 1 10, nocne
cTp. 11 cnepyet cTp. 13, HO 3TO, BEPOATHO, HE BbiMafeHWE CTPaHULbI,
a nepeboli B Hymepauuu), oHa He 6bina caaHa B nevatb (B apxuBe Ha-
XogAatca 1-ii n 2-ii 9K3. MalwMHOMWCK), OYEBUAHO, B CBA3M C Mepe-
CMOTPOM HEKOTOPbIX TEOPETUYECKUX MOMOXKEHNA. TeM He MeHee,
ny6nnkaumsa u OTOPOLUEHHOrO0 BapuaHTa BEPOATHO MpefcTaBnser
onpefeneHHbI MHTepec.

My6amKyeTca C COXpaHeHWeM aBTOPCKON CUCTEMbI OTCbIIOK.

M. KO. loTmaH

B nmocnefHue AecATUNEeTUS MCTOPUKMK, BCe 6OMblle BHUMaHWS 06pa-
wialolme 6e3bIMAHHON >XW3HU Macc, YAensaT BHUMaHWE uepTam
MacCOBOI MCUXONOTNU, KONMEKTUBHBIM WNMIO3UAM W KONNEKTUBHBIM
cTpaxaMm, Crnopaguyeckn BO3HMKAIOUWIMM B T€ WAW WHbIE MOMEHTbI
uctopun. WcTopus Bce 6Gonee CTPEMUTCA CAeNaTbCH HAyKoi o
MaccoBOM CO3HaHWW.2 OfHaKo Ha 9TOM MNyTW OHa BCTpeyaeT
CYLLLECTBEHHOE NPensTCTBME: MACCOBOE CO3HaHWE, KakK NpaBuno, CKy-
Mo U WCKaXEHHO OTpaXkaeTcs B [OKYMeHTax npolnoro. O6bekT
HErnocpeACcTBEHHO He faH B [OKYMeHTe — ero Hajo PeKOHCTpY-

2 CMm.: baxTuH M. TBopuecTBOo dpaHcya Pabne u HapogHas maccoBas

KynbTypa cpegHeBeKoBbs 1 PeHeccaHca. M., 1965; MNypesny A. A. Mpobnembl
CpeaHeBEKOBOWM KynbTypbl. M., 1981.
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MpoBaTb, MPUMEHMB BECb apceHan Jelngpyowmx MexaHU3MoB,
KOTOPble UMEKTCA B Pacropsi>XeHUN COBPEMEHHOTO yyeHoro. U 3gech
Ha NOMOLb MPUXOAWUT CEMUOTMKA, KOTOpasi CUYMTaeT COBEPLUEHHO
€CTECTBEHHbIM N 3/IEMEHTAPHbLIM paccMaTpuBaTh 000N TEKCT He Kak
[JAHHOCTb, a B KayecTBe 06beKTa Jelln(poBKM, Mpexae Bcero obpa-
Las BHUMaHWe Ha NOPOAMBLUNE €r0 KOAUPYHOLLME MEXaHWU3MbI.

Takoil MeTof 0COOEHHO AeMOHCTPATUBEH MPU NOAXO0[e K TeKCTaM,
CO3[aBaeMbIM B MOMEHTbI OCTPbIX WUHTENNEKTYallbHbIX (CnejoBaTesib-
HO 1N CEMUOTMYECKNX) KOH(IMKTOB, OTPaXKatowWmxX KPU3nCHbIe Hanps-
XKEHUS COLManbHOrO pasBuTMsA YenoBevectBa. OAHMM K3 Hambonee
APKUX aheKToB B MNOJOOHBLIX CUTyauusax sBAAETCA CTpax, U He
YAVUBUTENIbHO, YTO MMEHHO CTpax Chenancs B NocnefHue fecatunetums
npeAMeTOM BHUMaHUSA UCTOPUKOB.3

Mpobnema cTpaxa CTaBUT nepes McciefoBaTesieM He TOMbKO NCu-
XONOrMYeckne, HO M CeMUOTUYeCKMe npobnembl.d Mpu 3TOM OKa-
3bIBAtOTCH OBHAXEHHLIMU Takme MexXaHW3Mbl Ky/lbTYpbl, KOTOpPble B
MHbIX COLMO-KYNbTYPHbIX CUTYyaLMAX CKPbITbl OT HabGMOLEHUS U He
LEMOHCTPUPYIOTCA C TAKOK 0YEeBUAHOCTLIO. 3BECTHO, UTO U3y4yeHue
COLMYMa B KPU3WUCHbLIX COCTOAHWMAX ABNMAETCA OLHMUM K3 Haubornee
YAOOHBbIX METOLO0B BbIABMEHNSA HEKPU3NCHOTO (“HOpManbHOr0™) NHBa-
puaHTa ero CTPyKTypbl. PacCMOTpeHne CEMUOTUYECKUX MEXaHU3MOB,
aKTyanmsnpylowmxcs B o6LecTBe, 0XBaYeHHOM CTPaxoM, MHTepecyeT
Hac He TO/IbKO camo no cebe, HO WM Kak CpefCTBO NMpeAcTaBuThb cebe
CEMMNOTMYECKMNIA MEXAHWN3M KY/bTYPbl KakK TaKOBOW.

PaccmaTpmBas 06LWeCTBO, fenaloLleecs XepTBO MacCcoBOro crpa-
Xa, Mbl pa3nuuyaem aga cnydas: 1 O6LWecTBO HAXOAUTCS NOA Yrpo30i
HEKOTOpOW OYEeBWAHOW AN BCEX ONACHOCTM (Hampumep, “YepHoW
CMepTN” — 3NuAeMUU 4YyMmbl, UKW BTOPXeHUA Typok B Espony). B
3TOM CnyYae, MCTOYHMK OMACHOCTU fCEH, CTpax WMeeT “peasbHblii”
afpecart, U 00BbEKT, ero Bbi3blBaOLMIA OAWMH M TOT Xe 1 411 caMoli ero
XKEPTBbI M AN U3y4valoWeEero cutyauuo uctopuka. 2. O6LecTBO
OXBAYEHO MPUCTYMNOM CTpaxa, peasibHble NPUYMHBI KOTOPOr0 OT HEro
CaMOro CKpbITbl (MOPOI CKPbITbl ¥ OT UCTOPMKA, KOTOPbIA BbIHYXAEH
npuberatb K cneunanbHbIM WCCNEAOBaHUAM ANA WX BbiABNeHWs). B
3TOM CUTyauuMu BO3HMKAOT MUCTUPULMUPOBAHHbIE, CEMWOTUYECKHU
KOHCTpyMpyemble afpecaTbl — He Yrposa BbI3blBaeT CTpax, a cTpax

3 <[ponyckK cHoCKn B pykonucu. — M. JJ.>

4 FO. M. JloTMaH. O CeMMOTUKE MOHATUIA “cTblg” W “cTpax” B MexaHuU3me
KynbTypbl. — Te3ucbl oknagos IV JIeTHel LWKONblI MO BTOPUYHBLIM MOAeNNn-
pylowmm cuctemam. Tapty, 1970, c. 98-103.
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KOHCTpyMpyeT yrposy. OOBeKT cTpaxa $BASeTCA COuUanbHOi
KOHCTPYKL e, NOPOXAEHWEM CEMMOTUYECKUX KOAOB, C MOMOLLbIO
KOTOPbIX faHHbI COLMYM KOAMPYET CaMoro cebs 1 OKpY>KaroLmMMm ero
Mup. VIMEHHO 3T cnyyam A8 Hac 0CO6eHHO nokasaTtesbHbl. Knaccu-
YecKUM C/ly4aeM TakKoro poja MOXeT cUMTaTbCA 0X0Ta Ha BefbM,
MapoKcK3M KOTOPOiA coTpsacan 3anagHyto Eespony B XVI-XVII BB.

Mpexze Bcero, obpalyaeT Ha ceba BHUMaHWe TO, YTO 3TO fABMIEHUe
oxeaTuno Bcro 3anafgHyro Espony, 6e3 pasnuuma. KaTonuyeckue u
MPOTECTAaHTCKME 3eMAN B PaBHOW Mepe WCNbITany MNCMX03 3TOro
NnoBeTpua cTpaxa, a pasHuua COoLManbHO-UCTOPUYECKUX WU KYNbTyp-
HbIX YCNOBWiA, 0TAenaswmnx ®parHymto ot CakcoHnm unm LLoTnaHauo
oT LLBeiuapun, He oOka3ana 3aMeTHOIO BAUAHMS Ha CaMyH CYLUHOCTb
3KCLECCOB cTpaxa nepej BefbMamu. BTopas xapakTepHas uepra —
TPYAHOCTb AN UCTOPUKA 06HAPYXWUTb peasnbHble MPUYUHBI ANUAEMUU
cTpaxa. OTKa3aBLIMIACA OT Bepbl B BeAbM W KOMAOBCTBO W WLLYLLWIA
paunoHanbHbIX MNPUYMH 3TOM 3NUAEMUM WCTOPUK OKasblBaeTCs B
BECbMa 3aTPYAHUTENLHOM MOMOXEHUN.

Hoselilune uccnegosaTenu Bce 60/ee HACTONYMBO YKa3blBalOT Ha
TO, YTO POCTY CTpaxa Cnoco6CTBOBanM YCMexu KHUroneyaraHbs,
npugasline AeMOHONOTMYECKOM nNUTepaType HeCAbIXaHHbIA [oTone
pasmax5, yKasblBatoT Ha BAnMaHMe BOCTOKa, pPOoab OTKPbITUA AMEPUKHN
N Apyrue npuyYnMHbl TOFO, YTO CTPaxw, TNesLUMe B NEpUof CpefHux
BEKOB, BCMbIXHYIM TbiCAYaMW KOCTPOB B 3HauuTenbHo 6onee
“npocBeLLeHHYI0” 3noxy PeHeccaHca M 6apoOKKO, B CaMblii KaHyH
Beka Pasyma. OfHaKo Ansi Hac ceilyac BaXKHO, 4YTO 3TU MPUYUMHBI
CaMVMMW >XepTBaMW CTpaxa He 0CO3HaBa/uChb, fa W UCTOPUKaM He Tak
NEerko npu3HaBaTb CTOJIb HEOXWNAAHHbIE NOC/MEACTBUA TOrO, B YUeM OHU
TpagMLUMOHHO MPUBBLIKAN YCMATPUBATb NULLL MPOTrPecc KynbTypbl6.

KoHe4yHO, CTONb KaTeropuyeckoe pasgesieHme “MOTUBUPOBAHHbIX”
N “HEMOTUBMPOBAHHBLIX” CTPAxXOB BO3MOXHO NULIb B abCTpakuum —
ncTopuyeckad peanbHOCTb AaeT Ham C/NOXHble COefVWHEHUA 3TUX
TEHAEHUMWA, MWL TArOTElOWMe K TOMY WAuM UHOMY nontocy. [Mpu
BCEM TMOHWMAHWUU YCMOBHOCTWM TaKOro [eNeHWs OHO OKasblBaeTcs
NMone3HbIM.

KaH [lentomo Ha NepBbIX e CTpaHWLax CBOEro uccnefoBaHUsA
CTaBUT BOMPOC O MEPUOSUYECKON MOBTOPAEMOCTM CTPaxos, WX

5 Jean Delumeau. La Peur en Occident XIVe - X¥YLle siecles Une citb
assiegee, Ed. Fayard. Paris, 1978, p. 239-240.

6 Jean Delumeau, Op. cit., p. 2.
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LWUKNMYHOCTM B UCTOpPUM, W 3afiaeT BOMPOC O TUNO/OTMK 3TOr0 fBe-
HusA: “Au cours de notre histoire il y a eu d’autres peurs avant et apres
la Revolution; il y en a eu aussi hors de France. Ne pourrait — on bien
trouver un trait commun...?”7 ¥YBepeHHOCTb B OMPaBiaHHOCTW Takoro
nogxoga Mno3BOJSIAET HaMm MOMbITaTbCA Ha OCHOBaHWW OBGBUMHEHWIA,
KOTOpble B pa3Hble UCTOPUYECKME MOMEHTbI BblABUrannucb B PasHbIX
[JOKYMEHTax, PeKOHCTPYyMpoBaTb WMHBapUAaHTHbLIA 06BLEKT HEMOTUBK-
POBAHHOIO CTpaxa, a 3aTeM YXe [MOCMOTpeTb, KaK 3TOT o06pas
“paboTaeT” B pa3HbIX NCTOPUYECKUX YCTOBUSIX.

[Ons Toro, utobbl NpeAcTaBUTL Cebe NPUHLUMBLI, N0 KOTOPbIM KOH-
cTpyupyeTcs “00bekT cTpaxa” (a MPUHUMMbI 3TU C NOpasuTeNbHbIM
04HOo06pasvem MposBAAIOTCS B PasHbIX U MeXAY CO60M He CBA3aHHbIX
Tpaguumax, nopoxgas YAWBUTENbHO CXOAHble TEKCTbl), MOe3HO
BCNOMHUTL TekcT Il B. mocne P. X., npuHagnexauinin, no csuge-
TenbCTBY [Mponyck B pykonucu.— M. JI.] Mapky MwuHyuuio Pe-
nukcy. 370 Ananor “OKTaBuWiA”, B KOTOPOM A1 KOHEYHOW anonoruu
XpUCTUAHCTBA COBpaHbl M OMPOBEPrHYTbl BCE OOBUHEHWS, KOTOPblE
YMUPAKOLWNIA A3bIYECKMA PUM npeabaBnsn xpuctuaHam. [Ond Hac
0COOEHHO CYLLECTBEHHO, YTO 3TO COOP YAMYHBIX CNleTeH —
00BMHMTENEM BbLICTYMAeT He A3bIYECKUIA WHTeNNeKkTyan, a yam4Has
monBa. OfMH M3 Yy4yaCTHUKOB AuMcnyTta cobpan Bce cnyxu. OH cam
rosopuT: “A He 3Halo, CNpaBef/IMBbI N UAW NIOXKHbI 3TV MOL03PEeHNs,
HO, 6eccnopHo, 4TO 3TW TaliHble 06psSAbl M MOMEHWS, CKpbiTbie B
HOYM— [OCTATOYHOE OCHOBAHMWE, YTOObl OHWM POAMAUCL”.8 Takum
o6pasom, Mbl Mony4yaeM Hambonee LEHHbIA NS Hac MaTepuan: ronoc
aHOHMMHOW Maccbl, Te TF/lyXne W TEMHble Pa3roBopbl, CAyXuU W
CMAETHW, KOTOPble NOPOXAAKTCA aTMOC(epoil cTpaxa 1 6e3 KOTopbIX
3Ta aTMoc(epa HeBO3MOXHa.

[MpexXae Bcero 0 XpucTnaHax YyTBepXAaeTcda, 4To “ITa ceKTa”
OYeHb MasovnC/eHHa, HO KpaliHe onacHa. ONacHOCTb 3Ta 00bACHAET-
cs, BO-MepBbIX, MAOXMMU BpemeHaMu (“NOpPoKM pacTyT [eHb O0TO
OHS™) W, BO-BTOPbIX, TeM, YTO CaMO 3TO MEHbLUMHCTBO COCTaBnseT
cnasHHyto rpynny (“promisee appelant fratres et sorores,” p. 36).
Co06LecTBO 3TO TaillHOE M COYYAaCTHWKM €ro Nerko ysHawT apyr
fpyra no TalHbIM 3HakKam, OCTaBasiCb 415 MOCTOPOHHUX He Y3HaH-
HbiMU. OHM OTBEpratT BCe BEPOBaHMS OCTa/bHOro 06LLEecTBa, npe-

7 “Mais n’existe-t-il pas une relation entre conscience des dangers et niveau
de culture?” (J. Delumeau. Op. cit., p. 8).

8 <[Mponyck CHockM B pykonuc. — M J1. >
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3upaloT 60roB M U3AeBalOTCA Haj CBATbIHAMU. TakuM O pasom,
06BMHAEMbIM MPUMKCLIBAETCS He TONbKO 6e3Bepue, HO U CBATOTATCT
Bo. OTBepras 60roB W BCe, YTO AOPOr0 OCTa/lbHbIM JOASM, OHM
MOKNOHAOTCA BCEMY HU3KOMY: MPECTYMNHWKA, MOBELIEHHOr0 3a CBOM
3/104e5IHNS, OHU CUNTaIOT 60rom. M3 KpecTa OHU caenanu CBATLIHIO W,
TakuMm 06pa3oM, MOK/IOHAKTCA TOMY, YTO 3ac/yxusatoT. pegmeTom
MOKNOHEHUS OHW CAenanu roaosy ocna.

3aHATMA XpUCTWaH NPeACTaBNAOTCA B ClefytoleM Buge: TaiHble
cbopuLia Npu CBeTe OrHeid, HOYbIO, 3aBepLUAlOLLMECA BaKxaHanueli B
nonHoin TemHoTe. Copep)aHvem cb6opuly, SBAAIOTCA KPOBaBble
XKEPTBOMPMHOLIEHUS W pa3Hy3AaHHbI pasBpaTt, COMpPOBOXAAeMblli
NOMOBbIMWA U3BPALEHNAMU (MHLECTOM). PuTyanbHble akTbl COBep-
warTca B onpegeneHHoM nopsigke. CHavana HOBOMPUOLIBLLWIA COBEp-
llaeT puTyanbHOe 3aknaHue pebeHka: “lc infans a tirunculo farris
superficie quasi ad innoxios ictus provocato caecis occultisque
vulneribus occiditur: hujus proh nefast! Sitienter sanguinem lambunt,
hujus certatim membra dispertiunt, hac foederantur hostia, hac
conscientia sceleris ad silentium mutuum pignerantur haec sacra
sacrilegiis omnibus tetriora” (p. 40).9 MoTuBbI pUTYyanbLHOro ybuincTea
pebeHKa (HakpbITOro MpOCTbIHEA, C 3amasaHHbIMKW rnasamu, ¢
3aBA3aHHbIMUW rnasamu WAM T.M.) U KPYroBOro MpuyacTus KpoBblO,
obecneumBaloLLEr0 COXpaHeHWe TaliHbl, OyAyT HaM MHOIOKPaTHO
BCTpeyaTbCs B TEKCTaxX, 3aBEAOMO TFEHETUYECKM He CBA3AHHbIX C
“OkTtaBuem”. Cp., Hanpumep: “Befbma <...> MofBefia K HeEMy AuTA,
NeT LWeCTU, HaKpbITOe 6eNo NPOCTbIHEKD, NOKa3bliBas 3HAKOM, YTOObI
OH OTCEK eMy rofoBy <...>. Kak 6e3yMHblIii YXBaTWUACS OH 3a HOX, U
6e3BUHHAs KpoBb 6OpbI3HYNa emMy B oum <...>. Beabma, BLEMNWBLLMCb
pyKamu 3a 06e3rnaBfieHHbIA TPy, Kak BOJK MWia U3 Hero KpoBb”.
YOUIACTBO KaK CpPeAcTBO COXPaHEHMWs TaliHbl, CManBaloLlee y4yacTHK-
KOB TaliHbIX c60puLL KPYroBoi nopykoih — B “Becax” [,OCTOEBCKOrO.

BTopas yacTb 3aKk/n04aeTca B Opruu, CONpoBoXjatoLlleiica 6ecno-
PALOYHBIMU MOMI0BbIMW O6LEHUAMM, NPUYEM BCAYECKU MNOLYEPKU-
BAlOTCA WHLECTHble CUTyauun. ITO akUeHTUPYeT OTBEePXKEHHOCTb

“Iepef; HOBONPUOGLIBLLMM CTaBAT AUTSHA, MOKPbITOE TECTOM, YTOObI CKPbITb
OT Hero y6uincTBO, KOTOPOE roToBATCA YYUHUTb. 10 UX KOMaHAe OH HaHOCUT
CKBO3b HEro MHOro4YMCNeHHbIe yaapbl HOXOM. KpoBb TeuyeT CO BCeX CTOPOH,
M OHW ee XagHo cocyT. O6Liee npecTynsieHne — 3aor o6wWwero MonyaHus,
rapaHTusA TanHbl XyALLero nu3 cBATOTaTcTs”.

1 H. B. loronb. MonH. cobp. cou., N3g. AH CCCP, <M‘>, 1940 T 11

1/1-4 1WA »e
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JaHHOro coobuiectsa, ero BpaXAebHOCTb OOXECTBEHHbIM U Ye-
NI0OBEYECKUM 3aKOHaM, ero aHomanbHocTb. OCco60 BblfenseTcs 10, YTO
YneHbl “cCeKTbl”, 6ygyuu OTBEPXKEHHbIMW, “raynuamu” u “cBATo-
TaTuammn”, NMeKT Aep30CTb CuMTaTb Ce6S Bbille OTBEPrHYBLUEFO WX
obLecTBa 1 rNALETb HA HEr0 ¢ HACMELLKOMA.

COOTBETCTBEHHO CO BCEI CUCTEMOW KOAa, UCMO/Ib3YeMOro MpPOTMB
XpUCTMaH BpaXKaebHol MM FOpOACKOW CnAeTHEeW, KOHCTpyupyeTcs 1
npeactaBneHne 06 ux Kynobte. OHU MOK/IOHAKTCA CYLLEeCTBY caMoMy
OTBEPXXEHHOMY W Mpe3peHHOMY — pabe, MOBELUEHHOMY MNPEeCTYMNHU-
Ky, ocny. OfHOBpPEMEHHO B KY/fibTe BbIJENAETCA MOMEHT M3BpalLieH-
HOW CeKCya/ibHOCTW: “pas3BpaT COCTaBAAeT 4acTb WX peanrum”,
“TaK)Ke OHW MOoYUTAlT, KaK rOBOPAT, MNOJIOBble OpraHbl CBOUX
CBALLEHHNKOB” (p. 39).

OO6LWMpPHBbIA MaTepuan, Kacarlluiics Bepbl B BeAbM, KOJLOBCTBO,
Marvio, 1 npecnegoBaHvs BeAbM W KOMLYHOB B 3anafgHoi Espone
cpeaHux BekoB U XVII n gaxe XVIII BeKoB HeoJHOKpPaTHO Uccneno-
Ba/ICA W B MOC/efHMNe rofbl BHOBb Hayaj WHTEHCUBHO MpPUB/eKaTb
BHMMaHWe UCTOPUKOB.1L OfHAKO, HAC B JaHHOM C/ly4ae WUHTepecylT
He WCTOKM 3TUX BEPOBaHWUI (B KayecTBe TAKOBbLIX Ha3blBalOT WU Maruwo
aHTUYHBIX BPEMEH, W A3bIYECKYIO PENUrUi0 repmMaHLeB U KenbToB, U
HapogHble BEpPOBaHWA anbMUIACKMX W MUPEHERCKUX TOopueB), a WX
CUHXPOHHasA CTPYKTypa W ee MecTo B “KynbType cTpaxa” TOro
nepnofaa, KOTOpPbIi MCTOPMKWN Ha3blBalOT “30M10TbiIM BEKOM CaTaHbl”12
T.e. BTOpOIA NonoBuHbl XV - Hayana XVII BB.

HaumBbICLLUMI MOMEHT B3pbiBa CTpaxa NPUXOANTCA Ha NATUAECATU-
netue 1575-1625 rr.13

[ns apxanyecknx 06LWECTB M UX Ky/NbTOBbIX MPeACTaBAEHUNA Xa-
PaKTEPHO OTOXAECTBNEHME MOHSATUIA “Uy)KOoe” N “CBEPXbECTECTBEH-
HOe 3710e Havano”. “Uyxoi”, “nHocTpaHel,” v 4eMOH, NpeLCTaBUTENb
3/1bIX BOJIWEGHBIX CUA HajenawTca obWwummn dYeptamu. Takas CBSA3b
YCTOWYMBO [EPXWUTCA B MACCOBOM CO3HaHWW [0 OYEHb MO3L4HUX
BPEMEH, OAHaKO, HE MOXET He NpeTeprneBaTb W3MEHEHWI Moj BAWA-
HMem 607ee CMOXHbIX KYNbTYpPHbIX Mogeneii. B peanbHON npakTuke
npecnefoBaHns BefibM MOCTOAHHO NEPEKPELLMBAIOTCA NpPeacTaBneHuns
0 3/10KO3HEHHOM BO3[EeNCTBMM CaTaHbl W CYLLEeCTBOBAHWUM CTOMb e

1 LWWapns Puvwe, ComHambynuaMm, AEMOHM3M W bl WMHTennekta, CI16.,
1885, c. 211.

2 <Mponyck CHOCKM B pykonucy. — M. JI.>
13 Cwm.: Jean Delumeau. Op. cit., p. 240.
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3/10KO3HEHHOr0 TallHOro coobllecTBa NOAENR, NPUUUHAIOLLMX Bpep,
nofo6HbIA caTaHe. [laxe KueBCcKuii netonucel, XII Beka, MoOHax,
TBEPAO YOEXAEHHBI, YTO MCTOYHUKOM BCAKOrO 3/1a ABNAETCA AbABON,
3HAET Y>XKe U 3/10, MMeloLLee YMCTO Ye/IOBeUYECKYH npupody. Hauas ¢
yTBEPXKAeHUa: “B~cu 60 Ha 3/10e nocblnaemMm 6bIBalOTb, aHrenn Ha
6naroe nocblnaemn”, OH BAPYr 3aBepllaeT CBOE PacCyXAeHue
HeoxungaHHo: “Bbcu 60 Bora 60TTCA, a 30/1b 4enoBekb HW bora
6ontca, HN YENOBEKb cacTbignt”.14 Ansa HaC 0C06€eHHO LleHHO, 4TO
nocnegHas gopmyna, BUAMMO, MpefcTaBnsna coboii mocnosumuy. Mo
KpainHeli mepe aBTop “MoneHnsa [OaHumna 3atodHuka” (X B.)
ynoTpebun ee ke, xapakTepusysa 3/bIX XeH: “3na 60 XeHa <...> HU
6ora cA 6OUTb, HWM nOAeA €S CTbiAMTb.15 Takmm 06pa3oM, Mbl
CTa/KMBaeMCsi C r01I0COM TO HAPOAHOW KyNbTypbl, KOTOpas, HauMHas
¢ MaHyaTaHTpbl U Jo 6aceH KpbiaioBa, 0XOTHO pa3pabaTbiBana CHXET
0 4opTe, KOTOPbI/ He TOMbKO He cO6Na3HAET MOHaxa, a caM Y4uTcs y
MOHaxa UCKYCHO FpeLlunTb.

B o6wWupHOi “AbSBONOrMYECKOR” nuTepaType U B [JOKYMEHTax
NMpoLeccoB O BeflbMaxX ACHO BbIPUCOBbLIBAETCA O6/IMK TOro MUpa,
KOTOpbIA 06LLEeCTBO TO MNOpbl KOAMPOBANO KaK “caTaHWHCKUIA”.
O6nunK BeAbMbl, ee MoBefeHNe, BHELWHOCTb U AeATENbHOCTL CaTaHbl,
putyan wabawa — BCe OT/IMBaNOCb B CTEPEOTUMHbIE (HOPMbI.
O6BMHEHNSA, OTBETHI, OMKUCaHWNS BPEAOHOCHbIX AEWCTBUIA, MPU3HaHWS
N CaMOOOBMHEHMNSA C YTOMUTE/bHBIM 04HO06pa3eM MOBTOPAOTCA M3
OZHOTO JOKYMEHTA B APYroil Ha NPOTSXEHUU HECKONbKUX BEKOB U Ha
npocTtpaHcTBe oT MupeHeir go LWoTnaHaum n oT CKaHAWHaBUU A0
NTanuu. 310 No3BoNseT roBopuUTb 06 UCKNHOUUTENBHO CTAbW/IbHOM
KOZeE, YCTOMUYMBOCTb M aKTUBHOCTb KOTOPOr0 TpebyeT 06bACHEHWIA.

Co3HaBas YC/IOBHOCTb TakOro fefleHns 1 MoHMMasA, YTo B peasib-
HbIX TeKCTax pasrpaHuyeHne B psage CNyyvyaeB MNPaKTUYECKU He-
BO3MOXHO, Mbl MOXEM, BCe e, BblenuTb B “KOMMJeKce BeAbMbl”
Nnpu3HaKu, KoTopble 6yAyT HaMm BCTpeyatbCsa W B APYrux “Konjos-
CKUX”, “epeTnyecknx”, “A3blyeckmMx” coobuiecTsax, T.e. byayT cOOT-
BETCTBOBAaTb CTEPeOTUNY “MHAKOBEPYIOLLEro”, U NpPU3HaKu, KOTopble
B WHbIX KYNbTYPHbIX CUTyauuax 6yayT NpUNUCbIBaTLCA BPeSOHO-
CHbIM MO/IMTUYECKMUM, KPUMUHANBbHBLIM, HaUWOHANbHbLIM WX BO3PacT-
HbIM coobLecTBam. XapakTep 3TUX ABYX CTEpeoTMNOB pasNyeH:
MepBbIi CTPOUTCA KakK “aHTUBEepa”, Kak HempaBW/bHasi, epeTUyeckKas

X TlonHoe cobpaHue pycckux netonwuceid, 7. 1, M., 1962, ct6 135
5 UwnT. no: “NMamsaTHUKK nuTepaTypbl ApeBHelt Pycu. X1 Bek” M 1980
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Bepa U KOHCTPYMpPYeTCs Kak MepeBepHyTas, BbIBepHYyTas Hau3HaHKy,
napogvpyemMasi npaBu/bHas Bepa. 3a OCHOBY W OTMPaBHYH TOYKY
byneT 6paTbCa KAaHOHWYECKMIA KyNbT, UCXOAS M3 CTPYKTYPbl KOTOPOro
CO3[aeTCs aHTU-Ky/nbT. B aTOM cnyvae kof ocTaeTcs, No cyTw [ena,
TEM Xe, YTO M B KAHOHWYECKOM Ky/ibTe, TOJIbKO “ynMTaetrca” OH B
NPOTMBOMOMIOXXHOM HamnpaBneHUn. ByKBanbHbIM BbIpaXXeHNEM 3TOM
Bepbl ABNAeTCA y6eXAeHne B TOM, YTO [bABO/bCKas MOAUTBA — 3TO
06bl4Has MOMNTBA, HO YMTaeMas HaobopoT, a TakKXe NpeAcTaBieHne 0
TOM, YTO KO/JOBCKOA $i3blK — 3TO FOBOPEHWe B 06paTHOM Hanpasfe-
HUM. C 3TOM TOUYKWM 3peHUst ybexpaeHwe B TOM, UYTO €BpeiCKMe K
apabckme TeKCTbl, YMTaemble CMpaBa HaleBO, UMEKT AbABONbCKOE
NPONCXOXAEHNE W Maruyeckyl cuay, MNpeacTaBiseTcs He TO/bKO
€CTECTBEHHbIM, HO U OYEBULHbIM.

O6BUHEHMS 3TOr0 pofa COCTaBASKOT YCTOWYMBLIA 31eMEHT Mpo-
uecca BeabM. Crofla OTHOCATCA KOLLYHCTBEHHblEe MapoAuMM Ha NUTYp-
rMio, SBAAIOLWIMECS HEU3BeXHbIM 31EMEHTOM “YepHON MecChl”:
uepHble CBeYM, CAeNaHHble W3 Yen0BEYeCKOro (kak npasuno,
[IETCKOr0) XMpa, KOTOpble Hao Aep)aTb NeBOI PYKO OFHEM BHWU3,
NnapogMpoBaHNe MOJSIMTB, M3[eBaTeNlbCKMii 06psag nmpuyactTus — uns-
[leBaTeNlbCTBO Haf rOCTMER, npuyalleHne He BUMHOM, a HacTosLLein
(BeTckoii) KpoBbIDO MM MOYOi (Kak BMHO B 06psge npuyactus —
3HaK KpoBM XpucTa, TaKk B MapoguiiHOM 00page MOXeT yno-
TPebnATbCS NUBO — 3HAK MOYM AbsB0Ma).16 Clofa e OTHOCATCA BCe
TPaBeCTWIAHbIE 3/IEMEHTHI: Lle/I0BaHUE CaTaHbl B 3a4HWA NpPOXog W
TOMYy Mof06HOe, MapoAniiHble BEHYaHMS BO BpeMs Liaballa v npou.
CnepyeT OTMeTUTb, YTO, €CIM O6LMIA TOH XPUCTUAHCKOTO “npaBuiib-
HOro” Mupa— PajoCTHbIA U CEepbe3HblA, TO €My MNPOTMBOCTOUT
neyasbHbI M MPOHUYECKMIA MUp caTaHbl. CaTaHa Ha wwaballe nossn-
SeTCs BCerga ¢ rpycTHbIM, HeLOBOJ/IbHbIM NNLOM. TOBOPUT OH B HOC,17

B “Wollen wir die Hexerei als ein Ganzes fassen, so erschei sie, vom
Standpunkt der Doctrin betrachtet, als eine in sich vollendete diabolische
Parodie des Christenthums” (Soltan’s Geschichte der Hexenprozesse. Neu
bearbeitet von Dr. H. Heppe, Bd. |, Stuttgart, 1880, S. 313.
7 “CnoBHo TpybuT uepes Hoc” (N. Remigius. Daemonolatriae libri tres.
Francofurti, 1597, |, 19). FoBopeHMe B HOC 06/1MYaeT B caTaHe MHOCTPaHLa,
T.K. MMEHHO TaK M306pa)kaeTcA MHO3eMHas peyb B HEMELLKOM U PYCCKOM
(A3bIKax, He WMEKLMX HOCOBbIX 3BYKOB) 6anaraHHbIX MpeacTaBieHUsIX.
Cp. peyb 6anaraHHoro gega:

"pekn roBopAT fa BCY OHU B HOC,

To nx NpMBETCTBO: aHTpodac Kanoc.
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KPUUUT AVKUM, 3BEepUHbIM ronocom.18 Becenue xe ero Bcerga umeet
n3geBaTeNbCKuiA M NapoAMIHBIA XapakTep.19

OfHako B “KoMMJieKce BeflbMbl” SIBCTBEHHO MPUCYTCTBYET U Apy-
ro/i mnacT, KOTOPbIA He SBAAETCA Mapogveit n TpaBecTueid, a UMeeT
CaMOCTOATE/IbHYIO  CTPYKTYpY, BWUAWMO, YXOAAWYK KOPHAMWU B
rny6uHbI apXxamyeckoro MbILIIEHUS U HACTOW4YMBO MOBTOPSAOLLYHOCA
B MAacCOBOM CO3HAHMMW Ha NPOTAXKEHUWN BEKOB. ITY CTPYKTYPY MOXHO
onpeaennTb Kak “BpefHOe Co06LLecTBO”.

“CneflyetT OTMeTUTb, — YKa3blBaeT WUCC/IeL0BaTENb, — YTO Befb-
Mbl, KOTfa OHW XXenawT MNPUYMHUTL KOMY-1M60 Bped, [AelCTBYHOT
BCErAa B O4MHOYKY, HMKOTa He 06befuHAACh ¢ gpyrummn”. K atomy
HabNaeHNI0 aaeTca npumedaHue: “10 anpens 1533 r. B ropojgke
LW TunbTax (HbiHEe Benukoe repuorcTso bageHckoe) BeAbMbl co0bLa
BbI3BaNN anugemunto. OfHAKO ApYroro BTOporo (hakra aToro poja Ham
HaliTu He yganocb”.2 Tem 60nee npuMevaTesibHO, YTO BCE CMeACcTBuMA
Haf, BefbMaMn Hanpas/ieHbl Ha TO, YTOOblI PACKPbITb 3aroBop U HeKoe
BPeOHOCHOE coob6uwecTBo. CnegoBatenn, MNPUMEHAS  CTpaLUHble
MbITKW, AONbITHIBAIOTCS Y 0OBUHAEMbIX, KTO UX NMOCBATWUA U BOB/EK B
NpecTynHble AelCTBUA, KTO COYy4acTBOBan B 3aMbiC/ax, C KeM BMecTe
OHW COBepLLany NoneTbl Ha Wabawmn u npod. TpubyHanbl TPebyOT OT
00BUHAEMbIX, MPeX/e BCEro, oroBOpPoB APYruMx AuL, W KasHW Bcerga
MMEeKT TrpynnoBOi xapakTep. 3TO He cAyyailHo. CTpax AWKTYyeT
npefcTaBneHne 0 Bpare, Kak 0 HEKOTOPOM OMacHOM KOJINIeKTUBE.

Kaknm e pucyeTca nopaXeHHOMY CTpaxoM 06LLLeCcTBY 3TOT Bpar?

lMepBoe ocHoBOMONarakwlwee npefcTaBieHNe 0 BeAbMax MOXHO
cthopMynmpoBaTb Tak: BefbMbl — OMacHOe OpraHM3oBaHHOE MeHb-
LUIMHCTBO.

MepBasi yepTa 06bEKTA CTPaxa — OblTb MEHbLIVMHCTBOM. O6LLeCT-
BO BbIOMpaeT peanbHO HaMMeHee 3alUMLLEHHYIO CBOK 4acTb, 4acTb,
TEPNALLY Hambonbliee YMCNO coumanbHbiX 06Ma M BO3BOAWUT ee B
paHr Bpara. B uHTepecylowWwuii Hac Mepuoj TakUM MEHbLUMHCTBOM,
6eccrnopHo, ABMAOTCA XEHLMUHbI.

(B. H. Mepetu. WcTopuko-nutepaTypHble Matepuansl, T. | W3 wuctopumn
pycckoi necHu. CI6., 1900, c. 192. B HOC roBOpAT TakKxXe LWyThbl.)

YacTo yKasbIBaeTCs, UTO rosioc ero HanoMmHaeT KpUK ocra.
19

lyctaB Pockog B rnaeBe “bAB0N Kak HacMelWHUK” nuwet: “Der Teufel
dient zur Belustigung durch seine negative Natur, die sich in seiner Neigung
zum Travestiren aussert” (Gustav Roskoff. Geschichte des Teufels, Bnd. I,
Leipzig, 1869, S. 399).

Soltan’s Geschichte ..., S. 303.
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Ecnv nonbiTaTbCAd NMPoOaHanU3MpoBaTh MPU3HaKK, KOTOPble Aenanu
Hanbonee BepOSATHbIM AN51 JaHHOIO NMLA HaBNeYb Ha cebsi 06BMHEHNE
B KOJIJOBCTBE, T.e. BbI3BaTb MOTEHLMA/IbHYO BO3MOXHOCTb TOr0, 4YTO
06LLEeCTBO HAYyHET KOAMPOBaTb €ro MOHATMEM “BefbMa”, TO MOXHO
NPUATA K CNegytowmMM 3aKnUeHnsM: 00bIYHO, XapaKTepHbIM Ans
“BeflbMbl” cUMTaeTCA Bo3pacT. TunuyHaa “segbma” — crapyxa.2l Oa-
HaKO TUMMYeH M NMPOTUBOMOOXHbIM Cryyaid: BeAbMOI OKa3bliBaeTCs
[eBOoYKa WM Monojas fAeByllka. Tak B CMWUCKe ABafuatv LeBATU
COXOKEHMI B Bropubypre B 1629 r. (B KaX0e M3 HMX CXKUFanucb ot
yeTblpex 40 CEMU Ye0BEeK) B TPUHAALATBIA feHb B CMUCKE YNCANANCH
COXOKEeHHble:

1. CTapuK-Ky3HeL,.

2. CTapas >KeHLLnHa.

3. ManeHbKas feBoYKa AeBATU UKW [ecATH neT.

4. ManblWwKa, ee ceCcTpuyka.2
CoxOKeHve B OAWH JeHb ABYX CTapuMKOB U ABYX feTeil, B 3TOM OTHO-
LeHnK, nokasartefnibHO. V1 B gpyrue AHW Mbl BCTpeyaem nometobl: “ge-
BOYKa”, “AeByLlIKa 0KOMO 15 net” u T.n. OYeHb YaCTbIMW B CMUCKE
ABNAOTCA MOMETbI: “yYy)Kas >KEeHWMHA”, “YyXXOi MyXuuHa”, “Tpu
YYXXUX TKaya”, “yyxaa ctapyxa”. lMonagarotca ykKasaHUs Ha YBeYbs:
Ha ABafuaTb BOCbMON feHb Oblfa COX>KeHa cnenas AeBouvka.Z3 Ho
OMacHoO M MPOTUBOMNOMIOXHOE: BO Bpema [BafUaTOro COXXeHus
nornbna babenuHa [é6enb, OKONO WMMEHW KOTOPOM CTOUT MOMeTa:
“caMasi KpacuBasi Mo/iogas >KeHlWuHa B Bropubypre”. B 4yeTBepThIii
JeHb Oblna COXOKeHa — NpWU3HaHHas WCTOYHMKOM BCeli 3apasbl —
aKylliepKa, ofleBaBLLAACSA C/AULIKOM LUMKapHo. B BOCbMOI AeHb Obin
COXOKEH TOpOACKOA ronoBa bayHax, “camblii TONCTbIA Groprep B
Bropubypre”. MomeTa “TONCTafd >XeHWMHA” 4acTo BCTpeyaeTcs B
CNnCKe. Bbin COXOKEH W CTYAEHT, “BO MHOTMX S3blKaxX WCKYCHBIiA,
NPEBOCXOAHbIA My3blKaHT — MeBeL, ¥ UCMOMHNTE/Ib HA MHOTUX UHCT-
pymMeHTax”. Tomac yKka3blBas, YTO OCHOBHbIMMW XXepTBamun 06BUHEHWUN

2 K V. Thomas. Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in Popular
Beliefs in Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century England. — L., 1971, p. 400.

2 G. Roskoff, S. 339; coctaBuTe/M cnmucka WCMOMb30BaIM VMEHHO 3TU
CeHTMMeHTasbHble BblpaXkeHus (“Ein geringers, ihr Schwesterlein”), Ho aTo
He Crac/io AeBOYKY.

2B Tam e, c. 341. PacCMOTpeHWe HEMbIX, yXUX, CMEenbiX W YBEYHbIX,
60/IbHbIX Nadyyein 1 cymaclleAlnX Kak OaepXXMMbIX [bsBOMOM, cM.. Theat-
rum Diabolorum. Francfurt am Main, 1587. I, S. 285-286; J. Janssen, VIII,
528.
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fJenanucb “no npeMmyulectsy 6eAHble >XKeHWWHbI”. Ho wumeeTcs
[0CTaTOYHO AaHHbIX 0 TOM, 4YTO 1 6oratbiM 6bI1/I0 ONAcHO BbIThb.

Co3sgaeTca BrevaT/ieHWe, YTO 0OBUHUTENEN MPUB/EKANN HE Kakue-
nn60o KayecTBa MX XKepTB, a cama MNONAPHOCTb 3TUX KayecTB: cTapble U
lOHbIE, YPOL/MBLIE W KPacKBble, O4eHb GefHble U OYeHb boratble, T.e.
BCe, KTO 06M1ajan KakuMu-nnbo SPKO BblpaXXeHHbIMU CBOCTBaMMU.
BbipucoBbiBaeTcs M 061K 06BUHUTENA: 3TO CPefHAA Macca, JIMLLIEH-
Has MapKUpPOBaHHbLIX CBOWCTB U MUCMbITbIBalOLWAaA CTpax, HEHaBUCTb M
3aBMCTb MO OTHOLLUEHWIO K TeM, KTO 06nafjaeT Kakum-nn6o 6pocato-
LMMcAa B rfasa KayecTBoM.

[pyrum OCHOBHbIM O6BMHEHMEM 6bIfI0 TO, YTO KO/ILOBCKOE MEHb-
LWUMHCTBO COCTaB/IsIET CMJIOYEHHbIA KOMMOT, 3aroBop. B cosHaHuu
06BUHUTENEN CyLecTBYeT TBEpPAOe MpeACTaB/eHMe O TOM, 4TO BCe
BeAbMbl CBSA3aHbl APYr C 4PYrOM C NMOMOLLbIO AOrOBOPa, KOTOPbIA OHM
3aKuunM ¢ cataHoil. MoaTomy Aaxe, Korga nepeg TpubyHasom
NPOXOAAT XEHLWWHbI, YTBEepXKAaloLWwme, 4TO OHN He 3HAKOMbl Apyr C
OpYroMm, nocnegHuidi, He Beps WM, paccMaTpuBaeT WX KakK YEHOB
3arosopa. [Npu3Hakamy 3aroBopa BbICTyMatOT TaliHble 3HaKW, KOTO-
pbiMK 06BUHAEMble 0OMEHMUBAIOTCSA APYr C APYrOM U UX HacMeLuu-
BOE OTHOLLEHMe K ApYyruM NiaaMm.

Mounckn 3Tux TaliHbIX 3HAKOB BECbMa UHTEPECOBaNUN MHKBU3ULWIO,
T.K. MMEHHO OHMW OblIM NpM3HaKammn coobulecTBa. Tak, B McnaHum B
1527 r. fBe feBOYKM B Bo3pacte oT 9 go 11 net, noA BAUAHWEM Yrpo3
M obewaHunii, MokKasanu, 4TO MOryT pa3obnaunTb 6GO/MbLUONA 3aroBop
BelbM, YYaCTHWUL, KOTOPOro OHW Y3HAIOT MO0 0CO60MY 3HaKy /eBbIM
rnasom, KOTopbiM Te 06MeHMBarOTCA.5

Booble BOMPOC 3HAKOB, OTAMYAKOLWIUX BeAbM, BeCbMa 3aHUMaI
cnefoBateneil. B aTom Bompoce HapacTaeT W, B KOHLE KOHLOB,
nobexxgaeT 4YMCTO CeMUOTUYECKMI A noaxod. McxoaHbIMK SBAAHOTCA
apxamyeckme, BOCXOAALME K [LOXPUCTWMAHCKOW CTapuHe, MpUeMb,
CMbICN KOTOPbIX B TOM, 4TOObl OGHAPY>XWUTb OOBLEKTUBHbIE OCOGEH-
HOCTW Tena BeAbM U UX CNeLuduUecKoro noBefeHus. 3T0 UCMbITaHUS
OFHEM W BOLOW. BTOpoe B XpUCTMAHU3UPOBAHHOM CO3HaHWUU OXOTHU-
KOB 3a BefbMamMy Mo/syyano Takoe OOBACHEHME: Teno BefbMbl
ABNAeTCA “HeYMCTbIM”, a BOJa, OCBALLEHHad KpelieHuem XpucTa B

24 YTBepxpaeHue Tomaca, 4To 60oraTble B AHIMIUM peako CTaHOBWU/IUCH
XKEPTBOWN 06BMHEHWNI B KONAOBCTBE (LMT. COY., C. 411) Ha MaTepuasne KOHTU-
HeHTa/IbHbIX NPOLECCOB He NoaTBepXaaeTca (cm.: Soltan, I, 298)

5 Cwm.: G. Roskoff, Bnd. IlI, S. 295; Llorente, Geschichte der spanischen
Inquisition, Bnd. IM, s. 15.
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MoppaHe, — cywHOCTL u4ucTtad. [1o3TOMy OHa He NpuemneT Tena
BeAbMbl, KOTOpas, fAaxe Oyayyum cBsizaHa OCOObIM 06pasom, nu-
WAKLWNM ee BO3MOXHOCTW MfiaBaTb, He TOHeT. OT 3TUX, HaAUBHO Be-
LLLECTBEHHbIX, YIMK CNeAcTBUE MEPeXOAWUT K MOMCKaM 3HAKOB CO06-
WecTBa C AbABOMOM. TakK BO3HMKAET y4eHMe 0 MATHaX M pasHo-
06pasHbIX CTUrMaTax, KOTOpbIMU AbsSBON 3aKPEnsfeT Ha Tene BeAbMbl
CBOIi goroBop c Hew. MccnegoBaHue 3TUX CTMIMaTOB — BadkHas
COCTaBHast YacTb BCAKOrO CNeACTBUA MO AeNy BeAbM.

OfiHaKo, OTCYTCTBME BCAKMX 3HAKOB Ha TeNe ellle He 03HayaeT CHA-
TV 06BUHEHMSA, @ 4acTo [aXe yCUnmBaeT MNOLO3PEHUA chnefoBaTeneil.
30eCb Mbl NOAXOAMM K BaXXHOIW OCOBEHHOCTW MCUXONOrMYECcKOl
aTMocdepbl, B KOTOPOW TOMIbKO M BO3MOXHbI NOLOOHbIE KY/bTYPHbIE
(heHOMEeHbI, — aTMoC(epbl, B KOTOPOW Haf BCEMWU MNOBYXAEHUSMMU,
BbI3bIBAOLLMMW [OHOCbI W Ka3HW: 3aBUCTbIO, XXALHOCTbHD, HeHa-
BUCTbIO K cOCefly, MeCTblO, KapbepPHbIMU U MaTepuanbHbIMU Ccoo6pa-
XeHusMKM, (aHaTM3MOM W XaHXECTBOM BWCUT HEMPOHMLAEMOE
obnako cTpaxa, — fenatowime Ana N0Aeil eCTeCTBEHHbIMU Takue no-
CTYMNKW, KOTOpble BHe 3TON aTmocdepbl MOryT MOKasaTbCs TONbKO
6e3yMHbIMWN.

Mcuxonornyeckn atMmocgepa BOKPYr 0XOTbl 3a BefjbMaMu CKNajbl-
BaeTCs cnefylowWwmMM 06pa3oM: CHayana BeAbMbl MPeLCTaBAAOTCA UX
npecnesoBaTensiMm Kak WCKIKUYUTENbHO Manoe 4YMCI0 3/10YMbILLIEH-
HbIX 0C06, UMEeKLWNX ACHO BbIPaXXEHHbIE YepTbl (MX MOXHO OTANYUTD
[aXe N0 BHELWHOCTU W MOBELEHUIO 6e3 KakMx-nnmbo crewmanbHbiX
nccnepoBaHuin). bopbba ¢ HUMKM NpeacTaBnsieTcs HeTpygAHOW. Lanee
pacTylias aTmMocgepa NOA03pUTENbHOCTU CO34aeT MpeacTaBieHne o
XUTPOCTU AbABOMA, UCKYCHO CKPbIBAKOLLEro CBOMX afenToB. OTCyTCT-
BME MPW3HAKOB fefaetcad eule 60siee MOAO3PUTENBHBIM, YeM UX
NPUCYTCTBME: B HEM BUAAT KO3HU W Y/OBKW caTaHbl. Ternepb
MoAo3peHNe MOFYT BbI3biBaTb HE Te, KTO HEOGPEXHO BbIMOMHAOT
LLepKOBHble 06psAdbl, & Te, KTO UX BbIMOJHAT CAUWKOM YCEPAHO:
4acTo XOX[JeHUe B LEepPKOBb — MPU3HaK XenaHua 0TBfIeYb BHUMaHMe
MpaBOBEPHbIX W YCbIMUTb WX OAWTENbHOCTb. [lOHOC Ha COCeAKy-
BeLbMYy Y)Xe He 3aluwiaet camy JOHOCUTENbHULY OT O6BMHEHMWI B
KONA0BCTBE, a B/IEYET MOAO3PEHNA: HE XOYeT 1M OHa Takum 06pasom
CKpbITb COOGCTBEHHOE MpecTynneHue. PAca M LEepKOBHbIA caH Takxe
He 3alWMuarT — caTaHa xuTep. OGBUMHWUTENN, AOHOCUMKM W Camu
CYAbN C HEN3BeXHOCTbK BOB/IEKANTCS B MALUMHY YHUYTOXEHUA W



74  HOpwuii loTMmaH

CTAHOBATCA )KepTBaMW TOr0 CaMOro CcTpaxa, KOTOpblliN OHWM U3
pasHo06pa3HbIX MMYHBIX MOBYXAEHWIA 40 3TOT0 pasfyBanu.

Tak apxuenuckon Tpupckuid NoraHH ¢oH LLleHebypr cxuraeT Ha
KOCTpe peKTopa YHMBepcuTeTa, KOTOpPbI/ 4O 3TOr0 cam Oblil CyAber
BeAbM, a bambeprckuin ennckon MoraHH Meopr Il cxxuraeT KaHunepa
n Bcex GyprommcTtpoB bambepra, KOTOpble MCNbITbIBAOT Ha cebe
HEeoTBPaTMMOCTb JIOTUKM BOAOBOPOTA, NPEBpaLLaloLwero 06BnHMTENEN
B )XepTB HOBOM BO/IHbI 06BUHEHWIA.Z7 B HUX BUAAT 3aMaCKUPOBAHHbIX,
T.e. HanmboJ/iee OMacHbIX BParos.

Ecnv Ha nepBom 3Tane peHeratbl COCTABMAOT YacTO He TO/MbKO
aBaHrapf [OHOCYMKOB, HO MOPO/ W NOMOAHAKT pafgbl Haubonee
PbsAHbIX cnegoBaTeneli, TO Ha BTOPOM OHWM HEU3BEXHO camu TMpeB-
pawarTca N3 OXOTHUKOB B AMYb. B yNMOMSHYTOM yXXe BHOPL,OYPrCKOM
cnucke m3 158 coxokeHHbIX 12 cnyxuTenei LepkBM — 9 COBOPHbIX
BUKapueB W [Ba PYKOBOAWUTENA LEPKOBHbLIX XOPOB, YTO COCTaB/sAET
BHYLINTENbHYIO Undpy B 8%.

[MOCKONbKY HaiMyne ynuvyalLlWwmnx Mpu3Hakos MPecTynneHus
3apaHee OTBepraeTcs B BWAY XWUTPOCTM W MOLLM CaTaHbl, MOKPOBU-
TENbCTBYIOLWEro MOACYAVMbBIM, OCHOBAHUAMM AN1F OCYXAEHUS MOryT
ObITb TO/ILKO MHTYWULMS CyfAbW, 3apaHee yOeXAeHHOro B BUHOBHOCTY
Moj03peBaeMbIX, U COOCTBEHHOE MPU3HaHME MOACYAUMOro. 3aKOHO-
MepHbIM NOC/IeACTBMEM 3TOr0 OblN Mepexoj K MbITKaM Kak OCHOB-
HOMY 371eMEHTY cygebHOro cnefactsms. Bcsi npouefypa rapaHTuii
npaB OOGBMHAEMOro OTMEHSNAacb W CNeACTBUME CBOAMIOCH K BbIMO-
raHuio nyTem yrpo3 u (U3NYeckux cTpafaHuii Tpebyembix cyaom
npu3HaHwii. apannensHO MNOABEPrasvcb 3anyrMBaHUIO afBoOKaTbl,
NnbiTaBlnecs MHorga sawuwatb “BefbM”. YNpoLleHHaa npouesypa
nosfyyana (opmanbHO-HOPUANYECKYH CAHKLUUIO CO CTOPOHbI TakuX
3aKOHHUKOB KakK CaKCOHCKMI topucT Kapnuos. [OCKOMbKY cyf
onupancs He Ha OYKBY 3aKOHa, a Ha BOMKO CyAbW, KOTOPbIA nonyyan
cB06OAY HapyLlaTb 3aKOHbI UK UX Ka3yUCTUYecKn 06X04NTb (TaKoBO
neyasibHO 3HaMEHWTOe YTBepPXAeHWe, 4YTO NPUMEHEHME MbITKN Ha

XapakTepHo, YTO B FOHEHMAX Ha MOPaHOB M MOPUCKOB B VicnaHuu, Ha
obpalleHHbIX” A3bIYHUKOB B MeKCUKe, pa3BepTbiBalOWMXCA B TY XXe 3roxy,
aKLUEHT nepeHoCUTCSA € yb6exaeHUn (npusHaHue cebs XPUCTUAHMHOM) W
BbIMO/IHEHUSA LEePKOBHbLIX 06psf0B Ha “4ncToTy KpoBu”. VIMeHHO “‘0bpa-
LleHHble BbI3bIBAOT HanbosbLLEee NOLO3PEHME.

H. R. Trevor-Roper, The European Witch-Craze of the 16th and 17th
Centuries. “ In- Trevor-Roper H. R. Religion, the Reformation and Social
Change, and Other Essays. London-Melbourne etc., 1967, p. 148-152
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cnefylowWwmnii feHb He eCTb 3anpeLleHHas 3aKOHOM MOBTOpPHas HoBas
NbiTKa, a NUWb MNPOAO/MKEHME TOW >Xe CcaMOil nepBoW), pasHMuUa
MeXay Nofo3peHueM, O6BUMHEHMEM U OCYXAeHWeM CcTupanace.
O6BMHEHME 03HAYANN0 OCYXAEHWE, U CyAbs Wb CTPEMUCA BbIpBaTb
COBGCTBEHHbIE  MPU3HaHMA  O0OBMHAEMOro, KOTOpble  (POPMasbHO
NOATBEPAUAN Obl 3TO OCYXIEHNE.

X. P. TpeBop-Ponep oTmeuvaeTt, 4TO, €ciM Obl HE MPUMEHSAINCH
MbITKW, NaHWKa, oxBatuelas EBpony B XVI-XVn BB., 0blfa 6bl
HEBO3MOXKHa.28 K 3TOMY MOXHO J006aBWTb, YTO CaMM MbITKW ObIAN Obl
HEBO3MOXHbI BHE aTMoc(epbl MaHMYECKOro cTpaxa, roCnoAcTBO-
BaBLUEro B 370 BPEMS.

VIMeHHO B 3TOT nepuoj npecnejoBaHUs BefbM AOCTUTAKOT CBOEro
anores: KasHuW NpuobpeTatdT MacCOBbI XapakTep M MOBCEMECTHOe
pacnpocTpaHeHuWe, W y npecnefoBaTeneid BO3HMKAeT MaHUYeCKoe
OLyLIEHWEe HEUCYUCANUMOCTU U HenobeaumocTu cnyr caTaHbl. O6-
LLLeCTBEHHOEe OO0/bLUIMHCTBO HAyMHAaeT MNepexuBaTtb 3MOLUKW 3arHaH-
HOr0 B YIroN MEHbLUMHCTBA, NpecnefoBaTeNl Cy6beKTUBHO OLLYLLAIOT
cebs npecnefyembiMn.2 CTaHOBACH XXepTBaAMU pa3XuraemblX UMK Xe
CTPaxoB, OHW XXMBYT, OKPY>XXeHHble Mpu3pakamu, KOTOpble caMy e
co3aaloT. Bo3HMKaeT 3aMKHYThIA Kpyr MeXAy TeppopoM M CTpaxoM, B
KOTOPOM MPUYNHA W CIEACTBME NOCTOAHHO MEHAOTCA MecTamu.

[oiiga po cBoero anoresi, NapokcuM3Mm cTpaxa WM Teppopa Ppes3ko
naet Bo BTopoii monosuHe XVII B. Ha cnag. O npuymHax 3T0ro Mol
MONbITAEMCS FTOBOPUTL HUXKE.

®PuKuMA BpPELOHOCHOro COO6LWEeCTBa, TPO3ALLET0 CaMOMYy CY-
LLLeCTBOBAHMIO Y€/10BEYECKOr0 06LLecTBa, MOKOUTCS HA YCTOWUUBLIX W
MOCTOAHHO MOBTOPSAIOLWMNXCA B WUCTOPUM KYyNbTypbl CTepeoTunax
00BMHEHWNA. OO6BMHEHWIA 3TUX ABa: YOWIACTBA W CeKCyaNbHble

® H. R Trevor-Roper. Op. cit, p. 119. CnemyeT OTMETUTb WHTEPECHOE

HabMtoieHNe WCCMefoBaTeNsl O TOM, 4TO, BOMPEKM pacrpoCTPaHEHHOMY
YOEXAEHNIO, NHKBM3WLMOHHbBIE MbITKU He 6blIN HacneneM CPeAHEBEKOBLS,
KOTOpOe 06ecreyvBasio MOACYAUMbIM MPOLEAYPY 3alWTbl, a SBAS/MCH
BO3POXAEHMEM W PacrpoCTPaHEHNEM APEBHEPUMCKOrO Mpaea, NpeacTaB/ss
coboii uepTy cBOEOBPA3HOro peHeccaHca aHTUUYHOCTU.

D VIMeHHO B 3TOT MEPWOA BO3HMKAET MCUXONOTMYECKMIA KOMI/IEKC “Ocax-
[eHHoro ropoga” — “une cite assiegS”, kotopbiM Delumeau onpeaenmn
MCMXOMOTMI0 BCeli 3amafHoii EBpombl, OXBayeHHOM MCMX030M OXOTbl 33
BegbMaMi. BOMbLUON KOMMEKTUB, HaxXOAALWMIACA B COCTOSIHAWM arpeccum,
OLLyLIAeT cebsi MasibiM U CO BCEX CTOPOH OCaXAEHHbIM MOTYLLECTBEHHBLIM
Bparom.
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npectynneHus. Oba 3TM MOTMBA COCTaBASAT OCHOBHbIE YepTbl CTe-
peoTuna “wabawa” n NOCTOSAHHO (UTYPUPYIOT B 4ONPOCAX U COYMHe-
HWUAX O BefbMax, Kyda OHW MPOHMKAT W3 CTEPEOTUMNOB MacCoBOr0
CO3HaHus.

XapakTepHas Mofefb BMeHSeMOro BefbMam ybuiicTBa  3aKna-
HVe MnajeHua v BbiCcacbiBaHWE ero KpoBW, YeM JO/KEeH OTKPbIBATLCS
wabaw. ITOT pUTyan MMeeT XapakKTep aHTU-MpUYacTus U CBS3aH C
06pa3oM MOCBSILLEHNS HOBOMPUHMMAaeMbIX BeAbM. MOTUB 3TOT MMeeT
B “KOMM/EKCce BeAbMbl” JBOWHON (DYHKLMOHaNbHbIA CMbiCn. C OAHOW
CTOPOHbI, OH WUMEeN PeNUrMo3HO-KOLLYHCTBEHHbI XapakTep Mapogum
caTaHbl Ha 3aK/aHue arHua u eexapuctuto. C Apyrov CTOPOHbI, ecin
rOBOPUTb HE O FTEHETUYECKOM, a 0 (DYHKLMOHa/IbHOM acnekTte, MOTVB
3TOT NOMlyyaeT COBEPLUEHHO MMPCKYI, BHELEPKOBHYIO (YHKLWIO:
counanbHoe 60/bLNHCTBO, MOTUBUPYSA CBOI MPpaLMOHaIbHbIA CTpax
nepes HWYTOXHLIM MEHbLIWHCTBOM, MNOCTAB/EHHbIM B  YCOBUS,
NMaKLWmMe €ero BO3MOXHOCTM Camo3aliuTbl, MOAEeNUpYyeT CcoBep-
LWEHHO MUCTU(MLMPOBAHHYIO CUTYyaLMiO: CaMO 3TO MEHbLLUMHCTBO
npeAcTaBfseTCs TauHCTBEHHO MOryLLeCTBEHHbIM (6narogaps cBoeld
CBA3N C caTaHOW WAM CMNAIOYEHHOCTU CBOEN OpraHM3auun, uieHbl
KOTOPOWA, OCTaBasCb TalHbIMU AN OKPYXXatoLnx, 6e30WM604HO apyr
Apyra y3HalT 1 np.). A 60MbWIMHCTBO NEpPCoOHMBULMPYET cebs B
ob6pase 6e33alUTHOro pebeHKa, Tep3aemMoro n ybnueaeMoro onacHbIMu
Bparammn. PenurvosHas OKpacka 34ecb He 006s3aTefibHa: He WMeeT
PENTNO3HOW OKpacKM PacuCTCKMin Mud o 6enoil AeBoYKe, Hacu-
Nyemoii yepHbiMu. B ceHTabpe 1933 r., yepes 4eBATb MECALEB Moc/e
rMTNepoBCKOro MepeBopoTa pexuccep LUTeiAHrod noctaBun uibm
“lOHbIn ruTneposey, KeBekc”. B pasrap morpoma BCeX /1€BbIX CWN
FepMaHUM Ha 3KpaHax MosNBUACH (WbM, paccKasblBalOWMA Kak
cBMpenble “/ieBble” U KOMMYHWUCTbI 3BEpCKM yO6uBatOT 61aropogHoro
M MUPONOOMBOIr0 MasbumKa-HaumcTa. bbiau NpuHATLI BCe Mepbl 4a
TOro, 4To6bl ()MbM BbI3bIBa/T Yy 3pUTeNiell BHEICTETUUECKME 3MOLMN.
OH npenogHOCMACA KakK pacckas 0 NOA/JMHHOM Cy4ae, a po/b Camoro
rNaBHOro repos, KHOro ruTneposLa Keekca ncnonHanack Henpogec-
CUOHAIOM W WMSA ero He OblN0 Ha3BaHO B afule — B CO3HaHWe
3puTeneil OH JO/MKEH Obl1 BOWTM KaK >XMBO pebeHOK — peasnbHas
XKepTBa KPOBOXafgHbIX /inbepanoB u KOMMYHWUCTOB. KynbTuBm-
poBaHWe aTtMocdepbl ocaxpaeHHoro ropoga (cp. “Une cite assiege”
Delumeau) Bxognna B KynbTUBUPYEMYIO O(MLMaNbLHOM nponaraHaoin
TpeTbero peixa atMocepy (XapakTepHO, Y4TO (PakKT MeXAyHapoAHOi
N30M1ALMN He CKpbIBasICs, a MyCCMpoBaca nponaraHaoi Me66enbca).
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CVMMBOMMYHO, 4TO MocnegHnM (WAbMOM TPETbero peiixa cTan
“Kobepr”, nocesiLLeHHbIi 060pOHe OCaXAEHHOro ropoga (anusog u3
(hpaHKO-MpyccKoli BoliHbl 1807 r.).

MoTVB ceKkCya/ibHbIX MPECTynaeHnii (DYHKUMOHANbHO MOBTOPSET
COOTBETCTBYIOLME 0OBUHEHUA K3 “OKTaBuA” MuHyums denukca.
JloCNOBHOE MOBTOPEHME PUTYasbHbIX LIEJIOBAHUIA TFeHUTaNni  Bbl-
CTyMnaeT Kak 3HaK MoAuYMHEHUA BeAbM caTaHe. CaTaHa W BeAbMbl
HagensalTCa WUCKAUNTENILHON MOXOTAMBOCTBIO, UM NOAPOGHOCTM
CeKCyaslbHOM pasHy3f4aHHOCTU MOBeAEHWSA BeAbM 3aMoJHAKT Mo-
CBfILLEHHbIE UM TpakTaTbl W nNam@eTbl. CMbICN 3TOr0 OTKPbIBAETCA
npy COMOCTaB/IEHUN C CTEPEOTUNHLIM OOBMHEHWEM BefbM B CTPEM-
NEHUN IMWNTL “OKOMIJOBAHHbLIX” VMU MYXYMH MYXXCKUX MOTEHUWIA.
370 0fHO M3 Hambonee pacnpoCTpPaHEeHHbIX OOBWMHEHWIA, KOTOpble
NnpeabABNAOT BefbMaM BO BPeMs MpoLeccoB. TOYHO Tak Xe, Kak
CNMIOYEHHOCTN coobLiecTBa BeAbM MPOTUBOCTOUT MX CTPEMJIEHME
MoceATb PO3Hb CPeau NMogeid, paspyLUnTb UX KONMEKTWUBbI, MOCCOPUTH
MYXEA W >KeH, cocedeil Mexny Cco60i, BbI3bIBaTb pasfopbl W
ycobuubl, TaKUM Xe 06pa3omM MX NonoBas pasHy3faHHOCTb CBfi3aHa co
CTPEM/IEHUEM INWNTL APYTUX Ntofeli akTUBHOCTY 3TOr0 poja.

3a Nofo6HLIMN 06BUHEHNAMU ACHO NPOrNAAbIBaeT CTPax MyXCKO-
ro 60/bWMHCTBA 38 CBOE MOHOMO/IbHO-PYKOBOAALLEE O6LLLECTBEHHOE
nonoXxeHne. AHTUDEMUHUCTUYECKUIM XapaKTep MpPOoLEeccoB BefbM
06Hapy>XnBaeTca B 3TOM acMekTe Muga 0 BeAabMax C TaKoh ke
ACHOCTbIO, KaK B PACUMCTCKMX MUPaxX O NOXOTAMBOCTN U CEKCYabHOM
pacnyuieHHOCTM “HW3LIEeA pacbl” BbICTyMaeT CTPeEM/IEHME K coxpa-
HEHMI0 NMPEBOCXO0ACTBA FOCMOACTBYIOLLENA HauNW.

Takum 06pa3om, Mbl MOXEM OTMETUTb, YTO Ha camMOM nopore
Hambosiee NPOCBELLEHHOW 3MOXW E€BPOMENCKON LMBWIM3aLMK, B
nepuoj, Korfja Hayka, TexXHWKa, WCKYCCTBO, reorpaguyeckue OTK-
pbITWSA, NPOM3BOACTBO CAeNann 3HauMTe/bHble yCNexXxu— CcTpax ne-
pej BefbMaMW U XXECTOKOCTb WX MpecfiefoBaHUA LOCTUININ WUHTEH-
CMBHOCTW, HECNbIXaHHOW B CpefHWe BeKa, UTO MOB/EKNO 3a CO60W He
TONbKO perpecc Cyfonpou3BOACTBA, HO M BO3pOXAeHMe rnyboko ap-
XanyecKnx npeacTaBieHNiA.

OO6bACHEHME 3TOr0 ABNEHUA BCe elle BCTpeyaeT TPYLHOCTU, XOTA
nuTepaTtypa, NOCBALLEHHas O0X0Te Ha BefbM OrpoMHa U B MoOCnefHee
Bpems BYpHO pacTer.

MpepctaBneHve 0 TOM, 4YTO CyeBepue W paHaTU3M — HeoThe-
NUMble CAYTHWKW TOHEHWIA (B HWX 4acTO BUAEAW U MPUYUHY), CYTb
Hacnegve “TEMHOro CpefHeBeKOBbfA”, BOCXOAUT K MPOCBETUTENAM
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XVII-XVIII BB. 1 0TBEeYaeT UX NoneMmUYecKMM 3ajavam B 6opbbe 3a
“TopxxecTBO pasyma”. MNpeacTaBneHne 3TO NPOYHO BOLIIO B 06bIAEH-
HOoe cO3HaHMWe 4enoBeka XX BeKa, KOTOPbIA CKAOHEH haHaTu3Mm K
“0X0Ty 3a BefbMaMn” — B pasHbIX opMax BO3POXAAKOLMECH B €ro
IOy __06baBNATL “BO3POXKAEHMEM CpeaHeBeKoBbsA”. OfHaKO faBs-
HO yXe 6bl/10 3aMeyeHo, YTO B CpefHUe Beka npouecchl BeabM Obln
eANHUYHBIMUN SAB/IEHUAMMU, @ CBA3AHHbIE C HUMWU MbITKU, HapyLleHWs
npas 06BMHAEMbIX B Xofe CyAe6HOro npouecca v Apyrue OTMeHbI
3aKOHOJaTe/bHbIX rapaHTWii, 6e3 KOTOPbIX TO/MBKO W BO3MOXHbI
WHKBU3NLMWNOHHbIE CyAabl, ObINN peiKUMU WUCKOYEHUAMKU. B nepsble
BeKa HOBOro BPeMEHW OHW CTanu npasuioM. HU XpPOHOMOTMYECKM, HU
no cyLecTBy CBA3aTb MpoLecchbl BefbM C “AYyXOM CpefHEeBEKOBbA™ He
yfnaetcs.

lMpoTecTaHTCKWE TEOMOTN N UCTOPUKW LIEPKBU CBA3LIBAIOT 3TN CO-
6bITUA C M3BEeCTHON Oynnoi nanbl MHHOKeHTUa VIII n “Malleus ma
ficarum” WHcTtutopuca n LUnpeHrepa. Ha 370 MX NPOTUBHWKK C
OCHOBaHMeM YKa3blBalOT, YTO anoreid npecnefoBaHWil VMMen MeCTO
ropasfo Mnosxe, MOYTM CTO NeT CNYyCTA MOCAe 3TUX BbICTYNNEHWIA.
B0O3MOXHO nu, 4T0ObI CNeacTBMe TakK JaneKko CTOA0 OT MPUYUHBI?
HeofHOKpaTHO fenanucb MOMbITKW CBA3aTb BCMbIWKY CTpaxa W
CyeBepuMini C [YXOM W NPaKTUKOi KOoHTppedopmauun. OpHako,
yKazaHuWe Ha TO, YTO KOCTpbl Mblnann 6e3 pasnuuns n B Kartoiu-
UeCcKOi, n B MpoTecTaHTCKOM EBpone v nanbmy nepBeHCTBa, B 3TOM
OTHOLUEHMMN, HEBO3MOXHO OTAAaTb HW TOW, HW [PYrol ee yacTu,
0cnabnseT UeHHOCTb M 3TOW rMnoTesbl.

HeofHOKpaTHO fenanucb TakXXe TMOMbITKW CBA3aTb CTpax W
maccoByto ucteputo XVI-XVII BB. ¢ 6egamu, 06pYLUMBLLUMMAUCS Ha
Espony: anugemuamun, BolHamu, ronofoM. OfHAKO [aBHO Yxe
0TMeYanoch, YTO BCe 3TW HecYacTbs OblIM MOCTOAHHBLIM (DAKTOPOM Ha
BCEM MPOTSXKEHWM €BPOMEicKoin (1, BOOOLLE, 4YeN0BEYECKOI) WUCTO-
puKn, ¥ cBA3aTb MX UMeHHO ¢ XV-XVI BB. 6e3 NpeLB3ATOCT HEBO3-
MOXHo. Eule B 1906 r. H. CnepaHckuini nucan: “Io ouyeHb pac-
NPOCTPaHEHHOMY W OYeHb MOBEPXHOCTHOMY OOBACHEHMIO MPOLIECCHI
BeAbM BO3HMKIM MMeHHO B XV Beke, Gnarogaps TeM y»kacam,
KoTopble mepexuna EBpona B 3M0oXy YepHON CMepTW W CTONMETHel
BOMHbI: PacCTPOEHHOe 3TUM HApPOHOe BOOOpPaXKeHMe CTalo Be3de
NCKaTb CNefoB caTaHUHCKMX KO3Hei. Ho, ecnim 6bl Takoe 06bSICHEHWE
6bIN0 [OCTAaTOYHO, MPOLECCbl BEAbM HEWU30EXHO A0MXKHbI Obl OblU
BO3HWKHYTb Ha MHOI0 CTOMIeTUI paHblie. JIIOTble TOM0A0BKU U
cBMpenas MopoBas f3Ba B paHHEe CpefHEeBEKOBbe OblI O6bIYHbLIMM
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rocTaMy B pasnnyHbiX 06nacTax EBpOMbl, a BEHIEpCKUe U HOp-
MaHCKue Haberu n ycobuubl KHA3eM TOXe MeHee gaBanun cebs 4yBCT-
BOBaTb HapoA4y, HEXeNn LWaiiK1u Mapo4epos, rpabuslimnx dpaHyuo Bo
BpeMSA CTONeTHeil BOIiHbI”.30 [eiACTBUTENbHO, AOCTATOYHO BCMOM-
HUTb, 4YTO Ha KoHey VIII—X BB. npuxoauMTcs KpoBaBOe BTOPXeHWe
BUKMHTOB B EBpoONy, 3anuBLUNX BECb aHFIOCAKCOHCKUA MUP KPOBbLIO
N rNyboKo MNPOHMKLWIKNX B HOXKHYH EBpony. Mexay 806 u 829 rr.
MYCY/IbMaHCKMWE nNupaTbl MOMHOCTLIO Mapanu3yrT TOProBAl WU
MOpPCKOe COO6LLeHWe Ha [PEBHUX CPEAU3EMHOMOPCKUX NYTAX,
rny6oko BTOprasacb, OAHOBPEMEHHO, B KOHTUHEHT, a ¢ 899 no 955 rr.
BEHIPbl COBepLIAaT TpuALatb TPM OMNYCTOLWMWTENbHbIX Habera Ha
EBpony, goxoas Ao bpemeHa (915 r.) n OpneaHa (937 r.)3l, 4ToOGbI
MOHATb, 4TO BWAETb KOPEeHb COGbLITUIA B KaKMX-TO OeACTBUSIX,
noTpsaclINX HapoAHoe BoobGpaxeHne umeHHo B XVI-XVII BB. —
3HAUUT TepsATb WUCTOPUYECKYID nNepcrnekTuBy. [loyemy B paHHEM
CPeAHEBEKOBbE, MNOCPeAM BCEBO3MOXHbIX 6eACTBWIA, BeAbMbl He
BHYLIAN HWKOMY OCOBEHHbIX OMaceHWi, a LepKoBb CuMTana CBOUM
Jonrom 60poThCcA C Bepoli B KOMLOBCTBO KakK C A3bl4ECKUM CyeBe-
pvem, a B XV-XVII BB. cTpax nepeg HAMU MNPUHANT UCTepuyeckue
(hopMbl, a LEpKOBb MpecfnefoBana HeBepue B BeAbM KakK OMAacHylo
epecb — (haKT, KOTOpPbIA TpebyeT CBOEro 06bACHEHUS.

Bugmmo 6nvke BCcex MoOAOLWW K pasrafike Te UCC/efoBaTeNun, Ko-
TOpble 3aMeTU/W, YTO KO/LOBCKas MaHWKa CBOWMW TpaHMLamMu COB-
nafgaeT ¢ rpaHuuammn PeHeccaHca (1 ero no3gHei ctagmm — 6apoKKo)
W, YTO KpWBaa ee AMHAMWKMW COBNajaeT napajokcanbHbIM 06pa3oM C
nporpeccoMm B 061aCTU KyNbTypbl M HayKuW. Mbl BMAOTHYIO OKa3bl-
Baemcs nepej BOMPOCOM, MocCTaBfeHHbIM >XaHom [entomo: “Mais
n’existe-t-il pas une relation entre conscience des dangers et niveau de
culture?” eicTBUTENLHO, Npec/efoBaHWe BeAbM (BMeCTe C npecne-
[OBaHMWEM eBpeeB W MycCy/lbMaH) HauuHaetca B X[ B. — B 3Mnoxy,
KOrfa Temn Ky/nbTYPHOW XU3HWU pe3Ko y6bicTpsaeTca. B ganbHenwem,
Mo Mepe pocTa PeHEeCCaHCHbIX HacTPOeHWi, korga, Mo cnosam bok-
Kayyo, 4yenoBeka “He B COCTOSHUM YAOBNETBOPWUTb NOMHas cBobofa
Jenatb BCe, YTO TONbKO OH moxenaet” (“[ekamepoH”, feHb TPETUIA,
HoBenna 1) pacTeT M cTpax W CBfA3aHHblE C HUM MNpouecchl BeAbM. B

D H. CnepaHckuid. Beabmbl 1 BegoscTBo. M., 1906, c. 82.

3 Georges Duby, Guerriers et paysan, VII-XII 5l&cle, Prem essor de
I’economie europeenne. Gallimard, <Paris, 1973>, p. 130 et squ.

2 Jean Delumeau. Op. cit., p. 8.
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3noxy 6apoKKo W TO W Apyroe JOCTUraeT CBOEro arnores, U 3aTem, B
Mepuoj pauuoHanMaMa BAPYT HAacTymaeT OTPEe3BMeHME, YXKachl
HECKONbKMX CTONETWIA paccenBaloTCi B TPU-YeTbipe AecATUNETUSA
HacTO/IbKO, YTO MIIOAM C TPYAOM MOFYT MOBEPUTb B WX PEasbHOCTb.
Toraa-To BO3HWKAaeT MU O TOM, 4YTO CTpax M (haHaTU3M Bbiin
MOPOX/AEHMEM YyTb N He AOUCTOPUYECKOIA IMOXK.

Witchhunts: semiotics of fear

This article, written in the middle of 1980s, remained unpublished for
unknown reasons, and is published here from the finished manuscript. It
belongs to the series of studies by Lotman on the interdisciplinary field
between semiotics of culture, psychology of the masses, and history.

Already in 1970s, Lotman formulated two basic mechanisms of social
behaviour — fear and shame. Despotic systems of ruling develop the
former and inhibit the latter. An ideal subordinate (subject) is guided in
his/her behaviour by fear, and the opposition to power often starts not
from political, but psychological motives — a person refuses to do what
may bring shame upon him.

Besides the despotic regimes which stimulate fear from above, fear
can also be distributed from below (i.e., from the masses) upwards (i.e., to
the ruling and intellectual elite). When a despot terrorises people, this
may cause their protest. But when the masses frighten themselves their
own accord, animosity is then directed not against the source, but against
the object. Fear and the behaviour of the masses has mostly been studied
from the psychological point of view; here J. Lotman investigates the
cultural semiotic mechanisms of these processes.

First, he shows that these mechanisms are very stable and exist in
different times and different cultures. One of the basic elements is fear of
the dissimilar — dissimilar is hazardous. This is connected with the
universal opposition own-alien, however, it does not come down auto-
matically to this, since the matter is complicated by the opposition
visible-invisible — phobias are called forth by the invisible, secret alien.

Second, he considers the importance of the metaphorics of light. On
one hand, fears are connected with darkness, on the other hand they
produce this darkness themselves — the fight against “dark forces”,
whose primordial element is darkness, occurs usually under the cover of
darkness.

Third, this fight is interlaced with the paradoxical dialectics of
minority-majority. The common initial assumption is that “we” are the
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majority, but among us there are people who represent secret hostile
forces, which need to be unmasked and neutralised. But quite soon this
phobia reaches the next stage, where the masses begin to perceive
themselves as the minority: we are encircled by hostile forces.

And finally, the boundaries between witches and the hunters of
witches become fuzzy: yesterday’s witchhunter may himself tomorrow be
a witch; malefice is infectious.

Analysing the mechanism of the origin of fear in the masses, Lotman
shows that the myth of the Enlightenment, according to which phobias
and superstitions originate from archaic times and the light of science is
dispelling them, is entirely unfounded. Fears appear in periods of
transition, when it seems that time has started to speed up, and they are
reactions to the development of science and engineering.

Ndiajaht. Hirmu semiootika

Artikkel on kirjutatud 1980ndate aastate keskel, kuid j&i mingil p&hjusel
publitseerimata. See kuulub uurimuste sarja, mis kasitleb kultuuri-
semiootika, massipsihholoogia ja ajaloo piirimaile jaavat valdkonda.
Veel 70ndatel aastatel formuleeris Juri Lotman uhiskondliku k&itumise
kaks pBhimehhanismi. Need on hirm ja habi. Despootlikud valitsemis-
susteemid arendavad neist esimest ja suruvad alla teist. ldeaalne alam
juhindub oma kaitumises tksnes hirmust ning vastuseis reziimile algab
tihti mitte poliitilistest motiividest, vaid psuhholoogilistest: inimene
keeldub tegemast seda, mis tema meelest teda habistab.

Kuid hirmu ei dhuta lksnes despootlikud reziimid. Vahel ei levi hirm
nd Ulalt alla, vaid vastupidi, alt (st rahvahulkadest) Gles (st vbimu- ja
intellektuaalse eliidini). Kuid siin on tks oluline vahe: despoot terrori-
seerib elanikkonda ja see tema tegevus tekitab viimases protesti. Mass aga
hirmutab ennast ise ning tema viha on sihitud mitte hirmu allikale, vaid
selle objektile. Massi hirmu ja kaitumist on uuritud ennek&ike pstihho-
loogilisest vaatevinklist, kdnealuses artiklis uurib Lotman nende protses-
side kultuurisemiootilisi mehhanisme. Ta nditab esiteks, et need mehha-
nismid on Ulimalt stabiilsed ning esinevad eri ajastutel eri kultuurides.
Uks pdhilisemaid elemente on hirm teistsugususe ees: teistsugune on
ohtlik. See on seotud universaalse opositsiooniga oma-vdoras, kuid ei
taandu sellele automaatselt, kuna on komplitseeritud opositsiooniga
nahtav-néhtamatu: foobiat tekitab n&dhtamatu, salajane vGdras. Teiseks on
oluline valguse metafoorika. Hirmud on Uhelt poolt seotud pimedusega,
teiselt poolt aga produtseerivad ise seda pimedust: vditlus “tumedate
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joududega”, kelle stiihia on pimedus, toimub ise tavaliselt pimeduse katte
all. Kolmandaks, seda v@itlust I&bib vahemuse-enamuse paradoksaalne
dialektika. L&htepunktiks on arusaam, et “meie” moodustame valdava
enamuse, kuid meie seas on salajasi vaenulikke jéude esindavaid inimesi,
keda tuleb paljastada ja neutraliseerida. Ent (isna pea saavutab see foobia
taseme, kus mass hakkab end tundma v&hemusena: meie oleme Umber
piiratud vaenulike jdudude poolt. Ning I8puks — piirid ndia ja nGia-
jahtijate vahel muutuvad dhmaseks: eilne ndiakitt v6ib homme osutuda
ise ndiaks — ndidus on nakkav.

Analulsides massihirmu tekkemehhanismi, nditab autor, et Valgustus-
aja muit, mille kohaselt foobiad ja ebausud on périt arhailisest ajast ning
teaduse valgus hajutab need, on téiesti alusetud: massihirmud tekivad
uleminekuperioodidel, mil tundub, et aeg hakkas kiiremini liikuma, ning
on reaktsioonideks teaduse ja tehnika arengule.



The concept of text in cultural semioticsl

Goran Sonesson

In this article, I will be concerned with interpreting a concept — or
rather, several concepts masquerading under one single label — of a
particular system of interpretation, Semiotics of culture, as introduced
by the Tartu school, and later developed by, among others, Roland
Posner. Since my goal is, in the last analysis, to understand something
about the interpreted domain, rather than about this particular system
of interpretation, | will feel free to have recourse to other systems of
interpretation, including the vernacular, to the extent that they use the
same label and/or the same concept.

Text as interpretation

The label involved is “text”. The occasion for raising the question
“what is a text” is the generalisation of this word from its vernacular
sense in the Semiotics of culture. Specifically, the question was
generated by my own use of the Tartu school model, to analyse a
particular domain of culture, the art world, in particular under the
regime of Modernism. This then prompted me to return to the
foundational writings of Lotman, Uspenskij, and their colleagues, as
well as to the systematisation of the system by Posner.

“Text” here appears as that which is going in and out of “culture”.
It may also be described as that which is (should be or could be)
subject to interpretation. But this is where the problems begin.

1 Earlier versions of this paper were discussed at the Third Congress of the
Nordic Association for Semiotic Studies, in Trondheim, October 1994, and
within the project “Meaning and Interpretation”, Stockholm University, 1996.
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The Tartu school model

In the conception of the Tartu school, cultural semiotics is concerned
with making a model of the model implicitly held by any member of a
culture (Fig. 1).2 It is taken for granted that, in the ordinary case,
members of any culture will think of themselves as insiders, while
persons from other cultures are outsiders. On the inside, life is ordered
and meaningful; outside of it, it is chaotic, disorderly and impossible
to understand. Also, the inside is normally more highly valued.

Culture (Textuality) Nature (Nan-textuality)

Mechanism of

text geneffation

Accumulation of Chaos
information

T Mechanismof translation

Mechanism of exclusion

Disorder

Exchange of A -
information Barbarism
Repertory of texts 4,

Inside Outside

Figure 1. The Tartu school model

Under these circumstances, “texts” (which, as a first approximation
are anything inside the culture which can be understood) cannot exist
outside culture: but there is at least a potentiality for “non-texts”
coming from the outside being transformed into “texts”. More com-
monly, however, non-texts are excluded by the peculiar mechanism of
exclusion which exists inside the culture; or they are received, but ina
deformed way, by the mechanism of inclusion. In due time, however,
the accumulation of many deformed texts may give rise to a new
mechanism of interpretation which makes it possible to understand

2 Torop (1993) argues what no single doctrine is common to the members
of the Tartu school. However, it seems to me that a certain number of articles
written, mostly by Lotman and Uspenskij in collaboration, sometimes by
Lotman alone, and in a few cases involving other scholars, form a fairly
coherent doctrine about the nature of culture. This is that it understood by the
term “Tartu school” in the present article.
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them inside culture; and even to a mechanism of generation, which
allows culture to create its own texts of the kind earlier only existing
outside culture.

The Tartu school uses this model, notably, to understand the
relationship between Russia and the West, during the time of Peter the
Great and the slavophiles, for whom the part of culture is played by
the West and Russia, respectively. However, | have suggested that the
art-sphere, particularly during Modernism, can be conveniently under-
stood using the Tartu school model, and substituting the opposition
between art and non-art for that between culture and non-culture
(Sonesson 1992; 1993a; 1994a,b). The same rules of inclusion/
exclusion, translation, impossibility of translation, and translation as
deformation, will then be found to pertain. | am not familiar with any
use, by the Tartu school members, of this model to study the
relationship between art and non-art; yet, in order to adopt the model,
the art-world simply has to be conceived as a sub-domain, a “sub-
culture”, inside the totality of Occidental culture, which, under the
regime of Modernism, tends to absorb other *“sub-cultures” into its
domain.

In discussing the process of inclusion into the art world, | have
mainly given two examples, in both cases works by Marcel Duchamp:
his “L.H.0.0.Q.” consists of a reproduction of Leonardo’s “La
Gioconda” with a moustache and a pointed beard. Since similar “La
Gioconda” modifications have appeared before in satirical magazines,
we could consider this a transference from another sphere of picture
production. Duchamp’s “Fountain” is simply a urinal placed in the
context of an art exhibition; it is, so to speak, transferred from the
sphere of tools or use objects to that of aesthetic contemplation.

The whole history of Modernism may be seen as a process of
transforming ever more non-texts into texts. However, within
Modernism there is also a second movement, which tends to exclude
ever more texts from the artistic domain, trying to isolate that which is
really “art”. The latter is particularly true of such currents as abstract
expressionism, minimalism, and everything that the American critic
Joseph Greenberg would call Modernism. The second movements
starts out from Dadaism and includes what is nowdays called
Postmodernism. However, even the second tradition transforms some
texts into non-texts, notably, for a large part of Modernist history,
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works which depict things of the perceptual world (Sonesson 1992;

1993a; 1994a,b)?
One may wonder, nevertheless, whether these are really texts In

the second of the Duchamp examples, no change (apart from the
signature) has been made to the material artifact (only to the
interpretation procedures); in the first case, the modifications do not
seem to be comparable to the substitution of units, the combinations of
which make up the artifact called text in verbal language. But how
should we then respond to the suggestion, made by a student of mine,
that tiger hides are “non-texts” in Swedish culture? Unlike “La
Gioconda” and the urinal, these are natural objects. Perhaps it could be
said, however, that they are texts in relation to an African or Indian
usage which is foreign to Swedish culture. But the questions then
become: 1) whether they are cultural objects (certainly if even fire is a
cultural object, when considered inside the frame of the semiotics of
the natural world, as Greimas 1970 suggests); 2) whether they are
signs: it is true that, according to Barthes’ (1965) classical discussion,
all objects in a culture acquire a sign function, but this is then derived
and parasitic (cf. tools with a parasitic sign function), not transformed
into signs like the urinal in the art gallery.

If “text” is simply anything going out and in of “culture”, cultural
semiotics will be a diffusionist model in the sense of anthropology —
though there is more emphasis on what is done with that which is
received (exclusion, deformation), even admitting that modem
diffusionists are also quite conscious of the necessity for the receiving
culture to be prepared for the reception.

“Text” as that which belongs

The wide use of the term “text” in cultural semiotics is anticipated in
semiotics generally: everything which “belongs” to (may be accounted
for by) a particular system of interpretation is considered to be a
“text”. There has been a lot of rather unpremeditated uses in semiotics
of terms like visual text, behavioural texts, etc. In pictorial semiotics,
it is true, the common term has been “visual discourse”, but the
generalisation of the latter term poses a similar problem. There has

3 It seems to me that history is a powerful mechanism for transforming text
into non-texts, as well as the opposite, but as far as | know, this second aspect
is not considered by the Tartu school.
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also been a generalised use of “text” in hermeneutics, media studies
and cognitive psychology, particularly in the study of oral as opposed
to written culture.

The idea of “belongingness” (and not much else) is clearly implied
by the characterisation of culture, by the Tartu school, as “a collection
of texts”. It is not easy to find any succinct definition of text in the
articles written by members of the Tartu school. In an early article,
Lotman (1966) variously tells us that “a text is a separate message that
is clearly perceived as being distinct from a ‘non-text’ or ‘other text’;
“A text has a beginning, end, and definite internal organisation”; and
it is not “an amorphous accumulation of signs”.

Taking this in a more precise sense, we may end up with the
conception of the linguists Halliday & Hasan (1976), according to
whom “text” is defined by consistence as to register and cohesion, that
is by inner connection, as well as connection to the situation.

On the other hand, we may also be reminded of several notions of
text which are notoriously difficult to grasp, such as “text” as “pro-
ductivity” (the late Barthes and Kristeva), opposed to work, “oeuvre”,
i.e. that which transforms language, redistributing its resources.
Bakhtin (1986: 103ff), who is one of the averred precursors of the
Tartu school, has also written an article about the notion of text, which
he describes as “the primary datum of the human sciences”; “the
immediate reality (reality of thought and of experience) within which
this thought and these disciplines can exclusively constitute them-
selves”.

Every use of the term “text” outside of verbal language would
seem be subject to the perils of what | have elsewhere called onto-
logical and epistemological panlinguisticism: i.e. of either presuming
that all meaning is built on the model of language, or that it is only
accessible for use through the mediation of language (cf. Sonesson
1994c). Both the Tartu school and the early Barthes seem to hesitate
between these two doctrines, with the former leaning towards the first
alternative and the latter towards the second one: all texts are built on
the model of verbal language (secondary modelling system); all other
sign systems are received (and analysed) by means of verbal language
(Barthes 1965: “objects of our civilisation as far as they are spoken”).
However, it should be possible to use the label “text” simply to point
to some kind of analogy, without prejudging on the question of
causality.
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Posner’s three generalisations

Roland Posner (1989) has divided the process of generalisation from
“text”, in the ordinary language sense, to the sense found in Cultural
semiotics, into three phases: from writing to speech, from speech to
any sequence of coded (i.e. conventional) signs; and from any coded
sequence to any coded sign, even when it does not enter into a

sequence (cf. Fig. 2).

Everything hie et nunc which is attended to (thematic)

Everything hie et nunc which is iterable (can be repeated)
[Posner's third generalization]

|
Everything hie et nunc which is derived from iterable units and
general rules

Everything hie el nunc which is derived from iterable units and the rules
for their combination [Posner's second generalization]
i
Everything hie el nunc which is derived from iterable units and the rules
for their linear combination [Posner's second generalization]

4

All realized signs (iterables units which can be differentiated
into expression and content)

All realized combinations of linguistic signs
[Posner's first generalization]

All realized combinations of written linguistic signs

Figure 2. The first hierarchy of textuality: From attention to writing

The first generalisation, then, goes beyond mere writing to include
speech: any sequence of words, not only persistent language artifacts
but also instantaneous ones, can be called a “text”, as long as the
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content is determined by a code. According to Posner’s definition, a
code should be taken, in this context, to be a conventional or innate
relationship correlating content and expression, but if we attend to his
examples, things regularly perceived as going together will also fall
into this category. This generalisation is the most common, and the
most straightforward, one. It is as far as Halliday & Hasan (1976) are
prepared to go, and it is also where Bakhtin (1986) says he would like
to stop, although he goes on to talk about “the ‘implied’ text which
could be music, fine art, etc.”

Posner’s second generalisation brings us from spoken or written
signs only to any sequence of coded signs. At this second stage,
certain traffic signs will be included: thus, a sign instructing you to
reduce your speed to 80 km, then to 60 km, followed by “roadwork
ahead”, a notice that the two lanes will merge, etc. It may be
remembered that Mounin (1970) denied semiotic status to traffic signs
precisely because they did not form any sequence. However, it could
be argued against Posner that continuity between the signs is merely
produced by the contents, not by the expressions, i.e. there is no
anaphoric chain, and the like. If a text is a semantic unit, i.e. is defined
by consistence as to register and cohesion, as Halliday & Hasan
(1976) claim, then this is a text; yet the very book in which they give
their definition is mainly about anaphors and cataphors. Other traffic
signs do not form sequences, as Posner himself shows, and would thus
not be texts in this sense.

The third generalisation abandons the notion of sequence: every
coded sign (token), even if it does not form a sequence, may be called
a text. Thus, text seems to be simply anything which may be
reproduced (token in relation to type). Posner here refers to Goodman
(his allographic art as opposed to autographic) but does not develop
the issue. Perhaps we should start out from the distinction type/token
(from Peirce to linguistics).4 Contrary to Goodman’s claim, pictures
cannot be entirely autographic, i.e. they are not only repeatable as
wholes, since they contain categories, as defined by perceptual
psychology, which set the limit for density (Sonesson 1989; 1995b). If
S0, even pictures could be texts, to the extent that they are coded in
Posner’s sense.

Posner’s analysis is enlightening, as far as it goes, but it has only a
limited relation to the notion of text as used in the Tartu school model.

4 In linguistics, of course, the opposition language/speech is very complex,
as shown by Jakobson, Hjelmslev, and Coseriu interpreting Saussure.
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The Tartu notion is much richer. Probably the latter is too ric — u
before we abandon it for this reason there may be further insig ts to
gain from its analysis. Actually, even Posner uses aspects of this
richer notion of text when he later assimilates the concept couples
“culture vs non-culture” to “semiotisation vs desemiotisation and
applies them not only to extra-cultural and non-cultural as opposed to
cultural but also to that which is more or less central in culture. If
something becomes more semiotic by entering culture, and by going
from its margins to its core, then it seems that some texts are more
texts than others — more “meaningful”! But that seems to raise
questions of value and interest for which there is no place in Posner’s
hierarchy.

Reading the dictionaries

There is no reason to believe, as perhaps some Oxford philosophers,
and certainly the Greimas school, claimed, that the solution to our
analytical problems can be found in dictionaries, whether they are the
“Oxford English Dictionary”, or “Le Petit Robert”. But is useful to
have a look at a number of dictionaries, if only just to realise that the
meaning of “text”, in ordinary language, is so much more than just “a
combination of verbal signs conveyed in written form”, which Posner
takes as his point of departure.5

In the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (1987), “text” is
defined in opposition to non-verbal sign systems, considered as
marginal contributions to the meaning process (opposed to “the main
body”), and there is a reference to singularly important contents, such
as those of the Bible.6 In the favourite source book of the Greimas
school, Le Petit Robert (1977), content is again emphasised, although
with more reference to the expression side, at least its order; and there
is also a concern for some particular contents, those of the Bible (just
as in the English quotes) and of famous authors. Only in one instance
is there mention of something outside written signs, but then only as

Ideally, of course, we should have consulted Russian and/or Estonian
dictionaries, but that must wait until another occasion.

“main body of a book or printed page (contrasted with notes, diagrams,
illustrations, etc.”; “original words of an author, apart from anything else in a

book™; “short passage, sentence, esp. of Scripture, as the subject of a sermon
or discussion”.
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the written basis of non-written works, and then order, Posner’s
sequence, continues to be important.7 Also definitions in Swedish
dictionaries concern books and similar objects, opposed to pictures
(and music), and content, as opposed to expression.

In all the language considered, there seems to be a particular Bibli-
cal sense to “text”, sometimes extended to important non-religious
authorities. In all the languages, “text” is thus used to refer to what the
Prague school would call “exemplary works” (part of the Canon); in
other words, something which Foucault would term a “monument” as
opposed to a “document”, i.e. something to which you add comments,
which is the pretext of further verbal productions. This interpretation
seems to be implicit in much of the use of the term in the Tartu school,
as is more obviously the case in hermeneutics, and, more strangely, in
the work of the cognitive psychologist David Olsson.

The *“text” is often seen as the original. English and French
dictionaries talk about the original, as opposed to the copies or the
falsification — which is a paradox, since writing, followed by print,
made possible the reproduction which, at least according to Benjamin,
should abolish the distinction. The metaphorical use of the term often
seems to repose on this general idea about the autographic as opposed
to the allographic (in Goodman’s sense). Indeed, rather than abo-
lishing it, printing may actually render the distinction possible, for it
could be said that mediaeval codices do not allow an absolute
distinction between original and copies, since every manuscript is a
new variation on the earlier one. But causal links to the original is that
which guarantees the authenticity of the object.

The “text” could also be seen as that which is most important. This
is suggested by the expression “the main body”, and the same idea is
implied by the opposition between text and illustration — which again
is a normative element. However slight this suggestion may be in
ordinary language, it looms large in Tartu semiotics.

7 “les termes, les phrases qui constituent un ecrit ou une oeuvre”; “Ecrit
considere dans sa redaction originale et authentique”; “passage de I’ecriture
sainte”; “page, fragment d’une oeuvre, caracteristique de la pensee ou de I’art
de I"auteur”; “tout document ecrit prevoyant un ordre determine d’operations
& la radio, & la television, au cinema et au theatre”.

“det som &r att lasa i en bok rp.m. Mots, illustration: ord till melodi;

stycke (i bibeln m.m,) 6ver vilket predikan halles” (Frdmmande ord). “en
skrifts egentliga innehall; bibelstélle; ord till sang” (Wessen, Vara ord).



92 Godran Sonesson

The term “discourse” is often generalised in the same way as
“text”. Faircloughs (1992) considers “discourse” to be something
more general than “text”, such as the social conditions of production
(a la Foucault), whereas “text” is used in the sense of Halliday.
However, the Greimas school uses “discourse” as others use text ,
e.g. plastic discourse, etc. The dictionaries give us a similar repertory
of meanings.9 In the vernacular, discourse has more to do with spoken
language, and should thus offer a more ready base for a generalisation.
But it does seem to offer less foundation for a normative genera-
lisation, if we except the French cognitive interpretation.

The first hierarchy of textuality:
From attention to writing

If, like Posner, we start out from the linguistic sense of text, we will at
once come up against a generalised usage, which is already broader
and also, in some respects, in contradiction to the vernacular usage.
The Danish linguist Louis Hjelmslev (1943) who was an important
source of information for the French structuralists and the Tartu
school, placed text in opposition to the system, more or less like
Saussure placed “parole” in opposition to “langue” (for which another
disciple of Saussure, Buyssens, used the terms *“discours” and
“langue”). Where Hjelmslev clearly deviates from common usage is in
not requiring any kind of closure of the text (beginning and end,
standing out form the non-text, which is important to Lotman, as we
saw).10 However, the opposition between text and system for him at
once subsumes two more elementary oppositions: between that which
is present hie et nunc and the rules having some more subtle mode of
existence; and between isolated instances and combinations of signs.

9

According to Le Petit Robert, it is a “developpement oratoire fait devant
une reunion de personnes”; “ecrit litteraire didactique™; “expression verbale

de la pensee”; “pensee discursive, raisonnement”: The Oxford Dictionary tells
us it is “speech; lecture; sermon; treatise”.

Thus, this is more general than the text concept of text linguistics, ac-
cording to which a text is not only a contiguity of signs, which supposes
coherence/cohesion, anaphoric chains, etc., and in particular Halliday’s idea

that texts are not a mere combinations of sentences but are found on a higher
level — thus forming a new whole, a Gestalt.
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These two aspects are hardly possible to distinguish in Hjelmslev’s
theory. That which can be perceived hie et nunc is opposed to
something which is presupposed by it, which is at the same time a
vocabulary of units which may be repeated (iterable units, in
Husserl’s parlance) and the rules for combining these units. The same
applies to generative grammar. If the system is identified with a
generative grammar, which recursively generates all possible “texts”
(and the Tartu school often uses these terms), the categories and their
combinations are given at the same level, and thus grammaticality and
“belongingness” are the same.

The metaphor of combinatory rules is certainly presupposed by the
notion of “ungrammatical texts”, often found in the Tartu articles and
elsewhere in semiotics. It is explicit in Lotman et al. (1975) theses
about the study of culture, where “non-texts” correspond to that which
is “ungrammatical”. It is arguable, of course, that an ungrammatical
sentence does not (entirely) belong to the system, for, while it
reproduces the vocabulary of the system, it does not follow the rules
of combination.

It is common to suppose that combinatory rules concern the
(linear) ordering of the elements. In ordinary language, as we saw,
sequence is important in the definition of “text”. This seems to be true
of two popular metaphorical applications, first introduced by Barthes
(1965; to which Posner refers when discussing the notion of text), the
menu and clothing. Although one may argue, as | have done else-
where (Sonesson 1993b), that there are two combinatory dimensions
in clothing (not only body parts, but also layers of clothing), both are
spatially ordered and linear. Linguists and anthropologists like Halli-
day and Douglas, who have developed the menu analogy in com-
parisons with non-western cultures, also find linearity to reign
supreme (i.e. certain kinds of food are eaten before, and others after,
the main course). Even behaviour, to which both Lotman and Posner
refer to as texts, may to some extent follow linear rules, though the
sequence is usually temporally, rather than spatially, distributed (but

1 These are of course not sign system, but only symbol system, in
Hjelmslev’s sense (no separation of expression and content), so it is not clear
that he would be ready to apply the term “texts” to them. However, space
does not allow me to discuss sign criteria here.
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this, of course, also applies to spoken “texts”, the first eve o
Posner’s generalisations).

But it is pictorial text which most obviously contradicts the gram-
mar analogy. In the Tartu theses, a basic distinction is made between
“discontinuous (discrete) vs continuous (non-discrete) texts . Lotman
et al. (1975) articles refer to “text as composed of discontinuous or
continuous signs”, claiming that the former, as exemplified by
painting, dance, sculpture, television, film, dominate in contemporary
culture. But clearly, if these texts are really made up of discontinuous
signs, we could not expect them to obey the grammar analogy. Indeed,
there are no rules for where certain objects should appear in pictures
(apart from some very restricted genres, like Russian icon painting),
and so it is not possible to break any linear rules of combination
(cf. Sonesson 1992).

However, Hjelmslev (1943: 35ff) defines text/process as units in
“relation” (both-and-relations), opposed to the system which is in
“correlation” (either-or-relations). Jakobson has made similar genera-
lisations when talking about the “syntagm” as the axis of combination,
and the “paradigm” as the axis of selection. In this sense, we could say
that any combination of elements, which does not accord to the norms,
whether these concern spatial and/or temporal distribution, or
something else, will yield “non-grammatical” texts or “non-texts”.

In this way, the distinction can also be applied to pictures and other
visual artifacts. A collage (e.g. a combination of paint, subway tickets,
newspapers, etc.) could be said to contain “un-grammatical” combina-
tions in relation to earlier art, although there are of course no rules for
their spatial and temporal distribution, only their realisation inside the
same general category. This also applies to ready-mades: Duchamp’s
urinal in the art gallery demonstrates a lack of “pragmatic acceptabi-
lity”, i.e. it is not consistent as to register, in Halliday’s terms.

We could also consider at least some happenings as “ungram-
matical” behaviour in this sense. Thus, to put a bottle of jam on a car
is “ungrammatical”, not because it fails to follow the menu syntagm in
Barthes’ sense, but because it introduces the jam bottle into a category
which is not in the food system at all. Some actions typically included
in happenings may similarly be inappropriate to the general sphere of
“spectacles” of which happenings are a part (again a case of not being
“pragmatically acceptable™), either because they are things normally

2 Lotman (1979: 85) even refer to situations as texts, in which case linearity
seems irrelevant.
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done in private, or because they appear to be routine doings not
normally considered interesting to watch (which brings us into the
neighbourhood of our second hierarchy of textuality).

Groupe p have discussed similar examples in terms of visual
rhetoric: the collage, which we mentioned above, but also, for
instance, a red flag in a black-and-white movie (Eisenstein’s “Potem-
kin”), or a figurative representation in an Abstract Expressionist
painting (e.g. de Kooning’s women). To Groupe p, ungrammaticality,
or, as they prefer to say, rhetoricalness (admitting that the operation
takes place at a secondary level) occurs in the visual domain in the
form of non-permitted combinations of transformation rules. An
excellent example would be Picasso’s paraphrase of Velazquez “Las
Meninas” or, even better, Hamilton’s paraphrase of the latter. But why
should we not also consider non-permitted transformations (Cubist
transformations before Cubism was accepted, etc.) as being “ungram-
matical”, or “rhetorical”, in themselves? In this case, every one of
Picasso’s and Hamilton’s figures are “ungrammatical”, each in a
different way (cf. Sonesson 1996; 1997b).

This then brings us to a further generalisation of the opposition
between system and text. The system could involve rules of another
kind than the rules of combination, typically presupposed by the
grammar metaphor, e.g., rules of transformation, which serve to map
the perceptual world into the picture plane. That pictorial meaning
must in fact be accounted for in terms of perceptual transformations
was a conclusion of my critique of the critique of iconicity (Sonesson
1989; 1997a,b,c).

It will be observed that the most general feature of the “system vs
text” opposition is still retained: we have something general, of the
order of rules, which contrasts with something particular, individuated
in space and time. We may still refer to Peirce opposition of type and
token (“legisign” vs “sinsign” functioning as a replica): indeed, it will
be remembered that to Peirce the “legisign”, as Thirdness, is essen-
tially a rule.

Typicality in time and outside of it
There is a problem with identifying “text”, as Posner suggests, with

the Peircean token; for, although we may certainly sometimes use the
word “text” to refer to instances presented hie et nunc, we also often
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employ the same word when talking about something w ic isra er
of the order of types. While I am writing this article, | may re er o it
as a “text”, thinking about the single token which is still in my
computer; however, when | afterwards ask you to look at page 12 of
the text, the text | am talking about is a kind of type, and you will
probably all look at different spatially individuated tokens of it.

Lets begin by making a distinction between two kinds of typica-
lities, in the sense of recurrent units, or rule-like entities, i.e. Peircean
Thirdness. These could be called type 1 and type 2 typicalities, or,
with somewhat more descriptive terms, temporally unbound and
temporally bound typicalities, respectively (cf. Sonesson 1997d).BIn
the first case, different tokens are derived from a type, without the
type being perceived as emerging in time, as is the case with
phonemes, letters, and words (Fig. 3). We can think of this typicality
as omnitemporal and omnispatial in Husserl’s sense. This is of course
a fiction, for even words and phoneme change, but time is not
relevant, or must be supposed to stand still, at least during the act of
communication.'4

Type

Ex. phoneme,
word,
standardized

Exl Ex 2 ... object

Temporal axis

Figure 3. Temporally unbound typicalities

As temporally unbound typicalities | also count what are ordinarily
called standardised objects (usually factory-made), such as a particular
model of an iron, a glass recipient, a urinal, etc. In many ways, such

There is a relation, though not a clear-cut one, to Goodman'’s distinction
between autographic and allographic arts.

XU Naturally, some words or perhaps even some phonemes are felt to be old-
fashioned, but contrary to Jakobson’s claim, this does show that diachrony in

inside synchrony, in any interesting sense — at least not in any sense which is
interesting in this context.
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objects appear to be much more clearly “dated” than a phoneme or a
word. Perhaps they should really be assigned to some third type of
typicality. However, from the point of view of the user, their date of
fabrication is of no avail (apart from such accessory interest as
acquiring the latest model, or knowing if the warranty is still valid,
which is a question pertaining to the copy). Here, then, we will
continue to count them as temporally unbound typicalities.15

In the second case, the type is constituted in time by a particular
subject at the same time as he creates the first token (Fig. 4). This is of
course the case of the original painting in relation to all its re-
productions, and of the photographic plate in relation to all the copies
made of it (Indeed, photography was the first context in which I
encountered time-bound typicalities).

Type

Token 1 Token 2, 3, etc
Temporal axis

Figure 4. Temporally bound typicalities

Sketches and models may have preceded the original but do not
constitute the type.16 Contrary to what Eco (1992) suggests in his
article about “doubles”, temporal priority is not enough to distinguish
the original from its copies. The painter’s sketches, many computer
print-outs, some photographic prints, and the model of a building,
precede the constitution of the type. More extreme examples are
offered by Warhol, Sherrie Levine, Koons, etc. making originals by
copying temporally prior advertisements, art-works, or hand-crafted

5 | am not discussing, as a philosophers could do, what “really” exists, but
what must be supposed to exist for the user of meaning systems.

16 The case of music and architecture is not so clear to me; in architecture
there may even have been a historical development in what counts as the
work, i.e. as constitutive of the type.
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objects. Only an attribution of value can decide which objects, in e
temporal chain, should count as the original, or, more generally, as the
token constitutive of the type. In our society, it is often the identity of
the producing subjects which decide the value, separating, for
instance, a paraphrase of Velazquez “Las Meninas” by Picasso or
Hamilton, from a copy, made by an obscure contemporary of the ori-
ginal painter; or even Linde’s token of the ready-made types created
by Duchamp (and the tokens which are really copies of Linde’s
copies) from the paraphrases by Roland Jones and Sherrie Levine.

Now, in the way that the word “text” is often used in ordinary
language (though our dictionaries do not specifically mention this), it
applies to an artifact manifesting a time-bound typicality, itself made
up of combinations of temporally unbound types. The temporally
unbound typicalities are, of course, in the ordinary case, words,
phonemes (or rather, more directly, graphemes or letters), grammatical
rules, and the like. In the second hierarchy of textuality, referred to in
the work of the Tartu school, it appears that it is this typicality sense
of “text” which is presupposed in all the usages.

Combinations of several units, as in the grammar analogy, are not
necessarily fundamental to this transformation from temporally
unbound to temporally bound typicalities. Consider the case of
Duchamp’s ready-made, the urinal, which is a factory-made object,
and therefore a token of the unbound typicality type; when it is made
into a work of art (by being presented in a gallery), this token is
transformed into a type, but now of the temporally bound kind, which
means new tokens can be made with reference to it, as were those by
Linde and others (Fig. 5). These things do not only happen in the
strange world of Modernist art: incunabula, for instance, are tokens of
a type which have become so rare, that they may be treated as types
from which new tokens can be made (but in this case both type levels
may well be experienced as time-bound)

The artifact, which, in the Prague school model is subject to
different concretisations, would in this sense be a time-bound
typicality. Like Posner, then, we may well use the term artifact as a
more general term than text, though in a rather different sense: both
would, in our analysis, be some kind of typicalities.
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Type 1 Type 2

Figure 5. Transformation of unbound into bound typicality

Closing the text

In ordinary language, a text has a beginning and an end, i.e. “closure”;
as the members of the Tartu school will claim, it even stands out “on
all sides” as against that which is not a text (or perhaps another text).
To Hjelmslev, however, the text is without end, it is the sequence of
all possible realisations of the system. But the Hjelmslevean text is at
the level of a token. A text as a temporally bound typicality, however,
could normally be expected to have closure.

There are several senses in which a text may be said to have
closure or not. Clearly taking the cue from Hjelmslev, Kristeva and
the late Barthes talked about “texte” opposed to “oeuvre”, where the
former is considered to be a continuous process, while the second has
fixed limits. Certain more or less contemporary literary works where
hailed as “texts” in this sense. It is not clear how this feature of
openness, which Hjelmslev ascribed to the token level, could be
retained at the level of time-bound typicality, with which literature is
concerned.17

When discussing the fragment as opposed to the text, however, it is
instead the text which is supposed to have closure, this time of a more
local, internal kind, absent from the fragments. Even if the fragments
do not form a text, each one of them individually must possess this

7 Baktin (1990) very clearly demonstrates the necessary “closure” or time-
bound typicalities, in terms of “finalisation”, though it seems that in some
later works (on Rabelais, notably) he failed to take this demonstration into
account.
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kind of closure. Indeed, many collections of fragments have become
texts, in the sense of the second hierarchy of textuality.

Rather than being opposed to the text, the intertext is contained in
it. All texts probably contain some amount of intertext, which may be
taken to mean that no text possesses a complete closure (which is
really a trivial observation). Many intertexts are themselves highly
organised, and may really form some super-texts together with the text
of departure. This is true of many of those “paratexts”, “architexts”,
and “metatexts” discussed by Genette (1982).

A particular case could be the opposition between text and hyper-
text. It is not clear, however, whether the hyper-text is a kind of text or
something beyond it." If we take notes to be an example of a hyper-
text, in this sense, then it is certainly opposed to text, in the dictionary
meaning of “main body of work”. The computer mediated hyper-text
would then be a kind of hypertrophy of the note apparatus, in which
the notes (like in the proverbial German dissertation) are transformed
into the main body of the work.

Something more is perhaps meant by the opposition of cyber-text
to ordinary text. Text is usually understood as a monologue, but
cyber-space is, at least potentially, a place of dialogue, of interchange,
and like all dialogues, it cannot have closure in any strict sense. On
the other hand, to the extent that dialogue is a sequence of behaviour,
it may well acquire textuality in another way — or rather, in another
sense. In spite of the importance of closure for many definitions of
text, we will not explore it further here. We will merely note that it is
presupposed in all the senses of text appearing in the second hierarchy
of textuality.

The second hierarchy of textuality:
From interpretability to excellence

At one point, Hjelmslev (1943) actually imagines text to be “every-
thing which is the case”, i.e. everything which is present (or could be
present) hie et nunc. In this sense, text is continuous in a different way
from the one considered above; or, as Hjelmslev puts it himself, it is
“heterogeneous”. However, since different parts of this text have

18 The latter interpretation is suggested by the comparison with such terms
as “hyper-marche”.
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different “connotations” (in Hjelmslev’s specific sense, not in the
familiar logical or stylistic senses, e.g. as each sentence in Danish con-
notes “I speak Danish”; cf. Sonesson 1989: 119ff, 179ff), hetero. —
geneous text can be divided into several homogeneous ones. It will be
noted that, unlike the heterogeneity found, for instance, in the
intertext, this one is found on the type-level (actually the temporally
unbound type level), not on the token level (or perhaps rather: not on
the temporally bound type level).

What Hjelmslev actually says is that all “real” texts are hetero-
geneous. So we should distinguish a “text-for-a-system” and a “real
text”. The closest we come to this notion in the model of the Tartu
school would seem to be the idea of “the cultural text”, which is the
sum total of all texts in a culture. This text is heterogeneous, whenever
its parts are ascribed to the language system, the picture system, the
behaviour system, and so forth. It is, however, homogeneous when
considered in relation to the culture system. The situation is really
more complex: when considered in relation to Swedish culture, art is
heterogeneous for being art; and when considered in relation to the
system of art, Swedish art is heterogeneous for being Swedish. Art
made by Latin American exiles living in Sweden would be even more
multiply heterogeneous.

Behind this distinction is a more general notion of “belongingness”
than suggested by the grammar analogy: something is a non-text
because it does not belong to the system at all, it lacks both the
vocabulary and the rules, not only the combinations. Lotman (1966)
actually claims that something could be a text from a linguistic point
of view without being it from the legal point of view; analogously,
something may be a text from the point of view of the picture system,
but not from that of the art system (for instance the “La Gioconda”
with moustaches before Duchamp introduced it into the art sphere).

The second hierarchy of textuality emerges from the different
meanings attributed to something which is a text, as opposed to a non-
text (Fig. 6). Sometimes, a text is that which can be interpreted, in
contrast to that which is impossible to interpret. This meaning is
implied by the notion of system in the model of the Tartu school: texts
can be interpreted, because they are inside culture, where there are
systems for their interpretation: “non-texts” cannot be interpreted,
because they are excluded by culture or deformed by being interpreted
according to systems other than those by means of which they were
engendered. It is easy to see how this sense of “non-text” emerges out
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of Hjelmslev’s structuralist world-view, according to which
“substance” without “form” cannot even be thought.

Everything hie et nunc which (is attended to because it)
requires interpretation (i.e. which is not self-evident)

Everything hie et nunc which is susceptible of interpretation

Everything hie et nunc which
A e » is considered worthy of interpretation
(from a particular point of view)

Everything hie et nunc which is Everything hie et nunc which is
susceptible of interpretation in (worthy of being) an object of com-
the system of fine arts mentary (in a particular system)

[token transformechnto type]

Everything hie et nunc which is
(worthy of being) imitated (in a
particular system) [exemplary work
in the Prague school sense]

Figure 6. The second hierarchy of textuality: From interpretability to
excellence

Sometimes, however, the non-text is that which is not worth
interpreting, the text then being that which is worth while. Lotman &
Pjatigorskij (1968) talk about “a mass of non-texts” which form “the
background against which a group of texts is distinguished as
displaying traits of an expressiveness that is complementary and
meaningful in the cultural system”.19 When writing is invented, not
everything is considered worth writing down, or, alternatively not
everything is worth being orally conveyed. In some cultures, written
texts, in the linguistic sense, but not oral ones, are texts in culture, and

19 This seems to mean that there are non-texts also inside culture!
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in other cultures, the reverse is the case. Or rather: some texts are
more texts than others!

In the prehistory of Russian semiotics, the formalist Jakubinski
termed “aperceptive mass” (a term taken over by Vygotsky) that
which is so obvious that it is interpreted without the process ever
becoming conscious. It is something which does not require any
particular interpretative work, but is given as a matter of course,
equivalent to that which is present in the Lifeworld, in the sense of
phenomenology. Now it would seem that this characterisation should
apply to most texts, certainly in the linguistic sense, particularly those
which are more perfectly grammatical (or perhaps rather, more
perfectly “acceptable™). The non-text would then be that which resists
interpretation. There is indeed a hint of this conception in the idea of
non-texts being deformed when they enter the culture. But we saw in
the last quote, from Lotman & Pjatigorskij (1968) that it is rather the
non-texts which constitute the “aperceptive mass”.

In his article about the Decembrists’ semiotisation of ordinary life,
Lotman (1984a) claims that routine behaviour is not semiotic
“Semiotic behaviour is always the result of a choice”. However, non-
semiotic behaviour becomes semiotic, Lotman continues, for those
who do not master the code, for instance for foreigners.20 This is
analogous to Ricceur’s position in hermeneutics: text appears when
there is no ready interpretation. It is the non-text which is interpreted
as a matter of course.

But this is a real paradox. It means that routine behaviour will be a
text for those who do not belong to the culture in question, for the
outsiders, those who use other codes — and this seems to be quite the
opposite of the linguistic analogy, as if we were saying that something
is a text for those who do not understand the language. Here then, we
have arrived at two concepts of texts which are not simply different,
but appear to exclude each other. If text in the linguistic sense
(grammar of combinations) could be seen as a more specific case of
the sense of “belongingness”, then it seems that something which is a
text according to the linguistic analogy must be a non-text in the sense
of offering no resistance to interpretation.

There is the text of the other (which requires “outsideness”, in the
sense of Bakhtin), and there is the text of the ego.

D It should be noted that it is Posner, not the Tartu school, which claims the
texts differs from the non-text in being “more semiotical”. Still, in the same
article Lotman (1984a: 87) does talk about “behaviour-texts”.
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Meaning as attention and value

Semiotisation would seem to mean that something is transformed into
a sign, thus having an expression separate from its content which
means that, given "the expression, there is something to interpret. But
to the Tartu school, semiotisation often seems to mean simply
attracting attention. Lotman (1984a) says that, to the Decembrists,
behaviour in ordinary life “has become a subject of attention, in which
value is attached not to the acts themselves but to their symbolic
meaning”; and Lotman & Uspenskij (1971) claim that “against the
background of non-culture, culture appears as a system of signs”.

Actually, this seems to mean that something becomes a sign
merely by being attended to. Nevertheless, simply because we attend
to something, we do not have to differentiate it into expression and
content, to apply the criteria of Piaget and Husserl, (cf. Sonesson
1989: 49ff). There are some particular cases in which attention may
well have this function: thus, for instance, to be recognized as such,
instruments may have to signify their use, as Posner suggests; and
every use may even, in contemporary society, be transformed into the
sign of this use, as Barthes famously indicated. But these seem to be
special cases.

But we could take Lotman’s discussion of the Decembrists to show
that, to him, a minimal requirement of something being a text is that it
is attended to. This means that something is singled out as important,
that it stands out as something we should attend to, perhaps interpret,
that it is not understood as a matter of course.2l All other requirements
of textuality, with the exception of text as that which is taken for
granted, would then add further requirements.

In this sense, a routine action or an everyday object which is
placed in a context where it will be attended do, such as an art gallery,
or on a scene, etc., will become a text. This would be true of many
parts of a happening and of most ready-mades. Of course, Lotman’s
examples actually illustrate a case which is the opposite of the one just
mentioned: the acts of the Decembrists take place in the middle of
ordinary life, but they have a spectacular quality about them which
attracts an audience.

2L According to Husserl’s criteria, of course, a sign is an entity in which that
which is perceived is precisely not attended to, not “thematic” What is
singled out it that which is not perceived, the content.
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Sometimes, becoming the subject of attention implies, for the
Tartu school, being conventional. Thus Lotman claims that when
death is exchanged for honour in the Roland song, this is a conven-
tional sign and therefore semiotic, as are the acts of the upper classes
generally, whereas the life of other social classes is not semiotic
(cf. Lotman 1984a,c). But perhaps at least the second example could
be reduced to the last one, if we admit that the life of the upper classes
is more attention-getting than that of the others (once upon a time at
the scene of the court, and now by the mediations of the media).

The cognitive psychologist David Olsson (1991) defines text as
that which is the subject of comments, that which is discussed, i.e. that
which is a quote or is considered worth quoting. In other words, a text
is something which gives rise to a meta-text. Originally, he had
supposed these properties to apply only to that which is called a text in
ordinary language, i.e. instances of written language. However, when
anthropologists demonstrated to him that many oral pronouncements
are treated in the same way in other cultures, he choose to generalise
the notion of text to that which is quoted and which invites com-
mentary. In fact, he could also have generalised from the dictionary
meanings of Biblical, or otherwise Classical, quotations.

There are only indirect hints at such a notion of text in the Tartu
school writings. According to Lotman & Uspenskij (1971), texts serve
to select that which is to be remembered or forgotten, thus changing
the concept of “facts to be remembered”. Again referring to the
Decembrists, Lotman (1984a) says that “the very act had to be seen as
significant, to deserve the memory of posterity and the attention of
historians, and to be of the utmost value”.

Quotation means that a token is in a way promoted to a type, more
precisely to a time-bound type.22 In this sense even actions may be
quoted. This could apply to the actions of the Decembrists, discussed
by Lotman (although he does not describe them in that way). It
certainly applies to a lot of what happens in the “Queste of Grail”,
where those who are involved in an “adventure” repeatedly ask
themselves “what it means”. The adventure often is retold several
times, notably to hermits, who furnish the interpretation — thus
becoming subject to commentary. In this case, the actions, unlike

2 More strictly metalinguistic uses of quotation marks, to refer to the
lexicon entry “word”, etc., are of course temporally unbound types. The case
considered here is the quotation of sentences or even larger stretches of
discourse.
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those of the Decembrists, actually become signs, since the meaning
which the knights ask for is not the cause, nor intentions or social
norms, not even unconscious motives as in contemporary herme-
neutics — it is a separate “content” which is retrievable in heaven
(cf. Sonesson 1997c).

When the knights tell about their adventures, they are of course
“quoting” their behaviour in a verbal metalanguage. A more inte-
resting case, also found in the Grail story, is when that which does the
quoting is behaviour itself. Thus, the different adventures refer to each
other, and, more fundamentally the actions of the knights refer to the
acts of Joseph of Aramithea, which refer to the acts of Christ, etc. Still
this remains a reference which could only be clear in the world of the
story, that is, conveyed by language (for once Barthes is right about
linguistic determination).

Marshall Sahlins (1981) gives some other examples of actions
which are quoted. Kmahehmeha said to Captain Vancouver that both
should jump, and that the one whose god helped him to survive would
decide the religion of the people, but the same event is also found in
the myth about Paao. When Captain Cook later arrived he inadver-
tently came to repeat the Lono ritual and therefore was killed.

All ritual and ceremony could be seen as behaviour quoting other
behaviour. As in the Grail story, the behaviour quoted would itself be
“significant”, that is, have a value in itself, as Lotman says about the
acts of the Decembrists. A more pure case of an action quoting
another action would therefore be the happening, in which the quoted
action has no value, apart from the fact that it is quoted.

In the Tartu school, texts are not everything which is quoted but
rather something which is worth quoting. They are what the Prague
school called “exemplary works” — of which the dictionary senses of
quotations from the Bible or Classical Authors are special cases.
Often, it seems, texts are even something more particular, a certain
type of quotable work, art works.

Ougebenine (1981), a former member of the Tartu school, claims
that when opposing culture to non-culture, Lotman is thinking about
literary culture, indeed that he is referring to the distinction between
culture and civilisation familiar to earlier Russian thinkers (and, as far
as | know, even more to German ones). Such an interpretation is
confirmed by Lotman’s & Uspenskij’s (1971) claim that “culture
never encompasses everything, but forms instead a marked-off
sphere”, as well as by Lotman’s (1970) affirmation that only the most
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qualified members are concerned with culture. But in the same article
Taylor’s well-known definition of culture, which inaugurates
anthropology, is referred to: “the aggregate of all non-inherited
information and the means for organising and preserving it”, where
information is anything which is not a material object. Since culture is
also repeatedly defined as the sum-total of texts, the notion of text
itself will vary between everything which is not a (mere) material
object, and that which is a recognized work of art.

This value-laden concept of text is also the one which, implicitly,
as opposed to explicitly, is taken over by Posner. According to the
Tartu school, texts coming from the outside enter culture from the
margins, and then sometimes make their way into the centre. From the
point of view of literature, the central texts are of course those which
are recognised inside culture as being the most valuable ones. Now,
Posner, who posits a difference between non-culture and extra-culture
(outside our culture but inside other cultures), claims there is a process
of semiotisation (which we encounter already in Lotman’s work)
which proceeds, as texts go from non-culture to extra-culture, from
extra-culture to intra-culture, and from the margin to the centre. But
this means that, even to Posner, not all texts are created equal: some
texts are more texts than others.

Conclusion: a diversified approach

We are indebted to the Tartu school for having made visible all these
different meanings of the notion of text. Of course, the different
meanings really only become visible on a second or third reading, but
they are clearly there, in the context of enunciation of the label “text”.
It may be argued that it would have been better to have different terms
for such divergent concepts as those which we have encountered here:
but we have to accept these new concepts as they were bom, sharing a
single name.

