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Abstract

The introductory article to the special issue dedicated to Igor Mel’¢uk summarizes the main tenets
of his “Meaning < Text” theory, and outlines its contribution to the development of diverse areas
of modern linguistics. This theory can be characterized as a formalized, semantically oriented,
multilevel, structural, functional and global model of language which explains the way the speaker
generates the meaning embodied in the text. Both the article and the volume as a whole show the
relevance of this theory for the development of semantics, grammar, pragmatics, typology and
lexicography and highlight its theoretical and practical implications for linguistic studies and
interdisciplinary research. We then briefly present the articles in this issue. Some of them were
written directly in line with the “Meaning < Text theory” and were influenced by Mel’¢uk’s ideas;
others were the result of the stimulus that this theory, like its author, gave to the comprehension of
the complex issues arising from the description of various levels of the language system. But all of
them are related to Igor Mel’¢uk, both as a linguist and a personality, and they are dedicated to him.
Keywords: Meaning < Text theory, Mel’'¢uk, semantics, linguistic meaning, formalization,
Sfunctional model
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Teopusa «Cmbica & TekcT»
U JIMHIBUCTHYeCKadAa BcesieHHada U. A. Mesibuyka

C.B. UBAHOBA'", T.B. JAPUHA "<

! Tenunzpaockuii 2ocyoapcmeennwiii ynusepcumem umenu A.C. ITywikuna,
Canxm-Ilemepbype, Poccus
?Poccuiickuil ynugepcumem opyoictvl Hapooos, Mockea, Poccus
Dlarina-tv@rudn.ru

AHHOTanust

B BBOJHOIT CTaThe K CIIEIIMAIEHOMY BBIITYCKY, MOCBsieHHOMY V.A. MenbuyKy, 00001IeHbl OCHOB-
HBIC TIOJIOXKEHHS pa3paboTaHHON MM Teopun «CMbIch < TeKkcT» M NOoKa3aH ee BKJIAJ B Pa3BHTHE
pa3IMYHBIX HANPABICHUH COBPEMEHHOM IMHTBUCTHKY. JlaHHast Teopus mpesaraet (opMann3oBaH-
HYyI0, CEMAHTHYECKH OPHEHTUPOBAHHYIO, MHOTOYPOBHEBYIO, CTPYKTYPHO-(DYHKIIMOHAIBHYIO U IJI0-
6abHYIO JTMHIBHCTHUECKYIO MOJEND SA3bIKa U OOBSICHAET, KaK TOBOPSIINI OPOKAAET BOILIOICH-
HBII B TEKCTE CMBICI. B cTaThe, Kak U B BBIITYCKE B [[EJIOM, [TOKa3aHa aKTyaJIbHOCTh pacCMaTpHBae-
MO TEOpUH ISl HACTOSIIEro 3Tana pa3BUTUSA TEOPUH SI3bIKA, BKIIOYAs CEMAHTHUKY, IPaMMAaTHUKY,
NparMaTyKy, TUIIOJIOTHIO U JIEKCUKOrpadHio, MOAYEPKUBACTCS €€ TEOPETHYECKOE U MPUKIAHOE
3HAYeHHE JUISL JIMHTBUCTHUECKUX U MEXXIUCIUIUIMHAPHBIX HCClIeoBaHuM. Jlanee kpaTko npeacras-
JeHbl IyONuKanuu HOMepa, OObEAMHEHHBbIE HJESIMM, B KOTOPHIX 3aMETHO BIMSHUE pPaboT
N.A. Menbuyka. YacTs cTaTell HalmucaHa HEMOCPEACTBEHHO B pyciie Teopur «CMbIci < TekcTy,
JpyTHE SBUINCH PE3yJIbTaTOM CTHMYJIa, KOTOPBIM MOCITY>KIJIM KaK JaHHAs TEOPHs, TaK U €€ aBTop,
IIPY OCMBICIICHUH CII0XKHBIX BOIIPOCOB CTPYKTYPHO-CEMaHTHUECKOTO OMMCaHus s3b1ka. OObeanHs-
IOIINM Ha4daJIoM JUIs BceX MyOIMKaIMi BBIITyCKa SBIAETCS HAyYHOE TBOPYECTBO M IMUHOCTH Mrops
Anekcanaposuda Menbdyka, KOTOPOMY 3TOT BBIITYCK U TIOCBSIIAETCA.

KumoueBsie ciioBa: Teopus Cuvicn < Texcm, Menvuyk, cemanmuxa, A361k060e 3HaueHue, opma-
U3aYUA ALIKA, YYHKYUOHATLHASL MOOETb

Jns uuTHpOBAHUS:

Ivanova S.V., Larina T.V. “Meaning < Text” Theory and the linguistic universe
of Igor Mel’Cuk. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. V. 26. Ne 4. P. 857-880.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-32635

1. Introduction

This issue is dedicated to the internationally renowned linguist Igor Mel’Cuk,
the founder of the “Meaning & Text” linguistic theory and one of the pioneers of
machine translation. His scholarly life is impressive for its outstanding results and
the grand scale of problems discussed and solved. He worked for 20 years at the
Institute of Linguistics of the Russian Academy of Sciences, and then another 32 at
the University of Montreal, Canada. Since then he has continued to work actively,
as Honorary Doctor of the Institute of Linguistics of the Russian Academy of
Sciences, as Emeritus Professor at the University of Montreal and a member of the
Royal Society of Canada. He lectures, advises young researchers, writes books and
articles. So far, he has 305 published articles and 49 books, and work on the next
book has begun. Thus, along with a personal anniversary, Igor Mel’¢uk celebrates
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his professional anniversary — 65 years of continuous research and academic
creativity.

With his innovative ideas and devotion to science, he has inspired and
continues to inspire his colleagues, novice researchers and students both in Russia
and internationally, as his linguistic universe has no boundaries, and his human
qualities such as kindness, openness and sparkling humour fascinate anyone who
has had the privilege of interacting with him.

We invited some of Igor’s longstanding friends, with whom he started and
continued his career, his colleagues and students, as well as admirers and disciples
of his research work to contribute to this issue. Together with them, we have
prepared this intellectual and emotional gift to him. On behalf of the editorial board
of the journal, our authors and readers, we wholeheartedly congratulate Igor
Mel’¢uk on his ninetieth birthday and wish him good health, inexhaustible
optimism and new creative achievements.

In this issue, we intend to summarize the contribution Mel’¢uk has made to
semantics, to the development of the theory of meaning and the methodology of
text analysis, as well as to trace the influence of his “Meaning < Text” theory on
the further advancement of text linguistics, the theory and practice of machine
translation, lexicography, typology, computational and corpus linguistics. In our
introductory article, we will briefly dwell on the main ideas of this theory and
outline the directions it has indicated for many fields of language study.

2. Meaning © Text Theory
2.1. Meaning < Text linguistic model: its highlights

The Meaning < Text Theory (MTT) was elaborated by Igor Mel’¢uk about
60 years ago and became a primary focus for Mel’¢uk as a researcher. Though the
theory appeared in the late 1960s, it has not lost its relevance. Since then, different
scholars from various schools of linguistics worldwide have been using its
postulates, methodology or notions in their research. The theory explains the way
the speaker generates the meaning embodied in the text which is understood as a
meaningful unity. Many other domains of linguistic research have benefited from
MTT, and its findings and approaches are applied in diverse studies.

Since its origins linguistics has sought answers to several major questions:
How does language convey meaning? How do linguistic resources combine to
produce it? To answer these questions, on the one hand, it is necessary to define
what language is, as an entity, and how it is designed. On the other, it is crucial to
account for the way meaning is rendered in communication which is viewed, first
and foremost, as the transfer of meaning. Mel’¢uk’s theory concerns both questions,
and builds an integral approach that unites the intrinsic features of the language and
the way they are responsible for rendering meaning. MTT combines both strands in
an integrated vision of the linguistic construction of meaning via text.
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The theory describes a natural language which is understood as a logical device
(Mel’¢uk 2021: 10), i. e., one designed according to the laws of logic. From our
temporal perspective, it seems possible that the idea of such a device may have been
influenced by the ideas of the 60s, when a profound interest in cybernetics and the
power of machines permeated all branches of scholarly research. This “device” (or
machine) provides transition from the meaning that the speaker wants to render to
the text which serves as its carrier. Though it is mentioned that the device works
both ways — from meaning to text for the speaker and vice versa for the listener,
MTT prioritizes text generation (in other words, speaking) over text interpretation
(comprehension), reflected in the name of the theory: from meaning to text, which
is why we have Meaning < Text Theory and despite the special sign of a two-way
transition, the meaning in the name still comes first.

Another idea popular at the time MTT was born is that of modelling objects to
understand how they work. Mel’¢uk devised a model of a natural language which
is understood as “a set of rules encoded in the brains of its speakers that establish a
correspondence between meanings of L(anguage) and their expression, or texts of
L(anguage)” (Mel’¢uk 2020: 4). Since language is a set of rigorous rules that
establish correspondences between meanings and possible connected expressions
that could surface in text, this system of rules could serve as a model of language.

This model is formalized via a system of formal, symbolically represented
rules. These decode the process of exteriorization of deep level dependences among
linguistic units through trees of dependence and the description of lexical functions.
Mel’cuk also mentions essential requirements for these rules: they must be logically
consistent, unambiguous, and transparent in terms of rendering content (Gladky &
Mel’¢uk 1969: 9) as well as “parsimonious and elegant in their form” (Mel’¢uk
2020: 5). In Mel’cuk’s words, “linguistic meanings (in the technical sense of the
term) appear as formal symbolic objects called semantic representations [SemRs],
and texts—as phonetic representations [PhonRs]” which could be expressed by way
of a formula {SemRi} «<language= {PhonR;j} |i#], 0 <1, j < oo (Mel’cuk 2021:
9). Several kinds of formalism are used: “semantic networks for representing
meanings of sentences and lexical units; dependency trees for representing the
syntactic structure of sentences; lexical functions for representing lexical relations;
and rules of various types for representing semantic operations” (Mel’¢uk &
Mili¢evi¢ 2020: xvii).

This model gives weight to the semantic component of meaning. Mel’¢uk
states that semantics “is not “just another component” of a linguistic system: it
occupies a special place because language is above all a communication tool — that
is, a means for conveying meaning” (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 6). Thus, the
semantic component constitutes the core of language description, as semantic
properties of linguistic expressions largely predetermine their syntactic behavior as
well as influence their morphology (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 6)'. Consequently,

! This statement may seem obvious at first glance, but we should remember that one of the most
widespread theories of language today, generative grammar and its connected ideologies, consider
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this model establishes close ties between vocabulary and grammar. According to
the Meaning < Text Theory, semantics is viewed as a system of rigorous formal
rules since language per se is represented as a set of rules that establish
correspondences between meanings and their possible expressions. Another idea
behind the semantic model is the possibility of meaning decomposition, which
assumes that complex meanings may be represented via simpler ones (cf. Anna
Wierzbicka’s notion of “semantic primitives” [Wierzbicka 2021], see also [Mel’¢uk
1989]). Mel’¢Cuk claims that semantic representation is based on a limited number
of elementary semes which in some way resemble, and may be called, “atoms of
meaning” (Mel’¢uk 1999: 58).

As may be seen, this model is multilevel or, in Mel’¢uk’s words, stratificational
(= multi-stratal) (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 10), for language is understood as a
multi-level entity. The author singles out a hierarchy of levels including semantic
(meaning), syntactic, morphological, phonological and phonetic / graphic (text). At
each major representational level except the semantic, a Meaning-Text Model
recognizes two sub-levels which are called ‘deep’ and ‘surface’. Thus, we can speak
about a deep-syntactic representation and a surface-syntactic representation, and so
on. Mel’¢uk provides the following explanation for these sub-levels: “A deep sub-
level is oriented towards the meaning — that is, towards the content the Speaker
wants to express; its task is to explicitly reflect the relevant informational
distinctions. A surface sub-level is oriented towards the text — that is, towards the
form in which the content is expressed; its task is to explicitly reflect all relevant
formal distinctions” (Mel’¢uk 2020 & Mili¢evié: 16).

In terms of the structural features of each layer, semantics is modelled by a
network (more than one way in to each point, more than one way out), while the
final output, a phonological string, is modelled by a line (one way in and one way
out from each point). The intermediate, syntactic layer is modelled by trees, which,
appropriately, have just one way in to each point, but more than one way out. In its
overall architecture, then, MTT is intended to parallel the way meanings —
ultimately related to concepts held in the networked structure of neurons in the
human brain — pass via morphosyntactic structures (trees) to the linear string of
phonological production.

The model is also structural as language itself and its units are understood as
structures. Thus, semantics is described in terms of semantic structures which are
represented as networks with nodes. Sentences and their semantics are represented

language in a fundamentally different way: not as a tool for expressing meanings, but as a formal
mechanism for generating an infinite set of syntactically correct structures. These can later be
“voiced” and “interpreted” with the help of a semantic (or formal-logical) component. In this regard,
Mel’¢uk’s position has not changed since his earliest works: if, for his generative opponents, lan-
guage is primarily a “syntactic machine”, the products of which can later be assigned meaning, then
in his conception, language has always been seen as a “translating machine”, i.e. a system of multi-
level transformations that ensure the transition from meaning to text. This brings MTT closer to
what are commonly known as “functional” language models today, although it differs from these
latter in a number of respects.
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by way of deep and surface syntactic structures (Mel’¢uk 2021: 12—13). The same
goes for morphology. The structural approach makes the theory applicable for
machine translation and text generation.

This model is functional: it is based on MTT, which serves as a framework for
functional models of languages with its use of various formal systems: semantic
networks, syntactic trees, lexical functions, paraphrasing rules, and so on. The
strength of functional models lies in their ability to model an object that is hidden
from direct observation. Such hidden properties of language may only be discerned
by rigorous analytical processes. Functional models represent the behavior of the
object under analysis, which accounts for their usefulness in understanding the
inner workings of the brain, appropriately described as a “black box™ (Mel’cuk
2012a: 18). In fact, a functional model reveals correspondences between
a set of meanings and a set of texts, accounting for the way a speaker expresses
meanings via texts and, conversely, extracts meanings from texts (Mel’C¢uk &
Milic¢evi¢ 2020: 8).

This model is global, for it works at all levels of language as a system, showing
how language functions from meaning to text. The model’s aim is to make it
possible to compute correct expressions for any meaning in English, and vice versa;
to establish links not only between linguistic units and their meanings but also
between English sentences and their meanings (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 5).

Finally, this approach is synthesis oriented. Though the meaning-text
correspondence is bi-directional, Mel’cuk claims that linguistics should study and
describe language functioning in the Meaning-to-Text direction, as natural
language is mostly about speaking rather than understanding (Mel’cuk 2021: 8-9).
Linguistic synthesis, or text production, is more important for linguistics than
analysis, or text understanding. This is because text comprehension involves, to a
degree, the understanding of the subject matter treated, i.e. it presupposes the
understanding of extralinguistic reality, a factor that may distort the whole picture.
Mel’¢uk posits that “going from a given meaning to all the texts that can express it
liberates the researcher from huge “non-linguistic” difficulties leaving him face-to-
face with the language in its purest state” (Mel’¢uk 2021: 9-10). Another argument
in favor of the priority of synthesis over analysis is the idea that before any text is
analyzed it should be synthesized, which accords with the idea that text synthesis is
primary to analysis

2.2. Meaning < Text Theory: major guidelines to linguistic semantics

Mel’¢uk affirms that meaning and its description will be a considerable task
for many generations of linguists (Mel’¢uk 1999, 2012, Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evié¢
2020). The Meaning < Text theory attempted to present his own contribution to
the solution to the problem. It offers a system of notions to describe lexical and
syntactic semantics. Starting with a general understanding of meaning as
“informational content that can be verbalized in the given language” (Mel’¢uk &
Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 4), Mel’Cuk introduces a whole range of notions which have since
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been used in linguistic semantics to reveal the meaning of a language unit. Such
notions as valency, actants, diatese, sentential semantics were born within this
theory and have been successfully used by its followers. The correlation of all these
terms constitutes an integrated system aimed at the description of linguistic
semantics.

Another essential detail for modern semanticists is Mel’¢uk’s treatment of
meaning. He sees a difference between linguistic (= “shallow”) non-pragmatic,
non-extralinguistic, non-encyclopedic meaning and real (= “deep”) meaning
(Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 73). To explain these contrasts, Mel’¢uk analyzes
linguistic meaning as including propositional, communicative and rhetorical
components (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 77). Propositional meaning is the
semantic content of a language unit and can be described by means of logical
propositions; communicative meaning deals with the speaker’s communicative
intentions, while rhetorical meaning involves the speaker’s stylistic intentions;
whether the utterance is neutral, formal, colloquial, poetic, ironic, etc. (ibid.).

Mel’¢uk is consistent in his claim that meaning is atomically built and
extremely well-structured. Its description makes use of logical atoms, which are
predicates and names of objects (Mel’¢uk 1999: 62). This approach was used in
Lexicography, and the “Explanatory Combinatorial Dictionary of Contemporary
Russian” (Mel’¢uk & Zholkovsky 1984) serves as a vivid example of its
application.

2.3. Meaning ¢ Text Theory: heuristics and application

The Meaning <& Text Theory paved the way for various avenues of linguistic
research. Within MTT an artificial semantic language was elaborated (Mel’¢uk
1974) which enriched lexicography as well as provided an integral description of
language. This artificial semantic language is abstract, since it was designed for a
machine which has no knowledge of what any linguistic expression might mean.
Thus, the formal language is strict, representing the structure of meaning. Another
outcome of MTT for computational linguistics and machine translation is its
building of an inventory of basic semes.

Meaning < Text Theory serves as a lens for other issues which Mel’¢uk
studies, and it found application in many areas. When Mel’¢uk describes the range
of problems that semantic studies border on and affect, he actually outlines the
frontiers of his own theory and its impact on various fields of linguistic research.
A renewed approach to lexical semantics, as well as producing findings about the
semantic and syntactic aspects of linguistic units, contributed to the development
of lexicology and lexicography as its applied counterparts. This culminated, on the
one hand, in the expansion of modern semantics, which enriched natural language
processing (e.g., machine translation, automatic text generation, mathematical
linguistics), and on the other, led to advances in the field of language learning and
teaching, as in both spheres the main focus is the transference of meaning (Mel’¢uk
& Milicevi¢ 2020: 7).
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Another of Mel’cuk’s influential contributions concerns his idea of a language
model and its application, not only in linguistics but also in interdisciplinary
research. He himself sees a high practical utility of his model in at least three
technological and social domains: natural language processing; teaching and
learning languages, and manufacturing reference books such as dictionaries,
pedagogical grammar books and manuals (Mel’¢uk 2021: 28).

To sum up, it is useful to cite [gor Mel’Cuk’s description of the perspectives of
his theory, when he affirms that “the only reliable key to human thinking, in all its
complexity, is natural language. Without a profound understanding of how
language is functioning in our psyche, there will be no good understanding of
information processing by the human brain. That is why functional models of
language, and MTM (Meaning-Text Model) in particular, have nowadays acquired
a special significance. Linguistics must take a place of honour among the “hard”
sciences, and functional models, which embody the typical scientific approach to
complex phenomena, will make their contribution” (Mel’¢uk 2021: 28). This theory
still serves as a framework and a lens for many other issues which Mel’¢uk studies.

3. Outline of contributions to the issue

The issue is opened by Igor Mel’¢uk. His article “Russian reduplicative
surface-syntactic relations in the perspective of general syntax” is another gift to
our readers (see Mel’¢uk 2018a), and is part of a larger project aimed at creating an
inventory of superficial-syntactic relations in the world’s languages, started
60 years ago (Mel’¢uk 1962: 47-49). Since then, several lists of reduplicative
surface-syntactic relations have been compiled in Russian, English, French,
German, and other languages (e.g., Mel’¢uk 2015: 444-453, 2016: 184-194,
2018b, etc.). The purpose of this article is to supplement the existing lists and
identify special Russian reduplicative superficial syntactic relations that appear
exclusively in syntactic idioms based on reduplications. As a result of the study
carried out within the framework of the “Meaning < Text” Theory, 7 types of
surface-syntactic relations in the Russian language were identified, which belong
to the field of phraseology and have not yet received sufficient attention from
scholars.

Anna Wierzbicka continues to develop the idea that, despite the phenomenal
diversity of languages and cultures, which is often absolutized by researchers, there
are basic elements of human thinking that are present as separate words (or signs)
in all human languages (see e.g. Goddard & Wierzbicka 1994, Wierzbicka 1992,
2020, 2021). The concepts they designate are equally perceived by people
regardless of the language they speak. According to Leibniz, they represent “the
alphabet of human thought” (see Wierzbicka 1972: 6). In this issue, she explores
the universal concepts of “I” and “you”. She uses an approach to the study of
meaning, developed on the basis of “semantic primitives”, known under the
acronym NSM (Natural Semantic Metalanguage) (see Goddard & Wierzbicka
1994, Wierzbicka 2021 and others). She argues that “YOU” and “I” (“I” and
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“THOU”) are fundamental elements of human thought, present as distinct words
(or signs) in all human languages.

Wierzbicka's ideas of a universal metalanguage have been successfully tested
by a number of scholars in typologically different languages (see Gladkova &
Larina 2018) and have proven to be effective in explicating culture-specific words
and concepts that are difficult to translate (e.g. Wierzbicka 1997, 1999, 2014,
Levisen & Waters 2017, Bromhead & Ye 2020). In this issue, Mark Durie uses the
NSM to explicate four Arabic words that name key Islamic concepts without
equivalents in English. Emphasizing the importance of understanding the meaning
of keywords when studying another culture, the author notes that they are inevitably
distorted during translation, as they fall under the influence of another language.
The study shows the effectiveness of NSM in explicating Arabic key words and
overcoming their resistance to translation into English, as well as their role in
providing an adequate understanding of the key concepts of another culture,
including religious ones.

Natural semantic metalanguage (NSM) is also used as a method of semantic
analysis by Anna Gladkova who considers changes in the modern Russian lexicon,
namely, the development of new meanings for the words zhest” (from the primary
meaning of zhest” ‘tin’ as a type of metal), zhestkij ‘hard/tough/firm’ and zhestko
‘firmly/toughly’. She proposes NSM explications of these words, identifies
connection of their meanings with the cultural themes of ‘emotionality’, ‘not being
in control’ and ‘strait talk’, and notes the increased salience of these words in
modern Russian.

If the semantic metalanguage refers to the study of the internal processes of
language, to what is often hidden from direct observation or internalized, the studies
of other levels of the language system, also inspired by Mel’¢uk’s ideas, refer to the
units on the surface of language use, i.e., exteriorized. Thus, Nicholas Evans’ study
concerns interactive phonetics, which can be further integrated into the sound
system. The latter either expands the phonological system by incorporating new
phonemes into itself, or expands the phonotactic possibilities of phonemes
occurring in other phonotactic positions. In support of his argument the author
draws on phonemes restricted to interactive contexts in the Papuan language Nen,
as well as phonemes with restricted phonotactic distributions (English) or
morphological distributions (Bininj Kunwok, an Australian language of the
Gunwinyguan family). He proposes aims to expand our understanding of this kind
of phoneme by considering specific vocal gestures involved in interactional
settings.

A wide range of complex issues related to the field of morphology, semantics,
pragmatics and typology is considered in the article “Perfective, performative and
present: Some non-standard combinations in Slavic and beyond” (Plungian,
Rakhilina & Reznikova). Based on representative empirical material from the
Russian National Corpus, which includes the parallel corpora containing examples
from literary texts with their translations into other European languages, the authors
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explore a special type of context in which negative perfective forms acquire the
meaning of “prospective present”. The authors argue that in some cases, these
constructions correspond to speech acts and can be considered as a kind of
performative. Such quasi-performative constructions expand our understanding of
the meanings that present perfective forms can acquire.

Several articles in this issue of the journal present the results of research carried
out at the intersection of semantics, pragmatics and lexicography. Barrios
Rodriguez analyzes the difficulties of lexicographic processing of formulemes that
arose when compiling the Spanish electronic dictionary Diretes. Noting that within
the framework of the “Meaning & Text” theory, pragmatems have been formalized
on the basis of lexical functions, the author argues the need for their formalization
on the basis of pragmatic functions. Drawing on the results of the analysis of 200
formulemes, she concludes that pragmatic functions can be useful not only for
formalizing formulemes and pragmatems in other languages, but also for revising
the list of illocutionary verbs, from the perspective of Phraseology and
Lexicography.

Olga Solopova and Tamara Khomutova present the first results of a larger
project of an explanatory combinatorial dictionary of English conflict lexis. It is
based on the corpus of texts on political discourse, and is generally consistent with
Mel’¢uk’s Meaning < Text theory. The article discusses the principles for creating
such a dictionary, and provides an example of a dictionary entry whose
microstructure includes semantic, phonological and co-occurrence zones.

Valentina Apresjan and Boris lomdin explore Russian interrogative-relative
pronouns (wh-words) as a lexicographic type which requires a unified description.
They draw on the principles of the Moscow School of Semantics (see Apresjan
2005, 2009, Apresjan, Sannikov & Boguslavskii 2010, Apresjan, lomdin &
Boguslavskii 2012, Boguslavskii 1996, among many others), which largely
continue and develop the ideas and principles of Mel’¢uk’s “Meaning & Text”
Theory. They include a multi-level description of language, a focus on semantic
and combinatorial properties of linguistic items, and acknowledge the validity of
the dictionary as a tool for linguistic research. The study focuses on semantic,
syntactic and co-occurrence properties of a number of Russian interrogative
pronouns. The results suggest a deep motivating connection between the semantic
properties of interrogative pronouns and their combinatorial abilities.

The category of Russian aspect is the focus of Solovyev, Bochkarev &
Bayrasheva, which is not surprising as Mel’¢uk has made significant contributions
to the formalization and understanding of this complex grammatical category.
Drawing on some of his ideas, the authors continue the discussion of whether verbs
in aspectual pairs are in inflectional or derivational relations. They propose two new
approaches that compare the quantitative characteristics of aspectual pairs of
Russian verbs of both types. The results of the study suggest that the suffixal and
affixal methods of forming aspectual pairs have an equal status in terms of their
inflectional or derivational classification.
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4. Conclusion

In this introductory article we aimed to summarize the main tenets of “Meaning
& Text” theory founded by Mel’¢uk and outline its contribution to the development
of diverse areas of modern linguistics. We must admit that this is a very brief
overview which cannot cover the linguistic universe of Mel’¢uk. The articles in this
issue confirm that the principles of the “Meaning < Text” Theory, which focuses
primarily on language synthesis, speech production and the understanding of
meanings that are encoded in text, have been further developed by Mel’¢uk and his
followers, and continue to be used in all types of linguistic research.

No doubt, the theory will inspire new generations of linguists and acquire new
followers, in their eternal quest for the essence of language and the workings of the
minds that use it. It is our hope that, after becoming familiar with the articles
published in this issue, our readers will turn to the books and articles written by Igor
Mel'¢uk and enjoy the harmony and depth of his ideas.

Once again, we conclude with wishing Igor many more years of joy, happiness
and creativity!

RU

1. BBegeHue

OTOT BBIIYCK MOCBSIIEH BCEMUPHO U3BECTHOMY JIMHIBUCTY — Mropro Asek-
caHapoBu4y MenbuyKy, CO3AATENI0 JIMHIBUCTHUECKON Teopun «CMbici < TekcT»
U OZIHOMY U3 MMOHEPOB MalMHHOro nepeoaa. Hayunas »usnp Urops Anexcan-
JpOBHYA BIIEUATIISIET U BOCXHILAET CBOEH pe3yIbTaTUBHOCTHIO U MACIITAOHOCTBIO.
20 net oH mpopaboTtan B MucTuTyTE si3p1K03HaHUS Poccuiickoil akageMun HaykK, a
3ateM eule 32 roga B MoHpeanbckoMm yHUBepcuteTe, Kanana. Bee nocnenyromue
TOJIbl ¥ IO CHX MOP OH IPOAOKAET aKTUBHO TPYAUTHCS, ABIASACH [loueTHBIM JOK-
topoMm WHcTtutyTa si3p1k03HanHusi PAH, 3acmyxeHHbiM mpodeccopom MoHpeans-
ckoro yHuBepcurera 1 wieHoM Koponesckoro obmectsa Kananpl. OH ynTaer jiek-
U1, KOHCYJBTUPYET MOJIOJBIX YUEHbIX, MUIIET CTaTb U KHUTH. Ha naHHbIN MO-
MEHT Ha ero cueTy 305 HayuHbIX cTatei u 49 kHuUT, paboTa Haj ClIEIyIOIIEH po-
noikaerca. Takum oOpa3oM, BMECTe ¢ 3aMedaTeIbHbIM JTUYHBIM 00ueemM Uropob
AnexkcaHapoBrY MenpuyKk OTMEYaeT CBOM MpodecCHOHAIBHBINA F00uiIei — 65 et
HEIMPEPBIBHOI'O HAYYHOT'O MOUCKA M HAYYHOTO TBOPUYECTBA.

CBouMHU HOBAaTOPCKUMHU HJIE€IMU M NPEJAHHOCTHIO HayKe OH BJOXHOBIISAI U
MIPOJIOJKAET BIOXHOBIIATH KOJUJIET, HAUMHAIOIINX YUEHBIX U CTYJIEHTOB Kak B Poc-
CHUH, TaK U 3a €€ MpeieJaMH, IOCKOJIbKY €ro JIMHIBUCTHYECKAsl BCEJICHHAsI HE 3HAET
TPaHUIl, a €ro MPeKpacHbIE YENOBEUECKHe KadyecTBa — J00pOTa, OTKPBITOCTD,
HCKPOMETHBIM IOMOp — 3aBOPAXUBAIOT KaXKJOT0, KOMY MOCYACTIMBUIIOCH C HUM
oOmarecs.

B 3T0T BBIITyCK MBI IIpUIJIacuiu AaBHUX Apy3el Urops AsekcanapoBuua, C
KOTOPBIMA OH HadyMHaJ, a 3aT€M MPOJO0JIKAl CBOM TBOPYECKHMM MyTbh, KOJUIET
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U YYEHUKOB, a TAaKXE IOYMTATENICd M ILIEHUTENEH €ro Hay4yHOro TBOPYECTBA.
BwMmecte ¢ HUMH MBI IPENOTHOCHM €MY ATOT MHTEJUIEKTYAJIbHBIA U 3MOLIMOHAIb-
HbIM oAapok. OT UMEHU PEAKOJUIETHH )KypPHAJIa, HAIMX aBTOPOB M UMTATEEH MBI
OT Bcell aymm no3apasisieM Mrops Anekcanaposuya Menbuyka ¢ 3aMe4aTeabHbIM
100MJIeeM U JKellaeM eMy A00pOro 3J0pOBbsl M HOBBIX TBOPUYECKUX JOCTHKEHUI!

B nanHoM BeIITycKe MBI XOTUM 0000muTh BKiag M. A. Menbuyka B CEMaHTHKY,
B Pa3pabOTKy TEOPUH 3HAUEHUS U METOAOJIOTHIO aHalln3a TEKCTa, a TakKe 0003Ha-
YuTh BIUsIHUE ero Teopun «CMmbich < TekcT» Ha AalibHeWIIee pa3BUTHE TEOPUH
TEKCTa, TEOPUU U MPAKTHUKU MAIIMHHOIO MEPEBOJA, METOAOJIOTUN JTUHIBUCTUYE-
CKOT'0 aHaJu3a, JIEKCUKorpaduu, TUIOJIOTUN, KOMITBIOTEPHON JIMHTBUCTHUKU U KOP-
IIyCHOM JTMHI'BUCTUKH. B Halleld BBOJHOM CTaThe Mbl KOPOTKO OCTAHOBUMCS Ha OC-
HOBHBIX HJIE€SIX TaHHOW TEOpPHH M HAMETHUM HampaBJICHHs, KOTOpble OHa 0003Ha-
YuIa JUisi MHOTUX cep U3yUYeHHs SI3bIKa KaK CUCTEMBI U A3bIKa B €70 (PYHKIIMOHU-
pOBaHUMU.

2. Teopua «Cmbicn & TeKeT»
2.1. /luH2zeucmu4eckas modesnb «Cmbica < Tekcm»: omnpasHvie MoYKu

Teopus «Cwmpicn & Tekcr» (TCT) Obuta paspaborana M.A. Menpuykom
okoJio 60 et Ha3aa U cTaja BU3UTHOM KapTOUKOW JUIsl HETO KaK MCCIeNOBaTels.
JlanHast Teopusi OOBSICHSIET, KaK TOBOPALIUI MOPOKIAET CMBICII, BOILJIOLUICHHBIN B
TEKCTE, KOTOPBIM TPAKTYETCA KaK CMBICJIOBOE €AMHCTBO. XOTSI TEOPHS MOSBUIACH
B KOHIIE 1960-X IT., OHa HE yTpaTHiia CBOEH aKTyalbHOCTH U 10 cell feHb. Co Bpe-
MEHHU MOSBJICHUS €€ MOCTYJaThl, METOJ0JIOTUS U MPEUIOKEHHbIE B HEW MOHATHUSA
UCIIOJIB3YIOTCS B TPYyJax YYEHBIX CaMbIX Pa3HbIX JIMHTBUCTUYECKHX IIKOJI H
HanpaBieHuil. HecomHeHHO To, uto noctuxenuss TCT noBnusiiv Ha pa3BUTHE pa3-
JIMYHBIX 00JIacTel TMHTBUCTUYECKUX UCCIIEIOBAHUM, a €€ pe3yJIbTaThl U IPUHSATHII
MOAXO0/ MPUMEHSIOTCS KaK B TEOPUH, TaK U HA MPAKTHKE.

C camoro nepBoro AHs JUHTBUCTUKA MCKajla OTBEThl Ha CBOM IJIaBHBIE BO-
MPOCHI: KaK S3bIK NEPEAET 3HAUEHUE U UTO B SI3bIKE OTBEYAET 32 Mepeaavy 3Haue-
HUsA. YTOOBI OTBETUTH HA 3TU BOMPOCHI, C OAHOM CTOPOHBI, HEOOXOIUMO OIpeie-
JIUTh, YTO TAKOE A3BIK KaK CYIIHOCTh U KaK OH ycTpoeH. C Apyroi CTOPOHbI, KpaiiHe
BaYKHO YYUTBIBATH CIIOCOO Mepeaun 3Ha4€HUs, IOCKOJIbKY KOMMYHHUKAIHS — 3TO,
npexke Bcero, nepenava 3HaueHus. Teopus U.A. Menpuyka cTaBUT 00a 3TH BO-
poca U CTPOUT LIETOCTHBIM MOAX0J, 0ObEIUHSIOUINI CTPYKTYPY S3BIKOBOU €11-
HUIIBI U 3HaUYeHUE, KoTopoe 3Ta eaununa nepeaaet. TCT cBa3biBaeT 06€ CTOPOHBI
3HaKa BOEJIMHO U JAET OTBET Ha BOIPOC O TOM, KaK SI3bIK IOPOKIAET CMBICII YEPE3
TEKCTBI.

Teopust «Cmbicit & TekcT» UMEET JIeJI0 C €CTECTBEHHBIM SI3IKOM, KOTOPBII
MOHMMAETCS Kak Jiormueckoe ycrpoiictBo (Mel’¢uk 2021: 10), T.e. ycTpoicTBO,

CHPOEKTHPOBAHHOE MO 3aKOHAM JIOTHKH . DTO «yCTPOMCTBOY» (MM MAIIMHA)

2 Ceifgac MBI MOYKEM IIPETIONOKHUTE, UTO MAES YCTPOUCTBA MIM MALIMHBI MOTJIA OSBUTHCS IO
BIIMSTHAEM BIOXHOBILTIONTHNX Uaei 60-X TofoB: rTyOOKuil ¥ HeTToIIeTbHBIN HHTEepeC K KHOSPHETHKE,
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o0ecrieunBaeT Mepexo] OT CMbICAa, KOTOPBIA XOUeT MepeaTh TOBOPSIIHA, K TeK-
CTy, KOTOPBIM CIIy’KHUT HOCHUTEIIEM CMBbICIA. XOTs YIIOMUHAETCS, YTO YCTPOUCTBO
paboTaeT B 000MX HAIMPABJICHUSAX — OT CMBICJIAa K TEKCTY CO CTOPOHBI TOBOPSAIIETO
U B OOpaTHOM HampaBJeHHH, Koraa peub uaet o caymarene, TCT orgaer npuopu-
TET TeHepaluy TEeKCTa (IPYTUMH CIIOBaMH, TOBOPEHHIO) [0 CPABHEHUIO C MHTEp-
npeTaiuei TekcTa (T.e. HIOHUMaHUEM), YTO HaXOJUT CBOE OTPAKEHUE B HA3BAHUU
Teopuu: oHa uMeHyetcst «Cmbich €& TekcT», 1 HeCMOTpPs Ha 0COOBIN 3HAK JBYCTO-
POHHETO TepPeX0/ia, CMBICT B HA3BaHUU BCE-TAKH CTOUT TIEPBBIM.

Eme onna mnes, kotopas Oblia MOmyJisipHa B TO BpeMs, KOTJa 3apoauiach
TCT, — 3T0 uaes MOACIUPOBAHUSA OOBEKTOB, MO3BOJISIONIAS TMOHATH MMPUHIIUII
(YHKIMOHUPOBAaHUS HCCIenyeMoro oobekra. Mues Monenu Obuia TpaHCIOHUPO-
BaHa HAa €CTECTBEHHBIN SI3bIK, BHICTYTAIONIMI KaK HA0Op MPaBHII, 3aKOAUPOBAHHBIX
B CO3HAHUU €r0 HOCHUTES, KOTOPbIE YCTaHABIUBAIOT COOTBETCTBHE MEX]y 3HaUe-
HUSIMH SI3bIKa M WX BBIpOKEHHEM, TO ecTb Tekctamu (Mel’¢uk & Milicevié
2020: 4). Vcxons u3 3TOro, JaHHAs CUCTeMa MPaBUI MOXKET CIY>KUTh MOJEIBIO
A3bIKA.

Ota mozenb popmanuzoBana. COOTBETCTBEHHO, BCE ITPaBHIIa MPECTABIICHBI B
dopmanmzoBanHOM Brjie. OHU JEKOAUPYIOT MPOIIECC IKCTEPUOPU3AINH 3aBUCUMO-
CTel rITyOMHHOTO YPOBHS MEXAY S3bIKOBBIMH €TUHUIIAMH TIOCPEICTBOM JIEPEBHEB
3aBHCHUMOCTEH M YCTaHOBJICHHUS JIeKcnueckux (pyHkiuii. [IpaBuia qomKHBI COOT-
BETCTBOBATh OIPEICICHHBIM TPEOOBAHUSIM: OHU JIOJKHBI OBITh IOTHYECKH HETIPO-
TUBOPEUYUBBIMH, OJJHO3HAUYHBIMH U MPO3PAaYyHBbIMU B TUIAHE TIEpeaun COACPKAHU
(Gladky & Mel’¢uk 1969: 9), a Takke «IKOHOMHBIMH M H3SIIHBEIMU MO (Gopmer’
(Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 5). Tak, yTBepKIaeTCs, UYTO «SI3bIKOBBIC 3HAYCHHS
(B TEXHUYECKOM CMBICTIE ATOTO TEPMUHA) MPEACTAIOT Kak (opMaabHble CUMBOJIH-
YeCKHe OOBEKTHhI, Ha3bIBACMBbIC CEMAHTHUECKUMHU TpeacTaBieHusMu [SemR],
a TeKCTBI — Kak QoHetudeckue mnpexacrapieHus [PhonR]», uto moxker ObITh
BeIpaskeHo popmyioit {SemRi} < s3p1ik = {PhonRj} | i #/, 0 <i, j < oo (Mel’Cuk
2021: 9). B nienom ucnomnb3yeTcsi HECKOJIBKO BUOB (hOpMaIH3allii: «CEMaHTHYe-
CKH€ CEeTH JUIsl TMPEACTaBICHUS 3HAUCHUN MPEIIOKEHUIN U JeKCUYECKUX €IMHHMIL;
JepEeBbs 3aBUCUMOCTEH JIJIsl MPEJCTABICHUSI CHHTAKCUYECKON CTPYKTYPhI MIPEAJIO-
KEHUI; JTeKcuueckre (YHKIMH AT MPeICTaBICHUS JIEKCUUYECKHX OTHOUICHHH U
pa3HOro pojia MpaBWiIa MPEACTABJICHHS CeMaHTHUeckux omepanmity (Mel’¢uk &
Mili¢evic: xvii).

Mopenb yYUTBHIBA€T CEMaHTUUYECKUN KOMIIOHEHT, a 3HAYUT, OHa CEMaHTHYe-
CKU opreHTHpoBaHa. CeMaHTHKa He SIBISIETCS «IIPOCTO €I11€ OJHUM KOMIIOHEHTOM
A3BIKOBOM CHCTEMBI: OHA 3aHMMAaeT B HEH 0c000€ MECTO, MOCKOJIbKY S3bIK — 3TO
MpeXJIe BCEro CPEeICTBO KOMMYHHUKAIIMHM, TO €CTh CPEJCTBO IMEpeadyd CMBbICIA

IPOHHU3BIBAIONINN BCce OOIACTH HAyYHBIX MCCJICIOBAHMM, HCKPEHHAS Bepa B (DPOPMAalH3aLIUIO
Y B CIJIy MAIIMHHOIO MHTEIIEKTA.
3 3meck u manee nepeson Ham. — C.A. u T.J1.
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(Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evié: 6)*. Takum 06pa3oM, ceMaHTHUECKHIT KOMITIOHEHT COCTAB-
JSIET SAPO SA3BIKOBOTO ONUCAHUS, TOCKOJIBKY CEMAaHTUUYECKHE CBOMCTBA SI3bIKOBBIX
BBIPKEHUI1 BO MHOT'OM IIPEOIPEAEIIAIOT UX CHHTAKCUYECKOE MTOBEICHHE, a TAKKE
BIMAIOT Ha ux Mopgosoruto (Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020: 6). CaenoBarenbHo, 3Ta
MOJIEIb YCTAHABJIMBAET TECHYIO CBA3b MEXIY JIEKCUKOW M TrpamMmatukor. Kpome
TOT0, HEOOXOAMMO TIOAUYEPKHYTh, UTO corjacHo Teopun «CMmbicha < TekcT» cama
CEeMaHTUKa pPacCMaTPUBAETCS KaK CHCTEMa CTPOTruX (OpMallbHBIX MpPaBUI, TO-
CKOJIBKY SI3bIK MPE/ACTaBJIEH KaK Ha0Op MpaBWJl, yCTaHABJINBAIOLIMX COOTBETCTBUS
MEX/y 3HaYCHHUSIMHU ¥ UX BO3MOXHBIMH BBIpaXeHUsIMU. Elie ogHa uies ceMaHTu-
YECKOM MOJENN 3aKIH0YaeTCsd B BO3MOKHOCTH JAEKOMIIO3UIIUU CMBICIOB, KOTOpast
IperonaraeT, 4To CJIOXHbIE 3HAU€HHUsI MOTYT OBITh IpEJCTaBIECHbI uepe3 Ooee
IPOCTHIE 3HAUYEHUS (CP. UCXOAALLYIO U3 OJIM3KHUX MPEAIOCHIIIOK TEOPUIO «CEMAHTHU-
YECKUX MPUMHUTHBOB» AHHBI BexOurkoii [Wierzbicka 20217, cm. taxke [Mel’¢uk
1989]). N.A. Menbuyk yTBEep:KIaeT, YTO CEMaHTHUECKasi pernpe3eHTanus 0a3upy-
€TCsl Ha OTPaHUYEHHOM YHCJIE SJIEMEHTAPHBIX CEM, KOTOPbIE MOTYT ObITh Ha3BaHbI
«aromamu cmbiciay (Mel’¢uk 1999: 58).

IToMHMO BCero nepeunciIeHHoro, 3Ta MOAEb ABISETCS MHOTOYPOBHEBON MITH,
ropopst cinoBamu W.A. Menpuyka, cTpaTUPUKAIMOHHON (= MHOTOCIOMHON)
(Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 10), mOCKONbKY A3bIK TOHUMAETCS] KAK MHOTOYpPOBHE-
Basi CYIIHOCTh. ABTOpP TEOPHUH BBIJICTSIET UEPAPXUIO YPOBHEH, BKIIOUAIOIIYIO CE-
MaHTUYECKHH (CMBICIOBOM), CHHTAaKCUYECKUH, MOp(OIOoruuecKuii, poHosornye-
ckuii u oHeTuko-rpadudeckuii (Tekct). Ha kaxaoM OCHOBHOM perpe3eHTaTHB-
HOM YpOBHE, KPOME CEMaHTHUECKOT'0, CMBICIIO-TEKCTOBAsI MOJIEb PacllO3HAET JBa
MIOTyPOBHSI, HA3bIBAEMBIX ITyOUHHBIM U MIOBEPXHOCTHBIM. TakuM 00pa3zoM, MOKHO
TOBOPUTH O TIIyOMHHO-CHHTaKCHYECKOM MPEJCTABICHUH U O TIOBEPXHOCTHO-CHH-
TaKCUYECKOM IpezcTaBiieHuu u T.1. . A. Menbuyk naet cineayrouiee oObsCHEHUE
9TUM NOAYpOoBHAM: «[ TyOMHHBIN MOTYpPOBEHb OPUEHTUPOBAH HA CMBICI, TO €CTh
Ha cojiepKaHue, KoTopoe ['oBopsIIuil XOUeT BbIpa3uTh; €ro 3a/1aya COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI SICHO IepefaTh COOTBETCTBYIOIIME pasnuuus uHpopmaiuu. [loBepxHocT-
HBIN [TOlypOBEHb OPUEHTHPOBAH HA TEKCT, TO €CTh Ha (hOpPMY, B KOTOPOI BhIpaxa-
eTcsl CoJiepKaHue; ero 3ajaya — 3KCIUIMIUTHO OTPa3UTh BCE COOTBETCTBYIOLIUE
dopmanbHbie pazmuausy (Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020: 16).

4 D10 yTBEpIKIEHUE HA MIEPBBIN B3TJIST MOXKET TTOKA3aThCS OYEBHIHBIM, HO HATOMHHM, YTO OJTHA
U3 HauOoJiee paclpOCTPAHEHHBIX CETOHS TEOPHH SA3bIKa, TeHEpaTUBHAS IPaMMaTHKa (1 OJIM3KHE K
Hell HIe0I0T 1), pACCMATPHBAET SA3bIK IPUHLIUIINATIBHO HHAYE: HE KaK HHCTPYMEHT UL BBIPayKSHUS
CMBICJIOB, a KaK ()OpMaJbHBI MEXaHU3M ITOPOXKAECHHS OECKOHEYHOI0 MHOXECTBA CHHTAKCHYECKH
NPaBWIBHBIX CTPYKTYP, KOTOPBIE B JAILHEHILIEM MOTYT OBITh «03BYUYEHBI» U «MHTEPIIPETUPOBAHBI
C MOMOIIBIO CEMAaTHYECKOT0 (MM (POPMATbHO-JIOTMYECKOr0) KOMIIOHEHTa. B 3TOM OTHOIIEHHH 110-
sunust M. A.Menbuyka He MEHSUIACh C CAMBIX PAHHHUX PabOT: €CJIM Ul €r0 FTeHEPaTHBHBIX OIIIOHEH-
TOB SI3BIK — 3TO B NEPBYIO OYEpe]b «CHHTAKCHYECKas MAIIMHA», IPOJAYKTaM paOOTHl KOTOPOi
MOXXHO BIIOCJIE/ICTBUH NPUIHCATh 3HAYE€HHE, TO B €0 MJICOJIOTHH S3bIK BCET/1a PacCMaTPUBAJICS KaK
«TpaHCIUPYIOIIasl MalllMHa», T.€. CHCTEMa MHOTOYPOBHEBBIX NpeoOpa3oBaHMi, 00eCIeYHBAIOIINX
Mepexol OT cMBIcTa K TeKCTy. OTo commkaeT TCT ¢ Tem, 4TO ceromHs NpUHATO Ha3bIBaTh «(PyHK-
[IMOHAJILHBIMI» MOJISIISIMU S3bIKa (XOTS U OT ATUX MOCIEIHUX OHA B PsALE OTHOIICHUH OTINYACTCS).
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OTa MOJIeNb TaKKe SBIAETCS CTPYKTYPHOI, IIOCKOJIBKY CaM fA3bIK M €ro eau-
HUIIBI IOHUMAIOTCSI KaK CTPYKTYphl. TakuM 00pa3oM, ceMaHTHKA OIHCHIBACTCS B
TEPMHHAX CEMAaHTUYECKUX CTPYKTYpP, KOTOpBIE IPECTABJICHBI B BUE CETEU C y3-
namu. IIpennosxeHus U uxX ceMaHTHKa MPEeACTaBICHbI B BUIE ITyOMHHBIX U TOBEPX-
HOCTHBIX CHHTaKcu4yeckux cTpykryp (Mel’c¢uk 2021: 12—-13). To xe camoe OTHO-
curcsa K Mopdoioruu. CTpyKTYpHBII MOIXOA NMPUIAET JaHHOW TEOPUHU MPHUKIAI-
HOM XapaKTep: €€ MOKHO UCIIOJIb30BaTh B MPAKTUKE MAIIMHHOTO [I€PEBO/Ia U I'eHe-
palmu TeKcTa.

Ora Mojens GyHKIHOHATBEHA — B e ocHoBe JiexkuT TCT, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPOW
U CTpOsTCS (YHKIHMOHAJIBHBIE MOJIENU SI3bIKOB C HCIIOJIb30BAHUEM Pa3IUYHBIX
(opMaNbHBIX CUCTEM: CEMAHTUYECKUX CETEeH, CUHTAaKCUYECKHUX JIEPEBbEB, JIEKCU-
yeckux (pyHKUMi, npaBui nepedpazupoanus u T.4. CUIbHONW CTOPOHON (YHKIU-
OHAJIBHBIX MOJIeNIEH SBISAETCS BO3MOXKHOCTh MOAETHPOBATH OOBEKT, CKPBITHIN OT
npssMoro HaOmoieHus. 1 uenoBedeckuit pasyM, U S3bIK B LIEJIOM HYK/1al0TCS B CIie-
[IUAJTBHBIX UCCIIEI0BATEIBCKUX MPOLEAYPAX U METOAMKAX, YTOOBI OOHAPYKUTH HX
CKpBITbIE CBOMCTBA. DYHKIMOHAIBHBIE MOJEIM MPEICTABISAIOT aHAIU3UPYEMBbIN
00BEKT B €ro (PyHKIMOHUPOBAHUHU, TO3TOMY UX MOXHO HMCIOJIb30BATh JUIsl IOHU-
MaHMs BHYTPEHHEH paObOThl MO3ra, KOTOPBIH 0 CHUX MOpP COXPAHSAET CTATyC «4ep-
Horo simmka» (Mel’¢uk 2012a: 18). Ilo cyTH, QpyHKIIMOHANbHAS MOJEIb BISBIISET
COOTBETCTBUS MEXIy HaOOpOM 3HaYeHMH M HAOOPOM TEKCTOB U PACKPBIBAET TO,
KaK TOBOPSIINI BBIPAXKAET 3HAYEHUS C TIOMOIIbIO TEKCTOB U, HA00OPOT, U3BJIEKAET
3HaueHus u3 TekctoB (Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020: 8).

3Ty MO/IEeIb MOXKHO IO ITPaBY 0XapaKTEPHU30BaTh KaK II100aIbHYI0, TOCKOJIbKY
OHa paboTaeT Ha BCEX YPOBHSAX S3bIKOBOI cucTeMbl. OHa MOKa3bIBaeT, KaK (PyHK-
LIUOHUPYET SI3bIK 110 HAMPABICHHUIO OT 3HAUYEHHUS K TEKCTY M YCTaHABIMBAET CBS3U
HE TOJIBKO MEXIY JIEKCUYECKUMU €JMHUIIAMH U UX 3HAUEHUSIMH, HO U MEXKIY Npe-
JIOKEHUSMU U UX 3HAYCHUSIMHU.

Hakoner, 3T0T oX0/1 OpMEHTUPOBAH HA CUHTE3. XOTS CMBICIOBON TEKCT SB-
JseTcsl AByHanpasieHHbIM, LA, Menpuyk yTBEpKAaeT, YTO IMHIBUCTHKA JOJDKHA
U3y4aTh U ONHUCHIBATH SI3bIKOBOE (DYHKIIMOHUPOBaHHE B HampaBieHUU «CMBbICT —
TekcT» B COOTBETCTBHE ¢ 3Tamamu mopoxkaeHus tekcra (Mel’¢uk 2021: 8-9).
JIMHrBUCTUYECKUI CUHTE3, WIH, APYTUMHU CI0BAMHU, IPOU3BOJCTBO TEKCTA BaXKHEE
JUIS SI3BIKO3HAHMSI, YEM aHAJIU3 WIM IMOHMMAaHUE TEKCTa. DTO MOXHO OOBSCHUTH
TEM, YTO MOHMMaHUE TEKCTa MPEIOaraeT B ONPEeICHHON CTENeH! TOHUMaHNe
IpeMEeTa, YTO BKIIFOYAET MOHUMAHNE BHES3BIKOBOW JACHCTBUTENLHOCTH, (pakTopa,
KOTOpBI MOXET MCKa3UTh BCKO KAapTUHY. ECiaM JNMHIBUCTBI MAYT OT 3HAYEHHUS
KO BCEM BBIPaXKAIOLIUM €ro TEKCTaM, OHU UTHOPUPYIOT BHEA3BIKOBBIE (DAKTOPHI U
UCCJIEYIOT SI3bIK Kak TakoBoil. Kpome Toro, 110001 TEKCT nepes TeM, Kak IpoBo-
JUTCS aHAJIN3, TOJDKEH ObITh CUMHTE3WPOBAaH, a 3TO ABISETCA €IIe OJHUM J0Ka3a-
TEJIbCTBOM TOT'0, YTO CUHTE3 TEKCTa MEPBUUEH 10 OTHOLIEHHUIO K aHanu3y (Mel’¢uk
2021: 9-10).
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2.2. Teopusa «Cmbicn < TeKcm»: OCHOBHble opueHmupbl
8 OMUCAHUU AUH28UCMUYECKOU ceMaHmMuKu

N.A. MenpuyKk MOAYEPKHUBAET, YTO KAaK CAMO 3HAYCHHE S3bIKOBOM €MHMIIBI,
TaK M €ro OIMCAHUE SBIIAFOTCS CIIOXKHOM 3a7a4el Il MHOTUX MOKOJIEHUH JIMHT BU-
ctoB (Mel’¢uk 1999, 2012, Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020). Teopusi «Cmbicn <
Texct» npenmnaraer ee pemeHue. B pamkax pa3paOOTaHHON TEOPUH MPEIOKEHA
cUcTeMa MOHATUHM AN ONUCAHMS JIGKCUYECKOH M CHHTAKCUYECKOM CEeMaHTHKU.
Haunnas ¢ o0mero moHMMaHus 3HaYCHUSI KaK «AHPOPMALMOHHOTO COJEPKAHUS,
KOTOPOE MOKET ObITh BepOaIn3UpOBaHO Ha JaHHOM s3bike» (Mel’€uk & Milicevié
2020: 4), 1.A. Menbuyk BBOAMT LIEJbIN psii MOHATUHN, KOTOPBIE IIHPOKO HCIIONb-
3YIOTCS B JIMHI'BUCTUYECKON CEMaHTHKE /sl BBISIBJICHUS 3HAUCHHUS SA3bIKOBOU eM-
HUIBL. K 3THM NOHATHSM OTHOCSTCS BAJICHTHOCTH, aKTAHTHI, JHaTe3a, CEHTCHIIU-
anpHas ceMaHTuKa. COOTHOILIEHHE BCEX 3TUX TEPMHUHOB COCTABIISET LEIOCTHYIO
CHCTEMY, HalpaBJICHHYIO HA OMUCAHUE SI3bIKOBOM CEMaHTHKH.

Eme o MOMEHT, BaXKHBIN JUIi COBPEMEHHBIX CEMAaCHOJIOTOB, — 3TO TPAaK-
TOBKa 3HaueHus B paborax M.A. Menpuyka. OH paznuyaer, ¢ OJHONW CTOPOHBI,
JUHIBUCTUYECKOE (= «IIOBEPXHOCTHOEY), TO €CTh HEMPArMaTu4ecKoe, HeAHIUKIIO-
NeINYeCcKOe 3HaYCHUE U, C IPYTOi CTOPOHBI, pealTbHOE (= «TIIyOMHHOE)» ) 3HAUCHUE
(Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 73). Bmecte ¢ TeM 4TOOBI KOMIIEHCUPOBATh 3TH OIpa-
HUYEHHUS Ha CTPYKTYpy 3HadeHUs U fanee — cMbicia M.A. Menpuyk aHanu3upyeT
S3bIKOBOE 3HAUECHHE KaK BKJIIOYAlOIee B ce0sl MPONO3UIMOHAIBHBINA, KOMMYHHKA-
TUBHBIN U puToprueckuii komnoHeHTHl (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 77). IIpomno-
3MLMOHAJIBHOE 3HAUEHHE MIPECTABISAET COO0M CMBICIOBOE CO/IEpIKAHUE SA3BIKOBON
€IMHUIIBI M MOXKET OBITh OTMCAHO C TIOMOMIBIO JIOTHYECKUX MPECYTIIO3UIHI; KOM-
MYHUKAaTUBHOE 3HAaUYE€HHUE CBA3aHO ¢ KOMMYHUKATHBHBIMH HaMEPEHUSIMH T'OBOPS-
IIET0, & PUTOPUYECKOE 3HAYEHUE — CO CTHIMCTUYECKHMMU HAaMEPEHHUSIMHU TOBOPSI-
IIETrO: SIBJIAETCS JM BBICKAa3bIBAaHHE HEUTPaJIbHBIM, (POPMAIBHBIM, Pa3rOBOPHBIM,
MOATHYECKUM, UpoHuYeckuM u T.1. (Tam xe).

N.A. Menpuyk mocieqoBaTesIeH B yTBEP)KJICHUM, YTO 3HAUYEHUE MOCTPOEHO
aTOMapHO, OYEHb XOPOIIO CTPYKTYPHUPOBAHO U €TI0 OMMCAHHUE UCTIONB3YeT JIOTHYe-
CKHE aTOMbI, KOTOpPbIE SBISAIOTCS MpeauKaTaMu U uMeHamu oobekToB (Mel Cuk
1999: 62). Drot moaxoa ObUT IEpeHECEH B JieKcuKorpaduto, 1 « TonkoBbIi KOMOU-
HATOPHBIM CJIOBapb COBPEMEHHOro pycckoro s3bika» (Mel’¢uk & Zholkovsky
1984) MOXET CIyKUTh IPKUM IPUMEPOM €TI0 IPUMEHEHUS.

2.3. Teopusa «Cmoicn < Tekcm»: 38pUCMUKA U MPUKaAAOHble dcrneKkmol

Teopust «Cmbicn < TekcT» npeaonpenenuia pa3BUTUE Pa3HbIX HATPaBICHU
JUHTBUCTHYECKHX uccnenoBaHuil. B pamkax TCT Obu1 pa3paboTaH MCKYyCCTBEH-
HBI cemMaHTHUYecKui s3bIK (Menbuyk 1974), oOoratuBuimnii Kak JieKkcUKorpagduio,
TaK 1 ONMCAHUE SA3bIKA B LIEJIOM. DTOT UCKYCCTBEHHBIN CEMaHTUYECKU A3bIK HOCUT
aOCTpaKTHBIM XapakTep, MOCKOJIbKY pacCUMTaH Ha MAalIUHY, KOTOPas HE MOXKET
yrajatb, 4YTO O3Ha4yaeT TO WIM MHOE BbIpaxeHue. [Ipemnaraemblii popmanbHbIi
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A3BIK OTJIIMYAETCS CTPOTOCTBIO M HALEJICH HA PENPE3CHTALUIO0 CTPYKTYpPBI 3Haue-
Hus. Emie oqaum npaktudeckum pesyapratoM npuMeHeHus TCT B KoMIbloTepHOM
JMHTBUCTUKE U MAIIMHHOM IIEPEBOJE SABIIETCS CO31aHUE CIIMCKA OCHOBHBIX CEM.

Teopust «Cwmpicnt & TekcT» HaMeTHIIa Ty TH PEIIEHUs TeX MPOoOIieM, KOTOPBIE
HaxoAATcs Kak B noje BHUMaHus M.A. Menpdyka, Tak U CTOAT HA MOBECTKE JHS
npyrux uccienosarenei. Kornga M.A. Menpuyk OonmuMChIBa€T M M3y4aeT IIUPOKHI
KpYT npo0seM, HaXOASIMXCS Ha TPaHHLle CEMaHTUKU U IPYTUX o0sacTel s3bIKO-
3HAHMS, a TAK)KE€ CMEKHBIX TUCIUIUIMH, OH (PAKTUYECKH OUYEPUMBAET KOHTYPHI
cBOEl cOOCTBEHHOM TEOPUH U €€ MOTeHLHAIbHbIe BO3MOXHOCTH. HOBBIN moaxos k
JIEKCUYECKOW CEMaHTHUKE, a TaKXe MPE/UI0KEHHOE OMHCAHUE CEMAaHTHUECKUX M
CHUHTAaKCHYECKHMX aCIEKTOB S3bIKOBBIX €IMHHI] CIIOCOOCTBOBAIN PA3BUTHIO JIEKCHU-
KOJIOTMH U JIEKCUKOTpaduu Kak MPUKJIAJHBIX aHAJIOTOB JIEKCUYECKOW CEMAaHTUKH.
Bce 30 npuBeno k pacIIMpeHU0 COBPEMEHHON CEMACHOJIOTHH, KOTOpasi yTOUHUIIA
npoueaypsl 00pabOTKH €CTECTBEHHOTIO Si3bIKa (HAalpUMeEp, MALIMHHBIA MEpEeBO,
aBTOMAaTHUECKasi TeHepalusi TeKCTa, MaTeMaTH4ecKasl JUHIBUCTHKA), a C JIpyroi
CTOPOHBI, BHECJIA BKJIaJ] B U3YUYEHUE U IIPENOAaBaHUe s3bIKa, IOCKOJIBbKY B 00€UX
cdepax OCHOBHOM 3amaueil sBisercs nepenauda 3HadeHus (Mel’€uk & Milic¢evié
2020: 7).

Enie onHuM Ba)KHBIM BEKTOPOM, KOTOphI HameTun M. A. Menbuyk, sBiseTcs
BO3MO>KHOCTb IIPUMEHEHUS SI3bIKOBBIX MOJIEJIEN HE TOJIBKO JIsl TUHTBUCTUYECKUX,
HO M MEXIUCLUIUIMHAPHBIX HcciaenoBaHui. CaM OH BUIOUT BBICOKYIO IpaKTHYe-
CKYIO IIEHHOCTb CBOEH MOJEIH, N0 KpalHEW Mepe, B TPEeX TEXHOJIOTMYECKHX
U COLIMATIbHBIX 00J1AaCTAX: aBTOMaTHYeCcKasi 00pabOTKa eCTECTBEHHOTO A3bIKa; Ipe-
NOJJaBaHWE W HW3YYEHHUE S3BIKOB; CO3JaHME CIIOBaped, Y4eOHHKOB M TOCOOMit
(Mel’¢uk 2021: 28).

Henwb3s He npucoenunuthes k nosunuu M.A. Menpuyka, Korjga oH, pe3toMu-
pys HEpCIEKTHBBI CBOCH TEOPHH, TOBOPUT, YTO E€CTECTBEHHBIN S3BIK SIBIISCTCS
€MHCTBCHHBIM HAJICKHBIM KIIIOYOM K dYelloBeueckoMmy MblnuieHuto (Mel’¢uk
2021: 28). be3 riry00okoro MOHMMaHHUsS TOTO, KaK s3bIK ()YHKIIMOHUPYET B HAIIICH
NICUXUKE, HEBO3MOXKHO MOHATH, KaK YeJI0BEYECKHi MO3T 0OpabaTsiBaeT nH(OpMa-
uto. Bot nmoyemy QpyHKIImoHaIBHBIC MOCIHN sA3bIKA U, B 9acTHOCTH, TCT (Teopus
«Cwmbicn < TekcT») B HAacToOsIIEEe BpEMSI UMEIOT COBEPILIEHHO 0CO00€ 3HAaUECHHE.
Kak ormewaer M.A. Menpuyk, «JIMHTBUCTUKA JOJDKHA 3aHATh IIOYETHOE MECTO
Cpelll «TOYHBIX» HAyK, U CBOW BKJIaJ BHECYT (YHKIIMOHAIbHbIE MOJENIH, BOILIO-
IIAIOLIMEe E€CTeCTBEHHOHAYYHbIM MOAXOA K CIOXHBIM sBieHusM» (Tam xe).
B 3aBepuieHne MOXKHO CO BCEW YBEPEHHOCTBIO CKa3zaTh, YTO Teopus «CMmbIca <
TekcT» CayKUT OCHOBOW AJI PELIEHUS] MHOTMX CYIIHOCTHBIX BOIPOCOB, K KOTO-
peiM obOparmtaercs M. A. Menbuyk U €ro MHOTOUYHUCIIEHBIE IT0CIIEJ0BATENH.

