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Preface

A landmark of Tartu semiotics for nearly half of a century now is the semiotics
of culture. The semiotic study of cultures was at the centre of interest in Juri Lot-
man’s group, and in the Tartu-Moscow semiotics school in general.

In 1973, the collective manifesto Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures was
written under the leadership of Juri Lotman together with his Moscow colleagues
Vjacheslav Ivanov, Vladimir Toporov, Aleksandr Pjatigorskij, and Boris Uspen-
skij. This marked the real birth of the research field called the semiotics of culture.

The intensive work of the 1960s on the semiotic approach to the study of
texts, at first literary texts and later other kinds of cultural texts, and the discus-
sions at the Tartu Semiotics Summer Schools in Kairiku (Salupere 2012), led to
the formation of an understanding of the possibility for an integral approach to
culture from the semiotic point of view. It is marked by the use of the term semiot-
ics of culture that came into use since 1970.

In the introduction to the 4th Summer School on Semiotics that took place in
Tartu and Kaariku in August 1970, Juri Lotman formulated explicitly the tasks of
the semiotics of culture, using this name of the field (Lotman 1970). In the same
year, Lotman and Uspenskij used the term in their abstract for a conference in
Thilisi (Lotman, Uspenskij 1970), followed by their article on the topic (Lotman,
Uspenkij 1971).

In 1973, at the proposal of Juri Lotman, a collective formulation of the prin-
ciples of this field called semiotics of culture’ was made. To write these Theses
was Lotman’s idea. The text was compiled when the group gathered in Uspen-
skij’s apartment in Moscow, at Jugo-Zapadnaja. The authors included the core
members of the Tartu-Moscow semiotics school - J. M. Lotman, V. V. Ivanov,
V. N. Toporov, A. M. Pjatigorskij, and B. A. Uspenskij. Lotman also wanted to
include Roman Jakobson, who worked at that time at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, but it is not clear whether this message reached him (Ivanov 1994:
488; 1999: 248; Velmezova, Kull 2011: 300). The Theses were written for the 7th
International Congress of Slavists that took place in 1973 in Warsaw.' The writing
process was rather quick — Uspenskij had to take the text to Warsaw.

! Roman Jakobson also attended the Warsaw meeting in 1973 (Rudy 1999: 100).
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The Theses were published in 1973, almost simultaneously in Russian (in
Poland for the Congress proceedings) and in English® (in the Netherlands for a
book published by Mouton). Subsequently, the Theses have been translated into
French (1974), Italian (1979), German (1986), Estonian (1998), Portuguese
(2003), and Spanish (2006). Below, we provide the list of republications and
translations of this text.'A thorough analysis of the Theses has been produced by
Irene Portis-Winner and Thomas Winner (1976).

In 1979, a Postscriptum to Theses written by Juri Lotman and Boris Uspenskij,
was published in an Italian collection (Lotman, Uspenskij 1979; republished un-
der a slightly changed title in 2006). This text, compiled at the request of the edi-
tor of that volume,’ was not published in Russian, although it was published later
in Portuguese (Lotman, Uspiénski 2003) and Spanish (Lotman, Uspenski 2007)
in a translation from Italian.*

The 2013 Tartu Semiotics Summer School (the 8th in the general sequence)
takes place again at Kiariku and is dedicated to the development of semiotics of
culture, under the title “Autocommunication in Semiotic Systems: 40 years af-
ter the Theses on the Semiotic Study of Culture”. On this occasion, we republish
here (1) the introduction to the 4th Summer School, written by J. Lotman, also
in translation into English and Estonian, (2) the Theses in three languages (these
were also published in vol. 1 of Tartu Semiotics Library, in 1998; here the transla-
tions are slightly corrected), and (3) the Postscriptum to theses (in English, trans-
lated from Italian, since we could not establish the Russian original of this text).
The background and the further role of these texts is described in the accompany-
ing article by Peeter Torop and Silvi Salupere.®

Silvi Salupere
Peeter Torop
Kalevi Kull

This was Lotman’s first paper that was published in English (see the complete bibliography of
Lotmans works in English in Kull, Kalevi 2011. Juri Lotman in English: Bibliography. Sign Systems
Studies 39(2/4): 343-356.).

The volume includes postscriptums also to some other texts republished in that book.

In 1992, Lotman wrote “Theses towards a semiotics of Russian culture” as a study programme

for the Department of Russian Culture in the Institute of World Culture at Moscow State Uni-

versity (published in Russian and in English - Lotman 1994a; 1994b), and focused on some

specific characteristics of Russian cultural history. See also Torop 1999.

5 Thisis the second after the revival of Tartu Semiotics Summer Schools. The previous one (the
7th) took place at Palmse, in 2011, on the topic of semiotic modelling. The first six were held in
1964, 1966, 1968, 1970, 1974, and 1986 (see also Kull, Salupere e al. 2011; Kull, Lindstrom et
al. 2011; Salupere 2012).

6 Acknowledgements. We thank Tanel Pern, Remo Gramigna and Tyler Bennett for their help in

improving translations. This volume is related to the project IUT2-44 (Semiotic modelling of

self-description mechanisms: Theory and applications), and the Centre of Excellence in Cultural

Theory (supported by the European Union through the European Regional Development Fund).
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On the beginnings of the semiotics of culture in the
light of the Theses of the Tartu-Moscow School

SILVI SALUPERE, PEETER TOROP

A systematic history of semiotics of culture is yet to be written, which is why
broaching the subject makes it is necessary to delineate its historical development.

The publication of the Theses on the semiotic study of cultures (Ivanov et al.
1973; Uspenskij et al. 1973) marked both the emergence of the Tartu—-Moscow
School (TMS) on the international scene and the birth of semiotics of culture as
a discipline. International handbooks use alternately three terms: the Moscow-
Tartu, the Tartu—Moscow, and the Tartu School. The first one is correct chrono-
logically: the first conference in semiotics in the Soviet Union took place in Mos-
cow in 1962, to be followed by a Summer School near Tartu in 1964. The second
term is correct from an organizational point of view: the School, forming a kind
of invisible college, was led by Professor Juri Lotman of the University of Tartu,
and the department of Russian literature at the same university became central to
the School.!

The Theses collectively published by the School laid the foundation for semi-
otics of culture as a separate discipline, the primary aim of which was “[...] the
study of the functional correlation of different sign systems. From this point of
view particular importance is attached to questions of the hierarchical structure
of the languages of culture [...]” (Theses, 1.0.0). Each culture is characterized by a
unique relationship between sign systems, and therefore in discussing any culture
it is important to understand its historical evolution. J. Lotman said in his mem-
oirs: “I personally cannot draw a clear line at where an historical description ends
and semiotics begins” (Lotman 1994: 296). It is characteristic that the subtitle
of the Theses reads “as applied to Slavic texts”. The titles of the collections of ar-
ticles of TMS in English followed the same principle: “The Semiotics of Russian
Culture” (Lotman, Uspenskij 1984) and “The Semiotics of Russian Cultural His-
tory” (Nakhimovsky, Nakhimovsky 1985).

! See more in Torop 2014; Salupere 2012.
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Several texts helped prepare the development of semiotics of culture, an over-
view of which is presented in the current article. Below, we will also examine the
possible relationship between the development of semiotics of culture and the
processes taking place in other disciplines in the study of culture.

BEFORE

It is difficult to give a comprehensive description of the environment in which
the semiotics of culture was born. It grew out of a certain atmosphere, and was
shaped by Russian Formalism with its critical reception of Saussure by J. Tynya-
novand R. Jakobson, the theses of the Prague linguistic circle, L. Hjelmslev’s glos-
sematics, N. Chomsky and generative linguistics, Malinowski’s scientific theory
of culture, C. Lévi-Strauss’ structural anthropology, N. Wiener’s cybernetics, and
numerous other authors and theories. Their aspirations can be summed up as a
desire to understand language and culture in as systematic fashion as possible,
and fuse together quantitative and qualitative methods in this understanding.
The first characteristic feature of semiotics of culture is that in this atmosphere, it
attempted to be innovative on both the object level and the metalevel, offer new
ways of defining the cultural object of study, and new languages of description
(not just one universal language) for carrying out cultural analysis. As a result of
all this, the emergence of semiotics of culture also meant the introduction of a
new methodology.

Surroundings of cultural semiotics

The study of a unique culture creates the need for new methods of research, and
thus the study of any new culture enriches also scholarship as such. The Tartu-
Moscow School does not represent a unified system of knowledge in the semiot-
ics of culture. Nevertheless, Juri Lotman was searching for a disciplinary synthesis
- afact that was first noticed by Karl Eimermacher who used the term “integrative
culturology” in his articles on Lotman both in German and in Russian (Eimerm-
acher 1974; 20017). Integrative is an appropriate word, taking into account Lot-
man’s special position in the typological studies of culture. The term ‘integrative’
proposed by Eimermacher is accurate in the case of the Tartu-Moscow School
in at least two respects. On one hand, the members of the school were active in
different fields from Slavistics to Oriental Studies, and their methodological ex-
plorations reflected the explorations of contemporary human and social sciences.
These include, first and foremost, R. Barthes” meditations on language and his
vision of semiology as a part of linguistics, and the attempt by C. Lévi-Strauss to

2 One may notice that in the Russian translation the title is more restrictive, referring mainly on

Lotman.



Introduction 17

integrate different disciplines on the axis of cultural or social anthropology. An
important place in the integrative nature of the Tartu—Moscow School belonged
to R. Jakobsons concept of an integrative science of communication in which
semiotics as the discipline studying the communication of all messages would in-
clude linguistics as the study of only linguistic messages, while also being related
to social anthropology and economics as research into social communication. At
the same time, Soviet culture was a culture of disruption; a culture whose the
development had been interrupted. The emergence of the Tartu-Moscow School
was accompanied by the gradual publication of landmark works by J. Tynyanov,
M. Bakhtin and others, written in the first third of the 20th century, but kept con-
cealed for a long time. A section for archival publications was introduced into
Sign Systems Studies (Tpyduv: no 3naxosvim cucmeman, SSS), the journal of TMS, in
which many manuscripts were published that had either been forgotten, or had
been discovered in archives. It could be said that integrating the heritage of the
Russian Formalists, Bakhtin and others in the new conceptions of cultural semi-
otics, and thus restoring continuity to the development of research, was one of
the principles of the TMS.

B. Zylko as a very competent historian of the TMS accentuates the same
aspect:

In this process of creating a new descriptive language, there had been of course
both Russian and foreign predecessors. The most important sources were
structural linguistics (Roman Jakobson, Nikolai Trubetzkoy), the Russian for-
malist school (Jurij Tynyanov), the works of the Bakhtin circle, folklore studies
(Vladimir Propp, Peter Bogatyrev), psychology (Lev Vygotsky), and film tech-
nique (Eisenstein). (Zylko 2001: 392)

T. Winner included also the Prague tradition:

Mukarovsky’s view of complexly interrelated structures forming higher sys-
tems, which he calls a “system of system”, significantly anticipates the contem-
porary position that culture may be understood as a complex semiotic system
of information, which is advanced by the Tartu—Moscow scholars and others.
(Winner 1979: 78)

He saw also influence of Prague school for other traditions in this field:

The fertile ideas which originated in Prague in the thirties laid the foundation
for modern semiotics, shaping the Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics, the Pol-
ish and Czech schools, and much of the semiotics of Western Europe [...]. (Win-
ner 1979: 78)
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Orientation to their own traditions is also the reason for the differences in the way
history is conceptualised by Soviet and Western semioticians. R. Posner s lengthy
treatment of semiotics of culture proves a good example. He considers E. Cassirer
as a direct precursor to cultural semiotics as Cassirer s classification of symbolic
forms is similar to the classification of sign systems:

Cultural semiotics is that subdiscipline of semiotics which has culture as its

subject. According to Cassirer, it has two tasks:

a) The study of sign systems in a culture (in the sense of Herder or Tylor) with
respect to what they contribute to the culture,

b) The study of cultures as sign systems with respect to the advantages and
disadvantages which an individual experiences in belonging to a specific
culture. (Posner 2005: 308)

The works of the TMS were quite well known in Germany; numerous works on
semiotics of culture were published there, while a separate conception called evo-
lutionary cultural semiotics was developed by Wi A. Koch who also founded a
new series titled Bochum Publications in Evolutionary Cultural Semiotics. Koch saw
culture as

a phenomenon whose true integrative potentialities have not yet been fully dis-
covered or explored. For a semiotics thus conceived, structure and process are
not different phases of reality and/or sciences but rather mere faces of a unitary
field. In the view of this series, then, any fruitful attempt at semiotic analysis
will be based on premises of macro-integration — or evolution - and of micro-
integration - culture. (Koch 1989: v)

For evolutionary cultural semiotics evolution means the dynamics of cultural en-
vironment as semiosis that evolves from verbal and pictorial media, to start with,
towards printed media and then telemedia. Today this process is continuing in
the environment of new media. It is 2 movement from immediate communica-
tion towards the diversification of forms of mediated communication and the
understanding of communication forms, with the cultural value of technological
evolution becoming a part of both history of science and that of culture.

Since the semiotics of culture of the TMS is largely the semiotics of the history
of culture, the role of C. Lévi-Strauss as a scholar who fused together anthropol-
ogy and history (cf. Torop 2006) should be highlighted among its predecessors.
These disciplines study the same object, although from different points of view:

They share the same subject, which s social life; the same goal, which is a better
understanding of man; and, in fact, the same method, in which only the propor-
tion of research techniques varies. They differ, principally, in their choice of
complementary perspectives: history organizes its data in relation to conscious
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expressions of social life, while anthropology proceeds by examining its uncon-
scious foundations. (Lévi-Strauss 1968: 18)

If the difference between anthropology and history derives from their different
approaches to time, then ethnography, ethnology and anthropology are united in
their approach to time by the category of time itself and do not constitute sepa-
rate disciplines: “They are in fact three stages, or three moments of time, in the
same line of investigation, and preference for one or another of these only means
that attention is concentrated on one type of research, which can never exclude
the other two” (Lévi-Strauss 1968: 356).

Lévi-Strauss considers anthropology to be the central member of this com-
plex, as it is what enables creating interdisciplinary links to other disciplines. Its
central position becomes clear from the Figure 1.

Psychology
— Linguistics
Geography ——— ANTHROPOLOGY
~ Archaeology
Sociology

Figure 1. Location of anthropology in interdisciplinary field according to Lévi-Strauss (1968: 359).

As Lévi-Strauss mentions, “In the above diagram, the horizontals mainly repre-
sent the view of cultural anthropology, the verticals that of social anthropology,
and the obliques both” (Lévi-Strauss 1968: 359). These basically form two inter-
disciplinary strategies in the field of anthropology. Although the five terms sur-
rounding anthropology constitute a unified field in the diagram, the differences
are not so much disciplinary, but those of perspective. Lévi-Strauss characterised
the special status of anthropology in terms of three qualities: objectivity, totality
and meaningfulness. This special status is based on the potential of being system-
atic from the perspectives of both cultural (geography-anthropology-linguistics-
archaeology) and social anthropology (sociology-anthropology-psychology).
This allows anthropology to study both visible and invisible things, to make the
hidden structure visible. And this brings it, once again, close to semiotics: “An-
thropology aims to be a semeiological science, and takes as a guiding principle
that of meaning ” (Lévi-Strauss 1968: 364).

The capability of semiotics of facilitating the creation of more flexible lan-
guages of description and more clearly articulating methodological principles
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is tied to the desire implicit in all disciplines studying culture to participate in
the creation of an integrative science of culture (cf. Niinning, Niinning 2003). If
semiotic anthropology and semiotic archaeology are examples of the potential
methodological value of semiotics, then B. Malinowski’s attempts to formulate a
scientific theory of culture (Malinowski 1969 [1941]) are very similar to related
attempts made in semiotics. Here, a kind of synergy between semiotics and an-
thropology can be observed. Malinowski saw their careless attitude towards being
scientific as the main weakness of humanities. Delineating the object and defining
the position of the researcher are the two pillars of being scientific. Both of these,
too, presume the existence of theory:

To observe means to select, to classify, to isolate on the basis of theory. To con-
struct a theory is to sum up the relevancy of past observation and to anticipate
empirical confirmation or rebuttal of theoretical problems posed. (Malinowski

1969: 12)

Malinowski stresses that science begins from recognizing the object studied, and
a dialogue between the object and the discipline:

Our minimum definition implies that the first task of each science is to recog-
nize its legitimate subject matter. It has to proceed to methods of true identifi-
cation, or isolation of the relevant factors of its process. (Malinowski 1969: 14)

If Malinowski’s scientific theory of culture could be called generally scientific,
related to all disciplines, then C. Geertz Interpretation of Cultures, published the
same year as the Theses, is a kind of a parallel to semiotics of culture in its project
of remodelling anthropology. Geertz considers the main problem of anthropol-
ogy to be its static nature, its focus on ethnography. His goal is the introduction of
thick description which means a functional approach to the object and an event-
based approach to culture. Methodologically speaking, it stands for a shift from
statics to dynamics, and a dynamic object presumes a textual boundary - culture
must be seen as a text, which becomes an acted document in the process of analy-
sis, not universal structure (Geertz 1973: 9-10).

Semiotics of culture and the TMS

Disciplinary logic demands that culture be declared the research object of semiot-
ics of culture. In his memoirs, A. Pjatigorskij, one of the founders of the Tartu—
Moscow School, discusses the reasons why the TMS became to study culture:
“Universal method needs a universal object and unavoidably that will be culture”
(Pjatigorskij 1994: 326). Pjatigorskij believed the primary cause was Russian cul-

ture:
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We thought we wrote about culture from an outside point of view, but it led us
from inside. [...] Thereafter the method was ontologized that has led to object
naturalization (not only “how I understand culture” but how one culture un-
derstands other cultures and itself). (Pjatigorskij 1994: 326-327).

Pjatigorskij emphasised that the definition of culture cannot be separated from
the observer, since culture is a metaconcept, i.e. a concept of description and self-
description (Pjatigorskij 1994: 326), and understanding the observer is as im-
portant as understanding the observed, since “the language of world description
cannot exist simply because there is no single natural language that can be used
to describe the world as a single object of study” (Pjatigorskij 2002: 9). Let us
note that while for Pjatigorskij such naturalisation was methodologically errone-
ous, since as the researcher is located inside the culture, it is difficult for him or
her to take a meta-position and remain objective, Boris Uspenskij, another au-
thor of the Theses, considers such unity of the object and the researcher to be a
positive trait. In a talk given in 1981, Uspenskij describes the path travelled over
20 years, starting from the extrapolation of linguistic methods to non-linguistic
objects and finally reaching the semiotics of culture. He subscribes the success
of the TMS to the application of the dualist model typologically characteristic of
Russian culture in the genesis of the TMS, which united two different traditions:
the Moscow tradition of linguistics and the Leningrad tradition of literary studies
(Uspenskij 1994: 268).

The process of culture becoming a central object of study, but also the emer-
gence of semiotics of culture, can clearly be followed in collections of articles
published by the TMS (this includes both Tpyde: no snaxosoim cucmemam (Sign
Systems Studies) and the collections of abstracts or theses of the Summer Schools,
which are closely related to one another, as the theses generally tended to evolve
into papers published in SSS).

The first work published in the Sign Systems Studies series was J. Lotmans
“Lectures on structural poetics” (Lotman 1964), the editorial preface to which
states that traditional studies in the humanities must be brought closer to con-
temporary advances in other fields. It was emphasised that the appearance of new
sciences — cybernetics, information science, semiotics, etc. — has opened up new
perspectives and changed the understanding of science in general. The creation
of the new series is supposed to unite the efforts of literary scholars, linguists,
and mathematicians in solving common problems (Redkollegija 1964: 3-4). In
his introduction to the Lectures, Lotman notes that hopefully, “the understanding
the nature of the artistic text [xydoxecmeennsiii mexcm] brings us closer to a time
when new research methods will emerge that can comprehend the whole com-
plexity of human cultural history as a dynamic and multifaceted structure”, and
that the structural study of language has led to advances in mathematical linguis-
tics, which hopefully can become the basis for a new methodology for humanities
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(Lotman 1964: 12). This is where the history of the Theses on semiotic study of
culture should begin, since the concepts of culture, text, mathematical linguistics,
and cybernetics so important to the theses are already present here. As a continu-
ation to this, the Theses of 1973 express an explicit desire to specify more clearly
the boundaries of the study of culture.

The second volume of SSS is a collection of papers, mostly presented at the
first Summer School (August 1964) and published in 1965. The editorial preface
reads:

The participants in this volume have focused on the study of relatively simple
sign systems, taking these attempts as the beginning of a scientific movement
that only in subsequent stages can lead to the desired result: creating complex
functional models of artistic phenomena. (Redkollegija 1965: 7)

Lotman is listed as the sole author of the preface to the third volume, discussing
the “language of culture” which is compared to natural language, the evolution of
which takes place in the bounds of certain universal constants. Lotman finds that
a similar phenomenon can be traced in the history of culture on Earth. Lotman
stresses that

No matter how unusual we might find the idea that the concept of human cul-
ture itself presupposes the existence of certain initial freedoms and restrictions
(just as in language - S.S., P.T.], it is supported by a simple argument. A system
not organised in such a fashion is not alanguage, i.e. it cannot be used for storing
and transferring information. Culture, however, is a communicative system by
definition. (Lotman 1967a: 6)

It can be stated that the problem of culture as a unified object of study is already
implicitly present here, as is the identification of culture with information.

The third volume, however, includes Lotmans article “Of the problem of ty-
pology of culture”, which is directly related to both the Proposals (Lotman 1970a)
as well as the Theses that followed them. Lotman states that for a researcher of
cultural typologies, culture is important as a historically established hierarchy of
codes (cf. Theses 1.0.0. and Proposals 2, “hierarchical structure of the languages of
culture”). The task of typology of culture is to describe the basic types of cultural
codes, defining the universals of human culture, and creating a unified system of
the universal characteristics of the general structure of the culture of humanity”
(Lotman 1967b: 31).

As we can see, the conception of culture as a unified object is present here.
Culture is understood as information that allows us to examine both the indj-
vidual stages of culture and the whole body of historical-cultural facts as an open
text and to apply the general methods of semiotics and structural linguistics to
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studying it” (Lotman 1967b: 31). The notion of the cultural (xyssmyprozo) text
appears, as does the question “what is the reason for the cultural code suddenly
becoming more complex upon the shift from primary modelling systems (natural
language) to secondary ones?” (ibid., 32). The same question is discussed in the
Theses (cf. 6.1.3, 6.1.5.). What is also significant is the end of the article where
Lotman presents the hypothesis that “the emergence of semiotics is not just the
result of a certain direction in research but also the expression of the structural
characteristics of the cultural code of our era” (ibid., 38). This hypothesis is paral-
leled by the final, concluding paragraph of the Theses (cf. 9.1.0).

In 1968, between the two volumes, the theses of the Summer School were
published, containing two important articles: “Text and function” (co-authored
by A. Pjatigorskij) and “Semantics of the number and type of culture”, both of
which were also published in Lotmans 1970 book Articles on the Typology of Cul-
ture (Lotman 1970b). This book, as well as a lengthy article “On the metalan-
guage of typological description of culture” (Lotman 1968), play a crucial role in
the creation of Lotman’s typologies of culture, and these ideas are clearly visible
in the Theses.

The fourth volume is dedicated to Jurij Tynyanov, with the preface to the vol-
ume stressing the importance of Tynyanov s works, which, in the opinion of the
editors, “is directly related to the structural-semiotic analysis of cultural and liter-
ary texts” (Redkollegija 1969: 5). There are several concepts that are related to
semiotics of culture and that have gained new relevance against the background
of culture s developmental dynamics, related to one of the leading figures of Rus-
sian Formalism, Jurij Tynyanov. In his article “Literary fact” from 1924 he wrote:
“Literary fact is heterogeneous, and in this sense literature is an incessantly evolu-
tioning order” (Tynyanov 1977: 270). Understanding of literary order or system
is very close to the notion 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. [...] The evolution of the struc-
tural function occurs rapidly; the evolution of the literary function occurs over
epochs; and the evolution of the functions of a whole literary system in relation
to neighbouring systems occurs over centuries. (Tynyanov 1977: 277)

Literary order is just one functional order together with the order of everyday life,
the order of culture, the social order. The study of literary evolution presupposes
the investigation of connections first of all between the closest neighbouring or-
ders or systems, and a logical path leads from the structural to the literary func-
tion, 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 —

3 See the English translations in Lotman, Pjatigorskij 1977 and Lotman 1977.
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between functions and formal elements” (Tynyanov 1977: 281). As predecessors
to semiotics of culture, Tynyanov s works are also where the idea of conceiving
cultural artefacts through the dynamics of boundaries is derived from. A text can
be delineated in different ways as a text in a certain language, as a representative
of a certain literary genre, as an expression of a literary-historical style, as a social
message, as an artistic text — in other words, conceptualised and correlated with
the cultural environment to different extents. A complex understanding presumes
a parametric approach, and different sides of parametric analysis are reflected in
the Theses which state that culture is both a text and a system of texts.

In the fourth volume, the onset of new concepts and terms can be seen her-
alded in the expression, “zenepayuonnvie npoyeccet”. In the Theses, nopoxdaiouue
(generative, cf. 4.0.1, 6.0.0, 7.0.0, 9.1.0) is used in the same sense. Interestingly,
Chomsky’s notion of generative grammar has been translated into Russian as
nopoxdarowas zpammamuxa at the beginning of the 1960s, and it is not entirely
clear why the term is used here.

In 1970, the “Proposals for the programme of the 4th Summer school on sec-
ondary modelling systems”, also included in the present volume, were published
(Lotman 1970a). The problem of the unity of culture is proposed as the topic
of the Summer School. In the Theses, the problem of unity is not discussed as a
separate topic (it is taken as a given), but in other respects the first paragraph of
the Theses (1.0.0)* is almost identical to the first clause in the Proposals. There are
two differences, the first of which is a purely cosmetic one: if the first sentence
of the Proposals reads: “The initial premise is that all human activity concerned
with the processing, exchange, and storage of information with the help of signs
possesses a certain unity”, then “with the help of signs” has been omitted in the
Theses, since there was no longer any need to stress that in 1973. The second one,
however, is significant: in the second sentence, which in the Proposals reads: “In-
dividual sign systems, though they can be considered to be immanently organized
structures, function only in unity, supported by one another”, “can be considered”
(npedcmasasiom) has been replaced with “presuppose” (npednorazarom). Wiy
was this necessary and what did it change? We propose that this modification was
caused by the necessity to make a clearer distinction between a process initiated
by a structure-generating mechanism and the result of this process - individual
sign systems. The Proposals present a comprehensive programme for the study of
culture and the majority of the proposals are reflected in the Theses.

In the fifth volume, deriving from 1971, a section for semiotics of culture ap-
pears for the first time, containing two extremely important papers — “The prob-
lem of the ‘teaching/learning of culture’ as its typological characterization” by

*  In the English translation, the word “culturally was added to the third sentence of the para-
graph (1.0.0): “None of the sign systems possesses mechanism which would enable it to func.
tion culturally in isolation’ In this revised edition, we removed this alteration, as it i unneces-

sary and diminishes Lotmans concept.
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Lotman, and “On the semiotic mechanism of culture” written in collaboration
with Uspenskij.

It contains a number of ideas later highlighted in the Theses: the mechanism of
culture, the role of memory, the distinction between culture and non-culture, the
question of the evolution of culture, typologies of culture. It also displays a clear
distinction between mechanism and ycmpoiicmso discussed in more detail below.

After the publication of the Theses, semiotics of culture becomes a central sub-
ject of SSS (also reflected in the titles). The section of semiotics of culture also ex-
ists in the sixth volume (1973); the seventh volume (1975) includes a subsection
on the typology of culture, with semiotics of culture making a return in the eighth
volume (1978). Starting with the ninth volume (1978), thematic volumes appear,
including volumes 10 (1979) and 13 (1981), both with the subtitle Semiotics of
culture, with volume 15 (1982) called Typology of culture, volume 16 (1980) —
Text and culture and volume 20 (1983), Current problems in semiotics of culture.

If we try to summarize Lotman’s works (for he played the most important role
in the formulation of the Theses, as well as in the further development of the new
discipline) from the second half of the 1960s to the early 1970s (before 1973) we
get the following picture. According to Lotman, a typology of culture should be
based on the universals of culture. The most universal feature of human cultures
is the need for self-description. Every culture has its own specific means for it, its
languages of description. Languages of description facilitate cultural communica-
tion, perpetuate cultural experience, and model cultural memory. The coherence
of culture is based on the repetition and interpretation of the same things. The
more languages of description a culture has, the richer it is.

Consequently, every culture can be described as a hierarchy of object languag-
es and descriptive languages. There are certain languages of culture that can serve
the function of both object language and metalanguage from the point of view of
everyday cultural experience.

The similarity between the notions of (cultural) language and sign system in
the semiotics of culture makes it possible for us to distinguish between two typo-
logical approaches. The first distinction is based on the juxtaposition of primary
and secondary modelling systems:

I. Language as primary modelling system
II. Secondary modelling systems:
1. Language as higher sign system (myth, literature, poetry);
2. Language as metalanguage or part of metalanguage (criticism and history
of art, music, dance etc.) ;
3. Language as model or analogue (language of film, dance, music, painting,
etc.).



26 Introduction

Based on this classification, language as a primary modelling system is the human
being’s main means of thinking and communicating. As a secondary modelling
system, language is the preserver of the cultures collective experience and the
reflector of its creativity. As a metalanguage, natural language is the translator and
interpreter of all nonverbal systems, and from the methodological perspective,
especially during the 1960s and 1970s, language offered cultural analysis the pos-
sibility of searching for discrete (linguistic) elements also in such fields of culture
in which natural language either does not belong to the means of expression, or
does it only partially.

The second distinction is based on the possibility of differentiating between
the statics and dynamics of cultural languages:

I. Statics:
1. Continual (iconic-spatial, non-verbal) languages
2. Discrete languages (verbal languages)
II. Dynamics:
1. Specialisation of cultural languages
2. Integration of cultural languages:
a) Self-descriptions and meta-descriptions
b) Creolisation

While the level of statics is based on the distinction between verbal and nonver-
bal languages, the level of dynamics is related to different paces of development
of the different parts of culture. This means that in any given period in culture
there are certain fields where there is balance between creation and interpretation
(criticism, theory, history) and it is possible to speak about specialisation and the
identity of the field.

The Theses are characterised by their use of “sign system” and “cultural lan-
guage” as synonyms. Right in the beginning, in clause 1.0.0, a seamless transition
is made from sign systems to cultural languages, with an implicit functional clas-
sification of cultural languages to object languages and metalanguages. The static
analysis of cultural languages, the distinction between discrete and continuous
systems, is clearly reflected in the Theses. The specialisation and dynamics of cul-
tural languages are also implicitly present, for instance, in the discussion of private
letters as a part of everyday cultural language and, through observing sentimental
novels in letters, also of sentimentalism as a cultural language.

Next, we will provide a short description of the structure of the Theses.

THE THESES

In their outstanding analysis, Irene Portis Winner and T'homas Winner character-
ise the Thesis as “widely encompassing, penetrating and cryptic” (Portis Winner,
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Winner 1976: 104). We can but agree with such characterisation. Their cryptic
nature, however, is partly caused by the translation, with many things having ei-
ther gone missing or been mixed up translation, which does not help improve
clarity. The Winners have referred to some of the translation errors in their text,
and these corrections have been taken into account in the present revised edition
of the Theses.

In their review, Irene and Thomas Winner focus on three central problems:

1. a preliminary delimitation of the domain of the “semiotics of culture”

2.a consideration of the concept of ‘text’; and its bearing upon some theoretical
controversies in the West relating to statics and dynamics as they are held to
apply to the abstract and the concrete aspects of cultural systems;

3. a discussion of the concept of culture, understood as operating on three
levels. (Portis Winner, Winner 1976: 104)

The longest and most thorough section of the Winners’ text is dedicated to the
part central to the Theses both due to its extent and its contents (starting from
thesis 3.0.0, until the end). The Winners limit the part focusing on the concept
of the text to three theses — from the 3rd to the Sth — and start the section on the
definition of culture from the thesis 6.0.0, which is not entirely incorrect, but first,
the definition of culture had already been discussed earlier in the Theses and, sec-
ond, these definitions of culture are closely interrelated with the concept of text.

We will not repeat here what the Winners have already said but focus instead
on the questions discussed only briefly or not at all in their article. We will also
highlight some misinterpretations/mistranslations of the Theses.

The text consists of nine theses divided into and elucidated in subsections.

First, a definition of semiotics of culture is given, which in turn leads to refine-
ments in the concept of culture. The concept of culture as a unity consisting of
numerous sign systems is implicitly present already in clause 1.0.0. These sign
systems only exist in relations with one another and having effects on one anoth-
er. Thus, signs systems are an ontological characteristic of culture, which leads to
epistemological complementarity. Through sign systems, culture can be studied
using a multidisciplinary approach, employing a series of relatively autonomous
fields of research in the semiotic cycle. But what is even more important is the
definition of semiotics of culture as the study of the functional correlation of dif-
ferent sign systems based on the methodology of the new discipline. In the light
of the distinctions between culture and non-culture, culture-nature, culture—
civilisation (chaos), ordered-non-ordered, organised—non-organised, external
to culture—internal to culture, the concept of the mechanism of culture is intro-
duced: “The mechanism of culture is a system which transforms the outer sphere
into the inner one: disorganization into organization [...]” (1.2.0). In the second
thesis, a generalised definition of culture is given: “Thus culture is constructed as
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a hierarchy of semiotic systems, on the one hand, and a multilayered arrangement
of the extracultural sphere surrounding it” (2.0.0).

Remark: mechanism vs ustrojstvo

As already stated above, the concept of cultural mechanism is introduced in the
first thesis, related to that of the device (ustrojstvo — ycmpoiicmeo). This concept
has proven to be quite a hard nut to crack for translators. The English translator of
the Theses (Uspenskij et al. 1973) has tried to interpret it to his best ability him-
self, translating the term in three different ways in different places, which s in con-
tradiction to the principles of scholarly translation which state that a term should
always be translated in the same way. The translator has probably not realised that
the distinction between the mechanism and the device is important. As a result,
the Russian term ustrojstvo has been translated into English twice as “system”:
“The mechanism of culture is a system which transforms the outer sphere into
the inner one [ ...]” (1.2.0) and “[...] culture will represent not an immobile, syn-
chronically balanced mechanism, but a dichotomous system [...]” (1.3.1); once
as “arrangement”: “Thus culture is constructed as a hierarchy of semiotic systems,
on the one hand, and a multilayered arrangement of the extracultural sphere sur-
rounding it” (2.0.0); and seven times (five of them in close proximity to one
another in the same paragraph) as “mechanism”: “output mechanism” (3 times)
and “means of this mechanism” (twice) (5.2.2), and “certain mechanism which
generates these texts” and “certain collective mechanism” (6.0.0).

Comparing these choices here, it is clear that this leads to confusion, since the
terms “system” and “mechanism” are already used in the Theses and each of them
forms an individual semantic field. Mixing them up in this fashion disrupts the
logic of the Theses, as when we look at where “mechanism” and where “ustrojstvo”
is used, the difference is rather clear. However, since Lotman’s metalanguage is
metaphorical and not exactly a shining example of terminological clarity, drawing
this distinction can be difficult. It can be said in advance, really, that not a single
translation of Lotman has found a satisfactory solution to this problem (it is not
as much the question of finding a correct translation, but one of sticking to the
original - a concept should always be translated in the same way).

First, however, we must ask how the term “ustrojstvo” has found its way into
the metalanguage of Lotman and his co-authors. Without delving too deep into
history, it is clear that it originates in the Moscow group, the circles of mathemati-
cians, linguists, and cyberneticians. In a book published in 1965 by two authors
of the Theses, we find an important definition that can be used as a starting point:
“A device [ycmpoiicmeo] (automaton, human, or animal), interacting with the
environment surrounding it, processes the information it receives about the
environment and about the device itself” (Ivanov, Toporov 1965: 6). It is clear
from this that it is something more concrete, more static, something given, and
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our position is that the most logical translation should be “device”* that has not
been used by the translators so far. A mechanism (first and foremost the cultural
mechanism being discussed), however, is a working principle as such, something
generative, cf.: “The active role of the outer space in the mechanism of culture*
(1.3.0); “The tension between them (for example, the conflict between verbal
and visual text) constitutes one of the most permanent mechanisms of culture
as a whole” (3.2.1); “the collective mechanism for the storage of information
(“memory”) ensures the transmission from generation to generation of fixed
rigid schemes of texts” (6.0.2); “The text in a natural language and the picture
demonstrate the most usual system of two languages constituting the mechanism
of culture” (6.1.0); “In the union of different levels and subsystems into a sin-
gle semiotic whole - “culture” - two mutually opposed mechanisms are at work
[...]7(9.0.0), “an attempt to cognize culture and as a fact of its life through which
its generating mechanisms take effect” (9.1.0).

Next, we will discuss the choices made by the translator of Lotmans and
Uspenskij s collaborative article “On the semiotic mechanism of culture” (pub-
lished in 1971, English translation Lotman, Uspenskij 1978). Here, too, “ustro-
jstvo” has been translated as “mechanism”, which only leads to confusion, since
the topic of the article is the mechanism of culture. For example: “[...] culture
must have within itself a structural “diecasting mechanism” [wmamnyrouee
ycmpoticmeo]. It is this function that is performed by natural language” (Lotman,
Uspenskij 1978: 213).

The distinction is also missing in Universe of the Mind (1990): see, for exam-
ple, the table of contents: “Text as a meaning-generating mechanism” (cmsicao-
nopoxdarwowgee ycmpoiicmeo) and “Rhetoric as a meaning-generating mechanism”
(mexanusm cmvicronoponcdenus).