It could be argued that the Tartu model represent a prototypical
case, in which the borders between different oppositional pairs
happens to occur at the same point (in space, time, and whatever):
here, the limit between signs and behaviour patterns which are
possible to understand and those which are not appear at the same
place as the limit between those which are worth while interpreting
and those which are not, from the point of view of a given culture or a



108 Gdran Sonesson

group in the culture. Thus, to the Slavophiles, not only were old
Russian texts the only one which could really be understood (as
opposed to Western non-texts), but they were also the only ones which
merited the effort of interpretation. However, it seems to me that,
already in the case of Peter the Great, the respective domains of that
which is most readily understood, and that which is considered worth
interpreting, come apart: however Westernised the upbringing of Peter
had been, it seems probable that Russian signs and behaviours were
intrinsically easier to interpret than Occidental ones, and so were his
texts in the sense of those most readily understood, and yet he
certainly considered Western behaviours and signs to be his texts, in
the sense of being the ones which merited interpretation. In the same
vein, it may be possible to imagine an ideal situation, in which the
domain of objects subject to commentary is the same as the domain of
objects worthy of being interpreted, and in which the latter
corresponds with the domain of objects worthy of being imitated,
itself identical with the art sphere. The interesting situations will occur
about then these domains fail to coincide. A domain intensionally
contained in a wider domain may or may not be extensionally identical
to the wider domain in a particular culture. But the identification or
separation of the principal sub-domains (such at that which is possible
to interpret and that which is worthy of interpretation) may be even
more significant.

It should be clear that it is the second hierarchy of textuality, not
the first, which is the most fundamental one: it concerns values and
interests, which serves to show that the project of a semiotics of
culture is a sociological project. In this sense, it may be seen as a
foundation for that study of the life of signs in society, from which
Saussure finally opted out; but also, more importantly, as a new start
for the study of dialogicity uniting the ego and the alter, which was
sketched long ago, in so many divergent ways, by the members of the
Bakhtin circle.
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KoHUEeNumMa TeKcTa B CEMUOTUKE KY/NbTYpbl

Co BpeMeH CO3[aHusi CeMUOTUKM KyNbTypbl TapTyCKOW LIKOMOW, MOHS-
TWe «TeKcTa» 6bl0 OAHON M3 ee K/OUEBLIX MeTagop, KOTopas ocTaeTcs
LeHTpanbHOW W Ans TeopeTUYeckoil PeKOHCTPYyKuun PonaHfga MosHepa.
HecmoTps Ha TO, UTO HacTosLas CTaTbs OPOPMIIEHA KaK YMCTO (uiono-
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rmyeckoe uccnefoBaHue, ero 3afgayn ropasfo Lwwupe. [eiAcTBUTENLHO,
OCHOBHasi 4aCTb CTaTbM MOCBSILLLEHA AEMOHCTpauumu TOro, Kak flekcema
«TEKCT» LUMPOKO BapbupyeTcs B ynoTpebneHun B paboTax TapTyckoit
LIKONbI (3Ta HEOAHO3HAYHOCTL TaKXe MPOXOAMT UM CKBO3b MO3HEPOBCKME
PEKOHCTPYKLMK), OfHAKO, Hac B 6ofbleli CTeneHW wuHTepecyeT
BbISIBJIEHME BCEro pasHoo6pa3ns KOHLENTOB, MOKPbIBAEMbIX TEPMUHOM
«TeKCT». Mbl NOKa3biBaeM, YTO BCE YNOTPe6MEeHMs 3TOr0 TePMMHA UMEKOT
CBOMM WMCTOYHMKOM 06bIAEHHbIA A3bIK (B NPUNOXEHWUMN K Pa3HbIM A3blKaM
3anagHoi Tpaguuun). TpocTelwnM BbIXOAOM 6bl0 6Gbl NpefnoXxeHue
[aTb 3TUM KOHLeNnTaM B Hay4YHOW PEKOHCTPYKLUWW pasnnyHble HanMeHo-
BaHMsA. TeM He MeHee, B KOHLE Mbl MpeasiaraeM Apyroe peLleHue.
«TeKCcT» B KayecTBe OMMO3MUMM K «He-TeKCTy» Bcerga (npegno-
naraeT onpefeneHue, UYTO HaxXOAMTCA «BHYTPW», a UTO — «BOBHE», B
rpaHauosHoit urpe KynbTypa versus [Mpupoga. OfHAKO, KpuUTepum
BeCbMa pa3Hoo6pa3Hbl. [Mo3Hep 4YeTKO onucan Of4HY W3 BecbMa oOue-
BUAHBIX Mepapxuii Takoro pasHoobpasns, NpoBefs HAC OT BCeX 3adumKcu-
POBaHHbLIX Ha MUCbME KOMOBWHALMA NUHTBUCTUYECKMX 3HAKOB, Yepes BCe
KOMOUHaLUN NUHIBUCTUYECKUX 3HAKOB U BCe NUHEHble KOMOUHaLuM
3HaKOB, [0 BCEX 3HAKOB, KOTOpble MOFYT OblTb BOCMPOM3BEAEHbI (MOBTO-
peHbl), T.e. 4O BCeEX 3/1IEMEHTOB, KOTOpble MOTYT 6bITb MPUHATBI 3a AUG-
(hepeHUManbHble NPU3HAKM MHBapuaHTa uau Tuna. B Hawei paboTe Ham
yAanocb 406aBUTb HECKObKO MPOMEXYTOUYHbLIX CTyrneHel B 3Ty wepap-
XM, @ UMEHHO, KOMOUHAL MK, He ABAAKLWMNECH NMHEAHbIMMW, W MpaBu/a,
KOTOpble HE MPUMEHUMblI K KOMOWHauusM. Kpome TOro, Mbl BbISBMSEM
[Ba pasNNYHbIX TUMa 3aBUCMMOCTM MEXAY NPU3HaKamy M UHBapUaHTOM.
OCHOBHbIM 00BLEKTOM pacCMOTPEHMs SBASeTCA BTopas wuepapxums
TEKCTYaNbHOCTM, UMeloLlas CBOMM OCHOBAHMEM TO, UTO HYXAaeTcs B
WHTepnpeTauun, CBOLMMONM 3aTeM K TOMY, UYTO MOABEPXEHO WHTep-
npeTauuu, OAHaKO, A0 3TOr0 pas3feneHHOW Ha [Be /IMHWK, He SBAsHo-
Lmecs ¢ He06X0A4MMOCTLIO NapanienbHbIMU: Ty, YTO MOXET ObITb MHTEp-
npeTMpoBaHa B KOHKPETHOI cucTteme (Hanpumep, B UCKYCCTBE), U Ty, YTO
NOANEXWUT MHTEPMpeTaLmn ¢ KOHKPETHOW TOUKM 3PeHUs, UK NOTOMY YTO
OHa fBAseTCA CYy6BLEKTOM KOMMEHTapusi, WM/MAM MOCKONbKY OHa pac-
cMaTpuBaeTCs Kak obpasel, )aHpa. 3Tu [Be NMHWUM Pa3NNYaloTCs YXKe B
Knaccuuyeckom ans TapTyckoli wkonsl npumepe MeTpa lMepBoro, rae To,
4TO Hambosee OYEBUAHO ANA MOHUMAHUS U TO, YTO pacCcMaTpUBaeTCs Kak
Tpebylollee MHTepnpeTauun, efBa M MOTYT CUMTATHCA MAEHTUYHLIMMU.
Tak, HecMOTps Ha BeCTepHM3MpOBaHHOe BocMMTaHue [leTpa pycckue
3HaKM ¥ nporpammbl MOBEAEHWUS KaXyTca ANS Hero BHYTpPeHHe 6osee
NerkMMun Ans WHTepnpeTauuun, Y4em 3anafHble, U MMEHHO TakMMU 6Gbinm
€ro «TeKCTbl» N0 IMHUW HaMBONbLUE NErKOCTU NMOHUMAHUS HO C ApYyroW
CTOPOHbI, [eTp BHe BCAKOTO COMHEHWS pacCMaTpuBan MMEHHO 3anafHble
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nporpammbl NOBEAEHWUS U 3HAKW B KayecTBe CBOMX «TEKCTOB», B TOM
CMbIC/le, YTO OHM 3aCNYXMBAKOT UHTEpnpeTaLuu.

[Lanee rosoputcs, 4To TapTyckas Mofenb sBAseT coboii npoToTU-
NMYECKUiA clyyaid, NPU KOTOPOM TpaHULLbl MeXZAY pasnuyHbiMu GuHap-
HbIMW ONno3uuusMK Bcerga cosnagatoT (B MPOCTPaHCTBE, BPEMEHU U B
yeM 6bl TO HW 6bIN0): 3[eCb, FpaHWUa MeXay 3HakamMy KM MOZensamu
NnoBefieHNs, KOTOPbIE MOTYT 6bITb MOHATHI, U TEMU, KOTOPbIE HEMOHATHBI,
OKa3blBaeTCA B TO >Xe BPEMA TrpaHuLeli Mexay Tem, 4to Tpebyer
WHTEPMPeTaLMOHHOro YCUns, U TeM, YTO TaKOBOr0 He TpebyeT, C TOUKU
3peHMs AaHHOW KynbTypbl WAW BHYTPUKYAbTYPHOWR rpynnbl. Tak Ans
CNaBsHOMNIOB APEBHEPYCCKME TEKCTbI He TONbKO BblAN eAUHCTBEHHbLIMMU,
KOTOpble MOTYT 6bITb MO-HACTOALLEMY MOHATbI (B MPOTMBOBEC 3anNafHbIM
«HEe-TeKCTaM»), HO OHMW TaKxe O6blAM eAWHCTBEHHbIMU [OCTOMHLIMM
WHTepnpeTayuMoHHoOro ycunua. OfHaKo 3Ta rapMoOHMA OTCYTCTBYeT B
mMogenu, ucnonb3yemoir lMetpom [epBbiM. Mbl UCMOMb3yeM TEpPMUH
«NPOTOTUN» 3[eCb B MOHWMaHWW Powa: cnyyail Hanbonee BEPOATHOrO
coBnajeHna Kayects. OfHAKO 3TO 03HAYaeT, YTO CYLLEeCTBYET MHOXECTBO
CNyyaeB, Korga coBnafgeHne He OygeT UMeTb MeCTa, U WMMEHHO 3TK
cnyyay MOryT MpefcTaBnATb WMHTEPeC 418 CEMUOTUKM KynbTypbl, 4TO
[okasbiBaeT npumep [letpa [epsoro, oAuvH w3 Haubonee paHHUX
NPUMEPOB MPUIOXKEHNS CEMUOTUKN KYNbTYpPbl K peasbHOi UCTopum.

Teksti moiste kultuurisemiootikas

Alates ajast, mil Tartu koolkond rajas kultuurisemiootika, on “tekst”
olnud selle (ks alusmetafoore, ning see ja&db keskseks ka Roland Posner'i
poolt rekonstrueeritud teoorias. Hoolimata kéesoleva essee filoloogilisest
lahtepunktist, on selle eesmérgid palju laiemad. On t@si, et artikli pdhiosa
késitleb seda, kuidas sGna “tekst” asetatakse Tartu koolkonna Kirjutistes
mitmekesistesse kasutusvéljadesse, ning et vastuolud séilivad ka Posner’i
rekonstruktsioonis, kuid tegelikult huvitume me selle termini koigi
erinevate algkontseptide esiletoomisest. Nditame, et kdigi kasutuste toite-
pinnas on tavakeel, nagu vB8ime seda leida mitmete keelte puhul laé&ne
traditsioonis. Lihtne lahendus vO@iks olla ettepanekus, et teaduslikus
rekonstruktsioonis tuleks neile mdistetele anda erinevad nimetused.
Siiski — 18ppkokkuvotteks soovitame teistsugust lahendust.

Suures mangus Kultuur vs. Loodus on “tekst” vastandatuna “mitte-
tekstile” alati selle teenistuses, et méérata, mis on “sees” ja mis “véljas”.
Kuid kriteeriumid on suuresti lahknevad. Posner on lahknevushierarhiat
(kahtlemata k&ige ilmsemat) selgesti kirjeldanud, viies meid Gldtunnusta-
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tud kirjalikest keelemérkidest, esmajoones keelemérkide kombinatsioo-
nidest ja igasugustest lineaarsetest maéargikombinatsioonidest, kaigi
niisuguste markide juurde, mida saab korrata, st elementide juurde, mida
saab késitleda kui teatud tllpi esindavaid mérke. Me lisasime sellele
hierarhiale mdned vahepealsed astmed, mis on markimisvaarsed neisse
kombinatsioonidesse puutuvalt, mis pole lineaarsed ning nende reeglite
suhtes, mis ei kehti kombinatsioonidele; oleme sedastanud ka erinevused
markide ja titpide kahe suhestatusviisi vahel.

Selle artikli ks keskseid arutlusteemasid on aga tekstuaalsuse teine
hierarhia, mille aluseks on see, mis nduab interpretatsiooni ning mis on
seejarel omakorda allutatud interpretatsioonile. Eelnevalt jaotub see
kaheks liiniks, mis ei pruugi olla paralleelsed: see, mida saab interpretee-
rida teatud siisteemides (nt kunstis) ning see, mida peaks interpreteerima
teatud vaatepunktist — voibolla seepérast, et ta on kommenteeritav ja/voi
seetOttu, et teda peetakse oma Zanri naidisteoseks. Need kaks joont
lahknevad juba Tartu koolkonna klassikalises ndites Peeter Esimesest,
milles see, mis on kdige valmimalt arusaadav ning see, mida vaadeldakse
kui interpreteerimist vajavat, on vaevu samased: kui ldénelikustatud Peetri
kasvatamine ka polnud, ndib tBendosena, et vene margid ja kaitumis-
programmid olid tema jaoks kergemini interpreteeritavad kui Shtumaised;
samuti ka ta “tekstid” valmimalt arusaadavamad, kuid ometi pidas ta
L&&ne kaitumist ja marke enda “tekstideks” selles mattes, et nood véérisid
interpreteerimist.

Véidame, et Tartu koolkonna mudel esindab prototilpset juhtumit,
kus piirid erinevate vastandpaaride vahel alati kattuvad (ruumis, ajas, kus
iganes): siin ilmneb piir nende mérkide ja kditumismallide vahel, millest
on voimalik aru saada ning millest pole, samas kohas piirina nende vahel,
mis on antud kultuuri vdi grupi vaatepunktist interpreteerimist vajavad ja
mis mitte. Nii olid slavofiilide jaoks vana-vene tekstid ainukesed, millest
vOis tdienisti aru saada (vastandina ld&ne “mittetekstidele™) ja ka ainu-
kesed, mis olid interpreteerimisvaeva vaart; kuid see harmoonia ei kehti
enam Peeter Suurele rakendatud mudelis.

Me kasutame “prototiitpi” tdhenduses nagu kasutas Rosch: enim
vOimalik omaduste kokkulangemiste juhtum. Kuid see tahendab, et on
palju juhtumeid, kus see kokkulangemine aset ei leia, ning need juhtumid
vBivad osutuda kultuurisemiootikas tdepoolest huvitavaks, nagu kinnitab
seda ka néide Peeter Suurest, mis on varasemaid naiteid kultuuri-
semiootika rakendustest reaalsele ajaloofaktile.



On post-colonial semiotics

Eero Tarasti

Post-colonial analysis covers an amazingly broad field of phenomena,
ranging from imperialistic to other ideologically subordinating dis-
courses. Even Europe itself is internally divided into colonizers and
colonized. Semiotically, Saussure’s signifier/signified relationship
must be broadened to include the one which — or who — signifies or
makes something signify (signum facere), that is to say, the one who
has the modal competence to provide something with a meaning. The
signified, in turn, is that which has been provided (notice the tensel!):
that which has de facto become the signified or object of a particular
exercise of semiotic power. He, she or it has had no control over what
significations have been joined to it. Therefore post-colonial sign
analysis is always the rebellion of the signified, or colonialise, against
the signifier, the colonialisant. For the Modernist project it was typical
of signifiers — things or thing-like signs — to revolt against the
signifieds which had been forced upon them. The Russian Formalists
discovered that art was the sum of artistic devices; and Raymond
Queneau, with his Exercises stylistiques, in turn showed how the
message (the narrated) depended completely on the narrating elements
or signifiers.

Colonializing discourse is omnipresent throughout the collective
memory of history. Any message can become part of the colonializing
act of signification, and it often proves futile to try to change this
situation by emphasizing the inherent value of the colonized. The fault
does not lie in the content of the sign, but in the ways in which another
sign system grasps, frames, defines, and finally deprives it of use by
the larger, “Great Society” (this term comes from Josiah Royce,
American philosopher and a contemporary of Peirce). To be colo-
nized, however, does not mean that one would have no access to the
langue of the Great Society. Without a langue one cannot

See p. 132.
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communicate at all. Rather, the colonizing language, while accessible
to all, at the same time abducts the langue into its own possession and
denies others any right to it.

Post-colonial theory, as it has taken shape in the last several years
as part of post-structuralist thought, contains discussions about expe-
riences of various kinds: migration, suppression, resistance, represen-
tation, difference, race, gender, place, and responses to the influential
master discourses of imperialistic Europe, such as history, philosophy
and linguistics, and the fundamental experiences of speaking and
writing by which all these come into being (These are discussed in
detail, in the Post-colonial Studies Reader, Ashcroft et al. 1995; for
the above list, see p. 2). None of these characteristics is “essentially”
post-colonial, but together they form the complex fabric of the field.
Stephen Slem, in his contribution to the Post-colonial Studies Reader,
“The Scramble for Post-colonialism”, defines the concept as follows:

Post-colonialism, as it is now used in its various fields, describes a
remarkably heterogeneous set of subject positions, professional fields, and
critical enterprises. It has been used as a way of ordering a critique of
totalising forms of Western historicism; as a portmanteau term for a
retooled notion of “class”, as a subset of both postmodernism and post-
structuralism (and conversely, as the condition from which those two
structures of cultural logic and cultural critique themselves are seen to
emerge); as the name for a condition of nativist longing in post-indepen-
dence national groupings; as a cultural marker of non-residency for a
third-world intellectual cadre; as the inevitable underside of a fractured
and ambivalent discourse of colonialist power; as an oppositional form of
“reading practice”, and — and this was my first encounter with the
term — as the name for a category of “literary” activity which sprang
from a new and welcome political energy going on within what used to be
called “Commonwealth literary studies” (in Ashcroft et al. 1995: 45)

Post-colonial theory has emerged in societies under the sway of
European imperial power, although it has not always appeared in the
form of theoretical texts. As a rule, the term has been used to indicate
the process of imperialist suppression in the institutions and dis-
coursive practices of all the relevant societies. Moreover, no com-
munity is so small and subordinated that it would not, in its turn,
become the colonizer (for examples, consider the Finnish in the Baltic
countries and Carelia, and the Estonians towards the inkerilaiset and
setukaiset).

One colonizing technique is that of silencing. Pre-colonial
practices are suppressed simply by the fact that one no longer talks
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about them. The colonized subject keeps silent, since that is his only
possibility for transcendence: the colonizing discoursive practice has
taken the voice into its possession. The “natives” either fall silent and
talk about “tacit knowledge”, or they attempt to turn weakness into a
virtue.1 The truth of the matter is that a discoursive space has to be
taken in the same way as physical space (Le Corbusier once said that
the first cultural act of man is to take space into his possession). One
result discoursive practices that have a silencing or muting effect can
be seen in international public discussions. There, the representative of
a peripheral, colonized country is not supposed to take strongly held,
principled positions; the voice of such a representative must not speak
too loudly. Instead, such voices are occasionally permitted to speak on
a symbolic level, as representatives of the domain of “art”, where their
exotic qualities can be admired (many years ago Levi-Strauss spoke
about this role of “art” as the “savage mind” of our time).

The position of a colonialized object cannot be improved by its
being shifted to the status of a colonializing object, that is to say, by
subordinating others to it or by trying to emphasize the excellence of
its inner qualities. The only real solution would be the dissolution of
the relationship of signifying — that of subordinating/subordinated, or
dominant/dominated — which in most cases is an impossible venture.
In fact, every semiotic act — at the same moment one identifies,
delimits and fixes the relationship of signifier/signified — such an act
includes within itself the relationship of dominant/dominated.
Knowing this helps us to peer into the hidden power mechanisms of
those non-verbal discourses that represent so-called “tacit” know-
ledge. (A cautionary word: The dominant/dominated distinction
should not be identified with gender dichotomies, although in certain
phases of Western history it does coincide with them, such that
masculine = dominant, and feminine = dominated).

Here is the essential problem in the post-colonial situation of the
“colonized” nations of Europe — and this concerns all peripheries,
i.e., the so-called “nationalistic” cultures, since the dominant cultures
usually do not represent themselves in the colonizing discourse as
national but as universal types; and sometimes the problem is pushed
into the background by the use of other dichotomies such as
German/Latin (as Adolphe Appia has done): How can we distinguish,
within the European cultural heritage, its colonizing elements from its

1 See the recent studies in Finland about the semiotics of silence, by Piijo
Kukkonen (1993) and Hannele Koivunen.
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real langue, which even the “natives”, we as Europeans, have the right
to speak? For we naturally do not want to adopt the values of
colonizing discourse when expressing our innermost experiences. The
answer is, One has to leave space around every subject and society, a
space which transcends words, gestures, signs and objects. That space
must be, first of all, empty; it is not the same as the semiosphere,
which is already filled with signs and signifying units. Therefore,
liberation from the sign relations of dominant/dominated starts as
early as with the creation of an empty space, in which signs can be
detached from their earlier, fixed signifying relations. Consequently,
the first semiotic act is not that of signifying. Rather, it is an event that
has already taken place before the subject grasps the sign. A semiotic
act is the negation of the signified, an abandonment the ready-made
meaning. Thus, it is also an existential moment, it is choice, it is a
breaking free from the power of the signified and the creation of a new
(transcendental) space. Post-colonial theory is therefore intimately
related to existential semiotics, which always emphasizes the situation
of an individual and his abilities to influence the signifying process. A
subject can change his or her own position as a subject, define him-
/herself, and so escape the power of dominant signs.

In this connection, it is worth noticing the hidden anti-existential
nature of many postmodern theories, a kind of pessimism, which
could be called our mal de siecle, a sense of hopelessness. George
Henrik von Wright once described this situation as the “dictatorship of
conditions”. Moreover, postmodern society is qualified by too much
everything: a surfeit of communication, knowledge, words, or in the
words of Baudrillard, an “ecstasy of communication”. Vattimo, in
turn, argues that we can no longer speak about reality and truth, but
only of their imitations, their simulacra. It has been further said that
semiotics cannot represent a so-called “first philosophy”, because of
its inability to deal with ontological and metaphysical questions. Yet
existential semiotics is precisely first-philosophy. The real problem is
that the world of communication has attained such an exaggerated
position that one has forgotten the other side of the semiotic project,
that of signification, from which entirely new theoretical avenues are
opened. The world of communication can be colonized, but there are
always ruptures, from which the voice of the subordinated subaltern
breaks through. This voice must be encouraged to speak. For only in
such a way can it understand how its Dasein opens into transcendence
and how it is capable of comprehending transcendent ideas, the
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categories that throw light on communication in such a way that the

semiosis appears in a completely new critical aspect. In this way, post-

colonial theory is also existential semiotics.

It is also argued that we live in a world of interpretations and
interpreting. We do not speak about matters of truth directly, but dwell
upon what has been said about them. (Greimas said this decades ago,
when he stated that there is no verite but only veridiction.) Thus the
present media world is a kind of reified nominalism. It runs contrary
to the ideas of existential semiotics, which go deeper into the moment
before the formation and fixation of discourse, before the act of
signifying — which always includes a certain exertion of power.

Always when we signify or provide something with significance,
we create a sign which serves as a tool of power. This is particularly
the case if this signification becomes a type or legisign to some token
sign occurrence. The Venezuelan writer Jose Manuel Brincedo de
Guerreiro, in his essay “L’enfance d’un magicien”, depicts how one
goes beyond words and dissolves the act of signifying.2 In the same
way, the creation of the social sphere (semiosphere) is portrayed in the
novel Friday: when it does not exist, it must be invented by a solitary
man on a deserted island. Yet the lack which Robinson soon notices is
that the signs he creates do not have any “Other”; they do not have the
subordinated or dominated content before the man Friday appears.
The author, Toumier, shows how Western society is quintessentially
based upon a colonial experience. At the end of the story, there
remains a kind of Other of Other: the Estonian boy who stays on the
island after Friday has left, and becomes emancipated.3

The post-modern situation may be put into the following dicho-
tomies, which indicate the shifts from one category to another:

— we have moved from representation to production (this means
almost the same as the above comment on the difference between
the semiotics of signification and that of communication);

— from realism to a reified nominalism (we cannot reach the truth but
only simulacra, not Plato’s ideas, just shadows in a cave);

— from an authentic message to a media message;

2 1 am indebted to Drina Hocevar for bringing this interesting author to my
attention.

3 For many of these ideas, | am thankful to the attendants of my seminar on
semiotics at the University of Helsinki during the school term of 1997-98.
Among others attending were Kristian Bankov, Drina Hocevar, Luiz
Fernando de Lima, and Mikko Kuusiméki.
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— from the optimism of a unique experience to the pessimism of
repeated mechanical experiences;

— from one whole subject to many fragmentary subjects, which
appear without any unifying factor;

— from explicit colonialism, in which the dominant/dominated aspect
is determined conspicuously and unequivocally, to implicit colo-
nialism (often called post-colonialism) — a state in which the
relationship dominant/dominated still prevails, but masked as the
less noticeable power of the media.

In the emancipation of a subject, it is of course essential which of the

following alternatives he/she chooses: 1) hybrid communication,

whereby he tries to change the colonial signifying process from
within: the subject assumes the dominant langue by which to express
his/her own Otherness; 2) or going outside the whole relationship of
dominant/dominated by establishing one’s own langue and producing
one’s own parole within it. The latter case brings with it the danger
that the subject will exaggerate his/her own langue, i.e., will elevate it
in turn, to a colonializing status (for instance, a text created on the

“periphery” is raised to the level of having a national-patriotic

originality).

How do nationalism and patriotism related to this situation? In the
first phase, the colonial state, they are positive forces. But in the
second phase, or postcolonial state, aggressive and marked natio-
nalism becomes negative, since by defining itself as national a state, at
the same moment, establishes itself as the external “Third world” and
not the authentic “First world”. The whole process can be taken as the
background for the formation of icons and idols.4

According to Abdul R. JanMohamed, colonial literature scrutinizes
and represents the world at the borderlines of civilisation, the world
which European signification has not yet tamed or encoded in a
detailed way with its own ideology. This world is conceived as
uncontrolled, chaotic, unreachable and basically evil. In his will to
occupy and rule, the imperialist conceives the colonial reality as an
opposition, which is based upon differences among race, language,
social habits, cultural values and ways of production.

Faced with an incomprehensible and multifaceted alterity, the European
theoretically has the option of responding to the Other in terms of identity

4 | have discussed the formation of icons and symbols elsewhere; see
Tarasti, The Enchanted Signs (forthcoming).
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or difference. If he assumes that he and the Other are essentially identical,
then he would tend to ignore the significant divergences and to judge the
Other according to his own cultural values. If, on the other hand, he
assumes that the Other is irremediably different, then he would have little
incentive to adopt the viewpoint of that alterity: he would again tend to
turn to the security of his own cultural perspective. Genuine and thorough
comprehension of Otherness is possible only if the self can somehow
negate or at least severely bracket the values, assumptions, and ideology
of his culture (JanMohamed, in Ashcroft et al. 1995 18).

JanMohamed further argues that “if every desire is at base a desire to
impose oneself on another and to be recognized by the Other, then the
colonial situation provides an ideal context for the fulfillment of that
fundamental drive” (ibid: 20). On this view, we could say that post-
colonial theory is connected to many other post-structuralist doctrines
of psychoanalysis, gender theory, the Kristevan definition of the
subject, and the like.

According to another writer in the anthology, Homi K. Bhabha,
colonialism does not simply refer to a “person”, to a power struggle
between self and the Other, or to a distinction between a mother
culture and alien cultures. The trace of a disapproved culture is not
repressed but repeated as something different, as a mutation, a hybrid
(the Derridean differance, which indicates both *“differing” and
“deferring”, applies to this situation). This view parallels those of the
cultural semiotic school around Yuri Lotman, whose scholars speak
about the integration of such completely “different” elements
(representing the non-culture) into the culture in the proper sense:
those elements must remain “exotic” in order to fulfill the function of
non-cultural counter-force, by which the culture properly speaking can
measure or be seen to constitute its own sameness.

Colonial praxis is therefore not only an unambiguous repression,
but a subtle, mixed, and ambivalent discoursive practice. What is
involved in colonialism — and its flipside, nationalism — is often
precisely the subjectivity, suppression of an individual and his/her
emancipation. Among other questions, one might ask, What is that
suppressive element in the colonized cultures, which quite often
makes the careers of their artists, politicians, and intellectuals finish
prematurely? It is the colonialising, subordinating discoursive prac-
tice, the invisibly masked Power as the Other, which exhausts the
resources of those whose energy is consumed in their endless fight
against it.
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Nationalism can be seen as the flipside of colonialism. To the latter
it is a counteraction, a resistance phenomenon to the dominant,
colonialising culture according to the following scheme, which puts
nationalism in the place of the dominated phenomenon:

COLONIALISM
(DOMINANT)

NATIONALISM
(DOMINATED)

One must further ask, What kinds of signs, in this broader dichotomy,
occupy the place of dominated. That is to say, what kind of sign
practices can this relationship absorb into its usage. The case is
somewhat analogous to Roland Barthes’s model of the mythical sign
system, in which the signified of the original sign is pushed aside, and
is replaced by the new signified of bourgeois ideology. In this case,
the relation dominant/dominated does not influence the contents of the
relation signifier/signified: the sign remains as sign, but instead has an
impact on the relation indicated by the slash (/) between signifier and
signified. Those signs in which this relationship has solidified into
something more stable are susceptible to getting into this subordinate
position, the more fixed the relationship is. In the extreme case this
appears as marked stereotype signs, which have been elevated to the
position of an icon or even idol. They do not permit any kind of space
to move to the signified. If this relationship is already sedimented in
the sign, the subordination is easily realized. In those signs, in turn, in
which it has not yet been crystallized, the falling to the right-most
position in the scheme dominant/dominated puts the signs in their
subordinate position.

The dominant/dominated relation also concerns the relationship of
langue/parole. Very often the subordinated voices can speak — have
their voices heard — only after they have adopted the langue of the
dominant culture. Langue is, however, always a collective contract,
which the dominant society has signed for the dominated before it can
even think about it. In Heideggerian terms, the dominated is always
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“thrown” into its lower position. The revolt of the dominated signs
takes place as the detachment of the signified from its signifier, as its
opening to redefinitions. Yet it can also occur as a rebellion of the
signifier, as a new physical quality, appearing as subversive to the
dominant, who forces itself into a reevaluation. Therefore, we face a
chain of three sign relations:

dominant/dominated

signifier/signified

In the first instance, a dominated voice can make itself heard by
dissolving the signifier/signified relation within the conveyed parole.
For example, in the music of Jean Sibelius there appears a new
aesthetic quality which is distinct from “European rationality”, a
quality which one could only call the voice of Nature. Even a quite
newly published Sibelius study, by an Englishman Guy Richards,
launches with this statement: “More than any other single factor, the
music of Jean Sibelius is quintessential® the product of the natural
landscapes (physical, ethnic, historical and political) of his native
country”. A more typically colonializing statement one could hardly
find. In it, Sibelius is articulated strictly as a peculiarity to be found in
a certain place. Thus one cannot apply to him those normal categories
of the rationality of Western art music, by which we evaluate the so-
called universal composers such as Beethoven, Brahms, Mahler, and
the like. The phrase is also racist — with its reference to physical
ethnicity — and chauvinist, by stating that Sibelius manifests the
history and politics of a certain, particularly peripheral nation: in a
word, the composer is situated as part of the colonial discourse. The
only thing missing here is the gender definition. But even this found,
among other places®in Charles lves’s statement about the effeminate
quality of Sibelius’s music.

One must remember that categories of dominant/dominated are not
only an umbrella concept for subordinated sign processes, but they
represent the positions of two different subjects. The dominant one is
the colonizing subject, who sees all sign processes from its own point
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of view. The dominated position, in turn, is occupied by the
subordinated subject, who either accepts the situation without
question, or who itself wants to occupy the dominant position. It may
strive to gain this status by fulfilling all the requirements of the
colonizing discourse as “by the book” or as thoroughly as possible, or
by transgressing them — in which case it wants to revolt. This
rebellion or resistance is possible on levels mentioned earlier. For one,
the signifiers can refuse to carry the signifieds thrust upon them from
above. This is a kind of subversion of Firstness, an outbreak of
qualities and phenomena by their own weight, their detachment from
the heaviness of the signifieds forced upon them, and riddance of the
langue guiding them. For instance, certain gestures may no longer
sublimate into a “spiritualized expression” within the limits of the
prevailing aesthetics, such that sound colours do not find enough place
within conventional musical frameworks, or rhythms and melodies
may abandon traditionally accepted codes (for instance, those of
periodicity and quadratic phrasing). Also, in the background an
entirely new signified may arise. If there occurs the emancipation
from the gendering sign relationships, then the whole unlimited field
of khora, body, desire and inclination rises up in the foreground.

Resistance can also appear if the parole as a whole is so penetrated
by new signifiers and signifieds that it becomes an idiolect, a new
species of speech, which cannot be decoded with the rules of the
dominant langue. This shuts the dominated into a tragic and
devastating loneliness, unless he or she can find for this new speech a
community, even the smallest, in which it would be accepted and
understood. Thus the rebellion of the parole and its success depends
on the social semiotic conditions, in the form of the response which
the dominated, rebellious subject can receive from other individuals in
the same position.

Yet another possibility for revolt would be to grasp directly the
langue that is determined by the dominant and thus properly
sanctioned. This — to become oneself a reformer of language — is the
most difficult task. It is much easier to adopt the langue of a new
content or parole, with its own fresh signifiers and signifieds. This is
the only way an artist bom in the periphery can become accepted by
the dominant colonialising society. The fact of being approved also
implicitly justifies the dominant langue, its extraordinariness and
exquisiteness and stability: “Look, he came from such a remote
country, without no civilized traditions and institutions. But in spite of
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this he rose to the top of our art.” So long as he keeps within the
boundaries of the langue, such an artist is willingly permitted to
convey his “picturesque” ethnic and racial features. For the dominant
culture, this only shows forth its tolerance and all-encompassing
nature — its ability to accommodate the most varied cultures within
itself.

From the dominated subject’s point of view, this often manifests
the attitude of “he showed the world, he ran, played, painted, drew us
a the map”. But then one does not ask what or who that world is, to
whom something is shown. One does not realize that it is the
colonializing, dominant world in which the signs are stationed at those
places where the dominant had once put them. Therefore our scheme
should be corrected to the following form:

dominant: langue/parole dominated

signifiant/signifie

Stephen Slemon equates post-colonial discourse and postmodernism,
and quite rightly, since the postmodern thesis that “everything has
been said” is only a variant of colonialism’s view that nothing new
can exist outside of the dominant culture, beyond the prevailing
systems of communication. No new meaning can emerge from the
process of signification. There is no freshness of Firstness for
postmodern man.

In the postmodern era everyone is (or experiences themselves as
being) dominated, but the dominant is nameless. Sign relations have
been established by some agent prior to the dominated subjects. This
agent is not a precise media figure or spokesperson, nor all of them
together; it is not one of the pundits or opinion builders, from Bernard
Pivot to Larry King, but rather their “ideal type” (in Max Weber’s
sense). The meanings of media and communication are already fixed
and ready; the much touted freedom of choice in programming is a
ridiculous fiction. Modem media technology has colonized the entire
globe. All are dominated, and forced to look at the stream of commu-
nication from this position. Therefore post-colonial theory extends to
the whole sociosemiotic situation of contemporary man. The only exit
is the semiotics of the resistance and de-subordination, as discussed
above. Clearly one can see how the various aforementioned solutions
are already being used by different groups: 1) those who wish to
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reform the langue of communication (are semioticians among t em.),
2) those who want to provide communication with either a new
content or new parole (“dissidents”, “village idiots”, and other odd-
balls”, whose thoughts are met with amusement, since by allowing
their speech, the dominant power justifies the functioning of the
system and its “democracy”); 3) those who want to explode the
relationship of signifier/signified, either by believing in the power of
new “qualities” — certain kinds of avant-garde art, displaying
“roadkill” (animal carcasses struck by cars) as art, shock effects in the
movies, experiments with new musical timbres, new culinary signs,
and so on — or by putting faith in the force of new signifieds; for
example, in new ethical and religious movements.

Moreover, the absolute majority is formed by the dominated, who
want to distinguish themselves at meeting the conditions of the
dominants and by doing so attain the latter’s status. One sees this in
the case of the news photographer who went to Sarajevo and
Tshetshenia with the sole intent of obtaining a Pulitzer prize. He did
not stop to question the dominant media ploy, in post-colonial count-
ries, of producing a certain amount of catastrophes so as to titillate the
dominated receivers (television watchers, readers, listeners, etc.) so
that they do not become bored (this is the interpretation of Jean
Baudrillard). Sports and musical competitions also exemplify ways in
which dominant cultures try to legitimize themselves.

If one thinks of the dominant and dominated as juxtaposed subject
positions, they could be easily identified with sender and receiver. For
a seed of subordination is latent in any communication, nurtured by
the fact that the sender forces the receiver to “read” his/her message.
And yet the situation is not so one-sided. That is to say, the dominant
could be the receiver and the dominated the sender. If | say, “Your
Excellency is so kind; do allow me to add cream to your coffee”, then
I am a sender who, by the content of the message, tries to show that he
considers the receiver to be of a higher status than himself. A semiotic
act as such does not contain the articulation of power into signifier and
signified, but can also include it. As a semiotic act one may take that
activity whereby something immanent is made manifest. | have an
idea in my mind, and | realize it through my act. Is, then, any act
whatsoever a semiotic act? No, since according to the term itself, an
act has to be significant — it has to create, destroy, promote, prohibit,
preserve, frame, elevate, reward, punish, glorify something meaning-
ful. In other words, it has to be related with a meaning. (On the other
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hand, signification can be also of a completely inner nature. But rather
than engage that issue now, I shall consider it below, with a theory of
the semiotic act.)

The idea of the dominant and dominated can be generalized to
cover one basic situation in existential semiotics, in which a subject
treats another subject as an object. This always involves the reification
of the Other in the terms of the dominant. Thus we have here an
essential application of existential semiotics to the social field. By
contrast, the Bakhtinian concept is that in a dialogue the sender is not
necessarily the dominant and the receiver the dominated, but both
subjects construct themselves freely during the communication
process. The meaning effects (Greimas’s effets de sens) which emerge
during this process result from the transcendental values of both
subjects. Someone might argue that no transcendental values are
needed for the creation of significations. The social significations are
those which simply are yielded in this process and nothing else; they
only have validity in this dialogue, not outside of it. One might even
take this as a particularly existential semiotic standpoint, viewing the
resultant significations as completely immanent and unattached to any
preexisting categories. Yet this is not true, since the criteria for social
significations are not their functionality, efficiency and fruitfulness in
social communication, but that the partners of the dialogue both
compare them to their own transcendental categories and their own
positions between the two transcendences of nothingness and
plenitude (both as a distance and proximity, as well as the inevitable
changes of the corporeal life between life and death in the bio- and
psychosemiotic process; on the axis of inchoativity, durativity and
terminativity, to use Greimassian terms). In a certain sense such a
comparison is also a semiotic act which establishes a relationship to
the encyclopedic store, as Umberto Eco puts its.

What is essential in the emancipation of the subject is naturally
which alternative he or she chooses: 1) hybrid communication — the
attempt to change the colonial signification process from within by
adopting the subordinating langue in order to express his/her own
Otherness in its context; or 2) communication which transgresses the
whole relationship of dominant/dominated by creating its own langue
and by producing its own parole in this framework. In the latter case
there is the danger that the subject exaggerates his own langue, i.e.,
elevates it in turn to the colonizing position.
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We can try to define nationalism and patriotism from this view-
point. They are positive forces in the colonial state (phase 1), but in
phase 2 (the post-colonial state) the aggressive, marked nationalism is
transmuted into the negative, since by defining itself as national it at
the same time also consigns itself to an external “Third” world and not
an authentic First world. This whole process can be also seen as the
background process of building so-called national “icons” and idols.

How then should the dominant and the dominated encounter each
other, such that communication and signification would fulfill the
emancipatory function which is immanent in existential semiotics?
Must the dominant continually make the dominated aware of the
hierarchical difference between them (as in some universities where
the professor prohibits the students to address him in familiar terms, in
order to make plain their subordinate status)? Or should the dominant
conceal or mask the difference as carefully as possible, although both
parties remain aware that it still exists? How should the dominated
behave; in what manner should he/she approach the dominant?

He may try to identify with it, despite the fact that Quod licet lovi,
non licet bovi. Or he may try to position himself in clear rejection and
resistance, perhaps by foregrounding those signifiers which he/she
knows will irritate the dominant as something alien to its sameness
(epater le bourgeouis). Or one can absolutely refuse to communicate,
and withdraw into one’s own world — which does not of course
abolish the colonialist relationship as such.

The communication between the dominant and the dominated is
also influenced by their position in the Dasein. If they inhabit the
same Dasein, in the society or community, they cannot avoid inter-
action and encounters are unavoidable. If they live in different
Daseins,, as in different “worlds”, they may encounter each other only
on the discoursive level. This may be illustrated by the following
diagrams:

1) dominant and dominated occupy the same Dasein:
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2) the dominant is outside of the Dasein of the dominated (where the
emphasis lies on the Dasein of the dominated):

3) the dominated is outside of the Dasein of the dominant (where the
main stress lies upon the Dasein of the dominant):

Construed as a theoretical problem, the semiotic act, as such, consists
of two aspects: rendering something manifest and making a decision
immanently, within one’s mind, such that this solution is the origin of
a change. These differences could also be connected to other cate-
gories, namely to the distinction between communication and signifi-
cation. An act can be a communicative act; it can be addressed to
another subject or to the destinator of the communication, it can be an
act solely creating significations, and not directed towards commu-
nication, i.e., the world of various subjects acting in the Dasein. A
semiotic act thus takes shape differently in various discoursive practi-
ces and semiospheres. In aesthetic discourse, when a semiotic act is
addressed to another subject, a message is produced which is an
artwork addressed to a certain community as partners in a dialogue.
But when merely experiencing the aesthetic meaning is involved, then
we limit ourselves to the area of aesthetics, such that the parallels are
as follows: aesthetics = signification, art = communication.

As to ethics, when we do something moral to another subject, for
instance an act of goodness, we are dwelling in the world of ethical
communication. But when we only get a moral idea, conceive the
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moral content of some event or phenomenon, then we are trying to
grasp its moral and ethical meaning or signification; as seen, for
instance, in notions such as solidarity, compassion, reverence, and so
on.5The objective of an ethical act of communication can naturally be
some reward allotted to the community of communication, some
benefit or pleasure, but in the last instance the only content of such an
act lies in itself, i.e., in the transcendental category which opens via
one’s grasping the signification of the moral act. Moral acts are thus
realized in the world threatened by nothingness. Their background of
resonance is emptiness, which recognizes neither good nor evil. Still,
one can perform a moral act as its own reward (in fact, in the world of
Dasein a moral act just as often brings disadvantage to the actor and
thus does not lead to any conspicuous glorification).

In the religious dimension, the semiotic act can be realized in
communication as a cult or prayer. But in signification it appears as
the “illumination” of the world in relationship to what is called
“pleroma”. In that case the objective of such an act is the experience
of a particular grace attained by realizing the plenitude of being; i.e.
experiencing that one has not been thrown into the emptiness of being,
but that being is carried on by a plenitude greater than oneself.

In the economic realm, the semiotic act can be realized in commu-
nication as an exchange of things, and in the sense of signification it is
the experience of its value, the compensation for work performed. In
the linguistic area the act of communication is naturally the production
of discourse via langue. Signification here means that the intention of
the speaker is enacted in the form of its particular meaning effect.

In all these cases, the issue is to what extent the world of com-
munication or Dasein penetrates to the world of signification, and to
what extent the act of signification can again change the world of
communication. The concept of act always carries the idea of a certain
energy invested in the act by the actor. Two questions to be addressed
come to mind immediately: How is this determined in the various
cases above, and how does it influence the situation? (It is likely that
the theories of Italian semioticians Ferruccio Rossi-Landi and Augusto
Ponzio can offer us help in this field.)

In any case, according to Aijaz Ahmad, such a theoretician of the
postmodern as Fredric Jameson divides the world into those who
make history and those who are its objects. Ahmad argues that anyone

5 See the categories of Josiah Royce and Wladimir Solowjew.
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who believes in the theory of three worlds (not in the Popperian
sense) — where the Third World has been defined purely with the
terms of colonialism and imperialism — has to admit that one of the
strongest counterforces to it is nationalism. With only a slight exag-
geration one could claim that every text of the Third World is
inevitably a national allegory.

Yet even more interesting is the contrary thesis: are all the
manifest national texts logically “Third World” texts? For instance,
nationalism in Finland necessarily relates it to colonialism, and
determines the position of Finland as one of being colonialized,
dominated, subaltern, and then leads to a result completely different
from what was desired. The more national celebrations, the more
patriotism is underlined; the such (auto)communication purports to
strengthen the inner feeling of coherence of the dominated society.
Seen from outside, from the position of the dominant, it is a clear-cut
sign that the dominated nation is in its proper place in the colonial
hierarchy of nations, as an inferior, subordinated people, which is not
capable of a really “universal” act of communication in the semiotic
sense. As a rule, nationalist activity and emphasis are of course com-
munication that conveys to somebody outside (to the dominant or the
aspiring dominant) that what it is planning — the other’s sub-
ordination — will be useless: it is strong enough to withstand such a
threat. Nationalism thus is a rejoinder to the sense of being threatened.

To conclude we may ask, In what historical phase do the texts
produced in a colonized country become Third World texts? Naturally
it is only the reading of these texts which makes them such. But it is
also a function of space. Are texts that are classified according to their
geographical place and origin already Third World texts? Consider the
texts produced in Finland, the Baltic countries, Russia, Hungary, the
Czech Republic, Poland, Bulgaria, Portugal or Greece — are all these
to be considered “Third World” texts? as having something “national”
in their relation to the central axis in Europe, which represents the
universal culture and only to which the categories of European
rationality are applied? Sometimes such an argument can be masked
in beneficent tones, as may occur when one praises a country and its
people, applauds how faithfully its artists and poets reflect its nature,
and the like. But it is precisely by this technique that excludes text
from the “universal” community, from what Goethe called the edle
Geisterschaft, the noble society.
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Note

This essay is part of a larger text in which | mostly focus on European
nationalism and on Finland particularly, with special emphasis on Jean
Sibelius as a cult figure in the North as well as elsewhere. The whole text
stems from the idea that many phenomena of contemporary European
cultures, like Finland, are understood only if one takes into account a
remarkably broader context.

That broader aspect is simply colonialism — and post-colonialism as its
continuation. The latter typically belongs to the conceptual arsenal of the
1990s, along with deconstruction, postmodernism, gender studies, etc. Post-
colonialism is a notion particularly associated with English literary studies.
To music it has not yet often been applied. | had encountered similar ideas
earlier, when studying Brazilian culture, and found in one treatise dealing
with Latin American literature, the term *“colonialized imagination”. It meant
that Third-World people do not know how to appreciate their own
achievements, their own leaders and “icons”, but believe only in the
pertinence of the values and models imported from outside, from Europe. As
early as that time, it dawned upon me that the term also aptly portrayed
certain phenomena in Finland, particularly the Finns’ sense of inferiority and
their worship of everything foreign. But only now have | realized that the
colonial heritage concerns as well and expressly my own country. The theme
is now more topical than ever, since Europe can be divided into colonizers
and colonized. There is no doubt in which category a country like Finland
belongs.

Thus, post-colonialism is the right term to depict not only such cases
as Finland, but also Estonia. In Estonia, the years 1944-1990 saw not so
much the sovietisation of the society as its colonialisation. The Finns
believe that colonialism does not concern us, at least after 1917. In fact,
however, it has concerned and still concerns us. Patriotism is a reaction to
colonialist ideology, which is distinctive, racist and essentialist.

Nevertheless, when the physical threat of colonialist suppression has been
removed, there remains the imagined post-colonial threat. The anti-subject is
imagined since patriotism must always have it Nationalism in all its forms is
an ideology of distinction, which determines itself as a subject, i.e. the people
in relation to something not-subject or anti-subject. The situation is very
much similar in other European countries as well. Nothing threatens them
physically, thus one has to ask, Where does this zeal of national distinction
originate? From inner uncertainty. Patriotism, which serves to replace the lack
of inner certainty, is as dangerous as colonialist-expansionist patriotism, i.e.,
the intruding of one’s own culture into others. In Finnish neopatriotism,
nationalism is not expanded to anywhere; it is communication which fulfills
the function of pure autocommunication.
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O NOCTKONOHMANbHOW CEMNOTUKE

B ocHoBe npobnemaTvku paboTbl NEXWUT TUMONOTMYECKOe pacnpocTpa-
HEHWe COCCIOPOBCKOM [UXOTOMMM O3Hayaemoe/03Havaloliee Ha COOTHO-
LUEHVe COLMO-NAE0N0TNYECKUX MOHATUMA KONOHU3MPYEMOro/KONOHN3aTo-
pa. Takum 06pa3oM, B CEMWUOTUYECKOW TEPMUHOMOTUM MOCAeLHSs On-
no3nLMA MHTEPNPEeTUPYeTCA KakK OTHOLUEHMA TeX, KTO WMEEeT NnpaBo Ha
03HayeHuWe, U Tex, KTO NOANEXWUT 03HayeHuto. COOTBETCTBEHHO, CUTYya-
LMA NOCT-KONOHWann3ma (Hanpumep, B UAE0N0MMN MOLEPHU3MA) OMUCHI-
BAeTCA KaK HacTOW4YMBble NMPETEH3NM 03HA4YaemMoro o3Havatb. B KavecTBe
0fHON M3 Hambonee BaXKHbIX CTpaTeruii KOMOHM3UPYHOLLEA TEHAEHUUN
HasblBaeTca cTparternsa ‘ymanumsaHua’ uauM ‘samanymeaHud’. peonoru-
yeckme XapakKTepuUCTMKM Mpu 3TOM B3aMM006pa3HO pacnpocTpaHsTcs
Ha IMHIBUCTUYECKME MOHATMA, U cepa O3HaYalOLWEro xapakTepusyercs
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KaK JOMMHMpYlOLLas, a chepa 03Ha4aemMoro Kak MoguymHeHHas. PaBHbIM
06pa3oM OMUCLIBAETCA COOTHOLUEHME A3blKa U Peyn.

C 3TuX NO3ULMIA CTPOMTCSH MOAENb CEMUOTUYECKOTO aKTa, B npouecce
KOTOpPOro MpOMCXOAWUT OTMEHA CYLLHOCTHOrO MNpef-3HayeHus O3Havae-
MOro (UM OoTMeHa MOTEeHUWanbHOCTM ero 3HayeHus). B 3aTom cmbicne
no3uuuyM aBTopa Mo BOMPOCY O MOCTKONOHMANbHbIX CTPaTernax npeoja-
NeHUs KoIoHManu3ma B cepe 03HaueHusa (psag 3TUX cTpaTerunii Nogpo6Ho
paccMaTpuBaeTCs B CTaTbe) CMbIKAOTCA C MONOXEHUAMWU 3K3UCTEH-
LUManbHOW CEMUOTUKMN,

CuTyauma nocTMogepHn3ma (3KBMBaNEHTHAA cUTyal Uy NMOCTKOMOHN-
ann3Ma) ONuCbIBAETCA KakK cUTyauusa rnobanbHOro CEMMOTUYECKOro Mog-
YnHeHus (T.e. MNPUHALNEXKHOCTM K cdepe o03Hayaemoro). [MogpobHO
aHanM3MpyloTca MPakKTUKU MpeojaneHns 3TOl CEMMOTMUECKOWR nopum-
HEHHOCTMW.

B 3ak1H0UYEHNN CEMUOTUYECKMIN aKT pacCMaTprBaeTCs C TOUKU 3peHns
ero ABYCTOPOHHEWR Npupogbl: KOMMYHWKAaTUBHOW W COBCTBEHHO CUrHW-
(hMKaunoHHoW. MpeobnagaHne TOM AN MHON (YHKLMMN NPOCNEXMBaeTCs
B pasnMyHbIX cthepax KynbTypbl: WCKYCCTBO, 3CTETWKA, 3TUKA, PENnrus,
3KOHOMMKA.

Postkoloniaalsest semiootikast

Artikli problemaatika aluseks on Saussure’i tdhistatava/tahistaja dihho-
toomia tupoloogiline laienemine sotsio-ideoloogilistele mdistetele koloni-
seeritav/koloniseerija. Semiootilises terminoloogias on viimane oposit-
sioon interpreteeritav kui suhe nende vahel, kes omab Gigust tédhistamisele
ja kes kuulub tahistamisele. Vastavalt sellele vdib postkolonialistlik
situatsioon (nditeks, modernismi ideoloogias) olla kirjeldatud kui tahistaja
jérjekindel pretensioon t&histada.

Koloniseerimise t&htsaima pohistrateegiana on nimetatud ‘maha-
vaikimine’. ldeoloogilised iseloomustused levivad samas lingvistilistele
moistetele, tahistaja sfadr saab domineerivaks téhistatava kui allutatu Ule.
Sarnaselt on Kirjeldatav keele ja kdne suhe.

Eeltoodud positsioonidelt on ehitatud semiootilise akti mudel, mis
kirjeldab tahistatava olemusliku eel-tdhenduse vdi potentsiaalse tdhenduse
likvideerimist.

Autori positsioon kolonialismi Uletamise strateegiate suhtes tahista-
mise sfadris (rida selliseid strateegiaid on artiklis Uksikasjalikult késit-
letud) haakuvad eksistentsiaalse semiootika seisukohtadega
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Postmodernismi situatsioon (autori hinnangul ekvivalentne postko-
lonialismile) on Kkirjeldatud kui globaalne semiootilise allumise situat-
sioon (kui téhistatava sfadr). Artiklis on pdhjalikult analudsitud nimetatud
semiootilise allumise Gletamise praktikaid.

To06 16pus vaadeldakse semiootilist akti tema kahepoolsest — kommu-
nikatiivsest ja puhtmadrgistavast — olemusest l&htuvalt. Erinevates
kultuurisfadrides: kunstis, esteetikas, eetikas, religioonis, majanduses
domineerib (iks neist kahest funktsioonist.



["'paHuLUbI NepeBoja
(coLMOCEMMOTUYECKNIA acneKT
CEMUOTUKN MepeBoja)

MeaTep Topon

McToprnyeckn cemMnmoTuKa nepeBoja ABNAETCA YaCTbi0 KaK MepeBOfo-
BEAEHUSA, TaK N CEMUOTUKN. OCOBEHHOCTU pPasBUTUA 3TON AMCLUNIN-
Hbl OTpaXarwT TeCHble B3aMMOCBA3M MeXAy NepeBofOBeAeHNEM U
CEMUOTUKON, MpeXxpae BCEro CEMUOTUKOWA KyNbTypbl. DTU KOHTaKTbl
MeXAy NepeBof0BELEeHNEM M CEMUOTUKON He MPUBENMN elle K BO3HMK-
HOBEHWID HOBOT0 WMHTEPAMCLMMINHAPHOIO cuHTe3a. CKopee MOXHO
roBOpUTb O B3aMMOOMWUCAHUAX, O MPUBANXKEHUAX 60Nee Ha YpOBHe
mMeTan3blka, 4eM B paMKax obuieii metogonoruu. NMpobnemsl nepesoga
OCMbIC/IMBAOTCA B COBPEMEHHOW HayKe Ha CTblKe MHOXecTBa
OWCUUNANH, 4TO CBUAETENbCTBYeT O MEepeMeLl,eHnn uccrefosaTesib-
CKOr0 MHTepeca OT OTHOLWIEHUI MeXAYy ABYMS A3bIKaMW U TEKCTaMM K
BONpPOCaM COLMaNbHOr0 M Ky/nbTYpPHOTo (hYHKLMOHUPOBaHWUA Mepe-
BOAYECKOlW feaTenbHocTu. CABWUIM B UHTepece K npobnemam nepe-
BOAa MOryT 6bITb ONMCaHbl B paMKax MyAbTUAUCLMUMAWHApPHOCTU. B
pesynbTaTe W CeMMOTUKA NepeBofia OTpaxaeT B 60NbLIEA CTeneHw
obwune M3MEHEHMA B OTHOLWIEHWM K NepeBOAYECKON [esTeNbHOCTH,
ABNAACL B MEHbLUEN CTeNeHN eAUHOW ANCLUNANHON.

MonbITKON NPUGANXKEHNA K CO34aHUID AUCLUNANHAPHOIO eANHCT-
Ba MOXHO cuuTaTb noucku [x.Xonmca, KoTopblii ewe B 1978 rogy
nucan o0 HeobXO4MMOCTM BbIfefleHUA B pamKax MepeBOfOBefeHuNs
yeTbipex KOMMNAEMeHTapHbIX Teopuili nepesofja. Teopus mnpouecca
nepesoga (theory of translation process) npu3BaHa oCMbICNATb BCe TO,
4YTO NPOMCXOAMT B CUTyauuu, KOrga 4YenoBeKy B3[yMaeTcs 4TO-TO
nepesectn. Teopus nepesofgHoro TekcTa (theory of translation
product) Heobxoanma ANna gukcaumn cneynnukn nepesofa Kak 0co-
6oro popa TekcTa. [lna NMOHMMaHWA MNOBeAeHWA NepeBoja B MPUHU-
Malolein KynbType HyXHa Teopusa (yHkuuini nepesopga (theory of
translation function). Hapagy ¢ YyKa3aHHbIMW OnuUcaTeflbHbIMU W©



MpaHuubl nepesopa 137

HEHOPMAaTUBHLIMW TEOPUSMU AO/KHA CYLLEeCcTBOBaTb U TeOpUs Angak-
TMKN nepesoga (theory of translation didactics) kKak HopmaTuBHas
Teopusa (Holmes 1988: 95).

Mo cytn Ox. Xonmc chopmynmpoBan nporpamMmy WHTepancuu-
NAMHAPHOTO MepeBOfOBeeHUS, peann3yeMyto B HacTosllee BpPeMs B
pas3Hoi CTeneHW B pasHbIX Teopusax nepesofa. [x.Xonmc npegsuaen
370, Ha3BaB YpPaBHOBELUEHHOE MepeBOfOBEfeHNE AUCLUNANHAPHOW
yTonueli (Holmes 1988: 109).

B pamkax nepeBofOBeAeHMA NPUOGAMXKAKOTCA K CeMUOTUKE He-
KOTOpble TEHAEHL MW, CBA3bIBAKOLNE NEePeBOSYECKYIO LeATENIbHOCTb C
nccnegosanvem Kynbtypbl (cultural studies) u gaxe nomewarouime
nepeBOfOBEJEHNE B KOHTEKCT U3YUYEHUSA KY/bTYPHbIX KOHTAKTOB MOj
Ha3BaHWEM WMHTEePKYNbTYPHbIX uccnegoBaHuin (intercultural studies).
C [faHHOW nepcrneKTUBbI M 3Tanbl pa3BUTUSA COBPEMEHHOIO MepeBofo-
BefleHMs npuobpeTaldT ocobble Npu3Hakn. Bo-nepsbiX, Bblgensercs
BANAHWE TEOPUMN MONUCUCTEM, Pa3NnYaloTCsa pasHble AUCKYPCbl nepe-
BOZa M caMa nepeBojyeckas [4efTeNlbHOCTb CBA3bIBAeTCA C MOMCKAMM
AN nepeBoja MecTa B Mepapxuu JUCKYPCOB MPUHUMAlOLLER Kynb-
Typbl. BO-BTOpbIX, 3TO 3aBUCUMOCTb NEPEBOAYMKA N TEKCTA OT KOHK-
PeTHOW cuTyaumm u TuNa MaHUNYNUPOBAHMUA TeKcTamMu. TpeTbuM
NPU3HaKOM SABAAETCA MN/OPanM3M Kak B OCMbICNIEHUM MNOAJINHHUKA,
TaK M B MOMCKax MeToja nepesoja. OTO pe3ynbTaT BAUAHUA NOCT-
cTpykTypanmusma (Bassnett 1993: 145-148). XapakTepHO, 4TO mcche-
posatenu, npuberaroLime K CONOCTaBUTENbHbIM aHanu3aM, CKAOHHbI
CBA3bIBaTb KOHKPETHbIe A3blKOBble U NUTepaTypHble ABNEHUSA C KY/ib-
TYPHbIM (POHOM W BUAETb B (PMAOAOTUN AUCLUMNUHY, U3Y4YaloLyo
KY/bTypy MOCPeACTBOM W3y4yeHMA A3blka WM nutepatypbl (cp.: “..l
think philology as the discipline which studies a culture in and
through its language and literature, or languages and literatures...”:
Frank 1995:211).

OcTaBancb Ha Mo3vLMK NnepeBojoBefa MOXHO Ha (POHEe yKa3aHHbIX
acnekToB pasnuyatb fiBE BO3MOXHOCTU AUCLUNANHAPHOIO CaMoomnu-
caHusA: 1) nnopanucTckas ToukKa 3peHns, BbiTeKaloLwasa U3 npusHaHus
MeTas3blKOBO W TeopeTMYeckol NecTpoThl Kak pe3ynbTata nosse-
HMSI HOBbIX KOHLENUWiA; 2) nctopuyeckas ToOYKa 3peHUs, UCXOAALLas
13 NPOEKLMNN HOBbIX KOHUENUWUA Ha NPeeMCTBEHHbIE MMHUN Pa3BUTUSA
TPagUMLUMOHHOIO MepeBOAOBELEHUA WM MOMbITKA UX CUHTe3a. BTopas
TOYKa 3peHUs TpebyeT MeTO4O0NOrMYecKoW NOAroTOBAEHHOCTU ANS
COMOCTaB/IeHNsA CTaporo M HOBOrO, MepBas >Ke MPUBOAMT K MpuU3Ha-
HWIO OTCYTCTBMA KOHLEeNTyanbHOW cBasHocTu (the conceptual incohe-
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rence of translation studies: Delabastita 1991: 138; cp u: Snell-Homby

1988) B pa3BuTUM NepPeBOLOBEAEHUSA.

PeweHune Bonpoca o0 rpaHMLUax nepeBoa 3aBUCUT OT OTHOLLEHUA
B NMepeBOfoOBeAeHUN K NpobnemMamM nepeBoAMMOCTU. ITO KacaeTcs Kak
napameTpoB NepeBOAMMOCTU, TaK W AUCKYCCUW BOKPYT MOHATWUIA He-
OnpefeneHHOCTU nepeBoja W pajukanbHOro nepesofga (cM. no-
Apo6Hee: Topon 1995: 57-82).

Takum o6pasom, UCXOAHbIM ABNAETCA BOMPOC O FPaHULLEe MeX-
[y nepeBOAOM U HenepeBOAOM. Tak Kak OTBET MOXeT MPUBECTU K
onpejeneHnam Tuna nepesoj — 3TO BCe Ha3biBaeMOoe MepeBojoMm, TO
NMOHATUE TrpaHuLbl HeOOXOAMMO YTOUHUTb. B pe3ynbTaTe MOXHO Bbl-
JeNnTb ele ABe rpaHuubl: TPaHULYy MeXay rnepesojoM WU MOASIH-
HUKOM M FpaHuLy Mexgy MepeBogoM W MPUHUMAIOLLEN Ky/lb-
TYPOW. Ecnu rpaHuua mMexay nepesofoM U MOANMHHWUKOM SBNSETCS
TpaguLUMOHHBIM O6BLEKTOM MCCNEf0BaHUA W NIEXUT B OCHOBE pas3nu-
YeHMA pasHbIX TUMOB NepeBOa KakK pasHbIX peanusauuii npouecca
nepesofa Wav NepeBOAYECKOro MOBeAEeHUs, TO rpaHuLa mexay nepe-
BOAOM WM MPUHUMalOLLEl KynbTypoil akTyanusupoBanachb B nepeBofo-
BeleHUn B CBA3M C uenbto nepesofa (cp.: “Die Dominante aller
Translation ist deren Zweck”: Reiss, Vermeer: 1991: 96). Xapakrep-
HO, YTO YpaBHOBELIEHHble KOHUENuUu, CTPEMALLMNECH K AOCTUXKEHUIO
BHYTPEHHEro AUCUMNAMHApPHOro eAWHCTBa, A06MBalOTCA METOLONO-
rMYeckoro NpuUGANXEHUA 3TUX rpaHuy. Hanpumep, B MeTOAON0MMU
nepeBofoBefYECKOro aHanu3a MNOASMHHUKA MOXET 3aHATb BaXHOe
MEeCTO Tene0N0rMyYecKUin acnekT, Mo KOTOPOMY pe3ynbTaToM Mpo-
Lecca nepesofja ABnseTcA (YHKLMOHaNbHbIA TEKCT, CBA3b KOTOPOro C
NOA/IMHHUKOM YCTaHaB/NMBaeTCH B 3aBUCUMMOCTW OT Le/n MepeBofa:
“... translation is the production of a functional target text maintaining
a relationship with a given source text that is specified according to
the translation skopos” (Nord 1991: 232). Takum o06pa3om, pacc-
mMaTpuBaemble TpaHWUbl MOTYT 6blTb MPOBEAEHblI BHYTPU TekcTa U
MCTOYHMKOBOCTb MEPEBOAHOI0 TEKCTA KacaeTca KakK NoA/MHHMKA, TakK
N ero BO3MOXXHOI0 BOCNPUATUA B HOBOIN KYNbTYPHOW cpege. To ecTb,
nepesoj cam NOCTY/MPYyeT 0COBEHHOCTU CBOMX rpaHuL, U TEM CaMbIM
nocTynupyeTt n 0co6eHHOCTU NnepeBoAYecKoro nosegeHus: “What the
target-oriented approach to translation is geared to, in fact, is the
retrospective study of the production of translated texts, not their
reception and consumption. To be more precise: it purports to con-
textualize translation and present it as conditioned type of behaviour
in culture...” (Toury 1993: 17-18).
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IpaHuULbl MepPeBOAHOT0 TeKcTa MOFyT 6biTb 06paMISAIOLWMMU,
KOrga Mbl NOHMMaeM MOA MepeBOAOM He MPOCTO TEKCT, a M34aHHbIN
TeKCT. KHUXHOE WM XypHanbHOe CyliecTBOBaHMe MnepeBoja MaTe-
pvannsyet AOMOMHUTENbHbIE MPU3HAKW [paHuL, NpuW nomowu Ao-
6aBnsgeMbIX MeTaTeKCTOB: MpPeLUC/OBUA MNepeBOAYMKA, CTaTbu 06
aBTope MOAMMHHMKA W TeKCTe, peLenTWBHble PYKOBOACTBa B BuUie
rnoccapmes, NpPecynno3nLMOHHbIX UM UHTEPMPETUPYHOLUX KOMMEH-
TapueB U T.N. Hambonblieid aKcnamMKauuein rpaHuLl, MOXHO CyYMTaThb
MMEHHO KHUTY, [OMYCKalLWYy MaKcMManbHOe KOAMYecTBO AOMOHMU-
TeNbHbIX MPU3HAKOB rpaHuy nepesoja. MOXHO ckasaTb, 4TO 06-
pamnsioLL e rpaHuLLbl ABASKOTCA NPEX/e BCEro BHETEKCTOBbIMMU.

paHMubl MNepeBOJHOro TekcTa MOryT 6biTb M 3HaKOBbIMU,
pacnonoXXeHHbIMYU BHYTPU TekcTa. MNMpuMeHeHMe CEMUOTUKMK B nepe-
BOJOBEJEHUN MPMBENO K OCO3HAHWIO CEMWOTUKW TFPaHUL, Ha YpOBHe
OTAeNbHbIX 3N1EMEHTOB (3HAKOB) TeKCTa. OTO MOXET ObITb BblfeneHune
CEMMWOTUYECKOIN peneBaHTHOCTM (haKTOPOB NoCTpoeHma TekcTa (Wilss
1980: 16-17). OT0 MOXeT OblTb MOMCKOM KOHKPETHbIX MOrpaHnYHbIX
3HakoB: “The study of translational paratexts is the study of signs that
not only signal translational status but also represent the distance of a
non-translational text, retrospectively called the source or original”
(Pym 1992: 185; cp. u: Nord 1995). B kpaiiHeil ¢hopMe 3TO MOXeT
npeBpaTUTbCA B PacCMOTPEHME MnepeBOAa KakK 3HAKOBOW CUTyauuu:
“In translation the relation between the source language text (A) and
its receptor translation text (B) stands as the semiotic relation of sign
(S) to object (O), or of signifier to signified. In brief, source to trans-
lation is as sign to object” (Bamstone 1994: 91). B nto60m cny4yae Mbl
MOXeM cKas3aTb, 4YTO NOCPEACTBOM KOHTaKTOB C MOA/IMHHUKOM M
npuHMMaloLWweli KynbTypol nepeBoj CTPOUT CBOK OHTOMOMUIO U
N060NbITHO, YTO 3TO TPAAMLMOHHOE MOHMMaHWe MOATBepPXaeTca K
NOTVNKON [eKOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKOrO NoAxo4a K MepeBOAHOMY TeKCTY:
“..the target text belongs neither to its source nor to its target
linguistic systems. It exists in a realm that is in-between the two possi-
bilities; it is incorporation only (in + corpore: “in the body”) — not
rebirth” (Dass 1993: 2).

Bbixogs M3 paMOK MepeBOJOBELEHMS U CTAHOBACb Ha MO3NLUIO
CEMMNOTUKA KynbTypbl npobnema rpaHuubl npuobpeTaeT HOBbIE
yepTbl. [lepeBojoBeAYecKOe MOHMMaHWe TrpaHUL, MepeBofja Kak
MOHWMaHWEe OHTONOTMWN MEepeBOAHOr0 TEeKCTa AOMOMHAETCA MOHATUEM
TeKCTa KynbTypbl. Hanpumep, ecnu rpaHuubl NepeBOAHON KHUTK
00pamnAlT TEeKCT nepesoja WM NOAYEPKWBAKOT €ro BHYTpeHHee
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eANHCTBO, TO Bbl4eNSieMble CEMUOTUKON KyNbTypbl rpaHMUbl nepe-
BOAA NWWb YaCTUYHO COBMAjalT C rpaHuLaMmu, BbifensieMbIMU B
nepesojoBefeHUn. epeBoS Ha fA3blK, MepeBof B KHUTY (TEKCT) u
nepesof B KyNbTypy CYTb pasHble MnocTacy nepeBofYECKOW feaTenb-
HocTU. KynbTypHas MCTOYHMKOBOCTb N06Oro TeKcTa AONyCcKaeT ABa
NPUHLMNManbHbIX nogxofa. J/IuTepatypHblil TEKCT, Hanpumep, BXO-
OWT B Tpaguuuio OTEYECTBEHHOW WAM peruoHanbHON nuTepatypbl,
ABNAACL ANAXPOHUYECKMUM TEKCTOM WUCTOPUN NNTEPaTypbl. B 10
Xe BpeMs OH sBNAeTCH CMHXPOHWUYECKUM TEKCTOM Ky bTYypPHOI
CUCTEMbIl. MexXay nuTepatypHbIM W KY/NbTYPHbIM CYLLECTBYIOT
UHTepTeKcTyanbHble cBA3n (White 1989: 301, 294).

KynbTypa cama CTaHOBUTCA TEKCTOM, COMOCTaBMMbIM C KOHKpET-
HbIM TEKCTOM nepeBoda. Ecnu nuTepaTypHbIi acrnekT ycTaHaB/MBaeT
3CTETUYECKYH AMCTAHLMWI0 C TEKCTOM, TO KYNbTYPHbIA acnekT NexuT
B OCHOBe MaeHTU(UKaumm Tekcta (Assmann 1995: 241, 242). Kynb-
TYPHbI/ acnekT MaeHTUPUKaLMKM TeKCTa AOMYCKaeT ABOAKWIA nogxos.
Bo-nepBbiX, (QYHKUMOHUPYHOLWME B KyNbType TeKCTbl B3auMo-
CBA3bIBAOTCA M (GopMuUpYIOT Peneptyap Ky/nbTypbl, AnHamusupye-
MbIi KaXAblM HOBbIM TekcToM (cp.: Even-Zohar 1997: 355-363).
OkKasblBasicb B HOBOM TEKCTOBOM OKPYXEHWMW, Trhe CyLIecTByeT
onpegeneHHas npuBblYKa (XabuTyc) 4TeHMA-NMOTPe6MeHUs TeKCTOB,
MEHSETCA U peLenuus 3N1eMeHTOB TeKCTa — OHMW CTAHOBATCA 3MeMeH-
Tamun penepTyapa: “In translation, textemes tend to be converted into
repertoremes, where a TEXTEME is any sign, irrespective of its rank
and scope, which is subordinated to textual relations and hence
carries textual functions, and a REPERTOREME — any sign (again,
regardless of rank and scope) which forms part of an institutionalized
repertoire” (Toury 1991: 187). Hen3GeXHOCTb CTAHOB/IEHUS penep-
TyapoOM BCEX HOBbIX TEKCTOB OTpaxKaeTcs B MepeBOJOBEAEeHUN B
0TKa3e OT CTapOMOJHOro MOHATUS afieKBaTHOCTU MepeBoja U B ero
3ameHe noHATuAMU npumeHumoctu (applicability) wn akuentupye-
mocTu (acceptability). 9T NOHATMA NPU3HaHbLI AaXXe KNKYEBbIMU 11
nepesogosefeHns (cm.: Doherty 1997: 2). Tem camMbiM CTMpaoTCH
rpaHuLbl Mexay CBOUM W YyXWUM, MOANMHHUKOM W NepeBOAOM, Mpu-
4eM NepeBOSHOCTb CTAHOBMUTCA MPU3HAKOM OYEHb pPasHbIX TEKCTOB.
3710 3actaBunio . Typu BBeCcTM B 06MXOA MOHATME MOApasyMmeBae-
mMoro nepesoga (assumed translation) i yTOUHEHMA TpaHULbl MeXay
nepesogamu n Henepesofamu (Toury 1995: 31-35). Korga KynbTypa
CTUpaeT rpaHuubl, NepeBOfYMK [O/MKEH WX OXpaHATb. OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTb MepeBOAYMKA CBA3bIBAETCH B TaKOM CUTyauunm He TONbKO C
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KayecTBOM nepeBofa, HO W C YMEHWEM COXPaHATb aBTOHOMHOCTb
TekcToB (cp.: Lane-Mercier 1997: 43-68).

B0o-BTOpbIX, TEKCT MOXeT WAEHTMHULMPOBATLCA NpPU NOMOLLU
NPOeKLMN Ha HEeKOTOPbIA MpeAcTaBMMbIA 06pasel, TEKCT KyNbTypbl
B KOHKPETHOM nposiBNeHuMn. Hanpumep, netTepbyprckuii  TekcT
PYCCKO KynbTypbl SBAAETCA KOAOBbIM TEKCTOM, MHBApUaHTHbIM AN4
MHOXeCTBa KOHKPETHbIX NNTepaTypHbIX TEKCTOB. TakKoli MHBapuaHT-
Hblli CBEPXTEKCT BblpaXKaeT KaK CBA3b C rOpPOAOM (3KCTEHCUBHbII
acnekT), TaK M CBfA3b KaXAOro TekcTa, BXOAALLEro B Netepbyprckui
TEKCT, C 06WMM KOpPMycoM BCeX TEKCTOB, COCTaBNAAKLWMX neTep-
Oyprckuii- TekeT (MHTEHCUBHbBIA acnekT; cMm nofpobHee: Tonopos
1995: 275, 280). MeTepbyprckuii TeKCT npeBpaliaeTca B “yCTpoOMCT-
BO, C MOMOLLbID KOTOPOro W coBepluiaetcsa nepexofn a realibus ad
realiora, npecylecTBfieHne MaTepuanbHON peanbHOCTU B AYXOBHbIE
ueHHoctn” (TonopoB 1995:259), yTo, B CBOKO OYepedb, NO3BONAET
ckasaTb, YTO TeKCT “o0byuyaeT umTaTens npasuam BbiX0fa 3a CBOM
cobcTBeHHbIe npegenbl” (Tonopos 1995: 259).

MpoeKLunUs KOHKPETHOro TeKCTa Ha TEKCT KynbTypbl Kak CpeAcTBO
ero MAeHTUMUKaLUUM HanoMWHaeT HeKOTOpble MOUCKW B MepeBOfO-
BefIEHUW, B KOTOPbIX MWHBAPMAHTHOCTb CMbIC/la TPaKToBanach “He Kak
abconoTHasa KaTeropusa, a Kak WHBApWUAHTHOCTb MO OTHOLWIEHUK K
NMOCTPOEHHOMY A3bIKy-nocpefHUKY”(PeB3uH, Po3eHuBeir 1964: 68).
CyLL,ecTBOBaHME YC/IOBHbIX A3bIKOB WM TEKCTOB B (DYHKUUWU Mocpej-
HUKa NPUBOAUT HAC K BOMPOCY O MOHUMAHWW CEMMUO3NCA C TOUKU
3peHns 0CO3HAHUS rpaHunL, nepesoja.

PaccmoTpeHue npobniembl cemuosmca ¢ nosuuum npobnem nepe-
BOJAa N1eXMUT B OCHOBE (HOPMUPOBAHUSA CEMWOTUKM MNepeBoja Kak
CamMOCTOATENIbHOW AMCUMMINHLI. B 0AHOM U3 HanpaBfieHWA cemuno-
TUKW NepeBofa, ONMUparoLWemMcs Ha MUPCOBCKYHD CEMWUOTUKY BBefeH
TepMuH  cemuonepeBof  (semiotranslation), MNOHMMaembliAi  Kak
nepeBOfYECKUIi CEMMO3UC — MepeBo] NpOTeKaeT B YCNOBUAX [OrO-
BOpHOro cemuosuca (contractual semiosis: Gorlee 1993: 212 u cn.).
Mpouecc nepesofa Mo 3TOMY NOAXOAY MNPUHLUMNMANBHO KOMMe-
meHTapeH: “In translation real exchange “degenerates” into comple-
mentarity”(Gorlee 1993: 213). B pe3yfbTaTe ycTaHaBnuBaeTcsa ANA
MOHMMaHNA TeKCTa nepeBOAa AOTrOBOPHbLIA CEMMO3NC, He AOMYCKal-
Wi ctatmyeckoro onucanma: “Nothing is fixed in sign translation:
the translating text-sign, the translated text-sign, the (non)linguistic
codes, the translator, the translational and general-cultural norms, all
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are subject to continual interaction and change, even to a minute

degree” (Gorlee 1993: 223).
B pamkax CeMMOTMKM KynbTypbl CYLLECTBYeT MOMbITKAa pasnu-

YeHWS CEMWO3MCOB pasHbiX PpPaHroB: € OAHON CTOPOHbI, COMO-
CTaBNAKTCA CEMUO3UC KYNbTYpPbl M CEMUO3UC B KY/NbType, U3yyaeMble
CEMMOTUKOWN KyNbTYypbl U 3THONOTUEW ceMuo3nca (KoppenmpytoLyeics
C KYyNbTYypHbIMKU (akTamu cemuosuca). Mo 3TOW NOTMKE U JIMHT-
BUCTUKA CTAHOBWUTCA 4acTblo 3THonMorum cemmnosmca (Kelkar 1984:
132-133). I gna AMHrBUCTa KOHCTPYMPOBaHWe Ky/bTYPHOro 3Haue-
HUS ABNETCA COMOCTaBMEHMEM pPa3HbiX CEMUOTUYECKUX cucTem: “Any
construct of cultural meanings — that is, any social context — is
realized in the form of acts of meaning in the various semiotic modes
of which language is one” (Halliday 1984: 9).

CoumnanbHblli napameTp onucaHus cemmosuca (CEMMO3NCOB) Bbl-
TekaeT U3 KoHuenuuu M. BaxTuHa: “XXKU3Hb CTpeMuTcA 3abuTbes
BOBHYTpb Ce6f, YiATN B CBOO BHYTPEHHIOK GECKOHEYHOCTb, GouTces
rpaHuL, CTPEMUTCH UX Pa3noXuTb, OO He BEPUT B CYLLECTBEHHOCTb U
[06pOTY M3BHE (OPMUPYIOLWERA CWUAbl; HENPUATME TOYKM 3peHus
n3BHe. pu 3TOM, KOHEYHO, KynbTypa rpaHuy — Heobxoanmoe
yC/lOBUE YBEPEHHOro W riy6oKOro CTUNA — CTAHOBWUTCH HEeBO3-
MOXHOI; C rpaHMLamMu-TO >XXU3HW WMEHHO W He4vyero fJenatb, Bce
TBOPYECKME 3HEPrUM YXOAAT C TpPaHuL, OCTaBNAA WX Ha MNPOU3BON
Cyabbbl. DcTeTuyeckas KynbTypa eCTb KynbTypa FpaHul 1 notomy
npegnonaraet Tenayk atmocdepy rnybokoro fosepus, 06biMatoLLyto
XWN3Hb. YBepeHHOe M 060CHOBaHHOE co3faHue M 06paboTKa rpaHul,
BHELWHWUX W BHYTPEHHUX, YEN0BeKa W ero mupa npegnonaratT npou-
HOCTb M 06ecrneYyeHHOCTb NO3NLUUKN BHe ero...” (baxTuH 1994: 251). B
YKa3aHHOM M. BaxTUHbIM COOTHOLEHUWN BHELIHEro W BHYTPEHHEro
CyLLecTBYeT YHMUBEPCaNbHbIA CEMUOTUYECKNIA Ayannsm: “ BO3MOXHO
[BOSIKOE COYeTaHWe Mupa C YENOBEKOM: WU3HYTPU ero — Kak ero
Kpyrosop, n M3BHE — KaK ero okpy>keHue” (baxtmH 1994: 165). O
TakoM >Ke Kpyrosope W OKPYXEHWU MOXXHO roBOPUTb W B CBA3N C
nepeBOfHbIM TEKCTOM. Ha 3TO rpaHuue Kpyrosopa u OKpYXeHus
CTbIKYIOTCS OCHOBHble KOHLENUWW MNepeBOAYECKON [AeATenbHOCTH,
onucaHHble M. baxTuHbIM ante factum.

MoHATMEe HeorpaHuyeHHoro cemuosmuca (unlimited semiosis)
Y. C. NMupca TakxXe JonyckaeT COOTBETCTBYIOLLYIO WHTepnpetauuto:
“The process of unlimited semiosis postulated by Peirce suggests that
our linguistic competence is best explained within the format of an
encyclopedia rather than dictionary” (Eco, Nergaard 1998). MoHsTHO,
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4TO W CNOBapb COAEPXUT 3NEMEHT SHUUKNONEAUN, KaK NMOHATHO W TO,
4YTO 3HUMKOMNEeAMA He MOKpbiBaeT BCex 0CO06eHHOCTei cnosaps. B
KYNbType YTeHWe TEKCTOB KOHBEHLMOHaNM3npyeTca W Ntob0oi HOBbIA
TEKCT B KakOM-TO CMbIC/le YXE MpoyuTaH [0 MNOSAB/IEHUS CaMoro
TekcTa. I B 3TOM cMbIcne N060e YTEHWE WA BOCMpUATUE NHOObIX
apTedakToB MPOTEKAET B MHTEPTEKCTYyarnbHOM MpocTpaHcTBe. MOXHO
roBOpuUTb 1 06 MHTEPTEKCTYanbHOM cemmnosuce. “Intertextual semiosis
constitutes itself in the interaction between text and reader, depending
on a (given or assumed) “intertextual disposition” of texts and on
aspects of intertextually oriented text processing” (Holthuis 1994: 77).
MHTepTekcTyanbHoe 3HaHue (intertextual knowledge) sasnsetca u
acnekToM fIMHFBUCTUYECKOTO0 M 3HUWMKIOMNEeAUYECKOro  3HaHuA
(Holthuis 1994: 84) M MX OTHOLWEHMA 3aBUCAT OT LeNn WHTepnpe-
Tauun. O TPYLHOCTW JOCTUMXEHUA ONTUMaNbHOro BOCNPMATUA nuweT
nY. 3ko: “Thus every act of reading is a difficult transaction between
the competence of the reader (the reader’s world knowledge) and the
kind of competence that a given text postulates in order to be read in
an economic way” (Eco 1992: 68).

KynbTypHOe nNpoCTpaHCTBO BCerfja MHTepTeKCTyalbHO W pasniun-
YeHWe NepPBUYHbLIX, BTOPUYHbLIX, TPETUYHBLIX U T.N. TEKCTOB 3aTpyjAHe-
HO. OfHW TeKCTbl NOTPebnAalTCA 4Yepe3 [pYrue, YUCTbIX TEKCTOB
NMPakTUYecKn He CYLLecTBYeT, T.e. BOKPYr n060ro Tekcra uMmeetcs
KOHTaKTHas 30Ha C ApPYruMu TekKcTamu, YCNOXHAWLWas onpesjeneHue
rpaHul Tekcta. Mpo6nema He TONILKO B TOM, UTO YC/NOXHAETCA OCMbl-
C/ieHVe MOPOXAEHWUA TEKCTOB, HO M B TOM, YTO OHW TO TepAlT CTa-
pble, TO NpuobpeTaloT HOBbIE cBolicTBa (Cp.: “Culture therefore inva-
riably invites comparison and juxtaposition; it is not only the place
where meanings are bom, but the space in which they are being
exchanged, “transmitted” and seek to be translated from one cultural
language into another” Toporov 1992: 30).

C TOYKM 3peHMs nepeBOAYECKON [AeATENbHOCTU U ee TeopeTwu-
YecKOro OCMbICNEHUA WMeeT 60/bluOe 3HayeHWe YCTaHOBNEHUeE
rpaHuL, OHTONOrUY M UHTepnpeTauum TeKCcToB. YuTaTtenb CBO6GOAEH B
yTeHuU. XOTA NepeBOAUYUK TOXE UYUTaTeNb, OH NUWeH cBO6GOAbI, Tak
Kak JONeH YCTaHOBUTb CTENEHb NepeBoANUMOCTM (CBOE OTHOLUEHME K
A3blKY, OUCKYPCY, TEKCTY, WHTepTeKCTya/lbHOMY MPOCTPaHCTBY) B
COOTBETCTBUU C LieNblo NepeBofa 1 BbipaboTaTb CTPaTErnio nepesoga.
Jkcnnukauma rpaHuy obnervaeT Kak paboTy nepeBofuMKa, TaK W
BOCMPUATUE YMTATENSA.



144 MesTep Topon

Cemunoctepunyeckas rpaHumya. B KoHuenuum cemuocdepsl
FO. M. JloTmaHa NoHATME MepeBoja NPUMEHSAETCH B LLUMPOKOM CMbICNe
cnoBa. VICX0A4HbIM ABASETCA MPU3HaHUE, YTO A3bIKW KYAbTYpbl MOTYyT
CyLLecTBOBaTb M Pa3BMBATbCA NNLb BO B3aUMHbIX KOHTaKTax: Takum
0b6pa3om, N060A OTAeNbHbIA $3blK OKa3blBAETCA MOTPYXEHHbIM B
HEKOTOPOE CEMMOTMYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, M TOMbKO B CUAY B3au-
MOAelicTBMUA C 3TUM NPOCTPAHCTBOM OH CMOCO6GEH (YHKLMOHMPOBATH.
HepasnoxumbiM paboTalwlWUM MexXaHU3MOM — efWHULERA cemuo-
3nca— cneayeT cuuTatb He OTAENbHbI fA3blK, a BCe npucyliee
LaHHOW KynbType CEMMOTMYECKOE MPOCTPaHCTBO. ITO MPOCTPAHCTBO
Mbl U onpegenseM Kak cemuocepy” (JlotmaH 1996: 165). Cemmoce-
pa u CeMMO3NC COOTHOCATCA MO 3TOI NOTUKe KaK CEMUO3UC KyNbTypbl
N cemuosnc B KynbType. Takum e 06pa3oM MOXHO TFOBOPUTb O
rpaHuue cemuocgepbl W 0 TrpaHMUax BHYTPU  cemuocdepsl:
“IMoCKONIbKY BCe YPOBHU ceMuochepbl — OT IMYHOCTU YenoBeKa Wim
OTAENbHOro TekcTa A0 rfobanbHbIX CEMUOTUYECKUX EAWHCTB —
NpeacTaBiAaOT Kak Obl BNOXEHHble B ApYr Apyra ceMmuocepbl, Kax-
fas U3 HUX SIBNSAETCA OAHOBPEMEHHO U YYAaCTHUKOM Auanora (4acTbio
cemuocdepbl), U npocTpaHcTBOM pAmanora (Lenbim cemuocdepsl)...”
(NNotmaH 1992: 24).

paHuMUa wurpaeT B cemuochepe BaXHENWY poNb, ABISAACH
OGUNNHTBMANBHBIM MEXaHW3MOM, NePeBOASALLMM BHELIHWE COOBLLEHNS
Ha BHYTPEHHUI A3bIK ceMuocdepbl, OTAENAOLWMM CBOE OT YYXOro,
npeBpawallLMM BHELWHNE He-cO06LWeEeHNS B coobuweHus (JloTmaH
1992: 14). Mo cyTu o0CO3HaHWe TrpaHuubl MO3BONSET MNOHMMATb
0COOEHHOCTM CEMUOTM3ALUM UM BO3MOXHOCTU “nepeBoja TEKCTOB
YYXKO/ CEMMOTUKM Ha A3bIK “Halwein”” (JloTmaH 1996: 183).

Cemuochepuyeckas rpaHuua Kak cuCTeMa MepenneTaroLwmnxcs
rpaHuy, MoXeT 6biTb OnNuWcaHa NpPU MNOMOLLM MOHATUA WHTEPCEMUO-
3nuca. COBpeMeHHasd Ky/ibTypa aBTOHOMW3UPYeT 6onee OTAeNbHble
3HAaKW YeM 3HAKOBble CUCTEMbI, HO KaK NS Y3HaBaHWSA 3HAKOB, TakK U
4NA MX NOHWMaHWA HeobXo4MMa BO3MOXHOCTb MX MPOEKUUM Ha
pasHble cuctembl. Ona nepeBOAYECKON AeATENbHOCTM 3TO O3HayaeT
pasfnyeHne A3blKOBbIX, TEKCTOBbIX U KYNbTYPHbIX KOLOB W BblpaboT-
Ky npuemoB ux nepegauu (cp., Hanpumep: Delabastita 1993: 33-39).
MeTO40N0rMYEeCKN BaXeH Mepexof OT YPOBHA 3HAKOB Ha YPOBEHb
3HaKOBbIX CUCTEM, AaXe Korfa pasHble 3HaKOBble CUCTEMbl UMEKT U
HEeKOTOpbI/i 06WKnii Kopnyc 3HakKoB. Takum o6pas3om, cemumochepu-
yeckaa TrpaHuua sBNAeTCA MNEpPeBOAALMM MeXaHU3IMOM, MPUYEM
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nepeBof KOHKPETHbIX 3HAKOB npeBpalyaeT TEKCT B CUCTEMY YC/IOBHbIX
CEMUNO3UCOB UIN UHTEPCEMMO3NCA.

Tononornvyeckaa rpaHULa sBAsSeTCS He MPOCTO MeXaHW3MOM
nepeBofa, HO N COXPaHEHNS MHBAPUAHTHbIX CBONCTB TekcTa. C 0aHOW
CTOPOHbI, CloAa BXOAAT 3KpaHU3aLum, MHCLEHUPOBKKN, UANOCTpaLun
NNTEPaTypHOro TeKcTa, KOTOpble B MpoLecce MHTEPCEMUOTUYECKOTO
nepesofia AN TpaHCMyTauUW WAW MEHSAIOT 3HAKOBYIK CUCTEMY, WK
0Ka3blBalOTCA MepeflaHHbIMWU  MPU  MOMOLWMW HECKONbKMX pasHbIX
3HaKOoBbIX cucTeM. JTl060i nepeBof ABNSETCA TpaHCPOpPMaLMen Tekc-
Ta U C TOUYKMN 3pEHUA KY/bTYPHO KOMMYHUKALUU UHTEPECHO CNeauThb
3a murpaumeli B KynbType pasHbiX TpaHcopmauuii 0fHOro TekcTa
KakK ero pasHbix unoctaceii. C Apyroil CTOPOHbI, U B UHTEPTEKCTYyaslb-
HOM MPOCTPAHCTBE CYLWeCTBYeT BO3MOXHOCTb LENOCTHbIX pe-
KOHCTpyKunin. B. H. TonopoB, Hanpumep, cynuTaeT, 4To “rnaBHas 3a-
favya “UHTepPTEeKCTONOrMN” COCTOUT B BbIACHEHUN TUMOAOTUN 3HAKOB,
peanu3yrulinMx pasHble BMAbl NOA06OMA, M YHKUMA “Nogo6HOro” B
TeKCTax Xy/J0KeCTBeHHOI nuTepatypbl” (Tonopos 1993: 20).

Ob6pamnsiowan rpaHnLa yctaHaBnMBaeT BHYTPEHHIOW LEenocT-
HOCTb TeKCTa Mpu MOMOLWM BblfefleHUs AOMUHaHTbl. O6pamneHue
ABNIAETCA YCNOBHbIM W BbITEKAET W3 XKeNllaHUs YCTAHOBUTb KOHKpeT-
HYI0 WCTOYHWKOBOCTb TEKCTa W €ero LesoCTHOCTb MO O4HOMY Wx
HecKo/sbKMM napameTpam (HauuoHanbHble, CYyOKYNbTYpPHblE, NOAUTU-
yeckue, reorpauyeckme U T.n. 3Haku). OTAeNbHO HeobXoLWMO
ckasaTb O TEKCTOBbIX 3HaKaX. 3TO MOryT ObiTb 3HAKU Hayana (3arna-
BMe, anurpag, MocBALWLeHWE) WA KOHua (ornaBneHue, ykasaTenw,
6ubnnorpadus); aTo MoXeT 6bITb 06pamneHne TekKcTa MeTaTeKcTamm
(BBELEHME, MOCNECNoBMe, KOMMEHTapuWiA, rnoccapuii U T.M.) B KHUre
NN XypHane.

JlnHeapHasa rpaHuLa sBnseTcs pa3fefINTENbHOW rpaHuueid u
aKTyanusupyeTt onno3uuumn, nexawme B OCHOBE pPas3/IMYEHUA A3bIKO-
BbIX, MEHTa/bHbIX, COLMaNbHbIX, WAEONOrMYECKUX W T.N. MUPOB B
TekcTe. [epeBofyeckas AeATeNbHOCTb Kak 60/ee pauuoHanbHas no
CpPaBHEHMWIO C NucaTeNbCKOW paboToli Hem3bexHO HaTankuBaeTCs Ha
Heo6X0AMMOCTb PEKOHCTPYKLMUW WUIWN 3KCNAMKALUW FpaHuL, TekcTa u
OT pe3yfnbTaTa 3TON [EeATENbHOCTW 3aBUCUT BO3MOXHbIA MWUpP nepe-
Boga. [paHuubl nepeBofa BHYTPU T[paHWL KynbTypbl MO3BOAAIOT
BMAETb B TEKCTEe Mepapxuio rpaHuy, nexawyt B OCHOBE WHTep-
npetauuy Kak OTAeNbHbIX 3HaKOB, TaK WU 3HAKOBbIX CUCTEM.

Ha noHnmaHue cucTeMbl rpaHul nepesBoja ONupaeTca onpegene-
HWe pasHbIX acfneKTOB CEMWOTWUKW Mepesoja. He BhaBasch B nogpob-
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HOCTW B f[aHHOW CTaTbe, YKa&XXEM /Ulib OCHOBHbIE acrneKTbl CEMWO-
TUKW nepeBoga: 1) ceMMOTUKA NepeBoja KaK Mepesof CEMUOTUKM
(A3blKa, KY/NbTYpbl, TEKCTA); 2) KOMMNEMEHTapHasA CEMMOTUKaA Mepe-
BOJA, u3yuvalolias COBOKYMHOCTb TEKCTOB MeTaKOMMYHMKaLuMn W
TOTaNbHOro nepeBofa (TEKCTOBbIA, MeTaTeKCTOBbIA, WHTEKCTOBbIN,
WHTEPTEKCTOBbLIW, 3KCTPATEKCTOBbLIN  nepesod);  3) coumasibHas
CEMMOTUKA MepeBOoAa, BKAtOYatoLwas npo6aembl NMoCTKONOHUANLHOIO
nepesofia U CEMUOMNEPEBOAA, a TakXXe MOCTMOAEPHUCTCKUX MOAXOA0B
K nepesofy (coumanbHas W [AUCKYPCUBHAA MpaKTUKa, Xabutyc,
rpamoTHOCTb U T.4.); 4) NpoLeccyasibHass CEMUOTUKA MNepeBoja Kak
CEMMOTUYECKOE OMUCAHMEe pa3HblX aKTyanusauuii npouecca nepesoja
N co3flaHue MOJenu nmnpouecca nepesofa Ansa efWHOr0 ONUCaHWUA
pasHbIX TUMOB Mepesofa; 5) pajMKanbHash CeMUOTUKa MepeBoaa
Kak npefocTaBneHNe CeMUOTUYECKUX CPefCTB AN ONUCAHUA WHTep-
CEMUOTUYECKOTO Nepesofa.

CemunoTKa nepesojja BO MHOFOM MNPUMbIKAET K CEMUOTUKE
KynbTypbl. HO B TO e BpemMs CMTyauus WHTEPCEMMUO3UCA W UHTEp-
TEKCTYyanbHOCTU MPUBOAAT Hac K HEO0O6XOAMMOCTM YUUTbIBATb He
TO/IbKO CEMMUOTUYECKYIO Pa3HOPOAHOCTb TEKCTOB. CMeLLIeHWe TEKCTOB
M 3HAKOBbIX CMCTEM KaK CMeLleHWe rpaHul NMpuMBOAUT Hac K OCTPbIM
coumanbHblM npobiemMam aganTauun yenoseka ¢ 06LECTBOM, NOAYU-
HEHHOCTM YenoBeKa WHKYNbTypauuun, akkynbTypauuu u MmynbTu-
KynbTypanu3ma B cucTeMe 06pa3oBaHusa U CPEACTB MacCOBOM KOMMY-
HUKaLUK, a TaKxe K npobnemam MHTepMefManbHOCTU (M3MeHeHuli B
COOTHOLIEHUSAX Bep6anbHOro, BU3yanbHOro, ayfutueHoro). B wtore
MOXHO CKa3aTb, 4YTO CEMMOTMKA MepeBOofa [O/MKHA 6bITb U coumo-
CEMMOTNKOI mepeBofa.
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The limits of translation:
the socio-semiotic aspect of translation semiotics

Determining the concept of ‘translation text’ occupies a relevant position
in the scientific interpretation of translation activity. Most of the
translation theories avoid establishing the borders between translation and
non-translation, because in the intertextual and intersemiosic space of
present culture, the borders between any kind of texts are very vague.

From the point of view of translation studies, the ontological
definition of a translation text proceeds from determining the concepts of
‘original’ and ‘translation’, as well as ‘translation’ and ‘recipient culture’.
In the first case, the borderline marker is a type of translation which
constitutes a sign of the nature of the relationship between the translation
and the original. In the second case, the borderline marker is the purpose
of translation, the constructive dependence of translation on its suppos-
able future function. Therefore, the definition of ‘translation’ in trans-
lation studies is mostly process-oriented.

The intrusion of semiotics into translation studies, and the interest of
cultural semiotics in translation activities, have changed the attitude
towards the nature of translation. On the one hand, the translation
semiotics deals with contractual semiosis which observes the text in
translation process not as a coherent, but a complementary whole. On the
other hand, it deals with intersemiosis as the situation in which the
differing/differentiating codes and sign systems of a translation influence
each other, and isolated individual signs can simultaneously belong to
several sign systems. The problem of the limits of translation arises in
connection with the need to retain the possibility for integral cognition of
texts even in such cultural spaces that consist of totally intermingled texts.
Every translation book can create its own borderline system to guarantee
the integral approach.

The present article displays the typology of the limits of translation, as
well as the following disciplinary approaches to translation semiotics that
emerge from it: translation of semiotics, process-oriented translation
semiotics, complementary translation semiotics, social translation semio-
tics, radical translation semiotics. Distinguishing between these
approaches in the translation semiotics, it is important to consider that
their interpretation requires a socio-semiotic background.
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Tolkepiirid
(tdlkesemiootika sotsiosemiootiline aspekt)

Tolketegevuse teaduslikus mdtestamises on olulisel kohal tolketeksti
mdaiste piiritlemine. Enamik tdlketeooriaid valdib piiri tdmbamist tdlke ja
mittetblke vahele, sest tdnapdeva kultuuri intertekstuaalses ja inter-
semioosiselises ruumis on piirid igasuguste tekstide vahel vaga haprad.

Tolketeaduse poolt vaadatuna toimub tdlketeksti ontoloogiline piirit-
lemine originaali ja tdlke ning td8lke ja vastuvdtva kultuuri piiritlemise
kaudu. Esimesel juhul on piiri t&histajaks tdlketulp kui mérk tdlke ja
originaali vahekorra iseloomust. Teisel juhul on piiri mérgistajaks tdlke
eesmark, tdlke konstruktiivne s6ltuvus tema oletatavast tulevasest
funktsioonist. Seega piiritleb tdlketeadus tblget protsessikeskselt.

Semiootika tungimine tdlketeadusesse ja kultuurisemiootika huvi
tdlketegevuse vastu on muutnud suhtumist tdlke olemusse. Uhelt poolt
vOib tblkesemiootikas radkida kokkuleppelisest semioosisest (contractual
semiosis) kui teksti vaatlemisest tdlkeprotsessis mitte sidusa, vaid komp-
lementaarse tervikuna. Teiselt poolt tuleb radkida intersemioosisest kui
olukorrast, milles tdlkes eristuvad/eristatavad koodid ja margiststemid
madjustavad Uksteist ning Uksikud mérgid osutuvad samaaegselt mitmesse
stisteemi kuuluvaks. Tolkepiiride probleem tdusebki pédevakorda seoses
vajadusega ka segunenud tekstidest koosnevas kultuuriruumis sdilitada
vdimalus tekstide terviklikuks tajumiseks. Iga t6lkeraamat v3ib luua oma
piiride slsteemi tervikliku I&henemise tagamiseks.

Artiklis on vélja pakutud t6lkepiiride tiipoloogia ja sellest tulenevalt
tolkesemiootika distsiplinaarsed vdimalused: semiootika tdlkimine,
komplementaarne tdlkesemiootika, sotsiaalne tdlkesemiootika, t6lkeprot-
sessiline tdlkesemiootika, radikaalne tGlkesemiootika.

Tolkesemiootika piiritlemise aluseks on sotsiosemiootiliselt inter-
preteeritava taustsusteemi arvestamine.



NpocTpaHCcTBO 1 Bpems lMeTepbypra
C TOYKMN 3peHNA MUKPOMUGOI0rnn

EneHa [Mpuropbesa

B pesynbTate €noBo “ycT” NpeACTaeT B BUAE TOUKW, BEHYAIOLLEN 3aTSHY-
Thii 3aKNHOUUTENbHBIA Nepunog. KoHTpacT ¢ AgnvHoi neproga (Aa v Bcero
COHeTa) [0BefieH [0 MakCMMyMa OHOC/IOXHOCTbIO MOCMeAHEro C/oBa,
Y30CTbi0 [/laCHOTO W TFAYXOCTbIO COrNacHbIX. HanpshKeHHbIA nepuog,
pa3speLLaeTcs efie CrbILWHbIM KOPOTKUM BbILOXOM — COT/IACHO MPUHLMNY,
chopMyIMPOBAHHOMY B [pYyroM CTUXOTBOPEHWUW, “CXOfAd Ha KOHyc, //
Belb 06peTaeT He HOMb, HO XpoHoc™ (“A Bcerga TBepAWa, 4To cyabba
urpa’)

A. K. )Konkosckuit. bnyxaatoLime CHbl.

Mpeanaraemoe M3/10XeHUe HEO6X0AMMO NpefBapuTh CledyloL M 3a-
MeuaHWeM, 4YTO KaTeropuMu MpPOCTPaHCTBA UM BPEMEHM MNOHMMAKOTCA
aBTOPOM MMEHHO KaK MOHATMS MUKPOMUGONOrMyeckme, T.e CKopee
Kak Hekue 06pasbl CO3HaHMs, YeM ero kateropuul B 3ToMm cmbiCe,

JlnTepatypa no npobsieMam B3aUMOOTHOLLEHWS MPOCTPaHCTBA U BPEMEHM
efga M nogpaetca Xots 6bl M Gernomy 0630py. KpuTuyeckmii 0630p
(M3NYeCKUX TeopWuil UM KOHLUEnuuid NPOCTPaHCTBEHHOW W BPEMEHHO
KOHTPY3HTHOCTU OT HblOTOHa [0 OWHWTeiHA MOXHO HalTW B KHWre:
Grunbaum, A. Philosophical Problems of Space and Time. New York. 1963.
(Pycckuin nepesog — M. 1969). Tam >xe npeacTaBneHa M nuTepatypa K
npobneme. Takke MOXHO YkasaTb kHuUry Whitrow, G.J. The Natural
Philosophy of Time. London; Edinburgh. 1961 (pycckuii nepeBog: YuTpoy,
k. EcTecTBeHHas ¢unocous spemeHn. M. 1964), B Hambonee obLem Buae
paccMaTpuBalOLLMiA) YKasaHHYt0 npobnemy. 13 0TeYeCTBEHHbIX PaboT He-
06X0AMMO  YNOMsHYTb Auckyccum 60-70-X rofos, pe3ynbTaToOM KOTOPbIX
SBWICA B TOM 4YMC/E M He NOTEPSBLUMIA CBOE aKTyanbHOCTW MO Celi AeHb
COOpHMK  “PWTM, MNpPOCTPaHCTBO WM BpeMs B /nuTepatype U WUCKyccTee”
(1 1974), x asTOpam KOTOPOro Mbl Oydem elle anennMposatb. Wcknto-
YNTENbHBIA MHTEPeC NPeACTaBASET aHAIMTUYECKUIA pa3bop TeOPUiA BPEMEHH,
a Takke COBCTBEHHas Teopus BPEMEHU TeKCTa B paboTe B. PygHesa: PyaHes,
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roBops, HanpuMmep, 4YTO CNOBO ANUTCA BO BPEMEHW, WKW, pasfuyas
NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIE 1 BPEMEHHbIE (DOPMbl UCKYCCTBA, Mbl UCXO4UM 13
pacnpocTpaHeHHOro “BMOJIHEBO3MOXXHO3a6NyXAeHNA , KOTOpoe M1
ABNSETCA [ANA Hac OnepaTUBHbIM MNONEM uccnefoBaHua. To, Ha-
CKONbKO 3TW ¥ NOLO6GHbIE “BMOMIHEBO3MOXHO3a01yXAeHNA” YenoBe-
4ecKOro CO3HaHuWs NpeAcTaBAAOT COO0M CTPONRHYIO CUCTEMY U KakuM
06pa3omM OHUW CTPYKTYPUPYIOT MakpoMudgonornyeckme obpasoBaHus
(KakoBbIM C Halleil TOYKM 3peHMA ABNAAETCA Hanpumep ‘neTep-
Oyprcknin Mud’), Ham X0TeNoCb NPOAEMOHCTPMPOBATH B HACTOSLLUX
3aMeTKax.

Kak npeacTtaBnsietcs, Bpems 3aKOHOMEPHO W HensbexHo ohopm-
NnseTcA BCerfga MPOCTPAaHCTBEHHbIM 06pa3oM B CUCTEME KynbTypbl.
CoO6CTBEHHO BpeMs [aHO HaM eCcTeCTBEHHO B NpoCTpaHCTBE —
gBueHue ConHua unu JlyHbl, NepeMeLleHne TeHe Mo NA0CKOCTAM U
06bemMaM ecTb ecTecTBeHHasa TpaHc(opmaLus NpocTpaHCTBa Bpeme-
Hem. KaXablii BEpTUKaNbHO OPUEHTUPOBaHHbLIA 06BbEKT NpeacTaBnseT
c0601i CTPENKY 4acoB, KaXAblii TOPU30OHTa/IbHO OPUEHTUPOBAHHbIN —
unep6nat. CoOTBETCTBEHHO, M3MEPEHNE BPEMEHU OCYLLEeCTBAsETCS
MPakTUYecKNn Henm3bexHo Mpu MOMOLLM NPOCTPAHCTBA. TakK COMHEeY-
Hble Yacbl ABASKOT HEMOCPeACTBEHHOE OTpaXKeHMe 3TOro MpuHUMNa.
MexaHnyecKkune, CTpenoYHble yacbl UMUTUPYIOT NyTb CONHLUA, 3acTaB-
NAA ABUTaTbCA TeHb — TMPOEKUMI0 Ha FOPU3OHTaNbHYI MIOCKOCTb.
BofAaHble MNn MecoyHble Yacbl M3MEPAIOT Bpems ele 60/ee o4eBUA-
HbIMW NPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMWN 06bEMAMM.

Moxanyi, eAUHCTBEHHbIM CNOCO60OM M3MEPEeHUA WK BblpaXeHUs
BpeMEHU BpemMeHeM2 sBnseTcs 6O 4acoB WAM OTOGUBAHME CKAHOK.
Ho » 34ecb BO3MOXHOCTb NOJOGHONO W3MEPEHUS — BblIpaXeHUs
o6ecneymBaeTcs LMKIUYHOCTbIO BPEMEHU B MpeACTaBAEHUN, BEpHee,

B. Mopdonorus peanbHocTu. KccnegoeaHme no “dunocodum Tekcta”.
M. 1996. (3abaBHO, 4TO paboTa PyaHeBa Bblllfa B Cepuu W3daHWiA nog
rpucdom “Tupammga” Brnbnnotekn XypHana “JIoroc” u COMpoBOXAaeTcs
CTUIN30BaHHLIMU U300paXXeHNAMU MyMWUIA — BapuaLusmMym Ha Temy “Mymu-
(hukaumn”). VCKNoumTeNbHbIA UHTEpeC NpeacTaBNsaeT HeAaBHWA COOPHUK
“Jlornyecknin aHanm3 sisbika. A3bik 1 Bpems” (M. 1997), B 0C06eEHHOCTH,

C06paHHbIe B HEM I'Iy6I'II/IKaLI,VII/I BaXXHbl ONA JNMMHIBUCTUYECKUX acCreKToB
Hallero aHaiansa.

YHUKaNbHYIO M FeponNYecKyto MormbITKYy OGbACHEHWS! BPEMEHW BPEMEHEM

npeacTaBnsieT coboit Tpyn Myccepnsi “®eHOMEHOMOrNs BHYTPEHHEro CO3Ha-
Hua BpeMeHW” (MCyccepnb 1994).
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NMOBTOPAEMOCTbIO 3TOFO LMKAa, T.e. PUTMOM, KOTOPbIWA, pasymeeTcs,
ecTb KaTeropus, NpocTpaHCTBEHHO MapKMpOBaHHas, NOCKO/bKY Of4WUH
curHan 6bin 6bl B 3TOM npouecce OeCcCMbICNEH — CMbICA WMeeT
TO/IbKO OTPe30K, npejnonaraloWwuii OAHOBPEMEHHOE YAepXaHue B
CO3HAHUN KakK MUHUMYM [BYX TouyeK. [TOBTOpSeMOCTb 3acTaBnseT 06-
opaumBaTbCs, T.e. OCTaHaB/NWBAeT BpPeMsA W faeT MpeAcTaBleHUE O
NPOCTPaHCTBE — 3[eCb KakK BO3MOXHOCTW YBWUAeTb BpPeMs Kak Mpo-
MEXYTOK (XapakTepHO, 4YTO camMO TMOHATUE ‘NMPOMeXyTKa' MOXeT
ObiTb B PaBHOW CTeMeHW OTHECEHO KaK K MPOCTPaHCTBY, Tak M KO
BPeMeHN).

Ecnu >xe roBopuTb 0 TpaHcdopmayum npocTpaHCTBa BPEMEHEM B
CO3HaHWW, TO Haf0 OTMETUTb, YTO U OHO He HabnloJaeMo BHe TOrO,
YTO Ham npefcTaBnseTcs BpemeHeM. [MpoCTpaHCTBO B BUAEHUM3 UAn,
YTO ANA HaC BaXKHee, B UMUTALUMN 3TOTO0 BUAEHUA, CTPOUTCA Kak coye-
TaHVe CBETOBbIX M TEHEBbIX MATEH. MNoxanyih, BHe BPEMEHU MOXHO
yBUAETb TO/MIbKO MA0CKOCTb. YUT06bI MA0CKOCTb 06pena o6bem, ee
HY>XHO WaTnpoBaTb. TakmMm 06pa3oM, Ha Ka4oM M30bpakKeHumn npo-
CTpaHCTBa Kak 6bl CTOUT yKa3aHue Ha Bpems. CBeT M TeHb co3jaloT
eCTeCTBEHHYI0O KOMOMHauWMi0 NpOCTpaHCTBA W BPEMEHW, CYLLEeCTBO-
BaHWe OfHOro B Apyrom. PasgeneHune 3Tux ABYX Cy6CTaHUuin, mau
abconoTn3auma cBeTa UM TEHW, YNpasgHAeT MOHATUS MPOCTPaHCTBA
N BPEMEHM B YesIOBEYeCKOM MnpeAcTaBNeHUU. To ecTb HWU CBET, HU
TeHb MO OTAENbHOCTM He 061afaldT HU OfHOW M3 3TUX XapakKTepwuc-
TUK, HO 0603HaYatloT yxe 6e3BpemMeHbe U B6ecnpoCTPaHCTBEHHOCTh, a
TakXe Herno3HaBaeMoe Kak C/ieicTBMe HEBO3MOXHOCTU nepeBoja.

PaHHepeHeccaHCHas penuruo3Has >KUBOMWCb, BU3aHTWiiCKas
MKOHA NO3TOMY MMUTUPYIOT He MPOCTPaHCTBO, HO CBET — 30/10TOW
(hOH— 3TO M ecTb 0603Ha4yeHWe TON 6GeCNPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTM W
6e3BpeMeHbs, KOTOpPble HeNb3s MOCTUTHYTb, HO B KOTOPblE MOXHO
noseputb. Korga B n306paxeHWe BBOAUTCA MCTOYHUK CBeTa, W3-
o6paxeHne TeM caMblM OMYCKaeTcsa B MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO — BpPeEMEH-
HOli KOHTUHYYM. W ecnn obpaTHas mepcnekTWBa ele 4aeT BO3MOX-
HOCTb HeKoeli He(MKCMPOBAHHOW NPOCTPAHCTBEHHO — BPEMEHHOIA

Mbl He OGCY)X[AeM 3[€Cb OYEBWAHYIO 3aBUCMMOCTb OLLYLUEHMS MpO-
CTPaHCTBa B NPO/IOHIMPOBaHHOE ™ 3TOTO OLLYLLEHUS.
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TOYKU 3PEHUS, NN TOUYKN 3PEHNSA KaK Obl C APYroil CTOPOHbI , TO YdKe
npamas nepcnekTuBa npejnonaraet NPsAMYyH 3aBUCUMOCTb B3aUMHO-
ro pacnofioXXeHWsa 3puTens N U30bpaeHWs, T.e. MepecevyeHmne peasb-
HOro NPOCTPAHCTBEHHO — BPEMEHHOrO KOHTMHYYMa C M300paxKeH-
HbIM, UMUTUPOBAHHbLIMS.

Lpyroii cnoco6 nOCTMXeHMS NPOCTpaHCTBa MpPW MOMOLLM Bpe-
MeHW (MM HAob6opPOT — 3TO MPOLLECC B3aMMHOI0 NEpPeBoja, 34echb He
CTOWUT BOMPOC O NMEPBUYHOCTU-BTOPUYHOCTM) — 3TO XKECT WU ABW-
YKeHWe. ITOT NpoLecc TakXKe MOXeT OblTb Ha3BaH PUTMOM. OANTENb-
HOCTb [ABMXXEHUS, n3mepsemas B MNPOMeXYyTKaX, TpaHChopmupyet
Kateropuy B owyueHme nx eguHctea. OCHOBOW, coeAuHAIOLLEN 3TK
Kateropuu, ABnfeTcs Nyabcauusa KpPOBM B cCOCYAaxX W BeHax u4eno-
Beyeckoro tena6. Ha 3Ty OCHOBY HaknajblBaeTcA ABUraTenbHO-Tak-
TWNbHaA, 3ByKoBas MHopmMmauus. B aTom cmbicnie nto60e npossneHve
Yesl0BEYECKOW [eATeNbHOCTM OnpefesuMO B MOHATMAX B3aMMHOMO
nepeBoja NPOCTPaHCTBA U BPEMEHU.

Mpn 3TOM OYEBMAHO, YTO 4Ye/0BEK MOXET ObiTb OMNMUCAH M Kak
YCTPOWCTBO AN 006beAMHEHUS B BOCMPUATUM BPEMEHHOTO (3BYKO-
BOr0) M MnpocTpaHCTBEHHOro (o6pasHoro) psagos. HecnyuvaitHo, 4To
KOrga poOMaHTM3M MblTaeTcs 0TKas3aTbCA OT >KECTKOW 3mbrematu-
YeCKOM CXeMbl, TO OH MAET NO NyTW MefannpoBaHNa COMATUYECKUX U
hM3M0N0OTNYECKMX HapyLIEeHWIA B 4esoBeKe, M Npu abconoTmsauum
MY3blKM KakK Hambosee 6ecnpoCTPaHCTBEHHOW (OPMbl WCKYCCTBa,
NbiTaeTCA Kak MOXHO 60/blie O4UCTUTL ee. Tak MosBAseTca ob6pas
‘cnenoro mysblkaHTa’ (MO34HWIA poMaHTM3M KoOponeHko) wuam ‘ray-
XOro My3blKaHTa’, 4To ele 60/iee NOKa3aTeNbHO, a MAeanbHbIM MaTe-
puanom 3fecb SIBASAETCA, pasymeeTcs, XXM3Hb BeTxoBeHa (Hanpumep, B
“Pycckux Hoyax” OL0eBCKOro).

Kak npogemoHcTpupoBan ®opeHCKWiA, Npsmas nepcnekTBa He Gbuia
HEM3BECTHA, HO He BOCTpeGOBaHa 0 ONpeAeNneHHbIX NepeMeH B CO3HaHWMN —
cM. dnopeHckuin (1993: 190).

Mnn, ecnu  BOCMO/Mb30BATbCA  KOHLENTYa/bHbIM  pa3feneHnemM rpo-
CTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHbIX OTHOLLEHUIA B NMPOU3BEAEHNN WCKYCCTBA, Mpesyio-
YKeHHbIM 3060BbIM 1 MoOCTenaHeHKO, TO B ONUCAHHOM Clyyae creflyeT roBo-
PUTb O MEepeceyeHUN peasibHOro, KOHLEMTYaJbHOro W nepLenTyaibHOro
npocTpaHcTBa-BpeMeHn. Cm. 30608, MocTenaHeHKo (1974: 14).

O 3aBUCMMOCTM BPEMEHHbIX MPeACTaBfieHWn OT My/bCauuy KpOBU CM.:
ANbKuH (1969: 78-79).
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Ho BHe BCAKOr0 COMHEHUS, Nt060e UCKYCCTBO OMepUpyeT 06emmm
KaTeropusMnu7, 1 B NpUHLMNE He OTpuLas AefeHWs Ha MPOCTpaHCT-
BEHHbIE 1 BPeEMEHHbIE POPMbl UCKYCCTB B Ka4yeCTBe HEKOI OTNpaBHOM
TOYKN KONNEKTUBHOW WMHTYMLMUUE Mbl COCPEAOTOUMNINCE HA TOM MO-
MEeHTe, KOrfja W KaK cpeAcTBaMM OJHOFO 3feMeHTa BblpaXaeTcs
ApYroi 1 HaobopoT.

B 3Toi CBSI3M UCKNOUUTENbHBIA MHTEPEC NpeacTaBnsieT Npouecc
BbIp@XKEHWS BPEMEHW W MPOCTPAHCTBA €CTECTBEHHbLIM A3bIKOM, MO-
CKO/IbKY MMEHHO OH (DUKCUPYET HemoCpPeACTBEHHbI KONEKTUBHbII
OMbIT OCMbIC/IEHNSA YeNOBEKOM Ha3BaHHbIX KaTeropuin u ssnsetcs
HEOCO3HaHHO OCHOBOW fanbHelW WX NOCTpoeHuit. Hanbonee ypoo6-
HbIM AN8 LEeMOHCTpauuM MNpuHLMNA BbIPaXXEHHOCTW BPEMEHU Mpo-
CTPaHCTBOM /11 HAC OKasasjcs NpuMep HEMELKOro fi3bika, B aHanu3e
KOTOPOro Mbl MCXOAUNWU M3 OPUEHTUPOBaHHON Ha LU TaliHepa noatm-
yeckoii Teopun 3ByKONopoxaeHus A. benoro, a Takxe cO6CTBEHHbIX
nepeXKmBaHwuii Npu OCBOEHWUW 3TOrO A3blka. Kpome TOro, Haw BbiGOp
onpeAensncs WHTYUTUBHLIM OLLYLLEHWEM TOF0 KavyecTBa HeMeLKOro
A3blKa, HaMuMe KOTOPOro Mbl MOMbITaeMCs [0Ka3aTb HUXKE, a UMEH-
HO— ero MPeMMyLLeCTBEHHO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOW NpUpPOAbl, YTO B
NofoGHOW cucTeMe 3HAKOB, KAKOBOW SIBNSETCA A3blK, peann3yrouimnii-
CA NpexXze BCero BO BpeMeHU, camo 1o ce6e NpuBfeKaeT BHUMaHUeE,

PasymeeTcs, Mbl OyfeM T[OBOPWTb /MWL O HEKOTOPbIX TEH-
JeHLMAX, BNPOYEM, B HaLLEM c/lyyae A0CTAaTOYHO CTaGU/bHbIX.

Kak nerko npeanonoXxuTb, [L0Ka3aTeNbCTBO 3TOr0 MOAOXKEHUA
MMeeT CBOWMM HauyanoM CTPYKTYpY HeMeLKOoro npegnoXeHus, no-
CKO/bKY, pasymeeTcs, Hac GyayT B MepByl Ouyepefb WHTEPeECcoBaTb
rpaMmaTU4YecKune, a He IeKCUYecKne cpeicTBa BblpaXeHus.

Mbl y)Ke He FOBOPMM O MPUHLUMNWANLHO MOCTPOEHHbLIX Ha MOLOGHOM
CMELUEHNM ‘rPOCTPaHCTBEHHOro” M ‘BPEMEHHOro’ BMAa WCKYCCTBa, rpe
TPaAVLMOHHBIMY ABMIAKOTCA BCEBO3MOXHbIe MPOSB/IEHNA TeaTpa, & COBCEM
HOBbIMU — MOGW/IbHbIE CKYNLNTYpPbI, Hanpumep, Huku ae CeH-®Panb, um
OepnMHCKas CTeHHas >KMBOMUCb, pacCUMTaHHas Ha TOUYKY 3peHus U3
MPOHOCSALLEACA MUMO MalUMHbI, YTO MPeBpPaLLaeT PUCYHOK B PUCOBAHHBLIN
(hvIbM U T.4.

Cp. ¢ atum: “Pa3ymeeTcsi, BWAOBbIe Pa3NuMAa MeXJY BPEMEHHbLIMU K
MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIMM  MCKYCCTBaMU CYLLECTBYIOT B CamoOii UX CTPYKType,
OIHaKO WX MPOTWUBOMOCTaBNEHNE He ABNSETCH 6e3yCr0BHbIM W B 3HAYUTE/b-
HOW CTEMeHU CrNaXWBaeTCcs B CaMOii NpakTWKe TBOPYECTBA W BOCMpUATUS”
(Meinax 1974: 4).
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B nepByto ouepefb 34eCb NpuMeYyaTeslbHO TO, YTO rNaros, UMEeHHO
NMPW3BaHHbIA NUrpaTb OCHOBHYK PO/Mb B npouecce 0603HAYeHMSA [BU-
XXEHWA, M3MEHEeHWs BO BPEMeHM9, oKasbiBaeTcA 60see 4yeM Hepas-
HOAYLWHbIM K 3aHMMaeMoMy ‘MecTy’ B NpeanoxeHuu. UTtobbl noct-
POUTb HEMELKOe NPEeANoXeHNe, HYXXHO CHayana Kak Obl HEBUAUMOIA
OynaBKON MNPUKPeNnWTb FNaron K HEBUAUMONM [OCKE W YXe 3aTem
opraHu3oBaTb BOKPYF HEro Bce npeanoXeHue. MoOCKONbKY 3T0 npa-
BW/IO YNCTO (hopManbHOe, T.e. He 3aBUCUT OT CMbICaa Fnarona wm
BCEr0 BbICKa3blBaHWUSA, MOXHO paccmaTpuBaTb €ro Kak CTPyKTypu-
pylOLWYyl QYHKLWIO camoro MNOHATWA [farona, WHbIMW  CNoBamu,
BXOAALW Y B €10 onpejeneHue.

KpoMe TOro WCKAOUYUTENbHO XapaKTepHOW 4epTol HeMeLKoro
rnarona siBAsieTCA MevyanbHO M3BECTHAs BCeM Korga-nno60 NbiTaBLUUM-
CA M3y4nTb 3TOT fA3bIK (B TOM 4MCNE, COFacCHO M3BECTHOI OCTPOTE, U
Mapky TBeHY) 0TAeNSeMoCTb NpMCTaBKU. YacTu rnarona orpaHuyn-
BalOT, MAPKMPYIOT Hayano U KOHeL NpeasoXXeHus. M NoCKoMbKy 3Tn
yacTu nNpu OTAeNeHUn UHBepCUpyrTca (Havano rnarona nonagaet B
camblii KOHel, nNpeanoXeHnd), TO MPU UTEHUU WUAW  CAYLLIAHUK
NPUXOANTCA B KOHLE MPeafioKeHWs BO3BpallaTbCid K €ro Havany,
TONIbKO TOrAa MNpefgnoXeHwe nony4vyaeT 3aKOHYEHHbI cMbicn. 310
BbIHY)X/laeMOe CaMOil CTPYKTYpOil BO3BpalleHWe, NPUNOMUHAHMUE,
CX0XKe C pUMOoil B CTUXe, 3aCTaBNAKOLLEN CMbICN 060paYnBaThCA.

B ofHY M Ty Xe peKy MOXHO BONTM ABaXAbl, €CiM MOTOK
BHE3aMHO 0Ka3blBaeTCA MePeropoXeHHbIM ABYMS famMbamu, mexay
KOTOopbiMM 06pasyeTcs 03epo. He cToMT Tpyja npojo/kaTb MeTa-
thopy, 4TO6bl YSACHUTbL, B KaKOM cjaydae MpPOCTpaHCTBO 6ygeT npe-
obnagatb Hag BpemeHem 10

HecnyyaiiHo B CTapoCnaBsSHCKOM $i3bIKe, PaBHO Kak ¥ B NaTbiHW, ‘riaron’
MMeeT 3HauyeHue ‘peyn’, ‘roBOpPeHUa’ — B 3TOM CMbIC/le cnosa [ep>kaBnHa
“rnaron BpemMeH” 3Byyar no4TW TaBTO/IOMMEA.

To, 4TO Mbl OMepupyem W anennvpyeMm K MmetagopaMm B Hallem W3/o-
XKEHWU, He [O/MKHO paccMaTpyBaTbCA Kak MO3TUYecKas BOSILHOCTb, He-
[OMYyCTUMas B aKkafleMUYECKOM M3/I0KEHUW, MOCKOMbKY MPeAMETOM HaLLero
MCCNefoBaHUA UMEHHO SBNAKOTCA KOMNEKTMBHbIE MeTaopbl, BblpaboTaHHbIe
4eNOBEYECKMM CO3HaHMeM,  Creuuntunyeckne CrycTKM MeHTanbHOro Orbita,
NOPOXAEHHbIE MWUGOM K MUGonopoxaroLime. YNogobneHne e TevyeHus
BOAbl TEYEHWIO BPEMEHU MPUHAANEXWUT K MOAOCOHLIM apXeTUNUYecKUM
meTadopam, 3HA4MMOCTb KOTOPbIX He TPebyeT KOMMeHTapueB.
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Tem 6onee, UTO camMu OTAENSEMble MPUCTABKU 3a4acTyk YyKasbl-
BAlOT Ha NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO OpUEeHTauWio rnarona, cosnagas ¢ npo-
CTpPaHCTBEHHbIMKU npegnoramu ab-, auf-, an-, vor-, nach- n 1.8. MNo-
JOGHBIA  MPUMHUMN  ‘PaMOYHOI’ KOHCTPYKUMM OMUCLIBAET TaKXe
COCTaBHOE CKasyemoe: ‘NUYHbIA rnaron + MHOUHUTUB’, NepdeKT K
T.4.

Mpn NpUCOeAUHEHUN K FNAaBHOMY MPEAN0XEHUID NPUAATOYHOrO,
KOHCTPYKLMA C (PMKCUPOBAHHbLIM FNaroioM onpejenser NpocTpaHCcT-
BEHHO OpPUEHTMPOBAHHOE [BWXeHWe, KOTOpoe MeTaopuyecku
MOXHO YynofobuTb CMCTEMe LWA30B WMAX Npubopy ANa cos3faHus
MCKYCCTBEHHbIX BOAH [S 2]:

T/1aBH. MpUaAT.

S2

B gnawemcs TekcTe npuM Nofo6HOW OTMEYEHHOCTU, (PUKCMPOBAHHOC-
TW ONpejeneHHbIX YNEHOB NPeAoXeHUs, 3TO ABUXKEHNEe MOXHO YMo-
JO6OUTbL MYyNbCUPYIOLLE 3Be3fe: rnarobl Mo KpasM — CTATMBAKTCA K
LeHTpy (3ansToil) — BHOBb pa3beraroTcs No Kpasm.