3. KpaTtkuit 0630p crateit BbinycKa

OTtkpeiBaet Boimyck caM roomistp. Ctates M. A. Menbuyka «Pycckue peaymiun-
KaTUBHbBIC TOBEPXHOCTHO-CHHTAKCHUYECKUE OTHOIIICHHS B aCTIEKTE OOIIET0 CHHTAK-
CUCa» — eIlle OJWH MoJapok HamuM gutareiasMm (cm. Mel’¢uk 2018a). JanHoe
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UCCJIETOBaHKE SIBJIIETCS YacThiO OOJBIIOTO MPOEKTa, HAIEIEHHOTO Ha OMHCAHUE
MOBEPXHOCTHO-CUHTAKCUYECKUX OTHOIICHHHA B SI3BIKAX MHpPA, HA4all0 KOTOPOMY
onu10 TostoxkeHo emre B (Mel’¢uk 1962: 47-49). C tex mop ObUIO COCTaBIICHO HE-
CKOJIBKO CITICKOB PEAYIUTMKATHBHBIX MOBEPXHOCTHO-CUHTAKCHUYECKUX OTHOIICHHIA
B PYCCKOM, aHIJIHICKOM, (hpaHIly3CKOM, HEMEIIKOM U JAPYTHUX SI3bIKaX (CM., HaIllpH-
mep, Mel’¢uk 2015: 444-453,2016: 184—194, 2018b u ap.). Llens nanHOM cTaThy —
JOTIOTHUTh UMEIOIINECs CIIUCKH U ONPENIEIUTh CIIeIMAIbHBIE PYCCKUE peayILINKa-
TUBHBIC TMOBEPXHOCTHO-CHHTAKCHUYECKHUE OTHOIICHHUS, KOTOPHIE BBICTYHAIOT
UCKJTIIOYUTENFHO B CUHTAKCUYECKHX HAMOMaxX, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha PENYyTUTUKAIUAX.
B pesynbraTe uccienoBanusi, NpoBEAEHHOT0 B paMKax Teopun «CMbici < Tekcry,
BBIJIETICHO 7 TUIOB MOBEPXHOCTHO-CUHTAKCUYECKHUX OTHOIIEHUI B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE,
KOTOPBIC OTHOCSTCS K 00J1aCTH (hPa3€0IOTUH | IO CUX TIOP HE IMOTYIHIIN TOJIKHOTO
BHHUMAaHUs UCCIIeIOBaTENeH.

AnHna BexOulikast mpoo/KaeT pa3BUBaTh UJICI0 O TOM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha ¢e-
HOMEHAJIbHOE Pa3HOOOpa3ue S3BIKOB U KYJIBTYP, KOTOPOE YacTO aOCOMIOTU3HPY-
€TCSI UCCIIEIOBATEISIMH, CYIIECTBYIOT 0a30BBIC DJIEMEHTHI YEJIOBEUECKOTO MBIIILIIE-
HUSl, IPUCYTCTBYIONINE KaK OTAETbHBIC CIOBA (UM 3HAKU) BO BCEX SI3bIKAX MUPA
(Goddard & Wierzbicka 1994, Wierzbicka 1992, 2020, 2021 u ap.). O6o3Hauae-
MbI€ UMH TOHSATHS OJMHAKOBO BOCIIPUHUMAIOTCS JIObMHU HE3aBHUCHMO OT SI3BIKA,
Ha KOTOpOoM OHH TOBOPAT. [1o cioBam JleliOHMIIA, OHU MPEACTABISIOT COOON «aj-
daBuT yenoBeueckoir mbicim» (“the alphabet of human thought”) (Wierzbicka
1972: 6). cnionb3yst OAXO0A K U3YYSHHIO CMBICTIA, pa3pabO0TaHHbBIN Ha OCHOBE «Ce-
MaHTHYECKHX MPUMHUTUBOBY» W HM3BECTHBIM mon abOpesuarypoir NSM (Natural
Semantic Metalanguage), B pycckom nepeBozec — ECM (EcrectBennbiii CeMaHTH-
yeckuit Mertassbik) (Goddard & Wierzbicka 1994, Wierzbicka 2021 u nap.),
A. BexOulikasi paccMaTpuBaeT yHUBEpcalbHbIe KOHIENTHI «S1» u «Thi». Pe3ymnb-
TaThl MPOBEJACHHOTO HCCJIEIOBAaHUS MO3BOJISIIOT YTBEPKAATh, YTO OHU SBIISIOTCS
0a30BBIMHU DJIEMEHTAMU YEJIOBEYECKOTO MBIIIICHHUS U MIPUCYTCTBYIOT BO BCEX SI3bI-
Kax, YTO B OYepeHON pa3 CBUAETEILCTBYET O (yHIaMEHTAILHOM €IMHCTBE Yello-
BEYECTBA.

Nnen Annpl BexxOunkoil o0 yHUBEpPCATbHOM METas3bIKE OBLIM YCIIEIIHO
anpoOWpPOBaHBl PSAJOM YUYEHBIX HA THUIIOJIOTMYECKU PA3IUYHBIX S3bIKaX (CM.
Gladkova & Larina 2018) u moka3anu cBo 3(pGEKTUBHOCTh MPHU TOIKOBAHUU
KyJIbTYPHO-CIICIIU(PUUHBIX CIIOB U TIOHSATHH, SBISIOMUXCS BECbMa TPYIHBIMH IS
nepeBoaa (Wierzbicka 1997, 1999, 2014, Goddard & Wierzbicka 1994, Levisen &
Waters 2017, Bromhead & Ye 2020 u ap.). B nannom Beimycke Mapk [ptopu
(Duri 2022) ucnonbzyet merog NSM (ECM) asis sKkCITMKauy 4eThIpex apadCKux
CJIOB, Ha3bIBAIOMINX KITIOYEBBIC TOHITHS UCIaMa, KOTOPhIE HE UMEIOT IKBUBAJICHT-
HBIX COOTBETCTBUN B aHINIMICKOM si3bike. [loguepkuBasi Ba)KHOCTh MOHMMAHUS
KITIOYEBBIX CIIOB MPU U3YYEHUH JPYTOH KYJIbTYphl, aBTOP OTMEYAET, YTO MPH Mepe-
BOJIE OHM HEN30€XKHO MCKaXaroTcsl, MOCKOJIbKY IMOMa/aloT MO/l BIUSHUE IPYroro
si3pIKa. B craThe moka3aHa 3()()eKTHBHOCTh CEMAaHTHYECKOTO aHaTN3a KyJIbTYPHO-
crienuuaHbIX apalbckux ciaoB ¢ npumeHeHueM ECM, KOTOpBIA MO3BOJISIET
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YCTPAHUTh ITH UCKAXKEHHS U 00€CTIeYUTh aJIeKBaTHOE MOHUMAaHUE KIIOYEBBIX IO-
HSTUH IPYToi KyJIbTYPBI, B TOM YHCIIE PETUTHO3HBIX.

EcrectBennniii cemantuyeckuii Metas3bik (ECM) ucmonib3yer B KadyecTBe
METO/a CEeMAaHTHYECKOTO aHanmu3a M AHHa [7agkoBa, KoTopas paccMaTpuUBaeT
U3MEHEHUS B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM JICKCHKOHE, 3 UMEHHO — IMOSIBJICHUE HOBBIX
3HAUCHUH y CIIOB Jfcecmsb, HceCmKutl U sxcecmko. B cBoeM nccieoBaHUM OHA TIpeI-
naraet ECM TonkoBaHUsI JaHHBIX CIIOB, BBISIBIISIET CBSI3b UX 3HAYCHHM C KYIBTYp-
HBIMH TE€MaMHU «3MOIMOHAIBHOCTBY», «OTCYTCTBHE KOHTPOJS» U «OTKPOBEHHBIH
pasroBOop» W OTMEYAaeT BO3POCIIYIO 3HAYMMOCTh ATHX CJOB B COBPEMEHHOM
PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

Ecnu cemaHTHUecKHii METas3bIK OTHOCHUTCA K HMCCIEIOBAHHUIO BHYTPEHHHX
MIPOIIECCOB SI3bIKA — TOTO, YTO YaCTO CKPBITO OT MPSMOTO HAOJIIOICHUS, UHBIMHU CIIO-
BaMH, HHTEPUOPU30BAHO, TO UCCIEAOBAHUS IPYTUX YPOBHEH SI3bIKOBOM CHCTEMBI,
KOTOpBIE TaKK€ OTTAJIIKMBAIOTCS B OMpEAETIeHHOM poxae oT uaeit M.A. Menbuyka,
o0pamarTes K CTPYKTYpaM, CIIYy)KaIllUM 3KCTEPHOPU3ALUH S3bIKOBBIX €IUHHII B
peun. Tak, Hukomac OBanc (Evans 2022) npeanaraer uieto HHTEpaKTUBHON QOHE-
TUKH, KOTOpass MOXET B JAIbHEWUIIIEM WHTETPUPOBATHCS B 3BYKOBYIO CHUCTEMY H
b0 pacmHpATh (HOHOJOTHUYECKYIO CHCTEMY 3a CUeT BKJIIOYCHHSI B HEE€ HOBBIX
dbonem, OO pacmupsATh (HOHOTAKTUYECKHE BO3MOXXHOCTH (POHEM, BCTpeuaro-
MIUXCS B APYTUX (POHOTAKTUYECKHUX MO3UIMAX. [Ipy 5TOM B KadecTBe apryMeHTa
aBTOP YKa3bIBaeT HAa OTPAaHUYCHHBIC MHTEPAKTUBHBIMHU KOHTEKCTaMH ()OHEMBI B Ta-
IIyacCKOM SI3bIKE HAH, a Takke Ha (POHEMBbI C OTPAaHUYECHHOU (POHOTAKTUUECKOMH
TUCTPUOyIIMEH (aHTIMUCKUI) Min Mopdoaorndeckoi aucTpuOyIueit (OMHUHIK
KYHBOK, aBCTPaJUNUCKHUI S3bIK TYHBHHHUTYaHCKOU ceMbH). Llenb aBTOpa — pacum-
PUTH HAIllM TPEACTABICHUS O (POHEMaX C OTPaHMYCHHON MUCTPHOYyIHEl mocpe-
CTBOM IIPHBJICYCHUS CHIETIM(PUIECKIX BOKAIBHBIX KECTOB, BOSHUKAIOIIUX B YCJIO-
BUSIX HHTEPAKIUH.

[upokuii KPyr BaKHBIX BOMPOCOB, OTHOCALIUXCA K 00JIacTH MOP(OIOTHH,
CEMaHTHKH, MPAarMaTUKN M TUIIOJIIOTHUHU, paccMaTpuBaeTcs B ctatbe «llepdexTus,
neppopmMaTHB M HACTOSIEE BpPEMs: HEKOTOpble HeCTaHAApTHblE KOMOMHALIUU B
CIaBSIHCKUX U Apyrux sizbikax» (B.A. Ilnynran, E.B. Paxununa, T.W. Pesnukosa).
Ha pernpe3eHTaTHBHOM SMIHpUYECKOM Marepuaie HannonaasHOro Kopiyca pyc-
ckoro s3bika (HKPS), BknrodaronieM npuMepsl U3 Xy10KECTBEHHBIX TEKCTOB C UX
NepeBoJjaMH Ha IPYTUE €BPOMEHCKUE SI3BIKH, aBTOPHI pAaCCMATPUBAIOT OCOOBIH THII
KOHTEKCTOB, B KOTOPBIX (hOpMBI TEp(HEKTUBOB C OTPUIIAHUEM IOTYHAIOT 3HAUCHHE
«TPOCTIEKTUBHOTO HacTosimeroy». [1o MHEHHIO aBTOPOB, B HEKOTOPBIX CIIyHasiX 3TH
KOHCTPYKIIMH COOTBETCTBYIOT PEUEBHIM aKTaM M MOTYT CUHTAThCS CBOETO pojia
nepdopmatuBaMu. Kak mokaspiBaeT uccienoBaHue, mogooHble KBa3u-nepdopma-
TUBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH PACIIMPSIOT HAIIM MPEACTABICHUS O 3HAUCHUSIX, KOTOPHIE
MOTYT MpUOOpeTaTh NepPeKTUBHBIE (HOPMBI HACTOSIIIETO BPEMEHHU.

Heckonpko craTell BbIyCKa MPEICTABISAIOT PE3yabTaThl HCCICIOBAHUM,
BBINTOJIHEHHBIX Ha TEPECEUYeHUN CEMaHTHKH, MparMaTHKH H JIEKCUKorpaduu.
Bappuoc Poxpurec (Barrios Rodriguez 2022) ananu3zupyer TpyIHOCTH JEKCHUKO-
rpadudeckoii 00paboTKu (popMyJeM, BO3HUKIINE MPH COCTABICHUM HMCHAHCKOTO
3MeKTpoHHOro cioBaps Diretes. OTMeuas, 4TO Ha CETONHALIHUI JACHb B paMKax
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teopun «Cmbica < TekcT» nparMareMsl oABEPravch GopManu3aii Ha OCHOBE
JIEKCUYECKUX (PYHKIIMH, aBTOP OKA3bIBAET HEOOXOAMMOCTh UX (popMaIu3auu Ha
OCHOBe nparmMaTuueckux (yHkiuid. PesynbraTsl ananuza 200 ¢opmynem mo3Bo-
JUIU  cIenaTh BBIBOJ O TOM, 4YTO IparMaTHyeckue (YHKIMH MOTYT OBITh
MOJIE3HBI HE TOJBKO I (popManu3aiuu GopMylieM U MparMaTeM B IPYTUX S3bIKaX,
HO U JIJIs IEPECMOTpa CIMCKA WIJIOKYTUBHBIX TJIarojioB, YTO BaXKHO Ui (pa3eosio-
TUU U JICKCUKOTpauu.

O.A. Cononoa u T.H. XoMyToBa npeCTaBISAIOT MIEPBLIC PE3YIbTATHI OOJb-
IIOTO MPOEKTA M0 CO3/IaHUI0 AHTJIOS3BIYHOTO TOJIKOBO-KOMOMHATOPHOTO CIOBApPs
KOH(IMKTOT€HHON JIEKCUKU Ha MaTepHalie KOpIyca TeKCTOB MOJIUTHYECKOTO JHC-
Kypca. B kauecTBe METO10JIOTHYECKUX MPUHIUIIOB IOCTPOEHUS CII0Bapsl UCIIONb-
30BaHbI nosoxenus Teopuu «Cmeicn < Texe» U.A. Menbuyka. B cratee 06Cyx-
JaroTcs pa3padoTaHHBIE aBTOPAMU MPUHIIUIIBI CO3JJaHUS CIOBaps, a TaKKe MpHUBe-
JIeH TIpUMEp CIOBApHOIl CTaTbU, MUKPOCTPYKTYpa KOTOPOH BKIIIOUAET CeMaHTHYe-
CKYI0, (DOHOJIOTUYECKYIO U COUETAeMOCTHYIO 30HBI.

Omnupasick Ha MPUHIUIIBI MOCKOBCKOM CEMaHTHYECKOM MIKOJIBI (CM. Apresjan
2005, 2009, Apresjan, Sannikov & Boguslavskii 2010, Apresjan, lomdin &
Boguslavskii 2012, Boguslavskii 1996 u ap.), KoTopbie BO MHOTOM ITPOJIOJDKAIOT U
pa3BHUBalOT uieu U npuHUUIB Teopun «Cwmbicn < Tekct», B.YO. AmpecsH u
B.JI. MomanH paccMaTpuBarOT PYCCKHE BOIPOCUTEIHHO-OTHOCHUTEIBHBIE MECTO-
UMEHHUS KaK JEKCHKOrpaU4ecKuil TUI, KOTOPBIH TpeOyeT eIUHOro CIOBAapPHOTO
OMHCaHUA. ABTOPBI BBIACHAIOT BaKHEHIIWe NpUHIUNBI Teopun «CMbICH &
Texct», KoTOpble ObUIM yHacieAOBaHbl MOCKOBCKONW CEMaHTHYECKOW IIKOJION
(MCII), — 370 «ycTaHOBKAa Ha MHOTOYPOBHEBOE SI3bIKOBOE OMUCAHKE, BHUMaHUE K
CEMaHTUYECKUM 1 KOMOMHATOPHBIM CBOMCTBAM SI3bIKOBBIX €TUHHII, [IEHHOCTH CJIO-
Baps KaKk MHCTPYMEHTa JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTo HccienoBanus» (Apresjan & lomdin
2022). B paGote onuchIBatOTCs O0IINE CEMAaHTUYECKUE, CHHTAaKCUYECKUE U COYe-
Ta€MOCTHBIE CBOMCTBA MHOTHX PYCCKHX BOMPOCUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHMIA. Pe3yb-
TaThl MCCIEAOBAaHUS CBHJIETENBCTBYIOT O HAJIMYUU [NIYOOKOH MOTHBHUPYIOLIEH
CBSI3M MEXKIY CEMAaHTHUYECKUMHU CBOMCTBAMH BOIIPOCUTEIHHBIX MECTOMMEHHIA U UX
KOMOWHATOPHBIMH CIIOCOOHOCTSIMHU

He o0omnmu BHUMaHUEM aBTOPBI BBITYCKA W PYCCKHUN BHJ, 3HAYMTENbHBIH
BKJIaJl B ()OpMAIIM3AIUI0O M TOHUMaHKUE MPUPOBI KoToporo BHec M.A. Menbuyk.
Onupasich Ha U3II0KEHHBIE UM MPEACTABIECHUS 00 ATOU CIIOKHOM IpaMMaTHYEeCKOM
kareropun, B.J[. ConoBreB, B.B. boukape u B.P. BaiipameBa npomomxaior
JTUCKYCCHIO O TOM, HAXOMASTCS JIU TJ1aroiibl B aCMEKTyalbHBIX Mapax B CIIOBOM3MeE-
HUTEJIbHBIX WIH CIIOBOOOPA30BaTEIbHBIX OTHOLEHUSAX. B cTaThe mpeoxKeHs! 1Ba
HOBBIX TMOAXO0/a, COMOCTABISIONINX KBAHTUTATHBHBIC XapaKTEPUCTUKHU ACIEKTY-
aJIbHBIX Tap PYCCKHUX IJ1aroyioB oooux TUmnoB. Ha ocHOBe pe3ysbTaTOB MPOBECH-
HOTO MCCIIEZIOBAHUS aBTOPBI MPUXOMAT K BBIBOY, UTO cy(dukcanbhblii u ahduk-
CaJIbHBIM CIIOCOOBI 00pa30BaHUs ACHEKTyalbHBIX Map WMEIOT PaBHBIA CTATyC C
TOYKH 3pEHUS UX KIaccu(UKaIK KaK CTIOBOU3MEHUTEIbHBIX WU CJI0BOOOpa3oBa-
TEJbHbIX.
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4. 3aKknouyeHue

B nanHOI cTaThe MBI OTPaHUYMIIHCH LETbI0 0000IIUTE OCHOBHBIE MOJIOKEHUS
teopun «Cmbica & Tekcty, pazpadborannoit M.A. MenbayKoM, U XOTEJIH TTOKA3aTh
€€ BKJIaJ| B Pa3BUTHE PA3JIUYHBIX HANPABJICHUN COBPEMEHHOW JIMHIBUCTUKHU. MBI
MpHU3HAEM, YTO 3TO OYEHb KPATKHL 0030p, B KOTOPOM HEBO3MOXHO OTPa3UTh BCIO
JIMHTBUCTUYECKYIO BeelieHHY10 M. A. Menbuyka.

Kaxk cBuaeTenbCTBYIOT CTaThH ATOTO BBITYCKA, MPUHIMIBI TEOPUU «CMBbICT &
TexcTy, OpueHTUPOBAHHBIC, TIPEIKIE BCETO, HA S3BIKOBOWM CHHTE3, peueoOpa3oBa-
HUE U MOHUMAHUE TEX CMBICIOB, KOTOPHIE 3aKOJUPOBAHbI B TEKCTE, MOIYYarOT
JanbHelIee pa3BUTHE, YTOUHSIOTCS, YIITyOISIOTCS U UCHOIB3YIOTCS B U3yUEHUHN
Bcex ypoBHe# si3pika. Hecomuenno, Teopusi «Cmbicn < TekcT» OyaeT u najiblie
BJIOXHOBJISAATh UCCIIEAOBATENIEN B UX BEUHBIX IMOMCKAaX CYIIHOCTH SI3bIKA U TOTO, KaK
YeJI0BEUECKUH pa3yM HCIIOIb3YET €ro. Mbl HajieeMcsl, 4TO, 03HaKOMMBIIIHCH CO CTa-
ThSIMHU, OITyOJUKOBAaHHBIMU B 3TOM BBIMYCKE, HAIIM YUTATEIN 0OpaTATCS K Hayy-
HOMY TBOpuecTBY M. A. Menbuyka 1 nojaydat HHTEIJIEKTYalIbHOE Y0BOJIBCTBUE OT
CTPONHOCTH U TITyOUHBI €r0 UACH.

OT UMEHU peKOJUIETUH KYPHAJIa, BCEX HAILMX ABTOPOB U YATATEIIEH MBI €11e
pa3 no3apasisieMm Uropst AnekcanipoBuya ¢ 100UiIeeM | kKejraeM J00poro 3/10po-
BbsI, HEHCCSIKAEMOI'0 ONTUMHU3Ma U HOBBIX TBOPUECKUX JOCTHKECHHI!
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Abstract

The paper considers lexical reduplications in Russian in the perspective of general syntax. The goal
is to define and fully characterize special Russian surface-syntactic relations [SSyntRels], that is,
the reduplicative SSyntRels, which appear exclusively in syntactic idioms formed by lexical
reduplications. The syntactic operation REDUPL is defined, and several reduplicative SSyntRels are
introduced. A deductive calculus thereof is proposed, based on three parameters concerning the
correlations between the reduplicate and the reduplicand: the reduplicate is anteposed/postposed
(with respect to the reduplicand); is in contact/is not in contact (with the reduplicand); represents an
exact/inexact copy (of the reduplicand); eight reduplicative SSynt-Rels are theoretically possible.
The notion of syntactic idiom (a non-compositional multilexemic expression having a non-
segmental signifier) is formulated and illustrated: e.g., the sentence Mney prazdnikx ne v
prazdniki(x) lit. ‘To me the feast is not into a feast’ = ‘I cannot enjoy the feast’, which implements
the syntactic idiom [X to.Y] "BE NOT INTO L'(X)" ‘X cannot be enjoyed by Y’. Six reduplicative
SSyntRels of Russian and one of English are described. These SSyntRels are conceived as a
fragment of a general inventory of SSyntRels in the world languages.
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Pyccxne PeAYIIVIMKATUBHBIC IOBEPXHOCTHO-CHUHTAKCHYECKHUE
OTHOIICHUA B ACIIEKTE 0611131"0 CHUHTAKCHCa
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Momnpeanvckuii ynusepcumem, Monpeans, Kanaoa
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AHHOTAIINA

Pycckue nekcudeckme peayruiakanuu (YIOBOCHHS) pPacCMAaTPHBAKOTCA B AaCIEKTe O0IIero
cuHTakcuca. Llenb ctaTbil — ONpenenuTs U MOJTHOCTBI0 0XapaKTEPU30BaATh CIIEHUAIBHBIE PYCCKUE
peayIUIMKAaTUBHbIE TOBEPXHOCTHO-CHUHTaKcuueckue oTHomenus [[ICuntO], a wuMeHHO —
penymmukatuBHbIe [ICHHTO, KOTOPBIE BRICTYNAIOT UCKITIOYUTEIHHO B CHHTAKCHYECKUX HUIHOMAX,
OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha penymmkanusix. Onpenensercs CHHTAKCHYECKas OIMepanus peayIUTHKAINH
REDUPL. Boastcst penymnukatuBabie [ICunTO U nipeyiaraeTcs AeIyKTUBHOE UCYUCIIEHUE TaKUX
[ICuntO, ocHOBaHHOE Ha TpeX Mapamerpax, 3aJar0IIUX COOTHOIIEHUS MEXIY PENyIUTUKaTOM U
PEeNyIUTUKAHIOM: PEAYIUIMKAT NPEIIECTBYET PEAYIUIMKAHAY/CIIeAyeT 3a HHM; HAaXOIUTCS/HE
HAXOJUTCSI B KOHTAKTe C PEIyIUIMKAHIIOM; IPEICTABISCT COOOM TOYHYIO/HETOYHYIO KOIIHIO
penyminukanga. TeM caMbiM —TeopeTHdeckd BO3MOXHBI 8 penymukatuBHblx [ICuHTO.
DopMyIIUPYETCSt U WILTIOCTPUPYETCSI MOHITHE CUHTAKCUYECKONH HIMOMBI — HEKOMITO3ULIUOHHOTO
MHOTOJIEKCEMHOTO BBIPaKCHHUSI ¢ HECETMEHTHBIM O3HadarommM. Hampumep, npemnoxenune Muey
Npa3OHUKX He 6 Npa3oHuKi(x) ‘1 He MOTYy HacIHaKAAThCS MPA3THUKOM SBISETCS pearn3anueit
cuHTakcuyeckoi uauoMsl [Y-y X] "BbITh HE B L'(X)" ‘Y He MoxkeT Hacmaxzaatbesi X-om’.
[ToHOCTRIO OMHCHIBAIOTCS MIECTh PYCCKUX penymumukaTuBHBIX [ICHHTO M OgHO aHTIHIACKOE
penymmukatuBHOe [ICHHTO. D1H [ICHATO paccmarpuBaroTes kak gpparment naBeHtaps [ICuntO,
BCTPEYAIOIINXCS B SI3BIKAX MUpA.

KiroueBble clI0Ba: munonocus, CUHMAKCUC, 3AGUCUMOCTU, (Dpazeonocus, CUHMAaKCUdecKue
UOUOMDL, PYCCKULL SA3bIK

Jns nuTUpoBaHuUs:

Mel’¢uk I.A. Russian reduplicative surface-syntactic relations in the perspective
of general syntax. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. V. 26. Ne 4. P. 881-907.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-31357
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1. Stating the problem
The present study is part of a huge research task: compiling a general inventory
of surface-syntactic relations [SSyntRels] in world languages.

w Technical terms are printed, on the first mention, in Helvetica.

The final goal of such an endeavor is a list of SSyntRels found in as many
languages as possible—something similar to an inventory of language sounds
(or of phonemes), of grammatical cases or of grammatical moods and tenses
encountered in various languages. Since each language has its own set of SSyntRels,
a general inventory can only be a set-theoretical sum (= the union) of particular
SSyntRel lists established empirically for particular languages.

The first step towards the declared goal was taken 60 years ago: the paper
Mel’¢uk 1962: 4749 presented a tentative list of 31 SSyntRels for Russian; this
list was reproduced in Mel’¢uk 1963: 491-493. Since then, several lists of
SSyntRels for different languages were published:

— For Russian: Mel’¢uk 1974: 221-235, 2012: 135-144, 2018a and Iomdin
2010.

— For English: Mel’¢uk & Pertsov 1987: 85-156, Mel’¢uk 2012-2015: vol. 3,
444-453 and 2016: 184—194.

— For French: lordanskaja & Mel’¢uk 2009, Poiret & Liu 2019.

— For German: Zangenfeind 2012.

— For Spanish: Bolshakov 2002.

In all probability, there are more such lists that I simply am not aware of.

NB A universal inventory of syntactic dependency relations based on syntactic
dependency tree banks for over 70 languages, known as Stanford Universal
Dependencies [SUDs], is proposed in Marneffe & Manning 2008 and Marneff
et al. 2014; see also https://universaldependencies.org. However, SUDs are
“ideologically” incompatible with SSyntRels discussed here: UDs are not really
syntactic relations—they merge semantic and syntactic dependencies, the whole
system being adapted for computer processing of texts. The theoretical
framework and the methodology for SUDs and for SSyntRels are so different
that a comparison would require a special study. The paper Gerdes ef al. 2018
proposes a modification of SUDs, making them closer to a linguistically valid
inventory of SSyntRels.
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The studies Mel’¢uk 2015-2016 and 2021b: 31-116 present an attempt at
inventoring the SSyntRels needed to describe the surface-syntactic structures
[SSyntSs] of utterances in several languages of various types. This inventory needs,
of course, extension and sharpening, that is, additions and modifications coming
from different languages. The present paper offers one such addition: the Russian
reduplicative SSyntRels, that is, the SSyntRels that are used exclusively in
constructions produced by the operation of syntactic reduplication, called REDUPL.
The paper’s goal is thus to formally describe the Russian reduplicative SSyntRels.

A formal description is only possible within a predefined formal framework,
and in what follows such a framework is the Meaning-Text approach (Mel’¢uk
1974, 2012-2015, 2016 and 2021b, Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020); a sufficient
familiarity with the corresponding notions and formalisms on the part of the reader
1s assumed.

NB In order to facilitate the task of the reader, the paper is supplied with Appendix
1 (some crucial linguistic notions) and Appendix 2 (Russian surface-syntactic
relations mentioned in the paper); here is a list of the abbreviations and notations

used:
ATTR  : ATTRIBUTIVE deep-syntactic relation SSyntRel : surface-syntactic relation
DMorphS : deep-morphological structure SSyntS : surface-syntactic structure
DSyntS : deep-syntactic structure 1,2, .. : semantic actants
L : a lexical unit LII, ... : deep-syntactic actants
L(X) : a lexical unit L that expresses X «L» : a fictitious lexeme L
L’ : a copy [= a reduplicate] of L ‘s’ : a meaning ‘s’
REDUPL : operation of syntactic reduplication 'L +L,+...+L," :anidiomL;+L,+..+L,
‘s’ : a communicatively dominant semanteme [X] :an actant X
SemS : semantic structure {1} : text added for clarity

Before I go down to business, let it be emphasized that, although the linguistic
data analyzed in this paper come from Russian, the formal proposals are universally
valid.

2. Reduplication in syntax
2.1. Syntactic reduplication operation

The first thing to do is to introduce the REDUPL syntactic operation formally.

REDUPL is the repetition, or doubling, of lexemic expressions in an utterance,
that is, the repetition of whole wordforms—as opposed to morphological
reduplication, which affects only parts of wordform signifiers, as, for instance, in
the Latin perfect: mord(-eo) ‘Lbite’ ~ mol+mord(-i) ‘Lbit’.

For simplicity, in what follows, only the application of REDUPL to single
lexemes is considered.!

' The REDUPL operation can apply to phrases as well; for instance, see some English examples
in Ghomeshi et al. 2004: (1g) Oh, we re not living-together living together or (59b) I never talked
to him talked to him and such Russian examples as Cerez tri dnja tak Cerez tri dnja lit. ‘In three
days then in three days’. = ‘Well, in three days is OK with me’ or Veselit'sja do utra tak veselit'sja
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Definition 1: REDUPL, syntactic reduplication operation
The REDUPL syntactic reduplication operation applies to a lexeme L
that labels a node in a surface-syntactic structure [SSyntS] and
produces an SSynt-subtree that replaces L in the SSyntS:
REDUPL(L{G}) = L{G}—ri—>L’;G'), where
« 18 the set of morphological deep (= semantically full)
grammemes of L, which are, so to speak, inherited from the
deep-syntactic structure [DSyntS];
L' isacopy of L, exact or with some derivational modification;
¢y 1s the set of morphological semantically full grammemes
coming to L' from L;
ri is, in most cases (but not always), one of the reduplicative
SSyntRels.

L.q is called the reduplicand and L', the reduplicate.

Examples

* Consider the Russian phrase (1), which includes a phrase being the result of
a REDUPL application; the latter phrase implements the syntactic idiom «VERY» (on
syntactic idioms, see Section 3).

w 1. «VERY» is a fictitious lexeme, used as the name of this syntactic idiom: see
Appendix 1, p. 904.
2. In the examples, the reduplicate is boldfaced; words in curly brackets are added
for better understanding.
3. The underscoring of a semanteme in a SemS shows its communicatively dominant
status (Mel’¢uk 2012: Ch. 6, Section 2).

(1) {testo dlja} vkusnogo\-vkusnogoy, torta
lit. ‘dough for tasty-tasty [= “very tasty’] cake’

The SemS, DSyntS, SSyntS and the deep-morphological structure [DMorphS]
of this phrase are as follows:

SemS : ‘dough«—1-for—2—cake«1-tasty«—1-very’

DSyntS  : {DLIJA—II—TORT mascsc—ATTR— } VKUSNYJ; onG, posir—ATTR—«VERY»

SSyntS

{DLJ A—prep—TORT (mase)sg—modif— } VKUSNYJLonG, posiT—postpos-imm-exact-redupl--
—>VKUSNYJLoNG, PosIT

do utra lit. ‘To.have.fun till morning then to.have.fun till morning’. = ‘Having fun till morning
should be done without hesitation and/or intensely’.

2 Several publications tend to distinguish different types of reduplication by different terms,
calling, for instance, the vkusnyj-vkusnyj ‘tasty-tasty’ type expressions REDUPLICATIONS, and the
vkusnyj, vkusnyj ‘tasty, tasty’ type expressions, REPETITIONS. However, such a practice contradicts
the general principles of building deductive notional systems, where the classification must start
with one most comprehensive class—in our case, the class of syntactic reduplications, which is
divided in appropriate subclasses, and so forth.
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DMorphS :
{DLJA} VKUSNYJioxG,. posir. masc.s6.cex > VKUSNYJLonG, posir, {TORT (maseysc. GEn }

The postpos-imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel—see Subsection 4.5—ensures that
the reduplicate VKUSNYJ receives in the DMorphS all the syntactic grammemes
(boxed) of its reduplicand. These grammemes are protected from all possible
further modifications.

* The reduplicative phrase in (2), which also is the result of a REDUPL
application, implements the syntactic idiom «COMPLETELY»:

(2) (Ex,} polnym-polna korobuska! [N. A. Nekrasov]
lit. “Well, is by.full-full basket!” = “Well, my basket is completely full!’
[a song of rural peddlers in the 19™ century Russia].
SemS : ‘basket—1-full«—1-completely’
DSyntS
{KOROBUSKA (femys<—I-BYT'inp, pres } —1I—POLNY Jsor—ATTR—«COMPLETELY» *
SSyntS
{KOROBUSKA (fem)s¢—subj—BYT'ip, pres—cop-compl—> } POLNY JsorT—antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-
redupl—=POLNYJLoNg, posiT
DMorphS : POLNYJvoc, posit, asc, sc, inst]. POLNYJsuorr. s6. rev. KOROBUSKA (fem)s, xowt

The reduplicate gets its grammemes LoNG and posiT already in the SSyntS (in the
process of the implementation of the «COMPLETELY» idiom), and the rest of its
grammemes—MASC, G, and INsTR—comes in the DMorphS from the implementation
of the antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-reduplicative SSyntRel (for more on the surface
implementation of the «COMPLETELY» idiom, see Subsection 4.2.2).

2.2. Reduplicative surface-syntactic relations [SSyntRels]
2.2.1. Introductory remarks

The postpos-imm-exact-reduplicative and antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-reduplicative
SSyntRels, used in (1) and (2), are called reduplicative, because they appear in the
SSyntS exclusively as a result of the application of the REDUPL operation. More
precisely:

3 The Russian adjective has, among others, two opposed inflectional forms:

— The LONG form (e.g., SIROK+IJ ‘broad’ or MOLOD+0J ‘young’) is used in all possible
syntactic roles of the Russian adjective; it expresses number, gender and case.

— The SHORT form (SIROK+Q, MOLOD+() is used only as the copular complement of the verbs
BYT' ‘be’, STAT' ‘become’, OKAZAT'SJA ‘turn out’; it expresses only number and gender and does
not have cases.

4 Many Russian syntactic idioms feature one of several lexemes of the verb BYT' ‘be’: BYT'L.1—
semantically empty copula, BYT'L2 ‘be identical to’, BYT'L3 ‘be an element of a class’, and BYT'1IV
‘be located at’. In what follows the lexicographic numbers with BYT’ are omitted as irrelevant for
the purposes of this paper.
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A reduplicative SSyntRel can appear in the SSyntS, that is, in a
reduplicative phrase, only as a result of an application of the REDUPL
operation. The converse statement is not true: a reduplicative phrase
may contain no reduplicative SSyntRel, because the REDUPL
operation does not necessarily entail the use of a reduplicative
SSyntRel.

The REDUPL operation is used exclusively in syntactic idioms and produces
reduplicative syntactic idioms. But a syntactic idiom with lexical reduplication can
contain no reduplicative SSyntRel: in such an idiom, the reduplicate is the
dependent member of a non-reduplicative SSyntRel. For instance, the SSyntS of
the syntactic idiom [X Y-u] "BYT' NE v L'(X)" lit. ‘X to.Y is not into
L'(X)’. = ‘X cannot be enjoyed by Y’ contains no reduplicative SSyntRel, cf. (8),
p. 892. Here are three more examples of syntactic idioms with a reduplication but
without a reduplicative SSyntRel:

3 ) a. [X] BYT L'(X)-uR0zN" lit. ‘X is to.X difference’. =
‘Xs are different’; for instance:

copular-completive

Kniga«subj—@"""—indir-obj—knige rozn' ‘Books are different’.

b. [X] BYT' KAK L'(X)" lit. ‘X is as X’. = ‘X is quite an ordinary X’; for instance:
Kniga«<—subj—byla—copular-completive— kak—subject-compar-conjunct—kniga
“The book was quite an ordinary book’.

c. [X] TL(X) 1it. ‘X and X’. = “This is X, nothing special’; for instance:
Kniga—coordinative—i—coord-conjunctional—kniga
“This is a book, nothing special’.

The two crucial questions to be answered about reduplicative SSyntRels are
obvious:

— What kind of SSyntRels are the reduplicative SSyntRels?

— What reduplicative SSyntRels are logically possible?

2.2.2. The nature of reduplicative SSyntRels

The reduplicative SSyntRels are not semantically loaded, or meaningful: a
reduplicative SSyntRel does not carry a particular meaning—that is, it is not
directly linked to a semanteme or a configuration of semantemes. In this respect,
the reduplicative SSyntRels are similar to dozens of “normal,” or “meaningless,”
SSyntRels. As a rule, an SSyntRel, which links two lexemes in an SSyntS, does not
carry itself any meaning. (4) gives three examples of such SSyntRels in Russian:
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(4 ) semantic structure [SemS] surface-syntactic structure [SSyntS]
a. ‘sleep—1—boy’ : Mal Cik<—subjectival—spit
‘The.boy is.sleeping’.

b. ‘sleep«—1-in—2—corridor’ : spit—circumstantial—Vv—preposit—koridore
‘is.sleeping in the.corridor’
c. ‘intense—1—wind’ : sil'nyj«<—modificative—veter ‘strong wind’
w The period between words in the glosses is used to unite glossing words in such a way as to
obtain one-to-one correspondence between Russian words and their glosses.

A meaningless SSyntRel between two lexemes in an SSyntS expresses the
semantic dependency relation between the corresponding semantemes in the SemS,
rather than any semantemes as such.

The majority of SSyntRels of a language are exactly like the SSyntRels in (4);
they are meaningless, that is, purely syntactic. A tentative inventory of meaningless
SSyntRels of world languages is presented in Mel’¢uk 2021b: Ch. 2.

However, languages also have meaningful SSyntRels. A meaningful, or
semantically loaded, SSyntRel does more than link two lexemes into a phrase; it
also expresses a specific chunk of meaning—a semanteme or a configuration of
semantemes. In other words, a meaningful SSyntRel carries a meaning of lexical
type. A well-known Russian example is the approximate-quantitative phrase:

(5 ) a.pjat'tonn ‘five tons’
Vs.
b. tonn pjat' ‘maybe five tons’

The phrase in (5b)—with an inverted order of NUM and N—expresses the
uncertainty of the Speaker about the indicated quantity, i.e., it expresses the
semanteme ‘maybe’, which appears in the starting semantic structure. In the
DSyntS, the semanteme ‘maybe’ is rendered by the fictitious lexeme «MAYBEY,
and in the SSyntS, by a meaningful SSyntRel: the approximate-quantitative SSyntRel;
cf. (6):

(6 ) SemS : ‘maybe-1—five-1—tons’
DSyntS @  «MAYBE»«—ATTR-PJAT'«—ATTR-TONNAp.
SSyntS . PJAT'<—approximate-quantitative—"TONNAp_
DMorphS :  TONNAp. gex PJAT'Nom (fonn pjat’)

(vs. PJAT “—quantitative—TONNAy, : pjat’ tonn)

The reduplicative SSyntRels are special in the following respect: They are, as
stated above, meaningless, but they are used exclusively in reduplicative phrases,
the latter being the implementations of syntactic idioms (introduced in Section 3
below), which are, of course, meaningful. Thus, these SSyntRels maintain an
intimate relationship with syntactic idioms; as a result, they constitute a particular
subset of Russian meaningless SSyntRels. It is this subset that is described in
Section 4.
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2.2.3. The calculus of reduplicative SSyntRels

Now, let us see what reduplicative SSyntRels can in principle exist. The
operation of syntactic reduplication can be characterized according to the following
three parameters:

* Linear position of the reduplicate:
the reduplicate precedes (antepos-) / follows (pestpos-) the reduplicand.
¢ Linear contact between the reduplicate and the reduplicand:
the reduplicate is (-imml[ediate]-) / not necessarily is (-non.imm-) in
contact with the reduplicand.

NB The statement “The reduplicate precedes/follows the reduplicand immediately”
must be understood cum grano salis. Namely, this means that the two cannot be
separated by arbitrary lexemes allowed, generally speaking, in this position by
standard syntactic rules of the language; but some particular lexemes—mostly,
different particles—foreseen by the lexical entry of the corresponding syntactic
idiom are possible between the reduplicate and the reduplicand, even if these are
said to be in immediate contact.

* Exactness of the reduplicate:
the reduplicate is an exact (-exact-) / not an exact (-inexact-) copy of

the reduplicand.
NB An inexact copy L' of the lexeme L can be, strictly speaking, inexact in two respects:

— L' is affixed with a derivational means, which comes from the lexical entry of the
syntactic idiom that has the reduplicative SSyntRel under consideration as part
of its signifier (for instance, the English «DERISION» syntactic idiom: e.g., 4,
your theories, schmeories!). This “inexactness” does not concern the corres-
ponding reduplicative SSyntRel. In other words, the reduplicative SSyntRel
that links a derived reduplicate to the reduplicand is encoded as “exact,”
provided no grammemes of the reduplicate are affected.

— (g1, that is, the set of syntactic grammemes of the reduplicate L', contains
syntactic grammemes different from syntactic grammemes ;g; of L: this is the
direct and exclusive responsibility of the corresponding reduplicative
SSyntRel. The reduplicand L' is coded as inexact only in this case.

These three parameters specify eight logically possible—that is, language
universal—reduplicative SSyntRels.

However, in reality, the set of reduplicative SSyntRels of a particular language
does not necessarily contain exactly these eight logically deduced SSyntRels. On
the one hand, a language may not have all of the eight logically possible
reduplicative SSyntRels: thus, as the reader will immediately see, Russian lacks
some of these. On the other hand, an inexact reduplicative SSyntRel specifies the
modifications to be performed in the reduplicate L”s grammemes, and these
modifications cannot be foreseen logically. So there may be several different
inexact reduplicative SSyntRels, depending on the language. To sum up, the
inventory of reduplicative SSyntRels for a particular language must be established
empirically, and that is what is done in Section 4 for Russian.
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3. The habitat of reduplicative SSyntRels: syntactic idioms

Reduplicative SSyntRels are found, as stated above, only in syntactic idioms,
so that they are inextricably linked to the latter. This requires the notion of syntactic
idiom to be formally introduced. Let me start with three underlying notions, which
concern linguistic signs.

* A sign S is complex if and only if its signifier contains more than one
linguistic entity.

NB Linguistic entities are of two kinds:
linguistic expressive means (segmental—segments, i.e. phonemic strings
that are signifiers,’ and non-segmental—operations, prosodies, SSyntRels
organized in a subtree, word order, and grammemes)

and
signs, whose signifiers are built out of linguistic expressive means.

A particular subtype of complex signs are multilexemic signs. A sign is
multilexemic if and only if its signifier:

— either contains the signifiers of two or more lexemes;
— or is a prosodic structure imposed upon two or more lexemes.

* A sign S is non-compositional if and only if the components of its signified
cannot be distributed between the components of its signifier in a regular
(= not-ad hoc) way.

NB A non-compositional complex sign is an idiom tout court.

* A sign S is non-segmental if and only if its signifier includes some non-
segmental linguistic expressive means.

NB A non-segmental idiom is a syntactic idiom.
Now the definition of syntactic idiom can be readily formulated.

Definition 2: syntactic idiom

A linguistic sign S is a syntactic idiom if and only if it is
(1) multilexemic,
(i1) non-compositional,
(ii1) non-segmental.

NB On syntactic idioms, see Mel’¢uk 1987, 2012: 18-20, 2021a and 2023a: Ch.11.

Examples
w The top corners ~ ~ indicate an idiom; the square brackets [ ] include the actants of
the expression under consideration; L(X) means ‘lexeme L that expresses X, and L'
is, as stated above, a copy of L; L; +...+ L, means ‘L, precedes L, with a possible
lexemic gap between L; and L,’.

5> But not phonemes as such: a phoneme is a linguistic means serving to distinguish segmental
signifiers.
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* The Russian complex sign [X] «WILL.PUNISH» [Z for Y-ing] is a good
example of syntactic idiom, illustrated by the sentences in (7):

(7))  a. lvanyx) tebevz) potancuetyyy {prygnetiyy)! lit. ‘Ivan to.you will.dance
(will jump)!” = ‘If you dance (jump), Ivan will punish you’.
b. Jaix) emuyz) budu morozZennoe zZrat'vyv)! lit. ‘I to.him will ice.cream
gobble!” = ‘If he gobbles down ice cream, I will punish him’.

All lexemes of a sentence that implements this idiom are parts of the idiom’s
actants; the meaning of the idiom itself—a threat of severe punishment for a
reprehensible activity—is expressed by a particular SSynt-structure and a particular
prosody. With different prosodies, the sentences in (7) become statements with
different meanings (depending on the prosody); thus,

\ N \
Ivan tebe potancuet{, ne somnevajsja} ‘Ivan will dance for you, don’t doubt’:
a promise;
or
\ 70N

{Kak ze,} Ivan T tebe potancuuuet! ‘Don’t even hope, Ivan will never dance for
you!’: a sarcastic negation of a possibility.

Here is the lexical entry of this idiom.

[X] «WILL.PUNISH» [Z for Y-ing], syntactic idiom, clausative.

Signified [= Lexicographic definition]
‘X «WILL.PUNISH» Z for Y-ing’ = ‘If Z does Y, X will punish Z for Y-ing’

Signifier
1) L(X)<—subjectival—L(Y)—indirect-objectival—>L(Z)
2) 7 % N threat intonation

3)) LX)+ ...+L(Z2)+ ... +tL(Y)°®
Syntactics [= Government Pattern]
X el Y eu ‘el
1. SNOM 1. VFUT 1. SDAT
1) L(‘Z’) is a personal pronoun or (less preferably) a human proper name.

Ivanx tebe; poprygaety! lit. ‘Ivanyto.you; will.jumpy!” =
‘Ivan will punish you for (repeated) jumping’.

Ivanx emu; prygnety! lit. ‘Ivany to.him; will.jumpy!” =
‘Ivan will punish him for one jump’.

® The word order indication in the signifier of a syntactic idiom specifies the neutral, most
frequent linear arrangement of the lexemes; this arrangement can change under the impact of the
communicative structure of the sentence.
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The signifier of this sign is complex: it contains a prosodic structure imposed
upon a lexemeless syntactic tree (a system of SSyntRels linking the lexemic
variables that represent the idiom’s actants), plus a word order indication—L(X)
must precede L(Z), and L(Z) precedes L(Y). The sign is also non-compositional:
on what signifier component can the semantemes ‘punish’ and ‘will’ be loaded?
And it is obviously non-segmental. So this sign is a syntactic idiom.

* Another example of syntactic idiom is the complex sign [X Y-u] ‘BYT'NE V
L'(X)":

(8 ) Bez pesen Ivanuy v, i p'jankayx, ne v p'janku
lit. “Without singing to.Ivan even a.bender is not into bender’. =
‘If there is no singing, even a bender cannot be enjoyed by Ivan’.

The lexical entry of this idiom is as follows.

[X Y-u] ‘BYT'NE V L'(X)", syntactic idiom, clausative.
Signified [= Lexicographic definition]
‘X Y-u "byt'ne v L'(X)™ {lit. ‘X t0.Y is not into L'(X)’} ‘X cannot be enjoyed by Y’
Signifier
1) REDUPL(L(X)numher) = L(X)number, L,(X)number
|7c0pular-completive j
2) L(X)number<—subjectival-BYT' NE<—restrictive—V—prepositional— L'(X)number
HLY) + ... + LX)
Syntactics [= Government Pattern]
X ol Yeu
1. Snom 1. Spar

Namy obedx ne v obed, x) lit. ‘To.usy dinnery is not into dinnerx,’. =
‘We cannot enjoy the dinner’.

This sign is also complex, since its signifier includes several expressive means:
three segments (the signifiers of the lexemes BYT' ‘be’, NE ‘not’ and Vv ‘into’), and
three non-segmental means—the REDUPL operation, an SSynt-subtree and a word
order indication. It is non-compositional, since it is impossible to attach, in a not-
ad hoc way, the semantemes ‘can’ and ‘enjoy’ in its signified to any component of
its signifier. Finally, it is non-segmental, since its signifier includes non-segmental
expressive means. Therefore, it is a syntactic idiom.

NB Note that the signifier of this reduplicative syntactic idiom contains no
reduplicative SSyntRel: the [X Y-u] 'BYT'NE v L'(X)" idiom illustrates the case
mentioned in Subsection 2.2.1, p. 887.
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Syntactic idioms are lexical units—paradoxical ones, but lexical units. They
must be stored in the lexicon of the language as all lexical units are and supplied
with full-fledged lexical entries.

Now everything is ready to concentrate on the Russian reduplicative SSyntRels.

4. Russian reduplicative SSyntRels

Russian reduplicative constructions have been described several times: for
instance, Israeli 1997, Krju¢kova 2004 and Sannikov 2008, 2010; there are also
numerous studies dedicated to particular cases, which will be indicated when
appropriate. However, the question of special reduplicative SSyntRels has not been
raised before, as far as I know. The Russian reduplicative idioms are treated in
numerous studies by M. Kopotev: see Kopotev 2008 and Janda, Kopotev & Nesset
2020; see also Mel’¢uk 2023b.

In the inventory below, each reduplicative SSyntRel is illustrated with Russian
syntactic idioms in which it appears as a part of the signifier. (But not all such
syntactic idioms are listed.)

Necessary information about the implementation of a syntactic idiom is found
in its lexical entry; since the lexical entries of the idioms appearing in the
illustrations cannot be supplied here, numerous details concerning the surface form
of the corresponding phrase may remain obscure for the reader.

4.1 The antepos-imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel

This SSyntRel does not exist in Russian.

4.2 The antepos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative SSyntRels

The expression ‘“antepos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative” is a cover name for all
inexact reduplicative SSyntRels, which are “antepos” and “imm”; it can refer to
several particular, i.e. language-specific, inexact SSyntRels. These SSyntRels carry
different indications (boxed in the examples below) of the modifications in
L"”s syntactic grammemes. Russian has two antepos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative
SSyntRels.

4.2.1. The antepos-imm-DAT-reduplicative SSyntRel
L

o

antepos-imm-

DAT-reduplicative < L'ei, + L

o)
L 'PL

w- Boldfacing in the rule and in the examples indicates the reduplicate.
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This SSyntRel is part of the signifier of the reduplicative syntactic idiom [X]
"BYT' VSEM L'(Y)-am’ [Y] {lit. ‘L(X) is to.all L'(Y)s L(Y)’} ‘X is the most
outstanding Y of all Ys’; for instance:

(9 ) Uzbayx) — vsem goramu vy« antepos-imm-pat-redupl—gora, v,

lit. ‘Uzhba is to.all mountains mountain’. =
‘Uzhba is the most outstanding mountain of all mountains’.

This idiom appears in the SemS, DSyntS, SSyntS and DMorphS as follows
(with ‘X’ = “Uzba’ and ‘Y’ = ‘gora/mountain’):

SemS : ‘Uzba«1-be-2—mountain«1-most.outstanding—2—mountains<—1-all’
D SyntS : [,IZB;-’\_&;(;‘—I—r BYT' VSEM L’{Y )—El['l‘l 1] nD. PRES—II—GORAsG
S SyntS : UZBAsg«—subj—BY T’ o, pres—copul-compl—GORA s—antepos-imm-DAT-redupl—GORA pi —modif—VSE

DMOI’phS : UZBAsG, Nom o™ VSEpL, DAT GORAPL,DAT GORASG,NOM

Comments

1) The SSyntS proposed here for the [X] 'BYT' VSEM L'(Y)-am’ [Y] idiom can
be questioned: Does the reduplicate (vsem) goram depend on the reduplicand gora
(as I believe) by the antepos-imm-DAT-reduplicative SSyntRel or is it rather an actant
(= indirect object) of the verb BYT' ‘be’? One of the BYT' lexemes does govern a
similar construction:

(10 )  Ivan byl vsem nampar drugnom/drugommnsm
lit. ‘Ivan was to.all us friend’. = ‘Ivan was a friend to all of us’.

However:

* The copular complement of BYT' can be in the nominative or in the
instrumental, while the reduplicand in our idiom can only be in the nominative; this
is easily ensured by the antepos-imm-DAT-reduplicative SSyntRel.

* The copular complement of BYT’ is linearly quite flexible, while the reduplicate
of the idiom under consideration is not:

Vsem nam Ivan byl drug. vs. *Vsem goram Uzba byla gora.

* The dative indirect object is possible with BYT' only if BYT' has a specific noun
as its copular complement; there is a necessary semantic link between DRUG ‘friend’
and MY ‘we’: ‘friend—2—we’. The reduplicate of the idiom can be any noun.

Therefore, the dependence of the reduplicate on the reduplicand (by a
reduplicative SSyntRel) is established.

2) The specificity of the antepos-imm-pAT-reduplicative SSyntRel consists in
imposing a syntactic grammeme, namely, the NOM(inative) case, on the governing
element of the phrase, while the standard situation in Russian is for an SSyntRel—
except for subjectival SSyntRels—to impose syntactic grammemes on the
dependent member. This is necessary because the copular-completive SSyntRel,
which subordinates the reduplicand to the verb BYT’, requires the NOM or the INSTR
(as function of contextual conditions) for its dependent, while in the implementation
of this idiom the reduplicand can be only in the NoM (see Comment 1). As indicated
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above (p. 00), a grammeme introduced by a reduplicative SSyntRel (boxed in the
rule) is immune from all further possible transformations.

4.2.2. The antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-reduplicative SSyntRel

LSHORT
G

- = b4 ”

alltep() O} 39 POSIT, [MASC, SG, INST LS O L # MASC
S-1mm HOR |
LONG.INSTR-Y edupllcath (3

|

, Q
L'vong, rosit

This SSyntRel appears in the signifier of the reduplicative syntactic idiom
«COMPLETELY» [X] ‘[be] completely X’:

(11 ) a. Vokrug vsé belymux,-<—antepos-imm-LoNG.INsTR-redupl—beloy x

lit. ‘Around everything is by.white-white’. =
‘The whole landscape around is completely white’.

b. Zemlja byla ¢ernym-cerna ot voronok
lit. ‘Earth was by.black-black from shell.craters’. =
‘The earth was completely black because of shell craters’.

c. Druz'ja byli p'janym-p'jany lit. ‘Friends were by.drunk-drunk’. =
‘The friends were completely drunk’.

The idiom «COMPLETELY» [X] ‘[be] completely X’ on four levels of linguistic
representation (with ‘X’ = ‘¢€rnyj/black’):

SemS  : ‘{earth«1-}be.black«1-completely’
DSyntS  : {ZEMLIAgmsc<—subj—BYT'np, pasr—cop-compl— }CERNY Jsiiorr—ATTR—«COMPLETELY»
SSyntS  : {ZEMLJA (fem)sg<—subj—BYT'ip, pasT—copular-compl—}—
—CERNY Jsyorr—antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-redupl—CERNYJLonG, posiT
DMorphS :
{ZEMLJA(fem)sQ NOM BYT’]ND, PAST,SG,FEM} CERNYJLONG,POSIT,MASC,SG, INSTR CERNYJSHORT” SG, FEM
[Zemlja byla ¢ernym-cerna.]

Comments

1) This idiom is characterized by a particular stress pattern of the implementing
phrase: ___ . The short-form adjective must be bi-syllabic and stressed on the
second syllable. As a consequence, this idiom is restricted: far from all adjectives
that are semantically fit to serve as its actant ‘X’ (that is, the adjectives that are
compatible with the semanteme ‘completely’ and have finally-stressed short forms)
sound natural when used in it; thus, we do not have *pravym-pravy ‘[are]
completely right’ (because the correct short form is pravy) or *spelym-spely ‘[are]
completely ripe’ (spély? spely?). This can be related to the fact that the stress in
short-form adjectives in contemporary Russian is undergoing a radical shift, so that
the speakers are unsure of how to stress such adjectives.
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2) The reduplicate—a long-form adjective—receives an “incorrect” stress on
the last syllable; outside of this idiom this long-form adjective is stressed always on
the first syllable: ¢ermym-cerna, while the “correct” stress in the form under
consideration is ¢érnym.

The “incorrect” stress on the last syllable of the reduplicate comes from the idiom’s
prosodic structure in its lexical entry.

3) The adverbs DAVNYM-DAVNO ‘very long ago’ (vs. DAVNO ‘long ago’) and
POLNYM-POLNO ‘very many/very much’ (vs. POLNO ‘many/much’) have the same
formal structure as the reduplicative phrases implementing the « COMPLETELY» [X]
idiom, but they are isolated: there is no other adverb of the same form, and
semantically, DAVNYM-DAVNO and POLNYM-POLNO are also different from these
adjectival phrases: they mean ‘very...’ rather than ‘completely...’. Therefore, they
are separate lexemes that must be stored as such in the lexicon along with DAVNO
and POLNO.

4.2.3. The antepos-imm-STRICT.SENSE-reduplicative SSyntRel

This SSyntRel does not exist in Russian, but it is known in English; it seems
useful to present it here, first, because it has a detailed and precise description in
Ghomeshi et al. 2004 (from which all factual data are borrowed), and second,
because it serves to implement the English syntactic idiom «IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE»,
the latter having a curious parallel in the Russian idiom «IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE»,
where one finds, however, a different SSyntRel: see (19), p. 899.

L
O
|

antepos-imm- , if a G’ is expressed by a suffix,
STRICT.SENSE-reduplicative © L'ey L then this G’ can be deleted; see (12¢)

}

o
L'y

(12 ) a.l'll make the tuna salad, and you make the salad, xysalad, x,.
b. My car isn’t mine-mine; it’s my parents’.
c. Are you leaving-leaving?
d. This time, John left-left.
e. I merely talked to him... Not talk-talked.

The [X] «IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE» idiom (with ‘X’ = ‘gloves’) on four levels of
linguistic representation:

SemS : ‘gloves«—1—in.the.strict.sense’

DSyl’ltS : GLOVEp.—ATTR—«IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE»

SSyntS  : GLOVEpL<—antepos-imm-STRICT.SENSE-reduplicative-GLOVE p.
DMorphS : GLOVEsc GLOVE;p [[ need glove-gloves.]
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4.3. The antepos-non.imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel

L
O

antepos—non:lml.n— & L'g+..+ Lo
exact-reduplicative

o)
L'
w The subscript (g to the reduplicate L' means ‘all the grammemes that the reduplicand L has
in the DMorphS’.

This SSyntRel is part of the signifier of the reduplicative syntactic idiom
«I.CONFIRMING» [that X] ‘I confirming that X’:

ant-non.imm-ex-redupl 7

(13 ) a. Domavx-to Ivan byl domayx
lit. ‘At.home; (v-as.for Ivan was athomex,’. =
‘I confirm that Ivan was at home’.
b. Karlik-to, konecno, Ivan karlik{, no nos u nego ogromnyyj}
lit. ‘Dwarf-as.for, of.course, Ivan is dwarf{, but nose at him is enormous}’. =
‘I confirm, of course, that Ivan is a dwarf{, but he has an enormous nose}’.
c. Ivanu-to Ivanu my éeto poslali
lit. ‘To.Ivan-as.for to.Ivan we this have.sent’. =
‘I confirm that we have sent this to Ivan’.
d. Perestroila-to, ja znaju, ona dom perestroila
lit. ‘She.has.rebuilt-as.for, I know, she house she.has.rebuilt’. =
‘I confirm that she has rebuilt the house’.

Here is the «I.CONFIRMING» [that X] idiom on four levels of linguistic
representation (with ‘X’ = ‘doma/at.home’):

SemS . ‘was—2—at.home<«—2—-confirm—1—1I’

DSyntS  : «l.CONFIRMING»«—ATTR-DOMA«—II-BYT'inp, past

SSyntS  : TO«—restr— DOMA<«—an-non.imm-exact-redup-DOMA «—copul-completive—BY T'p,past
DMorphS : DOMA-TO ... BYTip, pasT, s6,masc DOMA

Comments

1) The «I.CONFIRMING» idiom needs a complex enough description (which
cannot be offered here): its Lx cannot be a non-finite form of a verb, and it has a
particular communicative structure (the actant ‘X’ is an Emphasized Sem-Theme
(see Mel’¢uk 2001: 210-218; Sem-Theme is the fragment of the Sem-structure, i.e.
a semantic chunk, about which something is said; Emphasized means ‘having
emotive importance for the Speaker”).

2) If the actant ‘X’ is implemented by a finite verb, two additional
complications arise: (i) this idiom has a variant, described in Subsection 4.4.1—the
finite verb is reduplicated by an infinitive; (i) all syntactic dependents of L(X) can
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be, and often are, transferred to the reduplicate L'(X); this is also true for the case
in 4.4.1. For instance (the transferred dependents are boxed):

(14 ) Perestroila-to Jja znaju, perestroila;

cf. (13d) above, where ONA and DOM depend on the reduplicand.

4.4. The antepos-non.imm-INEXACT-reduplicative SSyntRel

Here too, as in Subsection 4.2, the name “antepos-non.imm-INEXACT-reduplicative”
covers various particular inexact SSyntRels. The Russian language uses one of
those: the antepos-non.imm-INF-reduplicative SSyntRel.

4.4.1. The antepos-non.imm-INF-reduplicative SSyntRel

L(V)aspect, FIN

O
’
| . (=4 L aspect, +...t+ L(V)aspect, FIN
antepos-non.imm-

INF-reduplicative

|

o}
L 'aspect

The antepos-non.imm-INF-reduplicative SSyntRel serves the same syntactic idiom
«I.CONFIRMING» [that X] ‘I confirm that X, described in Subsection 4.3. It is, so to
speak, a contextual variant of this idiom foreseen for the case when the actant ‘X’
is a finite verb, as illustrated in (15):

antepos-non.imm-INF-redupl ]
(15 ) Perestroit' . xyto, ja znaju, ona dom perestroila,
lit. ‘To.rebuild-as.for, I know, she house she.has.rebuilt’. =
‘I confirm that I know that she has rebuilt the house’.

SemS : ‘I«—1—confrm—2—rebuild—2—house’
DSyntS  : «.LCONFIRMING»«—ATTR-PERESTROIT prr, np, pasT—II—DOMsg
SSyntS

-TO<«—restr—PERESTROIT'perr, nv¢<—antepos-non.imm-INF-redupl—PERE-
STROITIPERF, IND, pAsrdir-OijDOMSG
DMOIphS :PERESTROIT'PERF,INF-TO DOMSG,ACC PERESTROITIPERFYIND,pAST, SG, FEM

4.5. The postpos-imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel

L
7

postpos-imm- e L+ L
exact-reduplicative i e

'

O
L'y
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This SSyntRel is part of the signifier of several Russian reduplicative syntactic
idioms: «VERY», see (16); «VERY-VERY», see (17); «<ABNORMALLY», see (18);
«IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE», see (19); [X] "TAK L'(X)’, see (20); "Cto [X], TO L'(X)",
see (21):

(16 ) «VERY»
a. Tak Zalko etix glupyx,x-—postpos-imm-exact-reduplicative—glupyxux
detisek! ‘One is so sorry for these very stupid kids!’
b. Scenok byl glupyj-glupyj ‘The puppy was very stupid’. ~
Scenok kazalsja glupym-glupym “The puppy seemed very stupid’.
c. Pojti tuda bylo glupo-glupo ‘To go there was very stupid’.
d. Ivan ulybalsja glupo-glupo ‘Ivan was smiling in a very stupid way’.

On reduplication of Russian and English adjectives, see Apresjan, V. 2018.

NB The postposition of the reduplicate in the «VERY» idiom is established by
analogy with such cases as glupo-preglupo in the next idiom.

(17 ) «VERY-VERY»
a. Tak zalko etix glupyx,x-preglupyxv ) detisek!
‘One is so sorry for these very-very stupid kids!’
b. S¢enok byl glupyj-preglupyj ‘The puppy was very-very stupid’. ~
Scenok kazalsja glupym-preglupym
‘The puppy seemed very-very stupid’.
c. Pojti tuda bylo glupo-preglupo ‘To go there was very-very stupid’.
d. Ivan ulybalsja glupo-preglupo
‘Ivan was smiling in a very-very stupid way’.

(18 ) «ABNORMALLY»
Dozd' lil xlilu), a potom vdrug zasijalo solnce
lit. ‘The.rain was.falling-was.falling, but then suddenly shined sun’. =

‘The rain was falling non-stop for too long, but then suddenly the sun
shined’.

NB As indicated in Subsection 2.2.3, p. 889, this syntactic idiom allows the
reduplicand and the reduplicate to be separated by a particle, in this case—by
NE ‘not’: e.g., Ivan ne pisal—@ pisal{, a véera srazu tri pis'ma} lit. ‘Ivan didn’t
write-didn’t write, but yesterday {we got} three letters at.once’.