In the late 1970s and 1980s, Lotman published a series of papers discussing
the nature of culture, all of which use the term ustrojstvo. Their translators have
been different, but the problem remains the same. The French translator of “The
phenomenon of culture”, for instance, has found an adequate rendition, dispositif,
but, unfortunately, it is not used exclusively. When Lotman talks about a “think-
ing device” (moicasuyee yempoticmeo® — one of his favourite expressions), it is trans-
lated as “une machine pensante“ (Lotman 1992: 24), while on the same page,
“opranusm (ycrpoiictso)” has been translated as “un organisme (une machine)’,
then the characteristics of this “machine” are listed, after which the “machine”
turns into a “dispositive” again on the same page, which is extremely confusing,
as the same term is used in Russian throughout the text. The problem is that

5 Of course, this choice is not without its drawbacks. For instance, it does not reflect an impor-

tant seme present in the original — organization.
¢ “Thinking object” by Zytko 2001: 400.
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Lotman uses the term in the spirit of cybernetics and theory of information, while
the translators have tried to place it in the context of some sort of machinery.

In “Culture as collective intellect and problems of artificial intelligence in
which culture is considered as collective intellect and called an “ustrojstvo , it has
alternatively been translated as “mechanism” and “apparatus”: “Indeed, a think-
ing mechanism (mbicasigee ycmpoiicmeo) could [...]. An apparatus (ycmpoiicmso)
which in principle cannot “go out of its mind” cannot be called an intellect. [...]
Definition of culture as a mechanism (smexanusm) of collective intelligence” (Lot-
man 1979: 88).

An even more extensive discussion of this problem is certainly possible, but
let us now return to the Theses.

The third thesis introduces “the fundamental concept of modern semiotics —
text”, the basic element of culture. Here, text is a semiotic concept that can be
treated as both an integral sign and as a series of signs. In the process of cultural
communication, the text and the problem of “sender-receiver” and memory in-
corporated into the channel of communication between sender and receiver, be-
come important.

The fourth thesis defines culture as “a certain secondary language” and “in-
troduces the concept of a “culture text”, a text in this secondary language”. Most
important here is the question of the relationship between the text in natural lan-
guage and the verbal text of culture. Typology of culture can be constructed based
on the relationship between text and function.

The fifth thesis defined “the place of the text in the textual space as the sum
total of potential texts” and “the connection between the semiotic concept of the
text and traditional philological problems” is more closely examined based on
Slavic texts. This sub-thesis is the most detailed one, discussing the reconstruc-
tion, transmission and translation of texts. The Chomskian diagram of recoding
linguistic text by levels deserves to be highlighted separately: “The representation
of a text in a natural language might be described by proceeding from an idealized
diagram of the work of an automatic machine which would transform the text,
successively developing it from the general intention to the lower levels [ ...]”
(5.2.2).

The sixth once again gives a definition of culture. The Winners distinguish
between three different levels of the definition of culture:

on the culturological level, culture is a hierarchy of particular semiotic sys-
tems”. Since semiotic systems are composed of texts, moving one level down,
culture is “the sum of the texts and the functions correlated with them”, Thirdly,
reducing texts to their origin, culture becomes a certain mechanism which gen-
erates the text (6.0.0). (Portis Winner, Winner 1976: 132)
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As compared to the beginning of the Theses and the definition of culture formu-
lated there, here the emphasis is made on the cultural mechanisms.

The seventh thesis states that “One of the fundamental problems of the study
of the semiotics and typology of cultures is the formulation of the question of the
equivalence of structures, texts, functions”. The problems of translation, untrans-
latability, transmission and transposition of texts are discussed based on examples
from this point of view.

The eighth thesis highlights the fact that “The view according to which cultu-
ral functioning is not achieved within the framework of any one semiotic system
(let alone within alevel of the system) implies that in order to describe the life of a
text in a system of culture” creates the need “of studying the relations between the
structures of different levels” What is not noted here in the English translation
is that in the Theses, the English term “rewriting rules” is given in parentheses:
“Switching from one level to another may occur with the help of rewriting rules”
(8.0.1). This term is also taken from Chomsky and its Russian counterpart was
already present in the book Models of Language published in 1962 by Isaak Revzin
(Revzin 1962), another active member of TMS.

The final thesis sums up the functioning of culture as a semiotic whole: “In the
union of different levels and subsystems into a single semiotic whole - “culture” —
two mutually opposed mechanisms are at work:

(a) The tendency toward diversity — toward an increase in differently orga-

nized semiotic languages, the “polyglotism” of culture.

(b) The tendency toward uniformity — the attempt to interpret itself or other

cultures as uniform, rigidly organized languages.”

Culture’s “model of itself, the myth of the culture about itself which appears at a
certain stage”, and “the orientation of culture” are presented as important unify-
ing mechanisms of culture.

Thus the logic of the Theses is well traceable: in the beginning, the new field of
science — semiotics of culture — is defined, after which its object — culture, cultural
mechanisms — is examined. The base element of culture is text, thus the body of
the Theses is devoted to the development, creation and reconstruction of text,
the text in communication, the transfer and translation of texts between different
(types of ) cultures. And in the end, culture is defined again as a whole in which
two opposite mechanisms are in work.

In the last subchapter, we briefly observe how the publication of the Theses
influenced the further development of sciences that study culture.
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AFTER

Four years after the publication of the Theses, Juri Lotman and Boris Uspenskij
wrote the Postscriptum to the Theses (see its publication in the current volume),
which can be seen as a particular autocommunication. In this, culture is defined
as organism, collective intellect, which is characteristic to Lotman’s papers of the
second half of 1970s (Lotman 1978; 1979; 1997). The emphasis is here on the
mechanism of culture, on its dynamics. It can be said that the Postscriptum starts
where the Theses end — with the topic of cultural self-description and polyglot-
ism. Culture’s model of itself is based on the dynamics of self-descriptions, on
the balance between three main types of self-models - self-models that register
its current state, self-models based on a necessity to change the situation, and
theoretical models, the relationship of which to reality is not clear at the moment
of their creation but might become so in the future.

If we look at semiotics of culture from the point of view of its parallels, it might
be useful to highlight two other conceptions born in the 1970s. One of these was
presented by A. Popovic in his book on the theory of metatexts (Popovic 1975).
His typology of metatexts distinguishes between explicit and implicit, receptive
and polemical metatexts, both on the level of a fragment of text and the text as a
whole. The other was formulated by R. Barthes in The Pleasure of the Text (1973),
giving a new meaning to the concept of intertext by interpreting it as a complex of
regular and irregular relations which could be called intercommunication. Meta-
communicative descriptions of culture present an ordered picture of a finite num-
ber of texts, the relationship between which can be described. An intercommuni-
cative approach transforms culture into a complex interweave of texts, containing
different interpretive worlds.

Based on the logic of the Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures, the essence
of culture is semiotic by its very nature, since its foundation is information and
communication. On one hand, the study of culture would be possible via the
semiotisation of culture-studying disciplines, which would bring them closer to
the essence of culture. The birth of the notion of semiotic anthropology is an ex-
ample of such a development, which, together with the capability for disciplinary
analysis, would increase the level of analysability of culture. On the other hand,
cultural semiotics offers a systematic approach to culture and creates a comple-
mentary methodology, which ensures the mutual understanding of different dis-
ciplines studying culture. This is the development prospect of cultural semiotics.

The intersection of culture and disciplines studying culture evokes questions
raised by F. Rastier, those about universal transsemiotics, and differentiates be-
tween two poles with respect to the study of culture — there are sciences of culture
(sciences de la culture), represented by Ernst Cassirer, and the semiotics of cultures
(sémiotique des cultures) represented by the Tartu School. Between these two poles
lie the questions: one or many sciences? culture or cultures? (Rastier 2001: 163).
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From 1973 onwards, after the publishing of the Theses, the disciplinary identity
of semiotics of culture becomes explicit, which also encourages the disciplinary
aspirations of sociosemiotics and biosemiotics. If semiotics of culture is a metase-
miotics, then numerous object-semiotics (semiotics of literature, film, theatre,
etc.) have also been searching for a disciplinary identity in a close relationship
to it. A distinct role here, however, is played by the evolution of cultural sciences.
If on one hand, semiotics of culture is related to cultural object-semiotics, then
on the other hand, it is just one discipline among other, traditional disciplines
studying culture, and semiotic approaches have found their place in the method-
ologies of ethnology, cultural sociology, cultural studies, and cultural psychology.
The most conceptual characterisation of this situation has been provided by the
Mexican semiotician Julieta Haidar, who sees disciplinary, interdisciplinary, and
transdisciplinary aspects of the evolution of cultural semiotics. Transdisciplinary
cooperation has tied it most closely to discourse analysis (Haidar 2006: 43), as
the history of cultural semiotics is an amalgam of various scholarly discourses. In
her typology, Haidar combines classic discourses (political, historical, scientific,
media, literary) with the complex of semiotic discourses, which is similar to Lot-
man’s typology of the self-descriptions of culture in many of its aspects (Haidar
2006: 119).

Transdisciplinarity as a higher order of interdisciplinarity also encourages dis-
ciplinarity, as it does not lead to hybridisation:

A different “transdisciplinary” identity appears in interdisciplinary fields that
have a strong critical imperative. In the humanities, certain sectors of the so-
cial sciences and, in science, technology, and society studies, the term connotes
not only wide scope and a new conceptual framework but also radical critique.
Any transdisciplinary effort is implicitly a critique of the existing structure of
knowledge, education or culture. (Thompson Klein 2000: 51)

With respect to transdisciplinarity, there is another important historical problem
that J. Mittelstrass highlights in his description of the characteristics of transdis-
ciplinarity:

In other words, transdisciplinarity is first of all an integrating, although not a
holistic, concept. It resolves isolation on a higher methodological plane, but it
does not attempt to construct a “unified” interpretative or explanatory matrix.
Second, transdisciplinarity removes impasses within the historical consti-
tution of fields and disciplines, when and where the latter have either forgotten
their historical memory, or lost their problem-solving power because of excessive
speculation [our italics - S. S., P. T.). For just these reasons, transdisciplinarity
cannot replace fields and disciplines. Third, transdisciplinarity is a principle
of scientific work and organisation that reaches out beyond individual fields
and disciplines for solutions, but it is no transscientific principle. [...] Last of
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all, transdisciplinarity is above all a research principle, when considered prop-
erly against the background I have outlined concerning the forms of research
and representation in the sciences, and only secondarily, if at all, a theoretical
principle, in the case that theories also follow transdisciplinary research forms.
(Mittelstrass 2001: 498)

It could be said that transdisciplinarity was inherent in the TMS in many differ-
ent ways. On the one hand, it was reflected in the combination of operationality,
methods, and disciplines for particular studies. On the other hand, it was also
reflected in the search for source of innovation in historical heritage, in a revitali-
sation of history of science.

The dynamism of culture as a research object forces research to search for
new languages of description, but the new languages of description in turn in-
fluence the cultural dynamics as they offer new possibilities for self-description.
Often, however, from a historical perspective, a new description language is noth-
ing but a methodological translation. Tynyanov s conception of evolution, the
fundamental distinction between inter- and metacommunication, gave renewed
significance to the questions of the difference and combination of metalanguages.
This problem, too, was first stated by R. Jakobson, who wrote in his article “Meta-
language as a linguistic problem”, published in 1956: “Language must be investi-
gated in all the variety of its functions” ( Jakobson 1985: 113). In the context of
this article, this means that the TMS does not attempt to create a new canonical
metalanguage in its search for the disciplinary bases of semiotics of culture. Just as
culture is based on the diversity of languages of self-expression, so is the science
studying culture based on the diversity of metalanguages. Semiotics of culture as
a discipline creates a methodology that accepts this diversity of object and meta-
levels.

Any research is part of culture, but fields of research studying culture have a
special mission. In its study of culture and in the constant search for new meth-
ods, research participates in culture s effort to be in dialogue with itself, with soci-
ety, and with other cultures, and in the effort to find an understandable language
for this dialogue.

The Theses of 1973 were a programme formulated by people who believed in
the scientific necessity and value of semiotics of culture. This programme con-
tains different possibilities for the evolution of cultural semiotics, some of them
explicit, others implicit. The birth of a new discipline was announced, while also
defining a methodological complex for all humanities where the visibility of the
analyst and his means of analysis, constructing separate static and dynamic ap-
proaches to an object and the operational definition and determination of units of
analysis are stressed. They also defined a complex method of thought for the anal-
ysis of complex objects and transdisciplinary cooperation between fields of the
study of culture. This is what makes it difficult to make generalisations about the
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place of semiotics of culture in research and its effect on the development of fields
of study analysing culture. This is also why it is important to re-read the Theses
and relate them to their historic and contemporary background in order to under-
stand that semiotics of culture is not just a phenomenon of scientific history but
a flexible tool available to us for the analysis of most recent cultural phenomena.
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Proposals for the programme of the 4th
Summer school on secondary modelling systems®

JURI LOTMAN

The organizing committee for the 4th Summer school on secondary modelling
systems proposes that this year’s event should focus on the question of the unity
of culture. This question can be considered from several different aspects.

1. The initial premise is that all human activity concerned with the processing,
exchange, and storage of information with the help of signs possesses a certain
unity. Individual sign systems, though they can be considered to be immanently
organized structures, function only in unity, supported by one another. None of
the sign systems possesses a mechanism which would enable it to function in
isolation. Hence it follows that, together with an approach which permits us to
construct a series of relatively autonomous sciences of the semiotic cycle, we shall
also admit another approach, according to which all of them examine particular
aspects of the semiotics of culture, of the study of the functional correlation of dif-
ferent sign systems.

2. From this point of view particular importance is attached to questions of the
hierarchical structure of the languages of culture, of the distribution of spheres
among them, of cases in which these spheres intersect or merely border upon
each other. Attention must necessarily be paid to the extra-systemic settings, out-
side of which no system is able to function (i.e., the unintelligibility of oral speech
in case of its mechanical translation into a graphical form).

3.It would be interesting to determine the minimum number of sign systems (cul-
tural languages) necessary for the functioning of culture as a whole, and construct
a model of the most fundamental relations between them, a model of culture.

First published as: (Aotman, 10. M.) 1970. [1peasoxenus no nporpamme IV AetHeit koAbl no
BTOPHYHbIM MOACAHPYIOILIMM CHCTEMAM. In: Te3ucwt doxaados IV Aemmeit wikoawt no BMOPULHBIM
modesupyrougum cucmemam, 17-24 asz. 1970 2. Tapty: TapTyckuit rocyAapCTBeHHbIA yHHBEP-
curet, 3-7. Translated from Russian by Tanel Pern.
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4. Special consideration should be given to the question of the relationship be-
tween primary and secondary cultural languages. Is such two-tier construction
fundamental to the structure of culture, and what makes it functionally essential?
Is natural language the only primary system? What are the traits that a system
must possess to be able to function as a primary system — or a secondary one?

S. More specific investigations could be conducted in the following directions:

a. Description of the place of some semiotic system in the general complex. It
is easy to imagine studies such as: “The place of music as a semiotic system
in the general system of culture”; “The place of mathematics in culture as
a semiotic unity”.

b. Description of the influence of some particular semiotic system on others,
i.e. “The role of painting in the semiotics of poetry of this or that era’, “The
role of cinema in the structure of the language of contemporary culture”.

c. Analysis of the irregularity of the internal organization of culture. The ex-
istence of culture as a unitary organism seems to presuppose the existence
of internal structural diversity. Investigating the phenomenon of intra-cul-
tural polyglotism and the reasons for its necessity.

6. The place of art in the general system of culture. The question of the necessity
of art. The dominance of different types of art.

7. What is the basis for the necessity of the opposition of descriptive and conven-
tional signs in the system of culture? Is it possible for a culture to exist without
this kind of bilingualism? What is the semiotic motivation for different types of
cultural bilingualism (poetry — prose; oral tradition - literature etc.)? Would the
existence a multilingual culture be possible?

8. The problem of typology of culture. Methods of typological description. The
relationship between culture and sign, text and semiosis as the basis of typologi-
cal characterization. Paradigmatic and syntagmatic cultures. Minimum repertory
of texts and minimum repertory of functions in the concept of culture.

9. Culture and non-culture. The struggle against culture as a cultural problem
(analogy: the problem of forgetting as a component of the mechanism of mem-
ory). Culturoclasm and kulturtrigers in the history of culture. The question of
structural reserves in culture (barbarians for the Antiquity, pagans for Christian-
ity, ignoramuses for rationalists, the People for the Enlightenment as the sphere
for the expansion of culture).
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10. Culture as collective memory. The continuity of culture provides a collective
with awareness of their existence. The possibility of studying culture as organized
memory.

11. The problem of cultural evolution. Where does the inevitability of the in-
terchange of cultural languages arise from? Unmotivated changes in semiotic
systems (changes in the phonological systems of languages, in fashion etc.). The
construction of a model for the dynamics of semiotic systems. Cyclic and cumula-
tive models.

12. Culture as a historical category. Territorial, areal and chronological borders of
specific cultures. The problem of spatio-temporal self-conception (the pursuit of
universality and immortality).

13. Culture as a sphere of social conflicts. The struggle for collective memory.
Socially prescribed norms of remembering and forgetting.

14. The characteristics of archaic cultures. Historical typology of cultures. The
relationship between material and mental in archaic and modern cultures. Typol-
ogy of self-conceptions of cultures of different eras.

15. The conception of “norms” and rules in culture. Observance of rules and the
struggle against rules becoming a rule by itself (a game with constantly changing
rules).



MNpepnoxeHna no nporpamme |V JleTHewn WKONbI NO
BTOPVYHbIM MOAenupylowmum cucremam'

IOPU M. TOTMAH

Oprxomurer [V AeTHe#l HIKOABI IO BTOPHYHBIM MOAEAUPYIOIUM CUCTEMAM IIPEA-
AaraeT MOCTAaBHTb B LIEHTP 3aHATHI ITOTO IOAA MPOOAEMY eduHCMBA KyAbmYpbi.
Bormpoc 3TOT npeanoaaraeT paccMOTpeHHe C HeCKOABKUX CTOPOH:

1. Mlcx0AHO¥ sIBASIETCSE IPEATIOCBIAKA, YTO BCSL AESSTEABHOCTD YEAOBEKA IO BbIpa-
60TKe, 0OOMEHY M XpaHEeHHI0 HHPOPMALMHU C IOMOIIBIO 3HAKOB 00AaAAET U3BECT-
HbIM eAUHCTBOM. OTACADHDIC 3HAKOBBIE CUCTEMBI, XOTS U IPEACTABASIOT MMMaHEH-
THO OPTaHU3OBaHHBIE CTPYKTYPbl, QYHKIIMOHUPYIOT AUIIb B EAUHCTBE, OIIMPAsiCh
APYT Ha Apyra. Hu oaHa 13 3HaKOBBIX cHCTeM He 06AapAaeT MEXaHH3MOM, KOTOPbIH
obecriednBaa 6bl eit H30AMpOBaHHOe $yHKUMOHHpOBaHHe. K3 aToro BhITekaer,
YTO HAPSAY C MOAXOAOM, KOTOPbBIH MO3BOASIET MIOCTPOUTDH CEPUI0 OTHOCHUTEABHO
aBTOHOMHBIX HayK CEeMUOTHYECKOTO I[UKAQ, AOTTYCTUM U APYTOH, C TOUKHU 3PEHHUS
KOTOPOTO BCE OHM PaCCMATPUBAKOT YaCTHbBIE ACTIEKTDI CEMUOMUKU KYAbMYPbL, HAY-
KH O QYHKI[MOHAABHON COOTHECEHHOCTH Pa3AMYHbBIX 3HAKOBBIX CHCTEM.

2. C 3T0M TOUKH 3peHHst OCO6bIi CMBICA TIOAYYAT BOTIPOCH 06 MepPapXUYECKOM
TOCTPOEHHH A3bIKOB KYABTY PbL, PACIIPEAEAEHUH Chep MeKAY HUMH, CAYYasiX, KOTA
aTH cepbl MepeKpelHBAITCS MAM TOAbKO rpanuyar. Heo6xoaumo obpatuth
BHHMAHHE Ha IKCTPACHCTEMHBIE YCAOBHS, BHE KOTOPBIX CHCTEMA He MOXKET yHK-
LIMOHMPOBATH (HATIPUMEP, HEIOHATHOCTD YCTHOM PeYH IPU MEXAHHYECKOM Tepe-
BOAe ee B rpaduyeckyio ¢opmy).

3.HHTepecHo 65140 6b1 OIPeAC AMTD MUHUMAABHBII HabOp 3HaKOBbIX CHCTEM (KyAb-

TYPHbBIX }I3bIKOB), HeO6XOAHMbIX AASL (I))’HKLIP[OHPIPOBaHI/IH KyAbTypr KaK IJ€AOTO,

' Brepsbie ony6aukosano: (Aorman, 10. M.) 1970. ITpeaaoxkenus no nporpamme IV Aetnen

LIKOABI 10 BTOPHYHbIM MoaeanpytowuM cucremam. In: Tesucor doxaados IV Aemmueii wixors: no
8mopunHbim modesupyrousum cucmeman, 17-24 as2. 1970 2. Tapry: Tapryckuii FOCYAQPCTBEHHBIN
yHuBepcuTeT, 3-7.
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M TIOCTPOUTD MOAEAb HanOOAee IAeMEHTapHBIX OTHOLICHHI MEXAY HUMH, MOOeAb
KyAbmypoL.

4. CrierluaAbHOMY PaCCMOTPEHMIO HAAAEXKAAO Obl TOABEPIHY Th BOIPOC O COOTHO-
HIEHHH TMEepPBUYHBIX M BTOPHYHBIX KYABTYPHBIX s3bIKOB. O6s3aTeAbHa AM AAS
NOCTPOEHUs. KYABTYPbI TaKasi ABYCTYTIEHYaTOCTh, U B YeM ee yHKLHOHAAbHAS
Heob6xoAnMocTb? TOABKO AM eCTeCTBEHHbIN A3bIK IBASIETCS IIEPBUYHOM CHCTEMOR ?
Kaxumu cBoiicTBaMM AOAXKHA 06AaAaTh CUCTEMA, YTOOBI OBITH CIIOCOOHOI BBIIO-
AHWMTb QYHKIMIO TIEPBUYHOMN, U KAKHUMH — BTOPHUYHOM?

5. Boaee yacTHbIe pa3bICKaHMsI MOTAM 6Bl BECTHCH B CAEAYIOILMX HAalPaBACHHUSIX:

a. Omucanue mecrna TOH MAM MHOH CEMHMOTHYECKOR cHcTeMbl B 06em
Komraekce. BrioaHe MOXHO OblAO mpeAcTaBuUTh cebe HCCAEAOBaHUS
tima: «MecTo My3BIKM KaK CeMHOTHYECKOH CHCTeMBbl B oflieil cucreme
KYABTYPbI>»>; «MecTo MaTeMaTMKM B KYAbTYpe Kak CeMHOTHYECKOM Iie-
AOM>.

b. Onucanue so3deiicrnsus TOM MAM MHON YACTHON CEMHOTHYECKOM CHCTEMBI
Ha Apyrue, Hampumep, «PoAb XHUBOIMHMCH B CEMHOTHKe IMOI3UH TOH HAM
WHOM 3MOXH >, «POAb KMHO B CTPYKTYpe s13bIKa COBPEMEHHOM KYABTYPbI>.

c. MccaepoBanne HepaBHOMEPHOCTH BHYTPEHHEH OpPraHM3allMM KyABTY-
pot. CymecTBoBaHHe KYABTYPbl KaK €AMHOTO OPraHM3Ma, BHAMMO, TTOA-
pasyMmeBaeT HaAWYMe BHYTPEHHOTO CTPYKTYPHOro pasHoobpasus. Pacc-
MOTpPEHHE SIBACHHS] BHYTPUKYABTYPHOTO MOAMTAOTH3MAa M NPHYHMH €ro
HEO0OXOAMMOCTH.

6. Mecto uckycctBa B obmeit cucteMe kyabTyphl. IIpobaema HeobxopumocTH
MCKYCCTBAa. AOMHHAHTHOCTb Pa3HbIX TUIIOB HCKYCCTBA.

7. Yem 06ycaoBAeHa HEOOXOAMMOCTb MPOTHBONOCTABACHHSI M300Pa3HTEAbHBIX
M YCAOBHBIX 3HAKOB B 061Ielt cucteme KyAbTypbl? BO3MOXHO AM cyimecTBoBaHHe
KYABTYpbI 6€3 ABys3bIuMs 9TOro Tuna? KakoBa ceMHOTHYeCKass MOTUBALMUS APY-
I'HX THIOB KYABTYPHBIX ABYs3brduit (I033Ks1 — IPO3a; YCTHAsi CAOBECHOCTD — MUCh-
MEHHOCTb U Ap.)? Bo3MOXHa AM MHOTOSI3bIYHas! KYABTYpa?

8. ITpo6aeMa THIIOAOTHH KyABTYPbL. MeTOAbI TUTIOAOTHYECKHX OnucaHni. OTHO-
meHHe KYABTYPbl K 3HAKY, TEKCTY M CEMHO3UCY KaK OCHOBAaHHE THUIIOAOTHYECKOM
xapakTepHcTHKH. lapapurMaTuyeckue U CMHTarMaTH4eCKHe KyAbTYpbl. Munu-
MaAbHbIt HA6Op TEKCTOB M MHHMMAABHbIN HA60p GpyHKUMI B IOHATHH KYABTYPbI.

9. Kyabrypa 1 He-KyAbTypa. Bopb6a ¢ KyAbTypo#t Kak KyAbTypHas mpobaema (aHa-
Aor: pofaeMa 3a0bIBaHHS Kak KOMIIOHEHT MEXaHH3Ma namatu). Kyasrypo6op-
4eCcTBO M KYABTYPTperepcTBo B MCTOpuu KyabTyphl. [Ipobaema cTpykTypHOTO
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pesepBa B KyAbType (BapBapbl AASl QaHTHYHOCTH, SI3BIYHUKU AAS XpUCTHAHCTBA,
HEBEXABL AASL PALIMOHAATICTOB, HAPOA AAS npocaeTnTeAeﬁ — 06AacTb IKCIIAHCHH
KYABTYPbL).

10. Kyarrypa - mamsith koarckTHBA HempepbiBHOCTb KyABTYpbI ObecrieunBaer
KOAAEKTHUBY CO3HaHMe CyIeCTBOBaHUS. BO3MOXHOCTb M3yyeHHs KYALTYPbI KaK
OPIaHHU30BaHHOM MaMATH.

11. TIpobaeMa 3BOAIOLIMH KYABTYDBL. ‘i€M BBI3BaHa HEOUXOAWMOCTb CMEHBI SI3bI-
KOB KyAbTYpbi? HeMOTHBUpOBaHHbIe ITepeMeHbl CEMUOTHYECKUX CHCTEM (nepe-
MeHbl B pOHOAOTMYECKHX CHCTeMaX S3bIKOB, MOAA U TIp.). [locTrpoeHye Moaean
AMHAMHMKH CEMHOTHYECKOM cUcTeMBl. Llukanyeckue U AaBUHOOOD23HbIE MOACAH.

12. KyapTypa xax mMcTopuyeckas kareropus. TeppuropuasbHble, apeaAbHble H
XPOHOAOTHYECKHE TPAHHILIBI OTAEABHBIX KYAbTYD. [IpobaeMa mpocTpaHCTBeHHO-
BpeMeHHO# CaMOoLieHKH (CTPeMAeHHe K YHUBEPCAABHOCTH M BEYHOCTH).

13. Kyabrypa Kak 06AaCTbh COLIMAABHBIX KOHPAUKTOB. Bopbba 3a maMarh koasek-
TuBa. COLMAABHO IPEAIMCbIBA€Mble HOPMBI TAMATH U 3a0bIBaHUA.

14. Ilpusnaxu apxandyeckoi kyabTypbl. Mcropuueckas Tunoaorus kyasryp. Co-
OTHOILIEHHE MATePUAABHOTO M AYXOBHOIO B apXaM4eCKHX M HOBBIX KyAbTypax. Tu-
MIOAOTUS CAMOOILIEHOK KYABTYP Pa3HbIX 9TOX.

15. TIoHATHe «HOPMBI» H TIPaBUA B KyAbType. BoimoaHenue npasua u 6opbba ¢
TIPABUAAMH, CTAHOBAWIAACS TPAaBUAOM (MIpa C IOCTOSHHO MEHSIOLMMHUCS PaBHU-
AAMH).



Ettepanekud IV Sekundaarsete modelleerivate
susteemide suvekooli programmi kohta"

JURI LOTMAN

IV Suvekooli orgkomitee teeb ettepaneku selle aasta arutluste keskpunkti panna
kultuuri tihtsuse probleem. Seda kiisimust v6ib kisitleda mitmeti.

1. Tuleb lihtuda eeldusest, et kogu mirkide abil toimuv informatsiooni vilja-
todtamise, vahetamise ja siilitamisega seotud inimtegevus omab teatud iihtsust.
Kuigi tiksikud mirgisiisteemid kujutavad endast immanentselt organiseeritud
struktuure, toimivad nad vaid Ghtsuses, iiksteisele toetudes. Ukski mirgisiisteem
ei oma mehhanismi, mis voimaldaks talle isoleeritud funktsioneerimise. Sellest
jareldub, et korvuti lihenemisega, mis voimaldab luua seeria suhteliselt auto-
noomseid semiootilise tsiikli teadusi, on voimalik ka teine, mille seisukohast kaik
nad vaatlevad kultuurisemiootika kui erinevate mirgisiisteemide funktsionaalset
suhestatust uuriva teaduse eri aspekte.

2. Sellest vaatepunktist omandavad erilise tahenduse kiisimused kultuurikeelte
hierarhilisest tlesehitusest, nendevahelisest valdkondade jaotumisest, juhtudest,
mil need valdkonnad l6ikuvad v6i ainult piirnevad. Tuleb p&érata tihelepanu
sisteemivilistele tingimustele, ilma milleta siisteem ei saa funktsioneerida (nt
suulise keele arusaamatus, kui see mehhaaniliselt kanda iile kirjalikku vormi).

3. Huvitav oleks miirata kindlaks minimaalne mirgisiisteemide (kultuuri keelte)
kogum, mis on vajalikud kultuuri kui terviku funktsioneerimiseks ja ehitada
nendevaheliste kdige elementaarsemate suhete mudel, kultuuri mudel.

4. Eraldi tuleks vaadelda kiisimust esmaste ja teiseste kultuurikeelte suhtest. Kas
kultuuri loomiseks on tingimata vajalik selline kaheastmelisus ja milles seis-

""" Esmalt ilmunud: (Aorman, FO. M.) 1970. TTpearoxenus no nporpamme IV AeTHelt WKOABI O
BTOPHMYHBIM MOACAMPYHOIMM ccTeMaM. In: Tesucst doxaados IV Aemueil wixoAst no smopunbim
modeaupyrougum cucmemanm, 17-24 ase. 1970 2. Tapry: Tapryckuit rocyAapCcTBeHHbIA YHUBEpCH-
Tet, 3-7. Vene keelest tolkinud Silvi Salupere.
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neb tema funktsionaalne hidavajalikkus? Kas ainult loomulik keel on esmaseks
siisteemiks? Millised omadused peaksid olema siisteemil, et tiita esmase siisteemi
funktsiooni ja millised - teisese?

S. Spetsiifilisemad uurimisteemad voiksid arutluse all olla jirgmistes suundades:

a. Uhe voi teise semiootilise siisteemi koha kirjeldus tldises kompleksis. On
voimalik ette kujutada jirgnevat tiiiipi uurimusi: “Muusika kui semiooti-
lise siisteemi koht iildises kultuurisiisteemis”, “Matemaatika koht kultuuris
kui semiootilises tervikus”.

b. Uhe vdi teise semiootilise siisteemi mdju kirjeldus teistele, nt: “Maali-
kunsti roll mingi epohhi luule semiootikas”, “Kino roll tinapieva kultuuri
keele struktuuris”

c. Kultuuri sisemise korrastatuse ebaiithtluse uurimine. Kultuuri eksisteeri-
mine iihtse organismina eeldab ilmselt sisemise struktuurse eripalgelisuse
olemasolu. Kultuurisisese mitmekeelsuse nihtuse ja selle vajalikkuse poh-
juste vaatlus.

6. Kunsti koht kultuuri tldises stisteemis. Kunsti hidavajalikkuse probleem.
Kunsti erinevate tiliipide domineerimine.

7. Mis tingib kujutavate ja tinglike mirkide vastanduse vajalikkuse kultuuri tildises
siisteemis? Kas on voimalik kultuuri olemasolu ilma seda tiiipi kakskeelsuseta?
Milline on teiste kultuurilise kakskeelsuse tiiiipide (poeesia — proosa, kirjalik -
suuline jt) semiootiline motivatsioon? Kas on véimalik mitmekeelne kultuur?

8. Kultuuri tipoloogia probleem. Tupoloogiliste kirjelduste meetodid. Kultuuri
suhe mirki, teksti ja semioosi kui tiipoloogilise iseloomustuse alus. Paradigmaa-
tilised ja siintagmaatilised kultuurid. Minimaalne tekstide kogum ja minimaalne
funktsioonide kogum kultuuri maistes.

9. Kultuur ja mitte-kultuur. Véitlus kultuuriga kui kultuuriprobleem (analoog:
unustamise probleem kui milumehhanismi komponent). Vaitlus kultuuriga ja
kultuurikandlus kultuuri ajaloos. Struktuurse reservi probleem kultuuris (bar-
barid antiikajal, paganad kristlaste jaoks, harimatud ratsionalistide jaoks, rahvas
valgustajate jaoks — see kdik on kultuuri ekspansiooni vald).

10. Kultuur kui kollektiivi milu. Kultuuri pidevus kindlustab kollektiivile arusaa-
ma oma olemasolust. Voimalus uurida kultuuri kui organiseeritud mailu.

11. Kultuuri evolutsiooni probleem. Millest on tingitud kultuuri keelte vahe-
tumise vajalikkus? Semiootiliste siisteemide mittemotiveeritud muutused (muu-
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tused keelte fonoloogilistes siisteemides, mood jms). Semiootilise siisteemi dii-
naamikat kirjeldava mudeli loomine. Tsiiklilised ja laviinilaadsed mudelid.

12. Kultuur kui ajalooline kategooria. Erinevate kultuuride vahelised territori-
aalsed, areaalsed ja kronoloogilised piirid. Ruumilis-ajalise enesehinnangu prob-
leem (piitidlus universaalsuse ja igavikulise poole).

13. Kultuur kui sotsiaalsete konfliktide valdkond. Véitlus kollektiivi malu parast.
Uhiskondlikult ette kirjutatud milu ja unustamise normid.

14. Arhailise kultuuri tunnused. Kultuuride ajalooline tiipoloogia. Materiaalse ja
vaimse suhestatus arhailistes ja uutes kultuurides. Erinevate ajastute kultuuride
enesehinnangute tiipoloogia.

1S. ,Normi“ ja reeglite mdiste kultuuris. Reeglite tiitmine ja voitlus reeglitega,
mis muutub reegliks (ming pidevalt muutuvate reeglitega).
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Theses on the semiotic study of cultures
(as applied to Slavic texts)™

JURI M. LOTMAN,
VJACHESLAV V. IVANOV,
ALEKSANDR M. PJATIGORSKLJ,
VLADIMIR N. TOPOROV,
BORIS A. USPENSKIJ

1.0.0. In the study of culture the initial premise is that all human activity con-
cerned with the processing, exchange, and storage of information possesses a
certain unity. Individual sign systems, though they presuppose immanently or-
ganized structures, function only in unity, supported by one another. None of
the sign systems possesses a mechanism which would enable it to function in
isolation. Hence it follows that, together with an approach which permits us to
construct a series of relatively autonomous sciences of the semiotic cycle, we shall
also admit another approach, according to which all of them examine particular
aspects of the semiotics of culture, of the study of the functional correlation of dif-
ferent sign systems. From this point of view particular importance is attached to
questions of the hierarchical structure of the languages of culture, of the distribu-
tion of spheres among them, of cases in which these spheres intersect or merely
border upon each other.

1.1.0. In investigations of a semiotic-typological nature the concept of culture is
perceived as fundamental. In doing so we should distinguish between the con-
ception of culture from its own point of view-and from the point of view of a
scientific metasystem which describes it. According to the first position, culture
will have the appearance of a certain delimited sphere which is opposed to the
phenomena of human history, experience, or activity lying outside it. Thus the
concept of culture is inseparably linked with the opposition of its “non-culture”.

"2 First published in English as: Uspenskij, B. A.; Ivanov, V. V; Toporov, V. N.; Pjatigorskij, A. M.;
Lotman, Ju. M. 1973. Theses on the semiotic study of cultures (as applied to Slavic texts). In:
Eng, Jan van der; Grygar, Mojmir (eds.), Structure of Texts and Semiotics of Culture. The Hague,
Paris: Mouton, 1-28. Since the author sequence varied in different printings, we standardize it
here (starting with the initiator of the text and others following in alphabetic order).
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The principle according to which this is done (the antithesis of true religion and
profanity, of enlightenment and ignorance, of belonging to a certain ethnic group
or not belonging to it, and the like) pertains to the type of the given culture.

Yet the very opposition of inclusion in some closed sphere and exclusion from
it constitutes a significant feature of our interpretation of the concept of culture
from the “inner” point of view. Herein occurs a characteristic absolutization of
the opposition: it seems that culture does not need its “outer” counteragent and
can be understood immanently.

1.1.1. From this point of view the definition of culture as the sphere of organiza-
tion (information) in human society and the opposition to it of disorganization
(entropy) is one of the many definitions given “from within” the object being de-
scribed, which is further evidence of the fact that science (in this case, informa-
tion theory) in the twentieth century is not only a metasystem but is also part of
the object described, “modern culture”

1.1.2. The opposition “culture-nature”, “done—undone” (“artificial-non-arti-
ficial”) is likewise merely a particular historically conditioned interpretation of
the antithesis of inclusion and exclusion. Let us point out that the antithesis “cul-
ture—civilization”, which was prevalent in Russian culture at the beginning of the
twentieth century (A. Blok), regards culture as a structure which is organized but
not by man - rather by the “spirit of music” — and is therefore “primeval”. As for
the feature of doneness (“artificialness”) it is ascribed to the antipode of culture —
civilization.