UpesBblyaiiHO BaXHO M TO 06CTOATENLCTBO, YTO B HEMELKOM
A3blKe M3MEHEHWe BpeMeH No 60nbliell YacTW OCYyLLecTBAAETCA Mpu
MOMOLLM TaKXe COCTaBHOW KOHCTPYKLUWU: ‘BCMOMOraTefibHbIA rnaron
+ npuyacTue’, B T[NaBHOM MpeanoXeHnun obpasywlen ‘pamky’.
BcrnomoraTesbHbIA rnaron nNpy 3TOM He HeceT CaMOCTOATENbHOro
3Ha4YeHUs, B TO BPEMSA KaK MpuyacThe yXe He fBASETCA rnarojiom.
OHO 0603HauyaeT YyXe He [BUXEHMEe, a KauyecTBO, Bbl3BaHHOE ABWU-
XKEHVEM, He mpouecc, a pesynbTart, T.e. NamaTb O mpouecce. B no-
JOGHOM KOHCTPYKUMM npuyacTve HEU3MEHSEeMO U MO CYTW paBHO-
OYWHO KO BpeMeHUW. Bpems 34ecb He MMeeT CEMaHTUUYECKUX CPefCcTB
BblpaXeHnsA. OHO Kak 6bl BblfaBNMBaeTCs B NPOCTPAHCTBO MeXAy
BCMNOMOraTesibHbIM [1aroiomM (KOTOpbIA npu 3TOM B Hambonee
pacnpocTpaHeHHOW KOHCTPYKUUM — mnepdekTe — CTOUT ewe u B
HacToALWEM BPEMEHWN) U MPUYACTUEM.
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PasymeeTcsi, cyuiecTBYyeT ewe ofHa opma mnpoLweaLlero
BpeMmeHu — Prateritum — npocToe npowepguwee. W ¢ npaBunbHeIMU
rnaronamy Bce 06CTOMT Mo npaBunamll Ho OorpoMHOe KOMMYECTBO
HeMpaBWbHbLIX [Naron0B BHOBb MPUBEKAaeT BMOJSIHE OMpefAeneHHoe
BHUMaHue. B 60MbWINHCTBE CNyYaeB U3MEHEHVEe BO BPEMEHU Ocylle-
CTBASIETCA MPWM NOMOLWLU W3MEHEHUS KOPHEeBOro rnacHoro: lesen —
las, riechen — roch, dirfen — darf ... usw. Mbl BHOBb Habnogaem
34ecb nynbcauyuio: e — a, ie— o, i — a

Bpems BbipaxkaeTcs 34eCb MPU MOMOLLM NyAbCalun ropTaHu u ryé
N, TeM cambiM, obpeTaeT NMPOCTPaHCTBEHHOe 6bITMEL2 STOT (heHOMEH
COMoCcTaBUM C YCTPOWCTBOM MECOYHbIX 4acoB, rAe Takke Bpems
Bblpa)KaeTca npy MNOMOWM NPOCTpaHCTBA — O04YEeHb MasieHbKOro
MPOCTPAHCTBA, YTO TAKXe CYLecTBEHHO (04HO YMeHbLUAeTCcs 3a CyeT
apyroro). K ToOMy e 3TO OTCbllaeT Hac K YCTOWYMUBBLIM KYNbTYpPHbLIM
npeicTaBNeHUsIM, B TOM u4uCAe W B 3HAYUTENbHOW CTEMeHW K
amb6nematnyeckuml3 o BpemMeHU KaK 06 OYeHb MaseHbKMX YacTuuax,
06bemMax: Necok, Mblfib, Kanam, HacekoMblel4

ManeHbKoe OTBEpPCTME MEXAy COCYyAamMu 3[eCb KakK 6bl ‘MecTo u
BpeMs’ BCTPeYM MpocTpaHCTBa M BpemMeHU. B cnydyae e C A3bIKOM
3TO OTBEPCTUE ele U NyNbCUPYeT, 3acTaBnas, Tak CKasaTb, OWYLIaTh
npoxoAsiee BpeMs CaMOro roBopsLero.

Boobue nogobHas comaThka CMmbicAa TUNWYHA ANA HEMELKOro
A3blKa — Hanpumep, N3MeHeHWe KayecTBa BOKan0B yMN1ayTOM MHOrAa

N XoTa HenMb3s He OTMETUTL U 3[eCb HEKOTOPYH KyMbTYPHYH a/ilio3uio, a
VMEHHO TO, YTO BpemMsi BBOAUTCA B rnaron B Buge 6ykssl t (wollen — wollte),
yKasyloLed, ¢ OAHOM CTOPOHbI, HA NMATMHCKOE UMS W, C APYroi CTOPOHbI,
umMetoLeli opMy Kpecta B OCHOBe, 4TO OyfAeT BaKHO ANA  HALMX
[anbHenLWmnX NocTpoeHnin. Boibop rpadmyeckoro oopMneHuns “BpemeHHoOR”
OyKBbl NPeLCTaBNAeTCA MepornMuUeckum, camas e gopma 0603Ha4eHVs
BPEMEHWN — UCK/HYMTENBHO YCTONYMBOI B €BPOMNECKON Ky/bType.

12 Cwm. Takxke: XuHknH (1959: 77-114).

MoHATME M NpUHLMN 3MBEeMbl B TEOPETUYECKOM acnekTe BOOOLLE O4eHb
BaXHbI ANS HalMX PacCyXAeHWi, OfHAKO, B HACTOALLMX 3aMeTKax Mbl He
MMeemM BO3MOXXHOCTW NOAPOGHO OCBETUTL 3Ty 3HA4YMMOCTb. bonee nogpo6Ho
cm. Mpuropbesa 1989 n Mpuropbesa 1997.

Cp. Hanp.: “Vokale, — geringe Insekten, // Unsichtbar Gber den Luft, /
Fallen als Asche nieder..” (Karl Krolow 1959: 43). TNpumepbl MOXHO

YMHOXaTb [0 6eckoHeuyHocT. O6 3mbnemaTUyeckoin cBs3nm 6abouku ¢
Jywoii n cmepTbto cM.: Waldemar (1954: 47-86).
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noyYTn MKoOHorpauyHo Kak B cnyyae ¢ lachen — lacheln1 wan B
KOHBbIOHKTUBE, KOFla HeMonHoTa, NpejnonaraemMocTb feiACTBUA Bblpa-
)KeHa B OMpeJeNIeHHOM CYXeHUW BOKana.

Bce BbllweonucaHHble (aKToOpbl MNOBbLIWAKT MHEMOHUYECKUNE
BO3MOXHOCTU A3blka. PasymeeTcs, A3blK BCerga cuctema, xpaHsauias
MH(pOopMaLMIo B TOW >Xe Mepe, Kak ¥ ee npogyuupytowas, ofHaKo,
KaXETCA O0YeBMAHbIM, 4YTO 4YeM 60/ee 37eMeHT f3blka KOHBEH-
LUMOHANEeH, O0YULLEeH OT MOTMBMPOBKM, TeM MeHbLIUM O0OLEMOM
namaTy OH o6nagaeT ¥ TeM 60MbW MMM BOSMOXHOCTAMM NpuobpeTatb
HOBbIE CMbICIbI.

HemeLkunil a3bIK NpefcTaBnsetTca B Hambonblielh cTeneHu AN
3a(PUKCMPOBAHHOIO  KOHBEHLMOHANbHON MNUCbMEHHOCTLIO  A3blKa
HanpaBneHHbIM Ha COXpaHeHMe MOTWBUPOBKW. B nepByl ouyepefb
3T0 HabnogaeTcs B CNo0B0O06Gpa3oBaHUM. Ecnu aHrnmiickuii A3bik (B
MepByl0 Oyepefb peyb WAET O ero aMepuKaHCKOW pasHOBUAHOCTW)
nowen no nyTu fAernTummsaumy KaproHa — CcfoBa, TepsloLero
MOTMBMPOBKY NO BbIXOAe 3a Mpefensl OnpefeeHHOro Kpyra
HOCcWTenen, TO HeMeLUKUA £3blK, HampoTUB, MO MYyTU arrflTUHALUK
KOpHeli — MpuHLMNy, coxpaHatowemycs faxe B HOBOOOpa3oBaHUAX,
Korfa CnoBo NpakTUYeckyW paBHO NOAPOOGHOMY OMMUCAHUIO, a 4acTo U
WHCTPYKLMKN N0 YyNoTpe6aeHnto, Ha3BaHHOTO MM npegMeTa.

5 Cp. c 3TUM M3BECTHbIi aHann3 &. 3eIMHCKUM (hpasbl KaTOPXKHMKa U3
“3anncoK M3 MepTBOro foma” [ocToeBCKOro: “Kak TUAUCHY (ee) mo ropny
HOXXOM”: «ECTb /11 CXOACTBO MeXAy apTWUKYNALUMOHHBIM ABUXEHUEM C/OBa
“TUNNCHYTL” U ABWKEHMEM CKOMb3ALLEro Mo YenoBeyeCKOMY Teny Hoxa?
HeT, HO 3aTO 3TO apTUKYNALMOHHOE [ABMXKEHWE KaK HeNb3d J/yylle Cco-
OTBETCTBYET TOMY MOJIOXKEHMNIO NINLEBBIX MYCKY/0B, KOTOPOE WHCTUHKTUBHO
BbI3bIBAETCA OCOObIM YyBCTBOM HEPBHON 601M, MCMbITLIBAEMOWA Hamu mpu
npescTaBneHnn 0 CKONb3ALLEM MO KOXe (a He BOH32eMOM B Te/0) HOXe: ry6bl
CYZIOPOXHO BbITATMBAIOTCS, FOPSO LLUEMUT, 3y6bl CTUCHYTbI — TO/IbKO U eCTb
BO3MOXHOCTb MPOM3HECTU [MlaCHbIA M U A3bIKOBblE COFfacHble T, f, C,
npuyeM B Bbl6Ope WX, a He TPOMKMX A4, P, 3, CKasaicsd U HEKOTOPbINA
3BYKOMOAPaXKATENbHbIA 3nemMeHT» (3enmHckmiA 1911: 185-186). Ona Hac
3[eCb BaXHO TO, YTO UCC/efoBaTe/lb NMOAYEPKMBAET UMEHHO COMATUYECKUE
MOMEHTbI B ‘U300pa3nTeNIbHOCTW’ [aHHOr0 Heonorusma: Mpov3HeceHve
CnoBa 3acTaBnsieT MUMWUYECKU WUCMbITaTb 0603HaYeHHy0 3moumio. 1o
aHasiorMm ¢ KOGCOHOBCKOW “NO3TuMyeckoli (hyHKLel A3blka” 3T0 SIBNIEHWE
MOXHO OXapaKTepn3oBaTb B KauyeCTBE ‘MUMMW(TM)YECKON’ (YHKUMWU §3biKa,
Np1 KOTOPOi CNOBO Kak 6bl Ay6aMpyeTcs B TeNECHO-MNMacTUYECKOn opme.
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Mpofomkas fanee napaniefb, MOXHO 3aMeTUTb, YTO HEMeELKOe
MPOU3HOLWEHNE, B OTAMYME OT aHIIMIACKOro, NOAYMHSETCS Gonee
XXECTKUM 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIM, YTO, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TakXe 06nervaeT
BO3MOXHOCTb BOCMO/b30BaTbCA 3aK/KUYEHHOW B CNOBE MHCTPYK-
Lunein — namaTkoi.

KaxeTcs BeCbMa CUMMNTOMAaTUYHbIM, YTO AHApelt Benblii B cBOUX
nony-meta)opmyecKux, Noay-nepornmpuyecknux Teopusx 3BYKOMO-
POXAeHUS, BAOXHOBNEHHbIX Pyaonbdom LLTeliHepoMm (Teopuu KoTo-
poro, pasymeeTcsi, UMET CBOWN KOPHU MMEHHO B HEMELLKOM s3blkeld),
OCHOBbIBaeT MWU(ONOTUIO CMbICIOMOPOXAEHUS Ha 3aBUCMMOCTM
3ByKa OT annapaTa, ero BOCNpOM3BOASLLErO:

“B 11’ OTY4ETAMB FNYyOOKWIA KOMOAEe3b FOPTaHW; W ‘U’ NePBOPOAHO, Kak
Uhr; B ‘M’ Mbl UyBCTBYEM [/IOTKY; W Ka&XeTCA: KaHyTb B npoLueiuee”
Benbiin (1922: 73)17.

16 [dymaeTcs, 4TO BOOGLLE MHOrMe OCOGEHHOCTW W MPOSIBNEHWS HEMELKO
KyNbTypbl KOPEHSATCA B 3KCTPaOpAMHapHbLIX MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX CBOCTBAaX
HEMeLKOro A3blka. Tak, Hanpumep, Teopus My3blKanbHON Apambl Puxapga
BarHepa B kauecTBe MOOGYAWUTENbHOIO MOTVBA OYEBMAHO MMEET HEBO3MOX-
HOCTb COBMECTWUTb ‘CKY/MbNTYPHOCTb’, OTAENbHOCTb HEMELKOro C/loBa C
HepacyseHeHHOCTbIO My3blKa/llbHO-PEYEBOr0 MOTOKA B Tpaguuun utasb-
SHCKOW onepbl. CM.: BarHep (1978: 540-566; 567-624).

3[ecb 1 fanee KypcuB B uuTaTax aBTOPCKUIA, XXMPHbIA LWPUPT — Mo, —
E. I Cp. ¢ aTUM rpadmKo-(hOHETMYECKMNIA aHaNN3 CNOBOQPOPMbI ‘KOHCTPUK-
Top’ B “LLKone gna aypakos” Cawu Cokonosa: «l BOT KOHCTPUKTOP — 310
Kak 6bl HEMONyYMBLUMIACA KOHCTPYKTOP (YCTOWYMBOE COBETCKOE COYeTaHue
“UHXeHep-KOHCTPYKTOP™). [...] KOHCTPUKTOP — 3TO KacTPUPOBaHHbIN,
NLLEHHBIA NPOU3BOAUTENBHON WHTENNEKTYaNbHOW CWMbl, HEMOHOLEHHbIN,
COLEALWNA ¢ yMa KOHCTPYKTOp. [..» BykBa “y” Nno CBOMM O4YepTaHUAM —
thannmueckas, 6ykea “U” MOXeT OblTb MpouMTaHa Kak [Be HOrM C
OTCYTCTBYIOLWMM hasiiocom. Cama (oHeTMYeckas XapakTepucTuka 3Tux
3BYKOB MOKa3aTeflbHa: HW3KWIA 3B “y”, Npu MPOU3HECEHWN KOTOPOro ryobl
“hannmnyeckn” BbITArMBAOTCA B TPYOOUKY, W BbICOKWA “WU”, npu npo-
M3HECEHUN KOTOPOro rybbl MOMKUMAOTCH (HW3KUIA ronoc — npusHaK
MY)XXECTBEHHOCTM, BbICOKWIA ronoc — y kactpatoB (!)» (KpacHos 1998: 33-
34). [na Hac BakHO MPWUCYTCTBME B CO3HAHUKM CamoOli BO3MOXHOCTM
MPOBEZEHNS aHa/loTuM  MeXAy oOopraHamu BOCMPOM3BOACTBA W OpraHamu
rOBOPEHWS MOCPELCTBOM BbISBMEHUSA KYNbTYPHO-MUME(TU)HECKOW (YHKLMM
rpagem v JoHeM A3blKa.
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370 Kak 6bl MepeBOA Ha f3blK Teocotumn “Be4HOCTU Xepsio” Oepxa-
BMHa. Hecny4yailHo o6befuHeHne BenbiM noHATWIA BpemeHn Uhr u
LPEBHOCTN UI-:
“U3 6opbbbl V¥ V 3apoxgaeTcs Bpems — Tpareaus mupa: Arche
poguT Chronos\ 1 Bpemsi YKpbino 60pb6oi  6naropogHoro  ‘r’
6e3BpemMeHHOCTM Uhr'r:, — repoii, nobexgatoLmin Ypa — YpaHa ectb —
XpoHoc; OH — Herr, Yra — er — ha’ — KpWK W XpYyCT: Xpun 60pbobI,
yaylweHve Ypa” benblin (1922:45).

Tak XpoHoc (CaTypH) coBMeljaeTcs CO CBOMM 3M6GaeMaTUyYeCKUM
aTpubyTOM — MECOYHbIMU Yacamum — B MYNbCUPYHOLLEM HEMELKNM
CNOBOM ropne.

MoCKOMbKY Mbl ONEpUpyeM 34ecb He MCTOPUYECKMMU pagamu, a
Mugonoremammiyd 3To conocTaBfeHne NUMeeT ANA HaC MeTofon0rnye-
CKYI CWNy, paBHO KaK U COMOCTaBleHWe C APYroii mnocracbio Xpo-
Hoca (CaTypHa), NOrfiouWawLLero, NoXxuparwLero cBonx getei, T.e.
NPOMNyCKalLWero MUHYTbl — CBOK M0Tb, 4acTW, U3 KOTOPbLIX OH
COCTOUT, 4yepe3 CBOK NOTKY. AHTW4YHaA amb6ieMa Takum o6pa3om
0Ka3blBaeTCAa BMOSIHE TOYHbIM OMMUCaHMEM Mpubopa, U3MEPSAIOLLENO
BpeMs (A HaobopoT: npubop YCTPOEH MO MNPUHUMNY 3TOM
ambnembl).

Ho 3ToT ambnematnuyecknii o6pa3 BpeMeHU OKa3biBaeTCs LUUPE,
yem onucaHwe ero OfAHOHaNpPaB/eHHOro TeyeHUs. Bo BCAKOM crnyuae,
OH 06nafaeT 60/bWMMY CBA3YIOLWMMN BO3SMOXHOCTAMKU. Mbl MMeeEM
B BUAY CBA3b C KacTpPaLMOHHbIM KOMNAEKCOM, YeCTb YCTaHOBNEHUS ©
onucaHna KoToporo npuHagnexunt 3. MaHodckomy (Panofsky 1980
(Kap. “Vater Chronos”); Klibansky, Saxl, Panofsky 1964), mbl e
Nnonb3yeMcs Y>Ke pe3ynbTaTOM ero paccy>fjeHuii. B nepByto ouyepefib
peuyb maeT 06 aHanu3le wu306paxeHus XpoHocaly noxuparouiero
mMnajeHua, B TO BPeMSA KaK ApYyroil MiajeHel, ero Kactpupyert.

18 BepHee, MUKpoMUGOIOreMamMmn — 3/ieMeHTaMii HEONO3HaBaeMbIMUN B Ka-
yecTBe MuW(a, HO MOTEHUMANbHO €ro COCTaBMAKLMMU, MOCKOMbKY rpam-
MaTUKa HEMELKOro fi3blka, Hanpumep, He MOANajaeT MOL OnNpejeneHue
MU(OOreMbl, HO MOXeT ObITb MWU(OSIOTM3NPOBaHA, UHAYe — oOrnucaHa B
Kateropmsax mMuga, Kak aTo genaet benbiii gnsa (hOHETUKW, Mbl ke, N0 BCell
BUAMMOCTY, PacnpoCcTPaHUM 3TO W Ha FPaMMaTKy, XOTS 1 34eCb Y Hac Obin

MPeALIECTBEHHNKN — YXKe YNOMSHYTbI Mapk TBeH.

19
®urypbl CatypHa, XpoHoca U KpoHa vMMenu TeHAeHUMI0 CMeLlnBaThbes

yXe B aHTUuHocTn — cm.: Klibansky, Saxl, Panofsky (1964: 133).
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Mocne BCero BbilleCcKa3aHHOr0 A0OCTaTOYHO OYEBUAHOMN KaXeTcs
aHanormsa ¢ ob6uweii cxemoih MHOPMaLMOHHOIO npouecca, Npu KoTo-
poM BO3pacTaHWe WHGOpMaLUy COMPOBOXAAETCA BO3pacTaHUEM
3HTponun20. OTceKaHne FeHeTUYeCcKol namaTu, T.e. UAEsA 3HTPOMUK,
3leCb BblpaXKeHa C aHTWYHbIM MPOCTOAYLWIMEM U OTKPOBEHHOCTbLIO,
Mbl Xe 0thopmaseM ee B HeliTpanbHbIX TepMuHax. [1paBo, 3HaHUe
CYLLecTBYeT BCerja, OHO /INb B pa3Hble 3MOXU BbIPaXEHO PasHbIMU
A3blKaMn 2L

Bnpoyem, 06pa3bl TakXe OKa3biBaloTCS HEOObIKHOBEHHO XXUBYYU-
MW. B CBSA3M C pasBUTMEM PYCCKON NuUTepaTypbl Mbl ewe 6yaeMm nmeTb
cnydain paccyxpaTtb 6onee nogpo6bHO. 34ecb HaM X0Tenochb Obl ymo-
MSAHYTb OAWH AOCTATOYHO HeJaBHWIA MpumMep, a UMEHHO “BOonbLUyIo
XpaTBy” Mapko ®eppepn — (UAbM, HACTONbKO MAOTHO 3aHATbLIN 06-
CYXJaeMbiM HaMy KOMNAEKCOM npo6iemM, UYTO HEBO3MOXHO He
MOABEPrHYTb €ro X0Ts 6bl KOHCMEKTUBHOMY pa3bopy.

UeTBEpO MYXUYMH KOHYAIOT XU3Hb CaMOyOUIACTBOM MpPM MNOMOLLU
HEOObIKHOBEHHOIO MOT/IOWEHUSA NULWKN — HAKOMJeHUA MH(opMaLmm
[0 Tex Mop, NoKa OHa He HauyMHaeT MpeBbIWAaTb 3HTPONUKD (OAVH U3
repoeB yMupaeT HENnoCpeACTBEHHO OT 3aTpyAHEHU C ucCnpaxHe-
HUeM, ynogo6nsacb MNpuM 3TOM Kak Obl CTpPenKe 4acoB C (UKCU-
poBaHHON Ocbl B paiioHe upeBa). BospacTallas NpoCTPaHCTBEH-
HOCTb repoeB 3f4eCb CamM004YeBMAHA W BbipaXKeHa C rPOTECKHOM
pabnesmaHcKOM OTKPOBEHHOCTbI. Epfa Boo6GLie ABASETCA WCKIO-
YNTENbHO TOYHLIM CPEACTBOM OMUCAHWA MepeTeKaHus UHhopMaLmn B
3HTpoNui0. XXN3Hb, BBOAMMAA C O4HOT0 KOHLA, HEM36EeXHO BbiTeKaeT
C gpyroro. MNonbiTKa yBeWYEHUA MPOCTPAHCTBEHHON WH(OpPMaLUm
Ha OfHOM MOMIOCe NPUBOAUT K B3PbIBY SHTPONMYK Ha APYrom (coptup,

2 [aHHble TepMUHBI Mbl YNOTPe6/1sieM BNOJIHE TPALULMOHHO, Cedys OCHO-
BononararoLwmm pa6otam HopbepTa BuHepa. Cwm.: BuHep 1958, BuHep 1983,
2L TlonoxeHne 0 TOM, YTO BCA MeHTa/lbHasA [eATe/IbHOCTb YenoBeKa no-
[BEpXeHa nNpuHUMNY “BEYHOro BO3BpalleHua”, OTpedneKTMpoBaHO
ncuxoaHannsom, ocobeHHO sApko B pabotax K. . FOHra B ero Teopuu
apxeTunos — cM., Hanp., FOHr 1994, 3T0T nocTynaT MOXHO CuuTaTb
abcopbmpoBaHHbLIM COBPEMEHHOW Hay4HON MbICAbIO — Ccp., Hanp.,
creaytollee BbiCKasbiBaHWe: «B03BpaT K MU(ONOrMYecKoOMy npescrasne-
HUO 06 0C060M ‘AOHaYaNbHOM” BPEMEHM MOXHO 6biN0 6bl BMAETL B
COBPEMEHHbIX KOCMOFOHMYECKUX rmMnoTesax, mpeanofarakmx o6paso-
BaHVe BCENEHHOW 6narofaps B3pbIBY ' CBEPXMIOTHOMO BeLLeCTBa, cocpe-
[LOTOYEHHOro B 0gHOM “aTome”» (MBaHoB 1974: 41).
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thoHTaHMpyOWNA dhekanuamu). HoO M OTHOCMTENbHOE paBHOBeCWE B
3TOM MpoLecce B MYXXCKOM BapuaHTe Takxe 6ecnnofHo. 3T0 Mo cyTu
fena onucaHve (U3MOMOTMYECKON XMW3HW C TOYKWM 3pPEHUs Teopuu
NHpopmaumm (N HaobopoT, YTO TAKXKE BEPHO).

CKa3aHHOe OCOOEHHO OYEeBWAHO B C/y4yae C OfHWUM W3 Tepoes,
KOTOpPbLIA yMUpaeT Haf NyLUHIOM B BUJE XXEHCKUX rpygei. Mpu atom
M3BECTHO, YTO POAUTENN €ro paHO YMepnv, U ero BbipacTuna Kop-
MUInLA (ounLeHne cMbicia MAen XXN3HN KakK NUTaHUsA, NOCTOAHHOIO
NOrnoLLeHns), KoTopas Npu 3TOM Y0BNETBOPSET ero MaHyanbHo, T.e.
BblJanBaeT, Kak W caMa >XW3Hb, BCe, YTO eMy CKopmuna. Bnpouem,
Hafo 3aMeTuTb, YTO MpU MOJO6HOM ‘HOPMasbHOM’ TEUYEHUM 3TOr0
npouecca, repoii ymupaeT nocnegHum22.

2 To 4TO 3TOT MOTWB CBA3aH C CeKCOM, 06pallaeT Hac K WUaee “XKeHCKOro
BaMMMpU3Ma’, CTOMb XapakTepHoOro fAna TtBopyecTBa Mapko ®eppepu.
EOMHCTBEHHAsA XeHLWMHA B WbMe, NOT/oWas HapaBHe C My)XXYMHAMM MULLLY,
yBeNMuMBaAcb B 06beMe, M He [yMaeT yMupaTb, TOSIbKO BCE XOPOLLEeT.
"'vnepTpothisi NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO 3/1IEMEHTA, KPOMEe BCEro MPOYEro npotu-
BOMOCTAB/IEHHOr0 MYXCKOMY KaK ‘mpupoga’ ‘KyfnbType’ (BCe MYXUMHbI
VMEIOT Kakoe-iMbo ‘KyNbTypHOE™ MpUCTpacTue: My3blKa, TEXHUKA, apXuTek-
Typa), BbITECHAET BPEMEHHON 3M1EMEHT, CTaHOBALMIACA B MOA06HOI onno-
31UMY BpeMeHHbIM. KynbTypHas Tpaavuus He BCerga npepnaraeT nofobHoe
pacnpefeneHne ‘npPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTW' MEXAY MYXXUUHON U XKEHLLMHOM,
OflHaKO, BrOJSIHE PErynapHO MpPOsB/EHNE MMEHHO YKa3aHHOro. [loctaTtoyHo
BCMOMHUTL BenMKaHWw ®ennnmHW, 0CO6eHHO B BapuaHTe “KasaHoBbl”, rge
NMoB0Bb  KaK TEXHWKA, MeXaHuKa, WCKYcCTBO Ka3aHoBbl (MexaHWyeckas
MTWYKA, KPOBaTb — 3aBOJHAA LUKATY/IKA, YXXEHLUMHbI — KYK/bl) MobexaaeTcs
caMOoi XXM3HbIO B 06pa3e BenMKaHLIW, Mepef KOTOPOA My>X4YUHblI He 6Gonee
Yem Kapimku. Unu “Gabuwly pebenyto — usHb” Pepopa Conoryba, ero
“MasieHbKOro YefioBeka”, ONOeHHOr0 YMEHbLUIAKOLWMMIN KannsmMm 06beMUCTON
Cynpyroi.

VICKNOUNTENbHO  WHTEPECHBLIM  NMPUMEPOM,  [eMOHCTPUPYIOLWMM, 4TO
pacnpegeneHne CeKcyanbHbIX (YHKLWIA He 3aBUMCMT OT Mona napTHepoB,
ABNAeTCa 3gecb daccouHaep ¢ “ropbkumun cnesamu MeTpbl PoH KaHT” —
OTYasiHHas MOMbITKA MCCYLUEHHON WHTENNEKTyankyu npoTe3MpoBaTs CBOe
MOYTU HecCyLLecTBYyIOLLee Teno npu nomowy py6eHCOoBCKOWM NioTu B
pOCNKMCSX Ha CTeHaX MACTEPCKOM M XXMBOI NAOTK HOHOW BpyHrunbapl. ToMy
NPOTMBOMNOCTABNEHNIO MHTENNEKTa U NNOTU daccOuHAep NOAYUHSET U CBOO
U3bICKaHHEeMLWYI0 TPakToBKY “OTvasHbs” HabokoBa — wges ABOWHWYeCTBa
3[eCb OObEAMHSAETCA C WAeeil TONCTEIOWER, pas3dyxatolleil, COBOKYMAsALO-
LLelics, Pa3MHOXAtOLLEHCA XKU3HWU, KOTOPOA NPOTUBOCTOUT E€AUHUYHOE WU
Bcerza olwmnbatoLLeecs yMCTBOBaHUE.
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3Ta MmeTadopa pacnpocTpaHseTcs W Ha WCKYCCTBO: CO3jaHue
NPoOM3BEAEHNS WUCKYCCTBA NUWb ANA TOro, 4tobbl ero mnoTpebuTs,
YHUUTOXWTb, NOACTAaBUTbL MOJ paspylieHne BpeMeHu. deppepu Kak
6bl MaHMU(ecTMpyeT obpaleHHbI B3rNsa4 Ha Benuyaiiline TBOPeHUS
yenoseyecTsa. MM nepesopaynMBaeTca UCTOPUS co3faHus cobopa CB.
MeTpa B PumMe. Kak W3BECTHO, camO 3JaHue 6bif0 CNPOEKTUPOBAHO
BpamaHTe, mocfe ero cmepTW CTPOMUTENLCTBO BNAOTb A0 6GapabaHa
nof Kynon npogomkan MuKenbaHXeno, nocfie CMepTu KOTOpPOro
cobop 6bin 3aBeplweH nof pykosogcTBom [kakomo penna llopra.
3TOT Npouecc NpeemMcTBEHHOCTM 0ObIrpbiBaeTca y deppepu. epoit
(hmnbma — noBap, TBOPEL, BCe XpaTBbl, YTO Ha (hOHE annto3uii Ha
anoctona MeTpa MPOHMYECKM 06bITpbIBAET OrMaT nancTea v NoAcse-
YMBaeT BeCb CHXXET WPOHWeld Haj POMAHTUYECKUM KOMMIEKCOM
ynofobneHns XyaoxHuka TBopLy, — c034aeT nawTeT B Buge cobopa
W ymupaeTt, noejas ero, Ho Kynos 3aBeliaeT A0ecTb CBOEMY [Jpyry.
310 Kak Obl NokKaz MCTOpMM HaoboOpOT: MMeeTca Lenblii cobop,
KOTOPbIA MOCTENEHHO YHWUYTOXaeTcs U MnepecTaeT CYyLLECTBOBATb.
BHOBb, co3gaHue cbef0OHOr0 06bEKTA, a 3aTeM ero noefaHue Oka-
3bIBaeTCA MWCK/IHOUYUTENBbHO TOYHLIM MeTa(opuyecKUM OnucaHveMm
3epKanbHO — 00paLLeHHOro npoLecca, U KpOMe TOro OTCblNaeT Hac
CHOBa K pacnpocTpaHeHHelwWwemMy B ambnemaTuke croxeTy Crapuka-
BpemeHu, rpbi3ylero namMAaTHUKMA aHTUYHOM CKYNMbATYpbl W apXu-
TekTypbl. (CMm.: Klibansky, Saxl, Panofsky 1964).

Kpome ToOro, 3fecb BecbMa npumevaTeNieH cam MaTepuan, u3
KOTOPOro CTPOUTCA 3Ta KypbesHas mMofefib cobopa — mnawTeT, KOTo-
pbll/i HaCTOWYMBO CpaBHMBAETCA C 3KCKPEMEHTaMW, T.e. He4yTo, Yxe
OAMH pa3 ynoTpebneHHOe, NPONYyLLEHHOE Yepes rN0TKY BPeEMeHU. 310
B KaKOW-TO CTeneHn MpPOHUYecKoe 06bIrpbiBaHWE MNATOHOBCKOW ¢hop-
MYynbl “UCKYCCTBO — nofo6ue nogobus”.

OfHakKo, B ele 60MbLUEA CTeneHN Hac 34eCb NPUBMEKAET MOMEHT,
ABHbI B 3TOW MeTadope M CBOEOOGPA3HO MANOCTPUPYIOLLWIA 3aKOHBI
TepMOAMHaAMUKK BKyne ¢ Teopueil MHGopmaLmn (Hanp, B U3NOXEeHUN
H. BuHepa), a UMEHHO — u3Me/byeHune, ApobneHne, pacnblieHune B
npouecce MNPoAyUUPOBAHMA-NOTPeONeHNs  UHPoOpMaLMK.  Takum
00pa3oM MpPecnoByTblii “Y4epHblid AW MK’ B NpoLecce NPoAyLMpPOBaHUS
HOBbIX TEKCTOB C 3TOW TOYKW 3peHUs npeAcTaeT Kak Hekoe nofobue
caMoyBenmumBaroLLeiica Macopybku. ®eppepun AaeT hopCMpOBaHHbIN
BapuMaHT OMuCaHUA  WHGHOPMALUOHHO-3HTPOMUIAHOIO  Mpolecca,
aKUeHTUpYs  NpuM  3TOM  HEKOTOPble  K/OYEeBble  MOMEHTbI,
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nnarcTpupyowme rnobanbHoe yBenyeHne aHTponuu (T.e. 0TX040B)
npu NOKanbHbIX BO3MOXHOCTSAX 06paTHOro (runeptpodupoBaHHoe
paspacTaHue nepcoHaxei), YTO KOHEYHO He O0YeHb cornacyetcs C
6onee O0ObIAEHHbBIM W  MU(ONOTNYECKU HaCbIWEHHbIM 3aKOHOM
NNomoHocoBa-/1aBya3beZ3,

3necb cpabaTtbiBaeT npuHunn PeHukKca, croparlLLero o nenna u
BHOBb M3 Hero Bo3poxjawuweroca. To, 4To DeHUKC sABNseTcA
pacnpocTpaHeHHOn amb6nemoli Xpuctad (Tak e Kak W TMenukaH,
KOPMSILLNIA CBOEH0 KPOBbLIO MTEHLIOB), NPeACTaBNseTCs BeCbMa NoKa-
3aTeflbHbIM B HalleM pacCy>XeHWW. Mpea My4YeHUYecKoin CMepTu
ymMupalroLiero u Bo3poxgjaruerocs 6ora, B XpuCcTUaHCKON Tpaguumm
MPOYHO YBfA3aHHasA C NOKIOHeHWeM opyausim CTpacTeil M CMCTEMOI
MYYEeHWKOB, NpeAcTaBAAOLLel BapMaHTbl BO3MOXHOIO pacyieHeHuns
M YHUUTOXEHMSA C MOYTU KaTanorusupyroLein NoaHOTOM, a Takxke He
TepsoLwas cBA3M C ApeBHeAW MU puTyanamm noegaHmsa tena 6ora ¢
Llenbio MONYyYeHUs HOBOW XXU3HMW, faeT BO3MOXHOCTb paccMaTpuBaTth
BCEX YYAaCTHWKOB PEeMrMo3HOro npouecca Kak aBTO-MOfeNb
nopoxgarouiero-nornowarowero  MHOOPMaLUOHHOTO YCTPONCTBa.
PasymeeTcs, Mbl He cobupaemcs yTBepXgaTb, UYTO penuruosHas
cMcTeMa XpUCTMaHCTBA CBOAMTCS K 3TOW MOAenn — 3T0 NUWb Of4WH
13 ee MHOTOYMCNEHHbIX MOLYCOB.

OpHako, uctopus CnoBa, cTaHoBswwerocs MMAOTbIO, NpefcTaBs-
eTCH MCK/YNTENbHO MNOKa3aTeNbHOW AN AeMOHCTpauuu TpaHc-
(hopmaLMm npocTpaHcTBa BO BpeMa U HaobopoT. B 3Toi cBA3U UHTe-
PecHo, 4TO WCTOPUYECKOe BPEMA TaKXe MNPefCcTaBNAeTCs [ABUXY-
wumes K XpUCTy € ABYX CTOPOH (MM oT XpucTa) Kak K HyneBoi
TOYKEe Ha OCW, T.e. WUCTOPMYECKOe BpPEMA MPOTEKAaeT uepe3 3Ty
HYNEBYIO TOUKY Y HAKanaMBaeTca no 06e CTOPOHbI OT Hee.

Cawmblli KpecT — PacnaTne — npegcTaeT Kak nepekpecTok, TO Xe
‘MecTo u Bpema’ BCTpeun BpemeHn, o6peTWwIM NPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO

TO, UTO Mbl B HAWMWX PaCCYX[EHUAX He AenaeM BUAMMOIO pa3nnuus
MeXay nocTynaTtamy TakK HasblBaemblX “TOYHbLIX HayK” W TaK Has3blBaeMbIX
“TYyMaHUTapHbIX HayK” M “NO3TUYECKUX BbIKNaAOK” ABNAETCA MPUHLMNNANbL-
HOVA no3uumeii. Cwm., Hanp.: KnaitH 1984.

24 PaBHO KaK W 6eccMepTHOW Aywm B oxupaHuu bora — cp., Hanp.:
“@eHnKe, 6aCHOCNOBHAA NTWLA, 3HAYUT BEYHOCTb, BOCKPECEHWE U3 MEPTBbIX,
Hagexay Oyayllen 6naXeHHOW >XWM3HW, MO0 ApeBHWE Aymann, 4TO OH
HernpecTaHHO M3 CBOEro Mena nepepaxpjaercs, n 6biBaeT 6e3cMepTHLIM”, a
Takke — NeNe 135, 649 (Maksimovic-Ambodik 1989).
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XW3Hb W B TOT )€ MOMEHT ee MOTepsBWWUM, U [MpocTpaHCTBa, Kak
Maen BO3MOXHOCTU UNMEHEHUS, a 3HAUYUT, BO3IMOXHOCTU PasnnyeHus
CBeTa U TeHU, a 3Ha4yuT, npeBpauieHna Bo Bpems. Cama rpaduueckas
thopmyna Kpecta ABnseTca MOLENb0 MPOeKUUM BepTUKaNW Ha ropu-
30HTanb, T.e. KaK 6bl CTPENKOW YacoB, 3ameplleil Ha rpaHuLe umKna:
non-geHb, MON-HOYL25. AKLEHTUPOBAHHbIN pa3pbiB, PasOMKHYTOCTb
umkna — KpecT 3ajgaeT anropuTM YneHeHUs MpoCcTpaHCTBa [0
npeBpalieHns ero B0 BpeMsa: nononiam, ewe pas nononam...26 B atom
CMbIC/iIe KPecCT, pa3yMeeTcs, NPOTUBONOCTABMIEH KPYyry, MKCUMpys pa-
30MKHYTOCTb LMKAa, U NO3TOMY W BM3ya/bHO MpeacTaBaseT co6oit
nepexog 0T MUGONOrMYecKW 3aMKHYTOro efMHCTBA MNPOCTPaHCTBA-
BPEMEHM K naee nx auddysun B 04HON TOUKe.

Bnpoyem, NMpOTUBOMOCTaB/iEeHWE HE 03HAa4yaeT HEeCOBMECTMMOCTHU.
padmueckas naes Kpecta npegnonaraet BO3MOXHOCTb MOBOPOTHOW
CUMMETPUN, T.e. BOCCTAHOBNEHUA Kpyra, LUKANYHOCTWUZ], 4YTO Mbl C

25
Tot [*)aKT, YTO CTPENOYHbIE Yacbl HE ObIN N3BECTHbI B 3ANOXY 3apOXKAEHUA

XPUCTMAHCTBA, HE WCK/OYaeT BO3MOXHOCTW BO3AEICTBMS 3TOW ropasgo
60nee ApeBHel Cxembl (CM. Credyrollee MPUM.) Ha MO3[HELIee CO3HaHME,
ohopMAstoLLEE MPUBLIYHOE HaM YCTPOWCTBO MPUBLIYHBIM /15 HAC 06pasoM.
3pechb 4ns Hac BaXKHO CXOACTBO MPUHLMMNOB OpraH13auym, a He NCTopUYecKas

nocneaoBatesibHOCTb UX MOABIEHUA.

26
PasymeeTcs, 3Ta CXema ellle 60Mee apxamyHa, YTo MOMOraeT MoHSATL B TOM

unucne U COBPEMEHHOE CO3HaHME C MO3ULMIA BbICOKOW CTEMeHU reHepa-
nnsaummn. Cp. ¢ atum: “C 3TO BEpPTUKA/IbHON MepapXMyecKoi CTPYKTYpOi
APEBHEKMTAACKOrO 06LLeCcTBa YKOYCKOW 3MOXW COrNacytoTcs MpeAcTaBneHus
0 YeTbIPEXU/IEHHON CTPYKTYpe NPOCTPaHCTBA, MMEOLLEro LIEHTP, COOTBETCT-
BYIOLLMIA MECTOHAXOXAEHWUIO PUTYanbHOTO Lapsi B LIEHTPE LapCKOro xpama.
Mo Mbicnn [paHe, wMepapxuyeckas YMNOPALOYEHHOCTL MpPOCTPaHCTBa W
BPEMEHU 3aMeHWna COXpaHslolleecs elle B Muax NpencTaB/eHue, OCHO-
BaHHOE Ha MAeAX ABOVMYHOWM NPOTMBOMOMOXKHOCTM (TUNA KaTEropuid MHb U siH

B PEBHEKMUTANCKON Teopun yucen)” — KeaHos (1974: 43).

27
Cp. C 3TUM aBaHrapAHyl MOMbITKY 06PaTHOro NPEeBpALLEHNs KpecTa B

KOfieco, aHamsnpyemyto Mux. AMNOMbCKMM B CBS3U C MHTEPTEKCTYa/IbHOW
cuTyaumeit BoKpyr ¢wmnbMa Abens [aHca “Koneco” (1921): «BelueHo
BpaLLaloLLMiAca KpecT npuHMMaeT hopMy Koneca. BOT moyemy Ha BepLUMHe
Bawein ronrogel, aHc, Haxogutca “Koneco”». U panee: “PenurunosHbIMy
MOTMBaMW MOXHO 06BACHUTL U TO, MOYEMY CPeAHEBEKOBbIE TEOSIOMM C TaKol
SPOCTbI0 Hamafany Ha BeYHOE [ABUMXKEHME W MWCMOBEAbIBIM KOHEUYHOCTb

[OBVKEHWs,, 00bABNAA perpetuum mobile HECOBMECTMMbIM C HayKoin O
Bore” — Amnonbckuid (1993: 219, 223).
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Hanbonblen CTENeHbID HArnAgHOCTU MOXeM HabnwaaTb B CTPenoy-
HbIX Yacax2s.

To, uto PacnATne XpucTta HaxoAMTCA B HYNEBON TOUYKe BPEMEHM,
MKOHOrpanyeckn B CpeHEBEKOBOW M BO3POX/AEHUYECKOWN XMBOMUCH
pelanoch Kak MorpyeHue BCceil eBaHrenbCKon (BNPoYEM, KaK 1 BCEW
6161elicKON) NCTOPMM B HACTOAWMIA MCTOPUYECKUIA MOMEHT. Pacns-
TMe NPOUCXOAUT ‘3fecb W Tenepb’, KaXAblii AeHb, NepemeLLasnchb
BMeCTe CO 3puTesieM BO BPEMEHW, T.e. OCTaBasCb MNOCTOSHHO B
HyNeBOl TOYKe HAaCTOSLLero MOMeHTa (KOTOpblii TOMbKO M MOXeT
cuUMTaThCA HafeNeHHbIM MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTLIO) MEXAY NPOLbIM K

oyayLwmnm.
|_|03TOMy euje CcyuectBeHHO cCcamMoe KOMMNO3ULUWMOHHOE pacnoso-

XeHne PacnATns Ha OCY CUMMETPUM B M306paXKeHUU, M, Korga 3gech
NPOUCXOAAT OnpefdeneHHble caBUrn (Kak, Hanpumep, B “Pacnatumn”
Nykaca KpaHaxa Ct. (1503. Crtapas lNuHakoTeka. MHXeH), Korga
Kpect ¢ Xpuctom pasBopaymBaeTca B npouib, T.e. XpUCTOC KOM-
NO3ULMOHHO MonajaeT Ha MeCTO TPaAMLMOHHbLIX MpeacToATeNnel nnm

28 I ”
To, YTO 3TOT MPUHLMN He OrPaHUYMBAETCS “YTUAUTAPHOCTHIO”, XOTS Mbl

CK/IOHHbI Monaratb, YTO YTUAWTAPHOCTb HeU3B6eXHO OtopMAseTcs B COr-
nacuu ¢ Hambonee O6LLMMM apxeTunamy YenoBEYECKOro CO3HaHWs, paBHO Kak
M MOPOXAAETCA MMM, MOXEeT OblTb MPOAEMOHCTPMPOBAHO TakXke Ha
[OCTaTOYHO MO34HMX MPOU3BEAEHMSX UCKYCCTBA. CM. aHanMTUYecKnin pasbop
C. OaHnana “CHatua ¢ kpecta” un “Cotosa 3emnm u Bopgbl” PybeHca —
[JaHvanb (1986: 50-51). MpuHuun moguduumpoBad Yy MukenbaHKeno B
“MonoxeHnn Bo rpo6” (1508. National Gallery. London): Bca komno3uuus
3aKpyyeHa BOKpYr (urypbl XpucTa Kak B TaHLe, 1 camo NOMoXeHue (urypsbi
Xpucta gaHo B (hase npefllecTByroweld MOBOPOTY — 93TO Kak  Obl
“BBMHUMBaHME BO Trpo6”. T.e. nepesd Hamy Kak Obl BEpXHSs 4acTb
BOZIOBOPOTA-BOPOHKM. BeposATHO, Hambonee AeMOHCTPATUBEH 3eCb NpumMep
Komnosuumn Bpeiirens “HeceHne kpecta” (1564. BeHa. Myseli M3SILHBIX
uckyccts). lonroda n KpecT 3gecb pasHeceHbl. [onroda, Buaumas B
OTAaNeHUN HaMOMWHAET AeACTBUTENbHO NbICUHY-TOH3YPY, MYyCTOe 3NAuM-
TUYECKOe MPOCTPaHCTBO, OKPY>XEHHOE TOMMOM, BM3yasbHO pudMytoLLeecs ¢
KONeCOM COBPEMEHHON XYLOXKHUKY KasHW. Cam KpecT, Hecomblii XpuUCTOM,
pasnMuum C TPYZOM, 3aTO aKLEeHTMpOBaHa MefibHuLa Ha BbICOKOW CKale B
NeBOli BEPXHEM 4yacTW XoncTa. ATO M eCcTb HacToswas [onroga B AaHHON
KOMMO3ULMW— pPeunnmeHT WWeT B MNepByr0 ouepedb Havwbonee BO3Bbl-
LUEHHYIO TOUKY [/1 OMO3HaHUS B Hell MecTa cakpanbHOW KasHW. MenbHuua
e B CBOEM YCTPOIACTBe ABNAET 00beUHEHNE e Koneca n KpecTa.
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[0HATOPOB),M 3TO AaeT owylleHMe HeobblvaiHOW akcnpeccuu. Pas-
pyweHne KaHOHa 3flecb paBHO3HAYHO YTBepXAeHUO: “OH He
am6nema, OH — Yenosek”. Ho, pasymeetcs, Nofgo6HbIe OTK/OHEHUS
BO3MOXHbI TONbKO Ha (POHe YCTOMYMBOA KOMMO3ULUOHHOW CXEMBI,
KOTOpas MMeeT TEH[EHUUI 0cO3HaBaTb CebA C OYEBUAHOCTbIO B
aBaHrap4HoOM WCKYCCTBE — Hanpumep, B rpauyeckoin KoOMnosuumm
Warana “Pacnatue c 4vacamun” , rge ¢urypa Xpucta € IULOM-
unep6bs1aToM COBMELLAETCA C HamofibHbIMW 4Yacamu, a MaATHUKOM
CAYXWUT pblba. Tpu 3TOM HAANUCb Ha TPaAULMOHHON Tabnuuke
“JNRI” 3ameHeHa Ha “Chagal”, 4TO CyWecTBEHHO AN HUxXe-
cneflytoliero aHanusa.

B 37Ol CBA3M UCKMOUYUTENBHO MHTEPECHa Komno3uuusa “Bo3gsu-
XeHns Kpecta” Pem6paHTa (1632. Ctapad lNMuHakoTeka. MIOHXEH),
npeacrasnsiolias MOMEHT, KOrfa CTPenka ele [BUXKETCA K 3eHUTY,
npuyem, B 06paTHYI0 CTOPOHY, YTO B MOA0OHOM OCBeLLeHUN 0603Ha-
yaeT nobefy Haj BpeMeHeM. TOT Xe CMbicn — nobefbl Haf UCTOpU-
YeCKMM BpeMeHeM — WMeeT /MU0 KanuTaHa, KOMaHAyloLlero
KasHblo, accouumpytoleroca ¢ Nunatom, Kotopoe KpecT 3ac/ioHun
6bl — 3acnoHuT, Korga 6yaeT nofHAT. pu 3TOM B LEHTpPE CUM-
MEeTpUU, Ha OCM KOTOPOI 3aKpensieHa cTpenka KpecTa, y camblX HOr
XpucTa, MPOH3EHHbIX TFBO34eM, PeM6paHT MoMeljaeT CBOM aBTO-
NOpPTPeT, YTO AO/MKHO O3HayaThb ‘3fecb U Tenepb’ MPOUCXOAALLErO W
cneum@uueckyto pofb XYLOXHWKa B 3TOM npouecce Qukcaumn
NpoCTpaHCTBa M BPEMEHU WCTOPUW Ha HYNeBOW TO4uKe ‘3decb W
Tenepb’.

3710, pasymeeTcsd, CUTHaNIU3UPyeT COBEPLUEHHO HOBYK TOYKY
3peHUsA Ha pofib XYL O0XHWKA, YTO CTAHOBUTCA O0CO6EHHO O0YeBMAHO
npyu conoctasneHnn Komnosuumm PembpaHTa c 60fiee  paHHUMU
‘CTpenoyYHbIMKN’ KoMnosnyuamn. Tak MapTuH LLIoHerayap B rpastope

Takum e CABUFOM SBNSETC M MOsBNEHWe CBETCKOTO MOPTPETa, U3-
06paKatoLLero Muo B ac — 9TO 3HAK IMAHCUMAUMU MHAMBULYYMA, Y-
HOCTW, OT KOTOPOTO Y)Ke PyKoli MoAaTb A0 POMaHTUUYECKUX KOMM/EKCOB.

BocnponssegeHue cMm.: AnunHckas (1990: Ne 202). Tam e MOXHO HaliTh
BOCMPOW3BEAEHNS WHTEPECHEMLUMX B HalleM KOHTEKCTe KOMMO3NLWIA:
OevxeHve (No 27), rge ABMXKEHMe 0603HAYeHO PacrofioKEHUEM KOHeY-
HOCTel MOYTK B NMOSIHOM COOTBETCTBUMW C COMSPHBIM 3HAKOM C MOMELLEHHbIM
B LEHTpe cuMmeTpuu nuuom, n  TMoceawaetcs AnonnvHepy” (AnYvHCKas
1990: 190), rge dumrypbl oTgenswowmxca pyr ot gpyra Agama w EBbl
NoMeLLeHbl Ha LgepbnaT-MULLEHL C OCbH0 CUMMETPUM Ha FTeHUTaNMAaX
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“HeceHune Kpecta” (Unterdenlinden Museum Colmar)3l nomewaet B
ueHTpe nmuo Xpucta (eAMHCTBEHHOE faHHOe B aHgac), OT KOToporo
pacxogatcs nepeknagmHbl Kpecta, T.e. LeHTPOM CUMMeETPUKU 34ecCb
ABNAETCH CTpaxAayuwmii Xpuctoc. Kpome Toro, aHanorus co ctpen-
KaMy  NOAKPennseTcs  MHOFOYUCAEHHbIMW  MOBTOPEHUAMM  —
nepekpeLnBaHUAMU KOMUA.

Mogo6Haa KOMMO3MLUMA, KCTaTW, OPUEHTUPYET He TONbKO [ABU-
XXeHue B3rnfga no njaockocTu, HO U 3afaeT neprneHAMKYNAPHYO M30-
OpaxeHWt0 OpueHTaunio — Mbl UMeeM B BUAY B3rnag Mucyca. B o6o-
MX NocnefHMX npumMepax Takum o6pa3oM MOTUB ropna BuU3yasibHO
npescTaB/ieH B3rnaLoMm.

3TO CyLLeCTBEHHO AN MOHUMaHWA npouecca U3MEHeHUs (YHK-
UMM BMU3yanbHOr0 MCKycCTBa Boo6ULe. MorpaHM4HON TOUKOl 34ech
npegcraesnseTca TeBop4yecTBO [pkoTTO0. Ecnm fo Hero (ga ewe u
[ONToe BpeMSA MOCMe) aKTaHTbl N306paxeHna Boo6LLe NpUHLUANANb-
HO He BCTPeYarTCA rnasamu, T.e. OHW KOHEYHO BUAAT APYyr gpyra, Ho
BUAAT rfAe-T0 BHe M300pa)KeHHOro W BUAMMOrO NPOCTpaHCcTBa3?, TO
[xoTTo B “lNMouenye Nyabl” (Ppecka kanennol CKpoBeHbU. Mexay
1305-1313) 3acTaBnsdeT XpucTta n Myay BCTpPeTMTbCA rnasa B rnasa,
YTO TaKXXe OYeHb PE3KO OMYyCKaeT mpoucxofsaliee B “34ecb U Teneps’
(“‘mecTo 1 Bpems’)33.

To, uto XpucTtoc npeacTaeT Kak ropfioBrHa, nponyckawLw,aa spe-
MS 4epe3 MpOCTPaHCTBO34, MpeACcTaBNAETCA 4Ype3BblYaHO BaXHbIM

BocnpoussesieHe MOXHO HaiiTu B: Panofsky (1948: 15). CM. TaMm Xe:
The Housebook Master. The Bearing of the Cross (Panofsky 1948: 16).

Cp. ¢ aTuM: «/ UMEHHO TaK XapaKTepu3yeT COBPEMEHHbI nccnesoBaTesb
caM TWMN CpefHeBEKOBOW KynbTypbl: “OcMenumMcs Ha3BaTb CpeAHEBEKOBOrO
uenoBeka cnenbiM...”» — [aHuanb (1990: 41). [Noj COBpPeMeHHbIM
nccnepfosatenem nofpasymesaetcs: CtenaHos (1981: 151-158).

HecnyuaiiHo 1. dnopeHckuii cuntan urypy [pKOTTO MOBOPOTHOW B
pasBUTUM  HOBOTO, JIMYHOCTHOrO, 3rOMCTUYECKOr0 CO3HaHUA — CM.:
dnopeHckuin (1993: 209-210).

Cp. € 3TUM y>XXe ynomsaHyTbIin “rnaron BpemeH” (CnoBo), a Takxke WUCKIo-
UMTENbHO aKKyMYNSTUBHBIA TekCT Bbpogckoro “Inaronbl” (1960), xapak-
TepHO abcopbupytowmii “netTepbyprekuii” KOMNAeKC MOTUBOB: “Ho, BO3BOASA
ropog, BO3BOAAT He ropod, // a COGCTBEHHOMY OfMHOYECTBY MNaMSATHUK
Bo3gBuratoT. // U yxops, Kak yXogaT B YyXXyt NamsTb, // MEpHO cTynas oT
CnoBa K CnoBy, // BceMW CBOVMMW Tpemsi BpeMeHamu // rnarofibl OfHaXAbl

BCXOZAT Ha Fonrodyy. // V1 Hebo Hag HUMKM /] kak nNTuua Hag noroctom, // w,
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4N NOHWUMaHMA MoTuBa Mouenysa w yayweHua Wyabl. C ogHoid
CTOPOHbI, 3TO OTChI/IaeT K pacnpoCcTpaHeHHenWw e KynbTypHOR Mudo-
noreMe nouenys, MPUHOCALLEN0 CMepPTb, WAM MNOUeNys, NpUHUMAI-
Wwero nocnefHee AbixaHue, o6yCnoBMEHHOW B CBOK oYepefb npea-
CTaB/ieHWEM O TOM, UYTO Aylia-BpeMs KaK U CN0OBO, MOKUAaeT Teno,
NAOTb-NPOCTPAHCTBO 4Yepes p0T35. C ppyroii CTOpOHbI, MO3BONSAET
YyBUAETb 3Ty BCTpeYY Kak COMPUKOCHOBEHWE ABYX COCY[0B YyCTamu
(cyWw,ecTBeHHO M TO, 4TO XPUCTOC MpUYaLLaeT CBOUM TESOM MepBoro
Wypy — 3To He paemoHcTpauums 6e3rpaHMYHOro mnpouieHus, ro-
CKONbKY rpex WMyabl He MOXeT NOoNy4YuTb MNPOLLEHUS, — HO MOMEHT
M3bpaHHUYECTBA W YKas3aHWA Ha aHaNorui >XepTBOMPUHOLIEHUN C
NPUHATMEM nNuuiM, KoTopyw Wyaa noTtom BoO3BpalaeT B BuUge
nouenys). 9To CONPUKOCHOBEHUE TybuTenbHO ANA 060MX, HO, ecnun
CMepTb XpuUcTa OTHOCUTENbHA U N0 CyT 0603HavYaeT beccMepTue, TO

C/OBHO CTOS Mepef, 3anepToli ABepbto, // HEKTO CTyumT, 3a6uBas reo3au // B
npowegLuee, // B HacTosLee, // B Byayuiee Bpema” bpoackuin (1992: 41).

[ns Hac cyuecTBeHHa 34ecb CBA3b C MOTMBOM “BPeMeHN-HACeKOMbIMWN™ U
“6ab0oyKoii-gyLIoi” — cM. npum. 14. Cp. ¢ aTuM TaKxXe y bpogckoro: “Mel
He Mpokosnem 6abouyky wmrioli // AgMnpanTeiicTBa — TONbLKO M3yBeYnM...” —
n panee: “TBoil obpa3 6ygeT, 3Hato Haneped, // B >kapy v npu Mopose-
nomoHoce // He ymeHbluatbcs, HO Hao6opoT // B HenoBTOPUMON Mepcrek-
TmBe Poccn” (“MoxopoHbl 5060”). 3aeCb NCKNOUNTENBHO BAXKEH “reoMeTpu-
UecKkmMin” 06pa3 pacxofAamxca nocfe TOUYKM CUMMETPUM [IMHMIA-"nieperex-
TUB”. JXuBOMWCHAA W apxXuTeKTypHas MepcrnekTmBa 3fecb Yy bpoackoro
napajokcanbHbIM 06pa3oM MpeAcTaBfieHa reoMeTPUYECKOn MOofAesbio CUM-
MeTpUW, COOTBETCTBYHOLLE/ NPUHLMMY OpraHM3aLmn NecoYHbIX YacoB. Takke
CYLLECTBEHEH KMBOK B CTOPOHY “BepTuKanein” u “ropusoHtaneii” MMeTep-
bypra, 0 4em nogpobHee HWXe. Ho Takxe And Hac BaKeH MOTUB Mepexofa
CKBO3b FOPNOBMHY (M3MeflbYeHNe [0 HACEKOMOro-BpeMeHM) B O6peTeHMM
beccMepTns, 4TO (DaKTUYECKU MepeceKaeTcsd C OMnMUCaHUAMU MCUXOAenn-
YeCKMX HaTafbHbIX (MOpTanbHbIX) MepexuBaHuini no pody (Fpod, Xanm-
thakc 1996). Mopa3go 60/1ee CNOXHBIA W, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TOHKMIA BapuaHT
paeT [epxaBuH B cBoeli “babouke”: “Ha LBeTbl ¢ LBeToB feTad, // B none
6abouka uBeT; // He TocKys, He B3fbixas, // Cnafiknil Meg, OauH C HUX MbeT.
/I Yto cuactnmeee cein gonu, // Kak 661 6aboukoto 6biTh, // Ha cBoein Bcerga
XuTb BOne, // N no6BM nuwb cnagocts nutb? // A 6bl Mua, __ W, BHOBb
BNOONAACL, // Jnwb B Becenbe gHM nposen // N ¢ gyxamu covetasck // boin
HeTneHnsa cumson” fepxasuH (1987: 79).



MpocTpaHCTBO 1Bpems B MeTepbypre 171

cmepTb Wypabl abcontoTHa, 4TO U BbIPAXEHO MepekpbiBaHWEM
0TBEpCTUSA cocyAa — YAaBKON Ha ero ropneds.

[aHTe, cnyckascb CO CBOMM MPOBOLHWKOM O camoro fHa [pe-
ucrnofgHen, o6HapyxwusaeT Tam [bsBona (oTnaBlwero, npeAasLlero
bora) BeyHO rnoxywum gpyroro npegartena — Wypy37. N cornacHo
Komnosnumm Bceld “Komeamm”, 3Ta T[/I0TKA OKasbiBaeTcA MyTeEM
HaBepX BO BCe paclumpsoLmecs HebecHble cepbl38.

% CornacHo uccnefosaHuaM MaHodckoro, CaTypH cneuuanbHO 3aBefjoBan
‘MeNaHXoNMYECKMMA®  TUNaMKU  CMepTH, KakoBbIMW  SBAIAAMCL:  “drowing,
hanging, chaining-up and dysentery” — Klibansky, Saxl, Panofsky (1964:
141) — nocnegHWA TUM CMePTU OTCbINAEeT TakXKe U K KOMMAeKey “BonbLuoii
Xpatsbl” deppepu.

37 @

Mo nereHpe, nepeckasaHHolV Basapy B “XXu3HeonucaHum [KOTTO™,
[JaHTe 6bin GAM3KUM OPYrOM XYLOXHMKA W COUMHAN CHOXETbl And ero
thpecok — daHnnosa (1970: 5-6). Ha dpecke “CTpawiHblii cya” (1305-1313.
Kanenna CKpoBeHbM) [KOTTO B HWDKHEA 4aCTW  KOMNO3UUMKU  MOA
n306paxeHemM KpecTa nomellaeT noeecusllerocs Wygy. — [daHwunosa
(1970: 16).

To, uto B CpefHue Beka M B 3mMoxy Bo3poxpeHus af ycTOMUYMBO U3-
06paxaeTcA Kak MacTb HEeKOero 4yzoBulla, CBUAETENbCTBYET O TUMWYHOCTU
3Toro o6pasa y [laHTe. 3ameuaTeslbHbIM NPYMEPOM YCTONYMBOCTW AaHHbIX
MOTVBOB M 06pa3oB NPeACTaBASETCA CMeAylolmMini MaccaX, CAeNaHHbIli Mo
[pYromy noBOAY COBPEMEHHbIM KOMMeHTaTopom “Mcnosefn onuodara” ge
KsuHey: “IMoBoAOM AN POKOBOr0 3HaAKOMCTBa C ONUYMOM SIBMISETCA 3yOHas
60nb. Camo Mo cebe 3TO 3HAYMMO: BO-MEPBbLIX, aHecTe3nsi 3y6HOW 60u
Hepeako 6blBaeT MepBbIM UMMYNbCOM K 3HAaKOMCTBY C HapKOTWKamu, BO-
BTOPbIX, 3yObl HEMOCPEeACTBEHHO CBA3aHbl C “TpaHCUEeHAMpOBaHWeM” ¢
“MyTewwecTB/AMN B UHOA Mup”. 3yObl — €AMHCTBEHHOE MECTO Hallero Tena,
rfie “BHYTPeHHee-MepTBOE”, KOCTb, YacTb CKefleTa BbIXOAUT Ha MOBEPXHOCTb.
3ybbl — ropHas LUefb, MONYKPYr KaHbOHOB, OMpPeAenstowux naHawapT
nosnoctv pra. Mo HAM NyTeLlecTBYeT Hall fA3bIK, OLLYMbIBAsA TO O4HO, TO ApY-
roe yLesbe 3TX “rop”, n Mbl Ha KaKOM-TO YPOBHE Hallero co3HaHus nocTo-
AHHO >KMBEM B 3TOM faHAwagTe, CBeAeHWA O KOTOPOM Ham nocTasnset
UyBCTBUTENbHBIN A3bIK. 3yObl — 3TO TakXKe 3abop, 6antocTpaga, KpPemnocTHble
COOPY>XXEHWs1 pTa, 3TO — MpeAABepMe BXOAA B TAMHCTBEHHbIN “AA” Hallero
Tena. $ Qymalo, KOHUEHTPUYECKMe rOpHble naHAawapTbl U NoNyKpyrible
3aMKM JaHTOBCKOro “Aga” MoAco3HaTeNlbHO AeTEePMUHMPOBAHbI “reonorueit
pra” — BoOOWe onucaHus “Afa” W KOBbIpAHME B 3y6ax MOXHO Obl10
NnocTaBuTb B OOWH PAA NpoLefyp, NPO3BULLE KOTOPbIM — [aHTU3M. Af U
reeHHa OTHEHHas W3HaYa/lbHO CBA3aHbl C 3ybaMu Yepe3 Takue npefenbHO
NaKOHWYHbIE OMWCaHNA, KaK “Tam TbMa 1 CKPeXeT 3yB0BHbIN”. HapKoTUKM 1
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OnucaHHbIR NpUHUKUN, O(MOPMMEHHbIA BblILEeNEHHBIMW B X04e
aHanusza MOTMBaMM, MOXeT ObiTb HabnwfaeM B camble pas3fnyHble
3MNOXW, B Pa3/IMYHbIX BUAAX WCKYCCTBA U HaLMOHaNbHbIX KY/bTypax.
OH npucyTcTBYeT B Komnosuuum “bnaroseleHba” 3b [peko,
3aKpy4YeHHOl Ha ronybe Kak Ha BUHTE, OT KOTOPOr0 CBET PacxofuTcs
B popMe neco4YHblX 4YacoB39, B naesx u obpazax poOMaHTUKOB — B
ocobeHHoCcTU y TlodmaHadld; B KowMape “3eMASAHUYHON MONSHbI”
BeprmaHa, cononaratwouiem 4yenoseka 6e3 nuua ¢ yacamu 6e3 crTpe-
NOK— 23TO TO nNycToe °‘MecTo’, KOTOpPOe MOTOM, KaK W3BECTHO,
3anofiHaeTca namaTbo4l

Upe3BblUaliHO CYLLeCTBEHEH 3TOT KOMMAEKC AN MOHUMAHUS Uaeun
KONOKONMa, 0COGEHHO BaXKHOW ANS PYCCKOW KynbTypbl — BMNAOTb A0
“CtpacTeli no AHApeto” TapKOBCKOro, rge BblKanbiBaHuWe rnas,
Bblpe3aHue A3blKa, 3a/MBaHWe CBUHLA B rN0TKY, 00eT MoOn4aHus
camoro Py6nesa — CrTpacTu no AHApeto pacnuHaemolr Poccum —
KOMMeHCMpPYeTCA OT/IMBKOMW OFPOMHOr0 KOMOKONa — BO3POXAEHUEM,
BockpeceHnem ronoca Poccum — U ee 3peHMA B 30/10TbIX (hpeckax

aHecTesnss — 3TO TO, YTO MO3BOASET BXOAWTb B “afg” (TO eCTb B “KabUHET
JaHTucTa” 1 “kabuHy LdaHTe”) 6e3 cTtpaxa u 6011, 6eccTpallHO UccnefoBaTb
ero MallvHbl, apXUTEKTYpY, TEXHOMOIUIO, reorpaduio, 3KOHOMUKY, MOMMTU-

yeckyto cuctemy”. — lMennepwTeitH (1994: 133).

3 BocnpownssedeHve: TucceH-BopHemunca (1983: 75). Cp. ¢ 3TuMm ocobyto

ponb Cs. lyxa B BnaroBelyeHby, T.e. B MpeBpaileHun CnoBa B NjoTh, a
Takxe B MNATugecATHULE — HageneHWM AMNOCTONOB CMOCOBHOCTLIO BeWaTh
Ha BCEX 3eMHbIX f3blkax (6bnarogesHwe, HanpaBfeHHOe Ha WCrpaBieHue
nocnescTBuiA BaBWNOHCKOrO CTONNOTBOPEHUS, CUMMETPUYHOE eMy). Obpasbl
3Anb peko BOOGLLE UMEKOT TEHAEHLMIO 3aKPYUMBATLCA BOKPYT HEKOEW TOUKM
cummeTpum — cp. Takke “Mater Dolorosa” (Bode Museum, bepnauH) u, B
ocobeHHocTH, “HenopoyHoe 3ayaTne” — TucceH-bopHemuca (1983: 73).

40 Csasb B “lMecoyHOM 4enoBeke” /ke-TBOpLa, MexaHUKa-n3obpeTartesns,
[bSBO/IbCKOT0 YacoBLUMKA C r/la3amMu WU MeCKOM BHe MPUBELEHHbIX Bbllle

a/INto3uiA NpeacTaBnsaeTcs BOOOLLEe HEOOBACHUMOIA.

41
O 3HayeHuUM MOHATUA MecTa B CUCTEME MHEMOTEXHWKW CM. B MEPBYIO

oyepedb: Yates 1966. Cp. ¢ 3aTuM 3mbnemaTMyeckuiAi MOTUB 4acoB 6e3
cTpenok u umdp: “Zifferblatt ohne Zahlen, Zeiger und Totenschadel:
Ungewisse Todesstunde. Auf dem Zifferblatt, das nicht bezeichnet ist, kreist
der Zeiger ohne Unterlass; der Tag des Sterbens ist nicht angegeben, die
Todesstunde ungewiss” — Henkel, Schéne (1967: 1345).
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Py6nesa. XapakTepHO, YTO 34eCb Ha/M4yeCcTBYeT YeTKOe pasjefieHue
ronoca-cfioea u BuaeHua-obpasa, Ho U UX €4UHCTBO.

KaxeTca 04eBUAHbLIM, YTO 3TOT MPUHLWUN UMEEeT YHUBepcanbHoe
KynbTyponornyeckoe 3HayeHue. flanee mMbl COCpefoTOUMMCA Ha HEKO-
TOpbIX MpUMepax cneunmpuyeckn CBOWCTBEHHbIX PYCCKOMY MeHTa-
nnTeTty.

B 3aKntouYeHnn Xe [aHHOro obLLero aKCKypca Mbl No3BoAuMM cebe
npuBecTy elle ogHY uuTaty us “Irnocconanun” A. benoro:

“B 3BYyKe Ihr’ Ham CKpeLLeHWe NMHWIA UCTEYEHNS XKapa C APYroii MOLLHOA
NVHWER: BO3CTaBaHWA ‘r’ cpefb OKPYXXHOCTM, MOMOCTU: KPeCT B OKPYX-
HocTM — ‘JI’; aT0 — xpecT: ‘crux, croi’. lNeped TBOPEHLEM MMpaA B KOC-
MUYecKoli cpefe (Bo pTy) — BO3ABUraeTcs KpecT” — benblii (1922: 45).

HakoHel, 06paTuBLLUMCL K CBA3M BCEro BbILLIEN3N0XEHHOTO C ‘neTep-
6yprckum mudom’, B NepByl0 oyepefb Hafo OTMeTUTb, YTO camas
naesa cosfaHua u ctpouTtenbctBa lMeTepbypra okasanacb WCKAOUM-
TeNbHO MUGOreHHON, U B CBeTe HaWMX 3M6NeMaTUUeCKUX LWTyAuni
3Ta MUPONPOAYKTUBHOCTb MMEET CBOE OOBbACHEHME.

ToT hakT, 4TO ropoj co3faeTcs TBOPYUECKNM YCUIMEM YenoBeKa, a
He paspacTaeTcs eCTECTBEHHO Ha MeCTe NOCeNeHUs, CyLLecTBYOLLEro
C He3anamMsATHbIX BPEMEH, 3a/jaeT MHEPLMIO NMOCTUTaeMoCTun, 06bACHU-
MOCTM 3TOro sBneHuss. COOTBETCTBEHHO, (AaKTOPbl, KOTOpble B
NpoYux cnyvasx BOCMPUHMMAKOTCA KakK AaHHOCTb, 3fecb obpeTatoT
0CO3HaHHOCTb. O (akTopax 3TMX B NpunoxeHuu K [leTepbypry
rOBOPEHO foCTaTOuYHO. Hanbonee BaXHbIMU 418 HAC 34eCb ABAAOTCA:
pacuyneHeHHOCTb FopoAa PeKoi 1 ero NorpaHNYHoOEe NOMOXEHNE.

CoueTaHue BOAbl C TOpofOM caMo no cebe 3agaeT ambiemaTuye-
CKYl0 napy Kak o06beguHeHMe MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOro, O06bLEMHOrO,
BEPTUKANbHO OPUEHTUPOBAHHOIO 3/1EMEHTA C BPEMEHHbIM, FOPU30H-
TalbHO OPWMEHTUPOBAHHLIM. 3TO MNONOXEHUE WHTEeHcUpuuMpyeTcs
TeM, 4YTO TOpPOJ pPacrnonoXeH MNPakTUUYECKU B YCTbe peKku, T.e. Kak
npobka 3aTblKaeT ropao Ha ee NyTM K Mopik. [llorpaHuyHoe Xe
nonoXeHne onpegenseT PYHKUMNOHaNbHYO ABOMNCTBEHHOCTbL: C O4HOM
CTOPOHbI, 3TO NpobKa, C APYroil — OKHO, OTBepcTMe, T.e. KnanaH (B
CYWHOCTN, M B MECOYHbIX Yacax OTBEpPCTUE OAHOBPEMEHHO MNpoO-
nMyckaeT U 3aflep>XMBaeT TeuyeHWe necka). To, 4YTO Becb ropof
4po6UTCS 6eCUYMCNEHHbIMW KaHanamu M NpoTOKaMu, TakXe yKnafbl-
BaeTCA B pa3BMTME W3NOOMEHHOW Hamu meTadopbl U, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, MOXeT B6bITb ONMUCAHO KaK AU({y3nsa NpocTpaHCTBa U BPEMEHN.



174 EneHa I'puropbesa

To, uTo 3aknajka ropoga ¢ NOA06GHbIMWU CTPYKTYPHbBIMU NapameT-
pamun coBnagaeT C 3NOXOW TOTanbHOW 3mbnemaTmsauum B PYCCKOWA
KyNbType42, eCTeCTBEHHO BKJ/lOYaeT 3TO AB/ieHUe B 06W Wi ambnema-
TUYECKWI pag He TONbKO MUGONOrMYECKN, HO U ucTopuyecku. Metp
3aKOHOMEPHO NpeAcTaBNAeTcs B 3TON CBA3M KaK AeMUypr, 4acoB-
L MK43, 3aHOBO HauyMHalOLW M 0TCYeT BPEMEHU, OTKPbIBAO W NI HOBYIO
3noxy, 3anycKawwWwmnili MexaHm3mMm HOBOTO MH(OPMALMOHHO-3HTPONUA-
HOro npouecca npuM MNOMOWMK MNEpPeMeLLeHNA HYNeBOWA TOUKK
nepekpecTtka MNPOCTPAHCTBA W BpPemMeHW B ‘3fecb W Tenepb’ — B
JaHHOM cnyudae lMeTepbypra.

M3BecTHOe cTapuHHOe npopoyecTBO: “CaHKT-Mutepbypxy nyc-
TeeT Oypet!”, nHorga NOBTOPAEMOe B BapuaHTe: “BbITb MYCTY MeCTY
ceMy”44, ako6bl MMeBLIee MECTO YXe MNpu Hayane CTPOMTeNbCTBa
ropoga, ukcupyeTt amb61eMaTUYHECKY0 YYTKOCTb COBPEMEHHUKOB —
UMEHHO MECTO [OJ/IXKHO OMyCTeTb.

Mpouecc, 3aBefeHHbI [leTpom, pa3yMeeTcs, KOLLYHCTBEHEH,
MOCKOJIbKY BbI3blBaeT C/ANLWIKOM ABHbIE PEeIMTUO3HbIE accoumaunmn —
06 ‘aHTMxpucToBOIi’ npupoge [leTpa TakXe CKasaHO YyXe pgocTta-
TOYHO, Mbl TULWb A06aBNSeM elle 0AHO (CTPYKTYPHOE) 06BbACHEHME.

MOTUB MNYCTOTbl OT3bIBAaeTCA MEPBOW XK€ CTPOKON MYLIKUHCKOrO
“MegHOro BcagHunka”, BOGpPaBLLIEr0 M MOPOAMBLUErO OBLIMPHENLIYIO
nUTepaTypHYyl Tpaguuuio (cMm. 06 atom: Ocnosat, TuMeHUUK 1987):
“Ha 6epery nycTbiHHbIX BOJIH...” — 3TO nycToTa 40 TBOpeHus, Bep-
Hee, B TO4YkKe TBOpeHMs, pasymeeTcs, He 06e3 annw3nin Ha “3emns
6bina nycta u 6essugHa. W Lyx Boxuii Hocunca Hag Bogamu™, 4To B
MCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE He MOXET He MOoAy4yuTb neliopaTUBHON
oueHkn. COOTBETCTBEHHO, W HAaBOLHEHWE OMUCbLIBAETCA KaK Ha-
pyLleHne eCTECTBEHHOrO TeYeHNA BOAbl — BPEMEHM:

42 Cm. 06 3aTOoM Knaccuyeckyro paboty: Moposos, CodpoHoBa (1979: 13-
87); a Takxe: MoposoBs (1974: 184-226).

43 Cp. y B. Opoesckoro o lletpe I: “OH Hawen B Hem [opraHusme Poc-
cum. — E. '] pa3vepbl OrpPOMHble, CW/Ibl  UCMOJIMHCKUE,  KPEMKue,
3aKafieHHble 3yb6yaTble Koseca, NMpoyHble ynopbl, 6bICTPbIE LECTEPHN — HO
3TO/ OrpOMHOI CUCTeMe HefoCTaBalo MasiTHMKA”. — OpoeBckuid (1975:
181).

Henb3si He OTMETUTb (DOHETMYECKYIO BbIPa3nTebHOCTb 3TOl hopMy/ibl, a
MMEHHO, PacrosioXKeHVe BOKANIOB: bl-y-e-€e-Yy.
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Ho cunoii BeTpoB 0T 3a1MBa
Meperpa>kgeHHasa Hesa
O6paTHO Wwna, rHeBHa, bypnvea,
W 3aTonnana ocTposa..—

n flanee:
Bce BOKpyr BApYyr onycTeno...

B 37Ol cBA3M BecbMa XapakKTepHO, 4TO CO3fJaHue 3arpajguTenbHOM
CMCTEMbI 3alWMTbl OT HaBOAHEHWI lMeTepbypra, npecnoByToi Aambsbl,
BbI3blBaeT MIHOBEHHbIA W NaHWYECKUA Yyxac 0cobeHHO cpean
MUTEPCKOM WHTENNUTeHLMN. XapaKTepHO, 4TO, Kak npaeuio, ¢
Y)KacoM pacCyXfanm WMEeHHO HecneunanucTel B TULPOCOOPYXe-
HUAX— aBTOP HACTOAWMWX 3aMeTOK He WCK/oUYeHue. OTO yxac B
3HAUYUTENbHOW cTeneHn MUKDONOrMyYeckuii — eule ofgHa npobka —
3TO YXXe yfaBKa Ha Wwee Wyabl, T.e. BTOpas CMepTb, OKOHYaTe/bHasA U
6ecnoBopoTHas. lMepBas, 03HaMeHOBaHHass HaBOAHEHWUAMMU, 3TO XOTS
N KOWYHCTBEHHO, HO MNpW 3epKaibHOM OTOBpaxeHun wuHhopma-
LMOHHO-3HTPONMIAHOIO Mmpouecca, NOBTOPseT ero. 370, pasymeeTcs,
TOXe rmbenb, HO yXKe CTaBllas NMPUBbLIYHOIA.

OnucaHHas Hamu npob6iemaTMKa Halifa UCKAKYUTENBHO MOJIHOE
OTpaxeHue B TBOpYecTBe AHApeda lMNMnatoHoBa. B nepByto oyepefb Mbl
nmeem B BUAY “Enundanckue wno3ssl” (1926), rae nHXeHep-nHocTpa-
Hey B BoO3pacTe Xpucta (“bepTpaHy wen TpupuaTb YeTBEPTbIN
rog” MnatoHoB (1983: 292) no npwukasy [leTpa nbiTaetcs
NnocTpouTb 3arpaguTesibHO-MPONYCKHbIE COOpYyXXeHua (Wto3bl),
4na 4vero npo6uBaeT B /IOXKe 03epa Ablpy, Kyfha yXoauT BCA Boja U
KOTOpas NOCTOAHHO 3aMOJIHAETCA NECKOM:

“Ha WBaH-03epe, Ha CamMOM HW3KOM [AHE, OH O0GHapy>uni 6e340HHbIN
Konoaesb — OKHO. OTTyfda NOCTynano B 03ep0 CTOfIb MHOrO K/OYeBOM
BOAbl, 4TO ee XBaTUT Ha [AOMOMAHUTENbHOE MWTaHWe KaHanoB B
MefIKOBOAHbIe cyxue roabl. CnegyeT ToNbKO Ha VBaH-03epe noAckinatb
MPOLUIOrOAHNIA 3eM/ISHOW Ban elle Ha CaxeHb, 4To6bl cobupaTb ©3
Konofua B 03epo 60MbLUe BOAbI, & 3aTeM MyCcKaTb 3Ty BOAY B KaHa/bl MO
0cob0oMy CMycKy, Korga Hago6HoCTb B TOM siBuTcd. Meppu [...] npukasan
TOT KONOLE3b >KENOHKOW pacumcTuTb W OMYCTUTb B HEro 60/bLUYIO
TPYy6KYy C CeTKOl, 4TOObl KOMoAe3b He 3anaunaca BHOBb” [1naToHOB
(1983: 311).

W panee:

“B BOCEMb YacoB Beuepa, 25 WHO/IS, XKENOHKA NepecTana TackaTb BS3KYH
TNVHY W BbIHUMaNach CyXum MefiKMM neckom. [...] S npukasan GypeHve



176 EneHa Npuropbesa

KOHYMTb N HEMEANS HauaTb 3a0MBKY CKBaXKUHbI. [lns Cero Mbl onyctunm B
NOABOAHBIVA KOM0A4e3b YYryHHYIO KPbILIKY apLlivH B MOMEPEYHNKE, HO ee
cpasy yTalwmno B MNOA3eMHYI0 rnyouHy, ¥ OHa nponana. Torga Hadanm
3abMBaTb B CKBaXXMHY 06CcafHYy0 Tpyby, HabUTYLO rAnHOI. Ho n Ty Tpyby
3acocana CKBaXKMHa, ¥ OHa yTawmnach Tyga. W cocaHue To gaurea v
noceliyac, M BoAa W3 03epa rHeTeTcs Tyda 6e3B03BpaTHO” [1NaTOHOB
(1983:313).

B 3TOM fnlerko ono3HaBaemMoM ‘meTepbyprckoM’ KOMMaekce MOTVUBOB
(KaHanbl, OKHO, ynpaBfieHUe BOAOW) ANA HAac TakXe BaXXHO COCEACTBO
C MOTMBOM ‘Hacbinu’, ‘Bana’ (cp. ‘gamba’) n mamenb4yeHms, gpobne-
Hus (‘Tpy6a’ ¢ ‘ceTKOI’), NpeBpaLlialoWnx XNBY BOAY B MepPTBbIi
Mecok — ecTeCTBEHHOE TeYeHWe BPEMEHU B UCTOpUIO (BpEMS B ero
n3MepeHne, B MecoyHble 4vacbl). KowyHCTBEHHOe BO3jeicTBME Ha
npupogy — 34eCb, KOHEYHO, OYEHb BaXKHbl CEKCyanbHble acco-
umaunum — npupaBHMBAETCS K M3BpalleHW0 W MPUHOCUT rmbenb ero
MPOBOAHUKY B CTO/b XXe M3BpaLLeHHON hopmeds.

B 3Toli cBfI3W NoKasaTe/lbHO TakXe, 4To ‘gamb6a’ Mudonormnsnpo-
Banacb B YKa3aHHOM HaMW CMbICle 3af0nro A0 CBOEro CO3faHusa u
COBCEM B APYroii HauMoHanbHON Tpaguumm — B (puHane “daycrta”
leTe. Tak gaxe KnacCMK M3 KNaCCUMKOB He Hawen 601ee noaxoas-
wero MecTa gna OCTaHOBKW MIHOBEHUSA BPEMEHU uyem [leTepbypr.
Mpu 3atom daycT yxe cfien, T.e. NWWIEH OAHOr0 3/IeMeHTa ABYCTO-
POHHEro npouecca — NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOr0, — €My 0CTaB/IeH TO/IbKO
3BYKOBOW psaf, KOTOPbIA OH M NpUHMMaeT 3a abCONKOTHLIN, B TO Bpems
Kak Boo6pa)KkaemMblii UM ropoj, 0Ka3blBaeTCs ero Morunoinde.

4 o
® EQMHCTBEHHbIN B CBOEM pofe (DMHAN MOBECTU 3aKOHOMEPEH TOMbKO B

TakoMm OcCBeLLeHVUW. Tpn 3TOM CeKCyasbHbIA acnekT BCEro 3Toro Komrsnekca
MOTWBOB NPUAAET AOMNONHUTENbHYO eMKOCTb M3BECTHOMY MOHATUIO ‘OKHa B
EBpony’.

4 To, yto ®daycT nonaraeT, 4YTo BO3BOAWTCA rOPOA, B TO BPeMs KaK Ha
camMoOM fiefle  POeTCA fAMa, BbI3bIBAET [OMOJIHUTENIbHbIE  AIH03UN  —
[OCTaTO4HO BCMOMHUTL “LUnunb” TonguHra. Becbma XapakTepHO, YTO B
€BPONeNcKoi Tpaguuuy ‘Wnuib’ MMeeT YCTOWUYMBYH TeHAEHUMIO 06Ha-
pyXuBaTb CBOIO W/MO30PHOCTb, B TO BpeMa KakK ‘AMa’ — CTpaLUHylo
peanbHOCTb. Kpome TOro, B 3TOM CBA3W MO/My4yaeT BMOSHe OMNpefeneHHoe
TONKOBaHWe YCTOWYMBOE COYETaHMe MOrW/bl C OOENNCKOM, a TaKxke
coyeTaHme WU € KyrosioM B TYKOBUYHBIX’ Kynonax PYyCCKUX XpamoB —
cp. B “EnudaHckux wno3ax”: “Ocobo BocxuTtun lMeppu xpam Bacunus
BnaxeHHOro— 370 CTpalHOoe ycunve Aywun rpyboro XyAoXHuKa noctur-
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Mbl no3sonum cebe MpuBECTU O6LIMPHbIE BBIMUCKU W3 TekcTa
Onera OxankuMHa no ‘netepbyprckomy’ Tomy “lony6oii naryHbl”
K. Ky3bMWUHCKOrO, rge 3TOoT (DakT AEMOHCTpUpPYeTCs eue pa3 nepe-
BapeHHbIM B MU(ONOTrNYeCKOM KOT/e BUAe:

“Kctatn, FeTe B No3AHMe roAbl Kak pa3 MocneAHuWiA pa3 MpoCcHyncs oT
PYCCKOr0O HaBOAHEHWS B 24 rogy. “MefHblii BCAAHUK” He eAMHCTBEHHbIN
MUMMY/bC TOFO CTUXWMIAHOTO 6eAcTBMA, HO W (muHan “daycTa’4r. leTe
cneaun 3a NofieMUKON B rasetax BOKPYT 3TOM0 HaBOAHEHUS, W, KaXETCH,
NPes/ioxXna O4MH U3 MepBbIX NOCTPOUTL Aamby, NMOLHAB YPOBEHb Ha-
cbinu n T.4. Mpaga, cam-To oH (PaycT) He 3Ha, YTO poeT cebe moruny.
[...] Wtak mbicib TeTe ocywectBunack. CTpoaT u gamby. daycToBckas
KynbTypa NpuBWIach He B O4HOW ToMbko MonnaHauu, Ho 1 B Poccuu.

Kctatu, cus dayctoBckas KynbTypa (onpegeneHne Ocsanbga LLneHr-
Nlepa) NPAMUMKOM npoucTekaeT M3 camoro Erunta, ecnn He u3 Llywme-
puiickoii gpeBHoCTW. [..] He6esblHTepeCHO 3aMeTuTb, YTO Be/UKas
nMpamMumia cTouT Ha nepeceveHnn 30° ceBepHOli fonroThbl 1 30° ceBepHO
wupoTsbl. Ceit 30 mMepuanaH MPOXOANT Kak pa3 4epe3 MapKusoBy nyxy,
rae nepecekaetcs ¢ 60° CeBEpPHOI LUMPOTHLI, T.e. C Mapanefbio TOro e
nopsgKa, ToNbKO YABOEHHOW Mo rpagycy. W ecnn Hun TeyeT ¢ tora no
Hallemy MepufmnaHy, To Hesa ¢ BoCcTOKa no napasnenu. [...] OTHoWweHne
B/IaCTU M PabCKol NMOAYMHEHHOCTM MOAAAHHLIX — Aeno rnobanbHoe [...]
Ha MPOTSKEHNM BCEI YenoBevecKol ucTopun. Tam CTPOMIM KaHanbl U
nupamuabl. 34eck KaHaibl U F3C, n bam. bygeT v gamba. 310 M ecTb TOT
camblil couuanmM3Mm, KOTOpblli Tak MoHpaBwics [eTe, 4TO OH ero
MPOBO3r/1aCK/T KaK BEPXOBHbI/ CMbIC/ BCE/ YeNOBEYECKOW [eATeNbHOCTH,
OCTaHOBMB TO CamMOe€ MrHOBEHME, KOTOpOe 3HaMEHOBA/IO YXKe HW 4To
WHOe, Kak ruéesns. [...]

f1 TaKk M HasblBald CTPOMTENbCTBO B Halleil okpyre — (hayCTOBCKME
paboTbl. [OBHOKaYanka KavaeT AepbMO (Y4TO BEPHO, TO BEPHO — YMCTLIN
tekanuid, cam pabotan rugponorom! — KKK) 13 MapkusoBoid nyxm.
OHo ocefaeT BMeCTe C I/IMHOM Ha MecTe YyXOHCKMX 6nar. [...]

“BbITb NycTy MecTy cemy”. M “Bbin OH NYCT U BeCb paspyLUeH”. A Kak
CNefCTBME 3TOr0 paspyLLeHMs — ene3Has Heo6X0AMMOCTb B (hayCTOBbIX
paboTax, TO ecTb B cCOLMaIM3Me — MOrufie KynbTypbl U LMBUAU3ALNK,

HYTb TOHKOCTb 1 — BMECTE — KPYT/yt0 MbILUHOCTb MUPa, AaHHOIO YenoBeKy
3afapom”. — lMnatoHos (1983: 299).

47 KctaTty, 3[eCb NMPOUCXOAWUT CTpaHHas abeppaLyms, eciv 370 He OMWCKa,
4TO, BMPOYEM, TAKXXE He MeHSeT CyTW fena, MnepeBoAs npeLeseHT B 06nacTb
6ecco3HaTeNlbHOr0, — & WMEHHO: YTO fABNAETCA WMMYNbCOM Yero —
“MefHblii BCAfHWK” HaBOAHEHWS WU HaBOAHEHWE “MefHOro BcagHUKa”?
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160 TakKoBbl CyAbObl BCEro 4enoBeyecTBa Aaxe OT Havana MCTopum B
ErvnTe 1 npu KoHue oHoli B Poccnmn” KysbMuHckuin (1987: 19-20).

34eCb YUTEHO O04YeHb MHOrO€ M, YTO 0COBEHHO ANA HAc BaXKHO, Jaxe
CBA3b C NupamMugamu n Mmorunamun (nocnefHee, pasymeercs, ABCTBYeT
n3 camMoro TekcTa “daycrta”, a nepBoe, Kak U3BECTHO, elle U BOCXU-
Wwano Benukoro [eTe Kak Benuyalillee TBOPEHME PYK 4enose-
yeckunx)48. Kpome TOro, Henb3s He OTMETUTb CBA3b C IKCKpPeMeHTaMu
(nepepabatbiBaeMoOe BO BTOpOi pa3 — BCMoMHUM Deppepu). A
TakXXe BbIWENPUBELEHHOe pacCcyXieHne [o6aBnseT WHTEPECHYIO
MbIC/lb O MepneHAnKynapHocTn Hwuna v HeBbl, YTO Bbi3biBAET Orpe-
[LleneHHble accoumaLmm co CTpenKamMmm — MnpoeKkuuamMu.

CononoXxeHue coumannucTUYeckoro pabcrea ¢ ermneTCKUM umeet
elie OfiHy BMOJIHE ‘MepecTPOeYHYIO’ napannefib — MbIC/b O TOM, YTO
BCA PoccuA KOHUEHTPUYECKM CcOCpefoToYvYeHa BOKPYr MOTWUfbI-
mas3osea (ueHTp Poccum — MockBa, LeHTp MockBbl — KpacHas
nnouwagb, ueHTp KpacHoi nnowaau...), B CaMOil apxXUTEKTYPHOI uaee
KOTOPOro 3afoXxeHa nupamunpanbHocTtb49. aeqa Hukonas denoposa o
XU3HM Ha knapbuuie B KakOM-TO CTeMeHW OCYLecTBMNACb. —
depopos 1982.

Kctatun, dunocockas cuctema denopoBa B 3HAYUTENbHON CTe-
NMeHW NoBAUANA Ha KOHLUENUMW nepejenbiBaHUs npupogbl, 60pbbbl €
Heil, n B BapuaHTe MuuypuHa, v elwe MeHee CUMNATUUYHOIO JIbICEHKO,
n B BapuaHTte LinmonkoBckoroS0, u, B KOHEYHOM WUTOre, Ha WAEKD

48 Tupamuga npefcTaBnseT cobOM HarfsgHyr Mofenb MOCTENeHHOro
CBefeHMA MPOCTPaHCTBA K TOYKEe, BO3BpaLlas Hac CHOBA K HEOOHOKPATHO
NpuBeAEHHOW MeTadope. B cBA3M C 3TUM Cp. BK/IHOYEHHblEe B anurpad
HacTosweli paboTbl cTpoku WMocuda bpofckoro, KoTopble MOryT 6biTb
OXapaKTepu30oBaHbl KaK MOAAapOK HALWWM PacCy>XAeHWAM, OCO6eHHO B
obpamneHmun AnekcaHgpa XONKOBCKOro, CAenaHHOM Mo uHoMy nosogy. O
MHEMOHUWYECKOM W 3M61eMaTUUeckKon yHKLMM nupaMmuabl cM.: [puropbesa
(1997: 425-448). Cp. € 3TUM TakXe aHaM3 ‘reomeTpun’ BPOACKOro B Npum.

35 HacTosLleli paboThl.

49
Mupamungbl B KayecTse Ha,quO6HOFO namMATHUKa UM MaB30/1ed B HOBOE

BPeMS He peaKoCTb — CM., Hanp., Colvin (1991: 337-341) — HO TOMbKO
COBETCKOe TOoCyfjapCTBO CTaBUT ee B LeHTp — nocne Erunta, —npuyem,
aBTOPUTET 3TOr0 rocyfapTea [AepXancs B 3HAYMTENbHOM CTeneHW Ha
612)KEHHON MUONOrN3NPOBaHHON NamMATK 0 AefyLuke JleHuHe.

50 06 atom rosopuna B cBomx nekumax 3. I'. MuHL B Havane 80-x rogos,
3ambicenl cTaTbM KOTOpoil 0 Huk. dPefopoBe K COXaleHUO ocTancs
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noBopoTa CUMOBUPCKUX pPeK BCNATb W CTPOUTENLCTBO MUTEPCKON
fambbl. Tak, MOCTOAHHO NpoOBO3rnawlas MAew CTpPeMfieHMa Brepeg,
MOCTOAAHHOIO Mporpecca, COBeTCKas BflaCTb B OCHOBHbIX CBOMUX
HaYMHaHUAX Ha CaMOM fefie NMOCTOAHHO MOBOpayuBana BpeMs Hasaj
nnn sanupana ero.

HecnyuaiiHo, anoxa, NpejllecTBoBaBLlas ‘MepecTpoiike’, NoAyUn-
Nna HaMMeHOBaHWe ‘3noxM 3acTtos’. BaneHTHOCTM cnoBa ‘3acToil’ B
PYCCKOM fA3blKe [OBO/IbHO OrpaHnYeHbl: ‘3acToli B KPOBU’, ‘3acTOlHas
BOoAa’, 0ObIYHO CBA3aHHaA ¢ noHATMem ‘6onoTa’ (MeTepbypr), Nyxwm
(BcnomHum “Mwupropog” Forons) wan ‘npyga’ (scnomHum “Mpyg”
PemunsoBa) — v Tenepb — ‘3acToilHas anoxa’. Bce NMOHATMA, CBA3aH-
Hble CO BPEMEHEM.

MocnefcTBus nNoAO6HOr0 MWUGONOTMYECKOr0 CO3HaHua (Mau
NOACO3HaHMA?) NoAYac CKasbiBalOTCSA peasbHONW NCTOPUYECKON Tpare-
Aveii. Tak, HECMOTPS Ha KOLWYHCTBEHHOCTb 3TOr0 MPeAnON0XeHUs,
Mbl 6epemMca yTBepXAatb, 4To 610Kaga JlIeHUHrpaga ABNAETCA TaKXe
nposiBfieHNeM 3Toro Muda. Hu oauH gpyroii ropof B HoOBeilwwee
BpemMs He Oblfl MocTaBfieH B Takoe noJjioxeHne. N Pum, n Mapux
6bINN OTKPbITbI. B pycckoin nctopuu ectb npeuefeHT cgauyu MOCKBbI
HanoneoHy— 6bITb MOXeT, 3TO BoOOULe CBOWNCTBEHHO ropogam,
OCHOBaHHbIM Ha Xo0/IMax, — HO ¢ [lutepom nojo6Hoe 6bINO
HEeBO3MOXHO. W Hemeukoe, M pyCcCKOe CO3HaHWe 6blIM CAULWKOM
XOpOWO MOArOTOBAEHbI K WMHOMY Te4YeHWo Co6bITUiIA. KOHe4yHo, K
reorpauyeckoe pacnosioXXeHue Cbirpano CYLLeCTBEHHYK pO/b, HO

HepeasM30BaHHbIM. B cBA3M ¢ TBOp4YecTBOM [1naToHOBa 06 3TOM YXe
roBOPUIOCL HEOJHOKPAaTHO — CM., Hanp., ctatbto C. . CeMeHOBOW M KOM-
meHTapum E. A. A6/10KoBa K Noxanyih Hambosiee KOMMNETEHTHOMY M3AaHWI0
“YeBeHrypa” (M. 1991). OCO6eHHO XapaKTepHbIM A1 HaWMX pacCyXAeHWit
ABNSETCA CnepyroWwmii maccax: “HukTo go PepopoBa Tak 6GecnowjafgHo u
NpsMO He CTaBW/ BONPOC O FNy6OKOW NOCTbIAHOCTU ANSA YeNIOBEKa, CYLLEeCcTBa
YYBCTBYIOLLEr0 ¥ CO3HAOLLEro, NpuMpogHoro crocoba CyLlecTBOBaHWS, UTO
CTOMT Ha B3aMMHOM MOXMpPaHUKM, 60pbbe, BbITECHEHUM MPeAbIaYLLEro
nocnegytoLwmmM. Yenosek, Kak 1 BCe XMBOe B MPUPOAE CyLUECTBYeT 3a CyeT
[pYroii XN3HW — PaCTeHWi, XXMBOTHbIX U cebe MoaobHbIX. [eTn, poXxaasch,
noapacTas, UCTOLLAKT CUMbl CBOUX POAWTENEA N HEM3DEXHO BbITECHAIOT MX,
4TO6bl ObITb BbITECHEHHbIMU B CBOK O4Yepedb CBOMMW AeTbMU. MeaneHHoe
N3MOX/EHVE, NOCTENEHHOE OMEepPTBEHME MaTepy, MHOTOKPaTHON POXeHULbI,
OyKBabHO OTAAIOLLEN XXU3Hb CBOUM AETAM, — OAWH M3 CaMbIX JINYHBIX W
CUNbHbLIX 06pa3oB y MNnatoHoBa”. — CemeHoBa (1991: 498).
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Hafo0 MOMHUTbL, YTO U OHO ObIN0 BbIGPAHO He MPOU3BO/ILHO, a TaKXe
COrnacHO BCe TOMY Xe MUgy.

3/4ecb COWNOCb OYEeHb MHOro (h)akTOpOB BOEAWHO, COBEPLUEHHO
pa3sHOpPOAHbIX, Pa3HOYpPOBHEBbIX, FeTeporeHHbIX. B TOM uwucne, B
nocnejgHee BPeMA MHOro roBOPWIOCH O COBNafjeHWW NO CyTW fJena
HamepeHuii Tutnepa n CTanuHa, paBHO HanpaBAeHHbIX Ha YHUYTO-
XeHne ropopga. Hawe o00bACHEHME He [OMXKHO Kas3aTbCA WU3NMULL-
HUM— TMoYeMy, COOCTBEHHO, MNpW3HaBas, 4YTO MUMbl YNpaBAslOT
Yesl0BEYECKUM CO3HaHWEeM, He MpPU3HaTb TEM CaMbiM WX BAUSHUWE Ha
YesI0BEYECKYH UCTOPUID?

OueBMAHO, 4YTO CBfA3b ‘3akaTa EBponbl’ ¢ ‘GhayCTOBCKOWN Ky/b-
Typoir’ no LneHrnepy, a ¢wuHana “daycrta” CO CTPOUTE/NLCTBOM
jambbl B [MeTepbypre — HOBOM ropofe, OPUEHTMPOBAHHOM Ha
co3/laHue LeHTpa eBpONeiiCcKoi LMBMAM3ALUN B a3MaTCKON cTpaHe, a
3HAYUT W Ha ‘MPefaTesibCTBO’ ‘UCKOHHbIX' CTepeoTUNoB, fAenaeT
y3en npob6nemMbl OWYTUMbIM W OYEBUAHbIM KakK ANs TOW Tak U Ans
OPYroil CTOPOHbI (OWYTUMbIM, B 4acCTHOCTW, BMAOTb BO LlUneHrne-
pa— c Toih n bepasieBa — ¢ 3Toi). COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaK CTPOUTE b-
CTBO, TaK W BOCNpuATMe fambbl npefonpefeneHo creynduyeckoin
naeonornyeckoin armocgepoi. LUneHrnep nposo3rnawaet rubesnb
‘hayCTOBCKON KynbTypbl’— 4eM TOrja sBnseTcs B WCTOPUYECKOW
nmepcnekTMBe BO3BefeHUe MO ‘hayCTOBCKON’ MOAENN ropoja Kak He
co3faHne 3apaHee 06peyeHHOro, npuyemM OOPEYEHHOro TaKxe
cornacHo onpejgeneHHoli cxeme. Kak MOXHO 3aMeTUTb, >XECTKOCTb
npegonpefeneHHOCTU 34eCb CPOAHN eCTECTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY5L

Ham npefcTaBnfeTca TakXXe BMNOMHe BepPOATHbIM, YTO bepnuHckas
CTeHa, fBNASICb OYEBUAHOW annw3uveil Ha bnokagy JleHWHrpaga,
npojonxana pasBuTMe BCE TOr0 Xe MU(ONOrMYECKOro KOMIIIEKCE,
LMPKYNMPOBABLLEro B ABYX HALMOHANbHbIX MEHTaNUTeTax.

51 Cp. paccyxaeHue bepaseBa 0 HeopurvHanbHoe™ LLineHrnepa: “Kynb-
Typa MNPOUCXOAWUT OT KyNbTa, OHa CBA3aHa C Ky/fbTOM MpPeAKOB, OHa He
BO3MOXHa 6e3 CBSALLEHHbIX NpedaHuid. LimBunmsauus ectb BONA K MUPOBOMY
MOTYLLECTBY, K YCTPOEHMIO NMOBEPXHOCTU 3eMin”. Henb3d He 3aMeTUThb, YTO
COBeTCKas BNacTb MbiTanach 06beAMHUTL U TO, U Aipyroe (MaB3oneii 1 gamba).
W panee: “Pasnuume KynbTypbl U LMBUAU3ALMN YPE3BbIYAAHO M/IOAOTBOPHO.
[..] Ho HoBbl N 3T MbIcAM? Hac, pycCKMX, Henb3s nopasvuTb 3TUMM
mbicnamn”. — bepases (1994: 385).
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St. Petersburg’s time and space
from the micromythological viewpoint

This article operates with stable images circulating in cultural conscious-
ness, treating the basic conceptual opposition of ‘time’ and ‘space’. So the
main problematics of the work concern ways and means of collective
mind arrangement and representation in visual or even material shape of
abstract notions and concepts. Or perhaps more precisely, the work pro-
ceeds from the idea of the certain parallelism (but not direct dependence!),
usually not explicated, of conceptual and demonstrative mental activities.

Within the opposition under analysis, | attempted to follow how ‘time’
is represented or expressed by means of ‘space’. In other words, how
‘time’ is translated into ‘space’ as it is patterned in such cultural phenom-
ena as the classical emblem taken as a combination of visual (spatial) and
verbal (temporal) elements. Reciprocity of the process here is not bal-
anced or strictly symmetrical, still the problem of the temporalising of
‘space’ can also be discussed (movement as such, for example, can be
interpreted as deformation of ‘space’ by ‘time’). In my work | demonstrate
‘iconical’ means of ‘time’ indication by natural language on the basis of
the German language involving the poetical and anthroposophical state-
ments of Andrej Belyj.

Applied to the system of cultural images or micromythology, the proc-
ess of ‘time-to-space transformation’ in one of it’s most general directions
can be represented as the process of ‘depriving of dimensions’. A variant
of it, is the process of dissecting, mincing space or spatial entities until
they can be accepted as ‘time’. The variety of examples underlying this
principle is enormous so | have not attempted to observe the domain in
it’s whole amplitude, only the most demonstrative and powerful exertions
of it.

The Cross and Crucifixion considered as a visualised algorithm of
‘space’ dissection is one and perhaps the most important example for the
European mentality. The very plot of the history of ‘Word embodied in
Flash’ (or Verb transformed into Image that corresponds to the general
construction of the emblem) is evidently reversed from this standpoint in
the act of Crucifixion. Combined with the cultural motif of a throat,
mouth, hole (or Hell according Dante’s construction), treated as a specific
filter or valve through which life is passing, the visual idea of Cross and
Christ responds, on the one hand, to a mechanisms measuring or materi-
alising ‘time’ and on the other — to the general theory of information
accompanied by entropy.
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In the Russian tradition the problem of the ‘time’ and ‘space cross-
road, arranged with extracted motives, seems to be especially actual in its
application to the mythological complex of St.Peterburg as a specific
ideological conceptual and spatial construction. Geographical location,
political disposition and historical destiny of this town gain their mytho-
logical motivation through images of more general regularity according to
which ‘time’ and ‘space’ interdependence is realised in cultural con-
sciousness.

Peterburi aeg ja ruum
mikromutoloogia vaatepunktist

Artiklis on vaatluse all aegruumiliste seoste p&hiopositsiooni kirjeldavad
pusivormid kultuuriteadvuses. T60 anallusib mooduseid, millede abil
kollektiivne teadvus representeerib (eelkBige visuaalselt) seda, mida
filosoofilises ja teaduslikus diskursuses on tavaks nimetada abstraktseteks
mdisteteks vGi kategooriateks.

Pdhitahelepanu on seejuures suunatud “aja” ja “ruumi” omavahelisele
t6lkeprotsessile. Taolise llekande (heks mudeliks v6i mehhanismiks on
muuhulgas klassikaline embleem, mida vaadeldakse kui visuaalse (ruu-
milise) ja verbaalse (ajalise) elementide seost. Autor nditab, et sellise
llekande poOdratavus ei ole samas ei tédielik ega rangelt summeetriline.
EelkBGige demonstreeritakse t66s aja tahistamise “ikoonilisi” vahendeid,
kuigi teatud Kké&sitlemist on leidnud ka ruumi “temporilisatsiooni” prob-
leem.

Rakendatuna kultuurivormide (v6i autori madratluses mikromutolo-
geemide) sisteemile, vdib “aja” “ruumiks” transformerumisprotsessi thes
oma pdhisuundadest iseloomustada kui “mdddete reduktsiooni”, mille
variandiks on ruumi ja ruumiliste moodustuste vdhendamine, jaotamine
kuni piirini, mil neid v8ib hakata pidama ajaks. Artiklis vaadeldakse seda
seadusparasust kdige nditlikumalt illustreerivaid juhtumeid.

Risti ja Krutsifiksi vaadeldakse sellega seoses kui ruumi jaotamise
visualiseeritud algoritmi. Samuti v8ib ka evangeelset siZzeed S6nast, mis
sai Lihaks (mis vastab embleemi organisatsioonilisele pd&hiprintsiibile)
interpreteerida kui spetsiifilist tdlkeprotsessi Uhest keeletuibist teise.

Nadidatud printsiip spetsifitseerub samuti seoses kultuuriliste “kurgu”,
suu”, “augu” motiividega (néiteks Dante p6rgu konstruktsioonis), mida
t6lgendatakse kui filtrit voi klappi.
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Vene traditsioonis osutub antud visualisatsiooni siiZee eriti aktuaalseks
motiivide kompleksis, mis koondub nn. “peterburi muidi” Gmber. Peter-
burgi vaadeldakse sellest seisukohast kui spetsiifilist ideoloogilist, kont-
septuaalset ja ruumilist konstruktsiooni. Linna geograafiline ja poliitiline
seisund, ajalooline saatus on méaratletud mitoloogia ja kujunditega, mis
kirjeldavad Uldisemat seaduspdarasust, millele vastavalt realiseerub aja ja
ruumi vastastikune séltuvus kultuuriteadvuses.



CpaHuLa 1 NPOBOJIOKaA

["annHa NoHomapeBsa

Bo3HMKHOBeHMe HOBLIX rocygapcTs nocne passana CCCP B 1991 ro-
4y, YCTaHOB/EHWEe HOBbIX FOCYAApCTBEHHbIX rpaHuL, B TOM 4uUCne K
3CTOHCKO-POCCUICKOW rpaHuLbl, NMpMBAEKalOT BHUMAHNE YUYEHbIX U K
npo6neme BocnpuaTMS rpaHuubl B 1920-30-x rogax B PYCCKOW
KyNnbType SCTOHUWU. Mbl CUMTAEM, YTO AAHHbIA BONPOC MOXHO MCCe-
[l0BaTb HE TO/NbKO B MCTOPUYECKOM, HO M B CEMUOTUYECKOM MaHe,
Hanpumep, Kak NpobieMy KOMMYHUKaLUK.

PaccMoTpuM BHauyane npobnemy 3CTOHCKO-COBETCKOW rpaHuLbl B
nctopuyeckom nnaHe. B 1920-30-e rogbl OCTOHMA rpaHu4yuna ¢
duHnaHgnen (mopckas rpaHuua), Jlatemeidk m CCCP (cyxonyTHas
rpaHuua). Ecnm Ha rpaHuue ¢ ®UHNAHAMERA W JlaTBME 3CTOHCKUM
norpaHMYHMKaMm MNPUXoAMNoCL 60poTbCA C KOHTpabaHAUcTamu, TO
rpanuua ¢ Cosetckum Coto30M Oblna nonuTuyeckas. Cny4vaeB KOHT-
pabaHfbl 6bl10 Mano, HO 3aT0 YacTO MPUXOLUNIOCH 3a[epPXKMUBaTb Ha-
pywwuTeneid rpaHuubl. Mpyu 3TOM camMbiMW ONacCHbIMU HapyLIUTENAMU
0Ka3blBa/NUCb YrO/NI0OBHbIE MPECTYMHUKA U KOMMYHWUCTbI, NO3TOMY 3TO
6blna efMHCTBEHHAA rpaHuLa, OrpaxfAeHHas Konueli NpPOBOMOKON
(MatmucceH 1995, Mattisen 1993, Piirivalvur 1932).

JCTOHCKO-COBeTCKas rpaHunua 6bina yctaHoBneHa B 1920 r. nocne
noagnucaHus TapTyckKoro MupHoro porosopa. Konwouyasa npoBosoka
Oblna NpoBefieHa 3CTOHCKUMWU MorpaHuYHMKamMun BecHol 1920 roga, a
NOAroTOBMUTE/NIbHBIMW  paboTaMy 3aHMManacb paboyvas [ApPYXKUHa,
cocTosAwWwas U3 pycckux, 6GbIBLUINX BOEHHbIX CeBepo-3anafHOoi apmum
(Cso6opa Poccuun 1920).

Ecnn 9CcToHMA XxoTena co3faTb B NOrpaHUYHON 30HE, OTCTOALLENA B
10-12 kunomeTpax OT 3THUYECKOW rpaHuubl, 30HY 6e30MmacHoCTH,
yAOOHYK ans cTpaTternyeckux uenein (MatucceH 1995:72), 710
CoBeTckuii Coto3, Haob60opoT, x0Ten 06pa3oBaTb KpacHbIi nosc u3
PYyCCKOro HaceneHus SCTOHUWU, MPOXMBAIKLLEr0 B MNOrPaHUYHON 30He,
HaCcTPOWB ero NPOCOBETCKMU.
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[na pycckoro HaceneHus 3CTOHUW NpoBefleHWe rpaHuUbl Oblo
LIOKOM. 3a rpaHuueil octanacb 4acTb 3eM/M, LepKBMW, Knaabuuia,
POACTBEHHUKN. YXY[LLWMNNOCb 3KOHOMUYECKOE MONOXEHUE pblbaKoB,
KOTOpblE YXe He MOraM noBuTb pbiby no Bcemy YyAckomy K
McKOBCKOMY 03epy. Bbll NOTEPSH POCCUIACKMIA PbIHOK CObITa.

Ewe 60/ee CNOXHOe OTHOLIEHWE K COBETCKOW rpaHuue Oblno y
3MUTPaHTOB, COCTABMABLINX M3 92 ThICAY PYCCKOro HaceneHus 3cCTo-
Hun 18 Tbicay (K 1932 r. B SCTOHUM 6bIN0 TONLKO 10 ThiCAY 3MUTpaH-
TOB). 3[4eCb Ha MepBblii MNaH BbLIXOAWIN He 3KOHOMMWYECKME Tpyna-
HOCTW, KaK Yy KPecTbsH, a rnybokue MNOAUTUYECKME pasHornacus c
60nbLUEBUKAMMN.

Lo cepeanHbl 1930-x rogoe CoBeTckuit Coto3 6bin COBEPLUEHHO
He 3aMHTepecoBaH B YKpPenneHWW COBETCKO-3CTOHCKOW rpaHunLbl.
VMcTtopmk Hwukonait AHpeeB BCNOMMHaN O COBETCKOW rpaHuue B
1927 r.: “Ha BCcex rpaHuuUax no-npexHemy CTOAAM apKuW, Ha 3anagHon
CTOPOHE KOTOPbIX 6bI/I0 HanucaHo: «MpuBeT TpyasuimMmca 3anagal”, a
Ha BHYTpeHHell COBeTCKOW cTopoHe: “KOMMYHU3M COTpeT BCe rpa-
HUUbI!”» (AHapeeB 1996,1 231). BTopoii N03yHr Bbipaxan Hagexnbl
Ha MWPOBYIO PEBOMIOLUIO W YOBEXAEHHOCTb B TOM, 4YTO 3CTOHMUA
CKOpPO CTaHEeT TOXEe KOMMYHWUCTUYECKOW CTpaHOi. ECTeCTBEHHO, 4TO
MPOBOJIOYHbIE 3arpaXK4eHuns npm aTom ucyesHyT. MNpoBONOKa — YacTb
6yp>Kya3HOro Mvupa, KOTOpbIil OMXKEH paspyLUUTLCS.

Takas e TOYKa 3peHus Ha NPOoBOJIOKY NpoBoAMach U B NpoKna-
mMaumax. B 1924 r. (rop BOCCTaHMS KOMMYHUCTOB B 3CTOHWKU) B
rasete “llocnefHue n3BecTUa” nosBunocb coobuieHme: “KoMMyHU-
CTUYECKME JNIeTYYKM BHOBb MNosSBUAUCH B Pesene. YacTb M3 HUX
HameyaTaHa B COBETCKOI Poccum, gpyras 4vactb, 04eBUAHO, B ICTO-
Hun. CofepXxaHne Ux — cTapas NMecHs 0 TOM, YTO 3CTOHCKUIA Hapof
HayHeT 6N1arofeHCTBOBAaTb /INWb MOC/e TOro, KakK WCYE3HYT Mexay
CCCP 1 3cTOHMe npoBonioYHble 3arpaxaeHuns.” (M 19246).

B 1928 rogy Ha MWTUHrax, OpraHuM3oBaHHbIX Ha rpaHuLe COBeT-
CK/MMW MOTrpaHW4YHUKaMmy Mo cnyyvar 1 mas, “notpsacanncb Kynaku B
CTOPOHY 3CTOHMM U 6bIN0 0bew,aHo B CKOPOM BpPEMEHM CMECTU
NpPOBO/IOYHbIE 3arpaxAeHnsa, Aabbl M TyT co3aatb “pail”, Hanogobue
cosetckoro” (CHJ1 19286).

B 1930 rogy no BUHEe COBETCKOr0 NorpaHW4yHMKa OT OGPOLIEHHOrO
OKypKa cropenu cTonbbl MPOBOAOYHLIX 3arpaxpaeHuin. “CoBeTckue
B/1aCTW, HECMOTPA Ha UX BUHY, OTKa3blBalOTCHA, OAHAKO, OT yyacTus B
pemMOHTHOI paboTe” — coobuiana Hapsckasa raseta (CHJ1 1930). B
1933 rogy, Korga aCTOHCKMe BnacTu npeanoXuam COBETCKMM norpa-
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HWYHWKAM COBMECTHO OTPEMOHTMPOBATL NPOBOJIOYHbIE 3arpaxaeHuns,
TO «COBeTCKas MorpaHnyHas BNacTb OTKasanacb OT MPeAoXeHus,
capKacTUYecKu 3aMeTuB, YTO “He HYXJaeTcd B U3ropoan Aansa ckorta’»
(CHAN 1933).

OTHOLWeHNe COBETCKMUX MOrpPaHUYHUKOB K MPOBOJIOYHBLIM 3arpax-
LeHuam m3MmeHunocb B 1936 r., korga “coBeTCKUe MOrpPaHUYHUKN Ha
CBOEN TeppuTOpWUWU TOXE COOPYAWUIWN NUHUIO 3arpaxpieHuii, oTcTos-
WY OT HaWwWxXx HEeCKONbKO Moojanb Ha COBETCKOW Tepputopun”
(CHA 1936). YKpenneHue rpaHuubl MPOLONXKANOCb OCeHbl 1937 T.
“Ha 3CTOHCKOW rpaHuue, B pailoHe PoCcCOHb, COBETCKME BACTW MpuUC-
TYNUAN K COOPYXEHU BEeTOHHbIX 6AMHAAXKEN U NPOBEAEHUID HOBOWA
NMHWWM NepBOHAaYanbHOro 3arpaxgeHus. K MecTy nocTpoiknm mate-
puan poctaBnfeTcs Ha Trpy30BblXx aBTomobunax” (CHJ 1937). Us-
BECTHO, 4YTO B 3TN rogbl CCCP 6binn yKpenneHsl 3anafHble rpaHnLbl.

PaccmoTpum Tenepb npobnemy BOCNPUATUSA TpaHULbl B MaHe
CO3HaHUA. B A3blKe PYCCKMX raseT W fA3blKe PYCCKON nmTepaTypsl
AcToHUM 1920-30-X rogoB (3TU S3bIKM OYEHb OMN3KM Mexay COO6OW,
MOCKO/MbKY nucatenn 6blAM  OJHOBPEMEHHO W )KypHanucTamu)
3CTOHCKO-COBETCKAsA rpaHuLa Hapagy € TPaguLUMOHHbIMW Ha3BaHUAMMN
“rpaHuya” m “pybex” o0603HayaeTca Kak “npoBonoka”. B rasete
“MocneaHne m3BecTma” 6Gblna pybpuka “3a NPOBOMIOKON”, a B raseTe
“CTapblii HapBCKuii JINCTOK” py6puKu: “3a MpoBONOKON” n “U3-3a
npoBonokn”. MpaHuua 6blna nonuTuyeckas, U xota Ao 1936 r. Ha
rpaHuue 6bI1M NPOBOMOYHbIE 3arpaXK 4eHuns, YCTaHOBMEHHbIe TONbKO
3CTOHCKOW CTOpPOHOIM, HUKOrfa He nucanun “3cTOHCKas NpoBo/oKa”
nnn “3CTOHCKO-COBETCKas MpOBOMOKAa”, a Bcerga ‘“coBeTckas mnpo-
BO/IOKA” NN “KpacHas npoBo/ioKa”.

Tam, rAe MNpoBONMOYHbIE 3arpaxfjeHns 6bIN0 TPYAHO MPOBECTH,
rpaHuuy onpegensanu no opueHTupam. Ecnm netom Ha Uyackom o3epe
pbl6aky M3 ICTOHWUU pasnyanu rpaHuLy no Maskam, TO 3MMOWA 3c-
TOHCKME MOrpaHWYHUKKN CTaBUM Ha NbAy 03epa efoBble BETKW, 060-
3HavyaBLMe rpaHuLy. 3T0 6bina CBOEro poja “npoBosioka”. Ha 6onoTe
B [MpuHapoBbe MNPOBOMOKM He 6bI710, NO3TOMY SArO4HULbI MOIM
cnyyaliHO OKasaTbCf Ha COBeTCKOW Tepputopuu. (Cm., Hanpumep,
raseTHyl cTaTbi “ArogHuMLbl O4YTUAUCH 332 COBETCKO NPOBONOKOR”
(CHAN 1929)).

PaccmoTpuM Tenepb CEMUOTUYECKYIO NMPUpOLY MpoBOnoKKU. [po-
BOMOKa ambuBaneHTHa. C 04HON CTOPOHbI, OHA NPeNATCTBYeT KOMMY-
HUKauuM v NPUHaLeXuUT K Takoro poja rpaHuue, Kak bepnuHckas
cTeHa unn Benukas Kutalickas cTeHa. C fpyroii CTOpPOHbI, B KOMHOYel
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MpOBOJIOKE 3a/10KeHa BO3MOXHOCTb KOMMYHWKaLWUKW, YTO CBA3bIBAET
ee ¢ TeneoHom un Tenerpaom (TumeHumk 1988: 153-163). [lo
BHELIHEMY BWAY Kono4vas nNpoBofoka (eCcAn MbICNEHHO Yyb6paTb
OCTpble KOJIIOYKM) HanomMuHaeT nposofa. B sA3bike 1920-x ropos
“npoBonoka” n “nposoga” ynotpebasnncb Kak CMHOHUMbI. CM., Ha-
npumep, B nosectn A. H. ToncToro “lony6ele ropoga”: “BmecTto 6a-
3apHoii niowagm — LWMPOKO KPYroM AbIMWUAOCH YepHOe MnoXapulie,
Topyanu obropesLune Tpy6bl, BaNAANCL NUCTbI Xenesa U 04UHOKO Haf
Menaom cTosn TenerpagHbili ¢cTon6 ¢ nosucwMmu MPOBOSOKaAMKU™
(ToncToi 1983: 45; <BblgeneHo MHoW. — I. M.>). MpoBoga npussa-
Hbl COEAWHSTL NtOfAel, HO MPOBOAOKA C €e OCTPbIMU LIMAAMU UX
pasbeaunHsaeT. B nepBoit nonoBnHe 1920-x rofoB nocne o6pasoBaHus
HOBOW rpaHuLbl B MevyepckoM ye3fe, 0THOCUBLLEMCS A0 PEBOMOLUMN K
IMcKoBCKOW ry6epHMM, B flepeBHAX Nenn Takyl YacTywky: “Kabbl He
aTasd rpaHuua, / He xenesHbl NpoBoAa, / To xoaun 6bl KO MHe Apanb-
ynk / 0o KaXWHHbI Beyepa” (Kypywes 1926; <BblfefleHO MHOW.—
r.n.>).

MorpaHnyHas NPoOBOMIOKA — KaHan CBsA3M, HO O4HOHaNpPaB/ieHHbIN.
CoBeTcKaa BflaCTb BOCNPUHMMAaNa NOrpaHNYHyl 30HY KakK armtayu-
OHHYIO niowafgky. NMomMmumMo COBeTCKMUX pajuonepepad, pacckasbiBa-
fowmnx npo “pan” B CCCP, armTtayuMoHHYH PpONb WUrpannm BbliKpa-
LUEHHbIe B KPAacHbIA LBeT TPUOYHbI, PaCNONOXeHHble B HECKONIbKUX
LecATKax MeTpPOB OT rpaHulbl, C KOTOPbIX Bewanau KOMMYHWUCTU-
Yyeckue armtatopbl B AHW PeBOMOLMOHHBLIX nMpa3fHMKoB. “Peumn pac-
CUMTaHbl rNaBHbIM 00pasoM ANf pa3dXuraHns KOMMYHUCTUYECKMUX
naei cpean paboumx HapBbl, KOTOpble COOMpalOTCA B TakuMe AHU Y
NpoOBO/IOKKN, MpaBfa, Aaneko He B 60nblWOM Konu4yectBe” (HoBMKOB
1927). MpoCoBETCKN HACTPOEHHbIE HAPBCKUE paboune, 0TNPaBNAACh K
rpaHuue, Hafgesasv OfEXAY KPacHOro LuBeTa: MYXYUHbl — TPUKO,
XEHLWMNHbl — KpacHble 61y3bl M nnaTouku. CBo6GOAOW cnosa cpefm
COBETCKMX TpaXAaH MnoJib30BaJinCb TOMbKO nponaraHauctel. B
1927 rogy XypHanuct 3 OCTOHWM MNbiTancd MNOroBOpuUTL 4epes
NMPOBOMOKY C >KEHWMWHOI, HO He nonyuymn oTveeta. “lMONKOBHUK
N. Tpelik 00bACHUA MHE O CTpOXailuem 3anpeuieHuy BCEM Morpa-
HWYHBIM JXWUTeNsM pasroBapuBaTb 4epe3 MPOBOJIOKY. 3a 3T0 UM
rposut cyposasi kapa” (Hosukos 1927). B 1930-e rogbl B nepuog
YKpenseHns COBETCKOM rpaHuLbl BO3MOXHOCTb OOLLEHNSA C COBETCKU-
MW noLbMU Oblna CBefleHa K MUHUMYMY, MOCKO/MbKY “B MnoJsoce
3CTOHCKOWN rpaHuubl OblN BbICENEHbI U IMKBUAMPOBAHbLI MOYTU BCe
fepeBHU n xytopa” (MaTttuceHn 1995: 72).
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O6ueHne NPOUCXOAUT TaM, T4e HeT MPOBOMOKMW: Ha 03epe M Ha
60noTe. KOMMYHUKaLMUIO OCYL,eCTBAAOT U Te, KTO NMPOBOAUT Ntogei
yepes rpaHuuy WM caMm HapyuwaeT SIMHUIO TPaHWULUbl: NMPOBOAHUKM,
KOHTpabaHAMCTbI, WNWOHbI, KOMMYHWUCTbI, MPOCTO NEPEBEXUYNKMN.

B 0co60M NONOXEHUN HAXOLWNUCL COBETCKUE MOrpaHnYyHuKn. B
oTNMYMe OT TenerpauMcToB U TeNeOHUCTOK, KOTOPbIE COEAUHAIOT
mofed mexay coboi, nx yHKUUS, — MNPenaTcTBOBaTb KOMMYHWU-
Kauuu. COoBeTCKMIA NOrpaHUYHUK — ambuBaneHTHbIli 06pa3. IT0 uy-
XKOW, KOTOpPOro BHauyane MNPUHMMAKT 3a CBOEro, NOTOMY 4TO OH
pycckuii. B pacckase [lleTpa AnekceeBa “I'pexu O0TLOB” CblH
3MUrpaHTa, BbIPOCWMIA Ha YyX6UHe, TOCKYeT N0 pojuHe U BMecTe CO
CNYTHUKOM MepexoauT rpaHuuy. Ha coBeTCKOI CTOpPOHE rpaHuLbl OH
BCTpeyaeTca C MNOrpaHWYHuUKamu. “A  BCaJHWKU YyXe noaie —
pycckme <BblgeneHo MHOW. — T.TM>. W Xxo4yeTcqd NpPOTAHYTb UM
PyKun: 06HATbL — pacckasaTb, Kak MHOI0 HakKOMWOCb Ha Aylle cTpa-
JaHWA B TOCKe NO POAHOI 3emMne; MO HUM — 3TUM BCafHWKaM, HO...
MpayeH 1 4yXf BUA BCAAHWKOB. 3/10e CBETUTCA B UX rnasax. TaiHa B
cepauax Mx, a Ha BOCTOPXEHHble KPWUKW Mpuleflinx OTBETOM Chy-
XWUT  LWHWYHBIA, yrpoxatouwmnii cmex” (AnekceeB 1934:2). Ob6a
FOHOLW MW 6bINN paccTpensHbl NOrpaHUYHNKaMU.

B raseTHbIX COO6LLIEHNAX COBETCKUIA MOrpaHUYHUK — 3TO Yeno-
BEK, KOTOPbI/i OTBOAMT mepebexunka B THOPbMY, McTasaeT ero. Mpu-
Be4y TOMbKO ofauMH npumep. B 1931 r. raseta “Crapblii HapBckuii
NncTtok” coobuiana: “HegaBHo B AMOYprckom paiioHe, Heganeko oT
3CTOHCKO-COBETCKOW rpaHuubl, UMeNn MecTo XYTKuii camocyp. CoBet-
CKUMW MmorpaHuyHMKamu 6bln apectoBaH nepebexuuk, KOTopbli 6bi1
3aK/Il04eH B THOPbMY. HecyacTHOro 3Bepcku u3bunn v myumnu. B
KOHLie KOHLL0B UCTA3YeMOro npusasany K 6peBHy, KOTOpoe BOjoYMna
3a co6oto nowaab. MogobHas NbiTKa NPoAoMXKanack 4O Tex nop, noka
HecyacTHbI He ucnyctun gyx” (CHJ 1931). MorpaHNUYHUK WUrpaeT B
CO3HaHWW PYCCKMX PO/b Najsaya u TIopeMuimKa.