(19 ) «IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE»
Masa priexala s parnemyx-parnemv, a ne s parnem-drugom
lit. ‘Masha came with guy-guy, but not with guy-friend’. =
‘Masha came with her boyfriend, not with her male friend’.
(20 ) [X] "TAK L'(X)’
a. V masinopisnom tak v masinopisnom

lit. ‘In typewritten {form} then in typewritten ’. =
‘I agree with the fact that this text [mentioned before] is typewritten’.
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b. Bez tak bez lit. “Without then without’. =
‘I agree to do without it [something mentioned before].

21) “Cro [X], To L'(X)
Cto désevo, ja soglasen, to désevo
lit. “That {it is} cheap, I agree, then {it is} cheap’. =
‘I agree: I confirm that this is really cheap’.

4.6. The postpos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative SSyntRel

As before, “postpos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative” is a cover name. In Russian, we
find the following particular postpos-imm-INEXACT-reduplicative SSyntRel.

4.6.1. The postpos-imm-INSTR-reduplicative SSyntRel

L(N)number
7

postpos-imm- ,
INSTR-reduplicative And L(N)"“mbef, +L (N)number,
v

@)
L '(N)number

This SSyntRel serves the reduplicative syntactic idiom «REAL» [X], see (22):

(22 ) a. Ivan byl durak—postpos-imm-INSTR-reduplicative—durakom

‘Ivan was a real fool’.
b. Ivan s vidu — durak durakom ‘In appearance Ivan is a real fool’.
c. Ivan sidel mracnyyj, rasterjannyj, durak durakom

‘Ivan was sitting somber, confused, as a real fool’.

d. Ivan vél sebja durak durakom ‘Ivan was behaving as a real fool’.
e. Iz etix skol deti vyxodjat duraki durakami

‘Kids graduate from these schools real fools’.

This idiom on four levels of linguistic representation, with ‘X’ = ‘durak/fool’:

SemS : ‘Ivan«—1-was—2—fool«1-real’
DSyntS : BYT np, pasT—II=DURAKsG—ATTR—«REAL»
SSyntS

BYT 'inp, past—copular-completive—DURAK sg—postpos-imm-INSTR-reduplicative—DURAKsg
DMorphS . BYT'IND,PAST,SG, Masc -.. DURAKsg nom DURAKSG, INsTR

Comment

This idiom has a complex syntactics: roughly, the reduplicand L(X) can
depend only on a verb of the copula or quasi-copula type from a limited set (for
instance, not on one of the standard Russian copulas—the verb JAVLIAT'SIA ‘be’!)
or on the fictitious lexeme «KAK» ‘as’ (for details, see Mel’¢uk 2023b). This is,
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however, not relevant for the description of the postpos-imm-INSTR-reduplicative
SSyntRel.

4.7. The postpos-non.imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel

L
7

postpos-non.imm-
exact-reduplicative S L +...+ L'g

\
o

L'

This SSyntRel is part of the signifier of the reduplicative syntactic idiom
«IL.INSISTING» [on X], see (23):

post-non.imm-ex-redupl
(23 ) a. Da prisla,x, Masa,  prislav!
lit. ‘But she.arrived Masha, she.arrived!” =
‘But Masha arrived, she did!’
b. Ivanayx, ja vstretil, Ivanavx,
lit. ‘Ivanacc I met, Ivanace’. = ‘It is Ivan whom I met, Ivan’.

c. Sup vegetarianskij.x, vegetarianskij.
lit. ‘Soup is vegetarian, vegetarian’. =
“The soup is vegetarian, don’t doubt’.

The «I.INSISTING» idiom on four levels of linguistic representation, with ‘X’ =
‘prisla/arrived’:

SemS : ‘Masha«—1-arrived«—2—insist-1—I’
DSyntS . MASAHI—PRIJTIPERF, IND, pasT—ATTR— «I.INSISTING»
SSyntS

MASA «—subjectival-PRIJTI pegr, INp, pasT—POstpos-non.imm-exact-reduplicative—PRIJTI perr, IND, PAST
DMorphS + , ;
DMorph—PrOSS . PRUTIiND, PAST, SG, FEM MASANom | PRIJTIiND, PAST, SG, FEM

4.8. The postpos-non.imm-inexact-reduplicative SSyntRel

This SSyntRel does not exist in Russian.

5. Conclusions
Russian has seven reduplicative SSyntRels:

The antepos-imm-DAT-reduplicative SSyntRel (vsem goram gora)
The antepos-imm-LONG.INSTR-reduplicative SSyntRel (belym-belo)
The antepos-non.imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel (Karlik-to Ivan karlik.)
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The antepos-non.imm-INF-reduplicative SSyntRel (Perestroit'-to étot dom ona
perestroila.)

The postpos-imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel (glupyj-glupyy)

The postpos-imm-INSTR-reduplicative SSyntRel (durak durakom)

The postpos-non.imm-exact-reduplicative SSyntRel (Prisla Masa, prisla.)

These SSyntRels belong to the domain that L. Iomdin aptly baptized
“microsyntax”: ‘syntactic phenomena intimately related to phraseology’; he has
convincingly demonstrated its prime importance for linguistic theory (Iomdin 2008,
2010, 2020 and Avgustinova & lomdin 2019). However, as of today, this domain
still does not receive sufficient attention of researchers. The proposed set of Russian
reduplicative SSyntRels is intended as a modest contribution to the project
“Syntactic Typology: Surface-Syntactic Relations in the World Languages,” which,
hopefully, will be launched one day.
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Appendix 1: Some important linguistic notions mentioned in this paper

Clausative
The clausative is a part of speech whose elements are syntactically full clauses;

€.g.: Yes!| Down [with the virus]! | Plop! | For Heaven's sake!
Fictitious lexeme

A fictitious lexeme is an artificial lexeme introduced by the researcher in
order to represent—in the lexicon and in the DSyntS—either a meaningful
SSynt-relation or a syntactic (= non-segmental) idiom (see Mel’¢uk 2018b).
Fictitious lexemes are enclosed in angular brackets «...». For instance, the
fictitious lexeme «VERY» encodes the Russian syntactic idiom implemented by
adjectival reduplicative phrases, such as bol'soj-bol’soj lit. ‘big-big’ = ‘very big’.
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As any lexeme, a fictitious lexeme has its lexical entry with a lexicographic
definition, a government pattern, etc.: see the lexical entry for the fictitious
lexeme [X] «WILL.PUNISH» [Z for Y-ing], Section 3, p. 891. It is, of course, the

lexical entry of the corresponding idiom.
Grammeme

A grammeme is a value of an inflectional category; for instance, in English,
the category of number has two grammemes: SG ~ PL.

Deep(-syntactic) grammemes are all semantically full grammemes
characterizing a given lexeme in a DSyntS; surface(-syntactic) grammemes are
only those semantically full grammemes that are expressed synthetically, or
morphologically, i.e. inside a wordform, rather than analytically, by grammatical
lexemes. Thus, to represent the phrase had been working in a DSyntS the verbal
lexeme WORKv) has the set of deep grammemes IND, PERF, PROGR, PAST:

WORK(V)IND, PERF, PROGR, PAST
Its surface-syntactic correspondence is WORKvperes (Working), the grammemes
IND, PERF, PROGR and pasT being expressed by the forms of the auxiliary verbal
lexemes HAVE and BE.
Surface-syntactic relation [SSyntRel]

A surface-syntactic relation r is a direct syntactic dependency link between
two lexemes L, and L, in an SSynt-structure: Li—r—L,, such that r fully specifies
L.’s and L,’s mutual linear position in the deep-morphological structure and their
surface-syntactic grammemes, if any. (See, e.g., Mel’¢uk 2021b: Ch. 2,
Section 3.) SSyntRels are language-specific.

Surface-syntactic structure [SSyntS]

The surface-syntactic structure of an utterance is a tree whose nodes are
labeled with the lexemes of the utterance (each lexeme being supplied with all
its SSynt-grammemes) and the branches, with the corresponding SSyntRels. For
instance, the Russian sentence (24a) and its SSyntS:

(24 ) a. Sup kipel-kipel i vykipel
lit. “Soup was.boiling-was.boiling and boiled.away’. =
“The soup was boiling for too long and finally boiled away’.
b.
KIPET’IMPERF, IND, PAST

o
subjectival ~ 1 " coordinative

postpos-imm-
/ exact-reduplicative \

O O
SUPs KIPET' iipere, ivo, past

coord-conjunctional

o I(CONJ)

O VYKIPET pix. o, past
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Appendix 2: Russian surface-syntactic relations mentioned in this paper

The reduplicative SSyntRels are not included in this list.

approx(imate)-quant(itative) : fonn—approx-quant—desjat’' ‘maybe 10 tons’

circum(stantial) : spal—circam—spokojno ‘slept quietly’
prijti—circam— v pjatnicu ‘come on Friday

subj(ecive)-compar(ative)-
conj(unctional) : si/'nee, ¢em—subj-compar-conj—Ivan
‘stronger than Ivan is’

coord(inative) : Ivan—coord—i Masa ‘Ivan and Masha’
coord-conj(unctional) : Ivan i—coord-conj—Masa ‘Ivan and Masha’
cop(ular)-compl(etive) : Oni byli—cop-compl—bol'ny ‘They were ill’.

Ivan @ —cop-compl—karlik ‘Ivan is a.dwarf”.
byt'—cop-compl—drugom ‘be a.friend’

dir(ect)-obj(ectival) : Citat'—dir-obj—romany ‘read novels’
indir(ect)-obj(ectival) : byt—indir-obj—Ivanu drugom lit. ‘be to.Ivan a.friend’
modif(icative) : dobryj«—modif-drug ‘good friend’
prepos(itional) : prijti v—prepos—pjatnicu ‘come on Friday’

daleko ot—prepos—goroda ‘far from the.city’
quant(itative) : desjat"—quant—tonn ‘10 tons’
restr(ictive) : tol'ko<—restr—pil ‘only drank’

ne<—restr—pil lit. ‘not drank’

Ivan—restr—~Ze lit. ‘Ivan as.for’
subj(ectival) : Oni<—subj—byli bol'ny ‘They were ill’.

Ivan«—subj—@”" karlik ‘Ivan is a.dwarf’.

Appendix 3: Syntactic idioms mentioned in this paper

«ABNORMALLY» [X] (Sup kipel-kipel i vykipel
lit. ‘Soup was.boiling-was.boiling and boiled.away’.)
[X Y-u] BYT'NEV L'(X)" (Nam prazdnik ne v prazdnik
lit. ‘To.us feast is not into feast’.)
[X] BYT' VSEM L/(Y)-am” [Y] (Eto vsem goram gora
lit. “This is to.all mountains mountain’.)
«COMPLETELY» [X] (¢ernym-cerny lit. ‘ {are} by.black-black”)
"Cto [X], TO L'(X)" (Cto Ivan umnyj, to umnyj
lit. ‘That Ivan is smart, then {he} is smart’.)
«I.CONFIRMING» [that X] (Karlik-to Ivan karlik lit. ‘Dwarf-as.for he is dwarf’.)
Spat'-to Ivan spal lit. “To.sleep-as.for Ivan was.sleeping’.)
«.INSISTING» [on X] (Mebel' vynosite, mebel'! lit. ‘Furniture take.out, furniture!’)
«IN.THE.STRICT.SENSE» [X]
(English: Not talk-talked.
Russian: Moskva-Moskva, a ne Moskva Tovarnaja lit. ‘Moscow-Moscow, and not
Moscow Tovarnaya’.)
«REALy [X] (durak durakom lit. ‘fool by.fool’)
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[X] "TAK L'(X)" (Piva tak piva! lit. ‘Of.beer then of.beer!”)

«VERY» [X] (xolodnyj-xolodnyj 1it. ‘cold-cold’)

«VERY-VERY» [X] (xolodnyj-prexolodnyjyj lit. ‘cold-overcold’)

[X] «WILL.PUNISH» [Z for Y-ing] (Ivan tebe potancuet! lit. ‘Ivan to.you will.dance!”)
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Abstract

This paper argues that “YOU” and “T” (“I” and “THOU”) are fundamental elements of human
thought, present as distinct words (or signs) in all human languages. I first developed this thesis in
my 1976 article “In defense of YOU and ME” (and before that, introduced it in my 1972 book
Semantic Primitives, cf. also my 2021 article “‘Semantic Primitives’, fifty years later”). Since then,
it has been confirmed by wide-ranging cross-linguistic investigations conducted in the Natural
Semantic Metalanguage (NSM) framework. But neither the truth of this thesis nor its importance
have become widely recognised in linguistics or anthropology. Influential scholars in both these
fields continue to undermine the notion of the fundamental unity of humankind and to put total
emphasis, instead, on the diversity of languages and cultures. As cross-linguistic investigations of
the last fifty years show, however, despite the phenomenal diversity of human languages a shared
“alphabet of human thoughts” was not just a figment of Leibniz’s imagination but a fitting metaphor
for something real and immeasurably important. As the present article aims to show, “YOU” and
“I” (“I” and “THOU”) are two twin cornerstones of this reality. To quote the entry on “Psychic unity
of humankind” in the Encyclopedia of Anthropology, “Ineluctably, the idea [of a deep psychological
unity of humankind] has ethical significance. For attempting to inform humans about what they are
and what they have in common is not a neutral act” (Prono 2006). As the present article seeks to
demonstrate (and as Martin Buber compellingly affirmed a century ago), “I”’ and “THOU” are an
ineluctable part of who we are: how we think, how we speak and how we relate to others.
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A ThI: YHHUBEPCAJIbHbIC KOHIEITHhI,
CylieCTBYIIIHE BO BCEX A3bIKAX MUPaA

Anna BEXKBUIIKASI 054

Aecmpanuiickuil HayuoranvHulil yHusepcumem, Kanbeppa, Ascmpanus
><Janna.wierzbicka@anu.edu.au

AHHOTanUst

B crarbe BbIcKka3bIBaeTcst uuest 0 ToM, 4to «Bem u «SI» («S» n «Thei») — 310 0a30BbIE 3JIEMEHTHI
YEJIOBEUECKOT'0 MBIIIJICHUS, KOTOPbIE MPUCYTCTBYIOT KaK OTJENbHBIE CJIOBa (WJIM 3HAKH) BO BCEX
A3bIKax MHpa. BmepBele 3T0 monoxenue mnpos3ydano B (Wierzbicka 1972, 1976, cm. Taxke
Wierzbicka 2022). C tex mop oHO ObLIO HEOAHOKPATHO TOATBEPIKICHO Pa3HOILIAHOBBIMHU KpOCC-
JIMHTBUCTHYECKUMH UCCIIEI0OBaHUSIMH, TIPOBEJICHHBIMU B paMkax EcrectBeHHOr0o CeMaHTHYECKOTo
Mertaszpika (ECM). Ho cripaBeyinBOCTb 3TOTO TOJNOKEHHUS M €0 3HAYMMOCTD He OBLIH MPU3HAHEI
HH B JJMHTBUCTHKE, HU B aHTPOTIOJIOTHH. BiIMsATeIbHBIE YU€HbIE, TPECTaBIIAIOIINE JaHHbIC HAIPaB-
JeHUs, IPOJOJDKAIOT IT0IBEPraTh COMHEHHIO (yHAaMEHTAIBHOE eMHCTBO YeJIOBEUESCTBA M BMECTO
3TOro abCOIIOTU3UPYIOT Pa3HOOOpa3ue A3bIKOB U KyJbTyp. OJHAKO, KaK MOKa3bIBAIOT KPOCC-JINHT -
BUCTHUYECKHE HCCIICIOBAHHS, MIPOBEJCHHBIE B MOCIEAHUE MATHAECAT JIET, HECMOTPSI Ha (peHOMe-
HallbHOE Pa3HO00pa3ue YeI0BeUECKHX S3bIKOB OOIINH JJIsl HUX «ali(haBUT YEJIOBEUECKON MBICIINY —
9TO HE MPOCTO IUI0] BooOpakeHus JleiOHuIa, a Mmetadopa, moaxoasas Juisi 4ero-To peajsbHOro 1
Yype3BbIuaiiHo BakHOTO. Llens HacTodmeH cTaTbu — MOKa3aThk, yTo «Be u «S» («S» u «Th») —
JIBa KpaeyroJibHbIX KaMHs 3ToH peasbHOCTH. Kak roBopurces B cratse “Psychic unity of humankind”
B «OHUOMKIONEaMU anTpononorum» (Encyclopedia of Anthropology), “unes [riryOMHHOTO IICHXOJIO-
THYECKOT0 eIMHCTBA YeIoBeyecTBa] 0€3yCIIOBHO HMEET ITHIECKYIO 3HAYMMOCTh. [IocKonbKy noka-
3aTh JIOMSIM HX CYIIHOCTh M TO, YTO MX OOBEIOMHSACT, — 3TO He HeHTpamsHBIN akT» (Prono 2006).
Kak memoHcTpupyeT mnaHHas crarbs (M 4TO yOenuTenpHO moka3zaHo Maprturom byGepom cro set
Hazan), «5» u «ThD» — HeoTheMIIEMast YaCTh TOTO, KTO MBI €CTh: KaK MbI MBICIIUM, KaK MbI TOBOPHM
Y KaK B3aUMOJIEHCTBYEM C APYTUMH.

KaroueBble c10Ba: cemanmuueckue yHUGEpCanuu, YHUBEPCAIbHbIE CEMANMUYECKUE NPUMUMUGBHL,
Ecmecmeennwiti Cemanmuueckuii Memassvix, nouamus «I» u « Thly, scecmossie A3biKu, 0yX08HOE
eouHcmeo yenoseuecmsa

Jns nuTUpoBaHUS:

Wierzbicka A. I and Thou: Universal human concepts present as words in all human languages.
Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. V. 26. Ne 4. P. 908-936. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-31361

Dedication

I am dedicating this study to my dear friend Igor Mel’cuk, whom I first met at
the International Congress of Slavists in Sofia exactly sixty years ago. It was then
that I first heard the term “yazyk posrednik” (“language mediator”). The way
Mel’cuk and his colleagues thought of what a semantic “language mediator” should
look like was different from how my colleagues and I think of it, but in essence this
is what NSM is: a semantic language which can act as a mediator between different
languages.

A key difference is that our language mediator is carved out of natural
languages and therefore looks like a natural language (in miniature), whereas Igor
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and his colleagues saw their “yazyk posrednik™ as an artificial, or semi-artificial
language. All the same, it is a joy to acknowledge the historical connection between
the idea of a “yazyk posrednik” (“language mediator”’) and the idea of a Natural
Semantic Metalanguage (NSM).

It is also a joy to acknowledge that my life-long interest in semantics first
developed during my extended stay in Moscow in 1964-1965, where 1 was
fortunate to be able to work with, and learn from, Igor and his closest colleagues,
Aleksandr Zholkovski and Jurij Apresjan. As discussed by Apresjan in his
essay “On the Language of Explications and Semantic Primitives” (2000), in the
early 1960s the Moscow Semantic School, that is Igor Mel’cuk and his colleagues,
were also pursuing the notion of “semantic primes” in their work. Their approach
was different from that of my Polish mentor Andrzej Bogustawski (see
Bogustawski 2003[1963]) and of what Apresjan called the Polish Semantic School,
but the two had a great deal in common. I feel immeasurably indebted to Igor and
his colleagues in the Moscow Semantic School.

Most importantly, perhaps, I caught from them a fascination with words and
meanings, a double focus reflected fifty years later in the title of a book co-authored
with my closest Australian collaborator and partner in NSM Cliff Goddard, Words
and Meanings (2014). In this paper, I want to honour Igor at the beginning of the
tenth decade of his life, a life dedicated largely to words and meanings, and also, to
chelovechnost’.

Dear Igor, this paper is for YOU from ME, with love.

1. Introduction: What is at stake?

Nearly fifty years ago, in a paper entitled “In defense of YOU and ME”,
I wrote:

What is the status of the notions “you” and “I” in human thinking? Can they
be reduced to, explained in terms of, certain other notions or are they among
those notions which are so basic and so clear of themselves that any attempt
at explaining or further analysing them must be judged as futile and absurd
(see Descartes 1642, Pascal 1958, Arnauld & Nicole 1662)? Are they or are
they not semantic primitives, i.e. essential, irreducible elements of our ‘mental
language’? (Wierzbicka 1976: 4)

As the title of that paper indicates, I was defending the thesis that YOU and
ME (or I and THOU) are essential and irreducible elements of human thought and
language. In mounting that defense, I noted that “you” and “I” as semantic
primitives had found a splendid advocate in the person of the Danish structuralist
Holger Steen Sorensen, who more than a decade earlier firmly declared “‘I’ and
‘you’ are indefinable”, adding: “They are consequently semantic primitives of the
English language.” (Sorensen 1963: 96). As I noted at the time, however, Sorensen,
the pioneer in the search for semantic primitives, true to the spirit of structural
linguistics did not venture to conceive that the set of “semantic primitives of
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English” could be identical with that of every other human language. Going beyond
Serensen, I argued just that.

At that time, in the mid-1970s, writing in a new historical context, I was
seeking to rebut, above all, two ideas widespread in linguistics and philosophy of
that time: first, that the meanings of “I” and “thou” (you and me) should be
interpreted as “the speaker” and “the addressee”; and second, that the meaning of
these elements should be represented by means of referential indices (promulgated
by “generative semanticists” such as James McCawley and George LakofY).
I concluded:

“I” and “you” are semantic primitives. They cannot be defined away in terms
of other primitives and they cannot be dispensed with in favour of some
arbitrary indices. The idea advanced by McCawley, George Lakoff, and
others, that semantic primitives can be thought of as “atomic predicates”
because everything in the semantic representation which is not a predicate is
a referential index, is mistaken. <...> [I]t has not been arrived at by empirical
semantic research but simply assumed a priori, on the model of the artificial
language of symbolic logic. Empirical semantic studies suggest that there are
semantic primitives which function as arguments, not as predicates. “You”
and “I” are among their number (Wierzbicka 1976: 19).

Today, after almost fifty years of extensive cross-linguistic (as well as intra-
linguistic) investigations undertaken by many scholars working within the NSM
framework, the evidence in support of this conclusion seems to me overwhelming'.

It seems also overwhelmingly clear that this is not a technical issue, relevant
to linguistics and philosophy but without any broader implications. On the contrary,
the place of the concepts ‘I’ and “THOU’ (“you” and “I”’) in human thought and in
human languages is an essential aspect of who we are.

The goal of this paper is to demonstrate both the truth and the importance of
the thesis that, as evidence indicates, “I”’ and “THOU” are present, as words (or
signs) in all human languages.

"' The acronym NSM stands for the Natural Semantic Metalanguage. Scholars working in the
NSM framework believe that through decades of sustained cross-linguistic and intra-linguistic
investigations, they have identified the complete inventory of simple and universal concepts that are
embedded in the lexicon of all human languages. As Cliff Goddard and I put it in our 2014 book
Words and Meanings (pp. 11-12), we claim that “a plausible, stable, and well-evidenced set of
‘universal words’ have been identified and that this can provide the seemingly solid foundation for
the prospect of decoding meanings across languages, <...> These putatively indefinable
word-meanings are known as semantic primes and they are 65 in number” (See Wierzbicka 1972,
1980, 1996, 2021, Goddard 2011, Goddard (ed.) 2018, 2021, Goddard & Wierzbicka (ed.) 2002,
Gladkova & Larina 2018).

As for the status of “YOU” (sg) and “I” as universal semantic primes, they are well attested, as
distinct lexical elements, in every known human language. For a rebuttal of the claims that languages
like Thai and Japanese lack personal pronouns, see Diller 1994 and Onishi 1994, in (Goddard &
Wierzbicka 1994).
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2. The concept of ‘I’ and moral reflection

According to the primatologist Frans de Waal (2006), a key difference between
humans and (other) animals lies in people’s capacity for self-reflective reasoning
and judgement. Discussing de Waal’s view in his 2013 book The Gap, evolutionary
scientist Thomas Suddendorf strongly agrees, adding: “we can consider the long-
term consequences of our actions. We are the only species on that planet with the
foresight capable of plotting a path towards a desirable future” (Suddendorf 2013:
283). Suddendorf also cites Charles Darwin’s assessment:

A moral being is one who is capable of reflecting on his past actions
and their motives — of approving of some and disapproving of others; and the
fact that man is the one being who certainly deserves this designation, is the
greatest of all distinctions between him and the lower animals (Darwin
2003[1871]: 610).

Trying to unpack Darwin’s, and de Waal’s, conclusions about “the gap” in
simple words, we can identify the following clear ideas:

people can think like this about something:
when | did this, | did something bad,
when | did this I did something good

If we want to similarly unpack Suddendorf’s ideas about “the gap”, we can say:

people can think like this about something:
if I do this, some time after this something bad can happen because of this
if I do this, some time after this something good can happen because of this

To be able to conceive such “self-reflective judgments” and to consider
possible long-term consequences of our actions we need to have at our disposal a
handful of basic concepts to think with, including “do”, “happen”, “good”, “bad”,
“if”, “because”, “before”, after”, and — crucially — “I”’. But do all languages have
conceptual and lexical resources which would allow their speakers to conceive and
express such thoughts? In particular, do they all have a concept expressed in English
in the word 7 (or me)? And do they all have a word (equivalent to the English 1),
which would enable a person to keep this concept in focus for some time, while
reflecting on his or her past actions (or planning for future ones)?

If Darwin, de Waal and Suddendorf are right, the matter is of “unspeakable
importance” (to use David Hume’s words), as clearly recognised by a number of
thinkers who thought about language deeply and considered languages both in their
diversity and in their fundamental unity — such as Wilhelm Humboldt, Franz Boas,
and Emile Benveniste. To quote just one of them, Benveniste (1971: 224):

Consciousness of self is only possible if it is experienced by contrast. I use /
only when I am speaking to someone who will be a you in my address. It is
this condition of dialogue that is constitutive of person, for it implies that
reciprocally / becomes you in the address of the one who in his turn designates
himself as /. Here we see a principle whose consequences are to spread out in
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all directions. Language is possible only because each speaker sets himself up
as a subject by referring to himself as / in his discourse. Because of this, /
posits another person, the one who, being, as he is, completely exterior to
“me”, becomes my echo to whom I say you and who says you to me. This
polarity of persons is the fundamental condition in language, of which the
process of communication, in which we share, is only a mere pragmatic
consequence.

Given the importance of the relationship between ‘I’ and ‘you’ as a condition
of language, it is hardly surprising that thinkers such as Humboldt, Boas
and Benveniste were all keenly interested in the question of whether ‘you’
and ‘I” were clearly recognised in all languages. Again, [ will only quote Benveniste
(1971: 225):

It is a remarkable fact—but who would notice it, since it is so familiar?—that
the “personal pronouns” are never missing from among the signs of a
language, no matter what its type, epoch, or region may be. A language
without the expression of person cannot be imagined. It can only happen that
in certain languages, under certain circumstances, these “pronouns” are
deliberately omitted; this is the case in most of the Far Eastern societies, in
which a convention of politeness imposes the use of periphrases or of special
forms between certain groups of individuals in order to replace the direct
personal references. But these usages only serve to underline the value of the
avoided forms; it is the implicit existence of these pronouns that gives social
and cultural value to the substitutes imposed by class relationships.

Broad typological surveys of many languages such as Ingram’s (1978) study
“Personal pronouns” confirm the view that personal pronouns “are never missing
from among the signs of a language, no matter what its type, epoch, or region may
be”. In particular, such surveys confirm that while there can be a good deal of
variation concerning the conceptualisation of human groups (reflected in words
comparable to we, see Goddard 1995, Goddard & Wierzbicka 2021); and of persons
spoken of (reflected in words comparable to e and she), words matching ‘I’ and
‘you’ (‘thou’) can be found in all studied languages.

This doesn’t stop some linguists, however, from raising doubts about it in a
surprisingly cavalier manner (as if it were a matter of no great significance). For
example, in their wholesale attack on “the myth of language universals” Evans and
Levinson (2009) write: “There are languages without tense, without aspect, without
numerals, or without third-person pronouns (or even without pronouns at all, in the
case of most sign languages).” (Evans & Levinson 2009: 435)

3.l and you (thou) in sign languages

The fact that many languages don’t have words like “he” and “she” (so-called
third person pronouns) is well known and is no obstacle to what a language can
express, because one can always say “this someone” instead of “he” or “she”. But
the availability of words for “I” and “you” (thou) is of fundamental importance,
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because there are no phrases which could be substituted for these two words without
a change in meaning. To begin with I (the so-called first-person pronoun), there is
no expression which could be substituted for I in sentences like “when I did this, I
did something bad” (cf. Sorensen 1958, Lyons 1977). Accordingly, if a language
didn’t have a word meaning “I”, the speakers could not express the basic self-
reflective judgment “when I did this, I did something bad”.

The point is dramatised by Evans & Levinson (2009) reference to sign
languages. They provide a table titled “Every language has X, doesn’t it?”.
Proposed substantive universals (from Pinker & Bloom 1990) supposedly common
to all languages” which list eight points (one of them relating to pronouns). Evans
& Levinson (2009) reject all the universals included in the table: “There are clear
counterexamples to each of these claims” (Evans & Levinson 2009: 431)
Commenting on the point relating to pronouns they write: “Some Southeast Asian
languages lack clear personal pronouns, using titles (of the kind “honorable sir”)
instead, and many languages lack third-person pronouns <...>) Sign Languages like
ASL (American Sign Language) also lack pronouns, using pointing instead.”
(Evans & Levinson 2009: 431).

Apart from the Southeast Asian languages (which are mentioned in the quote
from Benveniste and to which I will return shortly), the rejection of first- and
second-person pronouns (“I” and “you”) as lexico-semantic universals hinges,
above all, on sign languages. The argument goes as follows: even if all spoken
languages had words like “you” and “I”, these words could not be regarded as
language universals because many sign languages don’t have such words.

The logic of this argument seems odd. Speaking for the moment about “I”
alone, if “I” is necessary for reflective self-judgment, then either sign languages do
have “I”” (like all spoken languages do) and can express such judgments or they
don’t have the same expressive power as spoken languages. The authors of “The
myth of language universals”, however, appear to want to have it both ways: they
claim that many sign languages don’t have a sign for “I”, and at the same time insist
that they have the same expressive power as spoken languages. Thus, in a section
entitled “The challenge of sign languages” they write:

Many proposed universals of language ignore the existence of sign
languages — the languages of the deaf, now recognized to be full-blown
languages of independent origin. <...> When due allowance is made for the
manual-visual interface, sign languages seem to be handled by the same
specialized brain structures as spoken ones, with parallel aphasias, similar
developmental trajectories (e.g. infants “babble” in sign), and similar
processing strategies as spoken languages <...> The neurocognition of sign
does not look, for example, like the neurocognition of gesture, but instead
recruits, for example, auditory cortex. (...) These results show that our
biological endowment for language is by no means restricted to the
input/output systems of a particular modality (Evans & Levinson 2009: 438).

But how could sign languages be “full-blown languages” (in a conceptual
sense) if they didn’t have signs for “you” and “I” and if the closest they could get
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to the idea of “I” would be to use the manual equivalent of the expression “this
someone”? Replacing “I” and “you” with “this someone” (accompanied by
pointing) could do at the level of communication epitomised by the statement “Me
Tarzan you Jane”, but it would hardly do for the purposes of ethical reflection that
Darwin was, so tellingly, concerned about.

Translated into a conceptual language in which “I”’ would be rendered as “this
someone”, Darwin’s statement about people would read like this:

people can think like this about someone: “this someone did something bad”
(animals cannot think like this)

This, however, would be tantamount to saying that people can pass moral
judgment on (other) people, not that they can pass moral judgment on themselves:
for this latter, more demanding, act of reflection they would need a word (or sign)
meaning “I”.

The point is really quite simple and can be illustrated with mundane examples
of reported speech. For example, if Mary says (speaking of John): “he said to me:
I did it”, the referents of “me” and “I” are different (the referent of “me” is Mary,
and that of “I”, John), but the meaning is the same in both cases: “I” (“‘me”). The
sentence cannot be paraphrased as “he said to this someone: this someone did it”.
To convey the intended meaning, the speaker needs a word (or sign) meaning “I”.

Unfortunately, dictionaries of sign languages are often misleading in their
entries for “I”. For example, the otherwise impressive dictionary of Auslan
(Australian Sign Language) edited by Trevor Johnston (1998) defines one of its
signs (pointing with the index of the right hand to the middle of one’s chest) as
follows: “Reference. Used to refer to the signer by the signer. (...) English = I, me.”
But clearly, when a signer says “she said: it is me” using the sign in question, he or
she is not using it to refer to the signer. Rather, the gesture is a conventional
rendering of the meaning ‘I’, and it cannot paraphrased as “this someone” or “this
person”. Evidently, the dictionary’s description of the meaning of the sign pointing
to one’s chest as referring to the signer does not take into account the use of this
sign in reported speech. The only possible description which would fit both direct
speech and reported speech is one which interprets this sign as meaning ‘I’, not ‘this
person’.

Or consider the basic Jewish prayer” “Shema Israel”, which religious Jews
recite twice daily, and which Jewish children are expected to say before going to
sleep. The prayer ends with the words: “And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: [ am
the Lord, your God, who led you from the land of Egypt to be a God to you”. How
could a deaf person recite such a prayer in a sign language if they only had a sign
meaning ‘this person’ and didn’t have one meaning “I”’? It seems hardly necessary
to add that not even God can point at God. The only way a signer can convey the
meaning of the words attributed to God in “Shema Israel” is first to establish that it
is God who is speaking and then to use a sign meaning ‘I’.

In other words, a sign with which the signer points to his or her own chest
means, conventionally, “I”, not “this person”, and this is why it can be used in
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quoting any statements in which God (or anybody else) says “I”’. So when, for
example, God says to Moses (out of the burning bush): “Moses, Moses”, and Moses
replies: “Here I am”, God is not saying to Moses: “I want to say something to
someone called Moses”, and Moses is not saying to God “this someone is here”.
Furthermore, when God continues by saying “I am the God of Abraham, the God
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob”, he (being invisible) is not pointing to himself and
meaning “this someone”. The notion of ‘I’ is essential to the exchange, both in
relation to Moses and to God.

To cite one more example from a classic text (Matthew’s Gospel, Mt 14:27),
when Jesus walks on the water and the disciples take him for a ghost and are
frightened, Jesus tells them: “Be of good cheer; it is I, be not afraid” (KJV). To
paraphrase these words as “be not aftraid, it is this someone” would make no sense:
they can only be understood through a word, or a sign, meaning “I”.

To reiterate the main point: either sign languages have the same expressive
power as spoken languages or they don’t. If they didn’t have a sign meaning “I”,
they wouldn’t be able to convey meanings such as those expressed in reported
speech. Nor would they be able to carry “self-reflective judgment” (“she thinks like
this: ‘I did something bad’”) singled out by Darwin as a key difference between
humans and animals. In fact, evidence suggests that sign languages are fully
equipped to express such meanings — but only because they do have signs meaning
“I”” and because they do allow for what is known in the literature on sign languages
as “role shift” (cf. e.g. Goswell 2014).

In his Penseés, Pascal wrote: “Le moi est haissable”, “the I is repugnant” (“self
is hateful”, Pascal 1958 online). Can this idea be expressed in sign languages? For
example, could it be explained through signing to deaf students in a school for the
deaf? Presumably, not in one sentence. Once we recognise, however, that Pascal’s
“thought™ is highly compressed and that for its sense to be fully grasped it needs to
be “translated” into several sentences, it becomes clear that it is not beyond the
power of sign languages to express it. As the passage in which this pithy saying is
embedded suggests, the idea can be unpacked along the following lines:

people often think like this about something: “I want this, this can be good for me”
often, when they think like this, they don't think about other people
this is very bad

Recent literature on sign languages and pronouns makes it abundantly clear
that certain signs function in sign languages as “shifters”, and that a signer can
easily attribute thinking in terms of “me (I)” to someone other than him- or herself.
For example, Cormier et al. (2013) cite the following two sentences, one in British
Sign Language (BSL) and the other in English:

a. BOY SAY (LOOK-FOR ME)xs:body (BSL)
b. The boy said, “Are you looking for me?” (English)

Given the secure finding that sign languages do allow reported speech and
“role shifting”, it is in fact puzzling that the availability of “I”’-based thinking in
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these languages can still be questioned or denied, and that the Evans & Levinson
(2009) claims on the subject have not been clearly and vigorously opposed in the
relevant literature. This is not to say that these claims have not been challenged at
all, but unfortunately the discussion which they gave rise to has usually been framed
in technical specialist language rather than in plain “human” terms. Thus, more
often than not the main question addressed is this: are the counterparts of “I” and
“you” in sign languages pronouns (in the full sense of the word ‘pronouns’) or are
they not? Since there is no God-given definition of the word ‘pronoun’, the issuing
discussion can slide into points of grammatical terminology and grammatical theory
(where linguists can be bitterly divided), rather than addressing the conceptual and
semantic aspects of Evans’s & Levinson’s (2009) claims.

For example, Cormier et al. (2010: 2665) write in their abstract: “we discuss
E&L’s claim that sign languages lack pronouns”, and later argue that “there is
evidence for considering these pointing signs to be pronouns in sign languages, not
only pointing gestures”. In a later paper, Cormier et al. (2013) discuss Evans’s &
Levinson’s (2009) claims about sign languages and personal pronouns again, and
again focus on the technical aspects of the question. They conclude that
“pronominal signs clearly share canonical properties of both pronouns and pointing
gestures” (ibid: 243) and that these signs “cannot be characterised exclusively either
as pronouns or as pointing gestures” (ibid: 244). But although they profess a keen
interest in the question about “real universals of human language” (ibid: 244), they
do not take a clear stand on what I see as the central issue: do sign languages have
signs meaning “you’ and “I”’ or not?

It seems clear that the authors don’t want to accept that the sign pointing to
one’s chest means simply “this someone” and would prefer to allow that it also
means “I”. But since their major frame of reference lies in syntax and morphology
and not in semantics, they do not formulate their position in semantic terms, and as
a result, they equivocate: from a semantic point of view, a word, or a sign, cannot
mean both ‘this someone’ and ‘I’ — it is either one or the other.

On this point, Evans & Levinson (2009) seem to be more consistent: they
explicitly reject semantic universals along with syntactic and morphological ones,
and, accordingly, they reject “I”. It is worth mentioning in this context that in a
seminar at the Australian National University, Evans (2014) appeared to be
retreating from the strong anti-universalist position taken by E&L (2009), when he
said that “I is I, in all languages”. When I questioned him subsequently on this
apparent retreat from the Evans’s & Levinson’s (2009) position, he replied (in a
personal email) that what he said was an overstatement, and later elaborated:

...certainly this is a place where I would be close to seeing universality, but
I'm not convinced this is the case for all sign languages, where the
argumentation turning on whether pointing to oneself is conventionalised T
Vs just pointing at someone who happens in this case to be the speaker is a
subtle one so I would not take it as read (27/7/2014, quoted by permission)
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I agree with Evans that this is indeed the choice we have to make: either we
accept that sign languages have a sign meaning ‘I’, or we argue that they don’t and
that they have to make do with a sign meaning ‘this someone’. As I see it, however,
this second option does not take into account situations where the signer is reporting
someone else’s words. For example, in a signed version of the sentence “Be not
afraid: it is I the conventional sign of pointing at one’s chest performed by the
signer evidently refers to the person whose words are being reported, not to the one
who happens in this case to be the signer.

4.1 and you (thou) in spoken language

Assuming then that the issue of sign languages as lacking personal pronouns
in general and a word for ‘I’ in particular is really a red herring, let us return to the
more obvious question concerning spoken languages. Do they all have words for
“you” and “I”’?

In his celebrated paper “Cultural constraints on Pirahd grammar”, which
presented Piraha as lacking words like ONE, TWO and ALL, Daniel Everett (2005)
did not go as far as claiming that Pirahd had no words for “you” and “I”, but he
suggested that that was the case at an earlier stage (no longer open to empirical
investigations). The footnote accompanying this suggestion reads:

It is possible that tones were used rather than free-form pronouns (...) One
reader of this paper found it “inconceivable” that there would have been no
first-versus-second person distinction in the language at any point in its
history. In fact, however, Wari’ (Everett n.d.) is a language that currently lacks
any first-versus-second-person distinction.

Thus, not only is Everett suggesting that at an earlier stage in its history
(presumably, before contact with Portuguese) Piraha had no distinction between “I”’
and “you”, but is also asserting that another Amazonian language, Wari’, lacks such
a distinction now.

Yet the data presented in the comprehensive grammar of Wari’ of which
Everett was a co-author (Everett & Kern 1997) clearly contradict this assertion, as
the Grammar provides the words wata’ and wum, glossed, respectively, as “first
singular” (i.e. ‘I’) and “second singular” (i.e. ‘you (sg)’, ‘thou’).

As if to make it crystal-clear that Wari’ in fact does have words for ‘I’
and ‘you’, the Grammar offers example sentences such as the following ones
(ibid: 305):

(572)a. A: Ma’ wari’ ma’ quem?
that:prox:hearer  person that:prox:hearer  ref
‘Who is it?”

B: Wata’.
emph:1s
‘(Itis) I’
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B: Warut.
emph:1pexcl
‘(Itis) we.’

(572) b. Wum ra?
emph:2s  2s:rf
‘(That is) you, isn’t it?’

The contradiction between Everett’s assertion about Wari’ and the data
included in his own Grammar is so startling that it requires an explanation.
Evidently, such an explanation can be found Everett and Kern’s (ibid 1997: 305)
description of wata’ (i) and wum as “emphatic pronouns”. Thus, the Grammar says
that “First and second person emphatic pronouns are frequently used in answer to
questions of the type ‘Who is it?” or to ask ‘Is that you?’” (ibid: 305). In many other
contexts, one gathers, the words wata’ and wum are not used, and the person is
marked on the verb.

It is a truism, however, that in many languages (including, for example,
Spanish and Polish), the words for ‘I’ and ‘you’ are used only in contexts where
they are clearly needed (for emphasis, contrast, enumeration, and so on). This
doesn’t mean that such languages have no words for ‘you’ and ‘I’, and clearly, the
same applies in Wari’. In fact, the Grammar itself provides an example where the
word wata’ ‘I’ is used not for emphasis but for enumeration and clarification (ibid:
304):

(571)a. Ji’am xi’ jowin pain ca’ ma’
hunt 1pincl:rf monkey:species prep:3n this:n that:prox:hearer

‘urut, Jimain Hwara’ Waji, Wem Xao, wata’.

Ipexcl:rp/p m:name m:name emph:1s

“We will hunt for jowin monkey”, we (said), Jimain Hwara’ Waji,
Wem Xao and 1.

The same claim about Wari’ not having words for ‘I’ and ‘you’ is repeated in
Everett’s other publications on Wari’, clashing with the data presented in these very
publications. Thus, in Everett’s chapter on Wari’ in The Handbook of Morphology
(2001, online) one reads: “There are two classes of pronouns: demonstrative and
emphatic (there are no personal pronouns). <...> Demonstrative pronouns occur
only in the first person”. Yet this claim about the absence of personal pronouns is
followed by the statement that “Emphatic pronouns may occur in any person and
number”, and by the same examples cited in Everett (2005a) and glossed as
“(It is) I” [said in answer to the question “Who is it”?] and “we, Jimain Hwara’
Waji, Wam Xao and I”".

Similarly, in Everett (2005: 305) one reads: “There are no first and second
personal pronouns in Wari’”. Yet the so-called “emphatic pronouns” wata’ (‘I’) and
wum (“you’) are cited here too. The self-contradiction seems evident.
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5. You (THou) in reported speech and in the language of religion

Essentially, what applies to the word for ‘I’, applies also to the word for ‘you’
(thou). To begin with, ‘you’ too is needed for reported speech. For example, if
someone wanted to report Everett and Kern’s (1997: 305) sentence ‘Wum ra?’,
glossed as “That’s you, isn’t it?”, they would obviously need a word (or, in a sign
language, a sign) meaning ‘you’: “She said: that’s you, isn’t it?” In direct discourse
and at the level of “me Tarzan you Jane” a word for ‘you’ may seem to be
dispensable (because Tarzan could simply point, first at himself and then, at Jane).
But in reported speech pointing would clearly not suffice and a conventional sign
meaning ‘you’ would be needed.

Furthermore, apart from purely factual reports on who said what to whom, a
word for ‘you’ is essential for moral discourse and for social order. To cite a biblical
example again, in the book of Genesis (4: 9—10), after Cain killed his brother Abel,
the following famous conversation takes place between Cain and God:

And the Lord said unto Cain, Where is Abel thy brother? And he said, [ know
not: Am [ my brother’s keeper?

And he [God] said: What hast thou done? the voice of thy brother’s blood cries
unto me from the ground.

In all human groups, and at all times, it has been essential to be able to identify
the breakers of moral, and social, law, and to require a person’s personal testimony
(e.g. “Did you do it?”).

Speaking more generally, if ‘I’ is necessary for self-reflection, ‘you’ is
necessary for the transmission of culture to children — especially moral culture. The
reason for this is that moral instruction often needs to rely on scenarios involving
‘you’ and ‘someone else’. Such instruction may be given to a group of people, but
each member of this group needs to understand that he or she is being addressed as
an individual (thou). For example, to understand the Gospel precept “Give to him
that begs from you, and do not refuse him that would borrow from you” (Mt. 5:42),
every reader needs to imagine himself or herself as being individually addressed as
‘thou’.

If transmission of moral culture requires the concept of ‘you’ (thou), so does
religion. To illustrate again from the Hebrew Bible, Genesis opens with a dialogue
between God and Adam: “And the Lord God called unto Adam and said unto him,
Where art thou?””’, to which Adam replies: “I heard thy voice in the garden, and I
was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself” (Genesis 3:9-10, KJV).? There
is no way this foundational myth could be conveyed to speakers of sign languages
without a word for you (thou).

In the Judeo-Christian tradition, religion —linked with the Latin root — /ig ‘to
bind, to tie’ and the cognate verb religare — is widely interpreted as being essentially

2 Sentences from the Bible often provide excellent material for cross-linguistic semantic
investigations because they are familiar to many readers, easy to access online, and available in
hundreds of languages.
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about “connection”, dialogical connection, between human beings and God (cf.
Nongbri 2013) While most speakers of English are not aware of these etymological
links, they are aware of the connection between religion and prayer, and of the “I-
thou” relation which the concept of ‘prayer’ presupposes. To illustrate from Psalm
23, which is perhaps more than any other prayer (except the “Our Father”) part of
the European ‘cultural literacy’: “(...) though I walk through the valley of the
shadow of death, I will fear no evil: for thou art with me; thy rod and thy staff, they
comfort me.” (KJV)

The great Jewish philosopher and theologian Martin Buber articulated the
fundamental importance of the “I-Thou” relationship to God in Judaism in his
classic book I—Thou (1966 [1923]) to which I will return shortly. In Christianity,
too, the “I-thou” relationship between God and “man” (human person) is seen as
constitutive of religion. To quote from one representative book, Credo for Today:
What Christians Believe (Ratzinger 2006: 47):

The first “thou’ that—however stammeringly—was said by human lips to God
marks the moment in which spirit arose in the world. (...) The theory of
evolution does not invalidate faith, nor does it corroborate it. But it does
challenge faith to understand itself more profoundly and thus to help man to
understand himself and to become increasingly what he is: the being who is
supposed to say “thou” to God in eternity.

The fact that in most languages the meanings ‘I’ and ‘you’ (thou) are
grammaticalised and expressed in different forms of the verb (e.g. amo ‘I love’,
amas ‘you love’ in Latin) underscores the supreme importance of these meanings
in human thinking. As Wari’ illustrates, however, the marking of these meaning in
the verb is not enough: in some contexts, above all, in the context of
self-identification, separate words meaning ‘I’ and ‘you’ (thou) are also needed. To
adduce yet another example from the Bible, in Matthew’s Gospel, John the Baptist
sends two of his disciples to Jesus to ask: “Art thou he that should come, or do we
look for another?” (KJV); Jesus replies quoting from the prophet Isaiah: “Go and
show John again those things which you do hear and see: The blind receive their
sight, and the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear (...)".
(Matthew 11: 3—4, RSV) To be able to convey John’s question to Jesus, and to seek
his own testimony on whether or not he is indeed the awaited Messiah, the word
‘thou’ is indispensable. A translation of Matthew’s Gospel into a sign language
requires a sign meaning ‘you’ (thou).

6. You in English: ‘you’ vs. ‘thou’

At first sight, English may seem to be a glaring counterexample for the
generalisation that all languages have a word meaning ‘thou’, that is, ‘you’ singular,
and indeed in various typological surveys English has been presented as a language
which doesn’t distinguish between ‘you’ as a plural (addressed to two or more
people) and ‘you’ as a singular (addressed to one person, that is, ‘thou’). For
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example, Ingram’s (1978) survey of pronoun systems cites (building on
Forchheimer 1953), inter alia, the following three:

Four-person system Languages
I we KOREAN (65)
thou KAMANUGU (66)
he
Five-person system
Al we BURMESE (43)
thou you
he
B. 1 we ENGLISH
thou
he they
Six-person system
Al we CHINESE (42) TURKISH (54)
thou you JAPANESE (43) EAST SUKETI (55)
he they KOTTISH (48) CHUKCHEE (56)
SUMERIAN (49) KHASI (61)
SHILH (50) MASAI (67)
TSHIMSHIAN (75) AKKADIAN (68)
LATIN (76) AZTEC (74)
HAUSA (71) TLINGIT (78)
HOPI (73) WIYOT (105)
FINNISH (53)

From the point of view of the theme of this paper, the most striking aspect of
Ingram’s(and Forchheimer’s data is the invariable presence of words for ‘I’ and
‘thou’. But the portrayal of English as a language which doesn’t have a word for
‘you plural’ is misleading. In order to recognise (as Ingram does) that present-day
English does have a word meaning ‘thou’ we need to show that the word you has
now two meanings: ‘you singular’ (meaning ‘thou’) and ‘you plural’. It is therefore
a “six-person system”, just like, for example, Latin, which has two phonologically
distinct words fu (you.Sg) and vos (you.PL).

The problem of the seemingly missing ‘thou’ in modern English has been
discussed many times in NSM literature. Rather than discuss it here de novo, I will
simply quote the relevant passage from my 1992 book Semantics, Culture and
Cognition (Wierzbicka 1992: 13—14), where I highlighted the problem of polysemy
as an obstacle in any search for lexical universals (for further discussion, see
Goddard 1995):

I have postulated ‘you’ and ‘I’ as universal semantic primitives, but what
I mean by ‘you’ is ‘you SG’ (‘thou’) rather than ‘you PL’ or ‘you’ SG/PL’.
Yet one doesn’t have to look further than modern English to find a language
which doesn’t seem to have a word for ‘thou’. To maintain the claim that
‘thou’ is a lexical universal we would have to posit polysemy for the word
you: (1) ‘you SG’, (2) ‘you PL’. Initially, this seems an unattractive solution,
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but I think there are good reasons for accepting it. Polysemy is a fact of life,
and basic, everyday words are particularly likely to be polysemous (cf. Zipf
1949). <...>

It goes without saying that polysemy must never be postulated lightly, and that
it has always to be justified on language-internal grounds, but to reject
polysemy in a dogmatic and a priori fashion is just as foolish as to postulate it
without justification. In the case of the English word you, I think its polysemy
can be justified on the basis of the distinction between the forms yourself and
yourselves; the choice between yourself and yourselves is determined by the
choice between you SG and you PL (“you must defend yourself” vs. “you must
defend yourselves”) (Wierzbicka 1976).

7. Pronouns and people

In linguistic literature, pronouns they are usually discussed in terms of forms
and “systems” rather than meanings and people. Unfortunately, Peter Miillhausler
and Rom Harré’s wonderfully named book Pronouns and People (1990) is no
exception in this regard. Thus, the authors write:

That third persons are either absent or merged with second persons is also
characteristic of the development of Papuan languages as discussed by
Laycock (1977) <...>. The systems identified by Laycock run from two-
pronoun systems dividing the universe ‘solipsistically, into the speaker and
everybody else’, this type being exemplified by the Trans-New Guinea
Phylum language Morwap, to sixteen-pronoun systems with complex number
and generder distinctions exemplified by Vanimo language (Sko Phylum) of
Papua New Guinea.

This acknowledges that even Morwap — allegedly the language with “a
minimum number of contrasts” (ibid: 80) — has a word for ‘I’, but at the same time
it denies the presence of a word meaning ‘thou’ (you.sg.) in this language.

In making this claim about Morwap, the authors of Pronouns and People are
relying on the data from Don Laycock’s fieldwork, which Laycock himself
described as unreliable: “I should perhaps say that my data on the language is not
of high reliability, in that I was working through Malay, a language I do not control
well” (ibid: 36) In addition, Laycock comments: “I am not quite sure whether (...)
ka is first singular only, and sa all the others, or whether (...) ka is first person, all
numbers, and so is all other persons and numbers” (Ibid: 38)

Given Laycock’s uncertainty about his own data it is understandable that in his
account of pronouns in Papuan languages presented in his book The Papuan
Languages of New Guinea, William Foley (1986) decided to ignore Morwap.
Nonetheless, Foley’s own account of Papuan pronouns also raises serious
questions. To quote:

The simplest pronominal systems attested for any Papuan language are those
of certain languages of the Chimbu family, such as Golin (Bunn 1974) and
Salt-Yui <...>. To take Golin as an example, it has only two true pronouns:
na, first person, undifferentiated for number, hence ‘I/we’, and i, second
person, again indistinct for number, hence ‘you’. (Foley 1986)
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When we consult Bunn’s Golin Grammar, however, we find that this statement
is inaccurate. What Bunn (1974: 55) actually says is that “there are only two
personal pronouns which are not compounds and they are na ‘I/We’ and 7 ‘you’”.
At the same time, Bunn provides a much fuller list of personal pronouns, which
clearly do differentiate between ‘I’ and ‘we’ (as well as ‘we two’), and also,

between ‘thou’ and ‘you-plural’ (as well as ‘you two’):

na yasu — ‘we two’

[ yasu — ‘you two’
yasu — ‘they two’
na ibal kobe - ‘we’

[ ibal kobe — ‘you (plural)’
ibal kobe — ‘they’

(As Bunn notes, yasu is formed from yal/ ‘man’ and su ‘two’.) Importantly,
Bunn also records that the distinction between ‘I’ and ‘we’, and ‘thou’ and ‘you
(Plural)’ is also made overtly in the reflexive pronouns, for example:

na inan ‘myself’
na ibal kobe indn ‘we ourselves’

Presumably, when Foley says that Golin has only two “true pronouns” he
means that it has only two forms which are morphologically simple. But it is unclear
why compounds should not be regarded as true pronouns, and in any case, the
conceptual distinctions between ‘I’ and ‘we’ (as well as ‘we two’) and ‘thou’ and
‘you (plural)’ (as well as ‘you two’) are evidently there. This means that Golin does
have words for ‘I’ and ‘thou’.

Accordingly, Foley’s description of the Golin word nd, as “first person,
undifferentiated for number, hence ‘I/we’”, and of the Golin word i as “second
person, again indistinct for number, hence ‘you’”, cannot be accepted at face value.
The Golin word 7 cannot be “indistinct for number” any more than the English word
you is. The Golin word na does not mean ‘I/we’, but simply ‘I’, and the Golin word
{ does not mean you (singular or plural) but simply ‘thou’ (you singular). As for the
corresponding duals and plurals, their core meanings can be stated as follows (Bunn
doesn’t make it clear whether ‘thou’ is excluded from the meanings glossed as “we”
or not):

na yasu (glossed by Bunn as ‘we two’) —
two people, | am one of these people (thou are not one of these people)

{ yasu (glossed by Bunn as “you two”)

two people, thou are one of these people (I am not one of these people)
na ibdl kobe (glossed by Bunn as “we”

some people, I am one of these people (thou are not one of these people)

[ ibal kobe (glossed by Bunn as “you (plural)”)
some people, thou are one of these people (I am not one of these people)
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The situation in Golin is in fact quite similar to that in the Melanesian creole
Tok Pisin (cf. Foley 1986: 67) and in other English-based creoles, where the
semantic relationship between ‘I’ and ‘thou’ and the corresponding duals and
plurals is also morphologically transparent. (The suffix —pela derives,
etymologically, from the English word fellow, and mi, yu and tu, from the English
words me, you, and two):

mi ‘I’, yu ‘thouw’
mitupela
‘two people, | am one of these people, thou are one of these people’

mipela
‘some people, | am one of these people, thou are not one of these people’

yutupela
‘two people, thou are one of these people, | am not one of these people’

Discussing Papuan languages in general, Foley (1986: 67) writes: “Papuan
languages are especially interesting in their pronoun systems because many of them
exhibit restricted, abbreviated systems not commonly found elsewhere.” A close
examination of the Papuan data, however, confirms, rather than undermines, the
universality of ‘I’ and ‘thou’. The pronominal systems found in these languages
may be unusual from a formal (morphological) point of view, but from a semantic
point of view, they conform to the generalisation that ‘I’ and ‘thou’ are essential
elements of “Basic Human”.

The title of the book Pronouns and People is inspired, because pronouns can
tell us a lot about people, and especially, about how people think about themselves
and others. Arguably, the most important lesson that pronouns can teach us is that
in thinking about people, speakers of all languages make two fundamental
distinctions: One distinction separates the “conversational pair” (I and you) from
those people who (in a given situation) are thought of as “other people” (i.e., people
other than) the “conversational pair”. The other distinction is that between ‘me’ and
‘you’ (thou) — the two poles defining the basic human act of interpersonal
communication: “I want to say something to you, you can say something to me”.

8. “You and I” as a “conversational pair”

In his paper “The second person is rightly so called” Joseph Greenberg
(1993: 15) coined the phrase “the conversational pair” (in my view both clearer and
more elegant than the common technical phrase “speech act participants”, let alone
“SPA”). In drawing attention to the special status of the “conversational pair”
among pronouns, Greenberg was clearly following in the footsteps of Martin
Buber’s classic I and Thou. Unfortunately, instead of drawing explicitly on Buber
and building on his insights Greenberg fell under the sway of Bertrand Russell
(whom he quotes with admiration), and didn’t seem to fully appreciate the
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uniqueness of the relationship between ‘I’ and ‘you (sg)’ as members of that
primordial conversational pair.

I shall first consider the opposition between the first person, on the one hand,
and the second and third person, on the other. This might be characterized as
the distinction between the ego and the non-ego. In fact the various typological
properties which help to confirm this opposition fall quite easily into two types:
those having to do with the uniqueness of the ego and those having to do with
the common properties of the two non-first persons. (Greenberg 1993: 15)

Greenberg’s emphasis on the “uniqueness of the ego” is of course welcome.
The same cannot be said, however, of his distinction between “the ego and the non-
ego”, which subsumes ‘thou’ under one umbrella with ‘he’ and ‘she’ and ignores
the uniqueness of ‘thou’ and its intimate relationship with ‘I’. Thus, of ‘I’
(“the ego”) Greenberg wrote:

The ego has two linguistically relevant peculiarities. It is unique and unlike
the second or third person it has no true plural. Even the ‘chorus we’ is not
really a plural of the first person. Each person uttering it, whether the utterance
is preconcerted or not, is referring to himself or herself plus others.

One can only agree with what Greenberg says here about ‘ego’, but not with
what he says of the “second person”: as a little focused reflection must show, ‘thou’
has no “true plural” any more than ‘I’ does. If one person says “we” when speaking
on behalf of a group, then the core meaning conveyed is indeed “some people, [ am
one of these people” (cf. Goddard 1995). If someone addresses one person as a
representative of a group, then the core meaning of you is, roughly, ‘you plus
others’, and more precisely, “some people, you are one of these people”. In the case
of a “chorus we”, each person uttering it is referring to himself or herself as ‘I’. In
the case of a group being addressed, each member of the group is being addressed
as “thou”.

The precise semantics of ‘you plural’ and of comparable words in other
languages require further investigation but the main point seems clear: if ‘I’ is,
inherently, individual (‘singular’), so is “thou”. This makes the primordial
conversational pair fundamentally different from the so-called “third person” —
a point to which Martin Buber devoted a whole book, and to which I will return
below. Before doing so, however, I want to discuss briefly the second claim made
by Greenberg — in my view, wrongly —about ‘I’ (‘the ego’):

The second relevant characteristic of the ego is that it is the primary reference
point for deixis, in the broad sense in which certain terms such as the pronouns
here, there, then, and now shift their denotation depending on the utterance.
The existence of such terms has been recognized, probably independently,
both by linguists and philosophers. They are often called shifters, following
Jesperson and Jakobson. The philosopher Russell, to my mind, showed real
insight in employing the term ‘egocentric particulars’. He states (Russell
1948: 69) that “there are a number of words of the sort that I call ‘egocentric’
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which differ in meaning according to the speaker and his position in time and
space. Among those the simple ones are learned ostensively, for instance ‘I’,
‘you’, ‘here’, ‘now’.”

Greenberg appears to accept Jespersen’s and Jakobson’s idea that the words
‘I’ and ‘you’ are “shifters”, and also, Bertrand Russell’s idea that they are learned
by ostension, that is, by pointing. But the two ideas are profoundly at odds with one
another: a concept whose reference shifts from one person to another cannot be
learned by pointing with one’s finger at one particular person. A child can learn by
ostension who the words “Mummy” and “Daddy” stand for (because they are used
in a predictable way) but not who the words ‘I’ and ‘you’ stand for (because they
can be spoken by different people and to different people).

As Martin Buber puts it, “he” and “she” can be grounded in space, but ‘I’ and
‘you’ can’t. They can only be grounded in eye contact (or, in exceptional cases,
touch contact) between two people who are both using ‘I’ and ‘you’ in the same
encounter. When the child grasps that ‘you’ addressed to her by her mummy can be
“shifted” and used in the reverse direction, and that her mummy’s “I”’ can also be
used in the reverse direction (to refer to the child herself), then, and only then, the
true meanings of ‘you’ and ‘I’ have been acquired. Before that, a child may learn
the words ‘I’ and ‘you’, by ostension, treating them as labels for particular people
(perhaps ‘I’ for Mummy and ‘you’ for the child), but this is before the concepts ‘I’
and ‘you’ are acquired.

When one reflects on the notion of a “conversational pair”” and on the idea that
the concepts ‘I’ and ‘thou (you)’ are acquired as a pair, one can appreciate the
importance of eye contact between the two members of the pair for a reversible
“I — you” relation to be built. An interlocking gaze is possible only between two
people, not three or more, and it seems clear that this gaze is an important factor in
the child’s grasping the concept of ‘thou’.

9. The emergence of the concept ‘YOU’[THOU] in young children

How exactly can mutual gaze lead to the emergence of the concept ‘you’? By
itself, it could not — if this concept were not already there, in the initial stock of
innate, unlearned concepts that, according to the developmental psychologist Susan
Carey (2009: 12) ‘any theory of conceptual development must specify’. On this
point, one can only agree with Buber: that the concept of ‘thou’ is, in a sense,
inborn, as is also the concept of ‘I’. But to bring these concepts to the surface of
one’s consciousness one must be able to ‘operationalise’ them, as it were, in
interpersonal encounters, in which the use of the words you and / can be coordinated
with mutual eye contact.

In his path-breaking little book Acts of Meaning (1990: 72) psychologist
Jerome Bruner wrote: “How we ‘enter language’ must rest upon a selective set of
pre-linguistic ‘readiness for meaning’. That is to say, there are certain classes of
meaning to which human beings are innately tuned and for which they actively
search”. When one observes how avidly very young babies seek eye contact, one
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can hardly doubt that this “pre-linguistic readiness of meaning” applies pre-
eminently to the concepts ‘thou’ and ‘I’

It is worth noting, though, that babies can enter communicative interaction with
other persons at a very early stage. Especially, of course, with their mothers, but
also with other babies, as these two photos of my twin grandsons John and Benedict,
taken when they were three months old, clearly show.

I am not suggesting that three-months old babies have a full-fledged concept
of ‘I’ (and ‘thou’) at their disposal, but rather that they have what Bruner calls ‘pre-
linguistic readiness for meaning’ in relation to ‘you’ and ‘I’.

There is of course plenty of evidence showing that some meanings seemingly
including the concept of ‘I’- such as ‘I want’, and ‘I don’t’ want > — appear very
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early in the child’s cognitive and communicative repertoire, long before the child
can say, and understand, words as tricky as ‘you’ and ‘I’. There can be little doubt,
however, that those early meanings (“I-want”, “I-don’t-want”) seemingly including
‘I’ are in fact holophrastic, that is, function as unanalysable units. To be able to
conceptually separate ‘I’ from ‘want’ in the pre-linguistic ‘I want’, the child needs
to grasp that somebody else, and in particular, one’s partner in the communicative
encounter (‘you’), may also want something, and that what ‘you’ want may be
different from what ‘I’ want.

Concept like ‘ball’ and ‘cat’ can be grounded in ostention, but before a child
learns to apply them to many different balls and cats, and not to apply them, for
example, to oranges or rabbits, she has to master not only the ideas of “this
something” and “something like this” but also that of “something of one kind”.
‘You’ and ‘I’, however, do not build on ostention (‘this someone’, ‘someone like
this”), and, needless to say, they do not generalise to “kinds of people”. They can
only build on the experience of being in direct contact with one particular person —
by touch, and by what Buber calls visual touch, that is eye contact.

Buber’s thinking, often expressed in a poetic and figurative language, is
profound and powerful. To quote:

If Thou is said, the I of the combination /-Thou is said along with it. (Buber: 3)
The primary word /-Thou establishes the world of relation. (Ibid: 6)

I become through my relation to the Thou; or [ become /, I say Thou. (ibid: 11)
... the I-Thou relationship requires a mutual action which in fact embraces both
the 7 and the Thou... (ibid: 125).