1.2.0. To describe them from the outer point of view, culture and non-culture
appear as spheres which are mutually conditioned and which need each other.
The mechanism of culture is a system which transforms the outer sphere into the
inner one: disorganization into organization, ignoramuses into initiates, sinners
into holy men, entropy into information. By virtue of the fact that culture lives not
only by the opposition of the outer and the inner spheres but also by moving from
one sphere to the other, it does not only struggle against the outer “chaos” but has
need of it as well; it does not only destroy it but continually creates it.

One of the links between culture and civilization (and “chaos”) consists in the
fact that culture continually estranges, in favor of its antipode, certain “exhausted”
elements, which become cliches and function in nonculture. Thus in culture itself
entropy increases at the expense of maximum organization.

1.2.1. In this connection it may be said that each type of culture has its corre-
sponding type of “chaos”, which is by no means primary, uniform, and always
equal to itself, but which represents just as active a creation by man as does the
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sphere of cultural organization. Each historically given type of culture has its own
type of nonculture peculiar to it alone.

1.2.2. The sphere of extracultural nonorganization may sometimes be construct-
ed as a mirror reflection of the sphere of culture or else as a space which, from the
position of an observer immersed in the given culture, appears as unorganized,
but which from an outer position proves to be a sphere of different organization.
An example of the former might be the reconstruction of pagan ideas by a monk
of twelfth-century Kiev in Povest’ vremennyh let [ Tale of Bygone Years]. It makes
a sorcerer taking part in a religious debate with Christians answer the questions
“Who are your gods? Where do they dwell?” by saying: “They dwell in abysses;
as for their appearance, they are black and winged, and have tails ..” When in
the sphere of the culturally-mastered world “the heights” are appointed to the
gods, then in its outer space they live below. Now, in the system of the given cul-
ture, an identification arises of the extra-cultural space with the negative “low”
world. (“That God which sits in an abyss is a devil, but a God sits in the skies”)
An example of the latter is the assertion of a Poljanin annalist that in old times the
Drevljans did not “have marriages”, after which a description is given of the family
organization, which was, for the annalist, not based on marriage but, naturally, is
for the modern investigator.

1.2.3. Although culture, by extending its limits, seeks completely to usurp the
whole of extracultural space, to assimilate it to itself, from the position of an out-
side description the expansion of the sphere of organization leads to the expansion
of the sphere of nonorganization. The narrow world of Hellenic civilization had
its correspondingly narrow sphere of encircling “barbarians”. The spatial growth
of ancient Mediterranean civilization was accompanied by the growth of the ex-
tracultural world. (Of course, if we abstract ourselves from the concepts of the
given type of culture, no growth occurred whatsoever; a certain people might live
the same way both before and after they became known to the world of Roman
civilization. Yet from the point of view of the given culture, its “forefield” steadily
expanded.) It is characteristic that the twentieth century, having exhausted the
reserves of the spatial expansion of culture (all geographical space has become
“cultural”; the “forefield” has disappeared), has addressed itself to the problem
of the subconscious, constructing a new type of space opposed to culture. The
opposition to the spheres of the subconscious, on the one hand, and of the cos-
mos, on the other, is just as essential to an understanding of the inner structure
of twentieth-century culture as the oppositions of Rus’and the steppe were for
the twelfth century, or of the people and the intelligentsia for Russian culture in
the second half of the nineteenth century. As a fact of culture the problem of the
subconscious is not so much a discovery as a creation of the twentieth century.
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1.2.4. The opposition “culture—extracultural space is the minimal unit of the
mechanism of culture on any given level. Practically speaking, we are given a para-
digm of extracultural spaces (“infantile”, “exotic-ethnic” from the point of view of
the given culture, “subconscious”, “pathological’, and others). The descriptions of
various peoples in medieval texts are constructed in an analogous manner: in the
center there is situated a certain normal “we”, to which other peoples are opposed
as a paradigmatic set of anomalies. It should be emphasized that from the inner
point of view the culture appears as the positive member of the aforementioned
opposition, whereas from the “outer” point of view the whole opposition appears
as a cultural phenomenon.

1.3.0. The active role of the outer space in the mechanism of culture is particu-
larly revealed in the fact that certain ideological systems may associate a culture-
generating source precisely with the outer, unorganized sphere, opposing to it the
inner, regulated sphere as culturally dead. Thus in the Slavophile opposition of
Russia and the West, the former is identified with the outer sphere, which is not
normalized, which is not culturally assimilated, but which constitutes the germ of
future culture. As for the West, it is conceived as a closed and regulated world, that
is to say, “cultural” and at the same time culturally dead.

1.3.1. Thus, from the position of an outside observer, culture will represent not
an immobile, synchronically balanced mechanism, but a dichotomous system,
the “work” of which will be realized as the aggression of regularity against the
sphere of the unregulated and, in the opposite direction, as the intrusion of the
unregulated into the sphere of organization. At different moments of historical
development either tendency may prevail. The incorporation into the cultural
sphere of texts which have come from outside sometimes proves to be a powerful
stimulating factor for cultural development.

1.3.2. The game relationship between culture and its outer sphere must be taken
into consideration when studying cultural influences and relations. If during pe-
riods of the intensive influence of culture on the outer sphere, culture assimilates
what is similar to it, that is to say, what from its position is recognized as a fact
of culture, then during moments of extensive development it absorbs the texts
which it does not have the means to decipher. The extensive encroachment upon
twentieth-century European culture of infantile art, of archaic and medieval art
or of the art of Far Eastern or African peoples, is bound up with the fact that
these texts are torn out of their characteristic historical (or psychological) con-
text. They are seen through the eyes of the “adult” or European. In order to play
an active role, they must be perceived as “strange”.
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1.3.3. The cultural function of the tension between the inner (closed) and the
outer (open) spaces is clearly revealed in the structure of houses (and other build-
ings). In making a house, man thereby partitions off a part of space which — in
contrast with the outer sphere - is perceived as culturally assimilated and regu-
lated. However, this initial opposition acquires cultural significance only against
a background of continual breaches in the opposite direction. Thus, on the one
hand, the closed “domestic” space begins to be perceived not as the antipode of
the outside world, but as its model and analogue (for example, the temple as an
image of the universe). In this case the regularity of the temple space is transferred
to the outside world, suppressing the sphere of irregularity (the aggression of the
inner space against the outside). On the other hand, some properties of the out-
side world penetrate into the inner world. Related to this is the attempt to distin-
guish “the house within the house” (for example, the altar space is an inner sphere
within an inner sphere). An extremely interesting example of the “game” between
the inner and outer spaces of a building as analogues to the tension between the
corresponding cultural spheres is that of baroque architecture. The creation of
structures which “overflow” their boundaries (pictures extending out of their
frames, statues descending from their pedestals, the system of paired correlation
between windows and mirrors, which introduces the exterior landscape into the
interior) creates mutual breaches of the cultural sphere into chaos and of chaos
into the cultural sphere.

2.0.0. Thus culture is constructed as a hierarchy of semiotic systems, on the one
hand, and a multilayered arrangement of the extracultural sphere surrounding it.
Yet it is indisputable that it is precisely the inner structure, the composition and
correlation of particular semiotic subsystems, which determines the type of cul-
ture in the first place.

2.0.1. In accordance with what was said above, several cultures may also form a
functional or structural unity from the point of view of broader contexts (genetic,
areal, and others). Such an approach proves especially fruitful in solving problems
of the comparative study of culture, particularly the culture of Slavic peoples. The
formation of an inner paradigm of cultures or their distribution in the field of the
“inner sphere of culture versus outer sphere of culture” opposition permits us to
decide a number of questions, both of the relationship between individual Slavic
cultures and of their relation to the cultures of other areas.

3.0.0. The fundamental concept of modern semiotics — the fext — may be con-
sidered a connecting link between general semiotic and special studies such as
Slavistics. 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
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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. Thus Pushkin’s Povesti Belkina [ Tales of
Belkin] may be regarded as an integral text, as an entire set of texts, or else as part
of a single text — “the Russian short story of the 18305s”

3.1.0. The concept “text” is used in a specifically semiotic sense and, on the one
hand, is applied not only to messages in a natural language but also to any car-
rier of integral (“textual”) meaning - to a ceremony, a work of the fine arts, ora
piece of music. On the other hand, not every message in a natural language is a
text from the point of view of culture. Out of the entire totality of messages in a
natural language, culture distinguishes and takes into account only those which
may be defined as a certain speech genre, for example, “prayer”, “law”, “novel”, and
others, that is to say, those which possess a certain integral meaning and fulfill a
common function.

3.2.0. The text as an object of study may be examined in the light of the following
problems.

3.2.1. Text and sign. The text as an integral sign; the text as a sequence of signs.
The second case, as is well known from the experience of the linguistic study of
the text, is sometimes regarded as the only possible one. Yet in the overall model
of culture another type of text is also essential, one in which the concept of the
text appears not as a secondary one derived from a chain of signs, but as a primary
one. A text of this type is not discrete and does not break down into signs. It rep-
resents a whole and is segmented not into separate signs but into distinctive fea-
tures. In this sense we can detect a far-reaching similarity between the primacy of
the text in such modern audiovisual systems of mass communication as the cin-
ema and television, and the role of the text for systems in which, as in mathemati-
cal logic, metamathematics, and the theory of formalized grammars, language is
understood as a certain set of texts. The fundamental distinction between these
two cases of the primacy of the text consists, however, in the fact that for audio-
visual systems of the transmission of information and for such comparatively ear-
lier systems as painting, sculpture, the dance (and pantomime), and ballet, the
continuous text may be primary (the whole canvas of a painting, or a fragment of it
in the event that separate signs are segmented in the painting), and a sign appears
as a secondary notion, definable in terms of the text, whereas in formalized lan-
guages the text may always be represented as a chain of discrete symbols assigned
as elements of an initial alphabet (of a set or a vocabulary). The orientation to-
ward such discrete models of formalized languages (i.e., toward the discrete case
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of the transmission of information), which was characteristic of the linguistics of
the first half of our century, is being replaced in contemporary semiotic theory
by a concern with the continuous (indiscrete) text as a primary datum (i.e., with
nondiscrete cases of the transmission of information) precisely at a time when
in culture itself communication systems using predominantly continuous texts
are acquiring increasingly greater significance. For television the basic unit is the
elementary life situation, which before the moment of televising (or of filming) is
in an a priori manner, unknown and irresolvable into elements. But for the audio-
visual technique of mass communication (the cinema and television, including
television films) a combination of both methods is also typical. The cinema by
no means relinquishes discrete signs, primarily signs of the oral language and of
other everyday languages (particularly what it obtains as “raw” or “precinemato-
graphic” material from other, typologically earlier, systems), but rather it includes
them in integral texts (the crucifix in the church scene in A. Wajda’s Ashes and Di-
amonds appears by itself as a discrete symbol, but it is reinterpreted in the context
of the entire sequence, in which it is correlated with the hero of the film). A similar
inclusion of discrete signs, most often adopted from other (archaic) systems, in a
continuous text may be shown in historically earlier visual systems, particularly in
painting, where the human image on the world tree — which is central to a consid-
erable number of mythological and ritual traditions (including those of the most
ancient Slavs) — or other images equivalent to it, may be retained as the center of
the composition. In all such cases we can see a manifestation of a general law of
the evolution of semiotic systems, according to which a certain sign or an entire
message (or fragment of a message) may be included in the text of another sign
system as a component part of it and may subsequently remain chiefly in that ca-
pacity (hence with a shifted function - esthetic and not mythological or ritual, as
in the examples given). The latter generalization may also be of interest in the sub-
stantiation of those methods of reconstructing the most ancient semiotic systems
which are based on the discovery of the signs (and sometimes of texts as well) of
an archaic system (of proto-Slavic mythology, for example) on the basis of their
latest reflections, included in folklore and other texts preserved in historical tra-
dition. At the same time, from this point of view the analysis of modern means
of mass communication in their relationship with systems historically preceding
them is organically included in the comparative study of the languages of culture
(such subjects of investigation as, for example, the relationship between Wajda’s
films and the Polish baroque tradition are found to be in conformity with the law -
not only on the level of the emotional atmosphere of the work, but also in the
nature of the “precinematographic” material selected).

The choice of a discrete metalanguage of distinctive features of the type: up-
per-lower, left-right, dark-light, black-white, to describe such continuous texts
as those of painting or the cinema, may by itself be regarded as a manifestation
of archaizing tendencies which impose on the continuous text of the object-lan-
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guage metalinguistic categories more characteristic of archaic systems of binary
symbolic classification (of mythological and ritual types). But we must not rule
out the fact that features of this kind remain as archetypical features even during
the creation and perception of continuous texts.

Thus the predominance of texts of the discrete or the nondiscrete type may
be associated with a certain stage of development of the culture. Yet it should be
emphasized that both these tendencies may also be represented as synchronically
coexisting. The tension between them (for example, the conflict between verbal
and visual text) constitutes one of the most permanent mechanisms of culture as
awhole. The prevalence of one of them is possible not as a complete suppression
of the opposite type, but only in the form of an orientation of culture toward cer-
tain textual structures as the predominant ones.

3.2.2. Text and the problem of “sender—receiver”. In the process of cultural commu-
nication, particular significance is attached to the problem of the “grammar of the
speaker” (addressor) and the “grammar of the hearer” (addressee). Just as indi-
vidual texts may be created with an orientation toward the “position of the speak-
er” or the “position of the hearer”, in the same way a similar trend may also be in-
herent in certain cultures as a whole. An example of a culture oriented toward the
hearer would be one in which the axiological hierarchy of texts is arranged in such
a way that the concepts “most valuable” and “most intelligible” coincide. In this
case the specifics of secondary supralinguistic systems will be expressed to the
least possible degree — the texts will strive for minimal conventionality and will
imitate “doneness”, consciously orienting themselves toward the type of “bare”
message found in a natural language. The chronicle, prose (especially the essay),
the newspaper article, the documentary film, and television will occupy the high-
est value stages. “Authentic”, “true”, and “simple” will be regarded as the highest
axiological characteristics.

A culture oriented toward the speaker possesses as its highest value the sphere
of closed, inaccessible, or completely unintelligible texts. It is a culture of the eso-
teric type. Prophetic and priestly texts, glossolalia, and poetry occupy the high-
est place. The orientation of the culture toward the “speaker” (addressor) or the
“hearer” (addressee) will be revealed in the fact that in the first case the audience
models itself according to the pattern of the creator of the texts (the reader seeks
to approach the poet’s ideal); in the second case, the sender constructs himself
according to the pattern of the audience (the poet seeks to approach the reader’s
ideal). The diachronic development of culture may also be regarded as movement
within the same communication field. An example of movement from an orien-
tation toward the speaker to an orientation toward the hearer in the individual
evolution of a writer might be the work of a poet like Pasternak. At the time of
the creation of the first version of “Poverh bar'erov” [“Over the Barriers”], “Sestra
moja zhizn™ [“My Sister Life”], “Temy i variacii” [“Themes and Variations”], the
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poet’s fundamental style was a monologue utterance which strove for accuracy of
expression of his own vision of the world with all the conditioned features of the
semantic (and sometimes syntactic as well) structure of poetic language. His later
works are dominated by a dialogue orientation toward the interlocutor-as-hearer
(toward the potential reader, who must understand everything being communi-
cated to him). The contrast between the two styles appears especially clearly in
cases where the writer tries to convey the same impression in two ways (the two
versions of the poem “Venecija” [“Venice”] and the two prose descriptions of the
same first impression of Venice in “Ohrannaja gramota” [“Safe conduct”] and in
his autobiography “Ljudi i polozhenija” [“People and Situations”]; the two ver-
sions of the poem: “Improvizacija” [“Improvisation”] of 1915 and “Improvizacija
na rojale” [“Improvisation on the Piano”] of 1946). That such a movement may
be interpreted not only in the light of individual causes, but also as a certain regu-
larity in the development of the European avant-garde, is attested by the creative
movement of Mayakovsky, Zabolotsky, and the poets of the Czech avant-garde.
Generally speaking, development from an orientation toward the speaker to an
orientation toward the hearer is not the only possible one; among Pasternak’s
contemporaries, a reverse development is characteristic of Mandelstam and par-
ticularly of Akhmatova (“Poéma bez geroja” [“Poem Without a Hero”] in com-
parison with earlier works).

3.2.3. We should ascertain to what degree the distinction between two polar
types of literary and artistic styles: Renaissance-baroque, baroque—classicism,
classicism~romanticism — which with respect to Slavic literatures of various
periods was most clearly outlined by Julian Krzyzanowski — may be correlated
with the hearer-oriented type of culture (the early Middle Ages, the baroque,
romanticism, the literature of the avant-garde — Mloda Polska [Young Poland]
and the like). Within each of such oppositions in turn, possible distinctions can
be drawn according to the analogous feature (with which we can associate the
existence of such intermediate types as Mannerism). The late chronology of the
inclusion in Slavic cultures of styles oriented toward the hearer can be associated
in a number of cases with the existence within these styles of features which are
closer to styles having an orientation toward the speaker (the baroque within
the Slavic late Renaissance, and the like). Certain general features linking styles
with the orientation toward the speaker permit us to raise the question of far-
reaching stylistic similarities (for example, in individual poems by Norwid from
Vademecum and in Tsvetaeva’s poetry) irrespective of absolute chronology.

3.2.4. Since memory is incorporated into the channel of communication be-
tween sender and receiver in cultures possessing the means of externally fixing
the message, a distinction is made between the potential receiver (“my distant
descendant” in Baratynsky’s poetry) and the actual receiver. The aggregate of
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actual receivers is linked with the sender in an inverse relationship. Specifically,
by means of such an aggregate a collective selection is made of the entire set of
texts, those selected conforming to the esthetic norms of the age, the generation,
and the social group. The mechanism of such a selection may be modelled by
means of an apparatus similar to the one elaborated in the cybernetic model of
evolution. Since from the information-theory point of view the amount of infor-
mation is defined for a given text in relation to the entire set of texts, it is possible
at the present time to describe more clearly the real role of “minor writers” in
the collective selection which prepares generation of the text carrying maximum
information. The individual selection made by the writer (and reflected in rough
drafts, for example) may be regarded as a continuation of the collective selection,
a continuation which he sometimes directs but often rejects. From this point of
view it may prove useful to investigate the factors hindering the selection.

The existence of memory in the channel of communication can also be as-
sociated with the reflection, in the structure of genres, of communication features
which sometimes can be traced back to the preceding period (the “genre me-
mory”, according to M. M. Bakhtin).

4.0.0. In defining culture as a certain secondary language, we introduce the con-
cept 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 rela-
tionship between the text in the natural language and the verbal text of culture.
The following relationships are possible here:

(a) The text in the natural language is not a text of the given culture. Such,
for example, for cultures oriented toward writing, are all texts whose so-
cial functioning implies the oral form. All utterances to which the given
culture does not ascribe value and meaning (and does not preserve, for
example), from its point of view, are not texts.'?

(b) The text in the given secondary language is simultaneously a text in the
natural language. Thus a poem by Pushkin is at the same time a text in the
Russian language.'*

(c) The verbal text of the culture is not a text in the given natural language.
It may at the same time be a text in another natural language (a Latin
prayer for a Slav), or else it may be formed by the irregular transforma-
tion of some level of a natural language (cf. the functioning of such texts
in children’s culture).

'" We should distinguish the nontext from the “antitext” of a given culture: the utterance which

the culture does not preserve from the utterance which it destroys.
'* Rare but possible are cases in which the realization of some message as a text in the given lan-

guage is determined by the fact that it belongs to a text of the culture.
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In the poetic texts of Khlebnikov there are fragments which in their phonological
structure (bobeobi), morphological or lexical composition (lukaet lukom ‘it arches
by the arch), smejanstvuet smehami ‘he laughing-nessifies with laughters’, and other
neologisms based on a revival of the archaic device of figura etymologica, which
has been characteristic of Slavic poetry beginning with the most ancient period)
and syntactic constructions (ty stoish’ chto delaja “you’re standing there doing
what?’) are not included among the correctly constructed texts, from the point of
view of the common language.

But each such fragment, owing to its inclusion in a text recognized as gram-
matical from the point of view of poetry, thereby becomes a fact of the history
of the language of Russian poetry. Analogous phenomena at earlier stages of
evolution can be noted with respect to those forms of folklore, for example to
nebyval'schina and nelepica (fantastic and absurd texts of Russian folklore), where
a breach of the semantic standards accepted in the common language becomes a
basic compositional principle.

4.0.1. Also essential is the question about the construction of the typology of
cultures in connection with the correlation of text and function. By text we im-
ply only a message which is constructed within the given culture according to
definite generative rules.'> In a more general form this tenet is applicable to any
semiotic system. Within another language or another system of languages the
same message may not be a text. Here we can see a general semiotic analogue of
the linguistic concept of grammaticalness, which is of cardinal importance to the
modern theory of formal grammars. Not every linguistic message is a text from
the point of view of culture, and conversely, not every text from the point of view
of culture is a correct message in a natural language.

4.1.1. The traditional history of culture takes into consideration for each chrono-
logical section only “new” texts, texts created by the given age. But in the real ex-
istence of culture, texts transmitted by the given cultural tradition or introduced
from the outside always function side by side with new texts. This gives each syn-
chronic state of culture the features of cultural polyglotism. Since on different
social levels the speed of cultural development may not be identical, a synchronic
state of culture may include its diachrony and the active reproduction of “old”
texts. Cf., for example, the vigorous existence of pre-Petrine culture among the
Russian Old-Believers of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and partly also
today.

15 This sentence has been corrected using the translation from Portis Winner and Winner 1976:
109 (Portis Winner, Irene; Winner, Thomas G. 1976. The semiotics of cultural texts. Semiotica

18(2): 101-156).
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5.0.0. The place of the text in the textual space is defined as the sum total of po-
tential texts.

5.0.1. The connection between the semiotic concept of the text and traditional
philological problems is especially clearly evident in the example of Slavistics as a
field of knowledge. The object of Slavic studies has invariably been a certain sum
of texts. But as scientific thought and the overall movement of culture on which
it is based progress, the same works may sometimes gain and sometimes lose the
ability to appear as texts. A significant example in this regard is the literature of
Old Russia. If the number of sources here is relatively stable, the list of texts var-
ies significantly from one scholarly school to another and from one investigator
to another, since it reflects a formulated or an implicit concept of the text which
always correlates with the conception of Old Russian culture. The sources which
do not satisfy this concept are transferred to the category of “nontexts”. An obvi-
ous example is the hesitation of literary scholars in designating some works as ar-
tistic texts according to the extent to which they satisfy the concept of the “artistic
culture of the Middle Ages”.

5.1.0. A broad conception of the study of texts would be in accordance with tra-
ditional methods of Slavistics, which even previously embraced both synchronic-
ally interpreted Slavic texts (for example, those written in Old Church Slavonic)
and texts of different periods compared on the diachronic level. It appears im-
portant to emphasize at this point that a broad typological approach removes the
absoluteness from the opposition of synchrony and diachrony. In this connec-
tion it is worth noting the special function of languages which claim the role of
the basic instrument of interlingual communication and of the connecting link
between different ages at least in certain parts of the Slavic area, and first of all
the role of Old Church Slavonic and of the texts written in its various recensions.
Therefore together with the relationship between synchrony and diachrony we
can also suggest the problem of the panchronic functioning of language (in this
specific case Old Church Slavonic served primarily as the language for Orthodox
communication). This appears all the more significant because with respect to an
absolute time scale different Slavic cultural traditions are organized in different
ways (cf,, on the one hand, the abundance of vestiges of proto-Slavic antiquity in
the East Slavic area in the sphere which may be called “lower culture” and, on the
other hand, the encroachment of certain areas, particularly West Slavic and parts
of South Slavic, upon other cultural zones), which accounts for discreteness in
the structure of the diachrony of these Slavic cultures, in contrast to the continu-
ity of other traditions.

5.2.0. For a historical reconstruction as applied to Slavic texts, a synchronic com-
parison of texts belonging to different Slavic linguistic traditions may in a number
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of cases yield more than a comparison within the same evolutionary series. In this
way it is possible to obtain fruitful results in the solution of the traditional philo-
logical problem of the reconstruction of texts unavailable to the investigator. For
minimal texts — the combination of morphemes in words or separate morphemes -
such an approach is practically realized in Slavic comparative-historical linguis-
tics. At present it can be extended to the entire field of the reconstruction of Slavic
antiquities — from metrics to the genre characteristics of folklore texts, mythol-
ogy, ritual (understood as text), music, dress, ornaments, life style, and others.
The abundance of the various influences of other traditions with respect to the
latest periods (for example, of Eastern — and later Western European — forms of
dress with respect to the history of the costumes of East Slavic peoples) makes the
diachronic development to a great extent discontinuous as a result of far-reaching
breaches of traditions). In order to reconstruct initial Common Slavic forms, an
analysis of this development may be important chiefly in the aspect of the seg-
mentation of later features. A more effective way of solving the same problem of
diachronic stratification and of projection of the most ancient layer on the Com-
mon Slavic period may be a comparison of synchronic sections of each of the
Slavic traditions.

5.2.1. Practically speaking, the reconstruction of texts is the concern of all philol-
ogists — from specialists in Slavic antiquities and folklore to investigators of the lit-
erature of modern times (the reconstruction of the author’s intention or of a work
of art, the restoration of lost texts and parts of them, the reconstruction of the
reader’s interpretation from the opinions of contemporaries, the reconstruction
of oral sources and of their place in the system of a written culture; in studying
the history of the theatre and dramatic art the object of investigation is primarily
reconstruction, etc.). To a certain extent every reading of a poetic manuscript is
a reconstruction of the creative process and a successive removal of superimpos-
ing layers; cf. the approach to the reading of a manuscript as a reconstruction in
the Pushkin scholars’ textual criticism of the 19205, 30's, and 40’s. The empirical
material accumulated in various fields of Slavic philology permits us to raise the
question of the creation of a general theory of reconstruction based on a com-
mon system of postulates and formalized procedures. In so doing, a deliberate
approach to the problem of levels of reconstruction appears essential, i.e. the idea
that different levels of reconstruction require different procedures and lead to
specific results in each case. Reconstruction may be carried out at the highest
level, the purely semantic level, which in the final analysis we transfer to the lan-
guage of certain universal notions.

But in the formulation of a number of problems, there may occur a uniform
overlapping of the reconstructed material into other structures of the same na-
tional culture. As semantic messages are recoded on the lower levels, more and
more specific problems are solved, even including those which directly link the
reconstruction of the text with linguistic investigations. The most conspicuous
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results of reconstruction have been achieved on the extreme levels corresponding
to the semiotic categories of the signified (signifi¢) and the signifier (signifiant),
which is perhaps related to the fact that it is precisely these levels which to the
greatest degree correspond to textual reality, whereas the intermediate levels are to
a greater extent correlated with the metalinguistic system assumed in description.

5.2.2. The representation of a text in a natural language might be described by
proceeding from an idealized diagram of the work of an automatic machine which
would transform the text, successively developing it from the general intention to
the lower levels; in this transformation each of the levels or some combination of
different levels might in principle correspond to the recoding of the text by means
of an output mechanism (see Fig. 1). If the output mechanism in Fig. 1 corre-
sponds to the phoneme level, this means that the message transmitted by means
of this mechanism is a sequence of phonemes, i.e., in the transmitter (understood
according to the information-theory model of message transmission) each of the
phonemes in the code table is compared with a certain letter-signal; an example
might be a letter script of the Serbian and Croatian type. But if the output mecha-
nism corresponds to the level of the general intention of the text, then this means
that the message transmitted by means of this mechanism represents a general
idea of the text in a still unsegmented form, i.e., in the transmitter this idea is com-
pared with its coding symbol (the possibility cannot be ruled out that this symbol
is the only one forming the entire code and is thereby an extrasystemic sign). As
an example we can cite such general symbols as, for example, suns, pictures of
birds and horses, or combinations of all three of these symbols in a vegetative
design forming a single text; with respect to the most ancient period, which coin-
cides with the Proto-Slavic, they represented a single text having a strict relation-
ship of its symbols-as-elements ~ both with the common semantics for the whole
text and the completely defined semantics of each element; as for their subse-
quent reflections in individual Slavic traditions (for example, in the decorative
designs on spinning wheels, sleighs, carriages, various utensils — chests, trunks —
embroidery on clothing, carved wooden ornaments - particularly on the roofs
of houses — on ritual goods made of pastry - pies, round loaves — on children’s
toys, etc.) they appear as parts of a secondary text constructed by “intermingling”
original component parts, which lose their syntactic function as the fundamental
semantics of the text is forgotten. For the earlier period the reconstruction of the
text describing the world tree, the luminaries above it, and the birds and animals
arranged on and near it, is confirmed by the existence, in all the principal Slavic
traditions, of verbal texts of various genres (charms, riddles, songs, tales) which
completely coincide with one another. At the same time it turns out that such
a reconstruction of the text corresponds, on the one hand, to a common Indo-
European reconstruction made without regard for Slavic data on the basis of the
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coincidence of Indo-Iranian texts with Old Icelandic ones, and on the other hand,
to typologically similar texts of various Eurasian shamanist traditions.

| General intention of the text

| Level of major semantic blocs I

|

\ Syntactic-semantic structure of the sentence |

| Word level |

|

I Level of phonemic groups (syllables) I

L Phoneme level |

Fig. 1. General diagram of the recoding of a linguistic text by levels.

5.2.3. For such reconstructions, even when it is impossible to find the linguistic
elements which embody the text on the lower level, its semantic reconstruction
is facilitated by the typological similarity of cultural complexes using, practically
speaking, a single set of basic semantic oppositions (of the type reconstructed
for Proto-Slavic: fortune-misfortune, life—death, sun-moon, land-sea, etc.). In
such cases we can also advance a hypothesis concerning similar possibilities of
the social interpretation of such systems; in this connection we should note the
possibility of also including in the appropriate cultural complexes (understood
in the broad sense for the most ancient periods, given a certain type of social
organization) such manifestations of social structures as the shape of settlements
and houses, rules, instructions, and prohibitions concerning permissible and es-
pecially compulsory types of marriages and the characteristics of the functioning
of kinship terms associated with them. Therefore the data obtained in the appli-
cation of structural methods to the reconstruction of Slavic antiquities prove to
be significant not only for the history of culture in the narrow sense, but also for
the investigation of the early stages of the social organization of the Slavs (as well
as for the interpretation of archeological data). This once again confirms the real
unity of Slavistics as the study of Slavic antiquities understood as a single semi-
otic whole, and of the latest transformation and differentiation of the respective

traditions.
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6.0.0. From the semiotic point of view culture may be regarded as a hierarchy of
particular semiotic systems, as the sum of the texts and the set of functions cor-
related with them, or as a certain mechanism which generates these texts. If we
regard the collective as a more complexly organized individual, culture may be
understood by analogy with the individual mechanism of memory as a certain
collective mechanism for the storage and processing of information. The semi-
otic structure of culture and the semiotic structure of memory are functionally
uniform phenomena situated on different levels. This proposition does not con-
tradict the dynamism of culture: being in principle the fixation of past experience,
it may also appear as a program and as instructions for the creation of new texts.
Moreover, it is possible given a fundamental orientation of culture toward future
experience to construct a certain conditional point of view from which the future
appears as the past. For example, texts are being created which will be stored by
our descendants; people who perceive themselves as “public figures of the age”
seek to perform historic deeds (acts which in the future will become memory).
Cf. the aspiration of people of the eighteenth century to choose heroes of antig-
uity as programs for their own behavior (the image of Cato is the distinctive code
which deciphers the entire lifelong behavior of Radischey, including his suicide).
The essence of culture as memory is especially clearly shown in the example of
archaic texts, particularly folklore texts.

6.0.1. Not only do the participants in communication create texts, but the texts
also contain the memory of the participants in communication. Therefore the
assimilation of texts of another culture leads to the transmission through the
centuries of certain structures of personality and types of behavior. The text may
appear as a condensed program of the whole culture. The assimilation of texts
from another culture results in the phenomenon of polyculturality, in the possibil-
ity, while remaining within one culture, of choosing conventional behavior in the
style of another. This phenomenon occurs only at certain stages of social develop-
ment, and as an outward sign specifically affords the possibility of choosing a type
of clothing (cf. the choice between the “Hungarian”, “Polish”, or “Russian” dress in
the Russian culture of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries).

6.0.2. For the period beginning with the Proto-Slavic and continuing in indi-
vidual Slavic traditions down to modern times, the collective mechanism for the
storage of information (“memory”) ensures the transmission from generation to
generation of fixed rigid schemes of texts (metric, translinguistic, etc.) and whole
fragments of them (loci communi with respect to folklore texts). The most ancient
sign systems of this type — in which literature is reduced to the embodiment, by
means of ritual formulas, of mythological plots handed down from generation
to generation — on the level of social interpretation may be synchronized with
rigidly determined systems of relationships in which all possibilities are covered
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by rules correlated with the mythological past and with cyclical ritual. On the
contrary, more advanced systems, in groups whose behavior is regulated by the
memory of their real history, correlate directly with the type of literature in which
the basic principle becomes the search for devices which are statistically the least
frequent (and which therefore carry the greatest amount of information). Simi-
lar arguments might also be advanced with respect to other areas of culture in
which the very concept of development (i.e., of direction in time) is inseparable
from the accumulation and processing of information, which is gradually used
to introduce appropriate corrections into programs of behavior; this accounts
for the regressive role of the artificial mythologization of the past, which creates
myth in place of historical reality. In this sense the typology of the attitudes to-
ward the Common Slavic past may prove useful in the investigation of the legacy
of the Slavophiles and of its role. We can take into account the possibilities of a
diachronic transformation of Indo-European culture such that it does not always
assume development in the direction of complexity of organization (complex-
ity is understood here on the purely formal level as a function of the measure of
the number of elements, of the characteristics of their order and the relations be-
tween them, and of the regularity of the entire culture). Modern investigations of
reconstructed Indo-European forms in their relation to Proto-Slavic forms permit
us to raise the question of the possibility in certain cases of movement not in the
direction of increasing the amount of information but in the direction of increas-
ing the amount of entropy in Common Slavic texts in comparison with Common
Indo-European texts (and sometimes also in individual Slavic as compared with
Common Slavic texts). In particular, dual exogamic structures, which apparently
correlate with the binary symbolic classification reconstructed for proto-Slavic,
represent a more archaic layer than structures reconstructed for Common Indo-
European; but that may be explained not by the greater archaicness of the Slavic
world but by certain secondary processes which have resulted in the simplifica-
tion of structures. In all such cases, in the process of reconstruction there occurs
the problem of eliminating the noise superimposed on the text as it is transmitted
through the diachronic channel of communication between generations. In this
connection, phenomena revealed in secondary modelling systems can be com-
pared with the evident decrease in complexity (and increase in simplicity) of the
organization of the text on the morphological level during the transition from the
Indo-European to the (late) Proto-Slavic period during which the law of open
syllables was operating (by simplicity here we mean a decrease in the number of
elements and the rules for their distribution).

6.1.0. For the functioning of culture and accordingly for the substantiation of the
necessity of employing comprehensive methods in studying it, this fact is of fun-
damental significance: that a single isolated semiotic system, however perfectly
it may be organized, cannot constitute a culture ~ for this we need as a minimal
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mechanism a pair of correlated semiotic systems. The text in a natural language
and the picture demonstrate the most usual system of two languages constituting
the mechanism of culture. The pursuit of heterogeneity of languages is a charac-
teristic feature of culture.

6.1.1. In this connection particular significance is attached to the phenomenon of
bilingualism, which is extraordinarily important for the Slavic world and which
in many respects determines the specific character of Slavic cultures. Despite
the great diversity of the specific conditions of bilingualism in different Slavic
spheres, the other language usually appeared as hierarchically higher, serving as
the standard model for the formation of texts. The same orientation toward the
“foreign” language may be found when there occurs in the culture a movement
toward the democratization of linguistic means. Thus Pushkin’s remark that one
ought to study the language of the prosvirnyj women in Moscow who baked a
special kind of cakes implies a treatment of the popular language as a different
language. This principle is revealed when a socially lower system becomes axi-
ologically higher. The specific functions of the second Slavic language (usually
Old Church Slavonic) in such a pair of structurally equivalent languages makes
the material of Slavic cultures and languages especially valuable, not only for the
investigation of problems of bilingualism but also for explaining a number of pro-
cesses hypothetically associated with bilingualism and polylingualism (the origin
of the novel and the role of bilingualism and polylingualism for that genre, the
approximation to the spoken language as one of the social functions of poetry;
cf. the idea of the “secularization” of the language of Russian poetry in articles by
Mandelstam).

6.1.2. In view of the indisputable connections established through linguistic
means of presenting texts, among the texts studied by the various branches of
Slavistics we may include texts which are written in admittedly non-Slavic lan-
guages but which are functionally significant in their opposition to the corre-
sponding Slavic languages (the Latin of the scholarly works of Jan Hus as distinct
from Old Czech; the French of Tyutchev’s articles). In this connection it may be
of particular interest to analyze Latin and Italian texts in comparison with Slavic
texts during the period of Renaissance bilingualism in the West and Southwest
Slavic world (cf. the characteristic Latin-Polish and Italian-Croatian macaronic
verse texts of later baroque times), and to analyze French texts in comparison
with their Russian equivalents in the Russian literature of the first half of the nine-
teenth century (the same poem by Baratynsky in French and Russian, Pushkin’s
French notes in comparison with his Russian works which in part parallel them),
as well as French-Russian bilingualism represented and used as a literary device
in the nineteenth-century Russian novel or in comic verse, for instance by verse,
for instance by Myatlev.
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6.1.3. As a system of systems based in the final analysis on a natural language
(this is implied in the term “secondary modelling systems” which are contrasted
with the “primary system” that is to say, the natural language), culture may be
regarded as a hierarchy of semiotic systems correlated in pairs, the correlation be-
tween them being to a considerable extent realized through correlation with the
system of the natural language. This connection appears especially clearly in the
reconstruction of Proto-Slavic antiquities on account of the greater syncretism of
archaic cultures (cf. the connection between certain rhythmic and melodic types
and metrical ones, which in their turn are conditioned by rules of syntactic pros-
ody; the direct reflection of ritual functions in the linguistic denotations of such
elements of ritual texts as the names of ceremonial foods).