Mo-nHOMY BOCMPUHMMAKOTCA HEpycCcKue mnorpaHnyHukn. Cpefm
COBETCKMX MNOrPaHWYHUKOB, CAYXUBLUMX HA COBETCKO-3CTOHCKOIM
rpaHuue, 6bI10 MHOFO COMAAT asMaTCcKoro npoucxoxpaeHus. B
1923 rogy nocne OTKPbITUA HOBOrNO0 HapBCKOro MOCTAa 3CTOHCKUMMU
XypHanuctammn “coBeplueHa 6bifna moesfka JO COBETCKONM rpaHuLpbl,
r4e BOOYMIO MOMNM y6eamTbCcs B MPaBUSIbHOCTU MepejaBaemMbliX CO06-
WEeHNA 0 HAIMYMM 3HAYUTENLHOTO KO/IMYECTBA MHOPOALEB B KPacHOi
oxpaHe. OK0ON0 NOMIOBMHbLI COCTaBa MOCTa NOrpaHUYHOR cnyx6bl coc-
TOUT U3 MOHrosios” (MW 1923). XXypHanucTbl BUAAT NOTPaHUYHUKOB
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Ha paccTosHuK. X HaLMOHANbHOCTb OHW He 3HAKT U CYAAT TONbKO
Nno MOHFOMOWAHBLIM 4epTam nuua. Ho camo HamMeHOBaHWe norpa-
HMYHWMKOB “MOHrofamu” HaBeBaeT LUenb accouuauuii o 6onblle-
BMCTCKOM Mre, KOTOPOe B 3MUTPaHTCKOM neyaTu 4acTo CpaBHMBaNu ¢
TaTapo-MOHIO/IbCKUM MTroM. paHuua mexgy 3cToHuelr u CoBeTCKUM
Coro3om BoCMpMHUManach Kak rpaHuua mexay 3anafom v BocTokom.
AHrnaniickuii nctopuk A. ToliHbu nucan o CCCP 1920-30-x rofos:
“B cBOMX MpeaBOeHHbIX rpaHuuax CoseTckuii Coo3 B 0TAMuMe OT
npe>xxHein Poccuilckoli mmnepun fiexxan B OCHOBHOM BHe MNpeaenos
EBponbl, M60 Ha TON CTaguMum He BKAWOYan B cebs Uenb CTpaH C
3anagHoi KynbTypHOW Tpaguumneli, KoTopble, COGCTBEHHO, U BBOAUAN
Poccuiickyto mmnepuio B COO6LWECTBO eBPOMENCKUX rocypnapcrs”
(ToiiH6K 1995: 81). (Y ToliH6M peyb uaeT o pecnybnmkax Mpuban-
TUKW, PUHNAHAUKN 1 TTonbwe). COBETCKYIO rpaHuuy Mexay 3anagom
M BOCTOKOM OXpaHAT KpacHble MOHTO/bl, T.e. OONbLIEBU3M ac-
couunpyeTcsa ¢ TaTapo-MOHIONbCKUM UTOM.

0. M. JloTmaH B cTaTbe “IMoHATUE TpaHULLbI” CBA3bIBaN rpaHuLy ¢
NPOTMBOCTOSHWEM [BYX MNPOCTPAHCTB: BHYTpPeHHero (“cBoero”) wu
BHewWwHero (“ux”) (JlotmaH 1996: 175). BbiBegeHne 3aHapoBbA WU
Meuvopckoro kpas n3 coctasa MeTepbyprckoin u NMcKOBCKOW rybepHun
W BBEAEHME WX B COCTaB ICTOHMW, C OHOWN CTOPOHLI, 6GblNO nepe-
MeLleHVeM UX B “4YyX0e” NpOCTPaHCTBO, a, C APYroi CTOPOHBI,
CYLLLeCTBOBaHME PYCCKUX [epeBeHb C MPEeXHUM [LOPEeBOSIHOLMOHHbLIM
YKNagoOM >KM3HM Ha OKpauHax ObiBwel Poccuilickoi umMnepuu,
COXpaHAMo “cBoe” MPOCTPaHCTBO B “yyxom”. C 1924 r. B opuumans-
HbIX CHowweHnax Cosetckoro Corws3a C JpyruMum cTpaHamMu C/l0BO
“Poccua” 6b110 3ameHeHo cnosom “CCCP” (MW 1924a). B CoseT-
ckom Coto3e e BCe, YTO 6bIfI0 CBS3aHO C JOPEBONKOLUMOHHON Poc-
Cveid, ¢ npaBoCnaBMeM, NOABEPTanoCh YHUUTOXEHNIO U OCMesHUI0. U
06/10MKM CTapoil Poccnun, COXpaHUBLUMECA B MPUTPaHUYHbIX CTpaHax,
6bIIN PYCCKUM 3MUTpaHTaM, XUBLWWM BAaneke oT Poccumn, HamHOrO
6nmke, yem CCCP. Tak, B Hayane 1930-x rr. 3CTOHUIO noceTuna
XypHanuctka u3 benbrum 3uHampa LaxosBckada. OHa He 6bla B
Poccum ¢ 1920 roga v B Kakoi-To Mepe noe3gka B ACTOHUIO Obina ans
Hee M noceweHneMm cTapoil Poccuu. YUepes MHOro net oOHa BCNO-
MuHana: “Tpu gHA nposena B [leyopax — B Poccum — He CKpoto,
noyyscTBoBana cebs Tam 60nblwe Ha poanHe, 4em B MOCKBe B
1956 rogy” (LUaxosckasa 1991: 289).

paHuMua W3MeHWa BOCMPUATUE MpocTpaHcTBa. TenedoH, Tene-
rpad), ¢ KOTOpbIMU CBAA3aHa NPOBOJIOKA, NOMOratT NPeojoneTb Mnpo-
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cTpaHcTBO. Konwyas npoBosokKa, Hao060poT, NPenAaATCTBYET ero npe-
ogoneHunto. OT Hapsbl, BxoguBwel [0 KoHua 1917 r. B cocTaB
MeTepbyprckoii rybepHun, o MeTepbypra Bcero 120 KMIOMETPOB.
BbiBWNA neTepbypXKel, W3BECTHbIA KPUTUK W XKXypHanuct [letp
Munbckuid, npoxoas B 1923 rogy MO XeNe3HOLOPOXHOMY MOCTY B
Hapge (a Xene3HofopoXxHas fopora oT mocTa Bena B Poccuto, K lMe-
Tepbypry) pasmbiwnset: “Bce Bpemsa KaxeTcs, 6yaTO Mexay Korga-
TO BENMKONEMHbIM LAPCTBEHHbIM FOPOAOM, BenuMyaBoil [1eTpoBCKOiA
CTONMLEA ¥ 3TUM MOCTOM TMpPONErno ThiCA4YHOE Henobeaumoe
npocTpaHCcTBO. A BeAb A0 MeTepbypra oTcoga, NOUCTUHE, PYKOIA Mo-
patb” (Munbcknit 1923). Kak 6bl 4acTblo MPOBOSIOKU ABASETCH M
OKpalUeHHbI B KpacCHbIA LBeT wnarbaym, CTOAWMIA Ha rpaHuue
PAAOM C MPOBOMIOYHLIM 3arpaxjeHWeM W OocCTaHaBIMBaKOLWMUA Ha
BpemaA ABUXKeHWe noesfa UM mMaluHbl, nepecekaroLwnx rpaHmyy.
MpoBefeHue rpaHuLbl W3MEHWIO U BOCNpPUATUME BpemeHuW. [na
JeTeli, BOCNUTLIBABLIMUXCA yXe B ICTOHWW, CO6LITUA, NPOUCXOLMB-
Wwne Hesafonro fo pesosouumn 1917 roga, BOCNPUHUMANUCH Takxe,
KaK WCTOpPUYECKMe CcoObITUA, MNPOUCXOAUBLUME HECKONbKO BEKOB
Hasag. Tamapa lMeTpoBckasa-Xanuaun, BCNOMUHAsA LeTCTBO B SCTOHUN,
nucana: “[nd Hac, BbIpoCWIUX YyXe BHe Poccuu, TO, 4TO 6bINO A0
peBOMOLMN, MAN TO, 4TO MNPOMCXOAMNO npu Tuwaliwem uape,—
npu6IM3NTENbHO OAHO M TO Xe. 10 OWYyLeHN0 LaBHOCTU U peab-
HOCTU pasHuubl He 6bI0” (MeTpoBckas-Xanunu 1994: 22). Coscem
Apyroe olwyuieHne BpPeMeHU OblI0 Y PYCCKUX 3MUTPaHTOB, MOKM-
HYBLWMUX Poccuio B rofbl rpaxaaHCcKoil BOMHbI. OHWM BOCMPUHUMAKOT
BCe, MPOUCXOAMBLUEE 00O PEBO/IOLMN, KAK COBCEM HeJaBHEee MpoLusioe.
3AMUrpaHTbl He NOHMMAKT, YTO BO3HUK HEe TONIbKO MOrpaHUYHbIA, HO
N BpeMeHHOW 6apbep. KaxeTcs, 4TO elle COBCEM HEAABHO OHU
paccTajnucb Co CBOMMYU POACTBEHHMKaMU W gpy3baMun B Poccuun, HO 3a
3TO BpeMA WX POACTBEHHWUKM W ApYy3bS YOUTbl UAKW BbICNaHbl WK
XWBYT B HYX[E B KOMMYHa/bHbIX KBapTupax. W cam amurpaHTt ans
COBETCKOW BnacTm — “yy>oin”. MonbITKNW He BWUAETb 3TOr0 BPEMEH-
HOro 6apbepa KoH4alTCA Kpaxom. B pacckase Bnagumwupa yuwiuka
“Ha o03epe” un306paKeH MPOCTON [AepeBEHCKWMIA napeHb HukaHop,
CNYXMWBLIUIA B roAbl TPpaXKAaHCKOW BOWHbI y 6enbix. OH XUBET B
PUHNAHAMN Ha Oepery o3epa y KnafgbulleHCKOro cTopoxa HHa u
CTPacTHO TOCKYeT No Poccuu, XOTH XMBET B IMUTPaLUM yXKe LIEeCTOn
rog. MapeHb pewwun BepHyTbCA B Poccuio. HukaHop nepexoauTt
rpaHuLy M OKa3blBaeTCqd CHOBa Ha poauHe. “EMy Ka3anocb, 4TO He
Janblle Kak TONbKO BYepa <BblfefieHO MHOW. — . M > OH ywen u3



MpaHnua v nposonoka 193

[lepeBHN W BOT CErofHs C paccBeTOM BONAeT B pPOfHYK K36y u 3a-
XUBET CBOEl MpexHel KPecTbAHCKON XMU3Hbio” (Mywmnk 1929: 118).
Ero aipopmyeckoe HacTpoeHue ObICTPO MCYE3NO MOCNE BCTpeyu ¢
COBETCKMMU NoOrpaHnyYHMKamu. HrukaHopa nocagunu B yynaH. lNapeHb
yCAblWan, 4to nofiyyeH npukas ero paccTpenstb U, BbIWNOUB 3aMOK,
cbexan u3 yynaHa. OH CHOBa NepexoAuT rpaHuLy U BO3BpaLiaeTcs
XUTb K CTOPOXY AHY. Mocne nepexwuTol Tparegun ana HukaHopa
Bpems, CBA3aHHOe C fdepeBHel nof Yepenosuom, ¢ Poccueit — 3To
y)XXe He “BUepa”, faxke He MATb NeT Hasaf, a Kakoe-TO HepeanbHoe
npowrnoe, 6n1M3Koe KO CHy. “Tenepb poauHa Oblna fJaneko, WU yxe
Kas3anocb, 4YTO BCA €ro >XW3Hb nNpolwna OKoNo fHa, a [epeBHA,
YUepenosey un Poccusi 6binm rge-to Bo cHe” (Mywwuk 1929: 121).
BocnpuAtve BpemMeHW B3pOC/AbIM 4Ye/l0BEKOM B pacckase [yuiumka
NPUGMINXEHO K BOCMNPUATUIO BPEMEHW pPYCCKUMMWU [AeTbMMW, BbIpOC-
Lwmmu BHE Poccun.

MorpaHvyHas NPoBO/OKA B CO3HAHUM PYCCKMX SCTOHUM MoOnunce-
MaHTu4Ha. B koHue 1919 ropa, Korga oduuuanbHO YCTAHOB/IEHHON
rpaHuubl elle He 6bI10, NepeliTk NPOBONOYHbIE 3arpaXieHus, oT4ens-
IOlMe 3CTOHCKYH TeppuTopuio oT Poccuu, ana 6GexeHues, OTCTY-
narowmnx smecte ¢ Cesepo-3anafHoii apMmueid, 03Ha4yano ofAHO — cna-
cTucb OT 6onbweBukoB. Cembs 6exeHueB CuAsKoBbIX, 6narogaps
nponyckKy, MPOXOAMT 4Yepe3 NPOBOMOYHbIE 3arpaxaeHus. B rpsisHoit
ofexpne, C MelwKamu oHn 6peayT no MeaHropogy. “HanpasBo 1 Haneso
TSHYAUCb 3abopbl, AepeBsfiHHble Aoma <...> Hayanu nonajatbCcs Bbl-
BECKW, NPENMYLLECTBEHHO PYCCKMNE, C TAKUMWU NS HAC, BbIXOALEB U3
“COBETCKOro pas”, AUKUMMW HafnucaMu, Kak “daliHaa”, “Tpaktup”,
“ToproBns pasHbiMU npogykTtammn” n T1.4. Kak-To BAPYr MNOYyBCT-
BOBA/I0Cb, YTO Mbl BCTYNWAN B APYFO/ MUpP, Pe3KO OT/INYHBIA OT TOrO,
KOTOpbIA OcCTanca c€3aAu, 3a MNPOBOJIOKOW, WM 4YTO 3Ta MNPOBOJIOKA
OKOHYaTe/IbHO CTaBWfia rpaHuuy Mexay Hamu u 6o/blwesukamu’”
(Cunpskos: 283). Ecnum nonactb B OCTOHMIKO 4epe3 MNPOBOSIOKY —
cnacTncb OT 60NbWEBUKOB, TO 6bITb BbICNAHHLIM 3a MPOBONOKY —
NormbHyTb OT PYK TeX e 60MblleBMKOB. Bckope nocne oKOH4YaHUs
rpaXk4aHCKoli BOWHbI 6b110 150 ciyyaeB BbICbIIKM PYCCKUX 3MUTPaH-
TOB B COBETCKYI0 Poccuto. KomuteTy pycckux amurpaHtos B 135 cny-
Yadx yfAaBasocb OTMEHUTb WAN CMATYUTbL Mepy. Kyneyeckas cembs
CungaskoBbix, 6narononyyHo nepewejwas 4epe3 BOpPOTa B MPOBO-
NOYHBIX 3arpaxfeHuax, ToXe Mnojjexana BbICbI/IKE, HO UM y[anocb
yexaTb B JlaTButo. Cepreit CuaskoB BcnomuHan: “Ecnu 6bl Mbl He
Hawau, Kyfaa BblexaTb, TO HAaC AO/MKHbI 6blAN AOCTABUTL NO 3Tany Ha
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COBETCKYK TrpaHuuy W Bblgatb 601blIeBMKaM, T.e. Ha BepHylo
cmepTb” (Tam e: 315). Tenepb Mbl MOXEM OMNpeAe/iUTb 3HaYeHue
BblpaXeHns “BblCNaTb 3a MPOBOJIOKY” — “BbiCcNaTb Ha CMepTb”.
TaKyl XXe CeMaHTUKy MMeeT 3TOT 060pOT peyn B XYLOXKECTBEHHOWA
nutepatype. SNnU30[ BbICbIZIKA 32 NPOBOJIOKY Mbl HaXxo4WM B poMaHe
A. UepHasckoro-YepHurosckoro “Cemb nyH BnaxeHHOW bpurnttbl”.
B pomaHe n3obpaxeHbl OblBlIMEe 6enoreapfeiLbl-neT4nKu, KotTopble
NblTalTCA 3aBfafieTb LAapCKWM 30/10TOM, MNPUBE3EHHbIM 60/bLIeBK-
Kamy B TannuHH. B Kakoli-To MOMEHT nponagaeT OAWH M3 GbIBLUNX
opuuepos. Ero apyry B Taf/fiuHH NO3BOHWIM W3 HapBCKOrO OTAena
KOMWUTETa PYCCKMUX 3MUTPaHTOB. B 0TAen npoxoxum 6bln JOCTaB/EH
paHeHblli mopyynk aHxynos. “lMo ero cnosam, ero BbICNAJIN Haka-
HyHe 3a MNPOBOJIOKY. HO 3CTOHCKMWIA MOrpaHWYHUK, Yy3HaB, 4YTO OH
ObIBWNIA 6enblil ouLep, CXXanunca Hag HUM. B cTopoHe oT gopory,
OH BbIBe/N €ro 3a MNpoBOJIOYHOE OrpaxjeHuWe U Tam OCTaBW/, BMECTO
TOro, 4To6bl Mepefatb KpacHbIM. KpacHas cTpaxka 3ameTuna berneua.
Ctpensina. PaHeHblli, OH nponon3 B 6070Te NOA MPOBOMIOYHLIMM
3arpaxAeHnsaMmn Ha 3CTOHCKYK TeppuTopuio. HOublo, KoOe-Kak ne-
peBfizdaB CBOMW paHbl, npuwen obpatHo B HapBy. CnyualiHble Npoxo-
Xne poctaBuam ero B komutet” (UepHABCKMiA-UepHUroscknin 1938:
348; <BblgeNneHo MHoW. — . M>). Cnyyan BbICbINKM “3a NPOBONOKY”
XapaKTepusyloT HeyCcTOMUYMBOE MOMOXKEeHWe 3MWUrpaHToB B 1919—
1920 rogy, Korga OHW Bparu Ans 6GONbWIEBUKOB W “yyxue” ansa
3CTOHLEB.

B pycckux rasetax 3CTOHWM NOrpaHn4Has NpPoBOOKA NOCTOSHHO
CpaBHMBAETCA C MPOBO/OKOM KOHLEHTPaLMOHHbLIX narepein B8 CCCP
WA C COBETCKOM TiOpbMOW. BOT xapakTepHblli npumep: “O6cCTOS-
TeNbCTBa, B KOTOPble monana HecyacTHas Poccus npu BofblieBmKax,
nopasnTenbHO HanoOMWHAKT YCNOBUA KOHLEHTPAaLWOHHOIO nareps.
KpacHble rpaHuLubl NpeBpaTUANCh B KOAKOUYIO MPOBOSOKY OFPOMHOM
TiopbMbl” (Opckuii 1922). Ma3eTbl OYKBafbHO NECTPAT COOBLEHNAMM
006 3CTOHCKMX rpaxjaHax, Clly4yailHO mepellefwinX rpaHuLy, a 3arem
nonasluX B TOpbMY Unn Ha Conosku (CHJT 1932a, 5; CHJ/T 1939).

MOXHO BbIAENUTL elle OAHO 3HayeHWe MNOrpaHW4YHON nNpoBO-
NOKW — M3ropoab ANs CKOTa, CBA3aHHOE C ee NepBOHaYanbHbIM Mpes-
Ha3HayeHMeM. B 3CTOHCKUX pPYCCKUX Trasetax YyKa3blBasioCb, 4TO
KONUYYH MPOBOMOKY M306pen B 1874 r. amepukaHckunin epmep Iu-
[EeH, U BHayane oHa nonyyuna WKNPOKOe pacnpocTpaHeHWe Ha Cenbe-
KOXO039MCTBEHHbIX (hepMax, r4e e OKpyxanum 60Mbline MPOCTPaHCT-
Ba (CHJ/T 1940). B Kakoii-To Mepe mnorpaHuMyHas nNpoBOMOKAa Bbl-
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nonHana u 3Ty (QYHKUMWIO, MOCKONIbKY rpaHuLy [OBOJIbHO 4acTo
nepexoaunn Kak guUKue, Tak W foMallHue >XXUBOTHble. B meTtadopu-
YeCKOM 3HauyeHWW YnoTpebNstOT 3TO BblpaXKEHWe COBETCKME norpa-
HUYHUKW, 3a8BNSs, 4YTO «He HYXJalTcad B 3TOM “usropogu Ans
ckota”» (CHJT 1933). B 1928 r. COBETCKMWII CMEKYNSAHT, OTObLIBLUNIA
HakasaHue B TiOpbMe, Obll JOCTaBMIEH Ha COBETCKYK TrpaHuuy W,
HECMOTPA Ha ero MnpoTecTbl, eMy 6bI/I0 NPUKa3aHO Nepene3Tb yepes
NpOBO/IOYHbIE  3arpaxkjeHuda. “llaBnoB ynupanca W COBETCKUE
NOrpaHNYHNKN CUNOW NPOTONKHYNIN €ro Yepe3 KoMUY MPOBOMOKY,
Ha KOTOpPOI B KNOYbAX 0OCTanocb BMCeTb ero nnatbe” (CHJT 1928).
Mwup rpaHuLbl — XECTOKWI A MWUp, B KOTOPOM KaK HapywuTenu, rpa-
HWUBI, TaK caMu MOrpaHUYHUKKU YNoAobNATCA XMBOTHbIM. B pac-
ckase B. l'ywuka “Ha o3epe” 4yTb He paccTpefsiHHbI COBETCKMMMU
norpaHNUYHMKamm HukKaHop CHOBa MepexoAmnT rpaHuly, BO3Bpalaschb
B ®uHAsHAWIO. “HukaHop, Kak cobakKa KuHyfncs B COCeAHMiA
KYCTapHUK W, Npunas Ha XWBOT, BbICTPO NoMnon3 K npososioke. OH
nons, Kak npecnefjyemoe >XWBOTHOE, pacnpocTeplincb Ha MOKPOWA
TpaBe, Hanpy>XWHUB BCe MYCKY/bl, K OT cTpaxa v 3106bl cKanun 3y6sbl,
roToBblii K nto60i 6opbbe” (Mywumk 1929: 120; <BblJENIEHO MHOWR. —
r.n.>). ¥ fywuka He ToNbKO ero HwukaHop, 4To6bI CnacTM CBOK
XW3Hb, BeAeT cebs, KaK XXMBOTHOE, HO OH BUAUT TakKUX Xe XUBOTHbIX
B YyTb HEe pacCTpensaBwux ero norpaHnyHukax: “CkoTbl! CKOTbI!
3Bepu-aHagembl!” (Tam xe: 121).

MOXHO BbIfleNMTb €lle OfHO 3HayeHWe MPOBOJSIOKM — peLLeTo.
Mocne 3akntouyeHus TapTycKoro MUpHOro pgorosopa ¢ Poccueli B
1920 rogy 9CTOHMA 6blNa OAHON M3 TeX MOrpaHWYHbIX CTpaH, KOTO-
pble LO/MKHBI 6blM cTaTb 6apbepom OT 60/blieBM3Ma. [lorpaHuyHblie
CTpaHbl CTanu CaHUTApHOW 30HOW, KOPAOHOM Mexay 3anagom u
BocTokom. MonoxeHne NUMUTPODOB BbINO HeNlerkuM, ecnnm NpUHATHL
BO BHUMaHWe aKTUBHYK [JeATenbHOCTb KoMuHTEpHa noj pyko-
BoAcCTBOM . 3nHOBbLEBa B MepBOi nonoBuHe 1920-x rogos, Korga nog
npeAnoroMm pacnpocTpaHeHUs MWUPOBON peBofOLMM 6blM  COBep-
LLEHbI MOMbITKM PEBO/IOLMOHHOIO nepesopota B lMonble, bonrapuu,
FepmaHumn, Beccapabum n SCTOHUU. B pefakUMOHHOW cTaTbe raseThbl
“INocnegHne un3secTna” “byato 6e3 NPOBOMOKM” MNOKasaHo, 4TO
KONIoYeld NPOBOJIOKK, OTAENAIOLWEe NOrpaHMYHbIe CTpaHbl OT arpec-
CMBHOI0 KpacHoro cocefga, HegoctaTtouyHo. Ecnu 3anagHas Espona, y
KOTOpOM Ha rpaHuLax He MUTUHTYIOT KOMMYHWCTbI, YCMOKOWACh,
pewmnB, 4YTO MNPOBONOKU [OCTATOYHO, TO MOrpaHWYHble CTpPaHbl
aymalT no-gpyromy. “CTtana MpoBOJiOKa, KakK [AblpABOoe peweTto”
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nponyckatouwee B EBpony wu armtaropos, W nponaraHgucTos, K
LWINUOHOB, M cNekynaHToB” (MW 19248; <BblAeneHO MHOW. — I. M.>).
MHTepecHO, 4TO 3Ta CTaTbsl HamucaHa 3a Be HefeNn LO BOOPYXEH-
HOro KOMMYHWUCTUYECKOro BoccTaHusa 1paekabps 1924 roga B 3cTo-
HUKM, Korfa 6GOMbLWMHCTBO KOMMYHMCTOB npubbino un3 Poccum Mo
nopyueHunto Il nHTepHaunoHana, nepeias NPoOBOIOKY.

C o6bpasom CUTa — yacToro pelweTa, HaobopoT, CBs3bIBaeTCA
MbIC/lb O BO3BpalleHUW amurpaHtoB B Poccuto. B pacckase B. Ty-
wukKa “Koneco >XU3HW” ObIBWWA POTMUCTP, 3MUTPaHT ChITUH
OYKBaNbHO KNEAMMUT PYCCKYH 3MUTrpauuio: “XXU3Hb Hala KOHYeHa.
XXMN3Hb HayHeTCAa TaM Nnocjie KOMMYHbI, HO 1 Poccuu, faxe, ecnm oHa
BbIET Ha YNCTbIA MyTb, TAKOrO TOBHA, KaK 3MUrpauus, He HYXHO.
AMurpaynto 6yayT npouexuBaTb Yepe3 MOrpaHWYHYI MPOBOJIOKY,
Kak 4epes CUTO W [AeBAHOCTO MPOLEHTOB MOTYT paccyuTbiBaTb Ha
BEYHOE LWaTaHue no yyxum 3emnam” (Cywmk 1931: 108; <BblgeneHo
MHOl. — . M >).

Poccma Ha 4YMCTbIli NyTb He BbllWwna, HO nocne uoHA 1940 rogg,
KOrfa B COBETCKON DCTOHWM HayanuCb apecTbl, PYCCKYH 3MUTpaLuio
cTanu geicTBUTeNbHO “npouexunsats”. KO. MBack nucan: “Mcyesanm
NpevmyLecTBEHHO PYCCKMe: B NEPBYIO O4epefb, KPECTPOCCHI, Mnago-
poccbl, 3anpasunbl O6we-BounHckoro Cotosa” (MBack 1987: 136).
Tex, KOro He paccTpensnu, OTNPasNANN Yepes3 NMorpaHNYHy Mnposo-
NnoKy (B nepBblii rof coBeTckoint BnacTu B 1940-1941 ropy >xuTenein
3cToHNM B Poccuio He nycKanu U rpaHuua 30pKO oxpaHanacb COBeT-
CKMMMW MorpaHn4yHmMKamun) B Cnbupb 3a NpoBONOKY KOHLarepei.

FO. M. A6bi3oB nucan o [epxase, AOorHaBwein 6erneyos B 1940 r.
B Mpubantuke (A6bI30B 1997: 20). PyccKoro amurpaHta, WUCTOpMKa
Hukonas AHfpeeBa, BbiNyCKHUKa TannMHHCKON PYCCKOW TrOPOACKOM
rumHasuu, [epxasa porHana 4epes 5 ner B UYexocnosakuu. B
1945 ropgy B NMpare noBTOpuaCcS npoLuecc npouexnsaHusa: “Ewe 6onee
OTKPOBEHHO, YeM HaLWUCTbl, KOMMYHWUCTbl HauyMHalT MNPOLEXUBaTb
HaceneHne CKBO3b CBOE PELUETO. B 3TOT MOMEHT Yexu elie He Haxo-
LATCA MOJL UX KOHTPONEM, HO pycCKas aMurpauus y>ke BceLesno B fa-
nax CcoBeTCKMX KoHTponepoB” (AHppee 1996 II: 202-203;
<BbIAENEHO MHOW. — I, I >).

FO. M. JloTmaH nucan o rpaHuue: “loHATUE TpaHWUUbl ABYCMbIC-
neHHo. C 0AHOI CTOpPOHbLI, OHa pas3genseT, C APYroin — coefunHsaet”
(NNoTmaH 1996: 183). NMpoBosioke Kak meTahope rpaHuLbl NpuUcyLwm Te
e 4yepTbl. B HanucaHHOli B 3CCEMCTUYECKOM AyXxe cTaTbe Apocnasa
BonHoBa Y BeHUa TEepHOBOro” BbIBEAEH PEAUTMO3HbLIA acnekT
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norpaHWYHOl NPOBOMIOKU, PeKO BCTPevalLWmniica B PyCCKUX raseTax.
Kontouass npoBOsOKa — BeHeL, TEPHOBLIA “Ha Poccuu, BO XpucTta
06neyeHHol” (BomnHoB 1922). B 3cce M300paXkeH CTapuk, KOTOPbINA
BOCCTaHaB/IMBaeT KpecTbl Henogjaneky OT rpaHuubl. OH TrOBOPUT O
Heo6X0AMMOCTM NPOBONOKM KaK CMMBOMa CTpajaHus: “be3 TepHOBOTO
BeHLa He Mo XpuUCTOBY 6blf0 6bl. Be3 KpecTHO MyKun — He onroga.
A 6e3 TOro 1 apyroro — HeT HajeXAbl Ha BockpeceHue. Hu Poccuto
OT MUpa, HXU MUp OT Poccum XenesHoil KOMOYKONW He OTropoAuLLb,
CKONbKO psif0B ee He BKonayusail. MpoBOAOKa 3Ta U He MOrpaHUYHas
Mepa W He BOeHHas 3awmrta. OHa — cumBon. Ee cTanbHble WUl
Ha3HayeHbl He Nponasam No CNeKyNAHTCKOMY Aeny U He rnepesoBOMY
conpgaty ¢ no6oii cTopoHbl. OHM AN Haleiln Aywwu, ANa BCEX, KOMY
3aKasaH NyTb BOWTU U BbIATU”. CTapuk B 3cce BouHOBa, y KOTOpPOro
BO BpeMsa TpaXAaHCKOW BOMNHbI MOrM6 CblH, HajeeTcs, 4TO CO
BpPeMeHEM “3/106Hble KOMOUYKKN B cepaue” (Tam Xe), KoTopble ropasgo
Ba)XKHee MOrpaHWYHOW MNPOBOMOKKW, Y NOAeid oTnagyT, KpacHble W
6enble conbloTcA. 34eCb AaH He TOMbKO PEUTUO3HbIA, HO U KOMMY-
HVKaTUBHbIA acnekT MpoBONOKW. MMpoBONOKa — TO, YTO 06beAUHAET
N0fei, KoNUme Wnnbl Ha Heil — TOo, YTO pasbeaunHsaeT. CoefnHeHue
NoAeli BO3MOXHO NWWb TOrga, Korga otnagyT Wunbl.

MogBesem utorn. B pomaHe 3CTOHCKOro nucatens dmuna Topaas
“Morpannybe” (Tode 1993; Toga 1997) ScTOHMA, KOTOpas B pomaHe
HW pa3y He Ha3blBaeTCd — OAHa 13 BOCTOYHOEBPOMENCKMX CTpaH. 3TO
BocTok. B 1920-30-e rogbl 9CTOHMA 6blna OAHON M3 CTpaH 3anagHoi
EBponbl, Yepe3 KOTOPYK npoxogunia rpaHuua mexay BocTtokom u
3anagom. paHuMUeR XXe CnyXuna He BbiCOKas, XOpPOLWO OXpaHsemas
BepnuHcKkas cTeHa, a Ko/auyas MpoOBOJIOKA, Yepe3 KOTOPYH MOXHO
6bino nerko nepeiTn. MageHue BepAUHCKOW CTeHbl NpuUBENO K
pacuBeTy femMoKpatum ¥ 06befMHeHWUIO [epmMaHuun, WNCYE3HOBEHWE
MPOBOMIOKA HAa 3CTOHCKO-COBETCKOW rpaHulie, HanpoTuB, YCUAWNO
TOTaIMTapHbI PeXumM 1 pasgBuHyno rpaHuubl CCCP Ha 3anag. IMpa-
HMUa BO3HUKAET BHOBb TaMm, FAe ecTb NamATb O rpaHuue. ATy rpaHuuy
MOMHWAN PYCCKWe MyTelwecTBEHHUKW, MepeceKkaBlline rpaHuLly peku
Hapoebl B XVIII-XIX Bekax. lMamMaTb 0 TrpaHuLe coxpaHanun w
3CTOHUbI B oAbl coBeTckol Bnactu. Ho ecnn B 1920-30-e rogsl
cyuiectsoBana “Poccma B SCTOHUM”, BOCMPUHUMABLLAA TPpaHULUY Kak
MPOBOJIOKY, TO He MEHee CNOXHOe U 60/ie3HEHHOe OTHOLUEeHMe K 3c-
TOHCKO-POCCUMCKOW rpaHuULLe y pyccKUX B ACTOHUU 1 celivac.
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Border and the barbed wire

In our article we consider how the Soviet-Estonian border was received
by Russian cultural strata in Estonia in the 1920s and 30s not only in a
historical but also in a semiotic aspect as a problem of communication. In
the texts of Russian writers and in Russian newspapers in Estonia, the
Soviet-Estonian border was not only called a ‘boundary’ but also a
‘wire’. The semiotic nature of ‘barbed wire’ is ambivalent. On the one
hand it prevents communication which places it together with such
boundaries as the Chinese- or Berlin Wall. On the other hand, ‘wire’ can
provide communication similarly to the telegraph or telephone. The
function of ‘communication providers’ in those cases, however, is
different. While the telegraph and telephone help to overcome distance,
‘border wire’, on the contrary, hinders communication. The image of a
Soviet frontier guard was also ambivalent. He was simultaneously
regarded as ‘alien’ (Soviet) and as one of us (Russian). The reception of
time by emigrants and their children was different. For grown-ups pre-
Revolutionary life belonged to the recent Past while for their children it
was already Pluperfect. We analyse the semantic connotations of the
‘border wire’ in Russian mentality in Estonia. The expression ‘to send
beyond the wire’, connected with the repatriation of emigrants to Russia
by the Estonian government in 1919-20, meant ‘to send to death’. The
‘border wire’ maintained also its primary meaning: ‘cattle wire’. The
‘barbed wire’ that could be easily penetrated, was compared with a
‘sieve’. Sometimes the religious connotation could also be observed: the
‘barbed wire’ as a wreath of thorns. At the end of the article, the ‘wire’ is
characterised in its historical application as an unreliable boundary
between East and West in the 1920s and 30s.
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Piir ja okastraat

Artiklis vaadeldakse eesti-ndukogude piiri mdistmist 20-30-ndate aastate
eesti vene kultuuris ajaloolisest ja semiootilisest aspektidest lahtuvalt kui
kommunikatsiooniprobleemi. Eestimaal ilmunud vene ajakirjanduses ja
ilukirjanduslikes teostes nimetati eesti-nGukogude piiri tihti okastraadiks.
Okastraadi semiootiline olemus on ambivalentne. Kui traattbke ta takis-
tab kommunikatsiooni ja kuulub selliste piirirajatiste hulka nagu Hiina
mudr voi Berliini midr. Teisalt omab “provoloka” traadi tdhenduses
sarnasust telefoni ja telegraafiga kui sidekanal, mis reaalselt siiski
kommunikatsiooni pigem takistab kui vGimaldab. Noukogude Liit kasutas
piiri Uhepoolseks suhtlemiseks — kommunistliku propaganda levita-
miseks. Selleks puhuks olid piiri 1ahedusse ehitatud “punased” tribiunid.
BolSevike eesmargiks oli hévitada piir ja muuta Eesti kommunistlikuks
maaks. Alles seoses Saksamaa kallaletungi ohuga tugevdab NSVL 30-
ndate aastate teisel poolel piirirajatisi. Niisiis, rajades omalt poolt
okastraattokked alles enne sdda, pidas NSVL pikka aega okastraati eesti-
ndukogude piiril “vddraks”. 20-ndate aastate alguses eesti piirivalve poolt
paigaldatud okastraati ei pidanud “omaks” ka siin elavad venelased. Eesti
venelaste jaoks oli okastraat ndukogude poolele kuuluv, ajalehtedes
nimetatakse piiri valdavalt “ndukogude okastraadiks” v@i “punaseks
okastraadiks”. “Okastraadi taga” on poliitilised vaenlased, aga samas on
sinna jadnud ka “omad”: sugulased, sdbrad, kelledega soovitakse
kontakte. Siit ka vastuoluline suhtumine piiri, mis thtaegu pakub kaitset
ja I6hub sidemeid. Vaarib méarkimist, et 30-ndate aastate 16puks oli killalt
ka neid venelasi, kes simpatiseerisid bolSevikele ja kellede suhtumine
piiri kujunes sellele vastavaks.

Artiklis kasitletakse seose piiriga ka Eesti venelaste ettekujutusi ajast
ja ruumist Gldisemalt. Analuisitakse “okastraadi” tdhendusi kui teadvuse
probleemi. Valjend “saata okastraadi taha”, mis seostus vene emigrantide
maalt véljasaatmisega eesti v8imude poolt, omas, nditeks, t&hendust
“saata surma”. Piiri tdhistav okastraat assotseerus NSVL koonduslaagrite
okastraadiga, sdilitades ka tahenduse “okastraat loomakarja jaoks”.
Okastraati vdrreldakse ka sdelaga. Harvem seostub ta religioosse sim-
boolikaga — okastraat kui okaskroon. Artikli [6pus maératletakse
okastraati kui ajaloolises mottes ebakindlat piiri Laane ja Ida vahel 20-
30-ndatel aastatel. Piiri kaotamine Eesti ja NSVL vahel tahendas
ndukogude totalitarismi levikut kaugemale Laande.



O cucTemax CTUXOCNOXeHUA
(NpenmMyLLLeCTBEHHO Ha MaTepuane
3CTOHCKOI0 N PYCCKOro CTuxa)

Mwuxann J1IoTmaH

MamaTun Aaka Mblnbamas

1. Mpob6nema

B ncTopum Hayku Hepefko BCTpedyaeTcsi, YTO Hambonee (yHAaMeH-
Ta/lbHble MOHATUA ABMAKOTCA O4HOBPEMEHHO U Hambosee ycTapeBLW -
MW, He COOTBETCTBYHLW MMM COBPEMEHHOMY COCTOSHUIO HAay4HOro
3HaHua. OJHUM K3 TakKuxX OCHOBOMOAralWmux M B TO >XXe Bpems
yCTapeBWNX MOHATUIA B HayKe O CTUXe SIBMIETCA MOHSATWE CUCTEMbI
CTUXOCNOXeHNS (B ganbHeiwem — CC). YTBepAUBLUNCH B PYCCKOM
CTUXOBELEeHNN B CaMOM Hayane ero passutus, noHATme CC ocTa-
Ba/IOCb MPAKTUYEeCKU HEW3MEHHbIM, MpeacTaBifaiChb, NO-BUAUMOMY, B
[OCTAaTOYHOW Mepe 0YeBUAHBIM.

CyliecTByeT HeMmano pasnuuyHbiXx onpegeneHnin CC, HO ecnu
OTB/IEYLCA OT MaNOCYLLECTBEHHbIX AeTaNieil, CMbIC/1 BCEX UX CBOAUTCS
npuMepHo K cnepyrwouwemy. CC — 3To:

COBOKYMHOCTb OCHOBHbIX NpUHUWNOB W npaBua, B COOTBETCTBUN C
KOTOpPbIMX  NPON3BOAUTCA MNOCTPOEHUE CTMXOTBOpHOI7I peyn (EEI'IHEB
1966)1

Pa6oTa Hap 3Toin TeMoi1 6bina Hauata ewle B 1970-e roabl (JloTmaH 1974;
1982), BO3MOXXHOCTW 3aBepLUEHVsI ee aBTOp 00s3aH Mnoaaepxxke dynobpaii-
TOBCKOro (hoHAa (rpaHT #19951).

OT Jpyrux, ¢ cofepXaTenbHOW TOUKN 3pPEHWNS aHANOrMYHbIX, NPUBEAEH-
HOe oOnpedeneHVe BLIFOAHO OT/IMYAETCS WMEHHO CBOeli  KpaTKOCTbHO.
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CTaHpapTHbI Habop CC, u3BeCcTHbIli eule A. X. BOCTOKOBY W
H. OcTtononoBy, BKNOYaeT METPUYECKOe (KBaHTUTaTUBHOe), CUMaA-
6nyeckoe M TOHWYECKOE (aKLEHTHOE) CTUXOCNoXeHue. Wcnonb-
3YlOTCA U KOMBMHUPOBaHHbIE HAMMEHOBaHUA, Hanbonee pacnpocTpa-
HEHHbIM W3 KOTOPbIX ABAseTcs CWMANabo-TOHMKA. [MpuBefeHHOe
onpegeneHue u cNnUcok 6yaem HasbiBaTb CTAHAAPTHOW Teopuein CC.

CTaHfapTHas Teopus CTaNKUMBAETCA C LenbiM psgoM npobnem npu
pelleHn KaK TEOPeTUYeCKUX, TaK U LeCKPUNTUBHbLIX BOMpocoB. B
TEOpeTMYeCKOM MfaHe Ha MepBblii NnaH BbICTYMalT chejylolme
npo6nemsbl:

(a) kakoBo mMecto CC B MexaHU3Me CTMUXa, KaKOBO COOTHOLUEHUE uX,
B MepBYyl ouepedb, C (hakToOpamy MeTPUKM W S3bIKOBOIN npo-
COAMKMN;

(b) HACKONbKO NONHbLIM ABNseTca Habop CC 1 CyLWeCcTBYIOT /i Kakue-
Nnbo KPUTEPUU ero NoSHOThHI;

(c) Kak COOTHOCATCA MeXAy co60i paznnuHblie CC.

B oTHOWweHWM (a) CyLW,ecTBYeT HECKOJIbKO MPUHUUNUANBHO MeXay
co60li He COBMECTUMbIX MHeHUA. TTOCKONbKY, COFNacHO CTaHAapTHOM
Teopuun, B CC 3aK/HOYeHbl CaMble OCHOBHbIE MPUHLMMbI MOCTPOEHUA
CTUXOTBOPHOI peuwn, cnefyeT NPeanofioXuTb, YTO (aKTopbl, CBA3AH-
Hble C METPUYECKON M MPOCOAMYECKOWN CTPYKTYPOWA CTMXa, BbICTY-
natT no oTHoweHUN K CC KakK CeKyHAapHble, MPOU3BOAHbIE OT HUX.
He meHee pacnpocTpaHeHHON, OfHAaKO, ABAAETCS M NPOTMBOMOMOX-
Has To4YKa 3peHuns, cornacHo KOTOPOW MMEHHO NUHIBUCTUYECKUE (U, B
YaCTHOCTU, MPOCOAMYECKME) (haKTopbl UMEKOT onpefenstollee 3Have-
Hue, a meTpuka n CC 4BNAKOTCA MPOM3BOAHLIMWU OT HUX (Takoso,
Hanpumep, MHeHue J1. . TumodeeBa 1 HEKOTOPbIX ero nocnego.a-
Tenew; cp. HMXKe 0 KoHuenuuu A. MeinbagmMa3).

beccofepkatenibHOCTb NoHATMSA CC NPUBOAMT K TOMY, YTO MHOM1e aBTopbl B
CBOUX Hambonee MPUHULMNUANbHBIX UCCNefOBaHMSAX 006X0AATCS BOOOLLe 6e3
Hero; Haubonee BrevyaTnAlOWMIA NpUMep: rpaHAMO3Has Kak Nno oxeaTy Mare-
puana, Tak ¥ No JeTa/lbHOCTU ero ob6cnefoBaHUs MoHorpadgms M. J1. Mac-
naposa (MacnapoB 1974); B cnepytoulein kKHure M. J1. FacnapoB Npuaepxu-
BaeTcA 60see naM MeHee TpaguMUMOHHOToO nogxoga K CC (Macnapos 1984) n
TONMbKO B 0606LLAIOLLEM OYEpKe NCTOPMK eBPOMECKOro CT1Xa caM MaTepuan
noAcKasbiBaeT 6onee AnddepeHUMpPOBaHHbIA MOAX04, BO MHOrom npuénau-
XalolWmiics K npegnaraemMoMy B HacTosLlein paboTe (cMm. Macnapos 1989).
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Urto kacaetca (b), TO OYEBMAHO, 4YTO HM O KaKOW MNOMHOTe
CTaHfgapTHOoro Ha6opa CC roBopuTb He MPUXOAMUTCA: KUTalCKWiA,
OVONENCKNI, APEBHETIOPKCKMNIA, PYCCKUIA HApOAHbIA CTUX, HAPOAHbI
CTUX NPUBaNTUNCKO-PUHCKUX HapofoB (3CT. regivarss, duHck. Kale-
valan mittd), coBpeMeHHbIli vers libre u MH. gp. He MOryT 6bITb
eCTecTBEHHbIM 06pa3oM OTHeceHbl K Kakoi-nu6o CC u3 cTaHfapT-
HOro cnucka. [laxe ecnvM COOTBETCTBYHOLWMWM 06pa3oM pacliunputb
CTaHAapTHbIA CMUCOK, TO M TOTA4a YBEPEHHOCTU B €ro MOAHOTE HeT U
He MOXeT ObITb, MOCKONbKY He AceH caM npuHuun BbigeneHus CC.
Tak, b. B. TomalleBCKWiA OTHOCUA PYCCKME [BYCNOXHble N Tpex-
CNOXHble pasmepbl K pasnmyHbiM  CC  (TomaweBckuit  1959),
E. A. MonnsaHoB, nepecmaTpuBas NPuUBbIYHOE COOTHOLLUEHME cuna-
6v3Ma 1 TOHUKK, Bbigenan cnegytouwme CC: cunnabuyeckyto (croga
OH OTHOCWMJT K/laCCMYeCKOoe SAMOHCKOe CTUXOCNOXeHue), cunnabo-
TOHWYeCKyl0 (Ct0ofa OH OTHOCU/I (paHLy3CKOe CTUXOCNOXEHMUE,
TPaguUMOHHO cuuMTatroueeca cunnabuyeckum) M TOHWUKO-cunnabu-
yeckyto (K 370 CC OH OTHOCMA PYCCKYK KflaCCUMYeCcKytl Mo3asnto
XVII-XX BekoB, koTopyto B XVIII-XIX BB. 06bl4HO HasbliBaIn
TOHUYECKON, a B XX B. — cunnabo-ToHuveckoii; MonueaHos 1963;
Cp. Takxe JIeoHTbeB 1978).

HeT AcHOCTW ¥ B BOMPOCE O COOTHOLWEHUN pasnnyHbix CC. Tak,
0YEeBUAHO, YTO MeTpUYecKuUe U cUNNaboTOHUYECKUE CTUXU B KaKOM-
TO OTHOWEHMM MNOJO6GHbI APYr ApYyry; Ha 3TOM NOJ06MM OCHOBbLI-
Ba/OCb, B YaCTHOCTW, MepeHeceHUe aHTWYHON CTUXOBEAYECKOW
TEPMUHOMIOTUN B CUINabOTOHNYECKOE CTUXOCNOXEHWE HOBOEBPO-
Mencknx NoaTuyeckux cmctem. C Apyroi CTOPOHbI, B KAKOM-TO UHOM
OTHOLEHWN cunNaboToHMKAa COMMXKaeTCs C YWCTOW TOHWKOWM, no-
3TOMY OKa3blBalOTCA BO3MOXHbIMW (Hanpumep, B PYCCKOA Moasuu)
nepexofHble GOPMbl MeX 4y HUMMN.

B [ecKpUNTUBHOM OTHOLWEHWN OCHOBHbIM Heyfo6CTBOM CTaH-
[apTHOI Teopumn ABNAeTCA 3aBefoMas HeonpeaeneHHOCTb KpUTepues
OTHECEHNS HEKOTOPON CTMXOTBOPHON (hOPMbl MMEHHO K AaHHOW CC
(cp., Hanp“mMep, MHOTOYMUCNIEHHbIE CNOPbI U HefopasyMeHuns, Kacako-
Lyecs pyccKoro HapoAHOro cTuxa, pycckoi cmnnabuku, CTUXOCNO-
XeHns MaskoBCKOro u T.n.; HO, BEPOSATHO, Haubonee nokasaTenbHOM
ABNAETCA  AWCKYCCUA  OTHOCUTENIbHO  PYCCKOIO0  K/laCcCMYecKoro
CTUXOCNOXeHus: ecnm B XIX Beke OHO MO Tpaguuuu, uaywen ot
B. K. TpeanakoBCKOro cumtaeTcs TOHMYeckum, To H. B. Hego6poso
HasblBa/l ero cmanabo-TOHUYeCKUM W paxe cunnabuyeckmm (He-
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po6poso 1912), b. B. ToMalueBCKUM, CO CCbINKOW Ha Tpeamakos-
CKOro, — cHoBa ToHu4yeckum?2 E. [. NMonneBaHOB — TOHUKO-CUNNA-
6uyecknum, a b. 4. ByxwTtab BblgeNnseT B HeM [Be Pa3HOBMAHOCTHU:
cnNNabo-TOHNYECKYH U aKLLeHTHO-CUMNNabo-TOHUYECKYHO (Cp. HUWXe).
He yAuMBWTENbHO MNO3TOMY, YTO MHOrMe MWCCNefOBaTenn CcTuxa B
CBOMX WTYAMAX MpeanoymTaloT 06X0AUTbCS BOOOLWeE 6e3 TepmMuHa
CC (Haubonee 3HaYuMMbli B 3TOM OTHOWEHUU npumep — [acnapos
1974). He mMeHee nokasaTeslbHO M TO 06CTOATENLCTBO, YTO MHOrMe 13
COBPEMEHHbIX YY4E6HbIX M CMPaBOYHbIX NOCOOWIA TakXe, N0 CyTW Aena
obxopatca 6e3 noHATuAs CC (PygHes 1990, Sherr 1986, Princeton
19853 Hobsbaum 1996 etc).

2. MonbITKN peBU3NN cTaHgapTHOI Teopun CC

HepocTaTku CTaHAapTHOM Teopuu CTanum B PYCCKOM CTUXOBeLEHWU
ouYeBUAHbI yXke B 1920-e rogbl, korga noHsatne CC u cTaHAAPTHbLIA WX
Habop HeO4HOKPaTHO CTaHOBWAUCHL MpPeAMETOM CheuuasbHOro aHa-
nu3a; ObINO0 NPefMPUHATO TakXe HEeCKONbKO MOMbITOK WX HOBOWA
cncTemaTmsaummn n fjaxe mcumucneHmad Hambonblwimnii MHTepec npeg-

2 Cp.: Hawe cTUXOCNOXEHMe CTPOUTCH He Ha [ABYX Havanax, a Ha
OfHOM: Ha 3aKOHe pacnpefeneHns ygapeHuii. PaBeHCTBO CMOMOB B CTUXaxX
OANHAKOBOr0 pa3mepa — aBTOMAaTWYECKOe CnefCTBME MEpPBOro NpuH-
uuna. Fostomy npasufibHee ObII0 COXPaHUTbL Ha3BaHWe, MPUCBOEHHOE
CMUCTEME PYCCKOro cTuxa ele TpeanakOBCKUM: TOHWYECKME pasMepsbl
(TomaweBckuiA 1957, 128).

CnpaBef/iMBOCT pagn CTOMT OTMeTUTb, 4TO B. K. Tpeawakosckuid,
KOTOPbI/i BBE/l 3TO CTUXOC/IOXKEHWE, Ha3blBaJl M0 HE ‘TOHMYECKMM’, a ‘To-
HUYecKuMm’.

3 Takxe 06CTOUT AeN0 Y B NO3LHEALINX U3LaHNSX 3TOFO CNPaBOYHUKA.

4 Nges UCUUCNEHWS CUCTEM CTUXOCMOXEHWUA (M — LIMpe — (PeHOMEHOB
NO3TUKM W CTUANCTUKM BooOLWEe) B 1910-40-e rofbl B PYCCKOM CTMXOBe-
[JeHnn, 4To HasbIBaeTCd, “Hocunacb B BO3Ayxe”. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe crefyeT
paccmatpuBaTh CTUXOBELYECKYHO feATeNlbHOCTh B. bprocosa (BptocoB 1919 un
1924; cp. Takke MmHanH 1970, 1973 u gp.), otyacTn B. W. fpxo, B Hay4Hoi
NIMYHOCTU KOTOPOr0O MapajoKcaibHbIM 06pa3oM COYeTannch CKyprynesHbild
3MMUPUK CO CTPACTHLIM CUCTEMATM3ATOPOM; K 3TOMY XKe BPEMEHW OTHOCUTCA
n pabota M. IN. LUTOKMapa Hag “MeHAENeeBCKO CUCTEMOW” CUCTEM
CTMXOC/IOXEHWS, KOTOpas OAHAaKO TaK WM OCTanacb HesaBepLUeHHOW (cp. lMac-
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CTaBNAT B 3TON cBA3n paboTbl B. M. XwupmyHckoro, b. B. Toma-
wesckoro u E. . MNonuBaHoBa; no3xe 61u3kuve wugen 6biau Bbl-
CKasaHbl B paboTax psfja 3amafHO-eBPOMENCKUX W CeBepHoaMmepw-
KaHCKMX uccnegosarteneli, Hanpumep, k. JloTueM B pamkax ero
KoHUenuun “meTpuyeckoit Tunonormn” (Lotz 1960), [. NleitHo
(Leino 1979) n gp. HasBaHHble aBTOpbl y6eanTeNbHO BCKPbIAM He-
[OCTaTKN CTaHJapTHOWN Teopuu, OAHAKO Mepbl N0 NPEOAONEHUI0 3TUX
HeJ0CTaTKOB HOCAT Y HUX MOMOBUHYATBIA XapakTep.

Hanbonee kapAuHanbHOMY MepecMOTpy CcTaHfjapTHas Teopus
nogseprnacb B uccnefosaHnax A. Meinbams3, NOCBALLEHHbIX 3CTOHC-
KOMY CTMXOCNOXeHUto, n b. A. byxuwTaba, NOCBAWEHHbIX CTUXOCO-
YXEHWNIO PYCCKOMY.

2.1. AKComaTUyecKnin noaxoa;
KoHUenuua A. MNbinbaMa3

B ocHoBe noaxoga A. MbinbAMA3 NeXWUT npejcTaBieHne (BblCKasaH-
HOe paHee ero HayuyHblM pykoBoauTenem Bsau. Bc. iBaHOBbIMY), 4TO
BCE BO3MOXHbIE B MN033UMN HEKOTOPOro A3blka CC MOXHO BbIBECTW U3
CBOWCTB ero ()OHONOrMYecKoi cuctembl. Takoih MOAXOA K Bblfene-

napos u gp. 1987). P. O. AKO6COH B 3TOM OTHOLUEHWW (KaKk U BO MHOFUX
Jpyrux) OOMKEH paccMaTpuBaTbCA Kak CBOEro poja MOCT MeX[Ay PYCCKOi
(n— wwupe — eBponeiickoii) cunonorveli M amepukaHckoi. Ony6anKo-
BaHHaa B 1941 rogy B CTOKronbMe coBmecTHas c k. JloTuem pa6oTa,
MOCBALLIEHHAA aKCMOMATUYECKOMY OMUCAHWUI0 MOPAOBCKOTO CTUXOC/IOXEHWS,
CTUMYyNMpOBasia MHOTMe uccnefoBaHWs B 3Toi o6nactu (Jakobson, Lotz
1941); cp. xoTs 6blI NocneaytoLye padotbl Jx. JloTua.

3Ty wupeto, 04eBMAHLIM 06pa3om Bocxogdawy K P. O. AKo6coHy K
bk NoTuy, Bay. Bc. IBaHOB BrepBble BbICKAa3as Ha COBELLAHUW MO npuMe-
HEHMIO MaTemMaTUYecKuxX MeTofOB B fiuTepatyposegeHun B Fopbkom B 1961
rofy; cp. KpaTkoe ee nsnoxeHue B 063ope A. K. XKonkoBckoro:

OfHUM 13 NNOAOTBOPHbIX MyTel pasBUTMS NO3TUKK ABNSETCA aKkCMOMaTu-
YECKOe OMnucaHWe METPUYECKUX CUCTEM, MO3BONAIOLLEE BbIBOAUTL He
TONbKO CYLLECTBYIOLLME, HO U BCE MbIC/IMMble METPUYECKME CUCTEMbI Ha
OCHOBE 3HaHW1 0 POHOMOTMYECKMX CUCTEMAX COOTBETCTBYHOLLMX SA3bIKOB
(>KonkoBckuin 1962, 96).
OueBMAHO, YTO [EN0 WMAET 34eCb He 0 METPUYECKMX CUCTEMAX, a UMEHHO O
CC.
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HUt0 CC nonyymn HasBaHWe akCMOMAaTUYECKOro. Tak, 418 3CTOHCKOro
A3blKa 3HAYMMBIMU ABNAKOTCA Cliegylowmne MNpocofuyYecKue Xapak-

TEPUCTUKN:
(a) hoHoNOrMYeckas BblAENEHHOCTb BCeX CNOroB (6e3yaapHble cnoru

He pesyuupytoTes);

(b) No KpaiiHelt Mepe YacTU4Had POHONOTMYHOCTL CIOBECHOTO yaape-
HUS;

(c) hOHONOIrMYHOCTbL CNOTOBOr0 KBaAHTMTETA.

B pesynbTaTe 3TUX OCOOGEHHOCTEW 3CTOHCKUIA S3bIK CO34aeT npeg-
MOCbINKW ANs cneaylowmux socbmu CC:

1. Cunnabuyeckasi CUCTEMA, B KOTOPOiK ynopsifloueHO YUCNO CMo-
roB B CTUXE.

2. Tlpocognyeckne CUCTEMbl: ynopsifo4eHOo YMCN0 CA0roB, OTMe-
YEHHbIX HEKOTOPbIMW MNPOCOAMYECKMMMU npu3Hakamum (HO He
ynopsgo4yeHo o6Liee YUCNO CNOTOB):

a. KBaHTUTaTuBHas cucTeMa. Y NopsafoyeHo YepenoBaHue on-
T’MX N KpaTKMX CNoroB B CTUXE.

b. AKUEHTHasa cuCTeMa. YNopsao4eHo YMC/O CNOT0B, HECYLLMX
OCHOBHOE yaapeHue.

c. AKUEHTHO-KBaHTMTaTMBHasA CUCTeMa. YMOpAfo4YeHO Kak
UKUCNO CNOTOB, HECYL WX OCHOBHOE yfapeHue, Tak M Yepeao-
BaHWe AONTUX U KPaTKNX C/N0OroB B CTUXE.

3. Cnnnabo-npocogmyeckme CUCTEMbI: YMopsAOYEHO Kak obLiee
YMCNO CNOroB B CTUXe, Tak U 4YNCNO CnoroB, 0OTMeYeHHbIX HEKOTO-
pbIMU NPOCOLUYECKUMU NPU3HAKAMMU:

a Cwunnabo-ToHMYecKast cucTema. YnNopsafouyeHo mnosBneHue
CNOroB, HECYLW X OCHOBHOE yaapeHue, 1 06LLee YMCno Cnoros
B CTUXe <...>.

b. Cnnnabo-KBaHTUTATMBHAA CUCTEMA. YnopsgoyeHo obliee
YNCNO CNoros B CTUXe, a TakKXXe YyepeaoBaHue AONTUX WU KpaT-
KWUX CNOros..

c. KBaHTUTaTUBHO-cUNMabo-TOHMYECKAss CMUCTEMA. Ynopsao-
UeHo MOosIB/IEHME COTOB, HECYLLMX OCHOBHOE yaapeHue, obliee
4Yncno cnoroe B CTuUXe, a TaKXe 4YepenosaHme p[ONrux u
KpPaTKnx c/noros.

4, CBOOOAHbIN CTUX. He ynopsfoYeHO HU YMCNO CNOTFOB, HWU YMCO
YAApPeHUii, HW YyepefoBaHME JONTUX U KPAaTKUX CMOrOB; OT MpO3bl
3TOT CTUX OTAMYaeTcd (MOMMMO pasMYMili B CMHTAKCUCE,
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rpamMmaTtMke W© JfIeKCUKE) O0COObIM PUTMUKO-UHTOHALMOHHbLIM
yneHeHuem. (Poldmée 1978, 84-85)6

OCOo6eHHO MpuMeyaTenbHo, 4YTO MO0 MHeHu HA. Mbinbamas  Bce
BOCEMb Ha3BaHHbIX CC He TO/bKO BO3MOXHbI TEOPETUYECKU, HO WU
peasbHO BCTPEYAKOTCA B NPAKTUKE 3CTOHCKOrO CTUXOCNOXEHWUS, YTO
npeLCTaBNsfeTCA COBEPLIEHHO YHUKa/lbHbIM B MUPOBOI MO3TUYECKOW
NpaKTUKe SIBJIEHNEM.

Cuctema A. MbinbagmMA3, NpuBAekawLlwas CBOEW HarnagHOCTbO W
NpoCTOTOW, MO CPaBHEHWUIO CO CTaHAAPTHON Teopueit obnagaeTt euye
OfHWM HECOMHEHHbIM [OCTOMHCTBOM: MOCTPOEHHas NoO MpasBnnam
KOMOMHATOPUKK, OHa O0Ka3blBAeTCA B COCTOSHUM AaTb MCYEepnbl-
BalOWMA (B pamKax 3TON CUCTEMbl) OTBET, CKOMbKO M Kakme CC B
NPUHLMME BO3MOXHbI B MO3TUYECKON KynbType AaHHOro A3bika. He
NPUXOAUTCA NO3TOMY YAMBAATLCA, 4TO nogxod A.MbinbgMA3 Hawen
nNpVYMeHeHe NPy ONUCaHUN MO3TUYECKUX CUCTEM CaMblX Pa3iNYHbIX
A3bIKOB.

Tak, Hecko/fbko MogupuuuposaB Metoauky HA. Mbinbamas,
b. ®. Eropos (Eropos 1973) npefnoXun aHanorMyHoe ucyucneHune
CC pna pycckoro ctuxa. B otnuuue ot A. MNbinbagmas, b. ®. Eropos
pasnuMyaeT CMCTEMbl, OCHOBAHHbIE HAa cueTe yAapeHuii B CTUXe Mpu
MOCTOSAHHOM 4KCne CNOroB (Hampumep, Jfiorasgbl U KM3ocunnabm-
Yeckve AONbHUKM), OT CUCTEM, OCHOBAHHbIX Ha Pacnofiod>KeHuu
yOapeHUn Mpu NOCTOSAHHOM 4ucne cnoros (TpaguuMoHHas cunnabo-
TOHWKA), 4YTO AenaeT ero cucremy 6onee rubkoi7. YunTbiBasd B
KayecTBe cucTemoobpasylowero gaktopa ewe u pudmy, b. ®. Ero-
poB nonyyaeT wecTHaguatb CC, BO3MOXHbIX B PYCCKOW MN03suu.
Opyrue mogungukaumm nogxoga A. MbinbaMA3 6bIAN NPUMEHEHbI ANS
aKCMOMaTMYecKOro OonmcaHuMs KUPru3ckKoro u (UHCKOro CTUXocno-
XeHusa (LWanosanos 1978, Leino 1979, 1982, 1986).

Takum o06pa3om, B paMKax akCMomaTu4yeckoro nogxofga Teopus
CC npuobpeTtaeT, HaKOHeL, OYepTaHWA, MpuUemneMble AN COBpe-
MEHHOro CTUXoBefeHus. BmecTe ¢ TemM, NpU BCEX €r0 HECOMHEHHbIX

6 Cp. Takxe Mbinbamsas 1970.

B cBoem 0T3blBe Ha AOKTOPCKYtO Aucceptaumio A. Mbinbgmsas b, ®. Ero-
pOB, KOTOpLIA Bbln 0MLMaNbLHLIM OMMNOHEHTOM Ha ee 3aluTe, YKasbiBas, UTo
aHafornyHoe pasrpaHMYeHune cneaoBano 6bl MPOM3BECTM A1l KBAHTUTETA: 3TO
MO3BOMMNO Obl pa3nuMyaTb CUCTEMbl, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha CUeTe ANNTEeNbHOCTEN,
OT CUCTEM, OCHOBAHHbIX Ha UX PacrofioKeHWN.
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[OCTOMHCTBAaX, MOAX0L 3TOT B TOM BMAE, B KaKOM OH MpeAcTaeT B

pa6oTtax A. MbiNbAMA3, NpeAcTaBAAETCA YA3BUMbIM MO KpaiHel mepe

B CNefyLNX OTHOWEHNAX:

(a) COOTHOWEHME MNPUHLUNOB CTUXOCNOXEHUS C napaMeTpamu
CTPYKTYpbl ESA TpakTyeTca U3NWLWHE NPAMOANHERHO;

(b) nNpu 3TOM aHanM3 NPOCOAMYECKON cucTembl ESA HegocTaTouHO
LeTaneH;

(c) akcumomatmyeckasa 6asa cTpajaeT HEYETKOCTbLIO;

(d) wvers libre onpegensieTca YNCTO HEraTUBHO.

UYTo kacaeTcsi nepBOi M3 3TWX npobnem, TO cama YCTaHOBKa Ha
ucuncneHme CC Ha OCHOBaHUM NMWb (OHOMOTUYECKMX [LaHHBIX He
npeacTaBnseTca peaMCTUUYHON. HA3bIKOBble AaHHble — NLb OAUH 13
(haKTOpOB, Y4acTBYOLWMX B HOPMUPOBAHUN CUCTEMBI CTUXa. OCHOBO-
nonarawmnin B 3TOM CMbIC/ie Te3nc 6bin chopmynuposaH P. O. HAkob-
COHOM ewe B Hayane 1920-x rofos:

CTWXOCNOXEHNE HUKOr4a He MOXET ObiTb BbIBEAEHO LEMMKOM 1B
Ha/IMYHOro fA3blka. (FAkobcoH, 1923)

3a npowejlwee ¢ Tex NOp BpeMs Te3UC 3TOT He TONbKO He ycTapen, Ho
W Halen nNOATBEPXAEHWe BCe HOBbIMKW nNpumepamu. BnusHue
MHOA3bIYHOW MO3TMYECKON CUCTEMbBI, KYyNbTYpPHO 60/iIee aBTOPUTETHOM
HeXenu HaunoHanbHas, MOXeT CTaTb 60/iee 3HAUUMMbIM (PAKTOPOM,
4yeM CTPYKTYpPHble XapakTepUCTUKW HaLMOHAaNbHOro fA3blka. Tak, B
TIOPKCKMX $3bIKaxX, He 3HAKLWMX CMIOFOBOr0 KBaHTUTETA, Obla MPUBMT
apy3, OCHOBaHHbI/i WMEHHO Ha MPOTUBOMNOCTABAEHUU AOATUX U
KpaTKUX CNOros u T.M.

B oTHOoweHun (b) HEO6XOAMMO OTMETUTb, YTO HanUume B A3bIKE
TOr0 MM WHOTO MPOCOAMYECKOr0 NMPUHLMMA BOBCE Ele He O3HaYaer,
UTO OH MOXET BbITb €CTECTBEHHLIM 06pa30M UCMO/b30BAH B KaYeCTBe
KOHCTUTYTUBHOro npusHaka CC. lMpocoguyeckme npu3HaKW, paBHO
Kak 1 nobble Apyrue s3blKOBbIe 3ME€MEHTHI, CAefyeT paccMaTpuBaTb
He aTOMapHO, HO CUCTEMHO: B COOTHOLUEHWU WX CO BCEMU OCTaslb-
HbIMW KOMMOHEHTaMW MPOCOAMYECKON CUCTEMbl A3blka. Tak, noboe
MCMNofib30BaHMe CUNNabuyeckoro npuHumna (He TONMbKO B YMCTOM
cunnabuke, HO U, HaNnpumMep, B CUNNA6OTOHUKE) B SI3bIKAX C CUbHLIM
OVHaMUYecKUM ypaapeHuem G610KMpPYeTCs KONMWYECTBEHHOW peayk-
umneit 6esygapHbiX cnoroB. [Mofo6HbIM >Xe 06pa3oM CuabHOe
AVWHaMM4YecKoe ypapeHune O6MOKUpPYyeT AelicTBME KBAHTUTATUBHOIO
NpUHUKUNA faXe B TeX f3blkax, rAe ecTb )OHOMOrMYecKas onno3nuus
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JONTUX N KpaTKux cnoros (Ako6coH 1923). MMoaTomy npu aHanuse
A3bIKOBON 6a3bl TOW MAnm uHoin CC cnepyeT umeTb BBUAY He OTAeNb-
Hble MPU3HaKy, a NPOCOANYECKYHO CUCTEMY A3blKa (CM. Nn. 4)8

C TO4KkM 3peHMs (C), HEOOXOAUMO OTMETUTb MPUHLUMNWANBbHYIO
HecopasmMepHOCTb MPU3HAKOB, BBOAUMBIX A. MblAbAMSA3 U ero nocne-
posatensmu. Tak, Yy ypapeHus QYHKUMU MPUHLUNNANBHO WHbIE,
HeXenu y [JONroTbl9 Mo3ToMy BO3MOXHO, HanpuMmep, CTUXOCOXe-
HWe, OCHOBAHHOE Ha cyeTe /NWb YAapHbIX CNOr0B MNpPW MNOSHOM
WFHOPUPOBaHUK CNOroB 6e3yAapHblX, OAHAKO aHaNOrMYHbIX KBAHTU-
TaTVBHbIX MOCTPOEHWIA, BeAYLWUX CUET AMLWb AOATUM CAOraM U UTHO-
pupyloLLMX BCe KpaTkue, Kak 6yATo, He 3apernctpuposaHold

Uncto HeraTMBHOe onpegeneHue vers libre — oTCcyTCTBME KaKoW
Obl TO HU ObINO ynopagodYeHHoOCTH (A. MblnbaMA3), “HyneBas cuctemMa
CTWXa, rae OTCYTCTBYIOT Kakue-nnbo nokasarenu putma” (b. ®. Ero-
POB) — He MOXEeT CYMTaTbCA Y0BNETBOPUTENbHON U, BEPOATHO OHO
He yfoBneTBopsno u camoro $. MbiNbAMA3, KOTOPbIWA, AN TOro,
yTo6bl OTAENUTH Vers libre oT Npo3bl, BBOAWUT AONOJIHUTENbHbIE Or0-
Bopku ad hoc, He UMelOLWMX aHanoruii npu BoigeneHun apyrux CC u
SIBHO HapyLlalwmnx noruky knaccugpunkaymm (Cacnapos n gp. 1987).

Korpga aBTop 3TUX CTPOK B YCTHOM Geceae ¢ A. MbinbAMa3 BbiCKasan 3To
BO3paXKEHWe, TO NOCMefHWIA He TOMbKO BbIpa3wi CBOE MNPUHLMMNaIbHOE
corfiacve, Ho 1 B CBOeil nocnedHein kHure (P8ldmée 1978) nocTapancs Aatb
6onee rmbKylo, MO CpaBHEHUIO C MpPeALIeCTBOBaBLUMMK MyBaMKaLMAaMM
aprymeHtaumio (cp. Macnapos u gp. 1987).

Ecnv ncnonb3oBaTb TepmuHonormio H. C. Tpy6eukoro (Tpy6eukoii
1960), TO 40ONroTa BbINOMHSET B f3blke AUCTUHKTUBHYI (DYHKUMIO, B TO
BpeMs KakK yAapeHue — AWUCTUHKTUBHYIO W KY/bMUHATUBHYIO (DYHKUUIO B
A3bIKaX CO CBOGOAHLIM yAapeHUeM, a B f3blkax C (PUKCUPOBaHHbLIM
yAapeHneM — Ky/IbMUHaTUBHYIO U [eNMMUTATUBHY!HO.

Cp. BMpOYEM MHTEPECHbIN, HO Aaneko He b6eccnopHblii nogxogd E. Kypu-
NnoBMYa K aHanu3y [ApeBHErepMaHCKOro W NaTUHCKOTO CTUXOC/IOXKEHUA
(Kypunosuu 1962a, 1962b, Kurylowicz 1975).
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2.2. OCHOBbI ¥ TUMbI PYCCKOr0O CTMXa:
nogxod b. A. byxwTtaba

Mo cpaBHeHUO ¢ rnobannM3amMom akCcMoMaTU4yecoro noaxoaa,
b. 4. byxwTab B CBOMX CTUXOBEAYECKUX MyOAMKaLMAX npecnegyeT
ropasfo 60/iee CKPOMHble Lenn: He pa3paboTKy YHUBepCanbHOro
nogxofa K onpegeneHuto u ucyucneHnto CC B n0b6oM A3blke, a
BblSIB/IeHWE W OMWCAHWEe OCHOB PYCCKOro Knaccuyeckoro crtmxa (o
nyTaHuue B 3TOM BOMPOCe cp. Bbie). Tem He MeHee paboTbl 3TU
npeacTaBnAl0T CYLLeCTBEHHbIA WMHTEPeC W C TOUKU 3peHus obLuei
TEOPUU CTUXOCIOXEHMNSA.

B. A. ByxwTab BBOAWUT BaXxHOe MOHATUE NPUHLUMNIA CTUXOCNO-
XXEHUA, BbINOMHAKOLWEr0 QYHKLUUMN CBOEro pofa augdepeHLmanbHoOro
npusHaka CC (camoro TepmuHa CC b. A. byxwTtab He ynotpebnser,
npeanoymTas roBopuTh 0 TUNax ctuxa). Mo MHeHUIO nccnegoBartens,
B KN1aCCMYECKOM PYCCKOM CTUXOC/IOXEHUMN YUYUTbLIBAOTCS NO KpaiiHei
Mepe credyloLwme Tpu NpuHLmna:

(1) Cnnnabuyecknii NpuHUMN yperyinpoBaHHOro 4ucna C/oros B
CTUXe;

(2) AKUEHTHbIA NpUHUMN YPerynupoBaHHOTO 4ucna ygapeHuii B
CTUXe;

(3) TOHVMYECKWUIA NPUHLNUN YPErYyNNPOBAHHOTO PacrnpeaeneHns Cusb-
HbIX KU cnabbix cnoros B ctuxe (byxwTab 1973, 104).

[anee, nogo6HO TOMy, Kak 3TO genanocb B cucteme HA. Mblabamsas,
BO3MOXHO MCUYMCNEHWNE PA3/TNMYHbIX TUNOB CTMXA; 0603HAUYMB aKLEHT-
HblA, CUNNABUYECKUI T N TOHWYECKUI MPUHUMNLI HavyanbHbIMU ByKBa-
Mmn A, CuT, b. A. byxwTab npegnaraet Takyt TUMONIOTUIO PYCCKOro
CTUXOCNOXEHUS:

A AKUEHTHBbIW CTUX

C Cunnabuyeckuii cTux

T BonbHbIh cTuxIL

AT TMonHoyfapHbIA CTUX C BapuaunsaMu aHakpys
CT YperynupoBaHHbIli HENOHOYAAPHBIA CTUX
ACT YperynupoBaHHbI1 MNOSTHOYAAPHbIWA CTUX.
(ByxwTab 1973, 109)

I Mop BOMbHLIM CTUXOM 3[4€Cb MOHMMAETCS, B MEPBYI0 OYepefb, BOSbHbIN
AMO.
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Euwe oanH, BO3MOXHbIA No noruke knaccudukayum, Tun AC (T.e.
“paBHOYAapHbIN cnnnabnyeckmnii CTUX™) He CBOCTBEHEH, MO MHEHUIO
b. A. byxwTaba, pycCKOMY CTMUXOC/IOXeHuW0 (npasfa, OH caMm npu-
BOAWUT MPUMepP TaKoro cTuxa: cTuxorsopeHne Konbuosa Morunna)'2

Ye 34eCb MOXHO OTMETUTb OMNpefefieHHY ABONCTBEHHOCTb B
onpeseneHnn 0CHOBHbIX MOHATUIA. Bo-nepBbIX:

Mog yperynMpoBaHHbIM YMC/IOM TMOHUMAETC paBHOE 4ucio nMbo B
KaXXoM CTUXe, MB0 B CTUXaX, CBA3aHHLIX MeXAy CO6O0i: B KOPPeCmnoH-
LVPYIOLLMX CTUXaX CTPO(, B CTUXaX, MPUHAANEXALIMX K TOMY Xe 3BeHY
MO/IMMETPUYECKON KOMMOo3nLUmMK 1 T.0. (ByxwTtab 1973, 104).

MpuBefeHHOe onpejeneHne ABNAETCA NO CYTWU Aena TaBTONOTMUYHbBIM,
MOCKOJIbKY YperynmpoBaHHOCTb ONpefenseTcsd Yepe3 KOPpPecnoHAeH-
LMo, B TO BPEMSA KaK Moc/efHAS eCTb YacTHOe MPOosAB/NEeHWe yperynu-
poBaHHOCTU. [lanee:

AKUEHTHbI NPUHLMN MMEET MEeCTO TO/IbKO B MOSHOYAApPHOM CTuXe, B
HEMO/IHOYAapHOM paBEHCTBA WAM YPEryaMpOBaHHOrO 4ucna ygapeHuii
HeT (Byxwra6 1973, 108-109).

BoT 3T0 MoMoXeHWe NpefcTaBNfeTCs yXXe COBEPLIEHHO Hey0BNeTBO-
PUTENbHLIM: €CIM HET YPeryanupoBaHHOCTM (T.e. KOPpecrnoHAeHUun)
yAapHbIX MO3MUKIA, TO Kak BOO6LLE MOXHO FOBOPUTbL O MOMHOYAap-
HOCTU WAM HEeNoNHOYAApPHOCTU, T.e. PasNNUHbIX BapuaHTax peanu-
3alMK onpeaeneHHol yperynupoBaHHocTu13

© Mockonbky B. f. ByXwTab Bce e He rOTOB K OTOX/AECTBEHWNIO NOHATUS

MPUHLMNA CTUXOCNOXEHUA C ero auddepeHLmanbHbIM NPU3HAKOM, OH He
MOXET SBHbIM 06pa3oM MPUMUCLIBATL €My OTpuULAaTeNlbHOE 3HayeHwe; Mno-
3TOMy OH, B OT/Anuyve oT A. lMbiibaMA3, He MpefycMaTpuUBaeT faxe Teope-
TUYECKOW BO3MOXHOCTW TaKOro TMNa CTUXa, KOTOPbIV XapakTepn3oBancs Obl
NINLWb OTpULATENbHO, T.e. -C, -A 1 -T (HesABHOe XXe NpunucbiBaHue oTpuLa-
TeMbHbIX 3HAYEHWIA, pasyMeeTcs, MMeeT MeCTo: (hakTuyeckn Tun C o3Havaet
+C, -A, -T; Tvn A o3HayaeT -C, +A, -T nt.n.).

B JaHHblli naccax MNpeacTaBnsieTca COMHUTENbHBIM He TONAbKO B Teope-
TUYECKOM, HO M B (haKTUYECKOM OTHOLUEHWW: HEWONHOYLAPHOCTb BOBCE He
00653aTeNbHO BNeYeT 3a CO60i HepaBHOYAAapHOCTb. Tak, B pycckoMm A4 wan
X4 npeobnagatoT TpexydapHble CTUXM, NO3ITOMY He NMPUXOANUTCS YAUBAATLCA
TOMY, YTO 3Ha4YMTeNlbHble KYCKU, a TO W Lefible TEKCTbI, HanucaHHble 3TUMK
pa3mepamMu, COCTOAT NNLLIL U3 TPEXYAAPHBIX CTUXO0B, Cp.:
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OCHOBHOIN 0COGEHHOCTbIO KOHUenuuu b. A. ByxwTaba sBnseTcs
pasrpaHuuyeHne A n T NMPUHLMNOB, NO3BONAOLLEE MY, B YACTHOCTH,
0TKasaTbCsA OT fAuXoToMun MeTpP/pUTMU TMpocnefum HekoTopble
CNeacTBUS, BbITEKAKOLME N3 3TOTO MNOMOXEHUS.

CunnabuyeckMm CTUXOM MOXET CUMTATbCA TOMbKO W30CMNa-
GUYECKUI CTUX, aKLLEHTHbIM — TONIbKO W30TOHMYHbIA. DTO co3faeT
MCKYCCTBEHHYH NPO6eMY MO3ULUOHHO YPEryMpPOBaHHbIX (M — B
TPaAULMOHHOW, HO MeHee YlauHOW TEPMMUHOMNOTUU — CTPOUYECKM
YPerynnpoBaHHbIX®) M BOMbHbIX CUNNABUYECKUX W  aKLEHTHbIX
CTUXOBJG a B cinyyae CMINabUUECKOro CTUXOCTOXEHUS HE SCHO Aaxe
Kak cnefyeT OLEHMBaTb anbTepHauWto Knay3yn. Takoe MOoXeHUe
npeacTaBnseTcs TeM Gosiee WCKYCCTBEHHbIM, 4YTO AN PYCCKOro
KNaCCMYECKOTO CTUXOCI0XEHUS BO3MOXHOCTb BO/SILHOFO CTUXa He
TONbKO AONyCKaeTcs, HO CheluanbHO npeaycmartpuBaetcs (Kak Tvna

B TeMHOM nnameHun cBeyun —U—n—U—
3aponnnch Kak XuBble, —U—un—u—mn
MUrom rubHyT OrHeBble —Uu—un—u—U
BpbI3ru B TpeneTHOW Houu, —U—n—U—
Ho ¢ monb60t0 ronybble —U—un—U—mn
Jonro TennaTca nyyu —U—un —U—
B TeMHOM nmnameHuU cBeuyw. —un —U—n T

(. AHHeHCKM1 CBeuka racHeT)
Y ByxwrTab 1969.

5 HeygayHoCTb TPagWLMOHHOM TEPMUHONOrMM COCTOMT B TOM, YTO OHa
MOXEeT C03[aTb HeaJeKBaTHOe MpPeACTaB/eHWE O XapakTepe uepefoBaHUs.
Tak, B 3aBUCUMOCTW OT A/MHbI CTPOMbl 06bIYHO Pa3NMYalOTCA YETBEPOCTU-
wuns A4343, wectuctmwng A4434343, BocbMmuctuumng A43434343 n1.n., BTO
BPeMS KaK BMO/HE OYEBWAHO, YTO B TaKUX Cydasx KOH(Urypauus cror-
HOCTeli onpegenseTcad BOOOLE He TWMNOM CTPOdbl, HO WCKIOUUTENBHO
nosuLMen cTuxa: BCE HeYeTHble CTUXW 4-CTOMHbI, YeTHble — 3-CTOMHbI.
Mo3ToMy Mbl U MPeAnoyMTaeM roBOPOUTL O MO3WLMOHHON YperynupoBaH-
HOCTM M 0603HaYaThb 3TOT pa3mep Kak H43.

16 Ecnn no3MLMOHHO YperynmpoBaHHble pa3Mepbl C M3BECTHON J0Nei ycnos-
HOCTV cucTemoin b. f. ByxwTaba fonyckaroTcs (Cp. Bbile 0 KOPPeCnoHAMPO-
BaHWUM CTPOK), TO BOJbHbLIA CTUX BHE TPaAWULMOHHON CUANa60TOHNKN — HET.
[opa3go 6onee TOHKWIA NOAXOL K PeLLeHUIo 3Tol Npobnembl Obii NPeAnoXKeH
B. M. XKupmyHckum (OKupMmyHckuii 1964).
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CTUXa, OCHOBAHHOTO TOMbKO Ha NpuHumne T, 6e3 y4eTa NPUHLMUMNOB A,

n C); 6onee TOro — CyWecTBOBaHWE “BOMILHOIO K/1laCCUYECKOro
CcTUxa” CAYXWUT OAHUM U3 000CHOBaHWI pasrpaHuyeHns A un T
MPUHLMNOB.

C BOMIbHbIM CTUXOM CBfi3aHa elle ofHa TpyaHocTb. B ocHoBe
KoHuenummn b. . Byxwtaba nexuT cnegytoliee npeacTaBneHue:

Knaccuyeckuin pycckuii cTmx <...> WMeeT [Be pasHOBUAHOCTM: MOf-
HOY/apHYH, COCTOSILLLYH) WCKTOUMTENBHO U3 MOMTHOYAAPHbIX CTPOK <...>
1 BTOPYH, COCTOSLLYIO KakK U3 MOMHOYAAPHbIX, TaK U HEmonHOYapHbIX
ctpok (byxwTab 1973, 108)17.

ViHbIMY cnoBamu, AN OMUCAaHUSA PYCCKOTO KNacCM4yecKoro crtuxa
B. A. ByxwTab ncnonb3yet gpa tuna: ACT (T.e. M30aKLUEHTHbI, 1U30-
cunNabuyecknii CTMX, C yperynnpoBaHHbIM pacnpegeseHnemM CUNb-
HbIX W cnabbix cnoroB) u CT (To Xe, HO 6e3 monHoygapHocTu). B
BO/IbHOM CTWUXE TaKoe pasrpaHuWyeHuWe NPOBeAEeHO BbiTb HE MOXET U
BECb BO/IbHbIN CTUX OTHOCMTCA K HEMOJIHOyAapHOMYy Tuny. CTONb Xe
NCKYCCTBEHHbIM MpPEACTaBNsAeTCA OTHeCeHMe CTUXa C NepeMeHHOW
aHaKpy30i NNWb K NOMIHOYAApPHOMY Tuny.

[ns npeogoneHns no KpainHeli mepe 4yacTu M3 3TUX TPYAHOCTEN
cneposano 6bl OTrPpaHWMUYUTL MNPUHLWM PABHOCTOMHOCTU OT MOJIHO-
ygapHoctu (y B. . bByxwTta6a npuHumun A 0603Ha4yaeT M paBHOCTON-
HOCTb, W PaBHOYAapHOCTb OAHOBPEMEHHO), YTO OAHAKO NPUBENO 6bl K
3HaUUTENbHOM MnepecTpoiike Bceil cuCTeMbl. Takoe pasrpaHuWyeHune
no3Bosinno 6bl, B YaCTHOCTW, AaTb U 60/ee cofiepXKaTeNbHY0 UHTep-
npeTaumio HenosIHOYAapHoro Jo/ibHUKa (MpUMep KOTOPOro NpuBoOAnUT
cam b. A. ByxwTab, NnOCKONbKY J0/bHUK — N0 byxwtaby — fosKeH
ObITb NUWb U U30aKLEHTHbIM, W MOMIHOYAapHbIM. OAHAKO faxe U
Takoe pasrpaHvyeHne He MO3BOAMNO Obl pewnTb BCe Npob6rembl,
BO3HMKatoLMe B pamKax nogxoga b. A. byxwTaba.

[ywvaeTtcq, 4TO B OCHOBE MepeynCNneHHblX TPyAHOCTel fexar
0COBEHHOCTM 06l ecTUXoBefueckon KoHuenuum b. . ByxwTaba,
3aKnwovarolelics B OTpULAHUM KakolW 6bl TO HWM 6bI1I0 HOpPMOO6-
pasylolleli ponM  CTUXOTBOPHOrO MeTpaB u cTpemieHue BCe

T Moppo6Hee 3TOT Te3nc 060CHOBLIBaeTCA B byxiwtab 1969.

* Cp. B 3TO CBA3N €ro COYYBCTBEHHYIO WHTepnpeTauumio B3rnsg0B
B. B. TomalLeBCKoOro:
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thopmoobpasytoume HakTopbl CTuxa 00beAUMHUTb B Habope ero
“OoCHOB”.

KoHuenuuu 4. Mbinbamsaa n b. A. byxwTaba 3HaMeHYOT CyLLeCTBEH-
Hblli NPOrpecc Mo CpaBHEHWIO CO CTaHAapTHOW Teopuei, coxpaHas
OflHAKO OAMH W3 CYLLEeCTBEHHbIX ee HegocTaTkoB: o6nacte CC He
[0CTaTOYHO YeTKO OTrpaHMYnBaeTCs OT CMeXHbIX 061acTeil: A3bIKO-
BoWi npocoaunku (A. MbinbgmMas) n metpuku (b. A. byxwTab). Mpes-
CTaBNAeTCA, 4YTO CreAylol UM LWwarom B paspaboTke Teopum CC u
HOJKHO ObITb YETKOE pasrpaHNyYeHne 3TUX SBNEHNI.

3. MoHATMe CC: reHepaTMBHbI Noaxoq

B xope panbHelwero WM3nOXeHUs Mbl 6GyfeM WCXOAWUTb W3 Mped-
CTaBJIeHUS, YTO CTUX eCTb peanu3auna MeTpUYecKoro 3agaHus B A3bl-
KOBOM MaTtepuane, T.e. CTUX MPeACTaBNseTCa CUCTEMON [BONHOrO
KOAMPOBaHWA: A3bIKOBOFO M MeTPUYeCcKoro (MCnosib3ys CTpyKTypa-
AncTMYecKkne onnosnuum  A3bIK<-»pedb u METP<->PUTM MOXHO
CKa3aTb, YTO CTUXOTBOPHOE COOGLLEHME BbICTYNAaeT MO OTHOLLEHWNIO K
A3bIKY B (DYHKUWM peyn, a No OTHOLEHUK0 MeTpa — B QyHKUuK
puTma).

CC wMbl onpefensem Kak oTo6paxeHue, CTaBsliee 3/MeMeHTaM
MEeTPUYECKOW CTPYKTYpbl B COOTBETCTBME OMNpefeneHHble 3M1eMEHThI
CTPYKTYpbI fi3blKa UK, UHBIMW ClI0OBaMu, CIOCOO peanm3auumn MeTpa
CpeAcTBaMU eCTECTBEHHOIO A3blKa:

MeTp N EA npocoagnka — CTuxoTBOpHLIN TEKCT

Mpn Takom nogxofe nmeHHo CC ABNAETCA LEeHTPaSbHbIM KOMIMOHEH-
TOM MeXaHu3Ma CcTuxa W, cnefosaTenbHO, Teopua u Tunonorua CC
JO/MKHA 3aHMMaTb COOTBETCTBYHOLLEE MECTO B 06LLeli TeOpMM cTUxa.

MeTp LOMKEH MOHMMATLCA Kak 0606LieHe 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH BCEX pUTMI-
UECKMX BapUaHTOB, OXBAaTbIBAEMbIX VM, a He KaK Peryfistop, M3BHe HaBs3bl-
BaeMblii cTuxy (byxwTab 1969, 393).

Mbl e WCXOAUM M3 NPSMO MPOTWUBOMOMOXHOW TPAKTOBKM MPUPOAbI 1
pO/N CTUXOTBOPHOIO MeTpa.
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OueBUAHO TakXe, YTO TakKoW MOAXO0[ YCTPaHSeT OMacHOCTb CMe-
weHns CC KaK ¢ hakTopamy Npocognyeckoro, Tak U MeTpUUeckoro
xapakTepa. Mepen TeM Kak nepeiTn Kk Tunonorum CC cnefyeT XoTs
Bbl CaMbIM KpaTKUM 06pa3oM OCTAHOBUTHCS Ha XapaKTepUCTUKe Kak
13bIKOBOI NPOCOAUKU, TaK U METPUUYECKMX CUCTEM.

4. Npocognyeckne CUCTEMBbI

B HacToslleM pa3gene NpefnpuHATA NMONbITKA CUHTE3a OCHOBOMOJO-

ralowux ans TUNONOrMU Npocofuyvecknx cuctem ugein H. C. Tpy-

6eukoro (Tpy6eukoid 1960) wn K. /. Malika (Pike 1946). MepBblii
pasnuyan cnorocyMTalolmMe U MOpoCUYMTalLMe N3bIKA, BTOPOA —

A3bIKM TAKTOCUMTAIOLLEr0 1 CNOTOCUYUTAIOLWEr0 pUTMa.

B kauecTBe OCHOBHOI Mbl BblensieM OMMO3MLUI0 A3bIKOB TaKTO-
CUMTAKOLLEro M HeTakTocUMTalwLWero putMa. Cpegn nocnegHuUX Mbl
pasnnyaeM A3bIKW CAOFOCUMUTAOWEr0 M MOPOCYMUTAKLEFO pUTMA.
Takum 06pa3oM, Mbl Bblgensem TpW TMNa S3bIKOB:

A. A3bIKM TAKTOCUMTAIOLLEr0 PUTMA, XapaKTepu3yeMble CU/bHbLIM
OUHAMWYECKUM yJapeHueMm, rpajauueid cunbl yaapeHus, pegyk-
uvein 6e3yfapHbIX CAOFOB UM 3aMETHON pPacnpoCTPaHEHHOCTbIO
ABNEHWUIA NPOKAN3bl N 3HKNN3bl. TaKOBbl aHTMACKNIA, HEMELLKWIA,
PYCCKUIA 1 Ap. A3bIKK.

B. A3bIKM criorocumMTalollero puTMa, xapakepusyemble MpoCOAN-
UECKO C€aMOCTOSTENIbHOCTbH cnora (He3aBUMCUMOCTbIO €ro oT
yfhapeHus, T.e. OTCYTCTBMEM peayKuumn) cnabbiMm U, Kak MpaBuo,
(hMKCUPOBaHHbIM yaapeHnem. Cpefu A3bIKOB 3TOr0 TMNa MOXHO
BbIAE/MTL Ba NOATMNA!

Bl. A3blkKu, B KOTOPbLIX €CTb (DOHONOrMYeCKas ONno3numnsa fonrmx

N KPaTKUX CNOroB (YelCKUiA, BEHFePCKMNIA, 3CTOHCKWIA 1 T.N.).

B2. A3biky 6e3 POHONOrMYEeCKN 3HAYMMOTr0 KBaHTUTETa (MTaNibsH-

CKWIA, MCMAHCKUI 1 T.1.).

C. fA3bIKM MOPOCUUTAIOLLLENO PUTMA, XapakTepu3yemblie TeM, YTO B
HUX MWHUMaNbHbIM MPOCOANYECKUM 31EMEHTOM SBASETCA He
cnor, a efuHuua AAUTENbHOCTM — Mopa (ApeBHerpeveckuit,
CaHCKPWUT ¥ Ap.). FA3bIKK 3TOro TMNa TakXe He 3HaT pesykuuu
6e3yfapHbIX CMOTOB, a yapeHue B HUX elle cnabee, YeM B fi3blKax
TMna B n, Kak npaBwao, MMeeT He AMHAMUWYECKWiA, a Menogm-
YecKunin xapakTep.
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MpuBegeHHass TUNONOrUA MMeeT OYeBUAHble MOCNeACTBUA ANA Teo-
pun CC: B A3blKax TaKTOCUMTAKOLWEro puTma, rae HeT (hOHONOrMM-
YeCKU peneBaHTHOro KBaHTUTeTald mmeeTcs ecTecTBeHHas 6asa A
aKLUEHTHOTO (TOHMYECKOr0) CTUXOCNOXEHWNS, HO HeT TaKoW 6asbl ans
CTUXOCNOXEHNA CUNNABUYECKOr0 WAWN KBAaHTUTATUMBHOMO. TakuUM e
06pa3oM A3blKM CNOTOCYUTAIOLWEr0 PUTMA TATOTEIT K cunnabuyecko-
MYy, @ MOPOCHYUTAOLWEr0 — K KBAHTUTATUBHOMY CTUXOCOXEHUIO.

MoHATUE NPOCOAMYECKOWR CUCTEMbI He MOXET 3aMEHWUTb MOHATUS
CC, 0o4HaKO OHO WMEeT BaXHOE 3Ha4yeHue MNpu aHanuse, Hanpumep,
ncTopum HekoTopoin CC B MO3ITUYECKON CUCTEME JAHHOTrO A3blKa, ee
€CTECTBEHHOCTU [NS 3TON MOSTMYECKOW cucTembl M T.N. Tem He
MeHee, OTCYTCTBUE eCTECTBEHHONA3LIKOBOW 6a3bl BOBCE, KaK YXe Oblfo
YKa3aHO Bbille, He fABNAETCA HENPeofoNUMbIM MPEensTCTBUEM AfS
BBeAeHUs cooTBeTcTBYytoweli CC: ecTb AOCTAaTOYHO MHOrO NPUMEPOB
KBAHTUTATUBHOIO CTUXOCAOXeHMA (Hanpumep, No ob6pasyy aHTuu-
HOro MM apabcKoro CTUXOC/IOXEHNSA) B A3blKax He 3HaKLWMX (OoHO-
NOTNYECKOro KBaHTMUTETa, a TakKXe AaKLEHTHOro CTUXOCNOXEHWUA B
A3blKaxX HETAKTOCUMUTAIOLEr0 pUTMa.

5. MeTpnyeckune cucTembl

CTUXOTBOPHbLIA MeTp Mbl onpefensemM Kak abCTPakTHYK TpaHC-
NALNOHHO CUMMETPUYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY, 3/1IEMEHTapHbIA Nepuos cum-
MeTPpUM KOTOpOIi HasbiBaeTCA CTONON. B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT uucia
TUNOB 3/IEMEHTOB, COCTABAAKLWMX CTOMY, COOTBETCTBYIOLWME METPbI
OTHOCATCA K MeTpu4yeckum cuctemam 1-0i, 2-0W, ... , N-ON CTEMNeHU
(B panbHeliwem — MC1 MC2 ..., MCIJ); Hanbonbliee npakTU4YeckKoe
3HayeHue nmeroTt MCln MC2

MC1coCTONT M3 MHOXECTBA LLeNoYeK Haj angaBMTOM W3 OLHOIO
cumBona (4eNMMUTaToOpPbl — pasrpaHnyuTenn Lenovyek — Mol 060-

1 Cp. ofHako nNpUHUMNUANbHO WHOW noaxod B pa6otax A. MpuHca,
M. Jlinbepmana (Prince 1989, Liberman and Prince 1977), IN. Kunapckoro
(Kiparsky 1989) n gp., pa3svBarOLMX CTOMHYK TEOpPWUO MPOCOAMKK. Tak,
M. Knnapckuii B yCTHOI Gecefie C HaMM YKasa, UTO 41 HEro aHrInincKuin u
(OMHCKMWIA OTHOCATCS K A3blKaM MPOCOAMYECKM OfHOTUMHbIM: B 060MX ECTb
[ONroTa, U3MepsieMass MopaMu (Hanuumne CUIbHOW PeayKUMN B aHTINACKOM 1
OTCyTCTBME €e B (PUHCKOM Ans Tunonorum M. Kunapckoro — wmppenesaHT-

HblIli hakTop).
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3Ha4aeM cMMBONOM &). Mo cnocoby yperynupoBaHHOCTW BXOXZAEHUS
LLenoyeK Mbl pasnmyaem

(A) paBHOCTOMHble pa3mepsbl:

&A&A&AL... 1-cTOMHbI
&AA&AA&AAS... 2-CTOMHbIN
&A..A& A..LA& A..A& .. N-CTOMHbIN
n n n
(B) (HepaBHOCTOMHbIE) NO3ULMOHHO-YPEryNNPOBaHHbIE pasmepbl:
&AAA&AARAAARAAL... 32-CTONHbIN

&A.. . A&A..A&A. . A&A. . A&A..A&A..A& ... WIN-CTOMHbIN

m n m n m n

&A. .. A&A.. A&A..A&A..A&A..A&A.. A& ... kkl-cTonHbll

r ""P "TIP PP

(C) BOMbHbIe (HEPaBHOCTOMHbIE HEYPEryMPOBaHHbIe) pasmMepbl:
&A.. A&A. . A&A..A&A..A&A..A&A..A& ... CTONHOCTb —
R NPoON3BO/bHASA
k 1 m n 0 p

MC2 cocTtouT M3 MHOXecTBa Leno4vyek Haj anaBuToOM U3 [ABYX
CUMMBO/OB; 0603Ha4YMM WX COOTBETCTBEHHO Kak A u B. Mpumepsl
cton B MC2: AB, ABB, ABA, ABBB, BBAB, ABBA u T.n. BaXHbIM
MOAKNacCcoM fABMAKTCA CTOMbl, B KOTOPbIX O4WH U3 CUMBONOB UMEET
TONBKO OAHO BXOXAeHue (34ecb U fanee 6yfnem cuyutatb A Takum
CUMBONOM). MpuMepbl TakKMX CTON:

AB ABB ABBB ABBBB
BA BAB BABB BABBB
BBA BBAB BBABB
BBBA BBBAB
BBBBA

nT.n

Kak nB MC1 B MC2cTonbl COUYNEHATCA B METPUYECKME NOCNEf0BaA-
TeNIbHOCTU 60Jiee BbICOKMX paHroB M MOryT 06pa3oBbiBaTb pPaBHO-
CTOMHbIE, HEPABHOCTOMHbIE YPErynMpoBaHHbIE U BOJIbHbIE pa3Mepbl.
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MC3 coCTOUT M3 MHOXecCTBa Lenoyek Haf andaBUMTOM U3 Tpex
CMMBO/IOB U T.M.

6. Tunonorna cUCTemM CTUXOCNOXEHUA

OTobpaxeHne MeTpa Ha A3blKOBble LEMNOYKM OCYLLEeCTBNAETCS npu
nomowun MpaBusl COOTBETCTBUA, COBOKYMHOCTb KOTOPbIX W OMpe-
penset CC. EcTecTBeHHO, 4YTO pas3nuyHble MC 6yayT peanv3oBbl-
BaTbCca B pasHbix CC. CootsetrcTBue Mexgy MC u CC dasnsetca
O[HO-MHOTO3HaYHbIM: Kaxgol MC cOOTBeTCTBYET OMpefeneHHbIN
knacc CC. Takum o6pa3om, npu onmcaHMM MOofenun Toin unm uHoin CC
cnefyet pasninyatb MeTpuyeckume cTpykTypsl (MS) u npasuna co-
oTteeTcTBUA (CR).

6.1. CC, cootsetcTBytowme MC1
6.1.1. C’: UMCTO-KBAaHTUTATUBHbIA CTUX

[na Hayana pacCMOTPUM WUCKYCCTBEHHbI npumep. MUHUMaNbHOM
eAVHULERA NpoOCOgMYEcKOl CTPYKTYpbl (MopocuMTaloLlero — cm. 4)
A3blKa fBnsetca Mopa. lNpeacTaBum cebe Takoe CTUXOC/IOXEHUWE, B
KOTOPOM perfaMeHTUPOBaHO TO/IbKO 06Liee YMCNO ANUTENLHOCTEN B
CTMXEe, HO HUKaK He ynopsgoumBaeTcs WX BHYTPUCTUXOBOE pac-
npegeneHne. Takas CC onucbiBaeTcs CeAytoLein MOAENIO.

(MSI) &AAA..&
(CR1) (i) Kaxpgomy cumsony ‘A’ u3 MSI B cTuxe COOTBETCTBYET
OAHa 1 TONbKO OA4HA MOpa;
(i) & cooTBeTcTBYET cnoBopasgen (#).

Ecnn npeanonoXxutb, 4To B 3Toi CC BCTpedyaetca LUeCTMMOp-
Hbll cTUX (B OCHOBE KOTOpPOr0O J/IEXUT MeTpuyeckas CTPyKTypa
&AAAAAA&), a cnory pasfenawTca Ha OAHOMOPHble (M) W ABY-
MOpHble (—), TO cnefytowe KOHGUrypaLmm 4OMKHbI 6bITh NPU3HAH-
bl B KayecTBe MpaBWUbHbIX peanusaunin MeTpuyeckoli cxembl (B
fanbHeiweM Takne KOHGpUrypauum yayT HasbiBaTbCs METPUYHLIMU):
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NNNNMnNn nNNMm — num
mnmun — u M — N -
mun — Uu U ---mmeee U
N —nunmu —nn —
—nnnn —nN—mu
——————— nu
Ecnn B34Tb, K nmpumepy, CTUX U — U — , TO €ro COOTBETCTBUE

METPY MOXET 6bITb NMPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAHO ClefytolLeli CXeMOIA:

&A AAAAA&
11V 1V I
#tn — un — #

Takyto CC cnenoBano 6bl HasgaTb KBAHTUTATUBHOW (MNM 4ucTo-
KBaHTUTATMBHOM). M3 BCeX M3BECTHbIX TUMOB CTUXA K HEil B Hanbosb-
Wein mMepe MPUMOAMXKAIOTCA CAHCKPUTCKME pasmepbl mxaTwund Tak,
pasvep BaliTanus MNpefcTaBnseT coboil 4YeTBEpOCTMLIME, B KOTOPOM
UeTHble CTUXWM WMEKT ANUTENbHOCTb 14, a HeyeTHble — 16 Mop;
pasmep apbsi COCTOUT M3 CEMMW C NOSIOBUHON YeTbIPEXMOPHbIX FaH?A
MpuyeM raHa fonyckaeT BCe MATb BO3MOXHbIX BapUMaHTOB C/Or0BOM
peanv3aumu:

mnnmm, nunm —mn—mn —unnun-—--—--- .

N, TeM He MeHee, CAHCKPUTCKOE CTUXOCMOXEeHWe o>KaTwu Nullb C
M3BECTHOI HATSXKKOM MOXeT 6bITb onpeneneHo Kak YNMCTO-KBaHTU-
TaTUBHOE, MOCKOJIbKY COAEPXWUT onpepenieHHble OpraHMYyeHuUa Ha
COYETAEMOCTb Pa3/INYHbIX BapUaHTOB raH.

* TaHCKpUTCKOE CTUXOCMOXEHWE PasBNOCL M3 BEAMUCKOTO MyTeM ero
avdhepeHumaumn.  Beniickoe CTUXOCNOXEHUe ObINo  CUNNABbUYECKUM ¢
KBAHTUTATUBHLIMY OTPaHUYEHUAMM, KaCatoLMMUCA MPEVMYLLECTBEHHO OKOH-
YaHVS CTXa. B CaHCKPMTCKOI M033KM KBaHTWUTATUBHBLIA U CUNMabUyecKuii
MPUHLMN pasbeguHUAMCL, 06pa3oBaB, C OAHON CTOPOHbI, KBAHTUTATWBHbIE
pasmMepbl f[>KaTwW W, C APYroii CTOPOHbI, CUNMabuyeckme pasMepbl BpUTTH
(Keith 1953).

2. oHa 06bI4HO NepeBOAMTCA Kak ‘cTona’.
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6.1.2. CV Cunnabunueckana CC

Mocne Mopbl CMefyrOUWMM M0 BENNYMHE 3/IEMEHTOM MPOCOAUYECKONA
CTPYKTYpbl f3blka $BASAETCA CNAOr. ECAM 31eMeHTYy MeTpuyecKoi
CTPYKTYpbl CTaBMTCA B COOTBETCTBME C/OF, TO Pe3ynbTaTOM Takoro
COOTBETCTBMA ABASETCA cunnabuyeckoe cTuxocnoxeHue. Cunnabu-
Yyeckoe CTUXOCNOXEHMEe OonpefenseTcd MeTPUYECKON CTPYKTYpoOii
MSI n npasunamu cooteetcTeng CR2:

(CR2) (i) Kaxpgomy cumsony ‘A’ n3 MSI B CTUXe COOTBETCTBYET
OfiH N TONbKO OAWH CIIOT;
(i) & cooTBeTCTBYeT cioBopasgen2

Tak, meTpuueckoin cTpyktype &AAAAAA& MOXeT ObITb NOCTaB/EH
B COOTBETCTBUWE TAKOW TEKCT:

AngaBnt cobpaHHbIl
Prdmamn cnoxxeHHbIN

OT CBATbIX NWCaHUIA
M3apeBHMX peyeHunit

Ha nonsy Bcem uTyLmm

B npaBoii Bepe CyLLMM...
(Uut. no Octononos I, 229)

Cunnabuyeckas CC, Takum ob6pasom, onpegenseTrcs ABYMA MPUHLK-
namu: MeTPpUYECKON peneBaHTHOCTbIO Cnora M MNo3uuueli MOCTOSH-
HOro c/fioBopasfena — ue3ypbl (M TONbKO UMK).

MHoraa BbICKa3blBanoCb MHEHUE O HEOOGXOAMMOCTU “TOHMYECKOrO
CTEPXHA” MM aKUEHTHON “KOHCTaHTbI” B CUNNabUyeckoMm CTUXeR
Takoe MHeHWe NpefCcTaBNAeTCA HEKOPPEKTHbLIM, MOCKO/IbKY OCHOBbI-
BaeTcs Ha cMmeweHun CC c hakTopamu, CBA3aHHLIMU C S3bIKOBOM
npocoaunkoi. B a3bikax 6e3 AMHaAMUYECKOro ygapeHus (K Hum
OTHOCATCA, B 4aCTHOCTW, BCe MoOpoOcuYMTaloWme A3bIKW), HU O KakoM
“TOHMYECKOM CTepXHe” peyn, ecTeCTBEHHO ObiTb He MOXET
(cp. ANOHCKOE Knaccuyeckoe CTMXOCNOXeHue, kotopoe E. [. Monu-
BAHOB WMEHHO Ha 3TOM OCHOBAHWW OTAenAn OT (paHLy3CKOoro —

2 TMMpasuno (CR2)(ii), B TouHocT nosTopAtoLlee (CRI)(ii) He ssnseTca
CMeundmnyHbIM HUA [ MOPHOTO, HW [ANA CNOroOBOTO CTUXOC/OXKEHWS, HO
xapakTepusyeT Bce CC; no3ToMy B flasibHeliLeM OHO He ByfeT creumanbHo
0roBapvBaTbCs, HO NogpasyMeBaTbCcs “no yMonyaHuio”.

2 Twumodees 1928; 1958.
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cp. n. 1; MonueaHoB 1963, JleoHTbeB 1978). B A3blkax e cforo-
cyMTaloLWlero putmMa ¢ (UMKCMPOBAHHbLIM YyAapeHMeM ((hpaHLy3CKWiA,
NONMbCKWA M [p.) aKLUeHTHas KOHCTaHTa ABMSAeTCH aBTOMATUYECKUM
CMefCcTBMEM (PUKCALMW NO3ULUKM  yAapeHUs OTHOCWUTeNbHO Cllo-
BOpasfena, a He pe3ynbTaTOM CaMOCTOATE/IbHOr0 METPUYECKOro 3aja-
Hus. T103TOMY W HapylleHWe 3TOW “KOHCTaHTbl” He NPUBOAUT K
HapyLleHN0 MeTPUYHOCTM cTuxazt HakoHel, B A3blKax C HeUKCU-
POBaHHbIM YJapEHNEM Hannuyme TOHUYECKON KOHCTaHTbl (eCnW TakKo-
BasA [eiCTBUTENbHO WMeeTcaZ) [AOMKHO cuuTaTbCa peanusalmnei
CamMOCTOATE/IbHOTO MeTPUYeCKOro 3afjaHus, B pe3ynbTaTe Yero Takoi
CTUX HE MOXEeT y)Ke CYMTaTbCA YMCTO CUNNabUYECKUM, HO Nepexof-
HbIM K CU/INaBOTOHNYECKOMY.

MHorga e 1 eAMHCTBEHHAd TOHMYecKas KOHCTaHTa MepeBOAMT
CTUX B CUNNABOTOHMYECKYIO cuCTeMy. Tak, B “KO/MbLOBCKOM” NATW-
CNOXHMKe MMeeTCA Takas KOHCTaHTa: yjapeHue Ha TPeTbeM Chore,

2 Cp. XonwesHukoB 1968, ManasH 1972 n 1980, 3onsH 1976.

5 B 3TOi1 €BA3W BeCbMa NoKasaTe/lbHbl CMOpbl O NMPUPOAE PYCCKON cunna-
6VKKN. Kak 13BECTHO, PYCCKMIA CMNabuiecknini CTUX BOOOLLE 1 ero OCHOBHbIE
MeTpuyeckume mogenm — 13-CnoxHuK (7+6) n 11-cnoxHuk (5+6) — B yacT-
HOCTW, GbLIN 3aMMCTBOBaHbI U3 MONLCKOr0 CTUXOCNOXEHUS. OfHaKo, ecnu B
MOMbCKOM CTUXE MAapakCUTOHWMYHOCTb OKOHYaHUs MpeALUe3ypHoi nosuuum
BCELIENI0 OMnpefensinach A3bIKOBOM MPOCOAMKONR, TO B PYCCKOM CTWXE OHO
6blI0 pe3y/nbTaToM peann3auuyi CaMOCTOATENIbHOrO METPUYECKOrO 3afaHus.
T.0. €Ccnmn, Hanpumep, NOMbCKNIA 11-CAOXHUK — SBHO CUANABWUYECKNA CTUX, B
OCHOBE KOTOPOrO JIeXUT CNeAytoLas MeTpuyeckasa CTPYKTypa:

&&AAAAARKAAAAAALE,

TO pycckuii 11-CNoXXHUK NepBOHAa4anbHO UMeN BBUAY HECKOMbKO ApYryto
METPUYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY:

&&AAABA&AAAABA&E (roe cumBony ‘B’ cTaBwu/ics B COOTBETCTBUE
yAapHbIiA cror).

OfHako 3Ta CxeMa CKOpee OTpaxana ufeanbHble CTPEM/IEHMS, a He
peasibHyt0 MpPaKTUKy, AOMYCKaBLYK W MYXCKWe, W LaKTUINYECKNE OKOH-
YaHus. B xofe fanbHellwero passuTusa cypbbl NapakCUTOHM3MA B KOHEYHOI
¥ NPeALe3ypHOI MO3NLMKN PE3KO PacXOfATCA: ecu B Kay3ysne OH CTabunmsm-
pyeTcs, TO B NPeALe3ypHoli No3vLMK OH TepsieT BCAKYH 0643aTeNIbHOCTb.

B kayecTBe TUMOMOTMYECKO/ Mapa/ien 3[ecb MOXHO YyKas3aTb Ha
BEAMWIACKOE CWUMNabNYECKOe CTUXOCMOXEHME, B KOTOPOM Obiiv  OnpefeneH-
Hble KBAHTUTATMBHbIE OPraHNYeHns, KacaroLmecs OKOHYaHus CTvxa. B sTom
CNnyyae cnefioBano Gbl rOBOPUTb O Nepexofe OT CUNabUYecKoro CTUXocCno-
XEHVSA K CU1Nabo-KBaHTUTATUBHOMY.
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NoaToOMy W BO3BefleHUe ero nuwb K cxeme &AAAAA& He aBnsetcd
JoCcTaTOYHbIMZA (B cBA3M C 3TUM MOXHO OTMETUTb, YTO U AndasnT
COOpaHHbIA..., NPUBEAEHHbLIA B  KayecTBe MNpUMeEpPa  YMCTO-
cunnabuyeckoro ctuxa, HebesynpeyeH K3-3a TOr0, 4YTO B HEM Bcerja
6esypapeH nocnegHWin cnor; OfHaKO, KOHCTaHTHas Hey[apsemMocTb
OAHOr0 NLWb CNOFa — HAaCTO/IbKO CNabblil PUTMUYECKUIA CUTHAN, YTO
UM MOXHO W MpeHebpedb; chnefyet, KPOMe TOro, MOMHWUTb, 4TO
Knay3yna BooOLWe BO MHOIMMX BMAAX CTUXA MNOLYMHAETCA OCOOLIM
3aKOHOMEPHOCTAM).

Cunnabnyecknii CTUX MOXeT OblTb PaBHOCTOMHbLIM (T.e. paBHO-
CNOXHbIM, MOCKONbKY B CUNabU4yecKOM CTUXOCOXEHUWU CTona pea-
NN3YETCA CI0TOM), TaK 1 NO3NLUOHHO YPEryInpoBaHHbIM (Hanpumep,
nonbckas “canuyeckad cTpoga” M T.M.) WUAN BOJSIbHLIM, Hepas-
HOCTOMHLIM HeyperynnpoBaHHbIM (Hanpumep, 6acHu JlahoHTeHa).
CnepgyeT o0cob60 HacTamBaTb, Kak 3T0 Agenan B. M. XXupmyHcKuii
(OKnpmyHCcKuiA 1964), Ha TOM, YTO BOJSIbHbIW cUNNabUYvecKnii CTUX He
ecTb vers libre. Paznnums mexgy HUMKU KacaloTcA KaK METPUKK, TakK U
npocognun. B BONbHOM CTUXE CTUXU pasHble, HO Y3HaBaeMble: BO
(hpaHLy3CKOM CTUXOC/MOXEHUN 3TO B OCHOBHOM YETHOC/OXHble
CTUXWU C NpeobnajaHueM s-MU, 10-TU U 12-CIOXKHUKOB, NMPUBLIYHBIX B
pPaBHOCTOMHOM W NO3ULMOHHO YperynnpoBaHHOM CTWXe, B TO Bpems
Kak B vers libre cyeT Ha cnorn Boobuie He naeT. OTcO4a U NPOCOAM-
yeckme pasnmuma. BOMbHbIA CTUX, MOCKO/bKY €ro CAorn Hecyt
MeTPUUYeCKY0 MWH(pOpMaLno, COXpaHAeT BCe YCNOBHOCTW KJaccu-
4YecKoro cnnnabuyeckoro CTUXOCNOXeHUs (Hanpumep, e-muet), B TO
Bpems Kak vers libre, eCTeCTBEHHO, HAYEro 3TOro He 3HaerT.

D WHoraa ykasblBaeTcs, UTO TaKMX KOHCTaHT [Be: yAapHOCTb 3-ro cnora u
6e3ynapHoCTb 4-ro (T.e. CTUX CTPOMTCA MO CXEME XX—MUX), OfHAKO CTpem/e-
Hue K 6e3yfapHocTu 4-ro cnora ectb, CKOpee BCero, CreAcTBUe NpeaLecTso-
BaBLLEr0 My KOHCTaHTHOTO YAapeHus; B INTepaTypHOM 5CN YeTBepTbIi cror
[elicTBUTENbHO 6e3yfapeH, B TO BpPeMs Kak B (PONLKIOPHOM BCTPeYaroTcs
CTPYKTYpbI TUMa oceTpa-pbibbl, A6 YAapeHne B YeTBEPTOM crore ocnabne-
HO, HO He 1cYe3aeT BOBCE.
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6.1.3. AKLEHTHbI U CIOEHbIN CTUX

Cregytowmm no BenYMHe 3/1EMEHTOM i3bIKOBO MPOCOANKMN ABNSETCS
MPOCOAMYECKOE CNOBO (ualle ynoTpebnseTcs TepMUH “goHeTUYecKoe
CNoBO”, KOTOPbIA MNpefCTaBNAeTCA MeHee yAauyHbIM, MOCKOMbKY He
no3BoNSeT pasrpaHMuMBaTb MpPOCOAMYECKME W (OHeMaTuuyeckue

(hakTOpbI).
B fi3bikax TaKTOCUMTAKOLWEr0 pUTMa B (PYHKLMM NMPOCOLUYECKOTO
cfoBa BbICTYMaeT TakKT — MHOXECTBO C/0roB, 06beAWHEHHbIX

YOapeHneM, MNPUYEM KOHCTUTYMPYIOLWUM 3/IEMEHTOM MOXeT ObITb
KaK C/I0BECHOE, TaK M CcMHTarmatudeckoe (ppasoBoe) ygapeHue. Ha
Ha/mume BTOPOM BO3MOXHOCTW BMepBble, N0 KpailHeli Mepe B UCTO-
pun pycckoit tmnonorun, ykasan A. X. BoCTOKOB, KOTOpbIii TaKol
TakT Ha3Ban “nposoguyeckum nepmogom” (Boctokos 1817)7.

B pa3snuyHbiX fA3blKax He TaKTOCYMTaloWwero putMa Mnpocoam-
YECKOe CNOBO KOHCTUTYUPYeTCA He yAapeHUMeM, HO C/I0BOPasfefiom
(nnn cuHTarmopasgesnom), a, B HEKOTOPbIX C/lyyasxX, U KOSIMYECTBOM
cnoros (Kak, Hanpumep, B BEHrepckom)B

B a3bikax 060ux TMNoB MCi MOXeT peann3oBbIBaTbCA NpU NOMO-
WM npaBun COOTBETCTBMSA, OTO6Gpaxawlime MeTpUYeCcKue CUMBOJIbI
‘A’ B npocoamnyeckne cnosa. Takyto CC 6ygem Ha3biBaTb C/I0BHOI
(3a otcytcTBMEM nydwero TepmuHa; cp. wortzdhllende Rythmik
B. Maiiepa [Meyer 1905] u cnoBHbIn cTux A. Tey [Teeuw 1952]).
B 3aBMCMMOCTU OT TMNA A3blKa U CTPYKTYPbl NMPOCOANYECKOTO CNoBa
pasnuyaloTcs akUeHTHas W HeakueHTHas pPasHOBMAHOCTW C/OBHOIO
CTUXOCNOXEHUA. XOTA pasnnums B PUTMUKE W 3BYYaHUU MeXAy
CTMXamMn 3TUX PasHOBUAHOCTEN MOryT 6biTb BECbMa 3HAYUTENbHbLIMMU,
OHW LeNIMKoM 00ycnoBnmMBatoTCa (PakTopamu f3bIKOBO MPOCOAUKMN ©
He MOryT C/y>XUTb OCHOBaHWeM A4 BblfefleHns WX B CaMOCTOf-
TenbHble CC.

'7 AHanornyHble pasrpaHuyeHns nposoguT B. M. XupmyHckuit (XKnpmyH-
CKUA 1964), a B 3CTOHCKOM CTUXOCNOXeHUN — HA. Mbinbamaa (PGldméae 1978).

A J. Horvath 1969, 18-19.
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6.1.3.1. C 3 AKLEHTHbIN CTUX
B A3blkax TakTocumMTarmowero putma cnosHas CC (PyHKUMOHUPYET B

BuAe aKLEHTHOro ctuxa. OHa KoHcTutympyetrca MSI n CR3.

(CR3) Kaxpgomy anemeHTy A u3 MSI cooTBeTcTBYyeT TakT (MHO-
XKeCTBO CNOroB, 06beMHEHHbIX YAAPEHNEM).

BoT npumep 3ByuYaHUsi TPEXCTOMHOTO (=TPexyfapHOro) akLeHTHOro
cTmXa:

&AAA&

Break, break, break
Wind of the western sea
(A. TeHHUCOH)

4-cnoxHasa rpynna of the western, o6befuHAemMas O4HUM CMIOBECHbLIM
yhapeHveM, ABndeTcd O4HUM TakTOM. COBEPLUEHHO aHanornyeH — ¢
TOYHOCTbIO [0 4YMC/la CN0r0B B MeXAyyAapHbIX WHTepBanax —
cnegywowuin npumep n3 B.MaskoBckoro:

&AAA&

[Heit 6bIK ner.
MepneHHa net apba...d

Kak 1 cnnnabuyeckuini CTUx, akLeHTHbI CTUX MOXeT 6bITb He TONbKO

PaBHOCTOMHbIM, HO ¥ MO3ULMUOHHO YPErYIMPOBAHHBIM WU BOJIbHBIM.
MpeAcTaBAseTCA, 4YTO C TOYKM 3pPEHUS MNPeASIOXEHHON Teopuu

aKLEHTHOro cTMxa Haumbonee NPUHUMUMNNANbHBIMW B LECKPUNTUBHOM

OTHOLLEHUN ABNAIOTCA cnefytouine npobiembl:

e npobnema NPoNyCKOB CXEMHbIX YAapeHU;

e npo6siemMa CBEPXCXEMHbIX YAapeHWiA.

Ha npumepe akuUeHTHOro CTMXa B PYCCKOW M033MM 3TU MPOGNEMbI
paccmoTpeHbl B JloTmaH 1995.

B TeopeTuyeckoM nnaHe BaXHOW npobnemMoil npefcTaBnseTcs
onpegeneHuns “macwtaba COOTBETCTBMA” MeTPUYECKON cXembl. U3
COBPEMEHHbIX CTUXOBEAO0B, KaxXeTrca, ToNbKo HA. MNblNbAMA3 HacTau-
BaeT Ha TOM, UYTO cneayeT pasnuyatb akLEHTHbIA CTUX, OCHOBaHHbI
Ha CcuYeTe C/MOBECHbIX YAAPeHWR, OT aKUeHTHOro0 CTWXa, OCHOBbI-
BalOLLErocs Ha cyeTe ygapeHuii cuHTarmatmyeckux (Poldmae 1978),
T.e. cneAyeT pa3inyatb TakTbl, B KOTOPbIX CNOTM 06bEANHAOTCA Cro-

D ToapobHee 06 3TOM CM. pa3gen o TakToBuke B JlToTmaH 1995.
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BECHbIM yapeHneM, OT TaKTOB, r4e 3T0 06beAUHEHNE NPOUCXOANT 3a
CYeT yJapeHunin pa3oBbix (CMHTarMaTuyecknx). TakTbl BTOPOTo Tuna
A. X. BOCTOKOB 1 Ha3blBan “nposouyeckumu nepnogamn”.
MprvMepoM akLEHTHOro CTuMXa MEPBOro TuUMa MOXET CAYXUTb
NpUBEAEHHbIN Bbille OTPbIBOK M3 MasgKoBCKOro3) npymMepoM akLeHT-

HOro CTMXa BTOPOro — “ckKasouHblii cTuX” A. X. BoCTOKOBa, Takxe
TPEXCTONHBIN (= TpexyAapHbIin)3L
&AAA&

Moppaxain | celi mepe | B Aenax TBOUX.
JocTurHyTe M | Xouelb j UCMONHEHNS,
becnpectaHHO | Briepes, | Brnepes CTPEMUCH,
Xouelllb BUAETL | Bce Mupa | sBneHus,

Pacluvpsii Hag HAMK | yM CBOV | 1 0BbIMeLLb KX...
{W3peyeHuna KoHdyuus, nep. u3 @. LLnnnepa)
(rpaHu1Lbl CUHTaMbl OTMEYEHbI 3HAYKOM “ | )

AKLUEHTHBIA CTUX NepBOro TWMa MOXeT 6biTb Ha3BaH TaKTOBbIM (He
nyTaTb C TAKTOBUKOM), aKLEHTHbI CTUX BTOPOro Tuna — CUHTarma-
TUYeckum (cp. TaktTomg n cuHtarmoung y . Moeinbamsa)R

6.1.3.2. C'3' CoOGCTBEHHO C/MIOEHbIN CTUX

AKLEHTHBbIA cTUX — Haubonee pacnpocTpaHeHHas uU o6cnefoBaHHas
topma cnoBHoit CC; aBTOpMTET 3TOW (OpMbl MOPOK MPUBOAMT K
TOMy, UTO nccnegosaTenn o 1060 popme CNOBOCUMTAIOLLErO CTUXA
(B TOM umcne M A3blkax HETAaKTOCUMTAIOLLEr0 PMUTMA) HaYMHAKT
roBOpUTbL KakK 06 aKLEeHTHOM, U 3TO HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO CaM aKLUeHT
(yoapeHne) B 6OMbLIMHCTBE TakWX CAyyYaeB BOOOWE HUKaKON
MeTpUYecKoi ponu He nrpaetR

Vives BBMdy, B NepByt0 ovepesb, MMEHHO Takoro poga ctuxu, P. O. Akob-
COH nucan: “IMo3snd MasKOBCKOro ecTb M033us BblAefieHHbIX C/0B MO0
npevmyLecTay” (IKobcoH 1923).

BOCTOKOB NpUMEHW 34eCb OMWCaHHLIA UM )Ke “CKa30uHbIA PycCKuit
CTUX”, COCTOALLUMIA M3 TpeX “MPO304UYECKMX MEepUOAOB” € AaKTUANYECKAMU
Knaysyrnamu (Boctokos 1817).

2 Poldmée 1978.

VCKMOYeHNst B 3TOM CMbIC/Ie COCTaBMAOT MOAPAaXaHUs aKLEHTHOMY
CTUXY B MO3TUYECKMX CMCTEMAX S3bIKOB TAKTOCUMTAIOLLEro PUTMa; Tak, B
repeBogax MasikoBCKOrO aKLEHTHbI PUTM MOXET A0CTUraThCs 0CO6bLIMM
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JTo60oNbITHO, 04HAKO, YTO BOBCE He aKLEHTHbIA CTUX Bbla NepBoi
(hopMOIi C/MIOBHOTO CTWMXOC/OXEHUS, MONMYYMBLUEN TEOpPeTUYECKoe
ocmbicneHue. Mo ceugeTenscTBy B. Maliepa, rpammatuk Buprunui
MapoH (Hay. VI B.) onucan pasmep, CTPOALWLMIACA UCKIOUYNTENBHO Ha
cyeTe cnos. Hanpumep, cnegylolime CTUXU OH ONpefenser Kak
quadrifonis (4T0, N0 yTBEpPXAeHUIO B. Maliepa, 03HavaeT y Buprunus
MapoHa ‘“4eTbIpexCnoBHbIN’):

Sol maximus mundi lucifer
omnia aéra inlustrat parifer.

Takoli CTUX OTnM4YaeTcs oT aKUEHTHOTo nuilb TpaKTOBKOI7I npocoaun-
4YeCKOro csioBa: ecnn ana akKueHTHOro CTmuxa OHO KOHCTUTYUPYETCA
yoapeHunem, 1o ond C10BHOro — csioBopasgenamu.

(CR3a) Kaxpgomy anemeHTy A un3 MSI cooTBeTCTBYEeT C/IOBO
(MHOXeCTBO CNOroB, PAacrofiOXEeHHbIX MeXay [AByms
cnoBopasgenamu).

NaTnHcKoe cnoBocyuMTaloliee CTUXOCNOXEHWEe paHHero cpefHese-
KOBbfA PasBMIOCb M3 aHTUYHOrO B pesynbTaTe 0TX0fa OT WCNO/b30-
BaHWA KBAHTUTATMBHOrO npuHumna. OHO CTano CBOEro poga mnpo-
MEXYTOUYHbIM 3BEHOM B MpoLecce, pe3y/sibTaTOM KOTOPOro SABW/IWCH
pasfnyHble QOpMbl cuUNNabuyeckoro M cuMnnaboTOHWYECKOro CTuxa
HOBOEBPONENCKON N0o33unu.