As philosopher Andrea Lailach-Hennrich (2011) puts it, following in Buber’s
footsteps, “The communicative relationship with another person, made possible by
the capacity to take over this other person’s perspective, can be seen as the ground
for an interpersonal relation, without which there can be no awareness of oneself”.
(ibid: 234). Accordingly, a full understanding of the concept of ‘I’ must be anchored
in earlier exchanges with someone else, a ‘you’ (thou). And a few more highly
pertinent quotes from Lailach-Hennrich:

...to have a concept of one’s own self (...) one must be able to take the
perspective of other persons and to enter into communicative interaction with
them [...] a person can only fully acquire a concept of oneself (‘Selbstbegriff”)
in communication. (ibid: 235-237)

...psychological predicates would have no meaning if they could not be
attributed to different persons (“Subjekten”) regardless of the perspective”.
(Ibid: 233)

A ... an individual can only then apply psychological predicates to him or
herself, when he or she can competently apply them to other persons
(Ibid: 235). The ability to take [“hinnehmen”] the perspective of other persons
is an essential prerequisite for the acquisition of the concept of oneself
“von sich”]. (Ibid: 235)
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Creatures which neither have the ability to take on the perspective of others
nor communicate with one another, cannot be creatures aware of themselves.
(Ibid: 235)

This means that some acts of communication with someone else must occur
before the concept of ‘I’ can be fully acquired, and also, that ‘I’ and ‘“THOU”’, must
be, in some sense, acquired together. Echoes of Buber’s thinking can be clearly
heard here. They can also be heard in the passage from Benveniste adduced at the
outset of this paper, but not in the writings of Bertrand Russell or in the “Myth of
language universals”.

One cannot help being struck by the absence of any dialogue with the
humanistic thought of the past which at times could bring together scholars as
different as Humboldt, Boas, Benveniste, Buber, and even Darwin, in those strands
of modern linguistics which want to align themselves, above all, with the science
of the brain, and seem prepared to sacrifice ‘you’ and ‘me’ at the altar of “Cognitive
Science”.

10. Concluding Remarks

As I discussed in my 2021 paper ‘Semantic Primitives Fifty Years Later’
(Wierzbicka 2021), according to the encyclical of Pope Francis Fratelli Tutti, “In
today’s world the sense of belonging to a single family is fading” (section 30). From
this point of view, it seems particularly important to recognise that the principle of
the psychological unity of all people on earth is not just a “pious” slogan (cf.
Shweder & Sullivan 1990: 400) or a well-meaning declaration not based on
evidence, but a truth supported by empirical findings; and that these findings can
enhance our sense of belonging to a single family and a universal community of
communication.

The current one-sided emphasis on the diversity of languages without
acknowledgment of their fundamental unity undermines this truth about the unity
of the human mind and of the “human race”. The emphasis that many influential
linguists place today on linguistic diversity is such that the underlying conceptual
unity of all languages tends not to be mentioned at all. When it is mentioned (which
is very rare) it is done only in general terms, without any concrete examples.
Typically, both in scholarly linguistic works and in publications for the general
reader, numerous examples of astounding diversity are offered, without a single
example of something that all languages share.

The message implicitly (if not explicitly) conveyed is that “the unity of the
human mind” is only a pious slogan. There are no shared human concepts, there
can be no “universal human community of communication”. The thing to do is to
celebrate the diversity of languages, and not to seek what we humans share.

By contrast, the NSM approach, which was initiated by the publication of
Semantic Primitives fifty years ago, has always seen the diversity of human
languages as combined with, and undergirded by, a shared conceptual core, and has
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sought to determine what that shared core was, regarding this search as a task of
utmost importance (see Wierzbicka 2021).

As cross-linguistic investigations of the last fifty years show, despite the
phenomenal diversity of human languages and cultures, a shared “alphabet of
human thoughts” was not just a figment of Leibniz’ imagination. This is what
makes as human: shared simple concepts, like PEOPLE, KNOW and THINK, SAY
and WORDS, GOOD and BAD, TWO and MANY, and just as importantly, the
complex but indispensable concept ‘we’. But there could be no ‘we’ without the
prior concepts YOU and 1.

CODA

As I was finalizing this paper in the third week of March 2022 I received two
emails which went to the heart of what this paper and my fifty-year pursuit of
universal semantic primes are all about. One of these emails, which arrived on
March 18, brought with it an article from the Russian newspaper Novaya Gazeta,
the first sentence of which reads: “The current catastrophe of humanity
(chelovechnost’) has become a challenge for religious consciousness”. For my
purposes, the key word here is “humanity”, chelovechnost’.

The other email, which came on March 16 (from a British pastor, Andrew
Rowell), I will quote at some length. It starts with a question about the Polish
linguist Andrzej Bogustawski who in the early 1960s posited the existence of what
he called “indefinibilia”, that is, universal, non-arbitrary semantic primes. Referring
to my 1980 book Lingua Mentalis, Rowell wrote:

I’m reading the Introduction in your Lingua Mentalis and 1 feel like I have
found a buried treasure. Do you know how Professor Bogustawski became
interested in the semantic primes? Did he think of the idea himself and then
rediscover the tradition or did he discover the tradition first and take it up
again? | feel as though this is an important story that should be told.

An hour later, responding to my questions, and referring to the whole NSM
program and research community (in particular, the work of David Bullock),
Rowell wrote:

My academic background was originally molecular biology... I know this
does not seem very related but it was actually the information in DNA and
how it works that fascinated me. I taught biology for some years then became
interested in how information can be stored in relational databases.

Soon after this I felt called into the Christian pastoral ministry and during my
training became fascinated by how language can be stored in databases. This
triggered an interest in what is at the roots of language...what are the starting
points....I became very frustrated with the circles in all the dictionaries...it
seemed like they were hiding something very important!

I thought that if I set up a database where I disambiguated the important verb
definitions in Wordnet I could use the high frequency of recurring small
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circles of definitions to identify the primes (I did not call them that...I just
called them the root verbs).

I discovered your work and NSM fairly recently when I was trying to find out
if anyone had already done what I was trying to do.

I am interested in Christian apologetics and I am fascinated by the Apostle
Paul's arguments in Romans 2 about how God has “written” his law on our
hearts. I am interested in the connection between this and the foundations for
language and logic.

The sentence from Apostle Paul’s Letter to the Romans to which Rowell refers
reads: “When the Gentiles who have not the law [Moses’ law] do by nature what
the law requires <...> they show that what the law requires is written on their
hearts™ (Romans, 2: 14—15, RSV). The question to which Andrew Rowell draws
our attention is this: in what language is the law that is “written on human hearts”
formulated? My own answer to this question would be: it is written in Basic Human,
humanity’s shared conceptual language, the core of which is constituted by
universal semantic primes.

But this is only the first question. The second, which we must also ask and
which is closely related to the first, is this: what exactly is “written on human
hearts”? The Apostle Paul might have given the answer: “the Ten Commandments”.
But, the Ten Commandments were formulated in Hebrew, not in Basic Human. So
what “law”, written on human hearts and shared by all humanity, are we able to
formulate in Basic Human? Here is my tentative and incomplete proposal, with an
emphasis on chelovechnost’, that is, “humanity”:

31 am not suggesting that “law written on human hearts” as interpreted here will be generally
regarded as “natural” or will be universally accepted. I think that St Paul appeals here to our common
humanity and to our best moral intuitions, available to individuals in all cultures and societies. These
intuitions may go against the grain of the dominant culture, and yet be available to every person
living within that culture if they deeply and sincerely search their heart.

In an expanded version of the “law written on human hearts” (as I interpret it) I have included
two extra lines:

1. It is bad if people want to kill some other people.

2. It is good if people want to do good things for their mother, for their father.

It is of course impossible to know for sure whether St Paul saw the content of these two extra
lines as moral intuitions available to all people (even without Revelation). I can only say that they
are both supported by the Ten Commandments. My friend James Franklin, a philosopher and a
mathematician, has commented on the expanded version as follows: “I guess St Paul doesn’t say
‘Thou shalt not kill’ is part of the content of law written in the heart, but I suppose it is reasonable
to say that would be central to it.” (personal email, March 31, 2022)

I would add that a Christian commentator might want to go further than what the expanded
version says, and to say, like my friend Mark Durie, a linguist and a theologian (personal email,
March 23, 2022):

e Isnot ‘basic human’ a gift from the creator to human beings?

e [s there not a universal ethical sensibility, expressible in all languages, and known by all
people, which can be expressed simply in ‘basic human’?

e Do not these two truths mean that the calling to fully embrace our humanity leads us to
acknowledge our creator? (...)

But one doesn’t need to be a Christian to accept the middle one of the three points above.
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We can know that in his Letter to the Romans (2:14-15, RSV) the Apostle Paul says
this:

“When Gentiles who have not the law, do by nature what the law requires, they are
a law to themselves, even though they do not have the law.

They show that what the law requires is written on their hearts, while their conscience
also bears the witness, and their conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them.”

We can think about it like this:
when Paul said these words, he wanted to say something like this:

“something in me says: don’t do bad things, do good things

at the same time, something in me says:

‘it is bad if people want to do bad things to some other people

it is good if people want to do good things for some other people™

In a way, this is a distillation of what I proposed in my 2018 paper “Charter of
global ethics” (in Goddard ed. Minimal English for a Global World). Assuming that
this is on the right track, the key semantic primes on which the “law written on
people’s hearts” (as interpreted here) relies include GOOD and BAD, DO and NOT,
PEOPLE and OTHER; they also include ME and YOU - indispensable building
blocks of human ethics, understanding and communication.*
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Abstract

In this paper, the author proposes Natural Semantic Metalanguage (NSM) semantic decompositions of
four difficult-to-translate quranic Arabic words using Natural Semantic Metalanguage (Goddard &
Wierzbicka 2014, Wierzbicka 2021). This is the first study to propose an explicit semantic explication
of these core Islamic lexical items, which are foundational for the spiritual worldview of the almost
two billion followers of Islam in the world today. The first word considered is rasii/, which refers to
intermediaries sent by Allah to humans and is used in the Quran alongside nabf, which has almost the
same meaning. An NSM semantic explication of rasil is contrasted with explications of biblical
Hebrew naba’ ‘prophesy’ and nabi” ‘prophet’. In English translations of the Quran, rasil is usually
rendered as ‘messenger’ and nabi as ‘prophet’, yet these translations are misleadingly inadequate.
Three further quranic concepts are examined, which have received the most diverse and
unsatisfactory renderings in English translations of the Quran: shirk ‘association’ and kafir
‘disbeliever’ refer to two dimensions of disbelief, and ittaga, a difficult-to-translate verb, refers to
cautious piety. The use of Natural Semantic Metalanguage overcomes the resistance of these terms
to translation into English, by means of fine-grained semantic explications using semantic primes.
These explications are designed to be readily accessible to speakers of languages other than English.
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AHHOTAUMSA

B crathe npemaraercs ucnosb3oBath EcrectBennbiii CemanTtrueckuit Merassbik (ECM) (Goddard
& Wierzbicka 2014, Wierzbicka 2021) s ceMaHTHYECKOW AEKOMIIO3HIIUH YETHIPEX TPYIHBIX IS
nepeBoja apabckux cinoB u3 KopanHa. OTo mepBoe ucciieoBaHWE, B KOTOPOM Npeiaraercs
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IKCIUTHUIIUTHOE CEMAHTHYECKOE TOJIKOBAHHME JAHHBIX KITFOYEBBIX JIEKCEM, OCHOBOIIOIATAIOIIHX JJIsI
JYXOBHOTO MHUPOBOCIIPUSTHS TIOYTH JBYX MHJUTHAPJIOB IMOCIIEA0BATENCH UCIaMa B COBPEMEHHOM
mupe. [lepBoe paccMarpuBaemMoe CII0BO — rasii/, Ha3bIBAIOIEE OCPEAHUKOB, IIOCIaHHBIX K JIIOJSIM
Annaxom, ucnons3yercss B Kopane Hapsay ¢ nabi, IMEIONMM IMOYTH TO XK€ CaMO€ 3HAYCHHE.
CeMaHTHYECKOE TOJIKOBAHUE JIEKCEMBI rasii/ POTUBONOCTABIISIETCSI TOJIKOBAHUIO OMOIEeiickoro
naba’ ‘npopodectBo’ 1 nabi’ ‘npopox’. B anrnmiickom nepeBoae Kopana rasii/ 00b14HO TiepenaeTcs
cJIOBOM ‘messenger’, a nabi — ‘prophet’, oqHaK0 00a 3THX MEPEeBOJIa HE SIBISIOTCS aIcKBATHBIMH H
BBOJT B 3a0iyxzenue. Jlanee aHanu3upyroTcs Tpu KoHuenrta u3 KopaHna, KOTopbie mepeaarTcs
Ppa3NuYHBIMH CII0OCO0aMH, TIPH 3TOM HH OJMH U3 HUX HE MOKET CUMTATHCS YAOBIECTBOPUTEIHHBIM:
shirk ‘association’ u kafir ‘disbeliever’ oTHOCATCSI K JABYM acrieKTaM HEBEpHs, a TPYIHbII s
HepeBo/ia II1aroJl ittaqd 0003HavaeT ‘0CTOpoXKHOE OarodyecTre’.

HUcnonszoBanue EcrectBenHoro CemantTuueckoro MeTas3bika MO3BOJISIET MIPEOIONIETh CI0KHOCTH
MepeBo/ia TAaHHBIX JIEKCEM Ha aHTJIMHACKUIA SI3bIK C TIOMOILBIO UX JAE€TAIbHOTO TOJIKOBAHUSI C UCTIOINb-
30BaHUCM CEMAHTUYCCKUX IIPUMHUTUBOB. HpeuHa3HaquI/le 9TUX TOJKOBAHUN — 6I)ITI) JICTKOAOCTYII-
HBIMU JJI51 HOCHTEJIEH MHBIX SA3BIKOB, KPOMEC aHTJIUHCKOTO.

KuaroueBble caoBa: Kopawn, npopox, Ecmecmeennviii Cemanmuyeckuii Memaszvik, ucnam,
ceManmu4ecKuil NPUMUmue

Jns nuTUpoBaHUs:
Durie M. Semantic decomposition of four Quranic words. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022.
V. 26. Ne 4. P. 937-969. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-30779

1. Introduction
1.1. In Honour of Igor Mel’¢uk

When I was invited to contribute to this special edition of the Russian Journal
of Linguistics to honour Igor Mel’cuk’s 90th birthday, my affection for Igor made
me very keen to share in the privilege of honouring him. Although I had been out
of professional academic linguistics for more than two decades, heartfelt affection
prevailed, so here is my offering.

I first had the pleasure of meeting Igor in the early 1980s, when he was visiting
the Australian National University to give a workshop on Meaning—Text Theory
(MTT). To this day I have a vivid memory of Igor’s impassioned appeal at the end
of his presentation, calling for co-workers to join him in his linguistic mission. I
was a graduate student at the time, and although I did not feel ready to sign up on
the spot to devote my life to MTT, I was deeply impressed by Igor’s humanity,
creativity and joy, and inspired by his love for words. He won my heart as well as
my head, and a friendship formed which has endured beyond many others.

Twenty years after meeting Igor, I retired from academia to serve as an
Anglican priest. If anything, our friendship grew stronger after this. He would
address me as Saint Mark, and 1 would address him as Jesus, in honour of his
father’s thwarted desire to name him Yehoshua.'

The last time I checked, Igor Mel’¢uk was an atheist. Yet when he quoted Anna
Wierzbicka’s (2001: 21) semantic explication of God, he reminded us that God is
good (Mel’¢uk 2018: 536). Given Igor’s admiration for Wierzbicka, and his

! English Jesus is from Latin lesus, from Greek Yesous, from Aramaic Yeshua, from Hebrew
Yehoshua.
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celebration of her “gift to the world” of semantic decomposition (Mel’¢uk 2018:
522), he will appreciate why, although my height may be enough for most purposes,
I have chosen for the best of reasons to stand on Anna Wierzbicka’s excellent
shoulders to deliver this homage to ‘Jesus of Montréal’.

1.2. The Challenge of Translating Distant Texts

In my work as an Anglican priest I developed an interest in comparative
theology and especially in the relationship between Islam and Christianity. I have
long been fascinated by the ways in which differences in the meanings of key words
frame how people of different faith traditions understand — and misunderstand —
each other. Ludwig Wittgenstein (Wittgenstein 1958: §114) once wrote: “One
thinks that one is tracing the outline of the thing’s nature over and over again, and
one is merely tracing round the frame through which we look at it.” His point was
that, far from merely describing the nature of reality, logical propositions tell us as
much about the language they are couched in as about the thing they purport to
describe. So, too, do the words we use: they tell us as much about our thought-
culture as they do about the world they point us to.

We are imprisoned by the frames we peer through, above all by those familiar
friends, the words we use. This has certainly been evident in the long history of
European engagement with Islam, in which Christian scholars have viewed Islam
and its scripture, the Quran, through the lens of biblical concepts. Over the centuries
the biblical framing of Islam has embedded itself deeply into Western scholarship
on Islam, including translation practices. This paper seeks to shine light on this
framing, and challenge it by exploring the meanings of a handful of key Arabic
terms using Natural Semantic Metalanguage (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014). These
terms have been chosen because they all present significant obstacles to translation
and they are theologically central concepts for the belief and practice of Islam.

The challenges that these words present are not all the same. In some cases,
translators have no alternative but to shatter a word into pieces, deploying
seemingly disconnected terms in English to render a single Arabic word. In other
cases, there is an obvious choice to translate a term, but that choice misrepresents
the original meaning to a considerable extent.

In the first case, an English-speaking student of the Quran might struggle to
grasp a concept because of the seeming lack of coherence of its many translational
equivalents. In the second case, the same student might innocently yet falsely
assume they have understood a word because one consistent translational
equivalent has been deployed by the translators.

The task of translation is contradictory. One’s initial intention, elucidating the
text in another language, is limited by unsatisfactory approximations which say
both more and less than the original text, the translation both subtracting and adding
meaning. This difficulty is amplified when dealing with more distant texts. To
translate a piece of French journalism into English is to plunge into a veritable sea
of exuberance and deficiency (Ortega y Gasset 1959), but this pales into
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insignificance compared with the difficulties that arise when the Arabic Quran is
translated into languages that have been formed by a biblical tradition. Despite
much talk over the past 60 years of ‘Abrahamic religions’ (Hughes 2012), the
biblical and quranic traditions are more different than they might at first appear, and
key concepts often do not translate readily from one faith language into another.

One of the great conceptual divides in the world today is the gulf that exists
between the cultures and languages that have been shaped by the Quran, and those
that have been shaped by the Bible. Viewed through the eyes of a modern Western
reader, the faith of Islam is replete with foundational texts that are conceptually
distant, being set far apart in time, place and conceptual worldview from Europeans,
whose native languages have been shaped by a biblical tradition. For someone who
comes to the study of Islam from the vantage point of a European cultural
background, to understand the core concepts of Islamic texts requires patience and
skilful vigilance.

1.3. Islam, Europe and Words

In 2001, when the September 11 atrocity took place, the eminent scholar of
Islam Bernard Lewis was working on the page proofs of his latest book. In What
Went Wrong: Western Impact and Middle Eastern Response, Lewis was tracing the
crisis of the Muslim world’s engagement with the West and with modernity. This
engagement had made some Muslims aware that all was not well in the House of
Islam. In What Went Wrong, Lewis makes many wise observations about
differences in the conceptual worlds of Islam and of Europe.

The differences Lewis points out in this handy book are embodied in the
meanings of words. For example, he observed that “in Middle-Eastern usages,
liberty or freedom was a legal not a political term. It means one who was not a
slave, and unlike the West, Muslims did not use slavery and freedom as political
metaphors” (2002: 54). In another example, Lewis commented that “secularism in
the modern political meaning ... is, in a profound sense, Christian” (2002: 96). In
support of this statement he observed that “in the course of the centuries, Christian
jurists and theologians devised or adapted pairs of terms to denote this dichotomy
of jurisdiction: sacred and profane, spiritual and temporal, religious and secular,
ecclesiastical and lay” (2002: 98). (One could add church and state to this list). In
contrast, as Lewis reports, the Arabic of medieval Islam had no comparable
terminologies: it simply lacked the lexicon to make any clear separation between
the religious and the secular.

Lewis can be faulted over the way he makes his points. He says that “in
Middle-Eastern usages, liberty or freedom was a legal not a political term”, but it
will not do to treat freedom and liberty as meaning the same thing (Wierzbicka
1997: 25ff). It is an even worse error to describe freedom-or-liberty as a “legal term”
in “Middle-Eastern usages”, for this affords a universal status to English which it
does not merit. The English words freedom and liberty are not universal concepts
to be realised in different languages. As Anna Wierzbicka (1997: 138ff) has shown,

940



Mark Durie. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 937-969

even the closest translational equivalents in other European languages of the
English word freedom have distinct meanings, which reflect the differing cultural
histories of the speakers of those languages. It would have been more precise if
Lewis had said that the usual suspects for translating freedom into the major Middle
Eastern languages of Islam — Arabic huriyah, Persian azadi and Turkish ozgiirliik —
are legal and not political terms.?

Setting such niceties aside, Lewis’s point is nevertheless both insightful and
sound, that the lexicalised concepts of Europe and of the Islamic world have been
deeply shaped by the respective religious traditions of Christianity and Islam, and
differ considerably as a result. Wierzbicka (2019: 295-299) has argued that English
love, German lieben, French aimer and Russian Jjubit’ have all derived their
meanings from Greek agapao, as used in the New Testament, and ultimately from
the Hebrew verb ‘@héb. This concept of love, she observes, is peculiar to cultures
influenced by Christianity. In contrast, in recent years I have been serving as a
pastor to Iranian converts from Islam to Christianity, and have indeed found that
there is no single Farsi word that can be used to translate agapao of the Bible. This
means that to preach to Iranians about the biblical concept of the love of God
requires careful cross-cultural semantic reflection.

Before we explore the meaning of our handful of quranic Arabic terms, we first
need to lay a foundation of some fundamental Islamic theological concepts.

2. Foundations of Islamic Theology

The message of the Quran is grounded in certain beliefs about humanity, Allah,
and the relationship between them. According to the Quran, Allah created the world
and as creator he stands in relation to human beings as a master to slaves. This type
of relationship was familiar to the community within which the Quran was first
recited.

In exercising his mastery, Allah commands people to perform certain actions
and to refrain from others. However, the human capacity to follow Allah’s
directives is imperfect, for, as the Quran explains, “the human was created weak”
(wa-khuliga I-insanu da ‘ifan, Q4:28;> Q30:54) and can easily “go astray” (dalla
and adalla).

To address this fundamental human deficit, Allah provides means of
correction. These means are referred to as huda, a nominal from the verb hada
«guide» (root h-d-y).* Huda is normally translated in English as ‘guidance’.
Because of the centrality of the concept of huda in Islam and in the Quran, we will
briefly clarify its meaning before moving on to discuss our key terms.

2 Today the meanings of these terms are expanding under the influence of global culture,
so [ am not sure that Lewis’s observation still holds true of these terms as they are currently used.

3-Q4:28 refers to Sura 4, verse 28 of the Quran.

4 Arabic verbs are cited in the third person singular perfect, which is the standard citation form
in Arabic linguistics. Most Arabic words are formed around roots of three consonants.
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The English verb guide is polysemous. It has certain distinct but related
meanings in reference to physical movement. One is that someone accompanies
another on a journey. As the OED puts it, to guide is “to go with or before for the
purpose of leading the way.”® The one who does not know the way can be assisted
by a guide, who accompanies and shows the way. A guide is not in a position of
superiority or command over the person guided, and neither do they take
responsibility for transporting the person: the person being guided moves freely of
their own volition, assisted by the presence of the guide.

A second, closely related meaning of English guide is when God, providence
or some other higher power or point of reference is the agent. In this case, the higher
power is not said to be moving with the person, but it is as if this higher power were
present with the person. Thus someone can speak about being “guided by God” or
“guided by the stars”.

The Quran’s concept of huda is different from English guidance because huda
does not imply the presence of an accompanying guide.® Rather, directions are
given by someone who tells another which way to go, but without accompanying
them. Thus the concept of huda is about giving directions, not accompanying
guidance. In a rock inscription written in Safaitic, an Arabic dialect which predated
the Quran, the word Ady appears in reference to a military commander, who is
someone who gives directions to others (Al-Jallad 2015: 317).

In the worldview of the Quran, the alternative to being rightly directed is the
ignorance of not knowing the way. According to the Quran, someone in this
situation will “go astray”. It is bad to go astray: someone can perish in the
wilderness when they wander off the track.

Consistent with the concept of the walk of faith as a journey, the Quran
includes repeated references to al-sirat al-mustaqim ‘the straight road’. Although
sirat was borrowed from Roman strata ‘paved road’ via Greek and Aramaic
(Jeffery 1938: 195-196), the metaphor of finding and staying on the sirat al-
mustaqim 1s not about following a highway, a made road, or even a well-beaten
track. The way of Islam is not so obvious that people cannot easily stray off it.
Indeed, a great deal of effort is devoted in the Quran to preventing people from
straying.

According to the Quran, in order to help people to avoid straying, the right way
is pointed out to human beings by ‘ayat bayyinat ‘clear signs’ (Q2:99). These are
provided by Allah, but they need to be recognised for what they are and acted upon.
These signs include natural features such as the sun and the rain (Q10:5, 24), as
well as stories and lessons learned from people who have lived in the past, general
observations about life, and even verses of the Quran itself (Q2:185; Q10:15).

5-“guide, v.” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2021 (accessed 15 February 2022).
¢ From a different Arabic root, r-sh-d, the word murshid is formed, which can be an
accompanying guide.
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3. Data and Methodology

Here we explore the meanings of four quranic Arabic words: rasil, shirk, kafir
and ittaga.

These terms play a central role both in the Quran and in Islamic thought, but
none of them has a straightforward English translation.

For each Arabic word considered here there is an established tradition of
English translation. I will call words or phrases conventionally, but not necessarily
accurately, used in such translations ‘Conventional Translational Equivalents’ or
CTEs. For example, the Arabic word mushrik has an actual meaning (roughly
speaking) of ‘someone who wrongly attributes shared power over something to
Allah” and another’. ‘Polytheist’ is often used to translate mushrik, as well as
‘idolater’, ‘pagan’, ‘associator’ and ‘unbeliever’, but in reality, there is no English
word that even approximates this meaning.

Here I use double angled brackets to signal a CTE; for example, mushrik
«polytheist».

The Arabic words we will consider here, together with the number of
occurrences in the Quran, are:

1. rasul «messenger» (322 occurrences) and nabi «prophet» (75 occurrences)

2. shirk «polytheism» (5 occurrences) and related terms based on the root
sh-r-k: ashraka «to associate» (71 occurrences) and mushrik «polytheist»
(33 occurrences)

3. kafir «disbeliever» (156 occurrences) and related terms based on the
root k-f-r: kufr «disbeliet» (37 occurrences) and kafara «to disbelieve»
(289 occurrences)

4. ittaqd «to guard oneselt» (166 occurrences)

In researching this study I have considered all instances of these forms found
in the Quran.

The method of semantic analysis used here is Natural Semantic Metalanguage
or NSM (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014, Wierzbicka 2021). This method of semantic
analysis uses semantic decomposition, deploying 65 semantic primes, which are
postulated to exist in the lexicon of every human language, and to be sufficient for
the semantic explication of all linguistic meanings. In addition, NSM postulates a
universal syntax for the primes. Tables of NSM primes have been drawn up for
many languages (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014: 12).

NSM has proven extremely useful for explicating culture-specific meanings
that are difficult to translate (Wierzbicka 1992, 1997, 1999, 2014, Goddard &
Wierzbicka 2014, Levisen & Waters 2017, Bromhead & Ye 2020), including
theological meanings (Wierzbicka 2001, 2019, 2020, Habib 2011, 2017). My
purpose in presenting this research is to further test NSM by using it to explicate a
key group of quranic Arabic words which are core concepts of Islam and
notoriously difficult to translate.

"1 will use Allah to refer to God in the Quran and God for biblical references.
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The need to use a diversity of English words to translate certain core quranic
Arabic concepts has prompted some scholars of the Quran to discern complex
polysemies at every turn. As Hughes (2022: 39) puts it, “these terms can adopt a
rather large range of meanings in different contexts”. This is the approach taken by
Juan Cole (2020) in a recent study of quranic Arabic kafara. However, the fact that
a word in one language requires a bewildering variety of contextual translations in
another language can by no means be relied upon as evidence of polysemy. On the
contrary, I shall argue that the difficult-to-translate quranic words considered here
can be given unitary NSM explications, and the need to deploy a variety of English
translations reflects the fact that parts of a complex concept, which can be easier to
translate than the whole concept, come into focus in different contexts.

A key point is that it will not do to attempt to provide semantic explications of
complex concepts using other equally complex concepts. Complex meanings must
be decomposed using words with simpler meanings. As we shall see, the use of
NSM primes allows one to cut the Gordian knot of the supposed “large range of
meanings” of these theological terms, to produce compelling semantic analyses
which account well for the textual data.

4, Results
4.1. rasal

This now brings us to our first key quranic word, rasil (pl. rusul),
conventionally translated «messenger», but sometimes «apostle».

In classical Arabic, the root r-s-/ is used with various derivatives related to
sending a message, including the form IV verb arsala ‘send someone with a
message’ and the form III verb rasala ‘to correspond or exchange messages’. The
word rsl/ is also attested in Sabaean (Old South Arabian) inscriptions referring to
royal emissaries (Biella 1982: 490), and mursal, a nominal based on the same root,
is used in the Quran with the meaning ‘ambassador’ (Q27:35), that is, someone sent
by a ruler to deliver a message.

In Islamic theology, rasil has a precise religious meaning. The Quran recites
multiple stories of messengers from the past, whose biographies follow a standard
pattern, summarised by David Marshall as follows:

...the messenger will typically criticize his people for not worshipping God
alone, and perhaps for certain moral failings as well. However, he is rejected
by most of his contemporaries, although he does have some obedient
followers. The messenger also warns his people that, if they do not repent,
they will suffer a great punishment from God. The story ends with a dramatic
act of divine intervention: the unbelievers, as warned, are destroyed by God
in a variety of ways... The completeness of the destruction of the unbelievers
is often emphasized. The messenger and his followers are saved and
vindicated. (Marshall 2014: viii-ix)
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An example of a rasil in this mould is Miisa (Moses), who was sent, according
to the Quran, to the Egyptians (Q7:103—-105) to warn them of impeding destruction.
When they refused to heed the warnings, they were destroyed and Moses was
rescued.

As Marshall explains, the Quran repeatedly insists on the uniformity of the
biographies of the rusul.® Although there are several recurring elements in the
accounts of every rasil (for example, that they are mocked, that the people reject
their message and that Allah rescues his rasil), not all of these are defining
characteristics of the office.” This can be seen from the Quran’s account of the rasiil
Yinus (Jonah), who the Quran states was the only rasiil whose people heeded his
warning and repented (Q10:98). This exceptional outcome does not make Ytinus
any less a rasil in the Quran’s eyes, which is evidence that the usual negative
response of the people is not part of the essential meaning of rasiil.

Here is a proposed semantic explication of the meaning of rasiil:

rasil
a. someone,'” not like many other people
b. people can say what this kind of someone is with the word rasil
c. people can think like this about this someone:
d. “this someone is very good
this someone does what Allah wants
this someone wants other people to do what Allah wants
Allah says something to this someone because he wants this someone
to say it to this someone’s people
Allah always says something like this to someone of this kind
Allah says to this someone:
“it is good if you say this something to the people”
this someone says this something to the people after this
this someone says to the people:
“Allah says this to you because he wants you to do something
it is good if you do what Allah wants
if you do not do what Allah wants, Allah will do something very
bad to you”
p. this someone wants the people to think: “Allah says this to us

@ o

opgrRFrToE

9% 9

Each of the elements in this explication is emphasised repeatedly in the Quran,
including that a rasi!/ is sent to his own people, that rusul are perfect examples of

81 have called this the doctrine of Messenger Uniformitarianism (Durie 2018).

% The Quran attributes this uniformity to the sunna ‘way’ of Allah, which it says never changes
(Q33:62).

10 Although all the quranic messengers are male, it is far from clear that maleness should be part
of the lexical explication: messengers, the Quran states, are chosen from among humans (al-ndsi),
not from among men (Q22:75). The Quran also refers to angelic rusul: for example, Q35:1 calls
angels “messengers with wings”. However, it seems that angels are considered rusu/ in the more
general sense of ‘someone who delivers a message’, for elements of the typical rasil biography are
never attributed to angels.

945



Mark Durie. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 937-969

faithful obedience,!' and that past rusul all brought the same message. This last
point is stressed, for example, in the following verse:

(1) This was our way with the messengers we sent before you: you will find
no change in our ways. (Q17:77)

To call someone a rasii/ is to attribute all the elements of this explication to
this person. Thus if all someone did was bring messages from Allah to other
individuals as personal, private revelations, this would not justify calling this
messenger from Allah a rasi/ in the quranic sense. To merit being called a quranic
rasil, someone must be sent by Allah to a people with a warning of future
punishment and a call to repent.

The function of the elaborate religious meaning of rasiil is that the stories of
past messengers are used in the Quran to establish a template which validates the
mission of the quranic Messenger, named four times in the Quran as Muhammad.
The semantic elements included in the meaning of rasi/ function to validate the
structure of Muhammad’s own mission.

The Quran also uses a related term, nabi «prophet» (root n-b-y). Scholars have
pondered how and whether nabi is different from rasal. Jeffery (1950: 115)
concluded that Muhammad “made no special distinction between the two names
rasiul and nabi”. Wansbrough (1977: 54) came to the same view: “rigorous and
consistent distinction between the designations nabi and rasil/ is not justified by
quranic usage”.

In essence, a quranic nabi is a particular flavour of rasil. In the Quran, the two
characteristic features of a nabri, in contrast to the rasil, are first, that the nabi can
be a hereditary office — “some of them are descendants of others” (Q3:34) — and
second, that this hereditary office was granted to the “sons of Israel” (Q5:20;
Q29:27). However, the Quran reports that this office has been taken away from the
Jews, who “disbelieve in it”, and given to the Arabs, because they are “a people
who do not disbelieve in it” (Q6:89).

It is the orthodox belief of most Muslims that Muhammad was not only the
rasiil of the Quran; he was also the last nabi, the final holder of the office of nabi.
The Quran discounts any further continuation of a hereditary prophetic office when
it declares that “Muhammad is not the father of any of your men but he is Messenger
of Allah and the seal of the prophets” (Q33:40).

Let us now contrast the explication of the quranic rasi/ with that of the biblical
Hebrew nabi’, bearing in mind that the quranic nabi differs only slightly in meaning
from rasiil.

Wierzbicka has given a description of what a biblical prophet is in What
Christians Believe. For our purposes, the key component in Wierzbicka’s
explication is the following:

- The doctrine of the moral perfection of messengers is known in Islam as ‘ismah.
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When God wanted to say something to the people of Israel,
God said it to someone not like many other people,

after this, this someone said it to the people of Israel.
Someone like this was called a prophet.

Many prophets spoke to the people of Israe
women).

They spoke not like other people. When they said something, they wanted
people to think: “God says this to us.”"* (Wierzbicka 2019: 80)

1'2 at many times (some were

This semantic explication needs further refinement.

In the Hebrew Bible, the verb naba’ ‘prophesy’ (root n-b-’) is the basic concept
upon which nabi” ‘prophet’ is built. This can be seen, for example, in the fact that
people can prophesy without being prophets. King Saul, who was not a prophet,
prophesied on two occasions (1 Samuel 10:11, 19:23-24); hence the proverb, “Is
Saul also among the prophets?”, which is given as commentary on both of these
incidents. The intended answer is “No, Saul is not a prophet.” On the second
occasion, three groups of messengers, who had been sent by Saul to take David,
also prophesied, likewise without being considered prophets (1 Samuel 19:20-21).
In an earlier incident, seventy elders of Israel prophesied once only at their
commissioning under Moses, inspired by the Holy Spirit (Numbers 11:25-29), yet
this did not make them prophets either, for “they did so no more” (Numbers 11:25).
Another example is when David, who is not referred to in the Bible as a prophet,
sang a prophetic song (2 Samuel 23:2-7).

Here is a proposed NSM explication of Hebrew naba’ ‘prophesy’, which
develops Wierzbicka’s Minimal English account:

X naba’ ‘X prophesied’
a. Someone (X) said something to someone else at that time
b. this someone (X) said it like someone can say something like this to
someone else when someone thinks like this:

“God said something to me

God wants me to say it to someone else after this

God wants that someone else to think like this:

“God is saying this to me” ”

o Ao

Components (b—f) of this explication capture the idea that this speech act has
a conventional character in which God speaks to someone wanting them to pass it
on to another person so that the other person can know God is saying this to them.
In Exodus 7:1, Aaron is described as Moses’ “prophet” to Pharoah: “See, I
have made you like God to Pharoah, and your brother Aaron will be your prophet.”
Earlier, in Exodus 4:15-16, it is said that Aaron was to function as Moses’ “mouth”,

12-The mission to Israel is characteristic of many prophets in the Hebrew scriptures, but not the
post-Pentecost prophets of the early church.

13- This explication is in Minimal English, which is a “highly reduced version of English”
(Wierzbicka 2019: 45) built upon a core of the 65 NSM primes.
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and Moses was to “serve as God” to Aaron. This means that when Aaron was acting
as Moses’ mouthpiece to Pharoah, people should think this:

Moses said something to Aaron

Moses wanted Aaron to say it to Pharoah after this
Moses wanted Pharoah to think like this:

“Moses is saying this to me”

Many biblical passages depict prophesying as a two-stage process, as described
in the semantic explication. The first stage, when God speaks to the one
prophesying, is often described as “the word of the LORD came to X, where X is
the prophet’s name (e.g. 1 Samuel 15:10). In Ezekiel 3:1-4, the reception of the
message is enacted graphically through a vision in which the prophet eats a divine
scroll, after which he is instructed to take these consumed words to heart and then
go and repeat them to Israel: “Mortal, all my words that I shall speak to you receive
in your heart and hear with your ears; then go to the exiles, to your people, and
speak to them.” (Ezekiel 3:10-11).

The semantic explication proposed here of naba’ implies that a false prophecy
can still be called an act of prophesying, as indeed happens in Jeremiah 23:21: “I
did not send the prophets, yet they ran; I did not speak to them, yet they prophesied.”
It is consistent with the explication of na@ba’ that someone could prophesy lies,
without actually thinking that “God said something to me”. This appears to be the
case in Zechariah 13:3: “If anyone continues to prophesy, his own father and mother
will tell him, “You must die, for you have prophesied lies in the name of the Lord.””
The way the explication is worded, it suffices that the one prophesying is doing this
in the manner of someone who thinks God has said something to them.

Note also the comparative simplicity of the meaning of biblical Hebrew naba’,
which does not require that the prophesying be directed to the nation of Israel: it
could be directed to individuals, as often happens in the Bible (e.g. the prophecy of
the old prophet of Bethel in 1 Kings 13:20-22). Moreover, the prophetic message
need not include a warning: there is no restriction on its contents.'*

Here is a proposed explication of the biblical Hebrew nabi” ‘prophet’:

nabi’
a. someone, not like many other people

b. people can say what this kind of someone is with the word nabi’

¢. people can think like this about this someone:

d. “God can say something to this someone

e God does it because he wants this someone to say it to someone else
after this

f. when this someone says it to that someone else God wants that
someone to think like this:

g. “God is saying this to me” ”

14n the Bible, prophesying is not even limited to the messages from the God of Israel (see e.g.
1 Kings 18:19; Jeremiah 23:13): people can also be said to prophesy in the name of other gods.
However, for the sake of comparison with the quranic rasi/ I will here limit my focus to prophesying
in the name of God.
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As we have seen, the meaning of prophesy allows for the possibility that
someone could prophesy without being considered a prophet, as well as for an act
of prophesying to be insincere or false. What qualifies someone as a prophet is
whether people think that the person can prophesy: this is a socially recognised role.
If someone like Saul, who was not thought of in that way, did prophesy on occasion,
this was insufficient in itself to justify speaking of him as someone who could
prophesy: an isolated act of prophesying does not make someone a prophet.

The explications I have proposed here differ from Wierzbicka’s
characterisation in that she has the prophets addressing the people of Israel, and sets
this in the context of Israel’s overall salvation history. While this is a valid attribute
of the New Testament concept of hoi prophetai ‘the prophets’ (e.g. Matthew 2:23;
Acts 3:25; 1 Peter 1:10), it is not a necessary part of the meaning of the Hebrew
nabi’ as it is used in much of the Hebrew Bible.

It should be apparent that there are major differences between the biblical nabi’
and the quranic rasiil / nabi. Whereas in biblical Hebrew there is a distinct speech
act of prophecy, there is no such speech act for the quranic rasil: there is no Arabic
verb meaning ‘to prophesy’. The phrase al-balagh ‘the reaching, the attaining’ can
refer to the delivery of a message from Allah by a rasiil; the verb tala ‘recite’ can
refer to delivery of verses from the Quran; the verb arsala ‘send’ can refer to
Allah’s act of sending a messenger or signs to a people; and the verb awha ‘suggest,
inspire’ can refer to the process in which verses are send down to the rasiil.
However, no Arabic verb is attested in the Quran that describes the whole prophetic
process of a rasiil receiving and then delivering a message from Allah to others.

There are other differences. Biblical prophecy knows no limitations on the kind
of message brought, but the quranic prophet brings an unchanging message that
warns of imminent punishment. The biblical prophet can bring a message for an
individual, group or nation, but the quranic prophet is always sent to a community,
such as a tribe or a town. Biblical prophecy takes place in the context of a long
history of God’s communications with the people of Israel, in which each individual
prophet contributes to a conversation spanning centuries — this is reflected in
Wierzbicka’s explication of the role of the prophet — but the quranic rasiil is sent to
their own people to give them a unique, one-time opportunity to repent before they
are destroyed. In the Bible, there are no examples of a hereditary biblical prophetic
office, unlike the other two anointed offices of priest and king which are hereditary,
but the quranic nabi can be a hereditary office. The quranic rasil/ is righteous by
definition, but in the Hebrew Bible a nabi’ is not necessarily attributed with
righteousness.

These many differences point to difficulties for translation. The question
arises: Is it even appropriate to use a biblical term, such as prophet or apostle, for
the quite distinct quranic office of rasul (or its variant, the nabi)? In the case of
rasil, the majority solution, adopted both by scholars and by English-speaking
Muslims, is to use ‘messenger’ as a calque for rasii/ and ‘prophet’ as a calque for
nabi. Thus Muhammad’s title, al-rasiil Allah, is customarily rendered in English as
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“the Messenger of God”. A less frequent translation is “the Apostle of God”, no
doubt chosen because the Greek apostolos is derived from apostello ‘send’, which
is similar to the core meaning of the root -s-I. However, the New Testament Greek
apostolos differs even more in meaning from rasiil than does Greek prophetes.'

In the discussion of rasiil, we have considered a concept that has some degree
of similarity to a biblical concept, and a stable CTE of «messenger», but this
translation is inaccurate, because a quranic rasi/ is much more than just a
messenger. At the same time, the quranic nabri, although translated as «prophety, is
very different from the biblical prophet, having a meaning similar to and based on
that of rasiil.

These translation difficulties are compounded by the fact that the Quran
considers the faith it preaches to be the true Judaism and the true Christianity,
stating that Abraham was neither a Christian nor a Jew but a Muslim (Q3:67), so
its concept of a rasiil is believed to be original and authentic to both Christianity
and Judaism.

Now we shall consider two terms that present a different kind of challenge for
translation.

4.2. shirk

The Quran uses two primary lexical concepts to refer to someone who is not a
Muslim. For each concept there is an abstract noun, a verb, and an agent nominal:

Root Abstract Noun Verb Agent Nominal
sh-r-k shirk ashraka mushrik (pl. mushrikin)
k-f-r kufr kafara kafir (pl. kuffar / kafiran)

We will be proposing NSM analyses of the abstract noun shirk and the plural
of kdafir.

The concepts of shirk and kufr are distinct but complementary, referring to
different dimensions of disbelief. In a nutshell, a person who is a kafir rejects Allah,
his signs and his messengers while concealing or denying the truth, while a person
who is a mushrik transgressively claims that another being shares in Allah’s unique
powers and prerogatives.

Derivatives of the Arabic root sh-r-k are grounded in a core meaning of shared
ownership. A co-owner of an animal or a slave is a sharik. The form III verb
sharika, which does not occur in the Quran, means ‘he is a co-owner of something
with someone’ and the causative form IV verb ashraka means ‘he makes or treats
someone as a co-owner’. As is the case for some other form IV verbs, for ashraka
the causative function includes declaring someone a co-owner.'¢

15-The complexity of inter-religious cross-cultural communication is exacerbated because
Arabic-speaking Christians use the word rasiil to translate apostolos.

16-For example, compare the form I verb nakira ‘not know’ with form 1V ankara ‘disavow,
declare someone to be unknown’.
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In the Quran, the noun shirk refers either to a share or part ownership of
something (e.g. Q35:40, “Do they have a share (shirk) in the heavens?”) or to the
sin of attributing “partners” to Allah (e.g. Q31:13, “O my son, do not attribute
partners (ashraka) to Allah, for shirk is the worst of wickedness”).

Shirk is the “foremost religious crime in Islam” (Bowering 2002: 329), and is
considered a gross, uniquely unforgivable sin. In the understanding of the Quran, it
is a terrible transgression to attribute “partners” to Allah. Q4:48 (repeated word-
for-word in Q4:116) states that Allah can forgive any sin except attributing partners
[ashraka] to him.

The term mushrik is used frequently in the Quran for someone who calls
someone an associate or ‘co-owner’ with Allah. Although the root meaning of sh-
r-k is co-ownership, this is broadened to include the attribution of the powers and
prerogatives of Allah to other beings, in particular as pertains to Allah’s
benevolence. Thus a mushrik is someone who “in his behavior and attitudes ...
proceeds as if other beings, supernatural or perhaps sometimes human, have powers
which a true monotheist would recognize as belonging to God alone” (Hawting
2002: 477). An example is someone who calls upon someone other than Allah for
help of a kind that only Allah can provide.

Underlying the concept of shirk is the conviction that, as the sole creator, Allah
is the only ‘owner’ and disposer of human beings. That it is a logical impossibility
for Allah to enter into any kind of partnership over his creation is explained by
means of an analogy with the plight of a slave owned by two masters, which
compares unfavourably to the state of a slave owned by just one master:

(2) Allah presents a parable: a man was owned by several quarrelling
partners (shuraka 'u) and a man belongs exclusively to one man. Are the
two equal? (Q39:29)

This analogy takes it to be obvious that the condition of a co-owned slave is
greatly to be pitied. Such a slave will be pulled between two masters quarrelling
over the slave. The slave, unable to meet the conflicting commands of the two
masters, can please neither of them, for “he would be confused as to whom of them
he should serve” (al-Mahallt & al-Suyttt 2007, commentary on Q39:29). For
humans to imagine that they serve several gods when there is in fact only one God,
Allah, would be calamitous indeed for them. For Allah’s part, the Quran goes on to
declare that those who make such a claim are “telling a lie about Allah” and for
these a special place in hell has been preserved (Q39:32). In another parable, the
Quran states that for Allah to have a sharik would be like a slave owner co-owning
wealth with his slave (Q30:28). Just as no slave owner would tolerate this, neither
will Allah.

Aversion to co-ownership of creation is spelled out in another passage, where
it is claimed that if there were more than one creator god, each would have tried to
dominate the other, fighting the other over creation (Q23:91). For this reason,
Q21:22 concludes that the creation would have been wrecked if there had been more
than one creator god (Mir 2004: 161).
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This argument against polytheism appears to be original to Islam: such
arguments are not found in the Bible. When Jesus tells a parable of a slave with two
masters (Luke 16:13, Matthew 6:24), he uses the analogy to warn that a slave with
two masters will have divided loyalties, and a person must choose whom they will
serve. This is an argument for the exercise of freedom of choice by human beings:
as Joshua said to Israel, “choose for yourselves this day whom you will serve”
(Joshua 24:15). In contrast, the Quran uses the analogy of a slave with two masters
to make a strikingly different point, namely that, just as it is a terrible thing to have
two masters because they would compete with each other and make life a torment
for the slave, so it would be a disaster for humanity if Allah had co-owners of
creation.

The Quran’s polemic against shirk focuses on the impossibility that another
being could exert the power of Allah. It asserts that no-one but Allah could raise
the dead (Q21:21); no-one has the right to question Allah about anything he does
(Q21:23); those whom some call ‘sons’ of Allah are but Allah’s slaves, who can
only speak or act by his command (Q21:27); and no other ‘gods’ can defend their
servants from Allah, who can do what he wants with such ‘gods’ (Q21:43),
including sending them to hell (Q21:29). The command to serve or worship Allah
alone (Q21:25) derives logically from these considerations, since someone should
only serve another if they have power to do with you what they want.

It seems also that the concept of shirk is invoked in the Quran whenever a
beneficial power is attributed to another, of a kind which only Allah can exert. To
seek help from Allah alone protects against committing shirk:

(3) Say: “I call only upon my Lord, and I do not attribute partners (ushriku)
to him.” (Q72:20)

Shirk is thus an error of attribution, saying that another has a beneficent power
to command creation which in reality only Allah has (Q18:26; Q30:40). Various
verses describe shirk in terms of saying falsehoods about Allah:

(4) Say: “My Lord has only forbidden ... that you attributed partners
(tushrikii) to Allah without his authority, and you said things about Allah
of which you had no knowledge.” (Q7:33)

Shirk can manifest in a variety of different ways, such as misdirected prayer or
worship, verbal confession, or reliance on some other ‘god’ for aid. The Quran calls
it shirk when someone looks to anyone, whether human or a spirit, to do something
for them which only Allah can do. An example is taking someone other than Allah
as a patron or protector:

(5) Shall I take for my patron (wali) any other than Allah, the maker of the
heavens and the earth? ... Say, “No! I am commanded to be the first to
bow to Allah. Do not be one of the associators (mushrikina).” (Q6:14)
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Another example of shirk is a confession of faith that conflicts with Allah’s
prerogatives; for example, saying that Jesus Christ is divine (Q5:72) or talking
about Allah as having sons or daughters. On judgement day, Allah will say to all
who do this, “Where are the partners you talked about?” (Q6:22) The point of this
statement is that these alleged “partners” will be powerless to aid their devotees at
the Last Day, and thus prove not to be partners of Allah in his rule. Another example
of shirk is giving thanks to someone else besides Allah for the birth of a child
(Q7:190), which is wrong because only Allah can give life.

Although some translators render shirk as «idolatry», the word taghit ‘idol’ is
never mentioned in the Quran in the same verse as an instance of the root sh-r-k.
Where the concept of sh-r-k is invoked is in contexts when the Quran emphasises
that there is only one creator (Q35:40) ruling over the creation, and particularly
when the focus is on Allah’s beneficial mastery over everything. In such contexts,
the Quran repeatedly reminds us that those who look to others besides Allah for aid
will find their alleged protectors to be powerless before Allah (Q10:28; Q28:64),
for “he has no partners in his rule” (Q18:26). Thus the focus in contexts where shirk
is invoked is not on idolatry per se, but on the exclusivity of Allah’s rule and the
imperative for human beings to rely only on the benevolence of Allah.

The being to whom Allah’s attributes are falsely attributed in an act of shirk
can be an angel or an (imagined) god, but it can also be human, as reflected in the
following verse naming priests, monks and Jesus (understood by the Quran to be
no more than a human being) as objects of ‘association’:

(6) They take their priests and their monks as their lords to the exclusion of
Allah, and Christ the son of Mary; yet they were commanded to worship
but one god: there is no god but he. Praise and glory to him. He is
glorified above what they associate (yushrikiina). (Q9:31)

Finally, we note that in the Quran, shirk is often said to lead to divine
punishment:

(7) We will cast terror into the hearts of those who disbelieved (al-ladhina
kafari), because they attribute partners (ashrakii) to Allah, for which
he has sent down no authority. Their refuge is the Fire: evil is the lodging
of evildoers. (Q3:151)

In the light of all these considerations, it seems unnecessary to define shirk in
terms of ownership: it is enough to focus on the unique power of Allah as
benevolent master over his creation. The offense of attributing ‘associates’ to Allah
consists in looking to other beings for help that only Allah can provide. This is bad
for the person, because such help is illusory, and it denies Allah his due.

Here is a proposed semantic explication of shirk, which gathers these insights
together. In this explication the container for the explication (lines a—d) follows the
semantic analysis of abstract nouns in Goddard and Wierzbicka (2014: 205-237).
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shirk
a. something
b. people can say what this something is with the word shirk
c. someone can say something about something with this word when
someone thinks like this:
“it can be like this:
someone says about someone else:
“this someone can do something very good for me”
at the same time, people can know that it is like this:
Allah can do something like this for people, no-one else can
this someone is not Allah
it is very bad if it is like this
people can know that if someone says something like this, after some
time Allah will do something very, very bad to them because of it”

ForER Mo o

4.3. kuffar / kdfirin

We will now consider the concept of kufr, proposing an explication of the
plural of kdfir «disbeliever». This noun has two main plural forms, kuffar and
kafirin, which are identical in meaning.'’

The concept of kufr is even more frequently invoked in the Quran than shirk.
As Toshihiko Izutsu has explained in Ethico-Religious Concepts in the Qur an:

“Even a cursory reading of the Scripture [i.e. the Quran] will convince one
that the role played by the concept of kufi is so peculiarly influential that it
makes its presence felt well-nigh everywhere in sentences about human
conduct or character.” (Izutsu 1966: 119)

In its non-religious sense, the verb kafara means ‘cover, conceal’ (Adang
2001: 220); for example, clouds covering the sky or the earth covering seed.'8
While we are interested here in derivatives with k-f-r that refer to disbelief and
rejection of faith, there are k-f~ forms in the Quran that do not have this meaning.
The form II verb kaffara means ‘to grant a pardon’ (i.e. to cover over someone’s
transgression); in Q57:20, kuffar is used with the sense ‘sower’ (someone who
covers over seed with earth); the noun kaffarat is used with the meaning
‘atonement’ in the fifth Sura (Q5:45, 89, 95); and in the following verse the noun
kufran,'® a hapax legomenon in the Quran, is used in the context of affirming that a
person’s good deeds will not be omitted from their record:

(8) Whoever does righteous deeds, as a believer, (there will be) no denying
(kufran) his striving (by Allah). We shall record it to his account.
(Q21:94)

17 Ambros & Prochézka (2004: 239) report two other forms, kafara(t) and kafira(t), as well as
the feminine plural kawdfir, but these are all rare.

18- This root is cognate with the Hebrew kapar ‘to cover, atone’.

19 Some translators render kufi-an here as ‘ingratitude’, but it seems inconsistent with the Quran’s
theology to attribute gratitude or ingratitude to Allah.
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Kafir as a non-religious term can also mean ‘ingrate’. In the following
example, Pharoah rebukes Moses, presumably for killing an Egyptian (Exodus
2:11-12). Moses’ crime is not specified in the Quran. The point of the rebuke is
that Moses should have been grateful to the Egyptians for raising him:

(9) He (Pharoah) said (to Moses): “Didn’t we bring you up among us, and
weren’t you among us for some years of your life? Yet you did what you
did, and are one of the ungrateful (al-kafirina®®).” (Q26:18-19)

Setting aside these non-religious meanings, we will focus on kafara
«disbelievey, kafir «disbeliever» (pl. kuffar / kafiriin), and kufr «disbelief», as used
to characterise disbelief in and rejection of the message of Islam. For the purposes
of discussion here, and in the absence of any convincing evidence to the contrary, |
will treat these three forms as semantically equivalent. Thus a kafir is someone who
does kafara, and kufr refers to the act of committing kafara or being a kdfir.

In the Quran, the verb kafara is often used intransitively, but it can also take a
second argument introduced by the preposition bi- (e.g. ‘they rejected (kafarii bi-)
Allah and the Messenger’ (Q9:54)). As a religious term used for rejection of the
Quran’s message, kafara receives a diversity of renderings in the English
translations, including ‘disbelieve’, ‘be an unbeliever’, ‘misbelieve’, ‘be an infidel’,
‘be ungrateful’, ‘deny’, ‘knowingly reject the truth’, and ‘be without faith’.

One of the most salient aspects of the religious meaning of k-f-r is ingratitude:
indeed, it was this meaning that the classical Muslim lexicographers considered to
be kufr’s fundamental meaning (Adang 2001: 221). For example, in this next verse
the people of the town are criticised for being ungrateful for Allah’s good deeds
which have benefited them:?*!

(10) Allah tells a parable: a town was secure and at rest, with abundant
provision coming to it from every side, but it was ungrateful (kafarat
bi-) for Allah’s favours, so Allah clothed it with hunger and fear for
what they had been doing. (Q16:112)

The Quran speaks of kufr as the opposite of thankfulness:

(11) Ifyouremember me, I will remember you. Be thankful to me (to Allah),
and do not be ungrateful to me (fakfurini). (Q2:152)

20-This is a participial form of kafara.

21 It is noteworthy that the expected gratitude is associated with awareness of Allah’s benevolent
acts, not with Allah’s inherent goodness. Allah is never called ‘good’ in the Quran and ‘the good’ is
not one of his ninety-nine “beautiful names” (Béwering 2002: 317). Moreover, there are references
in the Quran to Allah as the source of bad as well as good. For example, Q91:8 speaks of Allah
inspiring debauchery in humans and Satan also repeatedly declares that, since Allah has led him
astray, he will in his turn devote himself to leading people astray (Q7:16; Q15:39). In Q38:82, Satan
explains that he will do this by the power of Allah. Furthermore, there are many quranic references
to Allah leading humans astray (cf. Q2:26; Q6:125).
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The Quran also often refers to a human tendency to ingratitude, and contrasts
this with Allah’s many acts of benevolence to humankind, which ought to evoke
gratitude:

(12) TItis Allah who created the heavens and the earth, and sends down water
from the heavens, and brings forth fruits to provide for you. And he has
subjected ships to you, to pass through the seas by His command, and
he has subjected the rivers to you. And he has subjected the sun and
moon to you, both constant (in their courses), and he has subjected night
and day to you. He has given you some of all that you have asked for.
If you (attempt to) count Allah’s favours (to you), you will not be able
to. Surely humans are unjust and ungrateful (kaffarun — emphatic form
of kafir). (Q14:32-34)

Such instances of Allah’s goodness are included among the “signs” of Allah,
which those who commit kafara call a lie:

(13) But those who are ungrateful (kafariz) and call our signs a lie shall be
companions of the Fire. They will stay there in it. (Q2:39)

The concept of kufr is not only about ungrateful denial: it also conveys the idea
of disbelief.

In several passages, forms with k-f~» and -m-n ‘believe’ are contrasted. For
example, in the following verse the kdfiriina are contrasted with the mu 'miniina
‘believers’:

(14) Oh you who believe! If any of you turn back from his faith, Allah will
raise up a people whom he will love as they love him: (acting) humbly

towards believers (mu’minina), and powerful against disbelievers
(kafirina), fighting in the way of Allah ... (Q5:54)

The following passage also contrasts kufr and belief, and associates kufr with
rejecting Allah’s signs and preferring a different way:

(15) Do those who disbelieve (kafarii) not see that the heavens and the earth
were joined together, and we separated them, and made all living things
from water? Will they not believe (yu’'miniina)? And we set firm
mountains on the earth, so that it does not shake, and we placed passes
in it (between the mountains) as pathways, so that they might be guided.
And we established the sky as a guarded roof. Yet they turn away from
its signs. (Q21:30-32)

The idea of rejection — that the person who practices kufi- knows full well the
good things Allah has done, and not only dislikes this, but rejects this knowledge
and what it implies — is apparent in the following verse in which the ‘People of the
Book’ (Jews and Christians) are said to deliberately conceal the truth:

(16) You People of the Book, why reject (takfuriina) the signs of Allah, of
which you are witnesses? You People of the Book, why do you mix
truth with falsehood, and hide the truth, while you know (what the truth
is)? (Q3:70-71)
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The rejection can be of a teaching, such as that of a future resurrection, in
which case kafara could be translated as ‘disbelieve’. Note also in the following
verse the threat of punishment for those who practise kufr:

(17) 1If you are astonished (at their lack of faith), it is astonishing that they
say, “When we have turned to dust, shall we really be in a new
creation?” Those are the ones who have disbelieved (kafari) in their
Lord, and those — iron chains will be on their necks — those are the
companions of the Fire, where they will remain. (Q13:5)

Another aspect of kufr is rejection of Allah’s messengers and their unvarying
message of the unity of Allah:

(18) They are amazed that a warner has come to them from among
themselves. The unbelievers (kafiriina) say “This is a sorcerer, a liar.
What! Has he made all the gods into one Allah? That is amazing!”
(Q38:4-5)

(19) Praise be to Allah, who created the heavens and the earth, and made
darkness and light. Yet those who disbelieve (kafari) treat others as
equal to their Lord. (Q6:1)

In the following verse this rejection of the Messenger is coupled with the
accusation of concealing what they had known to be true:

(20) How will Allah guide a people who have disbelieved (kafari) after they
believed and have borne testimony that the Messenger is true and that
clear signs have come to them. ... Surely those who disbelieve (kafarii)
after they believed and then increase in disbelief (kufi) — their
repentance will never be accepted. They are ones who have gone astray.
(Q3:86, 90)

Allah does not love someone who chooses the path of kufr, rejecting Allah and
the Messenger:

(21) Say, “Obey Allah and his Messenger.” But if they turn back, Allah does
not love disbelievers (kafirina). (Q3:32)

The commission of kufr is associated with future punishment:

(22) The penalty of those who deny (kafari) their Lord is hell, an evil
destination. (Q67:6)

The idea that the k-f~r forms express a range of distinct meanings in reference
to rejectors of Islam is commonplace in Islamic studies scholarship. For example,
Camilla Adang (2001: 220) distinguishes four distinct meanings for kafara: ‘to
ignore or fail to acknowledge’, ‘to reject’ (or ‘spurn’), ‘to be ungrateful’ (or
‘thankless’) and ‘to disbelieve’.

In a recent article, Juan Cole (2020) has argued that kafir should not be
translated as ‘infidel’ or ‘unbeliever’. Instead, he proposes multiple polysemies for
k-f-r forms. When kafara is used intransitively, Cole proposes that it has a
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polysemous range of meanings which he described as ‘fluid’ (2020: 627). The
distinct meanings he distinguishes for kafara include ‘be ungrateful’, ‘reject, deny,
disbelieve’ (these three glosses are intended to point out a single meaning),
‘worship the gods’, ‘rebel’, ‘be impious’, ‘be morally dissolute, be a libertine’,
‘disobey’, ‘blaspheme’, ‘become apostate’, ‘paganise’, and ‘commit a heresy’. Cole
also proposes polysemous meanings for kafir, which include ‘peasant’, ‘pagan’,
‘rebel’, ‘blasphemer’, and ‘libertine’, while kufr can, he suggests, in addition to
‘disbelief’, also mean ‘inauthenticity’ and ‘bad faith’.

One can agree wholeheartedly with Cole’s conclusion that ‘infidel’ is an
inadequate all-purpose translation for kafir, but without being persuaded by his
reasoning.

Cole’s main argument against translating kafir as ‘infidel’ or ‘unbeliever’ is
that those who are called kuffar / kafirin in the Quran did believe in a god or gods,
so it is wrong to call them unbelievers. For example, he writes, ... the pagans have
a religion, but it is simply castigated as a false one, which makes translating kdfir
as ‘infidel’ seem odd” (Cole 2020: 619). However, this is just what the English
words unbeliever and infidel mean: they do not mean ‘someone who does not
believe in a god’, but are insider terms for those who do not believe as the insiders
believe. To illustrate, one of the meanings the OED gives for infidel is: “From a
Christian point of view: An adherent of a religion opposed to Christianity; esp. a
Muslim, a Saracen (the earliest sense in English); also (more rarely), applied to a
Jew, or a pagan.”?? Cole seems to be objecting to what these English words actually
mean, and wants to use them in accordance with what he believes they ought to
mean.

A more serious difficulty in Cole’s approach to lexical semantics is his method
of semantic analysis. He uses English as his semantic metalanguage, but offers
neither semantic decomposition nor stable definitions of individual meanings.
Whenever the context suggests a different English translational equivalent for
kafara, Cole takes this as evidence that yet another polysemous meaning has been
unearthed. For example, in Q2:102, where devils are said to commit kafari by
diverting people into the practice of magic, Cole rejects Arberry’s translation,
‘disbelieve’, and proposes ‘blaspheme’ instead:

Of what, however, did this act consist? It does not appear to have been a denial
of anything, but rather was a blasphemous activity. The humans were eager to have
the teaching of the two angels of Babylon, Hariut and Marat, which they then
desecrated by turning it into dark arts so as to separate spouses from one another.

22 “infidel” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2021 (accessed 26 March 2022).
Cole is not unaware that kafir could be considered an insider term used for outsiders, for he writes:
“there is, of course, a sense in which it [the Quran] views them [the kuffar / kafirin] as outside of
and antagonistic to the true faith, part of what translators who used the term ‘unbeliever’ wished to
convey.” His counter to this is: “I would argue, however, that there is a key lexical difference
between a denier of God and an affirmer of God who gets God wrong” (Cole 2020: 626). This misses
the point that, in their actual lexical meaning, the English words infidel and unbeliever are insider
terms used for outsiders.
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The demons’ instruction harmed people rather than benefited them, and turning to
the occult deprived these individuals of any portion of heaven. (Cole 2020: 624).

Here Cole offers no evidence that kafari, in context, means ‘blaspheme’, other
than his judgement that what the demons did was sacrilegious.

In another example, Cole suggests that kafara in Q9:74 means ‘commit
apostasy’. This verse speaks of people who had formerly accepted Islam but later
disbelieved (kafarii). One might just as well conclude that kafarii here means ‘make
a bad decision’, ‘act unwisely’, ‘be double-minded’, or ‘be losers’.

