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Semiospherical understanding: Textuality

Peeter Torop

Dept. of Semiotics, University of Tartu
Tiigi St. 78, 50410 Tartu, Estonia
e-mail: torop@ut.ee

Abstract. The semiospherical approach to semiotics and especially to
semiotics of culture entails the need of juxtaposing several terminological
fields. Among the most important, the fields of textuality, chronotopicality,
and multimodality or multimediality should be listed. Textuality in this paper
denotes a general principle with the help of which it is possible to observe and
to interpret different aspects of the workings of culture. Textuality combines
in itself text as a well-defined artefact and textualization as an abstraction
(presentation or definition as text). In culture, we can pose in principle the
same questions both to a concrete and to an abstract text, although an abstract
text is only an operational means for defining. with the help of textualization,
a certain phenomenon in the interests of a holistic and systemic analysis. The
practice of textualization in turn helps us to understand the necessity of
distinguishing between articulation emerging from the textual material itself
and articulation ensuing from textuality or textualization — the {former
provides for comparability between texts made from the same material, the
latter makes comparable all textualized phenomena irrespective of their
material. Textuality is a possibility that culture offers to its analyser, and at the
same time it is an ontological property of culture and an epistemological
principle for investigating culture.

The relevance of semiotics is increasing both in science and in culture.
On the one hand, semiotics offers methodological support to the
sciences the development of which has been bound up with inter-
disciplinary dialogue with other sciences and which are in need of
methodological innovation in order to locate their shifted borders. On
the other hand, culture and nature as the environment of human life
have also changed, and this, in turn, requires a new understanding of
how to comprehend and explain this changed environment or, in other

2



324 Peeter Torop

words, how to define epistemologically the object of inquiry. Thus,
the disciplinary structure of sciences has changed, interdisciplinarity
has given rise to new types of scientific dialogue in the form of mulu-,
cross- or transdisciplinarity, but at the same time also objects of
sciences have changed. Especially in the humanities and in the social
sciences, due to the (technological) development of media environ-
ment and due to the creolization and hybridisation of languages of
culture, objects of research have changed so rapidly that semiotics has
become both a methodological as well as an applicational resource for
securing sustainable development of these sciences. Traditional
science and traditional culture have arrived at a stage where frag-
mented understanding of culture, society and nature has reached a
crisis of holism. Restoration of holistic approach presupposes that the
methodological principles of applicational analysis of culture, of the
sciences that investigate culture, and the principles of cultural auto-
communication and identity education are fruitfully combined into a
unified whole. Compared to other sciences, semiotics has great advan-
tages in creating such symbiosis.

One of the founders of the Tartu-Moscow School of Semiotics,
Vyatcheslav Vs. Ivanov, has concluded his study “The outlines of the
prehistory and history of semiotics” with an epilogue where he
emphasizes both the scientific as well as the social value of semiotics
and defines the main task of semiotics: “"The task of semiotics is to
describe the semiosphere without which the noosphere is in-
conceivable. Semiotics has to help us in orienting in history. The joint
effort ot all those who have been active in this science or the whole
cycle of sciences must contribute to the ultimate future establishment
of semiotics” (Ivanov 1998: 792).

The semiospherical approach to semiotics and especially to semio-
tics of culture entails the need of juxtaposing several terminological
fields. Among the most important, the fields of textuality, chronotopi-
cality, and multimodality or multimediality should be listed.

The field of rextuality is related to the development of semiotics of
culture, especially in view of the works of J. Lotman; the field of
chronotopicality originated in the works of Mikhail Bakhtin. and the
field of multimodality (multimediality) is connected at its roots with
the works of Roman Jakobson. It is the interweaving of these three
terminological and conceptual fields that has brought about both
methodological and metalinguistic interference, as a result of which
we now have to speak about creolization and hybridization of
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metalanguage. But the same processes take place also inside these
fields and therefore it would be expedient to investigate the three
fields first of all individually. The present paper is devoted to the first
one of these, the field of textuality.

Textuality

Textuality in this paper denotes a general principle with the help of
which it is possible to observe and to interpret different aspects of the
workings of culture. The concept of textuality is meant to bridge two
poles between which the main problems of describing and explaining
cultures are located. One pole is marked by the opposition statics —
dynamics, the other by the opposition part — whole. These two pairs of
concepts are in fact closely related and their separation into two poles
is necessary only for observing temporal dynamics. Through the
concept of textuality, also the productivity of cultural-semiotic way of
reasoning and the ability of semiotics of culture to function as a
foundation science for other disciplines studying culture will become
apparent.

The concept of textuality merges several questions that are metho-
dologically relevant for all the disciplines investigating culture. First
of all, there is the question of models that are used to describe culture.
There does not exist a general science of culture as a separate
discipline, and therefore a general study of culture must take into
account the different notions that different disciplines have of this
universal research object, and to look for correlations between difte-
rent models of culture.

Models of culture are methodologically designed and meta-
linguistically formulated by the disciplines that have created them, and
therefore it is vital that a general treatment of culture identifies the
autonomy and blending of description languages and takes into
account the metalinguistic translation process. Besides the characte-
ristics of the description language, deriving from the specificity of a
particular cultural model, also the existence of prestige languages in
culture and the tendency of several research areas to translate them-
selves into the prestige language should be taken into account. There-
fore, in some cases there is no direct correspondence between the
object described, the describing discipline and the description
language used. This brings us to the issue of relations that a meta-
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language has with the object described and with other metalanguages
or a prestige language.

Between culture as a complex research object and culture as a
functioning system, or, methodologically speaking, between des-
cription languages (metalanguages) of culture and (object language(s)
of) the process of culture there is a linguistically heterogeneous sphere
of culture’s self-description. In the self-description of culture, meta-
and object levels are not usually easily discernible, as self-description
is a dynamic autocommunicative process that is difficult to observe
due to its mutability. An answer to the question of the observability of
culture’s self-description can be sought, through the concept of
textuality, foremost from the aspect of the relations between commu-
nication and metacommunication.

Another issue that arises in connection with a dynamic research
object is the definition of research- or articulation units. Textuality
combines in itself text as a well-defined artefact and textualization as
an abstraction (presentation or definition as text). In culture, we can
pose in principle the same questions both to a concrete and to an
abstract text, although an abstract text is only an operational means for
defining, with the help of textualization. a certain phenomenon in the
interests of a holistic and systemic analysis. The practice of textua-
lization in turn helps us to understand the necessity of distinguishing
between articulation emerging from the textual material itself and
articulation ensuing from textuality or textualization — the former
provides for comparability between texts made from the same mate-
rial, the latter makes comparable all textualized phenomena irrespec-
tive of their material.

The question of textuality is also a question of understanding the
ontology of text. Both the ontology of text and the stance toward it
have gradually altered in relation to many changes in culture. First.
there can be observed a decrease in logocentrism and increase in the
role of visual and audiovisual perception, and consequently it has to
be acknowledged that there has been a shift in the hierarchy of
perception channels in culture. An early and intensive visual expe-
rience leaves its mark also on traditional spheres of culture and
therefore, with each successive generation, there is reason to speak
about changed attitudes with respect to literature, theatre, cinema or
art, and, accprdingly, also about changes 1n the relationships between
those areas in culture. Secondly, processes of culture are so intensive
and so diffuse that perceptual processes have become complementary:
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the consumption of metatexts can precede the consumption of the
texts themselves, or, in other words, the boundary between the proper-
ties of being primary or secondary is not always visible nor important.
Another important feature is the perception of a single event in
communities of different types -— in intertextual, interdiscursive or
intermedial spaces. This, in turn, brings about transformation in
whole-part relationships: the diffuse existence of a whole causes the
autonomy of parts, and on the principle of pars pro toro, the whole
may be represented by very different parts, while the relationship of
parts with the whole can be implicit, discernible only to an expert.
Hence, also the expert’s mission in culture has changed, since the
observing of a diffused whole and the uniting of diffused parts into a
whole are becoming an important activity securing the coherence of
culture, observing, diagnosing and making prognoses for the
functioning of culture as a whole. The emergence of new processes in
culture has created a double identity for texts: on the one hand, every
text is a result of individual creation, while on the other hand, a text
exists in culture as a diffuse mental whole and subsists in this form in
the collective cultural memory. A mental text is an abstract whole the
structure of which depends on the amount and types of textual
transformations (including transformations of text’s parts) in a given
culture or, more narrowly, in a given cultural situation. Following
from the principle of textuality, investigation of a text means juxta-
posing both individual and cultural ontologies. juxtaposing both in
time and in space.

Synchrony and diachrony as statics and dynamics

Polemics with F. de Saussure has influenced the development of ideas
of several disciplinary trends, including Russian formalism, Prague
Linguistic Circle and Danish glossematics. F. de Saussure’s Cours de
linguistique générale contrasts synchrony and diachrony, denying at
the same time the possibility of panchronic analysis of concrete
linguistic facts. The reason for this lies in the divergent nature of facts
belonging to the diachronic order and to the synchronic order. It is
characteristic that F. de Saussure deliberately avoids the term “histo-
rical linguistics” and he prefers, when contrasting the two linguistics,
to use the term “evolutionary linguistics” to denote the branch
investigating the succession of linguistic states, and the term “static
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linguistics” to denote the branch investigating the linguistic states
themselves. In order to secure greater clarity in this contrast, F. de
Saussure started calling anything related to statics, “synchrony , and
anything related to evolution, “diachrony” (Saussure 1977: 114).

One of the leading figures of Russian Formalism, 1 many ways
yet undiscovered J. Tynianov, wrote in his 1924 paper “Literary fact”:
“Literary fact is heterogeneous, and in this sense literature is an inces-
santly evolutioning order” (Tynianov 1977: 270). A few years later in
the paper “On literary evolution” (1927) he specifies that the study of
literary history needs to address also the living contemporary litera-
ture. As Tynianov claims, historical studies of literature were until
then occupied either with the genesis of literary phenomena or with
the evolution of literary order (Tynianov 1977: 271). The question of
literary order or system is for Tynianov inseparable from the question
of function:

A literary system is first of all a system of the functions of the literary order
which are in continual interrelationship with other orders. Systems change in
their composition, but the differentiation of human activities remains. The
evolution of literature, as of other cultural system, does not coincide either in
tempo or in character with the systems with which it is interrelated. This is
owing to the specificity of the material with which it is concerned. The
evolution of the structural function occurs rapidly; the evolution of the literary
function occurs over epochs; and the evolution of the functions of a whole
literary system 1n relation to neighbouring systems occurs over centuries.
(Tynianov 1977 277)

In Tynianov’s system. we can observe the relatedness of literary order
to other orders — with the order of everyday life, the order of culture.
social order. Everyday life is correlated with literary order in its verbal
aspect, and thus, literature has a verbal function in relation to everyday
life. An author’s attitude towards the elements of his text expresses
structural function, and the same text as a literary work has literary
function in its relations to the literary order. The return influence of
literature on everyday life, again, expresses social function. The study
of literary evolution presupposes the investigation of connections first
of all between the closest neighbouring orders or systems. and the
logical path leads from the structural to the literary function, from the
literary to the verbal function. This follows from the position that
“evolution is the change in interrelationships between the elements of
a system — between functions and formal elements” (Tynianov 1977-
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281; see also Torop 1995-1996). Hence, evolution is understood as
the alternation of systems (at times, alternation is slow and conti-
nuous; at times, abrupt) where formal elements do not disappear but
gain new functions. It is necessary to understand that a system is not a
reciprocal influence of all the elements: some elements have greater
import (dominant) and deform others, and it is through the dominant
that a work gains its literary importance (Tynianov 1977: 277). The
interpretation of the structural function coincides to a large extent with
the interpretation of the dominant, since the relations between the
elements of a work can be described in at least two ways. Every
element of a work can be juxtaposed with other similar elements in
other works-systems, even in other orders — this is called “syn-
function” by Tynianov. At the same time, each element is related to
other elements of its own system, which is called “auto-function” by
Tynianov (1977: 272). Thus, each element has at least two functional
parameters.