ApXanyHoe NaTUHCKOEe CTUXOCNOXEeHue, A0 TOro Kak oHo B Il B
[0 H.3. OblN0 BbITECHEHO TPEYECKUMW MO CBOEMY MPOUCXOXKIEHMIO
MOLEeNnsAMn CTUXa, N0 MHEHWI0 ero KpynHelilero wuccnefosaTens
O. B. Murn, 66110 Takxe CNOBHbIM. B caTypHOBOM CTUXE HE Y4MuTbl-
Ba/OCb HW yJapeHue, HU KBAHTUTET, HU cunnabuyeckas CTPYKTypa,
HO TO/IbKO KO/IMYECTBO C/IOBECHbIX efuHuy. [. B. Murn pasnnyaet
60nbWOKA (maiores) u Manblil (minores) caTypHOB CTUX, KOTOpble,
0[lHaKO, OH CBOAMUT K ClieAytoLlein obLiein cxeme:

O()/01//0/0, rge ‘0’— cnoso (Pighi 1970).
MpuBeaem, 3aMMCTBOBaHHbIe Y MUru, NnpuMepbl Manoro:

hibemo / puluere // uemo / luto
grandia / farra, // camile, / metes

[EKNamMaLMOHHbIMW  CpefcTBaMK, 4TO, MO BbipaxeHUto P. O. AkoGCoHa,
ABNseTC POPMOIA HaCUMMA Haf, A3bIKOM.
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1 60MbLIOro caTypHOBa CTMXaA:
eorum sectam / sequontur // multi / mortales

multi alii / e-Troia // strenui / uiri

CornacHo Hallei cucTeMe OMMCaHWs MeTpUYecKash CTPYKTypa Manoro
M 6OMbLIOFO CaTYpPHOBbLIX CTWUXOB OMNpeAensieTcs, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
CNefyoWMMN CXeEMaMK:

&AAAA&
n
& AAAAAL

Cnegyet 06paTWTb BHUMaHWe Ha 04YeBUAHOE CXOACTBO, C OAHOW
CTOPOHbI, TATUHCKOIO CTUXOCNOXEHUA Mepuoja, NpeaLlecTBYIOLWEro
MPUHATUIO CTUXOCNOXEHUS Fpeyeckoro ob6bpasua W, ¢ Apyrow crto-
POHbI, Mepuoja ero pasnoXeHus; Tak, Manblii caTypHOB CTUX MOXeT
MHTepnpeTnpoBaTbCA Kak quadrifonis.

PasymeeTcs, HeaKLeHTHas pa3HOBUAHOCTb cnoBocuymTatouweir CC
BCTpeYaeTCs He TO/IbKO B NATMHCKOW NO03sun. YKaxem XoTa 6bl Ha
NMPOAO/KUTENIBHYIO W, BPEMEHamMu, BeCbMa 3HEPIUYHYI [LUCKYCCUIO
OTHOCUTENbHO MNpuUpoAbl Manaickoro ctuxa (Teeuw 1952, Bongbl-
pesa 1973 u gp.). He nmes BO3MOXHOCTW OCTaHAB/NIMBATLCA 34eCb Ha
3TOM BOMpoce noApo6Hee, OTMETUM JWWb, 4YTO HET HUKAKUX
OCHOBaHW OTHOCUTb “CNOBHbLIA” CTUX K Pa3HOBMAHOCTU aKLEHTHOrO
(kak 310 genaeT M. A. bongbipesa).

6.1.4. C’4: CBO6OAHBIN CTUX

PaccmoTpum Temepb cnydaid, korga MCi peanusyeTcs cliegylowmum
obpaszom:

(CR4) Kaxpgomy cumony ‘A’ m3 MSI cooTBeTcTBYeT MNpocCOAu-
yeckas hpasa.

Takyto CC mbl 6ygem HasbiBaTb CBO6OAHbLIM cTMXOM (vers libre).

XoTd npuBefeHHas TpaKToBKa CBO6OAHOr0 CTMXa CaMblM PeLunTeNb-

HbIM 06pa3oM M pacxoAuTcs C cofep>kaHuem Haubonee pacnpocTpa-

HEHHbIX NpeAcTaBNEHU A O HeM (Cp. 2 .1), OHA, TEM He MeHee, XOpOoL o

COOTBETCTBYET 06beMy 3TWX MpefcTaBfeHniA. WHbIMKW cnoBamu,
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npegnaras HOBbIA MHTEHCMOHAN MOHATUA ‘CBOGOAHBLIA CTUX , Hala
Teopus MMeeT BBUAY TOT XE 3KCTEHCMOHa, YTO U NnpejLllecTsytoLue
KOHLenuun cBo6OAHOI0 CTUXA M, YTO eLle BaXKHee, HALUW UHTYUTWB-
Hble MPeACTaB/ieHUs 0 HEM.

Bo n3bexaHune nytaHuubl cnegyet YTOYHUTb Hale ynotpebneHune
TepMuHa ‘ppasa’. Kak u Bbllle, KOrja peyb Wwa o ‘cnore’ n ‘crose’,
Mbl nogpasymeBaem noj ‘@pas3oii’ UCKAOUNTENbHO eAWHMLY Npoco-
AWNYecKol cTpaTbl $3blKOBOW cucTembl. (Mpocogunyeckas) (pasa
KOHCTUTYUpyeTcs Ppa3oBoil MHTOHaLMEN N MeX(pa3oBbIMK Nay3amn
(BKNOYasa BuUpTyanbHble). UneHeHue TekcTa Ha (pasbl B HeECTW-
XOTBOPHOW peun, Kak MnpaBuno, COOTBETCTBYET €€ CUHTaKTUKO-
CEMAHTUYECKOMY Y/leHeHMI0 (TaKoe COOTBETCTBUE XapaKTepHO Jaxe
4N 3MOLMOHaNbHO BbleNeHHbIX (parMeHTOB). B CTUXOTBOPHONA
peun Takoe COBMafleHWe COBepPLIEHHO He 0653aTeNbHO: uNeHeHue
TekcTa Ha (pasbl 3afaeTca YNEHEHWEM Ha CTUXU, — CTUXOTBOPHas
npocoausa feTepMUHMPOBaAHA MeTPUYECKM.ss B CTUXOTBOPHONW peun
(hpasopasfenbl MOTyT He CcoBMajaTb He TO/MbKO C rpaHULaMu
CMHTAKCUYECKUX CUHTArMm, HO W C rpaHuLAaMu CNoB W, faxe, C/Oros.
Tak, y V. AHHEHCKOro B coHeTe lMepe6oii puTmMa 00YCNOBMIEHHBLIM
rpaHuuei ctuxa ¢pasopasfenom pas3pbiBaeTCAd OLHOCNOXHOE CMOBO
‘AM6’:

Kak H¥ TynokK, H1 XXney4d Am-
— 6, YTOM/IEH U1 OH, 3aTuX...

(roe ‘am’- pudmyeTcs ¢ ‘Co3BYUbAM’)-

CBOGOAHbIA  CTUX ABNAET CO60/ MUHUMYM  CTUXOTBOPHOCTM,
MOCKO/IbKY B CTUXOTBOPHbLIX (opmMax, OTHocAwWwwmxcsa K nw6oin CC,
ecTb METPUYECKME eMHULbI, COOTBETCTBYHOLWME (pase (Kak Npasuo,
3T0 — CTuX, pexe — nonyctuwme). OpAHAKO, BO BCEX 3TUX
cnyvyasx — B OT/MYMe OT CBOGOAHOrO CTMXa — COOTBETCTBUE METPY
OTYLLEeCTBAAETCA NO KpaliHeil Mepe elie Ha O4HOM YPOBHE — YPOBHE
cTon. HeckonbKo orpy6nss peasbHYt0 KapTUHY, METPUYECKYIO CXEMY
CTUXOTBOPHOTO TEKCTA MOXHO NpPeACTaBUTb CHEAYOLW UM 06pasom:

3 Cp. BblguHyTbI HO. H. TbIHAHOBBLIM MPUHLMN €AMHCTBA W TECHOTHI
CTMXOTBOPHOrO psifia, NpuobpeTarowwmii 0CO6EHHYIO 3HAYMMOCTb VIMEHHO B
vers libre, cornacHo KOTOpOMy MeTpUYeckoe YseHeHWe MPUBOAWT K TpaHc-
(hopMaLmm BcexX A3bIKOBbLIX CTPYKTYP, BKIOUAsA CEMaHTUYECKME.
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(roe ‘T’ — CTMXOTBOPHbLINA TekcT, ‘L’ — cTux, ‘F’— cTona; B cayyae
MC: cTona coCcToOMT U3 eAUHUYHOIo cMmBona ‘A’).

CBoeobpasne cBO60AHOI0 CTMXa COCTOUT, TAKUM 06pasom, B TOM, UTO
B HEM, Kak MpaBuno, CToMa M CTUX COBNAjAalT UM KaXAblAd CTUX CO-
CTOWUT 13 oAHON (hpasbl (MHBIMK cnoBamu, vers libre — Kak npasuno
OLHOCTOMHbIA cTMX). W3peaka, 04HAKO, BCTpevarnTca (opMbl, KOTO-
pble MOryT 6blTb WMHTEpNpeTUMpOBaHbl Kak [ABY- W 60/iee CTOMHbIe
Bepnmbpbl. Hanpumep, onucaHHblli K. ®. TapaHOBCKUM CNaBSHCKWA
“CKa3oBblil cTUX” (TapaHoBCKMIi A 1968) MOXXeT MHTEPNPETUPOBaTLCA B
KayecTBe [BYCTOMHOro Bepnmbpa.

B0o3MOXHbI 1 60/ee CMOXHble MOCTPOEHUA: CTUXOTBOPEHUE
A. Annukcaapa Traakia maagia (®pakuiickasa marua) coctout m3 12
YeTBEPOCTULLNIA, KAXAbIA CTUX — M3 YeTbipexX KOPOTKUX (0T O4HOTO
[0 YEeTbIPEXC/IOBHbIX) NPeAnoXeHnn. MoCKONbKY 3TO CTUXOTBOpPEHME
noHagobutca Ham W B fanbHeiiwem (cp. 6.4.2), npuBeaeM Tpu ero
nepBbIX CTPObI:

Ruuge ruutjuur. Puutesuude. Suuli tuulis. Nuummuul.

Suur puur. Luudetud huuled. Tuur kuul. Muundsuund.

Kuuldud uudis. Tuumaruum. Kuunar muulil. Tuubid luubis.

Nuuska suusad. Kuumav tuuslar. Mis on nuubia luule? Puuduv suudlus.

Vihane vihin. Tihase liha. Tihkuv kihkur tihkab ihata. Pihkunihkur.

Vihtlev sihtur. Rihva kihvad. Rihmavihm. Pihkvas lihvitud pihlakad.

Pihalihased. Kihupihustus. Sihilik pihtimine. Kihistuskihid.

Nihilist nihvlil. Tihumeeter krihvleid. Kdik ihtiiosaurused on ihnurid.
Lihtne kihnlane.

Saetud pael. Aeva taevad. Vaevatud raev. Laevatael.

Kaeva kaev. Maetud aer. Raepraed. Kael kraega.

Vaer pael. Naerev kaer. Laetud laed. Nael paelu.

Vaene laen. Paeluv aed. Langevad aegade kaed. Vaevane aevastus.

Hw cyeT cnoroe, HU CYET UIN pacnosioXxeHune y,qapeHVIVl, PaBHO KaK "
AonroT, Anda 3T0ro CTUXOTBOPEHWUA HEe peNneBaHTHbl; HU K O,D'HOVI n3
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CC wn3 “cTaHfapTHOro CAMCcKa” OHO OTHECEHO O6biTb HE MOXET.
CnepoBaTenbHO, COrNacHO TPagWLWOHHOW TO4YKe 3peHus, 3T0 —
LAeNCTBUTENbHO CBOGOAHbLIA cTuX. C TakuMm OMnpefefieHNeM MOXHO
corfacuTbes, O4HaKo, NUWb CO CAeAYHLWNM CyLLeCTBEHHbIM YTOUYHe-
HUeM: 3TO YeTBEPOCTOMNHLIA CBOBGOAHLIN CTUX (JanbHellmne yToUHe-
HUSA 6YAYT cAenaHbl HUXeE).

6.1.5. CV Vers libre Ha cBepxtpa3oBom yposHe (?)

Mpocoanyeckme efgHuULbl CBEPX(Pa30BOro YPOBHA COBEPLUEHHO el
He uccnefoBaHbl; ONA HUX HET [aXe CKONbKO-HUOYAb 06LenpuHs-
TOro HasBaHuAa. MNpuMeM MO3TOMY YCNOBHOe Ha3BaHue ‘nepuopg’. Cam
(hakT cyuiecTBOBaHMA CBepx(pas3oBblX EAUHCTB B MNPOCOAMKE He
MOXET BbI3blBaTb COMHEHMWA: BO-NEPBbIX, MHTOHALWOHHbIE XapaKTe-
PUCTUKM (pa3bl MOryT 3aBUCeTb OT KOHTEKCTa; BO-BTOPbIX, CYLLECT-
BYIOT WHTOHALWOHHbIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTMN, KOTOPble OXBaTbliBalOT BeCh
nepuoj Kak Lenoe, B CleACTBME 4ero ofHa W Ta >Xe (pasa Mo-
pasHOMY 3BYYMT B Hayane U B KOHLUE nepuoga (4To B MO33UM YacTo
06bIrpbIBAETCA B KOJIbLEBbIX MOCTPOeHMAX). O6beanHeHue ¢pa3 B
nepnwoj BO MHOFOM aHanorm4yHo 06beAMHEHUI0 C/I0B BO (hpasbl: Mpo-
coamyeckne xapakTepucTUKN OTAENbHbIX CNOB BO (ppase MOryT Moau-
thnumposaTbca nog BAMAHUEM (@) KOMMYHWKATUBHOW OpraHusaumu
(hpasbl (aKkTyanbHoe YneHeHue 1 T.n.) 1 (6) hpasoBOi MHTOHALUN.
PasymeeTtca, nepuoj He MOXeT CUYMTATbCA 31EMEHTOM, MOf-
XO4SWMUM [NA TOro, 4YTobObl COOTBETCTBOBATb METPUYECKUM CyLU-
HOCTAM: OH C/IULLIKOM BENIUK /1A 3TOr0 W HernocpeicTBEHHO Ha Cnyx
M70X0 BOCMNPUHMMAETCA. Tem He MeHee, YMCTO TEOPEeTUYECKU HeT
HUKaKUX NPenaTcTBUIA Ans cywecTBoBaHUS CC, OCHOBAHHbIX Ha TOM,
4yTo cCMMBONaM ‘A’ CTaBATCA B COOTBETCTBME MMEHHO nepuopbl. He-
CKOMIbKO CTMXOTBOPEHWI, AEMOHCTPUPYHOLWNX WMEHHO TaKyk opra-
Hu3auuto, BcTpevaem y T. JiuiiBa, no BbipaxeHnto A. Mbinbamas,
“aBTopa CBOeOOpa3HenX 3CTOHCKUX BepnnbpoB”; cBoeobpasne mx
COCTOMUT, B YacTHOCTM B WX rpauke: OHa BbIPOBHEHA HE TOMbKO
CNeBa, HO U Cnpasa, TEKCT CTPOUTCA Kak Obl M3 Kupnuyeid. MNpusegem
O4HO M3 HuX Sinu jarveks saamine (TBoe cTaHOB/MEHWe O03epoOM),
cocTosLLee M3 NATN OAHOCTOMHbIX (OAHONEPNOAHBIX) CTUXOB.
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SINU JARVEKS SAAMINE

Sina, mis sa oled minemas jarve. Sina, mis sa oled saamas jarveks,
muutumas ohvriks mudasele jérvelShnale, saagiks kdrkjamaigulise-
le jarveheinale. Juba on sinu pilgus kollendav jarv paatidega,
kes on

ootamas sind jérve pohjas, Kivide keskel ja inimeste vahel. Kdrvus
aga helisevad sul siiski need paadid, kes on veel jarve peal, —
aerudega I8hkumas kaijuvat vett, rebides puijedega vilisevat
jarvedhku.

Sina, mis sa ei ole kunagi unistanud j&rveks saamist, armasta-
mas ometi tapvaid korkjaid, neelavat muda ja surmavat vett. Sina,
sa jooksed tagasigi jarve rannalt metsade rippe, et sel viisil

suurendada veelgi enam iha jarve jarele. Et veelgi enam vihata
jarve-eelsed maad. Sina, sa vdtad metsagi, kes sulle meeldib,
endaga jarve kaasa, — ei halasta sa metsale, ei motle sa metsa
vaevale, kui lammatad jarve-

veega puid, keda nii armastad. Sina ja sinust petetud mets. Vette
te kaote ja vette te jadtegi, ja jarv ei tea, kes tema saagist on
puu ja mis inimene.

O6paTuM BHUMaHMe Ha 06blYHbIA Ana T. JluiiBa nepeHoc cnosa u3
yeTBepTOro cTnxa (CTpodbl??) B NATHIN.

OnucaHHas CC He umeeT (eww,e?) Ha3BaHMA. CKopee Bcero, 60/b-
LUMHCTBO MccnegoBateneil 6bian 6bl CKAOHHBI TPakToOBaTb NOAOGHbLIE
CnyyYau B KauyecTBe pPasHOBUAHOCTeW Bepnubpa, 4TO B NMPUHLWME He
MOXET Bbl3blBaTb BO3PaXeHWIi, MOCKOMIbKY 06bl4HOE ynoTpebneHue
3TOr0 TEpPMMHA MMEET HU K YeMy He 0643biBalolMii YNCTO HeraTus-
Hbli cmbicn. CnefyeT NuWb HacTaMBaTb Ha pasrpaHW4YeHWn Bep-
NNBPOB TaK cKa3aTb (hpa3oBbiX, OT BEPAMOPOB MEpPUOAHbLIX (Cp. pas-
rpaHnYeHne TaKTOBOFO M CUHTArMaTM4YeCcKOro C/0BHOFO CTWXa B
n 6.1.3.1).

CymMmMupysa ckasaHHoe B pasgesne 6.1., MOXHO yTBepxpaaTb, 4to MC:
COOTBETCTBYHOT MO KpaitHeil mepe yeTbipe CC: mopocuuTatowas (nam
KBaHTUTAaTMBHaA; s .1.1), Cnorocuyutalwwas (unm cunnabuyeckas;
6.1.2), TakTocumTatowasa (6.1.3) n ¢gpasocumtatowas (uam vers libre;
6.1.4). bonee npo6nemMaTUYHbIM NPeACTaBNAETCA Bbl4e/IEHWE CUCTEM
CTUXa, OCHOBAHHbLIX Ha “METPUYHOCTWU” CUHTArM W CBEPX(PAa30BbIX
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obpasoBaHuii (NepuoaoB), MOCKONbKY COOTBETCTBYOLLME €AWNHMLIbI
NPOCOANYECKON CTPYKTYypbl ES ABNAIOTCA C METPUYECKOW TOUKM
3peHUst MeHee “noaxoaAaWMMK”: CMHTarma B CUNy ee HeAoCTaTOYHOW
OnpefeneHHoCTH, Nepuos — No NpPUYMHe ypesmepHoro obbema. Ha-
3BaHHble MPUYUHbI, O4HAKO, HE MOTYT CYMTATbCA HeNpeoso/IMMbIMU
npenaTCcTBUAMMN A8 BOSHUKHOBEHUSA COOTBETCTBYHOLW X TpaguLuii.

6.2. CC, cooTBeTcTBYIOLWME MC?2

TeopeTUYecKM BO3MOXHbIX crnocoboB peanusaumy MC2 ecTecTBeH-
HO, 3HaYMTeNnbHO 60nble, Hexenn MC: (MpaBga, yXXe a priori oTna-
paiwot CC. Ha ypoBHe mop v nepuogos — cp. 6.1.1 un 6.15 —
MOCKOJIbKY Ha COOTBETCTBYILLIMX YPOBHAX €AUHULbI A3bIKOBOW Mpo-
COAMKMN He KOHTPacTUPYIT Mexay coboil). Hanpumep, TeopeTnyecku
HUYTO He NpPenAaATcTBYeT BO3MOXHOCTM peanusauun MC. Ha cro-
BECHOM, CMHTarmaTMyeckom uan pasoBoM ypoBHAX. Tak, Ha ¢paso-
BOM YpoOBHe cTona ‘AB’ MOXeT peann3oBbiBaTbCA TakMM 06pasomM,
4yTo ‘A’ COOTBETCTBYET (hpasa, XxapakTepusyemas O4HUM TUMOM WHTO-
HaLUWOHHOT0o KOHTYypa, a ‘B’ — apyrum. Takue KOHCTPYKLUW BCTpe-
yalTcs B pasIMYHOro poja amebeillHbIX KoMMno3uumax (Hanpumep,
Yyepegytowime sonpockl n oTeeThbl)FH

BO3HMKaWNX BO3MOXHOCTEN AN KOMOGUHUPOBAHNA 34eCb CTOMb
MHOrO, 4YTO B peanbHO CYLLECTBYHOLWNX Tpaguumax sadukcuposaHa
NNWb Manad ux 4vactb. MMO3TOMY HMXE Mbl OrpaHMYMMCA paccMoTpe-
HUEM NULWb BaxHehwnx CC2 — BCE OHW TaK WAN MHAYe OCHOBaHbI Ha
NCcnonb3oBaHUK cunnabuyeckoro npuHuuna (T.e. Bo Bcex atux CC
MeTpuyecKne efuHUUbI TakK WAM  UWHa4vye KOPPECMOHAUPYIOT CO
cnoramm).

6.2.1. C” /- KBaHTMUTaTWBHO-CUINABNYECKMNI CTUX
YNCTO-KBAaHTUTATUBHBIA CTUX, ONWUCaHHbIN B 6.1.1, 06pa3oBbIBaICA B
pesynbTaTe COOTBETCTBUA 3neMeHTaM MC: KpaTyaiwux eguHuL,

A3bIKOBOIA npocoankn — Mop. KBaHTUTATUBHbI NPUHLUUN MOXXET
6bITb MCMONb30BAaH W WHAYeE: YUnNTbiBaTbCA MOXET HE MPOCTO KOIn-

3 KupmyHckuii 1921.
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YecTBO [/INTENbHOCTEN, HO U UX KOH(Mrypauus. [ns 3Toro, ogHako,
TpebyeTcs nepeiTn ¢ YpOBHS MOpP Ha 60/iee BbICOKMIA YpPOBEHb —
YpOBeHb C/IOr0oB. YepegoBaHWe KpaTKUX WM JOATMX CAOFOB MOXeT
6bITb MCMONL30BAHO B pa3NnyHbiX CC. Tak, aHTUYHbIA rekcameTp 06-
pasyeTcsi 4YepefoBaHMEM TaK Ha3. HepasnoXWMoW [onroTel (T.e.
[ONroThl, peann3yeMoin JONTUM, LBYMOPHbIM CNOrOM) C Pa3noXumoi
(T.e. peannsyemMoil Kak OfHWM ABYMOPHbIM, TaK U ABYMS KpaTKWMW,
OAHOMOPHbLIMWU CNOraMu); aHanormyHbiM 06pas3oM YCTpPOeH U AmM6u-
YeCKUii TpUMeTp.

B nepBoM npubamxeHUn obuiasg cxema MOPOXAEHUS aHTUUYHOTO
rekcameTpa MOXeT 6biTb MpeAcTaBfieHa chnefylowmum o6pasom: OH
BbIBOAMTCA U3 METPUYECKOWR CTPYKTYypbl MS2 npu nomouiM npasun
cooteetcTBna CR53%

(MS2) &ABABABABABAB&

(CR5) /. KBaHTMTAaTWBHbLIA NPUHLMN:

(i) Kaxpoin nosmumm A wun3 MS2 CcOOTBEeTCTBYET [Be
MOpbl;

(i) Kaxpow nosmuymm B wn3 MS2 cooTBeTCTBYeT [Be
MOpbl;

Il. Cunnabuyecknini NnpuHLmMnN:

(iif) Kaxgoi nosuuyum A u3 MS2 cOOTBETCTBYET OfWH U
TO/IbKO OfWH CnoT;

(iv) Cumony B nM3 MS2 MOXeT COOTBeTCTBOBAaTb /NGO
0fVH, NM60 nocnefoBaTeNbHOCTb ABYX C/OTOB.

MpumeyaHue Kk (ii): MNMocnegHas no3uuma B cTuxe (BB cuuTtaetcs
[OBYMOPHOW YCNOBHO; B [eACTBUTENbHOCTU €l MOXEeT COOTBETCTBO-
BaTb KaK JONTUIA, TaK U KpaTKnii cnor.

MpumeyaHuna K (iv):
a) Mosnumm Bs MOXET COOTBETCTBOBATH TO/IbKO OAWH CNOT;

3 3decb M HWKe oOnucaHWs PasfiMuHbIX pPa3MepoB NpecnedytoT cyry6o
WKOCTPATVBHbIE LENN: OHW AEeMOHCTPUPYIOT MexaHu3Mm o6pa3oBaHusa CC,
HO, pa3yMeeTcs, He MPETEHAYIOT Ha MOMHOe OTPaXeHWe BCeX 0COGEHHOCTEN
COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX pa3MepoB. bonee nogpobHOe oOnucaHWe MHOTUX U3
YNOMAHYTBIX HWXKe pasMepoB, WMCXOAALLEe M3 Tex >Ke MPUHLMMOB, 4TO U
HacTosiLiaA paboTa, copexmTcs B JloTmaH 1995.
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b) Mosnuum Bs, Kak npasBuio, COOTBETCTBYET TOJIbKO MOCNeLoBa-
Te/IbHOCTb [BYX C/IOT0B.a7

Hanpumep:
ABAB A BABABAB
— U — NN —ees mn —umn — U
firjviv "eide Beccll Tuw6eco A%iArjo<; (How. II. I, 1)

MpuBegeHHOe oNMcaHWe aHTUYHOIO rekameTpa AO/HKHO CYUTATLCA He

TONbKO 3aBelOMO HEMO/IHbIM, HO W BOBCE HEe eAWHCTBEHHbIM BO3-

MOXHbIM. MOXHO NpPefioXnTb 4Ba NPUHLUNNANBHO UHbLIX NOAXOAA.
Bo-nepBbiX, rekcaMeTp MOXET BbIBOAUTLCA He U3 MS2, a MS3:

(MS3) &ABBABBABBABBABBAB(B)'&

PasymeeTcs, eCin UCXOAMTb He M3 MS2, a n3 MS3, To onpefeneHHo
KOPPEKTMPOBKe O6yayT nognexaTb U nNpaBuia COOTBETCTBUSA, OAHAKO,
NpOU3BOAUMbIE U3MEHEHWS He 6yAyT WMETb MNPUHLMNUAIBHbIN
xapakTep. Mo cpaBHEHUIO C TeM, 4YTO GbINIO NPeLNOXKEHO paHee, TaKoli
noaxof ob6nafaet O4HUM HECOMHEHHbIM MPenMYLLeCTBOM: OH fyylle
COOTBETCTBYET MHTYUTUBHOMY NpeACcTaBNeHUIO O reKcaMmeTpe, KOTO-
pbli MHOTAa NMPSMO W HasbiBaeTcA “AaKTuanveckum”. HegoctaTkom
Xe ero cnegyer npusHatb 60NbWYH TPOMO3LKOCTb W MEHbLUYIO
€CTeCTBEHHOCTb (hOPMYNMPOBOK MpasBul COOTBETCTBUA.

Bo0-BTOpbIX, MOXHO COBEPLIEHHO MWHAye TPaKTOBaTb camy mnpu-
poAy KBaHTUTaATMBHOIO NMPUHLMNA: He B TEPMUHAX MOP, HO UCK/OYM-
TeNbHO B TePMWHaxX AONTUX U KPaTKWX cnoros. lNMpu Takom nogxoge
3HAUYUTENIbHO C/IOXKHEee OTAeNNTb KBaHTUTATMBHbLIA MNpUHUMN OT
cunnabuyeckoro. NMpu 3ToM OMATb-TAKU HET CYLLECTBEHHOr0 pas/u-
una, 6yaeM nnm Mbl MCXoanTb U3 MS2 mam MS3. Ecam ucxogutb w3
MS2, TO MOXHO NPeanioXnUTb cnegytouine GopMynnpoBKK:

(CR5a) (i) Kaxpgoit no3vumm A n3 MS2 CcOOTBETCTBYET OAMH
[AONruin cnor;

¥ B cnyyae HapyLleHWst 3TOrO Mpasuia COOTBETCTBYHOLIMIA FeKcameTpu-
YeCKWIA CTUX Ha3blBasIC CMOHAEUYECKMM; B FPEYECKUX rekcameTpax, rie 3to
MpaBW/I0 HOCU/O Y3yasibHblli XapakTep, CMOHAENYECKUE CTUXM BCTPEYaInCh
3HAUMTENbHO Yalle, YeM B NATUHCKUX, TAe 3TO TpaBWI0  MproGpeno
HOPMaTVBHBI XapaKkTep.
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(iia) CumBony B n3 MS2 moXeT COOTBETCTBOBaTb NMG0 OfWH

Jonrunia cnor,
(iib) nn6bo nocnepoBaTENbHOCTL ABYX KpaTKUX cnoros3d

Wtak, onncaHHaa CC onpefensercd OAHOBPEMEHHO [ABYMSA MPUHLU-
namm; KBaHTMTATMBHbLIM W CUNNA6UYECKMM, MPUYEM YKa3aHHble
NPUHLUMNBLI ABNAOTCA (YHKLMOHANLHO Pa3IMYHbIMU N CTPYKTYPHO
HepaBHOMpaBHbIMK. ECN B KBAHTUTAaTUBHOM MpPUHLMUNE peannsyeTcs
KOHCTAHTHOCTb METPUYECKOWN CTPYKTYpPbl, TO CUNNABUYECKNIi MPUH-
uvn onpegensieT pUTMMUYECKYHO BapuaTMBHOCTb. Mpu 3ToM cunnabu-
YeCKne npasuia COOTBETCTBUA He TOJIbKO MEHee >XECTKW, HO W MOA-
YMHEHbl KBAHTUTATWUBHbLIM: BapMaTUBHOCTb CUANAaOUYECKON CTPYK-
Typbl AONYCKaeTCA Nulb B TOM Mepe, B KaKOW OHa He BCTymnaeT B
NpoTUBOPEUME C KBAHTUTATUBHOW CTPYKTYpoi cTuxa. [lo3Tomy,
Korga mbl HasbiBaem 3ty CC KBaHTUTATUBHO-CU/1TABUUYECKON, TO
[LNA Hac 3Ha4YMMbIM OKa3blBaeTCA He TO/IbKO COCTaB Npejnaraemoro
TepMUHA, HO U MNOPSALOK CNefjoBaHNA ero KOMMNOHEHTOB.

6.2.2. C\: Cnnnabo-KBaH TUTATMUBHbIN CTUX

KBaHTUTaTUBHbIA U cMANabuyecknii NpUHLUNLI MOTYT MeXay coboii
COOTHOCUTLCA U MHaYe. Tak, B 60NbWNHCTBE APEBHErPEYECKUX NNPU-
YecKux pasMmepax (Hanpumep, 30MACKOro NPOUCXOXAEHNS), a TaKxKe
BEAMYECKOM CTUXOCMOXEHUU (PUKCMPOBaHHbLIM 6bINIO, B NEPBY0 O4e-
pedb, UMEHHO KOJINYECTBO CNOr0B; KBAHTUTET Xe 6bll NOoAYMHEH
cunnabuke U MOr JaKe He pacnpocTpaHATbCA Ha BCH  CTPOKY
(cornacHo Hanbonee aBTOPUTETHbIM PEKOHCTPYKUMAM Takum 6bi110
YKe WHL0-eBPOMeiCKoe CTUXOCNOXEeHMe: (UKCUPOBAHHOE 4UCNO
CNOroB B CTUXE COMPOBOXAaNnacb B HEM KBAHTUTATWBHOW yperynupo-
BAHHOCTbIO OKOH4YaHuA). Takyw cuctemy ctmuxa (C”2) 6yaem

To, uto npaBuna CR5 HOCAT 60/iee eCTECTBEHHbIA XapaKTep HeXenu
CR5a, rfe He NpoBefeHO pasrpaHUYeHne Mexay Cunnabuyecknm U KBaHTW-
TaTUBHbIM NPUHLMMNAMU U He SCHO, Kak 3TO BOOOLLE MOXEeT 6biTb CAeNaHo,
€C/M He npuberarb K LMKINYECKUM MnpoLesypam, BO3MOXHO O3HayaeT, yTo B
A3blkaX He MOPOCUMTAOLLEro pUTMa (faXKe B TEX U3 HUX, B KOTOPbIX €CTb
(DOHOMOTNYECKWN 3HAYMMBbI/E KBAHTUTET) HET CTOMb eCTeCTBEHHOW 6asbl Ans
KBaHTUTaTVBHO-CUNIAONYECKOrO CTUXOC/OXEHMUSA, KaK B MOPOCUMTAOLLMX
A3bIKAX.
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HasblBaTb CMNNab0-KBAHTUTATUBHOW. Ecnv puTMuyeckas CTpyKTypa
C” i obpasyeTcs yepefoBaHMEM “Hepa3NOXUMOWK” AONTOThI (NO3ULMN
‘A7), ¢ “pasnoxumoin” (mosmuymm ‘B’), To B C”2 oHa ob6pa3syetcs
KOH(Urypaymein 4oNrnx n KpaTKMx caoros.

(CR6) /. Cunnabnyecknini NnpuHUMN:
(i) Kaxpgoii nosuumm A n B cooTBETCTBYET OfMWH CAOT;
1.  KBaHTMWTAaTWBHbLIA NpUHUUN:
(i) Kaxgolh nosuumm A CcOOTBETCTBYeT MpOCOAMYECKas
pjonrora;
(iii) Kaxgoi nosvumm B CcOOTBETCTBYET nNpocofmyeckas
KPaTKOCTb.

B cpaBHeHMn ¢ CR5 3Ty npaBuia OTAMYAKOTCA CBOEW MNPOCTOTON,
KOTOpas KOMMeHCUpyeT 6OMbLIYI CNOXHOCTb METPUYECKON CXEMb.
B kauecTBe npumepa pacCMOTPUM Cannyeckyto CTpody, COCTOALLYO
M3 Tpex canPUuecknx i1-CAOKHUKOB (— N — X— UU — U —X) U
5-CNOXHOro afoHna (—uu — X):

rioiKiXodpov’ aBayaT’ Adpo3na,
naiAioQ goXonXoke, XiGcopat ae,
pijp "dermal pijo’dvi'aiai Sapva,
notyta, Rrjpov
—UuU—X—UUu—u—Xx

—Uu —X—uu—u—X
—Uu—X—uu—u—X

% 3pech e/Ba 11 YMECTHO 3aHUMaTbCA MOAPOGHLIM Pa3GOPOM METPUIECKO

CTPYKTYpbI canduueckoit cTpodbl (cp. West 1987), HaMeTUM NULLb KOHTYpbI
Hawlero nogxoga. Ecam cumtatbh canduyeckyto CTpody OAHUM METPUHECKVM
PSLOM, TO OH MOXET 6bITb NPeACTaB/EH CEeAYHOLMM 06pa3oM:
—VU—-—X—wuwn —U —X—1u—X—UVJ—U—X—U—X—un — U — X— UU— X
HeTpyaHo 3aMeTWTb 4epefoBaHWE CredytoLMX MOCNe0BaTeNlbHOCTEN:
“N-X,-U U -NN —X HapyLLaeMoe NLLb Ha CTbIKe CangunyecKoro cTmxa c
afiloHneM, rae “nponyLieHa” nocnefoBaTesibHOCTb — U — X. TOT MPOMycK
€CTECTBEHHO WHTEPMNpPeTMPOBaTb B KayecTBe BTOPMYHOMO [EMMMUTATOPa;
0603HauMB 3TV LieNoYKM cumBonamn A, B u C, nonyyum:
ABCABCABC(A)B.
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6.2.3. C"3: AKUEHTHO-cuMAnabnyeckunii cTux

C”3 Kak ¥ C’3a, XxapaKTepusyetcsa KOHCTUTYMPYHOLWEA ponblo
aKLEeHTHOro NpuHLUMNa, 0fHaKo, B oTanyne oT C’3a, cunnabuyeckuii
COCTaB MeX[AYYyAapHbiX UHTEePBa/sioB He NMPOW3BOMIEH, HO YpPeryampo-
BaH CreyuanbHbIMKU NpaBunamu, cneunUUHbIMKU AN Kaxaon u3
rpynn Takux pasmepoB. Tak, B AONbHMKAxX MpaBuia COOTBETCTBUSA,
onpefensawowme cuanabuyecknini coctaB CTuUXa, aHanOrMUHbl TeM,
KOTOpble 6bln chopMynupoBaHbl And C” b ¢ TeM 04HAKO pasMunemM,
4TO B KayecTBe CTabWIM3UPYIOLLErO PUTM MapaMeTpa BbICTynaeT He
ONMTENbHOCTD, a yiapeHue. Hanpumep:

(MS4) ...ABABAB...
(CR7) 1. AKLEHTHBbI npuHLMN:
(i) Mosnumm A n3 MS4 cooTBeTCTBYET yapHblil cnor;
(i) Mosnumm B n3 MS4 cooTBeTCTBYET NnNb0O 6e3yaapHbIii
cnor, NM6o yAapHbIA cnor OAHO- WAU ABYCNOXHOTO
CroBa.
Il. Cunnabuyeckunini npuHLMN:
(iif) Kaxgoih nosmumm A u3 MS4 coOoTBeTCTBYeT OAMWH
cnor;
(iv) Kaxgoin nosmumm B n3 MS4 mMoXeT COOTBETCTBOBATH
OfMH UMK fBa cnora.

B TakTOBMKe Takxe feicTBytoT npaBuna CR7 (i—Hi), ogHako, (iv)

NPUHUMAET HECKO/TbKO NHO BUA:

(CRs)  (iv) Mo3vumm B MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBATb MOC/ef0BaTe/b-
HOCTb U3 OHOTO, ABYX WU/ TPEX COTOB.

Ou4eBMHO, UTO B CTUXOCNOXEHWUMN TAKOFO TUMNA aKLEHTHbI MPUHLUN
npeBanupyeT Hag CMNNabuyeckum.
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6.2.4. C”2- Cnnnabo-akKueHTHbIN (CMN1aboTOHUYECKUIA) CTUX

VIHOe COOTHOLWeEHME 3TUX XEe NPUHLUNOB XapaKTepHO, Hanpumep, 4
pPYCCKOrO WAM 3CTOHCKOrO CKUNabOTOHUYECKOTO CTUXOCOXEHNS.
C-+ oTnuyaetcs ot C”3, B nepByt ouyepeab, 6Gonblein cunnabu-
UECKOIl onpefeneHHOCTbIO: KaxaoMmy cumsony A n B cooTsetctByeT
OfiMH W TONbKO OfWH cnor. [leno, ofHaKo, K 3TOMY He CBOAMUTCS:
cTabunbHOCTb cMNNabuyeckoro coctasa MO3BONAET — B OT/MYME OT
C”3 — He aKUeHTHbIA NpuHLMA, a cunnabuyeckunii BbINOMHAET B Cr4
(DYHKUMIO pUTMUYECKOTO cTabunmsaropa.

(CR9) 1. Cunnabuueckunii npuHUmMN:
(i) Kaxpaoin nosvumn A n B COOTBETCTBYET OAMH N TONLKO
Of\MH cnor;
Il. AKLEHTHbI NpuHLMN:
(i) Kaxpgoi nosuymm A coOTBETCTBYET 6e3yaapHblii Cor;
(iii) Mosnumm B MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBaTb MO0 YyAApHbIN,
nnéo 6esypapHsbIi cnor.

MpumeyaHue: Mof YAapHbIM CMOrOM MOHUMAETCS YAapHbIA cror
HEOAHOC/IOXHOrO C/I0Ba; OAHOC/IOXHbIE C/IOBA MOTYT MPUXOAUTHLCS
Ha NGy No3nuuio.

6.2.5. C 5. AKUEHTHO-CcMNNabo-KBaH TUTaTUBHbIA CTUX

PaccmoTpeHHble CC” OCHOBbIBANWCb Ha UCMOMbL30BAHUWN ABYX MPUH-
LMMOB: KBAHTUTATUBHOIO M cMNNabuyeckoro (s .2 .1-s .2 .2 ), N aKLEHT-
HOro n cunnabuyeckoro (s .2.3-6.2.4). BO3MOXHbI, 04HaKO, U peasb-
HO BCTpPeyvalTCHd CUCTEMbl CTUXa, OCHOBbIBAKOLWMECH Ha WCMO/Mb30-
BaHWW BCEX TpexX Ha3BaHHbIX MPUHLUWMNOB: U KBaHTUTATUBHOIO, W
cunnabuyeckoro, M akueHTHOro. Hanpumep, MMeHHO Tak 06CTOUT
[eNno B CUCTEMe 3CTOHCKOrO rekcameTpa, TEOPeTUYeCcKW W MNpakTu-
yecku paspabatbiBaemoro A. Kaanenom.
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(MS2) &ABABABABABAB&
(CR10) I. AKUWEeHT HbIVi NpUHLMN:
(i) Kaxgoi nosmumm A n3 MS2 coOTBETCTBYET yaapeHue;
Il. Cunnabuyeckunii npuHLMN:
(i) Kaxgoii no3uymini A n3 MS2 cooTBETCTBYET OfWNH COT;
(iiia) Mosumuymn B u3 MS2 MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBaTb
nnéo oguH cnor, Nn6o:
(iiib) Mosnumnm B n3 MS2 MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBATHL [Ba
cnora;
L. KBaHTMTaTWBHbIA NPUHLMN:
(iv) Kaxpoli nosuuum A un3 MS2 cOOTBETCTBYeT AONTWIA

cnor;

(va) Mosnumnn B M3 MS2 cooTBeTCTBYeT AONTWIA cnor, ecau
(iiia);

(vb) Mosnuymn B nM3 MS2 coOTBETCTBYHOT KpaTKue CNOrwu,
ecnm (iiib).

Hanpuwmep:

A B A B A B ABABAHB
— U= NN — — — tmum - U
Selge ja kuum oli paev. Eks laudast vankrile rammu...

XOTsi MCUXO0NOTNYECKM HambONbLIY BaXHOCTb NpeAcTaBnseT 34echb
KBAHTUTATUBHBIA MPUHLMM, OH OKa3blBaeTCA 3aBUCMMbIM OT CUAabun-
yeckoro. [lMosTomy onwucaHHytw CC crepyeT HasBaTb aKLUEHTHO-
CUNabo-KBaHTUTATUBHOI.

He cnegyeT gymaTb, 4YTO 3HauyeHWe onucaHHoii CC orpaHuyu-
BaeTCA NUWb 3CTOHCKUM CTUXOCAOXeHWeM. [0CTaTO4HO 6AM3KUMU
0KasblBalOTCA MOJENN HeMEeLKOro rekcamertpa, paspabatbiBaBlimnecs
®. . KnonwTokom u WM. ®0occoMao (cobcTBEHHO TroBOps MOAXOA
A.Kaanena MOXeT cuMTaTbCA AaNbHEWWIMM pa3BUTUEM MOAX0AA

4 Kak u3BecTHO, noaxodbl KnomwToka u docca 6biiM He MPOCTO pas-
JMYHBLIMK, HO W TMONEMWUYECKU ApYr MPOTWUB Apyra HanpasfieHHbIMUW: fofne-
MMKa Kacanacb Kak MoAxofa K KBaHTUTATUBHOMY MpPUHLMMY, Tak U K
aKUEHTHOMY. Ho B rMaBHOM OHW ObINM efWHbI: HEMELKWIA reKcaMeTp AO/KeH
YUNUTBLIBATL KaK [/IMTENbHOCTb, TaK U YAapHOCTL (O cunnabusme Crop He Lies,
OfIHAKO, OYEBMAHO, YTO B pamKax 060MX MOAXOAOB BbIMOMHANOCH MPABM/IO
CR10 (ii)-(ii)).
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KnonwToka, o4HaKo, KBAHTUTET B 3CTOHCKOM MMeeT NPUHLMUNNAIbHO
WHYIO NMPUpOoAY, HEXeNn B HEMELLKOM).

Ewe G6onee BaXHbIM NpeacTaBnseTcs To 06CTOSTENbCTBO, YTO
yfapeHue, No-BUAMMOMY, YYMTLIBANOCh BO MHOTMX pasMepax apysa,
HanpumMep, B MEPCUACKOM 3MUUYECKOM pasmepe MyTakapube, KOTOpbIl
MOXeT 6blTb OMMCaH Creayowmm o6pasom:

(MS3) &ABBABBABBABB&

(CR11) 1. Cwunnabuyeckuii npuHUMnN:
(i) Kaxxgomy cumsony A 1 B COOTBETCTBYET OfUH C/IOT;

Il. KBaHTUTaTWBHbIA NPUHLMN:
(i) Kaxgomy cumBony A COOTBETCTBYET KpaTKWiA cfor;
(iii) Kaxxgomy cumBony B cooTBETCTBYET [ONTWIA cnor;

1. AKUeHTHbI/ NpuHUMN:
(iv) Kaxgomy cumsony B, cnegytouemy 3a CMUMBOJIOM
A, COOTBETCTBYeT yAapHOCTb.

MpumeyaHne. B oTauMumMe OT NPMBOAUMBIX BbIlE KOHTEKCTHO-
cB060AHbIX NpaBua, npaeuno CR (iv) HOCUT KOHTEKCTHO-CBSA3aHHbII
XapaKkTep.a

4 CnepyeT OTMETWUTb, YTO CTPYKTYpa MyTakapuba B OLHOM CYLLECTBEHHOM
OTHOLLEHWNWN OT/IMYAETCS OT OMWCAHHOM CTPYKTYPbl 3CTOHCKOrO reKcameTpa:
yAapeHve CAYXUT B HEM He [OMO/HUTENbOHMY Pa3fMUeHNo  MOVLK
pasnMyHOro Tuna, a AuddepeHunaLm CoCeACTBYHOLMX MNO3ULMIA OAHOMO Y
TOro >Xe Tuna. BO3MOXHO, MO3TOMY U MPUHUMMANILHO WHOE OnMcaHue
MyTakapn6a, Bo3BojsLlee ero He K MC2 Ho Kk MC3
(MS4) &ABCABCABCABC&
(CRO0) (i) Kaxxgomy cumony A, B n C cooTBETCTBYET OAWH C/IOT;

(i) Kaxxgomy cvmBony A COOTBETCTBYET KpaTKWii Cor;

(iii) Kaxxgomy cumBony B 1 C cooTBETCTBYET JONTWIA CNOT;

(iv) Kaxxgomy cmBony B cooTBeTCTBYET Y4apHOCTb.
Kakoe 13 MpuBeAeHHbIX OMMUCaHWIA crefyeT MpearnoYecTb, ABASETCH, B
3HAYNTENLHOW Mepe [efloOM BKyCa; A8 CKOMbKO-HUGYAb aprymMeHTUpOBaH-
HOro cropa Ha 3Ty TeMy cfiefjoBano 6bl NpeABapuUTENIbHO MPOaHaU3NPOBaTH
BCIO CMCTeMy, MO KpaiHei mepe, MepcuAcKoro apysa. Ham e, MCXOfs Mlb
13 06LIMX COOBpaXKeHWUiA, NpefsoXKeHHOe B OCHOBHOM TEKCTE OnucaHvie
npegcTasnseTca 6onee NpPeanoYTUTENbHBIM.
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T.e. CTPYKTYypa MyTakapuba MOXeT 6biTb BbipaXKeHa CrefytoLl e
CXeMoiA:

M——n——U——U——

CnefyeT SM Ha OCHOBAaHWM MpPeSJ/I0XEHHOr0 OMNucaHMs OTHOCUTb
MyTakapuG K cunnabo-KBaHTUTAaTUBHO-aKLeHTHOM CC cyauTb paHo 4

6.3. MNpaBunna cooTBETCTBUSA Ha 60/1ee BbICOKMX YPOBHSAX

LleHTpanbHbIM 3BEHOM MpejfiaraemMoro Hamy nogxofga K npob6neme
CC aBnaioTca npaeuna COOTBETCTBUSA, CBA3bIBAKOWME METPUYECKUe
CTPYKTYpbI C efMHNLAMU A3blKa. BCe pacCMOTPEHHbIE Bbile npaBuia
COOTBETCTBUA KacaiucCb NUWb 3/IEMEHTAPHbIX METPUYECKUX CYLL-
HOCTE; eCTEeCTBEHHO BO3HMKaeT BOMPOC O KOppenauunm efuHul
6ofiee BbICOKMX YpOBHel. lMOCKONbKY 3Ta npob6nema He MMeeT pe-
LaKLWero 3HavyeHua ana teopum n cuctematukn CC, mMbl KOCHemcA
€ee INLb CamMblM NMOBEPXHOCTHLIM 06pa3oM.

paHuubl ctonbl B MC: cneumnanbHbIMU A3bIKOBBIMW CUTHANaMu
KaK MpaBuio He MapkupyroTca. TeM He MeHee 3[eCb eCTb HECKO/IbKO
3HaMeHaTeNbHbIX  WUCKMOYeHWA. Hawubonee npocTbiM  clyvyaem
npeacTaBnseTcs “KoNbLOBCKMIA” MATUCNOXHUK B PYCCKON N033uu:
3Ta cTona o06s3aTeNlbHO BblAENSAETCA C/I0BOPa3fenaMu; ee cxema:

&AABAA&

HXXXXXH,
(roe # — cnosopasfen, X — MNPOU3BONbHbLIA cnor, ax' — yAapHbIi
cnor).

Bonee TOro, OTMeuYaeTCs OYeHb OTYETAWBAs TEHAEHL WS, COrnacHo
KOTOPOI Kaxkfoii CTOMe KO/bL,OBCKOrO 5-CN0XHMKa COOTBETCTBYET
CUHTarma (T.e. TpaHuLbl ee cnefoBano 6bl 0OTMeYaTh 3HAUKOM ##).
NHTepecHee 06CTOAN0 [eN0 B aHTUUYHOM CTUXOCIOXEHWM, TO-
pa3no 6onee 4yTKOM K CTOMopasfenamM, HEXeNnu BCE HOBOEBPO-
nelickme. FpaHunLia CTOMbI MOrna oTMedaTbCs Tpe6oBaHWEM HecoBMa-

£ He BnonHe fceH, B 4aCTHOCTM, caM CTaTyC akUeHTa B MyTakapu6e:
SBNAETCA M OH IMHIBUCTUYECKUM WU My3blKabHbIM. B nocnegHem cnydae
OH (KaK U My3blKaJibHble WKTbl B aHTUYHOM CTMUXE) BOOOLLE He [O/KeH
YUMTbIBATLCS MPU METPUYECKOM aHan3e.



242 Mwuxann JlToTmaH

LEeHNs ee CO CNOBOpas3feNiom; OoTCloa pasjefieHne CnoBOpasfefioB Ha
uesypbl, “paspesawlime” ctony, v Auepesbl, coBnajawoline c ee
rpaHuuei.

PasnnuyHblie MOPHOHONOIMYECKME ABNEHNS Ha FpaHuLax nonyctu-
Wni 1 cTuxoB 6bi1K onucaHbl E. Kypunosuuem (Kurylowicz 1975).

6.4. MNMpo6aema HeENPOCOANYECKOTO CTUXOC/IOXKEHUNS

Bce paccmoTpeHHble Bbille CC OCHOBbIBaAMCb Ha 0TO6GpaxeHue
METPUYECKUX CYLLHOCTEN B 3neMeHTax NPOCOANYECKOW cucteMbl ES.
Tenepb BO3HUKAKT cneaytole BONPOCHI: BO-NEPBbLIX, BOSMOXHO /i
X oTobpaxeHuWe B 3fieMeHTax WHbIX ES cTpaT u, BO-BTOPbIX, €C/M
fa, To cnegyeTt v cuntatb Takue cooTBecTeus “CC-obpasyrowmmn’?

Ha nepBblii U3 3TUX BOMPOCOB clefyeT faTb 6€3yCN0BHO MNOMOXM-
Te/lbHbI OTBET: CYLLECTBYHT MHOFOYUC/AEHHbIE MPUMEPbl KOAMPO-
BaHWSA MeTPUYECKOW MHpOpPMaLMM He MPOCOAMNYECKUMU CPeacTBamu,
npuyemMm cpeacTBa 3TW MOTYT OTHOCUTbLCA M K (POHEMATUYECKOW, U K
rpaMmMaTuUyeckoin, M K cemaHTM4yeckoi cTpaTe. CnoXHee o06CTOUNT
[eno co BTOPbIM BOMPOCOM M OH BYAeT 006CYXXAEH HUMXe.

6.4.1. ®opMbl (hOHEMMNYECKOTO KOANPOBAHNA MeT PUYECKON
UHopmaLmm n npobaemMa Me>XypoBHEBbIX COOTBET CTBUIA

6.4.1.1. Pudpma
OpHoit 3 Hambonee pacnpoCcTpaHeHHbIX (opMm, o6pasyemMbiX B
pesynbTate OTOOpaXKeHUs MEeTPUYECKUX CYLLHOCTed Ha oHemu-
yeckue, ABngeTca pugpMa. bonee TOro, ¢ TOUKU 3pEHUS METPUYECKON
MHGpOpMaLnK, pudmMa MOXET BbINOMHATbL [BOAKYH (YHKUMUIO: BO-
nepBbiX, 0TMeYaTh FpaHMLy HEKOTOPO MEeTpPUYecKOin eauHMLbI (3TO,
TaK CcKasaTb, mopdonormyeckas GyHKUMS pudMbl) K, BO-BTOPbIX,
COUMEHATb Takue eaUHULbI B e4MHCTBA 601ee BbICOKOro YPOBHS (3TO
CBOEro poga pUPMEHHbIA CMHTaKCKC). Y>XXe Hambonee pacnpocTpa-
HEHHbI CMoco6 (uKcauum pUGMEHHBIX CXeM HeABYCMbICNEHHO
CBUAETENbCTBYET 06 MX MeTpU4eckoii ocHoBe: Tak, 4-cTuwme ABAB
SBHO OTHOCMTCA K MC:2 1 T.M.

CnepyeT, o0fHako, MWMeTb BBWUAY, UTO CKa3aHHOe sBnseTcs
cnpaBefNVBbIM B NEPBYIO ovepedb NULWb AN PUPMbl B eBponenckoi
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MO3TUYECKON TPaauLMM HOBOFO BPEMEHU — MeETpUYeckue (yHKLUM
BO3MOXHbI 15 PUPMbI, HO OTHIOb He 0653aTenbHbl. PuMa MoxeT
BCTpeuaTbCa B MNpO3e W [JaXe perynsapHo, ecTb Jaxe TepMuH
puthmMoBaHHas npo3a (npasfa MHorga MM 0603HayalOT He nposy, a
paeLlHVK, T.e. CBOOGOAHBIN pudMeHHbIli cTux). B npose, pasymeeTcs,
HET peyn 0 MeTPUYECKON (YHKLMN PUPMbl, OHa BbIMOAHSAET NULIb
3BOHNYECKYIO (DYHKLMIO; TO XXe caMoe CcneAyeT cKasaTb O Tex
HeperynspHbIX BHYTPEHHUX puMax B M033MU, KOTOPble He CBA3aHbI
C ONpefeneHHoi MeTpUYeckoi nosuumein. Bo MHoOrux dopmax,
BCTpevalowmxca B apyse (cp., Hanpumep, rasenb), pupma nuWb
MapKuMpyeT OKOHYaHWe MeTpUYEecKoro psja, HO He cBA3aHa Co
CTPOCUKOIA.

B 3akntoueHne oTMETUM N060MbITHYH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb, KOTOpas,
0fHaKo, He HOCWUT abCOMIOTHOrO XapakTepa: pu{ma B KayecTse
MeTpMyeckoro akTopa BCTpevaeTcsa npeumyliecteeHHo B CC, Tak
UMW MHAYe MCMOMb3YIOWMX aKLEeHTHbIA npuHuun; B CC e, 0CHOBaH-
HblX Ha KBaHTUTETE He MNOAKPennsembliM YyfAapeHuem, pupma —
peaKocCTb.

6.4.:.2. AnnuTepauus

AnnuTepaums, Kak U puma, MoXeT ObiTb CBf3aHa C MeTPUKON, a
MOXET 1 He bbITb. Tak, TO, YTO Ha3blBaeTCA annuTepaLmeid B pyccKoi,
a Takke B COBPEMEHHO AHT/IMACKOW WAN HeMELKON Mn0o33nMum ecTb
MWL He 06f3aTeflbHbli C METPUYECKOW TOYKU 3pEeHUs MOBTOP
COrNacHbIX 3BYKOB, T.€. IBNEHMNE YNCTO 3BPOHNYECKOE.

Opyroii Tun annuTtepauumn npeacTaBfeH B (PONbKAOPHOM CTUXO-
CNOXeHU NpuBanTUCKO-OUHCKUX HApOAOoB: XOTS MO3ULUSA anauTe-
pauuii He QMKCMPOBAaHa, CaMO ee Hanuume SBNAAeTCA 0653aTeNbHbIM.
O6bIUHO Takas anauTepaunMs BbIMOAHAET C TOYKU 3PEHUA MeTpu-
YECKOM CTPYKTYpbl NnWb “mopdonornyeckne” QyHkumumn, pukcmpys
Lie/IOCTHOCTb METPMYECKOro psifa: B KaXAOM CTUXe CBOS anaute-
pauus, OAHAaKo, WHOrfa annuTepauus ceasaHa ¢ (OPMUpPOBaHWEM
HaACTMXOBbIX 06pasoBaHuii (JloTmaH 1985). B 3CTOHCKO MNO3TW-
YECKON Tpaguumm annutepaums 06bIYHO Ha3blBaeTCHd HayvyanbHOMN
pugmoii (algriim); Nnpum 3TOM MMeeTca BBUAY, YTO OHA NPUXOAUTCA Ha
Hayano cnosa (B NMpPMGaNTUNCKO-OUHCKUX A3bIKax yAapeHue UKcu-
poBaHO Ha nepBoM cnore). MNpUHUMNKANBHO WHas (Gopma annuTe-
pauum, TakxKe MHOrja MMeHyeMas HavyanbHON pugMoli, BCTpevaeTcs B
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pasMyHbIX (opMax THPKCKOrO HapofHOro CTUXa; OHa OTMevaeT
Hayano meTpuyeckoro psaga (ctmxa). B gpeBHerepmMaHCcKoM CTUXO-
CNOXEeHNN TakKxXe (PUKCMPOBANOCH He TONMbKO Hanmuue anauTepauuu,
HO, B OMpefeneHHbIX Npefenax, u ee nosmuus (Hanbonee pacnpo-
CTpaHeHHas cxema — [Ba alnnuTepupyloLMUX CnoBa B MNEPBOM
nonycTUW NN, 0OAHO — BO BTOPOM). AnauTepaumsa aBaseTcs Ncuxono-
FTMYECKN CTOMb BaXHbIM (PAKTOPOM 3TOr0 CTUXa, YTO MHOr4a ero u
Ha3blBalOT anauTepaunoHHbiM. OfAHAKO, W B [peBHErepMaHCKOM
CTUXOCNIOXKEHUN annuTepauns BbINOAHAET NUWb “Mopdonoruyeckue”
tyHKuMM. Hanbonee, BEPOATHO, CAOXHYH B WUCTOPUM MUPOBON
no3suuM (opMy 3BYKOBOW oOpraHusauumm [eMOHCTPUPYET cpefHeBe-
KOoBas KenbTcKas (U, B MepBYH ouyepenb, Bannumiickasa) Tpaguuns, rae
cuctemMa (POHEMaTUYECKUX KOPPecnoHAeHUMli o6pasyeT CROXHYHO
CTPYKTYPY Kak BHYTPUCTUXOBbIX, TaK N MEXCTUXOBbIX NMOBTOPOB.

O TOM, YTO aHaNorM4yHOro poja MOCTPOEHUS SBASAKOTCS BO3MOX-
HbIMW W B COBPEMEHHON MN033UWU CBUAETENLCTBYET XOTA Obl yxke
NpUBOAMMOE B KauyecTBe MpuUMepa CTUXOTBOpPeHMe ApTypa ANuk-
caapa Traakia maagia. Bbiwe (cp. 6.1.4) pasmep ero 6bin onpegeneH
KaK 4eTblpexcTonHblit vers libre; xoTa 370 onpegeneHue B NEPBOM
NpPUBNMXEHNN W NpefCcTaBnseTcs CnpaBef/MBLIM, OfHAKO, e ero
cnefyeT NpuU3HaTb COBEPLIEHHO HefoCTaTOUYHbIM. Kaxpaoe 4-cTuwiuve
3TOro CTUXOTBOPEHUSA XapaKTepusyeTcs CKBO3HbIM 3BYKOBbIM MOBTO-
pOM, MPUXOASALLMMCS Ha CNOMU, HECYLMe OCHOBHOe yaapeHuned3 npu-
yeM Kaxxjas M3 YeTbipex (pa3, COCTABNAKLWMNX B COBOKYMHOCTU CTUX,
COAEPXUT, MO KpaiHell mMepe, ABa Takux nosTopa. Cneayet obpatuTb
BHMMaHMe U Ha MPOCOAMYECKME XapaKTEPUCTUKM MOBTOPSAIOLLErOCs
3BYKOBOI0 KOMMJeKca: B 60MbLIMNHCTBE CNy4yaeB fleNo UAET O CBepx-
JoNrmx cnorax (T.e. cnorax, XapakTepusyLWmnxca TpeTbeid CTyneHblo
pJonrotel). EcnnM ocTaBuUTb B CTOPOHE CMOPHYK NpobaeMy OfHO-
CNOXHbIX CN0B, KOTOpPble B TPagULMOHHON rpammaTuKe BCE CUM-
TalTCA CBEPXAONTMMM, B 3CTOHCKOM f3blKe CBEPXAO/rve crnoru o6-
pasytoTcs UCKNOUYNTENbHO B YAAPHOW mo3uyuu nnbo CBepXAonrumu
rnacHbimu (cp. | cTpody co ceepxgonrumm ‘u’; V cTpoda xapakre-

B 3CTOHCKOM fi3blKe C10Ba, 06Pa30BaHHbIE B Pe3ysibTaTe CrIOBOCTIOKEHNS,

MULLYTCA CUTHO, HO, KaK MpasBuio, COXPaHAIT BCe OCHOBHbIE YAapeHUs Ha
KOpHeBbIX Mopgemax, cp.’Muundsuund’ (04WUH U3 MHOrOUYMC/IEHHbIX HEONo-
rM3MoB ANMKcaapa, O3HaYaloWMii 4YTO-TO BPOAE BeTpa MepemMeHHOro
Hanpas/ieHns) v T.N.
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pusyetca cesepxgonrummn ‘o’, VI — “i’, VIII — ‘g’ n IX — ‘e’) nam
angpTtonramu (cp. Il ctpody ¢ ‘ae’, IV — ¢ “xu” n VII — ¢ ‘au’),
nnbo remMuHauuelr cornacHbiX. JIO6OMbITHO, YTO A3bIKOTBOPYECTBO
Annvkcaapa He OrpaHu4YMBaeTCs NEKCMYECKON cgepoli, HO OXBaTbl-
BaeT BCe C/IOM A3blKa, BKAOYasg ero npocofguky. Tak, OH co3faeT
ncesgogngToHrn Tuna ‘ih’ Bo Il ctpode (‘uh’ — B XI, ‘ah” — B XII
n ‘ast/est” — B X), UTO B pAfe cnyyaeB geopMupyeT HOpMaabHOe
cnorofjeneHune: B 06MXOAHOW peun nepsblii cnor cnosa tihane ‘ti-’
OTHOCUTCA K MEPBOA CTyneHW AONroThl (T.e. ABNAETCH KPaTKUM);
KOHTEKCT Xe CTUXOTBOPEHUS 3acTaBNdeT NPeLnoNoXunTb, YTO ANNNK-
caap MMeeT BBUAY WMHOe, aHOManbHOe cnorojeneHue, obpasytoliee,
no aHanorun co cnorom ‘tih— B cnose tihkuv, cnor ‘tih-’m B cnose
tihane*4.

B 6.4.1.1. Mbl OTMETUAN HaNW4yMe ONpefeNeHHOW Koppenauuu
MeXay puMOBaHHOCTbIO M UCMONb30BAHWEM aKLEeHTHOro npuHumuna
B CTUXOCNOXEHUN. Hepeako BbICKa3blBasoCb U MHEHUEe, 4YTO aniu-
Tepauma TakXKe CBfA3aHa C yjapeHuem. XOTd, B MpuUHUUNE, Hannyune
Takoli CBA3M OTpULLATL HE MMEET CMbICNa, He TONbKO 60fiee HeoXW-
[aHHOM, HO 1 6o/lee TeCHOI OKa3blBaeTCA KOppensyusa anauTtepauum c
KBAHTUTATMBHbIM nNpuHuMnomMm (JloTmaH 1985). Tak, korga B rep-
MaHCKOM CTUXe aKLEHTHbIA NPUHLWUN BbITECHW/ OCTAaTKU KBaHTWUTa-
TUBHON YperyinpoBaHHOCTY MNpPOWU30LWIEeN MNepexof M 0T anaute-
paLMoOHHOro cTuxa K puMeHHOMY. B Kakoii-ToO Mepe aHanorumyHoe
pasBuMTMe NPOU3OLLINO U B 3CTOHCKOM HApOAHOM CTUXOC/IOXEHUU: B
Nno3gHUX ero opmax KBaHTMTaTMBHaa ¢opma yperynmposaHHoe™
3aMeHsieTcs TOHUYECKOW W, O4HOBPEMEHHO C 3TUM, pudma NpuxoauT
Ha CMeHy annutepaunnss

4 JTo60MbITHO U TO, YTO, KakK My XnebHMKoBa, MHOrMe Hosauuu ANUK-
caapa MMeOT OTYeT/IMBLIA MPOMBKYC apxav3ma; TaK B CTapoli 3CTOHCKOMN
opchorpadmmn BMosHe BO3MOXHO 6bIf10 HanucaHue Tuna ‘tihhane’.

% JT0BOMbITHO, YTO TakoW PUPMOBaHHBIA (CUNNAB0-)TOHUYECKWIA CTUX,
OCHOBY KOTOPOro COCTaB/sAeT pacllaTaHHbIA YeTbIPEXCTOMNHbIA XOpeli, Ha3bl-
BaeTcA vemmalvérss, 4yTOo O03Ha4yaeT OyKBabHO TO >Xe CaMOe, 4TO W
Knittelvérs (sBnseTca nm 3To coBnageHWe CAyYaiHbIM, WM e 3CTOHCKOe
HasBaHWe eCcTb KaJibka C HEMELKOro — BbIACHUTb NOKa He yaeTcs).
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6.4.2. MNMpobnema KOLUPOBaHNS MeT PUYECKON MHGOpMaLnn
rpaMMaTMYecKUMmn cpefcTBamnsd

Mpo6nema CMHTAKCUYeCKON MPOCOAMM MEPUOLUYECKM BO3HMKaeT Ha
nepuupnuy CTUXOBEAEHWA, OAHAKO, OHa elle He CTaHOBM/ACb Mpea-
MeTOM Le/ieHanpaBNeHHOro wuccnefoBaHns; He 6bI10 U NOMbITOK
cuctemarmsaumm  mam  Xotd  6bl 0603peHMA  COOTBETCTBYHOLLUX
ABMIEHUIA.

BHumaHue nccnefoBaTeneid yvalie BCero cocpefoTouMBanoch Ha
pasfnyHbIX  SABNEHUAX CUMHTAKCMYECKOro napannenusma. Tak,
B. M. )KUpMYHCKWIA HEOLHOKPATHO BbICKasblBan Yb6exzaeHue, 4to
CMHTAKCUYeCKUl napannennsm ABNAETCH UCKOUYUTENbHO 3HAYUMOW
(hopMoOil, Kak B TWMONOTMYECKOM, TaK W WCTOPUYECKOM acrnekre,
MOCKO/IbKY M3 Hero pas3Buancb MHOrme OpMbl PerynsapHoro cTmxa u
B MepBYl o04Yepefb, cunnabuyeckoe CTUXOCOXeHME U pudpmMa
(KupmyHckuii 1964a).

Lpyryto ¢opmy cuHTakcuueckoli npocogum onucan K. ®. Tapa-
HOBCKUI B CBOEM WCCNefoBaHUM (OPM LLEPKOBHOCNABAHCKOrO U
ApeBHepycckoro ctuxa (TapaHoBckuid 1968); Bbiwe (cp. 6.1.4.) Mbl
NpesioXnnm WHTEPNpPeTUPOBaTb €ero TPaKTOBKY [peBHEepycCcKoro
CTUXa B KayecTBe ABycTonHoro vers libre. OuyeBngHO, 0fHaKo, 4TO
cam K. ®. TapaHOBCKMWii umen BBUAY WMHOE: MPOCOAUYECKUE XapakTe-
PUCTUKN TeKcTa OMNpeAenstoTcA ero CMHTAKCUYEeCKOW CTPYKTYpOil.
Moaxon K. ®. TapaHOBCKOro Bbl3Ba/i MHOFOYUC/IEHHbIE MNONemu-
yeckue OTKAMKKW, W3 HUX Hambonee nNpUHLUNUANBHBIMU Npes-
CTaBnATCA Bo3paxeHMs A. M. NMaH4YeHKO u, ocobeHHO, M. J1. lacna-
poBa (MaHuyeHko 1973, acnapoB 1989). CMmbiCA 3TUX BO3paKeHWi
CBOAWUTCHA K TOMY, 4YTO YyKasaHHas (opMa BoobOWe He ABNseTcA
CTMXOM, 0CO6eHHO nokKasaTenbHa C TOYKM 3peHMa M. J1. Macnaposa
CBA3b ee C nocnosuuamu. MonbITKA BbIABAEHUA U ONUCAHUS 0CO60r0
NMOCNOBMYHOIO pasMepa “napeMuitHMKa” npeanpuUHUMANNCL He-
OLHOKpaTHO ¥ B cepe aHTUYHOW CNOBECHOCTWU, OAHAKO, BCE OHU
3aBepwunnnch Heypayeil. BeposTHee BCero fAeno WAeT npocTo 06
O[HOI M3 ecTeCTBEHHbLIX (POPM pacMoNIOXKEHNS PeYeBOro maTepuana.
Bce »>e Takoil BbIBOA MNpPeACTaBNsSETCA HaM HECKOMbKO Mpex-
[LeBPEMEHHbLIM: NMOC/IOBULblI Pa3fINYHbIX HAPOAOB BOBCE HE ABMAOTCA

46 3pech, Kak W BCIOAY B HacTosiLLeld paboTe, cdepa rpaMMaTMKIA TPaKTyeTcs
B LUMPOKOM CMbIC/E, KaK BK/HOUatoLLas MOP(honornio U CUHTaKCHC.
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B MHTEPECYIOLEM HAc OTHOLIEHWN 4YeM-TO OAHOPOAHbIM. Ha3BaHHas
thopma 3adMKCMpoBaHa MOKa NWlb Y WHA0EBPOMENCKUX HapOAOB.
Hanpumep, Takas CTPYKTypa B Lie/loM He XapakTepHa 418 3CTOHCKUX
MocnoBuLl, MHOrMe K3 KOTOPbIX O06HApYXWMBAKOT POACTBO C PYHU-
YECKUM CTUXOM: annmTepalmn, OCTaTKW METPUYECKON CTPYKTYpbI.
dopma NPUHUMNNANBHO WMHasA, HO CBA3b CO CTUXOTBOPHON OpraHu-
3aupeli HanmyecTBYeT U 34ecb. Henb3s roBOpuTbL U 06 06LWMX pUTMU-
YECKMX TEHAEHUMAX Y NOCnoBuL, BCeX WHAOEBPOMEWCKMX HapoAoB.
[ymaetcs, 4TO WMEHHO BOCTOYHOCNABAHCKAA Tpajuuusa npej-
CTaBNseT B 3TOM CMbICNe HamboNbWMil WHTEpec, MOCKONbKY 3Aechb
HabnogaeTcs OT4YeTNMBas TeHAEHUMS K pUMEHHOM noAdepXKe
copa3MepHbIX KYyCKOB. EcCnn KaxAbll M3 3TUX NPUHUUNOB B OTAE/b-
HOCTW 1 He ABNAETCHA LOCTATOYHbIM A1 TOr0, YT06bl C YBEPEHHOCTbIO
roBOPWTbL O CTUXOTBOPHOCTY COOTBETCTBYHOLWUX (DOPM, TO COYeTaHMe,
HanpoTVB, 3acTaBseT C U3BECTHOM Ao/eli CKencuca 0THOCUTBLCS K UX
Npo3anyeckoii TpaKTOBKeE.

MpumeyaTeNbHO, 4YTO WMMeHHO M. JL acnapoB, KOTOPbIA Kak
6yaTO OTKasblBanCs NpU3HaBaTb BO3MOXHOCTb CMHTaKCUYeCKOW npo-
coauv B MpUHLMNeE, HeAaBHO onucan GopMy, KOTOPYI OH onpegenunn
KaK CMHTaKCU4ecKuii norasg: efUHCTBEHHOW (hopMOli yperynmpoBaH-
HOCTW 3TOr0 CTMXa, KOTOPbIA, OYEBUAHO, GONMBLIMHCTBO MCCef0Ba-
Tenei counn 6bl MPOCTO pasHOBMAHOCTbI vers libre, sBnsetcs
TOYHOE MOBTOPEHME M3 CTWXa B CTUX KOH(PUIypauum pasinyHbiX
yacteil peun (FacnapoB 1993); 0ueBMAHO, UYTO U 3TOT CTUX UMeEET
NpsiMOe OTHOLLUEHWE K CMHTAKCUUYeCKOMY napaniennsmy.

6.4.3. NMpobnema cemaHTNYECKOM NPOCOANN

Ewe npobnemaTuyHee 06CTOUT AE€N0 C CEMaHTMYECKO npocoguen,
BOMPOC O KOTOPOW 06bIYHO MOAHMMAETCA NPU OMUCAHUM Pa3UYHbIX
(hopM apXxamyeckoro CTUXOCNOXeHUA. TakuMm 06pa3oM MOryT 6biTb,
HanpumMep, WHTepnpeTUpOoBaHbl pasnnyHble (OpPMbl TaBTONOrNYe-
CKOF0 M MCUXOMOTMYECKOro mnapannienusma, onucaHHole A. H. Be-
cenosckum (Becenosckuii  1940); no MHeHuw Xe B. 4. bptocosa
(BptocoB 1900) pycckuii OGbINMHHBIA CTUX OCHOBbIBANCA Ha CcyeTe
06pa3oB, T.e. CemMaHTUYeckux eauHuUL,. CoBpeMeHHas MNOCTaHOBKa
BOMpOCa COAEPXWUTCA B KOPOTKOW ny6nmkauum M. W. JlekomueBoi
(Nekomuesa 1973):
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AHanM3 HEKOTOPbIX CTUXOTBOPEHUIA MOKa3bIBaeT, UTO eAVHULbI FyOUH-
HOW CTPYKTYpbl CTMXa COOTBETCTBYIOT efMHMLAM “CeMaHTUYeCKON MeT-
PUKW”, T.e. MOXET CYLIeCTBOBaTb OMNpedeneHHas 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTb B
KOMMYeCTBe eAMHWUL, TIYOMHHON CTPYKTYPbl, NPUXOAALMXCA Ha CTPOKY,
CTpody M CTUXOTBOPEHMWE B LiefIOM. PacnpefeneHue B CTUXe CUHOHMMOB,
aHTOHUMOB, TMMOHUMOB W WX TPaH3WUTUBHBLIX KOPPENATOB MOKa3bIBaeT,
YTO B CTVXE BO3MOXKHA perynapHas cemaHTuyeckas pudgma. /.../ Onuca-
HWe pacrnpefeneHns CeMaHTUTYECKMX MapamMeTpoB B CTUXe [geT
BO3MOXHOCTb  M3y4yaTb CMOCOObI “CEMAHTUYECKOM MWHCTPYMEHTOBKMN”
CTMXa W ONpefenaTb OCHOBHble (Mrypbl, KOTOPble 00pPasyloT eayHuLbI
nnaHa CofepXXaHus B AaHHOM MO3TMYecKom TekcTe. /.../ TnaH cogep-
XaHnsi MOXET OblTb OpraHM3oBaH METPUYECKM W PUBMUYECKW, a MiaH
BblpaXXeHUst kak vers libre — npumepom Tomy, no-suaumomy, 6ymet
[peBHeeruneTckas noasus. (Jlekomuesa 1973, 167)

Ons  wmnnocTpaumy  CcKasaHHOro He o0653aTenlbHO obpalarbes K
LPEeBHEErnneTcKOMY marepuany; orpaHuyMmca nlib OAHUM MpUMe-
pPOM M3 pyccKoi noasum. CTuxoTBOpeHMe MaHgenbwtama “Tam, rae
KynanbHu, 6ymaronpsguibHu...” (1932) HanucaHo 4-CTULWIMAMMK CO
cxemoi pupm AbAb. VickntoueHne cocTaBnsaet 3-a cTpoa, B KOTO-
PO KnaysyNbl MepBOr0 M TPeTbero CTUXOB (POHWYECKM He Koppec-
NMOHAMPYIOT, T.e. CXeMY 3TOW cTpodbl cfiegoBano 6bl 0603HAYUTH
XaXa (rge X — xonocTtble pugmbl). O4HAKO Mpu 6nmxkaliwem pac-
CMOTPEHUM OKa3blBaeTcs, 4YTO [eno O06CTOMT HeckonbkKo 6onee
CNOXHbIM 06pasom.

Y peku OKn BbIBEPHYTO BEKO,

OTTOro-10 1 Ha MOCKBE BETEPOK.

Y cectpuupl KnasbMbl 3arHynack pecHuua,
OTT0ro Ha fly3e yTKa nsbiBeT.

Bce cTuxoTBOpeHMe MpeacTaBnseT co60i Kak psf METOHUMUYECKUX
nepecTaHOBOK, 6a3NPYIOLLMXCA KaK Ha CEMAHTUYECKUX, TaK WU YUCTO
3BYKOBbIX accouuaumax (cp. JlotmaH 1979), npuyem 3BYKOBble U
CMbIC/I0BblE OTHOLIEHWUA KaK 6bl MeHAITCA MecTaMu. Tak, 1-i cTmx
COAEPXUT CKPbITbI Kanamoyp “OKa — OKO”; UMEHHO Ha HeM OCHO-
BbIBAeTCS CMbIC/IOBOI MOBTOP “OKO — BEKO”, CTPOSAWMIACA MO MpPUH-
uuny annurepauun, cemaHTU4ecKad >Xe CBA3b MexXAay i1-M 1 3-M
CTUXaMn “BeKO — pecHuUua” CTPOUTCA N0 MNPUHLUUNY PUPMbI.
M03TOMY MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO M 3TO 4-CTULLNE CTPOUTCA B COOTBETCT-
BMM CO CXeMOi AbAb, C TON NUWb pasHWULEeR, YTO YEeTHble CTUXU
pUpMYyOTCA (POHNYECKU, & HEYETHbIE — CeMaHTUYECKMU.
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He TpygHO npeacTaBuTb cebe TeKCT, B KOTOPOM CTuxu “pud-
MYOTCA” NMNLWb CEMaHTUYECKMU.

B 3aknioyeHne BEpPHEMCS K BOMPOCY O TOM, B KakKoOil Mepe paccMoT-
PeHHble B 3TOM pasfene Gopmbl MOTYT 6bITb MOCTaBfieHbl B 06U
pag ¢ CC, onucaHHbIMM B MpeAblayLinx pasgenax. [ymaercs, 4To
OAHO3HaYHbIA OTBET Ha HEro, Mo KpaiHeii Mepe B HacTOsLEe BPeMS
JaH OblTb He MOXET: OAHW W Te Xe (OopmMbl BOCMPUHMMAKOTCA No-
pasHOMy He TO/MbKO B Pas/NYHbIX TPaguuMsax, HO U B PasnMUHbIX
06MacTAX M B pas3fMyHble Nepuodbl B pamKax OAHOW W TOW Xe
Tpaguuun. Tak, Hanuuue puMbl B CBOGOLHOM CTWUXE, MO MHEHUIO
psga uccnefoeateneil, NPMBOAUT 06Pa30BaHUID MHOW MO CPaBHEHUHO
c vers libre meTpunueckoin hopmbl: CBOOOAHbIV pUGMeHHbI cTuxX (B
pycckoli Mmo33um Haubonee pacnpocTpaHeHHas ero dopma —
paelwHNK)4, B HacTosLee BpemMs Kak GYATO CUMTAETCS OYEBUAHBIM,
4TO NATUCTONHbBIV AM6 ABASETCA OAHUM U TEM pa3MepoM Kak B CBOeii
pUMOBaHHOM, TaKk W 6e3pU(MeHHON pPasHOBUAHOCTAX, OfHaKo,
Hanpumep, B aHrAMACKoin no33um XVI Beka 3TOT BOMNPOC CTaBWACSH
MHadve, 6onee TOro, Gefblil CTUX MOr cyuTaTbCA 60/MEe CNOXHON WU
N30LLPEHHOR POPMOIA, HEXeNN PUPMOBAHHbIA.

3aKnunTeNbHbIE 3aMeyaHuns

Llenbto HacTosAweld paboTbl Obl aHann3 MOHATUA ‘CUCTemMa CTUXO-
C/TIOXXEHWNA’ C TOYKWN 3PEHUA COBPEMEHHOro CTUXOBEAEHUA U cCUCTEMa-
Tnsauyma CC. B oTnimume OT paccMOTpPeHHbIX nybnukauuin A. Mbinbg-
vs3, b. @. EropoBa u b. A. byxwTaba, Mbl He 3afjaBaiucCb LENbIO
ncumcneHns scex CC a priori BO3MOXHbIX B M033MM HEKOTOPOTO
A3bIKa, HWU, TeM 6o0fiee, BO3MOXHbIX BOOOLe. TeM He MeHee, UMmeeT
CMbIC/1 MPUBECTU CMUCOK OCHOBHLIX CC:

1 YuncTo-KBAHTUTATUBHbBIN CTUX;

HarnomHum, yto B. ®. Eropos B cBoeM ucuucieHun CC cumtan Hanmume/
OTCYTCTBYE PUMPMbI CTO/b Xe PefieBaHTHbIM (hakTOpOM, Kak W yperynmpo-

BaHHOCTb CKUNNabUyeckoro cocTaBa WM pacnpefeneHvie yaapeHuii (Eropos
1973).
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. Cunnabuyecknii cTux;

. AKLEHTHbIN CTUX;

. CB06OAHbIN CTUX;

. Cnnnabo-KBaHTUTATUBHbI CTUX;

. KBaHTUTaTMBHO-cUNNabuyeckuii cTux;

. AKLEHTHO-CUNNabUYECKNIA CTUX;

s . Cnnnabo-akUEeHTHbIN CTUX;

9. AKLEHTHO-CUNNAa60-KBAHTUTATUBHbIN CTUX.

g b~ wN

~ ©

Cnuncok 3TOT 3aBe4OMO He MOMOH: HeT B HEM PasfInYHbIX pasHOBUA-
HOCTEA aKLEHTHOro M CBOOGOAHOrO CTMXa, BO3MOXHO WUMeEeT CMbICN
BblAeNeHNe KBaHTUTaTUBHO-CUNNabo-akLeHTHOro 1 T.n. CC. YHuBep-
canm3Mm NpejnoXeHHOro NogxoAa B LPYroM: OH MO3BONSAET MPOM3BO-
ANTb 3P EKTUBHBIA aHanM3 N0 6bIX (HOPM CTUXOC/OXEHNSA, & KaKOM
13 NpoaHanu3npoBaHHbIX POPM HakTU ee eCTECTBEHHOE MECTO B pagy
apyrux CC.
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On systems of versification
(mostly in Russian and Estonian poetry)

The concept of a versification system is in the theory of verse one of the
most fundamental notions, but, at the same time, out of date. So, it is no
wonder that researchers of verse avoid it in their studies. The purpose of
the present work is to provide a treatment of systems of versification,
which be contextual with contemporary theory of verse, above all with the
one oriented towards generative metrics. In the traditional theory of verse
the position of systems of versification is vague. On the one hand they are



254 Mwuxaun. loTmaH

treated before metrics, e.g., system of versification is a more general
category than verse metre, On the other hand it seems to be more
substantial, as it is connected with a given language and its prosody (cf.,
e.g., Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics).

In the present work systems of versification are treated as correspon-
dance between metre and prosody of language, e.g., a system of versi-
fication proceeds from metrics and forms the prosody of verse, trans-
forming prosody of language. That explains, why the prosody of verse is
different from that of language. System of versification is not an
elementary concept. It consists of principles, which can be interpreted as
differential elements of the system of versification. E.g., if syllables are
put into correspondance with elements of metrics, then we are dealing
with the syllabic principle, if durations, then we are dealing with the
quantitative principle. In this way systems of versifications like syllabic-
guantitative or syllabic-durational-tonic are formed. Such a treatment
explains, how the same verse metres, e.g. iambus and hexametre can
appear in completely different languages.

On the one hand the work is oriented towards the general theory of
verse, i.e. is of a deductive nature, exposition is developed from general to
particular, from abstract to substantial. On the other hand it is oriented
towards describing particular forms and their typology, i.e. an inductive
approach is considered as well.

Varsisusteemidest
(peamiselt eesti ja vene varsi néitel)

Vérsisusteemi mdiste on varsiteoorias (ks fundamentaalsemaid, kuid
samal ajal vananenud, nii et pole ime, et varsiuurijad stuudiumites véldi-
vad seda. Kéesoleva t66 eesmdrk on anda vérsisiisteemide kasitlus, mis
oleks kontekstis nuiidisaegse vérsiteooriaga, ennekdike sellisega, mis on
orienteeritud generatiivsele meetrikale. Traditsioonilises vérsiteoorias on
vérsisiisteemide koht ebamairane. Uhelt poolt kisitletakse neid enne
meetrikat, st. et varsisiisteem on vérsimdddust Uldisem kategooria, teiselt
poolt aga tundub, et see on palju konkreetsem, kuna on seotud antud keele
ja selle prosoodiaga. Ingliskeelses traditsioonis varsisiisteem ongi pro-
soodia osa (vrdl. nt. Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics).
Kéesolevas to0s késitletakse varsististeemi kui vastavust (funktsiooni)
meetrumi ja keele prosoodia vahel, st. et varsisusteem l&htub meetrikast ja
formeerib vérsiprosoodiat, transformeerides keeleprosoodiat. See seletab,
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miks vérsiprosoodia erineb keele omast. Varsisiisteem ei ole elementaarne
mdiste. Ta koosneb pGhimdtetest, mida voib interpreteerida kui vérsi-
stisteemi diferentsiaalelemente. Nt. kui meetrika elementidega pannakse
vastavusse silbid, on tegu silbilise p6himdttega, kui pikkused, siis kvanti-
tatiivsega. P6himotted vdivad kombineeruda. Nii tekivad sellised varsi-
ststeemid, nagu silbilis-valtelised vdi silbilis-valtelis-rohulised. Selline
kasitlus seletab, kuidas (hed ja samad varsimdddud, nt. jamb, heksa-
meeter jms. vBivad esineda tdiesti eri tllpi keeltes.

To66 on Uhelt poolt orienteeritud tldvéarsiteooriale, st. on deduktiivse
iseloomuga, esitus areneb Uldiselt Uksikule, abstraktselt konkreetsele.
Teiselt poolt on ta orienteeritud konkreetsete vormide kirjeldamisele ja
nende tipoloogiale, osutudes siin mugavaks ja efektiivseks, st. silmas on
peetud ka induktiivset lahenemist.



JINHTBUCTNYECKME TEPMUHbI KaK TPOonbl
B noasun . bpoackoro

KOnne Mapnn

HacTtoswas ctaTtba MOCBALLEHA TeMe, KOTOpas BCe 60MblUe HayMHaet
npuBnekatb K cebe BHUMaHWe uccnefoBaTenieli — NUHIBUCTUYECKON
o6pa3HoCTM B noa3uu bpopackoro. Peub wieT, B NepByt ouyepelb, O
TeMaTusauum NUHITBUCTUYECKON TEPMUHONOrUM — MeTasa3blka, Onu-
CbIBAOLLEr0 Camy f3bIKOBYI CUCTEMY, A3bIKOBbIE OMepauun, peyesyto
LeiCTBUTENbHOCTb.

JInHrencTnyeckas TepMUHONOrMA, nonafas B HOBbIA KOHTEKCT,
CTAHOBACb B CTUXOTBOPEHWUW 31EMEHTOM PEYEBOro COOLITUA, NU-
laeTca 4aCTUYHO CBOEW MOHATWMIAHON Npupogbl. B XyA0XXecTBEHHOM
TEeKCTe, BHe TOW CTPYKTYpbl CYXAeHWs, KoTopas ABnseTca HeobXo-
AUMOli npeAnocbINKoi ero cywectsoBaHus (Cm.: Bbirotckuii 1982:
221), OHO TepseT CBOK MPO3PavyHOCTb, OJHO3HAYHOCTb, NpuobpeTaeT
HeoXMnfaHHble KOHHOTauuW, HOBble CBA3W. B 3TOM HOBOM KauecTse,
Kak O0fHO U3 CpeACTB CaMOBbIpaXXeHWUs Mo3Ta, JMHIBUCTUYECKaAn
TEPMUHOMIOTNA MOXET UCMO0MNb30BaTLCA MPU ONUCAHUUN MEPEXMBAHUS,
ANs nepefayn nojAco3HaTeNIbHOro, OTChINKW K HeBepbanbHOMy. Kak
YyacTb MO3TUYECKOTo cfioBaps BpofcKoro, NIMHIBUCTUYECKMNE MOHATUA
MO3BONAKOT OLEHWUTb Cebs, C OAHOW CTOPOHbI, KaK OAWH W3 BO3MOX-
HbIX A3bIKOB, OMUCbIBAKOLWNX YHUBEPCYM, U C APYFOW, — Kak Tponbl,
BO3HUKAlOLWME Ha CTblKe PasHblX CUCTEM, M3OCTPYKTYPHble TBOpPYeC-
KOMY CO3HaHWI0O KaK TaKoBOMY.

OfHOV BO3MOXHOCTbIO U3YyYeHUs YKa3aHHOW HaMy TeMbl ABASETCA
BbISIBIEHWE MNO3TUYECKOW (YHKLUM 3N1EMEHTOB NMHIBUCTUYECKOTO
MeTan3blka B OTAENbHbIX MPOU3BAEHUAX. HO MOXHO, abcTparupyscb
0T KOHKPeTHbIX TEKCTOB, paccMaTpmBaTbh MUHIBUCTUUYECKUIA MeTan3bIK
B TBOPYECTBE MO3Ta KaK HEKOTOPYH YNopsigouveHHyw cuctemy. B
HacToAWeM MCCnefoBaHUW MpPeLNoXeHa NOMbITKA COEAUHUTL 3TW fBa
BO3MOXHbIX noaxoga. O6uwue 0CO6EHHOCTU (PYHKLMOHUPOBAHUS B
no33nmy BpPOACKOro NIMHIBMCTUYECKOW 06pasHOCTM ByayT MANCTpU-
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poBaThbCs aHanuM3oM cTtuxoTsopeHusa “Infinitive”. Bbi6bop Hamu ans
6onee NMoApOGHOro pacCMOTPEHUS TaKWX MOHATUI KakK Cl0BO, peusb,
bykBa, ToOuyka Obla, B CBOK O4epefb, NPOAWKTOBAH CTPeM/IEHUEM
onpefennTb Kakue-TO caMble YHWBEpCaNibHble 3HaYeHWUS, BblPaXeH-
Hble B M0331MKn BPOACKOro Yepes MMHIBUCTUYECKNIA A3bIK OnNucaHus. B
3aflaun HacToslen paboTbl He BXOAWUT BbIfiBAeHME TOW Tpaguuuu, K
KOTOPO MOXHO Oblfi0 6bl CBECTM KOHLenuuio f3blika Yy bpogckoro,
OyAb 37O CMCTeMbl B3rfA0B, NpPU3HalOWMe NaHA3bIKOBOCTb HaLIero
CO3HaHMWS, AN CBOAALLME MUP K TEKCTY.

Ham kaxeTcs, 4TO B 3KCMAMKauuu BpoackMM B MNO3TUYECKOM
TBOpYECTBE BHYTPEHHUX A3bIKOBbIX 3aBUCUMOCTE, MPUCYTCTBYHO LW NX
KaKk AaHHOe B CO3HAHWUW HOCUTENs fA3blKa, HAXOAAT BbIPaXeHWe ero
rnyboko uHgusupyanbHasd u 6onee obwas noaTvyeckas crpaterus.
Mpexae BCEro 3TO CBOWCTBEHHAsA MO3TY MO3MLUA HaXoAUTbCA OfHO-
BPEMEHHO W BHYTPW U BOBHE OMWCbLIBAEMOr0 MMUpa, B3rNa4 Ha Mup, B
TOM 4MCle Ha MUpP £A3blka, Ha camoro cebs, Co CTOpOHbl. Kak
bpoAckmii nuweT B CBSA3UM C MN033umel LlBeTaeBoi: “<...> HaBbIK
OTCTpaHeHMss — OT [elCTBUTENbHOCTW, OT TeKcTa, OT ceb6s, oT
MbICneil 0 cebe — ABNAKOLWMIACA efBa NN He MepBO MPefNOChINKONA
TBOpPYeCTBA W MNPUCYWMWIA B OMPefeNeHHOW CTeneHW BCAKOMY
nutepartopy, passuaca B cnydvae LiBeTaeBOil [0 CTaguMM WHCTUHKTA.
To, YTO Ha4yMHaANOCb KakK NUTepaTypHbIil NpuemM, NpeBpaTuiochL B
topmy cyuiectsoBaHua.” (Bpoackuin 1994: IV, 94-95). B Tematusa-
UMM 3bIKOBOTO CTPYKTYPUPOBaHUS AeNCTBUTENbHOCTW, KaK, BMpPO-
yeM, B 4YaCTOM 06paLLeHMM MOo3Ta K Hay4YHOR TepMUHOAOTrUM BOOGLLE,
B (hopMynupoBkax u gedunHULUMAX BpoAcKOro oTpaxaeTcsa U cospe-
MEHHbIA KPU3MC “MeTaHappaTMBOB”, — (MNOCOMPCKMX, COLManbHbIX,
MCUXONOTNYECKUX, PENUTUO3HBIX CUCTEM, N06bIX MHTeprnpeTaLnoH-
HbIX CXeM, OCO3HaHWe HEeBO3MOXXHOCTU OCMBIC/IUTb C UX MOMOLLbIO
MUp U 6bITWMe 4enoBeka. HA3bIK — eAWHCTBEHHOE, K 4emy noaT
OTHOCWTCA C fOBepuem.

BaxHelluMyn yHUBEpPCanusMun, A1 XapaKTepUCTUKM KOTOPbIX
Bbpoackuii npuberaet K pas/iMYHbIM MeTas3blkaM, B TOM 4uUCAe W
nuHrenctuyeckomy, sasnawtca NMPOCTPAHCTBO u BPEMA. OHu
YaCTOTHbl B MO3TMYECKOM CNOBape Mnoata W CTaHOBATCA TeEMaMu B ero
accenmctuke. MOXHO, Hanpumep, BbICTPOUTb CUHOHUMUYECKUIA pAafg
006pa3oB, KOTOPble COOTHOCATCS C NPOCTPAHCTBOM:
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00611t 3HameHaTeNb, ToMNa
yncTas reomeTpus
TEeno
OpHaMeHT
BocTtok
Vimnepus
BELLb
cTaTmka
KaMeHb
HemoTa
TYNUK
(hopma caMoyTBEPXXAEHNS MO NIOCKOCTM
nT.Ao
N BpeMEHEM —  BOJa Kak ayx BpemeHu
BO/HA
My3blka — 6M3HEL, BOgbI
CTMX KaK peopraH1M3oBaHHOe BpeMSs

aylia
X0M10f}, OTPELUEHHOCTb

MbIC/Tb O BeLLy
Bpems — bor vnn ero Ayx
nT.a.

MiMsi KaK NpOCTPaHCTBO, cybCTaHUMA W rnaron Kak BpeMs, 3Heprus
ABMAIOTCA CaMbIMK 06LMMU KOOPAMHATaMK 6bITUA YenoBeka.

MpeBanupyeT B nape MNpoCTpaHcTBO / Bpems, 6e3ycroBHO, BpeMs
(“<...> NMpoOCTPaHCTBO AN MEHS AEeACTBUTENbHO W MEHbLUE, U MeHee
foporo, yem Bpems. He NOTOMY, OflHaKO, YTO OHO MEHbLLE, a MOTOMY,
4YTO OHO — Belb, TOr4a Kak Bpemsa ecTb Mbic/b 0 Bewn” (IV, 156).

O [OMMWHAHTHOCTW BpEMeHMW, MPUHAANEXHOCTU ero K cdepe
UheanbHOro, O €ro OMpejeneHHON cakpanu3auum CBUAETeNbCBYET
yXe T0, 4UTO UMeHHO Bpemsa, Hapsay ¢ umeHeM bora, MOXeT nmcartbes
B CTUXaX bpoacKoro ¢ 601blONA GYKBbI.

Ho He mMeHee, YeM Ha3BaHHbIe YNCTble KaTeropuu, noata 3aHMMaeT
MX CAMTHOCTb, peanunsalns 0gHOro B ApYroM. B yacTHOCTU, OH nuwweT
0 BbIpaXXEHHOCTWN BpemeHN B MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX KaTeropusx.

Cam no cebe NUHIBUCTUYECKWI A MeTas3blK KaK cucTema Mpea-
cTaBnseT coboli BHEBPEMEHHYIO CUHXPOHHYH COBOKYMHOCTb. Hepe-
NIeBAHTHOCTb BpPeMeHM 0ObACHAETCH, B 4acTHOCTU, 0buieob6s3aTeNb-
HOCTbIO CBfi3eil BHYTpU Hero. N 06 3KCNAULMPOBAHHON B M033UU
Bpoackoro f3bIKOBOW cucTemMe B LEIOM MOXHO TOBOPUTb Kak 06
0Cc060M NpocTpaHCTBe. A OTAe/bHble TePMUHbI, KOTOPble 0603HaYaloT
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COCTaBNAIOLLINE €e 3MIeMEHTbl M UX CBA3MW, CNYXAT, B Y4aCTHOCTU, ANS
BbIpaXXeHWs NMPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOIO U30MOp(U3Ma.

f3blKoBas cucTemMa MnpefcTaBieHa B CTUXOTBOpPeHUsAX bpoackoro,
HanpuMep, B TakWX TEPMMUHax, Kak OykBa, COrnacHble W rnacHble
3BYKW, angaBuMT, 4YacTb peyn, WUMA CcywecTBUTENbHOE, T[Narof,
MeCcTOUMEeHWe, Nof/e>Kallee, ckasyemoe, B rpaMmaTuyeckux KaTero-
pUAX BpeMeHW, OfyLUeBNeHHOCTU/HeoAyLLEeBNEHHOCTW, 3anora, nage-
>Ka, poja, BUAa, 3HaKaMy MpenvHaHua — Touka, 3anaTasd, 3HaKu
BOMpoca W BOCKANLAHUS,.

Moxanyi, caMblM YaCTOTHbIM U CAMbIM BHELIHWUM, OTAa€EHHbIM OT
noaTa A3bIKOBbIM MOHATMEM fiBNAeTCA Ans bpoackoro C/1OBO.

OHO pefiko HemnocpeicTBEHHO COOTHECEHO C /IMPUYECKUM CYyObek-
ToM. Ecnv noaT n onpefenseT cebs Yepes cnoBo-umsA, TO Yepes CN0BO
BbIrOBapMBaeMoOe, C/NOBO KaK FOBOPEHMWE, peyb, T.e. CNOBO B TaKuxX
ClyyasX COOTHOCUTCA € A — Ccy6bekTOM “peyeBOro akrta”. 310 TO
CNoBO, KOTOPOE COXpaHfeT B cebe 3HayeHWe [APEBHEro WHAO0EBPO-
MencKkoro KopHa — 00beanHeHWe ABYX AEWCTBUIA — TFOBOPEHUS W
cnywanns (cm. 06 atom: CtenaHoB 1997: 246). CTuxu sBastTCA
VIMEHHO TaKWM CNOBOM, BHYTPEHHEN peyblo, OJHOBPEMEHHbLIM FOBOpe-
HUEM W CNYLLAHMEM A3blKa:

HO Mog, COGCTBEHHBIN FON0C, NEPEKaTbIBAKOLLMIACS KapTaBo,
MOLCTaBNAA YX0, KaK YacTb KeHTaBpa.
“Ecnmn uto-Hnbyab netb...” (M, 414)

B UenoM e MUp cnoB — 3TO MWUP MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIA, MUP MHO-
KeCTBa:

“B NpaBHy4Ke BaBMIOHCKON, B 6awwHe cnos,” (11, 211);

“<...> 9, [ 6opmouyLymii komok / cnos” (11, 295);

“6ucep cnos” (M, 443);

“<...>MnpeBpaLleHbe Kpuka / B rayxoe Tonkosuie cnos” (11, 233);
*a cnoBo Hagguraetca Ha cnoso”.” (11, 126);

“HO M3 MHOXXeCTBA CNOB yLeneno ogHo “6uina”.” (111, 241).

CnoBo ynoTtpeb6nsetcs uvalie BCero WMEHHO BO MHOXECTBEHHOM
yucne. Ecnu oHo nmMeeT hOpMY €AMHCTBEHHOMO YMcna, TO CBOAUTCA K
CNoBy M3Ha4afbHOMY WAM 0603Ha4YaeT KOMMYHWKaLUKO KaK TaKoBYHO
(“paspaetca cnoso” (M, 362)). Ho Takue npumepbl eAMHWUYHBLI. B
LleNoM >Ke crnosa COCTaBAAKT MPOCTPaAHCTBO, OTAenstolee noata oT
peanbHOCTM U npeBpaljatolee ero YyBCTBEHHbIN ONbIT B OTB/EYEH-
HbIi, OTYYXKAEHHBbINA.
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CnoBo ABNAETCA MMEHEM BELLM, 3aMEHAET ee coboto:

“NpeiMeToB HeT, 1 TOMbKO ecTb cnosa.” (I, 378);

“Belb, MMsA nofyymBlias, TOT4ac / CTAHOBUTCA HEMELS YacTbio
peun”.” (I, 125);

’cnoBamu, noxupatowymu sewn!”” (M, 126);

“OT BE/MKMX BeLLeli 0CTaloTCs CnoBa fi3blka, <...>" (I, 364);

“Belymn B BUTPUHAX, HOcsLLMe cOBCTBEHHbIe MeHa,” (111, 192).

B camux cnoBax ecTb HeyTo OT Belleii. CNOBO MOXHO “CTaBUTb”, K
cnosam “He focTaTb pPYKOW”, Kak K HeAOCTyNnHbIM Bewam. Kak
npaBuno, cnosa CTaTWUHbl, UX MUP HEAKTWBHbIW, HaNMYeCTBYHOLL N,
T.e., UCNonb3ys onpegeneHune X. Oeppnibl — QUKCUPYIOLWKNIA “Hann-
4yme OTCYTCTBMA” Bellel. Ha 3TOM (hOHe ABHO BbIAENAKTCA UCKIKOYe-
HuA. Torga cnoso cakpanbHO — “cnoBa XpucTa”, uam o6o3HayaeT
TBOPYECKUIA aKT, WAM 3TO cnoBa, KOTopble “AMKTOBana nt060Bb”
(cp.: “bor coxpaHseT Bce; 0C06eHHO — cnoBa / NPoOLWEeHbS U NO6BMK,
Kak co6CTBeHHbIVi cBoin ronoc.” (I, 178)). B HeMHOroYMCAEHHbIX
MHOUHUTUBHBLIX KOHCTPYKLUAX, B KOTOpble BXOAMT cnoBo, npeobna-
faeT 3HauyeHue HepasrajblBaeMOCTW W HELOCTYMHOCTWU croBsa, HEBO3-
MOXHOCTU K HEMY NPUOBLLMNTBLCS.

XapaKTepHo, 4TO npeobnagatolein (Gopmoi nNpeanoXxeHuin, B
KOTOpble BXOAWT CNOBO, SABASETCA KOHCTPYKUUA 6€3 rnaronbHoro
ckasyemoro. Cp., Hanpumep:

““Cnosa Ha Betep”.” (N, 112);

“KO/Ib CKOPO BCe onucaHo cnosammn?”” (H, 125);

““KI HeT HenpoHuUaemel MOKPoOBa, / CTOMb MOMHO MOrIOTUBLLErO
npegMeT, / 1 6onee wemsiero, Yem cnoso”.” (U, 126);

“Mnb cxoacTBO C Lwankoi cnos?” (M, 199);

“I B Heil cropTaHn — HO. > — KOMOK // He cnoB, He cnes,” (I, 214);

“<...>cnosa — / 06paTHble A3blKy MAaMeHW: MOHOMOTY, / MoXmpas-
LUEMY NYYLINX, YeM Tbl, C XXaAHOCTLIO, Kak aposa;” (LU, 167) nT.4.

CBA3b cy6bekTa CO CNOBOM B TakKMX KOHCTPYKLMAX OMOCpefoBaH-
Has — OHa MpoABNSAETCA B YCTAHOBAEHMW CXOACTBa, nNofobus u, co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, B ynoTpebneHUM NpeauKaToB C 3TUMWU 3HAYEHUAMWU:
“cnoBa — nojobue Belwein”, “B mouckax TOYHOro cnoea”. B yno-
TpebneHun cnosa WUAM UMEHU TNPOSABAAETCA U  OTUYYXKAEHHOCTb
cybbekTa OT caMoro ce6s Kak cy6beKTa A3bIKOBOIr0 CO3HAHUA.

Ecnn “XnU3Hb” onpepensetca yepe3 “peyb”, TO “He XU3HbL" —
yepe3 “nobegy cnoB”. BHEBPEMEHHOCTb C/I0Ba, 3aMEHAOLLEr0 Bellb,
fLenaeT BO3MOXHbIM COAMKEHME BELLM C BeYHOCTbO. Ho, no cpaBHe-
HWUIO C BELblO, CNOBO HE YHUKaNbHO: “CKONbKO rnasa He Konewsb /
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TbMOA — pacyeToM 6narum / NOBTOPUMO BCEro NuwWb / CNOBO:
cnosom gpyrum.” (I, 458). OHO Mo cBOei NMpupode TaBTONOTMYHO,
npeacTaBnsAs cob0il 0gHY M3 YaCTHbLIX peanusauunii 6onee obuiei Ans
noasum bpoAckoro TeMbl TaBTONOrMKW. HEMOBTOPMMbIM CMIOBO CTAHO-
BWUTCS WM 4Yepe3 ero COOTHECEHHOCTb C KOHKPETHON BeLLbl, U B
peun, B UHAWBMAYANbHOM YNOTpe6/eHMn — MNpPUCBOEHUN ero cebe
ropopsmMm. MOXHO fJaxe cKa3aTb, YTO TEM CaMbiM 3pEHUE W T0N0C
npugatoT cnoBy HENOBTOPUMOCTb. Bewb, 0603HayaemMas CcnoBoM,
HajenseT nNnpyMeTamMu U CaMoO CNOBO, KakK B FTOBOPEHUU — ClyLIaHuu,
B NnpoLecce 0hOpPMIEHNA MbIC/IM CIOBO Peann3yeTcs Yepe3 ero CBA3M
C ApyrMu cnosamu, npuobpeTas 4epe3 3TO CMbICA, KOTOPbIA ©
BO3HUKaeT “Mexpay cnosaMu”. Cnoso 3aHWMMAaeT U NPOMeXyTouyHoe
MECTO MEXAy Belbi M UMPPOA — efUMHUYHBIM U BCEOOL UM, HE
uverolmMm Kadectsa. lNMepexon cnoB B UMGppbl — Tema, KoTopas Hau-
6onee ApKO NpeAcTas/ieHa B NO34HeM TBOpYecTBe bpoackoro, rae oHa
coyeTaeTca C TeMON HeObITUSA, BblpaXeHHON, B 4YaCTHOCTM, uepes
MOTUBbI 6e3bIMAHHOCTW, aHOHUMHOCTU, NOTEPWN WU 3a6BEHUA UMEHN,
CMepTn Kak pas3fNyyeHns co CBOUM WMEHEM:

fl, UHaYe — HWKTO, BCEYENOBEK, OfUH
U3, NOACOXLUMIA MA30K B OJJHOW 13 XMBbIX KapTuH,
KOTOpble NULLET BPEMS, MaKasi KUCTb
33 HEVMEHWEM, BEPHO, NyULLIed MaNTPbl B XKUCTb,

CWDKY, LLIENEeCTS raseToil, pasgymblBasi, C Kakoi
HaTypbl BCE 3TO CMMCAHO? Yeld NOKOA,
6€e3bIMAHHOCTb, 6e3a4pPecHOCTb, (POpMYy HebbITUA
Mbl NOBTOPSIEM B NIETHUX CyMepKax — Bsi3 U 17?
“B Kacpe” (LU, 174)

Cp. TakKe B CTMXOTBOpPEHWUWM “3amepliunii KucenbHbliA Geper...”:
“ByaTo KTO-TO TaM yumuTcs a3byke no cknagam. / inn HeT — acTpo-
HOMUW, BrAAfbIBasCb B HayepTaHbsl / JIMYHBIX WMeEH Tam, rfe Hac
HeTy: TaM, / rie cymma 3aBUCUT OT BblumTaHba.” (LU, 97).

T.0., cnoBo, NPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE MO CBOEW npupoge, “oXupaeT” B
peun. B peueBoil feACTBUTENbHOCTU, B CTUXE, BYAYUYN BOBAEUYEHHBIM
B pUTM, ONMLETBOPAIOLWUIA Bpems, CNOBO NpuobpeTaeT napameTpbl
BpemeHu. MpomncxoAmnT Kak 6bl npouecc pa3BepTbiBaHUA cnosa, ero
pacuyneHeHus, a B UTore — NU3MeHeHNsa ero OHTO/IOTMYeCcKoro cratyca.
MOXHO cKa3aTb,UTO CNOBO BeYyHO, KOrga OHO TepsaeT ceba BO
BpemeHu. Cp.:
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MonyaHbe — 3T0 ByayLuee aHeR,
KaTALLMXCS HaBCTPeYy Hallei peum,

CO BCEM, YTO Mbl MOAYEPKMBAEM B HelA,

C NPUCYTCTBMEM MPOLLAHUS NPW BCTpeue.
MonyaHbe — 3T0 6yaylliee cnos,

Y>Ke NOXPaBLUMX FMAaCHbIMUA BCHO BELLHOCTb,
CTpaLlaLLytocs COBCTEHHbIX YI/0B;

BOJIHA, NepPeKpbIBatoLLas BEYHOCTb.
(“MopbyHoB 1 Nopyakos™ IM, 127)

PEUYbHKO, roBopeHnemM, B CBOIO o4epefb, onpeaenaiTcd y bpoackoro
“Bpema” N “XXN3HL”:

“<...>XU3Hb — 6KeHbe cepaua, / 1 rosop dpas<...>” (I, 50);

“3T0 — BeYHas XM3Hb: / NoOpasuTe/bHbIA MOCT, HEYMOYHOE C/I0BO,
(1, 220);

“XXM3Hb — TONBLKO pa3roBop nepeg muom / Mmonyanbs™.” (11, 127);

“B [BMXKeHbe Ty6 ropasgo 60/Le XXM3HK, / YeM B TOM, YTO 3TW TyObl
npousHocat” (11, 149);

”<...>/ TONbKO peyb MOsi / HanoMKHaeT 0 pasmepax XusHu.” (I, 199);

“n60o Bpems — obnactb dpas” (M, 74);

“Mope, Mafam, 370 4YbSA-TO peyb... / HA CAyX W XenymoK He cmor
cbepeub: / 5 Haxnebanca u peybto NonH...” (I, 369);

B cTuxax Bbpoackoro peub 4acTto ynoTpebnseTcsd, Kak W cnoso, B
6e3rnarofibHbIX KOHCTPYKUMAX (UK, Kak B psafe NepevyncineHHbIx
Bbille MNpPUMEPOB, Korga noApasymesaeTcs rnaron-cesska). Ho,
ABNAACH 4acTbl0 NpeAuMKaTa, WUMEHHON 4YacTbi0 CKa3yemoro, peub
npuobpeTaeT “rnarofibHOCTL”.

MpoueccyanbHOCTb, BpeMdA, Hapagy C peybio, BbIPaXeHbl N B
obpase cTpokun. CTPOKA, 06e3ycnoBHO, Mpexge BCEro cTpoka
CTUXOTBOPEHMUA, HO 1 B 60/ee 06 EM CMbICNEe CTpPoOKa NUCbMa UM —
KakK NUHUA — cyfbbbl. ITO TO, YTO MULLETCH ceilvac, caMo nucaHue.
CTpoka COOTHeceHa C Cy6bEeKTOM npu NOMOLMWM JINYHOTO MECTOU-
MEHMA “a”, yKa3aTe/lbHOro MecToOMMeHUA “3T0”, UYHbLIX (DOPM rna-
rona. To ecTb, UCMO/Ib30BAHNEM Pa3/NINYHbIX 3rOLEHTPUYECKUX 3fie-
MEHTOB MOJeNnpyeTca NPUCYTCTBME NULIYLLEr0 CyObeKTa B MUCbME:

“3Tn CTPOKK BCero nuiwb / nogronocok 6eabl.” (11, 96);

“<...>aBTop 3aTUX CcTpoK,* (M, 159);

“W 2, koTopbIi NULLeT aTu cTpoku,” (M, 227);

" MUy 3TW CTPOKMW, CTPEMsCb PYKOM, / WX BbIBOAALLEN NOYTK
BCnenyto, / Ha CeKyHay onepeanTb “Ha Koin?”,” (M, 359);

“Cuaub, 06aymbieas cTpouky,” (111, 24);
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"# nuwy 3TN CTPOKK, cuasa Ha 6enom cTyne / Nog OTKPbITbIM HeboM,
3MMOIA, B OfHOM / NuipKake, NoAaas, pasaBuras CKynbl / (pasamu Ha
pogHom.” (L, 56);

”Kak 3HaTb, MOXET KaK pa3 ceityac, / Korga s nuwy 3T CTPOKK, cuas
/ B KupnuyHoM ManeHbkoM ropogke” (111, 93);

“3TW CTPOKM Mo cyTn / 6onToBHs cTapuka” (11, 460).

MpeobnagaHne HacTOALWLEr0 BPeMeHW B TaKUX BblpaXXEHUAX MapKu-
pyeT MOMEHT NUCaHMWA, YTO TOXe ABNSETCA CPeLCTBOM “BMUCLIBAHUA”
aBTopa B TeKkCT. W, BMecTe Cc Tem, BCe 3TO CBWAETENbCTBYET M 06
M3BECTHOM OTCTpaHeHUM aBTOpa OT camoro cebs — nuwylero, o
BUAEHMMN Ccebsi CO CTOPOHBI.

TBOpeHWe, NucaHWe HAXOAWT BbipaXeHue K B o6pasax nepa,
YepHUNbHWLBI U YepHun. B obpase BeyHoro nepa, Hanpumep, TOXe
NposiBNseTCA CBOWCTBEHHOE BpPOACKOMY COefMHeHWe LBUXEHWUS Bpe-
MEHU 1 BEYHOCTU, 6O TBOPYECTBO KakK TBOPEHUNE BPEMEHN — BEYHO.

BYKBbl — 3nemeHTapHble 4YacTuubl CTPOK, nucbma. CTpoka
COCTOWT ANS N03Ta MMEHHO U3 GYKB, a MPOLLECC NMCaHWUA paBHsAeTCH
3aMo/IHEHUIO0 YePHbIMU GYKBaMM MyCTOTbl 6e10ro nucTa:

“Ho 6enm3Ha BOOOLLUE 3an0r / TOro, YTO MOA Hell XOPOHWUTCA TO, 4yTO /
MpeBpaTuTCA BMNOCNEACTBAM B MOYKM, B TOUKW, / B OYWCTBO 3eneHW, B
6ykBbl cTpok.” (N, 21-2);

“ECNM YTO-TO YEPHEET, TO TONbKO OykBbI.” (LU, 11);

“Kupunnuua, rpewHbIM genom, / pasbpegascs no Nponucyu BKPKBb n,
BKOCb /11, / 3HaeT 6osbLle, YeM Ta cvBuna, / o rpagywem. O ToM, Kak
yepHeTb Ha 6enom, / nokyga 6enoe ectsb, v nocne.” (LU, 18).

Bpoackuii cumBONM3MpYyeT OTAeNbHble OyKBbl. [MoBTOpAOWMeCs B
pasHbIX TEKCTaxX 3HAYeHWA MOpaXAarTCcs Npexpae BCero rpagukoi
6ykB, HO CMMBOAM3aLMsA MOXET 6biTb CBA3aHa W, Hanpumep, C KX
rpaMmaTuyecko tyHkuuen (Kak “nN” — OKOHYaHWe MNpoLeALero
BPEMEHM), pacnonoxeHnem B andasute ( camongeHTUdpUKaymsa noata
yepes OykBY “A”) 1 7.4. M0OXHO cocTaBuUTb “anaBuT BpoACKOro” Kak
0cobblii nnact o6pa3HOCTM B ero ctuxax. Kcrtatm, “angaBuT” Kak
MCXO4HOE MEeCTO npebbiBaHWA OYKB, psAd, OObEAMHEHHbI 3aKOHOM
cnyyaliHOCTM — TOXe OAWMH U3 pacnpocTpaHeHHbIX 06pa3oB B
TBOpYECTBE NoaTa.

BykBa He TO/MIbKO TO, M3 Yero CTPOUTCA CTPOKa, caMo nucaHue OyKB B
CTPOKE MOXEeT ObiTb paccCMOTPEHO Kak Mpouecc Uc4Ye3HOBeHUS H
nuwyLliero, nepesonfouieHne cybbekTa akTa nucaHus B Cy6bLEKT

nucema. Cp.:
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UenoBek npeBpaLLlaeTcs B LLOPOX Mepa no bymare, B KOMbLa,
NeTAW, KAUHBILLKN BYKB W, MOTOMY UTO CKO/b3KO,

B 3aMATbIE M TOYKN.<...>

“Nexkabpb B0 dopeHymmn” (M, 384)

B ctuxax bpojckoro aTta TpaHcdopmauua nepegaeTcs M B obpasax
“oTCcyTCTBUA”, “BblU/IEHEHNA” NOTEPN “TenecHOCTU”.

JINHTBUCTUYECKNIA MeTas3blk MOXET OblTb COOTHECEH B M033uK
Bpoackoro, HanpumMep, ¢ TaKUMUK A3bIKaMW ONUCaHUSA BHELIHEro mMupa
KaK reomeTpus, acTpoHomusi. CXOACTBO MX (DYHKLUW MOXET 3aK/to-
4yaTbCA YXKe B TOM, YTO, Kak 1 ntobble apyrne gopmanbHble CUCTEMbI,
OHW CNoCco6HbI 06pMCOBaTb CKOpPEe OTCYTCTBME peasibHOCTU, HeXenu
caMy peanbHOCTb (XapakTepHO cpaBHeHWe bBpoackMM A3bika €O
CMepTbio, HebbiTMem). OgHUM M3 06pa3oB, NpuUHagiexawmnx O0fHO-
BPEMEHHO K pa3HbIM MeTadA3blKaM M 0CO6EHHO Y4acTOTHbLIM B MO34HEM
TBOPYECTBE M03Ta ABMALTCA TOuKa.

TOUKA — 23TO 3HaK npenuHaHus, abcTpakums B reoMeTpuu, B
hn3nkKe, acTPOHOMMWU, 3PUTENbHbI 06pa3. BK/IOYEHHOCTb TOYKM
OAHOBPEMEHHO B pasHble MNOHATUIHbIE CUCTEMbI MOXHO Mpo-
UNNKCTPUPOBATL NPUMEPOM U3 CTUXOTBOPeHUA “Kennomaku”:

YTO BCAKAsA TOUKA B NPOCTPAHCTBE eCTb TOYKa “a”
1 HOpManbHbIW 3KCNpecc, urHopupysa “b” n “c”,
BbINYCKaeT, 3aTOPMO3MB, B KOHLE

anasnTa Nap U3 3anATbix Ho3gpei; (LU, 62).

B noasTuueckoii cucTemMe BpoACcKOro YHUBEPCANbHOCTb TOYKM COC-
TOUT M B CAIUTHOCTW B Heli MPOCTPaHCTBA U BPEMEHMW, B HaNPSHKEHHOM
eVHCTBE MaTepnanbHOro U UAeanbHOro, TEECHOT0 M GecTenecHoro.

Yauie BCEro yepes 3TOT 06pa3 peasusyrtoTcs TeMbl pPasnyku,
CMepTU, NoTepb, NCUE3HOBEHUS:

Ctout nn? Bpsag nn. He cTOUT CTPOYUKN.

Kak ABe npsmMbIX paccTaloTcsa B TOUKE,

nepecekascb, NpocTumMcs. Bpsag i

CBMAMMCS BHOBb, Byapb TO Paii in, Ag nw.

[lBa 3TUX XXM3HW NOCMEPTHOW BMAa

NUWb NPoAo/MKeHbe naelt Isknuga. (“Mamatn T. 6.7 11, 84).

CM. TakXe 06pa3 npespalialoLlerocs B TOUKy fcTpeba U3 CTUXOTBO-
peHusa “OceHHUIA KpUK acTpeba” n onpegeneHne YpaHum Kak 60ruHu
yTpaT: “My3a Touku B npocTpaHcTee! Beweid, pasnmyaembix / anwb /
B Teneckon! BblunTaHba / 6e3 ocTaTku! Hyna! ( JINTOBCKUIA HOKTIOPH:

Tomacy BeHunosa. I, 329).
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HecnyuvaiiHO nosiBNeHWe B CBA3KM C 06Pa30OM TOUYKM UMEHU IBKIU-
Ja, C KOTOpbIM CBA3bIBaeTCA Hayano OCMbICNEHMA MuUpa B
abCTpaKTHbIX KaTeropusx npocTpaHcTBa. Ho Bpopgckuii, ckopee,
CO3fjaeT B CBOWMX TeKCTax CUTyauuu, nossofdloliMe emy, roBops
cfoBaMm €amoro noata, “mctuth” IBKNMAY. TakK, B CTUXOTBOPEHUMU
“¢l Bcerga TBepaun, 4to cyabba — urpa...” noat puPmyet “KoHyc” u
“XpoHoC”: “<...>He 3Han JBKAMUA, 4TO, CX0A4A Ha KOHyC, / Belb
obpeTaeT He HOMb, HO XpoHoc” (M, 276). Wnu, gpyroit npumep — u”3
CTUXOTBOPeHMst “KBUHTET”: “B0O3ABWUIHYTbIA Bnonbixax, / 06ennck
KOHYaeTcqd HexoTa B obnakax, / Kak ygap no 3BKAMAY, KaK crnej
komeTbl.” (I, 424).

Bpema moxeT BpofAcKuM paccMaTpuBaTbCAd WMEHHO KaK reomMer-
puyeckoe MECTO TOYeK, KaK OHO MHTeprnpeTupyeTcs abCTpPaKTHbIM
MaTeMaTMyeckum MbiwneHnem (cM. 06 atom: Yutpoy: 1964, 150).
“MpsaAMan”, cocToAwas M3 Toyek, Kak o6pa3 NMpPOCTPaHCTBEHHbIN, CO-
JepXuT B cebe W 3HayeHue /NUHEeAHOro BpPeMeHu, Ccyabbbl. CM.:
“Hawm Xn3HW, Kak CTpouku, gocturam Touku.” (M, 307), “Touka
Bcerga 0603pumMeli B KoHue npamoin.” (LU, 67), “CmepTb <...> cTaBUT
Touky<..>" (Ill, 104). ¥Yxof B HebbiTue MOXeT OblTb MO3TOM
NCTONKOBaH KaK 3aMeHa 3HakaMu npenuHaHuWa rojsoca — CM.
cTuxoTBopene “B cnegytownii Bek” (1V, 24).

Touyka — 006pas, COOTHECEHHbLIR M ¢ XpPUCTOM. XpuUCToc —
Hayano, To4yka 0T4yeTa ANA HOBOr0 BPEMAUCYUCIEHUA, MOHUMAHUA
BpeMeHM KaK MMEeKLero Hayano U KoHel. POXX[AeCTBEHCKUEe” CTU-
XOTBOpeHUA BpoacKoro nmocTpoeHbl Tak, YTo Xpucrtoc — MnageHel,
1306paxkeH Kak Ta TOYKa B MPOCTPAHCTBE W BpPeMeHW, K KOTOpOW Bce
yCTpemneHo (Cp. NyTb BOSIXBOB Kak NyTb “nydyeil K 3Be3ge”).

B ocobeHHOCTM B Mo3gHeM TBOpYeCcTBe BPOACKOrOo MOXHO Ha-
6n04aTh TEHAEHUMIO KOHLEHTPaLUUM BPEMEHW B TOYKe — B TOUKE
HacToawero. CnuBalTCA BpeMeHHble KaTeropuu, o0603HavaroLline
OllyLleHNe BpPEMeHM KakK mpocTpaHcTBa — “A0” u “nocne”. bonee
aKTya/lbHbIM CTAaHOBUTCA TeMa “YncToro” BpemeHW. Bce yalie noat
Ha3blBaeT B OfHOI (hpase mMpownoe u 6yayliee BpPeMms, HacTosiLLEe U
Oyayliee unu Bce Tpu cpasy. B uTore camu Kateropuu BpPeMeHU
CyXaT Bblpa)XeHNEM HEBbIZENEHHOCTUN OTAENbHbIX CAMOCTOATE/IbHbIX
BPEMEHHbIX OTPe3KOoB, 0603Hayas CKopee OTCYTCTBME YEM Hanuuue
BPEMEHN KaK TakoBOro. MoXeT-6biTb, B 3TON COCPEAOTOYEHHOCTU
BPEMEHN B UTOYKe” HacTosAlero clefyeT BULETb B3auMofeicTBue
[BYX BPEMEHHbIX M3MepeHWii: HanpaB/eHHOro B MPOLIJOE BPEMEHM
KynbTypbl, MNaMaTW, BOCMOMUWHAHWIA W [ABUXKYLerocs B Oyayuiee
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(hM3MY4ECKOro BPEMEHW, CBA3aHHOrO C MpefvyyBCTBMEM CMEPTU, ee
HeobpaTumoCTblo. bygayliee BOCnpuHUMaeTcA Kak nycTtoTa, Huuto
(cM. 1 pacnpocTpaHeHHbI B N033uu bpogckoro o6pa3 nepcnekTuBbl,
raoe 4Yenosek “nponajaet u3 BUAY,” LepeBbA C UX “NepcrnekTUBOW
nHA”). OTa [BONCTBEHHOCTb BPEMEHW BOMMalleHa, Hanpumep, B
ob6pase KeHTaBpa: “I'oMecb MpoLWNOro ¢ 6yaywum, gaHHas B KamHe,
KPYNHbIM / NAaHOM. Pa3BUTbIM TOPCOM U KOHCKUM Kpynom. / Jineo —
NPOCTbIM FpamMmMaTuyeckum “6bin” u “6ygy” / B HacTosAwWwem npogon-
xeHHom.” (I11, 165).

B panbHeliweM Mbl OCTaHOBMMCS NOAPO6GHEe Ha CTUXOTBOPEHMUU
Bpogckoro “Infinitive”c uenbld NpPoOAEMOHCTPUPOBATb, KakK JIMHT-
BMCTUYECKas 06pPa3HOCTb MOXET B KOHKPETHOM TEKCTe y4yacTBOBaTh B
(hOpMMPOBAHMN CMbICNA NPOU3BELEHNA.

CtuxoTtBopeHue “Infinitive” HanncaHo No-aHIAMIACKM U NOCBALLe-
HO Ynbdy Jinnge. OHO OTKpbIBaeT NOCMEAHUI NPWKN3HEHHUIA aHr-
NUIACKNn c60pHUK cTUX0B Bpoackoro (Brodsky 1996: 3-4).

Dear savages, though I’ve never mastered your tongue, free of pronouns
and gerunds,

I’ve learned to bake mackerel wrapped in palm leaves and favor raw turtle
legs,

with their flavor of slowness. Gastronomically, | must admit, these years
since | was washed ashore here have been a non-stop journey,

and in the end I don’t know where | am. After all, one keeps carving
notches only

so long as nobody apes one. While you started aping me even before |
spotted

you. Look what you’ve done to the trees! Though it’s flattering to be
regarded

even by you as a god, |, in turn, aped you somewhat, especially with your
maidens

— in part to obscure the past, with its ill-fated ship, but also to cloud the
future,

devoid of a pregnant sail. Islands are cruel enemies

of tenses, except for the present one. And shipwrecks are but flights from
grammar

into pure causality. Look what life without mirrors does

to pronouns, not to mention one’s features! Perhaps your ancestors also
ended up on this wonderful beach in a fashion similar

to mine. Hence, your attitude toward me. In your eyes, | am

at the very least an island within an island. And anyhow, watching my

every step,
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you know that I am not longing for the past participle or the past
continuous

-well, not any more than for that future perfect of yours deep in some
humid cave,

decked out in dry kelp and feathres. In write this with my index finger

on the wet, glassy sand at sunset, being inspired perhaps

by the view of the palm-tree tops splayed against the platinum sky like
some

Chinese characters. Though I’ve never studied the language. Besides, the
breeze

tousles them all too fast for one to make out the message.