The other problem with Cole’s semantic approach is the lack of stable, testable
definitions. This is apparent in Cole’s discussion of the phrasal expression kafara
bi-, which he claims has a single, stable meaning: “this phrasal verb is not
polysemous in the Quran for it always means to deny or reject” (Cole 2020: 618).
Later, Cole adds ‘disbelieve’, glossing kafara bi- as ‘deny, reject, disbelieve’ (2020:
634).% This scattergun approach to semantic analysis veils the meaning of kafara
behind a cluster of English words, deny, reject and believe, each of which means
something different.

I agree with Cole’s conclusion that kdafir does not mean ‘infidel’ and kafara
does not mean ‘disbelieve’. However, my argument is neither that to attribute
insider meanings to infidel, unbeliever or disbelieve is illegitimate, nor that kafara,
when used in reference to rejectors of quranic faith, is multiply polysemous.
(Certainly the non-religious uses of k-f~» forms include polysemies.) Instead, my
argument is that the family of k-f~r forms has a complex semantic core which needs
to be precisely defined. This precision cannot be achieved by simply listing English
translational equivalents.

Contrary to Cole, I propose that the Quran treats the semantic components of
the religious uses of k-f~r forms as bound together into one concept, not many. It is
not that there are different kinds of kufr, or different kinds of people known
as kafir — kafiri, kafirz, kafirs, etc. — but that the single state of kufr has different
aspects to it, and the one kind of people known as the kuffar / kafirin display a
range of characteristics, which include not only ignorance, rejection of truth,
ingratitude and disbelief, but also wilful disobedience and incurring the wrath of
Allah.

In formulating a semantic explication for kuffar / kafirin, I have treated it as
an insider term. Kuffar / kafiriin and the other k-f~r terms divide human beings into
insiders, who are grateful believers, and outsiders, who are ungrateful disbelievers.
This ‘insider’ meaning can be defined in NSM using a ‘people of two kinds’
explication. An explication is provided for the plural form, because the large
majority of instances are plural. Here, then, is our proposed semantic explication
for kuffar / kafiran:

23 One would need to add ‘be ungrateful’ to this list because of examples like the following:

Allah presents a parable: a town was at peace and content, abundant provision coming to it from
every side. Yet it was ungrateful (kafari bi-) for the favours of Allah. So Allah let it taste hunger
and fear ... (Q16:112; cf. also Q16:72).
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kuffar / kafirin
a. people of one kind
b. they are not as Allah wants people to be

c. itis like this:
there are people of two kinds
people of one kind are as Allah wants people to be
people of this kind think like this:
“I know that it is like this:
Allah does many very good things for people
Allah does not have to** do these things
because of this, I want to think very good things about Allah

at the same time, people of this kind think like this:

“I know that it is like this:
Allah says many things to people, these things are true
Allah sometimes says these things to some people not like other
people
afterwards these people say these things to everyone else
because of this, people can know what Allah says

I want to know what Allah says

I want to do everything as Allah wants”

Bgrm T rrRomoe A

SRR

people of the other kind are not like this
they are not as Allah wants people to be, they are like this:
they don’t want to think: “Allah does good things for people”
they don’t want to think something good about Allah because of this
they don’t want to know what Allah says
they don’t want to do everything as Allah wants
they want to do other things, not as Allah wants people to do
when Allah says things to these people, they say
“these things are not true”

“Rrg<ECD

BN

b'. it is very, very bad if people are like this
c'. people can know that if people are not as Allah wants them to be, after
some time Allah will do something very, very bad to them because of it

In this explication, kuffar / kafiriin encompasses ingratitude, wilful rejection of
Allah’s messages and his messengers, rebellion against the truth, choosing to act in
ways that are contrary to Allah’s commands, and rejecting or ignoring Allah’s signs
and the threat of punishment. The comprehensiveness of this explication means that
a disbeliever in Islam is, as a matter of course, considered to be guilty of a wholesale
rejection of Allah’s commands, of his messengers, and of the truth. This is indeed
what the concept of kuffar / kafirin conveys.

24 The predicate have to in X has to do Y is shorthand for X can’t not do Y. See Goddard (2014)
for a broader discussion of modal verbs of necessity.
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Equivalent semantic components will need to be included in semantic
explications of the verb kafara and the noun kufr.

A question that arises is whether some of these additional elements added to
the meaning of kafara could be incidental inferences that might arise in particular
contexts, but are not intrinsic to the semantic structure of kuffar / kafirin. If
someone is said to do kafara or be guilty of kufr, would all the elements of this
explication be attributed to them? I believe they would. Not only have the exemplar
verses cited here been carefully chosen to stand for many other similar verses — they
are by no means cherry-picked — but to say someone is a kafir is indeed to accuse
the person of rejecting Allah’s messengers by calling them liars, of denying the
truth of Allah, of disobedience, of coming under the wrath of Allah, and of
ingratitude. In the divided worldview of the Quran, anyone who refuses to embrace
Islam and rejects the Messenger and his message is guilty of all this. The verses of
the Quran reinforce these judgements repeatedly.

The combination of qualities in this semantic explanation reflects the way the
Quran construes disbelief as a full rejection of the quranic Messenger and his
message, in its entirety, by people who should know better. By attributing
ingratitude and denial to anyone who does not accept the Quran’s message, all
disbelievers in Islam are stigmatised.

This does not mean, however, that all elements of this semantic explication are
in focus in every instance in which kdfir, kafara or kufr are used. Consider, for
example, the uses of kafara in Q2:102, which Cole took to have the sense of
‘blaspheme’:

(23) ...and they follow what the devils recited for Solomon’s kingdom.
Solomon did not disbelieve (kafara), but the devils disbelieved
(kafarn). They taught humans sorcery, and what was sent down to
Babylon’s two angels, Hariit and Martt. Whenever they taught anyone
they said, “We are but a test; do not disbelieve (takfur).” From those
two they (the humans) learned how to divide a man from his spouse.
Yet they did not harm anyone in this way, except by Allah’s permission.
And they learned what harmed them, and what did not profit them. And
they knew full well that whoever buys it [magic] will have no share in
the world to come. Evil is the price for which they sold themselves. If
only they had known! (Q2:102)

What aspects of kufr are in play here? In Q2:102, I propose that the reason the
devils of Solomon’s time are said to kafarii is that they were enticing people to use
magic to fulfil their desires instead of looking to what Allah says, doing what Allah
wants, and depending upon Allah’s benevolent provision. The human magic
practitioners were not thinking, “Allah does many very good things for people”
(lines h, u in the explication), “I want to know what Allah says” (lines q, w), or “I
want to do everything as Allah wants” (lines r, x). Instead, “they want to do other
things, not as Allah wants people to do” (line y). In all this they were acting as
kuffar / kafiran, as defined in the semantic explication.
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It is also relevant to consider the immediately preceding and following verses
in Q2:100-105. The preceding verses make clear that Q2:102 is about ‘People of
the Book’ (in this case, Jews) who had discarded their covenant and rejected what
their messenger brought, “throwing away the book of Allah” (lines z-a').
Furthermore, Q2:103 speaks of these past People of the Book abandoning faith and
not refraining from evil (lines w—y); Q2:104 speaks of “people of Faith” in the
present moment speaking duplicitously and disrespectfully, rejecting the quranic
Messenger (lines z—a'); and Q2:105 states that such people without faith “do not
want anything good to come down to you from your Lord” (line u). This
surrounding context makes clear that these people were rejecting what a messenger
had brought to them from Allah, which is a key element of the semantic explication
of kuffar / kafiran.

These points all align with the semantic decomposition of kuffar / kafirin
offered above. The humans’ resort to magic functions as but one element in an
extended discussion of kufr which runs through the whole passage of Q2:101-105.

We conclude that the use of kafara in Q2:102, in its context, is consistent with
key semantic elements in the proposed explication of kuffar / kafiriin. The sustained
focus throughout this passage is on the kufr of these Jews in Solomon’s time, so
there is no need to posit a separate polysemous meaning ‘blaspheme’ to account for
the instance in question.

Note, however, that in Q2:102 not all the semantic elements of kuffar / kafiriin
are in focus. Ingratitude (lines h—j, v) is not in focus in the surrounding passage. On
the other hand, rejection of Allah’s truth and rejection of his messengers are in focus
in the surrounding verses, but not in Q2:102.

Our explication of kuffar / kdfiriin is not unnecessarily overloaded. There are
some aspects of kufr which have not been included in the explication because they
are entailed by the meaning as defined. For example, arrogance is repeatedly
attributed to the kuffar / kafiriin, as expressed by a variety of different words such
as astakbara ‘be arrogant’ and ‘ali ‘high, superior’ (Izutsu 1966: 142—152).
However, in the Quran arrogance is implied by the meaning of kafara: human
beings who take it upon themselves to deny the truth of what Allah has spoken are
by definition arrogant, since they rate their own judgement above their all-powerful
and all-knowing creator’s. Since arrogance is implied by the semantic explication
of kafara, it does not need to be written into it.>

Kufr 1s a complex and unique concept, tailor-made to fit the theologically
divided worldview of the Quran. It is therefore not surprising that in the religious
practice of Muslims around the world, the word kdfir is normally not translated but
is borrowed directly from Arabic. The term is universally considered to be
derogatory.

In English translations of the Quran, it seems impossible to avoid using a
variety of terms for forms derived from the root k-f-r, depending upon the context.

25 The same can be said of the whole range of attributes of kufir which Izutsu explores in chapters
7 and 8 of Ethico-Religious Concepts in the Qur’an.
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For any one instance, a translator must choose whether to emphasise ingratitude,
rejection, denial or disbelief. The cost of having to make this choice in translations
of the Quran is that the unity of the concept of kufr is concealed from the reader.
This unity can only be retrieved through working with the Arabic text.

4.4. ittaga

Our final lexical study is of the verb ittaga (the root is w-g-y). This is one of
the most difficult quranic words to translate into English. The derivative abstract
noun is faqgwd, which Izutsu, who produced two monographs on the semantics of
quranic concepts (Izutsu 1964, 1966), translated as ‘fear of God’, a choice which is
no doubt influenced by the biblical ‘fear of the Lord’:

... the idea of tagwa ‘fear of God’ ... is indeed the central element of the
Islamic conception of religion in general. (Izutsu 1966: 120)

A form of the verb ittaqa appears, for example, in the following verse, where
it is translated as ‘protect yourselves’:

(24) “Oh People! Serve your Lord who created you, and those that were
before you, so that you may protect yourselves (tattagiina).” (Q2:21)

The agent noun formed from the root w-g-y is muttagin, occurring only in the
plural.

The difficulty ittaga presents for translators may be gauged by the diversity of
English renditions of the final word in this single verse, which include ‘learn
righteousness’ (Ali 1946), ‘attain piety’ (Munshey 2016), ‘guard against (evil)’
(Shakir 1985), ‘ward off (evil)’ (Pickthall 1976), ‘fear (Allah)’ (Palmer 1880, Sale
1734, Rodwell 1876), ‘be godfearing’ (Arberry 1998), ‘be saved’ (Khalifa 1981),
‘become Al-Muttaqoon (the pious)’ (al-Hilali & Khan 1998) and ‘be Godwary’
(Reynolds 2018).

Most translators use a variety of English terms to translate this one Arabic
word. Other translations of the same word in English Quran translations include
‘the righteous’, ‘act rightly’, ‘do right’, ‘reverence (Allah)’, ‘practise self-restraint’,
‘be careful of’, ‘be wary of”, ‘beware’, ‘do right’, and ‘keep your duty to’.

The root w-g-y occurs frequently in the Quran, mostly as the form VIII verb
ittaga, which can be used intransitively or transitively. The most basic verb derived
from this root (form I) is waqda, which ditransitively means ‘protect someone against
something’ and intransitively means ‘be wary, cautious’. Occurring ten times more
frequently than form I waga, the form VIII itfaqa is in the top 2% of most frequent
lexemes in the Quran. Verbs of form VIII are typically reflexive or reciprocal in
meaning, but they can also signify that the subject is doing an action for their own
benefit (Wright 1896—1898: 1:42). This suggests that itraqa could be glossed as ‘he
protected himself (from)’.

Throughout the Quran it is Allah who is almost invariably used as the object
of the verb itfaga, the one against whom people guard or protect themselves.
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Although some translators render the common phrase ittaqii allaha as ‘you (pl.)
fear Allah’, the contexts where ittaga is used are mostly not about fear or other
negative emotions, but about being rightly directed or guided. Consider, for
example, the following verses:

(25) Allah would never lead a people astray after guiding them, until he
makes clear to them what they should be guarding themselves against
(vattaguna). Surely Allah knows everything. (Q9:115)

(26) Eat of what you have taken as booty, as is lawful and good, and guard
yourself against (itraqii) Allah; surely Allah is all-forgiving, all-
compassionate. (Q8:69)

The focus in these verses is on following the guidance of Allah. In Q8:69,
ittaga describes the lawful eating of food taken as booty as an act of “guarding
yourself against Allah: this is guarding yourself because to do lawful acts keeps
one on the right sight of Allah.

It is not that the Quran lacks vocabulary for fearing others or Allah. The two
verbs khafa (root kh-w-f) and khashiya (root kh-sh-y) can be translated as ‘fear’. In
the Quran, khdfa (root kh-w-f) is a negative, undesirable emotion, which describes
human feelings towards Allah only a few times (e.g. Q5:28, 94). Although
occasionally it is said that believers fear (khafa) the punishment of Allah (e.g.
Q13:21), most of the instances of kAdfa are affirmations that the rightly guided will
be free from fear (e.g. Q3:170: “on them will be no fear”). Khdfa is thus for the
most part an undesirable emotion of disbelievers. In contrast, it is stated that “the
allies of Allah (there is) no fear (khawfun) on them” (Q10:62).

In contrast to khdfa, the verb khashiya (root kh-sh-y) can be used to refer to a
godly fear of Allah, often in contrast to fearing people (e.g. fa-la takhshawu al-ndsa
wa-akhshawni, “do not fear people but fear me” (Q5:44)). A famous verse in Q33
reveals that Muhammad was right to have married Zainab, the former wife of his
foster son Zaid. Ittaga is used initially as an instruction from Muhammad to his
foster son Zaid to keep his wife, which was at a time when Muhammad thought this
was the right thing to do. However, this was subsequently corrected by a revelation
that it was permissible for a man to marry the divorced wife of his foster son.
Indeed, it was said that Muhammad himself ought to do so in order to demonstrate
that this was permitted for believers in general. In this passage, Allah says that
Muhammad had been holding back from marrying Zainab because he feared
(khashiya) people instead of fearing Allah:

(27) (Remember) when you said to the one Allah had favoured and you had
favoured (to Zaid), “Keep your wife and guard against Allah (wa-
attaqi allaha).” But you hid in your heart what Allah was about to
reveal, and you feared (takhsha) the people, when Allah had more right
for you to fear him (takhshahu). (Q33:37)

A fundamental problem with translations that use fear is that ittaga is not
actually an emotion at all. It is something one does, not something one feels. This
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contrasts with experiencing the (biblical) “fear of the Lord”, which CS Lewis has
described as a feeling of “numinous awe” (Lewis 1940: 5).

If ‘fear’ is problematic in translating itfaga, the alternative of ‘guard oneself’
or ‘protect oneself’ is equally problematic. One issue is a potential conflict with the
theological principle that nothing can thwart Allah’s will. The English words guard
and protect imply an effective exercise of power to thwart or defend against an
attempted act of hostility: someone wants to do something bad to someone else,
which is thwarted. That guard and protect combine with the preposition against is
significant in this context. Thus the OED defines protect as “to support or assist
against hostile or inimical action”.?® However, the Arabic ittaga is about being
careful to avoid transgression of Allah’s laws. It is not about defending against and
thwarting Allah’s hostility, which from a quranic perspective is a theological
impossibility, due to Allah’s omnipotence.

Another difficulty with guard and protect as translations of itfaqa is that they
do not capture the sense of righteousness and goodness that ittaga projects. The
positive good ittaqd conveys is reflected in translations that use the words pious
and careful.

In the light of these observations, here is a proposed explication of ittaqa, third
person masculine singular, perfect, used intransitively:

X ittaqa (intr.)

a. someone (X) thought like this:

b. “something very bad can happen to me

I don’t want this

it will not happen if I do something good
I want to do it”

because this someone thought like this, this someone did this good thing

. people can think about it like this:

“because this someone did this good thing,
this very bad thing will not happen to him”
i. at the same time, they can think like this:

] “this someone is someone good”

R

Here is an explication of a transitive use of the same verb with Allah as the
object:

Xittaga Allah (tr.)

a. someone (X) thought like this:

b “Allah can do something very bad to me”
c. I don’t want this

d. it will not happen if I do something good

e. [ want to do it”

26. <.

2022).

protect, v.” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2021 (accessed 15 February
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f. because this someone thought like this, this someone did this good thing
g. people can think about it like this:
h. “because this someone did this good thing,
this very bad thing will not happen to him”
1. at the same time, they can think like this:
] “this someone is someone good”

The semantic explication of ittaga integrates a number of key components.
One is the component of ‘fear’ (lines b—c): the person thinks something bad can
happen to them if they do not do something. Another is the ‘piety’ element: the
person wants to do something good and believes it is good to do this, and other
people think the person is good for doing this good thing (lines d—e, h—j). Another
is the ‘guarding’ aspect: because of what the person does, something bad will not
happen to him. Note that the explication does not include the semantic prime feel:
ittaqd involves doing and thinking, not feeling.

Note too that this explication does not suggest any hostility on Allah’s part,
which could be implied by a translation with English protect and guard. 1t is not
said or implied that Allah has an intent to do something bad to the person, nor that
the will of Allah could be opposed or resisted in some way. Nor is it implied that
the person is only acting under compulsion: rather, the person wants to do what is
good. They are not just acting prudently, but acting piously.

How, then, should one render itfaga in an English translation of the Quran?
The heart of the meaning is about doing something good in order to prevent harm
to oneself, in accordance with Allah’s direction. The problem with translations like
‘be pious’ or ‘learn righteousness’ is that they completely miss out the element of
danger (line b). They are also too passive, downplaying the idea that the person is
doing something. A possible translation is ‘be cautious (of)’, but no one translation
can adequately capture all the facets of the meaning of ittaga.

5. Conclusion

Words matter. To understand a culture one needs to rightly discern the
meanings of its key words. While the practice of translation can offer a window into
the world of another culture, it inevitably also frames and thus distorts the source
text by means of the words of the target language. The instruments deployed to
liberate meanings from the bondage of one language and make them known in
another language are the very tools of their distortion and veiling.

Here we have considered certain key concepts of the Arabic Quran, a text
which has exerted a profound and enduring influence to shape the languages and
cultures of the two billion people in the world today who follow the religion of
Islam.

The scholarly discipline of Islamic studies, as practised in the Western
tradition, has relied on a lexicon infused with biblical concepts for understanding,
interpreting and translating Islamic texts. To set aside the biblical frame, we have
explicated a handful of Islamic terms using the tool of Natural Semantic
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Metalanguage, applying the technique of what Goddard and Wierzbicka have
termed ‘experimental semantic analysis’ (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014: 11). We
have argued that terms that may be very difficult to translate into English can be
precisely defined using NSM semantic decompositions. The results achieved are
provisional and can no doubt be improved upon. Nevertheless, I hope they have
demonstrated the power of NSM semantic analysis and its value for facilitating
cross-cultural awareness and understanding in the important domain of religious
belief.

With that conviction, and in honour of a dear friend Igor (‘Yehoshua’)
Mel’¢uk, I submit these findings, in the hope that others will improve what has been
here begun.
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Abstract

Contemporary Russian lexicon is characterized by rapid change which involves borrowings, the
use of new words and expressions as well as the development of new meanings from the existing
word forms. The new meanings are indicative of new attitudes or the reinforcement of the existing
ones. In this context, the paper considers the recently emerged colloquial use of the word zhest’
(from the primary meaning of zkest” ‘tin’ as a type of metal) and the increase of use of the words
zhestkii ‘hard/tough/firm’ and zhestko ‘firmly/toughly’ as examples of ‘internal’ language
processes. The word zhest’ is a colloquial word mainly used in youth slang, but also infiltrating
other types of discourse. We analyze its use as an interjection, as well as a noun in predicative
and attributive functions. Zhestkii and zhestko are shown to rise in use and to be prevalent in the
political discourse as a sign of power. The paper aims to trace the rise in frequency of the words
under the analysis, study their semantics and establish links between the meaning of the words
and broader Russian cultural themes. This kind of linguistic analysis with focus on cultural aspects
allows us to identify culturally prevalent ideas in present day Russian. The paper uses the Natural
Semantic Metalanguage (NSM) as a method of semantic analysis relying on data from the Russian
National Corpus. Based on a detailed semantic analysis, the paper proposes NSM explications of
zhest’, zhestkii and zhestko, identifies connections between their meanings and the cultural themes
of ‘emotionality’, ‘not being in control’ and ‘strait talk’, and recognizes the increased cultural
salience of these words in present day Russian. The study uncovers trends of the contemporary
Russian language uses and can be applied in culture-enhanced language teaching and cross-
cultural training.
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IMOL MU ¥ OTHOLIEHHUS B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM fI3bIKe
Yyepe3 NPU3My HEOJIOTU3MOB:
KyJIbTypHasi CEMaHTHKA CJIOBA HCecmb
U CBAA3aHHBIX C HUM NOHATUHA
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Ascmpanutickuti HayuoHanvHslll yHusepcumem, Kanbeppa, Ascmpanus
Buvicwas wixona sxonomuxu, Huocnui Hoszopoo, Poccus
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AHHOTALMSA

CoBpeMeHHBIH pyCcCKHI JEKCUKOH MOBEPKEH CTPEMUTENFHBIM H3MEHEHUSIM, TAKIM KaK 3aUMCTBO-
BaHU, WCIIOJNH30BAHHWE HOBHIX CJIOB W BBIPAKEHHUH, a TaKKe IIOSBIICHHNEC HOBBIX 3HAUCHHA
Y CyIIECTBYIOMIHX cI0BOPopM. HoBbIC 3HAUCHHUS SBISIFOTCS IPOSIBICHUSIMA HOBBIX HIJIH YCHJICHUCM
CYIIECTBYIOIINX KYJBTYpPHBIX MpeIcTaBieHU. B cTarbe paccMaTpuBaeTcsi HEJABHO BO3HHUKIIIEE
pasroBOpHOE YIOTPEOIIEHHE CIIOBA Jcecmsb (OT IIEPBUYHOTO 3HAUCHHUS Jcecmb KaK BUAA METalia) U
POCT YIOTPEOJICHHS CIIOB JCECMKUU U JiCeCmKO KaK MPUMEPOB «BHYTPEHHHUX» S3BIKOBBIX MPOIIEC-
coB. CJI0BO Jicecmb SIBIISIETCS| Pa3TOBOPHBIM CJIOBOM U YIIOTPEOIISIETCSl, B OCHOBHOM, B MOJIOZIEKHOM
CJIEHTE, HO TakKe IPOHUKAET B IPyTHE TUIIBI TUCKypca. B ctaThe paccMaTprUBalOTCs yIIOTPEOICHHS
CJIOBA Jicecmb B KAUECTBE MEXKIIOMETHS, a TAKXKE CYIICCTBUTEIBHOTO B MIPSIUKATUBHBIX U aTPUOY-
TUBHBIX QYHKIMSIX. Kecmkuil v dcecmko YIOTPEOJISIOTCS B MOJUTHYSCKOM JAUCKYPCE KaK 3HAKU
BiacTy. Llenp cTaTby — MPOCIEANT YBENNYEHHE YaCTOTHOCTH aHAJIM3UPYEMBIX CJIOB, H3YUUTh UX
CEMaHTHUKY U YCTAaHOBUTH CBSI3U MEXK/y 3HAYEHUEM CJIOB U KYJIbTYPHBIMU TEMaMU PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA.
[IpoBenenue MaHHOTO JIMHTBUCTHYECKOIO aHAJM3a C BHMMAaHUEM K KYJIbTYpHBIM AacIeKTam
3HAYCHHS TI03BOJIAET BBIICIUTE KYJIbTYPHO-3HAYNMBIE HIEH B PYCCKOM sI3BIKE cerofHs. EcTecTBeH-
HBIH cemaHTHUecKkui MeTas3blk (ECM) umcmonb3yeTcs B KadyecTBE METONA CEMAaHTHYECKOTO
aHaiM3a, S3bIKOBbIE MpPUMEpPHI B3THl U3 HalroHanbHOro Kopiyca pycckoro sizbika. Ha ocHoBe
JIETaJIPHOTO CEMAHTHYECKOTO aHalu3a B cTaThe mpemnaraiorcs ECM TONKOBaHUS CIIOB dicecmb,
JfcecmKull I JcecmKo, BBISBIACTCS CBS3b MX 3HAUEHHWH C KyJNbTypPHBIMH TEMaMH «3MOIIHOHANb-
HOCTB», «OTCYTCTBUE KOHTPOJIS» U «OTKPOBEHHBIN pa3roBop», U OTMEUaeTCsl BO3pociiasi KyJIbTyp-
Hasl 3HAYMMOCTh 3THX CJIOB B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM si3bIKe. MccreqoBanre pacKphIBaeT TEHICH-
IIUH UCTIOIF30BaHUS COBPEMEHHOTO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa, M €r0 Pe3yNbTaThl MOTYT OBITH TIPUMEHEHBI
B TIPEMOJABAHUU SI3bIKA C YIIYOIICHHBIM HM3YYCHHEM KYJIBTYphl U OOYYCHHUH MEXKKYIBTYPHOU
KOMMYHHKAIUH.

KiroueBble cjioBa: pycckuii A3viK, usmeHeHue a3vika, Ecmecmeennsitl cemanmuieckuii Memasswix
(ECM), monooedicuwiii crene, NOIUmMu4eckutl OUCKypc, IMoyuu
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1. Introduction

Contemporary Russian lexicon is characterized by rapid change which
involves borrowings, the use of new words and expressions as well as the
emergence of new meanings from the existing word forms (e.g., Gladkova 2020,
Levontina 2015, 2016, Lerner & Zbenovich 2013, Krongauz 2008, 2013, Krysin
2014, Larina et al. 2020, Ozyumenko & Larina 2018). While the use of borrowings,
mainly from English, is revealing of globalization processes and is consistent with
the tendencies in numerous languages, the emergence of new meanings and words
originating from Russian could be considered part of language- and culture-specific
processes!.

A recent example of ‘internal’ language processes is the development of the
colloquial use of the word zhest’ (from zhest’ ‘tin’ — a type of metal) and the
increase of use of the words zhestkii ‘hard/tough/firm’ and zhestko ‘firmly/toughly’.
There is no unanimity among scholars on the etymological origin of these words,
but some sources suggest that all these words are etymologically related (cf. Fasmer
2004 online, Krylov 2005 online).

Zhest’ as a colloquial word is loaded with emotional attitude and is usually
used as a response token in situations when the Addressee learns about some
‘tough’ situation the Speaker has been in. The word has become prevalent in youth
jargon, however, it has already left the domain of youth slang and has penetrated
official or semi-official settings. Some examples can be found in Russian political
discourse.

Along with the emergence of the new meaning of zhest’, we also observe the
rise of use of the words zhestkii and zhestko. The words are used in colloquial
speech as well as in official register and are becoming prevalent in political
discourse.

In this paper, we attempt to trace the rise of frequency of use of the words
zhest’, zhestkii, zhestko, analyze their semantics and establish cultural links between
the meaning of the words and Russian cultural themes. We will use the Natural
Semantic Metalanguage (Wierzbicka 1996, 2021, Goddard & Wierzbicka 2002,
2014, Gladkova & Larina 2018a,b) as a method of semantic analysis, also adhering
to the principles of paraphrase, semantic transcription and decomposition using a
semantic metalanguage (Mel’¢uk 2012, 2018), while following the principles of
Cultural Semantics (Gladkova 2010, Gladkova & Romero Trillo 2014, Levisen
2012) and Ethnopragmatics (Goddard 2006).

! One could anticipate that post-2022 military conflict in Ukraine, de-globalization or/and
'multipolarity’ processes could prevail in Russia and have their impact on language. However, this
would be the matter of future research.

972



Anna Gladkova. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 970-994

2. Cultural element of meaning in the lexicon

The idea about the interconnection between language and thought on the one
hand and language and culture on the other hand has prevailed in linguistics for
over two centuries (e.g., Humboldt (1971[1836], 1988 [1836], 1997) Sapir (1949)
Whort (1956)). The approach known as Ethnopragmatics (Goddard (ed.) 2006)
with its ‘sister branches’ Cultural Semantics (Gladkova 2010, Levisen 2012) and
Applied Ethnolinguistics (Peeters 2015) propose a framework that attempts to
underpin in detail the cultural element of linguistic meaning. Ethnopragmatics aims
to articulate culture-internal perspectives on the ‘how and why’ of speech practices
in the languages of the world using universal human concepts (Goddard &
Wierzbicka 2014). It also describes and explains people’s ways of speaking relating
them to indigenous values, beliefs, attitudes, social categories, emotions, and so on
(Goddard 2006).

Cultural Semantics and Ethnopragmatics postulate that certain words are
culturally more salient than others (e.g., Gladkova 2010, Levisen 2013, Wierzbicka
1997). Wierzbicka (1997: 15-16) calls such words ‘cultural keywords’ and defines
them as “words which are particularly important and revealing in a given culture.”
Cultural keywords are salient in the collective psyche of a society and their
meanings resonate with meanings of other linguistic units and cultural practices.
The cultural keywords are commonly characterized by relatively high frequency,
relation to other culturally important concepts, and use in culturally prominent
discourse (proverbs, songs, among others).

Goddard (2018: 165) further elaborates that the borderline between cultural
keywords and other types of culturally salient vocabulary is not always easy to
identify:

A cultural key word is a kind of focal point for cultural ways of thinking,
acting, feeling, and speaking. I must admit that there are many culturally
important words in any language, and that sometimes it is hard to draw a strict
line between cultural key words and other very important cultural words. I am
not even sure that there is an absolutely strict line there. But the concept of
“cultural key words” is still a useful concept, a way of directing attention to
the fact that some words are tremendously important to a culture.

While the research on cultural keywords has successfully identified words of
this kind in different cultures (e.g., Levisen 2012, Levisen & Waters 2017,
Wierzbicka 1997), the question of the dynamics of meaning among cultural
keywords and cultural themes has not been explored in depth before. This article
attempts to study the meaning of the words zhest’, zhestkii and zhestko and identify
their cultural role. Adhering to the principles of Ethnopragmatics and Cultural
Semantics, we will explore the meaning of the words in question using the universal
human concepts as they are identified within the Natural Semantic Metalanguage.
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3. Data and methodology

The paper relies on data available in the Russian National Corpus — an open
access online resource with over 1.5 billion words. For the purpose of our study,
we will draw examples of use from three subcorpora: main (written sources), oral
and newspaper. We will mainly rely on examples of use after the mid-1980s to
record the linguistic change after the collapse of the Soviet Union which marked a
significant economic and social turning point in the country’s history. Therefore,
the amount of analyzed material is around 915 mln. words.

To trace the dynamics of frequency of use we will rely on the data from Google
Books as reflected in the Google Books Ngram Viewer. We acknowledge
limitations of the Google Books data as they are restricted to books and,
consequently, have limited representation of spoken data. However, we believe that
these data are still useful in understanding the prevalent tendencies in the frequency
of use.

The Natural Semantic Metalanguage is an approach to studying natural
language meaning relying on universal human concepts. It originates from
Leibniz’s idea that linguistic meaning can be explained in terms of a set of
irreducible concepts available in natural language. The empirical research of
identifying primitive meanings by Anna Wierzbicka, Cliff Goddard and colleagues
has resulted in a list of 65 semantic primitives and their syntactic properties. They
are believed to be identifiable in all languages (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014).
Russian and English exponents of the primes are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Exponents of semantic primes in English and Russian (from Gladkova and Larina (2018a))

YA, TY, KTO-TO, CHTO-TO~VESHCH', LYUDI, TELO substantives
I, YOU, SOMEONE, SOMETHING~THING, PEOPLE, BODY

ROD~VID, CHAST' relational
KINDS, PARTS substantives
ETOT, TOT ZHE, DRUGOI determiners
THIS, THE SAME, OTHER~ELSE

ODIN, DVA, NEKOTORYE, VSE, MNOGO, MALO quantifiers
ONE, TWO, SOME, ALL, MUCH~MANY, LITTLE~FEW

KHOROSHII~KHOROSHO, PLOKHOI~PLOKHO evaluators
GOOD, BAD

BOL'SHOI, MALENII descriptors
BIG, SMALL

ZNAT’, DUMAT’, KHOTET', NE KHOTET', CHUVSTVOVAT', VIDET’, SLYSHAT' mental predicates
KNOW, THINK, WANT, DON'T WANT, FEEL, SEE, HEAR

GOVORIT'~SKAZAT’, SLOVA, PRAVDA speech

SAY, WORDS, TRUE

DELAT’, PROISKHODIT'~SLUCHAT'SYA, DVIGAT'SYA actions, events,
DO, HAPPEN, MOVE movement
BYT' (GDE-TO), BYT'~EST’, BYT' (KEM-TO/CHEM-TO) location, existence,
BE (SOMEWHERE), THERE IS, BE (SOMEONE/SOMETHING) specification
MOI/MOYA/MOE possession

(IS) MINE
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ZHIT', UMERET life and death
LIVE, DIE

KOGDA~VREMYA, SEICHAS, DO, POSLE, DOLGO, KOROTKOE VREMYA, time
NEKOTOROE VREMYA, MOMENT

WHEN~TIME, NOW, BEFORE, AFTER, A LONG TIME, A SHORT TIME, FOR SOME TIME, MOMENT

GDE~MESTO, ZDES’, NAD, POD, DALEKO, BLIZKO, STORONA, VNUTRI, place
KASAT'SYA

WHERE~PLACE, HERE, ABOVE, BELOW, FAR, NEAR, SIDE, INSIDE, TOUCH

NE, MOZHET BYT’, MOCH', POTOMU CHTO, ESLI logical concepts
NOT, MAYBE, CAN, BECAUSE, IF

OCHEN', BOL'SHE~ESHCHE intensifier,
VERY, MORE augmentor
KAK~TAK similarity
LIKE~AS

Apart from the 65 primitive meanings, the NSM toolkit includes semantic
molecules, that is intermediate concepts consisting of semantic primitives and,
possibly, other semantic molecules which are required for explications.

NSM as a tool of sematic analysis involving semantic paraphrase, semantic
transcription and decomposition using a semantic metalanguage (Mel’¢uk 2012,
2018) allows us to arrive at explications of meaning, which are precise,
substitutable and comprehensible (Goddard 2018).

4. Results
4.1. Zhest’ as a colloquial word
4.1.1. An overview of current uses

I will start with illustrating the use of the new meaning of zhest” with several
examples from the Russian National Corpus:

(1) — Nu / na samom dele / glaza ochen’ sil’no bolyat / potomu chto nu vot u

menya byl den’ — ya sela v desyat’ utra / ponyatnoe delo s pereryvami
/ no vse ravno zakonchila v chetyre utra.

— Zhest’!

‘— Well, indeed, the eyes are really aching because what a day I had —
I started at ten in the morning, with breaks of course, but finished at
four in the morning anyway.

— Zhest’! (Rough!)’

(2)-/[...] iyav pyat’ utra prosypayus’ prosto v kholodnom potu.
— Zhest’!
—‘[...] and I wake up in the morning all in cold sweat.
— Zhest’! (Rough!)’

(3) — Nu / koroche u menya nogi potom tak otvalivalis’ / éto zhopa.

— Ty na kablukakh byla?
— Konechno /na kablu ... Tok na ... Da/na kablukakh / na vot etikh / sapogakh.
— Zhe-e-est’!
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‘— Well, my feet were falling off after that ...

— Were you wearing heels then?

— Of course, heels. Yes, heels, these high boots.
— Zhest’! (Rough!)’

As these examples demonstrate, the word is prevalent in youth jargon,
however, it has already left the domain of youth slang and is being used by older
people in official or semi-official settings at times. It has even infiltrated the
Russian political discourse. One of such examples is a notorious slogan by
Valentina Matvienko “Sport — éto zhest™ ‘Sport is zhest”. According to
Fontanka.ru, the then governor of St. Petersburg Valentina Matvienko used this
slogan during her annual address to the deputies of the Legislative Assembly in
2007. When explaining why she was using a term from the youth slang she said that
she had heard this word and got interested in its meaning. Upon learning that it
means something like ‘breakthrough, boiling and moving ahead’ she decided that
the word zhest’ can be applied to sport.”

There is also an example of use of zhest’ by Maria Zakharova, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs Spokesperson, as listed in the Russian National Corpus. According
to Parlamentskaya Gazeta, Maria Zakharova commented in her Telegram-channel
on a large-scale disruption in the work of Facebook, WhatsApp and Instagram in
2021 as follows:

(4) Zhest'. K voprosu o tom, nuzhny li nam svoi sotsseti i internet-platformy.
‘Zhest’. To the question whether we need our own social networks and
internet platforms.’

Google Books Ngram Viewer

Figure 1. The frequency of occurrence of zhest’ in Russian Google Books for 1985-2019

2 The quote is from https://www.fontanka.ru/2007/05/23/067/. As our analysis further demon-
strates, this use of zhest’ by Matvienko is not consistent with the majority of uses because the word
normally has negative connotations. However, this example dates to 2007 when the new meaning
of zhest’ was just emerging. Therefore, it is possible that Matvienko’s use coincided with some
initial uses of zhest’ which did not prevail over time.
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Google Books Ngram Viewer reports a more than two-fold increase in usage
frequency of the word zhest’ in the Russian language sources since 2004 (see
Figure 1). While in this data it is impossible to differentiate between the use of
zhest’ in the original and the derived meanings, we hypothesize that this tendency
is indicative of the development of the new meaning of zhest” and its increase in
use.

Let us now delve into exploring the origins of the word and analyzing its
meaning in greater depth.

4.1.2. Possible origins

In the original meaning zhest’ ‘tinplate’ refers to sheets of steel coated with a
thin layer of tin to impede rusting which are widely used in the manufacturing of
tin cans. According to Fasmer’s Etymological Dictionary (Fasmer 2004 online),
zhest’ as a name for a type of metal originates from Turkic or Mongolian ses
meaning “copper, brass”. This dictionary also relates the second outdated meaning
referring to frozen soil to the words zhestokii ‘cruel’ and zhestkii ‘hard/firm’.
Krylov’s Etymological Dictionary tentatively links zhest’ with Turkic languages
(zhes) and suggests that it changed its form under the influence of the Russian word
zhest’ ‘frozen soil/hard soil’ with the same derivational base as zhestkii (or zhestyr)
‘hard/firm’ (Krylov 2005 online). Zhestkii, in its turn, is listed here as a borrowing
from Old Slavonic zhestyi, possibly related to German kes — hard soil. Krylov also
links zhestokii ‘cruel’ to zhestkii and notes a close link between these notions.
Therefore, there is likely to be an etymological link between zhest’ as a type of
metal which is hard with the word zhestkii (etymologically relating to hard or frozen
soil) as well as the word zhestokii ‘cruel’.

The Russian National Corpus oral subcorpus records the first uses of zkest’ as
a colloquial expression in 2006. Here is one of the examples dating 2006:

(5) — Na her éti shtuki krutyatsya?

— Nu / akkordy vybiraesh’/to est’ / ty smotrish’ / dopustim / fa... Ty vidish’
/ na kakom ladu éto vse zazhimaetsya...

— Zhest’! Kto éto pridumal?

— Ya dumayu / umnyi chelovek pridumal ...

‘— Why are these things rolling?

— Well, you select the chord, that is you see, say F... You see on which
harmony it is gripped.

— Zhest’! Who came up with it?

— I think a clever person did!”

In this example zhest’ is used to express astonishment and awe at the complexity of
the object the Speaker encounters.

The emergence of colloquial use of the word zhest’ could be associated with
the release of the film with the same title by the Russian producer Denis Neimand
in 2006. The film is a psychological thriller where a journalist Marina joins a police
inspector in the search for a maniac teacher as part of her last task for the newspaper
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she decides to quit. The action takes place on the vast territory of the abandoned
summer house estate next to a large industrial city Azovstal’ with no mobile
connection and locals living according to their own laws.

The title of the film creatively interprets the use and the etymology of the
original meaning of the word zhest’ as a metaphor for human life. The film is not
about ‘tinplate’ as sheets of steel, but rather human life which is, as tinplate, hard,
flexible (changeable), and sharp at the ends. The title also highlights the link of
zhest’ with the words zhestkii ‘hard’ and zhestokii ‘cruel’ as the film contains
numerous scenes of cruelty and violence. It is worth noting that several other
Russian films released at about the same time — Zhara (2006) ‘Heat’ and Zhmurki
(2005) ‘Blind man’s buff’ — also used the new word in their scripts.

4.1.3. Meaning analysis

Krysin (2014: 550-551) describes zhest’ as an evaluative jargon word
expressing different emotions — delight, surprise, etc. in the role of an interjection.
In our analysis we will divide the use of zhest’ into two groups — one as an
interjection (zhest’s) and the other one as a noun in a predicative or attributive
function (zhest’z). We will demonstrate that the meaning of zkest’ in both uses is
not limited to emotions only and entails more complex attitudes.

4.1.3.1. zhest';

In the first use zhest’ is used as a response token in a conversation. It is
normally used after the Speaker talks about some unusual situation, often involving
experiencing of hard conditions (from the point of view of the Speaker). The
Addressee replying with zhest’ demonstrates emphatic understanding of the
toughness of the situation the Speaker had to endure and the resultant emotion. An
element of surprise is also being conveyed.

We will quote some examples from the Corpus. In the following example a
young person is telling about her experience of being exposed to the behavior of
older people in a café or a restaurant which is different from her expectations and
her friend replies with zhest "

(6) — ... My sideli v “Kul’te” /i tam znaesh’ / takoe / kak budto iz kakogo-
to sosednego ofisa prishla kompaniya lyudei / i lyudi let po tridcat’ pyat’
/ po sorok / takie teti-zhaby /i odna iz nix sidela bosikom / a kogda shla
kuda-to / odevala takie plastikovye tapochki prosto. i onu chetyre raza
stavili svoyu lyubimuyu pesnyu “Disko-partizany” / znaesh’?

— Gospodi / zhest’ kakaya-to!

— My tak ugorali vashche / da.

— ‘We were sitting in ‘Cult’ and there, you know, a company of people
came from a nearby office, and they were thirty-five or forty, women-
toads, you know. And one of them was sitting barefoot and she put on
plastic slippers when she went somewhere. And they played their favorite
song “Disco partisans” four times, you know?’
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— Oh my God! What a zhest’!
— Yeah, we were laughing.’

The following example is about a young person complaining about the
unexpected change of exam materials two weeks before the exam, which warrants
the response zhest” from a friend:

(7)—[...] za dve nedeli do ékzamena pomenyali voprosy. Vmesto 57 voprosov
/ 70/ drugie voprosy / drugie proizvedeniya ... Ne znayu / kak mne teper’
sdavat’ literaturu ...

— Zhest’!!! Razve tak mozhno?

— ‘Two weeks before the exam they changed the questions. 70 questions
instead of 57, different questions, different books ... I don’t know how I
can pass Literature now...

— Zhest’!!! How can one do it?’

Telling about enduring psychological pressure from another person also calls
for the response zhest "

(8) — Da vse tak zhe ... slava bogu / my s nei redko teper’ vidimsya.
— Ona prodolzhaet gruzit’ émocional 'nymi problemami?
— Estessno / kuda tam bez nix.
— Zhest’.
‘—It’s the same... Thanks God we meet rarely with her these days.
— Is she continuing to load you with emotional problems?
— Of course. How else?
— Zhest’.’

In the following example zhest’ is used two times to respond to a radical
haircut. The person who had the haircut is also called zhestkach — another noun
derived from zhest” which can be used to refer to tough situations or people.

(9) SI — Chego-chego / postrigli.
S2 — Zhest’ / obkromsali nereal 'no/
S3 — Da ty posmotri na ego chelku / ussat’sya mozhno.
S2 — Kha / zhest’! Ty tipa pod Natal yu Oreiro kosit’ nachal / zhestkach!
S1— Ty voobshche by pomolchal [...].
S1 — “What? I had a haircut.
S2 — Zhest’! They cut your hair radically.
S3 — Look at his fringe! You can piss yourself!
S2 — Ha, zhest’! Do you want to look like Natalia Oreiro? You are a tough guy!
S1—Shutup![...].

Having to queue for a long time also invites the response zhest :

(10) —/...] Che / gulyali potom eshche?
— Ne /v ocheredi do polvdenadcatogo pochti stoyali.
— Zhest’ kakaya. Skol’ko vas bylo?
— Ya / Bob i Diman. No vzyali na semerykh bilety.
‘—[...] Did you walk after that?
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— No, we were standing in the queue till 11.30 almost.
— What a zhest’. How many were you?
— Myself, Bib and Diman. But we bought tickets for seven people.’

As we can observe in the above quoted examples, the situations when zhest’ is
used are the following:

- having to work for a day without rest,

- having to run in boots on high heels,

- having to share space with people of different age group, habits and
interests,

- having to interact with a person who has psychological problems,

- changing exam questions two weeks before the exam,

- having a radical haircut.

Most examples are limited to youth conversations and therefore embody the
views of this age group. Experiencing discomfort, pressure, hard work, unfair
treatment are regarded as disturbing everyday experience and trigger the response
zhest’.

We will propose the following explication:

Zhest'y!
(@) 1 now know: something happened
b) I think: things like this don’t happen at many times

c) when this happened, you felt something very bad
d) | know how you felt
e) | don’t want you to feel like this

f)  when I think about it now, | can’t not feel something
g) lwantyou to know this
h) because if this, | say this word {zhest’}

This explication follows the patterns for explicating interjections as presented
in (Wierzbicka 1992, Goddard 2014, 2015, Gladkova et al. 2016) and contains the
elements of (a) awareness of the situation, (b) — expression of the unusual character
of the situation, (c) — demonstration of the awareness of the consequent negative
feeling of the interlocutor, (d) — emphatic expression of the awareness of the feeling
of the other person, (¢) — expression of support or pity to the interlocutor in relation
to this situation, (f) — an emotional response to the situation, (g) — summary of the
communicative effort, and (h) — the word utterance component.

4.1.3.2. zhest’,

Zhest > is used in the predicative or attributive function as a colloquial word.
However, unlike zhest’s, it does not necessarily function as a response token, but it
is used by the Speaker to express surprise or astonishment about some ‘tough’
conditions.

As zhest 2 is also prevalent in the youth slang or conversational discourse, it is
common in discussions relating to studies. In example (11) the teacher is described
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as zhest’ as she was very strict and in (12) — the homework (voluminous and
challenging).

(11) — A u vas strogaya uchitel 'nica?
— Nea ... dobraya.
— A u nas voobshche Vera Vanna vo 2 shkole prosto zhest’ byla
zhenshchina. Znaesh’ / na fizike dazhe spisat’ nel’zya. Znaesh’ / esli
povernesh’sya zatylkom vo vremya kontrol 'noy / vse / ona libo podoidet
i postavit minus ball / potom minus dva / a potom i vovse mozhet zabrat’
listochek. Voobshche / spisat’ slozhno bylo.
‘— Do you have a strict teacher?
—No ... akind one.
— And our Vera Vanna in school number 2 was simply zhest’ woman.
You know, it was impossible to cheat during Physics class. You know, if
you turn your head during a test she would come over and deduct one
point, then two points, and then she could even take away the paper. It
was difficult to cheat.’

(12) Odno mogu skazat’ / to / chto ona zadaet — zhest’! Osobenno to / chto
nam kakie-to referaty nado gotovit’. Uzhas!
‘I can say one thing — the homework she gives is zhest’! Especially the
term papers we need to prepare. Crazy!’

Very cold conditions outside are described as zhest’ in the following two
examples:

(13) Slushai / smotri / blin / tam takoi sneg / takaya zhest’ prosto / belki ne
mogut ... Poshli v snezhki igrat’? Belki ne mogut zhit’ v takom kholode.
‘Look at the snow outside. It is simply zhest’. Squirrels can’t ... Let’s go
and play snowballs? Squirrels can’t live in such cold.’

(14) — Blin ... da gde zh avtobus-to / a?
— Da heze! A che / speshish’?
— Da dubak — vashche zhest’! [ ...]
— Ta zhe fignya!
‘— [Swearing]. Where is the bus?
— I don’t know. Are you in a hurry?
— The cold is zhest’. [...]
— Same crap here.’

The conditions or situations that can be characterized as zhest’ are numerous
and diverse and include, among others, the negative effect of divorce on children in
the 1970s (example 15), violence in detention centers (example 16), unhuman
conditions in public transport (example 17), tourist’s being cheated by locals
(example 18), lack of medical help (example 19). In such examples we can observe
the resonance between the new meaning of the word zAest’ and a similar-sounding
word zhestoko ‘cruel’. One could tentatively argue that there is an element of cruelty
in the following situations:
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(15) Vy pomnite vot razvody / naprimer / semidesyatykh? Nu / éto / éto byla
krovavaya zhest’. Kakie deti? Kogo interesovali chuvstva detei?
‘Do you remember, for example, divorces of the seventies? Well, it was
bloody zhest’. What children? Who was interested in children’s feelings?’

(16) Ta, kak seichas govoryat, zhest’, kotoraya tvoritsya v tsentrakh
zaderzhaniya, — v novinku dazhe dlya tekh, kto uzhe sidel ran’she. [...]
Situatsiya pomenyalas’ v khudshuyu storonu, i estestvenno, chto éto
politicheskij zakaz, a ne prosto sledstvie ékonomicheskogo krizisa.
Seichas centry izolyacii pravonarushitelei v Minske prevratilis’ v takie
pytochnye, kak gestapo vo vremya voiny.
‘The zhest’, as they call it now, that takes place in detention centers is a
novelty even for those who have had sentences in the past. [...] The
situation has changed for the worse and, naturally, it is a political order
and not simply consequences of the economic crisis. Now isolation
centers in Minsk turned into torture rooms like gestapo in war times.’

(17) Ranee éta zhe turistka opisala otpusk v Egipte slovami “dikii stress” i
“éto kakaya-to zhest’” iz-za togo, chto mestnye zhiteli vse vremya
pytalis’ ee obmanut’.
‘Earlier the same tourist described her holiday in Turkey with the words
‘utter stress’ and ‘it is some zhest” because locals were always trying to
cheat her.’

(18) 1kh vid privel ee v uzhas. Po slovam Manek, élektrichka bol’she

napominaet transport dlya perevozki skota. Na snimkakh vidno, chto
vagony pokryty rzhavchinoi, kraska oblupilas’, a okna potemneli ot
gryazi. “Rebyata, nu éto real ’naya zhest’! Nu kak na vot takom mozhno
vozit’ lyudei?”
‘Their [trains] look made her terrified. According to Manek’s words, the
train looks more like transport for animals. It is clear from the shots that
the wagons are covered in rust, the paint is peeling off and the windows
are dark from the dirt. ‘Guys, this is real zhest’! How can one transport
people in it?’

(19) U nas v gorode s naseleniem 150 tysyach chelovek vsego odna detskaya
poliklinika. Eto zhest’.
‘In our town with the population of 150 thousand people there is one
children’s policlinic. It is zhest .

We will attempt to generalize that calling something zhest’ involves
recognizing that the event or the situation is not a typical experience, but a negative
one. It causes negative emotions of the person who has to go through it. By using
the word zhest’ the Speaker marks his or her negative attitude to the situation and
the desire for it not to happen. The explication looks as follows:

Something X is zhest';

(a) this something is like this:

(b)  something happens, it doesn’t happen at many times

()  when other people think about it, they can know that this is something very bad
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(d)  they can feel something very bad because of this
(e)  they don't want to feel like this
() they don’'t want things like this to happen

To summarize, zhest > is an emotional and attitudinal term expressing attitude
relating to the previous proposition. It underlies the unusual character of the event
(component b) and it is negatively evaluated (component c). The event causes a
negative feeling (d). The explication also includes a natural want of people not to
feel like this (e) and for things like this not to happen (component f).

We will now turn to the analysis of the words zhestkii and zhestko as
conceptually related to the colloquial use of the word zhest’.

4.2. Zhestkii and zhestko

Along with the emergence of the new meaning of zhest’, we also observe the
rise of use of the words zhestkii and zhestko. The words are used in colloquial
speech as well as in official register and are becoming prevalent in political
discourse. The data from the Google Ngram Viewer suggest that the words zhestkii
and zhestko have experienced a steady rise in use after 1985 with a temporary
decline in 2008-2014 (see Figure 2).

Google Books Ngram Viewer
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Figure 2. The frequency of occurrence of zhestkii and zhestko in Google Books for 1900-2019

4.2.1. Zhestkii
4.2.1.1. Zhestkii;

In the context of our study, we are most interested in the metaphorical use of
zhestkii ‘hard/firm’, that is zhestkii>. However, its meaning cannot be understood
without the analysis of its original meaning as a word describing physical property
(zhestkiis).
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Zhestkii; is an adjective referring to a physical property of objects which
display resistance to touch. The most prototypical use of the word in its primary
sense could be considered the characteristics of objects that a person could lie or sit
on: krovat’ ‘bed’, lozhe ‘bed’ (lit. ‘place for resting in a lying position’), koika
‘bunk’, pastel’ bed’, meditsinskaya kushetka ‘medical couch’, matras ‘matrass’,
divan ‘sofa’, kreslo ‘armchair’, stul ‘chair’. As a way of extension, the word is also
applicable to supporting constructions that have a firm structure and that prevent
things they are intended for carrying or supporting from moving, such as karkas
‘frame’, tara ‘container’, konteiner ‘container’, kabina ‘cabin’. Another group of
words that zhestkii is applicable to is human hair — volosy ‘hair’, resnicy ‘eye
lashes’, kudri ‘curls’, brovi ‘eyebrows’, usy ‘moustache’, shchetina ‘bristle’,
boroda ‘beard’, as well as parts of body, such as pal’cy ‘fingers’ and ladon’ ‘palm’.
Zhestkii could also refer to some types of food, such as a cooked piece of meat or
an apple, as well as fabric and shoes — kosynka ‘head scarf’, kanva ‘canvas’, obuv’
‘shoes’.

To generalize, zhestkii refers to a property of objects that could be identified if
a person comes in contact with the object. Goddard and Wierzbicka (2014) in their
analysis of hard argue that the property of hard is identified by a person touching
an object by hand. Extending on their approach and taking into account the
prototypicality of lying or resting on things that are described as zhestkii, we suggest
that this quality is identified by parts of human body. A hand is one of such parts,
but it could also be the back or the bottom (in case of sitting or lying). We would
propose the following explication:

Something is zhestkii, (krovat' ‘bed’, stul ‘chair’)
(@) this thing is like this:
(b) if someone’s part of the body touches this thing
(c) this someone can feel something in this part of the body because of this
(d) because of this, this someone can know something about this thing
(e) because of this, this someone can think like this:
4] if someone’s part of the body touches this thing,
(9) this part of the body can’t move as this someone’s wants
(h) because of this, this someone can feel something bad in this part of the body
Some of the examples suggest a lengthy lasting effect of contact with a zhestkii
object if a person sits or lies on it for some time:

(20) Takaya krovat’ zhestkaya, vse telo bolit.
‘The bed is so hard, the whole body is aching.’

However, given that this effect can happen due to coming in touch with objects by
sitting or lying on them and might not apply to things one could get in touch by
hand (e.g., hair), we will not propose the component ‘for some time’ as an invariant
of meaning.
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4.2.1.2. Zhestkii;

As Goddard and Wierzbicka (2014) rightly note, the metaphoric use of words
of physical properties could be more frequent than the use of the words in their
original meaning. It is the case with zhestkii> which builds on the meaning of
zhestkii; and applies to a wide range of situations where a person has some sort of
restrictions in his/her actions. Such uses include: ramki ‘framework’, grafik
‘schedule’, kontrol’ ‘control’, pravila ‘rules’, konkurentsiya ‘competition’,
ogranicheniya ‘restrictions’, usloviya ‘conditions’, kriterii ‘criteria’, trebovaniya
‘requirements’, dieta ‘diet’, davlenie ‘pressure’, poryadok ‘order’, reshenie
‘decision’, etc. Some examples from the corpus:

(21) [...] bez zhestkoi konkurencii vryad li mestnye proizvoditeli stremilis’ by
k tomu vysokomu urovnyu, kotorogo dostigli segodnya.
‘It is unlikely that the local producers would have aimed at this high level
without tough competition.’

(22) U torgovykh setei sushchestvuyut zhestkie grafiki postavki produktov, i
im ne nuzhny zapasy, poskol ’ku ikh prosto negde skladirovat’.
‘Retail chains have strict delivery schedules, so they do not need reserves
because they have nowhere to store goods’.

(23) On principial’'no otkazyvalsya rabotat’ v zhestkikh ramkakh
sotsrealizma, vypolnyat’ sotsyal'nyi zakaz.
‘He categorically refused to work within the rigid framework of social
realism and deliver social order.’

We propose the following explication of zhestkii>:

Something X is zhestkii,

(@) this thing is like this:

(b) when this thing happens,

() it is like someone touching something zhestkiiy[m]
(d) because of this, this someone can think:

(e) | can’t do many things as | want

(f because of this, this someone can feel something bad

This explication embeds the meaning of zhestkii; as a derivational molecule.
At the same time, it reinforces and builds on the components present in zhestkii; —
the prototypical cognitive scenario involving a person realizing that s/he is
restricted by something (I can’t do many things as I want, although the ‘move’
component is absent) and a consequent negative feeling.

We hypothesize that this meaning is growing in use by ordinary speakers as a
reflection of the challenging reality. At the same time, it is commonly used by
officials to ‘justify’ their ‘tough’ actions in the challenging conditions.

The metaphoric use of zhestkii is common in the current Russian President’s
discourse as reported in mass media (newspaper) subcorpus. An example from the
New Year 2022 President’s address to the nation:
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(24) Vsekh nas seichas ob "edinyaet nadezhda na dobrye peremeny, no my

ponimaem, chto ikh nevozmozhno otorvat’, otdelit’ ot sobytii
ukhodyashchego goda. My stolknulis’ s kolossal’nymi vyzovami, no
nauchilis’ zhit’ v takikh zhestkikh usloviyakh, reshat’ slozhnye zadachi, i
smogli éto sdelat’ blagodarya nashei solidarnosti.
‘We are all united by the hope for good changes, but we understand that
they cannot be separated from the events of the previous year. We have
faced colossal challenges, but learned to live in such tough conditions,
solve complex problems and we have been able to do it due to our
solidarity.’

Another example is from the Address to the Federal Assembly regarding
accepting the law on financial responsibility of producers for their ecological harm:

(25) Takoi podkhod ochen’ prostoi. Kak on zvuchit: poluchil pribyl’ za schet

prirody — uberi za soboi. Zdes’ nuzhno deistvovat’ zhestko.
Rosprirodnadzor, drugie kontroliruyushchie organy dolzhny vypolnyat’
vozlozhennye na nikh obyazannosti.
‘This approach is very simple. It sounds like this: if you have gained
profit at the nature’s cost, clean after yourself. One needs to act firmly
here. Rosprirodnadzor and other controlling organizations should
perform their duties.’

Some other examples as reported by other politicians:

(26) Peskov zayavil, chto Putin zhestko otreagiroval na slova Sokurova.
‘Peskov stated that Putin reacted firmly to Sokurov’s words.’

(27) [...] prezident predupredil o zhestkom otvete na kakie-libo provokacii.
‘The President warned about a firm response to any kind of
provocations.’

(28) “Eto zhestkoe poruchenie prezidenta RF”, — napomnila spiker [...].
““It is a firm task by the Russian President,” the Speaker reminded.’

(29) “Prezident osobo podcherknul, chto stoimost’ etikh uslug ne dolzhna byt’
zavyshennoi, nuzhno ee zhestko kontrolirovat’”, — otmechal ranee
prem’er-ministr Mikhail Mishustin.

“‘President especially emphasized that the cost of these services should
not be inflated, it needs to be controlled firmly’, Prime Minister Mikhail
Mishustin noted earlier.’

(30) “[...] Potomu chto poruchenie prezidenta bylo konkretnoe, zhestkoe,
pravil’noe, i nado, chtoby ljudi éto pochuvstvovali”, — otmetila
predsedatel’ Soveta Federacii.

“‘Because the President’s task was concrete, firm and correct, and it is
important that people feel it’, — Chairperson of the Federation Council
noted.’
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It is also common in the speech of other government officials:

(31) Gref schitaet, chto viasti strany budut priderzhivat’sya “ochen’ zhestkoi
makroekonomicheskoi  stabil’nosti” i narashchivat’ usiliva dlya
smyagcheniya investitsionnogo klimata.

‘Gref believes that the country’s government will follow “a very strict
macroeconomic stability” and increase efforts for softening the

investment climate.

(32) Popova otmetila, chto ne vezde soblyudaetsya poruchenie, v sootvetstvii
s kotorym rezul taty PCR-testa na COVID-19 dolzhny predostavlyat’sya
klientu v techenie sutok, i rasporyadilas’ zhestko reagirovat’ na
zaderzhki.

‘Popova noted that not everywhere the instruction to provide the client
with the COVID-19 pecr-test result within 24 hours is followed and
ordered to react firmly to the delays.’

(33) El'vira Nabiullina skazala, chto Centrobank budet provodit’ zhestkuyu
denezhno-kreditnuyu politiku.
‘Elvira Nabiullina said that Central Bank would follow a strict monetary
and credit policy.’

(34) Po mneniyu Matvienko, neobkhodimo “zhestche trebovat’ s
sobstvennikov investirovat’ v soderzhanie teplovykh setei, chtoby
snizhat’ poteri tepla pri teplosnabzhenii”.

‘In Matvienko’s opinion, it is necessary to “firmly demand owners to
invest into maintenance of heating network to reduce the losses of heat

9 9

in heat supply”.

4.2.2. Zhestko

Zhestko is an adverb derived from the adjective zhestkii. Its use in the ‘original’
physical properties meaning (zhestkor) is even more limited than the use of the
adjective. We will quote only a couple of examples from the corpus:

(35) V zatylok zhestko upersya stvol avtomata.
‘The barrel of the machine gun rested hard on the back of his head.’

(36) Ne sleduet razbirat’ korpusnuyu mebel’ [...], esli ee chasti zhestko
soedeneny (s pomoshch’yu kleya).
‘Do not disassemble cabinet furniture if its parts are rigidly connected
(with glue).’

The extended use of zhestko (zhestko:) prevails over the use of its original
meaning. The predominant group of words collocating with zhestko is speech act
verbs — skazat’ ‘say’, govorit’ ‘say/speak’, konstatirovat’ ‘state’, otzyvat’sya
‘say/evaluate’, zayavit’ ‘declare’, sprosit’ ‘ask’, proiznesti ‘say/announce’,
otchitat’ ‘reprimand’, velet’ ‘order’, otvetit’ ‘respond’. It also actively collocates
with verbs of action which control or restrict actions of others, such as
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kontrolirovat’ ‘control’, ogranichivat’ ‘restrict’, regulirovat’ ‘regulate’, prinyat’
reshenie ‘decide’, konkurirovat’ ‘compete’. Some examples from the corpus:

(37) Nas zhenskie podrobnosti ni s kakogo boka ne interesuyut, tovarishch
prokuror, — zhestko obrezal Nejman.
‘We are not interested in women’s details from any side, Comrade
prosecutor, — Neiman cut off harshly.’

(38) Posemu vsyakogo roda nauchnaya deyatel’nost’ po issledovaniyu
chelovecheskogo mozga budet vsegda zhestko kontrolirovat’sya.
‘Therefore, any kind of research activity on human brain will always be
strictly controlled by the state.’

The explication would be the following:

Someone X did something Y zhestko

a) someone X did something Y to someone else Z

b) when X did it, someone else Z could think about it like this:
c) it is like touching something zhestkij:[m]

d) because of this, this someone could think:

e) | can’t do many things as | want

(f)  because of this, this someone can feel something bad

(
(
(
(
(

The explication refers to the explication of zhestkii; and repeats some of the
components of zhestkiiz explication.

5. Discussion

As Levisen and Waters (2017: 6) argue in their introduction to the book
Cultural Keywords in Discourse,

One of the truisms of traditional pragmatics was that meaning sits in contexts
and intentions, and not, as such, in words. But words, and especially cultural
keywords, have context-governing potential. Of course contexts can influence
meaning, but the opposite can also be true — words can create contexts. [...]
Once invoked, words can activate and guide people’s interpretations and
direct their conversations and discourses.

These words can be applicable to the current use of the Russian words zhest’,
zhestkii and zhestko which are examples of how words are both influenced by and
at the same influence the reality.

The emergence and the rise of the new meaning of the word zhest’ in the
colloquial sense reflects attitude to the reality full of rapid change, unpredictability,
lawlessness and, at times, cruelty. Once emerged, the meaning got stabilized and is
now experiencing rise in use and gradual spread in other conversational domains.
Its uses started creating a reality on its own where events and people get
characterized as zhest’.

It is intriguing to realize that the existing meanings zhestkii and zhestko
undergo a similar rise in use which underlies close conceptual links between these
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three words. Their current spread in the political discourse is also revealing. On the
one hand, it reflects the reality of ‘tough’ conditions and, on the other hand, it
implicitly serves as a justification for political actions that ‘create’ such reality
(cf. Ozyumenko & Larina 2021).