Better known in the modern reception of Tynianov’s works is the
opposition genesis and tradition, originally presented in his earlier
article “Tyutchev and Heine” (1922). Genesis of a literary pheno-
menon belongs to the sphere of accidental transferences from a lan-
guage into another language, from a literature into another literature,
while tradition refers to regularities taking place within one particular
national literature (Tynianov 1977: 29). Thus, also genesis and tradi-
tion constitute two parameters of one phenomenon, and these two
parameters need to be juxtaposed in order to get a maximally multi-
faceted picture of reality. The distinction between genesis and tradi-
tion makes it possible, in the case of one and the same text, to speak
about text of genesis and text of tradition. Text of genesis is an
implicit system reflecting the subjectivity and the fortuitous nature of
the creative process, a system that a researcher can reconstruct as
unique. Text of tradition, on the other hand, expresses explicit be-
longing to a movement, style, grouping or genre, as well as causal or
typological relations with predecessors or successors. A text
exhibiting explicit characteristics of classicism or romanticism is
certainly a text of tradition, but at the same time it does not lose its
uniqueness, which remains present in the implicit authorial poetics
and in which text of genesis can be discerned. Whether it is text of
tradition, text of genesis or their symbiosis — what is searched for in a
literary text depends on the epoch and on the reader.
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The movement of Russian Formalism toward Pragu'e L1ngu1st1c
Circle is marked by a programmatic article ‘Problems of investigating
literature and language” (1928), written jointly by J. Tymanpv and R.
Jakobson. This short research program reveals already a direct pole-
mics with F. de Saussure. The authors object to the opposition of
synchrony and diachrony on the grounds that in reality these two

cannot be studied in isolation:

History of a system is in turn a system. Pure synchronism now proves to be an
illusion: every synchronic system has its past and its future as inseparable
structural elements of the system [...]. The opposition between synchrony and
diachrony was an opposition between the concept of system and the concept
of evolution; thus it loses its importance in principle as soon as we recognize
that every system necessarily exists as an evolution, whereas, on the other
hand, evolution is inescapably of a systemic nature. (Tynianov 1977: 282)

Therefore, what is of foremost importance in this approach is the
understanding that synchrony incorporates different time periods, that
each cross-segment of synchrony may be related to most different
epochs:

The concept of a synchronic literary system does not coincide with the naively
envisaged concept of a chronological epoch. since the former embraces not
only works of art which are close to each other in time but also works which
are drawn into the orbit of the system from foreign literatures or previous
epochs. An indifferent cataloguing of coexisting phenomena is not sufficient:
what is 1mportant is their hierarchical significance for the given epoch.
(Tynianov 1977: 283)

On the other hand. it is emphasized that the identification of immanent
regularities of literary history should be inseparably connected with
the identification of the ways in which literary order and other
historical orders (systems) relate to each other. Relatedness as a
system of systems has its own structural laws that need to be
identified. The authors caution us against isolated study: “It would be
methodologically fatal to consider the correlation of systems without
taking into account the immanent laws of each system” (Tynianov
1977: 283). In the program of J. Tynianov and R. Jakobson. it is
possible to foresee the modern juxtaposition of rext of history and text
of culture as parameters of a single text.

In linguistics, the same trend is continued during the 1930-1940s
by the Danish glossematician L. Hjelmslev. He startg out with an
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observation that humanities have neglected their most important
task — to establish the investigation of social phenomena as a science.
The description of social phenomena must choose between two
possibilities.

The first possibility is poetic description; the second possibility lies
in the combination of poetic and scientific treatment as two coordinate
forms of description. The choice between the two possibilities should
proceed from an answer to the question whether a process has an
underlying system:

A priori it would seem to be a generally valid thesis that for every process
[including historical processes] there is a corresponding system, by which the
process can be analysed and described by means of a limited number of
premisses. It must be assumed that any process can be analysed into a limited
number of elements recurring in various combinations. Then, on the basis of
this analysis, it should be possible to order these elements into classes
according to their possibilities of combination. (Hjelmslev 1963: 9)

In L. Hjelmslev’s view, it should be feasible to calculate the number
of all possible combinations, and this would yield a much more objec-
tive description: “A history so established should rise above the level
of mere primitive description to that of a systematic, exact, and gene-
ralizing science, in the theory of which all events (possible combina-
tions of elements) are foreseen” (Hjelmslev 1963: 9). L. Hjelmslev
juxtaposes process as a relational (both—and function) hierarchy and
system as a correlational (either—or function) hierarchy, associating
these terms also with text and language, respectively. What is
noteworthy here is not the association of this opposition with the
treatment of paradigmatics and syntagmatics (especially in the works
of R. Jakobson), but L. Hjelmslev’s aim to create separate meta-
languages for investigating system and process. Thus, a process would
be investigated in one metalanguage and the system underlying this
process would be investigated in another metalanguage, although the
two metalanguages would be correlated with each other. This is
exactly the issue that is encountered by researchers who attempt to
analyse, e.g., a literary work as simultaneously a historical pheno-
menon and as a contemporary with a particular epoch. In such case,
metalinguistic bilingualism would help to avoid mixed language. To
extend this logic further, L. Hjelmslev’s innovative insight could be
marked with the terminological pair text of system and text of process,
where text as system and text as process would manifest only as

3
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special cases of this opposition. Although to a different degree, the

dimension of history would be present in both descriptions, similarly
to the case of J. Tynianov’s concepts of genesis and tradition.

Closer to the present time, among the manifestations of the same
trend of thinking the New Historicist approach should be mentioned
first, in whose vocabulary “historical context” has been substituted
with “cultural system” and where relations between text and culture
are seen as inherently intertextual. with intertextuality taking place
between two types of text, text of literature and text of culture (see
White 1989: 294). Any literary event is therefore a diachronic text of
the autonomous history of literature and a synchronic text of the
cultural system (White 1989: 301).

An example of the further development of the same line of
thinking is provided by A. Assmann’s concept of cultural text. As a
subsystem of culture, literature itself is also a cultural text; however.
one and the same text has different properties as a literary text and as a
cultural text. From the aspect of the relationship of identity, a literary
text is a means of individual communication, while for a cultural text.
a reader is foremost a representative of a group or a community. From
the viewpoint of reception, between a receiver and a literary text there
is an aesthetic distance, while in the case of a cultural text, there is an
insistence on truth. From the aspect of innovation and canonicity.
literary text strives toward innovation. while cultural text is associated
with canonization. From the aspect of resistance to time. the
background system for literary text is formed of history, of different
readings done by different generations. while for cultural text, the
background system is average tradition (Assmann 1995). Of course,
the relations of cultural text and literary text are more complicated
than that. Texts with prestige such as the Classics or the Bible
function above all as cultural texts. On the other hand, cultural text
can bring about the emergence of literary text. as can be witnessed in
the case of salon literature or album verse.

The study of a text in culture is inseparable from the search for
parameters in order to characterize the different functions of the text.
Every text has its own history and at the same time it exists in general
history: every text is contemporary and historical at the same time.
Every text is a framed whole and as such, unchangeable. At the same
time, each text is a part of culture (of .cﬂultural situation and of cultural
history) and as such,‘ ambiguous, multlf}mctional and changing. rext of
culture and text of literature (or text of any other form of art) can be
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different forms of existence of the same text, they can be contained in
each other as a part is contained in a whole, they can be autonomous
wholes, temporal or atemporal. concrete or abstract, static or dynamic;
however. with all these oppositions the boundary between the two
sides will remain vague and ambivalent. Pure diachrony and synchro-
ny or pure statics and dynamics are but idealized concepts. Therefore,
in this context it would often be more accurate to speak not about
texts, but about textuality, about complicated relations in time and
space for the description of which it is convenient to use the
operational term “text”. Becoming a text and being as text have to do
in the analysis of cultural phenomena both with ontology and
epistemology and help to understand culture as a hierarchy of (textual)
identities.

Textuality, metatextuality, and intertextuality

In parallel and in relation to the linguistically oriented developments
there emerged similar issues also in the anthropological disciplines. At
the end of the 1950s, C. Lévi-Strauss wrote in his book Structural
Anthropology (1958) about the necessity to describe rules of marriage
and kinship systems as a kind of language, serving as a means of
communication between individuals and groups of individuals. In the
year 1973 C. Geertz voices his objection to isolated descriptions that
stem from ethnographic fieldwork. His book The Interpretation of
Cultures provides an example of textualization of description of
culture. Here, interpretative anthropology forms a parallel to semiotics
of culture. C. Geertz’s concept of thick description refers to the ability
of a researcher to explicate or reconstruct the whole on the basis of
very heterogeneous, commingled or ambivalent data. In such
approach, a foreign culture becomes an acted document that can be
interpreted in communication. This document is comparable to a
foreign and incoherent manuscript where graphic signs are replaced by
examples of behaviour (Geertz 1993: 10). Such text of behaviour is
one example of how a complex research object can be textualized.
Textuality as a methodological principle has a significant role also
in the development of the Tartu-Moscow School of Semiotics. One of
the most renowned members of the school, A. Pyatigorski, has post
factum observed that this tradition started out with an undelimited
research object. While in the first works at the beginning of the 1960s
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the object of semiotics was “anything”, then after the publication of J.
Lotman’s first semiotic book Lectures on Structural Poetics (1964)

the object became specitied as literature.

In Lotman’s “Lectures”, a huge role was played by the introduction of the
term “text” as a fundamental concept of semiotics and at the same time, as a
neutral concept with respect to its object, literature. It was precisely the
concept of “text” which made it possible for Juri Mikhailovich to pass from
literature over to culture as a universal object of semiotics. (Pyatigorskij 1996:

54-55)

“Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures” (1973), the programmatic
work of the Tartu-Moscow School, defines semiotics of culture as a
science investigating the functional correlation of different sign
systems, which proceeds from the position that “none of the sign
systems possesses a mechanism which would enable it to function
culturally in isolation” (Theses 1998: 33). Text has been defined in
“Theses” as a bridging link between a general semiotic and a concrete
empirical investigation:

The text has integral meaning and integral function (if we distinguish between
the position of the investigator of culture and the position of its carrier, then
from the point of view of the former the text appears as the carrier of integral
function. while from the position of the latter it is the carrier of integral
meaning). In this sense it may be regarded as the primary element (basic unit)
of culture. The relationship of the text with the whole of culture and with its
system of codes is shown by the fact that on different levels the same message
may appear as a text, part of a text, or an entire set of texts. (Theses 1998: 38)

In the tradition of the Tartu-Moscow School, the concept of text is,
above all. dynamic: text can be an integral sign or a sequence of signs;
it can be a part or a whole. On the other hand, a text can be a linguisti-
cally concrete rext of language or a culturally concrete rext of culture:

In defining culture as a certain secondary language, we introduce the concept
of a “‘culture text”, a text in this secondary language. So long as some natural
language is a part of the language of culture, there arises the question of the
relationship between the text in the natural language and the verbal text of
culture. (Theses 1998: 43)

As three subtypes of this relationship there are mentioned cases where
(1) a text in a natural language is not a text of a given culture (e o
oral texts in a writing-oriented culture); (2) a text in a secondary
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language, i.e. a text of culture is at the same time also a text of
language, i.e. a text in a natural language (e.g., a poem that is
expressed simultaneously in a secondary, poetic language and in a
primary language, for instance, in the poet’s mother tongue); (3) a
verbal text of culture is not a text in a natural language (e.g., a Latin
prayer for Slavs).

From the modern perspective, “Theses on the Semiotic Study of
Cultures” written in 1973 touched upon an important aspect —
virtuality: “The place of the text in the textual space is defined as the
sum total of potential texts” (Theses 1998: 45). Where J. Derrida
would call this sum total “discourse”, J. Lotman has used the term
“homeostasis”. In his book Universe of the Mind (1990), expanding
upon the ideas of F. de Saussure, he has claimed that “synchrony is
homeostatic while diachrony is made up of a series of external and
accidental infringements of it, in reacting against which synchrony re-
establishes its integrity” (Lotman 1990: 6).