6.1.4. The proposition concerning the insufficiency of only one natural language
for the construction of culture can be connected with the fact that even a natural
language itself is not a strictly logical realization of a single structural principle.

6.1.5. The degree of the awareness of the unity of the entire system of systems
within a given culture varies, which by itself may be regarded as one of the criteria
of a typological evaluation of a given culture. This degree is very high in the theo-
logical structures of the Middle Ages and in those later cultural movements in
which, as among the Hussites, we can see a return to the same archaic conception
of the unity of culture but charged with a new content. However, from the point
of view of the modern investigator, culture, whose representatives conceive of it as
uniform, proves to be organized in a more complex manner: within medieval cul-
ture we can distinguish the layer of “unofficial carnival phenomena” discovered
by M. M. Bakhtin’s school (which in the Slavic area are continued in such texts as
the Old Czech mystery play Unguentarius); Hussite literature reveals a significant
opposition of Latin scholarly texts and works of journalistic literature addressed
to a different (mass) audience. Certain periods having a characteristic literary ori-
entation toward the sender of the message are at the same time specifically char-
acterized by a maximally extensive set of denotata and concepts within messages
originating with the same author (Comenius, Boskovic, Lomonosov), which may
serve as an additional argument in favor of the unity of culture (including in these
cases both the natural sciences and some disciplines of the humanities, etc.). This
cultural unity is of exceptional significance for a strict substantiation of the sub-
ject of Slavistics itself as the study of the synchronic and diachronic functioning
of cultures related through their correlation with the same Slavic language or else
with two Slavic languages, one of them being Old Church Slavonic in a number
of cultures. Knowledge of the community of the linguistic traditions used in each
of the given cultures serves (not only in theory but also in the practical behav-
ior of the bearers of the respective traditions) as a prerequisite for the realization
of their differences. For the Slavic world these differences are connected not so
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much with the purely linguistic (morphonological) rules of recoding — which giv-
en their relative simplicity might not impede mutual understanding - as with cul-
tural and historical (for the early periods primarily denominational) differences.
It thereby clearly becomes necessary to study Slavic cultures in such a way that,
while continually bearing in mind the connecting role of linguistic community,
we go beyond linguistics proper and take into account all the extralinguistic fac-
tors which have specifically affected language differentiation. Thus the analysis of
Slavic cultures and languages may prove to be a convenient model for investigat-
ing the interrelations between natural languages and secondary (supralinguistic)
semiotic modelling systems.

Under secondary modelling systems we understand such semiotics systems,
with the aid of which models of the world or its fragments are constructed. These
systems are secondary in relation to the primary system of natural language, over
which they are built — directly (the supralinguistic system of literature) or in the
shape parallel to it (music, painting).16

6.2.0. In the system of culture-generating semiotic oppositions a special role is
played by the opposition of discrete and nondiscrete semiotic models (discrete
and nondiscrete texts), as a particular manifestation of which the antithesis of ver-
bal and iconic signs may appear. This gives new meaning to the traditional prob-
lem of the comparison of the fine arts and the verbal arts: we can speak of their
need of each other in order to form the mechanism of culture and of their need to
be different according to the principle of semiosis, that is to say, on the one hand
equivalent, and on the other hand not entirely mutually convertible. Since differ-
ent national traditions possess a different logic, rate of evolution, and receptivity
to foreign influences within discrete and non-discrete text-generating systems,
the tension between them creates the possibility of a great variety of combina-
tions of what is essential, for example, for the construction of a historical typology
of Slavic cultures. It may be of particular interest to uncover the same regularities
of the construction of a text (of a typical baroque text, for example) using mate-
rial of predominantly continuous (pictorial) and predominantly discrete (verbal)
texts. On this level an important problem is that of film making as an experiment
in translating a discrete verbal text into a continuous one which is merely accom-
panied by fragments of the discrete (for example, Iwaszkiewicz s Birch Wood and
Wajda’s television film of it, in which the role of the verbal text is reduced to a
minimum in view of the significance of the music for the film’s sound track).

7.0.0. One of the fundamental problems of the study of the semiotics and typol-
ogy of cultures is the formulation of the question of the equivalence of structures,

16 This last paragraph was absent in the English version of 1973. Here added using the translation

from Portis Winner, Winner 1976: 136.
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texts, functions. Within a single culture the problem of the equivalence of texts
occupies a prominent place. This problem underlies the possibility of translation
within a single tradition. In this process, so long as equivalence is not identity,
translation from one system of text to another always includes a certain element
of untranslatability. Given a semiotic approach, it is specific texts which are cor-
relatable and identifiable according to the principles of organization, and not the
systems, which preserve their autonomy no matter how extensive may be the
identity of the texts they generate. Therefore the task of reconstructing texts in
different sublanguages sometimes proves to be more attainable than the recon-
struction of those sublanguages themselves. The latter problem must often be
solved by relying on typological comparisons with other cultural areas. In con-
formity with the traditional aims of Slavistics, comparativistic problems may be
interpreted here as the transmission of texts through different channels.

7.0.1. In so doing it is essential to distinguish three cases: the transmission of a
certain text in another Slavic language through a channel from which it issues
in another Slavic language (the simplest example is translation from one Slavic
language to another: Polish-Ukrainian-Russian relations in the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries); the transmission of a certain text created in a different tradi-
tion through two (or more) such channels (the simplest example is the various
recensions of Old Church Slavonic translations of the gospel: translations of the
same text of Western literature into different Slavic languages); finally, the trans-
mission of a text through channels of which only one is ultimately represented
by its realization in a Slavic language (the case in which literary or other cultural
contacts within the Slavic area are limited to only one national or linguistic tradi-
tion) as, for example, a number of phenomena associated with Turkish-Bulgarian
lexical contact; among the latter types of phenomena we can apparently include
relations between the minnesong and forms of the Old Czech love-lyric texts
(vicerny). The relatively lesser significance of the third case in comparison with
the first two supports the view according to which the history of Slavic literatures
must be constructed primarily as a comparative one. Against the background of
the presence of some phenomenon in other Slavic traditions, its absence or the
struggle against it (for example, Byronism in Slovak literature) proves especially
significant. Transmission on relatively high levels (particularly on the level of the
figurative and stylistic organization of the text) is typical of the Slavic documents
of the late Middle Ages. This explains, on the one hand, the complexity of their
organization (conditioned by the length of their evolution and of the collective
selection of texts not in the Slavic world but within the Byzantine tradition) and,
on the other hand, their relatively low value (speaking of the higher levels and not
of the level of the language vocabulary proper) for Proto-Slavic reconstructions.
The reflection — during transmission — in the Slavic area of a tradition explained
by a prolonged preliminary selection of texts appears important both for the his-
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tory of the literature of sixteenth century Dalmatia and for a number of Slavic
literatures of recent centuries. A special case is represented by a transmission in
which the character of the upper levels of the text essentially changes, while a
number of essential features of the lower levels — particularly of the iconic levels —
remain the same, as occurred in the identification (on the lower levels, which
for a certain audience are the most significant) of East Slavic pagan gods with
Orthodox saints (cf. such pairs as Volos and Saint Blaise, Mokosh and Paraskeva
Pyatnitsa; the reflection of the ancient cult of twins in the rites of Flor and Lavra).
The problem of Slavic-non-Slavic contacts and of the transmissions associated
with them requires a very broad understanding of the entire culture under con-
sideration, including the “sublinguistic systems” of custom, life style, and tech-
nology (including trades); non-Slavic influences - frequently more noticeable
in these areas (and in the spheres of linguistic terminology directly associated
with them) - only in subsequent stages can be detected in the secondary supra-
linguistic systems, which here clearly reveal how they differ in principle from the
“sublinguistic” systems, which are not constructed on the basis of the signs and
texts of a natural language and cannot be transposed in them. In contrast with this
principle, which was characteristic of the late periods of contact with Western
cultural zones, the earlier contacts with Byzantium affected primarily the sphere
of secondary modelling systems.

7.1.0. There is a difference between the transposition of texts within the same
cultural tradition and the typologically similar translation of texts belonging to
different traditions. For the Slavic cultural world, for strictly linguistic reasons
(we have in mind the similarity preserved on different levels and the role of the
Old Church Slavonic element) translation often coincides with reconstruction.
This applies not only to obvious lexical and phonological correspondences but
also, for example, to such phenomena as the anticipation of the reconstruction
of Proto-Slavic metrical schemes in the rhythmic system of the “Pesni zapadnyh
slavjan” [ “Songs of the Western Slavs”] of Pushkin, who intuitively compared the
same two traditions — East Slavic and Serbo-Croatian — on which modern, recon-
structions are based. Cf. also J. Tuwim’s experiments in the modelling of the pho-
netic structure of Russian speech within the Polish verse line given his deliberate
rejection of an orientation toward lexical correspondences. In the light of this
conception it is appropriate to point out the historical merit of Krizanic and — in
times closer to our own - the analogous approach characteristic of Baudouin de
Courtenay, in whose opinion the correspondence between the Slavic languages
represents a phonetic translation.

8.0.0. The view according to which cultural functioning is not achieved within
the framework of any one semiotic system (let alone within a level of the system)
implies that in order to describe the life of a text in a system of culture or the inner
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working of the structures which compose it, it does not suffice to describe the im-
manent organization of separate levels." We are faced with the task of studying
the relations between the structures of different levels. Such interrelations may be
revealed both in the appearance of intermediate levels and in the structural iso-
morphism sometimes observed on different levels. Thanks to the occurrence of
isomorphism we can pass from one level to another. The approach which is sum-
marized in these theses is characterized by primary consideration for recodings
when passing from one level to another, in contrast to the immanent descriptions
of levels at earlier stages of formalized descriptions. From this point of view, the
"Anagrams” of F. de Saussure turn out to be more modern than the purely imma-
nent experiments of the early stages of formal literary criticism.

8.0.1. Switching from one level to another may occur with the help of rewriting
rules, in which an element represented on a higher level by one symbol is expand-
ed on a lower level into a whole text (which given a reverse order of passage is
understood accordingly as a separate sign included in the broader context). Here,
as in other such cases discovered in modern linguistics, the order of rules describ-
ing the operations of the synchronic synthesis of the text may coincide with the
order of diachronic development (cf. the coincidence of the order of the rules for
the synchronic synthesis of the word form from its constituent morphemes, with
the diachronic phenomenon of deetymologization as described in the history of
the Slavic noun). Herein both in synchronic and diachronic description prefer-
ence is given to context-bound rules, where for each symbol x the context A-B is
indicated, in which it is rewritten as text T

x-~>T (A-B)

8.0.2. In recent years the interest of specialists in structural poetics has been con-
centrated on the study of interlevel relations; so onomatopoeia, for example, is
studied not without regard for sense but in relation to sense. The process of recod-
ing by level interweaves the result of different stages of the reduction of parts of a
synthesized text to a sign, which is really embodied in the auditory or optic signal.
The possibility of experimentally dividing the different stages in the process of
synthesizing a literary text remains problematical because its surface structure,
which is defined by formal limitations, may influence the deep figurative struc-
ture. This specifically follows from the ratio discovered on the basis of poetics, #
<y, according to which, given an increase in the coefficient §, which indicates the
extent of the limitations imposed on the poetic form, there must be an increase
in the quantity y, which defines the flexibility of the poetic language, ie., spe-
cifically, of the number of synonymous paraphrases achieved through transferred

17 This sentence has been corrected using the translation from Portis Winner, Winner 1976: 138.
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and figurative word usage, unusual word combinations, and the like. Therefore
the discovery of the extent of formal limitations in works on comparative Slavic
poetics, the establishment of such information-theory parameters of individual
Slavic languages as flexibility (y) and entropy (H), and the specification of the
aims and possibilities of translation from one Slavic language to another, turn out
to be different aspects of the same problem, which may be investigated only on
the basis of preliminary research in each of those fields.

9.0.0. In the union of different levels and subsystems into a single semiotic
whole - “culture” - two mutually opposed mechanisms are at work:
(a) The tendency toward diversity — toward an increase in differently orga-
nized semiotic languages, the “polyglotism” of culture.
(b) The tendency toward uniformity - the attempt to interpret itself or other
cultures as uniform, rigidly organized languages.

The first tendency is revealed in the continual creation of new languages of cul-
ture and in the irregularity of its internal organization. Different spheres of culture
have inherent in them a different extent of internal organization. While creating
within itself sources of maximum organization, culture also has need of relatively
amorphous formations which only resemble structure. In this sense it is charac-
teristic to distinguish systematically, within the historically given structures of
culture, spheres which are to become, as it were, a model of the organization of
culture as such. It is especially interesting to study various artificially created sign
systems which strive for maximum regularity (such, for example, is the cultural
function of the ranks, dress coats, and badges of rank in the “regular” state of Peter
the Great and his successors — the very idea of “regularity”, in becoming a part of
the uniform cultural unity of the age, constitutes an additional quantity in the
motley irregularity of the real life of those times). Of great interest from this point
of view is the study of metatexts: instructions, “regulations”, and directions which
represent a systematized myth created by culture about itself. Significant in this
respect is the role played at different stages of culture by language grammars as
models of organizing, “regulating” texts of various kinds.

9.0.1. The role of artificial languages and of mathematical logic in the develop-
ment of such branches of knowledge as structural and mathematical linguistics or
semiotics can be described as one of the examples of the creation of “sources of
regularity”. At the same time these sciences themselves in the overall complexity
of twentieth-century culture play, on the whole, an analogous role.

9.0.2. The essential mechanism which imparts unity to the various levels and sub-
systems of culture is its model of itself, the myth of the culture about itself which
appears at a certain stage. It is expressed in the creation of autocharacteristics
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(for example, metatexts of the type of Boileau’s L'art poétique, which is especially
typical of the age of classicism; cf. the normative treatises of Russian classicism),
which actively regulate the construction of culture as a whole.

9.0.3. Another mechanism of unification is the orientation of culture. A certain
particular semiotic system becomes significant as the prevailing system, and its
structural principles penetrate the other structures and the culture as a whole.
Thus we may speak of cultures oriented toward writing (text) or toward oral
speech, toward the word and toward the picture. There may exist a culture orient-
ed toward a culture or toward the extracultural sphere. The orientation of culture
toward mathematics in the Age of Reason or (to a certain extent) at the beginning
of the second half of the twentieth century may be compared with the orientation
of culture toward poetry during the period of romanticism or symbolism.

The orientation toward cinema is connected to such traits of twentieth cen-
tury culture as the dominance of the montage principle (beginning with cubistic
constructions in painting and poetry, chronologically preceding the ascendancy
of the montage principle in silent film; cf. also later “cine-eye™type experiments
in prose, consciously imitating the montage principles of documentary films in
their construction; another characteristic example of this is the parallelism of the
combination of different temporal segments in cinema, contemporary theatre,
and prose, e.g. Bulgakov’s), the employment and opposition of different points
of view (the increase in the relative amount of narration, free indirect speech and
inner monologue in prose is related to this; such artistic practice also coincides
with the pervasive and, in the case of a number of researchers, conscious paral-
lelism in the conceptualization of the meaning of point of view for the theory of
prose, theory of painting, and theory of cinema), the prevalence of concentrating
on details presented in close-ups (the metonymic trend in fiction; this stylistic
dominant is also related to the importance of detail as a key to narrative structure
in popular literary genres, such as detective fiction).'®

9.1.0. Scientific investigation is not only an instrument for the study of culture but
is also part of its object. Scientific texts, being metatexts of the culture, may at the
same time be regarded as its texts. Therefore any significant scientific idea may
be regarded both as an attempt to cognize culture and as a fact of its life through
which its generating mechanisms take effect. From this point of view we might
raise the question of modern structural-semiotic studies as phenomena of Slavic
culture (the role of the Czech, Slovak, Polish, Russian, and other traditions).

'8 This last paragraph was absent in the English version of 1973. Translated by Tanel Pern.



Te3nCbl K CEMUOTUYECKOMY U3YUYEHUIO KYNIbTYpP
(B NpUMeHEeHUU K CNAaBAHCKUM TeKcTam)'®

IOPU M. NOTMAH,

BAYECJ/TAB BC. UBAHOB,
ANEKCAHAP M. NATUTOPCKUA,
BNAANMWUP H. TONOPOB,
BOPUC A. YCMEHCKUN

1.0.0. Ilpu n3y4eHHH KyABTYPbl HCXOAHOH SBASIETCS IPEATIOCHIAKA, UTO BCS A€sl-
TEABHOCTb YeAOBeKa I10 BbIpaboTke, 06MeHy 1 XpaHeHHI0 HHPOpMaLinu obaapaer
U3BECTHBIM eAMHCTBOM. OTAeAbHBIE 3HAKOBBIE CHCTEMBI, XOTS M IIPEANIOAATralOT
HMMaHEeHTHO OpraHH30BaHHbIe CTPYKTYPbl, PYHKIIHOHHPYIOT AUIIb B eAHHCTBE,
OnMpasicb ApPYT Ha Apyra. Hu opAHa M3 3HAKOBBIX CHCTeM He 0DAaA3eT MeXaHHM3-
MOM, KOTOpbIA obecrednBaAs Obl eil M30AHPOBaHHOe (YHKLMOHHpOBaHue. M3
3TOrO BBITEKAET, YTO HapsIAY C IOAXOAOM, KOTOPBIH MTO3BOASIET TOCTPOHUTD CEPHIO
OTHOCHTEAbHO aBTOHOMHbBIX HayK CEMHOTHYECKOTO LIHKAQ, AOITYCTHM H APYTOH, C
TOYKH 3PeHHUs KOTOPOTrO BCe OHH PAaCcCMAaTPUBAIOT YaCTHbIE aCIIeKThbl CEMUOMUKU
KyAbMypbl, HAYKH O QYHKIIHOHAABHON COOTHECEHHOCTH Pa3AHYHBIX 3HAKOBbIX
cucteM. C 3TOM TOYKH 3peHHs OCOOBIA CMBICA [IOAYYAIOT BOIIPOCH! 06 Hepapxu-
Y€CKOM ITOCTPOEHHH SI3bIKOB KYAbTYPbI, PACIIPEACACHHHU Chep MeXAY HUMH, O CAY-
4asiX, KOTA2 3TH cepbl IIepPeKPelHBalOTCA HAH TOABKO IPaHHYaT.

1.1.0. Tlpu mccaepOBaHMAX CEMHOTHUKO-THIIOAOTHYECKOTO XapaKTepa IOHSTHe
KYABTYPbI BOCIIPHHUMAETCS KaK ucxoaHoe. [Ipu aToM caeayer pasanuars B3rasa
Ha KyABTYPY C ee COGCTBEHHOH TOYKH 3PEHMS M C TOYKH 3PEHHSI COCTAaBACHHS
OmHChIBaloLeN ee Hay4HON MeTacucTeMbl. C nepBo¥ Mo3uiMH, KyAbTypa 6yaeT
MMeTb BUA HEKOTOPOH OTTPaHMYEHHOM O6AACTH, KOTOPOH NMPOTUBOCTOAT BHE
ee AeXaljue sIBAGHUS YeAOBEUeCKOH HCTOPHUH, OIBITa UAM AESTEAbHOCTH. TaKuM
06pa3oM, MOHsATHE KyAbTYPbl HEOTBEMAEMO CBS3aHO C MPOTHBOMOCTABAEHHEM

Briepssie onybankosaHo: MBanos, B. B.; AorMan, 10. M,; [Taturopckuii, A. M.; Tonopos, B.
H.; Yenenckuii, B. A. 1973. Teauchl kK ceMMOTHYECKOMY H3YHeHHIO KYABTYD (B IpHMeHeHHH K
caaBsiHCKMM TekcTaM). In: Mayenowa, Maria Renata (ed.), Semiotyka i struktura tekstu. Studia
poswigcone VII Migdzynarodowemu kongresowi slawistéw: Warszawa 1973. Wroclaw: Ossoline-
um, Wydawnictwo Polskijei Akademii Nauk, 9-32.
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ee «He-KyAbType>. To, o KkakoMy NPUHLMITY 3TO AeAaeTcs (aHTHTe3a HCTUHHOM
PEAMIHMH — AOXKHOM, NPOCBELIEHUS — HEBEXECTBY, NPUHAAASKHOCTH OIpPeACAEH-
HOH OTHHYECKOM IPYMIe — HEBXOXACHHIO B Hee U T. I.), — NPUHAAASKHT TUITY
AQHHO¥ KYAbTYPbl. OAHAKO CaMO MPOTHBOMOCTaBAEHHE BKAIOYEHHOCTH B HEKO-
TOPYIO 3aMKHYTY0 CPepy U UCKAIOUEHHOCTH U3 Hee COCTaBASeT 3HAYMTEABHYIO
OCODEHHOCTb OCMBICACHHS MOHATHS KYABTYPBI C «BHYTPEHHEN>» TOYKH 3PEeHHA.
[1pu 3TOM MPOUCXOAMT XapakTepHas abCOAIOTH3ALUSA MPOTHBOMOCTAaBAEHHS: Ka-
XETCA, YTO KyAbTYpa He Hy>AAeTCS B CBOEM «BHEIIHeM>» KOHTPareHTe U MOXeT
OBITH MOHATA UMMAHEHTHO.

1.1.1. C aTo#i TOYKHM 3peHHs ONpeAeAeHHe KYAbTYPBI Kak 0OAACTH OpraHU3aLHu
(uH$OpMaLMH) B YeAOBEYeCKOM OOIIeCTBe U MPOTHBONOCTABACHHE el Ae30pTa-
HU3aUKMH (IHTPONKH) IPEACTaBASET COOON OAHO U3 MHOTHX OTPeACACHHH, AaBa-
eMbIX «H3HYTPHU>» OIMUCHIBAEMOTO OOBEKTA; ITO ellle pa3 CBUAETEAbCTBYET, YTO
HayKa (B AQHHOM CAydae — Teopus nH$opmauuu) B XX B. SBASETCS He TOABKO
METaCHCTEMOM, HO M BXOAMT B OITMCBIBAEMbIi OOBEKT «COBPEMEHHAst KYABTYpa>.

1.1.2. Onnosuuus «KyAbTypa — IPUPOAa» («CAEAAHHOE — HECAGAAHHOE > ) TaK-
Xe MPEACTABASET COOOM AMIIb YACTHYIO, HCTOPHYECKH OOYCAOBACHHYIO HHTep-
IPETALIMI0O AHTUTE3bl «BKAIOYEHHOCTH» — «BBIKAIOYEHHOCTH>. YKaXXeM Ha TO,
YTO pacmpocCTpaHeHHas B pyccKoil KyabType Hagaaa XX B. (A. Baok) anTutesa
«KYAbTYpa — MBHAH3ALMs>» PACCMATPUBAET KYABTYPY KaK OPraHHM30BaHHOE, HO
He YeAOBEKOM, 2 «< AYXOM MY3bIKH> , H, CAEAOBAaTE€AbHO, <« MCKOHHOE» IIOCTPOEHHE.
[Npu3Hak xe cAeAQHHOCTH MTPUIMCBIBAETCS AHTHIIOAY KYABTYpPa—LIHBHAM3ALIHSL

1.2.0. C BHeluHel TOYKH 3peHMs OMUCAHHUS KYABTYpa M He-KYAbTYpPa MPEACTaB-
ASIIOTCSL KaK B3aMMOOOYCAOBAEHHbBIE M APYT B APYTe HYXXAQIOIIHecs OOAacTH.
MexaHu3M KyABTYpBI — 3TO YCTPOHCTBO, MpeBpallalolliee BHEIUIHIOK cdepy BO
BHYTPEHHIOI: Ae30PraHH3aLHI0 B OPraHU3alMIo, MPOPaHOB — B MPOCBeNeHHbIX,
TPEIIHUKOB — B IPABEAHHKOB, SHTPOIHIO — B MHHPOpMalHio. B cuay Toro uTo kyab-
Typa XXMBET He TOAbKO POTHBOIIOCTaBAEHHEM BHEIIHEHN M BHYTpeHHeH cdep, HO
H TIepEXOAOM H3 OAHOM OOAACTH B ADYTYIO, OHa He TOABKO 6OpeTCs C BHEUIHUM
«Xa0COM>», HO X Hy>XXAQ€TCA B HEM, HE TOABKO YHHUYTOXA€ET €ro, HO U MOCTOAHHO
cospaer. OpAHA M3 CBA3eH KYABTYPBI C LIMBHAM3aLHeR (M «XaoCOM>» ) COCTOMT B
TOM, YTO KYAbTYypa IMMOCTOAHHO OTYYXAQ€T B ITOAb3Y CBOEro aHTHIIOAQA KaKHE-TO
«0Tpa60TaHHbIe>> SAEMEHTDI, MPpE€BPAIAOINAECS B IITAMIIbl K (I)YHK].IHOHPIPYEO'
wue B He-KyabType. Takum 06pa3oM B CaMO#t KYABTYpPe OCYIIECTBASETCS YBeAHe-
HHe SHTPOIHH 32 CYET MPEAEAbHOM OPraHH3aLHH.

1.2.1. B cBA3M € 9TUM MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO KAXAOMY THITy KYABTY Dbl COOTBETCTBY-
T ero THI «Xaoca», KOTOPBIA COBCEM He IMepBHYeH, OAHOOOpa3eH M BCeraa caMm
cebe paBeH, a IPEACTaBASIET COHOM CTOAD Jke AKTHBHOE CO3AAHHE YEAOBEK2, KaK 1
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006AaCTb KYyABTYpHOM opranusanuu. Kaxablit ncropuuecku AQHHBIHA THUIT KYABTY-
bl MMEET CBOM M TOABKO €MY IPHCYIMH THII HE-KYABTYPBL.

1.2.2. O6AacTb BHEKYABTYPHOM He-OPTaHM3aIMU MOXKeT CTPOMTHCS KaK 3€pKaAb-
HO oOpaieHHast cdpepa KYAbTYpPbl HAH e KaK MMPOCTPAHCTBO, KOTOPOE, C MO3H-
LIMM HAOAIOAATEAS], IOTPYKEHHOTO B AAHHYIO KYABTYpY, TPEACTaeT Kak Heopra-
HM30BaHHOE, HO C BHEIIHeH MMO3HULMH OKa3bIBAeTCs OOAACTBIO UHOM Op2aHU3ayuu.
[pumepoM nepBOro MOXeT 6bITh PEKOHCTPYKIHMs KueBckuM MonaxoMm XII B. B
«IToBecTH BpeMeHHBIX AeT>» SI3bIYECKHX NpeAcTaBAeHHMi. OHa 3aCTaBAsIET Ky-
AECHHKA, YYaCTBYIOLIEr0 B PEAMTHO3HOM AMCITYTe C XPMCTHAHAMH, HA BOIPOC:
«Kanu cyTp 603u Baww, rae x1ByTh?» — oTBevarb: «)KuBYTh B 6e3pHaX, CyTh
e 06pa3oM YepHH, KPHAATBI, XBOCTBI UMYyLie>. EcAH B 06AaCTH KYABTYPHO OCBO-
€HHOTO MHpa 60raM OTBOAMTCSI «BepPX>, TO BO BHEAEXalleM IIPOCTPAaHCTBe OHU
pacrioaararotcst BHu3y. [1ocae 3TOrO MPOHCXOAUT OTOXAECTBAGHHE BHEKYABTY-
HOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA C OTPHLIATEABHBIM «HIDKHHM>» MHPOM B CHCTeMe AAQHHOH
kyabTypbl («Kakbiit To 60rb, cbast B 6e3anb, TO ecTb 6bech, a 6orp Ha Hebecu
cbasi>» ). IIpumep BTOpPOTO — yTBEP)KAEHHE A€TONHMCLIA-TIOASHUHA, YTO Y APEBASH
«bpauy He 6GbIBaxy>, IIOCAE YEro CACAyeT OINMCAHMe CeMeHHOH OpraHM3alLtH,
KOTOpasi AASI AETOIIHUCLIA He OpaK, HO AASI COBPEMEHHOTO HCCAGAOBATEAS], KOHEUHO,
WM SIBASIETCSL.

1.2.3. XOTst KyABTYpa, pacIIMpsisi CBOHM IIPEACAbl, CTPEMHTCS IOAHOCTBIO Y3yp-
[HPOBATh BCe BHEKYABTYpPHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, YIIOAOOUTb ero cebe, ¢ MO3ULHH
BHEIIHEro ONMHCAHHS pacliipeHHe cepbl OPraHU3ALMH IIPUBOAMT K pacluHpe-
HHMIO cpepbl He-OpraHM3aLMU. TeCHOMY MHPY SAAMHCKOH LIMBUAM3ALMH COOT-
BETCTBOBAA H Y3KHMH KPYT OKPY>XaIOIUX ero «BapBapoB>. [IpocTpaHcTBeHHbIH
POCT CpeAM3eMHOMOPCKOH aHTHYHOH LIMBMAM3ALMH COMPOBOXKAAACS POCTOM
BHEKYABTYpHOTO MUpa. (PasymeeTcs, eCAU OTBAGUBCS OT MOHATHI AAHHOTO THIIA
KYABTYPBI, ~ HUKAaKOTO POCTA He IIPOMCXOAHAO; TOT HAH HHOM HAPOA MOT JKHTb
KaK AO TOTO, KOTAQ CTAHOBHACS] H3BECTHBIM MHPY PUMCKOMN LIUBHMAH3ALIMH, TaK H
nocae. OAHAKO, C TOYKH 3PEHHS] AAHHOM KYABTYPbI, <IIPEANOAbE> €€ HEYKAOHHO
pacmpsiaock. ) XapakTepHo, uro XX Bek, HCYEPIIaB Pe3epBbl POCTPAHCTBEHHOTO
pacuMpesus KyAbTypbl (BCe reorpaduueckoe MpOCTPAHCTBO CTAAO «KYABTYP-
HbIM>», «IIPEAIIOABE>» HMCUe3A0), OOPaTHACSH K MpobAeMe IOACO3HAHHS, KOH-
CTPYHPYs HOBbIH THII IPOTHBOIIOCTABAEHHOTO KYABTYpe npocTpaHcTsa. [Iporu-
BOIIOCTaBACHHE CHepaM MOACO3HAHHS, C OAHON CTOPOHBI, M KOCMOCa, C APYTOH,
CTOAD e CYIeCTBEHHO AAS [IOHMMAHHsI BHY TPEHHEH CTPYKTYpbl KyAbTypbl XX
B., KaK mpoTHBonocTasenus Pycu u crenu aas XII B. MAH HapOAQ M UHTEAAMTEH-
LI AASI PYCCKO#M KYABTYDbI BTOpO¥i moAoBHHbI XIX cToaeTus. Kak paxt kyabryphI
npoOAeMa MOACO3HAHMS He CTOABKO OTKPbITHE, CKOABKO co3aanre XX Beka.
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1.2.4. Onnosunus «KYAbTYpa — BHEKYABTYPHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO>» MPEACTaBASIET
€060 MHHHMaABHYIO €AVHHUIYy Ha AAHHOM ypoBHe. IIpakTuueckn paHa mapa-
AUIMa BHEKYABTYPHBIX IPOCTPaHCTB («AETCKOe», «3K30THYECKH-ITHUYECKOE >
C TOYKH 3PEHHUST AAHHOM KYABTYPbI, «IIOACO3HAaTEABHOE>», «IIATOAOTHYECKOe» U
np.). AHAAOTMYHBIM 00PA3OM CTPOATCS OIMUCAHUS Pa3AMYHBIX HAPOAOB B CpeA-
HEBEKOBBIX TEKCTAX: B LIEHTPE PACIIOAAraeTcsi HEKOTOPO€ HOPMAAbBHOE <« MbI>»,
KOTOPOMY NMPOTHBOIIOCTaBACHBI APYTHE HAPOABI KaK MapaAUrMaTHYeCKHI Habop
aHOMaAHH.

1.3.0. AKTHBHAsl POAb BHEILIHEro NPOCTPAHCTBA B MeXaHM3Me KyAbTYPbI NPOsiB-
ASIE€TCSl, B YACTHOCTH, B TOM, YTO ONPEACACHHBIE HACOAOTUYECKHE CUCTEMbI MOTYT
CBA3BIBATh KYABTYypOOOpasylolljee HAYAAO MMEHHO C BHEIUHeM, HeOPraHU30BaH-
HOM Cdepoit, MPOTUBOMOCTABASS e BHYTPEHHIOI0, YIIOPSAAOYEHHYIO 06AACTD KaK
KYABTYPHO MepTBYI0. Tak, B CAaBAHOPUABCKOM NPOTHBONOCTaBAeHHH Poccun u
3amapa mepBas OTOXAECTBASETCS C BHelIHeH, He HOPMaAM30BAHHOM, KYABTYPHO
He OCBOEHHOH, HO COCTaBAAIONIeH 3epHO Oyaylledt KyAbTYpBI Cdepoil. 3amaa xe
MBICAUTCS KaK MHP 3aMKHYTbIH M YHIOPSAOYEHHbBIN, TO €CTb «KYABTYPHBIA» H
KYABTYPHO MePTBbIA OAHOBPEMEHHO.

1.3.1. TakuM 06pa3om, ¢ MO3ULMK BHELIHErO HAOAIOAATEAS KYABTYpa OyAeT Ipea-
CTaBASTb He HETOABHIKHBIF CHHXPOHHO COaAQHCHPOBAHHbBIH MeXaHHM3M, a AUXO-
TOMMYeCKOe YCTPOMCTBO, «paboTa» KOTOPOro OyAeT peaAn3OBBIBATbCS Kak ar-
peccus ynopsAOYeHHOCTH B chepy HeyNOPSAOUEHHOTO U IIPOTUBOHAITPAaBACHHO®
BTOp)KEHHE HeyIOpPSAOYeHHOro B 0OAACTh OpraHM3alMi. B pa3Hble MOMeHTBI
HCTOPHYECKOTO Pa3BUTHSA MOXXET AOMHMHHPOBATb Ta MAM MHas TeHAeHIus. HH-
KOPIOpanusl B KYABTYPHYIO cpepy TEeKCTOB, NPHIIEALINX HU3BHE, OKa3bIBAeTCS
MHOTAQ MOIIHBIM CTHMYAHPYIOIUM PaKTOPOM KYABTYPHOTO Pa3BUTHSI.

1.3.2. irpoBble COOTHOMIEHHS KYABTYPbI U €€ BHelllHeH CPepbl AOAKHDI YUHUTHI-
BaTbCsl IPH U3YYeHHMH KYABTYPHBIX BAMSHUH U CBsided. EcAM B mepuOABI HHTEH-
CHBHOTO BO3AEMCTBHUSI KyAbTYPbl Ha BHEHIHIOK Cpepy OHa yCBaMBaeT CXOAHOE
€ co60i1, TO eCTh TO, YTO, C ee MO3HLUH, PACTIO3HAETCS KaK PaKT KYABTYPbI, TO B
MOMEHTBI 3KCTEHCHBHOTO Pa3BUTHUS OHA BIIMTBIBAET T€ TEKCTBI, AASL ACHIUPPOBKH
KOTOpBIX He umeeT cpeAcTB. lllupokoe BropxkeHue B eBponeiickyo KyasTypy XX
B. A6TCKOTO UCKYCCTBA, APXaHYeCKOro H CPEAHEBEKOBOIO HCKYCCTBA HAM HCKYCCT-
Ba AAABHEBOCTOYHBIX UAH aPPHKAHCKHX HAPOAOB CBS3aHO C TeM, YTO TEKCThI 3TH
BBIPBIBAIOTCSL M3 CBOMCTBEHHOTO MM HCTOPHUYECKOTO (MAHM NCHXOAOTHYECKOro)
KOHTeKcTa. Ha HHX CMOTPST rAasaMH «B3pOCAOTO» HAM eBpormeina. Aas Toro,
YTOGBI UTPaTh AKTUBHYIO POAb, OHH AOAXKHBI BOCTIPHHMMATHCS KAK <« CTPAHHbIE >».

1.3.3. KyasTypHas QyHKLUS HANPSDKEHHs MeXAY BHYTPeHHUM (3aMKHyTbIM) M
BHemHuM (Pa3OMKHYTBIM) IPOCTPAHCTBAMU OTHYETAMBO MPOSBASETCS, B YACTHO-
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CTH, B cTpyKType x)uauma (1 Apyrux nocrpoek). CospaBasi AOM, 4eAOBEK TeM Ca-
MbIM OTTOPa)XHMBAET YaCTh IPOCTPAHCTBA, KOTOPas — B OTAMYHE OT BHEIIHEH cde-
Ppbl — BOCIIDHHHMAETCS KaK KyAbTYPHO OCBO€HHAsl M yIIOPAAOUCHHAs. Oanaxo sTo
MICXOAHOE IPOTHBOTIOCTaBAEHHE IPUOGPETaeT KYABTYPHBII CMBICA AWIIb HA $pOHe
IIOCTOSIHHBIX U MIPOTHBOIIOAOXHO HAIpPaBAeHHbIX ero HapymeHui. Tak, ¢ oaAHOH
CTOpPOHBI, 3aMKHYTO€ <«AOMalllHee>» MPOCTPAHCTBO HAYHHAET BOCIPHHHMATHCA
He KaK aHTHIIOA BHEIIHETrO MHUPA, a B KaUeCTBE €r0 MOACAU M aHAAOTIa (Hanpumep,
xpaM Kak 06pa3 BceAeHHOM). B aToM cayyae yrnopsia04eHHOCTb XPaMOBOTO TIPO-
CTPaHCTBA MEPEHOCHTCS Ha BHEUIHHI MHP, OAABASIS chepy HEYTIOPSIAOYEHHOCTH
(arpeccus BHyTpeHHero npocTpancTBa BoBHe). C APyroil CTOPOHbI, HEKOTOpbIe
CBOWICTBA BHEIIHEro MHUpa MPOHMKAIOT BO BHYTpeHHMI. C 3THM CBA3aHO CTpeM-
AeHHe BBIAGAMTb B AOME «AOM AOMa» (HampuMep, aATapHOe IPOCTPAHCTBO —
BHyTpeHHss c{epa BHyTpeHHel cdepbl). KpaiiHe HHTepeCHBI IPUMEp «UIPbI>»
MEXXAY BHYTPEHHMM M BHEIIHHUM IPOCTPAHCTBAMHU 3AQHMS KaK AaHAAOTaMH K Ha-
NPSDKEHHIO MeXAY COOTBETCTBYIOIIUMH KYAbTYPHBIMH CpepaMH AaeT apXHTEKTY-
pa 6apokko. Co3paHHe CTPYKTYp, «IepeXAeCTbIBAIOLMX> Yepe3 rpaHuLbl (kap-
THHDI, BbIXOASLIIME U3 paM, CTaTYH, CXOASIHE C IIbeAECTAAOB, CUCTEMA MTAPHOrO
COOTHeCEeHHs OKOH H 3epPKaA, BBOASLIAs BHEUIHHIT [IEH3aX B MHTEPbep), CO3AA€T
06010AHbIE TPOPBIBbI KYABTYPHOM CPepbl B Xa0C M Xa0ca B KYAbTYpHYIO cdepy.