Conducting a detailed semantic analysis of the words in question and
developing their explications in universal human concepts following the principles
of semantic decomposition, allow us now to hypothesize about the relation of their
semantics to several cultural themes. Firstly, they are linked with the theme of
emotionality (Wierzbicka 1999, Zalizniak et al. 2005) and the emerging
emotionalization of discourse (Lerner & Rivkin-Fish 2021, Alba-Juez & Larina
2018, Zappettini et al. 2021). As Lerner and Rivkin-Fish (2021: 5) put it, many
contemporary theorists stress ‘“the pervasive presence of emotionality in
contemporary culture where emotions become more important and formative than
anything else”. We can observe the trend of ‘emotionality’ in the meanings of the
words under question, especially the new meaning of zhest’. Zhest’ is a word
involving an emotional response to another person, who is also recognized to be
experiencing strong emotions. Therefore, the meaning of this word is highly
consistent with the tendency to focus on one’s emotions, analyze them, discuss
them, and relate to them.

Secondly, the use of the words reinforces the idea of ‘not being in control’
which was previously proposed by Wierzbicka as a Russian cultural theme
(Wierzbicka 1992). The words zhestkii and zhestko have the elements of meaning
‘not being able to do something as one wants’ and it is intriguing to see them
becoming prominent in political discourse.

Thirdly, the use of the words zhestkii and zhestko could be linked with the
cultural theme of ‘direct and forceful talk’ and expression of opinion. Multiple
scholars note this tendency of Russian discourse and contrast it with Anglo-Saxon
speech practices of more ‘subtle’ and ‘indirect’ expression (e.g., Gladkova 2015,
Larina 2005, Wierzbicka 2012, Prohorov & Sternin 2002). We will quote Yale
Richmond, a former US Foreign Service Officer who spent twenty years in Russia,
and characterizes the manner of speaking which he finds specifically Russian as
follows:

Straight talk is appreciated, even when it leads to disagreement. When
disagreement does occur, Russians appreciate honesty rather than attempts to
paper over differences. It is far better to level with them and be certain that
they fully understand your position. They respect adversaries who are
straightforward and sincere in expressing views that diverge from their own.
(Richmond 2003: 143)

The use of the word zhestkii and zhestko with speech acts reveals similar tendencies
in Russian-specific ways of talking.

Finally, the emergence of the new meaning of the word zhest’ could be
considered in the light of metaphorical use of words referring to metal. Other names
of metal and their derivatives that are used metaphorically in Russian are zheleznyi
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‘iron’ (as well as zhelezno ‘for sure/firmly’, also its variant zhelezobetonnyi
‘reinforced concrete’), stal ‘noi ‘steel’, also zolotoi ‘gold’, serebryanyi ‘silver’, titan
‘titan’. It is particularly interesting to consider the extension of the meaning zhest’
against zheleznyi ‘iron’ and stal 'noi ‘steel’, all of them being hard metals or alloys.

Both zheleznyi and stal 'noi are productive in their metaphorical use. Zheleznyi
collocates with the words ruka ‘hand’, distsiplina ‘discipline’, kontrol’ ‘control’,
zanaves ‘curtain’, volya ‘will’, zhenshchina ‘woman’, tverdost’ ‘firmness’,
rukopozhatie ‘handshake’, paren’ ‘guy’. Zhelezno (adverb) has only metaphorical
use as a colloquial word to emphasize the definite character of something:

(39) V obshchem éto chas obeda / ikh ne otryvat’ / éto voobshche zhelezno.
‘It’s lunch time and they shouldn’t be distracted; it is like iron.

(40) — Kos! Tebe ekhat’!
— Ya odin ne poedu / zhelezno!
‘— Kos, you are to go!
— I will not go alone, that’s for sure’.

(41) — Ty chto / ne predupredil?
— Da predupredil / zhelezno!
‘— What? You haven’t warned them?
— I have! Dead sure!’
Google Books Ngram Viewer
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Figure 3. The frequency of use of zheleznyj, zhelezno, stal’noj in Google Ngram View in 1900-2019

The graph in Figure 3 indicates a significant rise in use of the words zheleznyi
and stal 'noi from the pre-revolution time with the steady use till around the 1960s.
The rise is consistent with the industrial production of the materials. After the 1960s
the variation in the frequency of use is not that significant. At the background of
frequency of the words zheleznyi, stal 'noi, the rise of frequency of zhest’ in the
recent years is more dramatic (see Fig. 1). This rise could coincide with the rise in
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the demand and the production when tin packaging for food and beverages became
widespread. At the same time, it is interesting to observe the change in the type of
material and, consequently, qualities that are associated with the different types of
metals. Iron and steel are very strong metals which are very endurable and hard to
bend. Consequently, the metaphorical use of the words emphasizes stability,
firmness, and ability to stick to one’s principles and words. Tin, on the other hand,
has different qualities and use from iron and steel. It is characterized by flexibility
and sharpness. It is the effect of emotional and psychological pressure and the
ability to withstand it that is reflected in the meaning of zhest” as a colloquial word.

To sum up, the emergence of the new meaning of zhest’ suggests, on the one
hand, a certain lacuna in the Russian lexicon which has been filled. On the other
hand, it also indicates the sufficient accumulation of the experience embedded in
the word zhest’ (unfair, sometimes, cruel treatment causing a strong emotional
reaction and a desire to oppose it) that ‘requires’ being ‘recorded’ in language. The
new meaning of zhest’ is semantically and conceptually linked to the existing
notions zhestkii and zhestko ‘firm/hard’, and it is also linked to the notion zhestokii
and zhestoko ‘cruel’. The sound similarity and symbolism might be playing a role
in strengthening this connection. At the same time, we also observe a rise in
frequency of use of the words in question. This overall situation suggests that the
conceptual field relating to ‘zhestkost’” ‘firmness’ seems to be reinforced in
contemporary Russian. It is not a new semantic field, but in our days, we observe
the rise of its cultural salience.

6. Conclusion

The word zhest” has been used in a new meaning for more than a decade in
Russian. While being mainly limited to youth jargon, it is already leaving this
domain and infiltrating the official or semi-official speech. A detailed analysis
based on data available in the Russian National Corpus using the Natural Semantic
Metalanguage demonstrates that two major uses of the word can be distinguished —
as an interjection and a noun. In the first use, the meaning has the components of
realisation of something very bad happening to the interlocutor, emphatic
understanding of the emotional condition of the interlocutor and the communication
to the interlocutor of this realisation and a consequent feeling. In the second use,
the word has the components of realisation of something very bad happening, the
unusual character of such events, the desire not to feel like this and for things like
this not to happen.

A detailed semantic analysis also identifies semantic components of the words
zhestkii and zhestko and demonstrates their conceptual relation to the new meaning
of zhest’. The increase of frequency of use of the words can be hypothesized to
correlate with the increase of the cultural significance of the words.
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Abstract

Phonemes with restricted distribution represent an interesting analytic challenge. Well-known
sources include the adoption of certain phonemes from other languages in borrowed words,
emerging phonemic splits, and special phonological subsystems (e.g. ideophones). This paper aims
to widen our conception of such marginal phonemes, by incorporating another source: specific vocal
gestures called into play in interactional settings. Our initial puzzle involves a restricted phoneme
set in the Papuan language Nen: two classes of sounds are restricted to interactive contexts, namely
interjections and deictics. These sounds are the nasal vowels d, €, and the glottal fricative 4. Several
questions arise here. Should these restricted sounds be considered part of the phoneme system? How
did they evolve? How does their presence interact with seemingly equivalent sounds in neighbouring
languages, in contexts of possible loanwords? We then pass to two other languages where sounds
that are unquestionably phonemes have, in at least some phonotactic positions, clear correlations
with interactive uses: initial /0/ in English, essentially restricted to words of person (thou), space
(that), time (then), or discourse deixis (the, though), and glottal stops with morphemic function in
Bininj Kunwok, restricted to immediate aspect', addressee-engaged demonstratives, and kinship
vocatives. It is already known that non-phonemic speech sounds (e.g. what is written mhm in
English) are used in interaction. This paper proposes that the special phonetics of interaction can
integrate further into the sound system and, in such cases as those presented here, either expand the
phonological system in absolute terms by adding new phonemes, or expand the phonotactic
possibilities of phonemes already occurring in other phonotactic positions.

Keywords: marginal phonemes, Nen, Bininj Kunwok, voiced dental fricatives, restricted phonemes,
phonologisation

! ‘Immediate aspect’ indicates that the event is unfolding in the here and now. Bininj Kunwok lacks
a present tense inflection (using a general ‘non-past’), so in some circumstances this would be
translated by an English present tense, but the semantics is more precise, drawing attention to the
immediacy of the situation.

© Nicholas Evans, 2022
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Pa3jBuras rpaHuubl:
doHeMbI C OTPAaHUYEHHOH ANCTPUOYyLUEN
U AUAJIOTUYeCKoe B3auMOJeNCcTB e

Huxoaac 9 BAHC DA<

Ascmpanuiickutl HAYUOHATLHLI YHUGepcumem, A6CMpanutickuil Uccie008amenbCKull
KOHCYTbMAMUGHBLI YeHmMP nepedogoco onvima 6 ooaacmu ounamuxu szvika (CoEDL),
Kanbéeppa, Ascmpanus
D<Inicholas.evans@anu.edu.au

AHHOTanUst

HccnenoBanue (poHEM C OrpaHHYEHHON AUCTPUOYLMEH — 3TO HHTEpECHasl aHaJIMTHYECKas 3a]aya.
XOpOII0 U3BECTHBIE HCTOYHUKH BKIIIOUAIOT YCBOCHUE ONPE/IEIEHHBIX (POHEM U3 JIPYTHX SI3BIKOB B
3aMMCTBOBAHHBIX CJIOBaX, BO3HHKAIOIIEE paciieruieHne (JoHeM U crienualibHble (POHOJIOTHYECKHUe
nozcucteMsl (Hampumep, uaeodoHsl). Llens 3Toi craTbn — pacIIMpHUTh HAIIM IPEJCTABICHHS
0 Takoro poja (oHeMax ¢ OTpaHMYCHHOH NUCTPUOYLIMEH MOCPEICTBOM IPHBICUCHUS APYIUX
MCTOYHMKOB: CIIENN(UUECKUX BOKAIBHBIX )KECTOB, BO3HUKAIOIINX B YCJIOBHSAX MHTEpakiuu. Hamra
nepBast mpobiemMa CBsi3aHa ¢ HaOOPOM OrpaHMYEHHBIX (POHEM B ITAITyacCKOM SA3bIKE HEH: /IBa BUAA
3BYKOB OI'PDaHWYEHBI HHTEPAKTUBHBIMU KOHTEKCTAMH, 3 IMEHHO MEXIOMETHUAMH U AEHKTHIECKUMHU
cioBaMu. K HIM OTHOCSITCSl Ha3aJIbHBIE TJIACHBIE d, €, & TAK)KE TJIOTTATLHBIA (PUKATUBHBINA COTJIAC-
HBIN /1. 31€Ch BOBHUKAIOT HEKOTOPBIE BONPOCHL. CleyeT I CYUTaTh 3TH (POHEMBI ¢ OTpaHHYCHHOM
qucTpuOynuedt yacTeio poHematuueckoit cucrembl? Kak onn Bo3umkiu? Kak oHu B3ammojei-
CTBYIOT B COCTaBE€ 3aMMCTBOBaHHI CO 3ByKaMH COCEIHHX SI3bIKOB, KQKYLIUMHUCS SKBUBAICHTHBIMH?
3areM MBI IEPEXOIUM K JABYM JIPYTUM SI3bIKaM, I/ie 3ByKH, HECOMHEHHO SIBIISOIIUECs (hOHEMaMHU,
UMEIOT, 110 MEHBIIEH Mepe, B HEKOTOPHIX (POHOTAKTUYECKHX IO3UIMAX SIBHBIE B3aUMOCBS3H
C MHTEPaKTHBHBIM HCIIOJIb30BAHUEM: HadalbHOE /0/ B aHIIIMHCKOM SI3bIKE, KOTOPOE CYLIECTBEHHO
OTpaHUYEHO CIIOBaMH, BhIpaxaromumHu Jimno (thou), mpocrpanctso (that), Bpems (then) mim aunc-
KypcuBHBIM feiikcrcoM (the, though), m MmopdeMHBIit TBEpABIil IPUCTYI B aBCTPAIUHCKUX S3BIKAX
TYHBHHBI'Y, TIO3UIIMOHHOE YHNOTpeOJIeHHEe KOTOPOro OTpaHHUYCHO (POpMaMH IJIaroja «HEIocpen-
CTBEHHOTO aCTEKTa»?, TAKIKE YKA3bIBAOUIMMHU HA AJ[PECATA JEMOHCTPATHBAMU M TEPMHUHAMH POJI-
CTBa B (DYHKIIMU BOKATHBOB. YK€ U3BECTHO, YTO B KOMMYHHUKAIIUU UCIONB3YIOTCS HE(hOHEMATHUE-
CKHe 3BYKHU peul (Hampumep, o0o3HayaeMble Kak mhm B aHITIMHCKOM sI3bIKe). B cTaThe BBICKa3bI-
BAeTCsl MBICIb O TOM, YTO MHTEPAKTUBHAsl (DOHETHKa MOXKET B JAJIbHEHIIEM HHTETPUPOBATHCS
B 3BYKOBYIO CHCTEMY M B CJIy4asiX, HOZOOHBIX OIHMCAHHBIM, JIMOO pacuIMpsTh (POHOJIOTUYECKYIO
CHCTEMY 3a CUET BKJIIOUCHHUS B Hee HOBBIX (poHEM, JIMO0 pacuiupsTh OHOTAKTHUECKHE BOZMOXKHO-
CTH (OHEM, BCTPEUAIOIIMXCS B IPYTUX (POHOTAKTUYECKUX ITOZULIUSX.

KitroueBble cioBa: gonemvl ¢ ocpanuieHHou oucmupubyyuel, HeH, SIXbIKU 2YHBUHBZY, 360HKUE
3yOHble hpuramuesl, oHor02U3AYUS

2 «HenocpeICTBEHHBIH aCTIEKT» YKa3bIBAET HA TO, YTO COOBITHE PA3BOPAUMBAETCS 3/1ECH U Ceiuac.
B s13pIKax TyHBHHBI'Y OTCYTCTBYET (hOpMa HACTOSIIEr0 BpeMeHH (MCIIOJIb3yeTcs o0IIee «HerpoIe -
mee»). XOTs B HEKOTOPBIX CIydasX MOKHO ObIJIO ObI TOBOPHUTH O HACTOSILEM BPEMEHH, TEPMHUH
«HETIOCPE/ICTBEHHBIN aCIeKT» SBIseTCs 0ojee TOYHBIM, TaK KaK MPUBJIEKACT BHUMAHHE K HEIOo-
CPEACTBEHHOCTH CHUTYAIIHH.
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Dedication

With this modest offering I pay tribute to Igor Aleksandrovi¢ as a mentor,
friend, inspiration and mensch. Igor was asked to visit the Australian National
University in the early 1980s when I was just beginning my linguistic studies,
taking up an invitation by Anna Wierzbicka. He taught a course on Meaning Text
Linguistics which I had the good fortune to attend, and which offered a completely
different perspective on how to integrate meaning into grammatical description,
particularly at the interface between lexicon, meaning and syntax. He made a deep
impression on a group of us who were just starting out on our careers as linguists.
Quite apart from his linguistic work, including a crucial article (Melchuk 1979) that
led Australianist linguists like Cliff Goddard (1982) to argue for a significantly
different analysis of Australian case systems he mesmerised us as a larger-than-life
figure. A memorable example was his lunchtime talk to the Linguistics Students
Association on ‘Why I am a linguist in Montréal and not in Moscow’, whose
Tolstoyan dimensions left the succeeding speaker (the late Michael Silverstein)
standing waiting for the seminar room to become free until in desperation he began
his own seminar in the corridor. Equally memorable were his inexhaustible
repertoire of jokes, his complete independence of thought on all topics, and his love
of cross-country skiing, a passion he shared with David Wilkins and myself in the
Snowy Mountains. These deep impressions led to him being invited back to
Australia a number of times, greatly enriching the linguistic scene here.

In these mad times, when his beloved Odessa lives in the shadow of a senseless
war, one of his replies during a seminar on Meaning-Text Theory sticks in my mind.
He had spent the whole seminar tracing the whole derivation of a sentence (I forget
which) from the level of a meaning network to its linear surface form. Bob Dixon,
though willing to concede that this example had worked, felt the urge to ask him
something along the lines of: ‘that’s all very well, but not all speakers would accept
this form. How do you deal with speakers who might disagree?’” With a twinkle in
his eye, Igor replied ‘My solution is simple, and characteristically Soviet: I shoot
them!” In another episode he told us about how during his time doing Soviet military
service he managed to earn the right for him and his company to keep hidden the
mufti they needed to go out at nights incognito. In competition with three swearing
army sergeants, renowned for their mastery of swearing (mar), he compiled and
memorised a vast combinatoric table of obscene linguistic elements and used it to
outlast his rival in a competition to see who could swear the longest without
repeating themselves: ‘My soulless, inhuman technique vanquished these inspired
intuitive masters’ (email from IM to author, 18/1/2018).

997



Nicholas Evans. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 995-1011

Igor, I could never associate the words ‘soulless’ or ‘inhuman’ with you, and
however much you try to remain in the realm of technique you cannot escape being
inspired and intuitive!

So happy birthday, dear friend and teacher!

1. Introduction

Igor Melchuk chose, as an opening quote to one of his many masterpieces, the
Explanatory Combinatorial Dictionary of Modern Russian (Melchuk & Zholkovsky
1984: 34, 38), the following lines from Vladimir Nabokov:

«...0n5 yma ‘And no obstruction for the sage
Buumamenvnozo nem epanuyol Exists where I have put The End;
Tam, e0e nocmasun mouxy s: The shadows of my world extend
Ilpoonenuwiii npuzpax dGvimust Beyond the skyline of the page,
Cuneem 3a uepmotil Cmpanuybl, Blue as tomorrow’s morning haze —
Kax 3asmpawnue obnaxa, Nor does this terminate the phrase’.
U ne xonuaemces cmpokay

Bragumup Habokos «Jlap» Vladimir Nabokov ‘The Gift’

This awareness of what lies beyond the boundaries is typical Mel’¢ukian
paradox, since one of the hallmarks of Igor’s work has always been to neatly delimit
a set of phenomena and then to investigate them with ruthless rigor. The present
offering explores one such delimitation, and also pushes the boundaries in terms of
how this current special issue is conceived. It is not about Meaning Text Theory,
though it does explore one corner of the Linguistic Universe and at least touches on
a phenomenon close to what Iordanskaja and Melchuk (2017) call ‘pragmatémes’.
And, vast as the range of topics which Igor has tackled in his lifetime, it does not to
my knowledge treat a topic he has written about. Nonetheless, at least from the
point of view of this author it reflects two ways in which my own work has been
inspired by his.

Firstly, his interest in the application of ‘calculi of possibilities’ to exploring
the design space of possible linguistic phenomena, something he has advocated and
employed widely (see e.g. Melchuk 2006). It was through my interactions with Igor
that I realised that while many linguists with intellectual roots in the English-
speaking world unconsciously take Darwin’s induction from the sprawling jungle
of natural organisms as the relevant scientific paradigm, for many from the Russian-
speaking tradition it is rather Mendeleev who is the ‘type scientist’, with his
demonstration of how apparent gaps in the ‘calculus of possibilities’ (in his case,
the periodic table of elements) can be filled if we look in the right places.

Secondly, I was always struck by the following puzzle. While Igor’s
professional interests in linguistics rarely if ever focused on interaction,
conversation or pragmatics, he is in fact one of the most interactive people I have
ever met, drawing an enchanted and intense circle around all sorts of people who
come into contact with him. I hope that by the end of this article the connection
between these two points and the topic I examine here will become apparent.

998



Nicholas Evans. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 995-1011

Here, then, is the problem we pose in this contribution: how do we deal with
putative phonemes which appear to be confined to words found only in interactional
settings? And what are the means by which they arise?

Determining the number of phonemes in a language is a fundamental and
heuristically initial problem in the study of any language. But this is often a less
simple question than it appears, because of the existence of what are often called
‘marginal’ phonemes. And phonemes may be marginal for many reasons. They may
be confined to loanwords (like English /&/ in French scanner /skane/ ‘to scan’, or
/x/ in the pronunciation of Arabic loanwords in the Indonesian of some
(predominantly Muslim) speakers, like /xabar/ <kabar ~ khabar> ‘news’). Or they
may be limited (either absolutely, or in terms of particular phonotactic positions) to
onomatopoeic or ideophonic words. In Kisi, for example (Childs 1988: 172—-173)
the particular properties of ideophone phoneme inventories include allowing word-
initial labial-velar stops (/gb/), as in /gbdlung-gbolung/ ‘ringing, switching’, a
specially raised and lengthened nasal vowel /a/, word-final voiceless vowels, and
the presence of a schwa phoneme. And in Nungon (Sarvasy 2016) word-initial
consonant clusters like k7 and b7 only occur in ‘warblish’ — ideophonic imitations
of birdsong. The case that interests us here, though, constitutes a third type, which
to my knowledge has not been examined in the literature:* the existence of
phonemes that are confined, either absolutely or in particular phonotactic
environments, to interactional contexts.

We begin by examining the phenomenon in Nen (§2), the language where 1
was most clearly forced to confront the phenomenon. I then pass to some other
languages — Bininj Kunwok and Dalabon in northern Australia (§3), but also, less
exotically, English (§4), before concluding in §5. It is not my goal to explore the
phenomenon across the world’s languages — a vast undertaking that would burst the
bounds of my allocated space — but to draw attention to the phenomenon as a first
step in confronting it properly.

2. Marginal phonemes in Nen and their interactional setting

Nen is a Papuan language of the Yam family — see Evans (2014, 2015a,b) for
basic grammatical information. Here we focus on its phonological system, for
which more detailed information can be found in Evans & Miller (2016). In

31 distinguish cases like those we will be discussing, where interactionally-derived sounds
behave like phonemes, in the sense of combining with other phonemes to build morphemes and
words, from the use of non-combining sounds for interactional purposes. Dingemanse et al. (2013),
in their discussion of the sound approximated in their article as ‘huh?’, is one such case; others are
e.g. the use of the reduplicated dental click to express disapproval in English (variously rendered
tut-tut or tsk-tsk in English orthography), or the use of /'(only in the word /a) to shoo away dogs in
a number of languages of Anhem Land (e.g. Bininj Kunwok) which lack fricatives in their normal
phoneme inventory. While broadly relevant to the argument advanced here, in the sense of showing
how interaction calls forth a wider palette of sounds than those on the regular phonemic inventory,
they differ because of their lack of combinatoric options.
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particular, I focus on the status of three marginal phonemes: the nasalised vowels
/a/ and /&/, and the glottal fricative /h/.

The phoneme inventory for Nen is given in Figures 1 (consonants) and 2
(vowels). Most phonemes in this inventory are richly attested. However, each of the
three phonemes at issue here are marginal, in terms both of the number of words
they occur in and their contexts of occurrence, and so are placed in rounded brackets
(as distinct from angle brackets, used for graphemes where these depart from the
standard IPA values; this is the practical orthography to be used here).

Bilabial Dental/ Alveolar | Palatal Velar Labial Velar | Glottal
Plosive p t k kp <o>
b d g gb <g>
Prenasalised | ™b "d g Ngb (ng)
Plosive
Affricate dz <z>
Prenasalised "dz <nz>
affricate
Nasal m n n (A)
Trill r
Fricative s (h)
Approximant j(y) w
Lateral |
Approximant

Figure 1. Nen consonant phonemes

Front Mid Back
High i <> u
Mid e (8) a* o
Low ®<E> a (a)

Figure 2. Nen vowel phonemes

Let us now exemplify these marginal phonemes one at a time. Since the
number of words they occur in is small and finite — in contrast with all other
phonemes of the language — we will give complete listings.

First, /&/. This is confined to two interactional words. The first of these is the
word for ‘yes’, €, as in (1).

1 Bm be-gre n-ng-m? E ta-gre w-ng-m
2ABS  2SG-alone  2SG-AWAY-be:nd Yes 1SG-alone 1SG-AWAY-be:nd
‘Are you going on your own?’ ‘Yes, I'm going on my own.’

4 Schwas in Nen are almost entirely predictable epenthetically, with the exception of a couple of
words where they occur word-initially. When predictable, they are simply not written, e.g. <konom>
[knm] ‘come!” Word-initially they are written as <4>. /o/ and /1/ are both short and in their phonology
are rather reminiscent of the jers in early Slavic.
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If this were only our example, it would be easy to relegate it to the realm of
once-off sounds comparable to what is represented orthographically in English as
mhm. However, it also occurs in one of the demonstratives, gehé ~ géhé, roughly
translatable as ‘that one there — you should be able to find it easily, following my
point’. In this demonstrative the last vowel is always /é/; nasality may or may not
creep back to the preceding vowel.

2 Bd y-m gehé
3ABS 3SG-be:nd DEM
‘There he is; here, this one is him (with pointing accompaniment)’

3 Tande nne bermber gehé
1SG.POSS  food(ABS)  portion(ABS) DEM
‘Here’s my portion (accompanying presentation of something).’

Each of these two words — € ‘yes’ and ehé ‘this/that one here/there’ — are
‘interactional’ in the sense that they only make sense in closely-coupled dialogic
contexts, the first as a response by one party to a question by the other, and the
second when one party guides the attention of the other through pointing or
presentation.

Now consider the other nasal vowel, /a/. This is a slightly different case to /&/.
One of the words it occurs in is clearly interactional, while the other is an
onomatopoeic bird name (and recall that onomatopoeic words and ideophones were
mentioned above as another place where marginal phonemes are found).

Giving the interactional example first, there is a word /aha/ or /aha/, whose
primary use is in handing something to another person — something like ‘here you
are’ in English, though there are other languages with special interjections to signal
this, such as the word nja!/ In Bininj Gunwok / Mayali (Evans 1992). Examples are
given in (4) and (5). There is also a secondary use, not exemplified here, with a
meaning close to English ‘sprung!’ (but also one sense of ‘aha!’), uttered when you
have come across your interlocutor at the moment of doing something they
shouldn’t be doing.

4  Aha dambs  bm t-parma-o
here.you.are  one 2SG(ERG) 38G.0-break.banana.off.bunch-IMP.SG
‘Here you are (offering a bunch of bananas), break one off!’
5 Aha Gbae ynd begta tande yép
2ABS  [name] 1SG(ERG) 2SG.OBL 1SG.POSS bag(ABS)
rdm-s-t n-ng-a-w-apap-nd-n
give-INF-AL 25G.0-AWAY-BEN-TR-begin-ND-1SG.S

‘Here, Gbae, I’'m about to give you my bag.’

The other place this phoneme occurs (for some speakers only) is in the name
of the ‘whistling kite’, a type of bird. According to the speaker, this word is
pronounced in one of four ways: sikdka ~ sikdaka ~ sinkanka ~ sinkanka. Each of
these is phonologically anomalous in some respect. In the first two there are nasal
vowels (in non-interactional words). In the third version we have the abnormal
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sequence 7k (/mg/, with voiced /g/ preceded by /y/, would be alright, since
prenasalised voiced stops occur, but there is no other case of a voiceless stop
preceded by a homorganic velar nasal). And in the fourth version we have a
heterorganic nasal + stop sequence /VnkV/; this is permitted at the phonemic level
in Nen but the sequence nk would normally be broken up by an epenthetic vowel
(see footnote 3 above), to give *[sinokanoka], whereas the attested pronunciation
among the speakers is [sinkanka].

In any case, what is important here is that for some speakers, at least, the name
of the bird® includes a nasal /3/ (with further optional backwards propagation of
nasality, as we saw with ahd ~ aha ‘here you are’ and gehé ~ géhé ‘this/that one
I’'m indicating’).

Let us now pass from the nasal vowels /a/ and /&/ to the other marginal
phoneme in Nen: the glottal fricative /h/. This is an interesting case, because Nen
speakers are impressively multilingual, due to rules of clan exogamy that typically
constitute bilingual households in which husband and wife speak different
languages (Evans 2012a) and on top of that there is substantial exposure to English
as a modern lingua franca. As a result, Nen speakers also knowing the neighbouring
and closely related language Nmbu are familiar with, and use when speaking Nmbu,
the phoneme /h/, which is in fact the regular reflex of Nen /s/, as can be seen from
cognate pairs like Nen /sakr/ Nmbo /hakr/ ‘brother, boy’; Nen /samba/ Nmbo
/hamba/ ‘village’; Nen /suri/ Nmbo /huri/ ‘true’.® However, I do not know of any
loanword from Nmbo into Nen that preserves the /h/ phoneme from Nmbo. The
situation with English loanwords is rather different: according to their degree of
familiarity with English, Nen speakers retain or drop English /h/ from loanwords
like headmaster (> Nen /hedmasta/ ~ /edmasta/) or horse (> Nen /hos/ ~ /os/). In
these cases the /h/ is word-initial and not connected with any unusual behaviour in
adjoining segments. What we see with English loans, then, is a highly variable
treatment of initial /h/, reflecting the complexities of how much English the
speakers have in their repertoire.

In contrast to all of this, the situation with /h/ in interactional words is quite
stable. All Nen speakers, in all contexts, reliably pronounce the /h/ in the words we
have already seen, namely the two words /ahd/ and /geh&/. As far as I know (based
on an initial collection of around 4,000 vocabulary items, given in Evans 2019)
these are the only words with this phoneme. It is striking that in both cases the /h/
precedes a nasal phoneme (and of course that these are in turn restricted phonemes).
This appears to be an instance of what Matisoff (1975) called rhinoglottophilia —
the connection between laryngeal (glottal) and nasal articulations. He proposed that
the effect was due to the acoustic similarity between glottal and nasal segments:
both produce antiformants, due to their branched resonators, namely both nasal and

5 For another bird-related Papuan example with a nasal vowel absent from the general phonemic
system, see Mian, though here it is a matter of bird calls rather than bird names: ‘Nasal vowels are
not phonemic in Mian but the cry of a crow is consistently emulated as 4éé.” (Fedden 2011: 580).

¢ See Evans et al. (2018) for some regular sound correspondences. However, for Nmbo speakers
the status of /h/ is tenuous, since younger speakers tend to drop it word initially (Kashima 2020).
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oral cavities for nasal vowels, and both for glottals and laryngeals in the case of /h/,
since the space below the glottis acts as a second resonator.’

What we have in the case of /h/, then, is a double distribution: a
sociolinguistically-fluctuating distribution, word-initially, without other phonetic
consequences, in the case of /h/ in loanwords, coupled with a sociolinguistically-
fixed usage, by all speakers, in just a couple of interactional words, and in each case
clearly associated with following nasal vowels.

More generally, to draw together our examination of marginal Nen phonemes
in this section:

(a) The three relevant Nen phonemes — /a/, /& and /h/ — are all confined to
interactional contexts, namely the interjections /ahd/ ‘here you are’, /&/ ‘yes’ and
/gehé/ ‘over here/there, look!’.

(b) Each of these marginal phonemes is invariant across the speaker
population, in contrast to what appear phonetically to be comparable marginal
phonemes either in onomatopoeic words (sikaka ~ sikaka ‘whistling kite’) or
loanwords (hedmasta ~ edmasta ‘headmaster’)

(¢) The nasal-vowel and glottal-fricative marginal phonemes are closely
interlinked, exhibiting an interesting form of rhinoglottophilia: interactive /h/ only
occurs in intervocalic position before a nasal vowel, and all interactive words of
more than one syllable that contain a nasal vowel also contain an /h/.

Should these be included as regular phonemes or not? There is no
straightforward answer to the question. /&/ forms a minimal pair with /e/ (‘cry’, a
preverb [Evans 2019]), but for the others it is impossible to find an exact minimal
pair because of the presence of two, mutually conditioned, restrictive phonemes
(i.e. since both a nasalised vowel, and an /h/, are co-present, it is not possible to find
a word differing on just one of these). In other words we can contrast eC<-nasai>e
with éhé (as in gege ‘son’ vs géhé ‘over here/there, look!”), but we can’t
independently vary the vowel nasality and the glottal articulation to construct
contrasts on just one of those.

If we appeal to number of words the case for including them is weak; on the
other hand they exhibit regular phonotactics apart from the rhinoglottophilia effects
just mentioned. The most convincing answer is probably to say that they are
phonemes, but not regular ones: that the phonology is structured around a core of
fully regular phonemes augmented by an outer layer of more restricted ones, to
which /a/, /&/, and /h/ belong. And unlike all other phonemes, for which it is not
possible to find a unifying semantic or pragmatic characteristic, these three
restricted phonemes all have a strong ‘interactional’ flavour — in each case they
occur in contexts where the dialogic element of language is particularly salient: the
interaction between speaker and hearer across question-and-answer (€ ‘yes’),

" For further examples of rhinoglottophilia see e.g. Krim, which lacks contrastive nasal vowels
but in which are strongly nasalised after /h/, Pirahd which exhibits similar nasalisation effects after
/h/ and /?/, and Inor (Gurage, Ethiopia) which has developed nasal vowels where there were etymo-
logical laryngeals/pharyngeal consonants. See Ahland (2006) and Boivin (1996).
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request-and-fulfilment (ahd ‘here you are’) or training of mutual attention (géhé
‘here/there, look!”).

3. An English puzzle: initial /6/ vs /8/

After our initial discussion of a little-known Papuan language, Nen, the reader
may ask how relevant such obscure languages are to general questions of
linguistics. It therefore behoves us to return to a well-studied language, English, to
show that comparable effects are to be found there, in a different guise, namely the
distribution between /6/ and /8/ in word-initial position.

As is well-known, English contrasts fricatives, by voicing, at several points of
articulation, and in all major phonotactic positions — word-initial (feel vs veal),
word-medial (elfish vs elvish) and final (life vs live®). Curiously, however, the
contrast between /0/ and /0/ (unhelpfully represented by the same digraph <th>) is
not found in all three positions. While occasional minimal pairs can be found word-
finally, particularly in association with noun-verb heterosemy: wreath [0] (n.),
wreath [0] (v.); teeth [0] (n.), teeth [8] (v.), mouth [0] (n.), mouth [0] (V.).

However, there are basically’ NO minimal pairs word-initially: both phonemes
are found in word-initial position, but they are assorted by lexeme, as in Table 1.

Table 1. English /6/ vs /8/ in word-initial position

0 0

thick, think this, these

thin that. those

through then

thresh there, thither, thence
thew, three, thigh thou, thee, thy
thought though

theft they, them, their
thalidomide the

thank than

Different scholars have commented on the semantics of this division. Minkova
(2011: 39) refers to it as ‘initial voicing [of [0] ~ [0] — NE] in ... function and
pronominal words’.!® She points out that this distinction was already present in Old

8 The deficiencies of English orthography make it necessary to specify that the pronunciation of
live intended here is /laiv/, as in ‘live wire’ or ‘live show’.

? Depending a bit on where we draw the boundaries. If we include the archaic thy, then thy vs
thigh is a minimal pair. If we allow multi-word sequences, with this "Il [d1sel] (< this will) contrasts
minimally with thistle [01sal]. Both these pairs contrast a closed-class, interactional word with an
open-class noun.

19 Bickel & Nichols (2007) introduce the notion of ‘eidemic resonance’ to account for how
‘forms of a paradigm often resonate with each other through alliteration, rhyme, or other
paronomasia, but without entailing any consistent semantics. Rather, the resonances serve to
structure paradigms, compartmentalize the lexicon, and provide psycholinguistic processing cues.’
They see it as ‘probably best attested in small closed lexical paradigms such as personal pronouns,
basic kin terms ..., essential deictics, and the like, but also ... in inflectional paradigms’. While there
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English, and calls it a ‘transparent case of prosodically induced change’, without
discussing why prosody should operate differently in precisely this set of words;
elsewhere (Minkova 2014: 94ff) she argues that it operates in words that usually
appeared in prosodically weak positions. Further, she advances a scenario
(synthesising analyses by Bennett (1955) and Lass (1992: 41) in which ‘/8-/ was
categorically voiced in initial position in Old English (West Saxon, Kentish, or
West Mercian)’ (ibid: 40), with “a later reversal of the initial voicing in major class
words, presumably under dialectal influence from the northern areas where the
voicing did not occur’ (ibid: 40). This raises the question, though, of why all and
only the ‘major class’ words should be subject to the devoicing influence of other
dialects.

Lass (1992: 59) characterises the group of modern forms with initial /d/ as
‘deictics like the, this, that, these, there, then, thou and a few conjunctions like
though’. He states that these normally occur ‘under low sentence stress’, but while
this is certainly true'! for words like the and perhaps though it is far from true when
deictics are used as one-word answers in ignorative-deictic sequences (Karcevski
1941, Wierzbicka 1980, Evans 2012b) like Which? This!, When? Then! Or Where?
There.

This characterisation by Lass can be pushed further. Of the words beginning
with /0/ in Table 2, it is not unreasonable to say that are all are in fact deictics: of
space in this/these, that/those, and there/thither/thence, of person in thou/thee/thy,
of time in then, of presupposed identifiability (i.e. discourse deixis) in the, and of
speaker beliefs about the expected compatibility of two events in though. The only
apparent exception is than, but the etymology of this goes back to Old English
panne, a variant of ponne (‘then, since, because’), in turn from Proto-Germanic
*pan (“at that, at that time, then”), so that at least etymologically it is also a deictic.
Aside from than, all these words are fundamentally interactional in synchronic
terms, although they take in a wider range of interaction types than the Nen words
examined in §2. On the other hand, none of the words with /6/ are deictic or
interactional in this sense. We therefore have a very clear semantic partition of the
two realisations: interactional for /8/, non-interactional for /6/.

Before going on it is necessary to address another possible explanation:
frequency. Could it be the case that is simply the higher-frequency words that
exhibit the voiced forms? It turns out that this is only partially true. If we take the
listing of English word frequencies at (ENA, 13 October 2022)'?, and look at the
top 200 words by frequency, we find that 17 begin with /0/ or /6/, and that there is
a correlation, but not an absolute one. In terms of frequency, we find the ranking in
Table 2.

are similarities to the present case, they do not specifically mention that eidemic resonance can
condition allophonic differences, nor do the cases discussed here form a paradigm in the strict sense.
' And of course ‘normally’ is not categorical: in a sentence like Igor is THE expert on this the
article receives full stress but retains its initial voicing.
12 https:/frequencylist.com
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Table 2. Frequency rankings of words beginning with interdental fricatives,
top 200 words of English®

0 0
Freq # Freq #
4 the
9 that
18 this
38 think
51 they
70 there
73 thing
83 there
91 them
93 then
119 thank
130 these
140 those
163 than
178 their
188 three
191 thanks

Source: ENA, 13 October, 2022.

The data in Table 2 suggest that although frequency is a correlation with
voicing of dental fricatives, the correlation is not perfect. It is therefore unlikely
that frequency is, in itself, the reason for the split distribution we find in English.
We have also rejected, above, the idea that these simply reflect low sentence stress.
The issue thus remains an unresolved puzzle. It is useful, then, to look at another
language in which a particular phoneme has — at least in some positions — a highly
interaction-dependent distribution, and it is to this language — the Australian
language Bininj Kunwok — that we turn in the next section.

4. A clue from Bininj Kunwok

Bininj Kunwok'*, like many other languages of Arnhem Land, Northern
Australia (Harvey 1991, Evans 1995), has a phonemic glottal stop with a very
limited distribution.

In morpheme-final, syllable-final position it contrasts with zero in a few words,
e.g. kunwor ‘leaf’ vs kunwor? ‘satiation’, lar ‘sandpaper fig’ vs anlar? ‘callitris
pine’. In none of these cases does it form a minimal semantic contrast, in other

13 https:/frequencylist.com

14 Orthography for the language has now stabilised on this spelling; at the time of publishing my
pan-dialectal grammar (Evans 2003) the spelling Gun-wok for the second part of the name was still
prevalent.
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words it is not the glottal stop itself but the assemblage of sounds which gives the
morpheme its meaning.'

On the other hand, there are three sets of words in which the glottal stop does
constitute a morpheme in itself:

(a) ‘immediate aspect’ on verbs (Evans 2003: 524-5) — something happening
in the here and now, forming minimal pairs with verbs lacking the glottal stop,
which typically have a generic sense. Cf yayun ‘I eat’, ya?yun ‘1 am eating right
now’. In this use, the glottal stop directly follows the subject pronominal prefix
(here ya- “1sG.SUBJ’) and precedes the verb stem (here yu ‘eat’; -n is the non-past
suftix).

(b) immediacy in some demonstrative contrasts (Evans 2003: 290-302). Cf
nabenu ‘the one over there’ vs nabe?nu ‘the one which you wanted to know about,
which is right here (presenting it at the moment of utterance)’, or nani ‘there (in a
series, e.g. a series of stops on a journey)’ but na?ni ‘this one right here (presenting
an object to the addressee’

(c) vocatives of some kin terms, e.g. befu ‘auntie (referential)’ be/u? ‘hey
auntie!’

Each of these uses is clearly interactional in the sense of relating the statement
to the here and now: in (a) it locates the unfolding action to the moment of speech,
in (b) it draws the addressee’s attention to an entity being presented for their
attention, and in (c) it summons the addressee by calling their attention through the
use of a kinship term.

While this generalisation is true of these basic uses, there are two constructions
in Bininj Kunwok which have taken these basic interactional uses and extended
them to non-interactional meanings:

(a) the immediate aspect also gets used in complements of perception verbs,
as in (6). This is best treated as a type of ‘displaced immediacy’, comparable to the
displaced deixis in direct speech (‘He thought: ‘There’s someone out there’’).

6 Ba-na-py ka-?-bandi
3SG.SUBJ:PST-see-P.PFV 3SG.SUBJ:PRES-IMM-hang.up(NPST)
‘He saw it hanging up’

(b) the vocative use gets used with address-based kinship verbs, e.g. in
nanalkury?me ‘I call her yalkury ‘mother-in-law’. Here the /?/ is added to the kin
term palkury ‘mother-in-law’ to form a displaced vocative, which is then
incorporated into the verb in a special ‘call OBJ kin’ construction, literally
‘I ‘mother-in-law!’ call her’. See Evans (2000) for other examples of languages
which form ‘call Obj Kin’ verbs by incorporating kinship expressions into a verbal
stem;

What is interesting about both these constructions is that they show how
semantics that originate in interactional settings can be adapted into less contextual

15 In at least one case, one word of such a pair is interactional in the sense used here: cf kun-wap
‘armpit’, wap? ‘well then; now; let’s move on to the next thing’ (Evans 1992). However, as with the
other words exemplified here, the ? is not in itself a morpheme in this case.
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uses through displaced deictic use. Concomitantly, they show how phonemic
possibilities that are initially constrained by interactional settings may have their
uses widened as interactional meanings are adapted into other construction types.

5. Conclusion

We have explored three languages in which phonemes, marginal in one way
or another, are all linked to what we have broadly labelled ‘interactional uses’. In
Nen the relevant phonemes are the glottal fricative /h/ and the two nasal vowels /a/
and /&/, between them restricted to a handful of words only found in face-to-face
interaction: ‘here you are’, ‘over there look!’, ‘yes’. In English the marginality —
concerning the voicing of the dental fricatives /0/ and /6/ — is limited to word-initial
position. Elsewhere in the word the contrast serves other roles (e.g. limited
possibilities of converting nouns into verbs). But initially there is a clean cleavage
of /8/ into words that are synchronically or diachronically deictic, and /6/ into words
whose meaning is simply referential, and does not need to take interactional context
into account. In Bininj Kunwok the relevant phoneme is the glottal stop: while this
sound can occur intra-morphemically as part of referential lexical contrasts (e.g.
‘leaf’ vs ‘satiation’) its primary use as a morpheme comprising a sole phoneme is
restricted to the three interactional senses of ‘immediate aspect (in the here and
now)’, ‘engaged attention’ (in demonstratives) and °‘calling the attention of
designated kin’ (in kinship vocatives).

What is common to all these examples is that particular vocal gestures — vowel
nasalisation (Nen), initial voicing of fricatives (English), glottal fricatives (Nen)
and glottal stops (Bininj Kunwok) — seem to arise, whether entirely (Nen) or in
some phonological or morphological positions (English, Bininj Kunwok) —
specifically in contexts of interaction.

We can hypothesise that what has happened, in such contexts, is that
suprasegmental prosodic signalling, aimed at attracting or directing the addressee’s
attention, has entered the speech system as part of the suite of paralinguistic and
prosodic sounds used to modulate conversational interaction (agreeing, pointing,
presenting...). In doing so, it has become associated with particular words or lexical
sets to the point where it has ceased to be simply ‘extraphonemic’, and begun to be
integrated into the core phonological system. Sometimes, as in Nen, this process is
at a very early stage, and the phoneme is only attested in a handful of words. At
other times, as in English, the process has advanced much further and is only
detectable in particular phonotactic positions.

If correct, the importance of this mechanism for our understanding of how
phonological systems evolve is that it removes the impermeable barrier between
‘extralinguistic’ speech sounds found just in interaction (but in a non-combining
way), and the set of phonemes which a language uses to construct new words and
morphemes. As examples of ‘extralinguistic’ speech sounds, we may consider the
discussion by Dingemanse et al. (2013) of the sound approximated in their article
as ‘huh?’, the use of the reduplicated dental click to express disapproval in English
(variously rendered tut-tut or tsk-tsk in English orthography), or the use of / (only
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in the word /a) to shoo away dogs in a number of languages of Arnhem Land (e.g.
Bininj Kunwok) which lack fricatives in their normal phoneme inventory. In each
of these cases, a full study of the communicative use of speech sounds in interaction
calls forth a wider palette of sounds than those on the regular phonemic inventory.
But, in contrast to the cases discussed here, the relevant sounds lack combinatoric
options.

In another of his important works, Igor and his long-term collaborator Lydia
Iordanskaja introduce the notion of ‘pragmatemes’ (pragmatémes in French),
defining them as follows:

‘Un formuléme est un pragmatéme si et seulement si il est contraint par rapport
a la situation extralinguistique de son utilisation.” (Iordanskaja & Melchuk 2017: 102)

This characterisation relates closely to the phenomena discussed in this article
— with the exception that pragmatemes are lexical or even phrasal items rather than
the phonological building blocks from which they are constructed. A bit further on
in the same book (p. 104), they point out that

‘toute unité linguistique, y compris un syntagme compositionnel, peut étre
contrainte par la situation extralinguistique de son emploi’

The phenomena discussed here show that this observation can be applied to
the very building blocks of a language: its phonemes. The pragmatic demands of
interaction feed, over time, into the organised heart of the linguistic system, through
the impact of prosody on such features as nasalisation and glottal gestures for
signalling aspects of the here-and-now. And in this way the intense human
interaction which makes us all think of Igor with such vivid warmth, also has its
part to play in the never-ending creation and re-creation of our phonological
systems.
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Abstract

The combination of perfective aspect and present tense is frequently considered as an example of
semantically incompatible grams. If verbal forms including markers of both perfective aspect and
present tense do exist in a language, they tend not to express present resp. perfective in the strict
sense. Thus, in Russian such forms usually convey the future, as in napishu ‘I will write’. The article
discusses a specific type of contexts where these forms develop a less trivial meaning of what can
be called “prospective present”. Obligatory components of these contexts are first person of the verb
and negation. We focus on three instances of this kind: ne skazhu (lit. ‘I won’t tell”), ne dam (lit. ‘1
won’t give’) and ne pushchu (lit. ‘I won’t let’)’. With the data of Russian National Corpus (RNC)
and notably of the parallel corpora within RNC, we demonstrate that in certain uses, these
constructions correspond to speech acts of refusal or prohibition and can be viewed, accordingly, as
expressing a kind of performative meaning. As performatives, these verbs refer to a present situation:
the speaker’s refusal or prohibition comes into operation at the moment of utterance, and not at some
point in the future. The present-tense reference is corroborated by the translational counterparts of
ne skazhu | ne dam | ne pushchu from parallel corpora, as other languages regularly use present
forms in these contexts. Thus, performative-like constructions provide new data on potential non-
future meanings of perfective present forms.
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[lepdekTus, neppopmMaTuB 1 HACTOSALLEE BPEMA:
HEKOTOpble HECTAaHAAPTHbIe KOMOUHALUU
B CJIaBSIHCKHUX U JPYTUX SA3bIKAX
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AHHOTAINSA

[TepdexTuB n HacTosIIEE BPEMs YaCTO HA3bIBAIOT B KAYECTBE TPUMEpPA CEMAaHTUUECKH HECOBMECTH-
MBIX TpaMMeM. Ecin B sI3bIKe CYIIECTBYIOT ITI1arobHbIe (JOPMBI, BKIFOUAIOIINE OJHOBPEMEHHO I10-
KazaTeu U nep(eKTHBa, U HACTOSILIETr0 BPEMEHH, TO, KaK IPaBHIIO0, OHHU JINOO HE MIMEIOT CEMAHTHKH
HACTOSIIET0, JIN00 HE BHIPAXKAIOT IEP()EKTHBHOCTH B CTPOrOM cMbICIIe. Tak, B pyCCKOM SI3bIKE TaKUe
(hopMbI 0OBIYHO TEpearoT 3HaYeHUE OyAyIero, HaupuMep, Hanuuty. B cTatbe paccMaTpuBaeTcs
0COOBIN THIT KOHTEKCTOB, B KOTOPBIX 3TH ()OPMBI IOJIy4alOT MEHEe TPUBUAILHOE 3HAYCHUE — €TO
MOXHO OBbLIO OBl Ha3BaTh «MPOCHEKTUBHBIM HacTOAMNM». O0A3aTeIbHBIMU KOMIIOHEHTAMH 3THX
KOHTEKCTOB SIBJISIIOTCSI IIEPBOE JINIIO Tiarosia u orpuianue. [logpobHee MbI 00CyAMM Tpu prUMepa
TaKoOro pojia: He ckavicy, He oam W He nyujy. Ha marepuane HaruoHanabHOro KOpIyca pyccKOTo
s3pika (HKPS) u, B yacTHOCTH, MapajuienbHbIX KopiycoB B cocraBe HKPS Mbl mokaxkem, 4to B
HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4asX 3TH KOHCTPYKLMH COOTBETCTBYIOT PEUEBBIM aKTaM OTKa3a WIIM 3alpeTa U TeM
CaMbIM MOTYT CUHTAThCSI CBOETO poja nepdopmarnBamu. B kadecTse nepdopmMaTuBOB 3TH II1ar0JIbl
OTHOCSITCS K INIaHy HACTOAIIEr0: 0TKAa3 MIIHM 3alPET TOBOPSIIETo BCTYIIAET B CUITy B MOMEHT BBICKA-
3bIBaHUS, a HE Korjga-To B OymynieM. OTChUIKA K IUIaHY HACTOSIIErO MOATBEPXKIACTCS IEePEeBOI-
HBIMH aHAJIOTAMHU COYETAHUN He CKadicy, He OaM W He nyujy TI0 NaHHBIM MapauIeIbHBIX KOPITYyCOB:
JpyTHe SI3BIKK PETYISIPHO UCTIONB3YIOT B ATUX KOHTEKCTax (POPMBI HACTOALIEro BpeMeHH. TakuM
00pazoM, KBa3u-nephopMaTUBHBIE KOHCTPYKLUH PACIINPSAIOT HAIIX MPEACTABICHUS O 3HAYCHUSAX,
KOTOpBIE MOTYT ITPHOOPETATh Mep(EKTUBHBIC TPE3EHTHBIE (JOPMBI.

KnroueBble cioBa: nepghexmus, npocnekmus, nepghpopmamus, ompuyanue, Hacmosuee 8pems,
6yoywee epems

JJ1st (MTHPOBAHMA:

Plungian V.A., Rakhilina E.V., Reznikova T.I. Perfective, performative and present: Some non-
standard combinations in Slavic and beyond. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. V. 26. Ne 4.
P. 1012-1030. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-31252

Instead of a foreword

Once, Igor’ Aleksandrovich happened to write: “My very first words in life
were said in Russian. And my last words <...> will most certainly be in Russian”
(Mel’chuk 1995: xvii). That’s why we dare preface our paper with another piece of
Russian which would significantly fade when translated.
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HukoMy U3 aBTOpOB 3TOM CTaThU HE MOBE3JI0 YUUThCA Y Mrops Anekcanapo-
BMYA: KTO-TO U3 HAC BXOJAWJ B JMHTBHUCTHKY, KOTJIa OH YXK€ ye3Kall, a KTO-TO —
KOTI'JIa OH Y>Ke JIaBHO yexall. Torja Bce ObLIIM YBEPEHBI, UTO yeXaTh — 3TO HaBCET/a,
U PYCCKHIA SI3bIK OTpPa)all 3TO TPAMMATHYECKH: O KUBBIX M 3[PABCTBYIOIIUX IMHU-
rpaHTax OOBIYHO TOBOPHWJIM, MCIOJIB3Yysl (hOpMBI mporieamero BpeMenu. O0pyo-
JIeHO OBLJIO HE TOJBKO JIMYHOE OOILICHHE, HO CTPOTO IMpece0BaoCh M HAyYHOE:
3ampelieHo Obulo mpenojaBaTh Mojeidb «Cmbicnm <=> TekcT», omuparbcs Ha
ee JOCTHKEHMSI U JJa)Ke MPOCTO CChUIAThCS Ha €€ CYLIECTBOBAHHWE U YIIOMHHATH
€e aBTopa. 3a ATUM CJICIWIIN, HAPYLIUTENIU npecienoBaiuck: B.M. AnapronieHko,
yxke B 80-¢ ocMenuBLIMIiCS BCTaBUTh B CBOM 0030p MO MAIIMHHOMY IE€PEBOIY
CCBUIKY Ha aHMIOs3bIYHYI0 paborty Wrops AuekcanapoBuya MU €ro KOJUIET,
OBLT BRI3BAH Ha KOBEP M 3apaboTaj CepJeUHbII MPUCTYI, OT KOTOPOTO TaKk U HE
OTIpaBUJICS.

Ho kak pa3 B 3TOM OTHOIIICHHH MBI OBLIH TOPA3/0 CUACTIMBEE MPOYHX: OIaro-
Japsi HAIIUM YUYUTENSIM M CTapIIMM JIMHTBUCTUYECKUM JPY3bsiM (OIPOMHOE Cria-
cu00 UM BceM 3a 3TO0!) MBI HE TOJIBKO 3HAIM UMs MenbuyKa, HO W, KaK JTUHTBHCTHI,
«BapuMCh» B €ro Teopuu. Bximrouare ee B mporpaMMmy o¢HUIMAIbHO OBLIO,
KOHEYHO, Hellb3s, HO KAaKUM-TO 00pa30M MbI «IIPOXOAUIIN» €€ OCHOBHBIE MOJIOKE-
HUS, IPUYEM Ha pa3HbIX Kypcax. 3acTpeibIIMKOM B ATOM OTHOIICHHUU Oblia,
6e3ycnoBHo, AHHa KoHncrantuHoBHa [lonnBaHOBa, KOTOpas ycmena nmopadorars ¢
Mensuykom B HWH’s3e, B 3HamenuTon JlabopaTopuu MamIMHHOTO TIEPEBOJIA
(06 aTOM MHOTO HamucaHo B HeAaBHel kuure bypac 2022). [1epBoit TuHrBUCTHYE-
CKOH CTaTbei, KOTopas 3allOMHUJIACh HA BCIO )KU3Hb, ObUIa QyHIaMEeHTalbHas pa-
60Ta 00 onpeaeneHNH OCHOBHBIX MOHATUN Mopdonoruu Menpuyk 1975 (13 koTo-
poii BIOCTIEACTBUHU BBIPOC MATUTOMHBIN «Kypc o0111eit Mopdhoiorumny): oHa KaKuM-
TO YyJIOM BHIIILJIA MEPEJ CaMbIM OTHE3/IOM aBTOPa B 3HAMEHHUTOM TOT/Ia JKypHase
noxa pen. B.A. YcneHnckoro ¢ 3aragouHbiM Ha3zBaHueM «CeMHOTHKa ¥ MHGpOpMa-
Tuka». CTaThlO0 BEJIEHO OBLIO MPOYECTh U... MPEIJIOKUTH CBOM albTEPHATHUBHEIC
pemienus. Mpl ObuM TEpBOKYpCHUKH. bojee yBiekarenpbHOro 3afaHusi TPYAHO
6bu10 cebe npeactaBuTh. Criopwin cyTkamu. JKajako Toibko, uto 6e3 Uropst Anex-
CaH/pOBHYA — YK OH ObI o1leHwI. JlanbIie ObUIH IpyTHe CTaThbU: O FPaMMaTHYECKUX
3HaueHusx (Menbuyk 1961), o mapanokce napsl kamambs~kamamucs (Menbuyk
1968), o cynmietuBuzme (Menpuyk 1972). Mbl 3HOIM WX TOYTH HAU3YCTh.
[To cpaBHEeHHUIO ¢ TPATUIIMOHHON PYCHCTUKOM OHU 3aBOPAXKUBAJIH CBOOOIOH, U HE
TOJIBKO CBOOOJI0M MBICIIH, HO U CBOOOI0M M3J10KeHHsI. JIMUHOCTH aBTOpa (CIuIoni-
Hasi HeBHJIaHHAs cBoOoja!) mpocBeunBaia B HUX B Kaxaou cTpoke. Cam aBTOp
Ob11 ganeko B Kanaze, HO uiesMu MOXHO ObUIO M BOCXMILATHCS, U, KAK MBI MTPH-
BBIKJIH, — CIIOPUTH. «B Poccum Haio ®KUTh HOAT0»: 3TU CIIOPHI U 00CYXKIeHUS BCE
e MPOJOJIKIIIMCH IIOTOM U HallpsIMY10, B IIEpenucKe 1o nosoay nepesona «Kypca
obmelt mopdonoruny» winm OonpIIol MmyOnauKanuu paboTHl O BAJCHTHOCTSAX
(Mel’chuk 2004).

Tak 4TO MBI TOKE, KOHEYHO, YYWINCh Y Menbuyka. ..
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1. Preliminaries

It is a well-known fact that grammatical markers can be mutually incompatible:
in this case, they are not allowed to modify one and the same word-form even if
they belong to different grammatical categories and in principle can be thought of
as coexisting within one lexical unit. Usually, the incompatibility of this type is
explained in semantic terms: the combination of two corresponding grams appears
semantically impossible, because they include elements which are semantically
contradictory. Examples of such contradictory combinations can be ‘imperative’ +
‘past’ (imperatives normally apply to a future event), ‘irreal’ + ‘assertive’ (the first,
unlike the second, normally applies to a non-realized event), etc. Beyond these plain
observations, few researchers have ventured so far to elaborate on this issue.
However, a useful discussion, with some important findings and generalizations,
can be found, for example, in (Aikhenvald & Dixon 1998/2011, Malchukov 2009,
2011, 2019, Khrakovskii 1990, 1996, Khrakovskii & Malchukov 2016).

Among the frequently mentioned examples of semantically incompatible
grams the case of perfective and present seems to be one of the best studied. Indeed,
what can be characterized in formal terms as ‘perfective present’ appears to be a
semantically awkward combination: verbal forms including markers of both
perfective aspect and present tense reference either do not exist in the world’s
languages or do not express present resp. perfective in the strict sense. More
specifically, if they do not express present, they usually convey either the future (as
in East and West Slavic) or the (resultative or recent) past values (as in many
Creoles or in Samoyedic and Tungusic). On the other hand, if they do not express
perfective, they usually express habitual (as in Modern English or, in some contexts,
in Bulgarian). The phenomenon is basically known as “present perfective paradox”
(as proposed in Malchukov 2009); cf. also an in-depth cross-linguistic overview in
De Wit 2017, with special reference to French, English, Slavic, and Sranan Tongo
Creole systems, as well as some interesting additional data from West African and
North Siberian languages in Shluinskii 2012. As De Wit (2017) puts it, the
straightforward semantic explanation of this type of incompatibility lies in the fact
that “<...> there is an epistemic alignment constraint preventing the identification
and reporting of events in their entirety at the time of speaking”.

It should be noted that, if we consider this problem from a diachronic point of
view, we can see that perfective presents often go back to non-perfective presents
which gradually develop a perfective meaning and then impose a non-present
construal via coercion (see Michaelis 2004, among others). Cf. English Present
Simple (as in plays or runs) which could be considered, according to De Wit 2017,
as an instance of what is a perfective present morphologically, an aspectually
neutral present diachronically, and a habitual present semantically.

Accordingly, what we are going to discuss in the main part of this paper is
related mostly to less trivial diachronic semantic changes of the perfective meaning.
Especially interesting are those cases where what are now genuine perfective forms
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seem to maintain (at least to some degree) the present tense reference without any
prominent signs of coercion-driven effects.

One of such cases lies at the intersection of prospective and performative
semantics. Russian will serve us as the main source of examples here. However,
what we find in Russian is more or less typical for other East and West Slavic
languages, South Slavic representing a slightly different configuration.

2. Prospective, performative, and present perfective paradox

Recall that prospective is an aspectual gram (in a broad sense of the term)
which, roughly, describes the state corresponding to a preliminary phase of some
imminent situation (as in English be going to V). The grammaticalization of
prospective is not uncommon: it is attested in English and some Romance
languages, very frequent in Turkic and elsewhere in Eurasia, Africa etc.; cf. Korn
& Nevskaya 2017 for a recent cross-linguistic overview, and Kozlov 2021 for a
more fine-grained theoretical account. On the other hand, performative (the notion
goes back to J. L. Austin’s and J. R. Searle’s work) is a common term for first
person forms Vi such that saying V1 is equivalent to performing the event ‘V’: thus,
saying I promise P, the speaker just makes a promise to do P; saying [ declare P,
the speaker performs the act of declaring P, etc. (for the analysis of performatives
in Russian cf. primarily Apresyan 1988/1995 and Voeikova 1996).

For the issues considered here it is particularly important that cross-
linguistically performatives naturally tend to a present tense reference, though other
configurations (for example, present perfect, perfective past or future) are also
attested. On the other hand, their aspectual behaviour (if applicable) is somewhat
more complicated: performative semantics can effectively draw on both perfective
and imperfective — cf. notably Wiemer 2014, Dickey 2016 and Biasio 2021a, 2021b
for Slavic, and de Wit et al. 2018 and Fortuin 2019 in a wider cross-linguistic
perspective.

Before we proceed to a more detailed discussion, let us briefly recapitulate
some well-known features of Russian verbal inflection. Modern Russian
distinguishes two structurally different tense-marking systems (“past” and
“present”, with a certain amount of conditionality) as well as two morphologically
different aspectual stems (“imperfective” and “perfective”). The past is obtained by
the suffix -/- followed by a set of gender/number-marking flections, whereas the
present is obtained by a different set of person/number-marking flections alone.
Imperfective stems, for their part, are either underived, or “simplex” (i.e. without
any overt morphological marking) or contain a number of imperfective suffixes
like -yva-, -va-, -a- and some other. Perfective stems can be also underived (very
few) or — in most cases — prefixal (with a large set of verbal prefixes expressing also
spatial and related values) or suffixal (with semelfactive -nu-). The combination of
two tense forms and two aspectual stems yields four possible grammatical classes,
namely imperfective and perfective past and imperfective and perfective present:
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of all of them, the last one is the most problematic semantically (in line with what
has already been discussed above).

Indeed, what is morphologically a perfective present in Russian (i.e., a
combination of a perfective stem and suffixal person/number markers) is usually
described as a form with a default (perfective) future reference, as in my
[nepremenno] sdelaem eto ‘we’ll [certainly] do it’. In a number of specific
constructions, however, this verbal form can have a (diachronically older) present
meaning — usually, in combination with iterative, habitual, or potential readings, as
in contexts like to syadet, to vstanet ‘always sitting down and standing up’
(iterative), vsyakii skazhet ‘anybody would tell you’ (potential or habitual), otkroet
lyuboi zamok za 45 sekund ‘could open any lock in 45 seconds’ (potential). As a
specific type of potential reading (primarily, in the context of negation) the so-
called “present of vain expectation” can also be considered, originally described by
Zaliznyak (1990); the stock example here is deneg vse ne soberem =~ ‘we still
haven’t been able to collect money’, a famous line by Bulat Okudzhava.

However, there exist other uses of perfective present in Russian (mostly
neglected in previous studies) which are not fully consistent with the list above, i.e.
perfective presents which are neither future nor habitual. We believe that they can
be best labelled semantically as prospective, because they describe a situation that
starts immediately at the moment of uttering the verbal form and then continues
into the future. At the same time, they are semantically performative (or quasi-
performative), because they usually correspond to speech acts of permission or
prohibition.

3. Data and methodology

In what follows, we will focus on three typical instances of such performative-
like prospectives (or, maybe, prospective-like performatives). These are ne skazhu
(lit. ‘I won’ttell’), ne dam (lit. ‘I won’t give’) and ne pushchu (lit. ‘1 won’t let’). Of
course, this list is not intended to be exhaustive; however, these three expressions
(1) are the most frequent in the corpus, (ii) form a rather homogeneous set and (iii)
can easily be identified and found in the parallel corpora which were at our disposal
within Russian National Corpus. Therefore, we prefer to concentrate on their
semantic properties and leave aside the question about other possible
representatives of this group (if any).