On the background of cultural homeostasis, the advance toward
semiosphere appears as natural. Let us recall once again the already-
quoted thought of V. Ivanov: “The task of semiotics is to describe the
semiosphere without which the noosphere is inconceivable” (Ivanov
1998: 792). As noosphere is the future living environment of the
humankind, created in mutual agreement and on rational principles, it
follows from this definition that semiotics must assist mankind in
understanding both history and future. Hence, in addition to the
relationship with the present, semiosphere has also its dimensions of
history and future. What is more important, however, is that semio-
sphere establishes the dynamics between the part and the whole:

Since all the levels of the semiosphere — ranging from a human individual or
an individual text to global semiotic unities — are all like semiospheres
inserted into each other, then each and one of them is both a participant in the
dialogue (a part of the semiosphere) as well as the space of the dialogue (an
entire semiosphere). (Lotman 1999: 33)

This whole-part relationship is joined, in turn, by the dynamics
between the subjective and the objective: “The structural parallelism
between semiotic characteristics of a text and of a personality enables
us to define any text on any level as a semiotic personality, and to
regard any personality on any sociocultural level as a text” (Lotman

1999: 66).
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The semiospherical perspective in the analysis Of Cglturt? 1mpl_les
the establishment of textuality as an operational principle in which
texts in the ordinary sense and phenomena described as texts in the
interests of better comprehension exist together on equal terms. The
question of their differentiation and comparability is a question of
delimitation — in other words, a question of the boundaries of
textuality. From the aspect of scientific accuracy, the only requirement
that will stand is the traditional demand of cultural semiotics — that
the position of the observer or the analyser must remain visible. This
provides for the necessary degree of precision in the case where the
units of analysis cannot be formalized and are not unequivocally clear-
cut. Textualization should not be regarded as arbitrary delimitation but
as identification of different levels in the holistic dimension in culture.
The universality of and necessity for this method stems from the need
to preserve the interrelations between different parts of a whole and
the need to see that the whole itself exists also both as a part and as a
division into parts. Each particular act of communication can be
analysed as such, but it can also always be shown that the relations
between a prototext and its metatext are not exhausted with the
creation of the typology of metatexts. Usually. the prototext itself is
also in some respect already a metatext — it is difficult to envision the
existence of pure original texts in culture.

Textuality of culture 1s accompanied by the possibility to conduct
analysis on many levels. A text can be investigated as autonomous and
focused at by exploring its inner workings. At the same time, it can be
investigated as participating in metacommunication and here, now
regarded as a prototext. the text is seen as accompanied by a number
of metatexts of different kinds (see also Torop 1999: 27-41). The bulk
of textual transformations ranging from translations to annotations
can, on the one hand, be described from the aspect of relations
between the prototext and the metatext. but on the other hand each
metatext belongs to its own discourse and can be analysed as a part of
this. By investigating metatexts as a textual whole it is possible to
analyse the ways in which a particular prototext exists in culture. This
kind of investigation makes it also possible to reconstruct a missing
prototext. History of theatre provides a good example of the need for
metatexts in order to describe a missing prototext. It is possible to
reconstruct old uptaped theatre performanceS, but also hypothetical
primal forms of dlffgrfent types of fglry tales (as invariants of the later
variants) etc. In addition, the investigation of the relations between a
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prototext and metatexts makes it possible to talk about the capacity of
a particular text to communicate with culture, with its audience, about
the possible world of the ways the text can be interpreted and under-
stood.

Related to this, but functioning in a completely different manner, is
another unity — the intertextual association of texts, where each
particular text gains its meaning through relations with other texts,
that is, as a part of a whole. Such association can also be interdiscur-
sive or intermedial. Unlike metatextuality, intertextual association is
more difficult to delimit and its holistic dimension many not be as
concrete.

Both the metatextual and the intertextual associations are subtypes
of textuality and indicate that science needs to find possibilities first to
define and then to give as multifaceted explanation as possible of the
functioning of a complex cultural mechanism. A science investigating
culture must constantly recreate its research object, must define and
re-define its borders since in culture as a living organism there
constantly emerge new relations and new systems. Culture changes,
culture’s textuality is constant. Textuality is a possibility that culture
offers to its analyser, and at the same time it is an ontological property
of culture and an epistemological principle for investigating culture.
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CemuocdepHueckoe TOHHMaHHE: TEKCTYaTbHOCTh

CemuochepuyeckHii MOAXOD K CEMHOTHKE (KyJbTypbl) MPUBOOMT K He-
06X0OUMOCTH COMOCTABJEHHA HECKOJIBbKMX TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKHX MOJNEii.
B 4MClO caMbiX BaXHbIX BXOMAT MOJAS TEKCTYalbHOCTH, XPOHOTO-
MHYHOCTH M MYJbTHMOIAJIbHOCTH WM -MemuitHocTH. [lone TekcTyass-
HOCTH CBSA3aHO C pa3BUTHEM CEMHOTHKH KYJbTYpPbl HCXOIS MpPEXAE BCETO
n3 pabot FO. JloTMaHa. nosie XpOHOTOMMYHOCTH BOCXOOHMT k pabotam M.
BaxTHHa M y HMCTOKOB MYJIbTHMOIANbHOCTH WM -MEOMHHOCTH Jiexar
Tpvasl P SAkobcona. MMeHHO B pe3ynbTaTe nepervieTeHHs 3THX TPEX
TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKHX M KOHLEMTYAIbHBIX MOJIEH MOKHO FOBOPHTbH Kak O
METOI0JOrHYECKOR. TaK M 0 METaA3bIKOBOH HHTepdepeHUHH. pe3yib-
TaTOM KOTODOW ABASAETCA KPEOoJM3alUMs M TMOpuau3auMs meTassbika. Ho
Te K€ MPOLECChl TMPOMCXOOAT BHYTPH YKa3aHHbIX Mojneit M MO3TOMY
uesecoobpa3Ho  paccMOTpeTb 3TH Moy oTdenbHo. J[laHHas cTaThs
MOCBsLIEHA [IEPBOMY M3 HHUX. MOJIKO TEKCTYaNbHOCTH.

TekcTya1bHOCTh 00603HauaeT B JaHHOW CTaThbe HEKOTOpPBIA OOLIMIH
MPUHLIKI MPH MOMOIUM KOTOPOTO MOXHO HabaiodaTh M OCMBICTATH pas-
Hble acMeKThbl NeHCTBUA KYJbTypbl. [TOHATHE TEKCTYaNbHOCTH MPH3BAHO
COENMHATh Ba MOJIOCA. MEXIY KOTOPbIMH PacroaraioTcs OCHOBHbIE
npoGieMbl OMHCAHUS U TOJKOBaHHA KyJbTyp. OIHH nomoc ofo3HavaeTcs
GHHAPHOCTBIO CrMamuka—OuHaMuKa, BTOPOH OMHAPHOCTBIO wacmb—yenoe.

B TekcTyalbHOCTH 00bEIMHAKOTCA TEKCT Kak 0OpaMIEHHbLi apTedakT
W TekcTyanusauns Kak aGcTpakums (M3o0paxeHne wumm o6pammeHue
TEKCTOM). B KynbType MOryT GbIThb KOHKDETHOMY M aGCTpaKTHOM) TEKC-
Tam 3alaHbl Te k€ BOMPOCHI, XOTH aOCTPAKTHBIA TEKCT ABAfeTCS NMHUIL
OrepauMOHaIbHbIM MPHEMOM TEKCTYANH3aLUHK ABICHUI B lesx cHcTe-
MHOTO M LEJOCTHOTO aHau3a. IpakTHKA TEKCTYaNu3aumm crnocoberaver
MOHUMAHHIO HEOOXOIMMOCTH PA3HYCHHA YNEHEHHS Ha OCHOBe MmaTe-
pHana TEKCTa W WICHEHWS Ha OCHOBE TEKCTYANbHOCTH (TekcTyamusa-
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UMH) — TiepBOE obecrneyuBaeT CPaBHMUMOCTb TEKCTOB, CO3NAHHBIX M3
OJIHOTO Martepuana, BTOpoe obecrieunBaeT CPaBHUMOCTh BCEX TEKCTya-
JU3UPOBAHHBIX ABIEHUI BHE 3aBUCHMOCTH OT HX MaTepuaa.

TekcTyanbHOCTL — 3TO BO3MOXHOCTb, MNpELIAraeMas aHaJUTHKY
Ky/IbTYypoH, OydyuyH OXHOBPEMEHHO OHTOJIOTHYECKHM TMPH3HAKOM KYJlb-
TYpbl M AMUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHUM MPHUHLIUIMOM €& UCCeA0BaHMUS.

Semiosfaariline moistmine: tekstuaalsus

Semiootika ja eriti kultuurisemiootika semiosfddriline késitlemine toob
kaasa mitme terminivalja kdrvutamise vajaduse. Olulisemate seas tuleks
nimetada tekstuaalsuse, kronotoobilisuse ja multimodaalsuse ehk multi-
meedialisuse vilja. Tekstuaalne vdli on seotud kultuurisemiootika aren-
guga eriti Juri Lotmani t6id silmas pidades, kronotoobiline vili on saanud
alguse Mihhail Bahtini té6dest ja multimodaalsuse (multimeedialisuse)
litete juures on Roman Jakobsoni uurimused. Just nende kolme termino-
loogilise ja kontseptuaalse vilja pdimumisel on tekkinud nii metodo-
loogiline kui metakeeleline interferents, mille tulemusena me oleme
sunnitud rddkima metakeele kreoliseerumisest ja hiibridiseerumisest. Kuid
samad protsessid toimuvad ka nende viljade sees ja seetdttu on ots-
tarbekas ka neid vélju koigepealt eraldi vaadelda. Kéesolev artikkel on
piihendatud neist esimesele, tekstuaalsuse viljale.

Tekstuaalsus tdhistab kaesolevas artiklis ildisemat printsiipi, mille
abil on v&imalik jédlgida ja motestada kultuuri toimimise erinevaid
aspekte. Tekstuaalsuse moiste on mdeldud tihendama kaht poolust, mille
vahel kultuuride kirjeldamise ja seletamise pdhiprobleemid paiknevad.
Uht poolust tihistab binaarsus staatika — diinaamika, teist poolust
binaarsus osa - tervik.

Tekstuaalsus iihendab endas teksti kui kindlapiirilise artefakti ja
tekstualiseerimise kui abstraktsiooni (tekstina kujutamise vOi piiritle-
mise). Kultuuris véime konkreetsele tekstile ja abstraktsele tekstile esi-
tada pohimatteliselt samu kisimusi, kuigi abstraktne tekst on vaid operat-
sionaalne vote piiritleda tekstualiseerimise abil mond nahtust holistliku ja
siisteemse analiitisi huvides. Tekstualiseerimise praktika omakorda aitab
mdista vajadust eristada tekstimaterjalist tulenevat liigendust ja tekstuaal-
susest voi tekstualiseerimisest tulenevat liigendust —— esimene tagab
vorreldavuse samast materjalist loodud tekstide vahel, teine teeb vorrel-
davaks koik tekstualiseeritud nihtused nende materjalist sdltumata.

Tekstuaalsus on voimalus, mida kultuur analiitikule pakub, olles
samaaegselt kultuuri ontoloogiline tunnus ja kultuuri uurimise episte-
moloogiline printsiip.
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Abstract. This paper presents the notion that verbal discourse is structured, in
form and contents, by metaphorical reasoning. It discusses the concept of
“metaphorical network” as a framework for relating the parts of a speech act
to each other, since such an act seems to cohere into a meaningful text on the
basis of “domains” that deliver common concepts. The basic finding of
several research projects on this concept suggest that source domains allow
speakers to derive sense from a verbal interaction because they interconnect
the topic of discussion to culturally-meaningful images and ideas. This
suggests, in turn, that language is intertwined with nonverbal systems of
meaning, reflecting them in the contents of verbal messages. Overall, the
concept of metaphorical networks implies that human cognition is highly
associative in structure.

Introduction

Verbal communication unfolds so automatically that we hardly ever
take notice of the complex conceptual system that makes it possible
for us to engage in it so effortlessly. In the late 1940s, the relation
between that system and the grammatical system that allows us to
transmit information “linearly” in actual speech situations came to
constitute a central preoccupation of language and communication
scientists. It was the American engineer Claude Shannon (1948) who
argued in that era that information of any kind could be described in
terms of binary choices between equally probable alternatives. From
Shannon’s work — and that of mathematician Norbert Wiener (1949),
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who pioneered the tield of cybernetics and the develqpment of com-
puter science — there emerged a widespread notion in the language
and communication sciences in the 1950s, which is still prevalent
today, that verbal communication was subject to the same rule-
governed stochastic processes that characterize mechanical and animal
signaling systems. By the 1960s, this led to the development of
theories of language, which continue, to this day, to portray language
as a grammatical “object” based on universal stochastic principles.
But by the 1980s, and certainly by the 1990s, it became obvious that
such an approach to language hardly told the whole story of how
grammar delivers concepts in even the most simple speech acts (Em-
meche 2000; Kull 2000; Brier 2000). Isolated from speech, gram-
matical systems can indeed be described in mathematical terms, as
these theories have aptly shown. But this tells us nothing about the
ways in which the architecture of grammar delivers the complex
meanings of sentences. Despite substantial and noteworthy research
on the nature of grammatical rules and syntactic systems since the
publication of Noam Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures in 1957, current
grammatical theories and models seem incapable of adequately
explaining the conceptual richness of even the simplest of sentences.
This is, no doubt, the reason why Chomsky continues to separate
grammatical phenomena from meaning considerations (Chomsky
2000).