2.0.0. TakuM 06pa3oM, KyABTYpa CTPOUTCS KaK HEPAPXHUSI CEMHOTHYECKHX CHCTEM,
C OAHOM CTOPOHbBI, K MHOIOCAOHHOE YCTPOMCTBO OKpPY’KalolleH ee BHEKYAbTYp-
Ho# cdeppl. OpHaKO 6eCCIIOPHO, YTO MIMEHHO BHYTPEHHSISI CTPYKTYpa, COCTaB
COOTHECEHHEe YaCTHBIX CEMHOTHYECKHX MOACHCTEM ONPEAEASIOT THIT KYABTYPbI B
IIePBYI0 OYepeAb.

2.0.1. B cooTBeTCTBHHM CO CKa3aHHBIM BbIIE, COOTHOILIEHHE HECKOABKHUX KYABTYP
MO>XeT 06pa3oBbIBaTh TakKe QYHKIHOHAABHOE HAM CTPYKTYpPHOE EAHHCTBO C
TOYKH 3peHHst 6OAee IHMPOKHMX KOHTEKCTOB (TeHETHYecKHX, apeaAbHbIX H IIp.).
Tako# noaxoa oKa3biBaeTCst 0COOEHHO IIAOAOTBOPHBIM [IPH PELIEHNUH 33Aa4 CPaB-
HUTEABHOTO M3yYeHHSI KYAbTYPbl, B YaCTHOCTH KYABTYP CAQBSIHCKMX HapOAOB.
CxaapbIBaHMe BHYTPEHHeH TMapaAMIMbl KYABTYP MAM pacIpeAeAeHHe MX B MOAe
CTPYKTYPHOW ONIO3UIUH: «BHYTPEHHSS 00AACTb KYABTYPbI — BHENIHSS OOGAACTb
KYABTYPbI>» TTO3BOASIET PELIUTb PSIA BOIIPOCOB KaK COOTHOLIEHMS] OTAGAbHBIX CAQ-
BSIHCKHX KYABTYP MeXAY CO6OH, TaK M OTHOWIEHHS MX K KYABTYPaM MHbIX apeaAoB.

3.0.0. dynpaMeHTaAbHOE MOHITHE COBPEMEHHOM CEMUOTUKHU — MEKCH — MOKET
CYUTATHCSI 0OBEAHHSIOIMM 3BEHOM MeXAY O0LIeCeMUOTUYECKHMH U CrIeLIHAABHO
CAQBSIHOBEAYECKUMH IITYAUSMH. TeKCT — HOCHTEAb LIEAOCTHOrO 3HAUeHHUS U
LEAOCTHON QYHKLHMU (ecam PasAMyaTh TOSHIMIO MCCACAOBATEAS! KYABTYPHI H
MO3ULIMIO €€ HOCHTEAS], TO C TOYKH 3PEHHs IIePBOTO TEKCT BHICTYMAET KaK HOCH-
TeAb LIEAOCTHOM QYHKLHH, a C MMO3HULMH BTOPOrO — LIEAOCTHOTO 3Haqum{). B
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9TOM CMbICA€ OH MOXeT PacCMaTPHUBATbCsl KaK MEepBOJAEMEHT (6asucHas epu-
HHIL[a) KyAbTypbl. COOTHECEHHOCTb TeKCTa C IIeAbIM KYABTYpPBl H €e CHCTeMOH
KOAOB TIPOSIBASIETCSI B TOM, YTO Ha PasHbIX YPOBHSX OAHO M TO Xe cOoblLieHHe
MOXET TPeACTaBaTh KaK TEKCT, YaCTb TEKCTAa MAM COBOKYIHOCTb TeKCTOB. Tak,
«IToBectn beaxuna» IlymxuHa MOTyT paccMaTpHBaThCst KaK LIEAOCTHBIH TEKCT,
KaK COBOKYTIHOCTb TEKCTOB MAH )K€ B KaueCTBe YaCTH eAUHOTO TeKCTa «PyccKast
nosecth 1830-x rr.».

3.1.0. [ToHsTHE «TeKCT>» ymoTpebAsieTcs B crieli$pHIECKH CEMHUOTHYECKOM 3Ha-
YeHHH 1, C OAHOM CTOPOHbI, IPHUMEHSETCS He TOABKO K COOOLIeHHSIM Ha eCTeCTBEH-
HOM S13bIKe, HO M K ANOOMY HOCHTEAIO LIEAOCTHOTO (<« TEeKCTOBOTO> ) 3HAYeHHS —
006psiAy, MPOU3BEACHHIO H300Pa3HTEABHOTO HCKYCCTBAa MAM MY3BIKAABHOM Ibece.
C Apyro#t CTOpOHBI, He BCSIKOe cOOOLIeHHe Ha eCTECTBEHHOM S3bIKe IIPEACTABAS-
eT coDOM TEKCT C TOUKH 3peHHs KYAbTYpbL. 113 Bceft cOBOKYIHOCTH coO6MeH I Ha
€CTeCTBEHHOM A3bIKe KYABTYPa BbIAEASIET U YYHMTbIBA€T AMILIb Te, KOTOPble MOTYT
OBITh OTNpeAeAeHbl KaK HEKOTOPBIH peueBOl XaHp, HAIIPUMEP «MOAHTBA», «3a-
KOH>», «POMaH>» H ITpoydee, TO eCTh 00AaAQI0T HEKOTOPBIM LIEAOCTHBIM 3HAUeHHEM
H BBITIOAHAIOT EAUHYIO0 QYHKIIHIO.

3.2.0. TexcT KaK 0OBEKT M3YYeHHsI MOXKET PAaCCMATPUBATBCS B CBETE CACAYIOLINX
npobaem.

3.2.1. Texcm u 3nak. TexcT Kak LEAOCTHBIN 3HAK, TEKCT KaK MTOCA€AOBATEABHOCTD
3HakoB. Bropoit cAy4ait, Kak XOpOIIIO H3BECTHbIH H3 ONbITa AUHTBHCTHYECKOTO H3-
Y4eHHS TeKCTa, MOPOH pacCMaTPUBAETCs B KayeCTBE eAMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOTO.
OaHako B 00111 MOAEAH KYABTYPbI CYLIIECTBEH H APYTOF THII TEKCTOB, B KOTOPOM
MIOHSATHE TEKCTa BbICTYNAeT He KaK BTOPHYHOE, TPOM3BOAHOE OT LIETNOYKH 3Ha-
KOB, 2 B KaueCTBe ITepBUYHOr0. TeKCT 3TOro THIA He AUCKPETeH M He PacIapaeTcs
Ha 3Hak. OH npeacTaBasieT cOOO LieA0e U YACHHTCS He Ha OTAGAbHbIEe 3HaKH, a
Ha A depeHUHarbHble TIPU3HAKH. B 9TOM cMbICA€ MOXKHO OOHAPYXHTb AAAEKO
HAYyLlee CXOACTBO MEXAY [TepBUYHOCTBIO TEKCTA B TAKHX COBPEMEHHbIX 3BYKO3pH-
TEABHbIX CHCTEMAaX MAaCCOBOM KOMMYHHKAIIMH, Kak KHHO 1 TEAEBHACHHE, U POABIO
TEKCTa AASL TeX CHCTeM, TAe, KaK B MaTEMaTHYECKOM AOTHKe, MeTaMaTeMaTHKe U
TeOpUH GOPMAAH3OBAHHBIX TPAMMATHK, MOA SA3bIKOM MOHHUMAETCS HEKOTOpoe
MHOXeCTBO TeKCTOB. [IpHHUMIMAABHOE Pa3AMYHE MEXAY STUMHU ABYMS CAy4Yas-
MH [IepBUYHOCTH TEKCTA 3aKAIOYAETCSl, OAHAKO, B TOM, YTO AASl 3ByKO3PHTEABHbIX
cHCTeM MepeAayd MHPOPMALIMH U TakKHX 6oAee PaHHUX MO CPAaBHEHHIO C HUMH
CHCTeM, KaK >XHBOIHCD, CKYABIITYPa, TaHel, (n manTOMHMa), 6aner, nepBUYHBIM
MOJXXeET ObITh HeMPePhIBHBIA TEKCT (Bce MOAOTHO KapTHHBI HAH ee GparMeHT, B CAY-
Yae, €CAM Ha KapTHHe BBIYAEHSIOTCS OTAEAbHbIE 3HaKH), TOTAA KaK B ¢$opmaauzo-
BaHHbIX A3bIKAaX TEKCT BCETAQ MOXKET ObITb PEACTABACH KaK LIeTIOYKa AMCKPeTHbIX
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CHMBOAOB, 3aAaBaeMbIX B Ka4eCTBE IAEMEHTOB HCXOAHOTO aAPaBHTa (Ha60pa HUAU
cAOBaps).

OpuenTanys Ha TakHe AMCKpeTHbIe MOAeAH GOPMAAH30BaHHbIX SI3bIKOB (To eCTb
Ha AMCKpeTHbI CAy4Yal epeAadH uHc[)opmaunn), XapaKTepHasi AASL AMHIBUCTHKH
IepBOM MOAOBHMHbBI HAIIEro BeKa, CMEHSETCA B COBpEeMEHHOH CeMHOTHYEeCKOH
TEOpPHUH BHUMaHHEM K HEITPEPhIBHOMY TEKCTY KaK epBOHAaYaAbHON AQAHHOCTH (To
€CTb K HEAUCKPETHBIM CAYYasiM MepeAaytt an)opMauuu) MMEHHO TOTA2, KOTAQ B
caMoil KyAbType Bce O0AbLIee 3HAYEHHE IPHOOPETAIOT CHCTEMbI 001 e NS, MOAD-
3yIOIHecss NpeHUMYIeCTBeHHO HeNpephIBHBIMH TeKCTaMH. AAS TEAE€BUAEHHs
OCHOBHOM €AMHHLICH SIBASIETCSI 9ACMEHTApHAs1 XXU3HEHHA CUTYalusl, AO MOMEHTA
nepeaadu (uAm caaTHA TeAquHAbMa) aIpHOPHO HEH3BeCTHAs K HEPa3AOXHMasi Ha
aaeMeHTbl. Ho AAst 3ByKO3pHTEAbHOM TeXHHKH MacCOBOM KOMMYHHMKALIUH (xunHO M
TEAEBUAECHUS, B TOM YHCAE U AAS TeAe(l)HAbMOB) XapaKTePHO M COeAHHEHHE 060X
croco60B. Knuo coBceM He 0TKa3bIBaeTCsl OT AUCKPETHBIX 3HAKOB, [IPEXKAE BCEIO
OT 3HAKOB YCTHOTO SI3bIKA U APYTHX OOMXOAHBIX SI3bIKOB (B YaCTHOCTH, IOAYYaeMbIX
UM B KayecTBe «<IPEAKAMEPHOTro>» HAH « AOKHHeMaTorpadHieckoro>» mMaTepHasa
OT APYTHX CHCTEM, TUTIOAOTHYECKHU boaee paHan), HO BKAKOYAeT HX B I[EAOCTHbIE
TEKCTbI (pacrane B ClieHe B lLiepkBH B KHHOHAbMe «Ilemea m aamas» A.
Baiiab camo o cebe BBICTYIIA€T B KaYeCTBE AMCKPETHOTO CHMBOAQ, HO OHO Ile-
PEOCMBICASIETCA B KOHTEKCTE BCEro Kaapa, TA€ OHO COOTHECEHO C repoeM q)ymbMa).

CxopHOE BKAIOUEHHE AUCKPETHBIX 3HAKOB, Yallje BCErO MEePEHSAThIX U3 APYTHX
(apxauqﬂblx) CHCTeM, B HEeMPepPBIBHBIA TEKCT MOXET ObITh OOHAPY)XEHO B HCTO-
puydecky 6oAee PaHHHX 3PUTEABHBIX CHCTEMAX — B YaCTHOCTH, B XXHBOIHUCH, —
rae obpa3 yeaoBeka Ha MHPOBOM A€pe€Be, LIEHTPAAbHBIH AAsl 3HAYHTEABHOTO
9MCAQ MUPOAOTHYECKHX H PHTYAAbHBIX TPaAWIIHM (B TOM 4HCA€ APEeBHEHIIMX
CAABSHCKHX), HAH ApyTHe eMy 9KBUBaA€HTHbIe 0Opa3bl MOT'YT ObITh COXpaHEHbI
B KauecTBe lIeHTpa KOMIO3ULKHM. Bo Bcex mopo6HbIX CAy4asiX MOXHO BHAETD
nposiBAeHHe 06Iell 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH BOAIOLIMM CEMHUOTHYECKHX CHUCTEM, pH
KOTOpPOI HEKOTOPBIN 3HAK MAHU Ijea0e COOOueHne (HAI/I ¢parmeHT coobmenms)
MOJKET BKAIOYATbCs B TEKCT APYTOM 3HAKOBOM CHCTEMBI B KaY€CTBE er0 COCTABHOM
YaCcTH U COXPAHATHCSA B AAAbHEMIIEM MPEHMYIeCTBEHHO B KayecTBe TaKOBOTO
(caeaOBaTEABHO, CO CABUHYTOM QyHKLIMEll — 3CTETUUECKOIA, a He MHPOAOTHIECKOHN
HAH PUTYaAbHOM, KaK B IIPHBEACHHBIX npnMepax). ITocaepHee o606mmenne MoxeT
IPEACTaBUTh HMHTEpeC M AAS OOOCHOBAHMS TaKHX METOAOB PEKOHCTPYKLIUH
APEBHEHIINX CEMHOTHYECKHX CHCTEM, KOTOpble OCHOBAHbI Ha BOCCTAHOBAEHUH
3HakoB (a HHOTAQ M TEKCTOB) apXauyecKot CHCTEMBbI (Hal‘IpI/IMEP, MPACAABSIHCKON
MPI(t)OAOI‘HI/I) Ha OCHOBaHHH MX MO3AHEHIINX peqmexcor;w, BKAIOYaEeMBIX B COCTaB
$OABKAOPHBIX U APYTHX TEKCTOB, COXPaHSEMbIX B MCTOPHUYECKOMN TPaAHLIMH.
Bmecre ¢ TeM ¢ ykazaHHOM TOYKH 3pEHHUS aHAAU3 COBPEMEHHbIX CPEACTB MaCCOBOI
KOMMYHHKALIMK B HX COOTHOIICHHM C HCTOPHUYECKH MPEAIEeCTBYIOMMMH WM

2 The translations have been made assuming that this word here should be pedaexcuii, instead.
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CHCTEMaMH{ OPTaHMYeCKH BKAIOHAETCs B CPABHHUTEAbHOE U3ydeHHEe SI3bIKOB KYAb-
Typbl (3aKOHOMEePHBIMU OKa3bIBAIOTCS, HaIrpyMep, TakH1e TeMbI AASI HCCAEAOBAHMS,
KaK COOTHoIeHHe GpUAbMOB Baiiabl ¢ TpapHIIHeft TOABCKOTO 6APOKKO — He TOABKO
B [TAaHe 3MOIIMOHAABHOM aTMOCepbl IPOU3BEAECHMS, HO U I10 XapaKTepy BbIOU-
PaeMOro «AOKMHEMaTOrpadHryeckoro» MaTepuasa).

Bribop AmMckpeTHOro MeTasisbika AH(EpEHIIMAABHBIX IPU3HAKOB THIIA:
BEPXHHH — HIDKHUH, A€BbIH — NPaBbIH, TEeMHbII — CBETABIM, YePHBIN — OEABIH, AAS
OTMCaHMS TAKMX HelpepbIBHBIX TEKCTOB, KaK XMBOITUCHbIE HAH KMHEMAaTorpadu-
yeckue, caM o cebe MOXeET PacCMAaTPUBATHCS KAK IPOSIBAEHHE aPXaH3HUPYIOIIMX
TeHAEHLIMH, HAAATaIOIIHX HA HeTIPePbIBHbINA TEKCT S3bIKa-00beKTa MeTasI3bIKOBbIE
KaTeropuu, 6oAee XapaKTepHbIE AASL APXaHYECKHX CHCTEM ABOWYHON CHMBOAHM-
4ecKoN KaaccHupUKaLHU (Tvna MUQOAOTHYECKHX M PUTYaAbHbIX). HO HeAb3s
CYUTaTh MCKAKOYEHHDIM TO, 4TO B Ka4eCTBe apXeTUIHYeCKHX IIPH3HAKH 3TOr0 poAad
COXPaHSIOTCS ¥ IIPU CO3AAHHH U BOCIIPUSTHH HEeNpepbIBHbIX TEKCTOB.

Taxum 06pa3oM, AOMHHHPOBAHHE TEKCTOB AUCKPETHOTO HAH HEAHCKPETHOro
THIIa MOXKET OBITh CBSA3aHO C OTIPEACACHHDIM 3TAIIOM Pa3BUTHsI KYABTYpbL. OpAHAKO
CAEAYET IIOAYEPKHYTB, YTO 00€ 3TH TEHACHLMH MOTYT ObITb IIPEACTABAEHDI M Kak
CHHXPOHHO cocymecTByiomue. HanpsikeHune Mesxxay HuMu (Hanpumep, KOHPAUKT
CAOBa M PHCYHKa) COCTaBASIeT OAMH M3 HamboAee MOCTOSHHBIX MeXaHH3MOB
KYABTYPBI Kak IleAoro. [OCIIOACTBO OAHOTrO M3 HHMX BO3MOXHO He KaK ITOAHOe
NIOAABA€HHE MTPOTHBOITOAOXKHOTO THIIA, 4 AMIIb B $OpMe OPHEHTHPOBAHHOCTH
KYABTYPbI Ha OTIpeAeA€HHbIe TEKCTOBbIE CTPYKTYPbI KAK AOMHHHPYIOILHE.

3.2.2. Texcm u npobaema «aapecanm - aapecam». B mpouecce xyaprypHO#
KOMMYHHKALMH ocoboe 3HaueHHe mpuobperaeT mpobAeMa «IPaMMaTHKH TO-
BOPSILEro» U «I'PaMMaTHKH CAylIaiolero>. Kak oraeAbHbIe TEKCTBI MOTYT CO3-
AABaTbCA C OPHEHTAalMel Ha <«IMO3UIIMI0 TOBOPAIIEr0>» HAHU <«IIO3MLMIO CAY-
HIAIOLIero», Tak MMOAOOHasi HalpPaBAEHHOCTb MOXeT OBITh IPHUCYINA M OIlpe-
AGAEHHBIM KYyAbTYpaM B 1leAoM. IIprMepOM KyAbTypbl, OpPUEHTHPOBAaHHOH Ha
caymaTeasi, OyAeT Takas, B KOTOPO#l aKCHOAOTHYeCKasi HepapXusl TeKCTOB pac-
MOAaraeTcs TaK, 4TO MOHATHS «HanboAee LIEHHBIN>» M «CAMbIN [IOHATHBIA» COB-
napaoT. B aTom cayyae creun¢rka BTOPHUHBIX HAABSI3BIKOBBIX CHCTeM OyAeT B
HaMMeHbIIeN CTeleHH BbIpaXKeHa — TeKCTBI OYAYT CTPEMHUTBCS K MMHUMAAbHOM
YCAOBHOCTH, HMHUTHPOBATbh «HEIOCTPOEHHOCTb>, CO3HATEAPHO ODHUEHTHDYSCh
Ha THUI «TOAOTO> COODIIeHUs Ha eCTeCTBEHHOM si3bIKe. AeTOIMUCh, Tpo3a (8 oco-
6eHHOCTH oqepk), raseTHasl XpOHHKA, AOKYMEHTAAbHbIA QHAbM, TeAeBHAEHHE
6yAyT 3aHMMaTb BBICIIHE LIEHHOCTHbIE CTYNeHH. «AOCTOBEPHOE >, «HCTHHHOE>,
«Ipocroe» OyAyT pacCMaTpUBATbCA KaK BbICHIME aKCHOAOTHYECKHE XapakTe-
PHMCTHKH.

KyAbTypa, opHeHTHpOBaHHAs Ha TOBOPALIETO, B Ka4eCTBE BbICUIEN LIEHHOCTH
UMeeT cpepy 3aMKHYTHIX, MAAOAOCTYIHBIX HAH BOOOIIE HEMOHATHBIX TEKCTOB.
1o KyAbTypa 330TepHueckoro tuma. IIpodernyeckne u xpedeckue TeKCTbl,
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TAOCCOAAAMH, CrieipHUYEeCKHe BHUAbI [TO33MM 3aHMMAIOT B HeH BbICIIEE MECTO.
OpHeHTalHs KYABTYPbI Ha «TOBOPSIET0» MAH «CAYLIAIOMEro>» OGyAeT Mposs-
AATBCS B TOM, YTO B IIEPBOM CAy4Yae ayAUTODMs MOAEAMpYeT cebs mo obpasiy
CO3AATeAsl TEKCTOB (YMTaTeAb CTPEMHTCS MPHOAUBMTBCS K MACAAY nosra), BO
BTOPOM — OTIPaBUTEAb CTPOUT Cebst o 06pasiyy ayAUuTOpUM (moat cTpemurcs
NPHOAM3UTBCS K HACAAY YHTATEASL). AMAXPOHHOE Pa3BUTHE KYABTYPbI TAK)Ke MO~
HO PaccMaTpHUBATh KaK ABH)KEHHE BHYTPH TOTO XK€ KOMMYHHKALIHOHHOTO IIOASL.
IlpuMepom ABIDKEHHSI OT YCTAaHOBKH Ha TOBOPSIIErO K yCTAHOBKE Ha CAYLIAIOLIETO
B MHAMBHAYAABHOM 9BOAIOLIMH [IUCATEAS] MOXKET OBITh TBOPYECTBO TaKOTO MO3Ta,
kak [Tactepnak. B neproa cosaanust mepBoit pepakuuu KHUr «ITosepx 6apbe-
poB>», «CecTpa Most — >KH3Hb», «TeMbl M BapHallMU» OCHOBHDBIM AASl [103Ta
6BIAO MOHOAOrHYECKOe BbICKa3bIBaHHE, CTPEMHUBIIEECs K TOYHOCTH BbIPAXKEHHUS
COOCTBEHHOTrO BHAEHHSI MHpPA CO BCeMH OOYCAOBAEHHBIMH UM OCOOEHHOCTSIMH
ceMaHTHYecKoi (a MHOTAQ M CHHTaKCHYECKOM) CTPYKTYpPbI MOSTHYECKOTO SI3bl-
Ka. B mospHHX MpOHM3BEAEHHAX AOMHHHPYET AMAAOTHYECKasl YCTaHOBKA Ha CO-
beceaHHKa — cAymamomero (Ha MOTEHIJMAABHOTO YHTaTeAs, KOTOPBIA AOAXEH
noHATb Bce emy coobmaemoe). OCOHEHHO HArASIAHO KOHTPACT MeXAy ABYMS
MaHepaMH BBICTYIIAET B TEX CAYYasiX, KOTAA IHCATEADb ABYMsI Cllocobamu npobyer
TepeAaTh OAHO M TO Xe BriedaTaeHHe (ABa BapHaHTa CTHXOTBOpeHUs «Benerus»
U ABa NpPO3aHYeCKHX OMHCAHHS TOTrO >Ke MepBOro BHeYyaTAeHHs OT Benenuu
«OxpaHHO# rpaMOTe» U B aBTOOHOTpaduu « AIOAU K [TIOAOXKEHHS »; ABa BAPHAHTA
cruxorBopenus «MMnposusanuax», 1915, u «MmMnposusanus Ha posiae,
1946). O ToM, 4TO MOAOOHOE ABHXXEHHE MOXET ObITh MCTOAKOBAHO B CBETE He
TOABKO UHAMBUAYAAbHBIX IPUYHH, HO U KaK HEKOTOpas 3aKOHOMEPHOCTD B pa3-
BUTHH €BPOIENCKOTO aBaHTapAd, CBUAETEABCTBYET TBOpYECKOe ABIDKeHHe Mas-
KOBCKOro, 3a60AO0LIKOrO, MO3TOB 4elICKOTo aBaHrapaa. Boobuie rosops, myTsh
OT YCTaHOBKH Ha TOBOPSINErO K YCTAHOBKE Ha CAYINAIOUETO He SIBASETCS
€AMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHbIM; U3 coBpeMeHHHKOB [TacTepHaka obparHoe pa3BuTie
XapaKTepHO B 0CO6EHHOCTH Aast AxmaToBo# («[ToaMa 6e3 reposi» B cpaBHEHHH C
6oAee paHHMMH IPOU3BEACHUSMH).

3.2.3. CaeayeT BbUICHHMTD, B KaKOH CTENEHH BbIAGACHHE ABYX MOASIPHBIX THUIIOB
AMTEpaTyPHBIX M XyAOXECTBEHHbIX CTHAEH THIa OMNMO3HMLMIA: peHeccaHc — Oa-
POKKO, KAACCHLIM3M — 0GapOKKO, KAACCHLIM3M — POMAaHTH3M, [0 OTHOLIEHHIO K
CAABSHCKUM AHTEPATypaM pasHbIX IEPHOAOB, OTYETAHUBEE BCEr0 HAMEYEHHOE
tOAnanoM KpsxixaHOBCKMM, MOXET GbITb COOTHECEHO C THIIOM KYABTYPBI, 06-
YCAOBAGHHBIM YCTRHOBKO# AH60 Ha roBopsiiero, AM60 Ha caymatouiero (K nepso-
My THITy MOTAM 6bl IPMHAAAEXKATh, HANPUMEp, PAHHEe CPeAHEBEKOBbe, HapOKKO,
POMaHTH3M, AUTeparypa asanrapaa — Mloda Polska — u 1. i.). BuyTpu xaxaoit
M3 TaKMX ONIMO3ULMIA B CBOIO OYePeAb BO3MOXKHBI PAa3AHYEHHS], TPOBOAHUMBIE I10
aHAAOTHYHOMY NpHU3HaKY (C 4eM MOKHO CBA3aTh HaAMYHe TaKUX TIPOMEXXY TOYHBIX
THNOB, Kak MaHbepn3M). C 103AHe ! XPOHOAOTHell BKAIOYEHHS B CAABSHCKHE KYAB-
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TYPbI CTHAEH, OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIX Ha CAYILIAIOIIETr0, MOXKHO CBSI3aThb B PsIAe CAYYaeB
HAAMYHe BHYTPH 3THX CTHAeH 4epT, 6oaee OAM3KHX K CTHASIM C YCTAaHOBKOM Ha
rOBOPSIIIETO (Gapoxxo BHYTPH CAaBSIHCKOTO IO3AHErO BO3POXAEHHS H T. IL).
O6upe yepThl, CBA3bIBAIOIKME CTHAN C YCTAHOBKOM Ha TOBOPSIIETO, II03BOASIIOT
MMOCTaBUTb BOIIPOC O AAAEKO HMAYLIMX CTHAMCTHYECKHX CXOACTBAX (HanpnMep, B
OTAEABHDBIX CTHMXOTBOpeHHsX HopBuaa u3 mukaa «Vademecum>» u HBeTaeBoﬁ)
HEe3aBHCHMO OT a6 COAIOTHOM XPOHOAOTHH.

3.2.4. TlockoAbKy B KaHaA KOMMYHHKALIMH MeXAY OTIIPaBUTEAEM U AAPECATOM B
KYABTYPax, 0OAAQAQIOIIMX CPEACTBAMH BHeLUHe# PUKCALMU cOObIeHHs, BCTPO-
eHa MaMsATh, Pa3AMYAETCS IOTEHLMAABHBIN aapecar («AaAeKHil MO¥ MOTOMOK>»
B cTxax BaparbiHckoro) u appecar axryaabHbiil. COBOKYMHOCTbD aKTyaAbHBIX
AApecaToB CBS3aHA C OTIpaBHUTeAeM 0OpaTHOI CBsA3bI0. B yacTHOCTH, € MOMOMLIBIO
TaKOH COBOKYITHOCTH OCYILIeCTBASIETCSI KOAAEKTHBHbBIA OTOOP H3 BCETO MHOXECT-
Ba TEKCTOB HEKOTOPBIX, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX 3CTETHYECKHM HOpMaM 3I0XH, IIOKO-
AEHMS1, COUMAAbHOM rpynmbl. MexaHH3M Takoro 0T6opa MOXeT MOAEAMPOBATBCS C
MIOMOIIBIO AMIApaTa, GAM3KOTO K TOMY, KOTOPbIi pa3paboTaH B KHOepHETHYECKON
MOAEAH 3BOAOLMH. [ToCKOABKY ¢ TeopeTHKO-HHGOPMALIMOHHOM TOYKHM 3pEHHS
KOAHMYECTBO HHPOPMALIMU OITPEACASETCS AASI AAHHOTO TE€KCTA IO OTHOLIEHHIO KO
BCEMY MHOXECTBY TEKCTOB, B HACTOSIIIiee BpeMsi MOXKHO 60Aee OTYEeTAMBO OIIMCATh
PEaAbHYIO POAb <MAABIX ITHCATeAeH > B KOAAEKTHBHOM OTOOpe, IOATOTaBAMBAIO-
1eM BO3HUKHOBEHHE TeKCTa, HeCYIero MakCHMyM HH$popManun. MIHAMBHAYaAD-
HbII1 0T60p, IPON3BOANMBIIL THcaTeAeM (M OTpakaeMblil, HAPUMeP, B Y4EPHOBH-
Kax), MOXeT PaCCMATPHBAThCS KAK IPOAOAKEHHE KOAAEKTUBHOTO 0TGOPa, HHOTAA
UM HaNpaBAsieMO€, HO YacTO OT HEero OTTaAKHBawouieecs.. C 3TOM TOYKH 3peHHs
MOAE3HBIM MOXKET OKa3aTbCs U HCCAGAOBaHHE (AKTOPOB, NPeNSTCTBYIOLIUX
orbopy.

C HaaMYMeM MaMATH B KaHaAe KOMMYHMKAIIHH MOXKHO CBSI3aTh M OTPaKeHHe
B CTPYKTYpe >KaHPOB KOMMYHHKALIMOHHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH, BOCXOASIIUX HHOTAQ K
TpeAleCTBYIOleMy epHoAy ( «MaMaTh xaHpa>, 1o M. M. Baxruny).

4.0.0. OnpepeAsisi KYABTYPY KaK HEKOTOPbIH BTOPHUYHBIN SI3bIK, Mbl BBOAMM TOHS-
THe «TEKCT KYABTYPbl>», TEKCT HA AAHHOM BTOPHYHOM s3biKe. [I0CKOABKY TOT MAM
MHOM eCTeCTBEHHbIH S3bIK BXOAHT B SI3bIK KYABTYPBI, BO3HHKAaeT BOIPOC O COOT-
HOIIEHHH TEKCTa Ha eCTECTBEHHOM S3bIKE K CAOBECHOTO TEKCTa KYABTYPbL 3AeCh
BO3MOJXXHBI CACAYIOLIHE COOTHOLIEHUS:
a) TekcT Ha ecTeCTBEHHOM 5I3bIKe He SIBASIETCS TEKCTOM AQHHOM KYABTYPBL.
TakoBbl, HAIpUMeP, AASl KYABTYDP, OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIX Ha MHCbMEHHOCTD,
BCe TeKCThbI, COLIMaAbHOE (YHKLIHOHHPOBAaHHME KOTOPBIX MOAPa3yMeBaeT
ycTHy0 ¢popmy. Bee BbickaspiBaHMS, KOTOPbIM AQHHAsI KYABTYpa He TpH-
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IIHCHIBAET LIEHHOCTH Y 3HaYeHHs! (HalpHMep, He XPAHHT), C ee TOYKH 3pe-
HHS TEKCTAMH He SBASIIOTCS.”

6) TekcT Ha AAHHOM BTOPUYHOM S3bIKE OAHOBPEMEHHO ABASIETCSI TEKCTOM Ha
ecTecTBeHHOM si3bike. Tak, cTuxoTBOpeHHe IIymIKMHA — OAHOBPEMEHHO
TEKCT Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

B) CAOBECHBIN TEKCT KYABTYPbl He SBASETCS TEKCTOM Ha AQHHOM eCTecT-
BeHHOM si3pike. OH MOXET TP 3TOM ObITb TEKCTOM Ha APYTOM ecTecT-
BEHHOM s13bIKe (AAQTHHCKAsi MOAMTBA AAS CAQBSHMHA) HAHM Xe 06pa3soBbl-
BaTbCsl MyTeM He3aKOHOMEPHOMN TPaHCPOPMALMH TOTO HAH HHOTO YPOBHsI
€CTeCTBEHHOTO s3bIKa (Cp. PYHKUHOHUPOBaHME IOAOOHBIX TEKCTOB B ACTC-
KoM TBOpuecTse).””

B nostuyecknx Tekcrax XaeOHHKOBa ecTb Takhe (parMeHThl, KOTOpble IO
cBOell (OHOAOTMYECKOH CTPYKType («6062061> ), MOP{OAOTHIECKOMY HAH
AEKCHYECKOMY COCTaBy ( «AyKaeT AYKOM>, «CMEeSHCTBYeT CMeXaMH>» H ApyTHe
HEOAOTH3Mbl, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha BOCKPeIIeHHH apXaniecKoro npuema figura etymo-
logica, xapakTepHOrO AASI CAQBSIHCKOH TTO93HH Ha4MHASI C ApeBHeHIIero nepqua)
Y CHHTAaKCHYeCKHM KOHCTPYKLHAM («<TBI cTOMIIB 4TO AEAASI>» ) HE IIPMHAAAEKAT K
PaBUABHO MIOCTPOEHHBIM TEKCTaM C TOUKH 3peHHs 001IIero s3bIKa.

Ho xaxablil Takoit pparMeHT, OAArOAApsi BXOKAEHHIO €r0 B TeKCT, IPHU3HA-
BaeMbli B Ka4eCcTBe OTMeYEHHOTIO C TOYKH 3peHH A 0331 H, TeM CAMBIM CTAHOBUTCS U
(aKTOM MCTOPHH 513bIKa PYCCKOM O33MH. AHAAOTHYHbIE SIBACHHsI Ha 60oAee paHHHX
aTamax 3BOAIOLIMHM MOXXHO OTMETHTbH IO OTHOIIEHHIO K TeM popMaM $OAbKAOPA,
HanpuMep HeObIBAABIIMHAM M HEAETIHLaM, TAe HApyLIeHHe CEMAaHTHYeCKHUX HOPM,
IPHHSTHIX B 0011eM s3bIKe, CTAHOBUTCSI OCHOBHBIM [PHHLIUIIOM KOMITO3ULIHH.

4.0.1. CynecTBeHHBIM SBASIETCS BOIIPOC O IIOCTPOEHUH THIIOAOTHUH KYABTYP B CBSI-
3U C COOTHeCeHHEeM TeKcTa U pyHKUUH. ITop TexcTOM MOHMMaeTcs TOABKO Takoe
coob1iieHHe, KOTOpPOe BHYTPU AQHHOM KYABTYPBI COCTABAEHO IIO OIPEAEAEHHbBIM
IIOPOXKAQIOIIMM IpaBuaaM. B 6oaee obuiem Brae 3TO MOAOXKEHHE IPUMEHHUMO K
AI060#1 CeMHOTHYeCKOH cHcTeMe. BHYyTpH ApYroro si3blka HAM APYTOM CHCTEMbI
S3BIKOB TO Xe COOOIEHHE TEKCTOM MOXKET He SBAATHCS. 3A€Ch MOKHO BUAETH 00-
[eCeMUOTHYECKHI aHAAOT SI3bIKOBOTO MOHATHA TPAMMATHYECKOH ITPaBUABHOCTH,
KapAMHAABHO BOXXHOTO AASl COBPEMEHHOMH TeOpUH GOpMaAbHBIX rpammaruk. He
BCSIKOE SI3bIKOBOE COOOIIIeHHe SBASETCS TEKCTOM C TOYKH 3PEHHS! KyABTYDBHI,
06paTHO — He BCAKHI TEKCT C TOYKU 3PEHHUS KYABTYPBI IIPEACTaBAsIeT cOOOM mpa-
BHABHOE COOOIeHHE Ha eCTeCTBEHHOM SI3bIKE.

2 CAeAyeT OTAHUYATh HEe-TEKCT OT «aHTHU-TEKCTa>» AaHHOﬁ KyABTYDPbI: BbICKa3blBaHHeE, KOTOpoOe He

XPaHAT, OT BbICKa3bIBaHH S, KOTOPOE YHHYTOXAIOT.
22 PeaKH, HO BO3MOXHbI CAyHaH, KOTAZ OCO3HAHHE TOTO HAM HHOTO COOBLIEHMS KaK TEKCTa Ha AQH-

HOM SI3bIKE OTIpeAeAsieTCsl paKkTOM NPUHAAAEKHOCTH K TEKCTY KYABTYPbI.
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4.1.0. Tpaauuuonnas HCTOpHUS KyABTYPbl YYUTBIBAT AASL KaXKAOTO XPOHOAOTH-
YECKOTO Cpe3a TOABKO «HOBBIE>» TEKCTbI, TEKCThl, CO3AAHHbIE AQHHOM 31OX0H. B
PEeaAbHOM XXe CYILeCTBOBAHHMH KYABTYPbI BCETAQ HApSIAY C HOBBIMH QYHKIIMOHHUPY-
0T TeKCTbI, TIepEeAAHHbIE AAHHOH KYABTYPHOH TPaAULIMEH UAY 3aHeCEHHble U3BHE.
ITO MpHAAET KaXKAOMY CHHXPOHHOMY COCTOSIHHIO KYABTYPbI Y4epTbl KYABTYPHOTO
HOAMTAOTH3MA. IT0CKOABKY Ha PasHBIX COLIMAABHBIX YPOBHSX CKOPOCTb KYABTYp-
HOTO Pa3BHTHSI MOXeET ObITh HEOAHHAKOBOH, CHHXPOHHOE€ COCTOSIHWE KYABTYPbI
MOXET BKAIOYATb B ce0sl ee AHAXPOHMUIO U AKTUBHOE BOCIIPOU3BEACHHME «CTapbIX>»
TexkctoB. CpaBHUM, HanpUMep, XHBOe OBITOBaHHE AOTIETPOBCKOHM KYABTYPBI Y
pycckux crapoo6psiaues XVIII-XIX Bs.