Recall that all the three verbal forms are morphologically perfective presents,
and their default out-of-context construal is undoubtedly futural, as befits the
modern Russian verbs. This standard interpretation is indeed widespread and can
be illustrated by (1-2)! and many other examples like it:

! Hereinafter, all the examples are from Russian National Corpus (www.ruscorpora.ru), unless
otherwise specified.
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(1) Ru> Engl
a. Esli hochesh’, ya dazhe nikomu ne skazhu, chto byl zdes’ i videl vas
[A. Kuprin. Olesya (1898)]
b. I shan’t tell anybody I was here and saw you, if you don’t want me to
[A. Kuprin. Olesya, transl. by Stepan Apresyan (1982)]

(2) Ru > Engl
a. Konechno, ya nichego ei ne skazhu, eto ee ub’et [A. Rybakov. Deti
Arbata (1966-1983)]
b. Of course I won’t say anything, it would kill her [A. Rybakov. Children
of the Arbat, transl. by Harold Shukman (1989)]

(3) Ru> Engl
a.— Nu ladno, Toropyzhka! — obidelsya Neznayka. — Poprosish’ ty u menya
chto-nibud’, ya tozhe tebe ne dam. [N. Nosov. Priklyucheniya Neznayki i
ego druzei (1953-1954)]
b. “All right, Swifty,” said Dunno sulkily, “the next time you ask me for
something I won’t give it to you either.” [N. Nosov. The Adventures of
Dunno and his Friends, transl. by Margaret Wettlin (1980)]

Here, in all the cases, the event of not-saying or not-giving P is clearly
postponed to some moment in the future: the basic idea behind the contexts
like (1-3) is, roughly, ‘whenever, at some moment M, the speaker is eventually
asked about P, the reaction will not follow’. That being the case, there is an apparent
temporal break between M and the moment of utterance TU: at TU, the dilemma of
doing / not doing P is not (yet) at issue.

Unlike these standard contexts with future-tense reference, the contexts we are
concerned with here refer to a present situation. The refusal to perform P relates to
the very moment of utterance, and, more than that, the action of refusal (according
to what is expected from a performative expression) is equivalent to the utterance
of the type ‘I won’t [tell/give/let]’. Indeed, uttering something like ne skazhu or ne
dam, the speaker — in doing so — refuses to tell or give P from now on, and not at
some moment in the future, as standard contexts like (1-3) suggest.

Obviously, a special context is needed for this “present performative”
interpretation. Usually, it is obtained when a negated first-person verb functions as
a short “conversational turn” of the speaker triggered by a previous request from
the addressee. It is thus an immediate (negative) reaction to some proposal; its
meaning approaches closely what can be labelled “discourse formulae”, i.e. a
language-specific set of largely non-compositional positive or negative reactions
used in conversation (see (Rakhilina et al. 2021) and (Bychkova, Rakhilina forth.)
for more detail).

The present tense reference, in principle, is typical for performative
expressions, though cross-linguistically the situation can be more heterogeneous,
and various verbal forms (not necessarily morphologically present) can occur in
this function: sometimes past or perfect, sometimes future (cf. (De Wit et al. 2018),
(Fortuin 2019) for a more detailed overview). In Russian (and Slavic in general)
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imperfective present tense (like klyanus’ ‘I swear’ or obeshchayu ‘1 promise’)
remaining the main grammatical device for performatives, perfective present is also
possible; the distribution is not quite clear and seems to be largely lexical. The most
frequent case is the verb prosit’ ‘to ask, to beg’ which expresses performative
semantics equally well in the imperfective (proshu) and perfective (poproshu)
forms; the latter can be exemplified by (4); nota bene the present progressive form
in the English counterpart.

4
a. Gospodin prem’er-ministr, ya poproshu vas tut ostanovit ’sya.
b. Prime Minister, I'm going to ask you to stop right there.

In (4), poproshu (lit., ‘I will ask’) is both perfective and performative
(it represents the act of asking as such); proshu is also possible here, with some
subtle semantic or pragmatic difference.’

4. Perfective performatives

Our three constructions (ne skazhu, ne dam and ne pushchu) can be seen, in a
sense, as complementing the stock of perfective performatives in Russian. As
performatives, they have a present-tense reference (witness many of their
translational equivalents, which will be considered below in more detail); however,
they do not correspond exactly to most frequently discussed types of non-standard
perfective presents, because they don’t belong to any type of habitual uses
(mentioned earlier). As we suggested previously, the most plausible aspectual
construal in these cases would be the prospective one.

Let us now consider more examples of these constructions, with the
translations from RNC parallel corpora.

4.1. Telling

Recall that the essential meaning of ne skazhu can be rendered as ‘in reply to
your request to tell you P, I let you know that I refuse to tell you P’. Cf. (5) —(6):

(5) Ru > Engl
— Irina, a gde vy hranite svou poslednuiu medal’ iz nastoyashchego zolota?
— Ne skazhu! [regional press, 2002]
‘— Irina, where do you keep you medal of real gold? — I won’t tell you!’

(6) Ru> Engl
a.— Umenya est’ eshche odna ideya. — Kakaya? — Ne skazhu. — Pochemu?
— Pob’ete. — My tebya i tak pob’em. [A. Strugackii, B. Strugackii.
Ponedel’nik nachinaetsa v subbotu (1965)]

2 Aspectual and illocutive properties of this verb in Russian and other Slavic languages (some of
them display the similar type of aspectual variation) have been widely discussed: cf., for example,
(Slavkova 2014) and (Biasio 2019), as well as, in a more general perspective, (Wiemer 2014, Dickey
2016, Biasio 2021a, 2021D).
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b. “I have one more idea.” “What?” “I won't say.” “Why?” “You’ll beat
me.” “We'll beat you if you don’t.” [A. Strugatsky, B. Strugatsky. Monday
Begins on Saturday, transl. by Leonid Renen (1977)]

In (5)—(6), I won'’t tell actually means ‘I tell you right now that I refuse to tell
what you require’. Other examples of this kind are as follows (let us pay special
attention to the different translational strategies observed in different languages and
in different translators).

(7) Ru> Engl

a. — A vy mne ne skazhete, otkuda vy uznali pro listki i pro moi mysli? —
Ne skazhu, — suho otvetil Azazello. — No vy chto-nibud’ znaete o nem?
[M. Bulgakov. Master i Margarita (1929-1940)]

b. — And you won'’t tell me how you found out about the pages and about
my thoughts? — No, | won’t, — Azazello replied drily. — But do you know
anything about him? [M. Bulgakov. Master and Margarita, transl by
Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (1979)]

The English translation uses here a form with future-tense reference (though
mitigated by a strong modal overtone of English will); a more transparent strategy
is observed in the Italian translation of the same passage (8), where a genuine
present dico appears.

) Ru>1It
b. — E non vuol dirmi com’é venuto a sapere dei foglietti e di quello che
penso? — No, non lo dico, — rispose asciutto Azazello. — Lei, pero, sa
qualcosa di lui? [transl. by Vera Dridso (1967)]

Other Italian examples demonstrate that this is not an accidental
correspondence: Italians seem to regularly use the present tense of the speech verbs
in such contexts, both in the translations and in the original texts; (9) is taken from
an Italian novel and its translation into Russian.

(9) It > Ru
a. Qual e? — Non te lo dico. — Ora me lo devi dire. [Niccolo Ammaniti. To
non ho paura (2001)]
b. I kto éto? — Ne skazhu. — Pochemu? Tak nechestno. [transl. by Valerij
Nikolaev (2005)]

In fact, English can also use here constructions with a more direct present-tense
reference, as, for example, I am not telling you attested in many similar passages in
original English texts, as in (10):

(10) “Did he break your heart and send you running?” <...> She smiled.
“Well, I’'m not telling you anything. ” [Michael Connelly. City of bones
(2002)]

In (10), the present progressive is used as exactly the same conversation turn
as in previous examples: the speaker informs (at the moment of utterance) that she
refuses to give any clarifications asked.
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A SHORT NOTE ABOUT OTHER USES OF RUSSIAN NE SKAZHU.

A further complication here is related to the fact that Russian ne skazhu can
(and frequently does) represent another type of constructions with a present-tense
reference, where perfective present is used in a more widespread (and, in a sense,
more common) potential meaning ‘I cannot tell’. The whole expression, however,
is somewhat less compositional and amounts to a marker of subjective epistemic
evaluation (= ‘I’m not that sure; I don’t know for certain’), as in (11) or (12):

(1) Ru
Ne skazhu, chto ya horoshii fizionomist, no lyudei chuvstvuyu [regional
press, 2003]
‘I wouldn’t say [ am a good physiognomist, but I get a feel for people’

(12) Ru>En
a. Ya ne skazhu, chtoby francuzskie knizhki byli i talantlivy, i umny, i
blagorodny [A. Chehov. Skuchnaya istoriya (1889)]
b. I don’t say the French books have talent, cleverness, and a good tone
[A. Chekhov. A Dreary Story, transl. by Constance Garnett (1930)].

This type of (present) uses is not to be confused with what we consider as
performative-like perfective presents, even when they occur — like performative
expressions usually do — as isolated lines in a dialogue. However, the translation
usually reveals their modal construal (‘I cannot tell because I don’t know / I’'m not
sure’), as in (13):

(13) Ru>En

a. Skazala pered samym ukhodom, chto proshchaetsya nadolgo, potomu
chto uezzhaet s muzhem za granicu. Olya sprosila dovol 'no ravnodushno,
kuda. Galya usmehnulas: — Predstav’, na Blizhnii Vostok. Konkretno ne
skazhu. [L. Ulickaia. Zelenyi shater (2011)]

b. Right before she left, she said she was saying good-bye for a long time,
because she and her husband were going abroad. Olga, with seeming
indifference, asked her where. Galya grinned. “Just imagine, we're
going to the Middle East. | can’t say where exactly.” [L. Ulitskaia. The
Big Green Tent, transl. by Bela Shayevich (2014)]

4.2. Giving

A similar behaviour is observed with ne dam (lit. ‘I won’t give). In fact, its
more precise meaning is something like ‘in reply to your request to give you Z, [
let you know that I refuse to give you Z’. A typical example is (14).

(14) Ru
— Dai mne eshche drovishek — u nas zhe ih mnogo. — Net, — skazal Ezhik,
—ne dam. V dome i tak teplo. [Sergei Kozlov (1981)]

‘— Give me some more firewood, we’ve got it a lot, right? — No, — said
the Hedgehog, — I won’t. It is warm enough in the house.’
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Again, we can provide two translations from parallel corpora (one from
Russian into German, another, into Italian), where the inherent present-tense
reference of ne dam situation is rendered by grammatical means. Let it be a passage
from the famous novel “Oblomov”, where the main protagonist discusses with his
servant the possibility of lending his tail-coat: the servant, with the help of ne dam,
refuses to part with it.

(15) Ru> Ge, Ru>1It
a. — Day, Zahar, frak, ne upryam’sya! — Ne dam! — kholodno otvechal
Zahar. — Pust’ prezhde oni prinesut nazad zhilet da nashu rubashku:
pyatyi mesyac gostit tam. [1. Goncharov. Oblomov (1849-1858)]
b. — Sachar, gib den Frack her, sei nicht eigensinnig! — Ich gebe ihn
nicht her! — sagte Sachar kiihl, — er soll uns zuerst unsere Weste und
unser Hemd zuriickgeben, die sind jetzt schon fiinf Monate bei ihm auf
Besuch. [transl. by Clara Brauner (1960)]
c. — Su, Zachar, porta il frac, non essere cocciuto! — Non glielo do! —
rispose freddamente Zachar. — Prima deve riportarci il nostro panciotto
e la nostra camicia: sono cinque mesi che se li tiene. [transl. by Argia
Michettoni]

The translations show that English retains future will-forms more frequently
(probably due to their modal side-values), whereas other languages (not only Italian
and German, but also French) prefer other strategies:

(16) Ru> En, Ru > Fr
a. — O net! — voskliknula Margarita, porazhaya prohodyashchih, —
soglasna na vse, soglasna prodelat’ etu komediyu s natiraniem maz yu,
soglasna idti k chertu na kulichki. Ne otdam! [M. Bulgakov. Master i
Margarita (1929-1940))]
b. — Oh, no! — exclaimed Margarita, shocking the passers-by. — I agree
to everything, I agree to perform this comedy of rubbing in the ointment,
agree to go to the devil and beyond! 1 won’t give it back! [transl. by
Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (1979)]
c. — Oh non! s’exclama Marguerite, d’une voix qui fit se retourner les
passants. — Je suis d’accord pour tout, je suis d’accord pour me
barbouiller de creme et toute cette comédie, je suis d’accord pour aller
a tous les diables! Je garde la boite/ [transl. by Claude Ligny (1968)]

4.3. Letting

Finally, our third example of non-trivial performative is ne pushchu (lit.
‘I won’t let <you go>") meaning roughly = ‘in reply to your request to let you leave
the place L, I let you know that I do not authorize you to leave L and obstruct it
physically [e.g. closing the way out, retaining physically, etc.].” The translated
examples from “Master and Margarita” (here, again, English and Italian display two
different strategies, with futurate wi//-form and genuine present tense) reproduce
what we have seen previously, cf. (17).
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(17) Ru> En, Ru>1It
a. Ruchku dveri snaruzhi v eto vremya krutili i dergali, i slyshno bylo, kak
kur’ersha za dveryami otchayanno krichala: — Nel’zya! Ne pushchul!
Khot’” zarezh’te! Zasedanie! [M. Bulgakov. Master 1 Margarita
(1929-1940)]
b. The door handle was all the while being turned and pulled from
outside, and the messenger girl could be heard through the door crying
desperately: — Impossible! 1 won’t let you! Cut me to pieces! It’s a
meeting! [transl. by Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (1979)]
c. Nel frattempo la maniglia della porta veniva girata e scrollata
dall’esterno, e si sentiva l’inserviente gridare istericamente dietro la
porta: — Non si puo! Non vi lascio passare! Anche se mi ammazzate!
Sono in riunione! [transl. by Vera Dridso (1967)]

However, even English translations can also be sensitive to this inherent
present semantics, witness the following passage from Gogol’s famous novel
describing an authoritarian host, cf. (18), where all the available translations (viz.,
English, German and Italian ones) concur:

(18) Ru> En, Ru> Ge, Ru> It
a. — Net, ty uzh, pozhaluysta, menya-to otpusti, — govoril belokuryy, —
mne nuzhno domoy. — Pustyaki, pustyaki, brat, ne pushchu [N. Gogol’.
Mertvye dushi (1835-1852)]
b. “No, no, put in the flaxen-haired man,” you must excuse me, for I must
be off home.” — “Rubbish, rubbish, 1 am not going to excuse you”.
[N. Gogol. Dead Souls, transl. by D. J. Hogarth (1931)]
c. ,,Nein, verzichte bitte auf mich*, sagte der Blonde, ,,ich muf3 nach
Hause. “ —,, Unsinn, Unsinn, Bruder, ich lall dich nicht fort. “ [N. Gogol.
Die toten Seelen, transl. by Michael Pfeiffer (1978)]
d. «No, a questo punto, per favore, lasciami andare» disse il biondo,
«devo tornare a casa.» «Sciocchezze, sciocchezze, fratello, non ti
lascio.» [N. Gogol. Anime morte, transl. by Paolo Nori]

Here, clearly, the utterance expressing the intention of non-allowing the guest
to go is accompanied by some actions performed at the moment of utterance, and
the whole situation is undoubtedly present. It should be noted the repeated use of
progressive form in English, which is also in keeping with the aspectual semantics
of the situation.

5. Discussion

We have demonstrated that in Russian the verbal form of what is
morphologically a perfective present is capable to develop, for the avoidance of “PP
paradox”, a less trivial (and probably still unnoticed) meaning of performative-
like prospective present. Its main semantics relates to an immediate start of the
action described (somewhat in between of present and future). Obligatory
components of this type of context are first person and negation. Diachronically,
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these uses rather seem (like habitual ones) to be remnants of some more archaic
state when perfectivity was not fully grammaticalized and perfective present was
more present than perfective (cf. [Dickey 2016, Biasio 2021b]).

The view of performative-like contexts as archaic is corroborated by two
essential features of these context: negation and first person. It is well known that
negation is typical for “relict contexts” preserving the most frequent old uses
[Bybee et al. 1994]; in our case, however, these relict contexts could be preserved
only with first person forms responsible for a performative-like effect of the
construction. Still, what we have here is probably not a prototypical performative
speech act, but the moment of saying ne dam ‘I won’t give’ or ne pushchu ‘I won’t
let’ is similar to the moment of saying ‘I promise’ (especially as concerns the
pragmatic effects) — and is not exactly like “ordinary” uses of negated perfective
present with a clear future tense reference.

The comparison of the same constructions in more ordinary contexts (where
they have a future time reference) would be compelling. Cf., for example, the
following passage with ne skazhu, where it is not an isolated conversational turn,
but a part of the longer narrative:

(19) Ru> Ge

a. Ya nikogda nikomu ne skazhu etogo, no, Bozhe moy, chto zhe mne
delat’, ezheli ya nichego ne lyublyu, kak tol’ko slavu, lyubov’ lyudskuyu?
[L. Tolstoi, Voyna i mir (1867—-1869)]

b. Ich werde das niemals einem Menschen sagen, aber, mein Gott, was
soll ich nur tun, wenn ich nun einmal nichts so sehr liebe wie den Ruhm
und die Anerkennung der Menschen? [L. Tolstoi. Krieg und Frieden,
transl. by Hermann R6hl (1922))]

The action of (not) saying is clearly detached from the moment of speech and
rendered as future even in German, where werden-future is used relatively rarely.
Cf. a performative-like context (not detached from the moment of utterance) in (20):

(20) Ru> Ge
a. Dolg khotel otdat’, dolg chesti, a komu — ne skazhu. [F. Dostoevskii,
Brat’ya Karamazovy (1878)]
b. Ich wollte eine Schuld zuriickzahlen, eine Ehrenschuld wollte ich
zurtickzahlen. An wen, das sage ich nicht. [F. Dostojewski. Die Briider
Karamasow, transl. by Hermann R6hl (1923)]

The specific type of use considered in our paper is characteristic for several
predicates which seem to occur in appropriate contexts with a particularly high
frequency. Semantically, these predicates represent a scenario with two participants
where the one requires from the other some (profitable or necessary) action, and the
other resists and refuses to perform it. This type of interpersonal interaction with a
prominent component of affectedness / concernment is found primarily among
predicates subcategorized for recipients and addressees (as ‘give’ or ‘tell”), but the
predicates involving the semantic component of permission (‘let’) also play an
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important role. Notice that the last group includes the core performative (ne)
razreshat’ ‘(not) to allow’ as well, which, in Russian, behaves in a fully canonical
way in the sense that its performative uses require a present imperfective (and not
perfective) form: — razreshi! ‘allow!” — ne razreshayu! ‘1 don’t / won’t allow!’. Cf.
a less trivial (though obsolete in Modern Russian) pozvolyat’ ‘allow’ which permits
the aspectual variation: — pozvol’! ‘allow!” — ne pozvolyayu!™* / ne pozvolyu!**
‘I don’t/won’t allow!’. Interestingly, the present perfective affirmative form is still
standard: pozvolyu can have only a future-time reference and cannot describe an
ongoing present. But instead, the negative form ne pozvolyu! behaves exactly like
ne pushchu! ‘I won’t let’ considered in the previous sections, blurring the
distinction between an actual and a future eventuality.

Another fact which deserves special attention is that the one-place predicate
idti ‘go’ demonstrates some affinities with the two-place predicates subcategorized
for beneficiary: — idi! ‘go!” — ne poydu!** ‘I won’t go / I'm not going!’. Like the
latter example, it demonstrates a kind of performativity: its semantics includes a
declaration (the refusal to move) — and at the same time the action of non-moving.
Some translational equivalents (from Italian or English) found in the parallel corpus
corroborate this construal, because the corresponding predicates are used in the
form of present tense there, as in (21) and (22).

(21) En>Ru
a. “Mommy says you have to go to school,” Izzy says, head-butting my
shoulder. “1I’m not going to school.” That’s it: that’s how it starts. [Lauren
Oliver. Before I fall (2010)]
b. — Mama govorit, tebe pora v shkolu. Ona tolkaet menya golovoi v
plecho. — Ya ne poydu v shkolu. Vot kak vse nachinaetsya. [L. Oliver.
Prezhde chem ya upadu, transl. by A. Kilanova (2017)]

(22) It>Ru
a. Maria ha incrociato le braccia. “Io non ci vado.” Perché? [Niccolo
Ammaniti. lo non ho paura (2001)]
b. Maria zakinula nogu na nogu’: — Ya ne poydu. — Pochemu? [N.
Ammaniti. Ya ne boyus’, transl. by Valerij Nikolaev (2005)]

So, the phenomenon described above is somewhat larger than just three verbal
units, and definitely needs further study.
6. Concluding remarks

To sum up, as we hope to have shown so far, “performative-like prospective
presents” in Russian is another way of resolving the widely discussed present
perfective paradox: the corresponding verbal form remains (still) present, but is not

3 Strange enough, the Russian translator has rendered ha incrociato le braccia ‘crossed her arms’
as zakinula nogu na nogu ‘crossed her legs’.
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(fully) perfective, which can be considered as an aspectual archaism for East Slavic
as a whole.*

A terminological note needs to be made at this point — namely, regarding the
term ‘performative’, which is used here in a somewhat noncanonical way. Indeed,
performativity has always been considered to be a property exclusive to verbs of
speech (cf., for example, Wierzbicka 1987) and is sometimes viewed as their non-
trivial semantic feature (cf. Apresyan 1988). Here, instead, we deal with predicates
of completely different semantics.

The theoretical framework which could provide a suitable ground for our
approach is Construction Grammar (see Fillmore et al. 1988, Goldberg 1995).
Following this theory, one could regard performativity as a property of
constructions featuring first-person verb forms and exhibiting special semantic-
pragmatic characteristics. Then, like any other construction, the performative one
should have core instances that combine all the features of the construction, and
peripherical cases that are coerced into a performative interpretation due to the fact
that they share several features with the prototype. From this perspective, utterances
containing verbs of speech (such as ‘promise’, ‘declare’, etc., usually in non-
negative forms) should be regarded as the core of performativity. As for the non-
trivial marking of tense in negative first-person forms that we discussed here, it can
serve as a kind of test for identifying non-central extensions of the performative
construction.

Generally, the construction approach has repeatedly been applied to verbal
grammatical categories. For performativity, this has not been the case. It is
appropriate here, however, to recall an insightful remark by Yu. Apresyan (1988),
which anticipated the theory by several years: “It must be emphasized that the
performative formula takes precedence over a performative verb.”
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Abstract

From the perspective of Pragmatics, some scholars claim that the taxonomy of illocutionary acts
should be revised. The aim of this paper is to propose such a review by means of a research field in
which Lexicography and Pragmatics overlap. As we attempt to prove, formulemes offer the
advantage of being a narrower field of study than free utterances. Formulemes (Have a nice day!)
have been defined within the Meaning Text-Theory as a type of cliché and Pragmatemes (Happy
birthday!) as a type of formuleme more restricted by the extralinguistic situation (someone’s
birthday). E-dictionaries require a formal method to express both the meaning and the function of
formulemes, yet this lexicographic development may well elicit problems. Within Meaning-Text
Theory pragmatemes have been formalized to date by Lexical Functions. However, we have
observed that this tool is unsatisfactory for didactic purposes. Therefore, in the Spanish e-dictionary
Diretes, we have attached each formuleme to one illocutionary verb that we call “Pragmatic
Function” (such as fo wish and fo congratulate for the examples above). In order to identify whether
a formalization by means of Pragmatic Functions could be both possible and successful, we have
formalized more than two hundred formulemes (sixty of them pragmatemes). Although the project
is in progress, up to now any kind of formuleme (being or not pragmateme) was successfully
analyzed by means of thirty Pragmatic Functions created ad hoc. Pragmatic Functions could be
useful not only for the formalization of formulemes and pragmatemes when teaching Spanish, but
also to revise the list of illocutionary verbs from the perspective of Phraseology and Lexicography.
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3HaueHHe U PYHKIMU UCTaHCKUX POpMyJIEM U MparMaTem
B CPAaBHEHMH C WIJIOKYTUBHBIMHU IJIaroJiaMu

Mapust Aykeusnuagopa BAPPUOC POJIPUTEC =<

Maopuockuti ynusepcumem Komniymence
D><auxibarrios@filol.ucm.es

AHHOTAINA

C TOuKH 3peHUs IparMaTUK{ HEKOTOPBIE YUEHbIE YTBEPIKAAIOT, YTO TAKCOHOMHIO MITOKYTHBHBIX
aKTOB ClIeyeT IepecMOTpeTh. Llenb cTaThu — OlpeIeNINTh NCCIIEN0BATENbCKYI0 00J1acTh IIepecede-
HUS JIEKCUKOTpaduK ¥ IparMaTuky, YTO MOXET CHOCOOCTBOBATh YTOUHEHHUIO CIMCKA WIIOKYTHB-
HBIX TJ1arosioB. Mbl IbITaeMcsl JOKa3aTh, YTO MPEUMYIIECTBO (popMysieM Kak 00bEKTOB HUCCIIe0Ba-
HHS B TOM, YTO OHH SBIISIIOTCSL OoJiee Y3KOH 00JIaCThIO UCCIIE0BaHMUS, HEXKEIHN CBOOOIHBIE BBICKA-
3pBaHms. B Teopun «Cmbicn — Texct» dhopmynemsl (Have a nice day!) onpeenstorcs Kak pa3Ho-
BU/IHOCTH KJIMIIIE, a rparMateMsl (Happy birthday!) — xak tan gopmyseM, 6osee orpaHHYeHHBIX
SKCTPAIMHIBUCTHYECKOM CUTyanuell (dei-11. IeHb poxaeHus). s 3J1eKTpoHHBIX ciioBapei Tpedy-
eTcst (popMaITbHBIN METO] BRIpa)KEHUS 3HAUeHHUS U PYHKIUHA hopMyrIeM, OTHAKO UX JIEKCUKorpadu-
yeckas 00paboTka MOXKET BBI3BAaTh Mpo0IeMbl. Ha ceromusmHuil [eHp B paMKax Teopud « CMBICT —
TexcT» nmparMaTeMsl MOABEPraInCch (POPMaTN3aIMi Ha OCHOBE JIEKCHUECKUX (QYHKIMHA. OHAKO MBI
M0J1araeM, 4TO 3TOT HHCTPYMEHT HE COOTBETCTBYET HAIIIMM JUIAKTHIECKUM LeIsiM. B cBsI3u ¢ 3TUM
B HICITAHCKOM 3JIEKTPOHHOM ciioBape Diretes Mbl IPUCOESAVHIIIN K KaXKA0H GopMyIieMe OfUH HILIO-
KyTHBHBIM TJIaroji, KOTOPBI MBI Ha3bIBaéM «IIParMaTU4eckoil (yHKIuei» (Hampumep, fo wish
U fo congratulate o OTHOIIECHHIO K BBILICTIPUBEICHHBIM ITpuMepam). UToObl onpeiennTh, MOKeT
11 popman3anus ¢ IOMOIIBIO IParMaTHuecKoil QyHKIIMU ObITH BO3MOKHOM M YCIICIIHOM, MBI (pop-
MalM30BaIn Oosee NByXcoT (opmyneM (MX HHMX HIECTBIECAT mparmMareM). XOTs IMPOEKT elle
He 3aBeplleH, Kaxaas popMyieMa (He3aBUCUMO OT TOTO, OTHOCUTCS JIM OHHU K ITparMaTeMam) Obliia
YCIIEIIHO IPOaHAIM3UPOBAaHA C TOMOIIBIO TPHIUATH INParMaTHYeCKUX (GYHKIHMH, CO3JaHHBIX
ad hoc. Kak MbI iBITaeMcs T0Ka3aTh, MparMaTnieckue QyHKIMA MOTYT OBITH ITOJIE3HBI HE TOIBKO
i opmanmzanuu GopMyJeM M IparMaTeM IMpH MPEnoJaBaHUK WCIAHCKOTO S3bIKA, HO W JUIA
MepecMOTpa CIIUCKA WIUTOKYTHBHBIX TJIar0JIOB C TOYKH 3pEHHS ()Pa3eoI0TuH U JIEKCHKOTPadHH.
KiroueBsble cJI0Ba: 21eKmponHas 1eKcuKoepagus, popmynemol, ULIOKYMUGHble 21420bl, TeKCUde-
cKUe QYHKYuU, npasmamemsl, npasmamudeckue QyHKyuu

Jns uuTHpOBaHUS:

Barrios Rodriguez M.A. Meaning and function of Spanish formulemes and pragmatemes
vs. illocutionary verbs. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. V. 26. Ne 4. P. 1031-1049.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-31597

Dedication

Before going into the subject of this paper, [ would like to dedicate a few brief
words to the person who inspired this research. When I met Igor Mel’Cuk for the
first time in my life in 2004, he was a famous researcher and professor and I was
starting as a PhD student. For nine months I attended the four courses he gave at
the University of Montreal, those being Morphology, Lexicology, Semantics and
the PhD course.

I found each one of them extremely interesting and truly inspiring with the last
one being the most fruitful. This was because each day Professor Mel’¢uk started
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by asking if we had any questions. Any of the six students would sometimes express
doubt and ask questions accordingly, and I usually chose one or two of the many
questions I had, and he spent most of the time talking about those questions. At the
finalization of the course I felt extremely grateful for those personalized classes
from Igor Mel’Cuk about Lexical Functions applied to the Spanish Language.

However, probably the most important subject I learned during my stay in
Montreal was in regards to being a good teacher. Professor Mel’¢uk would start
each course giving us a sequenced syllabus, and much to my surprise he constantly
delivered, explaining each theme in three hours! He was always available for his
students and also answered our emails in less than one hour. He was also free for
tutorials at any given time, even if it was for one tutorial each week, as it was in my
case.

He was an expert in more than thirty languages and would ask the students
questions related to their mother tongue. He proved to know the Spanish grammar
better than me. Commonly he accompanied his lessons with frequent jokes
demonstrating not only a vast knowledge of many subjects but also a great sense of
humour.

Having said all that, if I had to choose only one feature of his academic
repertoire, I would probably choose his generosity. To cite two simple examples,
during the Meaning-Text Theory Conference in 2009 he drove people from the
airport to their residence more than ten times in two days, acting as a taxi driver
instead of the creator of the Meaning-Text Theory (MTT) model. On one of those
days I saw him in the hall of our residence talking for more than two hours with the
young researcher Dina El Kassas. I met her some days later at the airport and asked
her about this conversation. She told me that Professor Mel’€uk had attended her
presentation at the conference, felt that she was somewhat lost in her research and
very generously chose to discuss this with her. Dina shared with me her gratitude
for his spontaneous assistance. Sadly, she passed away seven years later. Our
memory is with her.

I could continue writing of more fond memories and moving anecdotes of
Professor Mel’Cuk, in lieu of a research paper dedicated to him, as I think I learned
not only by hearing or reading him, but very fundamentally by seeing him. However,
thinking about him as a potential reader of this paper, I will change the subject and
focus on pragmateme which is a concept I learned from him.

1. Introduction

Formulemes have been defined within the Meaning Text-Theory as a type of
cliché with a specific abstract referent, such as a wish, and/or a specific event
associated with them (Mel’¢uk 2015a): for instance, Happy birthday! and Have a
nice day! are attached to a birthday and to a farewell respectively. Pragmatemes are
expressions restricted by the extralinguistic situation (Mel’¢uk 1995, 1996, 2008,
2013, 2015b) and can be expressed by means of lexemes, idioms, collocations and
clichés: meaning that a collocation such as wet paint (on a sign), an idiom such as
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hold the line (in a phone call), a lexeme such as rest!/ (a military command) or a
cliché such as no parking (on a sign) all function as a pragmateme (Mel’¢uk
2020: 16-18).

Consequently, pragmatemes are a crosscategorical concept which corresponds
to phrasemes restricted by the extralinguistic situation with an utterance value
(Ovejas 2021). As Ovejas proposes, a pragmateme is a speech act for which there
is, at least, one of the following parameters: medium, space, time or event (Blanco
Escoda & Mejri 2018) and the relation between the speakers (Barrios 2020a).
Analyzing the four examples in the previous paragraph, we find at least one of those
parameters for each pragmateme: the medium (such as a sign), the space (such as a
place where it is forbidden to park), the time (such as the end of military standing
to attention), the event (such as a telephone call), and the relation between the
speakers (such as military hierarchy). According to Barrios & Ovejas (2019a), the
concept of pragmateme is a continuum. Ovejas (2021) claims that some
pragmatemes are essential or more typical and some others are outlying.

As Mel’¢uk summarizes through various ideas in a number of his preliminary
papers, from the semantic point of view a pragmateme is “a linguistic expression
that does not represent logical propositions and therefore cannot be negated or
questioned”; and from the syntactic point of view, a pragmateme is a “full utterance
equivalent to an independent clause” (2020: 19).

Whilst pragmateme is a crosscategorical concept, formuleme corresponds to
only one concept: a subtype of cliché, which is in turn a compositional semantic-
lexemic phraseme, and corresponds to daily speech formulas (see you later),
technical formulas (to sum up), commands (all hands on deck), and proverbs (all
good things come to an end) (Mel’¢uk 2020: 14). The concept of formuleme is close
to that of pragmateme, to the point that Happy birthday! and Have a nice day! are
simultaneously formulemes and pragmatemes: Happy birthday! is a formula used
on the day of someone’s birthday (it contains at least the parameter of time), and
Have a nice day! is a formula used in a farewell (it contains at least the parameter
of event).

The concept of pragmateme can be understood in a narrow sense (Mel’¢uk
1995), which includes expressions such as for rent, drive slow(ly), do not enter,
beware of the dog, etc. (Mel’c¢uk 2015a: 29); or in a broad sense: “a formuleme is
a pragmateme if it is pragmatically constrained” (Mel’¢uk 2015a: 29). Most
researchers follow the broad sense (Blanco Escoda 2013, 2014, Gader, Olliger &
Polguere 2014, Polguére 2016, Barrios 2017, 2020, Barrios & Ovejas 2019). Ovejas
(2021) includes under this concept phraseological schemes, such as fabricado en
(X lugar) (made in (X place)); tiene la palabra (alguien) (to give (someone) the
floor)'; la paz sea con vosotros (peace be with you, in a religious ceremony).

! As far as we know, this expression is used in a slightly different sense in Spanish than in Eng-
lish: in Spanish it is used to introduce someone, such as a speaker, just one second before this person
starts to present at a conference. It is always used as a formula in 3rd person: for instance, e/ profesor
Polguere tiene la palabra, Professor Polguére has the floor.

1034



Maria Auxiliadora Barrios Rodriguez. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 1031-1049

We structured this paper in the following way: Section 2 summarizes how we
formalize pragmatemes and formulemes; Section 3 focuses on illocutionary acts;
Section 4 presents the hypothesis, the data we use and the methodology; Section 5
presents the results obtained; Section 6 exhibits a number of problems that arose in
the course of research; finally Section 7 summarizes the conclusions.

2. Formalizing pragmatemes and formulemes

E-dictionaries require a formal method to express both the meaning and the
function of pragmatemes and formulemes, however this lexicographic development
can elicit problems (Cowie 2011). Meaning-Text Theory (MTT) is a model applied
to lexicographic projects in several languages (see, among others, Mel’¢uk &
Zholkovsky 1984, lordanskaja & Paperno 1996, Apresjan et al. 2003, Alonso
Ramos 2004, Mel’¢uk & Polguere 2007, Polguére 2014, 2018, Alipour, Robichaud
& L’Homme 2015, Apresjan 2018, Mel’cuk 2018, Barrios & Boguslavsky 2019b,
Barrios 2020b).

Within MTT pragmatemes have been formalized to date by Lexical Functions
(Polguere 2007, 2016, Fréchon et al. 2012, Blanco 2013). A Lexical Function (LF)
is a formal tool which associates a given lexical expression L (such as fo sleep),
which is called the argument or keyword, with a set of lexical expressions, which
are called values (such as deeply, profoundly, like a baby, like a log). The
formalization of this concrete lexical relation is created via a function called Magn
(in Latin Magnus) which means ‘intense’, ‘big’, as shown in (1.a). A similar
technique has been applied to formalize pragmatemes, with the particularity that in
this case LFs are created ad hoc for each pragmateme, as shown in (1.b) by an
example taken from Mel’cuk (2008):

(1) a. Magn(to sleep) = deeply, profoundly, like a baby, like a log
b. [This object was] recently painted: Fresh paint [on a sign, to avoid
someone touching it]

In Barrios (2020a), we claim that LFs seems to be unsatisfactory for the
formalization of a large set of pragmatemes and formulemes. We strive to
summarize the arguments we presented in this paper by means of the examples in
(1): (1.a) shows a very productive LF, Magn, which covers hundreds of
collocations, such as torrential rain, heavy drinker, confirmed bachelor, crass
mistake, etc.; whilst (1.b) 1s a compositional expression (recently painted) created
ad hoc for the pragmateme fresh paint which demands extra-linguistic information
(on a sign, to avoid someone touching it).

Specifically due to the great importance of extra-linguistic features in
understanding the function of each pragmateme, we propose the concept of
Pragmatic Function, a tool relevant in the case both of LFs and illocutionary verbs.
We define this concept as shown in (2):

(2) A Pragmatic Function (PF) is a function that expresses a speech act (such
as to thank, to order, to greet, to congratulate, to evaluate, to warn, etc.)
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and is associated with a given extra-linguistic situation (such as an
encounter, or something freshly painted) which is called the argument,
with a set of expressions (pragmatemes, formulemes) which are called
values (such as how do you do, how are you going; wet paint, do not
touch) (Barrios 2020a: 24-25).

In such a way we propose formalizing pragmatemes and formulemes by means
of PFs, adding some semantic features when necessary via some adverbs, such as
formally or colloquially, as shown in (3); or even changing the referential
expression (the extra-linguistic situation) written in brackets, as shown in (4)
(Barrios 2020a: 25):

(3) a. To greet formally (greeting encounter) = how do you do?
b. To greet colloquially (greeting encounter) = how are you going?
(4) a. To warn (something freshly painted) = wet paint; do not touch?
b. To warn (a house/room freshly painted) = fresh paint

In order to apply PFs to the e-dictionary Diretes (Barrios 2020b) with a more
sophisticated system and more explicative power than in (3) and (4), we created a
new table in the relational database of the dictionary. Figure 1 shows various
columns via which we describe the meaning and the extra-linguistic information
related to pragmatemes and formulemes.

The first column shows the pragmateme or formuleme; columns 2—4 present
the lexical anchorage (words to which this pragmateme or formuleme would be
attached in the dictionary); in 5 we note if it is a pragmateme (because it is a
crosscategorial concept) and in 6 if it is an answer to any preliminary question (for
a similar reason); 7 describes the PF and 8 — the scenario; 9 offers an example of a
typical situation; 10 gathers the names of the typical places where it occurs; and
11 details the feeling of the speaker when using this pragmateme or formuleme.
There are additional columns in the database, such as the attitude of the speaker
and/or potential attitude of the listener after hearing this expression; lack of space
does not allow the presentation of all the features we are working with.

In Diretes we work with the concepts of phraseological schemes and proverbs
functioning as pragmatemes, formules, etc. We also utilize the concept of
pragmateme (as defended in Barrios & Ovejas 2019 and Barrios 2020a), and that
of stereotyped speech act (SSA) (Kauffer 2013). An SSA shares almost all the
characteristics of the pragmateme described in Section 1 but the extra-linguistic
situation is less restricted than that of the pragmateme. Subsequently, if someone
says what a pity!, the extra-linguistic situation associated with this expression only
demands an event classified as something bad, and a feeling of compassion or pity
on the part of the speaker, but there exists no scenario or other lexical anchorage
different from pity or compassion (observe that they are abstract words whereas

2 We acquired these examples of the use of wet paint and do not touch in several images on the
Internet attached to objects recently painted, while the images of fresh paint were of houses and
rooms.
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ship, drown or rescue for Man overboard! are concrete words). For this reason, it
is possible to identify hundreds of typical situations attached to any SSA.
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ihombre al |barco [ahogarse |[rescate | Si |No |Alertar_ [Alguien ha Un marinero cae en una [Barco |Alarmado
agua! para que [caidode un |maniobra con mar
se rescate |barco y puede |picada, y otro compafiero
a alguien |ahogarse. lo ve, y grita: ihombre al
agual
Man ship [drown rescue | Yes |No|Towarn |Someone has |Navigating in a rough sea |Ship Alarmed
overboard! to rescue [fallen off the |during some
someone |ship and could |manoeuvers, a sailor falls
drown off the ship and someone
else cries: iman
overboard!

Figure 1. Description of the pragmateme “Man overboard!” in the Spanish e-dictionary Diretes

As Diretes is a project in progress, we rely on the web page® where it is
possible to show, for the present time, only some of the data from our database. For
instance, if someone writes h7ombre (man) in the search engine of the web page, the
response will be a set of dictionary entries containing the word man, among them
some idioms, the pragmateme hombre al agua (Man overboard!) and the
phraseological scheme pobre hombre (lit. poor man), such as shown in
Figure 2.

hombre sustantivo

. locucion

hombre anuncio -
nominal
locuciéon

hombre bala =
nominal
. locucion

hombre de negocios .
nominal
. locucién

hombre de paja ‘
nominal
locuciéon

hombre del saco -
nominal
locucién

hombre lobo n
nominal
locucion

hombre orquesta -
nominal
locuciéon

hombre rana =
nominal
. locucion

gentilhombre de placer Lo
adjetiva

formula oral o

ihombre al agual -
ilombre alagua. escrita

estructura

- -, ! v
ipobre hombre productiva

Figure 2. Results after writing hombre (man) in the search engine
of the Spanish e-dictionary Diretes

3 Available in: http:/diretes.es/.
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Currently, due to the development status of the program, we cannot
automatically recover the lexical anchorage from database to web page, and
therefore we cannot arrive at Man overboard! from the entries of ship, drown and
rescue as was hoped (we will endeavour to develop better software in the coming
years). For this reason, if we click on ;Hombre al agua! (see the next to final line
in Figure 2) the dictionary shows only some of the data collected in the database,
as Figure 3 shows, especially when compared to 1:

ihombre al agua!

Categoria gramatical: formula oral o escrita
Definicion minima: Se dice cuando alguien cae al agua desde un barco.

Definiciéon expandida: Normalmente se grita en barcos de marina mercante o militar para avisar de que hay que rescatar a qu
Etiqueta semantica: Formulema

Funcién pragmatica: Avisar de que alguien ha caido de un barco y puede ahogarse.
ilo de situacion tipica 1: Un marinero cae en una maniobra con mar picada, y otro compaiero lo ve, y grita: jhombre al algua!
Escenario: Barco
Figure 3. Entry of the dictionary for the pragmateme jHombre al agua!
(Man overboard!) in Diretes

In order to ascertain whether the formalization we are working with would be
both possible and successful, we have, as a pilot test, formalized more than two
hundred formulemes (sixty of them pragmatemes) of the Spanish e-dictionary
Diretes by means of Pragmatic Functions created ad hoc. At the conclusion
of our task we had collected thirty PFs similar to fo warn, specified by
different paraphrases, in like manner to to rescue someone (see column 7 from
Figure 1).

In Section 5, we will present some of the results of the analyses. Our data
proves that PFs were more appropriate for our didactic purpose than LFs created ad
hoc, and that any kind of formuleme (whether pragmateme or not) can be analysed
by this method.

3. lllocutionary acts

Regarding the Pragmatic perspective, few researchers have addressed the issue
of how to compile a complete and coherent inventory of illocutionary verbs.
Searle’s taxonomy was proposed (1968) and revised by the author (1975, 1979,
1990). It was also presented in a coherent proposal for Illocutionary Logic (Searle
& Vanderveken 1985). Vanparys analyzed the valence potential of 120
illocutionary verbs in written and written-to-be-spoken language from a cognitive
perspective, concluding that “a that-clause portrays the content as a more or less
independent entity, while an infinitival complement presents it as being more
dependent on the speech act” (1996: 221). More recently Weigand offered a
dialogic taxonomy of minimal games based on Searle’s monologic speech act
taxonomy (2010: 154).
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After his revisions, Searle (1990) recognized that there should be few changes
implemented:

There are five, and only five basic things we can do with propositions: we tell
people how things are (assertives), we try to get them to do things (directives),
we commit ourselves to doing things (commissives), we express our feelings
and attitudes (expressives), and we bring about changes in the world so that
the world matches the proposition simply by virtue of the utterance
(declaratives) (Searle 1990: 410).

As the author claimed, his proposal was not to offer a list of illocutionary verbs
but to revise Austin’s taxonomy by means of a richer theory, and to offer a
taxonomy of illocutionary acts. Responding to some critics, particularly related to
certain verbs, he comments: “remark and comment are not names of types of
illocutionary acts, they are illocutionary verbs” (Searle 1990: 417).

From our point of view, as outsiders to Searle’s theory, this is one of the most
interesting points of the controversy. As Austin stressed, some words, such as
hereby, are a “useful criterion that the utterance is performative” (Austin 1962: 57).
The equivalent to hereby in Spanish is por la presente: words and idioms play a
crucial role by marking the situational context, in this case, an official document.
In MTT, hereby is considered a pragmateme. In fact, some of the most well-known
examples of Austin’s proposal (I declare you married*, I name this ship, I give and
bequeath) are also pragmatemes (they are fixed and attached to particular situations
in the real world).

On the other hand, there are performative words, such as promise, that can be
used both as performative (I promise you) and non performative (you promised)
(Austin 1963: 59). Thus, the item can be labeled as an illocutionary verb depending
on the grammar. We can conclude that illocutionary force is expressed both by
vocabulary and by grammar, and the combination of both conditions offers a wide
variety of possibilities. Searle accepted this idea of Austin’s, and questioned
whether there are some “kernel elements in illocutionary force on which these
various operations are performed”, as well as if “there is a finite list of these
elements” (1990: 410).

Analyzing some of the data of Searle’s work, we realized that we can identify
idioms, formulemes and pragmatemes attached to different types of illocutionary
acts. Table 1 shows certain examples we created for different types of assertives,
the first group in Searle’s taxonomy (we take the subtypes from Searle 1975: 347):

We attempted to classify our data and found illocutionary verbs, such as
mention and comentar (to comment) present in compositional (semantically clear)
discourse markers, which in turn are formulemes (see lines 4 and 5). We also found
formulemes (Elementary, my dear Watson, What else does he want?) and
pragmatemes (/ declare you married) which are per se performative utterances (see
lines 7,9 and 11).

4 We consider this expression here instead of the original answer written by Austin (/ do) because
he realized it was a mistake, although he could not change it in the original book, as explained in
note 2 (Austin 1968: 5).
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Table 1. Types of assertive from Searle’s taxonomy with some examples and our comments

TYPE
OF ASSERTIVE EXAMPLE (IN ENGLISH) |EXAMPLE (IN SPANISH) COMMENTS
Statements  |Aristotle postulates that |Aristételes afirma que |Performative-looking word
Afirmacion man is a political animal |e/ hombre es un animal |potentially used as non
politico performative®

He’s not living there, El no vive ahi, eso Discourse marker: concluding an
Assertions that’s for sure seguro assertion.
Aseveracion |l assure you | will do my |Te aseguro que haré Illocutionary verb + false

best todo lo que pueda assertion (promise) & formuleme

('l do my best)

Remarks Illocutionary verb mention as part
Comentario  |Not to mention Sin mencionar que (...) |of a compositional discourse

marker: before adding
information

Explanations
Explicacion

(lit. 'l commentate on)

Te comento, (...) (oral
use)

Illocutionary verb comentar as
part of a compositional discourse
marker: before adding
information and explaining
something

Declarations
Declaracion

He made a statement to
the press

Hizo una declaracién a
la prensa

Performative-looking word used
as non performative®

| pronounce/declare you
married/ man and wife/
You may seal your vows
with a kiss

Yo os declaro marido y
mujer

Pragmateme. Performative
utterance. Function: marry two
people

ese trabajo

Deductions Atistotle deduced that Aristdteles dedujo que |Performative-looking word used
Deduccion Earth is spherical la Tierra es redonda as non performative
Elementary, my dear Elemental, querido Formuleme. Performative
Watson Watson utterance. Function: emphasise
the deduction
Arguments He has good reasons for  |Tiene motivos Non performative-looking
Argumento leaving this job justificados para dejar |sentence used as performative

(the speaker believes that what
he says is true)

What more does he
want?

Qué mads quiere?’

Formuleme. Performative
utterance. Function: to complain
(someone demands some logical
arguments speaking with some
other person about a third
person, maybe a boss, who is not
satisfied with the speaker)

> We claim that in this example it could be a non performative use because the speaker could
say: Aristotles postulates that man is a political animal but I claim it is not true. Here we use Austin’s
terminology, although it corresponds to Searle’s words, to an illocutionary verb used in a non-illo-
cutionary act, as we will see later.

6 Again, from here on we use Austin’s terminology (1963) within the Table 1 . We believe it to
be clearer for the didactic intention of this Table.

"Apparently this expression is a question when someone is searching for arguments in order to
understand the attitude of another person, whilst concurrently this person is complaining.
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The last examples (lines 7, 9 and 11) were the catalyst for us to design and
develop the research we aim to showcase in the next sections, specifically because
these kinds of formulemes and pragmatemes are idiomatic (fixed), hence the
grammar does not relate to their function.

4. Hypothesis, data and method

Our hypothesis is that formulemes and pragmatemes constitute a set
sufficiently bound to be properly analyzed as speech acts and, at the same time, a
set large enough to allow us to create a representative list of illocutionary verbs.

One datum that would initially support our hypothesis is that there should be
at least one pragmateme or one formuleme for each illocutionary act in the didactic
material focused on Pragmatics. We will attempt to explain in a few words the
argument that supports this idea. From our perspective, we use idioms and proverbs
because of linguistic economy to express productive concepts in a particular
language, avoiding the need to look for a novel expression each time. Languages
have expressions for frequently used meanings because of “the possibility of an
internal economy of speech” (Zipf 1949: 20). We could “therefore expect that
fundamental speech act types have economically short grammatical expressions at
their disposal” (Weigand 2010: 155).

Assuming that, as pragmatemes and formulemes express frequent utterances
in a fixed way, linguistic economy reasons would equally compel speakers to select
a well-known expression (well-known implies easier to be understood by the
listener) to assure the felicity (which means well understood by the listener) of the
illocutionary act.

We will try to verify if our hypothesis is valid working with two main sources
of data:

a) the didactic material created by the Instituto Cervantes for the teachers of
Spanish as a Second Language, called Plan Curricular del Instituto Cervantes
(PCIC), available from the Internet®;

b) the list of pragmatemes, formulemes, SSA, phraseological schemes, and
proverbs functioning as Speech Acts, collected and formalized to date in the
Spanish dictionary Diretes (see Section 2).

As the second source was presented in Section 2, we will summarize here some
of the characteristics of the first. The relevant part of the PCIC dedicated to
Pragmatics is a repertoire of one hundred and twenty functions classified in six
groups:

a) to give and ask for information;

b) to express opinions, attitudes and knowledge;

c) to express pleasure, desires and feelings;

d) influencing the interlocutor;

8 https://cve.cervantes.es/ensenanza/biblioteca_ele/plan_curricular/niveles/05_funciones_intro-
duccion.htm
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e) to relate socially with other people;

f) to structure the discourse.

In turn, all of these groups can be classified in several groups. For instance, in
the third group (c), the PCIC offers the Spanish versions of fo toast, to offer
condolences, to congratulate, to welcome, etc.; whilst in the sixth group (f) there
are expressions for greetings, telling stories, etc. All of the material is also classified
by levels according to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (Al, A2, B1, B2, CI1, C2).

For each sub-group and for each level, the PCIC collects several examples.
Most of them correspond to utterances freely written by the creators of the material,
but for some functions there are many examples of pragmatemes and formulemes,
such as in (a) to ask for information: what’s your name?, how old are you?, where
are you from?; in (b) to express disagreement: / don’t think so; in (c) to ask about
feelings: how are you?; and many more’. The list of one hundred and twenty
functions of the PCIC likely constitutes so far the most complete list of Spanish
Speech Acts (see Section 3).

We followed a very simple research methodology: initially we checked the
complete list of examples of the PCIC and confirmed that there is at least one
pragmateme or formuleme for each function it proposes!®. Assuming that it partially
validates our hypothesis, we then decided to analyze the PCIC’s examples and to
compare their function with the list of our Pragmatic Functions created ad hoc for
the Spanish e-dictionary Diretes, as we have seen in Section 2.

5. Results

As we mentioned in Section 4, as a result of the analysis in Direfes we obtained
a list of thirty Pragmatic Functions created ad hoc to express the function of more
than two hundred Spanish pragmatemes. In Table 2 (second column) we portray
eighteen of these PFs (lack of space prevents us from illustrating more results), and
we endeavour to relate these PFs to Searle’s taxonomy (see Section 4). The third
column shows a number we will use to comment on some of these pragmatemes in
a straightforward manner. The fourth shows Spanish pragmatemes and the fifth the
English equivalents. Regarding assertives and declaratives, until now these types of
speech acts involve fewer pragmatemes than the other types. However, this seems
to be not relevant for now because hundreds of pragmatemes and formulemes
remain to be analysed.

As Table 2 shows, there are English equivalents for some of the Spanish
pragmatemes and formulemes (as we cannot deal with varieties of Spanish, we only
work with the Spanish of Spain). However, this concept should be applied
cautiously. For instance, in (13) es asi de claro seems to be slightly different to it’s

% In the interest of reading clarity, we have written the English equivalents to the Spanish expres-
sions of the PCIC.
10'We will present some of the problems we identified in Section 5.
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that clear: apparently the English expression can be used assertively, while the
Spanish expression is used to express attitude, usually after evaluating something

Oor someonce.

Table 2. Pragmatemes and Formulemes, as well as its Pragmatic Functions in Diretes

Spanish pragmatemes

Searles’s Pragmatic . English equivalents or explanation
taxonomy |Functions in Diretes N. and forl.nulemes n of use
Diretes
. Deducting 1 |Elemental, querido Elementary, my dear Watson
Assertives
Watson

Encouraging people | 2 |Abrete Sésamo Open Sesame
to play like a child 3 |Frio, frio Cold, cold
or enjoy themselves| 4 |Pide un deseo Make a wish!

Directives with jokes 5 |Cierra los ojos Close your eyes!
Manipulating 6 |No hay por donde cogerlo |There is no way to take it
Ordering 7 |Pasemos pdgina Let’s draw a line on the past
Ordering with 8 |Porque lo digo yo y punto |Lit. Because | say it and that’s it
arrogance
Pledging sth 9 |iCuenta conmigo! Count on me!

Commissives |Relinquishing 10 |Eso es cosa tuya It’s up to you
responsibility
Expressing an 11 |No pude hacer otra cosa |Lit. | cannot do another thing
excuse 12 |Ha sido sin querer It was unintentional
Emphasising 13 |Asi de claro Lit. That clear

Expressives

Emphasising and
expressing refusal

14

Por encima de mi cadaver

Lit. Above my cadaver (used to
refuse)

15

Ni por todo el oro del
mundo

Not even for all the gold in the
world

Expressing
evaluation

16

Ni fu ni fa

Not good, not bad

17

Esto es pan comido

That’s a piece of cake

18

A la vejez viruela

Lit. To old age, smallpox

19

Has hecho muy bien

You did the right thing

20

Estds muy equivocado

You’re very wrong

Expressing negative
reproach

21

A buenas horas, mangas
verdes

Lit. At good hours, green sleeves

Expressing positive
reproach

22

Qué calladito te lo tenias

Lit. How quiet you had it

Expressing positive
feeling

23

Dichosos los ojos

Lit. Blissful the eyes

Expressing approval

24

Asi estd bien

Lit. Like this is good

Expressing
indifference

25

A mi qué me cuentas

Why do | care about that?

Expressing relief

26

Hogar, dulce hogar

Home, sweet home

Declaratives

Getting married

27

Si, quiero

Yes, | do

In (19) there is an SSA which is quite frequently used in Spanish, has hecho
muy bien (lit., you did very well). Because of the influence of dubbing actors in
English or American films, we frequently hear has hecho lo correcto which is
literally you did the right thing. However, whereas the English expression seems to
be strongly attached to US culture, its literal translation does not correspond very
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well to Spanish culture. Something similar occurs with lamento su pérdida (I mourn
your loss): in Spain we say le acompario en el sentimiento (lit. I accompany you in
your feelings), but again, the film’s translators translate the English pragmateme
word for word.

In (24) the Spanish expression is apparently equivalent to the English one, but
it is a false equivalence. In fact the equivalent to that’s right is de acuerdo, esta
bien. The formuleme asi estd bien is used in Spain in more restricted extra-linguistic
situations, for instance, when someone is adding milk to your coffee and you want
her to stop.

Finally, as far as we know, in (26) the pragmateme hogar dulce hogar is
slightly different from the English one: In Spain it is not associated with homeland,
it is said when some arrives home, for instance, after several hours out in the cold,
or after a number of days living in some other place, the speaker expresses the joy
of returning home. We do not consider possible ironic uses in this case.

At this juncture we should add that there are some pragmatemes and
formulemes from Diretes without a clear link to one of the five types of Searle’s
illocutionary acts (see Section 3). For instance, while we have labeled as directives
intimidating (dndate con ojo, watch your back) and warnings (ojo al parche, keep
an eye on), there is a need to revise pragmatemes labeled as manipulating (see the
one in 6, Table 2): when someone says no hay por donde cogerlo (there is no way
to take it) this person is evaluating and, at the same time, trying to influence the
opinion of the listener.

6. Problems which arose

Several problems arose while analysing our data, and we will briefly present
some of them.

The first relates to the richness of linguistic information of the illocutionary
verbs. If we return to Figure 1, initially in our database we only used the verb Warn
to express the function of the pragmateme (what we call PF, see Section 2). The
meaning of fo warn demands that someone (X) warns someone else (Y) about
something (Z): we realized that, because of its argument structure, we can use this
verb as an illocutionary verb by focusing the meaning on one or another argument.
For instance, as we see in Section 2, if someone cries Man overboard! to some other
people on a ship, someone usually tries to rescue the person who fell from the ship.
The speaker (X) wants someone (Y) to save this person (Z).

Similarly, if someone cries Mayday! Mayday! on a ship (or in some other
place) to some other people, those others would attempt, to whatever possible
extent, to help them to avoid imminent danger. The speaker (X) wants some other
people (Y) to save the crew and passengers on board from serious danger (Z).

However, if someone cries Fire!, other people who hear this cry would run far
away from the place where it is taking place; likewise if someone cries 4 bomb!,
the speaker (X) wants other people (Y) to be safe from fire/bomb (Z). For this
reason, we chose to specify where the focus of warning was directed, adding some
semantic features to the PF, as (5) shown:

1044



Maria Auxiliadora Barrios Rodriguez. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 1031-1049

(5)a. To warn_ someone to run: 4 bomb!; Fire!
b. To warn_to rescue someone: Man overboard!; Mayday! Mayday!

The reader is potentially thinking that someone could cry Man overboard!
before leaping to help this person. In this case, the speaker (X) wants someone else
(Y) to know he is going to rescue this person (Z). Observe that the question then
arises as to whether the illocutionary verb should be to inform instead of to warn.
Should we introduce two lexical entries for these two different speakers’ intentions?
Should we write to inform that the speaker is going to rescue someone? As yet we
have no answer. Most probably we need to work on the terminological field in order
to know how many pragmatemes would be adequate for the potentialities of this
last PF. We wonder if this situation is frequent in everyday life. Our picture of
illocutionary words is thus still incomplete.

The second problem relates to the examples of the PCIC’s lists we were
consulting. We present some of them in (6)'":

(6) a. Noseas miedica y tirate ya, hombre (Don’t be a chicken and just throw
yourself off, man!)
b. jLanzate! (Jump!)

(7) a. Te echo una mano/ un cable/ un capote (Lend a hand/ a cable/ a cap)
b. ;De cuanto estas? vs. ;De cuanto esta? (Literally How many (months)
are you? vs. How much is she?)

(8) a. Toda la vida cuidando de vosotros para que luego me tratéis asi
(Literally All your life taking care of you and later you treat me like this)
b. Toda la vida cuidando de ellos para que luego me traten asi (Literally
All your life taking care of them and later they treat me like this)

In (6) we show an example of PCIC (6.a) which is written without any
explication of the extra-linguistic situation. As the Spanish verb tirarse (to jump) is
attached to a physical movement, this utterance would usually be said close to a
swimming pool, when someone (typically a child) is trying to jump off a diving
board without success. The PCIC does not say anything about any context or about
the expression in (6.b): the verb lanzarse (to launch) is used not in a physical but in
a figurative sense, as in come on and enrol in the master degree!).

In (7) we show the problem of idioms and phraseological schemes used as
pragmatemes: (7.a) reflects three PCIC utterances based on idioms and (7.b) shows
a phraseological scheme without an equivalent in English, ;De cuanto estdas? (lit.
how much are you?). This is a pragmateme used by the speaker when asking a
pregnant woman how many weeks or months the baby is.

In such cases, regular expressions are relied on: the idioms echar una mano/
un cable/ un capote, lit. lend a hand/ a cable/ a cap, and the productive structure
estar + de + X + semanas/meses (lit. to be + of + X + weeks/months). The

' All the examples preceded by the letter (a) come from the PCIC, whilst the ones preceded by
the letter (b) are written by us to show the kind of problems we encountered working with this
material.
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phraseological scheme explains the frequent use of this verb in indirect style, such
as speaking about a pregnant woman (the speaker asks someone how many weeks
or months along is (the baby) (of) a pregnant woman which is not present at this
moment). Should we teach the pragmatemes without any reference to the regular
expressions through which they are formed?

In (8) we show two sentences with minimal grammatical difference: (8.a) uses
the second person and (8.b) the third person. However, as in other cases, minimal
grammatical differences involve relevant pragmatical deviation: (8.a) is a reproach
whilst (8.b) is a grumble. We do not find any relevant explication regarding these
circumstances in the PCIC.

Consequently, we claim that any didactic material, whatever it may be, a
dictionary such as Diretes or an on-line resource like the PCIC, should be enriched
with explications that can solve the problems we mention in this Section, even if
the solutions are not evident.

7. Conclusions

The set of Pragmatic Functions could be useful not only for the formalization
of formulemes and pragmatemes in other languages but also as a catalogue of
illocutionary verbs based on phraseology.

However, given the small sample, vigilance must be observed: size limitations
of our present research give rise to many questions which will most likely be
challenging for years to come. Detailing any small feature related to the function
and the extra-linguistic situation for each pragmateme is a huge, necessary and
demanding task.

Returning to our hypotheses, and recognising that our study is a simple pilot
test, data indicate that formulemes and pragmatemes constitute a set sufficiently
bound and, concurrently, large enough to create a representative list of
illocutionarys verbs. However, their analysis will take more time than was
anticipated when we commenced this study.

Further studies, which take the number of parameters into account will need to
be undertaken in order to clarify if there is a relation between the parameters and
the position of the pragmateme related to the continuum of this concept: could it be
possible that the larger the number of parameters, the more central the pragmateme
is? Does the presence of more parameters hold for the more essential pragmatemes,
while fewer parameters imply more outlying pragmatemes? In other words, are the
number of parameters directly attached to the degree of typicality of the
pragmateme?

Another important issue to resolve for future studies is the relation between the
idiomaticity of one expression and its categorization: are outlying pragmatemes
responding to grammar rules or phraseological tendencies? Should the
phraseological schemes, such as made in X, be analyzed as phrasemes or as
productive constructions?