Starting in the 1970s. there emerged several interesting attempts to
make grammatical theories more sensitive to the conceptual
complexity inherent in speech acts (e.g.. Hymes 1971; Halliday 1975;
1985). This led to much significant work in the 1980s and 1990s
examining the relation between conceptual and grammatical structure
from a non-stochastic viewpoint (e.g., Fauconnier 1985; 1997; Lan-
gacker 1987; 1990; Croft 1991; Ruwet 1991; Deane 1992; Taylor
1995; Fauconnier, Sweetser 1996; Nuyts, Pederson 1997; Allwood.
Gairdenfors 1998; Dirven, Verspoor 1998). The proposal put forward
here is in line with such research. Indeed. my objective is to suggest
that the categories making up sentence structure in discourse
situations are, in effect, “reflexes” of largely unconscious “conceptual
networks”, whose various “circuits™ are converted into specific types
of words and phrases in the delivery of speech. The point of departure
for such research can be traced to 1977, when Pollio, Barlow Fine
and Pollio pub!ishgd their extensive investigation of common
discourse texts, finding them to be structured primarily by metapho-
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rical concepts. They discovered that speakers of English, for instance,
uttered on average 3,000 novel metaphors and 7,000 idioms per week.
Their pivotal study was followed by Lakoff and Johnson’s momentous
1980 study, Metaphors We Live By, which has since provided a
powerful framework for relating the meaning of specific grammatical
devices to particular conceptual structures (see, for instance, Kovecses
1986; 1988; 1990; Lakoff 1987; Johnson 1987; Sweetser 1990;
Indurkhya 1992; Danesi 1993; Gibbs 1994; Goatley 1997; Lakoff,
Johnson 1999). To put it in strictly semiotic terms, this line of inquiry
has finally started to show how signifieds, the units of meaning and
reference, can be linked etiologically to their signifiers, the physical
forms that deliver these units.

Although semioticians have, by and large, been openly critical of
the Chomskyan view of language (Sebeok, Danesi 2000), they have
not normally become involved in research designed to provide a
viable alternative based on the relation between signifieds and
signifiers in language structure. The purpose of the present paper is to
offer such an alternative, derived primarily from experimental and
pedagogical work with second language learners — individuals who,
more than anyone else, are faced with the complex task of learning
how the signifiers of the new language overlap with native language
signifieds and how they deliver conceptually new and/or subtly
different signifieds (Danesi 2000). The claim to be made here is that
verbal discourse involves a “reflexive loop” between the grammatical
and the conceptual domains.

Semiotic network theory

Called langue by Saussure (1916) and linguistic competence by
Chomsky (1957), knowledge of language as a rule-governed system
has been traditionally assumed to be independent of how it is applied
to real-life communicative situations, which Saussure called parole. In
the early 1970s, the linguist Dell Hymes (1972) challenged this view,
proposing that knowledge of language structure was interconnected
with knowledge of how to use it appropriately in specific social
settings. He called this type of knowledge communicative competence.
In actual fact, the study of communicative competence was implicit in
the work of various structuralist linguists and communication theorists
before Hymes (e.g., Firth 1957; Jakobson 1960; Austin 1962; Dance
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1967: Searle 1969; Andersch er al. 1969; Barnlund 1970). .It has
become a major focus for both sociolinguistics anq communication
theory ever since (e.g., Myers, Myers 1985; Cherwitz, Hikins 1986:
Tannen 1989: Fairclough 1995; van Dijk 1997). At the core of this
approach to discourse is the idea of rransaction — the view that verbal
structures in discourse are “negotiated” between the interlocutors and
that acts of negotiation influence cumulatively the actual grammar and
vocabulary of a language. Such research has shown rather con-
vincingly that communication variables are primary factors in modi-
fying grammar and vocabulary, thus largely rebutting the view that
grammatical systems are based on “universal properties” and thus are
impervious to the influence of communication. As Colin Cherry aptly
put it in his monumental study of communication, the use of language
among humans “is essentially a social affair” (Cherry 1957: 9). But.
with few exceptions (e.g.. Kress 1985; Ellis. McClintock 1990; Garza-
Cuaron 1991; Cobley 1996; Agha 1997; Kramsch 1998), lacking from
communicative competence theory is the fundamental semiotic view
of language as a representational device interconnected with the other
(nonverbal) representational systems of a culture (Verschueren 1995;
Yabuuchi 1996; Edwards 1997; Danesi. Perron 1999; Jaworski,
Coupland 2000). This view emphasizes that language is not an
autonomous code, separate from the other codes humans employ to
represent and communicate information. ideas, emotions, etc. The
central notion of what I have elsewhere called semiotic nem ork theory
(Danesi 2000) is that there exist three main types of conceptual
networks that link language with nonverbal codes — denotative.
connotative, and metaphorical. These are reflected in the forms that
specific signifiers in each of the codes of a culture assume. In short,
the same signifieds surface in the form of different verbal and
nonverbal signifiers because these are interconnected to each other by
the same complex cognitive circuitry that characterizes the conceptual
network systems present in a culture.

Network theory has been developed primarily from several
research projects carried out at both the University of Toronto and the
University of Lugano during the academic years 1997-1998. Over 500
students were instructed to draw up network analyses of over 200
common concepts, ranging from colors to emotions in English and
Italian. Their analyses were then matched against the conceptual
structures inherent in common written texts, such as newspaper and
magazine articles published in Toronto and Lugano. The findings



Metaphorical “networks” and verbal communication 345

suggest rather strongly that verbal communication is shaped by a
complex web of denotative, connotative, and metaphorical circuits
that are concealed in every word, phrase, and sentence (Danesi 2000).

In Saussurean semiotics, the term concept designates the conven-
tional meaning we get from a sign (Saussure 1916). As it turns out,
however, it is not a straightforward matter to explicate what a concept
1s by using other words to do so. Consider, for example, what happens
when we look up the definition of a word such as cat in a dictionary.
Typically, the latter defines a car as “a carnivorous mammal (Felis
catus) domesticated since early times as a catcher of rats and mice and
as a pet and existing in several distinctive breeds and varieties”. The
problem with this definition is that it uses mammal to define cat. What
is a mammal? The dictionary defines mammal as “any of various
warm-blooded vertebrate animals of the class Mammalia”. What is an
animal? The dictionary goes on to define an animal as “a living
organism other than a plant or a bacterium”. What is an organism? An
organism, the dictionary stipulates, is “an individual animal or plant
having diverse organs and parts that function together as a whole to
maintain life and its activities”. But, then, what is life? Life, it
specifies, is “the property that distinguishes living organisms™. At that
point it is apparent that the dictionary has gone into a conceptual
loop — it has employed an already-used concept, organism, to define
life.

Looping is caused by the fact that dictionaries employ words,
which of course encode other concepts, to define an entry. As it turns
out. the dictionary approach just described is the only possible one —
for the reason that all human systems of knowledge have a looping
associative structure, including mathematics, as the brilliant mathe-
matician Kurt Godel demonstrated in 1931. This suggests that the
meaning of something can only be inferred by relating it to the
meaning of something else to which it is, or can be, associated. There
simply is no such thing as an “absolute concept.” So, the meaning of
cat is something that can only be extrapolated from the circuitry of
conceptual associations that it evokes. This circuitry can be called a
network. In addition to the concepts of mammal, animal, organism,
and life, used by the dictionary, one can add others such as whiskers
and rail to the circuitry of the car network. In sum, the meaning of a
concept such as cat crystallizes from an intricate interplay of related
conceptual associations that it evokes.
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There are several things about networks and network theory that
must be made clear from the very outset. First, the term theory 1s not
used in its strictly scientific sense, but rather in its original
etymological sense of “a view. Network theory is not a theo.ry.of
concepts” in the psychological sense. It simply provides a descriptive
apparatus for literally showing what dictionary makers have known
for centuries — namely that the meaning of something is impossible
to pin down without reference to other meanings. The position of
nodes (concepts), the configuration of circuits (the associations among
concepts). and the “distances” between nodes and circuits in a network
reflect no necessary pattern or intrinsic structure. There is no limit
(maximum or minimum) to the number and types of nodes and
circuits that can be used to characterize a concept. It depends on a host
of factors, not the least of which is the knowledge of the network-
maker. In the network for cat, secondary circuits generated by
mammal, for example, could be extended to contain carnivorous.
rodent-eater, etc.; the life node could be extended to generate a
secondary circuit of its own containing nodes such as animate, breath,
existence, etc. in no particular order; other nodes such as feline,
carnivorous, Siamese, tabby, etc. could be inserted to give a more
detailed “picture” of the conceptual structure of cat; and so on.
Finally. network design will vary according to case and necessity. The
network described above would put cat at its focal point because that
is the concept under consideration by the dictionary. However, if
animal were to be needed as the focal concept, then car would be
represented differently as a nonfocal node connected to it in a circuit
that would also include dog and horse. among other associated nodes.
In effect. there is no way to predict the configuration of a network in
advance. It all depends on the analyst, on the purpose of the analysis,
on the type of concept. and on other such factors that are variable
and/or unpredictable.

The primary node concepts — mammal, animal, life, and orga-
nism — are superordinate ones; cat is a basic concept; and whiskers
and rail are subordinate concepts. In prototype theory (e.g., Rosch
1973), superordinate concepts are those that have a highly general
referential function. Basic concepts have a typological function. They
allow for reference to types of things. Finally, subordinate concepts
have a detailing function. Although it is beyond the purpose of the
present discussion, it would be interesting to investigate the relation of
nodes and circuits (primary, secondary, etc.) to these functions and
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determine if a pattern emerges. That is something that will have to be
left for future work on semiotic network analysis. Clearly, the
configuration of a network will vary according to the function of its
focal node — i.e. a network that has a superordinate focal node (e.g.,
mammal) will display a different pattern of circuitry than will one that
has a basic concept at its focal center.

Types of networks

Denotative, connotative, and metaphorical concepts are not to be con-
sidered separate phenomena, but rather, interconnected to each other
through various kinds of circuitry and network linkages. Denotation is
the initial meaning captured by a concept. The denotative meaning of
the word blue in English, for instance, encodes the image of a hue on
the color spectrum with a wavelength of approximately 450 to 490
nanometers. The specific image that comes to mind will be different
from individual to individual. But all images will fall within the above
wavelength, if one is a native speaker of English. The denotative
concept of “blueness” is forged cognitively from the experience of
observing the hues found in natural phenomena such as the sky and
the sea, by observing other hues in things, and so on.

The denotative network for this focal node will thus contain
circuits made up of nonfocal nodes such as color, shade, hue,
gradation, sky, and sea, among others. Since blue is a type ot color, it
is really part of a conceptual, or network, domain that has color as its
focal point. However, in specific network analyses, it is not necessary
to show the relevant network domain — in which blue would, in
effect, be configured as a primary node connected to color. A network
domain can be defined as the associative configuration generated by
superordinate categories — color, animals, etc. Within such domains,
basic and subordinate concepts can be subdivided, for the purpose of a
specific analysis, into smaller networks of their own. That applies to
the network designed for blue as a type of color interconnected to
yellow, green, etc. within the same circuit.

Denotative networks allow speakers of a language to talk and think
about concrete things in specific ways. But such networks are rather
limited when it comes to serving the need of describing abstractions,
emotions, morals, etc. For this reason they are extended considerably
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through further associative thinking. Consider the use of cat and blue
in sentences such as the tollowing ones.

(1) He’s a real cool cat.

(2) Today I’ve got the blues.

(3) She let the cat out of the bag.
(4) That hit me right out of the blue.

These encode connotative and metaphorical meanings, which are
“added” or “extended” meanings of the two concepts. The use of car
in (1) to mean “attractive,” “engaging,” etc. comes out of the network
domain associated with jazz music; and the use of blues in (2) to mean
“sad,” “gloomy,” etc. comes out of the network domain associated
with blues music. In effect, these have been linked to the original
networks of car and blue through the channel of specific cultural
traditions. They are nodes that interconnect cat and blue to the
network domains of jazz and blues music.

The meaning of “something secret” associated with car in example
(3) above and the meaning of “unexpectedness” associated with blue
in (4) have resulted from linking cat with the secrecy network domain
and blue with the sky domain. Sentence (3) is, in effect, a specific
instantiation ot the conceptual metaphor [animals reflect human life
and activities|, which underlies common expressions such as:

(5) It’s a dog’’s life.
(6) Your life is a cat’s cradle.
(7) I heard it from the horse’s mouth.