[Ooporve aykapu, XOTA A TaK M He Bbly4w/ Ballero s3blka, CBOGOAHOMO
OT MECTOUMEHWIA U FrepyHAueB, / 1 Hayunncs nevb Makpesb, 3aBepHYTYHO
B Na/lbMOBbIE /INCTbA, M 6ArOCKNOHEH K ChIPbIM YepenaxoBbiM HOXKam /
C WX apoMaToM MeA/MTeNbHOCTU. [aCTPOHOMUYECKM, fi JO/DKEH MNpu-
3HaTb, 3TV rofpl / C TOM mopbl, Kak s npubunca K 6epery, 6bin
6eCKOHeYHbIM MyTeLlecTBueM, /U B UTOre 1 He 3Halo, rae 5. B KoHue
KOHLIOB, YerioBeK fleNiaeT 3apy6Kn TONbKO / A0 TeX Nop, MOKa HUKTO emy
He nogpaxkaeT. A Bbl CTaIM MOAPaXaTb MHe laXKe paHbLUe, YeM 51 3aMeTu/
/ Bac. CMOTpuWTe, YTO Bbl CAeNanM € 3TUMM AepeBbsaMul XoTsi U NeCTHO
cumTaTbes, / gake Bamu, BOrom, s, CO CBOE CTOPOHbLI, NoApaxan Bam C
BaLLVMX [eBamu, / — 4YaCTMYHO, YTOBbI 3aTMWUTb MPOLUIOE C €ero 3no-
CYaCTHbIM Kopabnem, HO Takke CKpbITb Oygyluee, AWLIEHHOE TYroro
napyca. OCTpoBa — CyTb 31ble Bparv / BPEMEH, 3a WCK/IOYEHMEM
HacTosiLero. M KopabnekpylleHUss — BCEro /Wb NOMeTbl U3 rpam-
MaTUKN / B YACTYIO MPUYMHHOCTL. T1OCMOTPUTE, UTO XXM3Hb 6e3 3epKan
[ienaet / ¢ MECTOMMEHVSIMU, He FOBOPS ke 0 YepTax smual Bo3moxHO,
BaLLM NPeAKM Takke / 3aKOHYWAN Ha 3TOM YYAHOM M/sHKe NOJ06HO / MHe.
Otcroga Balle OTHOLLEHME KO MHe. B Bawwmx rnasax fi, — / Mo camoi
MeHbLLIE/ Mepe, OCTPOB BHYTpM OCTpoBa. Y B no6om cnyyae, crefs 3a
KakObM MOWMM LUIaroMm, / Bbl 3HaeTe, YTO A He Xaxay CTpafaTeflbHoro
NpyUyacTust MpPOLUEALIEroro BpeMEHU WAM AAMTENbHOro MpOoLUeALlero
BpeMeHn / — Hy, He 60/blle YeM Bbl Ballero OyayLlero 3akOHYeHHOro
BpeMeHU B rNy6uHe KaKOW-HWOYAb CbIpoi nellepbl, / YKpalueHHOM
CyXviMn GypbIMM BOZOPOC/SIMU U MEPbSMM. S MWLy 3TO CBOWMM YKasa-
TeNbHbIM NasbleM / Ha BNKHOM CTEKISHHOM MEecKe BO BpeMs 3akaTra,
BO3MOXHO, BAOXHOBNAACL / BUAOM MafbMOBbIX BEPXYLUEK, pacliyensieH-
HbIX Ha (DOHe MNaTUHOro Heba B BUAE / KNTACKMX BYKB. XOTS A HMKOraa
He M3yyan 3aToT A3blK. K TOMy >Xe, 6pu3 / epoLInT MX CAMLLKOM ObICTPO,
4TO6bI BO3MOXHO 6bI/10 COCTaBUTL COOOLLEHNME. ]

[NaBHble MOTUBbLI 3TOr0 CTUXOTBOPEHMA BCTPEYalOTCA B LeJIOM psfe
pycckux TeKcToB bpoackoro Havana 90-x rogos. 370 MOTUBLI
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KopabnekpylweHus u pobWH30HaAbl, OCTPOBAa W MOpS, CAyXaline
OCHOBOI Ans pasroBopa 0 A3blKe, MMCbMEHHOCTH.

HasgaHue* Infinitive” KaeTca Ha NepBblii B3rNA4 HEOXWUAAHHbIM
ONS ONWCbIBaeMOl B CTUXOTBOPEHUM cuTyauuu. Ho, Ha camom fene,
peannsys CBOK 3TUMONIOTUD, UHPUHUTUB CAOXKHLIM 06pa3oM CBsi3aH
C TEKCTOM.

MHO®UNHUTUB infinito — 6e3 koHua
6eCKOHEeYHOCTb, HeoNpeeneHHOCTb
HeonpegeneHHas opma rnarona
HeonpeaeneHHoe HaknoHeHne — modus infinitus

Modus infinitius B aHTUYHOW rpammaTuke (Anomesn) — HaK/OHeHMe,
He MMmetolee “AOCTATOMHO OMNpejefieHHbIMUM nnua n yucna” (cMm. K
onpefiefieHNe HaKNOHeHWS Kak (DOpPMbl CNOBa, MOKasbiBalLel nay-
lweBHoe cocTosiHue) (dpengeHbepr 1996: 132-36).

Mo Hawwm HabnogeHNAM 3TOT TEPMUH He BCTPEYaeTCs B PYCCKUX
cTuxax bpogackoro. TaM rfnaBHOW TeMOW, CBA3aHHOW C rnarosiom,
ABNAeTCA Tema BpemMeHW. Ho, No CBOEMY CMbICNY, KaK UMSA rnarona u
B CMbICNe 3Ha4yeHWs BGECKOHEYHOCTW W HeonpefefieHHOCTU WHMUHW-
TWB Kak 06pa3 0TCblNaeT K PYCCKMM CTUXOTBOPEHUAM, CO3AaHHbIM B
3TO XKe BpeMms, Hanpumep, K CTUXOTBOpeHuto “TputoH” (IV, 32-37),
roe MoTuB 6GECKOHEeYHOCTM CBfi3aH C OKeaHOM, Bofoi. OkeaH —
6eCKOHEYHOCTb — OKpY>KaeT OCTPOB KakK KOHEYHY TOUKY B 6eckpaii-
HEM NpOCTpaHCTBe:

B 06/11ke 6ykBbI “B”

SBHO faeT racTposib
BOCbMepKa — pofHas A04b
6eCKOHEYHOCTH, CTO/b
CBOWCTBEHHOI CUHEBE,
CK/AHKE YepHUn 1 npod. (34)
<.>

Mpwy pacwmndgposke “Boga”,
06HaXWMB CBOIO CYTb,

JacT B npoduab nm B aHdac
“6eCKOHEYHOCTb-0-4a";

TO €CTb, YTO MUP OTHIOAb
C034aH He paam Hac. (36)

A CMbICN MHOUHUTUMBA KaK MNOTEHUWANbHOCTW T[NaroabHbIX HOpM
HaxoA4uUT B CTUXOTBOPEHUW “TPUTOH” CBOK napaniefib B CBeAeHUU
BMeCTe B OfjHO cTpode 6yAyLero, HaCTOALLEro U NPOLUMOr0 BPEMEH.
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“CKNfiHKa 4YepHUn” B 3TOM CTUXOTBOPEHUU — BMECTUINLLE BCEX
BO3MOXHbIX OYKB, MOTEHLMWANbHOCTb MUCbMa. ITOT 06pa3 MOXHO
CpaBHMBaTb C WHMUHUTWMBOM KaK BMECTUIWLLEM  A3bIKOBOIO
MHOroo6pasus, coefuHAlOWMM B cebe uma U rnarof. A ecnm ums
BblpaXKaeT cy6CTaHLMIO, a rnaron BPeMfA, TO WHMOUHUTUB MOXET
MHTEPNpPeTUpPOoBaTbLCA KakK afnemMeHTapHas opmyna 6bITus.

WTaK, yepes ceMaHTUKY 6ECKOHEYHOCTW CBA3aHbl BOAa U nMucbmo. Cp.
eule B CTUXOTBOPeHUM “TpUTOH”, rpae “6yKBanbHOCTb” MOPCKON
rny6uHbl ele pas NoAYEPKNBAET 3Ty CBA3b!

CK/OHHOCTBIO MpeHebpeyb
CMbIC/IOM, Ybs FNyBUHA
OyKBasibHa, MopcKas fasb
HaroMUHaeT peyb,

pBaHble MNCbMEHa,

HEKOTOPbIM — CKpWKasb. (34)

"NHDMHUTUB’> KaK Ha3BaHWe paccMaTpyBaemMoro Hamu CTUXOTBO-
peHVs y>Ke N0 CBOEMY PAaCMOoJ/IOXKEHUIO MO OTHOLIEHWIO K TEKCTY Mpo-
TWUBOMOCTaB/IEH OMWCaHHOMY B HeM OCTPOBY KaK fJpyromy Tuny
A3bIKOBOrO Mupa. A WMEHHO 4epe3 A3blK OCTPOB W OMUCHLIBAeTCH.
Nnpnuecknini 1 — 4yXoil Ha OCTpoBe “AMKapein”, Kyga OH monan
BCNeACTBUe KOpabnekpyLleHns, OH HOCUTE/b APYroro CO3HaHusA.

CTUXOTBOPEHME HAUYMHAeTCA C YTBEPXAEHUA, 4YTO NUPUYECKWUIA
CyOBEKT TaK M He Bbly4nn A3blka “Aukapeii”. Ho npu 3TOM CTUXOTBO-
peHue npeAcTaBnseT coboil obGpauieHMe K “AOPOrMM AuKapsam”,
NnUcbMO, HamMMcaHHoOe yKasaTeslbHbIM NajibLeM Ha BJaXHOM MNnecke —
Ha rpaHuue mops u ocTpoBa. [MMCbMO Ha mecke — peaKuid Ans
bpoackoro o6pa3. Takoe MUCbMO HE pacyMTaHO Ha COXPaHeHWe BO
BPEMEHW, Ha MOHWMaHWE N He MOXEeT CTaTb TEeKCTOM B WUCTUHHOM
CMbICNe, TaK KakK He MOXeT OblTb npoymtaHo. K ToMy >Xe, OHO
cofepXuT B cebe onucaHue fA3blKa “AUKapei”, Yy>Oro u HemnoHAT-
HOro AnA nNuuwylero 31o nucbMo. CTUXOTBOPEHME KaK HauyuHaeTcs,
TaK N 3aKaHYMBAETCA TEMOW HEMOHMMAHMA YyXOro fA3bika. “INanbmMo-
Bble BEPXYLUKN”, HAMOMUHaOLLME KUTANCKUEe Meporangbl 1 MHCANPKU-
pywoouwme nupuyeckoro ¢, o0603HavalOT elWe OLHO HENOHATHOe
MUCbMO: M3-3a BpK3a ero 3HakW MeHATCA CTONb ObICTPO, UTO U3 HUX
HEBO3MOXHO COCTaBUTb COOOLLEHME.

A3bIK “gUKapeii” onpegenseTtca Mo3TOM KaK A3blK 6e3 MecTou-
MEHWA M repyHAMeB, Kak f3blK, He peanunsylolwunii UMeHHON NOTeH-
LUManbHOCTM WH(PUHUTMBA. IDTO A3blK, TEPAKOLWWUA W rNarofbHble
(hopMbl, 3HAKOWMIA TONbKO HacTosAwee BpeMsa (“OcTpoBa — CyTb 3/ble
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Bparn / BpeMeH, 3a UCK/IIOYeHMeM HacToAwero.”), 4Tl xapakrepmusyer
OCTPOB KaK CYyLeCcTBYHOLWMWA B NPUPOJHOM LMKNE, BHE UCTOPUYECKOTO
BpemeHU. Bpems 34ecb He MOXET 6bITb COOTHECEHO C Ye/I0BEKOM, TaK
Kak MUp ocTpoBa He 3HaeT Cy6bekTa KaK TaKoBOro. H3blK, KOTOpPbIN
NWILEH KaTeropuii NpowWIoro v 6yaywero BpemMeH, AMYHbIX (QOpM
rnarona W He 3HaeT MeCTOMMEHUWI, OTpaXaeT CBONCTBEHHOE
“OMKapaM” OTCYTCTBME CMOCOOGHOCTM K camoumpgeHTudukauum: “ro-
CMOTpUTE, 4TO XW3Hb 6e3 3epkan fenaet / ¢ MeCTOMMEHUAMU, He
roBops yxe 0 4eptax nuua!” B paboTe, NOCBALLEHHOW CEMWUOTU-
YeCcKMM acnektam BpemeHU, b. YcneHCKuli nuwer o0 TOM, u4TO
CYyLlLecTBOBaHWe BO BPEMEHW CBOAMTCA MMEHHO K npobfiemMe WAEHTU-
hukaummn (YcneHckuin 1994:43714). Asbik “guKapein” nuweH Bo-
06Le NO6bIX BO3MOXHOCTEW AN YMO3PUTENbHbIX abcTpakuii. OTclo-
fa v onpegeneHne KopabnekpyLeHns, n3-3a KOToporo 1 okasancs Ha
OCTPOBe, Kak nojeta “u3 rpamMaTtuku / B YUCTYIO MPUYMHHOCTL”. B
BbILUEHa3BaHHbIX CBOMNCTBax fA3blka “AuKapeii” peanusyeTcs, CO6CT-
BEHHO T[0BOPA, W 3HayeHMe WHPUHUTMBA KaK rpamMmaTuyeckoro
TepMuHa (OTCYTCTBME (POPM ML U BPEMEHMN).

MpOTUBOMOMIOXHLIM ONWCAHHOW BbILe CUTyaLuu sABAseTca obpa-
leHne nupuyeckoro cyb6bbekTa (“ocTpoBa BHYTpPM oOcCTpoBa”) K
“AMKapAM” KakK BblpaXXeHue OTHOWeHUs A-Tbl, CBOWCTBEHHOrO AN
ero A3bIKOBOro Mupa. XapakTepHbl 4acTOe MCMNO/Mb30BaHME B TeKCTe
NMUCbMa MECTOMMEHUS “A” U COOTHECEHHbIX C HUM [/1arofioB B IMYHON
(hopme, uvauie BCero B npowegwem BpeMeHn (“A Hayuunca”, “a
npuéunca”, “s HaHec 3apy6ku”, “a nogpaxan Bam”, “S HUKOrga He
n3yyan 3TOT A3bIK” U Ap.). Ero nonoxeHue onpegensieTcs Kak
“0CTpoB BHYTpY 0CTpOBa”. HO NOCTENeHHO, NOAUYUHAACL OKPYXEHWUIO,
A HauyMHaeT nojgpaxaTb fAMKapAM “Cc BawWMMW AeBaMmn”, 4TOObI
“3aTMUTb MPOLWNOE” C ero 3/70CY4acTHbIM Kopabnem W “CKpbITb
6ypyuiee”. OH nepecTaeT XaxpfaTb past participle (cTpagaTenbHoro
npuyacTua npolejwero BpemMeHun) unn past continuous — AnuUTeNb-
HOro npolejlwero BpPeMeHW, BPeMeHW namATn. Bce 3TO BefeTr K
noTtepe MM camoro ceb6s, CBOero nuua nog BO3AEeNCTBMEM OKpYyXalo-
Wwero Mupa, He 3Hawowero wuHgmsmpyanbHoro fA. O6 3TOM CBM-
LeTenbCTBYET YXe U XapakTep ero nucbMa — Ha Mecke, CTPOKM,
KOTOpble MCYe3alT BO BpeMa HanucaHus.

B cTuxoTBOpeHWWM ecTb eulle OAMH 06pa3, CBA3AHHbLIA C Temoil
nnucbMa, MNWCbMEHHOCTM KaK TakoBOlW (Kak M C TeMoli Hauyana
BpeEMAUCUHUCNEHNA) — 3TO 3apy6KM Ha fepeBe: “<...> 4ye/IOBEK JenaeT
3apy6KKN TONbKO / A0 Tex Nnop, NokKa HUKTO eMy He nogpaxaet. A Bbl
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<gukapm — HO. I..> cTanu nojpaxaTb MHe faxe paHblle, 4yem 4
3ameTun / Bac. CMOTpWUTe, YTO Bbl CAenanu c 3TUMMU fAepeBbamu!”.
JT10T 06pa3 BCTpevaeTcs M B ApYyrux cruxax Bpoackoro Kak
0603HayeHNe Hayana — KOHLA MNWUCbMeHHOCTU. CM., Hanpumep,
CTUXOTBOpeHMe “PobuH30Hada”:

<..>To ecTb, Korga yxe

OCTEK/EHEeBLUMI B30p 6O/bLUEe He OTNYaeT

OTTUCKa COBCTBEHHO NATKW B MECKE OT MATKU
MATHALBI. 3TO M eCTb Havano

MUCbMEHHOCTU. N — ee KOHeLl.

Oc06eHHO C TOYKM 3peHns BevepHero okeaHa. (1V, 31)

WTak, noat npegctasnder B “Infinitive” pasnumyHbie Tunbl A3biKa,
nucbMa (CamMo CTUXOTBOPEHME KaK MUCbMO, Meporindbl, “3apyobkm”
Ha fepeBe, A3blK”AMKapein”, He 3HAILW NI NUCbMEHHOCTMN) U Yepe3 HUX
pasnuyHble KyNbTypHble MWUpbl. CTUXOTBOPEHWE WNNOCTPUPYeET
6onee obwme AN NO33MKU BPOLCKOrO 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU, CBA3aHHbIE C
ob6pallieHMeM no3Ta K JMHIBUCTUYECKON 06pasHOCTU. JIMHTBUCTU-
YeCKUA MeTas3blK CTAHOBWUTCA B MO3TUYECKMUX TeKCTaX OO6BLEKTHbIM
A3BIKOM U HYX[JaeTcs ANA CBOeil MHTepnpeTauuu B HOBOM, APYroMm
A3bIKe OMUCaHuA, Kak B [AaHHOM TeKCTe — B A3blKe ONUcaHua

KYNbTYpbl.

NuTepaTtypa

Brodsky J. (1996). So Forth (Poems). New York: Farror, Straus and Giroux.

BpoackuiA W. (1992-94). CoumHenus WMocuda Bpoackoro. T. 1-4. CaHkT-
MeTepbypr: N34-80 “TyWIKUHCKWIA hoHA”.

Boirotckuid /1. C. (1982) MbinTeHune npeds. Mocksa: M3a-8o “lMegarornka”.

CrenaHoB HO. C. (1997). CnoBapb pycckoii KynbTypbl. MockBa: W3a-Bo
“LLkona “A3biKu pyccKoi KynbTypbl™”.

Yurpoy O, XK. (1964). EcTecTBeHHaa dunocodms BpemeHn. Mocksa.

YeneHckuin B. A (1994). N36paHHble Tpyabl. T. 1L CeMuoTvKa UCTOPUM.

CemmoTuKa KynbTypbl. Mocksa: W3g-Bo “LLkona “HA3blku  pyccKoii

Ky/nbTypbI™”.
®peiipeH6epr O. M. (1996). N34, AHTWYHbIE Teopnn s3biKa U cTuns {AHTO-

norvsi TekcTos). Cepua “AHTU4YHaa 6ubnnoteka”. CaHKT-IMeTepbypr:
W3a-80 “ANETENS”.



272 HOnne Mapnu
Linguistic terms as tropes in J. Brodsky’s poetry

The present inquiry is dedicated to linguistic images in the poetical
language of J. Brodsky. In his texts, the poet discourses upon linguistic
metalanguage, linguistic operations, linguistic events. Falling into the
context of a poem, linguistic terms partially lose their conceptual nature,
and become the means of description of the universe, and the means of
the poet’s self-expression. The paper examines functions of linguistic
metalanguage in Brodsky’s poetry; in the most general sense, these could
be reducible to the expression of the most elementary formula of the
world’s time-space isomorphism. As related to this universal relation, the
meanings of term-images like word, speech, character, dot, have been
more deeply described in this paper. The word, like language system in
general, is spatial, tautological in its nature, creating a special spatial
world which alienates the poet from his own emotional experience and
from reality. The world becomes alive in speech which, in the poet’s
work, serves as predicate of “life” and “time”. For Brodsky, the character
is the elementary unit of verse line comparable to dot in time and in
space. Verse line is composed of characters (Brodsky symbolizes also
individual characters: one might compile a “Brodsky’s alphabet” as a
special system of images in his works). Writing characters into verse line,
in turn, is comparable to the disappearance of the poet, of the writing self,
and to a change into the subject of script and text. From here, also, the
comparison between creation and death is characteristic for Brodsky. The
dot is one of the most universal images in the poet’s language. It belongs
to different metalanguages (physics, astronomy, geometry, the dot as a
punctuation mark, as a visual image). It is exactly the dot allowing the
poet to demonstrate the inner connection between different metalanguages
describing the world. Also, in this image, the isomorphism of space and
time is manifested most intensely.

While the first part of the current work tries to represent the system of
linguistic terms as such in Brodsky’s poetry, the second part is an analysis
of “The Infinitive” as a particular poem; this analysis is meant to clarify
how linguistic terms participate in the creation of the meaning of the
poem. The linguistic metalanguage, changing here into “object language”,
needs in turn a new metalanguage which would allow to describe it. In the
given poem where the author characterises different cultural realms
through language-consciousness, descriptive language of culture would
serve as such a metalanguage.
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Lingvistilised terminid kui troobid J. Brodsky luules

Kéesolev uurimus on puhendatud lingvistilistele kujunditele J. Brodsky
luulekeeles. Poeedi tekstides on lingvistiline metakeel, keeleoperat-
sioonid, keelesiindmused késitletud omaette teemadena. Luuletuse kon-
tekstis minetavad keeleterminid osaliselt oma mdistelise iseloomu, saavad
universumi  kirjeldamise, poeedi enesevéljenduse vahenditeks. To0s
vaadeldaksegi lingvistilise metakeele funktsioone Brodsky luules, mis
voiksid kdige uldisemas mdttes olla taandatavad ruumilis-ajalise isomor-
fismi kui maailma elementaarseima valemi véljendamisele. Seoses nime-
tatud universaalse suhtega on t6ds poOhjalikumalt Kirjeldatud selliste
terminite-kujundite nagu sdna, kdne, taht, punkt tdhendusi. Séna, nagu
keeleslisteem tervikuna, on oma olemuselt ruumiline, tautoloogiline,
moodustades erilise ruumilise maailma, mis v6drandab poeeti tema enese
tundekogemusest ja reaalsusest. Sdna elustub kdnes, mis poeedi loomin-
gus on valdavalt “elu” ja “aja” predikaadiks. Taht on aga Brodsky jaoks
vérsirea elementaarne element, mida vdiks vd@rrelda punktiga ajas ja
ruumis. Varsirida koosneb just tahtedest (Brodsky siimboliseerib tksikuid
tahti: vOiks koostada “Brodsky tahestiku” kui erilise kujundisusteemi
tema loomingus). Tdahtede Kkirjutamine varsireaks on aga omakorda
vorreldav poeedi — Kirjutava Mina kadumisega, tema muutumisega kirja,
teksti subjektiks. Siit ka Brodskyle omane loomingu v&rdlemine surmaga.
Punkt on poeedi keeles (ks universaalsemaid kujundeid. Ta kuulub
erinevatesse metakeeltesse (flusika, astronoomia, geomeetria, punkt kui
kirjavahemark, kui visuaalne kujund). Just punkt vdimaldab poeedil
demonstreerida maailma kirjeldavate metakeelte sisemist seost. Selles
kujundis kehastub ka ruumi ja aja isomorfism kdige intensiivsemalt.

Kui kaesoleva t60 esimene osa pliab anda ettekujutust lingvistiliste
terminite susteemist kui sellisest Brodsky luules, siis teine osa kujutab
endast konkreetse luuletuse “Infinitive” anallusi, selgitamaks, kuidas
lingvistilised terminid osalevad teksti t&henduse loomisel. Lingvistiline
metakeel, muutudes siin “objekti keeleks”, vajab omakorda uut metakeelt,
mis vBimaldaks teda kirjeldada. Antud luuletuses, kus autor iseloomustab
keeleteadvuse kaudu erinevaid kultuurimaaailmu, oleks selliseks meta-
keeleks kultuuri kirjelduskeel.



A semiotic mapping of the study
of literature

JOrgen Dines Johansen

In this century the relationship between the study of literature and
semiotics has been close, even intimate from the very beginning, from
Russian Formalism to the contemporary studies of the relation be-
tween literary studies and cognitive science. Their close relationship
not withstanding, it must be remembered that they are separate, al-
though overlapping, fields of inquiry each with relations to other
disciplines and each with their specific issues and problems. Thus it
makes sense to ask the question what semiotics has to offer literary
scholarship.

In this article, however, 1 am only looking at one aspect of this
relationship, namely the possibility of using a semiotic sign model to
show the relationship of the different disciplines of literary scholar-
ship in relation to one another. The model, which is based on Peirce’s
ideas of sign action, maps the exchange of signs between the two
parties of a dialogue. I call it the semiotic pyramid:
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The diagram represents a dialogue between two persons, The solid
line represents the semiosis seen from the point of view of the utterer.
The dotted line the interpreter’s point of view. In a verbal dialogue the
sign will be instanced as a token emitted by the utterer, but to
understand it the interpreter must identify it as a replica of a type and
this involves an interpretation connecting it with object and inter-
pretant. If the understanding between the parties is perfect (at least
with regard to the purpose of the dialogue, and meaning implies
reference to a purpose, cf. Peirce 5.175)1 utterer and interpreter will
identify the token as an instance of the same type, the immediate
object, or ‘idea’ referred to would (for the purpose) be sufficiently
similar, among the possibilities offered by the immediate interpretants
the interpreter would choose the one intended by the utterer, and each
of them would understand and recognize their respective roles within
the semiosis and accept them as persons. Moreover, dialogical com-
munication can be corrected through explication by metalinguistic
activity, reference to a common universe (e.g. through ostensive defi-
nition) by stating intentions and purposes, and by questioning.

This model is valid for literature as well as for everyday dialogue.
Although it is an illusion that differentiae specificae exist which
would enable us to distinguish literary texts from non-literary ones in
every case, | find it worth trying here to point out some often used cri-
teria. It must be added, however, that literary communication is many
different things: The rapsodist reciting Homer vs. our solitary reading
of a novel, not to speak of our watching a specific staging of a play.

According to universal pragmatics the relation holding between
sign and object should be one of truth, i.e. the proposition expressed
by the signs should correspond to a given state of affairs. This point of
view seems sensible provided the existence of a dynamical object
influencing the sign or at least existing independently of whether
represented or not. One of the most often used criteria of literary
discourse is, however, that it doesn’t refer to a mind independent
universe, i.e., the fictional universe is created by the sign itself.

In principle, we cannot know what kind of universe a text refers to
by virtue of the text itself as Peirce points out:

In quoting from Peirce, | follow the convention of referring to the
Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce by letting the number left to the
decimal point designate the volume number, while the number to the right
designates paragraph number.
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In every proposition the circumstances of its enunciation show that it
refers to some collection of individuals or of possibilities, which cannot
be adequately described, but can only be indicated as something familiar
to both speaker and auditor. At one time it may be the physical universe,
at another it may be the imaginary “world” of some play or novel, at
another a range of possibilities (2.536).

The reason is that the basic structure of the proposition (sentence) is
the same irrespectively of whether referring to a historical or fictional
universe:

Alexander loves Roxana
Charles loves Camilla
Charles loves Emma
Donald loves Daisy

In the first two cases we would presume that the persons referred to all
belonged to the historical universe of discourse, although two of them
are dead. The other Charles was, and is, never met apart from the
pages of Flaubert’s novel. The last couple inhabits the cartoon world,
another separate, fictional universe, While obviously it makes sense to
say that the first and second couple belong to the same universe, it
makes no sense to say that Charles and Emma Bovary and Donald and
Daisy Duck belong to the same universe. While there only one
existing historical universe, an infinite number of fictional universes
exists, because they may be produced at will.

Non-fiction vs. fiction, then, depends on which universe the texts
indexical signs are referring to (or which predicates are ascribed to
them, cf. below), and to know this we either need information from
other sources, or we must rely on conventions. As regards fiction, we
most often will lack additional relevant sources of information
concerning certain important indexical signs within the text:

When the universe of discourse relates to a common experience, but this
experience is of something imaginary, as when we discuss the world of
Shakespeare’s creation in the play of Hamlet, we find individual
distinction existing so far as the work of imagination has carried it, while
beyond that point there is vagueness and generality. (4.172).

Curiously enough, the so-called autonomy of a work of fiction, then,
consists of a lack of information, or rather a lack of access to
additional sources of information concerning the states of affairs
represented in the fictional text. Most often the referential function of
fictional indices simply stops short.
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Nevertheless, in order to understand the text as a sense-making
totality, or to understand why it is not coherent, however, we have to
presuppose what is not explicitly stated, but implied, or supposed to
be implied, in the text. In furnishing the missing but needed
information we, most often, act according to the “maxim of minimal
departure” (coined by Marie Laure Ryan, see Ryan 1991), i.e., we
project the interpretive habits, that we have developed through living
and interacting within our life-world, onto the fictional universe. What
can be mapped is, however, also governed by the specific features of
the fictional universe in question: If seven-league boots are part of the
props of a fairy-tale universe, we must willingly suspend our disbelief
in the existence of such a means of transportation as far as that
universe is concerned.

Nevertheless, the autonomy of fictional universes is relative
indeed, because a fictional universe may be related to the experiential
universe of our life-world in at least four ways.

1) Continuity: fictional indices function within a universe indicated
by non-fictional indices. This feature is certainly pervasive in litera-
ture from antiquity onwards. Indeed from the times of the Homeric
poems in which the actions were considered a part of both sacred and
profane history to 19th century realism’s setting of their narratives in
contemporary society.

In Madame Bovary we have a wonderful description of the second
town to which Charles and Emma Bovary move, it begins thusly:

Yonville-I’Abbaye( ), is a market-town some twenty miles from Ruon,
between the Abbeville and Beauvais roads. It lies at the foot of a valley
watered by the Rieule, a little river that runs into the Ardelle after turning
three water-mills near its mouth; it contains a few trout and, on Sundays,
the village boys entertain themselves by fishing. (Flaubert 1965: 49)

The other cities, or towns, and the river exist, but Yonville-L’Abbaye
itself is not found in that part of France. Flaubert inscribes, with an
almost deceiving precision his fictional town into real world
geography; and Emma, and other characters, travel between this
imaginary town and Rouen, which is the capital of Normandy. Here
she commits her second adultery which is just as fictional as the first
one committed in the fictional town and its vicinity. Such hybrid
spaces are the rule rather than the exception in literature. And by
embedding fictional spaces within non-fictional ones the relationship
between world of fiction and life-world is strengthened justifying the
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“principle of minimal departure” as a sensible initial procedure. This
continuity and contiguity between fiction an non-fiction very often
imply another kind of relationship between the two worlds, namely:

2) Similarity: The fact that the fictional text imitates both the states of
affairs and courses of events within the historical universe and our
world of experience and the ways in which we are talking about and
describing these matters. It is important to stress the latter point, since
literary mimesis is primarily a representation of ways of using
language in discoursing on our inner and outer worlds rather than a
direct imitation of these worlds themselves.

Such claims to similarity are especially salient, when as, for
instance in realism, the claim to world representation is strengthened
to cover not only what is represented, but the mode of representation
as well, for instance “realistic” dialogue in the theater, novels in
dialect, the imitation of documents, etc. Let the following example
suffice: On January 15, 1874 Ibsen writes to Edmund Gosse among
other things responding to Gosse’s criticism of Imperor and Gallilean.
Gosse had wished that the play had been written in verse not in prose.
Responding to this criticism Ibsen writes:

You are of the opinion that the drama ought to have been written in verse,
[...]- Here I must differ from you. The play is [...] conceived in the most
realistic style; the illusion | wished to produce was that of reality. | wished
to produce in the reader that what he was reading was something that had
really happened. If | had employed verse, | should have counteracted my
own intention and prevented the accomplishment of the task | had set
myself. [...] Speaking generally, the style must conform to the degree of
ideality which pervades the representation. My new drama is no tragedy
in the ancient acception; what | desired to depict were human beings, and
therefore | would not let them talk the “language of the Gods.” (lbsen
1970:269)

Of course, Ibsen is very careful to underscore that he wanted to create
“the illusion of reality,” but the point is that verse dialogue would,
according to the aesthetics of realism, be absolutely detrimental to his
project. However, throughout the history of literature, similarity as
imitation has other definitions. At the one end we have ideas of
decorum, both concerning what is allowed to become the object of
imitation at all and which modes of imitation are proper to different
realms of the experiental world. As regards the first point questions of
propriety and, in the last analysis, questions of censorship are
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involved. Certain realms of common experience are excluded from
literary interpretation, which and to what extent is historically and
culturally variable (cf. that about 150 years ago Madame Bovary was
tried — but acquitted — of immorality).

As regards the second point, the different genera elocutionis (see
Lausberg 1960: §81078-1083), for instance as represented in the
famous rota Virgilii (the wheel of Virgil), in which the humble,
middle, and sublimes styles are correlated with certain subjects and
settings; indeed, even the names of characters were prescribed for the
three styles.

However, it is not only within literature that what can be said, in
which context, and in which ways are prescribed and enforced.
Therefore literature’s speaking and writing in accordance not only
with le vraisemblable, but also according to les bienseances will, most
often, in itself be an imitation of the ways in which society is dis-
coursing on matters deemed delicate or outrageous. Furthermore, the
fact that similarity is bound up with ways of seeing and representing
means that literary representation and other ways of discoursing on the
world are also similar, because, to a great extent, both are being
governed by the same conventions.

3) Conventionality: Conventions understood as habits of action,
speech, and interpretation are certainly pervasive, through upbringing
and schooling they enter every realm of experience from intimate
habits of hygiene to ways of perceiving and reasoning. As such they
function as filters that are decisive for our understanding of the world.
They are properly discussed, however, in connection with the relation-
ship between signs and interpretants.

The link between literature and life-world may mean that (what is
considered to be) laws, habits, and norms valid in a non-fictional
world, thought to be continuous or homologous to the one represented
in the literary work, are transferred to the fictional universe provided
they are not, explicitly or implicitly, suspended by the fictional text. In
a fictional work claiming to be true to “reality” the presuppositional
network which grounds action, reactions, emotions, etc. ought to be
the same within and outside the fictional universe. And in his letter to
Gosse Ibsen does in fact claim that the characters in Emperor and
Gallilean act in conformity with the actions of real people. This is
really a claim that it is possible to understand the characters actions
using the same presuppositual network that we would use in under-

standing other peoples actions.



280 JOrgen Dines Johansen

In addition, and contradistinction, to similarity and shared conven-
tions between fictional and non-fictional universes, the fictional uni-
verse may distance itself, because of its marked otherness, it strange-
ness. In such cases the linking of life-world and literature may be
figurative.

4) Figurative structuration: Elements and relations within the fictio-
nal universe are interpreted as figurative and intensified expressions of
elements and relations within our life-world or psyche. This passage
from Kafka’s The Trial is an excellent exemplification of such a kind
of relationship:

“Was ist das?” fragte er den Maler. “Worliber staunen Sie?” fragte dieser,
seinerseits staunend. “Es sind die Gerichtskanzeleien. Wuliten Sie nicht,
daB hier Gerichtskanzeleien sind? Gerichtskanzeleien sind doch fast auf
jedem Dachboden, warum sollten sie gerade hier fehlen?” (Kafka 1979:
141)

Unless you in fact believe it a feature of our life-world, at the time of
Kafka, that every other attic in big cities housed court rooms you will
either have to deny any connection between his fictional world and the
contemporary life-world, or you must interpret these courts as figura-
tive expressions of states of affairs, or of mind, that are encountered in
the world of that day. In fact, at least two standard interpretations
linking Kafka’s world to the world of his own times, and to our, exist.
The first means considering the courts as figurative expressions of
actual states of affairs: The setting is taken to signify that in police
states surveillance and secret and unjustified trials and convictions are
going on all the time. The rhetorical figure used here is the hyperbole.
The second interpretation sees the courts in the attics as an expression
of the cruel super-ego of the main character (or the narrator), and thus,
the setting becomes metaphorical. Such readings are allegorical in the
sense of medieval interpretive practice2

2 Concerning the relationship between literal and allegorical interpretation

let the following observation of Dante’s suffice:
Writings may be understood and ought to be expounded chiefly in four
senses. The first is called literal (and this is that sense which does not go
beyond that enunciated by the fictitious word, as in the fables (favole) of
poets. The next is called allegorical, and this is that which hides beneath
the mantle (manto) of such fables, and is a truth hidden beneath a
beautiful falsehood: such as when Ovid says that Orpheus tamed wild
beasts with his lyre and made trees and stones move towards him, which
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The point is that it is not the literal fictional universe that is
compared to and interpreted in the light of our life-world, it is the
interpretation of it in abstract statements about forces and conflicts in
the outer or inner world. It is even often the case that a literary text
will be related to the life-world of its origin in all four ways, and thus
it is complicated, indeed, to describe the exact nature of the
relationship between the two worlds.

However, there may be a fruitful way of understanding this
relationship, a way we already find in Aristotle. On his view, the
delight we take in literature is caused by two innate instincts: that for
representation and that for tune and rhythm. About the former he says
in the Poetics:

From childhood men have an instinct for representation, and in this
respect man differs from the other animals that he is far more imitative
and learns his first lessons by representing things. And then there is the
enjoyment people always get from representations. What happens in
actual experience proves this, for we enjoy looking at accurate likenesses
of things which are themselves painful to see, obscene beasts, for
instance, and corpses. The reason is this. Learning things gives great
pleasure [..] to [..] men [..]. The reason why we enjoy seeing likenesses is
that, as we look, we learn and infer what each is, for instance, “that is so
and so.” (Aristotle 1927: 13-15, 1448b)

Now, the acquisition of knowledge through contemplation of like-
nesses means making inferences about the nature of a given
phenomenon by using a model of it. Understanding a model as an
iconic representation, a likeness, is common in semiotics, cognitive
science, the philosophy of science, and within literary scholarship.
There is a benign polysemy in the word ‘model,” since it may
signify a number of things among which the following are interesting
from our point of view: (1) The construction and representation of the
phenomenon as an object of knowledge by means of signs, as, for
instance the mapping of relations between objects in the external
world as relations between elements of pictures, maps, verbal descrip-
tions, and mathematical relations — of course, outside all represen-
tation the external objects are not comprehended at all. Further a (2)

shows how the wise man makes cruel hearts grow tame and humble with
the instrument of his voice, and how he makes those who have no feeling
(vita) for science and art moving according to his will; and those who
have no rational life at all are little better than stones. (Dante in Minnis,
Scott, and Wallace 1988: 396).
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‘model’ may be a prototype, for instance, a new model of a car is a
prototype. Another signification of ‘model’ related to ‘prototype,’ but
nevertheless different is (3) ‘ideal,” or ‘exemplar,” somebody may be a
model of virtue or beauty.

According to Juri M. Lotman, literature as a model is an iconic
representation, or an analogue, of the object it represents. The
individual model belongs to a modelling system, and in literature’s
case to a so-called secondary modelling system, i.e., a system built
upon language as the primary modelling system. A modelling system
consists of an inventory of elements and their combination rules
together with an analogical relation to the object. The literary work of
art is, at one and the same time, a translation of the object into the
elements and relations of the system and its analogue. In other words,
a literary text is always, at the same time, conventional and the
likeness of a given object, and being an icon scrutinizing the sign will
teach us about the object (the parallel to Aristotle is obvious)3.

However, how and of what are literary texts models? According to
Max Black, standard cases of models are miniature, three dimensional
models, scale models, of “some existing or imagined material object”
(Black 1962: 219), such objects he calls originals of the models
Representational painting must in certain respects be considered, and
fruitfully treated, as two dimensional, and representational sculpture
as three dimensional, scale models. Literature cannot, however,
generally be treated as a scale model, because a scale model’s
conventions of interpretation “rest on partial identity of properties

3 Of Lotman’s examples of such models maps, on the one hand, and play
and games, on the other, should be mentioned (he also mentions military drill
and exercise). Maps are related to the territory in three ways: indexically
because they are influenced by the territory through measurements, projec-
tions, etc., iconically because in certain specified ways maps are like the
territories they depict, and symbolically because a lot of conventions are used
in mapmaking. Plays and games both imitate patterns of behavior and
interaction and are clearly conventionalized and rule-governed activities.
Maps, playes, and games are alike in helping us to act in our life-world. In
fact, a map will often be the only way in which we will be able to
comprehend the structure of a city, and thus to find our way. Playing and
games are helpful models of interaction, because they allow to interrupt the
action, and to repeat and correct it. Furthermore, situations in actual life that
are unpredictable, seemingly amorphous because bewilderingly filled with
details, and irrepeatable, are simplified and manageable according to a finite

set of rules.
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coupled with invariance of proportionality” (ibid. 220), and obviously
literature consists of strings of symbolic signs that do not share the
properties of what they represent or depict.

Black mentions three other kinds of models, analogues, mathe-
matical, and theoretical models. The two latter have little relevance to
literary mimesis (although there is an affinity between metaphors and
theoretical models). It seems fruitful, however, to consider a very
dimension of literary texts as an analogue of an existing and/or
imagined universes. Like Peirce and Lotman, Black also sees such a
model as iconic, but in a more abstract sense than the scale model,
instead of partial identities of properties an analogue is isomorphic
with its original, it displays the same *“structure or patterns of
relationships” (ibid. 223), i.e., an identity of structure not of qualities.
Remembering Ryan’s principle of minimal departure, one could say
that the reason why representations of fictional universes may, and do
indeed, serve as models of human existence is that they are construed
and understood according to the conventions used in interpreting life-
worlds.

However, it must be remembered as well (1) that models are
purposeful simplifications of the object represented, and that (2)
creating new worlds means using and transforming the elements and
patterns of other worlds. Philosophers differ on the question whether
there is one basic world, or basic world-version, from which all others
are built. A radical relativist like Nelson Goodman denies both the
defensability and usefulness of this idea. He points out, however, that:

For the man-in-the-street, most versions from science, art, and perception
depart in some ways from the familiar serviceable world he has jerry-built
from fragments of scientific and artistic tradition and from his own
struggle for survival. This world, indeed, is the one most often taken as
real; for reality in a world, like realism in a picture, is largely a matter of
habit. (Goodman 1978: 20)

Even if one disagrees with his philosophical position, Goodman is
certainly right in claiming that our interpretations of the life-word is
sketchy, fragmented, and incoherent4. Departing from the habitual

At first glance, what has been said, leave us with conflicting points of
view. On the one hand it seems that the idea of literature as a model of the
life-world presupposes that there is (1) a basic world to be represented, and
(2) that there are true and false ways of representing it, i,e. models that are
true or false. On the other hand, it seems that (la) the world itself only exists
in different representations, and that consequently (2a) there are no standards
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element in our world experience, Goodman points out that artists’
vision differ from, or may differ from, our perceptive and interpretive
habits:

Many of the differences among portrayals by Daumier, Ingres, Michael-
angelo, and Rouault are differences in aspects accentuated. What count as
emphasis, of course, is departure from the relative prominence accorded
the several features in the current world of our everyday seeing. With
changing interests and new insights, the visual weighting of features of
bulk or line or stance or light alters, and yesterday’s level world seems
strangely perverted — yesterday’s realistic calender landscape becomes a
repulsive caricature. (Ibid. 11)

Goodman sees world making as an activity where, departing from
some already existing world version, a new world is created by the
following five procedures: (1) Composition and decomposition, i.e.,
making distinctions and identifying and naming elements, organizing
them according to that particular world. (2) Weighting or emphasis
(see the quotation above). (3) Ordering including systems of divisions
such as, for instance, the different calendars. (4) Deletion and
supplementation, according to Goodman “our capacity for over-
looking is virtually unlimited, and what we do take in usually consists
of significant fragments and clues that need massive supplementation.
The relevance of these two structuring devices to literature is obvious.
Finally (5) Deformation, for instance, of a given representational
habit, e.g. a caricaturist in his drawing deforming the face of his
victim.

As regards literature there is a specific difficulty, because the
world relevant to it is the historical world of human interaction which,
of course, is the most complicated province of the universe. Its
complexity is due to its double dependence on human minds. It is not

according to which the models can be judged. However, although different
world descriptions cannot be reduced to a single one, it may plausibly be
argued, that, at a given level world versions may be tested and their rightness
judged according to a series of tests. Thus, good reasons for preferring one
version over another may be given, although final proof is unavailable.

Further, it seems to me, that there is one very good reason for ascribing a
privileged position to the experiental world and taking it as point of departure
in interpreting other worlds, namely that we are bodily present in it, we
perceive, act, and suffer and die within it. Thus, poets, artists, scientist, and
indeed, although it sometimes seems doubtful, even philosophers are also
men-in-the-street.
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only dependent in the sense of being given to and only accessible
through the mind, but also because it is to a great extent made up of
human ideas and beliefs, wishes, passions, and norms and actions. In
other words, it is inherently endowed with meaning and interpreted in
multiple and conflicting ways, before it ever functions as an original
to become represented in a model. Since no commonly accepted
version of the historical and experiental universe exists, there will also
be multiple ways of making models of it. A further consequence of the
mind-perfused nature of the historical-experiental world is that a
model of it may legitimately reflect norms and ideals in the very way
it is structured . This is why, to Aristotle, such things lie at the very
heart of poetic representation:

Since living persons are the objects of representation, these must
necessarily be either good men or inferior [..] that is to say either better
than ourselves or worse or much what we are. [..] For instance Homer’s
people are “better”, Cleophon’s are “like”, while [..] in Nicochares, the
author of the Poltrooniad, they are “worse”. (Aristotle 1927: 11, 1448a)

The precondition for this division is that we know what we are like,
but do we? The enlightening answer to this question may be that we
do and we don’t. We hold reasonably well founded beliefs and
opinions concerning the general motivations of people and their
patterns of interaction — in a given period within a given culture. We
also know the, most often conflicting, norms and ideals according to
which people are supposed to act, and the general ways in which
compromises are made between such norms and strivings for survival
and personal interests and advantages. Individual, singular action,
however, cannot be predicted with certainty, although it may be
explained afterwards — but again only beyond reasonable doubt.
Furthermore, both heroic and ridiculous actions do happen in real life;
and thus, the range of ethical greatness, medium, and baseness is well
known within our life-world.

It would certainly be preposterous to deny the use of originals,
because imagination without memory is unthinkable; and obviously
characters in an individual literary text may well have individual,
historical persons as originals. There are, however, two main reasons
why the use of originals in literature is very complicated: First,

5 Max Black suggests to disregard the senses “in which a model is a type of
design — or, on the other hand, something worthy of imitation” (Black 1962:
219), but precisely this is impossible, when dealing with literature.
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fictional characters are very often amalgams of several originals, in
addition to much which is unidentifiable6. Second, even if it is
possible to point to individual originals for a fictional character, the
fictional universe in toto, i.e., the product of the fictional space with
its different backdrops, sets, and props, and characters moving within
it during a fictional time, is structured in a way that will not precisely
match any non-fictional universe. Further, and more importantly, the
literary text has also features in common with the scale model of parts
of species and kinds, such as the model of the human female skeleton,
because literature is concerned with what is considered typical.
Indeed, the idea that literature is a concrete and particular embodiment
of what is (supposed to be) universal has been claimed of and for it
since Aristotle (see Poetics, chapter 9, 1451a-b).

Literature, as a model, functions much in the same way as the use
we make of the concept, when we say that somebody is a model of
something, courage, beauty, evil, etc. In saying so we abstract from
other features of such a person. The paragon of courage is, at the same
time, a lot of other things, but we use him or her to exemplify this
quality. Literature, of course, may, to use E. M. Forster’s term (see
Forster 1927), represent ‘round characters,” i.e. characters endowed
with multiple features, but still characters and society in a literary text
(and even in George Eliot or Proust) are composed of a limited set of
features. There is another aspect to this, which is brought to the fore
when genre conventions are prominent, namely the fact that features
are selected according to certain rules. Aristotle’s ethical distinction
between tragedy and comedy is an example hereof: “The latter sets out
to represent people as worse than they are to-day, the former as better”
(ibid. 11, 1448a). This means that literature offers several conflicting
models of our life-world, each structured according to different sets of
internal conventions (cf. Lotman). One of the enjoyments, literature
offers, is precisely a certain purity, or one-sidedness of representation.
However, in saying that the literary text represents an object, the
imaginary universe, it must not be forgotten that the source of the
immediate object of a fictional text is not a dynamical object, but an
author who on the basis of his experiences, i.e.,, by being himself
influenced by dynamical objects, but also by other texts representing

6 We read, for instance, in Amos (p. 211) that Oriane Duchesse de Guer-
mantes in Proust’s Remembrance of Things Past is an amalgam of Comtesse
Adheaume de Chevigne (1860-1936); Comtesse Henri Grefulhe (1860-
1952), and Mme Emile Straus (1846-1926).
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fictional universes, offers a certain vision that only exists by virtue of
his text. Literature, most often, does not immediately represents
originals, it offers interpretations of them in texts representing
immediate objects only mediately connected with dynamical, mind-
independent, ones, the mediating agent being the author.

However, before going into questions concerning the relationship
between text and author, we should ask whether certain patterns,
although they are present in other types of discourse, are prominent in
literature.

Not surprisingly what comes to mind are the phenomena described
in the treatises of rhetoric and poetics, the figures and tropes, rules of
diction, meter, stanza forms, principles of composition and narration.
Here | cannot go further into these aspects of the literary text, i.e., its
self-reflexive properties, the fact that parts of the text on different
levels from phonemes to stanzas or chapters mirror each other. And,
on my view, literature is characterized by the interaction between its
self-representative and other-representative features (for a semiotic
approach to these aspects see my article “lconicity in Literature,”
1996).

In linguistic texts, the source of the sign is not the dynamical
object, but the utterer. The text, represents his perception og the world
as it is articulated according to codes and cognitive models, of which
he shares by far the biggest part with the fellow members of his
culture and society.

Problems concerning the relations of utterer to text, to the world it
represents, and to the hearer are studied by, among others, the speech
act theory of analytical philosophy and linguistic pragmatics. Within
literary studies these problems have also been intensively studied by
American (e.g. Wayne Booth), German (e.g. E. La&mmert and F. Stan-
zel), and French (e.g. G. Genette) scholars. 1 do not intend to go either
into the questions of mood and voice, or into the different types of
narrators.Rather | will briefly inquire into the relationship between
utterer and addresser, or as this distinction is named within literary
studies, author and narrator.

Classical rhetoric was seen as the art of persuasion, and according
to Aristotle, the means of persuasion are three:

Now the proofs furnished by the speech are of three kinds. The first
depends upon the moral character of the speaker, the second upon putting
the hearer into a certain frame of mind, the third upon the speech itself, in
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so far as it proves or seems to prove. (Aristotle 1926: 17, Book I, ii, 3
1355b-1356a)

Since rhetoric deals with the probable, not with certain knowledge, the
trustworthiness of the speaker becomes important. Accordingly, the
first task of the orator is to ensure the attention of the audience.
Secondly, he has to persuade them of his credibility and reliability.
The second kind of proof is, according to Aristotle, the rousing of a
certain emotional state in the hearers, “for the judgment we deliver are
not the same when we are influenced by joy and sorrow, love or hate”
(ibid.). Thus, benevolence becomes an essential ingredient in the
construction of the image of the addresser in the sign, because the
audience ought to be persuaded that what is advised and prescribed is
in its own interest. The orator’s task, then, is triple, it consists in
gaining the attention and sympathy of the audience, of eliciting a
certain emotional attitude towards the object of the speech, and of
persuading the audience that the recommended decision will further
their happiness or pleasure (cf. rhetoric’s general precept that the
office of the speech is to teach, to please, and to move).

In spite of Quintillian’s claim that in order to be a good orator you
must be morally good, orators do attempt to control the listeners by
pretending, not for the good of the audience, but in order to securing
personal advantages. In such cases the split between utterer and
addresser, which makes pretense possible, has been exploited.

The effort to bridge the split between utterer and addresser is well
explained by our obvious interest in not being cheated by the pretense
of others. The signs emitted by the utterer inform us not only about a
state of affairs, they also indicates his relation to the stated, his so-
called propositional attitude, i.e., whether he believes it, recommend
it, promises to do it, warn us not to do it, etc. These indications create
the addresser of the sign, i.e., the utterer as he appears in and by virtue
of the sign. We are to a great extent responsible for the personae we
create, because of consequences and obligations bound with them. We
may even be taken to court to account for what we have said or
written.

In additions to the important question of accountability, there is
another reason for the obsession with the origins of texts, with the
question of their source, namely their expressivity, the fact that they
are symptoms. Focus is changed from the object they represent to the
state of mind of their utterer which they are supposed to reveal. It
seems that we can hardly bear the uncertainty that the split between
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utterer and addresser creates. We try to overcome it, as if it were a
wound which should be healed.

Sometimes it seems as if the effort to hold people responsible for
the signs they utter and the search for their other, non-obvious
meanings are at odds, but this is explained by the fact that in holding
people accountable we refer to a generally recognized standard
meanings of words and phrases. In inquiring into the expressivity and
symptomatic value of sign, on the other hand, we search the specific
context and specific context of utterance for indices of individual
attitudes. In the last analysis, there is no contradiction involved in, at
one and the same time, to hold somebody responsible for not keeping
a promise and interpreting the uttering of it and its phrasing as a
symptom of vanity.

In literature we have, as John Searle has pointed out (see Searle
1979), quite another kind of benevolent pretense: The author pretends
to refer to states of affairs as if they had really happened. In case of
literature, an agreement of sorts exists between writer and readership
to the effect that nobody is neither fooled nor harmed. In literature
there is, however, another side, another kind of doubleness, to the
relationship between author and narrator (or poet and the lyrical | of
the text), because the abolishment, or at least attenuation, of sincerity
and accountability makes possible an inquiry into dimensions of
subjectivity that, in most cases, are inaccessible in non-fictional
discourse. The apparent paradox is that the license to create a number
of personae, that are definitely not identical with the utterer, make it
possible to know more about his mind — and ours as well.

On reflection, this is not surprising, because the liberty to create a
fictional world told by a number of fictional narrators, means the
possibility of denying any direct relation to and responsibility for what
is narrated. That which is told is presented as a kind of reported
speech for which the utterer is a medium rather than a responsible
originator.

Although nobody is really fooled by this pretense, it suffices to
bring into play figments of imagination that otherwise would hardly
be communicated to an audience. This is why literature, among other
things, constitutes an attempt to write up against and possibly pass
limits of self-exploration that are not often crossed. This is why the
Danish storyteller, Isak Dinesen, in “The Cardinal’s First Tale” let the
cardinal himself answer the lady in black’s question about his identity
by telling her a story. After he has finished his tale, he concludes that
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the story alone can enlighten us about our identity: “For within our
whole universe the story only has authority to answer that cry of heart
of its characters, the one cry of the heart of each of them: ‘Who am
1?77 (Dinesen 1957: 26, Last Tales, London, Penguin)

This, of course is not only valid for modem literature. A tragedy
such as Oedipus Rex stages questions of identity, and one of the
offices of literature in general is to make possible conversation and
reflection on identity, even if its involves that which is both improper
and dangerous. This is why the story’s power to enlighten us about
ourselves is due to the hypothetical nature both of its plot and world
and of its narrators. In spite of the plain truth of Genette’s claim that
“to tell a story and therefore to “report” facts (real or fictive), its one
mood, [..] strictly speaking can only be the indicative” (Genettel980:
161), fictional narrative is not concerned with what has been, but with
that which might have been (cf. also Aristotle’s Poetics, 9, 1451b).
Obviously, it is a real utterer who reports, not what has happened, but
what has been imagined (a hypothetical state of affairs imagined by an
individual or collective mind), but in doing so, as a narrator, he
becomes infected, as it were, with the unreality of the story.

This imagining mind, however, is split between its origin, the
historical-experiental universe, where it resides in the body, or bodies,
of the utterer(s), and the fictional universe in which it functions as the
creative and structuring principle. Thus, the fictional voices are also
necessarily parts of the mind of the utterer that are projected into the
text.

Literature makes it possible to speak yourself as if you were
another, or rather others. At first glance, it seems a trivial fact that the
author is neither the narrator nor the protagonist, it is, however, the
precondition for a less trivial fact, namely an amalgamation of self and
other. And it is this amalgamation of self-as-other and other-as-self
that makes possible the emergence of what would otherwise never
appear.

It might be objected that, in the final analysis, such texts are
masquerades, and that behind the masks there is nothing but one self,
the utterer. Such a position confounds bodily identity with conditions
for sign production. Obviously, there is no denying that the main
physical source of a text often is an individual brain in an individual
body. The point is another one, namely that the creation of an alter, of
something which, in spite of its being a creature of the same brain, is
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conceived as a non-I, will call forth significations impossible without
this interplay.

Testimonies to the complex relationship between author and text
are the following two passages that are both exemplary, but pointing
in different directions. Concerning his play, The Father, Strindberg
writes to Axel Lundegédrd on Nov. 12, 1888, letter 1460: “It seems as
if | were a sleepwalker, as if fiction and life merged. | don’t know
whether The Father is a play or whether my whole life is one.”
(Strindberg 1958: VI, 298 my translation). According to T. S. Eliot: “a
good love poem, though it may be addressed to one person, is always
meant to be overheard by other people. Surely the proper language of
love — that is, of communication to the beloved and to no one else —
is prose” (Eliot 1957: 90). On the one hand, writing literature involves
the writer to an extent that hardly makes it possible to distinguished
non-fictional from fictional, but, on the other, in writing the author is
always performing in front of an audience. The point is that both are
true of this relationship, and they are true at the same time.

One aspect of this interplay is the possibility of what the
psychoanalysts call denial. This mechanism allows the patient the
double operation of stating and denying: “It was not my mother” says
the patient, at one and the same time, putting into words what
occupies and troubles him and denying its truth and reality. As regards
literature, it is its institutionalized framing that, even before the
individual writer starts writing, guarantees, indeed implies, that what
is written, belongs to the realm of the non-l, narrates about the non-
me, and obliges nobody.

It is this negative relationship between literature, subject, and life-
world that makes it possible for fiction to probe into the core of the
nature of subjectivity and its preconditions, i.e. how it is formed by
social constraints and discursive practices. It is only by pretending to
not being sincere, that that which is our main concern can be narrated
and become subject for scrutiny that is less restricted by conside-
rations of safety, personal advantage, propriety, common sense, and
social and political power.

Concerning non-literary texts, a, sometimes unremitting, effort to
tie the signs to the person exists for the very good reason that there is
an important contractual aspect to very many utterances. However,
even as regards literary texts, that in principle are separated from their
authors, this effort is prominent. In spite of all protestations from
writers to the opposite, in spite of all the fine theoretical reasons for
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not mixing up the production of fiction with the personal life of the
writer. It is as if there is a deep-rooted desire in readers to tie the
narrators, and the text in general, to its author and to making him
accountable for it. In the last resort, censorship has never respected the
borderline between fictional and non-fictional texts. Poets and writers
of fiction have been, and still are, persecuted as well as writers of
political pamphlets.

To a great extent the relationship between utterer/narrator and
reader/interpreter is symmetrical. Concerning the utterer it was claimed
that creating one or more voices, with a fictional identity, who are
narrating about what has never happened, means access to and wording
of what would otherwise remain unsaid. These reports about non-
existing state of affairs, or about states of mind created with art, are
directed to an audience or readership whose characteristics the texts
attempt to specify before they reach the actual listeners or readers.

According to classical rhetoric, the orator must be able to make the
audience accept the way in which it itself is represented in his speech.
Thus the text models its immediate interpreter who is the interpreter as
he appears in, or is indicated, by the sign itself as a function of the
purpose and the structure of the text, let us call him, or rather this role,
view point, and set of values and norms pointed out by the text, the
addressee. The split between addresser and interpreter, then, is
between a textual construct and the actual interpreter. Just like the
addresser, the addressee or implicit reader is a kind of persona, a
mask, that the actual reader is offered, but, obviously, the actual
interpreter may refuse to wear it.

Genres such as joking, for instance are extremely vulnerable to the
resistance and refusal of the interpreter. According to Freud, the
utterer of a joke needs the laughter, and thereby approval, of the
interpreter in order to enjoy his own joke and to release his own
laughter. This is especially important, if the joke is tendentious,
obscene or aggressive, directed against a third party (see Freud 1905).
In such cases the interlocutor may easily destroy the joke simply by
refusing to take upon him the role of the presupposed addressee. In
doing so he or she will, implicitly or explicitly, question the standards
according to which the utterance is supposed to be witty. And since
values and morals change rather dramatically in and throughout time
and space, such redefinitions are going on all the time. It should also
be remembered that in dictatorship countries the very possession of
certain texts doomed subversive and immoral is often sufficient reason
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to incur punishment, because the owners automatically, and maybe
unjustly, are identified as the addressees of these texts.

There are good reasons for the resistance of the actual interpreter
concerning texts pertaining to our life-world. Texts are the means used
to negotiate not only what is supposed to be an adequate description of
the world, what is good and what is bad, but also the place and
position of the interlocutors within it, their duties and privileges.
Consequently, texts and dialogue are used to establish a consensus, or
to realize that differences are irreconcilable.

But why is there just as much resistance to texts representing a
world categorially different from the world within which writers and
readers live and interact? Obviously, part of the answer has to do with
the fact that literary texts underscore questions and problems of value
and of the validity of accepted interpretations of the human condition.
Literary texts function as means to test conditions and consequences
of a given morality within an imaginary world.

Although there is little doubt that literature does question common
norms and ideas, | do not find this is sufficient reason for the often
violent reactions to it. It has to be added, | presume, that the mental
processes active in reading fiction predispose the reader to react
emotionally. In order to make sense of a fictional universe of dis-
course the reader has to supplement what is not mentioned, but
presupposed. There is, however, an indefinite, but probably rather
limited, number of equally valid ways of realizing what is indicated
but not specified in the text. Especially in the translation of the
symbolic signs of the text into iconic ones, as for instance when a
character or scene is imagined, there will be widely different solutions
determined by the experiences of the individual reader, but still
translations that lie within the possibilities delimited by the
significations of the linguistic text. This means that the text becomes
invested with fragments of the reader’s former experiences, and thus
also with the love and hate, and with the triumphs and humiliations he
or she have gone through.

In reading, the reader makes room within his mind for a high-
powered and highly structured mental model sketched by somebody
else, but left to himself to finish as best he may. This is why
mechanisms of introjection, projection, and identification are
necessary means in the reader’s construction of the imaginary
universe. Because of this internal dialogue between self and other
which is going on unconsciously as well as consciously, the literary
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text is able to stir up emotions and make people react in a much more
passionate way than should be expected from a purely practical point
of view. At the same time, however, the literary text does not offer
any direct possibility of action, because the only access to its universe
is through imagination. This means that works of literature become
individualized models for the contemplation of the human condition,
at a given time and place.

An important homology exists between the relation between
object, sign, and interpretant, on the one hand, and utterer, sign,
interpreter, on the other. First of all, in viewing semiosis as a
directional process, both object and utterer are sources of the sign, and
both interpretant and interpreter are influenced by the sign. Second, it
seems sensible to hold that the latter semiotic process (utterer, sign,
interpreter) presupposes and is derived from the former (object, sign,
interpretant), because communication is about something, and, logi-
cally, information concerning the object precedes dialogizing about it
(but obviously the dialogue itself may become the object of discour-
se). Third, and this is here my main concern, the dialectic of self- and
other-representation that is so important in the interplay between
universe and textual patterning in literature, is present and equally
important in the relationship between utterer and interpreter via and by
virtue of the sign. Just as the object is only made definite and
understandable by virtue of the interpretant(s), and the interpretant(s)
challenged and influenced by the object, so do utterer and interpreter,
and their textual personae, addresser and addressee, reciprocally
articulate and define each other. And in literature, precisely because of
the attenuation of responsibility, obligations, and practical conse-
quences, the interpenetration of self and other may be more thorough
than is possible in daily business. Thus, reading literature not only
means an effort to realize an imaginary universe by means of both
collective and individual resources (semiotic competence, knowledge,
memory, and fears and desires), it also means allowing oneself, not
only to understand the points, angle, and purpose of the other party of
the dialogue, but to take over another view and perspective, almost
making it one’s own. And making room for another mind, including
unconscious significations and pulsations, means enlarging one’s own.

Literature or fiction in general, is so important, because it not only
offers a model, distorted, ideal, grotesque, or seemingly to the point,
of the human condition, it offers the image of a passionate struggle
with it.
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CemunoTunyeckasa Kaptorpauma HayKu o nutepaTtype

B cTaTbe paccmMaTpuBalOTCA BO3MOXHOCTW MPUTOXKEHUS CEMUOTUYECKON
MOAeNnn Ananornyeckux OTHOLUEHWI K B3aUMOENCTBUIO MeXay pasnuy-
HbIMWM acnekTamu (Uaoaornyeckoin npobnematukn. B nepByto oyepedb
aBTOpP paccMaTpMBaeT BONPOC O peepeHLMM TeKCTa K KOHCTpyunpyemol
UM peanibHOCTW. CNOXHOCTb Npo6iemMaTukyu COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO dop-
MafibHas CTPYKTypa Nt060ro BbiCKasblBaHMS He 3aBUCUT OT TOMO, K KaKoi
MMEHHO “peanbHOCTN” OHa OTCblflaeT — HanpuMep, K NCTOPUYECKOI Wn
AnTepaTypHOil. [N NOHUMaHWA TeKcTa He0bXoaMMO 3a4elicTBOBaTL M He
3KCNULMPOBAHHbIE B HEM MeXaHU3Mbl, BK/OYaOLINE UHAMBUAYANbHLINA
WUHTEPNpPeTaLMOHHbIA OMbIT, KakK NUTEPaTYPHbI TaK W >KU3HEHHBbIN,
KaXJoro peuunueHTa. Tak, 4yToObl ONpefennTb CEMUMW/bHbIE carorun
Kak NMPUHAANEXHOCTb CKAa304YHOr0 MMpa, HeobXoAMMOo 3afeicTBOBaTb U
NNTEPaTYPHbIA OMbIT YTEHWA TEKCTOB MNOAO0GHOr0 pofa M OnbIT OT-
CYTCTBMS aHa/fioroB B Hawleld peanbHOCTU. TakuM 06pasoM  MOXHO
FOBOPUTb TONbKO 06 OTHOCWTENbHOW aBTOHOMUU NNTEPaTYPHOro MMpa U
MUpa peasibHOro onbITa.

[anee aBTOp npeasiaraeT YeTbipe MPUHLMMNA COOTHECEHHOCTW W
COOTBETCTBUA MeXAY peasibHbIM U XYLOXEeCTBEHHbIM MWUPOM. [MpuHLMM
LLe/IOCTHOCTW, COrNaCHO KOTOPOMY BbIMbILWEHHbIE 3/IEMEHTbI TEKCTa
paBHOMPABHO COCYLLECTBYIOT C BepUpMLMPYeEMOl peanbHOCTbO (Hanpu-
mep, reorpadguueckoit). MprvHUMN MNoAo6us, CcOCTOAWMIA B TOM, 4YTO
NUTepaTypHbIA TEKCT UMUTUPYET KakK COBbITUA, pacrnonararoLmecs Hero-
CpPeACTBEHHO B WMCTOPMM M B MUpPe HALIEro OonbiTa, Tak W TO, KakviM
06pa3oM Mbl TOBOPUM O HUX WAW WX ONUCbIBaeM. T[IPUHUMN KOH-
BEHLUMOHANbHOCTW, nNpejnonaratownii - 06WHOCTb YCBOEHHbIX peuu-
NMWEHTOM W MpPeACTaBfEHHbIX B /IATEPATYPHOM TeKCTe KOHBEHLWNA.
MpuHuMn o6pa3HOn YyNnopsALOYEHHOCTHN, NPU KOTOPOM CUCTEMA 3/EMEH-
TOB peasibHOCTW perynsipHoiM 06pa3oM COOTBETCTBYET CUCTEME PUTOPK-
YeCKUX 3/1eMeHTOB Npou3BefeHns. Bee cnocobbl v NpUHLMNGLI ynogobne-
HWS TeKCcTa peanbHOCTU AeMCTBYIOT Kak CMocoObl NOCTPOEHMA “Mogenein”
B UX OTHOLUEHUAX K “OpuUrnHanaMm”, npum 3TOM YUYuUTbIBAETCA CNOCOOHOCTb
TBOPYECTBa Mnpegsarate U peann3osaTb OAHOBPEMEHHO HECKOJIbKO KOH(-
AMKTYOWKUX Mogeneil. OTHOLIEHUE K peaslbHOCTM CTPOMTCSA MO 3aKOHam
KNacCUYecko pPUTOPUKM B apuCTOTE/IEBCKOM BapuaHTe 1 COCTOUT B
ybe>kaeHnn 1 [0oBepumn BOCNpUHMMAOWMX. B cratbe nofyvepkusatoTcs
Takxke 00yuvaroliMe M KOTHUTUBHblE CBOMCTBA “Mofenn”. OTHOLUEHMS
Mexgy asTopom (“Mogenupytolinm”’)/nosecTsoBartesieM W yutatenem/
WHTEPNpPeTaTopoM CTPOATCA MO 3aKOHaM CUMMeTpuu. [ns ycnewwHoro
YCTAHOBMIEHUS MOHUMaHWA He0BXO0AMMO, YTO6bl YuTaTeNb WU ayauTo-
pys MNPUHANM COOTBETCTBYIOLLYID UM “MOfenb”. BaxHehWwnm CBAsyto-
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LM 3BEHOM MeXAy HMMMW SIBASEeTCS TO, YTO M aBTOpP TEKCTa WU UHTep-
MpeTaTop No/b3ytTCs OAHMM A3bIKOM ANS OMMCaHWUS Kak ObIBLLErO, TaK W
He ObIBLLIETO.

Takum o06pasom, YTeHMe nMTepaTypbl Npeanonaraet cneyupuueckoe
ycunvie Mo MOHMMaHWIO BOOGPAXXaeMoro Mupa CpeacTBamiy Kak Kosek-
TWBHOrO, TaK U MHAMBWAYAILHOTO OMNbITA, a TaKXXe He TO/IbKO MOHMMaHue
TOYKW 3peHUs, 3afavn ApYroro yyYacTHMKa fuanora, HO U B ONpejeneH-
HOlA CTEMNEHW MPUCBOEHME ero NO3ULMWIA.

Kirjandusteaduse semiootiline kartograafia

Artikkel ké&sitleb semiootilise dialoogi-mudeli rakendusvdimalusi filoloo-
gilise problemaatika erinevate aspektide omavaheliste seoste uurimisel.
Eelkdige vaatleb autor teksti suhet tema poolt konstrueeritud reaalsusesse.
Antud problemaatika keerulisus seisneb asjaolus, et lausungi formaalne
struktuur ei sOltu sellest, millisele ‘reaalsusele’ ta viitab (nt. ajaloolisele
VOi kirjanduslikule). Teksti m&istmisel on vaja kaasata ka selliseid tema
poolt eksplitseerimata mehhanisme, nagu retsipiendi enese individuaalne
kirjanduslik ja eluline kogemus. Néiteks, selleks et pidada “seitsmepeni-
koorma saapaid” muinasjutumaailma kuuluvateks, on vajalik teatud
kirjandustekstide lugemise kogemus ja kogemus, mis lubab jireldada
vastavate analoogide puudumist reaalses maailmas. Seega on kirjanduse
maailma ja reaalse kogemuse maailma autonoomia vaid suhteline.

Edasi kirjeldab autor nelja printsiipi, mis iseloomustavad reaalse ja
kirjandusmaailma seoseid: 1 Terviklikkuse printsiip, mille kohaselt
teksti fiktiivsed elemendid koeksisteerivad kui v8rdvéarsed verifitseeritud
(nt. geograafilise) reaalsusega. 2. Sarnasuse printsiip, mis seisneb selles,
et kirjanduslik tekst imiteerib ihtaegu nii stindmusi, mis kuuluvad otseselt
ajaloo vdi meie reaalse kogemuse valdkonda, kui moodust, kuidas me
neist kdnelme vdi neid kirjeldame. 3. Konventsionaalsuse printsiip, mis
eeldab retsipiendi poolt omandatud ja kirjandustekstis edastatud konvent-
sioonide Ghisust. 4. Retoorilise korrastatuse printsiip, mille puhul
reaalsus kui korrastatud sisteem vastab teose retooriliste elementide
slisteemsele korrastatusele.

Artikli autor vaatleb teksti ja reaalsuse sarnastumise vorme ja
printsiipe kui ‘mudelite’ ehitamise mooduseid. Sellest tulenevalt avab ta
moiste ‘mudel’ erinevaid tahendusi labi nende suhte ‘originaalidesse’,
arvestades samas ka kunstiloomingu omadust esitada ja realiseerida
Uheaegselt mitut omavahel konflikteeruvat mudelit. Suhe reaalsusesse on
antud juhul Ules ehitatud klassikalise retoorika aristotelesliku variandi
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kohaselt ning seisneb lugejapoolses veendumuses ja usalduses. Rdhutatud
on ka ‘mudeli’ kognitiivsed ja lugejat kujundavad omadused. Teksti
autori (‘modelleerija’/ jutustaja) ja lugeja / interpreteerija suhted rajane-
vad siimmeetria seadusel, kusjuures moistmise jaoks on vajalik, et lugeja
vOi auditoorium omandaksid neile vastava ‘mudeli’. Autorit ja lugejat
Uhendavaks tahtsaimaks luliks on see, et nad kasutavad Uhte keelt nii olnu
kui mitteolnu kirjeldamiseks.

Kirjanduse lugemine eeldab spetsiifilist pingutust, méistmaks kujutel-
davat maailma nii kollektiivse kui individuaalse kogemuse vahendusel,
mitte ainult dialoogipartneri mdistmist vaid ka teatud maéral tema
seisukohtade omaksvdtmist.



“MacTtep n Mapraputa” —
TeaTpa/ibHbIN poMaH?1

CycaHHa BnTtT

Mwup He 3Has 60nee CTPaAHHOW apXUTEKTYpPbI.
MoHTWiA Munat

OpavH 13 acnekToB pomaHa “MacTep n MaprapuTta”, npuBieKawLWni
MHTEpeC muccnefoBaTeneli, — 3TO pa3fefieHne TeKCTa Ha fBe 4acTu:
MOCKOBCKME W epluasaMMCKue rfaBbl, KOTOPble pa3/inyatTcd He
TOMbKO MO BPEMEHM W MeCTy AeACTBWA, HO W MO CTUMK MOBECTBO-
BaHUA.2 ECnn ux npefcTaBUTb B NPOCTPAHCTBE KakK fBe CLEHbI, W MO-
MEeCTWUTb COOTBETCTBEHHO epLUaNanMCKME rnaBbl C UX “BbICOKUM” CTU-
NeM HaBepXy, a MOCKOBCKME, HacblleHHble cCaTUpoii, thapcom un rpo-
TECKOM, — BHMW3y, TO Mepej HamMu BO3HWKHET o0b6bpa3 ocoboro Buga
TeaTpa, a MMeEHHO BepTena. JlaHHas cTaTbf MOCBALWAETCA COMNO-
CTaBNEHNIO pOMaHa C 3TUM BMAOM YKPamMHCKOro HapogHoro teatpa.3

1 CraTbl OCHOBbIBAeTCS Ha AOKNMade, MpounTaHHOM B aBrycTte 1997 r. Ha
Cbe3Ae CKaHAWHABCKUX CMIaBUCTOB B XeNbCUHKM.
2

O COOTHOLLEHMM ABYX YacTeli pomaHa CM., B YacTHocTh, Knebepr, 1977,
@apbIHo, 1985.

3 [o cvx nop MHe yaanocb 06HapyXuTb TONbKO OAHY paboTy, B KOTOPOI
yNoMVHaeTcs BepTen B cBA3M € “MactepoM 1 Mapraputoid”: [hKynvaHu,
1988. KoHcTaTvpoBaB 06LLee CXOACTBO B KOMMO3ULIMOHHOW CTPYKTYype
MeX4y POMaHoM W BepTenHbIM CMekTaknem, asTop CTaTbW OAHAKO
MPenMyLLECTBEHHO YAeNseT BHUMaHWe CBA3AM poMaHa C APYrvMU >KaHpamu

HapOJHOro TeaTpa: ¢ GasaraHoM, C TeaTpoM IMeTpyLLKY, a TAKXKe C LiYPKOM.
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BepTen

MpoucxoxaeHve BepTena 40 CUX NOP ABNSETCA NpeAMETOM UCCneo-
BaHWA. 3TOT BUJ HApOLHOro TeaTpa BO3HMK HAa YKpauHe, N BEPOATHO
YXOAUT KOPHAMU B JOXPUCTUAHCKYIO KYyNbTypy, HO CBOW 6onee wm
MeHee onpefefieHHble (OPMbl OH MOAYyYMS BO BTOPOW MONOBUHE
XVIIIl Beka. TeaTp 6bl1 KYKONbHbIM, NMEPEABMXXHBIM, W yCTpauBascs
NPenMyLLeCTBEHHO BOCMUTaHHUKaMMW AYXOBHbIX YYUNULL, U CEMUHA-
puiA, KoTopble Takum o6pa3om nogpabaTbiBanu cebe Ha XW3Hb BO
BpeMA KaHWKYJ, a TakKe KpecTbAHamu, peMecneHHuKamu u, npegno-
NOXUTeNbHO, CKOMOpOXaMn.4

MocTpoiika BepTeNHOro TeaTpa npeAcTaBnsAna coboii AWK, pasge-
NEeHHbIA MO TOPW3OHTaNM Ha ABe 4YacTu. Ha BepxHeli CleHe pasbir-
pPbIBANUCL CHOXETbl POXAEHMUA XpucTa, MOKNOHEHWA MacTyxoB WU
BOMIXBOB, a Ha HWXHeN MNokKasblBanacb MUpPCKas 4acTb C Apamoii
Mpopa (u3bueHne MnageHLEB) M KOMMUYECKU-ObITOBBIMU CLEHamMu
MHTepMefuiiHOTO xapakTepa.b PasgeneHune cnekTakna HabnwgaeTca u
B A3bIKOBOM nfaHe: “B A3blke BepTenHbIX MPeACTaBNEHUA APKO
BblpaXeHbl ABe CTpyu. B AyXOBHOW 4yacTu Mbecbl TEKCT n3obunyet
cnaBaHM3MaMn u npeobnagaet cunnabuyeckoe CTUXOCNOXeHue. B
KOMWYECKMX XK€ CLeHax pedyb MepcoHaxel BMOMIHE HapogHa, npu-
61vKaeTcqd K paelHOMY CKa30BOMY CTUXY; B TeKCT MpefcTaBineHns
BBefeHbl HapoaHble necHn” (KpynsaHckasa, 1956, 477).

MofobHY A3bIKOBYH AuddepeHuMaLmio Mbl BCTPeYaeM U B
pomaHe bynrakosa: “B 6enom nnauwe ¢ KpoBaBbiM NoA60eM, LuapKato-
e KaBanepmnincKoW NoXoaKol, paHHUM YTPOM YeTbIPHAALATOro uuC-
Na BECeHHEero MecsAua HucaHa B KpPbITYH0 KOMOHHAAy Mexay [ABymA
KpblnbAMU fBopua WMpopa Benukoro Bbiwen npokypartop Wyaen
MoHTuiA MunaTt”6. B NpoTMBOBEC CTUAK “Bepxa”, C ero OCOGEHHOI
PUTMUYECKN-UHTOHALWMOHHOW OopraHu3aluein TekcTa, 4NA “Husa” xa-
pakTepHa He TO/IbKO MOAYEPKHYTO pa3roBopHas peyb (B TOM uucre un

4 bBbiToBana Qopma BepTena W C JKMBbIMW akTepamu. Ecnm  paHee
MO/IHOCTbI0 MPeo6iafaBLUNA KyKOMbHbIA BEPTEN K HACTOSILLEMY BpEMEHM
MpaKTUYecKn UcYes, TO XXMBOIM BepTen MpOJO/KAeT CBOE CYLLECTBOBaHME B
YkpavHe. f vMena BO3MOXHOCTb HabnoaaTb ero Bo JIbBoBe B Hayane 90-x
rofioB.

5 Cwm. ®epgac, 1987, 20, a TakKe 3anvcy BepTenHbIX TEKCTOB: MapKOBCHKUIA,
1929. KpynsHCcKas oLN60YHO OTHOCMT YacTb ¢ Mpofom K BEpXHeli CLEHe.

6 bynrakos, 1989, T. 2, 346. (B manbHeieM BCe CCbIIKU Ha pOMaH [atoTcs
B TEKCTe CTaTbM C YKa3aHWeM CTpaHuL).
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y pacckasuymka), HO 1 paellHblii cKa3: “To nu 6biBaeT, TO AN ObIBAET,
HvkaHop WBaHoBuu! /.../, — rosopuT KopoBbeB. — PacCeAHHOCTb,
paccesHHOCTb, U MepeyTOMMEHWE, M NOBbILWEHHOe KPOBAHOe AaBne-
HWe, goporoi Haw Apyr HukaHop WBaHoBuu!” (424). B TekcT BBO-
[ATCA TakXe (parmMeHTbl HapoOAHbIX MNeceH, Hanpumep: “CnaBHoe
Mope, CBALWEeHHbIN balikan /.../” (518).

XoTs BepTen M pomMaH CYLLeCTBEHHO pasnnyaloTCs CBOMM COfep-
XaHMEM — TaK, BMECTO POXAeHUs Xpucrta, Ha “BepxHeii” cueHe
“MacTtepa # Mapraputbl” n306paxkaloTcs NpPUroBop W pacnatue
Mewya (Xpucta), — 0gHaKo B MX 06palleHUn K 6ubneickum MoTu-
BaM HabnwofjaeTca OfHO 0OLiee: HEKAHOHUYHOCTbL (HecoBnageHune uc-
Topumn Mewya ¢ EBaHrenusmm 3amMeyeHo JaBHO U MO-pasHOMY WUCTON-
KoBaHo). WccnefoBatenn BepTena aHanoruM4YHbiM 06pa3oM CK/IOHHbI
BUAETb B HEM “He KAHOHWYECKYI WANCTpaLuno 61Mbneickmux croxe-
TOB, a LENMKOM COBPEMEHHYI0 [pamy, KOTOpas HaxoAufia >XWUBOWA
OTKNMK Yy 3puTeneii” (Pegac, 82)7. CoBpEMEHHbIMMU aNnto3nMAMU Hacbl-
LeHa u uctopms o MunaTe, ¢ ee gonpocamu, TailHOW monuumen, npo-
LAKHOCTbIO Ntofeil n xanobamu Munata Ha TO, YTO OH BCE BpeEMS
BbIHYXXJeH “4nTaTb LOHOCHI 1 56efbl” (630)8.

M BCe e 06 uctopun poxaeHus Xpucrta B pomaHe roBopuTcs, u B
[OBONBHO MHTEPECHOM KOHTeKCTe. B nmepBOil rnaBe BCTpeyalTCcAa Ha
MaTpuapwux npygax bepnnos n Be3foMHbIA C 3arafo4HbIM WMHOC-
TpaHueM, KOTOPOro MacTep MO3)e OTOXAECTBASET C caTaHoW (463).
ToT nosBnseTcs psgom ¢ nuTepaTopamu B TOT MOMEHT, Korga bepnu-
03 KPUTMKYET MO/IOAOr0 N03Ta 32 aHTUPEMTUO3HYH0 NO3MY, KOTOPYHO
OH 3aKasan y Hero Ans CBOEro XypHana. [ns HarnsagHocTu npuaeTcs
NpuBeCTU JOBOJILHO OOLIMPHYIO LMTaTY:

“A WHOCTpaHeL, OKWHYN B3rNSAOM BbICOKWE [OMa, KBafpaToOM
oKaimnsaBLIVe Npyf, NpMyem 3aMeTHO CTano, YTo BUAMT 3TO MECTO OH
BMepBble M YTO OHO ero 3anHTepecoBaso.

OH OCTaHOBMW/I B30p Ha BEPXHUX 3Taxax, OCNENUTENbHO OTpa-
XalowWwux B CTeknax M3noMaHHOe U HaBcerfa yxogsauime ot Muxauna
AnekcaHApOBMYa COMHLE, 3aTEM MepeBeNl ero BHU3, FAe CTekna Hava-
M npeABevepHe TEMHETb, YeMY-TO CHUCXOLUTENbHO YCMeXHy/cs,
NpuLLypunca, pyku NONOXWUN Ha HabanfjalwHuK, a nogbopoAoK Ha

PYKU.

7 TMepeBop 3aecb u ganee moi — C. B.

[JoHocunkoM 1 A6e4HUMKOM B MOCKOBCKOM 4aCTW pOMaHa BbICTYMaeT,
Hanpumep, Anowsuii Morapbiy (657).
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“Tbl, WBaH, — rosopun bepnnos, — 0YeHb XOpPOLIO W caTtupu-
Yyeckn n3o06pasun, Hanpumep, poxpaeHwe Mucyca, cblHa 60XUHA, HO
COMb-TO B TOM, 4TO ele A0 Mucyca poaunca Lenblili pag CbIHOB
60XbUX, KaK, CKaXeM, UHWUKNIACKNA ALOHUC, QPUTMIACKNI ATTWUC,
nepcumackuin Mutpa. KopoTKO e roBops, HU OAWH U3 HUX He POX-
fanca M HUKOro He 6blno, B TOM umcne u Wucyca, n Heobxoanmo,
YTO6bl Thl, BMECTO POXAEHWSA UK, NPEeANON0XUM, NPUXO0La BOSIXBOB,
n3o6pasunn 6bl Henlenble CNyXM 06 3aTOM npuxofe. A TO BbIXOAUT MO
TBOEMY pacckasy, 4To OH AeiicTBUTENbHO poguncal” (338).

34ecb NpuMeyaTe/ibHO YNOMUHAHME O BEPXHUX U HMDKHUX 3Taxax
fOMa B HEMOCPeACTBEHHOW 6AM30CTM K pa3roBopy 0 TeX COObITUAX,
KOTOpPble COCTaBNAKT OCHOBY [ENCTBUIN Ha BEPXHEN CLeHe BepTena.
CBouM B30pOM BonaHfj Kak Obl o4epyMBaeT KOHTYpbl BepTena; cam
e OH WAEHTWYEH OfLHOMY W3 T[NaBHbIX MNEePCOHaXeW HWKHel
cueHbl — “UepTy”; aTa KyK/la B HEKOTOPbIX paiioHax Y KpauHbl Takxe
Ha3blBaeTca “CaTaHoin” (Pepac, 143).9

UepT WMPOKO MNpeAcTaBfieH B MOCKOBCKOW 4acTWM poMaHa U Ha
NEeKCUYECKOM YPOBHE — MEXAOMETUAMKN, 75 M3 KOTOPbIX BK/IHOYAKOT
B cebs 310 cnoBo. O TOM, Kak cnefyeT BOCNPUHMMATbL 3TO Besfecylee
YyepTbiXxaHbe, eCTb YKa3aHuWe B caMOM pomaHe. Tak, Ha penjnky mac-
Tepa “HeT, 3TO YepT 3HaeT 4yTO Takoe, YepT, yepT, YepT!”, Mapraputa
oTBevaeT: “Thbl ceiiyac HEeBONbHO CKasan npasay /.../ 4YepT 3HaeT yTo
Takoe, 1 4epT, NOBepb MHe, Bce ycTpouT!” (691). MogobHoe BO3Bpa-
WeHne MeXAOMETHOMY BbIPaXEHWI0 ero CemaHTUKW HarnoMuHaeT
yepTy, BOOOLEe XapaKTepHYI /19 HapO4HOro Teatpa, — peann3auuio
metadopsl (KpynaHckas, 472)10.

9 Cpeawn Kykon BepTena MOXHO HaiiTu v VBaHa: “Congat VeaH Metposuy”
(Pepac, 146).

[Lpyroii 0co6eHHOCTbI0 HAPOAHOrO TeaTpa ABMSErca Urpa OMOHUMamm 1
CMHOHMMAMK, Ha KOTOPOW CTPOATCH LUYTOUYHble CueHbl. (KpynsHckas, 472).
[Mpumep 3TOro Mbl Haxoaum u B pomaHe bynrakosa: “A-al Bbl UCTOPUK? —C
60MbWIMM 06NErYeHMeM U yBaKeHMeM cnpocun bepamos. — A — wucTo-
PUK, — MOATBEPAWN YUEHbIA 1 06aBUT HU K Ceny HU K ropogy: — CerogHs
BeyepoM Ha MaTpuapwmnx npygax 6yaet uHtepecHas uctopus!” (346).



"MacTep nMaprapyTa” — TeaTpanbHblipoMmaH? 303
lMepcoHaXn BepTena U poMaH bynrakosa
MosBneHve BonaHfa co3faeT LENOYKY, B KOTOPOW BCTpevawTCs M

apyrve geiicTBytolmne nuua BepTena. Tak, Bepnnos n Be3foMHbii
KaXObli M0-CBOEMY TNblTaeTcs ONpeaeNnuTb HeW3BeCTHOT0 UHO-

cTpaHua: “Hemey”, — nogyman bepnuos3. “AHraM4yaHuH” — noay-
mMan Be3foMHbIA. “HeT, ckopee ¢paHUy3”, — nogyman bepnnos.
“Monak?” — nogyman besgoMHblii” (337-338). Ha HUXHeR cueHe

BepTena, KOTOPbIA cpaBHWMBaNW € “couuanbHO-3THOrpaMyeckum Ka-
neingockonom” (depac, 81), 60/MbLINHCTBO KYKON Kak pa3 W K3006-
paxaeT MpeAcTaBMTENe pasHbIX Hauuid, cpegun KoTopbix “lMonsk”,
“Nemeupb” (Hemewn) u “Lluran”. (MOXHO NONYTHO BCMOMHWUTb KOHel,
pomMaHa, rfe MacTep CMOTPWUT Ha ropoj c “6poffYnMM LbITAHCKUM
BOJIHEHWemM”, 702).

[pyrasg 4yacTb KyKOn un306paxaeT XWBOTHbIX, Cpefu KOTOPbIX
“CBuHS”, “Kosa”, “BoBk” (Bonk), “Bw” (Bon), “Ocen”, “3m1la” (3men)
n “lagoka”. “Kosa” B pomaHe npepctaBfeHa B nuue KopoBbesa,
KOTOpbIi FOBOPUT “KO3NMHBbIM ronocom” (411, 452). “Tagloka” —
BonaHg: “Buepa B aTom Bapbete /.../ Kakaf-TO ragloka-oKyCHUK
ceaHC C 4yepBOoHUamu cgenan /.../” (515). 3ameuy, 4TO (POKYCHUKOM
HasblBaNCA M CaM BEpPTENHUK, a CeaHc C pa3obrayeHusMU 3puTenei
CoenaH 4YMCTO B AyXe BEpPTENHOr0 CMEeKTakns, Ha HWKHEW CcueHe
KOTOpPOro 06bIYHO BbICMEMBaNNCb MECTHble HpaBbl — WX U UMEeT B
Bugy BonaHg, cnpawwvsas co cueHbl y KoposbeBa: “/.../ Kak, no-
TBOEMy, Beflb MOCKOBCKOe HapofoHacesieHuWe 3HauYUTeNbHO UW3Me-
HUnocb?” (449).

B Tex mecTax, KOTOpble HEMOCPefCTBEHHO OTHOCATCHA K Teatpy,
Mbl HAXOAWM W ApYrue OTCbIIKW K BEPTEMHbIM MEPCOHAXaM-XUBOT-
HbIM: HukaHopy WVBaHOBMYY CHUTCH, YTO KOH(eEpaHCbe CO CLEHbI
00bABNAET O HEKOEM MO30pPHO pas3obnayeHHOM rpaxgaHuHe: “/../
nepes BamMu BbICTYNWA B Hallell mporpaMMe TUNWUUHBIA ocen” (493).
O HecuyacTHOM mnpejceaaTene 3pesNWHON KOMUCCUW, CTaBLUEM HEBM-
OVMKOA, TOBOPUTCS, YTO OH M B 3TOM COCTOSIHMM “paboTaeT Kak Bon”
(517); a B ropoiCKOM 3penuHoM unuane nocne ¢hokycos Koposbe-
Ba CNbILWIMTCA BbIKPUK: “Ocen y Hac B ununane cugut, ocen!” (519).
Ouepefb B 6UNETHYIO Kaccy TeaTpa BapbeTe He npocTo ynogo6neHa
3Mee, HO NpAMO Ha3BaHa 3Meeld, KoTopas (MmeTadopa pasBmBaeTcs
Jansblie) “Cama no, cebe yxxe npegcTaBnsana BeNnkuii cobnasH v npu-
BoAWna rpaxaaH Ha CafoBoi B MonHoe naymnaeHme” (511).



304 CycaHHa BUTT

MoXeT noka3aTbCA CTPaHHbIM TO 06CTOATENbCTBO, YTO EAMHCT-
BEHHbIi HaCcTOAWMWIA Tepoin-XMBOTHOE poMaHa — KOT BeremoTr — He
MMeeT CBOEro COOTBETCTBMUS Cpeamn MmepcoHaxel sepTena. Ho 1 OH He
COBCEM BbIMajaeT W3 ero cxembl — beremMoT HajeneH yepramu
CBWHbU: “KOT, rpoMajHblii, kak 60poB” (377); B ero noBefeHUn BUAAT
“CBMHCKOE NpuTBOPCTBO” (671).

B HacTosAwero 60poBa npespalaeTca HecyacTHbI Hukonali Mea-
HOBMWY, COXPaHABLUUMA “YyTb-4yTb MopocAYbMN YepThbl Nnua” (719) noc-
Nle BO3BpalleHNs eMy YeNn0BEYeCKOro 06unKa.

“P0O36WHNK” (pa3bolHUK) — TOXEe OAMH W3 TUMWUYHBLIX Mepco-
HaXKei HUXHel cueHbl BepTena (Pepac, 155). IToro anuteta — “pas-
60AHNK”, “pa3boiiHMYbA poXa” — yfocTanmBaeTcs B pomaHe Asa-
3enno (528, 551). C TOYKM 3peHUss CeEMAHTMKW HaApOAHOro Teartpa
BbI3bIBAET MHTEPEC M TO, 4YTO CBMTA BonaHAa HeCKOMbKO pa3 Ha3BaHa
“warkoin” (“XynuraHckasa walika npofenbiBaeT CKBEPHbIE LWYTOUKKN”
439,711,713); UMEHHO “wWwalikamMmn” Ha3blBaiMCb MO HapOAHON Tep-
MUHONOTUK akTepckue Tpynnbl (KpynsaHckas, 491).

3Tumonoruio cnosa “septen” uccnefoBateny CBA3bIBAOT He TONb-
KO CO CTapOC/laBAHCKMM ‘mewjepa’, HO W ¢ rnarosom “sepTtmn” (‘Bep-
TeTb’). I3BeCTHO, YTO BEPTEMHUKM XOLWAM C BepTALeiica 3Be3401 K
UTO BEpPTEMHbIN AWMK UMen GalleHKY, CHabXeHHYI [BepLieii, uepes
KOTOpYto Oblfl BUAEH BEPTALLMIACA Ha BEPTUKANbLHOI OCKU KPYTAbliA Mon
(Pepac, 9).

B aBM>XeHMAX cBUTbI BonaHaa ecTb YTO-TO MeXaHW4YecKoe, CPOAHM
(DYHKLMOHMPOBaHWIO BepTena. TakK, UX TFOHKW MO OLHUM WU TEM e
ynuuyam MockBbl, 0c06eHHO no CafoBOiA, Kak Obl Ay6AMpyOT ABUXE-
HMe KYKON Ha CLeHe, KOTOpoe MOAYUHEHO MPOpe3sM B MOy AWMKa.
MoOCKOBCKMe T[naBbl poMaHa M306uaytoT o06pa3oBaHMAMMK OT CoBa
“BepTeTb”, 0CO6EHHO WMH(pepHanbHble cuTyauuun. Tak, bepnnos noru-
6aeT nog TpamBaem Bo3ne BepTywku (375, 621); “nHoctpaHey” (Bo-
naHg) “saBepten ronosoii” (339); “cnanbHa 3aBepTenacb Bokpyr Cre-
nbl” (411); nagatowme n3-nog Kynona teatpa AeHbrn “BepTennch” u
XapakTepmsytoTca KakK “BepT/ifaBble KanpusHble 6ymMaxku” (451); ne-
pea HukaHopom MBaHOoBMYEM “BepTenacb 3Ta Buana B Huyue” (427),
a 3aTeM “npoknAtblii nepeBoguunk” (KopoBbeB) “HaBepTen Homep”
4yTo6bl AOHECTM Ha Hero o BantoTe (428); BapeHyxa, nNpeBpaTUBLUNCH
B BaMnupa, “BepTen raseTHblM nuctom” (483); Ha bany y caTaHbl
“BTOPOI Mpax CNOXWU/CSH B Haryt BepTAABY XeHwWwuHy” (591); TaH-
uyrowue xe, “BepTsacb B 0f4HOM HanpasneHun” (597), yrpoxanu Bce
CMeCTW Ha CBOEM MYyTW.
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Ho BepHemcsa K nepcoHaxam BepTena. OAHWM U3 HUX, HEU3MEH-
HbIM M BaXHbIM, 6blna “CmepTb” — “cecTpa Uepta” (MapKOBCbKWUIA,
58). MepcoHUpMLMpoBaHHas cMepTb QUTypupyeT B poMaHe Ha 6any y
caTaHbl noj wumeHem AbagoHHa (586, 599), KoTopblii “UCKNIO-
ynTenbHO 6nedeH Mo CBOei npupoge” M MOsABASETCA Mepes CMepT-
HUKOM.

MaprapuTy e MOXHO OTOXAECTBUTb C NepCOHaXaMu 06emx cLeH
BepTena: Kak BepxHelhi — “Alea Mapifl” (OeBa Mapuda), Tak u
HWKHeR— “YapleHuua” (KongyHbs, BonwebHuua, 4apogeika). B
BegbMy Mapraputa npespalLaeTcs, HamasaBlWNCb KpemoMm A3a3ensno;
“YaplBHULA” nHOrfa BbiCTynana v nog Apyrum nmeHem — “dapil’-
HMUS ¢ MacHMYKow” (depac, 156), To ecTb 4vapojeiika C maco-
60IKO. VIMEHHO Macno U HanomuHaeT Ma3b A3asenno: “MaprapuTa
/..l yBugena B KOpo60oUKe XUPHbI XenToeaTtblil Kpem” (556).

Ha 6any y cataHbl MaprapuTa BbiCTynaeT B ponin boropoguubl 13
anoKpugnyecKoro cpeHeBEKOBOro npounssefeHunsa “XoxgeHune boro-
poauubl no mykam”. Korga BonaHg cnpawnsaet Mapraputy o ToMm,
Kakylo Harpagy oHa >kenana 6bl MOAy4YuTb 3a CBOW YCNYru, TO OHa,
nogobHo boropoguue, HauMHaeT BbiMpawnBaTb Yy Hero obneryeHue
AN 06peyeHHO Ha BeYHble MK ®@puabl. 1L TyT e OH obpauiaetcs K
Heil co cnoBamm “mosi goHHa” (609), yTo 6yKBaNbHO 03HauaeT “Ma-
[OHHa”; uma e “Mapud” aHarpaMmmupoBaHo B UMeHU MaprapuTa.

C BepTenom repovHIo CBA3bIBaeT U ee ynogobneHune Kykne: A3sa-
3eM110, OTpaBMBLUNIA Mapraputy, “noBepHYN ee, KakK KyKIy, IMLOM K
cebe n Brnsgencs B Hee” (696).

[JBolicTBeHHOCTb o06pasa Mapraputbl He 0083aTe€NbHO MPOTKU-
BOpeuvBa. PoMaH Mo OTHOLWIEHWIO K BepTeny XapakTepusyeTtca 60/b-
UMM B3aMMOMPOHWUKHOBEHVWEM W B3aWMOOTPa)KeHWeM CLEeH U Mnepco-
Haxeli. He Tonbko MaprapuTa, HO TakXe, Hanpumep, BonaHg n Ne-
lya — ambuBaneHTHble (QUrypbl, Y KOTOPbIX MOXHO O6GHapYyXuTb
obwe yepThl. Tak, 06a NogBepratoTcs AOMpocy: nepebli — Ha lMaT-
puapwmx npygax, gpyroin — y Nunata; o6a npum 3TOM 06BMHAOTCS B
cymacluecTsum;12 y obonx nopuvyepkumBaeTcs 3HaHMe fA3blkoBI3 M 06a

1 Cwm. TaKke KOHel, pomaHa, rge Mapraputa BefeT cebsi aHanornyHbIM
00pasom Mo OTHOLUeHWIO K Munaty: “[BeHafuaTtb ThICAY NYH 3a OfHY NyHY
KOrga-To, He CAALLKOM /M 3TO MHOro? — crpocuna Maprapura.
MoBTopseTcs uctopms ¢ dpnaoin? — ckasan BonaHg” (707-708).

Cwm. pennvkn BesgomHoro: “/.../ BamMm He NPUXOAWNOCH, TPaXKLaHVH,
6blBaTb KOrfa-HWOyab B nedebHMUe ANS  OYLWEBHOO0MbHLIX?” (344) wn
“IMepecTaHbTe  ncuxoBathb!”  (372). [MocnegHee SBAAETCA  JOCNOBHbIM
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neyat oOT rofioBHoOW 6onu: Wewya — Munata, a BonaHg— Jimxo-
feeBa.l4 Ho camoe BnevaT/ndwoliee W camoe, MNOXanyh, KOLYH-
CTBEHHOE C Pe/IMTMO3HON TOUYKM 3peHns — 3TO 0ObIrpbIBaHNe B 06pa-
3e pacnatoro Mewya-Xpucta O0OQHOrO0 W3 Ha3BaHWA caTaHbl —
BenbseByna (“bora myx”) 5. “Myxu 1 CnenHU No3ToOMy COBEPLUEHHO
obnenunn ero, Tak 4To NIMLO €ro NCYE3N0 MOJ YEpPHON LueBensLencs
Maccoil. B naxy, U Ha XWBOTe, W NOA MbILUKaAMU CUAENN >KUPHbIE
CNEenHU 1 cocanu xentoe o6HaxxeHHoe Teno” (508).

KowyHCcTBEHHbIM 06pa3oM 06bIrpbiBalOTCA U YepTbl BOXecTBa B
BonaHfe: npeackasaHuve cmepTu 3aBefytowero 6ydgertom Teartpa
BapbeTe napoAuinHO MepeknMKaeTcs C CloXeToMm BnaroseweHns —
nonyyaetcd “XypoBelieHue”, rhe ponb apxaHrena otsoautca Kopo-
BbeBy, coobuiatoemy AHapeto ®okuyy COKOBY 0 ero cBoeobpasHoit
“6epeMeHHOCTI”, MPN KOTOPOW OH “ympeT /.../ Yyepe3 AeBATb MecALEB
/...] oT paka neyeHn”” (536).

nepeBofOM Ha “HUM3KMIA cTunb” penauku Munata K Wewya: “nepectaHb
npuTBOPATLCA cymacwegwmm” (350). Mewya HasBaH “6e3ymuem” (631) u
“6e3yMHbIM (uiocogom” (633), a BonaHg — “nonoyMHbIM Hemuem” (372).
Mpr3Hakamn 6e3ymus HafeneHbl WU Apyrue nepcoHaxu, W Npexae BCero
MBaH 1 MmacTep. XapakTepusys >Ke CNOXHble B3aVIMOOTHOLLEHWS MEXIY
MepcoHakaMn pomaHa, Ccrefyer OTMeTUTb CyLecTBOBaHME B HEM Kak
“NapagurmaTuyeckoii” CcBa3W, MNPU  KOTOPOM  HECKONIbKO — MepCoHadKei
HadensrTCa OAHOM OOLUEA XapaKTEPUCTMKOM, TaK U “CUHTarMaTU4ecKoi”,
KoTopast conmxkaeT Munata u Meluya 1 0 KOTOPOi roBoputcs BO cHe Minata:
“Pa3 ofuH — TO, 3HAYUT, TYyT Xe u apyroi! TMNoMAHYT MeHs — celivac e
NOMAHYT 1 Teba!” (646).

B Cwm. pennnky BonaHga: “O, 4 Bo06LLe MOAUFIOT M 3HAO OYeHb BO/bLLIOE
KONM4YecTBO 3blkoB” (345). Meluya, Kpome apameiickoro, BnageeT rpe-
YECKUM W NAaTUHCKMUM s3blkamu (349, 354), a npu fonpoce noayepKvBaeTcs
nepexof, MNunata ¢ 0AHOr0O A3blKa Ha ApYroii. Mpu3Hak NonurnoTu3ma oTin-
YaeT 1 MacTepa, KOTOpbIiA “3HaeT MATb A3bIKOB™ U “3aHMMaCs nepesogamm”
(465). O nonurnoTu3Me B pomaHe cM. ®apbiHO, 1984.

¥ Kak W nonaraeTcid Ha HWXHel cueHe, y Jluxogeesa ronoBHas 607b
“HWU3KOro” XapakTepa — TMOXMeNbe, B TO Bpema Kak Yy [unata 6051b
“BbICOKaA” — “reMukpaHmns” (347).

“Iog nmeHem Benb3esyna, ynomuHaemoro B Hosom 3asete (Md. X, 25,
XIl, 24, 27, Mapk. 111, 22, JIk. X1, 15, 18, 19), 0/DKHO pa3yMeTb HaYa/ibHMKa
3MbIX yXOB, KHA3A 6ecoecKQ20, KOTOPOro cam [focnofgb HasblBaeT caTaHoi”
(Bubneickas sHuuknoneauns, 111-112). Cm. o6palleHue JleBusi Marses K
BonaHay: “A K Tebe, AyX 3na 1 NoBeNnUTeNb TeHei /.../” (686).
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OnpegeneHHas ABONCTBEHHOCTb 3a/10XeHa U B anuTeTax “mar” u
“UepHblii Mar”, KOTOpbIMW Hagensetcs BonaHA: Tak B NaTUHCKOM 1 B
APYTVX A3bIKax Ha3blBalOT BONXBOB, MEPCOHaXEN eBaHTreNbCKOW 4acTu
BepTenHoro npejcTaB/ieHna.

KaTte ropmsa AByxXaTa>XHOCTU

Ecnm “Mactepa 1 Mapraputy” B LENOM MOXHO COMOCTaBUTbL C
BEPTEMOM 1 €ro CTPYKTYpOW, TO NpefCTaBAseTcs Le/iecoobpasHbIM
06paTUTb BHUMaHWe W Ha Te 3[aHus, KOTOpble MO-pasHoMy Qury-
PUPYIOT B (PUKTUBHOM MUPEe NPOn3BeAeHus.

“Nom [puboegoBa”, B KOTOPOM pacnonoXxeHa mnucatenbckas
opraHuzaumss MACCOJINT, — “CTapUHHbIA ABYX3TaXHbIA AOM Kpe-
MOBOro LBeTa” (382). Kpome npaAmMOro ykasaHus Ha ABYX3TaXHOCTb,
nomelleHve poma u 6onee creynduyeckum obpasoMm oTpaxaeT
CLIEHMYeCcKoe YCTPOMCTBO BepTena W, cnefoBaTelbHO, CaMOro pomMaHa.

CBoeli apXUTEKTYPOil 0fjHa U3 BEPXHUX KOMHAT [OMa HaNnoOMWUHaeT
Agopel, Mipoga Benvkoro, ¢ ero “KpbiToii KonoHHagow”: “/.../ BO BTO-
poM 3TaXe, B KPYr/0M 3aje C KOIOHHaMK, 3HaMeHUTbIA nucaTenb 4u-
Tan oTpbIBKKU M3 “I"ope oT yma /.../” (Tam Xe). 16 B Heil JOKHO COCTO-
ATbCA 3acefaHue npasneHns MACCOJINTa, n fBeHafuatb 4Y/IeHOB
TLIETHO XAYT normblero npegcegatens bepnvosa, 4to NPUBHOCUT B
CUTYaUMIO eBaHIre/bCKUIA OTTEHOK, B CBA3M C YeM HEKOTOpble uccne-
[0BaTeNN CKNOHHbI BUAETb B 3TOM Napojuto Ha TaliHyl0 Beuepio.

Ha H/XHeM 3Taxke pacrnonoXKeH pecTopaH, B KOTOPOM LapUT CyM-
6yp 1 Xxaoc — My3blKa, MAACKM 1 BbIKPUKW. Bce 34ech OKpaleHo B
6ypneck n thapc. CocTaB MoceTuTenel aToro 3aBefleHUs HanoMWUHaeT
BblLLE YNOMSHYTbIA COLManbHO-3THOrpagMyecKunii Kaneingockon Bep-
Tena: “/.../ nngcann cBOW U NpUrnalleHHble rocTn, MOCKOBCKME U NpU-
e3kue, nucatens MoraHH us KpoHwTaaTa U Kakoii-to Buta KydTtuk
m3 PocTtoBa /.../” (388). Pacckasuuk gaet 06CTaHOBKE Ha HUXHEM 3Ta-
Xe KpaTkoe onpegeneHue: “Cnosom, af” (Tam >xe). 3amMeTuMm, 4YTO B
3TOM afy eCTb faXe CBOW 4epT, MpPeACTaBNEHHbI B nuue WHGe-
pHa/bHOW  (hMTypbl AMpPeKTopa pecTopaHa Apuumbanbga Apumbans-
[0BWYa, KOTOPLI/ BbICTYNaeT B KavyecTBe (hMbycTbepa BO “BUAEHUN B

O 3HauMMOCTW 3TON feTann roBOPUT M TOT (haKT, YTO OHa YNOMWHAETCA B
pacckase beremoTa 0 noxape B “Aome 'pnboegosa”: “A yctpemuncs /.../ B
34/ 3acefjaHunii, — 3TO KOTOPbIA C KONOHHaMu, Meccup /.../” (688).
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agy” (tam xe). OnpegeneHHyo TeaTpanbHOCTL npugaet “Aomy Mpu-
6oenoBa” TakXKe TOT (PakT, YTO B HEro, Kak B TeaTp, BXOAAT N0 bune-
TY; B JaHHOM cnydae 6unet senserca “yneHckum MACCOJINTckumM
6UNeToOM, KOPUYHEBLIM, MaxHYWWM [AOPOrOA KOXei, C 30/10TOi
LIMPOKOW Kaiimoli, N3BECTHbIM BCeil MockBe 6unetom” (384).

Cpean YNOMSHYTbIX 3[aHWIA eCTb W HacTOAWMWA TeaTp — Teatp
BapbeTe. ¥Y)e B camMOM Ha3BaHWW ynaBnvMBaeTCA OT3BYK C/noBa “Bep-
Ten”, a 3Ha4YeHUe PpaHLy3CKOro CNoBa, yKasblBalolee Ha CMellaHHoe
COfepXXaHne crnekTaknein, HamoOMUHaeT O Pa3HOPOLHOCTU BEPTEMHbIX
npeacTaBneHnin. Kak ykasbiBanocb Bbille, CceaHC BonaHga Ha
NoAMOCTKax 3TOro TeaTpa Mo CBOEMY [AyXy CPOAHM TOMY, 4TO Mpo-
MCXOAMN0 Ha HWXHEl CclLeHe BepTena — OCTPOe BbiCMeuBaHue (TO
ecTb pasobnavyeHne) MeCTHbIX HPaBOB, >XWBOe B3aMMOAEACTBUE
MeXAY CLeHOol 1 3putenammn.I7

34aHKe TeaTpa MMeeT TakXe BTOPOI 3Tax: “BoNnblIOi KabUHET BO
BTOPOM 3TaXKe TeaTpa ABYyMS OKHaMW BbIX0oAun Ha CafoBylo, a Of4HUM,
Kak pa3 3a CNUHON (UHAMpPEKTOpa, CUAEBLIEro 3a MUCbMEHHbIM
CTO/MOM, B IeTHUIA cag Bapbete /... (430-431). C “BepXHUM 3TaXoMm”
caMOro pomaHa, rfe 4acTb [eWCTBMA NPOWCXOAUT B cagy ABopuLa
Mpoga Benukoro, ero c6amxaet He TO/bKO YNOPHOE YNOMUHaHWe ca-
pa (“Ha CagoByto”, “B neTHWiA cag”™), HO U “PUMCKMNIA” OTTEHOK B ONU-
caHMM pyKoBofcTBa Teatpa: hammaus uHaupektTopa Pumckuid, no-
BTOpPHOE Ha3blBaHWE caMuX CMOB “GMHAMPEKTOP” 1 “agMuHuUcTpaTop”
(cp. co cnoBoM “npokypartop”, KOTOpOe B MepBbiIX ABYX ab3auax
epllananMcKoin YacTu mosiBAseTcs yeTbipe pasa, 346). Ha doHe atoro
He CNy4YaiiHbIM KaXeTcs TakXKe ynoMWHaHue B 3anuaore poMaHa o Tom,
4YTO YBONUBLWNCL U3 BapbeTe, “UHAMPEKTOP NOCTYNWUA B Teatp AeT-
CKMX KYKO/l B 3aMoCcKBopeybe” (716).

34aHune, B KOTOPOe, BbIMTPAaB CTO ThicAY py6/eii, BcensetTca MacTep
C HamepeHWeMm 3aHATbCA CBOMM POMAHOM, (YHKLMOHANbHO [ABYX-
aTaxHoe: “... N HaHAn y 3acTpoiiuinka, B nepeynke 6113 Apbata, age
KOMHaTbl B MnofBase ManeHbKOro foMuka B cafguke” (cnepyet oTme-
TUTb, YTO CafMK HaxoLWUTCHA Ha YpPOBHe “BepxHero ataxa”, 465). Ha
HUXHEM 3TaXKe MPOUCXOAMUT YepTOBLLMHA: U3 MOABaNbYMKA BHE3arHO
ncyesaeT MacTep, a 3aTem M Anousuii Morapbly; 34eck Xe A3asenno
BNOCNEACTBMM pasblrpbiBaeT (DOKYCbl, CHayana OTpaBfAd, a 3aTem
OXWBNAS MacTepa M ero Bo3nt6MeHHY0. Bce 370 aHanornyHo Tomy,
YTO MPOUCXOLUT HA HMXKHEM 3TaXe pomMaHa B Le/oMm.

7 Cm. TaKxe 4epTbl, CONMKatoLLMe nNpeacTaBneHvie Bonaraa ¢ banaraHom
umpkom (xynuaHu, 328).
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30aHue, B KOTOpOM XuBeT Mapraputa, — HECOMHEHHO [ABYX-
aTakHoe: “Mapraputa HuKonaesHa Cco CBOMM MYXXeM B[BOEM 3aHW-
Ma/M BECb BepX MPeKpacHoro ocobHaKa B cafy B O4HOM U3 nepeynKoB
613 Apbata” (543). “BepxHue xunbubl” (560) HageneHbl MOMOXMW-
TeNbHbIMK, “6NaropoAHbIMU™ YepTaMun: “MyxX ee 6bl1 MONOS, Kpacus,
[006p, YecTeH 1 060Xan cBoto XeHy” (543). “HwxHuii xuney” (586),
NbICbIA ¥ CKYYHbIA HWKonai MBaHoBMY, ¥ Cynpyru KOToporo “Henpu-
ATHbIA XXEHCKMI ronoc” (720), cTaHOBMTCS XXEePTBOW 4YepTOBCKOrO
Kpema A3a3ennio u, npespatusBLInCL B 60poBa (04HOr0 W3 AeliCTBYHO-
WYX AL, BEpTEnHOro “Hmsa”), nonajaer B camoe WHMepHanbHoe
nomeilieHne pomaHa — keapTupy Ne 50.

XoTa 3Ta KBapTMpa He ABfsAeTCA OTAe/bHbIM 3faHMeM, OHa 3acny-
XMBaeT 0co60e BHMMaHWe B MHTEPeCYIOLLEM Hac acnekTe (Tem 6onee,
YTO NOA BO3AENCTBMEM “NATOr0 M3MEPEHMA” OHa KaK Obl BbIBOpPaYu-
BAETCA M3HYTPU HauW3HaHKy W TeM caMbiM Ob6peTaeT MPU3HAKKU 3KC-
Tepbepa AoMa). [NnaBbl, ONWCbIBAKOLWME KBAPTUPY BO BpemMs “BeCeH-
Hero 6ana nonHonyHua” (22, 23, 24) v nocnegytouine 3a HUMK eplua-
nammckue rnaebl (25, 26) MOXHO paccmaTpuBaTh Kak OfHO Lefoe, Tak
KaK OHW 3epKa/ibHO oTpaxatoTcs Apyr B Apyre. B aTom mecTe ¢ oco-
60V cunoit ouLyulaeTca “ABYX3TaXXHOCTb” MOCTPOKN poMaHa, rpaHu-
La MeXay BepxXom M HM30M KOTOPOro KaXetcsa Takum Xe “3sepkasib-
HbIM nonom” (597), Kak TOT, Ha KOTOPOM TaHLUYKT roCTy caTaHbl.

Kak kBapTupe, TaK v 4BOPLOBOMY COOpYXeHuto Vpoga Benukoro,
NPUCYLLN MPU3HAKWU ABYX3TaXHOCTU: TaK, MaprapuTa BCTpeyaeT roc-
Tell Ha BepXxHen nnow,agke “rpaHgnMo3Hoi nectHuybl” (590), a Munat
NpUHUMaET NOCETUTENS Ha BepxHel nnowagke caga (627), cBA3aHHOM
C HWXXHEA MpamMOpHOIi necTHMLUen. B 060Mx cnyvasax fencTBme Hauu-
HaeTca ¢ “TbMbl”: “IepBoe, 4YTO nopasnno MaprapuTy, 3To Ta TbMa, B
KoTopyto oHa nonana” (575); “Tema, npuweawas co CpeansemMHOro
MOp#s, HaKpblna HeHaBUAMMbIA NPOKYypaTopoM ropoa” (625).

MHTepbep KBapTUpbl HanoMuHaeT o06CTaHOBKY fABopua Wpoga:
“konoHHaga” (576), “KONOHHbLI” (fa)ke “KanuTenu KOMOHH”, 597),
"thoHTaHbI” (B TOM yucie B hopme HenTyHa), “mMpamMopHbie” 1 “M0o3a-
NuHble” nonbl (596). YnomuHaroTCcs “CTeHbl po3 U AMNOHCKUX Kame-
nnin" (589), uto cHAMXKAET KBapTMpPY C cajoM. MaprapuTe LWbKOT “u3
nenecTkoB 6negHoi posbl Tydnn” (587), ay MNMunata “Ha 6ankoH nog
KOJIOHHbI HECNO COpPBaHHbIE PO3bl /.../” (626).

CyulecTBYOT W Apyrve napannenn, HenocpeicTBeHHo cbnu-
Xatowwme Mapraputy c¢ lMunatom. Ero “6enblii nnaw, ¢ KpoBaBbIM
nogboemM” M HeHaBMCTHOE UM, MPOKypaTopoMm, “po30BOe Macno”, oT
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KOTOporo 60AMT ronoBa, OMNO3HAlTCA B MpoLecce MOArOTOBKU
MaprapuTbl Ha 6an: “MaparapuTa OWYTW/1a CONEHbIA BKYC Ha rybax
N NOHANA, 4YTO ee MOKT KpoBbi. KpoBaBas MaHTUA CMeHUNacb Apy-
roro — /.../ posoBatoit, u'y MaprapuTbl 3aKpy>unacb rofosa oT po3o-
Boro macna” (587). MNpun 3TOM OHa NEXUT Ha “XPyCTaJibHOM /1I0Xe” —
nexa Ha noxe, npokypatop npuHumaet AdpaHus, yrowas ero Abl-
MAWMMCA MACOM W ycTpuuamu, u UMeHHO “wunaiiee MAcCo” 1 “ropsbl
ycTpuy” BmagnT Mapraputa B kBaptupe (598). Herpam wu ronbim
KEeHLWMHaM, GUrypupytowmm Ha 6any y cataHbl, COOTBETCTBYeT ap-
puvkaHel, pab MunaTa, KOTOpbIA NpsaYeTca BO3ne cTaTyn 6enoit Haroi
KEHLWUHbI (626).

Ecnn “Bepx” npefcTaBneH B KBapTUpe 3aMeyaHMem O TOM, 4TO
“Hun lain Kecapb Kanuryna, Hu MeccanuHa y>e He 3anHTepecoBau
Mapraputy /.../” (596), To 0 “HM3e”, MOCKOBCKOI 4epTOBLYMNHE, Hano-
MUHaKT Xanobbl Munata: “Ho 3TM nNpasgHUKM — Maru, 4apogewu,
BONWe6bHMKK /.../” (630).18

MpumeyaTenbHO, YTO Ha 06oMX “aTakax” poMaHa cama apxuTek-
Typa CTaHOBMTCHA npegmMeToM pednekcum repoes: “/.../ 6onee Bcero
MeHs nopaxaeT (rosoput Mapraputa KoposbeBy — C. B.), rge Bce
3T0 nomewaeTcad. — OHa noBena pykoi, nog4yepkmMBas 3TUM HeoOBAT-
HOCTb 3ana” (576). “Bepute nn (MunaTt obpawaetca K AdpaHuto —
C. B.), ato 6pefoBoe cooOpyXeHue lMpoga, — MpoKypaTop MaxHyn
PYKOI BAONb KOMNOHHAAbl, TaK YTO CTano HCHO, YTO OH TFOBOPUT O
LBOpLE, — MOMIOXUTENbHO CBOAUT MEHS C YMa. A He MOTy HO4YeBaTtb B
HeM. Mup He 3Han 6onee CTpaHHOI apXxUTeKTypbl” (630).

Mpu3HaK fBYX3TaXXHOCTW B POMaHe MpuCyL, He TONIbKO peasibHbIM
apXMTEKTYpHbIM NocTpoikam. Mepes NONYHOUYHbIM 6anoM B KBapTupe
Ne 50 BonaHf nokasbiBaeT Maprapute rnobyc, Ha KOTOPOM MOXHO
npocneAnTb 3a fLeATeNbHOCTbIO A6GafO0HHbI — MNEpPCOHUULUPOBAH-
Holi cmepTu. Ha Hem BUAHO 3faHune: “LOMMK, KOTOpbI/ 6bin pasme-
pOM B FOpOLUMHY, pa3poccs M cTan Kak cnuyeyHas kopobka. BHesan-
HO 1 6e33BYYHO Kpblla 3TOro fOMa B3/neTena HaBepxX BMecTe C
KNy6oM YEpHOro fbiMa, a CTEHKW PYXHYAW, TakK YTO OT ABYX3TaXKHOWA
KOpOo60YKM HMyero He ocTanocb /.../” (585) CnoBoco4veTaHune “fBYX-
TaxHas Kopobouka” oTcblnaeT Hac K BepTeny,19 tem 6onee, 4To

B CnegyeT OTMETWUTb, YTO KOMMeHTapuii Nunata o Tom, 4To “Kaxayto
MUHYTY TOMIbKO W XAellb, YTO NpuaeTcsa ObiTb CBUAETENEM HENpUATHeNLLero
KpoBonponuTusa” (630) CTaHOBATCA peanbHOCTbIO Ans MaprapuTbl, CTaBLLe
CBMAETENEM KpPOBaBO pacnpasbl Hag 6apoHoM Maiireniem.

19 BepTenHblii ALLMK TakxKe HasbiBascsa “Kopobom” (depgac, 84).
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BO3/le paspyLleHHOro fomMnka MaprapuTa pasrnagbisaet “maneHbKyto
XEHCKYIO (UTYPKY” 1M “ManeHbKoro pebeHka” (ybuTbiX), KOTOpPbIX
MOYXHO COMOCTaBUTb C LeHTpasibHbIMU (hUrypamMu BEPTEMHOro npep-
ctasneHus “Alsa Mapls” u “Hemosns Xpuctoc”.20 [MoCKoNbKy
BepTen B HEKOTOPOM CMbIC/ie MpeAcTaBnseT coboil mofenb Mupa, TO
3TOT 06pa3 NpuobpeTaeT 3CXaTONOIMUYECKMI XapaKTep.

Cygbba [BYyXaTaKHOro foMuka Ha rnobyce BonaHpga nocturaer
TaKxKe Apyroe “BepTenHoe CTpoeHMe” pomaHa — “Llom 'puboegosa”,
KOTOPbIA CropaeT A4oT/a nocne noceuieHnst ero KopoebeBbiM U bere-
MOTOM. TO/IbKO B no3uuuu MaprapuTbl Ha 3TOT pa3 okKasbiBatoTca Bo-
naHg n Asasenno, Habnwogatoolme 3a NoOXapom C MecTa, KOTOpOe 3a-
cnyxvsaeT 6onee Nogpo6HOro paccMoTpeHus (C Hero Kak 6bl Hauu-
HaeTcA OTbe3f caTaHbl M3 ropofa): “Ha 3akaTe cCONHUA BbICOKO Haf
ropofioM Ha KaMeHHOI Teppace 04HOr0 M3 CaMblX KPacuBbIX 34aHUIA B
Mockse, 3aaH1a, NOCTPOEHHOr0 OKOJIO noJjlyTopacTa neT Hasaf, Haxo-
annueb aBoe: BonaHg v Asasenno” (685).

3faHne He Has3BaHO, HO NIErKO Yy3HaBaemMO — 3TOMY OMMUCaHWUIO
COOTBETCTBYeT [lallKOB [OM, MOCTPOEHHbIA B 1784 rofy apxuTek-
TopoM BakeHoBbIM M B 1921 rofy nepefaHHbli ToCynapCTBEHHOM
6nbnuoteke. ApxXMTeKTypa ero cBoeobpas3Ha: LUeHTpanbHad 4acTb
KOMM/eKca, BO3BbILLAOLWAACA Haj ABYMSA 3TaXamu HUXHeR nocTpoii-
Kn, NpeAcTaBnseT cobol Kak Obl OTAENbHO B3ATOE ABYX3TaXHOE 34a-
HVe, CBEPXY YBEHUYaHHOe Kpyrnoi 6GawHein. Ero cxoacTBo ¢ onpege-
NeHHbIM TWUMOM BEPTEnHOW NOCTPOVKKM, Hanpumep, COKMPEHCKOrO,
o4eBMAHO (CcM. MapKoBCbKWiA, Tabn. 1, puc. 1). XapakTepHble fns
BepTena AeTanu, Takue, HanpuMep, Kak 6antocTpaga u 6aliHsa, orosa-
pVBalOTCS HENOCPeLCTBEHHO B CaMOM poMaHe: “OHu He 6binn BUAHDI
CHM3Y, C YNNLbI, TaK KaK MX 3aKpblBana OT HEHYXHbIX B30pOB 6anto-
CTpaja C rMncoBbIMW Ba3aMu U rMNCcoBbIMU LBeTaMu” (685); “Ho TyT
YTO-TO 3acTaBuno BonaHga OTBepHYTLCA OT ropoja U 06paTtuTb CBOE

Bo3MOXHa aHanorus ¢ MPOMCXOAALLMM Ha HWXKHER CLieHe BepTena, Korga
rocrie M3bmeHns MnadeHLLeB BOWHBI NPUBOAAT K Mpody Paxunb ¢ gutaTteid n
Ha rNMasax y Hee KOMOT ero, Yto KOMMEHTUPYeTCA B MecHe CrefytoLinm
obpasom: “TyT CMepTb, BbIXOAbITb peye K HeMy BUHY/ NO4YTO [Aep3HyB
MPONMTb KPOBb HEMOBUHHY” (MapKoBCbKUiA, 57). 3amMeTM, UYTO pebeHOK Ha
rnobyce NeXUT B “nyxe kposu” (585).
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BHMMaHWe Ha Kpyrnyw 6GalluHio, KoTopas 6blfia y Hero 3a CAMHOK Ha
Kpbiwwe” (686).2

3pecb, B KOHLE pomaHa, Kak v B Hauvane, BonaHpg kak 6bl oyep-
4YMBaeT CBOMM B30POM KOHTYpbl BEPTEMHOW MOCTPOWKM W Tem caMbiM
0603HavaeT “MecTo Urpbl”. NOBTOPAOTCS Te XKe feTanu, NpU4em rna-
3a BonaHpa cTaHOBATCA NpeaMeToM 0c060ro BHUMaHua: “/..Jo6a
HaxopsulMecqd Ha Teppace rnafenn, Kak B OKHax, MOBEPHYTbIX Ha
3anaj, B BEPXHUX 3Takax rpomaf 3axuranocb M3/0MaHHOE Oc/enu-
TeNbHOe cofiHue. na3 BonaHpja ropen TakK e, KakK OfHO W3 TakuX
OKOH, X0Tsi BonaHfg 6bln cnuHO K 3akaTy” (686). MoBTOp >ecToB
TakXe CBA3blBaeT 3TW ABe cuTyauuu: Ha laTpuaplimx npygax Heus-
BECTHbI/i MHOCTPaHewl, C TPOCTbI0 “pyKM MONOXKMUA Ha HabanjalwHuK, a
noa6opoAok Ha pykn” (338); ¢ Kpblwyn BepTenoobpasHoro 3gaHusa Bo-
NnaHf co CBOEN linaroii ocMaTpuBaeT ropof, “nofioXXuB OCTPbIA NoA-
60pofoK Ha Kynak /...I" (685).

B KoHLe pomaHa HabntofaeTca pasMbiBaHWe rpaHuULbl MeXAY cue-
Hamn: “BepXHUI” JleBuii MaTBeil BbIXOAUT M3 BallHN U OKa3biBaeTCA
B “HMXHein” MockBe, a BonaHpg co cBuToi, macTep n MaprapuTa Ha-
060pOT — YyCTpeMnsATCAa U3 ropoja Beepx. Ho nepectynus rpaHuly
mMexay “Hu3om” n “BepxoM”, OHW OLHAKO He nmonajarT Ha BEpXHHoK
cueHy: “MHe Tyfa, 3a HUM? — cnpocun 6ecnokoiHo macTtep (Mvesi B
Bugy MMunarta, ywepgwero B CTopoHy Epwanamma — C. B.) /../—
Het — oTBeTun BonaHg /.../ — Tak, 3HauuT, Tyga? Cnpocun mactep,
MoOBEpPHY/CA W yKasan Hasaf, Tyfa, rae coTKanca B ThbiNy HeAaBHO No-
KWHYTbIN ropog /... — Toxe HeT, — oTBeTun BonaHg /.../” (708-709).