5.0.0. MecTo TekcTa B TEKCTOBOM IMPpOCTPAHCTBE ONMPEACASETCA KaK OTHOIIEHHUE
AQHHOTIO T€KCTa K COBOKYITHOCTH IMOT€HLIHAABHBIX TEKCTOB.

5.0.1. CBs13b CEMUOTHYECKOTO MOHSTHS TEKCTa C TPAAULIMOHHBIMU PHAOAOTHYE-
CKHMH 3aAa49aMH OCOOEHHO SIPKO BUAHA Ha IPUMeEpe CAaBSIHOBEAEHMs KaK HayKH.
O6beKTOM CAABSIHOBEAYECKMX M3yYeHHUH HEM3MEHHO SIBASIAACh HEKOTOPasi CyMMa
TekcToB. Ho 110 Mepe ABIDKeHHS HayYHOM MBICAM U A€XKAIIlero B OCHOBe ee oblie-
O ABHDKEHMSI KYABTYPBI OAHH M Te e [IPOM3BEACHHS] MOTYT TO pHobpeTaTs, TO
TepATb CIIOCOOHOCTD BBICTYIATh B KayecTBe TeKCTOB. [IoKasareabHbIl IpuMep B
3TOM OTHOLIEHHH — AuTepaTypa ApeBHedt Pycu. Ecan 06beM HCTOYHMKOB 3paeCh
CPaBHHUTEABHO CTabMAEH, TO CIIMCOK TEKCTOB CYLIECTBEHHO BAPbHPYETCsl OT OA-
HOM Hay4HOM IIKOABI K APYTOMH H OT OAHOTO HCCAAOBATeAsl K APYTOMY, ITOCKOAbKY
oTpaxkaeT CPOPMYAHMPOBAHHOE AW UMITAMIIUTHOE ITOHSITHE TeKCTa, BCeraa Kop-
peAupylollee ¢ KOHLEILIMeH ApeBHEPYCCKOH KYABTYpbl. MICTOYHMKH, He YAOBAET-
BOpSIIOLMe 3TOMY ITOHSTHIO, TIEPEBOASTCS B Pa3psip «He-TeKCToB>». HaraspHbli
npuMep — KOAeOaHHsI B OTHECEHHUH TeX UAU HHBIX IIPOU3BEACHHI K XYAOXKECTBEH-
HbIM TEKCTaM, B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT Pa3AUYHOI'O HAIIOAHEHMS ITOHATHUS <XyAOXKeCT-
BEeHHasl KyAbTYpPa CpeAHEBEKOBbsI>».

5.1.0. Ilupokoe moHMMaHHe HAyKH O TEKCTaX COTAACYeTCS C TPAAHLIMOHHBIMH
IIpHeMaMH CAABSIHOBEACHHS, KOTOPOE M IpexAe OOHHMAAO ¥ CHHXPOHHO TOAKY-
eMble CAaBSHCKME TeKCTbl (HampuMep, LiepKOBHOCAABSHCKHE), U CpaBHUBaeMble
B AMaXpPOHHYECKOM IIAQHe TeKCThbl Pa3AUYHbBIX mepHoAoB. [IpeacTaBasieTcs Bax-
HBIM [OAYEPKHYTDb TP ITOM, YTO IMPOKHHA THIOAOTHYECKHMI MOAXOA CHUMAeT
a6COAIOTHOCTD NTPOTUBOIIOCTABAGHHS CHHXPOHHM M AMAaXpOHMH. B aToM CBs3M
CTOMT OTMETUTb 0COOYI0 QYHKIMIO S3bIKOB, MPETEHAYIOLINX HA POAb OCHOBHOTO
MHCTPYMEHTa MeXBsI3bIKOBOTO OOIIeHHs M CBA3YIOLIETO 3BeHa MEXAY Pa3HBIMU
aToXaMH XOTs Obl B OIIPEACAEHHBIX YaCTSIX CAABSIHCKOTO apeaAa, ¥ MpexXAe BCero
POAB 1IEPKOBHOCAABSHCKOTO 3bIKa U TEKCTOB, HATMCaHHBIX HA Pa3HbIX €T0 U3BO-
Aax. [ToaTomy HapsiAy € COOTHOLIEHHEM CHHXPOHHMH U AHAXPOHUH MOXHO BbIA-
BMHYTb U TMpo6AeMy TTaHXPOHUYECKOrO QYHKIMOHMPOBAHMS 5i3bKa (B AAHHOM
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KOHKPETHOM CAydYae L@ PKOBHOCAABSIHCKHH SI3bIK HTPAA NPEXAE BCErO POAD SI3bl-
Ka MPaBOCAABHOro O6meHus1). ITO TeM GoAee MPEACTABASIETCS CYLIECTBEHHDIM,
4TO IO OTHOIIEHHIO K aOCOAIOTHOM IKaAe BpeMeHM pasHble CAABSIHCKHE KyAb-
TypHble TPAAUIIMH OPTaHH30BaHbI MO-pasHoMy (Cp., ¢ OAHOM CTOPOHBI, ObHAHe
TePEeXUTKOB MPACAABSHCKOA APEBHOCTH B BOCTOYHOCAABSIHCKOM 06AacTH B TOM
cdepe, KOTOPYIO MOXHO Ha3BaTh «HHU30BOH KyABTYPOW>, C APYTOH CTOPOHBI —
BXO>KA€HHE HEKOTOPBIX apeaAOB, B JAaCTHOCTH 3aMAAHOCAABSHCKUX M YaCTH HOX-
HOCAQBSIHCKHX, B APYTHe KYABTYPHbIe 30HBL), YTO 06yCAABAMBAET AUCKPETHOCTD B
CTPYKTYpe AHAXPOHHH 3THX CAABSIHCKHX KYABTYDP B OTAHYHE OT HEMPEPhIBHOCTH
APYTHX TPaAMLIH.

5.2.0. AAst HCTOpHYECKOHN PeKOHCTPYKIIMH, MPUMEHHTEABHO K CAABSIHCKMM TeK-
CTaM, CHHXPOHHO€ CpaBHEHHe TeKCTOB, MIPUHAAAEKAIIMX K Pa3HbIM CAABSHCKUM
S3BIKOBBIM TPAAMLIMSIM, B PSIA€ CAyYaeB MOXET AAThb OOAbILE, YeM COMOCTaBA€-
HHEe BHYTPH OAHOTO 9BOAIOLIMOHHOTO PSIAQ; HAa 3TOM ITyTH BO3MOXHO TTOAyYeHHe
MTAOAOTBOPHBIX Pe3YAbBTaTOB INpH pellleHHMH TPAAULIMOHHOM AAS (HAOAOTHHU
3aAaYM PEKOHCTPYKLHH He AOIIEAIIMX AO MCCAGAOBATEAS TeKCTOB. AAS MHHHU-
MaAbHbIX TeKCTOB — KOMOMHALIMH MOp$eM B CAOBAX HAM OTAGABHBIX MOpJeM —
TaKOM MOAXOA IMPAKTHYECKH PEaAU3yeTCss B CPaBHUTEABHO-UCTOPHYECKOM CAQd-
BSHCKOM SI3bIKO3HaHMM. B Hacrosiee BpeMsi ero MOXHO pacIIMPUTb Ha BCHO
06AaCTh PEKOHCTPYKLIHH CAABSHCKHUX APEBHOCTEM — OT METPUKH AO KAHPOBBIX
XapaKTEPUCTHK (POABKAOPHBIX TEKCTOB, MH(OAOTHH, PHTYaAd, NMOHHMAEMOrO
KaK TEKCT, MY3bIKH, OAEXAbI, OPHaMeHTa, ObiTa 1 mp. O6HAMe pazHOOOpPa3HbIX
BO3AEHCTBHUIA APYTHX TPAAMLIMIH 110 OTHOIIEHHIO K MO3AHEHIIUM MePHOAAM (Ha—
[IpYMEP, BOCTOYHBIX U [MO3AHEE — 3aTlapAHOeBPONeNCKUX pOPM OAEXKABI IIO OTHO-
IIEHHIO K HCTOPHH KOCTIOMOB BOCTOYHOCA@BSHCKMX HAPOAOB) AGAQET AHAXPO-
HHYECKOe Da3BUTHE B GOABIION CTENEHH NpepbIBHBIM (CBS3AHHBIM C AAAEKO
MAYIIMMHA HApYLIEeHHAMH TPAAHLHIL). AAS [IeAM BOCCTAHOBAGHHS MCXOAHBIX 06-
IECAABAHCKUX (OPM aHAAM3 ITOTO Pa3BUTHUsI MOXKET ObITh BaXX€H TAABHBIM
06pa3oM B acriekTe BbIYACHEHHS NMO3AHEHIIMX HacAOeHHI. Boaee adekTHBHBIM
Croco60oMm pellleHUst TOM 3Ke 3aAaYH AMAXPOHHYECKOTO PacCAOEHHS U MPOeKIHH
APeBHeHIIero MAacTa Ha OOIIeCAABSHCKHA ITEPHOA MOKET OKa3aThCsl COMOCTAB-
A€HHME CHHXPOHHBIX CPEe30B KaXKAOM U3 CAABSHCKHMX TPAAULIMIL.

5.2.1. PeKOHCTpYKLMe# TEKCTOB NPAKTHIECKH 3aHUMAIOTCS Bce QPHAOAOTH — OT
CIIELIMAAMCTOB IO CAABSHCKMM APEBHOCTSAM M (OABKAOPY AO HCCAEAOBaTeAeit
AWTepaTypbl HOBOrO BpeMeHH (pPeKOHCTPYKLMS aBTOPCKOTO 3aMbICAA HAH XyAO-
JKeCTBEHHOTO IPOU3BEAEHH S, BOCCTAHOBACHHE YTPayeHHBIX TEKCTOB M MX YacTelt,
PEKOHCTPYKIIMS YUTATEABCKOTO BOCIIPHATHSI II0 OT3bIBAM COBPEMEHHHKOB, PEKOH-
CTPYKLHsl yCTHbIX MCTOYHMKOB M MX MECTa B CHCTEMe IIMChbMEHHOM KYABTYPbi; IIPH
M3yYeHHU MCTOPHH TeaTpa H aKTePCKOM UIPbl 0ObEKTOM UCCAEAOBAHMS SIBASIOTCS
TpeXAe BCETO PEKOHCTPYKLMHK K T. A.). B H3BecTHO Mepe Bcsikoe yreHue moaTu-
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4eCKOH PYKOIMCH eCTh PEKOHCTPYKLHsI TBOPYECKOTO IPOIIeCcCca U MOCAEAOBATEAD-
HO€ CHATHE MAACTOB 3aIOAHEHUSs], CPABHUM IIOAXOA K YT€HHMIO PYKOINHUCH KaK pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMH B Ty IIKHHOBEAYECKOM TeKCTOAOTHH B 1920-1940 rr. HakonaeHHbIA
B Pa3HbIX 0DAACTAX CAABSHCKON PHAOAOTHHM SMIMPHUYECKHI MaTepPHaA [IO3BOASET
MOCTaBUTh BONIPOC O CO3AAHMU OOIIel TEOPUM PEKOHCTPYKLIMH, OCHOBAHHON Ha
€AMHOM CHCTeMe MOCTYAATOB U POPMAAU3OBAHHBIX MpoLeaypax. CylecTBeHHbIM
MPEACTaBASIeTCS MPH 3TOM CO3HATEABHBI MOAXOA K MpobAeMe YpOBHEH peKOH-
CTPYKIMH, IPEACTABAEHHUE O TOM, YTO pa3Hble YPOBHH PEKOHCTPYKLHK TpebyioT
Pa3AMYHBIX IPOLIEAYP ¥ IPUBOAST K CHIelIMPUYECKHM B KOKAOM CAydYae pe3yAbTa-
TaM. PekOHCTpyK1Ms MOXeT MPOM3BOAMTLCS Ha CaMOM BbICIIEM ypPOBHe, YHCTO
CEMAHTHUYECKOM, KOTOPbIH, B KOHEYHOM CueTe, IePeBOAUM Ha SI3bIK HEKOTOPBIX
YHHMBEPCAAMH.

IIpu mocTaHOBKe Xe PsAAQ 3aAaY MOXKET COBEpPIIAThCS OAHOTHITHBIN BBIXOA 32
HpeAeAbl PEKOHCTPYUPYEMOTO MaTepHaAa B APyrHe CTPYKTYPbl TOH ke HallHo-
HaAbHOH KyAbTYpbL [1o Mepe mepekOAMpOBaHHUS CEMAHTHYECKHX COOOIeHUA Ha
60Aee HU3KHX YPOBHSX pelIaloTcst Bce 6oAee crenrpryeckue 3aAa4H, BIIAOTb AO
TaKHMX, KOTOPble HEMOCPEACTBEHHO CBA3bIBAIOT PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO TEKCTA C AHHI-
BUCTMYECKUMH HccAepoBaHusMH. Haumboaee omyTuMble pesyAbTaThl peKOHCT-
PYKIMH AOCTHUTHYTbl HA KPAaHHHMX YPOBHSX, COOTBETCTBYIONUX CEMHOTHYECKUM
KaTeropyusiM O3Ha4aeMOTO U O3HAYAIOIEro, YTO, BO3MOXHO, CBSI3aHO C TEM, UTO
MMEHHO 3TH YPOBHH B HAHOOAbLIEH Mepe COOTBETCTBYIOT TEKCTOBOM PEaAbHOCTH,
B TO BpeMs KaK IPOMEeXXyTOYHbIe YPOBHH B OOAbLIEH Mepe COOTHeCeHbI C IPHHSI-
TOM NPU OMMCAHMU METasA3bIKOBOM CUCTEMOK.

5.2.2. TIpeacTaBAeHMe TEKCTA Ha €CTECTBEHHOM SI3bIKe MOXKHO ObIAO ObI OMHUCATH,
HCXOAS M3 MA€AAM3HPOBAHHOM CXeMbl pabOThbl aBTOMaTa, KOTOPbIH MpeobpasyeT
TEKCT, OCAEAOBATEABHO Pa3BepThIBas ero OT 00Iero 3aMbiCAa K HU3LIMM YPOB-
HSIM, IIPUYEM KaXKAOMY M3 YPOBHEHN HAM HEKOTOPOH KOMOHMHAIMH Pa3HBIX YpOB-
Hel B IPUHIMIIE MOXEeT COOTBETCTBOBATH 3allMCh TEKCTa C MOMONIBIO BBIBOASII[E-
r0 yCTpOMCTBa:
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| Q61K 3aMbICceA TEKCTa J

| YpoBeHb KPYIIHBIX CEMaHTHYECKHX OAOKOB J

l CHHTAaKTHKO-CeMaHTHYeCKasl CTPYKTYpa ¢ppasbl l

r YposeHs ca0B

=

I YpoBenb ponemubix rpynm (cA0roB)

[ YpoBeHs dpoHeM l

Ecau rpaguyeckoe BbIBOAsIIEE YCTPOHCTBO COOTBETCTBYET YPOBHIO GOHEM, TO
3TO O3HA4YaeT, YTO cooblleHHe, MepeaaBaeMoe C IIOMOLIBI 3TOTO YCTPOMCTBA,
TIPEACTaBASIeT CO6 0¥t TOCAEAOBATEABHOCTb GOHEM, TO €CTb B MepepaTynke (TOHH-
MaeMOM COTAACHO TeOPETHKO-HHPOPMALIMOHHOM MOAEAH TIEPeAAYU COOBIIeHHs)
C KaXXAOH M3 GOHEM 1O KOAOBOH TabAHIe COMOCTABASIETCSI HEKOTOPBIN CUTHAA —
6ykBa; npuMepoM MOXeT ObITh OyKkBeHHOe MUCHMO THIa cepbckoro. Ecam sxe
BbIBOASILIEE YCTPOHCTBO COOTBETCTBYET YPOBHIO OOLIEr0 3aMbICAA TEKCTA, TO 3TO
O3HaYaeT, YyTo coobujeHHe, IepeaaBaeMoe C ITOMOLIBIO ITOTO YCTPOMACTBA, MPEAC-
TaBAsSET COOOH OOLIYI0 MACIO TEKCTA B ellle He PACYACHEHHOM BHAE, TO eCTh B
MepeAaTINKe C 3TOH HAEEH COMOCTaBASIETCSI KOAUPYIOIUI €€ CHMBOA (npnqu He
HCKAIOYEHO, YTO 3TOT CHMBOA SIBASIETCSI eAMHCTBEHHBIM 00pa3yioLnM Bech KOA,
MAM, TeM CaMbIM, BHECHCTEMHBIM 3HaKOM). B kauecTBe mpumepa MOXHO npuBecTH
Takue oflIHe CHMBOABI, KaK, HAPUMep, COASIPHBIE 3HAKH, H306paKeHHs! TITHI] U
KOHEHN MAH KOMOMHALIHH BCeX 9THX TPEX CHMBOAOB B PaCTHTEAbHOM OOPMAEHHH,
06pasyIoIIMX AHHbI TEKCT; TIPH STOM 10 OTHOMIEHHIO K APEBHEHIIeMy TepPHOAY,
COBMaAAKOLeMy C MPACAABSHCKUM, OHH IPEACTABASAU COGOM EAMHBIH TEeKCT
CO CTPOrMM COOTHOIIEHHEM CHMBOAOB-9A€MEHTOB BHYTPH HEro U C eAHHOMH
CEMAaHTHUKOH AASl BCErO TEKCTAa M BIIOAHE OIPEACAEHHON CEMaHTUKOH KaXKAOTO
9A€MEHTa; B AAABHEHIINX XKe OTPaXKEHHUSIX B OTAEAbHbIX CAABSIHCKMX TPAAULIMSX (B
OpHaMeHTe, HaPUMep Ha MPSAKAX, Ha CAHAX, BO3KAX; Pa3HbIX IPEAMETaX yTBAPH —
AapIAX, CYHAYKaX; B BBILIMBKAX Ha OACXKAE; B PE3HBIX yKPAIUEHHSX U3 ACPEBa, B
YaCTHOCTH HA KPbIlIaX XHAMIL; HA PUTYaAbHBIX M3ACAMSIX M3 TeCTa — MHpOrax,
KapaBasix, Ha AETCKMX UIPYUIKAX H T. A.) OHU BbICTYTAKOT KaK YacTH BTOPHYHOTO
TEKCT3, IOCTPOEHHOIO MyTeM «IePEeMEelIMBAHUS» I1ePBOHAYAABHBIX COCTABHbIX
YacTed, yTPAuUBAIOUIMX CBOK0 CHHTAaKCHYECKYI QYHKIHMIO MO Mepe 3a6BeHHMs
OCHOBHOM CEeMAHTHKH TeKcTa. AAas 6oaee paHHero mepuopa PEKOHCTPYKLUSI
TEKCTa, OMUCHIBAIOIIEr0 MUPOBOE ACPEBO, CBETHAA HAA HMM, NITHI], XHUBOTHbIX,
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PaCIOAOXKEHHBIX Ha HEM M IIPH HeM, MOATBEPIKAAETCS HAAUYHUEM IMOAHOCTHIO
COBIMAAAIOLINX APDYT C APDYTOM CAOBECHBIX TEKCTOB Pa3HBbIX XaHPOB (3ar0130pb1,
3arapkH, TIeCHH, CKa3KM) BO BCeX FAABHBIX CAaBSIHCKHX Tpapuuusx. Bmecte ¢
TeM OKa3bIBAeTCS, YTO TaKas PEKOHCTPYKIIMS TEKCTa COOTBETCTBYET, C OAHOH
CTOPOHBI, OOLIEHHAOEBPONENCKOM, MPOM3BEACHHON 6€3 y4eTa CAABSHCKUX AQH-
HBIX Ha OCHOBE COBITAA€HHS MHAO-HPAHCKHUX TEKCTOB C ADEBHEHCAAHACKMMH, C
ADYTOH CTOPOHbBI, TUIIOAOTHYECKH CXOAHBIM TE€KCTaM Pa3AMYHBIX eBPa3HHMCKUX
IIAMAHCKUX TPaAULIHH.

5.2.3. Aas mop06HbBIX PEKOHCTPYKIMIA A2XKe MPH HEBO3MOXXHOCTH HaXOXAEHHS
SI3BIKOBBIX 9AEMEHTOB, BOMAOIAIOIUX TEKCT HA HU3LIEM YPOBHE, €ro CeMaHTH4Ye-
CKasl peKOHCTPYKIUsA obaeryaercs 6AaroAapﬂ THUITOAOTHYECKOMY CXOACTBY KYAb-
TYPHBIX KOMITA€KCOB, TIOAB3YIOMIMXCs TIPAKTUYECKH EAUHBIM Ha6op0M OCHOBHBIX
CEeMaHTHYECKMX ITPOTHBOIIOCTABACHHH (Tpma BOCCTAHOBAEHHBIX AAS TPACAQA-
BSIHCKOTO: «AOASl — HEAOASI», «)KM3Hb — CMEPTb>», «COAHIIE — AYHa», «3€MAS —
MOpe>» M T. A-)- B yxa3aHHbIX CAy4Yasix MOXeT ObITh BBIABUHYTa M THIIOTE32 O CXOA-
HBIX BO3MOXXHOCTAX COLIMAAbHON HHTEpIpeTaluu NMOAOOHBIX CHCTEM; B CBA3H C
3THM CAEAYeT OTMETHTb BO3MOXXHOCTb BKAIOYEHHS B COOTBETCTBYIOIIHE KYABTYP-
Hble KOMIIAEKChI (HOHHMaeMbIe PaCIIHPEHHO AASl APEBHEHIIHX MEPHOAOB IpHU
ONpPEACACHHOM THUIIE€ COLHAAbHOM 0praun3auuu) Y TaKUX MPOSBACHHH COLIMAAD-
HBIX CTPYKTYP, Kak $OopMa MOCEAeHHH U )KUAHILI, TPaBUAQ, TPEATTMCAHHUS U 3aTIpe-
Thbl, KACAIOLIMECS AOTTYCTHMBIX U B OCOOEHHOCTH 00513aTeAbHBIX THIIOB OpaKoB U
CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMHU YepT PpyHKIIMOHMPOBAHHS TEPMHHOB poAcTBa. IToaToMy AaH-
HbI€, MOAYYEHHbIE NIPH NPUMEHEHHH CTPYKTYPHbIX METOAOB K PEKOHCTPYKLIMH
CAABSIHCKHX APEBHOCTEH, OKa3bIBAIOTCS CYLECTBEHHBIMU HE TOABKO AASl HCTOPHH
KyABTYPbBI B Y3KOM CMBICA€, HO H AASL HCCAEAOBAHHMSA PAaHHHX 3TaMOB COLIMAAbHOM
OpraHM3alMH1 CAaBSH (B TOM YHCAE U AAS MHTEPIIPETALIMK APXEOAOTHYECKUX AQH-
HbIX). ITHM ellle pa3 MOATBEPXKAAETCS PeaAbHOE eAMHCTBO CAABSHOBEACHHMS KaK
HAayKH O CAaBAHCKHX APEBHOCTSAX, IOHMMAEMbIX KaK EAHHOE CEMHOTHYECKOE Iie-
AO€, M O Mo3AHeHIed TpaHcGopMaHU U AMPPepeHIHaMH COOTBETCTBYIOIHX
TPaAMLIUH.

6.0.0. C ceMHOTHYECKON TOYKH 3PEHHA KYABTYPY MOXHO PAaCCMaTpPHUBATh KaK He-
PapXHIO YaCTHbIX CEMUOTHYECKUX CHCTEM, KAk CyMMY TEKCTOB M COOTHECEHHOIO
¢ HUMHU Habopa QyHKIUHA UAM KaK HEKOTOpOe YCTPOMCTBO, IIOPOXKAAIOLIee ITH
TekcTbl. [IpH paccCMOTPEHMH HEKOTODOrO KOAAGKTHBA KakK 0OAee CAOXHO IIO-
CTPOEHHOTO HHAMBHAQ, KyABTYPa MOXET OBbITh OCMBICACHA MO AHAAOTHH C HHAH-
BHAYaAbHbIM MEXaHH3MOM MaMSATH Kak HEKOTOPO€ KOAAGKTHBHOE YCTPOMCTBO IO
XpaHeHHIO U nepepaborke nHpopmaLuu. CeMUOTHYECKas CTPYKTYPa KYABTYPbI
M CEeMHOTHMYECKasi CTPYKTYPa MaMATH MPEACTABASIOT COO0M PYHKIJMOHAABHO OA-
HOTHITHbIE SABAEHHS, PACTIOAOKEHHbIE Ha Pa3HbIX ypoBHsX. [ToaoxeHue 3To He
POTHBOPEYHUT AHHAMU3MY KYABTYPbI: OyAyn B IpHHLHMIE GpUKCalMel NPOIAOTO
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OIbITa, OHA MOXKET BBICTYNATh U KaK IPOrpamMMa, U KaK MHCTPYKIHUSA AASL CO3AQ-
HHSI HOBbIX TeKCTOB. Kpome TOro, BO3MOXHO, Py IIPUHIIMITMAABHOH OpPHEHTaLHH
KyAbTYpbI Ha 6ydyuuil onvim, KOHCTPyMPOBaHHE HEKOTOPOW YCAOBHOW TOYKH
3peHusi, ¢ KOTOpon 6yAyllee BBICTyIaeT Kak mpomaoe. Hanpumep, cosparotcs
TEKCThI, KOTOpbie Gydym XpaHUTbCS MOTOMKAMH, AIOAH, OCMBICASIOIIME Cebs B
KayecTBe «AesiTeAel JIOXH>, CTPEMATCS COBeplIaTh UCTOpUYECKHEe NMOCTYNKH
(Aestausa, KoTOpbIe B GyaymeM cTaHyT namsthio). CpaBHHM CTPEMAEHUE AIOACH
XVIII B. n36uparb repoeB aHTUYHOCTU B KauecTBe MPOrpaMM C80€20 TIOBEAEHHs
(o6pa3 Karona — cBoeo6pasHblil K0, AeIUNPYIONIHIL BCE XXU3HEHHOE TIOBEACHUE
Papuesa, BKAKOYast caMoy6uitcTBo). CyLHOCT KyABTYPbI KaK IAMSTH OCO6EHHO
HATASIAHO MPOSIBASIETCS HAa NpUMepe apXaudecKHX TEKCTOB, B YACTHOCTH (OAbK-
AOPHBIX.

6.0.1. He ToABKO y4aCTHMKM KOMMYHHKALIMH CO3AAIOT TEKCTbI, HO U TEKCTDI COAEP-
XKar B cebe mamsATb 06 yyacTHHKax koMMyHHKauuu. [ToaToMy ycBOoeHuHe TekcTOB
HHOM KyABTYPbI IIPUBOAUT K TPAHCASILIMH Yepe3 BeKa OINPEeACACHHBIX CTPYKTYp
AUYHOCTH Y TUIIOB NOBeACHHS. TeKCT MOXET BbICTYIaTh B KaueCTBe CBepHYTOMH
NpOrpaMMbl LIEAOH KYABTYPbl. YCBOEHHE TEKCTOB U3 APYTOH KYABTYPbl NPUBOAUT
K SIBACHHIO NOAUKYABMYPHOCMY, BO3MO>KHOCTH, OCTAaBasICh B PaMKaX OAHOM KyAb-
Typbl, U3OUPATb YCAOBHOE NOBEACHHE B CTHAE APYroi. SIBaeHHe 3TO BO3HMKaeT
AMIUb HA ONPEAEACHHBIX 3TaMax OOIeCTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTHS U B Ka4eCTBe BHELIHe-
IO 3HaKa MMeeT, B YaCTHOCTH, BOSMOXHOCTb U36MpaTh THI 0aexxAbt (cp. BbIGOP
MEXAY «BEHIePCKHUM>, <IIOAbCKMM>» HAM «PYCCKHM> IIAATbeM B PYCCKOH KYAb-
Type konua XVII - nayaaa XVIII .).

6.0.2. AAg mepHoAa, HAUMHAIOLIETOCS C IPACAABSIHCKOTO M AOXOASIETO B OT-
ACABHBIX CAABSIHCKMX TPaAMLMAX A0 HOBOTO BPEMEHH, KOAAGKTHMBHbIA MeXa-
HHU3M XpaHeHMs MH$OpMaLMU («HaMﬂTb») obecrieunBaeT mepepady OT MOKO-
A€HHUSI K IIOKOAGHHIO (MKCHPOBAHHBIX JKECTKMX CXeM TeKCTOB (MeTpnquKnx,
TPaHCAMHTBUCTHYECKHX U T. A.) M LEABIX HX ¢$parmenToB (loci communi no
OTHOIIEHHIO K $OABKAOPHBIM TEeKCTaM). ApeBHefilllie 3HaKOBble CHCTEMbI ITO-
ro THUIIA, TA€ AMTEPaTypa CBOAUTCA K BONAOIEHHIO IePeAAIOLIMXCS MO Hac-
AEACTBY MUOAOTHYECKUX CIOXETOB € MIOMOIIbIO PUTYaAbHBIX POPMYA, B TAAHE
COLMAaABHOM MHTEPIPETALMH MOT'YT ObITh CHHXPOHM3HPOBAHBI C )KECTKO AeTtep-
MUHUPOBAHHbIMH CHUCTEMaMH OTHOLIEHHWH, TAE€ BCE BO3MOXHOCTH HMCYepnaHbl
IIpaBHMAAMH, COOTHECEHHbIMH C MHQPOAOTMYECKHMM IIPOLIABIM M C LJMKAHYECKHUM
puryasom. Hampotus, 6oaee pa3BuTbie CHCTEMbI B KOAAEKTHBAX, MOBEAEHHE
KOTOPBIX PEI'YAUPYeTCsl TAMATBIO 06 UX PeaAbHOH HCTOPHH, NpSIMO COOTHOCATCS
C TUIIOM AMTEPATyPbl, TA€ OCHOBHBIM IPUHLMIIOM CTAaHOBUTCS MOHMCK HaUMeEHee
CTATUCTHUYECKH 4acThiX (M, CAEAOBATEABHO, HeCYLIUX HauboAblllee KOAWYECTBO
qu)opMauml) npuemMoB. CXOAHbIE PACCYIXKAEHUS MOXKHO GBIAO 6bl MTPEAAOXKUTD
M 10 OTHOLIEHHIO K APyTHM ODAACTSAM KYABTYPBI, TA€ CaMOe MOHSATHe pa3BuTHA
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(To ecTh HaNPaBAEHHOCTH BO BpEMeHH) HEOTACAHMO OT HAKOTIAGHHS U Tepe-
paboTkM MHPOpPMALMH, MOCTENIEHHO HCIIOAB3YIOWIEACS AAS BHECEHHS COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIMX KOPPEKTUB B IPOrPaMMBbl IOBEAEHHST; STHM OOBSICHSIETCsI perpec-
CHBHasi POAb HMCKYCCTBEHHOH MHQPOAOTH3ALMH IPOIIAOTO, CO3AAMOLeH MH
BMECTO HCTOPUYECKOH peaAbHOCTH. B 3TOM CMBICA€ THIIOAOTHMS OTHOIUEHHH K
001eCAABSIHCKOMY IPOLIAOMY MOXET OKa3aThCsl IMOAE3HOM AASL HCCACAOBAHHUS
HACAEAMSI CAQBSHOQHAOB U ero poAH. MOXHO y4HTBIBaTh BO3MOXHOCTH TaKOM
AHAXpOHHYECKOH TPaHCPOPMALIMH HHAOEBPOIIEHCKON KYABTYPbI, KOTOpas He
BCETAA MPEATIOAAraeT Pa3BUTHE B CTOPOHY YCAOXKHEHHs OpraHM3auuH (ycAoX-
HeHHe TIOHMMAeTCsl NpU 3TOM B YHCTO (POPMAABHOM IIAAHEe KaK (yHKIMs
Mepbl YHCAA IAEMEHTOB, XapaKTePUCTHK HMX MOPSIAKA U CBSI3ef MEXAY HUMH U
MepHOCTH Bcell KyAbTypbl). COBpeMeHHble MCCAEAOBAHMS HMHAOEBPOIMEHCKHX
YCTaHOBAEHMI1 B UX OTHOLIEHHH K IIPACAABSHCKUM MO3BOASIIOT IIOCTaBUTD BOIIPOC
O BO3MOXHOCTH B HEKOTODBIX CAy4YasiX ABIDKEHHs He B CTOPOHY YBEAMYEHMS
KOAHYECTBA HHPOPMALIMH, a B CTOPOHY YBEAHYEHHsS KOAMYECTBA IHTPOIMMH B
06IIecAaBAHCKHX TEKCTaX, IO CPaBHEHHIO € 06IeMHAOeBpOeiickuMU (2 HHOTAR
M B OTAGABHDIX CAABSHCKHX 10 CPaBHEHHMIO C 0fIecAaBIHCKUMH). B yacTHOCTH,
AyaABHO-3K30TaMHble CTPYKTYPBl, BHAMMO, KOPPEAHUPYKOIIHE C ABOUYHOMN
CHMBOAMYECKOM KAACCHMMKALMeH, BOCCTAaHABAMBAEMOM AASl TIPACAABSHCKOTIO,
IPEACTABASIIOT CO00# 6oAee apxaMyeCcKHil I[AACT, YeM CTPYKTYPhI, BOCCTa-
HaBAHBaeMble AAsl OOIEMHAOEBPONEMCKOr0; HO 3TO MOXET OOBICHATHCSA He
OOABLIEH APXaMYHOCTBIO CAABSIHCKOTO MHpPa, a HEKOTOPHIMH BTOPHYHBIMH
MpoLieccaMy, MPUBEALIMMH K YIPOIIEHHIO CTPYKTYp. Bo Bcex Takux cay4asix
IPU PEKOHCTPYKLMH BO3HHUKAET 33A24a CHATHS LIYMa, HAAOXKEHHOTO Ha TEKCT
NpU mepepade MO AHAXPOHMYECKOMY KAaHAAy CBSI3H MEXAY MOKOAeHHsMH. B
3TOM CBSA3H C SIBAEHMSIMH, OOHAPY>XHBAaEMbIMH BO BTOPHUYHBIX MOAEAHPYHOLINX
CHMCTeMaX, MOXHO CPaBHHTb SBHOE yYMeHblUeHHMe CAOKHOCTH (M yBeAnMyeHHe
TPOCTOTbI) OPraHM3aLIMH TEKCTA Ha MOP(OAOTHYECKOM YPOBHE IIPH [IEPEXOAE OT
MHAOEBPOTEeHCKOro K (Mo3pAHEMY) MPacAaBSIHCKOMY NEPHOAY ACHCTBHS 3aKOHA
OTKPBITBIX CAOTOB (MOA MPOCTOTOM 3A€Ch IIOHUMAETCS. yMEHbLIEHHE YHCAA dAe-
MEHTOB U NIPaBHA UX AUCTPUOYLIHH).

6.1.0. AAst QYHKLIHOHHPOBAHHUS KYABTYPbl M COOTBETCTBEHHO AASL 06OCHOBAHMS
HeO0OXOAMMOCTH IPHUMEHEHUS! IIPU €€ M3YYeHHWH KOMIIAEKCHBIX METOAOB, OCHO-
BOIOAAramlee 3HaueHHe HMMeeT TOT PakT, YTO OAHA M3OAMPOBAHHAsSl CEMHOTH-
yeckasi CHCTeMa, CKOAb Obl COBEpIIEHHO OHA OPTraHH30BaHa HU OblAd, HE MOXKET
COCTaBHTb KyABTYPBI — AASL 9TOTO HEOGXOAMMA B KaueCTBe MUHMMAABHOTO Me-
XaHHM3Ma Mapa COOTHECEHHDbIX CEMHOTHYECKHMX CHCTeM. TeKCT Ha ecTecTBeHHOM
A3BIKE M PUCYHOK MaHU(DECTHPYIOT HauboAee OBBIYHYIO CHCTEMY U3 ABYX S3BIKOB,
COCTaBASIIONIY0 MEXaHH3M KYAbTYpbl. CTpeMAeHUe K TeTepOreHHOCTH S3bIKOB —
XapaKTepHas 4e€pTa KYyAbTYPBI.
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6.1.1. B atoit cBsisau 0cobyto poab nprobpeTaeT SBACHUE ABYSA3bIYMS, IPE3BbI-
9aflHO BaXKHOE AASl CAABSIHCKOTO MHpa M BO MHOTOM oOmpeaeastoliee CICeIH-
$uky caaBsiHCKMX KyabTyp. Ilpu BceM pasHOOOpasHHM KOHKPETHBIX YCAOBHH
OMAHMHTBM3MA B Pa3HbIX CAABSIHCKHUX O0AACTSX, UHOU SA3BIK BCETAQ BBICTYMAA KaK
MepapxXHUYecKHy BBICUINH, UTpasi poAb 0Opasija-aTaA0Ha A GOPMHPOBAHHUS TEKC-
ToB. OpHeHTalUsl Ha «UyXOH>» SI3bIK MMEeT MeCTO U TOTAR, KOTAA B KyAbTYpe
TIIPOMCXOAMT ABI)KEHHE K A6MOKPATH3AIIUH SI3BIKOBBIX CPEACTB. Tak, MyIIKHHCKHe
CAOBA O TOM, YTO YYHUTbCS SI3BIKY HAAO Y MOCKOBCKHX IIPOCBUPEH, TIOAPa3yMeBaloT
obpaieHre K HAPOAHOMY SI3BIKY, KaK K SI3bIKY HHOMY. JTa 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb IPOSIB-
ASIETCSI TOTAQ, KOTAQ AKCHOAOTHYECKH BbICIIEH CTAaHOBUTCS COLMAABHO HM3MIasl
cucrema. Crienududeckre GyHKIMU BTOPOTO CAABSHCKOTO si3blka (06BIMHO 1jep-
KOBHOCAABSIHCKOTO) B MOAOOHOIt Mape CTPYKTYPHO PaBHOLIEHHBIX SI3BIKOB Ae-
AQIOT MaTEPHAA CAABSIHCKMX KYABTYP M SI3bIKOB OCOOEHHO IIeHHBIM He TOABKO
AASI HCCAEAOBAHHSI TIPOOAEM ABYSI3BIHS, HO M AASI BHISICHEHHS PSIA MIPOIIECCOB,
THIOTETHUYECKH CBSI3bIBAEMBIX C ABYSI3bIYMEM M MHOTOS3bIdHeM (BO3HMKHOBEHHe
POMaHa U POAb ABYSI3BIYHMSI M MHOTOSI3BIYMS AASI 9TOTO JKaHpa, MPUOAMKeHHe
K pasrOBOPHOMY $I3bIKY KaK OAHa M3 COLIMAAbHBIX QYHKIIUM MO33UH; CP. HAEIO
«OOMHPpIIeHHS» A3bIKA PYCCKOM M033UM B CTaThsix MaHaeabIITaMa).