Sentence (4) is an instantiation of the conceptual metaphor [Nature is
a portent of destiny] — which literary critics classity as a stylistic
technique under the rubric of pathetic fallacy. This concept underlies
such common expressions as:

(8) I heard it from an angry wind.
(9) Cruel clouds are gathering over your life.

The networks that are generated by metaphorical signifieds extend the
meanings of signs within networks considerably. Comprehensive
network analyses of car and blue would have to show how all
meanings — denotative, connotative, metaphorical — are inter-
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connected to each other through complex circuitry. It is the ability to
navigate through the overarching circuitry of such networks, choosing
appropriate denotative, connotative. or metaphorical nodes according
to communicative need. and integrating them cohesively into appro-
priate individually-fashioned circuitry to match the need, that consti-
tutes what may be called conceptual competence in a language, as
opposed to abstract linguistic competence.

The connotative extensional process is, needless to say, highly
associative. But it is not one based on association-by-sense, as it is in
the formation of denotative concepts. Rather, it is based on
association-by-inference. To grasp what this means, consider the word
tail, which the dictionary defines as “the flexible appendage found at
the rear end of an animal’s body”. This is the denotative meaning of
tail in utterances such as the following:

(10) My cat’s rail is over one foot long.
(11) Are there any species of dogs without rails?
(12) That horse’s tail is rather short, isn’t it?

In a denotative network rail, as a focal node, would be connected to a
circuit that contains appendage and rear-end nodes. These provide
basic information about what a tai/ is — an extremity — and where it
is found on an animal — on its rear end. Now. these nodes are what
guide the extension of rail to encompass meanings such as following:

(13) The tail of that shirt is not bleached.
(14) Do you want heads or ruils for this coin toss?
(15) The tail section of that airplane is making a funny noise.

Such extensions are hardly random or disconnected to the original
circuit. Shirts, coins, and airplanes are conceptualized in English-
speaking cultures as having appendages and rear ends. In network
terms. a shirt, a coin, and an airplane are concepts that belong to
separate networks of their own. However, through associative infe-
rence these are interlinked to the rail network. The process of network
linking can be called grafting. Grafting is the process that underlies
connotation and metaphorization.

As another practical example, consider the following metaphorical
statement: “The professor is a snake.” Clearly, it is not the denotative
meaning of the vehicle, snake. that is transferred to the topic,
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professor. but rather its connotative meanings, namely Ehe culture-
specific characteristics perceived in snakes — "s!yness, danger,
“slipperiness. " etc. It 1s this circuit ot connotations linked to snake that
are grafted onto the professor circuit. The grafting of the connotative
nodes associated with the source network domain circuit (snake) onto
the focal target domain node (professor) is what creates the meaning
(or ground) of the metaphor. The concept of grafting suggests that this
statement is hardly an isolated example of metaphorical fancy; rather,
it implies that it is one of an infinitude of similar expressions that
cluster around the idea that [human personality] is understandable in
terms of [animal features]:

(16) John is a pig.

(17) That woman is a tiger.

(18) My friend is a gorilla.

(19) She roars when she gets angry.

Each is a specific instantiation of that very idea — namely [human
personality is understandable in terms of animal features], or simply
[people are animals]. This is dubbed a conceptual metaphor by Lakoff
and Johnson (1980) and. more recently, a metaform by Sebeok and
Danesi (2000). Note again that the grafting of meanings in the
metaphorization process is not based on linking denotative circuits,
but connotative ones. Thus, it is not the reptilian physical qualities of
snakes, or the feline qualities of tigers, that are grafted onto [people],
but rather the kinds of behavioral characteristics that snakes and tigers
are thought to have in human terms. This is what creates the
meaningful circuitry in metaphorization. It is not a simple transferal
process. but one based on association-by-inference, as it has been
called above. Using electric current as an analogy, it can be said that
such circuits run on *“alternating conceptual current.” so to speak.
Given the controversy surrounding the term association in psycho-
logy and linguistics. it is necessary to clarify, albeit briefly, what is
meant by it in the framework of network theory. In psychology,
associationism is the theory that the mind comes to know concepts by
combining simple, irreducible elements through mental connection.
As is well known, interest in associationism was kindled in antiquity
by Aristotle, who recognized four strategies by which associations are
forged: through similarity (e.g. an orange and a lemon), through
difference (e.g. hot and cold), through contiguity in time (e.g. sunrise
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and a rooster’s crow), and through contiguity in space (e.g. a cup and
saucer). British empiricist philosophers John Locke and David Hume
saw sensory perception as the underlying factor in such processes. In
the nineteenth century, the Aristotelian view was examined
empirically, leading eventually to the foundation of an associationist
school of psychology, guided by the principles enunciated by James
Mill in his Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind (1829). In
addition to Aristotle’s original four strategies, that school found that
such factors as intensity, inseparability, and repetition added to the
strength of an association: e.g. arms are associated with bodies
because they are inseparable from them; rainbows are associated with
rain because of repeated observations of the two as co-occurring
phenomena; etc.

The one who developed associationism experimentally was Ed-
ward Thorndike, who extended the work initiated by the Russian
psychologist Ivan Pavlov in 1904. Pavlov provided an empirical basis
for investigating how associations through repetition are made. When
he presented a meat stimulus to a hungry dog, for instance, the animal
would salivate spontaneously, as expected. This was termed the dog’s
“unconditioned response.” After Pavlov rang a bell while presenting
the meat stimulus a number of times, he found that the dog would
eventually salivate only to the ringing bell, without the meat stimulus.
Clearly, Pavlov suggested, the ringing by itself, which would not have
triggered the salivation initially, had brought about a *“conditioned
response” in the dog. By association the dog had learned something
new. Every major behavioral psychologist has utilized the Pavlovian
notion of associationism in one way or other. Although behaviorists
believe all thought processes can be accounted for through as-
sociations of stimuli and responses, other psychologists strongly reject
such an approach as inadequate to explain creative thought and verbal
behavior.

The meaning of association as used in the network theory frame-
work is not the Pavlovian one. In line with twentieth century Gestalt
psychology, it is used to stress that abstract concepts beget their
meanings only in relation to other concepts. Gestalt psychologists
believed that pattern, or form, was the most important part of
experience. The whole pattern in a conceptual network, for instance,
gives meaning to each individual element (node, circuit, etc.) within it.
In other words, the whole is more important than the sum of its parts.
As discussed above, network patterns can be forged by sense, i.e. by
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observing physical features of referents, or by inference, i.e. by
applying the sense associations (o referents that are perceived as

possessing the same features.

Reflexivization

Associative conceptual structure is converted into linear surface gram-
matical structure through a process that can be called reflexivization.
Consider, for example, an underlying circuit containing snake as a
metaphorical concept that is to be used in a specific speech act. In the
surface language that is chosen to deliver it. it can show up as a verb
(20), if it is the snake’s movements that are grafted onto the target, or
as an adjective (21), if it is a serpentine quality that is grafted
conceptually onto the target:

(20) The professor snaked his way around the issue.
(21) The professor has a snaky way of doing things.

The difference between the two surface forms — snaked and snaky —
can be traced to underlying circuits that extend the snake concept in
specific ways. The reflexivization of (20) shows that the grafted
concept included a movement node. In (22) the relevant circuit grafted
onto the target concept included, instead. a quality node.

The notion of reflexivization is not a theory of grammar. It is a
heuristic technique for showing how words. phrases, and sentences
appear to reflect conceptual structure. i.e. to encode it in specific
ways. Needless to say, surface linear structure reflects not only
concepts. but is also sensitive to communicative functions, situational
variables. stylistic needs, etc. There are an infinitude of ways in which
the reflexivization of concepts can unfold. The choices made by the
speaker. the context of the speech act, the grammatical and lexical
knowledge of the speaker, etc. are the factors that constrain surface
structure outcomes. It is not the purpose of reflexivization analysis to
consider these factors. The main objective of such analysis is showing
how grammar. vocabulary, and concepts are interconnected in a
systemic way.

Differences in surface linear structure are typically due to under-
lying conceptual dichotomies. In Italian, for instance, the difference
between the denotative and connotative meaning of an adjectival
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concept is sometimes reflected in the surface by a difference in
position with respect to the noun. Thus, in (22) and (23), the different
surface position of the adjective is a reflex of the different networks to
which the meanings belong:

(22) Lui & un uomo povero (“He’s an indigent man”).
(23) Lui & un povero uomo (“He’s a forlorn man”).

In (22) it is the denotative meaning of povero that is reflected in the
surface by a post-positioning of the adjective with respect to the noun
(the normal position for qualitative adjectives). In (23) the connotative
meaning of povero is indicated by means of its pre-positioning,
alerting the interlocutor in an anticipatory fashion as to the type of
concept that is intended.

As another example of how conceptual dichotomies are refle-
xivized, consider the use of the English prepositions since and for in
sentences such as the following:

(24) I have been living here since 1980.

(25) I have known Lucy since November.

(26) I have not been able to sleep since Monday.
(27) I have been living here for twenty years.
(28) I have known Lucy for nine months.

(29) I have not been able to sleep for seven days.

An analysis of the complements that follow since or for reveals that
those that follow the former are [points in time], i.e. they are
complements that reflect a conception of time as a [point] on a
[timeline] which shows specific years, months, etc.: /980, November,
Monday, etc. Complements that follow for, on the other hand, reflect a
conception of time as a [quantity]: twenty years, nine months, seven
days, etc. These two network domains — [time is a point] and [time is
a quantity] — have an underlying metaphorical circuitry structure,
reflecting our propensity to imagine an abstract notion such as “time”
in terms of something concrete. These can now be seen to have a
specific effect at the level of syntax by motivating a grammatical
dichotomy — complements introduced by since are reflexes of the
conceptual domain [time is a point]; those introduced by for are
reflexes of the conceptual domain [time is a quantity]. This is, in fact,
the kind of rule of grammar that reveals how concepts are encoded
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linearly — it relates, in effect, how two specific domains of
conceptualization have worked their way into the grammar. In a word,
this rule stipulates how a grammatical dichotomy reflects a conceptual
dichotomy.

Take, as one final example, the selection of certain verbs in
particular types of sentences in Italian. The verb fare “to make” is
used to convey a weather situation — fa caldo (literally) “it makes
hot,” fa freddo (literally) “it makes cold.” The physical states of
[hotness] and [coldness] are conveyed instead by the verb essere “to
be” when referring to objects — ¢ caldo “it is hot,” é freddo “it is
cold”— and by avere “to have” when referring to people — ha caldo
“he/she is hot,” ha freddo “he/she is cold.” The use of one verb or the
other—fare, essere, or avere — is motivated by an underlying
metaphorical conceptualization of bodies and the environment as
[containers]. So, the [containment context] in which the quality of
[hotness] or [coldness] is located determines the verbal category to be
employed. If it is in the environment. it is “made” by Nature (fa
caldo/freddo); if it is in a human being, then the body “has” it (ha
caldo/freddo); and if it is in an object, then the object “is” its container
(¢ caldo/freddo).

To summarize. it is obvious that conceptual domains leave their
reflexes in the grammars of specific languages. Knowledge of such
differentiated reflexive properties is what guides conceptually-appro-
priate communication among interlocutors. Grammar in this frame-
work is definable, therefore. as a system that reflexivizes conceptual
circuitry in specific ways.

It must be emphasized again that the notion of reflexivization is
not a theory of grammar. It is proposed simply to show that in the
same way that a painting is much more than an assemblage of lines.
shapes. colors. and melodies a combination of notes and harmonies, so
too a sentence in language is much more than an assemblage of words
and phrases built from some abstract rule system in the brain. We use
the surface grammatical and lexical codes at our disposal to model the
world of concepts in ways that parallel how musicians use melodic
elements and painters visual ones to model it.
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Discourse

Network analyses of conversations show. above all else, that discourse
is structured largely by connotative inter-network linkages. A truly
interesting feature of discourse that this type analysis also reveals can
be called connotative chaining. This occurs when a specific connota-
tive node generates derivative associations in the immediate span of
the discourse. To put it figuratively, it tends to “infect” the whole
conversation. For instance, once a word such as drop is used connota-
tively by a speaker in a certain situation, then it may spawn a chain of
associated concepts such as pick up, let go, etc. Here is an example of
a conversation excerpt that I recorded at the University of Toronto,
during which a speaker (a university student) used the word drop as
just described: “Yeah, I dropped that course yesterday... No, I won’t
pick it up next year... The main reason for lerting it go was the prof.
He was awful... Believe me, I haven’t lost anything...”