MacTep, He 3acCny>XWBLUIWIA, N0 MHEHWUO Vewya, “cBeTa”, a NnLb
“MOKON”, OKa3blBaeTCA B HEKOEM MPOMEXYTOYHOM MNPOCTPaHCTBE,
pacnonoXeHHOM rae-To mocpeguHe mexay “Husom” un “Bepxom”. 310
MeCTO, MO-BUAMMOMY, NpefHa3HauYeHo AN XYLOXHWUKOB: TYT YrNOMU-
HatoTca Ly6epT m dayct. [eATenbHOCTb XYAOXHWKOB, OYEBUAHO,
HaCTO/IbKO amMbuBaneHTHa, 4YTO OAHO3HAYHO OMpefenuTb UX npu-
HaAMeXHOCTb He YAaeTca HUKaKoOMYy M3 “BefOMCTB” (N0 BblpaXeHUo
BonaHga).

MOXHO OTMETUTb, YTO anokanunTuyeckas Tema cyga (“ceefeHue
cyetoB”, 705), nepennetaeTtcs C TeaTpasibHOMW NMHWEA poMaHa —
“OTKPOBEHUNIO” MpeALecTBYeT CHATUE MAacoK W KOCTHOMOB Y CBUTHI
BonaHnga: “Bpsag nv ysHanu 6bl Tenepb KopobeBa-®aroTa /.../ TOT,

2|. Cm. ®Pepac: “/.../ BepTen COOTBETCTBEHHO pasfennnn Ha [Ba 3Taxa, C
[BYMSI CaMOCTOATE/IbHbIMU CLeHamu, 06ropoXKeHHbIMU Gantoctpagamu” (75);
“Ha Kpblle fAuvKa YacTo genaetca 6awHa” (9).
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KTO 6bi1 KOTOM /.../ Tenepb OKasancs XyfAeHbKum toHowew /.../ (705);
“Ternepb A3a3effio neTen B CBOeM Hactoswem suge /.../” (706).

K KOHLy pomMaHa MoHATME ABYX3TaXHOCTU MnepeocmbicnseTca. Ha-
YaBLUMACA B MOCKOBCKO 4acTu MPOLECC YHWYTOXEHMA BepTernoBs
(kpome fOoma puboeposa M AoOMMKa Ha rnobyce, paspyluaeTcs —
cropaeT — TaKXe kBaptupa Ne 50), 34ecb 3aBepluaeTcsd — BepTen po-
MaHa pyLIWTCS, PYLINTCA W ABYX3TaXHOCTb: “lpowainTte! — ofHUM
KpUKOM oTBeTUNM BonaHgy Mapraputa M macTep. Torga uYepHbIit
BonaHg, He pa3bupas HUKaAKO [OPOrv, KUHYNCA B NpoBan, U BCnep 3a
HUM, LWYMS, 06pyLlInnace ero ceuta. Hu ckan, HY NAOWAAKN, HU NYH-
Hol foporun, HW Epluananma He ctano Bokpyr” (709). 3gecb Xe BO3-
HUKaeT obpa3 BepTenHWKa, OTNYCKalLWero CBOMX (UrypoK-nepco-
Haxen: “KTo-To oTnyckan Ha cBo6ofy macTepa, Kak cam OH TO/bKO
YTO OTNYCTWA CO34aHHOT0 UM repos” (710).

Ecnn oTctofia ornaHyTLCA Ha TBOpYecTBO bynrakosa B LenoMm, TO
MOXHO 06HApYXWTb 3a4aTKu BepTenoo6pasHoi CTPYKTYpbl U B ApY-
rMx ero npomssegeHunsax. Tak, B pomaHe “benas reapaua“ geicrteue
NPOUCXOAUT B ABYX3TaXHOM “aomMe No 13 nmo AneKceeBCKOMY chyc-
Ky”, “nocTpoiikn n3ymmtenbHoi” (bynrakos 1989, 1. 1, 29), B KOTO-
POM >XXM3Hb HaBepXxy B ceMbe Typ6MHbIX XapakTepusyetcs 6naroobpa-
3ueM, YIOTOM WM KYNbTYypoOW, Torfa Kak BHU3Y, Y “WMHXeHepa u Tpyca,
bypxya U HecumnatmyHoro” (30) Bacunucbl LapAT HeylT, 0T4acTu
xaoc, 6e306pasme M nHpepHannsa. Ha HUXHEM 3Taxe B MPOHUYECKU-
rPOTECKHOM NjaHe paspabatbiBaeTcqd O4MH M3 TUNUYHLIX MOTUBOB Ha-
pofHOro Teatpa — HakasaHue 3a CKynocTb. ECTb U A3blkoBas gudde-
peHumauusa: ecniv Ha BepXHeM 3TaXe rOBOPAT KY/bTYPHO M 4acTo
LUMTUPYIOT UTepaTypHbie N My3blKa/lbHbIE NMPOWU3BEAEHNSA, TO HA HUX-
Hem, BO BpeMs (hanbliMBOro 06biCKa KBapTuUpbl Bacunucel, NpocTpaH-
CTBO HamosiHgeTCs rpybbIM MpOCTOpeYMeM, CTUAM30BaHHbLIM NOfA
YKpPavHCKMiA A3blK. [pu3HaK “TeaTpanbHOCTU” npuaaeT AOMY 3aHa-
BeC — “KpemoBble WITOpPbI” (04Ha n3 amb6nem ctaporo Typ6uUHCKOro
MUpa), KOTOpble CAyXaT rpaHuLein Mexay “npocTpaHCTBOM CBOUM”
(kBapTMpOlt TYPOUHbLIX) U “Yy>KUM” (BpaxkaebHbIM rOpoaoMm).

MpousBeaeHne, Hag KOTopbiM paboTaeT MakcypoB B “TeaTpasb-
HOM pOMaHe”, Tak)Xe BHeLlHe MMeeT NMPU3HAKW BepTena. HameyaTas
YacTb CBOEro poMaHa B OHOM XXYypHarse, noc/ie yero 6eccnegHo ncyes
He TO/IbKO BeCb €ro Tupax, HO M pefakTop, MakcyfoB pellaeT Hu-
Korga 60nblue He BO3BpaliaTbCA K CBOeN pykonucu. OfHako repom
nponsseseHns (MMeKTCA ABHble napannenun ¢ “benoii reapguein”) He
OCTaBMIAKOT €ro B nokoe: “lNepBoe BpeMsa S NpoCcTo 6ecefoBan ¢ HUMU,
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N BCe-TakM KHWXXKY pOMaHa MHe NpULWNOCb M3BMeYb M3 smka. TyT
MHE Hauyano KasaTbCA N0 Beyepam, YTO M3 6GenoW CTpPaHWULbl BbICTY-
NnaeT YTo-TO LBeTHOe. MNMpucmaTpuBascCh, WYypsAcb, A y6eauncs B ToM,
4yTO 3TO KapTuHKa. W 6osee TOro, 4to KapTWHKa 3Ta He Mnockas, a
TpexmepHaa. Kak 6bl Kopo6o4yka M B Heil CKBO3b CTPOYKMU BUAHO:
ropuT CBET M [BMXKYTCA B HEi Te camble (PUrypKW, 4TO OMMUCaHbl B
pomaHe. AX, Kakas 3To 6bina yBnekatenbHaa wurpa /.../ Bc Xu3Hb
MOXHO 6b1N10 6bl UrpaThb B 3Ty UIPY, MMALETb B CTPaHULYy... A Kak Obl
thukcnpoBaTb 3TU QUTYpPKN? Tak, 4TOObI OHU He YW AW 60Mee HUKyAa?
M HOubl S pewwun 3Ty BONwWeOGHYK Kamepy onwucatb” (bynrakos
1989, 1. 2,218-219).

B Teatpe, korga MakcyfioB AUKTYeT cekpeTaplue TEKCT MbeChl, ero
0XBaTblBAeT CBOeO6pasHOe oulyuieHue: “A cupen Ha KyLlLeTouke,
oTpaxascb B 3epKafbHOM WKagy, a MNonukceHa Ha Tabypertouke. H
YyyBCTBOBan cebA Kak Obl ABYX3TaXHbIM. B BepxHem mnpoucxoauna
KyTepbMa 1 6ecnopsifoK, KOTOPbIA HY>XHO Obl10 NpeBpaTUTb B Nops-
fJoK. Tpeb6oBaTefibHble TepoM Mbecbl BHOCWUAU HEO6bIKHOBEHHYIO
3a60Ty B Aywy. Kaxablii TpeboBan HYXHbIX CNOB, KaX/Abllii cTapaics
3aHATb MepBOe MECTO, OTTECHAA Apyrux. [paBuTb Mbecy — 4pesBbl-
YallHO yTOMWTeNbHOe [Aeno. BepxHuii aTax LWwymen v asurainca B
rofoBe, U Mellan HacnaxpaTbCA HUXHUM, rAe LapCTBOBan YCTaHo-
BMBLUWICA, NPOYHbIA MOKONA™.

To, 4TO 34ecb NpefAcTaeT Kak obpa3 TBOpYeCTBa Kak TakOBOrO,
HenocpeaCcTBEHHO OTChINAET Hac K BepTeny.2 [NpaBja, pacnofioXxeHune
aTaxel B HeM Kak Obl obpaTHoe — “6Gnaroobpasme” BHM3Y, a “6e3-
obpasne” HaBepxy. 34ecCb, OYEBUAHO, JANEKO He CAy4vailHO YMomu-
HaHue 06 oTpaxeHun MakcynoBa B 3epKanibHOM LWKady.23 [0 aTomy
06pa3y XaOTUUHbIA 3TaX KaXeTcs NepBUYHbIM (KaK Xaoc, npea-
WeCTBYIOLW M KOCMOCY); OH TOT, M3 KOTOPOrO POXAAeTca TeKCT,
CBOEro poja (epmMeHT, U3 KOTOPOro BbipacTaeT npou3sefeHve. B
“MacTtepe u MaprapuTe” npeacTaBneH He CTONbLKO pe3yfbrar
(“ycTaHOBMBLUMICSA MPOYHbI/ MOKON™), CKOMbKO NPOLECC TBOPYECTBA,
BK/MtOYas 06a aTaxa C UX AUHAMUYHLIM CO — W MPOTUBOAENCTBNEM

2 Cp. TaKXe ¢ 06pa3oM, MCcnonb30BaHHLIM MaKCyLOBbIM B paccKase O ero
HeyauyHOM UYTEHUW MbeCbl AUPeKTOopY TeaTpa: “W BCKOpe yXac U OTyasHue
0XBaTW/IM MEHS, U MOKAa3a/0Cb MHE, YTO A MOCTPOM/ JOMUK W IULLb TOMBKO B
Hero nepeexan, Kak pyxHyna kpbiwa.” (bynrakos 1989, T. 2, 275).

2B LWkad, mexgy npoumm, Takxe SBMASETCA OAHWM W3  0603HAueHWit
BepTenHoi noctpoiiku (Pegac, 84).
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(xoTa NpPOM3BOAMMBIA TEKCT W 3[eCb 3MaHuWpyeT M3 “xaoca” — BCe
TBOPLbI “BEPXHEr0” TEKCTa HAXOAATCA Ha HUXHEM 3TaXe).

Ho kakoBa >e (YHKUMA BepTenHoW Mmogenn B “MacTepe u
MaprapuTe”? B oTamume OT ApYyrux BUAOB HAPOLHOrO TeaTpa, uccne-
[0BaTe/IbCKOe BHUMaHME K KOTOPbIM Bbi3Bana 06Las KapHaBanbHOCTb
MOCKOBCKMX TnaB, BEPTENn O0XBaTblBaeT pOMaH KakK Lenoe: OH
NPOABNAETCA He TONIbKO B COAEPXaHUN, HO 1 B (hOPME NPOU3BELEHNUA.
3TMM pa3BuTMe TBOpYecTBa bynrakoBa— [ABYX3TaXHbIi AOM B
“Benoii reapaun” NepexoauT B MocnegHuin pomaH bynrakosa, nog-
UnHAS cebe KakK apXMTEKTOHWKY NPOU3BefeHUs, TaK U OTAeNbHble ero
006pasbl, — HamoMWHaeT TOT NPOLECC, KOTOPbLIA onucaH B “TeaTpab-
HOM poMaHe”, rae “Kopobka pa3fBuMHYynacb 40 pa3MepoB Y4yebOHOI
cueHbl” (bynrakos, 1989, 1. 2, 222).

Ons “MacTepa n MaprapuTbl” B BbICLUE/ CTENEHWN LeHTpanbHbl Ta
CYMYNbTaHHOCTb W ABOWCTBEHHOCTb, KOTOPLIE MPUCYLLM BepTeny, —
[BOViHas cueHa [JaeT MO KpaiiHed Mepe [BOMHYIO MepCneKkTuBY:
MOXHO HabnaaTh “HU3” € TOUKM 3peHus “Bepxa”, a “Bepx” C TOYKM
3peHVs “HuM3a”. B camy Mojenb BCTPOeHa OnpefefnieHHas 3epKalb-
HOCTb (OTpaXKeHVe B KPMBOM 3epKane), KoTopas npefocTaBnseT 60/b-
LLMe BO3MOXHOCTW [/11 CaMOKOMMEHTMPOBaHWA, camonapofupoBsa-
H/A. B OCHOBE BEPTEMHOrO CMEKTaKNA NeXxuT cBoeobpas3Hoe coye-
TaHWeapca u cMexa ¢ Cepbe3He MMM 3K3UCTEHLManbHbIMU BOMNPO-
camu, CcoYeTaHue, XapakKTepHoe W And TBop4yecTBa bynrakosa.

* X *

B KOHTeKCTe MojJepHM3Ma He yAauBNnseT o6GpalieHue bynrakoBa K
HapogHoli nnowafHol KynbType. Ho 6bin M nucatesb 3HAKOM C
YKPanHCKO/ HapOAHOM KyNbTypoid, a B AaHHOM c/lyvyae — BEpPTenom?
Ckopee Bcero, Aa. bynrakos BbIpoc W mofyumn cBoe 06pa3oBaHue B
Kuese; ero oTew 6611 npogeccopom Kuesckoit [yxoBHOI akageMuu,
OTKyfla BOCMWTAaHHUKX OTNPaBAANMCL C BepTENOM MO ropojam wu
cenam YKpauHbl. K TOMY )Ke KpecTHbIM OTLOM nucaTens 6bi1 Konnera

“B HapogHOM BepTene NpPOBOAMTCS maes 6opbbbl fobpa v 3/1a, XU3HU 1
cveptn” (Pegac, 84).

B pomaHe MapoAWiAHO OObIrpPbIBAETCA OAHO M3 XPEeCcTOMaTWiHbLIX Mpu-
MEpOB Takoro obpalleHusi, a UMeHHO 6GaneT CTpaBMHCKOro “lleTpylika’:
ViBaH Be380MHbIA NPOKAMHaEeT “neTpyLuky” (cobbitna B [ome IMpnboeaosa),
nocre KOTOPOA OH noman B KAMHUKY npoceccopa CrpaBuHckoro. O
3HaYeHUM HapofHOro TeaTpa BOOOLLe AN NUTepaTypHOro M TeaTpasibHOro
aBaHrapga 10-x - 20-x rogos, cM. 0630p [KynmaHu.
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n apyr ero otua Mbikona (Hukonaii) MeTpoB, U3BECTHbIN cneymannct
Nno YKpaumHCKOW nuTepatype u 3aTHorpadgum (Yypakosa, 1988, 25),
BHeCWMii 6ONbLWON BKNag B M3yyeHMe BepTena — B pasgene
6nénunorpagum kKHMrm degaca MOXXHO HakTU BOCEMb ero paborT, gge
M3 KOTOPbIX UMEIKT B 3arfaBuu cnoso “septen”. KoHew npoLuioro v
Hayano HbIHEeWHero Beka BOOGLLe 3HAMEHYHOTCA XUBEALIUM UHTepe-
COM uccefoBaTeneli K aTOMy ABAEHUIO.

] BHMMaHWN bynrakoBa K YKPauHCKOW KynbType B NEpUOS WHTEH-
CMBHOW paboTbl Haj pOMaHOM CBMUAETENbCTBYET AHEBHWKOBasA 3anucb
E. C. bynrakoBoit ot 25 noHa 1937 roga: “M. A. kynun Ha Apbate
YKpauHckuin cnoapb” (bynrakos 1989, 1. 1, 15).26

3TN (haKTbl, KOHEYHO, He ABNAIOTCA KakKMM-TO “CeflbMbIM [OKas3a-
TEeNbCTBOM” COCTOATENIbHOCTW CAEeNaHHbIX Bblle BbIBOAOB, HO OHU
CBUAETENbCTBYIOT O (haKTUUYECKOW 6/1M30CTHN CEMeNHOro kpyra bynra-
KOBa K onpefefnieHHoli 061acTu YKPauHCKON KyNbTypbl.

Mepen Hamu cBoeo6pasHas BCTpeya ABYX KyNbTYPHbIX TPagWLWiA:
YTO-TO YKPaMHCKOE BOLWIO B CEPALEBUHY CaMOro, MOXET ObiTb,
pycckoro npoussefeHuns bynrakosa.
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Master and Margarita — a Theatrical Novel?

The dual structure of Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita, and the relation-
ship between the Moscow and Ershalim texts, has been discussed widely.
This article proposes to read the novel in the context of the Ukrainian folk
puppet theatre, vertep.

The stage of the vertep is divided in two storeys. Traditionally, on the
upper level characters from the history of the birth of Christ appear,
whereas on the lower level characters are local people, as well as comical
intermedia figures: the devil, a soldier, a goat, a pig etc. In Bulgakov’s
novel one finds a similar dual structure of “upper level” (Ershalaim) and
“lover lever” (contemporary Moscow), as well as striking features of theat-
ricality, or rather “puppet-theatricality”, especially in the Moscow parts.
The importance of carnival culture or folk theatre for the “lower” (Moscow)
level of Master and Margarita has been discussed by many critics.

Woland and his company is described as a gang, almost mechanically
moving around the city (especially along the Sadovaya Street) as puppets
along the fixed lines of the vertep stage. Also on a linguistic (lexical)
level, different words relating to the word vertet” (“turn around”, “circle”)
are frequent.

In addition, architectural structures and images in the novel are
constantly presented with a two-storey structure: the Griboyedov club,
Margarita’s house, the master’s place, apartment no. 50, as well as
Herod’s palace and its garden. In the end of the novel, the fusion of upper
and lower levels is symbolised in the apocalyptic destruction of many of
the two-storey structures described.

Examples of Bulgakov’s interest in the semantic potential of the two-
storey construction and its verbal expressions can also be found in other
works of his: The White Guard and Theatrical Novel (Black Snow).

Our analysis shows that the vertep structure is significant not only on
the level of content but also on the level of the novel. The two-storey
vertep structure of the novel creates a double perspective, where “below”
can be looked at from “above” and vice versa, which opens wide poten-
tials for auto-commentary, self-parody etc.

Was Michail Bulgakov familiar with the Ukrainian folk culture in
general and with the vertep in specific? Although the answer is not
decisive for my argument, several external facts support this assumption.
Bulgakov’s use of the vertep model shows that something quite Ukrainian
took an important place in what in some senses is the writer’s most
Russian work.
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“Meister ja Margarita” — teatriromaan?

Bulgakov’i “Meistri ja Margarita” duaalsed struktuurid ning Moskva ja
Jershalaimi tekstide vahelised seosed on palvinud paljude uurijate tahele-
panu. Antud artikkel kujutab endast katset lugeda romaani “Meister ja
Margarita” ukraina rahvusliku nukuteatri, vertepi, kontekstis.

Vertepi lava on jaotatud kaheks korruseks. Traditsiooniliselt ilmuvad
selle lemisel tasandil tegelased Kristuse sunniloost, madalamal tasandil
on tavalised inimesed, nagu ka koomilised vahefiguurid: kurat, soldat,
kits, siga jne. Bulgakov’i romaanis vdime leida samasuguse kahese
struktuuri “UGlemisest tasandist” (Jershalaim) ja “madalamast tasandist”
(kaasaegne Moskva), nagu ka eredaid néiteid teatraalsusest ehk pigem
“nukuteatraalsusest”, eriti Moskva-osades.

Woland oma kaaskonnaga liigub linnas peaaegu automaatselt (eriti
Sadovaja tdnavas) nagu nukud mddda vertepi lava kindlaksmadratud liine.
Samuti on ka keelelisel (leksikalisel) tasandil sagedased s@nad, mis on
seotud sbna “vertet”’ semantikaga (“p66ra imber”, “tiirlema”™).

Lisaks sellele on romaanis kirjeldatud hooned valdavalt kui kahekor-
ruselised struktuurid: Gribojedovi klubi, Margarita maja, meistri kodu,
korter 50, Herodese loss koos aiaga. Romaani 18pus simboliseeritakse
tlemise ja alumise tasandi sulandumist paljude kahekorruseliste struk-
tuuride apokaluptilises lagunemises.

Nditeid Bulgakov’i huvist kahekorruselise konstruktsiooni tahendus-
liku potentsiaali ja selle sdnalise véljenduse kohta vdib leida ka tema
muudest teostest (“Valge kaardivégi”ja “Teatriromaan”).

“Meistri ja Margarita” kahekorruseline vertepistruktuur loob kahe-
kordse perspektiivi, kus “alumine” on vaadeldav “Ulevalt” ja vastupidi,
mis omakorda avab laiad v@imalused autokommentaarideks, enese-
paroodiaks jne.

Kas M. Bulgakov oli tuttav ukraina rahvakultuuriga Gldiselt ja verte-
piga kitsamalt? Kuigi vastus pole antud arutelu jaoks méérav, toetavad
seda eeldust mitmed valisfaktorid. Bulgakov’i vertepimudeli kasutus
nditab, et miski Gsna ukrainapérane sai olulise koha autori venepdraseimas
teoses.



O 3HaKOBbIX PYHKLMAX NOpAaKa
ClefoBaHUA 3HAYNMbIX eIMHUL, A3blKa
(K ceMNOTUKE HavaibHOW Mo3uummn)

Munxann LLensakuH

1 Mopsgok cnegoBaHWs — 3TO ONpefesieHHOe COOTHOLWEHUe fABfe-
HWiA BO BPEMeHU, T.e. OMpefenieHHas BpeMeHHas nocnefoBaTeNlbHOCTb
SBMEeHU A NO OTHOLWIEHMIO Apyr K Apyry. [1oCKOMbKY £3blKOBas
cMcTeMa pa3BepTbiBaeTCA B peyun NNHEWHO, TO MOPSAOK ClefoBaHus
3HaUMMbIX f3bIKOBbIX €AWHUL, MpeAcTaBnseT CO60/A WX BPEMEHHYIO
nocnefoBaTeNlbHOCTb MO OTHOLLEHWIO APYT K Apyry. BoigenswTtca e
PasHOBMAHOCTY CeA0BaHMSA A3bIKOBbIX 03HAYaeMbIX: OTHOCMTENbHaA,
KOrga OTHOLIEHWe cfefoBaHWa OnpejenseTcd BpPeMeHHbIM MO0/o-
XXeHvieM “40” 1 “rnocne” Apyr K Apyry v MOXeT U3MEHATLCA B pamMKax
3TUX OTHOLWEeHWA, M abconwTHas (purugHas), Korga OTHOLWEHWUE
CNefloBaHNs CTPOro (PUKCMPOBAHO U He MOXET U3MEHATLCH B pamKax
“no” n “nocne”. Hanpumep, nepsas pasHOBUAHOCTbL MpefcTaBfieHa
CNnoBecHbIMM 3Hakamu {npocugen fBa 4aca M uvaca jBa), BTOpas
pa3HOBMAHOCTb — MOP(EMHbIMY 3HaKamu (NpuctaBka + KOpeHb +
cyddmke + dnekcna). B page S3bIKOB KO BTOpPO pasHOBMAHOCTM
OTHOCUTCA W CUHTAKCUYECKUIA MOpPALOK UYAEHOB MNpPeaNioXeHus;
HanpuMep, B ANOHCKOM f3blKe MNpeAuKaTbl BCerga CTOAT Ha nocnej-
HeM MecTe B MpeanoXeHun. ABGCONOTHas pasHOBUAHOCTbL Nopsjka
CNefoBaHMA 3bIKOBbIX O3HA4YaeMblX Onpedenserca cneuugpukoin unx
MOHATUAHOTO COAepXXaHWsa W UMEeeT CTPYKTYPHO-Pas3INYUTENbHYIO
WM KOMMYHUKaTUBHO-MHPOPMATUBHYIO PYHKLUN (O YEM CM. HIXKE).
boree WMPOKNUM (PYHKUMOHaNbHBLIM fMana3oHoM o06nafgaeT OTHOCKM-
Te/flbHas PasHOBUAHOCTb CNefoBaHWA A3bIKOBbIX O03HavyaeMblX, KOTO-
pas npefcTaBneHa HeliTpanbHbIM (6230BbIM) U U3MEHEHHBLIM (CTUAK-
CTUYECKMUM, CYBBLEKTMBHbLIM) nopaakom. [Mpexae 4YeM paccMOTpeTb
3HaKOBble (PYHKLMN abCOMOTHON M OTHOCUMTENbHOW pPasHOBUAHOCTEN
CMlefjoBaHNsA A3bIKOBbIX 03HayaemblX, 06paTUMca K 06bIYHOMY oOnpe-
JeneHunio aTuX PyHKUWUA B Hay4YHO nuTepaType. B kayecTBe npumepa
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npusegeM (QYHKUMOHANBbHYIO XapakTepucTuky nopsafka Ccnos B
“JINHIBUCTUYECKOM 3HUMKIONEAMYECKOM cnioBape” . ABTOpP CNoOBap-
Holi cTaTbu (B. T. lak) ykasbiBaeT, 4TO MNOPsALOK CMOB BbINOMAHSET
CeMaHTUYECKYD WU CTPYKTYpPHO-rpaMmaTuyeckyo QyHkumu. Tlog
MepBO OH MOHMMAET BblpaXeHUe “nocnefoBaTe/IbHOCTM WM 3HAYU-
MOCTW 3KCTPaSIMHIBUCTMUYECKUX OOBEKTOB”, a TakKXe MnocnefoBartefb-
HOCTb MOCTYM/IeHUS WHGOpMaLWUKU NpU akTyanbHOM YfeHeHun: OH
no6oisan B MuHCKe M B MockBe — cHayana B MMWHCKe, a 3aTeM B
MockBe; MockBa, MUWHCK W gpyrve ropoga... — 60/iee 3HaYUMbIi
KOMMOHEHT CTaBUTCA paHblie (Mepapxmyeckas WAM amdaTnyeckas
(DYHKLUMSA); NpU akTyaJbHOM 4Y/eHeHWUM TemMa O0ObIYHO MnpeAaLlecTByeT
peme; K CeMaHTU4YeCKOW (YHKLMU NPUMbIKaeT CMbICAOPA3NNYNTENb-
Has (QYHKUMA (Cp. BblpaxeHue nNpubAM3NTENbHOCTU B PYCCKOM A3bIKe:
fBa 4aca M 4aca fBa). CTPYKTYypHO-rpamMmaTuM4eckoi (yHKLMel
nopagka cnos B. . Tak cuutaeT (YHKUWIO pa3INYeHUsa UNeHOB
npeanoxenua: bblTue onpefensieT co3HaHue u Co3HaHue onpe-
fenseT 6biTue (cp. aHrn. Peter hit John), a TakxXe QyHKUmMO pasnu-
YyeHUn (BMeCTe C MHTOHauWein) TUNOB MPESI0XKEHUA: BONPOCUTENb-
HbIX (cp. aHrn. Has he a sister?), ycnosHbIXx (cp. Mpuau oH BYepa ...)
n gp. Mo cytn gena, BO BCex APYrux paboTax, 0CO6eHHO y4ebHOro
TWNa, NOPALOK CNOB XapaKTepu3yeTca B yKa3aHHbIX ABYX QYHKUUAX W
MHTepnpeTaumnax, ToNbKO NPUBOAATCA WUHble NMPUMeEpPbI: cp. Tbl XOTen
3Toro (NoBecTBoBaTe/IbHOE NpeafioXXeHne) n XoTen Thbl 3TOro? (Bo-
npocuTenbHOe npeanoxedue), mcnad. el pobre hombre — 6egHbIii”
(“HecyacTHbIn yenoBek™) u el hombre pobre — 6egHbIin (HeboraTblin)
4yenoBek”, cp. Takxe wucnaH. agopusm: La razon fria no es fria
razon — “X0N0A4HbI paccyAoK He ecTb 34paBblil pacCcyfoK”.
[ymaeTcs, 4To cyuiecTBylolas Hay4dyHas M ydyebHasa nuTepaTypa
rMnepTpoupyeT CeMaHTUYECKYH0 M CUHTAKCMUYECKYHO PO/b Mnopsaka
CNOB, MPUPABHMBAA ero K NIEKCUYECKMM H rpaMMaTUYecKuMm cpefn-
cTBaM. Begb npegnoxeHue OH nobbiBan B MuHcKe M MOCKBe He
COAEpPXUT Of4HO3HAYHOW MHpoOpMaLUM 0 nocnefoBaTeslbHOCTM Moce-
LWeHNs: OH MOr cHayana nobbiBaTb B MoOCKBe, a 3aTeM B MUHcke. Cam
NopAf0K CNOB B C/I0OBOCOYETAHMAX fiBA Yaca W 4yaca fiBa He BblpaxaeT
CEMAHTUYECKOro pasnmuma  “TOYHOCTU” u  “npubnansmTensHocTn”
YKa3aHHOro BpemMeHW. McnaHckue npuMepbl Ha CeMaHTUYecKoe
pasnuuve npunaraTenbHbiX B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT MX MpPenosuun/noctno-
3MLMN NO OTHOLIEHWIO K CYLLEeCTBUTENIbHOMY TakXe He CBUAETeNb-
CTBYIOT O CEMaHTUYeCcKOW ponan cnefoBaHWUA C/0OB, MOCKONbKY OH

1 JIMHrBUCTUYECKUIA SHLMKNONEANYECKINIA cnoBapb. M., 1990, 388.
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TOMbKO peanusyeT TO CEMaHTMYecKoe pasnn4vme, KOTOpPOE CBOil-
CTBEHHO MHOr03HaYHOMY MpunaraTesibHOMY, a He Bblpa)aeT caMoro
CeMaHTMYeCKOro pasfinums, cp. MHOIM03HAYHOCTb PYCCKOro npunara-
TenbHOro 6eAHbI B O4HON W TOI Xe NopsaAKOBOM no3uuuu: [Joporoto
npuoymbiBan 5 M TO W [Apyroe Ana umsbasneHms 6GefHOW [eBYLUKK
(MywKnH) — “HecyacTHOW fAeBYWKN” n “2Kuna-bbina BaoBa, Tomy
NeT BoceMb, OeAHas cTapywka, C ogHow fouepbio. Y TMokposa
cTosYa MX cMupeHHaa navy>kka (MywkuH) — “manoumyuias, Hebo-
rataa crapywka”. AKTya/libHOe Y/NeHeHWe MNPejNoXeHUds KMeeT He
CEeMaHTUYEeCKYl0, a aKTyanbHO-UWH(MOPMATUBHYI (YHKUUIO, ecu
CEMaHTUYECKYI0 (PYHKLUMIO WHTEpPnpeTMpoBaTb Kak MOHATUAHO-UH-
(hopmaTuBHYIO. TO >Ke camoe MOXHO cKasaTb M 06 MepapXuyeckoi
(3mcpaTnueckoid) (yHKLMM nNopsAAKa CNOB: OH WMEET He CeMaH-
TUYECKNIA, & MPUOPUTETHO-CEMAHTUUYECKNA XapakTep. UTo KacaeTtcs
CTPYKTYPHO-rpaMMaTUHeCKOn PYHKLMUWN NOpsaKa CNoB, TO U 34eCb He
YUUTbIBAETCH B3aMMOfeliCTBME TaKTUYECKUX MNPUEeMOB CUHTaK-
CMYECKOr0 KOAMPOBaHUA C Apyrumu cpegcteamu. Kak oTmevaet
V. @. Bapaynb, “HeT fA3bIKOB, B KOTOPbIX CUMHTaKCM4YeCcKoe KOAMpPO-
BaHWe onpegenanoch 6bl TONbKO NOPALKOM cnefoBaHMa”2. [elicTBu-
TeNbHO, COGLITUIAHOE pa3nnune mexay “bbiTue onpegensieT CO3Ha-
Hve” n '"CosHaHue onpegenseT OblTWe” BblpaXaeTcsd He CTOJIbKO
MOPAJKOM CMOB, CKOMbKO MHTOHAaLMe U TeMa-pemMaTUyecKnUm YneHe-
HWeM, a NOPSAOK CMOB MOAUYUHAETCA BbIpaXEHHOW 3TUMU cpeAcTBamm
CyObEeKTHO-NPeAMKATHOW CTPYKTYpe.

Takum 06pa3oM, MOXHO KOHCTaTWpOBaTb, YTO NOPALOK C/OB Bbl-
MOJHAET MNpexKe BCEro pasrpaHUyUTeNlbHYI (YHKLWUIO, NOLO6HO
TOMY, KaK N0 MeCTy pacnosioXeHWs NPeaMeTOB Mbl HAXOLUM HYXHblIl
HaMm MpefMeT, HO He OonpefefiseM ero cywHocTb. OfHAKO Ha 3TOM
OCHOBaHUWM HeNb3d CyuUTaTb, YTO MOPAAOK CNOB HABNAETCA UUCTO
CTPOEBbIM, Pa3INYNTENbHBLIM 3HAKOM: OH 06najaeT U cneyngpuyecku-
M/ COLEPXATENbHbIMU (YHKUUAMMU, K PACCMOTPEHMUIO KOTOPbIX Mbl
nepexofyM B CNefyHOWNX pa3fjenax Hawew cTaTby.

2. Cneundivka hyHKUWA nopafka cnejoBaHUs 03HavyaeMblX CBf3a-
Ha C X NOMIOXKEeHWeM “Ao”, T.e. B Ha4Ya/IbHOW MO3ULMK MO OTHOLUEHUIO
K “nocne”. HayanbHaa nosmuma — 3TO BCerga nosuyms “cnepsa mMos
oyepedb”, MNO3ULMA MNEPBUYHOCTU WAM  WUCXOLHOCTW [ANA  nocne-
JyolMx OpYTMX KOMMOHEHTOB. Ha3oBem ee nosuuueid npuoputeT-
HOCTM WM cemMuoTuyeckoro okyca. OHa, BMAMMO, BO3HWMK/A Ha

Bapaynb, V. ®@. O A3bIKOBbIX TUMax B napameTpe nopsgka cnos. Ouepku
TvnonorMm nopsgka cnos. M., 1989, 19.
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OCHOBE MPOCTPaHCTBEHHOW WA BPEMEHHON OTHECEHHOCTM HeuTo K
roBOpSALLEMY: TO, YTO BAMIXKE K HEMY, B TOM 4YKC/e M ero “a”, aBnseTcs
HayanbHOWM, UCXO4HOM TOYKOWM OTCYETA; TO, YTO Aanblue OT HEro — He
HayanbHbIM, MapruHaabHbIM. 3TO OTPasnUioCb Ha ChefytoLlem
HeliTpanbHOM (6a30BOM) MOpPsiAKe MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbLIX W BPEMEHHbIX
CNOB TUNa: TO TyT, TO Tam', Tenepb WM HWKOTAa; He CErofHs-
3aBTpa; Ccp. TAKXKe: 1 C HUM, Thl C HUM U MOJA., yCTONUMBOE COYeTaHue
nyTb-gopora (Kak cBuAeTensCTBYOT Bay. Be. MiBaHoB 1 B. H. Tono-
poB, B [peBHeil CNaBAHCKOW Tpaguuum nyTb-fopora fBAseTcs
OTpaXeHWeMm npeAcTaBAeHWS O GAM3KOM W AanekoM, MOCKONbKY C
[JOpPOroi accouuupoBanock Heyto “ganekoe”)3. Moa HeATpanbHbIM
(6a30BbIM) MOPALKOM CNeaoBaHWA 3HAYMMBbIX $13bIKOBbIX €AUHUL, Mbl
NOHUMaeM MPUHATLIA B AAHHOM A3blKe Hanbonee pacnpocTpaHeHHbIi
(06bIYHbIA, TUMWYHBIA) MOPALOK CNefOBaHWA, XapaKTepuaylowuiics
aBTOMaTM3MOM, OTCYTCTBMEM 3h(heKTa HEOOLIYHOCTU N AONONHUTENb-
HbIX 3KCMPECCUBHbIX KOHHOTaLMA. HeliTpanbHbIA NOPAAOK 3HAYUMBIX
A3bIKOBbIX 4UHUL, NPOTMBOMOCTaB/EH U3MEHEHHOMY MOPsAKY, KOTO-
pbii Bcerga SBNSETCA HaMEPEHHbIM W CTUANCTUYECKU MapKMpPOBaH-
HbIM B LUMPOKOM CMbIC/IE CNOBA.

O6uwasa ¢yHKUMA NMPUOPUTETHOCTU Ha4vanbHOW Mmo3uuum (“crnepsa
MOSi o4yepedb”) npeacTaBfeHa HECKOMbKAMW  Pa3HOBUAHOCTAMU
CnefoBaHNA 3HAYUMbIX A3bIKOBLIX eAnHNL. K HUM OTHOCATCA:

1) CemaHTUyeckass (MOHATWMIHAA) NPUOPUTETHOCTb, KOrga B
YaNbHYK MO3NLMI0O NPW HelRTpanbHOM MOPAAKE BbIHOCATCA MOHATUIA-
HO 60/1ee 3Ha4YMMble MO PasHbIM NPUYMHAM A3bIKOBbIE €AUHULLbI:

Ha-

a) CEMaHTMn4yeckKasd NPUOPUTETHOCTb CJIOB, 0603Haqarou.|,|/|x 6onee

“BECOMbIE” C TOYKM 3peHUs [JaHHOro couumyma peanuun unu 6onee
paHHVe Nno BpemeHu ABfeHNA. Cp. oTUbl M feTH, 0Tel UMaTb, CTap
U Man, U HaluM U BalIWM, HW XKWB HU MEPTB, APYT U Heapyr, AyLUOi 1
Tenom, 60nee WM MeHee, 0TEYECTBEHHbIE U MHOCTpPaHHbIE TOBapbl,
HW Cnyxy HW [yXy, 3a W npoTuB, npodeccopa, npernojasaTeny u
CTYLeHTbl, NpaBa u 0643aHHOCT U, Ye0BEK U 3aKOH, Xneb-conb. Euwe
M. B. JTomoHOCOB B “KpaTKoM pyKOBOZLCTBE K PUTOPUKE” nucan, 4to
“fnpocTble Uien wau cnosa pacnonaratTca: 1) N0 UX BAXHOCTM U
HU3KOCTK, <...> MPUINYHEE Hanepeamn MoMoXUTb BaXHble, a NOTOM U
npoyne, KOTOpPble HEe CTO/Ib BbICOKME BELLM 3HAyaT: COMHUe, JiyHa u
3Be3fbl XBaNAT CBOEro 3VM>KAMTENSA, 2) N0 BPEMEHU: OH YyTPO, [eHb,

3 VBaHos, Bsau. Bc., Tonopos, B. H. CnaBsHCKMe A3bIKOBble MOZENNPYHO-
LLme cemmoTnYeckme cuctemol. M., 1965, 165-168.
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BEYEp M HOYb B pocKoLlax MpenposoXkpaeT™. B “KpaTkom pykKo-
BOLCTBE K KpacHOpeuunto” oH fo06aBfiseT K nocnefHemMy npumMepy: ged,
oTel, 1 6paTbA ero 3HaTHble nwoan . B 8 250 atoro pykoBsofcTBa
M. B. JTomoHOCOB oTMeuvaeT: “I'1o0 MeCTy 0 BepXHWUX FOBOPAT Mpexje,
HEXEeMM 0 HWXKHUX, O MepefHuX npexje, HeXxenu o 3afHuX, u npo-
4as”6, cp. HEOO M 3eMAsA, MeXK Ay HE6OM U 3eMJIei.

MpuopnTETHOCTb  “BEPXHEro” nepef “HMWKHUM” 06bACHAeTCS
npefcraefieHnemM 0 cosugaTeflbHOM, UCXO4HOM, HayanbHOM “Bepxe”,
cp. Ap.-uHA. &gra — “’BeplumHa”, “Bepx”, “Hayano”, aBecT. ajra —
“BeplUMHa”, “Havyano”, “nepebiii”, a ¢ “HayanoM” accouumMpoBanochb
npeacTaBneHne o “nepsom” u “nepefgHem”. Ha OCHOBE NPUOPUTET-
HOCTW “BepxHero”, “HayanbHOro”, “nepsoro”, “nepefHero” passu-
Cb 3HaYyeHUd, Bbipaxkalowue mnaen “nyywero”, “rnaBHoro”, “nepe-
[OBOr0™: Cp. PYCCK. Hayano — HavalbHWK, rnasa — rNaBHbIA, rna-
Bapb; BEPXHWIn — BEPXOBHbIA (FNaBHbIM, BbICLIWIA) — BEPXOBOANT —
BEpPLUMTb — BEPXOBHAsA BnacTb, MNepBblii — nepBblli  copT  (Nyu-
LUMA)— nepBeHCTBO (MepBOe MECTO B OTHOWEHWUM KaKUX-1nbo
[OOCTOMHCTB  (3aC/yr) — MNEpBOCTEMEHHbIA  (3HAYUTENbHbIA, BaX-

Hbll]) — nepefoBO — MepeAoBUK; ap.-Hem. furisto - “nepBbIn”, “ca-
MbliA BbICOKMIA”, aHrn. first “nepBbin” n Hem. fiirst — “kHA3b”, Ap.-
pycCK. MepefbHUN —  “nepegHuin”, “npexHuin”, “sHaTHeliwnin”,
pyccK. MepedHWin yron — “nouyeTHbI yron B u3be, rae HaxoauTcs

MKOHa”, MOroBOpPKY “ronosa BCEMY Hayano”.

6) K cemaHTUYecKol NPUOPUTETHOCTU OTHOCATCA TaKXe:

- HavanbHas no3uuma rpamMmatuyecky ynpasnsowmx cnos, nocne
KOTOpbIX CTaBATCA (OPMbl C/IOB, KOHKPETU3WpYylolWMe “rnasHble
€NnoBa”: cp. MuLLY NMCbMO, HOXKKa CT0/1a, Xo4y cnaThb W NOA.;

-HayafibHag no3uumMa CcemMaHTUYEeCKU BEeAYLero KOMMOHeHTa B
C/IOXHbIX U C/I0XXHOCOCTAaBHbIX C/10Bax: CP. MapoB03, BOAOBO3 U MNOA.,
Hem. Vogelzug — “nepenet nTuy”, HO Zugvogel — “nepeneTHas
nTMUa”, KPeCn0-KpoBaTb, Kae-MOpoXKeHoe, nnaLl-nanaTka’,

- HayanbHasa no3nLMs OCHOBbI CNOBa Mepej (IeKCUen, KOpHS ne-
pes cypdukcamun, NpucTaBky nepes KOpHeM;

- HayanbHas No3nLMUSA POAOBbIX MOHATUIA Nepes YTOUHAKOLWUMN UX
COOCTBEHHbIMM Ha3BaHMAMMW: OCTpPOB BbopHeo, ropog Open, raseTa
"M3secTnA”, rpa>kfaHunH MNeTpos, AeByLLKa-MoOYTanboH",

4 JlomoHocoB, M. B. TMonHoe cobpaHue coumHeHwid. T. 7. Tpygbl Mo
dunonorvm. M.; 1., 1952, 64.

Tam xe, 213.
6 Tamxe, 294.
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- HayasbHa# Mo3MLMA KauyeCTBEHHbIX MpunarateNnbHbIX nepes oOT-
HOCUTENbHbIMMW, YTO MOXHO 06BLACHUTL 60see WMPOKMM MO 06beMY
3Ha4YeHMEeM MepBbIX MO CPaBHEHWIO CO BTOPLIMU: CP. KpacuBsblii
NPUBO/KCKNIA TOpPOA, BENWKUIA PYCCKWUIA nucaTenb, 6e3rpaHUYHble
CTenHble MNPOCTOPbI, CP. TakXKe CNOXHOCOCTaBHble CYLLECTBU-
TeNbHble TUNa: 60i-6aba, NOMNPbIrYHbSA-CTPEKO3a, Kpacasmua-fouyb,
3nofelika-3anagHs;

- HayanbHaf no3uuus 6onee LWMUPOKUX NO 06bEMY 3HAYeHWM
cornacoBaHHbIX ONpefefeHunii: cp. onpefeneHuns, BblpaXeHHble CMo-
BaMW: MOW NO6MMbIA MO3T, Hall Kpacuebli MPUBO/MKCKUIA ropog,
HOBbI CUHWIA KOCTIOM, KOXXaHas CrnopTwWBHasA KypTka, Ypanbckve
MeTannyprmyeckue 3aBofbl, YNCTble MONOAbLIE r0s0Ca; MPU 3TOM MO
cTeneHn obbema Npu3Haka pasnyaloTcsa: BENMYMHA + hopma + LBeT
{6onblune Kpyrnable 4YepHble rnasa), BeAMYMHA + OLEHKa (4Be WHTe-
pecHble KHUTW, iBe ManeHbKWe Kpacusble NMTUYKW), COCTOAHUE + LBET
{HOBbIli CMHWIA KOCTIOM, CTapblil 4YepHblli NUA>KaK), MecTo + npu-
HagnexHocTb (MOCKOBCKWIA rocyfapCTBEHHbIN YHUBEPCUTET, MepBoe
CaMOCTOATE/IbHOE BbICTYM/EHME)', CP. TaKXKe 0ObIYHYIO HayalbHYHO
no3nuMio0 06CTOATENLCTBEHHbIX OMpeAeneHnin nepeg npegmkatom: OH
WHTEepPecHO pacckasbiBan 0 cBOei noesake. Mbl MCKPeHHe pajoBanunch
ero ycriexam. OH ycnewHO 3aKOHUYW/I CPeAHtolo Lwkony. Hecornaco-
BaHHble ONpejeneHns CTOAT B PYCCKOM fA3blKe MOCAe OnpegesseMoro
CYLEeCTBUTENLHOIO, TaK KaK OHW CBfA3aHbl C ynpasneHuem: OH Kynun
NyTeBKY B caHaTOpUin. Mbl nonyunnu raseTy 3a MOHeAeNbHUK. 3TO
6b1n cTuxmn MywKnMHa. ITUM, BUAMMO, 06bACHAETCA ynoTpebneHne
paga 06CTOATENbCTBEHHbLIX OMpefeneHWin nocne npegmkata: cp. OH
roBOPUT MNO-PYCCKU, 6eXKaTb BNPUMPbLIDKKY, WATU MELIKOM, exaTb
BepxoM. OJHAKO HecorsiacoBaHHble ONpefeneHuns, BblpaXKeHHble “y +
poA. nag. nuua” u “gat. nag. ¢ NpUTSKaTeNbHbIM 3HaYUeHMeM”, 00bly-
HO ynoTpe6natoTCca nepes onpefensieMbiMU CYLWeCTBUTENbHBIMU: CP.
Y mMeHs B nopTdene (= B MOeM MopTdene) Ne>XXUT KHUra. Y Hac B
cagy pacTyT 65n0ku. OH no>kan MHe pykKy (= MOK pyKy), 4TO
NoABOAMT 3TV ONpefeneHns Nof NpasBui0 HayanbHOW No3uuuun Gonee
WKNPOKUX N0 06beMy onpegeneHuin. Tpu  HECKONbKUX CWUIbHO
ynpasBnfemMblX CNOB HayalbHYK MO3NLMI0 06bIYHO 3aHMMaKOT CNoBa
€O 3HayeHuem afpecata {MaTb nogapuna feTaM 60NbLUIOK MAY) UM
CO 3HayeHMeM O0ObekTa nepej CcnoBamMu C OBCTOATENbCTBEHHLIMYU
3HayeHuamun {1 BCcTpeTWN ero Ha BOK3ane). B npeanoxeHusx,
BblpaXalolWmnx HeonpeaeneHHO-TNYHbIA, 0606 EHHO-NYHbIR, CTU-
XWIAHbIMA XapakTep Cy6bekTa, a Tak)Xe HeNmpoM3BOJbHOE BOCMPUATHE U
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COCTOSHWe CyObekTa, ynpasnsemMoe [AOMOAHEHWe YynoTpebnsetca B
pycckom f3blKe neped npeAukaTtoMm: MHe ckasanuM, 4TO ... Ham
paspelleH Bble3d. [epeBbs caXkalT BecHoW. UTo moceewb, TO “
no>kHelb. Ero paHuio B Hory. [lopory 3ameno cHerom. EMy Hy>kHa
CpoyHast momoLLb. Takol MopAfOK CMefoBaHUs AOMOMHEHUA 06bekTa
CBA3aH C TeMa-pemMaTuyeckuM UMeHeHWeM NpefniodXeHus, npu KoTo-
pOM (PYHKUWKO TeMbl BbIMOMHAET O6BLEKTHbI KOMMOHEHT (0 4eMm
CM. HIDKE).

C CeMaHTMYeCKON MPUOPUTETHOCTbID Mbl CBf3bIBaEM 3HaYeHUe
nNpuéAN3NTENBLHOCTU B PYCCKMUX CMIOBOCOYETAHMAX TuNa 4yaca fpa: B
Haya/lbHYl0  MO3ULMI0O  BbIHOCUTCA  POAUTENbHbIA  NapTUTUBHBIN,
NnoAYepKMBaloLLNiA 3HaYeHNe HeomnpedeneHHOW 4YacTu Lenoro, CBOWA-
CTBEHHOe 3TOMY nafexy (Cp. OH BbIMWA MOMOKa), B OTAMYME OT
coyeTaHuii TMna fiBa 4yaca, B KOTOPbIX BbIpaXaeTcs onpefeneHHas
yacTb U3 uenoro. Mogo6Hoe pasnnyune B 3HAYEHUU CMOBOCOYETaHWIA
HabnoaaeTcd M B 3CTOHCKOM f3blKe, 06GnajatolleM NapTUTUBHbLIM
nagexom: cp. kaks tundi — tundi kaks.

Ha Haw B3rnsg, CEMaHTUYeCKON NPUOPUTETHOCTHIO MOXHO 06b-
ACHATb M NOPAZOK CNOB B aTPUOYTUBHBLIX COYETAHMAX POMAaHCKUX
A3bIKOB. Kak W3BECTHO, B POMAHCKMX fA3blKax OMNpefeneHus, Bblpa-
XEHHble npunaratenbHbIMW, MOTYT CTOATb B MOCTNO3ULMK W Npe-
nosuUMM K OnpefenseMomy CcyliecTBuTenbHOMY. [pu 3TOM, HenT-
palbHbIM CYUMTaeTCA MOCTAO3ULMA npunaratefibHblX, B OTAMYME,
HanpumMep, OT PYCCKOro A3blKa, 3a WCK/OYEeHWEM pAfja npunara-
TeNbHbIX C CYyObEKTUBHO-OLLEHOUYHbIMY 3HaYeHUaMKU: dp. grand, gros,
jeune, beau, ucnaH. grande, bueno. 3T0 HaBOAWT Ha MbICNb, 4TO
JaHHble npunaratesibHble ABAAKOTCA CEMAaHTUYECKU NPUOPUTETHLIMU
W MOCMYXXUM OCHOBOW A8 APYTMX aHalorMYHbIX NpuiaraTenbHbIX.
Tak, 60/bLUIMHCTBO POMAHWCTOB CYMTaeT, YTO B MNPenosnuymm npu-
narate/ibHble BblpaXkatoT MPU3HAK B CYy6BHEKTUBHO-OLEHOYHOM MaHe,
a B MOCTMNO3ULMM — MPU3HAK B YUCTO MOHATUAHOM nnaHe. Kak
3ameyvaeT L. Bannu, dpaHuysckue npunaratenbHble B MOCTNO3ULUN
bonbLie YTOUYHAIOT onpejensemoe MNOHATUE, MPOTMBOMNOCTABNAA €ro
apyrum noHatmam (cheval blanc — “nowapb 6enas”, cheval noir —
“nowanb 4epHas”), a npunaratenbHble B Npenosvuum  60nblie
KOHUEHTPUPYIOT BHMMaHWe Ha CcaMOM KayecTBe, 4Yem TMPOTUBO-
nocTaenAlT ero gpyrum: cp. large vallee— “wwupokas ponuHa”,
magnifique tableau — “BenukonenHas kapTuHa”, brave enfant—
“cnaBHbll pebeHOK”. VI panee L. Bannu nofjyepkusaeT, 4To npuna-
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ratefibHble B MPeno3uLum 4acTo UMET OTTEHOK 3KCMPeCCUBHOCTUT.
Mo cyTn fena, poMaHCcKue npuniaratesibHble B NOCTNO3MLUN HaNnoMu-
HalOT HecornacoBaHHble OMNpefefieHUs, a B NMPeno3nunum — cornaco-
BaHHbIE KauyeCTBEHHbIe OMpefe/ieHUsa B PYyCCKOM A3bIKe.

CnefyeT OTMeTUTb, YTO U B APYTrUX 3HAKOBbLIX CUCTEMax Hayasb-
Has No3nLMSA UCNONb3yeTCcs Kak No3uLUs 3HaKOBOW NPUOPUTETHOCTMW.
Tak, (nar FBUHEN COCTOUT M3 KPACHOrO-XENTOro-3e/NeHOro LBeTos,
a nar Manu — n3 3e/IeHOr0-XXenToro-kpacHoro; nar ronblum
cOCTOMT K3 6enoro-kpacHoro uBeToB, a ®nar WHAOHe3Un — u3
KpacHoro-6enoro. Bpag nu Takoil NopsafoK cnefoBaHWs LBETOB Ha
(hnarax pasHblX rocyiapcts AB/MAETCA HEMOTUBUPOBAHHbIM.

2) CeMaHTUKO-CUHTaKCH4yeckas nNpuopuTeTHOCTb, KOrja B Havasb-
HYI NO3ULMI0O NPW HEelWTpanbHOM NopsAfKe BbIHOCMTCH TOT CUHTakK-
CUYECKUA KOMMOHEHT, KOTOPbIA ANS FOBOPALWEr0 CAYXMWT Mpu Moge-
NNPOBaAHUMN BbIPaXaemMoro cobbiTUA WUCXOAHbIM. BbigenstoTcs cne-
AyloLiMe TUMbl CEMAHTUKO-CUHTAKCUYECKON UCXOLHOCTH:

a) MOCTaHOBKa CybObeKkTa MNPeanoXXeHUs B HayalbHY MO3ULMIO
nepes LPYrumu 4YneHamu MNpejsnoXeHus npu npesymnuuu ero cy-
LeCTBOBAHUA WAU KOHTEKCTyalbHOM BbipaXeHUU. Takoli Mopsgok
rNaBHbIX YNEHOB MpPeANoXKeHUs ABNAAETCH OTPaXeHWeM COOTBETCT-
BYHOLLIMX 3MNUPUYECKUX OTHOWEHUI MeXAy NpesMEeTHbIM KOMMO-
HEHTOM W NPOSABNEHNEM €ro NpPU3HakoB (B LUMPOKOM CMbIC/le C/I0Ba),
B OCHOBE Yero /IeXXUT NepBUYHOCTb NIMYHON [eATeNbHOCTU roBOpSs-
Lero, nepeHeceHHas B 06nacTb “Tbl” M “OH”, U 06s3aTenpHas co-
OTHOCMTENbHOCTbL 06beKTa C Cy6bekTOM, a He HaobopoT. M. B. Jlo-
MOHOCOB Mucan B “Poccuiickoli rpammaTuke”: “Belb MMeTb A0/MKHA
npexge csoe 6biTMe, NOTOM AesHWe. TOro pagu Mexay pevyeHusmMu,
peyb COCTaBNAKLWMMU, MepBOoe MeCTO MMeTb [O/MDKHO WMS, Bellb
3HameHylolee, MOTOM [Narofl, U3bABNAIOLWIMA OHOe Beln gesHue” .
Bnanmo, noatomy B 6OMbLWIKWHCTBE $A3bIKOB Npeobnagaet nopsgok
YNEeHOB MPefNOXeHWA, MNpPW KOTOPOM MNOoANexaliee npeawlecTByeT
ckasyemomy (I ... C). Tak, no nogcyetam K. FpuHbepra, u3 30
MccnefoBaHHbIX A3bIKOB pa3HbiX cemeli U apeanoB 13 A3bIKOB UMeT
OCHOBHOI NOPAAOK u4neHoB npegnoxeHma — MCL, 11 A3bIKOB —
MNAC un 6 a3bikoB — CIMA. CnepgosatenbHo, M3 30 A3bIKOB 24 fi3blka

7 Bannm, L. O6was NMHIBUCTMKA M BOMPOCHI (PpPaHLYy3CKOro ssbika. M,

1955, §371.
8 JlomoHocoB. LuT. com. T. 7, 119.
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06blYHO pacnonaraldT ckasyemoe nocne nognexauw,ero9 O6 3Tom
CBMAETENLCTBYOT M HabnwogeHns K. XOKWUHCa, chenaHHble UM Ha
marepuane 336 A3blkoB: 51,7% A3bIkoB uMerT nopsgok MAC,
32% — MNCA, T1.e. BCero ¢ HavanbHbiM 1 — okono 84%, 15% — c
HayanbHbiM C 1 1,3% — nopagok ACIM10 Mopagok A ... T Cwn
peakne nopsagku ACM m CMA TpebytoT ocoboro uccnegoBaHus u
MHTeprpeTauun, Tak Kak C MOPAAKOM C/IOB CBA3aHbl W [pyrue
(haKTopbl — KOAUPOBaHWE Tema-peMaTu4eckoil CTPYKTypbl coobuie-
HUA 1 pasHbIX TUMOB MPeasioXEHNsA, YTO OCTAETCA eLle MaJonccneno-
BaHHbIM;

6) nocTaHOBKa B COCTaBHOM NpejuKaTe, COAepXXalemMm UHPUHUTHUB,
B Haya/lbHyl0 MO3NLUIO KOMMOHEHTOB CO 3HAYEHWEM WHTEHLMO-
Ha/lbHOM HamnpaBfieHHOCTN Cy6beKkTa K [AelCTBMIO, 00603HaYeHHOMY
WH(UHUTMBOM: TUMNa XO4y CKasaThb, nowen obefaThb, JO/IXKEH exaThb
n nog. Tako nNOPSAOK CNeAoBaHWA COCTaBHbIX 3/1EMEHTOB CO-
OTBETCTBYET 3MMAWPWUYHOW MEPBMUYHOCTU WHTEHLMOHANbLHOW YycTa-
HOBKM Cy6beKTa M BTOPUYHOCTW TNAarofibHOro AeiCTBUA KaK 06bekTa
YCTaHOBKY;

B) NOCTAHOBKA B Haya/ibHYl0 MO3NLUIO NpeAnkata nepes cy6bek-
TOM MpefnoXeHUs B WHTPOAYKTUBHO-CYOBLEKTHBIX MpPeAnoXeHnax
Tvna: XKun-6bin KOposib U 6bII0Y Hero Tpu cbiHa ... Pasgancsd CTYK B
nsepb. Mowen goXkab. CToana 3uma 1941 roga u gp. MopobHble
NpesioKeHnss MNPUHATO HasblBaTb 3K3UCTEHLMWOHANbHbIMU, a UX
npeaykatel — GbITUAHBIMUW, BBOAALMMK BMNEpPBble CyLiecTBOBaHME
WM NposiBeHue cy6bekTa npeanoxeHusa. NcXomgHOCTb ObITUIAHBIX
NnpegykaToB M TeM CaMblM WX HayanbHad NO3ULMA B MPeasoXeHun
00bACHAETCHA, BUAMMO, MEPBUYHLIM BOCMPUATUEM ObITUIAHOFO MpO-
SIB/IEHWA TOr0, YTO 0603HaYaeTcA CyObeKTOM MNpeffioXEHUS, U CeMaH-
TUYECKAMU OCOOEHHOCTAMU ObITUAHBLIX MNPEeAUKATOB: OHW ManouH-
(hopMaTUBHbLI M YAcTO BbIpaXalwTCs fAefleKCUKann3oBaHHbIMU feKce-
mMamu. Bocnpumsitue mepBUYHOCTM ObLITUIAHOIO MpPOABAEHUS CybbekTa
Nlerno B OCHOBY BBEfleHUA AN CAyLllalLWero pemMmaTtnyeckoro
cybbeKTa NpeanoxXeHuns: cp. bblay MeHA OAUH NpuaTenb ... XKun-6bin
OfIH CTapuK.

YKasaHHblli NOpPsALOK FNaBHbIX YNEHOB B ObITUAHBIX NPEANOXeHU-
AX XapaKTepeH 419 MHOTMX f3bIKOB. Hanpumep, B UCMAaHCKOM A3blKe

pyH6epr, K. HekoTopble rpamMMaTvyeckue YHuBepcainmn, Mpenmy-
LLeCTBEHHO Kacawolimecs nopsigka 3HadyuMMmbIX —371eMeHToB. Hosoe B
JWHrBUCTUKE. Bbin. 5. M., 1970.
D Hawkins, J. Word Order Universals. N. Y., 1983.
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BbIAENATCA Clefylolne CeMaHTUYecKue rpynnbl nNpeankatoB Obl-
TUAHBIX NPeNOXKEHUN, CTOAWMX B MPEno3nuum K cyb6bekTy: co
3HAYeHMAMMN CYLLecTBOBaHUA, OTCYTCTBUA, Hayana, BO3HWKHOBEHUA,
npe6biBaHMA, NOABMAEHUS, NPUOLITUA TOro, YTo 0603HAYaeTcs nogse-
Xawmmll Bce OHWM 00BEAMHATCA NPU3HAKOM MEePBUYHOCTU BbITUNA-
HOro NposiBNeHns cy6beKTa NPesnoXKeHuns.

3) KOMMYHMKaTUBHO-TeMaTuyeckas MPUOPUTETHOCTb. B Hayvanb-
HYI0 MO3MLUI0 BbIHOCATCA CMbIC/IOBbIE KOMMOHEHTbl MPenoXeHus,
KOTOpble CAYyXaT UCXOAHbIMU ANA BBEAEHUSA HOBON MHGOpMaLUm um
peTepMuHauumn  (TONMKK3aLMKM) BbipaXaemoro cobbiTna. Kak us-
BECTHO, B NEPBOM C/lyyae B Haya/ibHYl0 NMO3ULMIO CTaBUTCA TeMa, Moj
KOTOpPO/ MOHMMAaeTCs He4yTo [JaHHOe [ANS TFOBOPALWLEro M cayLlato-
LLero — M3BeCTHOe, OYEBWAHOE, YMOMSAHYTOE B KOHTEKCTe W
npegnosiaraeMoe Kak W3BECTHOE, OYEBUAHOE W CyLLecTByloLLee, Mo
OTHOLWEHUIO K 4YeMy BblpaxaeTcd pema— HoBas WH@opmauusa. Bo
BTOPOM Ciy4yae B Hauya/lbHYl MNO3ULUIO CTaBATCA 06CTOATENbCTBEH-
Hble UIW 00BEKTHbIe YneHbl MPeAnoXeHUs, NpeAcTaBnawoL e coboi
CEMaHTUYECKYIO pamKy, Mpu KOTOPOW [eNCTBUTENbHO TO, YTO Bbl-
paxaeTcAd CyObeKTHO-MpefuKaTHLIM COCTAaBOM MpeanoxeHus: cp. Mo
noHefeNbHUKaM MYy3eid 3akpblT. JIMLOM OHa Noxo>ka Ha maTb. IMocne
Yasd fedyllka nowlen cnaTb. M3-3a OTCyTCTBUSA BOAbl W BO3gyxa
>KU3Hb Ha JIyHe HeBO3MO>KHa. [na pebeHKa 3fecb Cblpo. Ana Tebs
3TOT KOCTHOM C/ULIKOM LUNPOK. CeMaHTMYeCKne pamMmKyu pacumpsioT
TEMATUYECKY0 4acTb BbICKa3blBaHWUA, BXOAA B HEE KaK CeMaHTu-
YeCKuil orpaHuuunTeNb, TaKk WAN MHa4Ye W3BECTHbIN ANd napTHepa no
KOMMYHMKaLun. B Takux clyvyasx MOXHO TOBOPUTb O UY/IEHEHWUU
TEMaTWYeCKOM 4YacTu BbICKA3blBaHWA Ha OTAe/bHbIE TeMaTUyecKume
KOMMOHEHTBI.

4) Mparmatuyeckasa (pematuyeckas) NPUOPUTETHOCTb. B Hauvanb-
HYI0 NMO3ULUI0O B BbICKAa3blBAHNN BLIHOCATCA peMaTnyeckasd yacTb wWiu
ee OTAEeNbHbIA KOMMOHEHT MNpW W3MEHEHHOM — 3MOLMOHAaNbHO-
3KCNpPeccUuBHOM— MNOPAAKe YNEHOB npeanoxeHnua: cp. KTo Tebe
3BOHWUN? — 3BOHMNA HaTawa (HelTpanbHbli nopsgok cnos) u Ha-
Talwa 3B0oHUNA (pematuMyeckas 4acTb MpefLllecTBYeT TeMaTU4YecKoW
yacTu BbICKasblBaHusA). A >XuMBy B MockBe U B MockBe A >Kusy.
Mparmatnuyeckas NPMOPUTETHOCTb NOAYEPKMBAET WMH(OPMALNOHHYIO
3HAYMMOCTb PEMATMUYECKOM YacTW U He W3MEeHseT COfepXaTe/nbHYto
CTPYKTYPY BblCKa3blBaHWA. [1parMaTuyeckyto MpUOPUTETHOCTb OTpa-

1 Bacwunbes-LLeege, O. K., CrtenaHos, . B. TeopeTuyeckad rpavMmarvka
ncnaHcKoro Asbika. CuHTakcuc npegnoxkenua. M., 1981, 195-197.
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XatoT He TO/IbKO MOBECTBOBATE/bHbIE BbICKa3blBAHUA C M3MEHEHHbIM
nopsagKoM CfiI0B, HO U BOMPOCUTE/NIbHbIE W NOBYAUTENbHbIE BblCKa3bl-
BaHUs, B KOTOPbIX B HayaslbHYI MO3ULMWI0 CTABATCA BOMNPOCUTESbHbIE
CNoBa U COOTBETCTBYHOLWME NOOYAUTENbHbIE (hOpMbl: YTO ¢ T06OWR?
Uro 3T0 Takoe? YuTan i Tol 3Ty KHUry? He xoam Tyga v nos. B
MOBECTBOBATE/IbHLIX BbICKa3blBaHWAX MNparmartuyeckas mnpuopuTeT-
HOCTb COMPOBOXAAeTCA MPEeCynno3nMLWOHHON UAM KOHTEKCTYanbHO
BbIPOKEHHO/  KOHHOTauueid KOHTpacTMBHOCTM  (“GhOKyca KOHT-
pacta” — cM. 06 3TOM noHATUN y Y. Yeitald).

B ntore pacCMOTpPeHUs HayasbHOW MO3MLMUK 3HAYUMbIX A3bIKOBbIX
efVHUL, MOXHO cAienaTb Cnefytolne BbIBOAbI:

1 BbI6OP HaYaNbHON NO3ULKUW ANA 3HAYUMBIX eAUHUL, onpeaenseTcs
OAHUM O06LWKM (HaKTOPOM: SABASKOTCA /IM OHU C TOYKU 3pEHUS
rOBOPSALLEr0 NEPBOOYEPEAHLIMU B KOMMYHWKaTUBHOM NPOLECCE;

2. caMma e nepBOOYEpefHOCTb 3HAYMMbIX A3bIKOBbIX eAWHUL, NMeeT
pasHble OCHOBaHWSA B CBA3W C OpraHusauueli HemepecekawLwmxcs
YPOBHel (acnekToB) BbICKa3biBaHWA WM MOP(PEMHOro cocTasa
C/oBa: CEMaHTMYEeCcKOro, CMHTAKCMYeCKOro U nparMaTuyeckoro;

3. TOYKa 3peHus roBOPALLEro Ha NepBOOYEPESHOCTb 3HAYMMBbIX A3bl-
KOBbIX eiHNL, 3aBUCUT OT ero OpuUeHTaLMn B KOMMYHWUKATUBHOM
npouecce: TO, YTO OH CYMTaeT HeobXoAMMONM MNpeanocbINKOA ANs
OpraHu3auuy pasHbiX YPOBHER BbICKa3blBaHWA UM Mopdosio-
rMYecKoro coctaBa CNoBa, ABMSETCA NepBOOYEPEHbIM;

4. HeobXoAUMble MPeNOCbLIIKWM NS OpraHu3auuyM  BbliCKasbiBaHUA
un MOptheMHOro cocTaBa cf0Ba ONpeAensoTCa roBopsaLMM B CO-
OTBETCTBUM C ero npeacTaB/fieHnemM 06 UCXOAHOW TOUKe oTcyeTa B
TOA WAM  WHOM NNHEHOW MNocneAoBaTe/IbHOCTM  KOMMYHMU-
KaTMBHOro npouecca.

2 UYeiih, Y. [aHHOE, KOHTPAaCTUBHOCTb, OMpPeAeNeHHOCTb, MNOANexallee,
TOMVIKN 1 TOUKM 3peHns. HoBoe B 3apybedkHOl nuHrBUcTUKe. Bobin. XI. M.,
1982
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On the signific function of the order of meaningful units
in language: On semiotics of first position

The article is dedicated to the problem of the initial position of meaning-

ful units of language in statements and to word structure. We discuss the

idea of the semantic and syntactic role of meaningful units and consider
the following types of general functions of priority (semiotic focus) of
initial position: (a) semantic (notional) priority, (b) semantic-syntactical
priority in modeling representation of event, (c) communicative-thematic
priority, (d) communicative-rhematic (pragmatic) priority.

In the course of studying the initial position of the meaningful units of
language we approached the following conclusions:

(1) the choice of the initial position is determined by one general factor:
whether the units is primordial in the communicative process from the
speaker’s position;

(2) the primacy of meaningful language units is based on different
grounds depending on the organization of the non-crossing levels of a
statement or the morphic components of a word: semantic, syntactic
and pragmatic;

(3) the position of a speaker on the primacy of meaningful language units
depends on his orientation in the communicative process: what is
considered as a necessary premise for the organization of the different
levels of a statement or the morphemic composition of a word is
primordial;

(4) necessary reasons for organizing a statement or the morphemic
composition of a word is defined by the speaker according to his idea
of the consequence of the communicative process.

Keele tdhenduslike Ghikute jarjestuse margilistest
funktsioonidest: algpositsiooni semiootikast

Artikkel kasitleb semiootikaprobleemi keele t&henduslike Uhikute alg-
positsioonist lausungites ja sfna struktuuris. Vaidlustatakse arvamus
tahendusihikute jarjestuse semantilisest ja siUntaktilisest rollist ning
pooratakse tahelepanu algpositsiooni prioriteetsuse (semiootilise fookuse
positsiooni) Uldise funktsiooni jargmistele variantidele: 1) semantiline
(t&henduslik) prioriteetsus, 2) semantilis-stintaktiline prioriteetsus véljen-
datava sundmuse modelleerimisel, 3) kommunikatiiv-temaatiline priori-
teetsus ja 4) kommunikatiiv-remaatiline (pragmaatiline) prioriteetsus.
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Vaadelnud tahenduslike keeletihikute algpositsiooni, tuleb autor

jargmistele jareldustele:

D

2)

3

4

tahenduslike keeletuhikute algpositsiooni valiku madrab (ks Uldine
tegur: kas nad on suhtlusprotsessis kdneleja vaatepunktist esma-
tahtsad;

tahenduslike keeletihikute esmatdhtsus ise baseerub mitmel alusel,
sOltudes lausungi v6i sdna morfeemilise koosseisu I6ikumatute tasan-
dite — semantilise, suntaktilise ja pragmaatilise tasandi — organisat-
sioonist;

radkija seisukoht téhenduslike keelehikute esmatahtsuse suhtes
sOltub tema orientatsioonist suhtlusprotsessis: see, mida ta peab
hadavajalikuks eeltingimuseks lausungi vdi sdna morfeemkoostise eri
tasandite organiseerimisel, ongi esmatahtis;

hédavajalikud eeltingimused lausungi vdi sBna morfeemkoostise
organiseerimiseks méaarab raékija kooskflas omaenese ettekujutusega
kommunikatsiooniprotsessi lineaarsest jarjestusest.



Ecosemiotics

Winfried N6th

For Thomas A. Sebeok

1. Ecology and ecosemiotics

According to Ernst Haeckel (1866: 286), who coined the term in 1866,
ecology is the “science of the relations between the organism and the
environmental outer world”, and more recently, ecology has been
defined in a somewhat similar way as the “study of the interrelations
between organisms and their environment [Umwelt]” (Vogel &
Angermann 1977: 199). How can we define this environment with
which the organism is ecologically interrelated? Some ecologists have
adopted Haeckel’s view of an ‘outer world’. The environment,
according to their view, is ”the sum of all exterior (biotic and abiotic)
conditions and influences concerning the life and the development of
organisms” (Platt 1980: 265). Others have rejected the opposition
between an outer and an inner world. In their view, organisms have
both an exterior and an interior environment (Geist 1978: 18). This
broader view of the environment is also the one adopted within the
framework of biosemiotic studies, to which we will turn later on.
Originally a branch of biology, ecology has had an enormous
transdisciplinary influence on other fields of study since scholars have
become aware of the worldwide ecological crisis. Thus, we are now
confronted with a philosophical ecology (Sachsse 1984, Schénherr
1985, and Attfield 1994), an anthropological human ecology
(cf. Eisenbart 1979, Hutterer et al. 1985), an ecology of the mind
(Bateson 1972), a natural philosophy of ecological thought (Trepl
1987 and Mayer-Tasch 1991), ecological literary studies (Kroeber
1995), and ecological ethology (Krebs & Davies 1978), an ecological
history (Herrmann 1986), cultural history (GroRBklaus & Oldemeyer
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1983), and sociology (Géartner & Leisewitz 1984), an ecological
aesthetics (Sturm 1979, Schonherr 1985: 133-145, Bohme 1992,
Krampen 1993), an ecopsychology (Mogel 1984) or environmental
psychology (Mehrabian 1976), an ecological theory of cognition
(Gibson 1979), and in ecolinguistics (N&th 1996: 13-15). Despite first
allusions (Enninger & Wandt 1984, Haila 1986, Bouissac 1989, 1993,
Koch 1992, Krampen 1992, Lang 1993), the concept of ecosemiotics
has not yet been explicitly mentioned in the context of these
interdisciplinary ecological studies.1However, there have been several
directions of studies in sign processes which can be considered as
ecological since they have investigated various kinds of semiotic
relationships between organisms and their environment. It is the aim
of this paper to discuss these approaches and to try to give an outline
of the contours of a future ecosemiotics.

According to these premises, ecosemiotics is the study of the
semiotic interrelations between organisms and their environment. This
definition presupposes that the center of interest of an ecological
semiotics is not a homo semioticus, but more generally, an Organismus
semioticus. Still more fundamental is the question concerning the
relationship between the organism and its environment. Is it always of
a semiotic nature, or is there at least always a semiotic aspect in this
relationship, or do we have to distinguish between semiotic and non-
semiotic environmental relationships? Should ecosemiotics be
restricted to the study of interrelations between organisms, or are there
also semiotic aspects in the interrelations between organisms and their
nonorganic environment? Whatever the answer may be, ecosemiotics
will be a study in sign processes that is not restricted to arbitrary and
artificial signs. It will also, and perhaps primarily, be concerned with
natural signs mediating between the organism and its environment.
Ecosemiotics will have to be an approach to semiosis based on the
assumption of a very low ‘semiotic threshold’ between signs and
nonsigns if it does not reject such a threshold altogether.

1 An exception is Francoeur (1994), where the term appears in a merely
metaphorical way, referring to various contextual dimensions of the sign
in the theater. — Only after concluding this paper did the papers by
Homborg (1996) on “Ecology as semiotics” and Tembrock (1997) on
“Ecosemiosis”’come to my attention. The background of Homborg s
paper is in human ecology. Tembrock examines biological and evolutio-

nary aspects of semiosis.
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Elements of a future ecosemiotics on these premises can be
discerned in theoretical semiotics, biosemiotics, evolutionary cultural
semiotics (cf. Koch 1986, 1992, Coletta 1993 and the special issue on
Nature, Environment, and Signs of Zeitschrift fir Semiotik 181
[19961), in semiotic aesthetics (cf. Sturm 1979, Krampen 1979, 1993),
in the domain of linguistic semiotics (Noth 1996) and in other areas of
applied semiotics. Not all of these domains can be discussed in the
following. In particular, the most interesting semiotic approaches to
environmental debris an rubbish cannot be discussed here. References
of interest in its context can be found in Culler’s chapter on "Rubbish
Theory” (1988), Posner’s volume on the semiotics of nuclear waste
(Posner, ed. 1990), and the special issue on debris of the American
Journal ofSemiotics (11.1-2 [1994]).

2. Historical models of the relation between
humans and their environment

In the history of culture, the view that signs are omnipresent in the
relationship between humans and their environment has a long
tradition. The most radical view in this tradition is pansemiotism,
which is the view that all environmental phenomena are semiotic in
their essence. Historically, three major models of a semiotic relation-
ship between humans and their environment can be distinguished, (1)
the pansemiotic, (2) the magical, and (3) the mythological model (cf.
Noth 1990: 382, 188, 374).

According to the pansemiotic model of the relationship between
humans and their nonhuman environment, nature is semiotic through-
out, and the signs which we perceive in our natural environment are
messages emitted by God or some other supernatural power. Ac-
cording to the magical model of environment semiosis, natural pheno-
mena are equally messages, but their sender and manipulator, the
magician, is a human, while its receiver, at least at first sight, is in our
natural, physical, or biological environment. Finally, mythological
models of human ecology have been culturally transmitted in the form
of narratives which instruct humans about their place in nature, telling
them what they can, should, and must do with their natural environ-
ment.

In the Jewish-Christian tradition, aspects of the pansemiotic
approach to human ecology appear in the Old Testament. Thus, in the
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Psalms, nature is described as a message from, or addressed to, God.
We hear that "The heavens declare the glory of God” (Ps. 19:2), ”The
God of Glory thunderth” (Ps. 29:3), or "Mountains and all hills, fertile
trees and all cedars, animals and all cattle [...] shall praise the name of
the Lord” (Ps. 148.9-13).

In medieval theology, the pansemiotic view of human ecology is
part of the doctrine of the spiritual senses. According to Thomas of
Aquinas (1224—1274), this spiritual sense consists in the conviction
that “things [res] have their meaning in other things” {Summa
Theologica I, 9.1, art. 10). In this tradition, the meanings of the things
in our natural environment were codified by means of books, more
precisely, theological treatises. The ultimate key to the interpretation
of the environment was the Book of the Books, the Bible, but more
specific treatises served as a supplements. Bestiaries, for example,
informed about the meaning of the animals, and lapidaries informed
about the meanings of stones. While on the one hand, books used to
codify and decodify the meanings of environmental objects, the
semiotic nature of the natural human environment was itself described
by means of the metaphor of the environment as a book (cf. Curtius
1948:323-329 and Béhme 1986). Since both nature and the biblical
texts had thus to be deciphered, it is no wonder that the same
hermeneutic code that served for Bible exegesis was in use to interpret
the phenomena of the natural environment. In accordance with the
principles of Bible exegesis the spiritual sense of the environmental
phenomena was equally subdivided into a tropologial, an allegorical,
and an anagogical sense. A simple example of this kind of multiple
decodification of nature are the three spiritual senses ascribed to a
rock in our natural environment (cf. Dunbar 1961: 19). In a tropo-
logical sense, a rock was ‘that which each soul should be to its
fellows’, allegorically, a rock meant ‘Christ’, and anagogically, it was
‘the foundation of the heavenly kingdom’.

A climax of the pansemiotic view of the environment was reached
in the Renaissance doctrine of signatures (cf. Bohme 1986 and Nate
1993). Paracelsus (1493-1541) is a good example of a Renaissance
scholar who developed an elaborate system of codes to decipher
natural signs. Not only God, but also three other sign emitters {signa-
tores) were the source of the messages of nature, according to
Paracelsus (1591: 101). The first was archeus, an inner principle of
becoming, the second was astra — its source was in the stars and
planets — and the third kind of sign emitters other than God was the
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human signator. The natural signs, the so-called signatures, which
these signatores leave as indexical traces in our natural environment
can be discovered in the human face (codified by physiognomy), in
the lines of the human body as well as those of plants and minerals
(chiromancy) and finally in earth, fire, water, and the stars (geomancy,
pyromancy, hydromancy, and astrology). Furthermore, the signs of the
environment codified in this way, according to the doctrine of signa-
tures, evince an essentially iconic sign relation among themselves,
since hidden similarities, analogies, affinities, and correspondences
were assumed to exist between the objects of the world (see esp.
Foucault 1966: 56-61). These correspondences were also interpreted
as signatures. Thus, for example, the form of the seed of aconite,
namely a dark globe in a white skinlike covering, was interpreted as a
sign of the curative effect which this plant was believed to exert on the
human eye, since the appearance of these seeds is much like that of
human eyelids covering the eye (cf. Foucault 1966: 27).

Are these examples of pansemiotic views of the relationship
between humans and their environment in Medieval and Renaissance
times of a more than a merely historical interest? Of course, these
world views cannot be considered as models of ecological thought in a
modem sense. However, they have one thing in common with the
ecological philosophy of our times: their basis is a holistic view of the
universe, which emphasizes the unity of human beings and their
natural environment. Opposed to such a world view is the dualistic
model of the interrelation between humans and their environment, as
it originated with Cartesian rationalism. It is a world view which has
led to a cleavage between nature and mind, giving humans priority
over nature and culminating in the view of man being the only
measure of all things in nature. Such an anthropocentric view of the
relation between humans and their environment has, in fact, also a
Judeo-Christian tradition, since in Genesis 1:28, God tells us, ”"Be
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it; and have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl in the air, and
over every living thing that moveth upon the earth.” Misunderstood,
this biblical guideline may be abused as a mythological model of an
anti-ecological environmental behavior (cf. Bouissac 1989: 509-513).
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3. Theoretical semiotics and ecological semiosis

Not all theories of semiotics are able or willing to recognize semiotic
aspects in organism-environment interactions. For example, F. de
Saussure’s (1857-1913) anthroposemiotics is a semiotics without any
ecosemiotic perspective. According to Saussure, nothing” in the
cognitive environment of humans ”is distinct before the appearance of
language” (1916: 111-12), and even human thought, without the
shaping form of language, is an ”indistinct mass”, and ”a vague
uncharted nebula” (ibid.), in which nothing is defined by necessity.
Such a linguocentric program of semiosis is bound to impede any
prospectives for the study of the ecological determinants in the
process of semiosis interaction of the organism and its environment
(see further Noth 1994a).

A theoretical semiotics of far-reaching ecological implications, by
contrast, is the one of Charles S. Peirce (1839-1914). His inter-
pretation of the interactions between organisms and their environment
seems often to be a pansemiotic one, for example, when Peirce writes:
“The entire universe is perfused with signs, if it is not composed
exclusively of signs” (CP 5.448, fn.). However, Peirce distinguishes
among the relations between the objects and the organisms in the
environment of humans between those which are only of a dyadic and
those which are of a triadic nature, specifying that only triadic rela-
tions between organisms and their environment can be of a semiotic
kind. A merely dyadic and thus nonsemiotic organism-environment
interaction occurs when the organism is confronted with something
which presents itself as a ”brute fact” or in an effect of mere chance.
The environment in such a dyadic relation is experienced as “eminent-
ly hard and tangible; [...] it is forced upon us daily; it is the main
lesson of life” (CP 1.358). Only when such dyadic interactions be-
come triadic relations is the organism-environment relation trans-
formed into a semiotic one.

In a semiotic interaction, the organism experiences its environment
no longer in its immediacy as a brute fact, but interprets it with
reference to a third, a ”“meaning”, purpose, goal, or law which tran-
scends the immediate environmental situation (see also NOoth 1994c:
3f). Such triadic relationships of semiosis are characteristic of cogni-
tive processes (cf. Noth 1994b), goal-directed behavior, and more
generally, any mental activity.
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Semiosis in this sense is by no means restricted to processes in
higher organisms, to culture and social convention. Any primitive
biological organism already interacts semiotically with its environ-
ment when it selects or avoids energetic or material objects in its
environment for the purpose of its own survival. Such triadic inter-
actions of the organism with its environment constitutes a semiotic
threshold from the nonsemiotic to the semiotic world. Peirce goes so
far as to see the presence of mind in organismic nature when he writes:
The microscopist looks to see whether the motions of a little creature
show any purpose. If so, there is mind there” (CP 1.269; see also
Santaella Braga 1994).

Before such ecosemiotic guidelines began to be developed any
further in the more recent history of semiotics (see below), another
paradigm for the extension of semiotics to the environment of signs
users was developed by Charles Morris (1901-1979). In his beha-
vioral semiotics, the horizon of semiotic studies is equally extended
from human semiosis to processes of sign production and reception of
”living organisms” in general. Morris also emphasized the necessity of
going beyond the syntactic and semantic dimension of signs in order
to study, in the paradigmatic dimension of semiosis, the origin, use,
and effect” of signs in the environment of the organism (cf. Morris
1971: 366 f., 302). However, pragmatics after Morris has not really
fulfilled the expectations of liberating semiotic studies from their
anthropo- and logocentric bias.2

4. Biosemiotics of the relation between
the organism and its environment

In the context of biology, the semiotic nature of the relation between
the organism and its environment was first systematically described
by Jakob von Uexktill (1864-1944) in his ecological Theory of
Meaning (cf. UexKkiill 1928 and 1940).

2 Thus, Koch (1986: 40f. and 1992: 177f) in view of the restrictions of
pragmatics to the relations between emitters and receivers of sings, has
postulated the extension of the semiotic triad of syntax, semantics, and
pragmatics by means of a fourth dimension for the study of the ecological
conditions of sign use and evolution in nature and culture.
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Environment, according to Uexkdll (1940: 158, 334), is not
Haeckel’s “outer world™, but rather a subjective Umwelt, consisting
of an inner world as given by the organism’s perception and specific
operational world of practical interaction with the environment.
Umwelt, in this sense, is the way in which the environment is
represented to the organism’s mind, and it comprises the scope of the
organism’s operational interaction with its environment. Because of
the species-specific differences between organisms, their different
needs, capacities, and perspectives of their environment, there are as
many kinds of Umwelt as there are species (or even organisms). Every
species and every organism can only perceive whatever the biological
structure of its receptors, its brain, and its specific perspective of its
environment allows it to perceive.

In this context, Uexkill (1980: 335) anticipates a position of the
radical constructivism of our times, (cf., e.g., Schmidt, ed. 1987, Noth
1990: 179), when he writes: “Whichever subject we might choose
from the chain of animal beings, we will always find another Umwelt
constructed around it, an Umwelt evincing everywhere traces of the
subject, for every subject is the constructor of its own Umwelt.”

The semiotic nature of the organism-environment relation
according to Uexkdill is most apparent in his model of the functional
circle (Uexkull 1928: 8). It shows the organism (the subject) as a
‘receiver of meanings’ with perceptual and operational organs in an
environment whose objects are defined as “carriers of meaning”. The
meanings and signs of this Umwelt are by no means transmitted from
anexterior environment to the interior of an organism. Instead, there is
arelation of complementarity between the Umwelt and the inner world
of the organism. The carrier of meaning has the function of a
""counter-structure” of the receiver of meaning (Uexkill 1928: 8).
Umwelt and inner world thus constitutes a hermeneutic circle, for the
organism’s inner world contains, in more recent terminology, a cogni-
tive model of its Umwelt so that we can conclude that the organism is
not just a recipient, but a constructor of its own environment.

Uexkill’s theory of environmental meaning has meanwhile
become accepted as a classic of semiotics (Sebeok 1979, Th. v. Uex-
kdll 1981). It is a foundation of biosemiotics (Sebeok & Umiker-
Sebeok eds. 1992, Hoffmeyer 1996), where organism-environment
relations are being investigated both at a micro- and a macrobiotic
level. In the course of this research, it has become apparent that the

3 For the history of the concept of ‘Umwelt’ see Herrmanns (1991).
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study of environmental semiosis is not restricted to relations between
the organism’s inner world (‘Innenwelt’) and its outer environment
(‘AuBenwelt’), but that besides semiosis related to the outer Umwelt
there is also a semiotics of the interior Umwelt within the organism.
Sebeok (e.g., 1991) has introduced the term “endosemiotics” for the
study of this domain. Ecosemiotics at this level of semiosis within the
organism begins with the processes of cognition and recognition
between genes, other genes, and antigenes in their molecular bio-
logical environment with which they are in a relation of complemen-
tarity. At this level of ecosemiosis, we find the roots of binary oppo-
sitions which constitute structures and systems at higher and the
highest levels of semiosis (N6th, ed. 1994).
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JKOCEMUOTUKA

JKOMormyeckas CemMmoTuKa (3KOCEMMOTUKA) SBNSETCH HAyKol o
B3aMMOOTHOLLIEHUSIX MEeXAy CeMUOTUYEeCKMMUK (hakTopamm (agent) u
cpemoi cemmosnca. CtaTbsl faeT 0630p OCHOBHbIX MOAX0A0B K 3TOM
npobnematnke. B 06nact UCTOPUM 3KOMOrMYECKO CEMUOTUKMN
M3y4aroTC pasHble KOHLEMUUW O B3aVMMOOTHOLUEHUSX YerloBeKa W
cpefbl B CPefHEBEKOBOW AOKTPUHE CNPUTYasIbHON CUrHUUKaLUN 1
B PEHECCAHCHOM Y4eHUU o “signator”.

V13 TeopeTnyecKkoli CeMUOTMKIN aBTop NOAPOGHEee ocTaHaBMBaeTCA
Ha KOHUenuun upca 0 CeMUO3NCE KaK B3aMMOLENCTBUN MeXAy
OpraHM3MamMin W Cpegoii M Ha Teopuwm 3HadeHuss mn “Umweltlehre”
HOKcHo0s, paspabaTbiBalOLLMX 3KOCEMUOTUYECKUI NOAX0[S B pamMKax
6MOCEMMOTUKM.

Okosemiootika

Okoloogiline semiootika (6kosemiootika) on teadus suhetest semioo-
tiliste tegurite (agent) ja nende semioosilise keskkonna vahel. Kées-
olev artikkel annab (levaate lahenemistest sellele valdkonnale. Oko-
loogilise semiootika ajaloo osas vaadeldakse kontseptsioone suhetest
inimeste ja nende keskkonna vahel keskaja spirituaalsete tahistuste
doktriinis ning renessansi signatuuridoktriinis.

Teoreetilise semiootika vallas arutletakse Peirce’i teooria (le
semioosisest kui triaadilisest vastastoimest organismide ja nende kesk-
konna vahel, ning Uexkill’i tahenduseteooria ja “Omailmadpetuse”
(Umweltlehre) le, mis on 6kosemiootilised teemad biosemiootika
valdkonnas.



Semiotic ecology: different natures
in the semiosphere

Kalevi Kull

Alles Lebendige bildet eine Atmosphé&re um sich her.
J. W. Goethe (1977: 35)

“Natur! ... Wir leben mitten in ihr, und sind ihr fremde. Sie spricht
unaufhoérlich mit uns, und verrat uns ihr Geheimnis nicht.” These are
the words from G. C. Tobler’s prose fragment “Die Natur”, which he
wrote after visiting Goethe in 1781 (Goethe 1977: 29). The idea that
nature speaks, i.e., has a communicative characteristic, was quite
common in romanticism, and has been expressed also by
F. W. J. Schelling (cf. Wamke 1998).

The two centuries which separate us from the romanticist eralhave
given us elaborated methods of scientific inquiry and an extensive
practice of their application in order to free ourselves from Geheimnis.
However, we are still, and probably even to a much larger and deeper
extent, fremde to nature. Either we have not achieved the ability to
communicate with her, or that has been a pathological commu-
nication2. Or — as it is assumed by many contemporary natural
scientists — the communication between humans and nature is
nothing but a metaphor. A good description of the situation is given

1 According to some estimations, romanticism in the Baltic countries,
including Estonia, lasted to some extent up to the beginning of the 20th
century, due to the persistence of agrarian culture and traditional type of land-
use. Thure von UexKkiill (pers. comm.) has hypothesised that this could be an
indirect reason for the development of a strong non-Darwinian view to nature
(K. E. v. Baer, J. v. UexKkiill) namely in this region.

2 Cf. Witzany (1993: 17): “Die 6kologische Krise konnte in dieser Ausmaf}
nur entstehen, weil sich die Kultur der abendlandischen Moderne zur
(inneren und duBeren) Natur kommunikationspathologisch verhalt.”
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by J. Hoffmeyer (1997): “That evolution takes place in the ‘ecological
theatre’, as G. E. Hutchinson has expressed it, implies that evolution is
always co-evolution. But in neo-Darwinian tradition co-evolution,
with the Red Queen Hypothesis as the standard illustration, is always
treated like an arms race problem which implicitly figures evolution as
a game against something ‘out there’. While this may of course
sometimes be a representative model, it probably in most cases is a
caricature.”

The notion of nature is itself the result of certain opposition, and
there are many ways to build up further binary oppositions in human-
nature relationships, used in different circumstances, which delimit or
split nature in various ways.

Let me begin with an example to illustrate a view of man-nature
relationships.

“When some time ago the anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss was
asked what he thought was the ideal balance between man and nature,
he responded by suggesting a way anyone might answer that question
to for him- or herself. Begin, he said, by imagining conditions of
extreme dominance of one world over the other. Then ask what
condition in your own experience seems to strike a happy balance
between these extremes.” Levi-Strauss found the extremes to be India
and the Amazonian jungle. “The ideal, he concluded, was to be found
in his own native France where, in a predominantly agricultural
district, towns were dense and compact, taking up as little of the land
as they might, yet within them were healthy human communities
living in close harmony. In the countryside was a pattern of small
fields tended by farmer-owners of the land. At the margins of their
fields were hedgerows, ...”3 (Crowe 1997: 8-9). Hedgerows — but
where is the nature?

‘Indeed, if there is to be an expression of an ideal relationship with
nature, nature too must be seen in an idealized state” (Crowe 1997:
14). If this means that an ideal relationship with non-idealised nature
(i.e, with natural nature, with wilderness) is impossible, then it
imposes strong limits on the attempts of the green movement, on
ecological ideals.

These different situations seem just to be examples of different human
population densities, without any specific connection to the ideals of human-
reture relationships. However, | assume that this is not what Levi-Strauss
primerily had in mind.
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The understanding, that the human species together with its culture
is entirely a part of the ecosystem, with its producers and element
circles, and that humans can never escape the ecosystem, has been
taught by ecology, with some holistic emphasis by E. P. Odum (1963).
Hence, ecology as describing the material processes in ecosystems,
can demonstrate the imbalances of carbon, nitrogen, or phosphorus
cycles, can model the population dynamics and provide the optimum
rates of fishing and resource management. It can give ideas how to
develop ecological technologies and to protect species and commu-
nities in a more efficient ways.

However, ecological knowledge (as a natural scientific knowledge)
is in principle not sufficient to solve many ecological problems, it is
incapable of meeting the environmental issues of contemporary
culture. Despite the fact that we apparently know why, the number of
living species in the world is decreasing, the human population is
growing, the mountains of waste reach from the backyards and
oceanic abyss to the upper layers of the atmosphere. My guess is that
it is so, not only because the solution of these problems also requires,
in addition to the knowledge of ecological processes, an understanding
of human behaviour, but because the semiotic aspects of human-
nature relationships are of great importance everywhere, and these,
particularly, are still not sufficiently taken into consideration or
understood.

The relationships between humans and nature are connected to
deep cultural processes. A possible example can be the behaviour of
the primeval society on Easter Island, in which the establishment of
religious symbols and the building of stone statues led to the entire
destruction of the forest on the island, followed by the degeneration of
the culture (Ponting 1991). Besides constructing our understanding of
nature, we also construct the surrounding nature itself.

The ecological processes and dumping grounds enfold both
Umwelt and Innenwelt, their real sphere is the semiosphere. Therefore,
without understanding the semiotic mechanisms which determine the
place of nature in different cultures, one has little hope of solving
many serious environmental problems, and of finding the stable place
of culture in nature.

In this paper, | attempt to demarcate the specifics of ecosemiotics,
or semiotic ecology, to describe and classify some of its main
problems, and to introduce several concepts using its specific
perspective.
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The main thesis of this work states that when looking semiotically
and considering ecological knowledge together with what we know
about the deep processes of culture, one can conclude that, despite any
ecological consciousness or wish and attempt to build an ecological
society, when living with nature we cannot avoid the building of a
second nature and the replacing of the first. We can, in the best case,
make the changes slower and maybe less harmful for biodiversity, but
what we get is nevertheless nature with a human face. However, being
aware of this, it might be possible, at least theoretically, to reach a
semiotically sustainable world. But this assumes the semiotisation of
ecology.

Defining ecosemiotics

The term ‘ecosemiotics’ (also ‘ecological semiotics’, ‘semiotic
ecology’) still does not appear in the textbooks and reviews of, for
instance, T. A. Sebeok (1997b), or J. Deely (1990). Although, the term
was already used in the 6th International Congress of Semiotics in
Guadalajara (Mexico) in 19974 and in a recent meeting in Tartu5.
Also, it appears in the first volume of “A Handbook on the Sign-
Theoretic Foundations of Nature and Culture” (Tembrock 1997) as
‘Okosemiose’ in German and ‘environmental semiosis’ in English. It
was also used by J. Hoffmeyer (1997) in the form ‘eco-semiotic’.

The paper by W. Néth (1996) was appearently the first to coin this
term and to define it6. This work by NoOth was discussed in several
papers of the same volume of the “Zeitschrift fir Semiotik” (Béhme
1996, Bernard 1996, Hauser 1996a, Hoffmeyer 1996b). However,
these were not the first works in which semiotic ecology was
introduced. Already 15 years earlier, attempts to build semiotic eco-
logy were made in the Moscow group of theoretical biology (Levich
1983), and these ideas were discussed in joint meetings with

4 For instance, in the contribution by Stephen Duplantier.

5 Ecosemiotic aspects of the uses of nature were the topic of a North-
European workshop on anthropology of environment, organised jointly by the
Department of Anthropology of Aarhus University, Department of Semiotics
of Tartu University, and Jakob von Uexkiill Centre (May 1998, Estonia).

6 In the current volume his paper appears in its first English, edited,

version.
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colleagues from St. Petersburg and Tartu7. Also, there have een
several publications in which some semiotic aspects of human ecology
have been considered (e.g., Homborg 1996, Teherani-Krdnner 1996,
Hauser 1996b), and many more, in which the semiotics of human-
nature relationships are developed without the direct application of
semiotic terminology (e.g., Simmons 1993; Larsen, Grgas 199,
Rapoport 1994).

Here, | prefer to define ecosemiotics in a slightly different way
than W. No6th, developing his concept in a way which allows bio-
semiotics and ecological semiotics to be distinguished. There are two
main reasons to do so (although, generally, | consider the discussion
on the meanings of the names of scientific disciplines senseless — itis
not our convention which should define the limits, e.g., of biology, but
rather the area of the applicability of the rules which are discovered in
the field).

(1) According to the definition given by No6th (1996, 1998), it is
not very clear in many cases what distinguishes ecosemiotics from
biosemiotics, or from the Umweltlehre of J. v. Uexkdll.

W. Noth includes under the name of ecosemiotics the semiotic
aspects of all organism-environment interactions, both human and
non-human, among them those which have been viewed by endo-
semiotics, i.e. considering that the environment can also be intra-
organismic. In this sense, N6th’s term covers the area of biosemiotics
which has been established in last decade of development in this field,
and ecosemiotics would thus be just a synonym for biosemiotics.

(2) The second reason comes from my belief that ecosemiotics
may become a large and important field of research with considerable
practical applications. This is subjective human ecology (considering
under ‘subjective’ here the meaning given by J. v. Uexkdll), or in
other words, it is human ecology as extended toward semiotics, human
ecology from the semiotic point of view.

However, as Noth (1998) also notices, “for example, F. de Saus-
sure’s anthroposemiotics is a semiotics without any ecosemiotic
perspective. /../ Such a linguocentric program of semiosis is bound to
impede any prospects for the study of the ecological determinants in
the process of semiosis interaction of the organism and its environ-
ment”. Here seems to be located an area which, indeed, is still not

7 It should be noted that the course pn ecosemiotics is being read for the
first time in Tartu University in 1998, whereas the course on biosemiotics has
been taught in Tartu regularly since 1993.
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entirely covered either by biosemiotics, or by anthroposemiotics, or by
the semiotics of culture. However, the view of Saussure, according to
which, all we know passes through the filter of language, may still be
acceptable, provided we understand ‘language’ or ‘linguistic’ in a
broad enough way.

The obvious need for ecological semiotics can also be seen from the
point made by J. Deely (1990, p. 7): “As autonomous, the sphere of
human culture is but relatively autonomous, as trancending, but only by
incorporating and resting upon, a physical environment shared with all
the forms of biological life in a larger network — biosemiosis — of
mutual dependence. The understanding of that larger whole precisely in
terms of semiosis defines the complete task of which cultural semiotics
forms a part”.

Ecology can be seen as a great project which aims to overcome the
dualism between man and nature in the sense of showing and
explaining how human society actually represents only a constituent
of the ecosystem and the biosphere, a consumer among the other
consumers in the ecological cycles which include all plants, animals,
micro-organisms and earth. As one of the consequences of the eco-
logical approach, biocentrism has arisen to replace both physicalism
and anthropocentrism.

Semiotics, somehow analogically to this ecological program, can
be seen as a large project to get free from the dualism of mind and
matter through the demonstration of the triadic nature of all primary
and secondary processes of interpretation, which all are to be embed-
ded in the semiosphere.

The involvement of biology in this is not surprising, since “that is
traditionally the main threat to dualism — biology, which in itself
covers a more or less continuous range from organic chemistry to
human beings” (Stjemfelt 1992: 427). Also, Uexkull’s biological
concept of Umwelt has been used in semiotics as a tool to extend the
concept of semiosphere to the sphere of non-human organisms (Hoff-
meyer 1996a, Kull 1998). According to J. Hoffmeyer (1996a: 24),
“Usually biologists try to bring people close to Nature. 1 am going to
adopt the opposite strategy, that of bringing Nature to people.” How-
ever, the application of a semiotic approach in biology or ecology is
fundamentally different from applying mathematical or physical
methods in life science. Semiotic biology, as well as semiotic ecology,
means that we step over the limits of natural science, and what we get,
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or what we need, is thus an extended biology, and an extended
ecology as well.

To describe the realm of biosemiotics, J. Hoffmeyer (1996a: 96)
builds a triangle which consists of culture, external nature, and inter-
nal nature. According to Hoffmeyer, the relationship between culture
and internal nature is the sphere of psychosomatics, the relationship
between internal and external nature is the field of biosemiotics, and
the relationship between culture and external nature is the
environmental sphere. This latter can also be named an ecosemiotic
area (Fig. 1).

Figure 1. Defining the sphere of ecosemiotics, in relation to biosemiotics and
psychosomatics. Under internal nature we mean the biological organism, and
under external nature all the living and nonliving environment.

Biosemiotics is defined as an analysis of living systems as sign
systems, the origin of sign being one of the problems in its
competence. It investigates semiosis in the living which is much
broader than human life, i.e. which exists beyond the mental
(conscious) life, assuming the semiotic threshold to be close to where
life begins.

Ecosemiotics can be defined as the semiotics of relationships
between nature and culture. This includes research on the semiotic
aspects of the place and role of nature for humans, i.e. what is and
what has been the meaning of nature for us, humans, how and in what
extent we communicate with nature. Ecosemiotics deals with the
semiosis going on between a human and its ecosystem, or a human in
ones ecosystem. In this, it can be related to ethnology and sociology of
man-nature relationships, to environmental psychology and the
anthropology of environment, which, although quite close to eco-
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semiotics, deal more with the comparative than the semiotic aspects of
the problem.

Ecosemiotics is thus quite different from biosemiotics. Eco-
semiotics can be considered as a part of the semiotics of culture,
which investigates human relationships to nature which have a
semiosic (sign-mediated) basis, whereas biosemiotics can be seen as
different from the cultural semiotic field. Both, nevertheless, are
researching nature from the semiotic point of view.

Hoffmeyer (1996a: 32) has distinguished between vertical and
horizontal axes in biological communication. He identifies vertical
communication with genealogical semiosis (or genetic and evolu-
tionary dimension), and horizontal communication with ecological
semiosis. This can be seen as referring to diachronic and synchronic
aspects in biosemiotics, ecosemiotics representing mainly the
synchronic part. However, ecosemiotics, as | interpret it, should also
include the history of culture-nature relationships, as the development
of nature(s) in culture(s).

At the same time, in a way, ‘ecological’ can be seen as a step
forward from ‘biological’. As expressed by F. Merrell (1996: 269), “I
now wish to gravitate away from the biological focus /../ toward a
broader, rather ‘ecological’ view.”

Ecosemiotics describes the appearance of nature as dependent on
the various contexts or situations. It includes nature’s structure as it
appears, its classification (syntactics); it describes what it means for
people, what there is in nature (semantics); and it finds out the
personal or social relation to the components of nature, which can be
one’s participation in nature (pragmatics). In all this, it includes the
role of memory and the relationships between different types of
(short-term, long-term, etc.) memory in culture. Due to considering
the evolutionary aspect, ecosemiotics also extends to non-human
systems.

The semiotic aspect of man-nature relationships may concern, for
instance, the context-dependence of the valuation of nature, differen-
ces in seeing and understanding it. Also, it concerns the signal
character of the behaviour of a person in nature — when living in a
forest, or walking in woods, or seeing it on TV, reading or speaking or
dreaming about it. And it certainly concerns the formation of nature,
the designing and building of the environment using the human

(linguistic, aesthetic, etc.) forms.
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Effects of human-nature functional circles

Our knowledge of nature, at its best, however, is not nature itself, and
not only in the sense that all the given is just the given in our personal
Umwelt, but much more — semiosic processes have been and are
continuously creating a second nature — through the changing of
nature itself. As a result, nature has changed so much that the nature
we know is already almost entirely the second (or third) one. It is a
fundamental feature of semiosic processes — to change, to mani-
pulate, to take under control, to make a difference, to build the other.

It is of interest here to note J. Derrida’s view on J.-J. Rousseau’s
examination of the topics of nature and culture. “Rousseau starts out
with nature as a primitive stage, with simple human societies living
happily, who then add cultural complexity. Culture then adds to nature
and substitutes for it, but Derrida argues that each time Rousseau uses
the term nature he describes it in terms of nature supplemented by
culture or indeed in terms of nature/culture polarity with the first term
being a better state than the last. Nature thus must become something
which is never unsupplemented” (Simmons 1993: 150).

Due to the interdependence of perception and operation, the way
how humans perceive nature is itself influencing and creating environ-
mental problems. There are several aspects to this phenomenon.

@ Recognition and control. Recognition, and as a result
classification (categorisation), has a tendency to take the recognised
under its control. In an organism’s Umwelt, all that is recognised tends
to become used or manipulated and, as a next step, taken under
control; which means that the organism, automatically, unavoidably
and obligatorily, changes nature.

One cannot use anything that one cannot recognise. To make a
rope from bass, one has to recognise lime-trees. If lime is rare in the
vicinity, its usage may lead to a decrease in its abundance. Thus —
recognition has led to a change in nature. The local distribution of
lime, at least in northern Europe, has, due to this, been severely
modified in comparison to its indigenous growth areas.

It is obvious that game animals and useful plant species have been
affected by human activities. But it is more interesting to notice that
the species recognised as rare, and as a result taken under nature
protection, may also change their abundance due to this attitude. Thus
even nature protection is a way, although quite mild, of changing
nature. In the course of development of biological knowledge about
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species (including many small ones, e.g. those which are causing
diseases) and their ways of behaviour, their abundance is taken under
more or less strict control.

(2) Decontextualisation8. Recognition of an object, at least to some
extent, decontextualises it. To be able to replant specimens of a useful
species automatically means that specimens are taken out of their
original biocoenosis, removing with this many connections with other
species which are not taken with the plant to its new habitat. In built
(artificial) ecosystems, for instance fields or parks, people often grow
foreign, non-indigenous plants. Therefore, species in such places may
encounter new relationships with other species which they have never
experienced before. These plants are taken away from the context in
which they have evolved. As J. N. Thompson (1994: 292) remarks,
“the real tragedy accompanying the destruction of natural commu-
nities is the loss forever of specialized and highly coevolved
interactions. These are the relationships between species that are pro-
bably disappearing fastest, yet they are precisely the ones that could
tell us the most about the evolutionary consequences of particular
ways of interacting. /../ [Detailed models] will remain an untested
academic exercise if the most specialized interactions have dis-
appeared or have lost the community context in which they were
formed.” A typical example of decontextualised behaviour is that of
weeds, which have lost the (semiotic) controls which limited their
abundance in the primary habitat.

(3) Operation and remodelling (forming). Operation always
depends on (is regulated by) the forms and images the organism (a
human) has acquired. Operation does not follow the whole structure of
the environment and its webs of relationships, but discretisises it and
disregards many sides. Consequently, it changes the environment,
making it more similar to the human’s own face.

(4) Opposition and reduction. Recognition means an ability to
make distinctions9, which, in a simple case, are polar. Making dis-
tinctions (polar oppositions) has a tendency to replace the importance
of the whole by the importance of particular parts. A trivial example in
our context would be the distinction between nature and culture,
which leads us to think that the processes in culture and nature are

8 Various aspects of ecological decontextualisation have been analysed by

A Homborg (1996).
9 Exactly as G. Bateson (1972: 315) says about information, which is “a
difference that makes a difference .
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separated, and that the processes of culture or respectively of nature
are more important to consider than those of the whole.

(5) Understanding and devaluation. Understanding the mechanism
of a phenomenon has a tendency to remove the value previously
attributed to this phenomenon. This can be explained as decon-
textualising the object from the self.

(6) Selfing and valuation. Including a phenomenon into self has a
tendency to assign value to this phenomenon. The limits of one’s self
may be very different, for instance, these may include just one’s body,
or home, or family, or farm, or country (homeland), or Gaia.

The semiotic aspect of man-nature relationships may also include
the distinguishing of species into useful and dangerous, into the
familiar and the strange (or sometimes into more classes). National
taxonomies provide many examples here (thus, a large part of
ethnobiology happens to propose questions for ecosemiotics). In a
similar vein, plants are divided into crops and weeds, animals into the
tame and the wild.

Thus, perceiving nature already creates problems, as seen from this
list. Therefore, it is not only Judeo-Christian belief which has neces-
sarily stood at the root of the ecological crisis, as noted by L. White
(1967). The causes go much deeper, into the main features of human
behaviour and understanding. Also, there exist both, processes which
make the environment mechanic (e.g., (5)), and which make it alive

(e.g., (6)).

Multiple natures

Scholastics already made the difference between first and second
nature; by second nature the one built by humans was meantl0. The
same discrimination has later been assigned to Hegelll The important
point here is that nature is not unique, there is not one nature, but
several.

J. v. Uexkiill with his notion of Umwelt has emphasised that every
organism has its own subjective environment, which is different from
any other, and in the case of different species of animals these
differences can be very large. However, this is not the aspect I am

10 Cf. Crowe 1997: 3.
1 See Smith 1996: 49.
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describing here  the problem here is the separation of notions within
an Umwelt (particularly in human Umwelt), or in the semiosphere.

As a result of the differences humans can make, the nature in their
Umwelt is distinguished into first, second, and third nature; what we
think is outside the Umwelt, can be called zero nature. Zero nature is
nature itself (e.g., absolute wilderness1?). First nature is the nature as
we see, identify, describe and interpret it. Second nature is the nature
which we have materially interpreted, this is materially translated
nature, i.e. a changed nature, a produced nature. Third nature is a
virtual nature, as it exists in art and science.

Zero nature is seen as changing by itself, the objective nature itself,
‘out there’ (or ‘in here’). The first nature is nature as we have it due to
(or thanks to) our language, a language-filtered (or sign-filtered)
nature. It is like a translation of zero nature into our knowledge; this is
our image of nature at the same time, either mythical, or social, or
scientific. The second one can be seen as a back translation of the first
into the zero, nature as changed through our participation, a mani-
pulated nature. And the third nature is the interpretation of inter-
pretation, the translation of translation, the image of image of nature.

Zero nature, at least when living, is changing via ontological
semiosis, or via physiosemiosis if applying J. Deely’s term. The first
nature is nature as filtered via human semiosis, through the inter-
pretations in our social and personal knowledge. This is categorised
nature. The second nature is changing as a result of ‘material
processes’ again, this is a ‘material translation’ in the form of true
semiotic translation, since it interconnects the zero and the first (or
third), controlling the zero nature on the basis of the imaginary nature.
The third nature is entirely theoretical or artistic, non-natural nature-
like nature, built on the basis of the first (or third itself) with the help
of the second.

These terms from ‘zero’ to ‘third’, although arbitrary, are chosen
as corresponding to the quite widespread meaning given to ‘second
nature’ (e.g., Crowe 1997). Also, in a similar vein, McKenzie Wark
(1994a; 1994b: 20) has proposed to use the term ‘third nature’13:
“Second nature, which appears to us as the geography of cities and
roads and harbours and wool stores is progressively overlayed with a

2 The true wilderness, obviously, is the untouched nature, which, in an
absolute sense, is even untouched by our knowledge. It follows that we are
not able to describe it, at least in correct scientific terms.

B N. Smith (1996).
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third nature of information flows, creating an information landscape
which almost entirely covers the old territories. /../ If there is a
gualitative change in the social relations of culture which deserves the
name postmodern, perhaps this is it.”

All four natures are here, as | write this on the open balcony of my
summer cottage in the south Estonian forests, in a place which is far
more distant from the towns and roads than Walden. Zero nature lives
its life in every leaf and blade, and in the forest behind the trees, and
in the soil with the earthworms. First nature is all the green | see, the
birds that sing and dragonflies and the big spider in the upper comer
of the balcony keeping its leg on the web. Second nature is all of our
garden, and well, and smoke sauna, but also a great deal of the forest,
since | know that it is growing on the old pastures and meadows
which were abandoned nearly sixty years ago; also, in this forest,
some of the trees were cut to give the others more space to grow. And
third nature is all this nature on the screen of laptop, and in my
theoretical constructions, and in the book my daughter is reading.

In the course of the development of human Umwelt, the part of
zero and first nature in the semiosphere, as well as in the biosphere,
inevitably diminishes; the causes of the loss of wilderness are as deep
as the laws of the development of knowledge. Second nature cannot
be built on an empty space.

The building of second nature generally means that people apply
certain models, or we may even say, certain general linguistic patterns
upon nature. This is particularly well illustrated in park architecture or
garden design. It can be easily demonstrated when considering the
notions used to describe gardens. Lawn is smooth and homogeneous,
with gramineous forms and almost without forbs. Flowers need to be
with coloured flowers seen — either in distinguished monospecies
patches, or if with single shoots then with remarkable flowers. Bushes
or trees should not have dried branches, and the crowns should not be
intertwined. There should be no large herbs growing out of or over
bushes. These or similar rules of ‘order’ can be seen as belonging to
(and coming from) certain traditions of gardening schools. However,
these are probably something much deeper, since regardless of the
particular school, the rules always apply idealised forms to nature.
Namely, rules like these originate from the discretisised descriptions
of nature, from the linguistic nature, as limited by the general
mechanisms of perception and operation, i.e., of functional circle.
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The logical relationships between the four natures (from zero to the
third) can be represented as dealing with the (creation) processes
between nature and its image (construct, or schema), through a simple
combinatorics:

0 — zero nature is  — nature from nature
1— first nature is — image from nature
2 — second nature is — nature from image
3 — third nature is — image from image

The same can be represented in a figure (Fig. 2).

Figure 2. The processes which generate the Oth, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd nature. N -
nature, M - image.

All four natures participate in the usual discourses of natural science.
Zero nature is that which biologists want to describe. The first one is
that which they perceive and describe. The second one is the one in
their lab. And the third nature is what they get in their papers and
models. However, in all cases | assume that nature is a complex of
processes, not a pattern.

In a way this is trivial, but without paying attention to this,
scientists are often misguided. For instance, field biologists in Europe,
when describing what they call nature, are dealing mostly with second
nature, since almost all landscapes and ecosystems in their countries
are already secondary, designed or influenced by culture. This does
not concern only so-called seminatural communities like meadows
and ‘non-cultivated’ pastures, but also forests which are either sown
or planted or thinned or fertilised or meliorated, and waterbodies
which are polluted or purified, and populations which are harvested or
protected. The result is, that the scientific literature on various aspects
of ecology is describing humans and culture in disguise, very often
without noticing or even not being really aware of it (or of the extent
of this aspect). The mean age of the existing biocoenoses (if mea-
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suring from the last greater change in the management regime, or from
a considerable change in the edificator density) is very short, usually
extending to few decades and rarely to several centuries, whereas
biodiversity is directly dependent on community age, together with
population structures, species relationships and element cycles all of
which are in transition. To recognise the culture in nature is not easy,
it requires very rich experience on the part of the biologist, but with-
out this the conclusions made may happen to be just artefacts.

The natures from zero to the third can be seen as the steps (or
types) which distinguish the meditative, descriptive, experimental
(technological), and theoretical science. Here we can see that, what are
being described are, in one aspect, the stages of the development of
science, and in another aspect, the different natures. Nature as de-
scribed by theoretical biologists may not coincide with the nature
described by descriptive naturalists.

A remarkable feature of the scheme on Figure 2 is that it is almost
isomorfic with the schemes of the functional circle as represented and
described by J. v. Uexkill (1928). In his scheme of the functional
circle, 1 would mean Merkwelt, 2 — Wirkwelt, and 3 — Innenwelt; 1
and 2 taken together is Umwelt; 0 is nature itself as the Kantian Ding
an sich.

An additional aspect appears if we ask whether a bird’s nest can be
considered as second nature for the bird, or does there exist wilderness
from a bird’s (or bee’s) point of view? If the main principles of the
functional circle (of perception and operation) are the same, then the
answer tends to be ‘yes’. This is the more so if we accept that the
general learning process (phylogenetic or ontogenetic) exists in all
living organisms, and the linguistic properties can be seen in the
behaviour of each cell (assuming the semiotic boundary laying at the
beginning of life).

A similar idea is presented by S. Plant (1996: 205): “It can either
be said that ‘natural’, human intelligence is ‘artificial’ and constructed
in the sense that its apparatus mutates as it learns, grows and explores
its own potentiality; or that ‘artificial’ intelligence is ‘natural’ insofar
as it pursues the processes at work in the brain and effectively learns
as it grows. Either way the distinction between nature and artifice is
collapsed.”

Although the double secondness of nature may be the case (e.g.,
due to behaviour of cognitive robots), these examples still demonstrate
that a further step is needed after we have extended the feature of
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semioticity to include all the living. For the latter (i.e. the statement
that semiosis begins with life) to be true and acceptable, does not
mean that there is no difference between bio- and anthroposemiosis.
The human language and design remain different from that of other
living creatures on Earth. This difference is simply not so easy to find.

Approaches to nature

Depending on either the exclusion the nature from one’s self, or the
inclusion of nature into it, there are generally two basic approaches of
humans towards living nature. According to the first, humans try to
repel wild animals and plants from the neighbourhood of their homes.
According to the second, humans attempt to live together with plants
and animals. The first approach has created the cultural deserts and
strictly protected reservations of wilderness, the second one has given
the semi-natural ecosystems and gardens. Both of them, of course,
change nature in the sense of building a second one, however, these
are two radically different strategies for doing it. These strategies can
be called ‘balance through power’, and ‘balance through humility’.

Here are few small examples of peoples attitudes toward tiny ani-
mals.

(@) When a mosquito is biting us, we usually kill that insect using
our free hand. It has a certain sense to do so in our homes, in the
closed rooms in which we live, because so we can diminish the
probability of being bitten again. It has become customary to kill the
insects which land on our legs or face. However, this is absolutely
senseless if we work or walk in the open air, in a forest, for instance.
Killing a biting fly in the forest does not change the probability of
being bitten again due to the great number of insects. Killing animals
because they cause some discomfort is senseless altogether when we
are in their natural habitat, in nature, since, for our body, wiping the
insects away would have exactly the same result.

(b) Spiders, together with all other non-domestic or wild creatures
which can be seen with the naked eye, are either killed or at least
repelled from contemporary human apartments. The different relation-
ship concerns dogs, cats, aquarium fish, caged birds. Whereas mos-
quitoes sometimes really bite, and even flies can make windows dirty,
the small spiders do not cause any harm to humans. The reason why
people remove them from their rooms has, therefore, a somewhat
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different source. This seemingly has to do with the classification of
living organisms which is specific to culture. It should be noted that
the relationship, e.g., to spiders in our rooms, has been different in
some cases, or in some cultures. For instance, | have seen in some
Estonian farmhouses that spiders’ webs are carefully kept. The hosts
explained that the spiders may reduce the number of flies in their
rooms, and therefore it is reasonable to preserve them.

(©) A similar story was told by U. Eco of his visit to the University
library in Coimbra, Portugal. “Spread out on the tables they had green
towels, as for billiards. | asked why. They said it was to protect the
furniture from the shit of the bats. They have bats; the ceiling is full of
bats. During the day they sleep; during the night they shit. So I asked,
why don't you get rid of the bats? But you see, the bats eat the
bookworms that would otherwise damage the books. For 400 years the
bats have been protecting the books.”4

Thus, on a larger scale, we can notice the two quite different ways
of the organisation of nature protection.

According to the first, the main way to protect nature is through
the reserves in which nature is left by itself, repelling people from the
area. These are the state- or federally-owned national parks of many
western countries, on the territory of which humans are not allowed to
live or change anything. What is allowed is to come and look, but
even this is strongly regulated spatially and temporally, for some areas
with access only for park personnel and researchers (and even for
them only with special licenses).

According to the other, the way to protect nature is through the
preservation of the traditional life styles of humans on the basis of the
non-intensive use of nature. An example of the latter is the traditional
wooded meadow on the calcareous areas of the Baltic Sea islands and
on the mainland of Estonia and Sweden.

It is very interesting to notice that while the first type of nature
protection results in high values of large-scale species diversity (the
number of species in, e.g., one square kilometre being higher than in
the surrounding areas of the same habitat), then the second type
retains the examples of the highest small-scale (few square metres)
species diversity (Kukk, Kull 1997). The nature reserves, in which the
wilderness is left by itself, without any management, can retain their

XU From Stephen Smith, Ask Umberto, In Toronto Globe & Mail (National
edition), Oct. 26, p. D14. The story is retelled in Sasha Jerabek (1996),
Echoeing Thoughts on Bats and Books. In The Marginal Librarian 4(1), p. 4.
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number of species if the area was not managed before. However, the
highest known small-scale species diversity occurs in some managed
ecosystems, provided that the management is mild and regular over a
very long period of time. In this way, for instance, the meadows which
are regularly mown (but not more than once a year) or grazed (but
never overgrazed) can have more plant species growing on a square
metre than any non-managed plant community. Also, a traditional
fishery can sometimes keep the diversity of the fish community higher
than that in non-managed lakes. This can be explained through the
diminishing of the level of competition in the loosely managed
communities — for example, mowing removes relatively more
biomass from bigger specimens (and from the species which have
bigger specimens), equalising the conditions for different species and
diminishing the intensity of competition for light. However, this is
certainly not the only reason for the diversification of nature in some
managed ecosystems. For instance, it is quite common that the density
(@and number of species) of nesting birds is higher in a traditional
semi-cultural landscape than in neighbouring large forests — which is
probably the result of a larger variety of niches created by human
activities.

A human community with nature, even at its best, cannot be a
community with wilderness. Living with nature ultimately means
changing nature. Ninety percent of trees growing in England are not of
indigenous species; people, however, may describe this landscape as
beautiful. The forests of Finland are monocultural plantations,
although some people may think of them as true forests. The most
colourful and species-rich old meadows in Estonia are a result of
human management which created them less than two thousand years
ago. The models of nature’s beauty and naturalness, which people
apply when protecting valuable areas, are ideal models, which, due to
this, change the order of nature.

However, this does not mean that there is no sense in nature
protection, or ecological management. What | want to stress here is
that there is a strict limit in these activities, in the sense that even the
most carefully protected nature is a somehow changed nature, and it is
important to see and understand this.

Nature is soaking into culture and cultural landscapes anyway.
Everywhere wherever possible, life tends to cover the Earth with a
green coat. Only very dry, very cold, or highly contaminated places
may be inaccessible for plant life. Every crack in the tarmac or hole
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in a wall is found, after some time, by a diaspore which starts to grow
and distribute its greenness. The same goes for many groups of ani-
mals (insects, spiders, birds, small rodents, etc.), fungi (e.g., molds),
protists and bacteria, in addition to lichens, bryophytes and vascular
plants — that means all larger taxa.

The power of expansion of life makes it very difficult to rid
ourselves of all life forms in our surroundings — it has required the
technology of the 20th century. The exclusion of living organisms
from apartments became efficient only just in the ‘ecological’ era, i.e.
in the last decades, with the invention of hermetically sealed windows
and doors and hermetic building materials which enabled the filling of
the smallest cracks around water pipes etc. Various preservatives
make it possible even to sterilise our food.

Semiotic extension of ecology

Ecology, despite the great variety and resulting diffuseness of its
meaning, and despite the existence of areas like ecological psychology
or ecological linguistics, is nevertheless traditionally considered in its
true meaning as a nhatural science. Human society belongs in
ecological systems not via its mental abilities, but through metabolism
and energy consumption, through the mutual relationships with other
species. The ecological aspect in all the eco-branches of the huma-
nities means either an emphasis on the environment and environ-
mental factors, or just the application of natural scientific methodo-
logy. J. Hoffmeyer (1996a: 143) emphasises: “it is hard to see how
ecology can be our guide and mentor in managing nature when it
keeps splitting the world up into two distinct sectors — the natural and
the cultural — thereby upholding all of the emotional superstructure,
all the illusions, that alienate us from nature.” In this, the ecosemiotic
project remains apart.

Ecosemiotics is not just an application of ecology — in the sense
of its methods or environmental factors — in semiotics. This might be
more like an application of semiotics in ecology, however, this does
not happen to be the precise formulation either, since — as em-
phasised by J. Deely (1990: 12) — semiotics is more a standpoint than
a set of methods or ideology. Looking into ecology from the semiotic
standpoint, as a matter of fact, is impossible from the inside, or in the
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framework, of ecology as a natural science. It requires an extension of
the viewpoint.

Ecosemiotics, or semiotic ecology, in which semiotic processes are
those which make the organisms living and the living themselves
interconnected, means the introduction of a view which is beyond the
limits of natural sciences. In semiotic ecology, a subject is taking part
in life, a subject which has no behaviouristic description. Thus, also,
the natural scientific methods of model testing happen to be too
narrow for this field, and should be extended. Ecology, which includes
culture, and not mere material processes of producing waste or of
producing energy or even competition between the firms, turns out to
be a fundamentally different field — which still includes ecology,
seen however as standing on a considerably different basis.

Semiotic ecology is extended ecology, with a change in its
philosophical and methodological assumptions. It is no longer a
natural science — in the same way that semiotics is not, and like
biosemiotics or semiotic biology is essentially an extended biology,
for which the existing biology is a special, restricted case.

To accept this view means that we interpret the J. v. UexKkiill’s15
concept of Umwelt as being broader than the ‘Umwelt’ meaning
environment in a natural scientific sense. A. Meyer-Abich (1963)
expressed it as the physics being a special case of biology — a
statement which cannot be acceptable within a natural scientific view,
according to which the situation should be just the reverse. However,
the idea of biosemiotics is to develop an extended concept of
knowledgel6 within which the strongly natural scientific knowledge is
arestricted part, or a particular case.

Semiotic sustainability

Despite its immanent eternity, the semiosphere is ever growing. In
this, it is, or at least it seems to be in contradiction with the ecological
model of a sustainable economy. The sustainable economy almost
cannot grow. Semiotically extended ecology would, thus, tell us that
the stability and limitedness which we can see in balanced natural
ecosystems and which, although with serious difficulties, seems to be,

5 E.g., UexKkiill (1980).
B Cf. T. Vehkavaara’s (1998) explanation of this subject.
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at least in principle, possible to achieve in ecosystems with humans,
will be lost if we take into account the semiotic processes and
inevitability of the growth and extension of second nature. The
unlimited growth of sign systems follows from the principle of the
growth of signs. The claim ‘no limits in learning’ proposed by the
Club of Rome seems to suit as a proof of this.

The idea of sustainability, dominating in ecological publications of
the last decades, is almost entirely absent in semiotic literaturel?. This
can be explained by the apparent rarity of a feature like sustainability,
in semiotic systems. However, the situation in semiotics deserves a
further insight and analysis, particularly considering the recent growth
of biosemiotics into a regular branch of this field.

If we accept a principal statement of biosemiotics, according to
which the elements of living systems are signs (Hoffmeyer 1996), or
that life begins with semiotic controls (Pattee 1997), then it follows
that the non-human living systems are sign systems. Therefore, the
examples of balanced ecosystems can serve as examples of balanced
sign systems with limited growth.

Biological sustainable systems still have history, in the sense of
their unique sequence of internal changes. However, they lack an
extensive self-description of their history (or, at least, they have to
loose it when becoming old enough, otherwise the size limit cannot be
strictly applied)18 Here is one reason why the applicability of bio-
semiotic systems as models for culture is very limited.