6.1.2. Ha ¢oHe bGeccriopHbIX CBsi3eil, yCTAHOBACHHBIX Uepe3 MOCPEACTBO SI3bIKO-
BbIX CPEACTB BOTIAOLLIEHHS TEKCTOB, K KPYTY TeKCTOB, U3y4aeMbIX HayKaMH CAa-
BSIHOBEAYECKOTO KOMITAEKCA, MOTYT ObITh OTHeCeHbl TEeKCThbI, HAIllMCaHHble Ha
3aBeAOMO HECAABSHCKHX SI3bIKaX, HO GYHKIIMOHAABHO 3HaYHMbIe B CBOEH IPOTH-
BOMOCTaBA€HHOCTH COOTBETCTBYIOIIMM CAABSIHCKMM (AQTHHCKHMIT A3BIK HAYYHBIX
counHenu# SHa ['yca B oTAMuMe OT cTapoyelckoro, ¢ppaHIy3CKUi A3bIK CTaTeH
TioTyesa). B aT0# cBA3M 0CO6BIA HHTEPEC MOXET MPEACTABAATh aHAAM3 AATHH-
CKHX 1 HTAAbSIHCKHX TEKCTOB B COTIOCTABA@HHH CO CAABSIHCKHMMH TeKCTaMH BpeMe-
HH PEHeCCaHCHOTO ABYS3bIYMS B CAABSHCKOM Mupe (Cp. XapaKTepHble AaTHHCKO-
MOAbCKHE M HTAABSHCKO-XOPBAaTCKHe MAKapOHHMYeCKHe CTHXOTBOPHbBIE TeKCThI
6oaee ro3aHero 6apouHOro BpeMeHH), aHaAM3 QPaHITY3CKHUX TEKCTOB B COMOCTAB-
A€HHH C UX PYCCKHMH 3KBUBAAEHTaMHU B PYCCKOHM AMTepaType [epBOi TOAOBHHBI
XIX 8. (0pHO M TO Xe cTUXOTBOpeHHe BaparbiHckoro Ha dpaHLy3ckOM U pyccKOM
A3bIKaX, ppaHITy3ckue 3amuck [lymkuHa B cpaBHEHHH C — OTYACTH MapaAA€AbHbI-
MM UM — PYCCKHMH €r0 COYMHEHHUSIMH H T. A, paHifyscko-pycckoe ABysi3bIdHE,
n306paskaemMoe M HCTIOAb3yeMOe Kak XyAOXKeCTBEeHHBIH IIPHEM B PyCCKOM pOMaHe
XIX B.

6.1.3. Kak cucrema cucrem, 6azupytorasics, B KOHEYHOM CYeTe, Ha eCTeCTBEHHOM
s3bike (3TO M MMeeTCs B BUAY B TEPMUHE «BTOPUYHbIE MOAEAUPYIOILINE CHCTe-
MBI>, KOTOPbIe IIPOTHBOMOCTABASIOTCS «II€PBUYHOM CHCTEME >, TO €CTb €CTeCT-
BEHHOMY SI3bIKY), KyABTYPa MOXET PacCMaTPUBAThCS Kak HepapxHs IOMapHO
COOTHECEHHDIX CEMHOTHYECKHX CHCTEM, KOPPEASIIUS MeXAY KOTOPbIMU B 3Ha4H-
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TEABHOM CTEeNMeHH peaAU3yeTCs Yepe3 COOTHeCEHHe C CHCTEMOM eCTeCTBEeHHOTO
sa3pika. CBA3b 9Ta 0COOEHHO HArASAHO BBICTYIIAET NMPH PEKOHCTPYKIIMH IIPACAa-
BSHCKMX APEBHOCTEN B CHAY 6OABILIEr0 CHHKPeTH3Ma apXau4eckux KyabTyp (cp.
CBSI3b OTNPEACAEHHBIX PHTMHYECKHX, MEAOAMYECKHMX THIIOB C MeTPHYECKMMH, B
CBOIO OYepeAb OOYCAOBACHHBIMM IIPAaBUAAMH CHHTAKCHYECKOW aKIIEHTOAOTMH;
IIpsIMOe OTpaXkeHHe 0OPSIAOBBIX QYHKIIHIL B SI3bIKOBBIX 0003HAYEHUAX TAKUX dAe-
MEHTOB PUTYaAbHbIX TEKCTOB, Kak Ha3BaHHs 0OPSAOBOM eAbl).

6.1.4. [ToAoxeHHe 0 HEAOCTATOYHOCTH TOABKO €CTeCTBEHHOTO SI3bIKa AASL TIOCTPO-
€HMSI KYABTYPbI MOXHO CBSA3aTh C T€M, YTO U CaM €CTECTBEHHBIN A3bIK HE ITPEACTaB-
AsieT COOOM CTPOTO AOTHYECKON PeAAH3AI[MH OAHOTO CTPYKTYPHOTO IPHUHIUIIA.

6.1.5. Crenenb OCO3HaHMSI €AUHCTBA BCeH CHCTeMbl CHCTEM BHYTPH AAQHHOH
KYABTYPBI Pa3AMYHa, YTO CAMO IO cefe MOXKET pacCMaTPUBAThCSI B KAUeCTBE OA-
HOTO M3 KPUTEpPHEB THUIIOAOTMYECKOH OLIEHKM AQHHOH KYABTYPBL JTa CTeleHb
OYeHb BBICOKA B OHOTOCAOBCKHX NMOCTPOEHHUSIX CPEAHEBEKOBbsl U B TeX MO3AHeH-
IIMX KYABTYPHBIX ABH)KEHHUSIX, TA€, KaK Y I'YCHUTOB, MOXHO BHAETb BO3BpaT K TOM
XK€ apXauyeCKOH KOHILIILMHM eAMHCTBA KYABTYPBI, HAIIOAHAEMOM HOBBIM COAEP-
sxaHHeM. OAHaKO, ¢ TOYKH 3peHHsi COBPEMEHHOIO HMCCAEAOBATeAs, KYAbTYpa,
MPEACTABMTEAH KOTOPOIl MBICASIT e€ KaK eAMHYIO, OKa3bIBAeTCsl yCTPOEHHOM 60-
Aee CAOXHBIM 00pa3oM: BHYTPH CpPeAHEBEKOBOH KYABTYPbI BBIACASIETCS IAACT
OoTKphITHIX M. M. BaxTHHbBIM «HeOQHIIMaAbHBIX KapHABAaAbHbIX SIBACHHH>» (ma
CAQBSIHCKOH IOYBE ITPOAOAKAIOIUXCS B TAKUX TEKCTaX, KaK CTAPOYEeNICKasi MH-
crepus «Unguentarius» ); B 'YCHTCKOii AUTepaType O6HapyXHMBaeTcs 3HAIUMOE
IPOTHUBOMOCTABACHHE AATHHCKHX HAyYHBIX TEKCTOB M OOpAIeHHBIX K APYTOMY
appecaty (MaccoBoMy) MpOM3BeACHMH MyGAMLIMCTMYECKO# AMTepaTypbl. Aas
HEeKOTOPBIX [1ePHOAOB, XapaKTepPH3YIOIINXCS XYAOXKECTBEHHOM YCTaHOBKOHM Ha
OTIpaBUTEAs] COOOIIEHMs], B TO JXe BpeMs Crielu$HyeH MaKCMMAAbHO UIMPOKHIH
Ha60p AEHOTATOB 1 KOHLIENITOB BHYTPH COOOIIeHHH, HCXOASIINX OT OAHOTO aBTOPA
(Komenuyc, Bomkosuy, AOMOHOCOB), YTO MOXET CAY>KUTb AOTIOAHHTEABHBIM
AOBOAOM, TOBOPSILIMM B [IOAB3Y €AUHCTBA KYABTYpbl (BKAIOYAKOLIEl B 9THX CAy-
YasX M eCTeCTBEHHbIE HAYKH, M PSA HayK O 4eAoBeke M T. A.). [locaepHee umeet
HCKAIOYMTEABHOE 3HAY€HUe AASL CTPOrOro 060CHOBAHMS CaMOTO [IPeAMeTa CAABsi-
HOBeACHMsl KaK HayKH O CHHXPOHHOM M AMAXPOHHOM QyHKIIMOHHPOBAHHH KYAb-
TYP, CBA3aHHbBIX OAQTOAAPS MX COOTHECEHHIO C OAHHMM CABSHCKMM SI3bIKOM HAM e
C ABYMsl CAABSIHCKMMM SI3bIKaMM, B KQY€CTBE OAHOTO M3 KOTODBIX B PSAE KYABTYD
BHICTYTAA LIePKOBHOCAABAHCKMMA. 3HaHHe OOUIHOCTH A3bIKOBBIX TPAAHIIMH, HC-
TOAB3yEeMBIX B KKAOH M3 AQHHBIX KYABTYP, CAY>KMT (He TOABKO B TEOPHH, HO H
B IPaKTHYECKOM MOBEACHHH HOCHTEAEH COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX TPaAHMLMil) TIPeATIO-
CBIAKOH AASl OCO3HAaHMSI UX PasAMYMI. JTH IOCAeAHHE AASI CAABSIHCKOTO MHpa
CBA3BIBAIOTCS HE CTOABKO C YMCTO S3BIKOBHIMH (MOPPOHOAOTMYECKMMHM) MpPaBH-
AAMH TIePEKOAMPOBAHHS], KOTOpPbIE NIPU UX OTHOCMTEABHOM NMPOCTOTE MOTAH 6bI
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U He 3aTPYAHHMTb B3aUMOIIOHMMAHMs, CKOABKO C KyABTYPHO-MCTOPHYECKHMH
(AAS pAHHMX TIEPHOAOB TIPEXKAE BCETO KOHPECCHOHAaAbHBIMM) pasanynsamu. Tem
CaMbIM AEAAeTCS O4YEBUAHOM HEOOXOAMMOCTb TaKOTO HM3yYeHHs] CAABSIHCKHMX
KYABTYp, KOTOpOe, IOCTOSHHO MMesl B BHAY CBS3YIOL[YIO POAb S3bIKOBOH 06-
HOCTH, BBIXOAMAO OBl 32 PaMKM COOCTBEHHO AHMHTBUCTHYECKOTO M YYHMTBIBAAO
6b1 Bce BHesA3bIKOBbIe PAKTOPDI, CKa3aBIINeECs], B YACTHOCTH, U Ha A3bIKOBOH And-
¢epennmanuu. TakuM 06pa3oM, aHAAW3 CAABAHCKHX KYABTYP M SI3bIKOB MOXXeT
OKa3aThCsl YAOOHOH MOAEABIO AASl MCCAEAOBAaHHUSI B3aUMOOTHOLIEHMH MEXAY
eCTeCTBEHHBIMHU S3BIKAMH M BTOPHYHBIMU (HAADA3BIKOBBIMH) MOAEAHPYIOIMMH
CeMHOTHYEeCKHMMH CHCTEMaMH.

ITop «BTOPHYHBIMM MOAEAHMPYIOIIMMH CHCTEMAMM>» HMEIOTCS B BUAY TaKHe
CeMHMOTHYECKHE CHCTEMbl, C IMOMOINbIO KOTOPBIX CTPOSATCS MOAEAH MHpa HAH
ero ¢pparMeHToB. DTH CHCTEMbI SBASIOTCSI BTOPHYHBIMH 110 OTHOIIEHHIO K Tep-
BHYHOMY €CTECTBEHHOMY S3bIKY, HaA KOTOPbIM OHM HAACTPaHMBAIOTCSA — HENoc-
peACTBeHHO (HaABA3BIKOBAs CHCTEMa XYAOXECTBEHHOMN AMTEPaTyphl) HAM B Ka-
YeCTBe MapaAAeAbHbIX eMy GopM (My3bIKa HAH KUBOIHCD ).

6.2.0. B cucreme KyAbTypoOOpasyloUHMX CEMHOTHYECKHX OIIO3HLHMIA 0COOYI0
POAb HMrpaeT NMPOTHBONOCTABACHHE AMCKPETHBIX M HEAMCKPETHBIX CeMHOTHYe-
CKHX MOAeAel (ANCKPETHBIX M HEAHCKPETHBIX TEKCTOB), YACTHBIM TIPOSIBAEHHEM
KOTOPOTO MOXET BBICTYIaTh AHTUTE3a MKOHUYECKHUX H CAOBECHBIX 3HAKOB. JTO
IPHAAET TPAAULIMOHHON NPOOAEMe COMOCTABACHHUSI H300Pa3UTEABHBIX H CAOBe-
CHBIX HCKYCCTB HOBBIF CMBICA: MOXXHO FOBOPHTb 00 HX B3aMMHO# He06XOAMMOCTH
AASL 06pa30BaHMsl MEXaHHU3Ma KYABTYPBl H O HEOOXOAUMOCTH MM OBITh Pa3HBIMH
N0 MPHHLMITY CEMMO3MCA, TO €CTh 3KBHBAACHTHBIMH, C OAHOH CTOPOHBI, U HE AO
KOHI]a B3aUMOMEPEBOAMMBIMU — C APYTO#. IT0CKOABKY pa3sHble HallHOHAABHbIE
TPAAMLIUM HMEIOT Pa3AMYHYIO AOTHKY, CKOPOCTb 3BOAIOLIMH, BOCHPHUMYHUBOCTb
K MHOHAIIMOHAABHBIM BAMSIHHSIM B TIPEAEAAX AMCKPETHBIX H HEAMCKPETHBIX TeK-
CTOOOPA3yIONMX CHCTEM, HAalIPSDKEHHe MEXAY HUMH CO3A2€T BO3MOXHOCTb 60AB-
WOro pasHooOpa3us KOMOMHALIMH, CYIeCTBEHHOTO, HalPHUMeEp, AAsL IIOCTpoe-
HHSI HCTOPHYECKOHM THUIIOAOTHMH CAABSHCKHX KYABTYp. Ocobblil MHTepeC MOXeT
NPEACTAaBUTD BbISIBAGHHE OAHHX M TeX K€ 3aKOHOMePHOCTeH MOCTPOEHHUS TEKCTa
(HanpuMep, XapakTepHOTO AAsSl 6APOKKO) Ha MaTepHaAe MPEHMyNIECTBEHHO He-
NpepbIBHbIX (XMBOTMCHDIX) ¥ IPEUMYILECTBEHHO ANCKPETHBIX (CAOBECHBIX) TEK-
cToB. B aTOM MAaHe BakHa mMpo6AeMa IKpaHU3ALHMHU KaK IKCIIEPUMEHTA 10 Mepe-
BOAY AUCKPETHOTO CAOBECHOTO TEKCTa B HEMPepbIBHbIH, AHIIb CONPOBOXAAEMbIA
$parmenTamu AuckperHoro (Hanpumep, «Bepesnsak» MBanikeBnya u cooTseTcT-
Byrou# emy Teaedpuabm Barabl, TA€ pOAb CAOBECHOTO TEKCTA CBEACHA K MUHUMY-
MY BBHAY 3HaYMMOCTH MY3bIKH AASL 3BYKOBOW CTOPOHBI KAPTHHBI).

7.0.0. OpHO# M3 CyIIeCTBEHHBIX MPOOAEM M3YYEHHS] CEMUOTHKHM M THIOAOTHMH
KYABTYP SBASIETCS IOCTaHOBKa BOIIPOCa 06 9KBHBAACHTHOCTH CTPYKTYP, TEKCTOB,
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$ynxumi. Buytpu opnom KYABTYPBI BbIABUTAeTCsl BIiepea IpoHAaeMa SKBHBaAEH-
THOCTH TeKCTOB. Ha He#t cTpOHTCSI BO3MOXHOCTD NTePeBOAA BHYTPH OAHOM Tpa-
Auuuu. IIpu 3TOM, MOCKOABKY 9KBUBaAEHTHOCTD He €CTh TOXAECTBO, IEPEBOA H3
OAHOH CHCTEMbI TEKCTa B ADYTYIO BCETAA BKAIOUAET HEKOTOPHIH 2AeMEHT Herepe-
BOAMMOCTH. I1pH ceMHOTHUECKOM OAXOAE COOTHOCHMbI H OTOXKAECTBASIEMBI 110
IMIPUHIMIIAM OPTaHHU3allMK KOHKPETHbIE TEKCTDI, @ HE CHCTEMBI, COXPaHSIOIIHE aB-
TOHOMHOCTD IIPH CKOAb YTOAHO AAAE€KO HAYIIIEH TOXAECTBEHHOCTH IIOPOXXAAEMBIX
UMM TeKCTOB. I10aToMy 3apa4a peKOHCTPYKIIMH TeKCTOB Ha Pa3HbIX MOABSI3bIKAX
IIOpO¥i OKa3bIBaeTCsi b0Aee AOCTHIKHMOM, YeM PEKOHCTPYKIIHS CAMHX STHX IIOAD-
s13bIKOB. IToCA€AHIOIO 3apauy YaCTO IPHUXOAHMTCS peliaTh, ONMHPasCh Ha THIIOAO-
THYEeCKHEe COMOCTABAEHHUS C APYTHMH KYABTYPHBIMH apearamH. IIpuMeHHTeABHO
K TPAaAMLIMOHHBIM 33Aa4aM CAABSIHOBEAEHHS KOMITApaTHBHCTHYECKHE MPOOAeMbI
MOTYT OBITh IIPH 3TOM HCTOAKOBAHbBI KaK TPAHCASILIHH TEKCTOB I10 Pa3HbIM KaHa-
AaMm.

7.0.1. TIpu 3TOM CyIIIeCTBEHHO Pa3AHYaTh TPH CAyYasi: TPAHCASILIHIO HEKOTOPOTO
HHOCA@BSIHCKOTO TEKCTa IO KaHaAY, BBIXOA KOTOPOTO OCYILECTBASIETCS HA APYTOM
CAQBSIHCKOM si3biKe (IIPOCTEMIHNII IPUMEP — EPEBOA C OAHOTO CAABSIHCKOTO S3bI-
Ka Ha APYTOii, TOAbCKO-YKPaHHCKO-pycckHe cBsisd XVI-XVII BB.); TpaHcasLuio
HEKOTOPOTO TEKCTa, CO3AAHHOTO B APYTOHl TPaAMLMH, O AByM (MAmM 6oaee)
TaKMM KaHaAam (IIpOCTeHmMii IpUMep — pasHble H3BOABI LIePKOBHOCAABSHCKUX
nepeBoAoB EBaHreAns1, mnepeBoaAbI OAHOTO H TOTO e TeKCTa 3allaAHOH AHTEpaTypbl
Ha pa3Hble CAABSHCKHe SI3bIKM); HAaKOHeL, TPAHCASLMIO TeKCTa 1O KaHaAaM, M3
KOTOPBIX TOABKO OAHMH Ha BBIXOA€ ITPEACTABACH PEaAH3allHelt ero Ha CAaBSIHCKOM
si3bIKe (CAy4ail, KOTA2 AMTEPaTypPHbIE HAH HHbIE KYABTYPHbIe KOHTAKTHI B IPEAeAAX
CAaBSIHCKOTO apeaAa OrpaHHYeHbl TOABKO OAHOM HAllHOHAABHOM MAHM SI3bIKOBOI
TpaAMLIMeil), KaK, HaNpuMep, PSA SBAGHHH, CBA3aHHBIX C TYpPeIKo-60ATapCKMM
AEKCHYECKHM KOHTaKTOM; K IIOCA€AHEMY THIY SIBAEHHI OTHOCATCS, BHAMMO,
CBSI3U MEXAY MMHHE3aHTroM H $OpPMaMH CTAPOYENICKHX AKOOOBHDBIX AUPHYECKHUX
TekcTOB. OTHOCHUTEABHO MEHbIIasi 3HAYHMOCTDb TPETberO CAyYasi IO CPAaBHEHHIO
C ABYMsSI MepBBIMH FOBOPHT B IOAb3y MHEHHsl, COTAACHO KOTOPOMY HCTOPHSI
CAaBSIHCKHX AHTEPaTyp AOAXKHa CTPOHMTBCS NPEeXAe BCero KaK CpaBHHUTEAbHasl.
Ha ¢one HaanMuMsi KaKOro-AHOO SIBAEHHS B APYTHX CAQBSIHCKMX TPaAMLIMSIX
ero OTCyTCTBMe HMAH 6opb6a ¢ HHM (Hampumep, 6allpOHM3M B CAOBaLKOl
AMTepaType) OKa3blBaeTcsi 0CO6eHHO 3HaUMMbIM. TPaHCASALIMS HA OTHOCHUTEABHO
BHICOKMX YPOBHAX (B YacTHOCTH, Ha ypoBHe O6pasHOM M CTHAMCTHYECKOH
OpTraHM3alMK TEKCTa) XapPaKTepHa AAS AMSTHHKOB CAABSIHCKOM IMCbMEHHOCTH
TMO3AHErO CpPeAHeBeKOBbs. OTHM OOBACHSETCS, C OAHOM CTOPOHBI, CAOXKHOCTB
ux opranu3auiH (06YCAOBAEHHAS AAUTEABHOCTBIO 3BOAIOIMH H KOAAEKTHBHOTO
0T60pa TEKCTOB He B CAABSHCKOM MHpE, 3 BHYTPH BU3AHTHICKOM TPAAULIHH), C
APYTOI CTOPOHbI, OTHOCHTEAbHO MaAasi HX 3HAYUMOCTH (€CAM FOBOPHTD O BICIIHX
YPOBHSX, a He 06 ypOBHe COOGCTBEHHO SI3bIKOBOM AGKCHKH) AAS IIPACAABSHCKHX
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pekoHcTpykuuit. OTparkeHHe ITPU TPAHCASAIIMM Ha CAABSHCKOH NOYBE TPAAHMIIHH,
00BSICHSIEMOM AAUTEABHBIM [TPEABAPHTEABHBIM 0T60POM TEKCTOB, IPEACTABASIETCS
BaXXKHBIM H AASL ICTOPHH AHTEpaTyphl AaAMaluu XVI B, U AASL PSIAQ CABSIHCKUX
AWTEPaTYp [TOCAEAHHX BEKOB. Ocobbiit CAy4al MPEACTaBAEH TaKOM TpaHCAsIHEH,
NpH KOTOPO# MPUHIIMITHAABHO U3MEHSETCS XapaKTep BepXHHX YPOBHEH TEKCTa,
HO COXPAaHSIeTCA PSIA CYI[eCTBEHHbIX MPU3HAKOB HU3LINX, B YACTHOCTH HKOHMYe-
CKHX, YPOBHeH, Kak 3TO IPOHU3OIIAO IIPH OTOXAECTBACHHH (na Hu3mUX YPOBHSIX,
AASL OTIPEACAEHHOH ayAUTOPHHU HanboAee 3HAYMMBIX) BOCTOYHOCAABSHCKHUX SI3bl-
4YeCKHX 6OroB ¢ MPaBOCAABHBIMHU CBATHIMH (cp. TakMe napbal, kak Boaoc — Baacui,
Moxoms — ITapackepa IlaTHuI, OoTpakeHHe ApeBHEro OAU3HEYHOIO KyAbTa B
obpasax Qaopa u AaBpa). IMpobaeMa CAABAHCKHX — HECAABSIHCKUX KOHTaKTOB U
CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMHU TPaHCAALMA TpebyeT BeCbMa pPaCIIMPHUTEABHOTO MOHMMAHHs
BCeH pacCMaTpHBaeMOM KyABTYPBI C BKAIOYEHHEM B Hee «MOABS3BIKOBBIX CH-
cTeM» — 0OHMX0AQ, O6bITA M TeXHOAOTHHU (B TOM YHCAe pemeceA) ; TIOABSI3BIKOBBIMU
Ha3bIBAlOTCS TaKHe CeMHOTHYeCKHe CHCTeMbl, KaXKAbIM M3 JA€MEHTOB KOTOPbIX
SBASIETCSI ACHOTATOM CAOBa (MAH CAOBOCOYETaHHsl) eCTeCTBeHHOrO a3bika. Hecaa-
BSIHCKMe BAMSIHHSL, 4acTO HoAee 3aMeTHbIe B 9THX obaacTsx (1 HeIOCPeACTBEHHO C
HHMH CBSI3aHHbBIX Cdpepax A3bIKOBOH TepMPlHOAOI‘P[P[), AMILb Ha CAEAYIOIIHX 3Tarax
MOTYT OOHAPY>XUTbCSI BO BTOPHYHbBIX HaABS3BIKOBBIX CHCTEMAX, 3AeCh HarAsIAHO
00OHapy>XMBaIOWHX CBOE TIPHHIIMIIHAABHOE OTAHYHE OT <TOABSI3BIKOBBIX >, KOTO-
pble He CTPOSITCS Ha OCHOBE 3HAKOB U TEKCTOB €CTECTBEHHOT'O SA3bIKa U HE MOTYT
OBITH B HUX TPAaHCIIOHHPOBaHbL B 0TAHYHe OT 3TOH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH, XapaKTep-
HOM AASL TIO3AHHUX IIEPHOAOB KOHTAKTa C 3allaAHBIMH KYABTYPHBIMH 30HaMH, boaee
PaHHHe KOHTaKTbhl ¢ BH3aHTHeH CKa3bIBaAHCD IpeXAe BCero B Cpepe BTOPHYHbIX
MOAEAHPYIOLUIMX CHCTEM.

7.1.0. OT TpaHCO3UIIMHU TEKCTOB BHYTPH OAHOM KYABTYPHOH TPaAHIIMH OTAHYA-
eTCsl TUTIOAOTHYECKH CXOAHBIH C HeH MepeBOA TeKCTOB, OTHOCAIIMXCA K pa3AHy-
HbIM TPAAHIIKSIM. AASI CAABSIHCKOTO KYABTYPHOTI'O MHPA 10 COOCTBEHHO S3bIKOBBIM
nNpHYMHAM (umeercs B BUAY COXpaHHBLIEeCs CXOACTBO Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHAX U POAb
LIePKOBHO CAABSIHCKOM CTHXHH) HIepeBOA YaCTO COBITAAAET C PeKOHCTPYKI[HeH. JTO
OTHOCHTCSI He TOABKO K OYeBHAHBIM CAOBAPHBIM M POHOAOTHYECKUM COOTBETCT-
BHSIM, HO H, HATPUMeEP, K TAKMM SIBACHHSIM, KaK IPEABOCXHILEHHEe PeKOHCTPYKLIUH
MPacAaBSHCKUX MeTPHYECKUX CXeM B PUTMHYecKoi cucteMe «IleceH 3amapaHbix
caaBsiH>» IlylikvHa, MHTYUTHBHO COMOCTABUBLIETO T€ JKe ABE TPAAHLIMH — BOC-
TOYHOCAABSIHCKYIO H CepOCKO-XOPBaTCKY10, — Ha KOTOPBIX OCHOBBIBAIOTCS M COB-
peMeHHble peKOHCTPYKIHH. CpaBHuM Taoke onbiThl YO. TyBuma no MOAEAHPOBa-
HHIO pOHETHYECKOH CTPYKTYPBI PYCCKOM PedH B IpPeAeAax MOAbCKOTO CTHXa npu
CO3HaTEAbHOM OTKa3e OT OPHEHTALMH Ha AeKCHYeCKHe COOTBeTCTBHs. B cpete
M3A0XKEHHOH KOHLE{MM YMECTHO YKa3aTh HAa HCTOPHUYecKyIo 3acayry Kpuskanu-
4a, B 6oaee 6AM3KOE K HaM BpeMsl — Ha aHAAOTHYHBIH MTOAXOA, XapaKTepHbI# AASL
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Boayana ae KypreHs, no mHeHHIO KOTOPOTO COOTBETCTBUS MEXAY CAABSHCKHMU
A3BIKAMH NPEACTABASIOT COH07 GOHETHIECKHI [TEPEBOA.

8.0.0. B3arasip, coraachHo KOTOPOMY KYAbTYPHOe QYHKIIMOHHPOBaHHE He COBep-
LIAeTCs B IPEAEAAX OAHOM KaKOH-AH60 ceMHOTHYeCKOi cucTembl (1 TeM Goaee —
YPOBHS CHCTEMbI), IOAPA3yMeBaeT, 4TO AAS OTHMCAHHS KU3HU TEKCTa B CHCTeMe
KYABTYP MAW BHYTpPeHHeH pabOTbl COCTABASIONIUX €r0 CTPYKTYP HEAOCTATOYHO
OIMMCAHKS UMMAHEHTHOM OPTaHU3al[Mi OTAEAbHBIX YpoBHeH. BripBuraercs Bme-
peA 3apada U3ydeHHMs CBA3EH MeXAY CTPYKTYPaMH pPasAHYHBIX ypoBHel. I10406-
Hble B3aMMOCBSI3M MOT'Y T IIPOSIBASITHCS KaK B MOSBACHHUH [TPOMEXXY TOUYHBIX YPOB-
Heil, TaK M B CTPYKTYPHOM M30MOP$H3Me, HHOTAQ HaOAIOA2€MOM Ha Pa3AUYHBIX
ypoBHsix. Baaropapsi siBAeHHI0 H30MOP$H3Ma MBI MOKEM [IEPEXOAUTb OT OAHOTO
ypoBHs K apyromy. IToaxoa, KOTOpBIH CyMMHpYeTCsl B ITpeAAaraeMbIX Te3HCax,
XapaKTepU3yeTCs IPEUMMYIeCTBEHHPIM BHUMaHHEM K NIEPEKOAMPOBKaM IIPH I1e-
pexoae OT OAHOIO YPOBHS K APYTOMY, B OTAWYME OT MMMAHEHTHBIX OMHCaHHH
ypoOBHell Ha 60Aee paHHHX CTaAUSIX $OPMAAM30BAHHBIX onmucaHuil. C 3Toil TOYKH
3peHust «AHarpammpi>»> @. oe Coccropa 0Ka3bIBaloTCs 6oaee COBpeMEHHBIMH, YeM
YMCTO MMMAHEHTHbIE OTIBITH PAHHUX CTAAUN GOPMAABHOIO AUTEPATYPOBEACHHSL.

8.0.1. ITepexoa OT OAHOTO YPOBHS K APyTOMY MOXET IPOHCXOAHTD € TIOMOIIBIO
MpPaBHA 3aMeHBI (rewriting rules), NpHU KOTOPBIX 9AE€MEHT, MTPEACTABAECHHBIA Ha
BBICIIEM YPOBHE OAHHM CHMBOAOM, Ha HU3LIEM YPOBHe Pa3BepPTHIBAETCS B LIEABIH
TekcT (Mpu 06paTHOM MOCAGAOBATEABHOCTH IepexoAa MMOHMMaeMBbIfi COOTBETCT-
BEHHO KaK OTACABHBIM 3HaK, BKAIOYaeMbId B 6oaee LIMPOKUHA KOHTeKCT). 3aeco,
KaK M B APYTHX IOAOOHBIX CAyYasiX, BHISSBAEHHBIX B COBPEMEHHON AHHIBHCTHKE,
HOPSAOK IPABHA, ONMKCBHIBAIOIIHX ONEpalldd CHHXPOHHOI'O CHHTEe3a TeKCTa, MO-
JKET COBITAAATD C TOPSAKOM AHAXPOHUYECKOI'O Pa3BUTHS (cp. COBIIaA€HHE MOPSIA-
Ka [TPaBUA CHHXPOHHOI'O CHHTE€3a CAOBOQOPMBI M3 COCTABASIIOIIMX ee MopdeM ¢
AUMAXPOHHYECKHM SBACHHEM ONPOINEHHs, ONMMCAHHBIM Ha MaTepHaAe HCTOPHH
CAABSIHCKOT'O MMEHHU CYIIeCTBUTEABHOTO). IIpH 9TOM KaK B CHHXPOHHOM, TaK H B
AUAaXPOHHYECKOM OIHCAHUM NPEATIOYTEHHEe OTAAETCS KOHTEKCTYAAbHO CBS3aH-
HbIM IIPAaBHAAM, TA€ AASI KXKAOTO CHMBOAA X yKa3bIBaeTCst KOHTeKCT A-B, B xoTo-
POM OCYILIeCTBASIETCS €ro 3aMeHa TekcToM T

x> T (A-B)

8.0.2. B nocaeaAHUE TOABI HHTEPEC CIIeITHAAMCTOB 10 CTPYKTYPHOM IO3THKE COC-
PeAOTOYEH Ha H3yUYeHHH MeXyPOBHEBbIX OTHOLUIEHHH, IOITOMY, HapUMep, 3BY-
KOIMCBIO 3aHUMAIOTCS He 6€30THOCHTEABHO K CMBICAY, a [I0 OTHOLICHUIO K HEMY.
B npouecce oypoBHEBOro MEPEKOAUPOBAHMUS [IEPENACTAIOTCS PE3YAbTAThI pa3-
HBIX 3TAlOB AOBEAEHHS 4acTeHl CHHTE3HPYEMOIO TeKCTa AO 3HaKa, PeaAbHO BO-
IAOI[AEMOrO B 3ByKOBOM MAH ONTHYeCKOM curHaae. [IpobaemaTiuHOs ocTaer-
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Csl BO3BMOXXHOCTb 9KCIIepHMEHTAABHOTO Pa3AGACHHMS Pa3HBIX TANOB B MpoLecce
CHHTE3UPOBAHHS XyAOXKECTBEHHOTO TEKCTA, TaK KaK B HEM [NOBEPXHOCTHAS CTPYK-
Typa, ompeaeAsieMasi GOPMAAbHBIMU OTPAHUYEHUSMH, MOXKET BAMATD Ha TAyOHH-
HyI0 06pa3Hyl0 CTPYKTYpy. DTO CA€AYeT, B YACTHOCTH, U3 BbISBACHHOTO B CBeTe
TMO3THKU COOTHOMIEHHs f§ < 7, IO KOTOPOMy IIPH YBeAHYeHHH Koddurmenta B,
TIOKa3bIBAIOLIETO MEPY OTrPaHUYEHHH, HAIAOKEHHBIX Ha TIO3THYECKYI0 GOpMY, He-
06XOAMMO YBeAMUEHHE YHCAR ¥, OTIPEAEASIOIIEro THOKOCTD MO3THYECKOTO SA3bIKa,
TO €CTb, B YACTHOCTH, YUCAA CHHOHMMUYECKUX MepHPpas, AOCTHUraeMBbIX 3a CUeT
IIePEeHOCHBIX M 06Pa3HBIX CAOBOYNOTPeOACHHI, HEOOBIYHBIX CAOBOCOUETAHUH
T. A. [ToaToMy BbIsiBA€HHME MepPbI POPMAABHBIX OTPAaHUYEHUH B pabOTaX MO cpas-
HUTEAbHOM CAABSHCKOM MOITHUKE, YCTAHOBACHHE TAKHX TeOPeTHKO-UHOpMaLU-
OHHBIX TTAPAMETPOB OTAEABHBIX CAABSIHCKHX SI3bIKOB, Kak TMOKOCTD (y) M 9HTpO-
nus (H), ¥ yTouHeHHe 3aAa4 U BO3MOXHOCTEl IIePeBOAA C OAHOTO CAABSIHCKOTO
sI3bIKa Ha APYTO# OKa3bIBAIOTCS PAa3HBIMH CTOPOHAMH OAHOM IPOOAEMBI, KOTOpast
MOXKeT ObITh HCCAEAOBAHA TOABKO Ha OCHOBAHHH IPEABAPUTEABHBIX U3bICKAHHUI B
KaXKAOM M3 3TUX obAacTen.

9.0.0. B coepnneHNH pa3sAMYHBIX YPOBHEH U IIOACHCTEM B €AMHOE CEMUOTHYECKOe
LleAOe «KyAbTypa» paboTaioT ABa B3AWMHO IIPOTHBOIIOAOXKHBIX MEXaHH3Ma:
a) Tenpenuus k PasHOOOpa3nio — yBEAUYEHHIO Pa3HO OPraHU3OBAHHBIX Ce-
MHMOTHYECKHX 513bIKOB, <IIOAHTAOTH3M>» KyABTYPBIL.
6) Temaenuus k €AMHOO0pPa3HIo — CTPEMAEHHE OCMBICAMTb caMoe cebsi MAH
ApYTHe KYABTYPBI KaK eAHHbIe, )XeCTKO OPTraHU30BaHHBIE S3BIKH.