In this sample of discourse, the connotative meaning of drop
initiated a circuit on its own that included pick up, let go, and lose in
close proximity to each other. In effect, the image of “falling” is
distributed in the circuit, surfacing in various lexical forms. The nodes
are linked again through a process of association-by-inference —
picking up something means that it was dropped; losing something
elicits the image of dropping it; and, of course. letting something go
will cause it to drop. The construction of the circuit is a subjective act.
based on grafting nodes from network domains. This is what makes
discourse unpredictable in actual form, but understandable, and even
predictable, conceptually.

Once connotative circuits have been introduced into discourse they
tend to guide the flow of conversation through chaining. In the above
circuit, for instance, the pick up node led a little later in the con-
versation to the use of rake, which, in turn, generated its own circuitry
with two nodes — carry and heavy: “I really can’t take any more
subjects... I'm already carrying the maximum... I’ve got quite a
heavy load...”

There are various kinds of connotative chains that characterize
discourse flow. Some of these contain nodes based on narrative tradi-
tions; these are concepts referring to themes, plot-lines, characters,
and settings that surface in narratives. Calling someone a Casanova or
a Don Juan, rather than lady-killer, evokes an array of socially-
significant connotations that these characters embody. Referring to a
6
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place as Eden or Hell elicits connotations that have a basis in mythic
and religious narrative. The circuits that have been grafted from these
stories also surface constantly in common discourse events. Climato-
logists, for example, refer to the warming of the ocean surface off the
western coast of South America that occurs every 4 to 12 years when
upwelling of cold, nutrient-rich water does not occur as a person, El
Nino, “the little one” in Spanish. This mythic personification of a
climatological condition makes it much more understandable in
human terms. Although people do not think of El Nino as a mythic
figure. they nonetheless find it convenient to blame “him” for certain
weather repercussions as if it were one. This is how original myths
worked cognitively — the difference being that the personified
conditions of the past were actually believed to be real gods or
mythical beings. The discourse that surrounds E! Nino is virtually
always interpretable 1n mythic terms. For instance, [ recorded a
weather commentary on American television recently that contained a
circuit generated by mythic personification: “This year El Nino is
having a great time of it. He has wreaked havoc upon anyone or
anything in his path. He has come down very strenuously upon us.”

In effect. connotative and metaphorical circuitry in discourse is
densely distributed through networks present in the entire system of
culture. Take. as an example, the up-down metaphorical concept that
entails the connotative feature [verticality]. In verbal discourse this
feature is a node that is reflexivized commonly in expressions such as
the following:

(30) I'm feeling up.

(31) Theyre feeling down

(32) I'm working my way up the ladder of success
(33) His enthusiasm has gone down considerably.

This same concept manifests itself in the religious domain. where
goodness. spirituality. and heaven are portrayed as up, and evil.
damnation. and hell as down in sermons, theological narratives,
religious visual representations, the design of churches. etc. In public
building design, too, it can be discerned in the fact that the taller office
buildings in a modern city are the ones that indicate which institutions
(and individuals) hold social and economic power. In musical
composition. higher tones are typically employed to convey a
sensation of happiness, lower ones of sadness. During speech, the
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raising of the hand designates notions of amelioration, betterment,
growth, etc., whereas the lowering of the hand designates the opposite
notions. In bodily representation and perception, this concept shows
up in the common viewpoint that taller is more attractive/shorter is
less attractive. In mathematical and scientific representational prac-
tices its reflexivization can be seen. for instance, in the ways in which
graphs are designed — lines that are oriented in an upward direction
indicate a growth or an increase of some kind, while those that are
slanted in a downward direction indicate a decline or decrease.

The foregoing analysis of interconnected networks is intended to
show how highly complementary abstractions are to each other and
how they are utilized to generate representational practices and
systems. The [people are animals] network discussed above is the
source of such symbolic activities as the use of animals in totemic
codes, in heraldic traditions, in the creation of fictional characters for
use in story-telling to children (Bugs Bunny, Foghorn Leghorn, Daffy
Duck, etc.), in the naming of sports teams (Chicago Bears, St. Louis
Cardinals, Miami Dolphins, etc.), and in the creation of surnames, to
mention but a few.

This type of analysis also explains why discourse texts produced
by computers and foreign-language learners alike (at the beginning of
their study of a new language) will manifest a high degree of accuracy
in sentence-formation, but they will invariably lack the conceptual
appropriateness that characterizes the corresponding discourse texts of
native speakers. To put it another way. students and machines “speak™
artificially with the formal grammatical structures of the language as
they have been taught them or programmed to do respectively. but
they are unable to “think” in terms of the conceptual system that
underlies the structures: i.e. students typically make-up target
language sentences as artificial “carriers™ of their own native language
concepts through the rules they have been taught; computers generate
them in response to the rules programmed into them. When these
coincide with the ways in which concepts are relayed by native
speakers naturally, then the student and machine texts coincide
serendipitously with culturally-appropriate discourse texts; when they
do not, they manifest an asymmetry between sentence form and
conceptual content.
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Concluding remarks

The notions of semiotic networks and of reflexivization raise some
specific questions for future research. The guiding question is: What
are the verbal cues that reveal conceptual domains? In this paper, for
instance, the structures since and for were related to the conceptual
domain as reflexes of differentiated metaphorical networks: [time is a
point] and [time is a quantity]. The work on cognitive grammar by
Langacker (1987; 1990), as mentioned, is leading the way in showing
us how analyses of this type might be envisioned. Another question is
to determine to what extent and in what ways conceptual networks
relate to, or are embedded in, world knowledge. Is world knowledge
built up from such circuitry? And if so, how is this incorporable into
an extensive analysis of language? Some possibilities have been
explored in the past (e.g., Pike 1967), and I believe that this kind of
exploration is the wave of the future in semiotics, linguistics, and
communication science. As Levin (1988: 10) has aptly remarked,
however. one must proceed cautiously in this area of inquiry, simply
because the many modes of knowing defy the possibility of en-
visioning a single theory — e.g., innate knowledge, personal know-
ledge. tacit knowledge, spiritual knowledge, declarative and pro-
cedural knowledge. knowing that and knowing how, certitude (as well
as certainty), and so on. The more appropriate goal for linguistics and
semiotics should be. therefore. to determine to what extent and in
what specitic ways language retlects knowledge structures.

The bulk of the work on grammatical systems in linguistics and
verbal communication generally has traditionally excluded the relation
between concepts and grammatical categories. The present study has
aimed to show. however, that sentence form is shaped by conceptual
factors much more than traditional grammatical analysis would allow.
The effect of conceptual structure on categorization in grammar has
been taken up somewhat in the linguistic literature, but it has never
really penetrated the mindset of language scientists until recently. The
philosopher Herder, for instance, saw an intimate connection between
language and what he called “ethnic character.” Subsequently.
Wilhelm von Humboldt gave Herder’s hypothesis a more testable
formulation when he portrayed the structure of a particular language
as interdependent with the thought and behavior of the people using it
for communication. Needless to say, von Humboldt’s perspective
went contrary to the views of the Port-Royale grammarians who saw
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language as the product of the universal logical laws of the human
mind. It was shortly after von Humboldt’s alluring pronouncements
that the study of “language and mind” was given its first scientific
research impetus. In the twentieth century, work on language and
thought was pursued by both those espousing a Humboldtian per-
spective — Sapir (1921), Whorf (1956), and others — and those
advocating a universalist Port Royale perspective — especially
Chomsky. As mentioned, the goal of Humboldtians, such as Sapir and
Whorf, has never been truly envisioned by mainstream linguistics
until very recently. The North American version of linguistic science
took its characteristic shape and methodological orientation from
Leonard Bloomfield’s 1933 textbook entitled simply Language. In the
same way that Euclid’s Elements bestowed systematicity and unity
upon the study and practice of geometry in antiquity through its
coherent synthesis of geometrical concepts and techniques, so too did
Language provide the fledgling science of linguistics in the 1930s
with an organized repertory of notions and procedures for carrying out
detailed investigations and analytical characterizations of specific
languages. This is the main reason why, in my view, Bloomfield’s
Language, and not the work bearing the same title and published more
than a decade earlier by Edward Sapir (1921), came to be accepted by
the majority of linguists as the point of reference for conducting
empirical research and for developing models of language design.

While Bloomfield’s work constituted the first true “textbook” in
the history of linguistic science, Sapir’s book was the first real attempt
to provide a framework for studying the relation of language to
cognition and culture. And whereas for most of the twentieth century
linguists diligently pursued the investigation of language systems per
se, along the lines laid down first by Bloomfield and later by
Chomsky, they have recently started to move more and more toward
the adoption of Sapir’s original paradigm.

The question that Sapir sought to answer throughout his life is
probably as old as civilization itself: How is thought related to
language? He was intrigued, in other words, by the possibility that
human ideas, concepts, feelings and characteristic social behaviors
might be mirrored by the verbal categories that specific cultures
employ to codify them. Sapir suspected that the most direct route to
the mind was through language. Due to his tragically early death,
Sapir was never able to design and carry out a research program aimed
at examining his idea rigorously and systematically. As is well known,
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it fell on the shoulders of Sapir's brilliant student Benjamin Lee
Whorf (1956) to elaborate substantively upon his mentor’s views and
to give them a more empirically-testable articulation. Whorf posited,
in essence. that the categories of one’s particular language are much
more than simple mediators of thought. He saw them as being the
“shapers”™ of the very thought patterns they embody: “The world is
presented in a kaleidoscopic flux of impressions which has to be
organized by our minds — and this means largely by the linguistic
systems 1n our minds™ (Whorf 1956: 153). But Whorf’s experimental
program for studying the language-thought nexus could not have been
devised without his teacher’s profound insights. Sapir saw language as
being much more than a communication system. He considered it to
be a kind of cognitive filter through which humans come to perceive
and understand the world around them.

Semiotic network theory is an attempt to make good on Sapir’s
agenda for linguistic science. It is just one way that can be envisaged
for relating formally how thought and language are interdependent.
Grammatical properties cannot be studied in isolation. To rewrite
natural grammars with reflexive rules would imply research on the
domains of meaning that are implicit in sentences first and. then. to
connect the grammatical categories to these in direct ways. Some of
the ways have been discussed tentatively in this paper. There is no
doubt that future work 1n semiotics and linguistics will show how to
encompass all the traditional morphological and syntactic categories
within a semiotic framework of meaning. Within this framework.
evervthing form verb tenses to adverb usage will be linked to the
interconnected experiences of the world that are manifested in the use
of a language by native speakers in cultural contexts. This was the
research challenge put forward by Sapir; and the time has come to
take up his challenge seriously.
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MeTtadopuueckasi «ceTb» i Bep0anbHasi KOMMYHHKALIUS:
CEMHOTHYECKAas MepcrneKTUBa YeJa0BeYeckoro AMCKypcea

B crtathe yTBepkaaeTcs, UTO A3bIKOBOM AMCKYpC CTPYKTYPHpPOBaH (Ha
ypoBHe HOpMbL H comepxaHus) Ha Metadopuyeckoit ocHose. [loHaTHe
“MeTadopuueckas ceTh’ HCMOAb3YETCA B KauyeCTBE COOTHOCHTENbHOM
paMKM pa3HbIX YacTel peuyeBoro akTa, TaK KaK peyeBble aKThl
COEIMHAOTCS B OCMBICJIEHHBI TEKCT Ha OCHOBE “00UIHOCTER”, KOTOpbIE
nepenatoTt ob1IMe NOHATUA. PasHble HCClIeI0OBAHUA, 3aHUMAIOLLIUECS 3TUM
KOHLIETNITOM, BBISBAAOT (akT, YTO MMEHHO 3TH OOLIHOCTH B KayecTBe
MCTOYHHUKOB MO3BOJIAIOT TrOBOpslieMY B XOAe BepbanbHOWH MHTepakuMH
BbIBECTH 3HAUYeHHE, COEAMHAS AUCKYTHPYEMYIO TEMY KYJIbTYPHO 3HauH-

MBbIMH 00pa3zaMH M HIeaMu. M3 3Toro, B CBOK Ovepeldb, CIEAYET, UTO
7
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23bIK TECHO MeperJeTaeTcs ¢ HeBEpOaNbHbIMH CUCTEMAMH 3HAYEHHUA, OT-
paas UX B CONEPKaHHH A3bIKOBbIX cO0OIEHNA. Taknm 0bpasom, MoHs-
THE MCTa(bOpVILlBCKaﬂ CE€Tb IMPUBOAHUT HAC K MbICIIH, UTO CTPYKTYypa
4eno0BeYeCKON KOTHUTHBHOM NEATENBHOCTH BO MHOTOM acCOLIMATUBHA.