Biological organisms have memory in the sense of the inheritance
of unique patterns and codes, which go back billions of years for
several features. However, this is a memory without time, or with
quite restricted time. The narratives which may be included into
biological memory as certain developmental sequences are like short
tales, they never reach the length of the historical narratives one can
read from the books about phylogeny or human and cultural history.

However, the absence of lengthy narratives does not restrict the
existence of the sign systems and languages. Vice versa, it can be a

7 The rarity of references on ecological problems in semiotic literature is
the more surprising due to the fact that both, semiotics and ecology, became
very popular and started a period of rapid growth almost simultaneously in
1960s.

It is important to emphasise that the absence of the self-description of
history does not mean the absence of self-description at all. The partial self-
description of some structures is a general feature of living systems.
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precondition for ecological systems to persist. The sustainable way of
long-term existence as has existed in pagan tribes could persist
without literacy. Many forest nations (e.g., Finno-Ugric ones in
Siberia, Indian ones in North-America) do not have traditional stony
architecture, or long-lasting religious buildings. The continuity of
cultural semiosis does not presume the simultaneous detailed long-
term storage of self-description.

The myth of progress is certainly related to the idea of unlimited
memory, since, otherwise, history may happen to circulate.

The character of intentions is obviously also connected with the
character of memory. If memory does not include narratives, as it is
the case in many non-human organisms, then wishes (needs) and plans
cannot have any complicated temporal structure either. This is also the
reason why only few species of animals are able to possess something
we call morals.

Thus, the natural sustainable ecosystems, despite their semiotic
essence, have quite little in common with contemporary human
societies. If so, then the conditions of persistence for cultural systems
should be found separately, in addition to the principles which work
for biological systems. The necessary ecological requirements like the
closure of element cycles and the limitedness of energy flows should
not be violated, but due to the increased semiotic freedom the
mechanisms which lead to sustainability of natural ecosystems cannot
achieve this in the systems with civilised culture. We cannot violate
the physical laws, but as a result of the increased semiotic freedom,
we can violate many simple and old (biological) semiotic controls.

We can also change our system of values. In relation to sustainabi-
lity, it is important to notice that it is also possible not to change the
valuation of many things. For instance, the attribution of value to
organisms of other species living in the human environment can be
kept. Also, the value of non-living nature and landscapes can be
persistent for a very long time.

It took more than two billion years for the biosphere to stabilise the
carbon cycle and the chemical composition of the atmosphere,
removing large amounts of carbon from use. Humans, during two
centuries, are turning the situation rapidly back at least half a billion
years, with the burning of fossil fuels. It looks like the semiosphere
still cannot take the biosphere as his/her own.

The problem with semiosic connections is that these can be
violated if there is the knowledge and a wish to do so. Natural science
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teaches that it is impossible to build a perpetuum mobile, but it is
possible to make a dead from the living, and it explains how to do so.

The danger of the extensive replacement of zero nature by the
second one comes from the incompleteness of linguistic knowledge,
and the loss of information due to the discrete character of linguistic
forms, together with a mythical belief for the achieveability of
complete knowledge. Although living nature is itself largely linguistic
and discrete, human signs cannot copy all the details of non-human
signs, and thus, the reconstructed and constructed natures always
simplify and restrict some of the relationships in nature itself.

“We can learn valuable lessons from the study of ecosystems,
which are sustainable communities of plants, animals, and microorga-
nisms. /../ We need to become ecologically literate. Being ecologically
literate /../ means understanding the principles of organization of
ecological communities (ecosystems) and using those principles for
creating sustainable human communities” (Capra 1997: 297). My
statement is that this is not the whole story. Humans, together with
only a few other life forms, are able not to do what they wish. Our
nature is culture. The paradox is, that sustainable living means living
forever with incomplete knowledge, and with memory that forgets.

Conclusions

The main message of this article is that ecological knowledge is not
sufficient to understand or solve the ecological problems which
humans face, since these are consequences of certain deeply semiotic
and cultural processes, intertwined with ecological and biological
ones. There exist different types of cultures, among them some which
have been able to create balanced relationships with nature, and many
others which automatically create environmental problems for
themselves. Thus, the understanding and possible solution of ecolo-
gical conflicts assumes knowledge of both cultural and biological
parts, which means that cultural semiotics and ecology can construc-
tively interact in this field. Consequently, ecosemiotics seems to be a
possibility for facing these most important, and most difficult
challenges of the contemporary world.19

19 1 owe my thanks to Peeter Torop who has, among others, inspired me to
think about ecosemiotics, and to M. Lotman, W. No&th, S. Brauckmann,
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CeMMOTUYECKAS 3KONOTUS:
pasHble NPUPOALI B cemuocgepe

3KOCEMMOTUKA ONpefenseTcss KaK CeMUOTMYUYECKMid aHanus B3auMo-
OTHOLUEHWIA Ky/NbTypbl M MpUPOAbl, a TakKXKe PacCMOTPEHMe 3TUX
OTHOLLUEHMIA KaK CeMMOTMYEeCKMX. STWUM OHa OT/M4YaeTcss OT 6uo-
CEMMOTUKM, KOTOpas 3aHUMAaeTCcsl PacCMOTPEHMEM >KMBOW Npupogbl
KaK 3HAKOBOI. Ecnn 61M0CEMUOTMKA SBASETCS pasfesioM CEMUOTUKM
Ha paBHbIX MpaBax C CEMWOTUKOM KynbTypbl, TO 3KOCEMUOTMKA
OKasbIBaeTCA CKOpee 4YacTblo CEMMOTUKU Ky/bTypbl, XOTA W B
ONpefeNieHHOl Mepe paclumpsisi ee rpaHuubl. [aHHOe onpejeneHune
9KOCEMMOTMKU YTOUHSIET 1 pa3BMBaeT OMNpefenieHns MpeaioXKeHHble

W. Noth’oM n J. Hoffmeyer’om (puc. 1).
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Bce pacno3HaBaeMoe MOXeT CTaTb O06BLEKTOM MaHUNynAauuun.
TeKCT NpuUpoAbl Haxo4uUTCA B 3HAKOBOM MPOLECCe, BK/OYaloLLEM
nepeBof 3TOro TekcTa (T.e. NpMpoabl) B 06pasbl, M 06paTHbLIV NepeBos
3TMX 06pa3oB B BUAOM3MEHEHHYIO npupody. CnefoBaTtesibHO, feTalb-
HOCTb pacno3HaBaHWsA, WM Mepa 3HaHUSA MNPUPOLbl, HEMpPemMeHHO
CBSi3aHbl C BO3MOXHbIM BO3pacTaHWEM MaHUNyAauMU NPUPOLbI.

CyliecTByeT npocTad TWUMNOAOrMA B OCHOBE KOTOPOW JIeXUT
pasnuyeHne npupogbl (puc. 2) Ha HyneByk (TBOpYeckas npupoja
cama cob6ot), nepByt (Mpupoga 4yepes A3bIKOBOW (UNLTP), BTOPYHO
(npupoga, npeobpa3oBaHHas Ha OCHOBe 00pas3oB), W TPeTbHOIO
(o6pasbl, NoNy4vYeHHbIE HA OCHOBe 06pa30B; BUPTYyasbHas Npupoaa).

Takasd Knaccuukauna oOKasbIBaeTCAa W30MOPYHbLIM  YJIEHEHUIO
yHKumnoHanbHoro kpyra J. v. Uexkill’a (Objekt, Merkwelt, Wirkwelt,
Innenwelt). 3TO0 TakXe CBA3aHO C pasjesieHMeM HayKu Ha meguTa-
TUBHYIO, AECKPUNTUBHYIO, IKCMEPUMEHTA/IBHYIO U TEOPETUYECKY!O.

Pa3BuTve ecTeCTBEHHO-HAYYHOro OnucaHua MpupoAbl OKasbl-
BaeTCs HefoCTaTOYHbIM A5 PeLUeHNS MHOTMUX 3KOMOrMYeCKNX KOHG-
NIMKTOB. TakK KakK B3aMMOOTHOLLEHUS 4esioBeKa U Npupoabl rny6oko
CBsi3aHbl C OCHOBHbIMU MpoLeccamMmun Ky/bTypbl. E4UHCTBEHHbLIM BbIXO-
OOM ABMAETCA Y4YeT KYNbTYPHO-CEMMOTMYECKUX MpoueccoB. Hapsagy
C YCNOBUSAMM 3KOMOTMYECKOr0 paBHOBECUS, CrefyeT Takxe paccMmar-
pvBaTb CEMMOTMYECKOE paBHOBECME M CEMUOTUYECKYIO CTabuib-
HOCTb.

Semiootiline 6koloogia:
erinevad loodused semiosfaaris

Okosemiootikat vdib defineerida kui inimese (kultuuri) ja looduse
suhete semiootilist anallisi, ning nende suhete vaatlemist semioo-
tilisena. Sellisena eristub ta biosemiootikast kui kogu eluslooduse
margilisest kasitlemisest, olles pigem kultuurisemiootika osa. Kuivord
aga loodus on kultuurisemiootika objektiks traditsiooniliselt vaid
piiratud maaral, laiendab ta selle sfaari. Kuna inimese ja looduse suhe
on vaid uks néide tldisemast organismi ja ta imbruse suhtestikust, on
O0kosemiootikal ka Uhisosa biosemiootikaga. Niisugune maaratlus
tédpsustab W. Nothi ja J. Hoffmeyeri kéasitlusi (joon. 1).

Kdik &ratuntav Umbruses vOib olla manipulatsiooni objektiks.
Margiprotsess, mille tekstiks on loodus, sisaldab selle teksti, s.0. loo-
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duse, télkimise kujundeiks ning tagasitélkimise muudetud looduseks.
SeetOttu on &ratuntava diferentseerituse maar, ehk looduse tundmise
aste, otseselt seotud looduse manipulatsiooni v@imaliku ulatusega.
Areng looduse tundmises toob paratamatult kaasa looduse manipu-
leerimise ulatuse suurenemise.

Inimese suhtes jaotub loodus esmalt tundmatuks ehk Uhtseks ja
tuntuks ehk diferentseerituks. Teiseks, tuntu jaotub omakorda esma-
seks ehk kontrollimatuks ja teiseseks ehk kontrollituks. Kuigi loodus
kogu oma tuntud osas vdib olla manipuleeritav, vdib inimmd&ju olla
siiski nii ndrk, et see praktiliselt mingit toimet loodusele ei oma.
Kasutatavate vahendite suurema jou vdi inimeste suurema tiheduse
korral aga muutub manipulatsioon (lekaalukaks ja kontrollivaks,
mislébi luuaksegi teisene loodus.

Aratundmine ja sellega seostuv manipuleerimine kujutab endast
samaaegselt teatavat kontrolli manipuleeritava Ule. Seeldbi osa
loodusest muudetakse, ta pole enam ehe, vaid asendatakse teise
loodusega. Inimese kui looduse arhitekti mdju teise looduse kujunda-
misel ulatub Uksikute liikide v8i koosluste kaitsmisest (ja seeldbi
kontrollist) v&i tarbimisest kuni niisuguste ehituslike Umberkor-
raldusteni, kus algne elustik on taielikult asendatud (nt. linnades).

Eristatavad teine, kolmas jne. loodus moodustavad lihtsa tipo-
loogia, milles null-loodus on loov loodus ise, esimene loodus on
keelefiltri labi nahtud loodus, teine loodus on kujutluste alusel
muudetud loodus, ning kolmas loodus on looduse kujutluste alusel
loodud kujutletud loodus (joon. 2). See jaotus osutub isomorfseks
J v. Uexkdilli funktsiooniringi komponentidega (vastavalt objekt,
margi-ilm, toime-ilm, sise-ilm; Uexkulli méargi-ilm ja toime-ilm koos
moodustavad omailma).

Looduse detailsem tundmine (6koloogiliste protsesside teadvus-
tamine) ei osutu piisavaks, et paljusid ilmnevaid ¢koloogilisi prob-
leeme lahendada. Kuna inimese ja looduse suhted seostuvad tugevasti
kultuuri stvaprotsessidega, ei ole palju lootust ka neis suhetes
ilmnevaid stigavamaid konflikte lahendada ilma kultuurisemiootilisi
protsesse mdoistmata. Sellest ldhtuvalt on lisaks 06koloogilisele
stabiilsusele vajalik vaadelda ka semiootilist stabiilsust.



Conceptions of life and man — basics
of “social communications” (as exemplified
by the “Charter on the (re-)presentation
of disabled people in the media™)

JeffBernard

“World vision” and the “vision of man” cannot be separated from one
another. Their common denominator is the factor “image”, a simpli-
fying formula for an infinite number of interwoven projections which,
first of all, necessarily have to be correlated appropriately to achieve a
correct “vista”. “Image” means at the same time that one refers to
something else: societal facts, structures, interactions (as pertinent
fundamental instances, i.e., if religious-metaphysical foundations are
excluded from a scientific-logical point of view, without their
individual-motivational importance being denied). Thus there remains
of the “image” its sign-theoretically describable essence of being
representation, or “standing for something” in its indicated “socia-
lity”. In this view, this article should be understood as socio-semioti-
cally based in the sense of the sign-theoretical discourse suggested by
the Vienna School of Socio-Semiotics under its head Wolfgang
Poliak.

The “image” is a sign. A sign is something which stands for some-
thing else, being as such interpreted by something or somebody. Itis a
relationship S = R (O, M, 1), whereby S is the sign, O is the object (the
signified), M is the means (the signifying), and I is the interpretant
(a further sign) or the interpreter himself (his interpreting conscious-
ness). The means M, or sign vehicle, or representamen, is at the same
time the means of communication. Communication without sign use
is by definition impossible. (Communication is, according to
Ch. W. Morris, the formation of a signification community, or, as
stated by F. Rossi-Landi, “sign exchange”.) At the same time,
according to the latter, signs are societally produced and reproduced
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m 1H me entire societal (material and informational)
reproduction. From this it becomes clear that communication, in this

sense, is a priori “social” and cannot be sufficiently comprehended by
means of current communication models & la Shannon/Weaver. Logi-
cally, this is also valid for the so-called “social communications” as
implemented in the non-profit area of Public Relations (PR).

Via the signs meaning is constituted and conveyed. Although the
above-mentioned relationship formula for S describes the necessary
components in a concentrated way, one has to pinpoint that in the
course of meaning analysis several other co-factors have to be con-
sidered, too, in order to do justice to the complexity of the problem.
This state of affairs, i.e., the consideration of the intrinsic parameters
with respect to the constitution of the meaning Ms of a sign could be
described as this:

ms=1f(0,CQm, cmu, g, H, S, 550 ...

whereby co,mi are the co- and contexts of the respective sign elements
O, M, I, and H is the historicity/temporality, S the situationality (the
social circumstances of actualization), SSO the influence of other
cooccurring sign systems. Of further relevance are e.g. disruptive
factors etc. (...). So much about the complexity of the genesis as well
as of the transfer of meaning as a function of several constants (O, M,
1) and numerously coupled variables, especially under the aspects of a
non-formalistic socio-semiotic approach. Departing from this we can
go back now, for reasons of simplification and descriptiveness, to the
term representation in order to clarify the problem of the depiction of
disabled people of all kinds by elaborating the relevant levels of their
representation.

There are in essence and in practice at least four of these levels
(whereby Rtd = total representation of disabled people in individual
and social inter-relationships):

Rj mental representation
R2 representation in texts, discourses, the media etc.

RH ~ R3 representation in social interactions (role attribution,
intersubjectivity, “immediate” communication, commu-
nication barriers included, etc.)

R4 entire societal representation

Ri the individual representation, “images”, value attitudes with regard
to the disabled persons, are generated (in a more or less reflected way)
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by mediation, based upon R2and R3 (as well as — in a kind of basic
“tuning” — upon R4). R4 conies, without becoming identical, closest
to the ordinary language notion of representation (e.g. in the sense of
“representative” democracy, or social representation of a group of
people in the power-interests game.) It is inevitably built upon the
levels Rj.3but is, in a qualitative sense, more than the sum of its parts.
It should be made clear that the four levels of representation (read
from top to bottom or the other way round) are constitutive of one
another and produce, therefore, in their entirety (according to the
above-mentioned formula for Ms) Rd. (In closer examination, a fifth
important representation level would be that in which physical
barriers — such as mobility obstacles — and informational ones, i.e.
sign systems, are co-present, as in the case of non-barrier-free design
and architecture, which indeed are at the same time “crystallized”
products of communication and have expressive function, too; cf. e.g.
R. de Fusco’s “architecture as a mass medium”; in this context of
argumentation, however, this level may be claimed as being taken into
account as a specific form of R2).

For a further approach towards our subjects (re/presentation of
disabled people/”social communications”) the following reductions
seem advantageous: joint consideration of Ri and R2 due to practical
analysis and experience as condensed in a current guideline
(“Charter”); joint consideration of R3 (the social, i.e. individual-inter-
active, level) and R4 (the societal, i.e. the group- and macro-group-
interactive, level). From R4 one can derive the strategic aspects and
from R3the content-relevant aspects of “barrier-free” PR. Since the
real “locus” of disabled people in society — namely, their empirically
marginal status — should be defined and moulded, it would be logical
to proceed from the macro- to the micro-level, i.e. to depart from R34,
based on a society-theoretical conception which strongly thematizes
marginality such as R. Schwendter’s theory of subculture and the
approach elaborated by the CCCS (Centre for Contemporary Cultural
Studies, Birmingham). These deviance-theoretical conceptions (which
concentrate systematically on normative deviations) are based on
fundamental deliberations which can well be understood as socio-
semiotic ones, closely connected with conceptions concerning the
socio-structural as well as socio-economic coherences. In this sense,
one can argue with G. Murdock (a subculture researcher with a
CCCS-oriented approach emphasizing the class dimensions of
deviation phenomena) that subcultures are systems of meaning and
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exPress’on brought forth by certain groups to come to terms
wit t e contradictions of their social situation; these coherent patterns
help socially underprivileged groups to encounter the ruling value
system, thus they construe a stock of symbols and metaphors in order
to give meaning” to life and to build a viable identity (cf. Murdock
1974).

In this view, subcultures are not only marginal but also inclinably
oppositional phenomena, namely “counter-cultures” vs. the domi-
nating culture. “Culture” as such, a mega-construction of concerted
sign systems, can be understood as the entire means of “working out”
social practice, and subculture as means of exceptional working out.
This view is in accordance with the Rossi-Landian theory of (sign)
production introduced at the beginning. According to R. Schwendter,
one can — among other categorizations — recognize two different
types of subcultures: “voluntary” and “involuntary”, whereby
“voluntariness” can be stated only in relativist perspective considering
the fact that deviance is, in the final analysis, a result of the general
mode of production. Impaired people, characterized first by and only
by their physical specificity, are made “disabled” via attribution
mechanisms in the sense of “roles”, i.e. socio-semiosic constructs. In
group contexts they belong, as a consequence and as a rule, to
“involuntary” subcultures and are, therefore, mostly not conscious of
their factual subcultural status. (However, the acculturation e.g. in a
so-called “cripple group” would turn this unconsciousness into
subcultural consciousness; dialectically speaking, this kind of “volun-
tariness” remains a societally determined one.)

As to the concrete subject matter (PR/social communications),
however, the “mediation field” between the marginal group of
“disabled people” and the “rest” of society should also be examined
more thoroughly. This can be achieved with the help of a radically
simplified model, or diagram, which will clarify the interaction as well
as the conflicts between the relevant macro-groups of society.
(“Radically simplified” means that, among further purposive reductio-
nism, social strata specificities are hypothetically not taken into
account although they strongly influence the behavior of individuals,
but the peculiar consequences of disability may vary in different social
strata) The model (Fig. 1) is based upon numerous sociological
results which are not set out here (as well as their theoretical
consequences); it shows four main categories which are to be consi-

dered interdependently.
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E elites

M compact majority
L liminal area

D deviance area

¢ conformity axis

Figure 1.

E and M, on the one hand, and L and D, on the other hand, can be
determined according to their respective closeness to and/or distance
from the conformity center of society in general (cf. conformity axis
c), or, more concretely, according to the respectively dominating
affirmation or (at least partial) negation of the ruling value-norm-goal
system of society (or, to quote Gramsci, of the hegemonic culture),
whereby, as should be emphasized, the value-norm-goal conflict is
particularly constitutive for L, namely as value-norm-goal ambi-
valence. (In radical generalization this conflict can, by the way, be
traced back to the antinomy performance principle vs. pleasure
principle.) According to T. Parsons’ classic structural-functionalist
theory of society, the oligarchic groupings of the dispositional elites E
and the compact majority M — both, but in particular the latter, being
highly diversified in their subsystemic structuralization — interact in
terms of the hierarchies of contingent control as well as contingent
conditions (i.e., basic energy, needs, requirements). The “dysfunc-
tional” area D includes deviant individuals and subcultural groupings
of every description (ethnic, religious, political, socio-cultural etc.),
and so among them the disabled. The bare existence of D embodies
already the concrete negation of the norms postulated and executed in
the compound aggregation E-M. This negation must be subculturally
articulated: namely, as an (at least sectoral) claim for inclinable
correction or even surmounting of the system — with D functioning
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as a proponent of social change (regardless of the possible chances of

realization).

The ratio of these chances can be estimated on the basis of the
concrete composition and alignment of the area L, which consists of
pivot persons, pivot institutions and pivot groups, whereby “align-
ment” means above all the respective positioning in the value-norm-
goal conflict (the gradual partisanship pro or contra D), and “com-
position” means the socio-strategic structure, the quality of the
network, the power of impact, etc. L has essentially the role of a
mediator within fields of social conflicts, which coincides with a
mediating role in the communicative-interactive sense.

This is the point now to concretize the existing roles in the field
under examination, i.e., in the rehabilitation sector in its widest sense,
with reference to the integration of disabled people, which must by
definition be understood as the re-integration of the non-integrated, or
segregated. Whether this will happen in an obtuse or an emancipatory
form is dependant on the very quality of “integration” to be achieved.
Although integration is, or should be, as a saying goes, “indivisible”,
it is, however, from a socio-practical viewpoint a highly contradictory
process — whose risks must be unveiled.

So, in the rehabilitation sector the relevant parts of E, M, L, D can
be named as follows:

- social administration including appertaining areas of social policy
(SA), whereby “policy” has here the restricted meaning of political
professionalism; some pertinent economic elite groups may also be
included, but according to the corporate structure of today’s
society, SA strongly prevails in the problem field refered to, so this
kind of simplification seems justified;

- the general public (GP) for whom and among whom disabled
people may be “present” in the physical sense of the word, but are,
nonetheless, excluded by means of various attribution mechanisms,
cliches, stereotypes, stigmatization, etc.;

- the mediation field (MF); it could also be called “social work in the
broadest sense” (comprising social work in the narrower sense),
insofar as partisanship pro disabled people can be taken as the
achieved or achievable basis; in this rubric one can also subsume
e g journalists, film and media makers, PR-specialists and similar
ones, all of them concerned with “disability problems” professio-

nally or by commitment;
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- last but not least the persons concerned, the disabled people (DP);
also in this case one should differentiate with regard to the kind
and degree of disability, to the frame of activity in matter of self-
representation, etc.; to elaborate all these aspects, however, would
ask for another article.

Departing from Fig. 1and considering the segregation of DP from GP

one could depict now the entire configuration of these four relevant

categories, or macro-groups, with their interaction pattern (which later
on has to be specified as to its restrictions) in this sector as shown in

Fig. 2.

Figure 2.

Actually, mediation field MF consists of an uncountable number of

single persons, small groups, institutions and micro-institutions,

associations, federations, organisations, etc., as each expert of the so-

called “reha-scene” knows. Put down to a typology of involved single

persons, the following four subcategories can be identified:

1) persons concerned for professional reasons;

2) persons concerned for commitment reasons (“sympathizers”);

3) relatives of disabled persons;

4) disabled persons themselves, actively engaged in associations,
bodies, groups etc. representing interests.

In this way, the field MF actually presents itself in the illustrative

interdependence diagram as a galaxy of groups, sub-groups and

individuals, perhaps even sometimes contradicting one another. All

these configurations constitute a partial public or even micro-publics

which all have to be taken into consideration seriously in every

intended case of consciousness work (Fig. 3). This results in the

necessity to define tactical goals, to install coalitions, to find
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ne cc °P~ma”versi°n of an action unity in favour of

in sense of a concrete utopia, one which embraces
a pars o MF — in which case tactics would develop into strategy.
Therefore, the immediate target must be, according to the reality
principle, to implement an — at least asymptotic — perspective
towards this action unity.
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Figure 3.

This perspective, however, cannot be implemented without clarifi-
cation of the contents. That the intended integration of disabled people
as the “mediation commodity integration” is mirrored, must be
mirrored in the signs to be rendered, is a conditio sine qua non. The
general mental presuppositions shall be given here in a kind of
abbreviated form, condensed to the essence, i.e., by refering to the

“Charter” mentioned in e (initial version: Arbeitskreis Offent-
lichkeitsarbeit ... 1987; al” version: Osterreichische Arbeits-
gemeinschaft fur Rehabili n 1989). It offers guidelines on the basis

of extensive analysis and in-depth experiences of numerous “experts”
and of disabled persons themselves (who, after all, are the best
“experts” on their own requirements). The Charter was prepared
within the framework of the Arbeitskreis Offentlichkeitsarbeit
(working group for public relations) of the Osterreichische Arbeits-
gemeinschaft fur Rehabilitation (Austrian Syndicate for Rehabili-
tation), and is at the same time one of the results of the research
project “Social Rehabilitation and Public Relations” carried out by the
Osterreichische Gesellschaft fiir Semiotik (Austrian Association for
Semiotics (under contract of the PR department of the Allgemeine
Unfallversicherungsanstalt/Austrian Workers’ Compensation Board).
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In this study, or resp., working group, the whole problem was
examined by means of numerous detailed case studies as well as
theoretical model-considerations analogous to the above types. The
“Charter” has some 50 authors, disabled and able-bodied people in
roughly equal proportion, and was compiled in a lengthy, sometimes
also written clarification process.

In view of the present line of argument, the essential point is that
the Charter, by description of “nominal values”, refers, so-to-speak
reciprocally, to the “actual circumstances” as examined in the
mentioned study. The application — and, finally, generalization — of
the criticism of the examined ways of presentation and preparation to
all PR-relevant aspects seems possible with rather small comparative
efforts. So the task remains here to present the outlines of the Charter
(which consists of a Preamble, of “Critique and Alternatives” and of a
kind of Ten Commandments, i.e. concluding and summarizing claims)
as concise as possible, as a key-word extract of these claims directed
at media makers and persons responsible in this field. They ask for the
following regulations:

1) inclusion of disabled people’s matters in training and further
education;

2) ethical substantiation (objectivity etc.);

3) presentation of disabled people as an absolute matter of course

(“normal™);

4) recurrent and field-overlapping presentation;

5) renunciation of discrimination in word and image;

6) rights and claims, with no pity;

7) participation of disabled people (in editing, program design);

8) recognition and observance of the integration concept;

9) consideration of the societal and socio-political dimensions;

10) redemption of educational assignment.

The most central point, number 8, says that the integration of disabled
people should not mean adaptation to accepted norms and ideals, but
the recognition of otherness through the achievement and observance
of human rights (mirroring and fulfilling the general ideas subli-
minally evoked by the title of this article: conceptions of life and
man). Furthermore, one has to pinpoint the fact that the list starts and
ends — not by chance — with educational demands: first, on the
individual level (concerning the consciousness of the media makers),
and, finally, by recalling a societal target (concerning the media as
institutions in general), whereby the infinite circle of necessary
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in Ivi ua and social learning processes is clearly implied; without
t is ImP ication there will be no “efficient” implementation of the
mediation commodity integration” and, as a consequence, no
consciousness processes to advance practical and factual integra-
tion  these levels are dialectically interwoven.

With this background a few ideas about PR work, whose prota-
gonists may be called upon to decided partisanship. Again, this shall
be achieved here by some simplification or even exaggeration. The
topic is, of course, so-called non-profit PR, including *“social com-
munications”, “social marketing” and related fields. To come to terms
with these procedures, it is necessary to compare the structure and the
aims of profit and non-profit PR, in particular among PR-experts,
since one can find a tendency to mould the latter reductively after the
example of the former. In this sense, B. Sibitz affirmatively cites a
sentence formulated in 1952 by von Wiebe, saying that the closer the
conditions of social campaigns correspond to that of commercial ones,
the more successful will they be (cf. Sibitz 1987: 75). Thereafter, he
summarizes the “types of social concerns” in a four-step plan:

1) cognitive change;

2) change of stance;

3) change of behavior;

4) change in the value system (cf. 75f.).

He maintains correctly — though without providing further eviden-
ce — that 4) needs the most difficult type of PR (cf. 76). This is to be
validated here, since 4) is concerned with interventions intending
change within an at least sub-value-norm-goal system of the entire
societal value canon, and aims, in consequence, subliminally at social
conflict, or to put it more politely, at the overcoming of existing
conflicts. This, however, is the crucial point which undermines the
methodological profit/non-profit analogy: in the latter case, the target
is conviction, not just persuasion. To demonstrate this, let us return for
the sake of didactical condensation to the famous AIDA formula,
which indeed can be taken as well-known (attention A * interest | —
desire D —*action A) and which may serve here as a sufficient foil of
comparison background, since it is concerned with the structure and
effects of PR products, i.e.,, a certain type ot signs (see above,

representation level R2) (Fig. 4).



382 JeffBernard

ideal-typical profit non-profit

) A A A
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Figure 4.

Although it would be possible to point out already some differences
between the profit and non-profit versions of A and I, the analogy can
in these cases be taken as given for the purpose of this argument. The
awakening of desire De, however, in the recipient finds in the non-
profit sector no identical or at least comparable counterpart, since the
concerns to be transported demand the evocation of a qualitatively
different, maybe even antagonistic state of awareness, namely
consternation or even dismay (Dy). The action A~ resulting from De
is simply the purchase of the product, whilst in the case of Dy,
according to immanent logic, the expected successful outcome
requires at least two actions: an individual self-reflexive action AD2
which jeopardizes the functioning of the recipient in more or less pre-
programmed actions, including the ongoing one (self-reflexion —»
self-reflexion in social —» societal circumstances —> problem/
recognition/consciousness process —> individual change of values);
and another parallel one (or immediately resulting thereof), ADyi, in
the sense of “activation”, namely: to realize this change of values also
in social practice, that is, to achieve a multiplier effect. So, since
singular individuals can by definition not overcome social, i.e.
communicative, problems, interactions of more or less far-reaching
kind result. The recipient becomes a communicator and attempts to
reach further individuals by means of inducing (AEDyADylADy)i = ab
then a2 a3, ... , an intending, in the final analysis, a snowball effect
from a’123..... n via a” detto, a”’ detto, with more and more
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rami ications to a detto. The aim of profit PR is the consumption of
t e pro uct propagated via AlOeAoe, and after that a new cycle is
introduced refering to the next product. Non-profit PR, on the other
hand, tries to get a “movement” going as to the dialectial negation of
the insufficient state-of-affairs. Aoe, however, remains in its system-
affirmative vein. And the respective ALLA model, applied to non-
profit PR, nevertheless brings about a purchase mechanism, so-to-
speak of a reverse type: a ransom of social responsibility, e.g., as
visible in countless campaigns with social topics, leading to charitable
or even begging “actions”, that is, to obtuse and therefore ineffective
negations of the state-of-affairs. After signing his cheque the signer
seats himself contentedly back in his easy chair — having shown his
“heart for the disabled” he can let events take their course, as they
always do.

Factually realized are, however, in both cases, i.e. PR variants,
values and/or value transfers. Therefore, the above occurrences can
also — and with even greater succinctness — be characterized in
terms of the involved exchange (E), use (U) and symbol (S) values. In
the case, e.g., of a TV commercial the symbol values (happiness, love,
the aroma of the big wide world) are carried by means of filmic
narrative in which possible use values of the product offered are co-
incorporated at best incidentally. After Action ADethe symbol value S
is in no way realized (and if, then in fictitious, illusionary form). The
use value U may be realized if the recipient/consumer is lucky
enough, or rather in homeopathic dilution (or perhaps simply not at
all). Factually and completely the exchange value E will be realized
(which is only endangered in the long run if the consumed product
clearly shows its deficiency in terms of use value as well as symbol
value). Thus, E is the hard core of the whole procedure under which
the others forms of value must submit themselves as a conditio sine

gua non.
In the case of non-profit PR the realization of exchange value E
is— ideal-typically or allegedly — not intended, or at best in the

sense of bypass rentability, long-term amortization, and the like
(should it be, however, that in the course of a humanitarian campaign
asurplus rentability or similar cash flow E or, in particular, E happens
which unveils the hidden aims of the promotors, then the whole
procedure returns from the non-profit to the profit level again, despite
apossible partial realization of the surface-structurally declared aims.)
The intrinsic aim of non-profit PR is, or should be, the realization of
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the use value of the “product” (consciousness raising, humanitarian or
emancipatory measures and services etc.) in the sense also of the
above-mentioned multiplier effect — i.e., L. This, in fact, can be
initiated and implemented only via the appropriateness of the means
(signs, messages); for otherwise it would be possible in the long run to
induce and evoke “right” consciousness through “wrong” signs. Thus,
the postulate of appropriateness asks for an adequate, i.e., homo-
logous, symbolism (sign production) in the course of and as a vehicle
of the messages. Otherwise, the necessary reflexion and, in particular,
the snowball effect could not be induced. This is completely covered
by the claims in the Charter: factuality, objectivity, responsibility,
differentiation, matter of course, abandoning of clichees etc.etc. S in
this sense, namely of use value homology (TJ S, has to be directed,
therefore, as a basic request at the creative capacity of PR experts, as a
challenge to reconsider the tuning of methods and goals and to
question accepted advertising patterns when their “laws” obviously
guarantee only an a priori obtuse solution of a (social) problem.

In the face of the certainly far-reaching differences between the
two types of PR work examined here it is reasonable to circumscribe
the tasks of non-profit PR — aiming at the clarification of the socio-
referential level of the signs to be produced and used — by means of a
generalizing structural representation (“rule of thumb”). This is to be
understood as a derivative of all previously examined references
without repeating them extensively — in the sense of an aid to self-
reflexion and positioning of socially engaged PR work as
consciousness raising, thus in the sense of “practicability” in and for
societal practice per se. Therefore, in the rule of thumb the term PR
appears only as standing for its non-commercial type, since by means
of the preceding deliberations the other, classical type could be
rejected as inappropriate for structural reasons. The rule of thumb goes
like this:

c = MO (public relations)
PR= Publi Relations
shed

PR is to be understood here as a unity of methods (Public delations as
a type of work intending public relationship) and products (published
relations as explicated public reference). From a semiotic viewpoint,
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6 \ el ale serr*os”c means MO (sign vehicles; see the opening
remar s on the relational structure of the sign) which refer to public

reations (relationships!), that is, they depict them (in more or less
coded forms, at least), and they should represent them according to the
Charter, its world view (vision!) and ethical postulations. According
to all arguments and goals mentioned above, the intention (—» must
be the uncompromising, resolute social/societal implementation via
increasingly self-regulating steps, which render true changes on the
level of the signified, the objects O (as well as representing them
again), via the ramifications of the AIDA model in its non-profit
version from Ob O2, O3 to On, as to the — according to the reality
principle — greatest possible asymptotic approximation to changed
public relations. Thus, the result will be, in the final analysis, an at
least sectorally realized societal change.

Against merely mentalistic orientations in semiotics it should be
emphasized, in the end, that here M and O are to be understood in the
sense of Rossi-Landi’s socio-semiotic theory, that is, M serves the
identification of an already socialized piece, part, fragment of society
(= 0). The intended transformations of O (i.e. Ob 02 03 ..., On) are
contrived by sign work which by mediacy is, at the same time,
consciousness work. Non-profit PR can therefore, appropriately
adjusted, play an active and even initial role in this consciousness
work — it cannot be the one and only agent, however, if it does not
want to unfold mere illusion over deficient reality.

Implicitly it should have become clear that this orientation gains
consistency only on the basis of a non-formalistic, fundamentally (i.e.,
as to the content) democratic understanding of how society should
function. This is an understanding of democracy which, as a construct,
has yet to be elaborated by all of us. To the fate of marginal groups, in
our case the disabled people, it must be urgently proved that it is a
viable cause and how it can be implemented.

1 This contribution originates from a lecture held in the 13th session of the
Working Group Social Communications of the Public Relations Verband
Austria (PRVA), Dec. 1, 1987, Allgemeine Unfallversicherungsanstalt
AUVA (Austrian Workers’ Compensation Board), Vienna. For the invitation,
thematical impulse and title I have to thank Wolf D. Mostbdck, Chairman of
the Working Group and at that time Member, now Chairman of the PRVA
Board. The°background of that lecture was the research study Bernard &
Projektteam 1987; the article appeared first in German (Bernard 1987) and
has also been included in my recent book on disability matters (Bernard
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KoHuenumn vyenoseka v >XM3HN —
OCHOBa “couuanibHOM KOMMYHUKaLUK™:
Ha npumepe “XapTtuu (pe-) npeseHTaLnun NHBAINAO0B
B CpeACTBax MaccoBo KOMMyHUKaunuu”

HacToswas nybnnkauus nocesileHa npobneme “coumanbHbiX KOMMYHU-
KauuiA”, T.e. HEKOMMep4yeckoli obnactu Public Relations (PR), ¢ cemuo-
TUYECKOI, B 4aCTHOCTW, COLMOCEMMOTUYECKON TOUKM 3peHMs. B nepeyto
ouyepeab OTMeYaeTCs 3HaKOBbIV xapakTep PR, a Takxe o6s3aTefibHas co-
LManbHOCTb NHO60ro 3Haka, a ciefoBaTeflbHO, U 3HaKoB PR. 3aTeM moge-
NIMPYIOTCH pas/iNYHble YPOBHW penpeseHTauun, BOBNEYEHHble B aHanu-
3MpYeMbIil npoLecc, N 04epUMBaeTCA KyNbTYpHO-TEOPETUYECKNIA “CeMmo-
TWU3MPOBaHHbLIN” (DOH, NpU 0CO60M BHUMAHWM K FPYNMnam OTKIOHEeHWs
nan cybkynbTypam. B nogobHOM oOcCBelleHWM CTaHOBMTCA SCHOW Ta
OrpoMHas posib B Mpolecce couuanbHOro “nepesoga” npob6nem, Tpebo-
BaHWI M Hagexn rpynn OTKNOHeHWs (B Hallem ciydvae npefcTaBieHHbIX
0EeNCTBMTENIbHO OONbLLOIA FPYNMnoli WHBAMMAOB), KOTOPYH BbIMOMHAOT
MHOrOYNC/IEHHbIE WHAWBUAYYMbI, TPYNMbl W WHCTUTYTbl, NpUHagnexa-
Me K TaK Has3blBaemMoW “norpaHMYHON 30HE” MeXay O60NbLIMHCTBOM W
MHBaNMaamun. Ta 30Ha NpeAcTaBnseT coboi “none megmaumm”, 0cobbli
BUA “3HAKOBOW cpeabl”, KOTOpas A0/HKHA ObiTb MOABEPrHYyTa ANDGEPeH-
LMpOBaHHOMY aHann3y B CUAY CBOE HOPMaTWMBHOW amb6uBaneHTHOCTMU.
Takum 06pa3oM, cTpaTervyeckas 3agavya COCTOUT B MHTeHcUUKaLUn
BCEro MeAMaTUBHOr0 nons Bo 6nmaro uHeBanugam. Mo 3TOM npuuuHe
cofepxaTefibHas CTPYKTypa HeKOMMepyeckux PR-COOOLLeHWUA [O/MKHA
NOAYMHATLCA OnpefeneHHbIM PYHAAMEHTaNbHbIM MPUHLMNAM, KOTOpble
LEMOHCTpUpPYIOTCS, BO-NepBbix, “XapTtueli (Pe-) MNpeseHTauun WHBanu-
pos CpegctBamu MaccoBoii VHdopmaummn”, paspabotaHHoin B 1987-89
rojax B KauyecTBe pesynbTaTa UCCNefOBAaTeNbCKOrO MpoekTa ABCTpPMid-
CKoil CemmoTuyeckoil Accouuauueii COBMECTHO CO creumanuctamu no
peabunuTaumMn, a BO-BTOPbIX, CPaBHEHWeM npoueayp, KOTOPbIM MoAyu-
HAIOTCA KOMMepyeckne PR, ¢ TeMU, KOTOPbIM AO/MKHbI MOAUMHATLCA He-
KoMMepyeckne PR (4TO pefKo peanusyeTcsa Ha npakTuke). peanbHo-
TUNUYECKMM COMOCTaB/IeHWEM SBNSETCA MNPOTUBOMNOCTABEHWE Kraccu-
yeckoil hopmynsl AIDA 60nee YCNOXHEHHO He-Knaccuyeckoi Bepcuu,
LeMOHCTpupytolee ocobble MONbITKM paboTbl PR, HanpaBneHHble Ha
MOBbILIEHWE CO3HATENIbHOCTM (a2 He TO/IbKO Ha MoTpebieHne), KoTopoe
JOMKHO ObITb PacLEeHeHO Kak creuudnyecknii pasgen coumanbHol
featenbHoCTU. Ha rny6uHHOM YpOBHe MOXET 6blTb TakKXe MPOAeMOHCTPU-
pOBaHO, YTO B 3TUX ABYX Pa3fiMyHbIX Tunax PR oka3biBaeTcs npeanoyTe-
HWe [BYMS BecbMa pasfMyHbIM TWNam nepefjayn LEeHHoCTeli. B 3akntoue-



Conceptions of life and man 391

HUe MpefnaraeTcs CEMUOTUYECKOE “MpaBuio 6ONbLIONO NanbLa”, onuchl-
BatoLLee NPUMeHEeHVe IMaHCUNUPYIOWMX PasHoBMAHOCTeN PR.

Mbdisted elu ja inimene — “Ohiskondliku suhtluse” alused.
“Hartast puuetega inimeste esit(l)usest meedias” naitel

Artikkel arutleb “Uhiskondlikust suhtlusest” ehk kasumivabadest avalik-
kussuhetes! (AS) semiootilisest, tdpsemalt, sotsiosemiootilisest vaate-
punktist lahtuvalt. Esmalt selgitatakse AS-margilisus ja siit lahtuvalt
nende sotsiaalne iseloom. Seejarel modelleeritakse representatsiooni eri-
nevad tasandid ning “semiotiseeritud” kultuuriteoreetiline taust, pddrates
erilist tahelepanu halvetega gruppidele ehk subkultuuridele. Selles raa-
mistus saab selgeks, et hdlvetega gruppidele omaste (antud juhul on autori
seisukohad illustreeritud suure puuetega inimeste grupiga) — problee-
mide, ndudmiste ja paldluste sotsiaalse “tdlkimise” Ullesanne on kdige
tulemuslikumalt lahendatav nende indiviidide, gruppide ja institutsioonide
poolt kuuluvad “piiritsooni” enamuse ja puuetega inimeste vahel. Nad
moodustavad erilise “vahendusala”, erilise “margimiljé6”, mida peab
tema normatiivse ambivalentsuse tdttu uurima diferentseeritult. Jarelikult
peab strateegiline eesmérk olema sellise vahendusala tugevdamine puue-
tega inimeste kasuks. Neil pdhjusil peab kasumivabade AS-teadete sisu
struktuur jargima teatud pdhiprintsiipe, mida demonstreerivad 1) “Harta
puuetega inimeste esit(l)usest meedias”, mis tootati valja aastail 1987-89
Austria Semiootikathingu uurimisprojektis koostdds taastusravispetsialis-
tidega, ja 2) kasumilisi AS-id suunavate protseduuride vordlus protseduu-
ridega, mis peaksid suunama (kuigi praktikas nad sageli ei suuna)
kasumivabasid AS-id. Tehakse ideaaltiipne vdrdlus, arutledes vastan-
davalt klassikalise AIDA-valemi ja palju keerukama mitteklassikalise
versiooni Ule ning nédidates AS-t66 spetsiifilisi véimalusi, kui eesmargiks
on tegelik teadvustatuse tdstmine (ja mitte Uksnes tarbimine), et mdista
AS-t60d kui sotsiaaltdo eri liiki per se. SUvatasandil véime né&ha ka seda,
et kahe erineva AS tldbi puhul on tegemist vaga erinevate vaartustiipide
Ulekandega. Kokkuvdttena on valja pakutud semiootiline rusikareegel ,
mis Kirjeldab AS vabastavate (emantsipeerivate) tulpide rakendamist.



Sign as an object of social semiotics:
evolution of cartographic semiosis

Anti Randviir

The current essay attempts to view a possible distinction between
social and cultural semiotics, and finally their interconnectedness via
the semiotics of sign. On the basis of maps, viewed below as mani-
festations of culturally accepted social representations, we shall try to
demonstrate the interrelated nature of the semiotics of the code and
that of the sign in the manner that it is exemplified in a cultural
semiotic system.

When we talk about the sign as an object for sociosemiotic ana-
lysis, then first we obviously have to explain why we use the term
‘social semiotics’. Ch. Peirce has inter alia claimed that semiotics and
logic are terms with the same substance (Peirce 1985: 4). From this
we could infer that, since logic is to deal with the teaching of the
‘correct way of understanding/thinking’, then it is a social science
anyway. The approach represented by a successor of Peirce, Ch. Mor-
ris, is already utterly social and behavioral. A second reason for such a
confusion may emerge from considering the three aspects of semiotic
investigation — syntactics, semantics and pragmatics'. As it is evident
that these are intertwined fields and that the last one by its nature
already involves the social aspect into any semiotic treatment already
by nature, then again using ‘sociosemiotics’ may again seem un-
grounded.

Still — terms like semiotics of art, of culture, of advertising, etc.,
are in use. Such notions show that we can distinguish between diffe-
rent disciplines of semiotics on the basis of the object of study, and
find that a classification on the basis of overlapping fields can be
created. Now, the two general categories would be ‘cultural semiotics’
and ‘social semiotics’ (in line with hypothetic statements e.g.
‘semiotics of literature belongs to the sphere of cultural semiotics,
semiotics dealing with mass communication — to the one of social
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semiotics ). What should be taken as a measure for differentiating
between them? — Here arises the next problem: while we can contrast
other subsemiotics’ according to the object (‘semiotics of fashion’,
musical semiotics’), whereas in the case of these two, the objects
seem to be the same. Also, we can not say that social semiotics deals
with laying ‘society’ down as a fact — in this case we would face a
question on differences between sociology (and alike disciplines) and
social semiotics.

Therefore, a solution may lie in the statement that ‘cultural
semiotics” and ‘social semiotics’ are distinguishable only emotionally
or connotatively; the difference being merely in the stress laid upon
the treatment of the object. However, this may also be expressed by a
conditional contrast — while cultural semiotics sets its object into the
light of the context of cultural tradition, sociosemiotics looks at a
cultural object within social dynamics (for the latter, see e.g. Riggins
1994; 111). We can also say that cultural semiotics deals with the
object ‘as a structure’, treating relations between objects as structural,
too. Hence, one can state that this point of view is ontological;
meaning and code are ontological, whereas for sociosemiotics, objects
and relations between them are not ontological but processual and
semiosic as the latter (semiosis) conjoins the semiotics of the sign and
the semiotics of the code. So one could even conclude that cultural
semiotics focuses on meaning, whereas social semiotics pays attention
to signification (in the sense of making something meaningful). The
latter would include both the ‘composing’ of a signifier and the
evaluative stating of it in the way it influences everyday (or: habitual)
behaviorl

1 Cf.,, A J Greimas (1990: 5): ‘For the problem of the constitution of the
signifier is already a problem of meaning’. This as a discursive process is
surely also connected with the theme of isotopy, coherence of discourse, and
logical problems; — ‘The setting into discourse of a structure of modalities of
veridiction would constitute its rational isotopy’ (ibid.: 19). The latter is what
modalises the truth value of semantic isotopy. There is no need to stress that
all such categories as social conventions and agreements are treatable [only]
in social dynamics. In our context, similar expanse of semantic perspective at
the semiotization of geographic territory as a cultural space, arises also from
the opposition ‘reading ’a cultural unit—using a cultural unit (e.g. reading

a city — using a city). Here belongs also using the meaning of a cultural unit
and creating a ‘global imaginative referent (e.g. St. Petersburg the
phantom-city’, Paris — ‘city of light’). For the latter and the manifestation of
it as ‘secondary processing’ on e.g. postcards, etc., see Greimas 1990: 158. In
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One of the most important functional oppositions by the help of
which a conditional borderline between cultural and social semiotics
can be drawn, is text — discourse. Hereinafter we will not go into the
peculiarities of these two, but will just postulate a prearranged pos-
sibility of distinguishing, which originates from the (also an agreed)
difference (textually) created — being (discursively) created. From
this dilemma of structural and processual relations, and ‘meaningful
contextuality” we find a further old puzzle: is meaning comparable to
what is the signified? This question hints at the restricted capacity of
Saussure’s conception of sign in respect to the field outside lin-
guistics. Also, the structural tradition can be taken as following
Saussure’s doctrine in the sense that meaning emerges or emanates
from differences between intrasystemic signs. Still — meaning
would, in this respect, as if belong to the realm outside that of signs,
since its locus is, so to speak, in-between signs; the meaning [of a
message consisting of more than one sign] is directed by relations
between signs, but not as much by the relationship between the
signifier and the signified, as one could interpret from has been
ascribed to Saussure. What could be taken as uniting a sign system
and the outside of it, is Peirce’s2 interpretant, because, although a
fuzzy notion, it points to the inequality of ‘the signifier’, ‘the
meaning’, and ‘the signified’; — the ‘Interpretant’ offers a possibility
to fill the ‘gap’ where is the locus of meaning. In contrast, it seems
difficult to find that ‘something’, which would determine the meaning
of a sign — except quite a blurry definition of the ‘symbol” (in
connection with a ‘natural bondage’ between the signifier and the
signified3).4

connection with that kind of symbol, see also a definition of symbol by
A. Radugin (PagyruH 1996: 17, 18): ‘The full-value symbol does not have
only a function signifying the sense, but it also has executive power
(peiicTBeHHas cuna) (e.g. icon does not only signify God, but it also has
“miracle-working power™).’

2 Of course, we should remember theories of the sign in classical antiquity
in which Peirce’s theory has its ‘deep structures’. Interpretant as a constituent
of the semiotic triangle, has at times implicitly, at times more explicitly, been
present in most of them, having sometimes been called e.g. ‘the essence of a
thing’ (oust a tou prdgmatos) — Socrates, sometimes e.g. the dicible —
Augustine. (SeeManetti 1993: 61, 158).

3 See Saussure 1982: 101. Cf. J. C. Hoffbauer’s definition of the natural
sign which may be taken as preceding one for that by Saussure, although he
does not use the ‘signifier’ and the ‘signified’, but the ‘sign’ and the ‘sig-
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ext let us survey how the above mentioned oppositions and
questions appear in the ‘textual discourse’ of representing a pheno-
menon that can be labeled as cultural space; what has the development
of mapping as a cultural semiopraxis (or semiotic praxis of culture)
been like, and what has the diachrony of such a signification system
been like. Hence — what are characteristics of a developing structure
of social reflective semiosis, and how are different levels of meaning
of signs used in cartographic practice manifested in that development?
What is the overall role of space in culture, and what is the heuristic
value of the semiotic description of it?

Space as a substrate of a ‘natural semiotic system’

While a major mechanism for the functioning of culture is semiosis,
then space, in turn, can be viewed as a most important substrate for
semiosis. Charles Peirce, talking about the ‘infinite semiosis’,
considered Habit to be the Final Interpretant of such an unlimited
process of sign generation: ‘[—] the final interpretant interrupts, so to
speak, the semiosic chain by producing a habit [...]” (see Eco and
Bierwisch 1986: 386). Reversely, it ought also to be possible to
describe rules governing humane and cultural semiosis, departing
from Habit. Therefore those fields, where that habit would manifest
itself most naturally5, must be sought. This takes us to a milestone that
joins the domains of study of the semiotics of the sign and the

nified’: ‘The nexus between the sign and the signified is casual, constituted
by nature itself (Hoffbauer 1991: 7). In the case of arbitrary (or artificial)
signs, this ‘nexus is effected by human intention’ (ibid.).

4 Cf. also Peirce’s treatment of Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness. The
foremost is distinguishable as a concept of the existence of something
independently from the rest. The second level refers to the relatedness of
something to something else, this is ‘reaction to something’. The last one is a
concept of mediation by which the first and the second are set into a relation
(see Peirce 1868). For a recent rendering see e.g. Sheriff (1989: ch. 6.32).
Cf. also Morris (Morris 1970: 34): ‘The interpretant of a sign is the habit in
virtue of which the sign vehicle can be said to designate certain kinds of objects
or situations; as the method of determining the set of objects the sign in
question designates, it is not itself a member of that set.’

5 'Natural’ referring here to the concept of naturalization, and so to speak,
to the indisputable sphere of the ‘cultural .
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semiotics of culture as disciplines examining ‘secondary modeling
systems’. At the same time, when setting the specification of the
‘natural regularities’ of semiogenesis as a goal of study, it becomes
necessary to find ‘the most natural semiotic system’.

In the current paper space is proposed as such a ‘natural semiotic
system’. Space is a matter where socium’s general principles of code
usage, therefore also ‘regularities of modeling’, are laid open. At the
same time, space is a wholly ordinary environment of everyday life
and a naturally signified dimension. It is commonplace that the cul-
tural behavior of an individual is largely dependent on how his/her
mental map has developed and has been made to develop. Such a
map — regarding both the territorial and the conceptual types of it —
has several tension situations as principles of its formation (e.g.
high — low, here — there, close — outlying), the grounding and
solution of which progress via semiosis. Thus, it is exactly the terri-
torial map in which the ‘rules’6 of both individual and socium’s
semiogenesis are manifest; regularities and even norms of semiosis,
both as semiogenesis and interpretive behavior, are explicated as
concrete empirical material for study.7 At this point one can dis-
tinguish between so to speak primary (or initial) and secondary se-
miosis, the first of which is related firsthand to signgenesis and the
latter to interpretation. Of course, we are dealing with interpretation as
an inherent component of any semiosic activity in both cases — it is
present both at the emergence of a sign-situation, when a sign-vehicle
is created and triggered off, and also at the sign-situation that emerges
at the reception of a sign; — the difference lies in a more implicit
nature of the first mode of interpretive activity, and a more explicit
one of the latter. In another expression — the first case is concerned
with the interpretation of a sign-situation with the goal of generating a
sign, and the second one with interpretation of a sign with the intent of
evoking a sign-situation. Successively, in connection with stressing
these two different types of semioses, two detached semiotic tradi-
tions, mentioned above, can be distinguished: the so-called semiotics
of the sign which is concentrated primarily on the first aspect (maybe
the tradition of biosemiotics can be an example here), and cultural
semiotics which has focused on systems modeling via interpretation.

6 The ‘rules’ can of course be approached via the mediation of ‘average’
and ‘common’.

7 One may also define semiosis as poiesis (Aristotle: ‘production’) plus
praxis (Aristotle: ‘social interaction’) (see Merrell 1991: 264, 265).
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Now, considering the (geographico-cultural) space to be one of the
primary culturo-artifactial semiotic systems [whilst language (in the
linguistic sense) would be a natural system8, then when searching for
the regularities of shaping it, one should remain on as similar as
possible a level likewise when choosing the ‘object language’. This is
to say that the discourse of representation analyzed, should also be
chosen to be iconic-mimetic, so that the semiotic re-arranging with the
function of modeling (or: intersemiotic transformation) would still
remain as natural as possible. Hence, when space is a substrate for our
investigation, then maps, as immediate material for analysis, provide
us with such a language for object representation that is corres-
pondingly spatial, at least on the level of form. Furthermore, one can
maintain that from the viewpoint of contemporary culturology, maps
with the original pragmatic function of geographic databases, can be
analyzed as information with the reflective function of a societal scale.
In other words — this is material which is a result of social reflective
semiosis, and can therefore be regarded as semiotic in the sense of
having been cognized. Indeed, this has already been hinted at by
Ptolemy, who has said that geography is representation of the whole
known world together with all that exists in it (see Brown 1949: 61).

The perspective of the current paper on the map as a culturo-
historical phenomenon helps to see the quite ambivalent inner nature
of this kind of issue: on the one hand we are dealing with a scientific
trial to describe a geographic territory as accurately as possible (with
the aim of transmitting it as information and mainly with pragmatic
purposes, though often we must also include ideological purposes in
this category). On the other hand, the methods of representation
reviewed here have essentially intertwined with cultural history, and
what is more important — with the artistic9. This definitely causes us
to meet cultural ideals which also influence products of a practical
nature, which brings us to the question of the proper interpretation of
cultural units. The following will try rather to center on the course of
the motivational evolution of sign generation (semiosis) in this

8 On questions on the primary nature of natural language, and its con-
nection with ‘secondary languages’, see Sebeok 1988.

9 Quite often the ‘artistic effect’ may also be a compensation of lack of
knowledge. Also, purely practical considerations have to be taken into ac-
count (e.g. saleability of map). Cf. also A. A. Radugin (Pagyrun 1996: 251):
‘A characteristic feature of renaissance art was a close connection of science

and art.’
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complex fusion of different realms. In other words: what is the nature
of signs, specifically the scientific — artistic relation on the level of
signs in the maps inspected below? What is to be taken as intentio-
nally informative signs in cartographic representations, and how to
ascertain the respective boundary of the context?

From the textual level to the level of signs

The opposition scientific — artistic (it does not necessarily have to
mean an opposition, but also just a distinction) is one of the main sets
of semiotic compositional polarities of the metalingual analytic axis.
At the same time it also leads from such a culturosemiotic level to an
analytic opposition index — symbol pertaining to the semiotics of the
sign. Of course, the latter can not be considered as a binary oppo-
sition, but as polarization with the aim of distinguishing; this helps to
analyze the fundamental regularities of semiogenesis, and to create a
metalingual typology of signs. This is not the aim of this paper, but we
need to touch upon these issues, if we want to treat the evolution of
cartographic semiosis. In fact, these binaries can be related to a next
synthetic axis conjoining the semiotics of the sign and cultural
semiotics via its mechanism and regularities of functioning; this is
intuitive meaning — discursive meaning. This may be rendered as an
opposition concerning the level of the text, but, at the same time it
points out that in the description of semiotic systems, the entire system
as a modeling mechanism can be reached only after the analysis of
functioning on the level of the sign of an examined system. Thus, the
intuitive — discursive binary helps us to determine the peculiarities of
a particular semiotic system, in order to ascertain its mode of
modeling. It is precisely on the basis of the type of modeling that we
can judge the semiotic potential of those systems (i.e. ‘the limits of
modeling’), their semiogenetic structure, their predictability and
prospects for their diachrony, their limits of interpretation, etc., etc

10 Just as well as e.g. psychological ones — see e.g. Tulviste 1984. On the
theme of a possible connection between change in the dominant type of
thought in society and in the nature of signifiers used in social represen-
tations, see also Wertsch 1991, ch. 5.

1 On features of signs, especially those of images as hypoicons, and semiosis
as a modeling process, see e.g. Anderson and Merrell 1991: 4. Cf. also
N. Houser’s inverse comparison of the model to an icon (Houser 1991: 432).
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To illustrate the oppositions outlined, we may consider a classical
question of the relation between work and its context: is the non-
topographic part of a map to be considered as part of the work or not?

Figure 1. The upper-right comer of the Map of Estonian Cultural History
(1975) by Olev Soans.

For example: is the insignia of Soviet Estonia the work or its context?
(See Fig. 1) Or are we dealing here with context switched into the
workl — It is interesting that the map has not been entitled Map of
Cultural History of Soviet Estonia... Solutions to these problems at
interpretation are definitely dependent on culturally specific know-
ledge, so for attempts to describe the relevant interpretive processes,
we have to take into account also the so-called culturally specific
abductions.

In this light, keeping in mind also the intuitive — discursive rela-
tion, and regarding the problems of individual perception and spatial
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cognition, (culturo-historical) maps analysed in the current paper are
semiotically especially condensed social representations. This stems
from the fact that, for a scholar, these already exist as meta-informa-
tion concerning culture-specific communication, and the intentional
tradition of the latter. In addition, these are examples of the develop-
ment of the langage of art, specific to a given culture. Such a process
can be described as a kind of intracultural ‘dialogue between the
author and the audience’ in which the makers and users of maps are
representatives of the two parties of communication i.e., of ‘the pro-
cess of sharing’. The cartographic examples observed will help to give
an overview both of the culturosemiotic evolution of modeling, and of
the semiosic sign-generation2 that conjoins the two fields. So,
describing the sign-semiotic structure of culturo-historical maps, we
shall progress from the index — symbol polarity. Let us start with an
example that touches upon the index. We should be reminded that the
index, from a standpoint of cartography, has been a major means of
any mapping. A vivid example here is old marine cartography where,
for navigational purposes, the coastline was depicted by the most
visible littoral buildings and cityscapes (rarely by comparatively less
persistent natural objects); so that the cultural objects on maps could
indicate to a mariner the conditions of nature (see also Ehrensvérd et
al. 1997: 108-109).

The index as a sign can in turn be divided into at least two: (a)
index as a semantic unit, and (b) index as a pragmatic unit. In the first
case we are dealing with a ‘plenipotent sign’ where index has been
switched into the sign situation i.e., where the index is semiosically
strongly relevant. At the same time index as (merely) a pragmatic unit
is just an ‘assistant-sign’ that simply has a directive function with

u Of course, the question here is not simply in taking one or another specific
type of sign to be the basis for a typology, but in a fundamental distinction
between a motivated and a conventional sign. Still, in the current context we
will not use the notion motivated (like e.g. F. de Saussure or J. Piaget), since
this would inevitably leave us simply into the limits of culture-generated
artifacts. Instead, we shall progress from the distinction natural —
conventional, where the foremost refers both to naturalness (hinting at the
inherent), and in connection with that, also to a certain bondage with nature
(hinting at the instinctive). The latter, the conventional, points at the culture-
genetic, at the symbolic, at the sanctioned. Of course, all this ‘is coded into
the process of coding’. Thus, we shall take for the basic opposition index —
symbol. Cf. A. M. Pjatigorskij’s distinction between the sign and the signal
according to the observer (Maturopckuii 1996: 37).
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respect to semiosis. In other words, in the case of a sign of this type,
semiosis is dependent on two main aspects — one of them concerning
the message, and the other one concerning the situation of
communication. Of course, it is not possible to differentiate between
them, but just to outline them as distinct and complementary aspects;
conclusively and illustratively this can be called the ‘title-effect’1 (see
Fig. 1). In this way such an index is always a part of a message and
its switching into semiosis depends on the actual situation of
communication: whether or not it will be recognized at all, whether it
will be rendered important or not, or whether it has any importance
for the process of message decoding at all. In contrast, the first type of
index is a unit that itself constitutes the message; if the latter is
semantisized, then the relevant index has to switch into semiosis (e.g.
a classic example ‘smoke fire)14. In clue, we can maintain the
consequential nature of the index.

Figure 2. a — The the upper left comer of the Map of Estonian Literary
History (1978) by Olev Soans; b — An element from the right-hand side of
the same map.

An intermingled example can again be drawn from O. Soans’s work
(see Fig. 2a). This is a wind rose adapted for the literary context and is
to provide a co-ordinative frame so to speak, for literary-spatial orienta-
tion, being therefore an ‘appropriately’ re-semantized unit of carto-
graphic signification. This is the spot where the wind rose with the

B For an example see Tannenbaum’s clear example of a picture of an
emotional meeting at the railway station; the result of interpretation depends on
its title — either it depicts departure (‘a sad picture’) or meeting, reunion (‘a
happy picture’) (Tannenbaum 1966: 483).

¥ A separate question is, if a given sign is interpreted as indexic, or not.
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cardinal points is usually located (see also the Map of Estonian Cultural
History by O. Soans). Therefore, as we are dealing with a similar man-
ner of mapping, we could equalize the discursive logic, too. Still, on the
other hand — as the whole map has been composed using outstanding
personalities, etc., we can infer that a badge of distinction is involved.
This is indicated by the labels of five literary societies and literary
trademarks; in this connection it is remarkable here that the pictogram
pointing to the West, is not indexic — at least a matching one has been
situated to the East — on Lake Peipsi (Fig. 2b). A similar ideologization
of devices definable as belonging to the field of sciences can be found
in French maps in which, after the French Revolution, there emerged a
custom of replacing the cartographically traditional north-indicating top
of the wind rose — the lily— with a red cap (see Ehrensvérd et al.
1997: 146). This is definitely a worthy example of the intrusion of units
pertaining to cultural and ideological signification systems, into the
semiotic system of an exact science, the latter being in fact an
‘objective’ basis for physical and conceptual orientation in the world
that, according to such logic, should precede ideological discourse.

The development of cartographic praxis and
the evolution of semiosis

As mentioned above, the type of sign used by the composer of a map
depends, besides his (one can hardly find any female cartographer in
the period of our interest) knowledge, also on the aim with which a
cartographic representation has been created. When looking at older
maps interesting for our context, quite often the evident intentionality
with which the map has been created can be discerned. This means
that we are not dealing with a mere coding of geographic territory, but
with coding that is proceeding with a certain bent and through a
certain filter of intentionality, which has been influenced also by the
cultural context of a given epoch in the sense of the socialization and
internalization of the signs used.

As the process of elaborating conventional cartographic signs is a
long-term process, and in its nature an utmostly ideological and
conceptual one, it is natural that the first signs to be used were the
pictographic ones, which in semiotic terms had the origin and function
of an index. Frequently the issue was about depicting visual trajectory
of specific itineraries, e.g. of pilgrimages, marine routes, etc., whereby
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the signs used were closely tied with the actual context both
environmentally and also thematically, so — essentially different
sequences of objects were chosen for maps of specific purposes. Thus,
due to (a) the original function of the map, and (b) privation of
conventional signs (of the legend), largely pictographic sign-sketches
of settlements’ dominant buildings with the ‘most representative
power’ were used for guidance. This points to an interesting fusion of,
or at least interaction with the actual map, individual cognitive map,
and [orientational] schema originating from socioculturally traditional
use of the environment.

The first world maps had a similar nature, i.e. — familiar objects
were used to represent the world-view transmitted by a relevant work;
thereby — those objects belonged usually to the sphere of cultural
units (or: cultural facts). Naturally, these kinds of objects were
dependent on the ideology and religion currently at power — this can
be explained by two reasons. On the one hand this was due to purely
pragmatic considerations (e.g. mere problems of censorship connected
with publishing a map), and on the other — such a map needed to be
understandable i.e., it had to be socially accepted (or at least
acceptable), readable in its contemporary sociocultural context.
Hence, one can also call mappa mutidis of this kind projections of
socium’s ideologized Umwelt. Society’s world-view was mirrored in
the constituents of a (world) map. The world was represented through
the most concentrated objects i.e., through the most well-known
objects of known settlements; so the signs used can also be called
iconic-indexic (representing a settlement by means of a building and
also indicating its location).

However, the set of signifiers of similar maps was already in
tandem with ideological motivation (e.g. construing the world
concentrically), so that when considering indexiality to be the primary
function of such an iconic sign, it already had at the same time a
strong connotative flavorl5 On the level of the sign, the composing of
maps becomes from here on more and more abstract and tied up with
connotations. Correspondingly at interpretation, a map demands more
and more knowledge, as well as being well informed about the
relevant ideology. Figure 3. can be drawn as an example for that
‘transition period’. The level of socialization of signs brought along a

5 On paradigmatic and symbolic connection of the index and imago mundi,
see e.g. M. Singer 1991: 103-106.
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change towards greater abstraction in their naturel6. From the given
map we can see that the area depicted still has a definite dominant city
[Jerusalem (in circled area)], but we can already note hierarchization
in their description. The development of the latter process leads to the
use of conventional cartographic signs, according to the importance of
a relevant settlement. This of course required knowledge at inter-
pretation, just as well as anticipation of the ideological conception of
the composer of a map by its user (as there was no legend for reading
a map yet).

Figure 3. An extract from Palestine (from Theatrum Orbis Terrarum) by
Abraham Ortelius (1570).

16 On a similar process in everyday life, see M. Krampen’s treatment of
traffic signs (Krampen 1983).
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rom t is period onward, the set of cartographic devices changed
continuously towards abstraction in the direction of conventional signs
in the form of a map legend. Figure 4. demonstrates that for signifying
the culturo-spatial contents of a represented territory, textual code
was used more and more for the purpose of commenting upon carto-
graphic signification; the latter developed further towards ‘signifi-
cation condensed into iconicity (in the form of a cartographic legend).
For instance, this excerpt from Carta Gothica (later Carta Marina) by
Olaus Magnus (1539) depicts an area to the North of Finland, and has
acomment for an image of a boat: ‘Many boats are built here and they
are fastened with reindeer sinew’ (see Ehrensvérd et al. 1997: 156).
One may also evaluate such a tendency as inclined to mercantile world
view — “Western Europe viewed the rest of the world in terms of
Newfoundland fish, Canadian furs, Spanish-American gold and silver,
African slaves, Chinese silk and porcelain, Asian spices, and so on”
(Campbell 1981: 8). This also means a change in maps toward the less
representational and less representative in the aspect of depicting
cultural history (in an explicit manner); therefore, we will not proceed
to examine this further.

Figure 4. An excerpt from Carta Gothica (later Carta Marina) by Olaus
Magnus (1539).
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Semiotic status and function of the sign
on culturo-historical maps

The above briefly sketched evolution of the sign may be described on
two axes: index — symbol, and mimesis — significational represen-
tation. Semiotically, these two oppositions are of course intercon-
nected: the second one characterizes the level and the type of
modeling, depending in turn on the solution of the first opposition. As
also mentioned above, we are not dealing here with a binary
alternative, but with poles of an axis of characterization of the sign
type. These two oppositions also hint at a possible solution to an
illusive difference between semiotics of culture and semiotics of sign.
In connection with the symbol as a means of construing a model, we
have to refer to a treatment of model by E. T. Hall, who asserts the
function of the model for an artist (the authors of the maps viewed
here were definitely artists, too) to be an instrument for filling gaps in
visual memory. For this reason a model is a pseudoreality (compare
with Merrell’s treatment of ‘semiotic reality’, see e.g. Merrell 1992:
39-40, 44-45) created in the course of communication (see Hall 1981:
12). For Hall this is connected with the ‘screening function of culture’
which lies in socium’s self-defense against informational overload
(Hall 1981: 85). Taking this treatment into account, symbol, as an
information carrier, has hence quite an ambivalent constitution,
comprising of informational condensation on the one hand, and on the
other ‘postponing’ the decoding of information (as a ‘minus device”’).
This kind of possible mutation of information contained in messages,
or even shelving or exclusion of it from a message, is avoided by
‘internal contexting’ (Hall 1981: 117) on the level of the individual.
Such possible deviations are automatically corrected according to a
situational frame. The creation of the frame is, in turn, no doubt
relative to differences in sign situations, primarily of course with so to
speak, limits of the sign.

Another, perhaps somewhat indirect, possibility for the current
theme to clarify the characteristics of signs via their taxonomy may be
based on an opposition of the nature of general semiotics. Here the
unit of information transmission making natural semiogenesis possib-
le is the signal or the natural sign as a transmitter of data with an in-
formative structure. Thereupon the other pole of the relevant axis of
description would be the sign as a transmitter of meaning. In such a
case a criterion of differentiation is information, its enrollment into
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n 100%8.°! comrnunication of the source of information (see
. o | Hoffmeyer and Emmeche 1991: 117), limits of
in erpre ation that still preserve the meaning (see also Eco 1991), etc.

°w’ Respite the terminological resolution of the taxonomy
create , t e structural moment of the hierarchy of sign is the level of
its connection with referent:

[This is] the facade of Alma Mater
Tartu University’s main
building

Figure 5. a— The 'naturalness’ of the connection between the signifier and
the signified, b — Application of the sketched metalanguage to an element
from the Map of Estonian Literary History by Olev Soans.

So, a structural criterion for a taxonomy of signs, on the level of
general semiotics, is the ‘naturalness’ of the connection between the
signifier and the signified, the connection of the sign with its referent
(see Fig. 5). Evidently, this kind of differentiation possibility does not
apply for the sign vehicle (or Representamen), but precisely for
classifying the sign. As we can see, this ‘raw opposition’ is also
applicable for social (self-) representations; i.e. to the analysis of
objects of social and cultural semiotics where this extends to quite a
wide area (e.g. decrease of the level of mimesis (+1) and increase on
the level of the metaphor (-1); presentation (+1) — representation
(-1); mimesis — signification, etc.). From the point of view of the
current paper it is important that at the decrease of a sign’s connection
with its referent, the level of ‘sign’s’ specialization, but also the level
of its generalization (in the sense of being context-specific) — rises.
Due to the close relevance of its signifier and signified, just as well as
due to the chronological and/or spatial proximity of the relevant
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semiogenetic and interpretive activity, index can be called a ‘lump’.
Symbol, on the other hand, is rather a ‘descriptive’ signifier. A
respective dispositional axis of the sign-function would thus be:

Deictic — Nominative — Significative,

“This is the facade
of the Tartu University’ — ‘Tartu University” — ‘Alma Mater’

On the basis of this, we can create the following branching range of
the sign:

-> Signal — Index - Icon — Symbol J Sign.

\
Here sign appears as an individual synthetic category. As we saw
above, in contemporary semiotics, one should avoid using the expres-
sion ‘sign’ for designating a certain type of sign, since often the
respective definitions are wholly contradictory (e.g. in the case of the
‘symbol’). This way, pointing at the conventionality and context-
specific nature of such a mode of signification, we can regard the
‘sign’ as a category of generalization. At the same time we can not
form such a generalization, if we remind ourselves of Peirce’s ‘se-
miotic potential’ (in other words — the level of connection between
the sign and the referent object) determining the type of a sign. Thus
we come to the theme of intersemiosic fusion for which deixis serves
as a “fulcrum’. As Larsen (1994: 262) has put it, “[So] if a sign system
does not contain sufficient deictical elements, equivalents will always
be produced, either in the same sign system [...] or in an another sign
system [...]. Thus, the deictical function will always open for an
intersemiotic activity.”

Evolution of iconicity toward intersemiosic discourse

Let us now come back to the ‘background object’ of the current paper.
Above, we viewed maps that can be considered as representing
cultural history both in the aspect of their direct and indirect purpose.
Their first type could be illustrated by the works of the Estonian artist
Olev Soans. The second case concerns maps that may be considered
culturo-historic in their subintentional aspect — basically geographic
maps liberally up to the present century. The semiotic basis on the
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eve 0 signs is very expressive in the case of similar maps, especially
w en examining those by O. Soans, which are quite unique specimens
| ustrating the evolution of cartographic significative habitude. For an
examp e, in order to continue the discussion started above on the basis
of these samples, we can refer to the signification of cities (but also of
other settlements and regions). At this practice, such symbolic signs
are used which have a general feature of expressing certain conno-
tations that have been socialized in the course of cultural tradition. In
our case, these symbolic signs, which condensely reflect cultural
history, have been concentrated into iconic signs. Following Ch. Peir-
ce, F. Merrell associates icon with ‘pure consciousness’ i.e.,

‘the icon is most deeply rooted in pure consciousness, that is, in
immediate awareness before there is awareness of something as such-and-
such. It is a representamen to what it represents, and an immediate image
for the mind mediately to interpret. Moreover, an icon can also belong to
past experience. It exists in memory as a might possibly be, as part of
one’s background knowledge lying in a state of readiness to be conjured
up in the mind (though this is not always an intentional act, for memory is
often a dictational censor)’ (Merrell 1991: 249-250).

Let us add here also a C.W. Spinks’ citation of Peirce on the
communicative status of the icon:

The icon is ‘the only way of directly communicating an idea...; and
every indirect method of communicating and idea must depend for its
establishment on an icon or set of icons, or else must contain signs whose
meaning is only explicable by icons’ (CP: 2.278). The Icon is the initial
complexus of the Semiotic, and it is the basis of hypothesis, discovery,
and all deductive reasoning’ (Spinks 1991: 445).

From here we can see that the icon is not so much definable as an
object, but more as a model that has been construed to present an
object. Comparatively, the icon, in respect to its boundness with
referent (in the aspect of chronological and spatial contiguity) is
observable as a sign pertaining to the present; the symbol is called into
being i.e. something is cognized, if a certain set of presuppositions is
actualized in a certain context. Thus, in its general features the icon is
intensional, the index extensional, and the symbol binds extensionality
with immediate consciousness (see Merrell 1991: 249). Therefore, we
are not dealing with the sign as a ‘representamen’ which would allow
isolated treatment, but with a most eloquent example of the sign as a
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key constituent of a secondary modeling system.17 Consequently, we
can consider the alike signs as elementary constituents (e.g. the
‘geometrical archetypes’) of Habit, which acquire their functionality
through Thirdness. Spinks has noted:

‘The semiotic punctuation of Pure Firstness citalics mine — A. R.> is a
digital approximation of an analog continuum, but at the same time the
regularities of icons are the beginnings of periodicity. The correspondence
may be of the sign to its object, but the calculation of the sequences of
event into the regularities and repetition of periodicity is the breaking of
Chance by Habit, for Habit is a periodicity!” (Spinks 1991: 451).

So, we can summarize the course of the process of cartographic signi-
fication sketched above, both from the aspect of cultural semiotics and
in respect to the semiotics of the sign, in the form of the following
range: (a) semiotization of a unit of ‘physical reality’, and its transfor-
mation into a cultural unit -> (b) conventionalization of interpretation
of a cultural unit -> (c) transformation into an icon -> (d) conventio-
nalization of the icon (e) schematization of the interpretation of the
icon. This semiosic development can be related to general structures
of culture as the latter is opposed to its source, the ‘non-cultural’

(Fig. 6).
Sfere of ‘ouiture’

(c) TRANSFORMATION
INTOAN ICON

(d) CONVENTIONALIZATION
OF THE ICON

(e) SCHEMATIZATION OF
THE INTERPRETATION
OFTHEICON

(a) SEMIOTIZATION OF A UNIT

OF THE "PHYSICAL REALITY]

AND ITS TRANSFORMATION

INTOA'CULTURALUNIT
(b) CONVENTIONALIZATION
OF INTERPRETATION OF A
CULTURALUNIT

Figure 6. The course of evolution of cartographic semiosis as an example of
interrelated semiotic processes on the level of the sign and of culture.

I/ Let us refer once again to Spinks who, following Peirce, says: ‘The effect
of icons upon consciousness is the production of concept’ (Spinks 1991: 446).
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In the current figure, the sphere of culture has been split into two: (a)
le o occasion, and (b) sphere of cultural memory. The first is the
zone making cultural development possible both via intracultural
circulation processes (‘cultural units’ that diachronically pass the zone
of activation and re-semantization, contacting thereby with the zone of
occasion ) and via culture’s collisions with that which, from an
‘insider’s” viewpoint, remains outside it. We can demark the border-
line between the field of occasion and the sphere of cultural memory
by conventionalization of a cultural unit, ie., by sociocultural registra-
tion of a unit as belonging to cultural discourse proper. In turn, the
sphere of cultural memory is divided into three layers: in the first one
semiosic tensions are settled and brought together into a sign (it does
not seem to be proper to equalise ‘cultural units’ with purely semiotic
phenomena). The second layer is concerned with cultural adjustment
of the results of the previous level with cultural tradition. This is
connected with ‘legislation’ of the interpretation of the sign according
to cultural context, and its settling into the deep structures of cultural
memory where, via the naturalization process, its use becomes auto-
matic. In fact, one can also interpret such a development as a change
from the iconic level of the sign to the level of the symbol — via the
schematization of the interpretation through the icon — and reach the
notion hypoicon (Peirce), but in our context the example rather serves
as an instance of the complementary nature of social and cultural
semiotics, and of the semiotics of sign.

Such a course of development of a unit from the outside of the
cultural discourse into and inside the latter, can be illustrated for
example by the semiosic schematization of the facade of the main
building of the Tartu University to a reduced image. This kind of
process is definitely also influenced by social and other factors (trade,
tourism). Consequently, we have to admit the interconnected nature of
‘reality’ and semiotic reality, and the intertwined nature of semiosis
on the textual level and on the level of the sign. Interpretation of
representations of the physical realm is influenced by the ‘semiotic
luggage’ of cultural memory, subjecting in turn those very representa-
tions to social reflective semiosis. Therefore it does not seem to be
correct to view products of humane semiosis as meaningful through
their [internal] textual structure, but to analyze them as manifestations
of society’s understanding of the meaningful world i.e., to analyze
them not as ‘semiotic phenomena’, but as ‘semiosic phenomena’, the
latter hinting at sociocultural meaning-making, and involving also
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thereby analysis of the semiotic status of signs as it has developed in
the course of social semiosisl8 So, when we picked up maps as
[spatial] illustrations of the conceptualization of space, we met the
intersemiosic nature of different relations: text — signs composing
that text, intersemiosis on the very level of signs, on the level of rela-
tions between signs as units representing physical reality and the
latter. Also, it is important to note that the contrasting of the text and
the image — the former taken as a representation of the latter (e.g.
map as a text representing ‘image of the world’) —, and relating them
respectively to structural analysis (assigned to cultural semiotics) and
sign-semiotic examination, ought to be replaced by an understanding
of their complementary nature. 19
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3HaK KaK COLMOCEMNOTUYECKMIA 0OBEKT:
3BOJIIOLMA KapTorpagmnyeckoro cemmosmca

ABTOpP WUCXOAWT W3 MOMOXEHUS, UYTO COLMOCEMMOTUKA MpescTaBnseT
Cco60i chepy nepeceyeHMss CEMUOTUKU 3HAKA WU CEMUOTUKMU KyNbTypbl.
3TM 06WKMM noaxoLoM 060CHOBAH aHanM3 KOHKPETHOro o6bekTta —
reorpaMyeckmnx Kapr.

OTMeyaeTcs, YTO 3Ha4YeHMe TeKCTya/lbHOro 06bekTa U3y4YeHWUs 3aBu-
CUT OT XapaKTepa Tex 3HaKOB, NMOCPejCTBOM KOTOPbIX TEKCT MOCTPOEH.
3HaKM He SIBASAKOTCS “TeKCTyaslbHO AaHHbIMMW™, OHU [JO/DKHbI paccmaTpu-
BaTbCA KaK MposiBfieHne hyHKLWOHMPYHOLLEro Ha 06LLeCTBEHHOM YpPOBHe
cemuosnca. TakmMm o06pa3om, CEMWOTUKA AO/KHA MOAXOAUTbL K CBOEMY
06bEKTY M3yYeHMS KaK pe3ynbTaTy CEMMO3MCHOro MPOLECCA, KOTOPbIi
CBOe 3HauyeHMe MpuobpeTaeT COOTBETCTBEHHO TOMY, KaK MPOMCXOAUU
03Ha4yMBaHWe TOro WUAN MHOF0 HEKY/IbTYPHOrO 3/1IeMeHTa M NepeHoc ero B
cthepy CEMUOTUYECKOW peanbHOCTU.

Camoli ‘eCTeCTBEHHOI’ CEMUOTUYECKON CcUCTeMO naABNsAeTcs Ans
YyesioBeKa NPOCTPAHCTBO. 34ecb NposABAsieTcs Hambonee ABHO U ‘cucTeMa
npaBun’ cemuosnca. Ho wmccnegoBateNlb He MOXET CYyAWTb O 3HAYEHUM
NpocTpaHCTBA Ha OCHOBe CBOMX MpPeACTaBMEHWI O XapakKTepe W Hanos-
HEHHOCTW nocsiefHero (MCNonb3ys, Hanp., CTaTUCTUYECKUE [aHHbIE), OH
[JOMKEH ONUPaTbCs Ha TO, Kak caMo 06LLeCTBO OMMUCbIBAET CBOE XXU3HEH-
Hoe (MM KynbTYpPHOE) NMPOCTPaHCTBO. T.e. UCXOAWUTb CcneayeT W3 Mnpea-
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bIJIKM, UYTO OOBEKT WM3YYEeHUS MMEeeT 3HayeHue [0 CEMMOTUYECKOro
W He 3aBUCUT B CBOEM 3HAYeHWM OT TOUKMW 3peHus uccneoBsa-
Tens. bl MOXXeM pPacCMOTPETb OMMO3NLMI0 HEeO3HAUYEHHbIE — O03HAYeH-
Hblli MUp NINLLIb NPEAMNOOXKUB, YTO 03HAUEHHbI MUp ABNSAETCA 06LLeCT-
BEHHbIM KOHCTPYKTOM. OGLLeCTBEHHbI KOHCTPYKT Kak MNPOU3BOAHOE
KOMMYHUKATUHbIX MPOLLECCOB MOXHO M3yyaTb B €ro KOHKPeTHbIX MposB-
NeHsX  MocnefHMe MO3BONAKOT NOHATb M CYLWHOCTHYHO CBA3b UHAWBU-
[yanbHOrO M KONMEKTUBHOTO, 3aBUCUMOCTb NPeAcTaBieHnin UHANBKUAA 06
OKPY>KatoLleM ero Ky/ibTYPHOM TeKCcTe OT rOCMOACTBYHOLWEro B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOLLEM COLMYME MOHUMaHWUSA COOTHOLUIEHWI 3HAaK/3HAKOoBOE
coobLeHne/ 3HaKoBas cuctema — “peanbHOCTb”.

Tak Kak Nnt060e 3HauyeHWe ABNSeTCA B KyNbType pe3ynbTaToM onpe-
[eNeHHOro cornalleHuns, ero MOXXHO pacCMOTPeTb He CTONbKO Kak fiBfe-
H/e CTPYKTYpHOe, KakK npoueccyanbHoe. Haw aHann3 KOHKPeTHOro
06beKTa — reorpafuueckmx KapT — OMNUPaeTCcAd WMEHHO Ha Takoe
MOHMMaHWe 3HauveHus. KapTorpaduyeckuidi cemMmosnc AN 3IBONKOLUA
03HauMBaHWA, Kak OHa OTPaXXeHa B WUCTOPUM W3MEHEHUSA KapT, MOXeT
Yepes CMMOMO3 3HAKOBOTO M KY/bTYPHOCEMMOTUYECKOTO acrneKToB ObITb
onmucaH crnegytowmm o6pa3om: (a) 03HauMBaHWe PU3NYECKOW efUHMULbI U
ee TpaHcopmaums B eAnHULY KYNbTypbl (b) KOHBEHLMOHaNM3aLNs
WHTepnpeTaumMm eanHULbl  KY/IbTYpbl (c) npespaweHne ee B
MKOHWNYeCKW 3HaK -> (d) KOHBEHLMOHAIM3aLusa MKOHUYECKOro 3Haka ->
(e) cxemaTm3aumsa WHTeprnpeTauum WKOHMYECKOro 3Haka. dTa Lenoyka
MpefCcTaB/feT co3faHne 3HadeHna Kak “lMpusblyHy0” (Mnpc) nHTepnpe-
TalMIo Kak Npu co3faHumn, Tak U BOCNPUHATUM COOBLLEHUS, YTO, B CBOKO
oyepefb, CBA3bIBAET MNPO6GNEMATUKY CEMUOTUKM 3HAKa C W3Y4YEHUEM
3HaKoBbIX cucTem. T.e. pa3BMTME CEMMO3MCA HA YPOBHE 3HaKa CBfA3aHa C
pasBUTEM CEMUOTUYECKOW MakpocucTembl B ciepe obuieli CeMnoTu-
UECKO peasbHOCTM KynbTypbl. OHO OXBaTbiBAaeT W3MEHEHUS B Ky/lb-
TYpHOli MamsaTW, — CnepBa Ha YPOBHe CEMMOTUYECKU OTCTOSABLUUXCA
3/1eMEeHTOB, 3aTeM Ha YPOBHE KY/NbTYPHO OTCTOABLUUXCS 3/1EMEHTOB, — W,
B UTOre onpegenseT NNacT KynbTypHO “ONpuBbLIYEHHbLIX” eAnHUL,

Mérk sotsiosemiootika objektina:
kartograafilise semioosise evolutsioon

Artiklil on kolm peamist k&sitlusobjekti: (a) plilie vaadelda sotsiosemioo-
tikat kultuuri- ja mérgisemiootika puutevaldkonnana, (b) teha seda inim-
kultuurse semioosise ihe valdkonna arengukulgu jéalgides, (c) vottes selle
valdkonna analtusimaterjaliks kaardid.
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Arutletakse tekstuaalse uurimisobjekti tdhenduse séltuvusest nende
markide iseloomust, milles vastav tekst on koostatud; need mérgid aga ei
ole vaadeldavad kui ‘tekstuaalselt antu’, vaid kui thiskonnalisel tasandil
toimiva semioosise avaldumisndhe. Seega peaks semiootika lahenema
oma objektile kui niisuguse semioosiselise protsessi tulemile, mis on oma
tdhenduse omandanud vastavalt viisile, kuidas mingisugust mittekultuu-
rilist Ghikut on tdhendustatud ning kultuurilisse sfaari ehk semiootilisse
reaalsusesse Ule kantud.

‘Kobige loomulikumaks’ semiootiliseks slisteemiks, mille keskel ini-
mene elab ja mida ta teiselt poolt tdhenduslikuna kujundab ning milles
seetOttu semioosise tavad ja ‘reeglistik’ enim avatuna esile peaks tulema,
peetakse antud kontekstis ruumi. Uurija ei saa aga ruumi tdhenduse dle
otsustada pelgalt selle pdhjal, mida ta ise arvab seal sisalduvat (ka nt sta-
tistiliste andmete vms jargi), vaid selle pdhjal, kuidas antud Uhiskond oma
eluruumi (v6i kultuuriruumi) Kirjeldab. See tdhendab, et semiootilisele
anallusile eelnevalt on vastav objekt juba tdhendustatud ega s6ltu oma
tdhenduses Uksnes sellest, mida peab digeks uurija. Ndnda saame lahe-
neda vastandusele tdhenduseta — t&henduslik maailm ehk tahendus-
tamata — tdhendustatud maailm tksnes eelduse kaudu, et tdhenduslik
maailm on dhiskondlik konstrukt. Uhiskondlik konstrukt kui suhtlusprot-
sessi tulem on analuisitav oma produktide kaudu, viimased nditavad ka
individuaalse ja kollektiivse tdhendusmaailma olemuslikku seotust ning
indiviidi arusaama séltuvust end imbritsevaist kultuuritekstidest vastavalt
sootsiumis domineerivast arusaamast margi/margilise teate/margisus-
teemi/ suhtest “reaalsusse”.

Kuna igasugune tdhendus on kultuurilisel tasandil mingil viisil kokku-
leppe resultaat, siis saab seda vaadelda mitte niivord strukturalistliku kui
protsessuaalsena. Kaesolevas t60s on konkreetseks analulsimaterjaliks
kaardid kui kirjeldused. Kartograafilise semioosise ehk tdhendustamise
areng — nii nagu see kaartide muutumisel ajaloos peegeldub — osutus
margilise ja kultuurisemiootilise aspekti simbioosis jargmiseks: (a) fulsi-
kalise reaalia Uhiku t&hendustamine ja selle transformatsioon kultuuri-
Uhikuks -> (b) kultuurithiku t6lgenduse konventsionaliseerumine -> (c)
muutumine ikooniliseks margiks (d) ikoonilise margi konventsio-
naliseerumine (e) ikoonilise mérgi tdlgenduse skematiseerumine. See
ahel peegeldab ka tdhenduse loomist kui ‘Harjumuslikku’ (Peirce) inter-
pretatsiooni nii teate loomisel kui saamisel, mis ndnda seob mérgisemioo-
tilise problemaatika semiootiliste slisteemide uurimisega. See tdhendab, et
semioosise areng margilisel tasandil haakub semiootilis(t)e makrosistee-
mi(de) arenguga kultuuri Gldise semiootilise reaalsuse sfaéris. See kaasab
muutused  kultuurimélu (a) semiootiliselt ladestunud elementide
kihistuses, seejarel (b) kultuuriliselt ladestunud elementide kihistuses ning
madrab viimaks kultuurimélu (c) ‘loomulikustatud’ Gihikute ladet.
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Review: Jesper Hoffmeyer, Signs ofMeaning in the Universe.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 19961

Sergey V. Chebanov

The book by Jesper Hoffmeyer is, to the best of my knowledge, the
first monograph (and not a mere set of articles by one or more authors)
on biosemiotics. This makes it exceptionally important not only for
laymen, but also for many biologists and philologists/ linguists, often
ignorant of the very existence of such a neighbouring discipline.

The book under review has an additional meaning and importance
due to its style, which is not purely academic rather written for the
general reader, and thanks to its author, an experienced journalist and
a youth leader from the 60s (besides his molecular genetic back-
ground). This genre (full of metaphors and poetic expressions) though
makes it hard to criticise the book from a professional position and the
discussion is only possible if we avoid being too scholarly and exact.

The reviewer, however, cannot totally avoid such dry matters, as,
for example, the notion of sign, because in the understanding of this
notion Hoffmeyer (p. 18) follows Peirce, whereas the reviewer
adheres to de Saussure. It may be true that, in the light of U. Eco’s
(1984) work, the controversy of these two positions should not be
deemed very important, but, despite perceiving the irrelevance of a
detailed discussion of the question, | would like to point out one
circumstance.

The point is that Peirce’s (or, more exactly, Peirce’s in Hoff-
meyer’s treatment) understanding of sign involves the question, what
is not a sign? After all, any measuring device satisfies the definition of
a sign as “a relation between three factors: (1) ... the sign vehicle ...
(2) the object ... to which the sign vehicle refers ...; and (3) ‘the
interpretant” i.e., the system which construes the sign vehicle’s

1 For other reviews of J. Hoffmeyer’s book look Semiotica 120(3/4), 1998.
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relationship to its object” (p. 19). But measuring devices are only
physical objects and hardly signs, although they are calibrated. There
exist some purely physical processes, in which a kind of calibration
takes place, for example the selection of particles by oscillation when
building into a crystal under certain conditions. Another example is a
kind of calibration of small trigger-type fluctuations, which provokes
phase transitions from metastable states. It seems that there is no
reason to presume semiosis in all these cases such as the above. Or, if
we do, one has to imagine what physics and chemistry would be
rewritten in semiotic terms.

This is the point where de Saussure’s approach to the sign, as
based on the idea that the sign is not a mere conjunction of two
fragments of the world thanks to ‘the interpretant’, but an intersection
of two different worlds, one of which is the world of sense, seems to
be preferable. In such an approach, there will be no sign where there is
no sense, as in physical or chemical processes.

De Saussure’s approach has the advantage of delimiting the
boundaries of the science of semiotics not coinciding with the
boundaries of knowledge in general, while Peirce’s approach does not
do this, since he understood “logic ... as the science of the general
laws of signs” (p. 18). We have to remember that in Peirce’s time
nothing was known about those quite common small trigger-type
fluctuations that provoke phase transitions from metastable states,
which are now widely investigated in different fields: in the theory of
dissipative structures, nonequilibrium thermodynamics, theory of
catastrophes, etc., not to mention the very wide application of triggers,
primarily electronic ones, in modem engineering. Of course one may
use such a general understanding of sign as an aggregate of any two
fragments of the world and then discriminate between two types of
signs — signs of natural objects and signs of sense. Instead, | would
call the first of them symptoms, usable for object identification and
reconstruction from fragments, whereas the second would be called
signs, the semiotic means. It is obvious, however, that the perception
of such signs in nature will be strongly hampered by the problem of
detecting the sense.

This could be done in one of at least two ways.

First, one can go the way of descriptive analysis, which would be
quite natural for modem science. Then the analysis of distributions
would allow us to suppose sense in a succession of sign vehicles.
What is more, the nature and procedures of distribution analysis, as
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sue , are quite similar to genetic recombinant analysis, while genetic
systems are the first to make us think that living beings are of a
semiotic nature. So why does there not exist the descriptivist
descriptions of biosemiosis, especially since in that case the Peirce’s
understanding of the sign would be applicable?

Second, one can take the mentalist way, based on the direct
perception of sense in a situation. It is worth noting, in this context,
that the idea of semiosis is not only relevant to the notion of hereditary
code, but also stands as a basis for the central dogma of molecular
biology. The heuristic productivity of the idea of code in biology is
really astonishing! The presumption of sense, however, in living
beings meets the difficulty of the double standard used in anthropo-
semiotics and biosemiotics.

On the one hand, anthroposemiotics emphasises arbitrariness and
freedom in establishing the relation between the plan of expression
and the plan of content for an anthroposemiotic sign. Such an
approach is, however, based on the study of phenomena without any
interest to the problems of neuro- and psychosemiotics, which makes
it short on empirical data.

On the other hand, both the methods, used for studying bio-
semiosis, themselves and the wish to answer the questions posed by
anthroposemioticians (and particularly, by linguists) lead to the
situation that in biosemiotics the mechanisms are better studied. The
paradox is that anthroposemioticians studying phenomena, when they
are presented with some mechanisms witnessing biosemiosis, treat the
fact of the existence of mechanisms as an indication of the inexistance
of semiosis, since semiosis, in their opinion, should be free of
mechanisms.

This problem is formulated by J. Hoffmeyer as the possibility to
overcome “Descartes’ old dualism ... only ... by reducing ... psycho-
logical phenomena to mechanical occurrences” (p. 69). Though such a
statement seems inadequate, it is in good accordance with the idea that
the ultimate element of sense in biosemiotic systems is the
relationship between adapter and acceptor in tRNA.

It is quite understandable, of course, that such a statement is too
new for those who deal with anthropomorphic thesauri only. For non-
anthropomorphic, biological thesauri, however, it is natural to suppose
some unusual forms of sense. It seems that such a kind of sense is
present in the relation between adapter and acceptor.
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Therefore RNA (more exactly, the whole RNA/DNA system of the
cell, cf. pp. 44, 81) is a real semiotic means, a sign (true, in this
context the book discusses almost only DNA — pp. 20-21, 31-33,
44-50, 78, etc. — although when speaking of the DNA code’ —
pp. 29, 42-43 — RNA is obviously implied).

Thus we can see from the above, that the difference between the
adepts of the two approaches of understanding semiotics, which also
determines the difference in the understanding of the subject of
biosemiotics, is rather significant, but leads to the discussion of the
same biosemiotic problems. So it may be more heuristic to discuss not
biosemiotics, but the semiotic approach in biology, which is
applicable not only to biological signs (if they exist), but also to the
whole biological reality. The scope of biology for a semiotic approach
will be the same for both positions (Peircean and Saussurean), and it
would be sensible to discuss heuristic value of such an approach. This
value is, however, beyond doubt, as illustrated by the book under
review.

It is characteristic for many branches of biosemiotics and semiotics
in general that the historical aspect is ignored. This is especially
common in semiotic studies of genetic code, which is the best object
for biosemiotic studies. Genetic code is viewed as though it has
appeared in its final form; attempts to search for its origin meet with
serious problems. The book under review is very interesting in this
respect, since it includes biosemiotics in the framework of evolu-
tionary biology and evolutionary science as a whole (beginning with
the big bang (p. viii) and ending with the appearance of ethics
(Ch. 10)). Semiosis becomes a component of Cosmos formation, a
total process of semiosphere formation (see particularly pp. 142-146).
Origin of genetic code (Ch. 2) is also interpreted from the historical
point of view, as well as the problem of correspondence between
adapter and acceptor.

Thus biosemiotics is inscribed into known evolutionary material.
Such a construction is quite usual and comprehensible for biologists.
Most important, the author gives an essay not simply of biosemiotics,
but of evolutionary biosemiotics, or, as Frederik Stjemfel”® has said (p.
78), the “natural history of signs”. The idea of evolutionary
biosemiotics is even used as a principle for chaptering the book (main
chapters from the 2nd to the 10th), together with acquiring the
“greater and greater semiotic freedom” (p. 78). But further on the
same page, the author gives an outline of the progress of semiotic
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freedom, which substitutes, in the book as a whole, the history of the
p enomenon for the genetic scheme of the phenomenon, without
mentioning that these two may not always be identical. Here we have
another matter for discussion.

This confusion may be taken lightly, but not here in Russia, where
the most heated discussion on evolution of the 20th century took
place, from L. S. Berg’s (1922) and D. N. Sobolev’s (1924) nomo-
genesis to the modem works of S. V. Meyen and the group of paleon-
tologists led by V. V. Zherikhin and A. S. Rautian (Rautian, Kalan-
dadze, 1993). The discussions were especially intense since the
Marxist dogma of historical interpretation expanded far beyond its
field and was applied with all rigidity to even the least relevant things
with corresponding practical consequences.

It was revealed in the course of these discussions that very many
quasievolutionist constructions can be adequately represented by a
correct description of typological universum and the possible (and
realisable) displacement trajectories of empirical objects (individual
and collective) within the space of this universum. In such a way an
internally correct comparative version can be constructed for any
discipline — comparative anatomy, comparative physiology, com-
parative cytology, etc.

The most enlightening result of such studies is the work of
S. V. Meyen on the relation of nomothetic and historical aspects of
evolution (Meyen, 1973). As an example of the realisation of the post-
critical standard of evolutionary concepts elaborated in the course of
these discussions, the work on phytospreading by the same author
(Meyen, 1987) can be mentioned. The book under review is devoid of
such refined methodological reflection, and can be qualified as a
logically irreproachable essay of comparative biosemiotics.

Nonetheless, the proposed principle of growing semiotic freedom
can be compared, both in content and in system forming capacity for
corresponding disciplines, to Teilhard de Chardin’s principle of

cephalisation (Teilhard de Chardin, 1966) or to I. I. Schmalhausen’s
principles of autonomisation of ontogenesis (Schmalhausen, 1969:
359-362).

The book contains many interesting ideas and considerations
important for biosemiotics sensu stricto (not including bioanthropo-
semiotics), which are worthy of special discussion: the problem of the
re-creation of the universe (p. 5), heredity as semiotic survival (p. 24),
vertical vs. horizontal semiosis (p. 32), discussion of G. E. Hutchin-
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son’s idea about “the evolutionary drama in ecological theatre” (p. 33;
very close to the ideas of St.Petersburg theoretical biologists of the
80s), the idea of living creatures as messages (p. 46), or of self-
reference and self-description and their role in biosemiosis (p. 48),
comparison of genome and cookery book (p. 48), interaction of digital
and analogue code (pp. 49-50), evolutionary incorporation of the
present in the future (p. 51), discussion of J. von Uexkill’s concept of
Umwelt (pp. 54-59), relation between the notions of information and
form (pp. 62-66), delineating the position of biosemiotics among
other disciplines (Fig. 12, p. 96), and others. Also, chapter 9 should be
noted, which is devoted to one of the author’s favourite themes,
semiotics of corporeal consciousness (body-mind).

For discussion and illustration of his ideas, the author uses the very
latest interesting facts and materials, including such an intriguing idea
as the “unconscious control of sperm production”, being a “clear proof
of the existence of sperm rivalry in human beings” (p. 68).

Also the works referenced in the book are worthy of note classical
authors H.-G. Gadamer, S. Kierkegaard, M. Merleau-Ponty, Ch. Peir-
ce, K. Popper, J. von Uexkill, L. Wittgenstein, as well as the most
significant papers of the last decades by R. Dawkins, Ch. deDuve,
R. L. Gregory, D. R. Hofstadter, G. Lakoff, R. C. Lewontin,
Yu. M. Lotman, H. Maturana & F. Varela, M. Polanyi, I. Prigogine &
I. Stengers, J. R. Searle, Th. A. Sebeok. This shows that biosemiotics
is now not an intellectual back water, but a mainstream discipline.

In conclusion, the value of J. Hoffmeyer’s book is beyond any
doubt, since it proposes the system of a new science of biosemiotics,
showing internal relations between its questions, outlining relevant
material and tracing relations to other disciplines. In addition, the
system proposed is understandable and familiar to professionally
thinking biologists and other naturalists. Of course, another author
will construct a somewhat different system, but, even as subjective as
it necessarily is, the system under review allows us to map a new
scientific field, to create corresponding divisions in bibliography, to
prepare curricula for students in biosemiotics, etc. In this connection,
the popular character of the book is of some advantage again.

In closing, | would like to say some words about the book’s
national origin. The aura of Danish culture (and Scandinavian as well)
emanating from the text in English is, in my opinion, very welcome
for the scientific society, since the language barrier usually hampers
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ami larisation with regional cultures. 1 am very pleased to learn
many t oughts of Danish poets, philosophers, scholars, and statesmen.

n 1e ot*er hand, the book is unfortunately quite typical in its
scarce referencing of Russian materials. The reason for this is
obviously the same barrier plus the iron curtain not so long ago. For
example, the works of A. S. Famintzin and 1. V. Baranetsky (1860°s-
1912) or C. S. Mereschkovsky (1905-1909) are not mentioned when
discussing the theoiy of symbiogenesis. There are no echoes of the
70s Tartu discussions on biosemiotic problems (Morozov, 1978), or
their follow-up in the late 80s in Moscow University (Sharov, 1990).

One of the author’s failures is corrected by himself in Note 1,
where he recognises that the term ‘semiosphere’ was introduced by
Yu. M. Lotman (p. 147). Another significant omission is the absence
of reference to the book ‘Semiotics’ by Yu. S. Stepanov (1971), where
the very term of biosemiotics was first introduced (to the best of my
knowledge). By the way, that important work was also written for the
general reader.

In my opinion, the poor acquaintance of the West with Russian
cultural worths is regretable, and not only for general reasons but for
the special reason that the ideas of biosemiotics have found fertile
ground here because of the Orthodox tradition, where all living beings
are considered semiotic in principle; also some traces of the
corresponding attitude to the Word, text, icon remain in the Russian
mentality. This tradition is accessible not only through the works of
Russian Silver-Age emigrant philosophers, but is also reflected in the
semiotic papers by R. Jakobson, who absorbed some Orthodox ideas
during his formative years. Hermeneutica sacra is traditionally taught
in Russian Orthodox theological colleges and academys even today,
without any interruption. Therefore, we can say that in Russia both
biosemiotics and biohermeneutics now exist (Chebanov 1995; cf.
works of the Laboratory of Molecular Hermeneutics, University of
Connecticut Health Center). It is remarkable that this was perceived
by a foreign observer G. Sermonti (1994), who writes that in modern
Russian biology one can see the realisation of P. A. Florensky’s

Iconostasis.
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The philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer

Review: The Philosophy ofHans-Georg Gadamer. The Library ofLiving
Philosophers, vol. XX1V. Lewis Edwin Hahn, ed. Chicago and La Salle, IL:
Open Court, 1997

Wolfgang Drechsler

Perhaps the most prestigious English-language book series for a
philosopher in which to be included, The Library of Living Philo-
sophers combines in each volume an autobiographical account, “a
series of expository and critical essays written by the leading
exponents and opponents of the philosopher’s thought” (Hahn vii [all
page references without a year are to the volume under review]), and a
comprehensive bibliography.1Philosophers who “were Schilpped”, as
the colloquial term goes, include Dewey, Santayana, Whitehead,
Moore, Russell, Cassirer, Jaspers, Carnap, Popper, Sartre, Quine, von
Wright, and Ayer. The following volumes will be on Chisholm and
Davidson; one on Habermas is also scheduled.

This is a very important, useful, excellent book which everyone
even remotely interested in Gadamer, hermeneutics, Greek philo-
sophy, aesthetics, and Heidegger should read. Yet, this is not an
introductory book; Gadamer’s Wahrheit und Methode (1990) should
be read first (the new English translation is quite acceptable), and
familiarity with several other works is almost as necessary.

Unfortunately, the book includes only three essays by philo-
sophical ‘heavyweights’, i.e. by authors who themselves are at least in
a similar league as Gadamer: Karl-Otto Apel, Frederick M. Chisholm,
and Donald Davidson. Many, indeed most of the other essays are
excellent or at least good, but they are — to use a Heideggerian
distinction — by professors of philosophy, not by philosophers.
Gadamer’s most interesting conversation partners whom one would

1 A longer, more social-science-focused version of this review will appear
in Trames 2(52/47), 4 (Winter 1998).
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have liked to see in this volumes are first of all Jirgen Habermas and
Jacques Derrida, with whom he has had well-noted debates or at least
indirect interchange;2 then Quentin Skinner, G. H. von Wright, Paul
Ricoeur, and Richard Rorty; as well as the late Karl Popper and
Thomas Kuhn, who were still alive and active when most of the
essays for this-volume were written.

Of the 29 essays, | would single out as excellent those by
Chisholm, Rosen, Davidson, Madison, and Sokolowski, and as very
good and/or very interesting those by Apel, Verene, Grondin,
Sullivan, Dostal, Michelfelder, Schmidt, and Smith. (This list does not
coincide with Gadamer’s own judgement.) This is not to say that the
other ones are bad; if anything, they mostly suffer from a certain
pedestrianness, if this is a word. In general, and not surprisingly,
Gadamer’s replies make the most interesting and profound reading in
the book, although their translation from the German is occasionally
too close to the words.

Of those essays dealing with Greek philosophy — and also in other
respects —, the highlight is Donald Davidson’s. Davidson revisits
Gadamer’s habilitation thesis, Platos dialektische Ethik, all the more
interesting because Davidson’s Ph.D. thesis at Harvard under Werner
Jaeger (whom he, unlike Gadamer, does not mention; 422, 433) was
on a very similar topic. Davidson begins by saying that “I by chance
started in somewhat the same place (but without the clear goal) and
have, by what seems to me a largely accidental but commodius vicus
of recirculation, arrived in Gadamer’s intellectual neighborhood.”
(421)4

2 On Derrida, see Gadamer’s comments to James Risser (403-404), as well
as the discussion of Sokolowski’s essay below.

3 Even this list is somewhat disconcerting if one compares it with that of
those whom Gadamer outlived, but who — partially because of his attaining
academic competence at a very young age, say around 1920 — were
colleagues, rather than (only) teachers: Nicolai Hartmann, Rudolf Bultmann,
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Karl Lowith, Hannah Arendt, R. G. Collingwood,
Theodor W. Adorno, Hans Jonas, Leo Strauss, Werner Jaeger, Paul Celan,
and of course Martin Heidegger.

4 Davidson’s essay is also interesting because his concept of understanding
seems very similar to that of intermediate stations of the thinking-process of
the Heidegger of the immediate post-Sein und Zeit period, viz. of the 1928/29
Freiburg “Introduction to Philosophy” lecture (cf. Davidson 430-432 with
Heidegger, 1996, 68-122). — On Gadamer and Davidson, see also David C.
Hoy’s essay, “Post-Cartesian Interpretation: Hans-Georg Gadamer and
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The basis of Gadamer’s account is Plato’s Philebus, a grossly
Jjn 6rstudled anc* undercommented work. (422) Davidson traces the
difference between Politeia and Philebus (427-428), addresses the
eve opment of Plato as “a matter of emphasis, of ‘highlighting’

(429) and arrives at the idea of Plato’s development, which he very
nicely phrases thus:

If I have been emphasizing the differences, it is not for the sake of airing
my particular vision, but because there seems to me some discrepancy
between Gadamer’s own idea of understanding, and his resistance to
finding real development in Plato’s attitudes and methods. To put this
positively: | think a Platonic dialectic seen as more open to serious
revision would cohabit more happily with Gadamer’s own conception of
dialogue and conversation. (430)

Gadamer disagrees, but with interest — the late Gadamer is after all
more interested in Plato than in himself: “l cannot see that the
development of the image of Socrates in the early dialogues through
the middle period up to the later one has a different meaning than
merely a dramatological one. ... | cannot really admit that | deprive
myself of an interlocutor when | try to understand the Platonic
dialogues as a unity.” (434)

Robert J. Dostal, in “Gadamer’s Continuous Challenge: Heideg-
ger’s Plato Interpretation” (289-307), deals with both figures, and in a
very competent way (although, again, eclipsed by Gadamer’s reply).
Dostal points out that Gadamer’s Plato is not Heidegger’s, but that the
latter opened the door for the former. (289) This brilliant essay almost
succeeds in arguing that Gadamer “has shown us how we might, in
our contemporary context, recover [Plato’s and Aristotle’s] work and
how we might respect the philosophical accomplishment of Heidegger
without accepting his dogmatism with respect to Plato”. (302) Indeed,
as Gadamer says, “in the end, | did not follow Heidegger’s insistence
upon the superiority of Aristotle over the Platonic model.” (308) He
even calls this “my own strongest deviation from Heidegger’s
philosophical thoughts”: “Heidegger always viewed Plato through the
lens of Aristotle” (458), compared to “my orientation to Plato and to
an Aristotle seen with the eyes of Plato. (97, see also 274, 308, 553;
Dostal 296, 302; cf. 293-296)

Donald Davidson” (111-128), as well as that by the Davidson expert BjOrn T.
Ramberg (459—471) and Tietz 1994.
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Jean Grondin is certainly one of the most meritious Gadamerians,
in English, French, and in German. He has just completed the first full
biography of Gadamer, which will appear with Mohr/Siebeck some
time in the future. For him, too, however, Gadamer is first a Heideg-
gerian and second only a Platonist. (157) Yet, in his essay, “Gadamer
on Humanism” (157-170), Grondin sets out to claim a fundamental
difference between Heidegger and Gadamer: “To put the thesis
bluntly, Gadamer is a humanist and Heidegger isn’t.” (157) The essay
is very lucid and shows once again Grondin’s great gift for
introducing complex matters simply without becoming too inaccurate.

Grondin points out that, “je]Jven if Gadamer does not wish to
exclude method entirely from the realm of the humanities, it is his
conviction that methods alone are not that which make up the
scientificity and relevance of the human sciences.” (161-162) “Hence,
Gadamer’s account of humanism is not only a defense of the human
sciences, it is also a defense of the utter humanity of our knowledge.
What is meant by this, is that we can never hope to obtain any godlike
wisdom, that is a bird’s-eye view that would enable us to transcend
our finitude.” (166)

We now come to an essay that | find illuminating in spite of its
shortcomings, and that Gadamer does not: Diane P. Michelfelder’s on
“Gadamer on Heidegger on Art.” (437-456) Gadamer says that it “is
not surprising that my text ... is ... taken up for the sake .. of the
question how Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism is
reflected in my eyes.” He also thinks that the text Michelfelder chose
as her basis is the worst possible one. (457) But the question of the
Heidegger-Gadamer relationship is very interesting, and Maichel-
felder’s project to find out the personal and philosophical ties on the
basis of a small preface (438) is not without merit.

Yet, what is Gadamer’s attitude to Heidegger? As he says,

It is indeed clear that for someone like me — who from the beginning
observed Heidegger’s entire political adventure, if only from a distance,
from Marburg, entirely without preparation and surely not without
terror — the task presents itself under very different presuppositions than
for the contemporary reader. For us in 1960 the task was to see how we
could keep alive the philosophical impetus that issued and that, despite
everything, continued to issue from Heidegger. That was the task
presented to all of us. (457)
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a amer insists that “Heidegger’s interest in modem art, as well as

is turn to Holderlin, grew less out of his erroneous political paths
than out of his tireless search for God, a goal which he could never
attain. He concludes by saying, “Today | wish more than ever that
one does what | attempted to do: to seek to utilize for one’s own paths
even Heidegger’s later thought efforts.” (458)

The final important essay of the volume deals once again with
Heidegger: “The I-Thou Encounter (Begegnung) in Gadamer’s Recep-
tion of Heidegger” by P. Christopher Smith. (509-525) Although the
essay contains too much (of Smith’s) autobiography, it has its merits
when it argues “that Gadamer’s own reception of Heidegger, however
dedicated and loyal it was to the man to whom he owed so much, was
not at all uncritical in the uses it made of his thought”. (510) Smith’s
theory is that Gadamer reacted against and overcame Heidegger’s
latent Gnosticism. (510, 514, 519, 521) The point could well be made,
indeed, that Gadamer is most interesting when he is not a Heideg-
gerian, and that one does not need to know Heidegger to understand
him (one does need Plato and Aristotle!). There are good observations
by Smith on the Heidegger segment in Wahrheit und Methode (511-
514); Heidegger’s role for Gadamer’s Plato and Aristotle is also well-
treated. (514) Indeed, the opening o (pQovrioic; by Heidegger is a key
for Gadamer. (See 526) But contrary to Heidegger, Smith is correct,
“in Gadamer ..., phronesis remains the social phenomenon that it is in
Aristotle.” (514)

Akin to Grondin, Smith stresses the completely un-Heideggerian
Menschenbild of Gadamer’s, the emphasis on Bildung or Ttaideia
that with Gadamer is “learning to rise above our initially individuated
and private existences and to participate in the communities of
language and culture to which we have always already belonged from
time out of mind.” (517) And this is true: hermeneutics is dialogical in
nature, and this means that interaction dominates. In that sense, the
i6iotT|™ as someone not dealing with the =zoXu; is someone Gadamer
could support — quite in line the VIIth Letter, whose policy resolve
Plato himself did not heed either, or at least not in the sense as it is
commonly understood. (See Drechsler 1998¢)

As Gadamer says in a pivotal passage, “as a child of the modem
Enlightenment, | have been led to my path via the great humanistic
heritage. 1 owe my early formative impulses to it insofar as | could
never entirely follow Heidegger in the search for God with full
devotion.” (526) This brings us to something that very strongly
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emerges from several of his replies, and perhaps surprisingly for
some: the immense influence on Gadamer of Immanuel Kant. In a
serious sense, Gadamer, one of the editors of Kant-Studien, claims to
be, and is, a Kantian. (97, 109-110, 274, 287, 385, 472)

The single but thus all the more important essay touching on this,
however, makes a claim almost to the contrary: Roderick M. Chis-
holm’s, who engages in a project of bridge-building (see also Gada-
mer’s reply, 109-110) in his “Gadamer and Realism: Reaching an
Understanding.” (99-108) Comparing Gadamer to the ‘pre-phenome-
nologist” Alexius Meinong (101), Chisholm says that Gadamer claims
that “there is more to the world than what is sometimes called
‘objective reality.”” (100) The heart of the essay is the segment en-
titled, “Must Hermeneutics be Kantian?” (103-105), to which the
answer is no; one “need not be a Kantian in order to accept and to
appreciate the philosophical significance of Gadamer’s hermeneutics.
A realist can work together with Gadamer in this philosophical
enterprise.” (106)

Gadamer, in his reply (108-110), focuses on his first philosophical
teacher, Richard Hénigswald, with whom he studied in Breslau, as
well as on Nicolai Hartmann, who when Gadamer came to Marburg
“was already in the process of distancing himself from the
transcendental idealism in which he had been educated in Marburg.”
(109) He makes clear that “in moral philosophy I had to play the role
of a defender of Kant ... but otherwise ..., | remained closer to Greek
philosophy than to transcendental idealism.” (109) As he later remarks
(dare I say: rightly?), Kant’s “real persisting presence lies in practical
philosophy, that is in the concept of freedom which cannot be
understood as fact of cognition but only as fact of reason — with all
its far-reaching metaphysical consequences.” (472)

Moving on to aesthetics, actually the weakest cluster in the book,
Joan Stambaugh has a friendly essay on “Gadamer on the Beautiful”,
which almost entirely deals with his famous Die Aktualitat des
Schonen (1977; this work was also dealt with by Michelfelder, 449-
453). It is surprising that Stambaugh of all people, who — well-
known for her Heidegger translations — refers exclusively to the
English translation. Many of the Gadamer translations are not very
good, and it is necessary to translate his texts anew when writing on
them. While references to the standard translation are helpful for a
book like this, whose main task is perhaps to make Gadamer (more)
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accessible in English, this should be done by a reference additional to
one s own version.5

Opening the stage to Gadamerian hermeneutics proper, Stanley
Rosen, a Straussian, presents with his critical essay “Horizontver-
schmelzung (207-218) one of the indubitable highlights of this book.
He talks about “Gadamer’s insistence that to understand a work in its
own time ... is to deny its claim to be true for me, i.e.,, for the
tradition”. (209) As Rosen puts it, “Understanding is interpretation;
the work is understood, not in its own terms, but as appropriated to my
terms.” (210) After having stated what he thinks is Gadamer’s case, he
continues: “At this point in my reflections, | take leave of Gadamer’s
text in order to carry through the exercise of philosophizing under his
guidance.” (210) And that is a most fruitful approach: “I want to
suggest that there is a difference between understanding and inter-
pretation, although the two are unquestionably related. In order to
interpret something, we must first understand it” (211) To this,
Gadamer replies:

The reverse seems to me to be convincing too: that the interpretation is
precisely supposed to help to finally understand the unintelligible. What
then is correct? Both statements? None of them? In the end, the answer
must be that understanding is always already interpretation, and that an
interpretation is only a ‘correct’ interpretation if it emerges out of the
performance of understanding. Thus, Schleiermacher is finally right in
regarding the relation of understanding and interpretation as fluid. (221)

Gadamer insists on his interpretation and indeed critique of Strauss in
a most convincing way: to try to understand the author in the way he
understood himself is “untenable”, because otherwise, “we would
have to be told by the artist what was meant, but was not brought out,
in the work of art.” (219) The reader who understands a text is, in the
final analysis, in a situation hardly different from that of the musician
who presents a convincing interpretation of a musical piece. (220)
However, as Gadamer states elsewhere,

there are certainly also simply false interpretations. |1 would say that here
we have a trait in common with research into nature which has to
relativize its final pieces of knowledge from the viewpoint of the progress

5 On the issue of translation, see Drechsler 1997, esp. 70-71 n. 9, and —
specifically on Gadamer — 1998a. A model for the combination of new
translation and reference to a standard edition is the work by Quentin Skinner
(e.g., 1996, see xvi, and 1998, see xiii).
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of research. | think that this applies to hermeneutics in the same sense,
although not on the basis of scientific progress. Our understanding always
expects that our understanding of the world changes. That ... does mean
that our present understanding of the world will be changed by new points
of view. (472-473)

Rosen’s essay is followed by Robert Sokolowski’s “Gadamer’s
Theory of Hermeneutics” (223-234), which is as fine an introduction
to Gadamer’s thought as we have, if such an introduction be neces-
sary. Sokolowski details the difference between Derridaian decon-
structivism and Gadamerian hermeneutics, which the uninitiated
occasionally see as similar. (228-231) The difference is that “Decon-
struction and relativism collapse the object into its appearances and
profiles, they reduce it to the way it appears here and now ...; they take
the judicial application of a law to be like the writing of a new law
(more accurately, perhaps, they abolish the distinction between
legislation and application).” (229; see also Alexander 326)

Carl Page, in “Historical Finitude and Philosophical Herme-
neutics” (370-384), an essay which Gadamer calls “quite solid and
very interesting” (385), postulates that silence is as much a part of
conversation as words. But Gadamer never denied that:

not only dealing with linguistic words is meant. The exchange between
human beings consists of silent language, gestures and gesticulation,
inflections of the voice, too, and also of eloquent silence. That it creates
true comments in the first place holds especially for laughing with one
another. — In the end, all of this can find its linguistic expression in the
exchange of words although it will always be limited and imperfect. (386)

Finally, we arrive at Gadamer’s practical, i.e. political and economic,
thought. In the case of Gadamer, we should differentiate between (1)
his personal politics, (2) his explicitly political writings, and (3) the
political or political-philosophical implications of his work in general.

For the last one, Karl-Otto Apel’s essay, “Regulative ldeas or
Truth-Happening?”: An Attempt to Answer the Question of the
Conditions of the Possibility of Valid Understanding” (67-94) is of
interest. It is the only contribution by a German (or indeed Conti-
nental) in this volume; it is also the only one which originally was not
written in English. It is mainly noteworthy, perhaps, for a passage in
which Apel modifies for himself his and Habermas’ early 1970s
Idelogiekritik-based critique of hermeneutics, or better, of its
universality. (79-89)
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Regarding the Habermasian critique, G. B. Madison correctly lines
out in his essay that this is a matter of the claim to universalism. (350-
351) However, “the Frankfurter crowd appear to believe that Gada-
merian hermeneutics is limited merely to explicating the self-under-
standing that authors and agents have of themselves. However, this is
most decidedly not the case. For hermeneutics it is not the intention of
the author (or agent) but the meaning of the text (or action) that is the
proper object of interpretation.” (351) Madison also points out in a
very helpful way that hermeneutics is not necessarily conservative
(356; see also Page 374-375) — even if this were a criticism. Cont-
rary e.g. to logical positivism, in its worst manifestation represented
by Hempel, hermeneutics is universal not in an “imperialistic” sense.
(Madison 357; 360; see 364 n. 40)

Although dealing with economics, Madison’s is anyway a very
interesting essay in its implications. Madison claims that the “central
problem of market economics is that of accounting for market
coordination ... In an attempt to explore these ‘webs of significance’
and to deal with the ‘coordination problem,” hermeneutic economists
focus on the role that prices play in communicating to economic
agents the information that is necessary if they are to interact in an
orderly way.” (354) Valid as this Hayekian-Lotmanian perspective —
viz. to treat prices as a secondary modelling system — is, and valid as
the use of hermeneutics in interpreting that text is (354-355), it only
presents a narrow, and in its claim to universality problematic,
perspective of hermeneutic economics, limited to a small group of
interpretive economists in the United States.6

It is true that the “‘slavish imitation of the method and language of
[physical] science,’ in the words of Hayek, is being contested today by
those economists who have renounced the positivism that still tends to
prevail in the discipline and who have turned to hermeneutics.” (354;
see 363 n. 29)7 Madison is also correct when he says that “human
agency in the context of a market economy should be treated under the
rubric not of techne but of praxis (i.e., practical reason). ... Herme-

1 For an interesting recent attempt to read Gadamer on behalf of economic
theory, see Peukert 1998, esp. 408—415.

7 Of course, this insight is much older than Hayek; it is the perspective of
most members of the Younger Historical School, but also that of scholars
active in the United States: Joseph A. Schumpeter (the only economist,
incidentally, that Gadamer dealt with himself), Frank H. Knight and Ludwig
v. Mises, to name but a few. (See Drechsler, 1998b)
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neutic theory ... believes that the ultimate justification of theory (as,
precisely, a theory of practice) is its significance for practice.” (355)
This is indeed a given — and a Kantian point.

But then comes what in my view is something of a misunder-
standing on the part of Madison’s: his claim that Gadamerian herme-
neutics supersedes the old dichotomy of Erklaren and Verstehen,
explaining and understanding. Madison thinks that hermeneutics, on
the basis of phenomenology, “emphatically rejects any absolute
dualism in its understanding of human understanding.” (358)

Human agents are self-interpreting beings, but it is not the task of an
interpretive social science simply to ‘describe’ these interpretations. The
function of interpretation is not that of Verstehen in the classical sense of
the term, i.e., that of articulating the self-understanding of human agents
in such a way as to achieve an emphatic understanding of them. The self-
interpretation of human agents must themselves be interpreted by the
social scientist (this is one of the reasons why hermeneutic analysis is
necessarily critical). (359; see also 360)

The great achievement of Gadamerian hermeneutics for the social
sciences is actually implied in Madison’s own final paragraph: “the
universality of hermeneutics is based solely of the hermeneutical fact
that ... what makes human beings ‘human’ is their ‘linguistically’.”
(360) On the basis of this fact, the dichotomy of Verstehen and
Erklaren, of natural sciences on the one side and the humanities and
social sciences on the other, is ameliorated by Aufhebung (not
Uberwindung) in Wahrheit und Methode (the central passage is
Gadamer, 1990, 455-456). Yet, looking at, say, the Younger Histori-
cal School (of economics), what should be stressed is not so much the
discontinuity but the continuity. | would wonder whether, with all his
naivite and simplicity, for instance Werner Sombart’s approach is then
not quite close to the thrust of Wahrheit und Methode. (See Sombart,
1930; Drechsler, 1996, 293-294; 1998b)

Indeed, the natural sciences are in some sense subsidiary to (areas
covered by) the humanities, and thus there is no ‘Diltheyian’
dichotomy anymore. But to which question is this the answer? For the
social scientist, the main question here is how social sciences can be,
or whether positivist, objectivist-empirical social science is at all
possible. Gadamer’s answer to the second question is that it is not:
“Linguisticality comprises the use and application of science, too,
which is the whole of our world orientation; it is on this that the claim
to universality in hermeneutics is based.” (386) Try as we might, “The
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experience of the societal-historical world cannot be lifted up to
science by the inductive process of the natural sciences.” (1990, 10)
To Madison he replies, which answers the first version of the
question: “In those days Habermas objected that hermeneutics could
have a future only if phronesis, Aristotle’s practical knowledge to
which | appealed, became science. | responded with the reverse claim:
only if science were to be subordinated to phronisis could it fulfill the
task of the future.” (366)

Gadamer by and large accepts Madison’s argument, but in a way
that makes clear where Madison went askance (which should not
distract from the importance of the essay): “With delight I note that in
this hermeneutic extension science itself apparently took the path
which | had in view when | criticized the dominance of the concept of
method as it determines the natural sciences, and likewise what | had
in mind with my own hermeneutic ideas regarding the understanding
of the science of the so-called humanities.... I myself do not have the
slightest competence in economics.” (366-367) “Madison seems to
me to go a little too far in discussing the opposition of understanding
and explaining in Dilthey .. But with regard to the main points |
concur with him. Wherever methods are being employed their correct
application is not specified by a method but demands our own
judgement. This is a profound commonality of reason itself. It testifies
to the depth in which linguisticality is rooted in human life. All
methods require judgement and linguistic instruction.” (367)

The book finishes with a good selective bibliography by Richard
E. Palmer, mainly based on Etsuro Makita’s indispensable work.
(1996) The list of secondary sources (599-602) is probably too cryptic
and unfocused to be of much use, but it, too, can serve as a point of
departure. Particularly helpful is the list of audio- and video-tapes
(590-599), because Gadamer is, as he once remarked (in conver-
sation), just like Heidegger “im Grunde doch auch mehr ein Sprecher,
nichtprimar ein Schriftsteller.”

To conclude, a quote from one of Gadamer’s replies might be
appropriate, one that typically — as the entire book — opens the door
to further reflection: “Do others not have the same experience that...
they gain less from what is taking place in philosophy than from The
Brothers Karamazov or Kafka’s The Triall | cannot help it, but in
such cases it seems that literature simply says more. Of course, it does
not give us an answer. But | suppose all of us are aware that in truth
we are the ones being questioned.” (191)
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