IlepBas TeHAEHLUS IIPOSIBASIETCS. B IIOCTOSTHHOM CO3AQHHM HOBBIX SI3BIKOB KYAb-
TYpbl 1 HepaBHOMEPHOCTH ee BHYTPeHHell OpraHusauvu. PazHeiM obaacTsM
KyABTYpBl TIPUCYIIa pasAMdHAs Mepa BHyTpeHHed opranmsanuu. CospaBas
BHYTPH cebsi 04arn npeAeAbHON OPraHM3alMH, KYABTYPAa HY>KAQETCS M B OTHO-
CHUTEABHO aMOPQHBIX, AMIIb CTPYKTYpPOMOAOGHBIX o6pasoBanusx. B artom
CMBICA€ XapaKTEPHO CHCTEMAaTHYeCKOE BBIACACHHE BHYTPH HCTOPHYECKH AaH-
HBIX CTPYKTYP KYABTYPBI 00AacCTeif, KOTOpble AOAXKHBI CTaTh Kak Obl MOAEABIO
OpraHM3aI[MH KyABTYPbI Kak TaKoBOM. OCO6eHHO HHTepeCHO H3yYeHHe Pa3AMUHbIX
MCKYCCTBEHHO CO3A2BaeMbIX 3HAKOBBIX CHMCTEM, CTPEMSIHMXCS K IpeAeAbHOM
YNOPSIAOYEHHOCTH (TaKOBbI, HAPUMEP, KyABTYPHast GyHKLIHS YHHOB, MyHAHPOB 1
3HaKOB Pa3AMYHs B « PEryASpHOM> rocyaapcrse [lerpa I uero mpeemuukos — cama
HAESl <PEeTYASIPHOCTH>, BXOASL B €AMHOE KYABTYPHOE LIeAO€ JTMOXH, COCTABASIET
AOTIOAHMTEAbHYIO BEAHYHHY K NECTPOM HEYNOPSAOYEHHOCTH PEaAbHOM XH3HU
Tex AeT). BoAbIIOH MHTepec MpEACTABASieT, C 3TOIl TOUKHM 3peHHs, H3yueHHe
METaTeKCTOB: MHCTPYKLMH, «PErAaMeHTOB» W HACTaBAGHHH, IIPEACTABASIONUMX
CHCTeMaTU3MPOBaHHBIA MU, CO3AABaEMBIH KYABTYPOH O cebe. [Tokasateabna npu
3TOM POAB, KOTOPYIO MIPAIOT Ha PAa3HBIX ITAIAX KYABTYPbI I3BIKOBBIE ITPAMMATHKH
KaK 00pasLibl AASl YIIOPSIAOUHMBAIOLIHNX, «PEr'YAUPYIOIMX > TEKCTOB Pa3HOTO POAA.
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9.0.1. PoAb HCKYCCTBEHHBIX SI36IKOB M MaTeMaTHYeCKOM AOTHKH B Pa3BHUTHH TaKHX
o6AacTel 3HAHM, KAK CTPYKTYPHAs M MaTeMaTHYeckast AWHIBHCTHKA MAH CEMHO-
THKa, MOXXET OBITh OMHCaHa KaK OAMH U3 IPUMEPOB CO3AAHHS «OYaroB YIoPsIA0-
4eHHOCTH ». OAHOBpPeMEHHO CaMH 9TH HayKH B 061ieM KOHTEKCTe KyAbTypbl XX
B. B LIEAOM HI'DAIOT aHAAOTHYHYIO POAb.

9.0.2. CymecTBeHHbIM MEXaHH3MOM, MPHAIIOIIMM EAHHCTBO Pa3sAHYHBIM yPOB-
HSM M MTOACHCTEMaM KYABTYPbI, SBASIETCS €e MOAEAb CaMO¥ Ce6sl, BOSHUKAIOLIHI
Ha OTNPEACACHHOM 3Tane MH$ KYAbTYpbI 0 cebe. OH BbIpaXkaeTcsi B CO3AAHHH aB-
TOXapaKkTepHCTHK (Hampumep, MeTatekcToB Tuna «IloaTHyeckoro MckyccTBa»
Byaao, 4To 0cO6€HHO XapaKTepHO AAsl 3MOXH KAACCHLM3MA, CP. HOPMAaTHBHbIE
TPAKTaThl PYCCKOTO KAACCHLIM3MA ), KOTOPbI€ aKTUBHO PETYAHPYIOT CTPOUTEABCT-
BO KYABTYD Kak II€AOTO.

9.0.3. ApyruM MexaHH3MOM YHUQHKAIIHH SBASETCS OPUEHTHPOBAaHHOCTb KyAb-
Typsl. OnpeaeAeHHast YaCTHas CeMHOTHYECKas CHCTEMA ITOAYYaeT 3HaYeHHe AO-
MUHHPYIOLIEH U ee CTPYKTYpPHbIe IPUHLIUIIB IPOHUKAIOT B APYTHE CTPYKTYPbI
U B KyABTYPY B IIeAOM. Tak, MOXKHO FOBOPHUTb O KYABTYpax, OPHEHTHPOBaHHBIX
Ha MUCHbMEHHOCTD (TEKCT) MAHM Ha YCTHYIO peudb, Ha CAOBO M Ha PUCYHOK. MosxeT
CYLIECTBOBAaTb KYABTYPa, OPHEHTHPOBAHHAs Ha KYABTYPY HAH Ha BHEKYABTYPHYIO
cdepy. OpHEHTHPOBAaHHOCTb KYABTYPBI Ha MaTEMaTHKY B 310Xy paliHOHAAM3Ma
HAM (B ONpeAeAeHHON Mepe) B HadaAe BTOPO# MoAoBHHbL XX B. MOXeET OBITh CO-
NOCTaBA€Ha C OPUEHTHPOBAHHOCTBIO KYABTYPBI Ha IMO33UI0 B FOABl POMaHTH3Ma
HAH CHMBOAH3Ma.

B 4acTHOCTH, OpHEHTHPOBaHHOCTb Ha KHHO CBS3aHA C TAKMMH Y€PTaMH KyAb-
Typsl XX B., KaK TOCIIOACTBO MOHTa)XHOTO MpUHLMNa (yke HAYMHAas C KybUCTHYe-
CKHX IOCTPOEHHI B )KHBOITHCH U B I033HH, XPOHOAOTHYECKH IPeALIeCTBOBaBIIHX
no6eae MOHTXXHOTO ITpHeMa B HEMOM KHHO; CP. TakoKe TO3AHEHIIHe OMbIThI THIa
«KHHOTAa32» B [IPO3€, CO3HAaTEABHO ITOCTPOEHHbIe M0 06pa3Lly HEUIPOBBIX MOH-
TaXXHBIX HABMOB; XapaKTepeH M [apaAAeAH3M MOHTHPOBaHHS Pa3sHOBPeMEHHBIX
OTpe3KOB B KHHO, COBpEMEHHOM TeaTpe U B po3e, Hanipumep y Byarakosa), o6bir-
pblBaHUe ¥ IPOTHBOMOCTaBACHHE Pa3HbIX TOYeK 3peHus (C 4eM CBA3AHO H yBeAHU-
YeHHe YAEABHOTO Beca CKa3a, HeCOOCTBEHHO-TIPAMON peur K BHYTPEHHETo MOHO-
AOTa B [IPO3€; C XYAOXKeCTBEHHOM MPAKTHKOH COTAACYeTCs M AAACKO 3aIleAIlHH,
¥ PSiA2 HCCAEAOBaTeAeH CTABIIMIA OCO3HAHHDIM, TAPAAACAH3M B OCMbICACHHH 3Ha-
YUMOCTH TOUKH 3PEHHS AASl TEOPHH MIPO3bl, TEOPHHU A3bIKA XMBOITHCHOTO IPOH3-
BEACHHS M TEOPHH KHHO), IPEUMYIIeCTBEHHOE BHUMAHHE K ACTAAH, TI0AABAEMON
KPYTMHBIM MAQHOM (METOHMMHYECKOE HalpaBAeHHE B XYAOXKECTBEHHOM IIPO3e; C
3TOM e CTUAHCTHUYECKOH AOMHHAHTOH CBSI3aHO M 3HaYeHHeE A€TaAU KaK KAKOYA K
CIOXKETHOMY OCTPOEHHIO B TAKMX XKaHPAX MACCOBOH AHTEPATYPhl, KAK ACTEKTHB).
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9.1.0. HayyHoe nccAepOBaHME He TOABKO MHCTPYMEHT U3YYEHHUs KyAbTYPbL, HO H
CaMo BXOAMT B ee npeaMeT. HayuHble TekcTbl, IBASISICH METaTEKCTaMH KYABTYPbI,
OAHOBPeMeHHO MOTYT PacCMaTPHBATbCS U B KauecTBe ee TeKcToB. [ToaTomy aro-
6ast 3HAYUNTEAbHAS Hay4HAs MAEsl MOXKET PacCMaTPHBAThCS U KaK IIOTBITKA MO3Ha-
HHS KYABTYPDbI, U KaK PaKT ee XKHU3HH, yepe3 KOTOPbIH CKa3bIBAIOTCS €€ MOPOXAA-
fomue MexaHu3Mbl. C 9TOM TOUKH 3PEHHSI MOXHO ObIAO ObI IIOCTaBUTDH BOIIPOC O
COBpEMEHHbIX CTPYKTYPHO-CeMHOTHYECKHX U3YYeHUSAX KaK SIBACHUH CAABSIHCKOH
KyABTYPbI ( POAB 4€LICKOH, CAOBALIKO, PYCCKOH U Apyrux TpaAULKiL).
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1.0.0. Kultuuri uurimisel tuleb lihtuda eeldusest, et kogu informatsiooni vilja-
tootamise, vahetamise ja sdilitamisega seotud inimtegevus omab teatud iihtsust.
Kuigi iiksikud margisiisteemid eeldavad immanentselt organiseeritud struktuu-
re, toimivad nad vaid iihtsuses, iiksteisele toetudes. Ukski mirgisiisteem ei oma
mehhanismi, mis voimaldaks talle isoleeritud funktsioneerimise. Sellest jireldub,
et korvuti lihenemisega, mis voimaldab luua semiootilise tsiikli suhteliselt auto-
noomsete teaduste seeriana, on voimalik ka teine, mille seisukohast koik nad vaat-
levad kultuurisemiootika kui erinevate mirgisiisteemide funktsionaalset suhes-
tatust uuriva teaduse eri aspekte. Viimasel juhul omandavad erilise tihenduse
kiisimused kultuurikeelte hierarhilisest tilesehitusest, nendevahelisest valdkon-
dade jaotumisest, juhtudest, mil need valdkonnad l6ikuvad véi vaid piirnevad.

1.1.0. Semiootilis-tipoloogilistes uurimustes on “kultuuri” moiste algmoisteks.
Seejuures tuleb eristada ldhenemist kultuurile tema enda vaatepunktist voi teda
kirjeldava teadusliku metasiisteemi koostamise vaatepunktist. Esimeselt posit-
sioonilt nieb kultuur vilja teatud piiritletud alana, millele vastanduvad temast
viljaspool asetsevad inimkonna ajaloo, kogemuse vdi tegevuse nahtused. Seega
on kultuuri méiste lahutamatult seotud tema vastandamisega “mitte-kultuurile”.

2 Originaal: HBanos, B. B.; Aorman, 10. M.; Ilaturopckuit, A. M.; Tonopos, B. H.; Yenenckui,

B. A. 1973. Te3uchl K CEMHOTHYECKOMY M3ydeHHIO KyAbTYp (B MPMMEHEHHH K CAABSHCKMM
Tekctam). In: Mayenowa, Maria Renata (ed.), Semiotyka i struktura tekstu. Studia poswigcone VII
Migdzynarodowemu kongresowi slawistow: Warszawa 1973. Wroclaw: Ossolineum, Wydawnict-
wo Polskijei Akademii Nauk, 9-32. Eestikeelne tolge varem ilmunud: Ivanov, V. V;; Lotman, J.
M.; Pjatigorskij, A. M.; Toporov, V. N.; Uspenskij, B. A. 1998. Kultuurisemiootika teesid (slaavi
tekstidest lihtuvalt). In: Pirli, Ulle (ed.), Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures. (Tartu Semi-
otics Library, 1.) Tartu: Tartu University Press, 61-88. Vene keelest tolkinud Silvi Salupere.
Tolkija tinab asjalike paranduste ja kasulike nipuniidete eest Ann Maltsi, Malle Saluperet ja
Peeter Toropit. Kiesolev tolge on parandatud ja tiiendatud.
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Aluseks voetud pohimote (antiteesid tdene ja vale religioon, haridus-harimatus,
teatud etnilisse gruppi kuulumine-mittekuulumine jne.) kuulub antud kultuuri-
tiiiibi juurde. Kuid teatud suletud sfiiri lilitatuse/ mitteliilitatuse vastandus ise
on oluliseks isedrasuseks kultuuri maiste lahtimétestamisel “seestpoolt” Seejuu-
res toimub iseloomulik vastanduse absolutiseerimine: niib, et kultuur ei vajagi
oma “vilimist” kontragenti ja teda voib méista immanentselt.

1.1.1. Kultuuri miiratlemine organiseerituse (informatsiooni) valdkonnana
inimiihiskonnas ja tema vastandamine desorganiseeritusele (entroopiale) kujutab
endast iiht paljudest kirjeldatavale objektile “seestpoolt” antavatest definitsiooni-
dest; see tdestab veelkord, et teadus (antud juhul informatsiooniteooria) on XX
sajandil mitte ainult metasiisteem, vaid sisaldub ka kirjeldatavas objektis “tina-
pdeva kultuur”.

1.1.2. Opositsioon “kultuur-loodus” (“tehtu-mittetehtu”) kujutab endast samu-
ti vaid iiht, ajalooliselt tingitud télgendust antiteesile sissearvatud-viljaarvatud.
Juhime tihelepanu, et vene kultuuris XX saj. alguses (A. Blok) levinud antitee-
si “kultuur-tsivilisatsioon” jaoks on kultuur organiseeritud, kuid mitte inimese,
vaid “muusika vaimu” poolt, ja, jarelikult, “esialgne” struktuur. Tehtuse tunnus aga
omistatakse antipoodile kultuur-tsivilisatsioon.

1.2.0. Vilimisest vaatepunktist kujutavad kultuur ja mittekultuur endast vastastikku
tingitud ja teineteist vajavaid valdkondi. Kultuurimehhanism - see on seadeldis
[ycrpoiicTso], mis muudab vilimise sisemiseks: desorganisatsiooni — organisat-
siooniks, vohikud - harituteks, patused — piihameesteks, entroopia — informat-
siooniks. Kuna kultuur elab mitte ainult vilise ja sisemise vastanduses, vaid ka
tileminekus iihest teise, siis ta mitte ainult ei voitle vilimise “kaosega’, vaid ka va-
jab seda, mitte ainult ei hivita kaost, vaid ka loob seda pidevalt. Uks seos kultuuri
ja tsivilisatsiooni (ja “kaose”) vahel seisneb selles, et kultuur pidevalt vodrandab
oma antipoodi kasuks mingeid “libitootatud” elemente, mis muutuvad stampi-
deks ja funktsioneerivad mittekultuuris. Sel moel toimub kultuuris eneses entroo-
pia suurenemine darmise organiseerituse arvelt.

1.2.1. Seega voib Gelda, et igale kultuuritiiiibile vastab tema “kaose” tiitip, mis ei
ole sugugi algne, ithetaoline ja alati iseendaga vordne, vaid kujutab endast inime-
se sama aktiivset loomingut, nagu ka kultuurilise organisatsiooni valdkond. Igale
ajalooliselt antud kultuuritiiiibile vastab talle ainuomane mitte-kultuuri tiiiip.

1.2.2. Kultuurivilise mitteorganisatsiooni valdkond voib olla iiles ehitatud pee-
gelpildis kultuurisfaarina voi siis ruumina, mis antud kultuuri liilitatud vaatleja
seisukohast on mitteorganiseeritud, kuid viljastpoolt vaadatuna osutub teistnoo-
di organiseeritud valdkonnaks. Esimese niiteks voiks olla paganlike ettekujutuste
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rekonstruktsioon XII saj. Kiievi munga poolt kroonikas “Povest’ vremenndh let”
Ta sunnib religioosses vaidluses kristlastega osalevat maatarka kiisimisele: “Milli-
sed on teie jumalad, kus nad elavad?” vastama: “Elavad siigavikes ja on vilimuselt
mustad, tiibade ja sabaga” Kui kultuuri poolt omandatud maailmapildis on juma-
lad “dleval’, siis viljapoole jiivas ruumis on nad all. Edasi toimub kultuurivilise
ruumi samastamine negatiivse “alumise” maailmaga antud kultuuri siisteemis
(“Mis jumal see on, kes istub siigavikus, see on kurat, jumal istub taevas”). Niide
teise kohta — poljaanlasest kroonikakirjutaja kinnitus, et drevljaanidel “ei olnud
abielu”, millele jirgneb perekonnakorralduse kirjeldus, mis krooniku silmis ei ole
abielu, kuid tinapieva uurija jaoks muidugi on.

1.2.3. Kuigi piire laiendades piitiab kultuur tiielikult usurpeerida kogu kultuu-
rivalist ruumi, samastada seda endaga, viib vilise kirjelduse seisukohast taoline
organiseerituse sfaari laienemine mitteorganiseerituse sfairi laienemisele. Helle-
nistliku tsivilisatsiooni kitsale maailmale vastas ka kitsas ring teda tmbritsevaid
“barbareid”. Vahemeremaade antiiktsivilisatsiooni ruumilise kasvuga kaasnes
kultuurivilise maailma kasv (loomulikult, kui eemalduda antud kultuuritiiiibi
moistetest, siis mingit kasvu ei olnud - see voi teine rahvas vois elada nii enne
seda, kui ta sai tuntuks rooma tsivilisatsioonile, kui ka parast. Kuid antud kultuuri
vaatepunktist laienes tema “eelvili” vadramatult). On iseloomulik, et XX sajand,
ammendanud kultuuri ruumilise laiendamise reservid (kogu geograafiline ruum
muutus “kultuurseks”, “eelvili” kadus), poordus alateadvuse probleemi poole,
konstrueerides uue kultuurile vastandatud ruumi tiiibi. Vastandumine iihelt
poolt alateadvusele ja teiselt poolt kosmose sfairidele on XX sajandi kultuuri
sisemise struktuuri moistmisel sama oluline kui Venemaa ja stepi vastandus XII
sajandil v6i rahva ja intelligentsi vastandus XIX sajandi teise poole vene kultuuris.
Kultuurifaktina on alateadvuse probleem mitte niivord XX saj. avastus, kuivord
looming.

1.2.4. Opositsioon “kultuur-kultuuriviline ruum” kujutab endast minimaalset
tthikut antud tasandil. Praktiliselt on antud kultuuriviliste ruumide paradigma
(“lapselik”, “eksootilis-etniline” antud kultuuri vaatepunktist, “alateadvuslik”, “pa-
toloogiline” jmt.). Analoogiliselt on iles ehitatud erinevate rahvaste kirjeldused
keskaegsetes tekstides: keskmes paikneb teatud normaalne “meie”, millele on vas-
tandatud teised rahvad kui anomaaliate paradigmaatiline kogum.

1.3.0. Valise ruumi aktiivne osa kultuurimehhanismis ilmneb iseiranis selles, et
teatud ideoloogilised siisteemid voivad siduda kultuuriloova alge just vilise, mit-
teorganiseeritud sfaariga, vastandades talle sisemise, korrastatud valdkonna kui
kultuuriliselt elutu. Nonda samastatakse slavofiilses vastanduses Venemaa-Liis
esimene vilise, normaliseerimata, kultuuriliselt omandamata, kuid tulevase kul-
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tuuri seemet sisaldava sfiiriga. Li4nt aga mdistetakse kui kinnist ja korrastatud
maailma, s.t. theaegselt “kultuurset” ja kultuuriliselt elutut.

1.3.1. Niisiis, vilise vaataja seisukohast kujutab kultuur endast mitte liikumatut
stinkroonselt tasakaalustatud mehhanismi, vaid dihhotoomset seadeldist, mille
“t6” realiseerub iihtaegu kui korrastatuse agressioon mittekorrastatuse sfddri ja
vastassuunaline mittekorrastatuse tungimine organiseerituse valdkonda. Ajaloo-
lise arengu erinevatel etappidel voib domineerida iiks voi teine tendents. Viljast-
poolt tulnud tekstide inkorporeerumine kultuurisfaari voib monikord olla kul-
tuurilise arengu voimsaks stimuleerivaks faktoriks.

1.3.2. Kultuuri ja tema valissfaari mangulisi seoseid tuleb arvestada kultuuriliste
mojutuste ja sidemete uurimisel. Kui perioodidel, mil kultuur intensiivselt moju-
tab valissfaari, omandab ta endasarnast, s.t. seda, mis tema seisukohast on hooma-
tav kultuurifaktina, siis ekstensiivse arengu etappidel omastab ta tekste, millede
desifreerimiseks tal vahendid puuduvad. Laste, arhailise ja keskaegse voi Kaug-
Ida voi Aafrika rahvaste kunsti laiaulatuslik invasioon Euroopa XX sajandi kultuu-
ri on seotud tdigaga, et need tekstid kistakse vilja neile omasest ajaloolisest (voi
psiithholoogilisest) kontekstist. Neid vaadatakse “tiiskasvanu” véi eurooplase sil-
madega. Et nad mingiksid aktiivset rolli, tuleb neid tekste tajuda kui “kummalisi”.

1.3.3. Sisemise (suletud) ja vilise (avatud) ruumi vahelise pinge kultuuriline
funktsioon tuleb eredalt esile elamu (ja teiste ehitiste) struktuuris. Ehitades maja,
piiritleb inimene samaaegselt osa ruumist, mis — erinevalt vilissfaarist - on tajutav
kui kultuuriliselt omandatu ja korrastatu. Kuid see algne vastandus omandab kul-
tuurilise tihenduse vaid tema pidevate ja vastassuunaliste rikkumiste taustal. Nii
hakatakse, ihelt poolt, suletud “kodust” ruumi teadvustama mitte kui vilismaail-
ma antipoodi, vaid kui tema mudelit ja analoogi (niiteks jumalakoda kui univer-
sumi siimbol). Sel juhul kantakse, allutades korrastatamatuse sfiiri, jumalakoja
ruumi korrastatus ile vilismaailmale (sisemise ruumi agressioon viljapoole).
Teisalt, mingid vilismaailma omadused tungivad ka sisemisse ruumi. Sellega on
seotud piiid eristada “kodu kodus” (niiteks altariruum kui sisesfairi sisesfair).
Airmiselt huvitava niite “mingust” hoone sisemise ja vilimise ruumi vahel kui
vastavate kultuurisfiaride vahelise pinge analoogist pakub barokkarhitektuur.
“Ule piiri minevate” struktuuride loomine (raamidest viljuvad pildid, pjedestaa-
lidelt maha astuvad kujud, akende ja peeglite paariviisilise suhestatuse siisteem,
mis muudab loodusvaate interjoéri elemendiks) annab véimaluse kultuurisfairi
tungimiseks kaosesse ja kaose tungimiseks kultuurisfaari.

2.0.0. Seega ehitub kultuur, Ghelt poolt, kui semiootiliste siisteemide hierarhia,
teisalt — kui teda imbritseva kultuurivilise sfaari mitmekihiline seadeldis. Kuid
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vaieldamatult méaérab kultuuri tiiiibi ira eelkdige just sisemine struktuur, erineva-
te semiootiliste allsiisteemide koostis ja suhestatus.

2.0.1. Vastavalt iilaldeldule v6ib mitme kultuuri suhestatus moodustada funktsio-
naalse voi struktuurse iihtsuse ka laiemate kontekstide (geneetiliste, areaalsete
ja muude) vaatepunktist. Taoline lihenemine osutub eriti viljakaks kultuuride
vordleva analiiiisi puhul, nagu niiteks slaavi rahvaste kultuuride uurimisel. Kul-
tuuride sisemise paradigma koostamine vdi nende jaotamine struktuurse oposit-
siooni “kultuurisisene-kultuuriviline” viljas vdimaldab lahendada rea kiisimusi,
mis puudutavad nii iksikute slaavi kultuuride omavahelisi seoseid, kui ka nende
suhteid teiste areaalide kultuuridega.

3.0.0. Kaasaegse semiootika fundamentaalset moistet tekst voib lugeda siduvaks
liliks tildsemiootiliste ja kitsamalt slavistikaalaste uurimuste vahel. Tekst on ter-
vikliku tihenduse ja tervikliku funktsiooni kandja (kui eristada kultuuri-uurija ja
kultuurikandja seisukohti, siis on tekst esimese jaoks tervikliku funktsiooni, teise
seisukohalt aga tervikliku tahenduse kandja). Selliselt kisitletuna vdib teda vaa-
delda kui kultuuri algelementi (baasiihikut). Teksti suhestatus kultuuriterviku ja
selle koodide siisteemiga valjendub asjaolus, et iiks ja seesama teade voib erine-
vatel tasanditel esineda teksti, teksti osa voi tekstide kogumina. Nii voib Puskini
“Belkini jutustusi” vaadelda kui terviklikku teksti, kui tekstide kogumit voi tihtse
teksti “vene 1830ndate aastate jutustus” osana.

3.1.0. Moistet “tekst” kasutatakse spetsiifiliselt semiootilises tihenduses ja ra-
kendatakse, ithelt poolt, mitte ainult loomuliku keele teadete, vaid iga tervikliku
(“tekstilise”) tahenduse kandjale - riitus, kujutava kunsti teos voi helitd. Teisalt
ei ole mitte iga loomuliku keele teade kultuuri vaatepunktist tekst. Loomuliku
keele teadete kogumist eristab ja arvestab kultuur vaid neid, mida voib mairatle-
da kui teatud kénezanri (niiteks “palve”, “seadus”, “romaan” jmt.), s.t. mis omavad
teatud terviklikku tdhendust ja kannavad terviklikku funktsiooni.

3.2.0. Teksti kui uurimisobjekti v6ib vaadelda jargmiste probleemide valguses.

3.2.1. Tekst ja mdrk. Tekst kui terviklik mark, tekst kui markide jargnevus. Teist
juhtu, kui histi tuttavat teksti lingvistilise uurimise kogemusest, vaadeldakse tihti
ainuvoimalikuna. Kuid tldises kultuurimudelis on oluline ka see tekstide tiiiip,
kus teksti moiste on mitte sekundaarne, tuletatud mirkide jargnevusest, vaid pri-
maarne. Seda tiiiipi tekst ei ole diskreetne ja ei lagune markideks. Ta kujutab en-
dast tervikut ja jaguneb mitte iksikmarkideks, vaid diferentsiaaltunnusteks. Sel-
les mottes voib avastada kaugeleulatuva sarnasuse: thelt poolt teksti primaarsus
sellistes tinapieva massikommunikatsiooni audiovisuaalsetes siisteemides nagu
film ja televisioon ja teisalt teksti roll sisteemides, kus, nagu matemaatilises
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loogikas, metamatemaatikas ja formaliseeritud grammatikate teoorias, keele all
méistetakse tekstide teatud hulka. Printsipiaalne vahe nende teksti primaarsuse
kahe juhtumi vahel seisneb selles, et informatsiooni edastavates audiovisuaal-
setes siisteemides ja taolistes nendega vorreldes varasemates siisteemides nagu
kujutav kunst, skulptuur, tants (ja pantomiim), ballett, voib esmaseks olla pidev
[Henpepuisrsiit] tekst (kogu pildi pind véi selle fragment, kui pildis on eristata-
vad iiksikud mirgid), samal ajal kui formaliseeritud keeltes vib tekst alati esineda
diskreetsete siimbolite jadana, mis on antud algtihestiku (kogumi voi sonastiku)
elementidena.

Sellistele formaliseeritud keelte diskreetsetele mudelitele (s.t. informatsioo-
ni diskreetsele edastamisele) orienteerumine, mis on iseloomulik meie sajandi
esimese poole lingvistikale, asendub kaasaja semiootilises teoorias tihelepanu-
ga pidevale tekstile kui esialgsele antusele (s.t. informatsiooni edastamise mitte-
diskreetsusele) just siis, kui kultuuris endas hakkavad iiha suuremat tihendust
omama suhtlussiisteemid, mis kasutavad valdavalt pidevaid tekste. Televisiooni
jaoks on pohiithikuks elementaarne eluline situatsioon, mis on enne saadet (voi
telefilmi valmimist) aprioorselt tundmatu ja elementideks lahutamatu. Kuid mas-
sikommunikatsiooni audiovisuaalse tehnika (film ja televisiooni, sealhulgas ka
telefilmide) jaoks on iseloomulik molemate mooduste ithendamine. Filmikunst
ei loobu sugugi diskreetsetest, eelkdige suulise ja teiste kiibekeelte [06uxoanbie]
mirkidest (mida ta saab isedranis “kaameraeelse” ja “kinematograafiaeelse” ma-
terjalina teistest, tiipoloogiliselt varasematest, siisteemidest), vaid liilitab neid
terviklikesse tekstidesse (krutsifiks A. Wajda “Tuha ja teemandi” kirikustseenis
esineb ise kui diskreetne siimbol, kuid ta métestatakse imber kogu kaadri kon-
tekstis, kus ta on suhestatud filmi kangelasega).

Sarnast enamasti teistest (arhailistest) siisteemidest iilevoetud diskreetsete
mirkide lilitamist pidevasse teksti voib leida ka ajalooliselt varasemates visuaal-
setes siisteemides, nditeks maalikunstis, kus inimese kujutis maailmapuul, keskne
suure osa miitoloogiliste ja rituaalsete traditsioonide (sealhulgas ka slaavi) jaoks,
voi teised ekvivalentsed kujundid voivad olla siilitatud kompositsiooni kesk-
punktina. Kéigil taolistel juhtudel voib niha semiootiliste siisteemide evolut-
siooni iildise seaduspirasuse ilmnemist, kus mingi mérk voi terve teade (voi teate
fragment) voib olla liilitatud teise margisiisteemi kui selle koostisosa ja siiluda
edaspidi enamjaolt just sel kujul (jarelikult, nihutatud funktsiooniga — esteetili-
se, aga mitte enam miitoloogilise voi rituaalsega, nagu toodud niidetes). Viimane
tildistus vaib pakkuda huvi iidsete semiootiliste siisteemide selliste rekonstrukt-
sioonimeetodite pohjendamisel, mis arhailiste siisteemide (niiteks algslaavi mii-
toloogia) mirkide (vahel ka tekstide) taastamisel tuginevad nende hilisematele
peegeldustele, mis on ajaloolises traditsioonis sdilunud folkloori- ja muudes teks-
tides. Viidatud vaatepunktist liilitub ka tinapaeva massikommunikatsioonivahen-
dite analiiiis nende suhestatuses ajalooliselt eelnevate siisteemidega orgaaniliselt
kultuurikeelte vordlevasse uurimisse (seaduspirasteks osutuvad, niiteks, sellised
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uurimisteemad, nagu Wajda filmide seos poola baroki traditsiooniga — mitte ai-
nult teose emotsionaalse dhkkonna plaanis, vaid ka valitud “eelkinematograafili-
se” materjali omadustest lihtuvalt).

Diskreetse metakeele diferentsiaaltunnuste, nagu: ilemine-alumine, vasak-
parem, tume-hele, valge-must valikut maalikunsti v6i kinematograafia pidevate
tekstide kirjeldamiseks voib vaadelda kui arhaiseerivate tendentside ilmnemist,
mis asetavad keel-objekti pidevale tekstile metakeelelised kategooriad, mis on
iseloomulikumad binaarsiimboolse klassifikatsiooniga (nagu miitoloogilised voi
rituaalsed) arhailistele siisteemidele. Kuid ei saa vilistada, et seda tiiiipi tunnused
sdiluvad arhetiiipilistena ka pidevate tekstide loomisel ja vastuvotmisel.

Seega, diskreetse voi mittediskreetse tekstitiiiibi domineerimine voib olla seo-
tud kultuuri arengu teatud etapiga. Kuid tuleb rohutada, et mélemad tendentsid
vdivad esineda kui siinkroonselt kooseksisteerivad. Pinge nende vahel (niiteks
séna ja joonise konflikt) moodustab kultuuri kui terviku iihe koige piisivama
mehhanismi. Neist tihe valitsemine on voimalik mitte vastandtiiiibi tieliku alla-
surumise, vaid ainult kultuuri teatud tekstistruktuuridele kui domineerivatele
orienteerituse vormis.

3.2.2. Tekst ja “adressandi-adressaadi” probleem. Kultuurilise kommunikatsiooni
protsessis omandab erilise tihenduse “riakija grammatika” ja “kuulaja gramma-
tika” probleem. Nii nagu tiksikud tekstid voivad olla loodud orienteeritutena kas
“radkija seisukohale” voi “kuulaja seisukohale”, nii voib taoline suunitlus olla oma-
ne ka teatud kultuuridele tervikuna. Kuulajale orienteeritud kultuuris paikneb
tekstide aksioloogiline hierarhia nii, et moisted “koige véirtuslikum” ja “koige
arusaadavam” kattuvad. Sellisel juhul on sekundaarsete keelepealsete siisteemide
spetsiifika vaihimal maaral viljendatud - tekstid hakkavad piitidlema minimaalse
tinglikkuse poole, imiteerima “mitteehituslikkust” [nenocTpoennocts ], orientee-
rudes teadlikult “alasti” teate tiitibile loomulikus keeles. Ajalookroonika, proosa
(eriti olukirjeldus), ajalehekroonika, dokumentaalfilm, televisioon asetuvad kor-
gematele vaartusastmetele. “Toepirast”, “tdelist”, “lihtsat” vaadeldakse kui korge-
maid aksioloogilisi iseloomustusi.

Raikijale orienteeritud kultuur seab korgeimaks vairtuseks suletud, raskesti-
mbistetavate voi hoopis arusaamatute tekstide sfidri. See on esoteeriline kultuuri-
tiitip. Taolises kultuuris on kérgeimal kohal profeetilised ja kultustekstid, glosso-
laaliad, spetsiifilised luuleliigid. Kultuuri orientatsioon “raakijale” vai “kuulajale”
ilmneb selles, et esimesel juhul auditoorium modelleerib end tekstide looja jirgi
(lugeja piiiiab laheneda poeedi ideaalile), teisel — saatja vormib ennast auditoo-
riumi jirgi (poeet piiiiab laheneda lugeja ideaalile). Ka kultuuri diakroonilist
arengut voib vaadelda kui liikumist sama kommunikatiivse vilja sees. Umber-
orienteerumist riikijalt kuulajale poeedi individuaalses evolutsioonis voiks illust-
reerida Pasternaki loominguga. Kogumikkude “Ule barjairide”, “Mu 6de - elu”,
“Teemad ja variatsioonid” esimeste variantide loomise perioodil oli poeedi jaoks
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peamine monoloogiline kéne, mis piiiidles omaenese maailmanigemuse tipsele
viljendamisele koos sellest tulenevate luulekeele semantilise (aga vahel ka siin-
taktilise) struktuuri iseirasustega. Hilisemates teostes domineerib dialoogiline
suunatus vestluskaaslasele — kuulajale ( potentsiaalsele lugejale, kes peab moistma
koike talle antut). Eriti teravalt tuleb kontrast kahe maneeri vahel esile neil juh-
tudel, kui kirjanik piitiab kahel viisil edasi anda iiht ja sama muljet (kaks luuletu-
se “Veneetsia” varianti ja kaks esmakordse Veneetsia-nagemuse proosakirjeldust
“Kaitsekirjas” ja autobiograafias “Inimesed ja olud”; kaks luuletuse “Improvisat-
sioon” varianti: 19185. a. ja “Improvisatsioon klaveril” 1946. a.). Sellest, et taolist
litkumist voib tolgendada mitte ainult individuaalsete pohjuste valguses, vaid
teatud seaduspirasusena euroopa avangardistlikus liikumises, annab tunnistust
Majakovski, Zabolotski ja t§ehhi avangardistlike poeetide loominguline areng,
Ulaltoodud liikumissuund ei ole aga ainuvéimalik; Pasternaki kaasaegsetest ise-
loomustab vastupidine areng eriti Ahmatovat (“Kangelaseta poeem” vérdluses
varasemate teostega).

3.2.3. Tuleb vilja selgitada, mil maaral kahe polaarse kirjandus- ja kunstistiili tiiii-
bi, nagu opositsioonid: renessans—barokk, klassitsism-barokk, klassitsism—ro-
mantism (erinevate perioodide slaavi kirjanduste jaoks on parim Julian Krzyza-
nowski klassifikatsioon) eristamine voib olla seostatav kultuuritiiibiga, mis on
mairatletud suunitlusega kas raikijale voi kuulajale (esimese tiiiibi alla voiksid
kuuluda, niiteks, varajane keskaeg, barokk, romantism, avangardne kirjandus —
Mloda Polska - ja muu sarnane). Iga taolise opositsiooni sees on omakorda voi-
malikud analoogilise tunnuse alusel teostatavad eristused (millega voib siduda
selliste vahepealsete tiiipide nagu manerism olemasolu). Kuulajale orienteeritud
stiilide kronoloogiliselt hilise lilitumisega slaavi kultuuridesse v6ib real juhtudel
seostada nende stiilide sees raakijale orienteeritud stiilidele lihemal olevate joon-
te olemasolu (barokk slaavi hilisrenessansi sees jmt). Uhised jooned, mis seovad
radkijale orienteeritud stiile, voimaldavad piistitada kiisimuse kaugeleulatuvatest
stilistilistest sarnasustest (nditeks iiksikutes Norwidi “Vademecum'i” ja Tsvetaje-
va luuletustes) absoluutsest kronoloogiast sdltumatult.

3.2.4. Kuna kultuurides, mis omavad teate vilise fikseerimise vahendeid, on kom-
munikatsioonikanalisse saatja ja adressaadi vahele monteeritud mailu, eristatakse
potentsiaalset (“mu kauge jirglane” Baratonski luuletuses) ja aktuaalset adres-
saati. Aktuaalsete adressaatide kogum on saatjaga seotud tagasisidemega. Muu-
hulgas, taolise kogumi poolt valitakse kaikide tekstide seast moned, mis vastavad
ajastu, polvkonna, sotsiaalse grupi esteetilistele normidele. Sellise valiku mehha-
nismi v6ib modelleerida aparaadi abil, mis on lihedane evolutsiooni kiiberneeti-
lises mudelis vilja tootatule. Kuna teoreetilis-informatsioonilisest vaatepunktist
miiratletakse informatsiooni hulk antud tekstis kogu tekstide hulga suhtes, saab
tanapieval selgemalt kirjeldada “viikeste kirjanike” reaalset osa kollektiivses va-