Metafoorilised “vorgustikud” ja verbaalne kommunikatsioon:
inimdiskursuse semiootiline perspektiiv

Artiklis viidetakse, et keeleline diskursus on struktureeritud (nii vormi
kui sisu tasandil) metafoorilisel pohimdttel. Maistet “metafooriline vor-
gustik” kisitletakse kui kdneakti osade suhestumisraamistikku, kuivdrd
kdneaktid ithenduvad tidhenduslikuks tekstiks “valdkondade” alusel, mis
edastavad ithiseid mdisteid. Erinevad seda kontsepti kisitlevad uurimused
toovad esile, et just allikvaldkonnad vdimaldavad riikijail tuletada
tdhendus verbaalses interaktsioonis, iihendades kisitletava teema kultuu-
riliselt tdhenduslike kujundite ja 1deedega. Sellest omakorda jireldub. et
keel on tihedalt Idbi pdimunud mitteverbaalsete tiahendussiisteemidega,
peegeldades neid keeleliste teadete sisus. Seega, metafooriliste vérgustike
moistest tuleneb, et inimtunnetus on suurel miiral assotsiatiivse struk-
tuuriga.
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@OyHKUHSA XapaKTepH3alHH
B HacTosilleM BpeMeHH
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Abstract. Michel Paladian. Function of characterization in present tense.
This article is devoted to a field in cognitive and semantic analysis where
stylistics and grammar meet: it concerns the function of characterisation in the
Present tense. In general, linguistic works, which are devoted to the Present
tense, take into account only the time and the aspect. However, from a point
of cognitive view, the values of the Present are not limited to the Verb; they
also relate to the values of the Adjective. We must thus take into consideration
not only the Time conceptualisation (time features), but also the Space
conceptualisation (space features). We know, since Davidson, how the event,
which the Verb represents, can be broken up into phases; it is to the one of
these phases that the function of actualisation is attached. Actualisation is
parallel to the function of characterisation specific to the Adjective. As such
this phase seizes, retains and assimilates entities and processes of the world in
their instantaneous appearance. This cognitive operation can also be analyzed
on another level: on the level of visual work.

Mos3r 4yenoseka — 4yBCTBUTE/IbHEHIUMH 1ETEKTOP BpeMeHH. [narons-
Hble BPEMEHA B CBSA3H C 3TUM MOXHO CUMTATh CIEAYHOLIMMU ApYr 3a
JPYroOM MpPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIMU  3aKpenieHusimuy. TPOU3BEAEHHbIMH
MbllLJIEHHEM. Bpemst v npocmpancmgo 00pasyloT HEKMH KOHTHHYYM,
BLICTYTas BMECTE Ha pa3sHbIX y4acTKax 3aperecTpUpOBAHHOIO COObI-
THS B pasHbIX NPOMOPLHMAX. DTOT MPOLECC MPOXOAMT CHavana B
HACTOSLIEM BPEMEHH, KOTOPOE CIYXHT MOZENbIO CHCTEMATH3aUUH
MpOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHbIX OTHOLIEHHUH. HacTosiee ecTb nepBuy-

' Michel Paladian passed away in February 2, 2004, in Paris. He was born in
6.7.1943 in Lyon (France).



366 Michel Paladian

Has cHCTeMa, KOHLENTyaiabHas cxema (conceptual frame), NyHKT
BCTpeuM 208opsiuyezo co pemenem. OHO TPOSBIAETCA B CO3HAHHH,
KaK KOMTMAKTHas peajbHOCTb, OJHAKO, M0J 3THM BrEYATIEHHEM
LEJOCTHOCTH CKPbIBAETCS BCS HHPPACTPYKTYpa [1arojbHONH CHCTEMBI.

[epexons B npocmparcmeo, 6pems OQHOBPEMEHHO NPUHHUMAET Ha
cebs M TPH dTana ero KOHUENTYalH3alUWH: 6upmyanbHOCMb, Xapakme-
pusayus, 0emepmMuHayus.

B 3Toii cTaThe Mbl CKAaTO pacCMOTPHUM MEXAHW3Mbl Xapakmepusa-
yuu 4epe3 HacTosllee U BbIABIAEM €ro CTHIMCTHYECKHE BO3MOXHOC-

TH B JIMTEpATYpPE H XXUBOITHCH.

1. O cTpyKType HacTosILero BpeMeHH

Eciu roBOpUTbH KOHKPETHO, HacTOsLIee BpeMs KOAWUPYET JIHIIbL OJHH
BpeMeHHOW 0XxBaT (W2): yka3aHHble BpeMeHHble pedepeHuuu (I, I) u
pedepeHUUs MOMeHTa peuH (none A) coBnagarot. ["paHuLbl npouecca
(cobbiTHe B uUenoM — WI1) ocrawoTcs BHe noJs Habmogenus. [o-
sopsujee 1uyo NEPXKHUT B MAMATH OMKpbIBAOWYI0 epanuy) TIpouecca.
a 3axpwisaruias — oxuaaetca. TakuMm ob6pa3oM, HacTosllee BpeMms
COJIEPXKHT B CBOEH CTPYKTYpe YaCTULY ONYCKarwe2ocss 00beKTUBHO-
ro speMeHd — T (cM. 06 3Tom [lanagsu 2001), To ecTb peanuso-
BaHHOE JIOKAIM30BaHHOE BpeMs (NpOLUeALlee) U YacTULY HOOHUMAlO-
we2ocs CyObEKTHBHOIO €lle HEPealM30BaHHOrO BpeMeHH (Oyayluee)
(Puc. 1).

w1
w2
cyﬁ'scl:n(nllme Bp ennt Az 6y ayuree
mp oure/uree np ousremuLee ' Gymywee
A

Puc. 1. ®opmuposanue Hactosuero. T — o6bekTHBHOE Bpems; W1 —
00JIblOE OKHO; W2 — MaJleHbKOe OKHO; X — Hacrosiiee 1; Y — Ha-
croswee 2; Al-A2 —rpauuubl npouecca; I-II — BpemeHHbie pedepen-
LHH.
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A He MOXET yTBEpAMTBCA M0 OTHOLIEHHIO K YXOIAIIEMY OOBEKTHB-
HOMY BpeMeHH. B CBA3HM C TeM, 4TO 0ObEKTHBHOE BPEMSs MOCTOSHHO
obHoBnseTcs, A Takke BbIHYKAEHO OOHOBSTL CBOE HACTOMALIEE,
co3laBas OTHOCHTENbHOE (CYOBEKTUBHOE) Bpems; HMHaue ToBOps,
CKOJIbKO MOMEHTOB peuH, cToNbko M HacTosiuux. ['paHuLb! npolecca
(cobbiTHe B LenoM — W) ocrarorcss BHe nons HaOmroxeHus. Pac-
CMOTpHUM Terepb HacTosiuee, Tak cka3ath, H3HYTPH.

Hacrosuwee npexncrasnser coboil cnoxHbii MexaHu3M. [lpouecc
eCTb COBOKYMHOCTb IBH)XEHHi, muxponpoyeccos, kak roBoput [I.
Haeuacon (Davidson 1967). Korna A, kak rosopsiiee 14L0, HaXo0-
OUTCS B 3a(MKCHpPOBAHHON TOYKE, €ro HacTOsILee PerucTpyeT dac-
TULY npouecca B Jwiamayuu. OHO YHUDUUUPYET MHKPOMOMEHTHI.
Hacrosiuee BpeMs COBMELIAET JBA MUKPOMOMEHTA: npoyecc (process)
¥ cocmosnue (state).

He Bce rnaronbl, OJHAKO, PErMCTPUPUPYIOT HACTOsLIee BpeMms
OJIMHAKOBO. DTO 3aBMCUT OT TOr0, K KaKOMY THIy OTHOCHUTCS TIJa-
roN — menuyeckomy, Unu amenuieckomy. Kaxablit meauvecxui npo-
LecC COCTOMT M3 CEepHM RPEBpALLEHUH, KOTOpble UAYT OT uHnyma K
aymnymy (Hanpumep: Cvecmb 2610K0).

Hunym — npespawenue 1 + npespauenue 2 + npespauledue n — Aymnym

Hacrtosiiuee Bpemss B menuveckux npoueccax (GHUKCHUpPYeT Mpome-
)KYTOUYHbIE MNpEBpALleHHs M AEPKUT MX B HANpPSHKEHHH; Mpouecc
noaBepXxeH owramayuu. BpeMs 3axeaweno B npoctpaHcTse. [Toxob-
HOW HafpsDKEHHOCTH HET B amenudeckux TMpoLeccax (Hampumep.
cname), B KOTOPbIX OTCYTCTBYIOT NMpPEBPALLEHUS: UHNYmM W aymnym
oAuHaKoBbl. Ecnu amenuueckue npoLECCHl MOXHO pa3lenuTh Ha
OTHENbHBIE 4acTH M TMOTOM MX BHOBb cobpaTb (Swart 1997), 10 ¢
menuueckumy 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO. BOT mouemy nekcuueckoe 3HaueHUe
amenuyeckuyx TIAronoB COACPXKUT OoJiblile MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOCTH
(- IMHaMuKa), yeM y meaudeckux (+ AMHAMHKA).

B ofoux ciyuasx, SCHO OIHO: BXOJA 8peMeHu B NpOCMPAHCMBO
MpUOIKAET TIarosl K NpuiaraTelbHoMy M 4€PE3 HEro K CylIeCTBH-
TenbHOMY. Brnarogaps 3TOMy CTaHOBHTCS BO3MOXHBIM YJIOBHTBH Bpe-
MEHHYIO JMHAMHKY M OMHcaTh ee. 5l MMEe BBUAY ONMCAHHE BPEMEH-
HOIl AMHAMMKH, a He cBA3b ['narona ¢ CyllecTBUTENbHBIM Ha JEKCH-
KOCEMaHTHUYECKOM ypOBHe, koTopas yxe u3dydeHa. X. Myanse (1980)
nucan:



368 Michel Paladian

Kaxaas riaroisHas ¢opma COAepXHT B cebe HOMHHAIbHOE Hayaso. ["naron
GexmaTh BO BCEX CBOMX (popMax mpeanoiaraeT Oerymiero uenosexa: /6o
BUPTyasbHO. 60 akTyanusuposaHo. (Moignet 1980: 56.)

2. AKTya/lH3aUHA U XapaKTepH3alHs

HacTosiiee Bpems aKkTyalu3WpyeT Mpouecc U (QUKCHPYET ero B
npocrpaHcTe: S + 3nece + Celuac. B kavyecTBe YMCTO BpPEMEHHOM
npeduxayuu OHO MPUHOCHT HOBYIO MH(OpMaLHIO (new) o meme (gi-
ven). Ecnu mema 0CHOBBIBAETCS HA YEM-TO HAM M3BECTHOM, TO Mpeau-
KaT, Kak HOBbIH HHGOPMALMOHHBIA 2/IEMEHT, OMHCbIBAET €€ Ipo-
CTPaHCTBEHHbIE npespaujeHus. AKTyaliM3UpOBAaHHAs YacTb HACTOA-
uiero (state), 6ynyun 3aQMKCHUPOBAaHHBIM COCMOAHUEM, HATIOJOBUHY
y>Ke MoJABepKeHa TpaHCKaTeropu3aluyd. BoT moyeMy MOXHO cKasarb.
4TO Ha Hee pacnpoCTpaHseTcs npobieMaTHKa TaKMX KaTeropwii, kak
cywecmeumenvHoe W npuiazameivroe. A uumarw npeanonaraetr A
HUMAWUA;, 3 YUMAIOWUE Y)KE YaCTUYHO BXOAMT B 30HY MpHUiara-
TEJILHOIO U cyllecTBUTENbHOrO (Puc. 2).

S ynTamw
T T ——
S mpounran A unram
i
nocie Bo BpeMA Ao
Jo + mocxe
—_——— ——

Puc. 2. AkTyaiuzauus — xapakTepu3aius.

Takum obpazom, Onarogapsi CBOMM INPHBUIETMPOBAHHLIM OTHOLLE-
HHAM C MpuiarartenbHbIM (MApTULHIBL), [1aroi noayyaet GyHKLHO.
KOTOpasi CBOMCTBEHHa B OCHOBHOM CYLUECTBHUTEJBHBIM W TNpHjara-
TENIbHBIM. JTO sBJIeHHE Hauboee 0YEBHIHO B F€PMaHCKHX s3bIKax, a
TaK)Ke B apMSHCKOM. B aHIJIMHCKOM, HamnpuMep, ynotpebnsercs Ha-
CTOSLUWH MapTUUMN C [ing], KOTOPBIA, KaK U3BECTHO, YacTO Mepexo-
JUT B KaTeTrOPHIO cyujecmaumensrozo (standing, parking). A apmsH-
CKHHi A3bIK YNOTpeOsieT HeonpeaeeHHbIH NapTHLMI B TPeIOKHOM
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najiexe ¢ [um] + BCIOMOraTe/bHbIi TIArosl B HACTOSLIEM BPEMEHH C
[em], [es], [e] / [enk], [ek], [en]. DT mapTHLMNLI OOBABNAIOT HAYATIO
OKOHYATE/IbHOW Jl0Kanu3auuM (M napanienbHO KBaHTU(DUKALKH),
OCYLUECTBIISAIEMON Jlajiee UYepe3 OOnoHeHue U 0OCmoamenbemso.
Pasuuua mexnay onpenenutenbHoit (yHKUMeR rnarona M ToOM ke
GbyHKUMEH NpUNaraTeNbHOro COCTOMT B TOM, YTO TJIAroj 4epes Jua-
TE3UC CBSA3aH CO BCEMM apryMEHTaMH; B TO BpeMsi, KaK npuiaraTeib-
HOE CBSI33aHO JIMLIbL ¢ OAHUM. B npennoxenun A nr06arw amy knuey
XapakTepu3ylollias 4epTa rjaroja kacaetcs A npsaMo, W KHuzu
KOCBEHHO.

OTMETHM OZIHAKO, 4TO CTeMEeHb XapaKTepu3allMu rjiaroja BapbM-
pyercs B 3aBUCHMMOCTH OT €ro THNa — TeAHYecKoro WM aTeju-
ueckoro. BTopoit THN conepXHT O0bllyI0 CTeNeHb XapakTepU3alluH,
Hexenu nepsbli. [peanoxenvue Cameen nvem uHO NOUTH He Xapak-
TepusyeT Azenca (accomplissement), B To BpeMsi, kak Cameen nvem,
(activité) MOXHO yxe NoHsTb kak: Cameen — nbAHUYUA.

Bpems, 06bI4HO, BHOCUT HEPCNEKTUBY B MPOCTPAHCTBO, JIeNisl €ro
Ha y4acTku. IlepcrnekTiBa aaeT BO3MOXKHOCTb CPaBHMBATh MHTEPBAIIbI
TEMYECKUX [JIarojloB U TeM XapaKTepU30BaTh aKTaHThl B PasHbIX
COCTOSIHUSIX U B MOJIHOH KOH(UTYpalUH.

[Tpouecc xapakTepu3alMd MOXHO OMUCaTh Kak YJiaBjHBaHHE
xapaktepusytomux uept CyllecTBUTeNbHOro, Oarojapsi KOTOpOMY
NPOUCXOJUT KOHLENTYalbHbIA MEPeXo, Hanpumep, oT livre B un livre.
Xapakrepuzauus W akTyanuzauus (erazon — cM. Puc. 2) — napan-
AenbHble CeMaHTHUKO-TpaMMaTHueckue npouecchbl. [lomobHeI  npo-
MEXYTOK YNaBIHUBaHUS 4epT CYLLECTBYET U MEXIY BUPTYallbHbIM (I
cTerneHb uLa; & cTeneHb BpeMeHHU; & cTeneHb MOJAIbHOCTH, Bblpa-
’KEeHHble UHOUHUTHBOM) U aKTyallU3UPOBaHHbLIM rnaronamu. C cemas-
THKOW rnarona npoMCXOAMT TO €, YTO U C CEMAaHTUKOM CYLIECTBH-
TeNbHOTO. 4 wumarowuil O CBOEH CeMaHTHKOH, OnM3KoH K npuia-
ratelbHOMY, MapkHpyeT MpOMEXyTOUHOE NPOCTPAHCTBO MEXAY BHD-
TyaJlbHbIM (type) W JNETEPMUHUPOBAHHbIM (foken). 31ecb, Kak W Y
CyLUeCTBUTEBHOTO, €CTh TP 3Tana akTyalu3allMu: NepBbii — elle
BUPTYyaJibHbIA 3Tar; BTOPOH — XapaKTepu3alus, TpeTHH — AeTepMHu-
Hauus. Bnpouem, BTopoit atan CyluecTBUTENBHOrO (XapakTepu3alusi)
MOXKHO CYMTaThb CBOEr0 poja KOMHWTUBHOW nNpeaukauued. HMenno
3[ech NpuiaratelibHoe BCTpPEuaeTcs, C OJHOH CTOPOHBI, C CYLIECTBH-
TebHbIM, a ¢ Apyroi — ¢ rnaronoM. O6 3TOM CBHIAETENILCTBYET NeEpe-
XOMHOCTb  [IPUJIAraTesIbHOr0, HANPUMEpP:  MHCAMCOYUMUUE  4e20-mo;
yygcmeumenbHblil K 4eMy-mo U T. 1. [lepoe npunararensHoe coaep-
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>KUT B CBOEM CEMaHTH3M€ areHTHBHOCTb, KOTOpasd CBOMCTBEHHA Ina-
rojiaM BOJIEU3bABJICHHS. A BTOPO€ MOCTPOCHO KaK rJarojl ABUXXEHHUs.

3. CtuancTuueckuii ananus: boanep, I'apmonun eevepa

B cruxotBopenun [ apmonus éevepa (Harmonie du soir) Iapne box-
nep (Baudelaire 1991) npuGeraeT k HacTosIEMY BPEMEHH H Mo-
BTOPSIET €r0 C LEJbI0 OXapaKTepu3aBaTh ybezcarowee BpeMs. [1poTo-
ponu (cHcTeMa apryMeHTOB) QYHKUHOHUPYIOT KaK J10KyCbl ITOH Xapa-
Tepu3auuu. [103T cTpeMUTCA memamu3suposams d6udceHue, He aHHY-
nupys ero. CTHXOTBOPEHHE HAaUHHACTCA C kamagamuuecko TNOMNbIT-
KH JIOK&TM3allM¥ BPEMEHHU: JIOKYTOPHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO MOJNYYaeT CBOH
opueHTHphl B A + 30ece + Cetivac. JTa NoOMbITKAa OCYILECTBAAETCS
MocpelCTBOM MoBenuTeNbHOro Hactoswero — [lpe3edtatusa voici
(BoT). HanomHMM, 4TO Hapeuue voici TPOMCXOAHT OT vois ci! (cMoTpH
Ha 370). boanep onmuchIBaeT He MpULIEAIINHA, a MPUXOIALIMIA Beuep.
Llenb mosTa 3anepaTh BO3ZHUKAKOLINE OLIYIUEHHS MPH NIEPBOM e X
MOSIBICHMH. DTH HIOAHCHI, K COXaTEHHIO, HE VYMTBIBAIOT pyCCKHe
nepeBosl . Tak. HanpuMep, A. BnaauMupoB nepeBoauT voici venir —
“yx eeuep”. a M. KacaTkMH BMECTO HacTOALIMX (MapTHUMNA H
BpPeMeHH) vibrant v s'évapore Ucnonib3yeT NpoLLe/LIee COBEPIIEHHOE
“Bosxer’ (Baudelaire 1991: boanep 1970; 1998).

Voici venir les temps ol vibrant sur sa tige
Chaque fleur s'évapore ainsi qu'un encensoir ;

Les sons et les parfums tournent dans 1 air du soir;
Valse mélancolique et langoureux vertige!

Chaque fleur s*évapore ainsi qu'un encensoir:

Le violon frémit comme un cceur qu’on afflige:
Valse mélancolique et langoureux vertige!

Le ciel est triste et beau comme un grand reposoir .

Le violon frémit comme un ceeur qu’on afflige;
Un cceur tendre. qui hait le néant vaste et noir.

Le ciel est triste et beau comme un grand reposoir
Le soleil s'est noyé dans son sang qui se fige.

Un ceeur tendre, qui hait le néant vaste et noir,
Du passé lumineux recueille tout vestige,

Le soleil s’est noyé dans son sang qui se fige ...
Ton souvenir en moi luit comme un ostensoir!
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Bor uac, korza B nonsx, ctpys Gnaroyxamns, Yk Beuep . Bee usetyluue pacrenus ,
KanunbHuub! uBeTos Bomxer Hespumblit knup;  Kak AbIM Kajuil, poHsyT apoMar,
3a 3ByKOM apoMaT yHOCHTCS B 3dup 3a 3ByKOM 3BYK 110 BO3AYXY JIETAT;

[MeyanbHO-NNABHbIN BabC, HCTOMHOE nopxaube!  TleqanbHbiil BaNbC U TOMHOE KpYyXeHbe!

KanunbHuLbl UBETOB BO3XKET HE3pUMBII Kiup;  Kak JBIM Kajun, pOHAYT apoMar;
Tpenewer CKpHNKK B310X, KaK CEpALE B MUP M cTOHET CKpHIKa, KaK Jylla B My4YEHbE,
cTpanaHba; [NevanbHo-nnasubiit Banbe, [MeuanbHeIi BaNbC H TOMHOE KpYKeHbe!

ucromuoe nopxanse! W Hebeca, kak antapu, ropAr.
[pekpacen, kak anTapb, 3aKaTHbIX Tyd nopdup;

TpeneweT CKpUNKH B3J0X, Kak CepJLe B MUT U cTOHEeT CKpHMKa, KaK yllla B MyHEHbE,
cTpanaHbsi; Mcnusiias cyeT cMepTenbHbIH a1,
YixacHa cep/llly CMEPTb — NYCThIHHBIA uepHblii M Hebeca, kak anTapu, ropat
mup CBETHII0 AHA 3apAEO Ha MTHOBEHEE.
[pexpacen, kak anTapb, 3aKaTHbIX Ty4 nopdup;.
JlHck conHua noToHy 3a 00arpeHHOI rpaHbIo. . .

YiKacHa cepally CMEpTb — MYCTbIHHBIA YEPHBIA  3EMHBIX CYET HUCTTHB CMEPTENbHBIH A1,
mup! Munysiiero aywa coupaet 3BeHbs

MuHyBLIee 32XKTr710 CBOU BOCMIOMHHAHbA! CBeTHI0 1Hs 3ap/IENO Ha MTHOBEHBE.
JIMCK conHLA NOTOHYN 32 00arpeHHoM rpanbio... M, kak noTup, MeuTsl O Hel GNecTaT ...
Tel B namMaTh Moeit GaucTaeis, kak noTup! (nepeson A. Bnanumuposa)

(nepeson M. KacaTtkuHa)

bonnep cBsA3bIBaET NPE3EHTATHUB Voici C TNIArojoM JABWXKEHUS venir +
nojnexaiuee, MnpeacTaBnsiouiee coboil  HemarepualbHYHO Bellb
(femps) BO MHOXECTBEHHOM 4MCIe; MepcOHU(UKALUS BPEMEHH BXO-
JUT B pOrpaMMmy JIOKaNu3alUMu ydezarouje20 BPEMEHH B HACTOALLEM
MoMeHTe. JIekCH4Yeckd T[yaroa venir TNOJAPa3yMEBaeT MCXOQHOE
COCTOsSIHME, HO OH OMHUCHIBAET aymnym — KyJbMUHALIMIO Npolecca (B
pacTaxxeHuH). ['naron venir He cripshkeH U ynoTpebseTcs B KaueCcTBe
nanmoHuma. ITOT TEPMUH, KOTOPBIH BHeC B ynoTpedaenne @. Xamon
(Hamon 1983), monpa3symeBaeT CJIOBO, OTKpbIBAaOllee U PE3HOMHU-
pyrowiee TekcT. Hanpumep, nucarens cHayana ynotpeOnseT MaHTo-
HUM “Oom” W yXe Iocje 3TOro MPHUBOAMT BCIO MapajgurMy 3TOro
TMIOHATHUS, KaK TO: 08epu, OKHA, CMeEHbl, Kpviia U T.A. Jlanee TekcT
MOXET BHOBb BEpPHYTCsS K MAHTOHUMY “Oom” Ul TOro, YTOObl Mepe-
JlaThb Napagurmy UelbHO B OJJHOM CJIOBE, TO €CTh, PE3OMUPOBATD, YTO
BCE ONUCAaHHOe W ecTh AoM. Y Boanepa mocne nantoHuma “voici
venir” UET UeNas CepHUsl HacmoAwjux, KOTOpble COCTABNIAIOT Mapa-
qurmy “venir”. 3ti Hacrosiugye (crofla BXOAAT KaK TEJIMYECKHE, TaK
U aTeJIMuecKUe TJIaroibl) NpU3BaHbl BBUIEIHU<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>