We would like to conclude this paper with the two first pragmatemes we
mentioned in the Introduction, using both now in direct speech, saying:
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Dear Igor Mel’¢uk, Happy birthday and have a nice day and a lovely new
decade! Pragmatemes exist in this world thanks to you. We wish you ninety more
years to discover new concepts in the immense world of words. Thank you for
everything!
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Abstract

Though political discourse is in the mainstream of modern studies, scholars haven’t so far paid much
attention to compiling political discourse-oriented dictionaries. The need to further develop
lexicographic theory and practice for specific purposes and advance new methods to dictionary
making is a challenge that linguists are facing today. The aim of the case study is twofold: to work
out the principles for making an Explanatory Combinatorial Dictionary (ECD) of English political
conflict lexis and the microstructure of an ECD entry. The source of the data is the NOW corpus;
the material is current American political discourse (2022). The ECD is generally consistent with
Mel'¢uk’s Meaning-Text theory (MTT). The authors describe a process of collecting and processing
the data: corpus search and analysis, automatic and manual text processing, glossary compilation
with the use of lexicographic, semasiological, and etymological methods and present an example of
an ECD entry consisting of semantic, phonological, and cooccurrence zones. The findings prove
that the use of electronic text corpora offers an effective way for compiling a specialized discourse-
based dictionary. The research illustrates the validity of MTT: though based on the data of “language
in context”, the dictionary is synthesis-oriented: it aims at speech production. The paper is the first
result of a bigger project sketching the overall framework of the discursive ECD of political conflict
lexis, which subsequent studies will hopefully develop with more precision and detail. The
dictionary will be helpful for scholars in linguistics, discourse analysis, media and communication,
political science, and conflict studies.
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I[IpuHL MBI CO34aHUS AHTJIOSA3bIYHOTO
TOJIKOBO-KOMOGHHATOPHOTO CJ10Baps
KOHQJIMKTOI€HHOM JIEKCUKHU:

Ha MaTepuaJie COBpEMEHHOr0 NMOJIMTHYECKOT0 AUCKypca

O.A. COJIOMOBA=D4, T.H. XOMYTOBA

FOoicno-Ypanvckuii 2ocyoapcmeennulil ynusepcumem
(HayuonanvHulll uccredosamenbekull ynusepcumem), Yenabunck, Poccus
D<Jo-solopova@bk.ru

AHHOTAIMA

Heob6xoauMocTh pa3paboTKH TEOPHH W MPAKTHKU CHEHUATBHOM JIeKCUKOrpaduu U IpUMEHEHUsI
HOBBIX JFICKYPCHBHBIX METOJIOB K COCTABIICHHIO CIIOBAapEH IS CIICHHUANBHBIX IIeTIeH MPeICTaBIseT
co00l1 BaKHYIO 33/1a4y, KOTOpasi CTOMT Iepesl COBPEMEHHOW JMHIBUCTHKOW. Llenbro HacTosmei
paboThI siBIsIeTC: 1) pa3spaboTKa NPUHITUIIOB CO3AaHUS aHTJIOSA3BIYHOTO TOJIKOBO-KOMOMHATOPHOTO
cioBaps (TKC) momutraeckolt KOHPIMKTOTCHHON JIEKCHUKH Ha MaTepHalie KOpITyca TeKCTOB ITOJH-
THYECKOT'0 TUCKYypca; 2) pa3paboTka MUKPOCTPYKTYPHI CIIOBapHOH CTaThH. B KauecTBe MeTO10710-
rudeckux npuHuunoB nocrpoenus: TKC nonutuyeckoit KOHQIMKTOreHHOM JIEKCHKH HCTIOJIb30BaHbI
npuHIunel Teopun «Cmeicn-Teket» U.A. Menpuyka. VIcTOUHHKOM Mareprana SBISETCS KOPITyC
News on the Web. Marepuain ncciegoBaHus MpencTaBieH COBPEMEHHBIM aMEPHKAHCKUM MTOTUTH-
geckuM JuckypcoMm (2022). B craThe paccMaTpuBaeTcs Ipolece coopa U 00pabOTKU IaHHBIX,
BKITIOYAFOIIMI YeThIpe dTana: GOpMUPOBAHKE U aHATN3 KOPITyca TEKCTOB, aBTOMAaTHYECKYy0 00pa-
0OTKy TEKCTOB, pydHYI0 00pabOTKY TEKCTOB, CO3IaHHE TIIOCCAPHS C HCTIONE30BaHHEM METOIOB JICK-
CHKOrpadu4ecKkoro, ceMacuoJOrH4ecKoro M 3TUMOJIOTHYECKOro aHanmu3a. [IpuBomurcs mpumep
CJIOBAPHOM CTaThbM, MUKPOCTPYKTYpa KOTOPOH BKJIIOYAET CEMAHTHUYECKYIO, (DOHOJIOIMYECKYIO
M COYETAeMOCTHYIO 30HBL. Pe3ynmpTaThl IPOBEACHHOTO UCCIEAOBAHMS MTOATBEPIKIAIOT, UYTO HCIIOIb-
30BaHHE O3JICKTPOHHBIX KOPITyCOB TEKCTOB MO3BOJISIET 3(PQEKTUBHO CO3/aBaTh CIICIHAIBHBIE
JMICKYPCHBHBIE CIIOBApH, «BCTpaMBasy JEKCUKOrpapHUyeCcKue NaHHbIE B COLMAJIbHBIN, MOJUTHYC-
CKHUH ¥ TEOMTOIUTHYECKI KOHTEKCT. B CTaThe IpeacTaBIeHBI IEPBHIE Pe3yIbTAaTHl OOJIBIIOTO MIPO-
€KTa, KOTOPBIE OIPEEIISIOT OOIIYI0 METOMOJIOTHIO co3/laHus anros3biaHoro TKC nonutuyeckoi
KOH(JIMKTOTeHHOW JeKcuku. [IpuHiuunel Teopun «CMbicia-TeKcT», OpUeHTHPOBAaHHBIE, MPEX.Ie
BCET0, Ha S3BIKOBOM CHHTE3 M ITPOU3BOJICTBO PEYH, HE HCKIIFOYAIOT BOZMOYKHOCTH €r0 JaIbHEHIIIero
WCTIONB30BaHU IS aHATTN3a TEKCTa U TUCKypca. CiioBaph OyAeT MoJie3eH CIeHaINCTaM B O0JIACTH
JIMHTBUCTHUKHU, TUCKYpC-aHalIn3a, MacCMeIua, MOJIMTOJIOTUN U KOH(l)J'II/lKTOJ'lOFI/II/I.

KuaroueBble cioBa: nexcuxozpaghus, norumuueckuii OUCKYpC, MoIKOBO-KOMOUHAMOPHbIU CTI08ADD,
KOHGQIUKMO2eHHASA IeKCUKA, KOPNYC, CLOBAPHAS CIMAmMbs
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Dedication

Many people have contributed, both directly and indirectly, to the ideas and
analyses of this project. But most of all we would like to thank Igor A. Mel’¢uk and
Alexander K. Zholkovsky for the inspiration we gained from their Explanatory
Combinatorial Dictionary. The insights of Mel’¢uk’s Meaning-Text theory turned
out to be a source of challenge and motivation: his contribution to the project has
been invaluable. Using the metalanguage of lexical functions, adopted in the
Meaning-Text theory, to characterize Igor Mel’Cuk as a lexicographer, we must
state that he is genuine (Ver), influential (Magn), and well-versed (Bon) in the
system of language.

1. Introduction

Recent years have seen a great surge of interest in lexicography, which is
caused by the active development of science, and growing political, cultural and
research contacts. Lexicography is generally understood as the theory and practice
of compiling dictionaries, which are closely connected and interrelated. The focus
of lexicography is the ways of organizing a dictionary entry, the structure of
dictionaries and the methods of their compilation. We share the view advanced by
Bergenholtz and Gouws (2012) that lexicographic theory is “a discipline not only
directed at compiling dictionaries, but in a more general way at producing
information tools”, which “can ensure enhanced information retrieval”
(Bergenholtz & Gouws 2012: 40). Modern lexicography has significantly expanded
and upgraded its tools with computer technologies for compiling and using
dictionaries. At the same time, studies that organize lexicographic knowledge and
introduce new lexicographic theories are rather scarce.

Within the context of novel lexicographic studies those of discourse
lexicography should be highlighted, as the classical definition of lexicography is
being transformed and modified in modern discourse studies. At the current stage
of development, lexicography is interpreted more as the theory and practice of
knowledge representations about the world, since, as Kozyrev and Chernyak (2015)
state, dictionaries “respond to all changes in life and society, demonstrating a
picture of dynamic language processes in a static form” (Kozyrev & Chernyak
2015: 6). Lexicographic practice has reached a new level and is becoming more
anthropocentric and sociocentric. Lexicography functions within the framework of
lexicographic discourse, which is interpreted as a discursive practice, as Issers
(2015) puts it, “the dynamic organization of those communication systems within
society, which, on the one hand, reflects the speech behavior and thinking mode of
a social community, and on the other hand, it creates new forms of communication
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in a given socio-cultural reality” (Issers 2015: 65). In the case of considering
lexicographic discourse as a discursive practice, it is possible to “refer to the
sociocultural, cognitive, communicative and pragmatic features of the dictionary”
(Plotnikova 2014: 23). The study of sociocultural, cognitive and communicative-
pragmatic influence on dictionary compilation and interpretation determines the
appeal to advance new discursive technologies in dictionary making.

Keen interest in the anthropocentric perspective of lexicographic research can
be traced in dictionaries of political discourse, since political discourse, to a great
extent, sets the linguistic worldview of people. At the same time, political lexis
functions both as a unit of language and as a discourse formation that implements
not only dictionary but wider meanings due to the existence of a certain system in
the social and cognitive-discursive space. However, to date the number of political
discourse-oriented dictionaries is relatively limited, one that we could think of is
the Dictionary of Modern Political Labels (Skovorodnikov & Kopnina 2021),
which is definitely not enough. With this gap in mind, we propose a discourse
approach to compiling a dictionary of political conflict lexis. Modern political
discourse is abundant in such lexis, which presses for its lexicographic study.

Our aim is to work out the principles for building an explanatory combinatorial
dictionary (ECD) of English political conflict lexis based on a large corpus of
political discourse texts that will test theoretical and computational methodologies,
but, above all, to provide a tool for linguists, discourse analysts, translators,
interpreters, and linguistic expertise specialists. As such, our project draws on
previous work that shows the inadequacies of current dictionaries to meet the needs
of the specialized user.

2.Theoretical framework
2.1. Discourse lexicography

Fesenko (2015) introduces the concept of a discourse dictionary which has the
following characteristics: 1) it describes not only the denotative, but also the
connotative meaning of the entry (appearing in the context); 2) the dictionary is not
prescriptive, but descriptive; 3) the dictionary contains socio-cultural, cognitive and
communicative-pragmatic information; 4) the entry is presented in all genre and
stylistic diversity (Fesenko 2015: 52). Compiling discourse dictionaries is a labor-
intensive process that requires enormous efforts on the part of both theorists and
practitioners of lexicographic science. Currently, linguists have done much work
on the way of reforming lexicography and turning it from a theoretical construct
into such a system that, as Sandomirskaya (2001) states, “refracts the general
narrative of the language into the field of practical action, and captures the structure
of this general narrative in its own settings” (Sandomirskaya 2001: 219).

Discourse dictionaries include a number of products, one of them is the
electronic terminographic dictionary of phraseological units which actively
function in Ukranian and Russian linguistics of the last century (Krasnobaeva-

1053



Olga Solopova and Tamara Khomutova. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 1050-1077

Chernaya 2020). Active use of popular science discourse in mass media accounts
for inclusion of terminology in the dictionary of neologisms that reflects the
discursive vector of modern lexicography (Gromenko 2020). Another innovative
lexicographic product is a discourse dialect dictionary based on data from Internet
search engines, where “contexts act as a means of illustrating semantics” (Golev
2019: 114). A new multilingual dictionary of metaphors correlates with the
discursive and lingua-cultural vector of development of lexicography, which is
aimed at “solving the problem of lexicographic presentation of cultural connotation,
assigned to the semantics of figurative words and expressions” (Gerasimova 2020:
95). Obviously, the lexicographic product serves to preserve the cultural heritage
of a certain lingua-cultural community. In this regard, dictionaries of concepts act
as an effective tool to gain insight into a certain culture, for example, on the basis
of Russian vocabulary, phraseology and paroemiology (Con 2010), dialectology
(CDDLP 2006-2012), lingua-cultural logic (ML 2005, 2009, 2014), concepts of
Russian culture (Radbil & Saigin 2019), etc. The lingua-cultural aspect in
dictionary compilation is clearly seen in the study of a dialect linguistic personality
and its lexicographic fixation (Zemicheva 2017), gender parameters of dialect
speech (Demeshkina & Tolstova 2017, VD 1998-2002, MDSD 2009-2010).
A broad overview of discursive dictionaries is provided by Koshkarova and
Solopova (2021) (Koshkarova & Solopova 2021).

Our brief analysis shows that present-day lexicography develops in the
mainstream of the discursive-anthropocentric paradigm, when the dictionary
reflects the functioning of the language not after the fact, but at the moment of its
existence in the language community, which brings about the problem of
specialized lexicography.

2.2. Specialized lexicography

Relative to discourse lexicography, as well as lexicography in general, is the
problem of general and specialized lexicography. According to Bergenholtz and
Gouws (2012) there are three branches of lexicography with respect to its object
and functions: general lexicography, specialized lexicography, and general and
specialized lexicography. The three branches of lexicography describe language for
general purposes, language for specific purposes (LSP), and both languages
simultaneously (Bergenholtz & Gouws 2012).

As stated above, discourse lexicography is anthropocentric and sociocentric,
which means that discourse dictionaries describe the actual functioning of discourse
at the moment of its generation in specific settings: social, cultural, temporal,
spatial, etc. This brings about the idea that discourse lexicography is specialized per
se. Nielsen (2013) points out that the two key fundamentals of specialized
lexicography are its object, the dictionary, and its objective (Nielsen 2013). The
dictionary is a tool providing specific types of help concerning one or more subject
fields and their related LSP to specific types of users in specific types of situations.
A specialized dictionary contains the necessary lexicographic data, arranged and
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presented using appropriate lexicographic structures. Dictionary functions thus
become the point of departure for any discussion of dictionaries and the data they
contain must be specifically adapted to user needs and competences. By identifying
the key components of specialized lexicography lexicographers can draw up
guidelines that can help them design, evaluate, make and use “ideal” and specific
types of objects in LSP lexicography (Nielsen 2013: 24).

Our aim, as noted earlier, is the ECD of English political conflict lexis of the
XXI century (second decade). It means that problems of political lexicography, as
well as relations between lexicography and ideology, power and politics are of great
importance for our research.

2.3. Political lexicography

Lexicography and dictionaries are never value-free, apolitical or asocial.
Instead, they are subject to ideology, power and politics (Chen 2019: 362). Ideology
and power are aspects of a dictionary that a lexicographer and a dictionary user
have to encounter in any serious lexicographic enterprise (Kachru 1995: Ixv). Chen
(2019) states that “a discourse approach to lexicography is needed to unmask the
power relations behind, and the ways in which language serves to sustain or disrupt
the relation in the global context, before a change in the status quo is possible, as
such an approach — with emphasis on social context — enables a practitioner to look
at the lexicographic event as a social event and the dictionary as discourse with its
own rules and principles” (Chen 2019: 364). Thus, the social context and power
relations surrounding the production of a dictionary should not be overlooked.

This approach is taken by Benson (2002) who seeks to reveal the ethnocentric
representation in the English dictionaries published in Britain/USA and to show
how knowledge in the English dictionaries is filtered through Anglo-American
perspectives on English in the world (Benson 2002, Preface). He showcases that
the Oxford English Dictionary was more or less explicitly a project of British
imperialism concerned with the consolidation of English as the dominant language
of the world. It means that the dictionary does not simply replicate its source or just
‘transport’ meaning; rather, it creates meaning; it rewrites and represents things in
new ways (Chen 2015). We share Chen’s idea (2019) that “a researcher in
lexicographic discourse analysis should embed the lexicographic data in the social
context, taking a political stance explicitly and focus on self-reflection as a scholar”
(Chen 2019: 368).

Chen states that discourses project meaning; therefore, they evoke ideologies
(Chen 2019: 370). Wodak and Meyer (2015) define ideology as a “collectively
shared coherent and relatively stable set of beliefs or values” (Wodak & Meyer
2015: 30) while van Dijk (1998) presents a multidisciplinary approach to ideology
involving cognitive and social psychology, sociology and discourse analysis (van
Dijk 1998). That is, as Chen (2019) puts it, “socially, ideologies sustain the interests
of groups; cognitively, they serve to organize the social representations (attitudes,
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knowledge) of the group, and thus indirectly monitor the group-related social
practices, and hence also the discourse of its members” (Chen 2019: 370).

A dictionary is a representation of the world/society seen through the
lexicographer’s perspective. Lexicographers are not immune from ideology.
Ideologies as ways of representing and constructing society reproduce unequal
relations of power, relations of domination and exploitation. For example, we may
investigate how lexicographers create a dictionary, within which the historical
depth and geographical breadth of the language and the world could be exposed for
examination from different perspectives. To take an example, western
lexicographers can define “Russian special military operation” as: a war waged by
Russia against Ukraine (2022) following Ukraine’s attempt to join the EU. This
definition attributes the Russian aggression to Ukraine’s act of ‘national-liberation
movement’, which contradicts Russia’s official view. Russian lexicographers will
attribute it to the special military operation of Ukraine’s demilitarization and
denazification which Russia was forced to engage in. The operation was triggered
by US and European elites in search of making Ukraine an enclave of NATO, which
threatens Russia and Russian people in Ukraine. Lexicographic discourse studies
may also be used to examine how the dictionary influences social understanding of
a language and what the world is like. All this brings about the need for a special
branch of lexicography, that of political lexicography.

The term “political lexicography” has been introduced by the Russian linguist
S. A. Manik (Manik 2019). The novelty of her approach is determined by a broad
lingua-cultural and discursive-pragmatic context, including the involvement of
users in the process of dictionary compiling. The researcher gives a broad overview
of existing political terminology dictionaries (Manik 2019). However, none of them
are classified as discourse dictionaries. The author explores the discursive-
communicative and cultural properties of English political terminology but fails to
attribute the corresponding dictionaries to those of political discourse. Since our
aim is to build an ECD of English political conflict lexis, we went in search of
political conflict dictionaries.

Among the existing dictionaries we managed to find some special dictionaries
of conflict, or conflict-provoking terms, which are rather few (Davletchina 2005,
Dmitriev 2012, Merriman & Barrach-Yousefi 2021, Miller & King 2003, The Law
Dictionary, Shipilov & Antsupov 2020). Conflict-provoking terms are understood
as words that cause negative emotions and trigger conflicts. As for special political
conflict dictionaries we failed to find any. That is why our research will be based
on large corpora of English political conflict discourse and dictionaries of conflict
terms available. One more issue worth discussing in connection with compiling the
dictionary of political conflict lexis is that of combinatorial lexicography.

2.4. Combinatorial lexicography

Many of the discourse dictionaries mentioned are in fact combinatorial
dictionaries, i.e., dictionaries of collocations. DeCessaris (2013) points out that
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“most words in the general vocabulary of a language do not have a clearly
identifiable meaning out of context, rather they have a meaning potential that
becomes specified once the context of use is established” (DeCessaris 2013: 16).
Firth (1957) states that meaning only exists in context and through interpretation of
that context, so that words can only be understood through the company they keep
(Firth 1957: 11), thus, dictionaries can only ever show meaning potentials. Meaning
lies in the present, it is about how people use words now: words do not have
meanings, meanings have words. Once these premises are accepted, we can look
for meaning potentials in corpora (Williams 2013: 26). Hence, we can term
combinatorial dictionaries the forerunners of discourse lexicography which paved
the way to discourse lexicography proper. Early examples of research into
collocations appeared in Shakhmatov (1898), Ushakov (1935-40), Ozhegov
(1949), but current understanding of a collocation as a fundamental factor in word
meaning started in Russian lexicography only with DMLR (1948-1965), and in
foreign studies with “Les mots et les idees. Dictionnaire des termes cadrant avec les
idées” (Lacroix 1956), and the BBICDE (1990).

By the end of the XX century, the ideas of lexicographic reflection of lexis
combinatorial properties continued to develop and improve. Russian lexicography
started to explore new approaches to the interpretation of syntagmatic connections
of words, e.g., Apresyan (1974), Zholkovsky & Mel’¢uk (1967), Morkovkin
(1977), etc. The description of the combinatorial properties of words was provided
in the Dictionary of Combinability of the Russian language (DCRL 2002);
Dictionary of Russian and English Lexical Intensifiers (DRELI 2007); ECD of the
Russian Language (Mel’¢uk & Zholkovsky 1984, 2016); New Explanatory
Dictionary of Russian Synonyms (NEDRS 2000); Russian Associative Dictionary
(Karaulov 2002) and others. A comprehensive overview of different trends in the
development of Russian and foreign combinatorial lexicography is offered in
(Vlavatskaya 2013).

In this paper we will try to apply the principles of compiling combinatorial
dictionaries put forward by Mel'¢uk and Zolkovsky (Mel’¢uk & Zholkovsky 1984,
2016). We share the view advanced by M. V. Vlavatskaya (2013) that up to date
this is the most original and effective dictionary project describing combinatorial-
syntagmatic potential of the word (Vlavatskaya 2013). Mel’¢uk and Zholkovsky’s
ECD is a theoretical dictionary, anchored in a linguistic theory — namely, Meaning-
Text theory (MTT) — and making use of its conceptual tools. The general concept
of the dictionary claims: “Natural language is a system that establishes
correspondences between any given meaning and all texts expressing it;
accordingly, the linguistic description of a certain language should be a set of rules
that put all the texts of this language in line with any meaning” (Mel’Cuk, 1995: 4).
In MTT, meaning is no more than the invariant of synonymous paraphrases and it
is thought to be directly accessible to speakers, being a part of their intuitive
language competence.
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The ECD has three general characteristics: 1) it is active, oriented towards
speech production; 2) it is semantic (explanatory); 3) it is combinatorial, describing
syntactic and lexical cooccurrence in a systematic way. Mel’¢uk and Milic¢evi¢
advance the following principles for compiling an ECD: 1) the formality principle
which stands for the formal description of lexical units; 2) descriptive coherence
principles which mean that both internal and external coherence should be
achieved; 3) uniform treatment principles which demand that all linguistic units of
the same class and vocables of the same lexical field must be described in a similar
way; 4) the internal exhaustiveness principle which means that the description of a
lexical unit must contain all the necessary information to use language correctly and
find any other lexical units semantically related to this particular lexeme (Mel'¢uk
& Milic¢evi¢ 2020: 203-209).

The best-known feature of the ECD and its basic notion is a lexical function
that serves “a formal tool used to describe all types of lexical relations in a
systematic way” (Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020: 142, 161). This dependency
associates with a lexical unit (its argument or keyword) and a set of synonymous
lexical units that express a specific meaning associated with the former. Lexical
functions can be paradigmatic and syntagmatic: paradigmatic lexical functions are
derivative, related to the selection of an adequate value of the keyword, while
syntagmatic lexical functions are combinatorial, encoding the collocational
potential of the keyword. Any function meets specific requirements: it must
embrace a relatively large number of pairs of words; it can be expressed in various
ways, which implies the existence of a phraseological relation between the
arguments and their values (for detailed treatment see Mel’¢uk & Mili¢evi¢ 2020).

The proposed dictionary, as well as ECDs in general, lexicographically
provides the performance of the Meaning-Text model (MTT) and is similar to
explanatory dictionaries, where lexical combinability and syntactic properties of
words are reflected. This concerns general language dictionaries. However,
discourse, which is language in real life context, is as multifaceted as life itself, and
compiling such a dictionary would imply much time and effort on the part of
lexicographers. Here arise the notions of domain-specific knowledge and
specialized lexicography which is intended to help users build LSP discourse. As
stated above, we refer discourse dictionaries to specialized lexicography. In our
project we will try not merely copy Mel’c¢uk’s model but introduce some novel
principles to modern lexicographic practice, which will allow us to describe the
conflict-provoking system of political discourse as a mobile and dynamic formation
that is influenced by extra-linguistic factors.

3. Materials and methods

The case study, presented in the paper, addresses the specific issue of building
an ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis by the in-depth analysis of the principles
of compiling the dictionary and the microstructure of an ECD entry through both
qualitative and quantitative methods. The principles of a research corpus
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compilation are of utmost importance for the results to be obtained. Collecting and
processing the data for the research was a four-fold process, involving a) corpus
search and quantitative analysis, b) automatic text processing, ¢) manual text
processing, and d) glossary compilation with the use of lexicographic,
semasiological, and etymological methods.

3.1. Research corpus compilation and corpus search

The source of the material was the News on the Web Corpus from English-
Corpora.org (NOW). Nowadays text corpora are considered the most important tool
for research in both computational and other branches of modern linguistics
(Soloviev et al. 2022). Currently, the corpus contains web-based periodicals (2010—
present), covering newspapers and magazines from more than twenty English-
speaking countries. As the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis is planned to be
an experimental dictionary based on a large corpus of political discourse texts, it
determines the data the source of the material and the research corpus are supposed
to comprise. The central topic of discourse must concern a controversial or divisive
political issue that centers on conflicting international priorities: this year one of the
highest rated concerns in global political news has been the outbreak of a military
clash between Ukraine and Russia, turning the latter into the most sanctioned nation
in the world. As US officials frame America’s role in the war in ambitious terms
and their strategic thinking in relation to Russia and Ukraine is quite transparent, it
is the American discourse that was chosen as the material for analysis.

Thus, the search query for compiling Research Corpus 1 was American
articles, matching the keyword “Russia” within the date range: 24 February 2022—
present, with the result being 1194347 matching strings. Normally, the NOW
corpus has a query system that allows for effective searching by word form, lemma,
or part of speech, including frequency lists and collocates sorted by time period,
creating n-grams lists, generating concordance lines, comparing one section of the
corpus to another. As the authors had a restricted license and a limited access to the
options of the corpus, including only the search by a keyword and a time period
(because of the sanctions context mentioned above), they had to compile Research
Corpus 2, cutting it down to 500 texts (580544 words), sorted by relevance (Fig. 1)
for the data to be processed with modern technologies using the data processing
software, similar to the one the Now corpus is normally equipped with.

#TEXTS § #WORDS 4 FIND KEYWORDS © SPECIFIC  FREQ

RUSSIA 500 580,554 NOUN VERB AD) ADV N+N ADJ+N

Figure 1. Research Corpus 2

Corpus 2 comprised breaking news and editorials from top US news agencies
and periodicals (APN, CNBC, CNN, Chicago Tribune, Daily Beast, Forbes, Fox
News, Newsday, New York Post, Politico, the Atlantic, the New York Times, the
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Washington Examiner, the Wall Street Journal, USA Today, and others) to be
further processed by LanA-Key program.

3.2. LanA-Key automatic processing

LanA-Key program is an easy-to-use application that requires neither special
programming skills nor a preliminary stage of a corpus tagging, which serves as
“an instrument for the automatic extraction of multi-component grammatically
correct typed lexical phrases, featuring intelligent output and computationally
attractive properties” (Sheremetyeva 2017) for various languages (Russian,
English, German, French, Spanish, Chinese) and specific subject areas. The
program was tuned to the extraction of nominal terminology from the English
language political domain.

Processing the input string (Corpus 2), the program automatically lemmatized
any word that can be unambiguously linked to a single headword' (Fig. 2) and
generated a frequency list of lemmas, excluding numbers and functional parts of
speech (Fig. 3. NP Frequency).

Land - Key — ] p2d
M-grams MN-grClean EM Result Index (General)
() - Ngram freguency [<] - N-gram present in X sentences (@) Frequency Ty ABC () Reverse ABC
EmM Candidates
~ - Russia {(1212) [11865] - Russia {1212) -
~ - Russi ts (1) [1 war (842)
HsSIa o (v [ Putin {527}
~ Russia cuts Nord (1) [1] people (357)
o Russia cuts Mord Stream (1) [1] world (284)
- Russia delayed (1) [1] imvasion (278)
- sanction Russia (1) [1] Moscow (2566)
- Russia meets (2) [2] 2;‘;515‘26(?47)
~ - Russia invaded (17) [17] China (244)
Russia invaded Ukraine (15) [15] Biden {235)

Russia invaded Afghanistan (1) [1] country (235)

. - MATO {233)
country Russia inwvaded {1) [1] years (222)

L neighboring country Russia invad foreos 21
- greater Russia (2) (2] T S —

- Russia stop (1) [1] J_uly {213)
~ - Russia annexed (5) [5] time 1(]_%‘35)(198)
. _— countries
v -R:_ISSIB arlnexed Ukralne; (1.) [1] government (192)
i - Russia annexed Ukraine's Crimea Europe (183)
i Russia annexed Crimea (1) [1] Russians (187)
- Russia plans (2) [2] week (175)
- Russia later {1) [1] power (159}
N ~ weapons {156)
- Russia deliberately (1) [1] year {154)
“ -mews Russia (1) [1] offidals {150)
i L. ABC news Russia (1) [1] Koyiw (1?5) ,
. troops {141
o Moscow Russia (1) [1] e S iz
~ - PM Russia 1) [1] way {133)
H PM Russia issues {17 [1] end (133)
~ -Russia issues (1) [1] ity ((129))
!~  PM Russia i 1) [1 part {125
PP — o B2 G
: M Russia issues new Kremiin (122}
~ - Russia issues new (1) [1] conflict {117
i PM Russia issues new (1) [1] crisis {111)
H L. Russia issues new threats (1) [1] mﬂrk;tt(l}jﬂsg))
. mor
~ - weapons Russia (1) [1] _ e 167
: o Western weapons Russia (1) [1] nations {104} o
~ -Post Russia (1) [1] o = AT
~ - Washinaton Post Russia (13 11 -~
< > Save

Figure 2. Fragment of LanA-Key processing

At the second stage the program sorted nouns and noun phrases (NPs) with
lengths in 1-4 words alphabetically (Fig. 3. NP ABC list) and in reverse order

! The total number is 23485 lemmas, including numbers and functional parts of speech.
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(Fig. 3. NP Reverse ABC list), the latter being relevant for fixing attributive clusters
(an attributive cluster is understood here as a group of NPs with a key noun and
different attributive components modifying it). The iterative process allowed for
classifying meanings within the ontology and revealing new words that will be
included in the dictionary because of their environmental relevance rather than their
simple frequency.

2)

1) [3] Russian hegemony 3 ;
[1224] Ukraine [1] Russian historical figures [iE]Agggjmere ing
212] Russi i i A0 =9 .
(1 ussia  [4] Russian history n
; ; [1] Soviet-backed regime
[857] war [1] Russian history shows - :
. - i [1] Kremlin-sponsored regime
[527] Putin [1] Russian hostilities [5) unacceptable regime
[337] people [1] Russian ]_.dent]_.t{ d [1) end Ukraine's unacceptable regime
[334] country Ei} :uss:!.an :!.mper:!.al'guar [1] oppressive regime
[299] year (1] R“55¥a" }mper}al%sm [1] governing regime
[295] world ussian lmperiaL.ism [1] authoritarian regime
(287] M [1] Russian imperialism (1] Russian regime
Bl loscow . [1] Russian imperialist way [5] Putin regime
(263 ;2:2:10 [2] Russian import ban [1) President Vladimir Putin's regime
[2] Russian imports . (1] President Alexander Lukashenko's regime
[258] force_ [3] Russian influence operations [5] pytins regime
[247] sgnctmn [1] Russ.!.an J_.nf'luencg shops . [1] legitimize Putins regime
[247] time [2] Russ:__an :_Lnfurmat_}un operations [1] entrenchment of Putins regime
[244] China [1] Russian institutions ) [1) comprehensive sanctions regime
[236] Biden [1] Russian intelligence services (3] autonomous sanctions regime
[233] NATO [2] Russian interests [1] current sanctions regime
[213] July [3] Russ;an }nterference [1] Soviet regime
[213) state [1] Russian interference effort [4] puppet regime
[2] Russian interior Ministry [1) Russian puppet regime
[211] government [1] Russian intervention (1] Stalinist regime
[211] week [1] Russian intrusions (1] Kyiv regime
[188] Europe [2] Russian invaders| [1] Moscow regime
[187] Russian [38] Russian invasion [1] pro-Moscow regime

Figure 3. Fragments of 1) NP Frequency, 2) NP ABC, 3) NP Reverse ABC

3.3. Manual processing

The NP Frequency list with the lemmas ‘Russia’ (with 1212 entries, ranking
second out of the total 23485 NPs) and ‘Russian’ (with 187 entries, ranking twenty
first) shows that Corpus 2 is quite representative for further analysis. The process
of compiling an initial glossary” for the dictionary is a sequence of several data
reduction phases that require manual processing and linguistic analysis with the
help of etymological, lexicographic, and semasiological methods. Each procedure
takes the input (a list of words) from the previous one and feeds its output (a new
list of words) to the next phase.

The procedures used were as follows:

1) List 1, comprising 859 NPs with ‘Russia’, ‘Russian’ used as attributes, was
extracted from the NP ABC.

2) The data were compared with the NP Reverse ABC; the NPs that had no
attributive clusters were excluded from List 2, which was reduced to 423 NPs. In
addition to NPs with ‘Russia’ and ‘Russian’, used attributively, List 2 contained
NPs with nouns modified by ‘Kremlin’ (134 entries), ‘Moscow’ (287), ‘Putin’ (527)

2 The glossary presented in the paper is but the first step in compiling a more or less complete
list of terms that will be included in the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis.
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as metonymic names of the country in political discourse, with some dictionaries
considering them synonyms of Russia (Power Thesaurus).

3) To check the meaning of each key noun from List 2 six specialized
dictionaries (both English and Russian) accessible via the Internet were used
(Davletchina 2005, Dmitriev 2013, Merriman & Barrach-Yousefi 2021, Miller &
King 2003, The Law Dictionary, Shipilov & Antsupov 2020). The available
dictionaries present collections of words related to the concept of conflict and
provide concise definitions of basic and specific terms, with one of the dictionaries
(Dmitriev 2013) having a special mark of a ‘conflictogene” (conflict-provoking
concept / conflict trigger) for over a hundred of entries. Still, a number of important
limitations to this pilot study need to be considered. First, the dictionaries have a
different number of conflict terms: two small-sized dictionaries (Merriman &
Barrach-Yousefi 2021, Miller & King 2003) contain fewer than 200 entries while,
for instance, the Law Dictionary includes over 15,000 words. The second important
limitation lies in the fact that, in our opinion, some words, registered in the
dictionaries, neither have conflict-provoking connotations nor belong to the concept
of conflict; for this reason, further lexicographic data collection is required to
determine a final list of terms either with precise ‘conflict’ meaning in some uses
or peculiar to the field of conflict studies. Third, when using Russian dictionaries
of conflict studies, we focused mainly on a targeted search to choose between terms
suggested by bilingual translation aids with the special subject area ‘politics’
(Multitran Dictionary, ABBYY Lingvo 12, Cambridge Dictionary). In order to
validate the findings further study needs to be carried out through a focus group
method that offers a more effective way of assessing the quality of the resulting
dictionary. However, as it has already been mentioned in 2.3, few dictionaries have
been able to draw on any systematic description of conflict terms, with none of them
focusing on political conflict studies, which points to an urgent need for a renewed
discussion of compiling a dictionary of the kind. Thus, notwithstanding the
limitations, the six dictionaries were used for lexicographic analysis.

The criterion for including a term in the initial glossary was its having a
particular meaning related to the field of conflict studies, registered in at least two
of the dictionaries (Table 1; the asterisk (*) specifies the meaning / form / use of
the word).

Table 1. Fragment of lexicographic analysis

Word Davletchina Dmitriev Merriman & .| Miller & King Shipilov & Th? Law
(frequency) Barrach-Yousefi Antsupov |Dictionary
Violence + + + - + +
(58) *conflict-provoking *non-violence
Sanction + + + + + +
(398) *used only in the
singular
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The key nouns of NPs excluded from List 3, which finally formed the glossary,
fell into three groups:

a) basic lexemes (183): e.g., action, behavior, choice, effort, hand, history,
hospital, literature, option, people, treatment, version, vision, etc.:

(1) The town abuts the key highway that leads from the capital to western
Ukraine and Lviv, so keeping it out of Russian hands is important in the
effort to prevent Kyiv from being encircled (The New York Times,
16.04).

b) discourse-specific lexemes (97), relating to politics and political discussion,
registered in the specialized dictionary (Raymond 1930-1992): ambassador,
capital, civilization, constitution, diplomat, economy, leader, media, Minister,
official, politics, President, state, etc.:

(2) To deflect from his failure to deter Russian President Viadimir Putin
from invading Ukraine, President Biden has praised his anti-Russia
coalition as a triumph of diplomacy (The Hill, 17.03).

NPs with key nouns belonging to these two vocabulary tiers are used
frequently over multiple contexts (e.g., the NP ‘Russian President’ has 527 entries
in Corpus 2). Moreover, they often have apparent conflict-provoking negative
connotations in the context. Still, following from synthesis-oriented MTT that
“aims at speech production rather than speech understanding” (Mel'¢uk & Mili¢evi¢
2020: 8), pragmatic knowledge was not considered. At a later stage of the dictionary
compilation lexemes belonging to the group will be analysed and considered for
listing as the dictionary entries.

c) ‘conflict-provoking’ lexemes (54), not registered in the dictionaries:
exclusion, horde, intrusion, isolation, kleptocracy, massacre, nationalism,
Putinism, regime, separatist, vassaldom, etc.:

(3) The autocratic Russian kleptocracy does not trust low-ranking and
middle-ranking officers, and so cannot allow the imaginative, flexible
decision making that NATO air forces rely upon (The Atlantic, 09.05).

Key nouns of NPs, forming the group, typically or potentially have conflict-
provoking connotations in their dictionary meanings. For example, the
etymological and lexicographic analyses of the noun kleptocracy in (3) shows that
the lexeme has a strong negative connotation: Latin clepere “to steal, listen secretly
to” (cognate with Greek kleptes “a thief, a cheater”), used with a noun forming
element -cracy (cognate with Latin -cratia “power, might; rule, sway; power over”
and Greek -kratia “rule or government by”) make up a term, denoting a corrupt
political regime, characterized by widespread theft of its nation’s wealth and
resources, often practiced under an autocratic government that seeks status and
personal gain at the expense of the governed (dictionary.com, Online Etymology
Dictionary, Webster’s, MacMillan). Hence, the noun denotes a form of leadership
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universally seen as negative; describing any country as an example of a modern
kleptocracy, closely associated with military states, oligarchies, and dictatorships,
is a purposeful attempt to insult and humiliate the state, characteristic of conflict
discourse. At a more advance stage of the project the lexemes forming the group
will be analysed and considered for inclusion into the list of entries.

3.4. Glossary compilation

As a result of the data reduction procedures described above and illustrated in
the table (Table 2), the overall amount of data was reduced in a trackable and safe
manner that ensured that the entries in the final list are frequent and typical of the
current conflict political discourse vocabulary.

Table 2. Results of the data reduction procedures

Procedure / method Source Unit Amount
1 |LanA-Key automatic NPs Frequency List NPs with lengths in 1-4 23485
processing, quantitative words
analysis
2 |LanA-Key automatic NPs ABC NPs with ‘Russia’, ‘Russian’ 859
processing, quantitative used attributively
3 |analysis, manual processing NP Reverse ABC NPs having attributive 423
clusters
4 |Quantitative analysis, Six dictionaries on Nouns registered in the 88
lexicographic, etymological, [Conflict studies dictionaries
semasiological analyses

Thus, List 3 includes 88 entries that remained after using the four reduction
procedures. Each noun in List 3 contains its frequency in square brackets [count of
its occurrences in Corpus 2], an attributive cluster of NPs with lengths in 2—4 words,
and illustrative examples from the discourse:

(4) invasion [388]: Russia’s invasion, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine,
Russia’s full-scale invasion, Russia’s bloody invasion, Russia’s botched
invasion, Russian despot’s reckless invasion, Putin’s invasion, Putin’s
initial invasion, Putin’s invasion of Ukraine, Putin’s latest invasion,
Putin’s calamitous invasion, Putin’s invasion claims, Moscow’s
invasion, Moscow’s invasion of Ukraine, Moscow’s full-scale invasion.
Given the aftershocks of the Russian invasion of Ukraine and the
relentless US campaign to isolate and punish the Kremlin, there may
never have been a worse time to be an American imprisoned in Russia
(CNN, 07.07.2022).

Finally, an alphabetical list of 88 terms, frequent in current conflict political
discourse and constituting the initial glossary of the ECD, was formed (Figure 4).
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A crackdown G R
abuse conquest genocide regime
accusation crackdown H revolution
aggression crisis hegemony risk
ally crime hostility S
ambition cruelty | sanction
annexation czar imperialism security
anger D influence siege
army damage interference spy
assault danger intervention strategy
atrocity despot invasion strike
attack dictator M T
authority disaster menace tactics
B disinformation mobilization takeover
barrier defense (o} terror
blockade dissident objection theft
C E occupation threat
campaign empire offense tyranny
catastrophe enemy operation U
challenge escalation P ultimatum
coalition expansion policy \'
colonization F power value
competition fault pressure violation
conflict fear propaganda violence
confrontation force protestation w
control front provocation war
warfare

Figure 4. Glossary of the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis

4. Results and Discussion

The ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis is generally compiled on the lines
of the methodological principles of MTT, but it is much simplified if compared with
the ECDs, fully consistent with MTT. As the proposed dictionary is meant not only
“to boost the science of language” but also to satisfy practical needs, serving a
particular public (linguists, discourse analysts, speechwriters, linguistic expertise
specialists, etc.), it is “adapted to a particular level of understanding of its
prospective users” (Mel’¢uk 2006: 6). The aim of the authors is to test “the
theoretical lexicon of a language”, successfully applied to compiling the ECDs of
Russian and French (Mel’¢uk & Zolkovsky 1984, Mel’¢uk et al. 1992), on the data
of the English language, to be more particular, of American political conflict
discourse.

MTT postulates that any act of linguistic communication involves three major
entities: meaning (a content to be communicated by linguistic signals), text
(a complex signal to be used to communicate the content), natural language
(a mapping between meanings and texts) (Mel'¢uk & Zolkovsky 1984, Mel’¢uk &
Wierzbicka 2018). The sets of infinite meanings and infinite texts are contrasted to
the finite number of correspondences between them. The postulates of MTT are
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applied to compiling the ECD, believed to be “a research tool, providing a
standardized framework for the description of the lexical stock of any language”
(Mel’¢uk 2006, Mel’cuk & Milicevi¢ 2020: 203). The ECD deals with strictly
linguistic meaning: the literal meaning of lexemes, which can be arrived at solely
on the basis of linguistic knowledge, without any reference to the extralinguistic
context or common sense (the data for the present study are collected automatically
and the information is presented exclusively from the viewpoint of text synthesis,
enabling the user to pass from a given meaning to the corresponding text, which is
of primary importance when analyzing conflict discourse). Any ECD entry presents
a full description of a lexeme, comprising three major divisions that correspond to
the triple nature of the linguistic sign, with the signified and the signifier taken in
their Saussurean sense, and with syntactics denoting “a set of properties that control
its cooccurrence with other signs” (Mel’¢uk 2006: 20). As MTT considers
meanings and texts to be formal objects that can be described by means of formal
languages and specified by formal devices, it puts forward a system of special
techniques, symbols, abbreviations, writing conventions (for detailed treatment see
Mel’¢uk & Milicevi¢ 2020: 21-27), used for a rigorous and formalized description
of the proposed ECD entry.

Thus, the microstructure of an ECD entry consists of three core zones,
described in conformity with each other. The Semantic Zone contains the definition
of the lexeme, its semantic label and connotations. The Phonological / Graphematic
Zone specifies phonological features of the lexeme (its pronunciation,
syllabification, and non-standard prosodic properties (if any)). The Cooccurrence
Zone, divided into several sub-zones, presents combinatorial properties of the
lexeme: 1) morphological (covering its inflectional paradigm), 2) syntactic
(describing active and passive syntactic valence), 3) lexical (based on the notion of
a lexical function, associated with semantic derivations of the lexeme
paradigmatically and with its collocational potential syntagmatically), and
4) stylistic (including usage labels). The list of lexical functions includes those
describing standard lexical paradigmatic relations: synonymy (Syn), antonymy
(Ant1i), and conversion (Conv); derivational relations (S, A); syntagmatic lexical
relations (adjectival functions (Magn, Ver, Bon), support verbs (Oper), phasal
verbs (Incep, Fin, Cont), causative verbs (Caus, Ligu), some semantic
derivations and several examples of complex lexical functions.

The source of the material for filling up the semantic and phonological zones
as well as for stating the lexeme’s morphological cooccurrence, stylistic
cooccurrence and paradigmatic lexical functions is the dictionaries, while the
lexeme’s syntactic cooccurrence and syntagmatic lexical functions are studied
using the corpus data of conflict political discourse. The use of the corpus data
implies 1) checking the frequency of words in the corpus, 2) listing the collocations
of the word, conventionally used together in conflict political discourse of the
analyzed time span: N + the keyword, the keyword + N, Adj + the keyword, V+ the
keyword (the output is a list of wordforms with significance scores for their co-
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occurrence with the keyword, ordered from high to low significance) (Fig. 5),
3) comparing the collocates of two words to see how they differ in meaning and
usage (Fig. 6). The procedure helps the lexicographer “to sharpen the focus of
definitions, highlighting salient facts and omitting remote possibilities, and to
formulate explicit rules for choosing among near synonyms” (Kruyt 1995).

TOTAL 519 | UNIQUE 181 +

HE, (G s ALLFORMS (SAMPLE)
LP

: 100 200 500 WORDS

1 @ |4 SANCTION PACKAGE 32
2 @ |74 SANCTION LIST 29 | —
3 @ |4 SANCTION WEAPON 27 |
4 @ | A SANCTION PUTIN 17 I

5 @ |54 SANCTION EVASION 16 | —

6 @ |74 SANCTION RULES 14 I

7 @ |54 SANCTION TARGETS 14 I

8 @ |4 SANCTION ORDERS 11 I

i 1| SANCTION LISTS 10 |

10 @ |4 SANCTION OLIGARCHS 10 |

11 @ |54 SANCTION MEASURES S I

12 @ |54 SANCTION POLICIES o I

13 @ | 5% SANCTION INDIVIDUALS :

Figure 5. Fragment of the collocations list “SANCTION +Noun”

WORD 1 (W1): SANCTION (0.34) WORD 2 (W2): PUNISHMENT (2.97)
woro | w | waw | scone

1 RUSSIA 1164 639 18 54 1 RUSSIA 639 1164 0s 02
WORD 1 (W1): SANCTION (0.12) WORD 2 (W2): PENALTY (B.58)

: . SCORE
1 RUSSWA 1164 370 31 70
WORD 1: COERCION WORD 2: SANCTIONS

An example of the simplified and user-oriented entry “SANCTION” as it is
meant to appear in the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis is presented below.
The word has been chosen for the illustration as it is registered in all the dictionaries
of conflict studies used for lexicographic analysis (Table 2). Though the Illustration
Zone (exemplifying typical uses of the lexeme) is at times considered redundant, it
is quite appropriate in the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis as it makes it
easier for the prospective user to understand a lexicographic description and
substantiate the claims about conflict-provoking connotations of the lexeme; thus,
the use of the entry lexeme in the corresponding zone (syntactic cooccurrence and
syntagmatic lexical functions) is illustrated by actual sentences from the corpus.
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SANCTION

The semantic zone

Definition: sanctions of X against Y concerning Z for W — coercive action/s
concerning Z taken by country/ies X against the country Y which is considered
to have violated international law in W to end the violation

Semantic label: coercive action

Connotation: punishment, ban, boycott, enforcement (negative, conflict-
provoking)

The phonological zone

US /'sepkfon/ UK /'senkfan/

The cooccurrence zone

(a) Morphological cooccurrence: Noun [C, usually plural], Politics;

(b) Swlistic cooccurrence (usage label): a conflict-provoking term used in
political discourse, international law, and diplomatic discourse;

(¢) Syntactic cooccurrence:

= Active valence syntactic cooccurrence (Government Pattern)®

Yol Zs We v
Xel [against whom the | [concerning what the
[who imposes sanctions] sanctions are sanctions are imposed — [the rea'son for
. . . sanctions]
imposed] the object of sanctions]
1. Subjectival->Ncom(x) 1.Indirect-objectival |1.Modificative->AoL 1.Indirect-
2. Subjectival->NP(x) —>LprepN(y) objectival/
3. Subjectival->NPabbr(x) modificative>
4. Indirect objectival->prep(by)/ LprepN
NP/NPabbr(x)
5. Modificative->Nabbr(x)L 2.Modificative> 2.Modificative—>AoVedL |2.Indirect-
Ao(y)L objectival/
6. Modificative->Ngen(x)L 3. Modificative> modificative>
7. Modificative->NPabbr gen(x)L |N(y)L LprepVingN
8. Modificative>Ao(x)L
9. Determinative->Prnposs(x) L
Examples:
Xel

CI. 1 Subjectival>Ncom(x): America / Europe / the West: Since America
imposed sanctions on Russia over its invasion of Ukraine in late February, it
has granted foreign bondholders an exemption to allow them to receive money
from Moscow (Yahoo Finance, 05.05).

CI.2 Subjectival >NP(x): the United States / European Union: The United
States imposed sanctions on Russia: it is accused of gross human rights
violations (CNBC, 15.03).

3 Though basically applying notations proposed by Mel’¢uk, in the case of Government Pattern
we use standard notations for parts of speech, their grammatical categories and syntactic functions
accepted in Modern English Grammar (N — noun, com — common case, gen — genitive case,
NP — noun phrase, NPabbr — abbreviated noun phrase, Prn — pronoun, Prnposs — possessive pronoun,
A — adjective, o — zero degree of comparison, comp — comparative degree, superl — superlative
degree, V — verb, Ved — participle II, Ving — participle I, gerund, VP — verb phrase, Vtrans —
transitive verb, prep — preposition, etc. L stands for the entry lexeme).

1068



Olga Solopova and Tamara Khomutova. 2022. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (4). 1050-1077

CI.3 Subjectival->NPabbr(x): the US / EU: When the US imposed sanctions
on Russia in April 2018—the US has a long history of imposing sanctions on
Russia for a variety of reasons — the volatility in prices was similar (Yahoo
Finance, 05.05).

CI.4 Indirect-objectival>prep(by)N/NP/NPabbr(x): by the West / United
States / EU: With Moscow’s war of aggression against Ukraine and the
sanctions imposed by the West, these days seem to be over (Seeking Alpha,
16.06).

CI.5 Modificative—Nabbr(x)L: US sanctions / EU sanctions: EU sanctions
against Moscow have snarled the fertilizer trade further (Politico, 11.08).
CI.6 Modificative—Ngen(x)L: America’s / West’s / Biden’s sanctions: The
new set of Biden’s sanctions on Russia came in reaction to the country's
invasion of Ukraine (Business Insider, 27.02).

CL.7 Modificative—NPabbrgen(x)L: EU’s sanction [ist against Russia:
Russia, blaming payment issues prompted by the latest round of EU’S
sanctions, cut off the flow of oil in a pipeline that runs through Ukraine
(USA Today, 09.08).

CI.8 Modificative—Ao(x)L: American / European / Canadian / Japanese /
international / western sanctions: Hungary’s Prime Minister reiterated his
opposition to European sanctions against Russia (The Telegraph on
MSN.com, 16.09).

CIL.9 Determinative—Prnposs(x)L: the US — their sanctions: The West lifts
its sanctions against Russia and Russian companies, heightening a stand-off
between Russia and the continent (Forbes, 06.09).

Yoll

CII.1 Indirect-objectival/modificative—LprepNy: sanctions against Russia /
sanctions on lran: The Western sanctions against Russia were a reasonable
non-violent response (wral.com, 09.09).

CIIL.2 Modificative—Ao(y)L: anti-Russian / Russian / Iranian sanctions:
With Russian sanctions in place on Russian oil, choices are limited (Market
Watch, 15.08).

CIL.3 Modificative—N(y)L: Russia sanctions: US unveils new Russia
sanctions, implements ban on new imports of Russian gold (CNN, 28.06).
Zelll

CIII.1 Modificative—AoL: economic / financial / diplomatic / political /
disciplinary / nuclear sanctions: Russia claims punitive economic sanctions
imposed by the West are responsible for the indefinite halt to gas supplies via
Europe (CNBC, 06.09).

CIII.2 Modificative—AoVedL: nuclear-related sanctions: Even if the U.S.
lifts nuclear-related sanctions under a new deal, numerous other American
sanctions on Iran would remain (Politico, 24.08).

W e IV

CIV.1 Indirect-objectival / modificative—LprepN: sanctions for violation of
the international law: Washington and its allies aim to cut off energy imports
from Russia in line with sanctions over its war on Ukraine (The Hill, 27.06).
CIV.2 Indirect-objectival / modificative—LprepVingN: sanctions for
‘beginning’ invasion: European leaders have accused the Kremlin of using
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its energy to punish and blackmail the bloc over sanctions for invading
Ukraine (Forbes, 22.08).

Possible complex syntactic cooccurrence
CLI1-5+CIL1-3+CIIL1-2+CIV.1-2: As part of American sanctions against
Russia for its unprovoked invasion of Ukraine, U.S. officials have stepped
up efforts to seize the ruling elite’s toys and assets (The New York Times,
10.04).

Impossible

CII.1+CIIL.2-3: Russia/n sanctions against Russia

= Passive valence syntactic cooccurrence

1. Direct-objectival— VtransL: impose /announce / evade / face / lift / avoid
/ enforce / tighten / violate / increase / apply / support / breach / bolster /
bypass / ease / join / slap / implement/ introduce / strengthen / expand
sanctions: Russia will face additional sanctions and become even more of a
global pariah than it is now (The Washington Post, 03.08).

2. Indirect-objectival > VprepL: speak about sanctions: The way we tend t0
think about sanctions is an alternative to war (The New York Times, 01.04).
3. Modificative—LN: sanction/s package / list / weapon / rules / targets /
regime / policy / strategy / tools / campaign / club: Its owner is not on the
E.U. sanction list even (New York Magazine, 17.03).

4. Modificative/ Direct-objectival-LNverbal: sanction enforcement /
violations / restrictions / breaches / exemptions: Sanction restrictions — how
the grain sector is adapting to the new reality (CNN, 12.05).

5. Modificative—AoL: new / significant / severe / fresh / tough / strong
sanctions: A common ground between the United Kingdom and the U.S. has
been its heavy sanctions against Russia (Washington Examiner, 05.09).

6. Modificative—AcomL: tougher / harsher / stronger / stricter sanctions:
The NATO lawmakers approved a resolution calling for stronger sanctions
against Russia (The Denver Post, 30.05).

7. Modificative—AsupL: latest / toughest sanctions: The White House is
expected to allow toughest sanctions on controversial Russian gas pipeline
(CNN, 10.03).

8. Modificative—VingL: crippling / sweeping / existing / increasing /
punishing / blocking sanctions: It prompted sweeping economic sanctions
against Russia and military support for Ukraine from Washington and its
Western allies (Reuters, 14.09).

9. Modificative—VedL: reimposed / imposed / increased / proposed /
renewed / coordinated / limited sanctions: He once again called for increased
sanctions against Russia, including its entire banking sector and oil industry
(Washington Examiner, 18.04).

10. Modificative—Num-N-L: 12-point sanction / 250$-a-day sanction: The
EU extended its six-month sanctions against Russia (Time, 09.09).

(d) Lexical cooccurrence (lexical functions)

Sync discipline
Syns punishment, coercion
Synn penalty
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Anti support, permission, approval

Conv sanction (in the meaning of approval)*

Gener measure, policy

Figur blockade, boycott

S1 sanctioner

So target [of sanctions]

A sanctionable

A sanctionative

Az sanctionless

Ay sanctioned

Vo sanction

Sinstr embargo, ban, restriction, prohibition
The next round of sanctions against Russia includes an oil embargo (The
Guardian on MSN.com).

S1oc foreign policy, diplomacy, economy

Sres negative effects, material costs

Sing round of
Member nations are expected to approve another round of sanctions
targeting Russia’s defense industry and technology sector (Defense One,
11.07).

Mult list of, range of, set of
The Biden administration has banned energy imports as part of a set of
sanctions against Mr. Putin (The New York Times, 08.04).

LocinCentr amidst
The Russian rouble has devalued in the wake of the invasion and amidst
sanctions (Fox News, 07.03).

A; under [sanctions]
Russian banks are under sanctions (The Nation, 06.08).

Able sanctionable, sanctioned
Department also issued guidance on its website warning that gold-
related transactions involving Russia may be sanctionable by U.S.
authorities (Reuters, 24.03).

Magn toughest, harshest, biggest, maximal

[AntiBon +

Magn]

Russia now finds itself targeted by the toughest sanctions ever agreed
against Moscow by the EU, US and UK (International Business Times,
26.02).

lighter, lesser, mild
The Treasury department hit other institutions with lesser sanctions,
including Alfa bank (New York Times, 01.03).

Magn®em® prolonged, continuous
European Commission said that the “reinforced, prolonged EU sanctions
against the Kremlin” send “a strong signal to Moscow (The Washington
Post, 16.03).

Magnaant substantial, relevant

The U.S. and Europe have pledged to hold Moscow accountable, with
more damaging and substantial sanctions against Russia now being
readied by western powers (CNBC, 24.02).

4 Sanction has two opposite lexical meanings: it can refer to penalizing or disciplining someone
or something, or to authorizing or approving something; it is sometimes known as a “Janus word”.
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Ver punitive, disciplinary
The United States and European allies are looking to step up punitive
sanctions on Russia for invading Ukraine (Euronews.com, 06.03).
Bon appropriate, proper, effective, powerful, Washington should hit Moscow
with the most effective sanctions possible against Russia’s financial
system (The National Interest, 28.02).
Pred sanction
Singapore will restrict military and high-tech exports to Russia and
sanction four Russian banks (Forbs, 03.05).
Oper: impose, place, put, issue, introduce
The U.S. and the U.K. plan to impose sanctions against Russia in reaction
to the latest developments (Business Insider, 25.02).
IncepOper: initiate, levy
The United States and European Union have levied sanctions on Russia’s
biggest banks and its elite (TwinCities.com, 01.03).
IncepInvolvOper: join
Serbia rejects Western calls to join sanctions on Russia (ABC, 25.02).
ContOper; keep, maintain
Evidence that Russian troops murdered hundreds of Ukrainian civilians
is leading some U.S. lawmakers to insist that America and its allies keep
sanctions on Moscow so long as Vladimir Putin remains in power
(Politico, 06.04).
end
French far-right leader Marine Le Pen called for Europe to end sanctions
against Russia to avoid a blackout (YahooFinance, 02.08).
remove, waive, exempt
A growing number of Italians want to remove sanctions against Russia
(Politico, 05.09).
Oper; face, get
Get up to speed: Russia faces sanctions for ‘beginning’ invasion (CNN,
24.02).
ContOper; be under
If Ukraine will fall, Putin will not stop... especially when Russia is under
sanctions... (Washington Examiner, 26.03).
FinOper: evade, escape, avoid
Metals Giant Avoids Sanctions. So far, the U.S. and its allies haven’t
sanctioned Russia’s MMC (MarketWatch, 07.03).
LiquOper; circumvent, breach, bypass, undermine
The U.S. and its allies were shutting down Russia’s ability to use gold to
circumvent sanctions (The New York Times, 24.03).
F1 = IncepPred extend, expand, lift, enforce, tighten, toughen, increase, escalate,
Plusref! strengthen, intensify
The EU must leave itself with an ability to significantly tighten and
escalate sanctions should Russia hit back (Politico, 31.03).

FinOper:

LiquOper:

Though not fully living up to MTT’s requirements and its well-developed
lexicographic metalanguage, both the project of the proposed dictionary and the
entry microstructure utilize some of its basic lexicographic concepts, having
theoretical orientation and formalized character as its distinctive properties.
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5. Conclusion

The results of the study are significant in at least three respects. Firstly, they
contribute new findings and additional evidence, suggesting that computer
technologies, including computational and corpus linguistics, are relevant to
lexicography. The current findings add to a growing body of literature on
computerized compilation of dictionaries, based on large electronic text corpora,
proving that corpus-based technologies support lexicographical practice and
enhance the quality and consistency of the resulting dictionary. Moreover, the
analysis and interpretation of the corpus data by the researcher can be improved by
automated linguistic analysis of language samples, which offers different views on
the data by various types of sorting and rearranging options according to the criteria
set by the lexicographer (frequency lists, reverse lists, collocations with the
keyword, distribution over the sources, etc., supported by statistical tools).
Secondly, the use of electronic text corpora offers an effective way for compiling a
specialized discoursed-based dictionary that particularly focuses on a specific
subject area, embedding the lexicographic data in the social, political, and
geopolitical contexts. The specific subject area in the proposed dictionary merges
political and conflict types of discourse as politics often becomes a platform for
conflict deployment and conflict escalation. Thirdly, though based on the data of
“language in context”, being primarily an object of discourse analysis, the
dictionary is designed on the principles of MTT from the viewpoint of text
synthesis, successfully applied to its compilation (including both collecting the data
and presenting the information about lexemes). However, the two are not mutually
exclusive: the synthetic orientation of the dictionary does not prevent its use for
further analysis. Thus, the ECD of English Political Conflict Lexis would cater to
specific needs of its targeted user group and would be most helpful for scholars in
linguistics, discourse analysis, media and communication, political science, and
conflict studies.

The research which is the initial draft stage of compiling the ECD of Political
Conflict Lexis has highlighted a number of questions that need to be addressed.
They include quality assessment of programming tools, lexicographic sources and
methods used, as well as the evaluation of the ECD itself and its microstructure,
which calls for an increase in the list of entries and their more user-oriented
description. We hope that the answers provided by our further studies will help us
compile a full-fledged dictionary of modern political conflict lexis.
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Abstract

Our study tackles Russian interrogative-relative pronouns (w/-words) as a lexicographic type which
requires a unified treatment. Our objective is to give a systematic description and explanation of the
numerous collocational and constructional properties of the Russian wi-words using lexicographic
and corpus methods. The dataset and statistics were extracted from the Russian National Corpus, at
least 100 examples for each of the pronouns were analysed. Methodologically the study is based on
the principles of the Moscow School of Semantics (namely, integral description of language and
systematic lexicography) which are to a large extent rooted in the “Meaning<Text” theory. They
include analysis of linguistic items on all levels of language; a focus on their semantic and
combinatorial properties; acknowledged validity of dictionary as an instrument of linguistic
research. The paper considers semantic, syntactic and co-occurrence properties shared by many
Russian interrogative pronouns and analyzes the reasons for their almost entire lack in the pronouns
zachem ‘what for’ and pochemu ‘why’. As demonstrated in the study, most of the constructional and
co-occurrence properties typical of Russian interrogative pronouns (for example, co-occurrence with
particles imenno ‘exactly’ and khot’ “at least’, constructions with mnogo ‘many’, malo ‘few’, etc.)
are motivated by the semantics of multiplicity and choice, which are incompatible with ‘what for’
and ‘why’. In addition, as the findings show, different interrogative pronouns have different
frequencies of occurrence in the described constructions, which is explained not by their general
corpus frequencies or by the animacy hierarchy, but by the compatibility of their semantics with the
meanings of multiplicity and choice. The obtained results suggest that combinatorial properties of
wh-words are motivated by their semantics which, in turn, reflects the meta-linguistic characteristics
of the situations to which they refer.

Keywords: Russian interrogative pronouns, wh-words, co-occurrence, construction, lexicographic

type
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Pycckue BonpocuTe/ibHbIE MECTOMMEHUS
KaK JIeKCMKOrpapu4eCKH THUII

B.1I0. AIIPECSIH!2(2D4, B.JI. UOMINUH?

" Hayuonanonwiii uccnedosamenscxuil ynusepcumem « Bolcuids wikona dKOHOMUKUY
2 Unemumym pycckozo sazvika um. B.B. Bunozpadosa PAH
D<Jvapresyan@hse.ru

AHHOTAINA

Pabota mocBsIeHa pyccknM BOTIPOCHTENIFHO-OTHOCHTEIBHBIM MECTOMMEHHMSM (HITH K-CJIOBaM) Kak
JIeKCUKOrpaueckoMy THILY, TPEOYIOIIEMY €IMHOr0 CIOBapHOro omnwucanus. Llens cratbu — cu-
CTEMHO OIHCaTh U OOBSCHUTH MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE COYETAEMOCTHBIE M KOHCTPYKIIMOHHBIE CBOICTBA,
XapakTEpHBIE [UI PYCCKHX BOIPOCUTEIBHO-OTHOCUTENBHBIX MECTOMMEHHH, C HCHOIb30BAHUEM
JIEKCUKOTpaMUeCKUX U KOPITyCHBIX MeT0J10B. KOopITycHBII MaTepuan U CTaTUCTUYECKHE JAaHHbBIC
u3BJe4YeHbl 13 HannoHaibHOro Kopiyca pyccKoro si3blka; aHalu3upyeMblii 00beM Marepuaia oT
cTa 1 6osiee BXOXKICHUH Ha KaXXJ0€ U3 MECTOMMEHHUH. MeTOM0I0rHIEeCKH MBI OITUPAeMCsl Ha IIPUH-
nunsl MOCKOBCKOM ceMaHTUYECKOH IIKOJBL, KOTOPhIE BO MHOI'OM BOCXOJSAT K Teopuu «CMBICH <
Texct». Baxneiine npunimnel Teopun «Cmeicn < Tekery, ynacnenoBanusie MCII, — ato ycra-
HOBK2 HA MHOTOYPOBHEBOE SI3bIKOBOE ONMCAHUE, BHUMAHUE K CEMAHTHUECKUM U KOMOMHATOPHBIM
CBOMCTBAM SI3BIKOBBIX €IMHULI, LICHHOCTb CI0Baps KaK HHCTPYMEHTA JIMHTBUCTHYECKOIO UCCIIENO-
Banusi (B TpakroBke MCII — umHTerpajgpHOE OonHcaHue s3bIKa M CHCTEMHas JIEKCHKorpadus).
B pabore onmceiBaroTcs 00IIME CEMAHTHUECKHE, CHHTAKCHUECKHE M COUYETAEMOCTHBIE CBOMCTBA,
UMEIOIIUECS Y MHOTHUX PYCCKHX BONPOCUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHMH, W aHAIU3UPYIOTCS HMPUYHHBI
OTCYTCTBUS OOJIBILICH YacTH 3TUX CBOWCTB Y MECTOMMEHHUH 3auem U noyemy. Kak nponeMoHCTpH-
poBaHO B paboTe, OOMbIIas YaCTh KOHCTPYKIMOHHBIX U COYETAEMOCTHBIX CBOMCTB, XapaKTEPHBIX
JUISL PyCCKUX BOIPOCHUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHUH (HAalpuUMep, COYETAEMOCTh C YaCTHUIIAMH UMEHHO U
Xomb, 00pa30BaHNE CHHTAKCHYECKUX (pazeM BHIA pedKo KMo, Malo + K-CIIOBO, MHO20 + K-CIIOBO
M T.1.), MOTUBHPOBaHAa CEMAaHTHKOH MHOXXECTBEHHOCTM M BBIOOpa, KOTOpas HECOBMECTUMA
€O 3HA4YEHUEM 3ayem U novemy. Kpome Toro, kak MokasbIBaeT HaIle UCCIIEA0BaHNE, pa3HBIE BOIIPO-
CHUTEJIbHBIE MECTOMMEHHS 00JIaIaloT Pa3sHOM BCTPEYaeMOCThIO B OIMCAHHBIX KOHCTPYKIHMSX, YTO
OOBsCHSETCSI He WX OOIIel KOPIyCHOW YaCTOTHOCTBIO WJIM )K€ HepapXuei OyIIEBICHHOCTH,
a COBMECTUMOCTBIO MX CEMaHTHUKU CO 3HAUCHUSIMH MHOKECTBEHHOCTH U BbIOOpa. IlomyueHHbIE
Pe3yNbTaThl CBUAETEIBCTBYIOT O HAIWYMHU TITyOOKOH MOTHBHPYIOIIEH CBA3M MEXIYy CEeMaHTHYe-
CKUMH CBOWCTBAMHU BOIIPOCHUTEIBHBIX MECTOMEHMH W WX KOMOWHATOPHBIMU CHOCOOHOCTSIMH;
NEPBBIE, B CBOIO OYEPEIb, CBA3AHBI C BHEA3BIKOBBIMM XapaKTEPUCTUKAMHM CHTYalUi, K KOTOPbIM
OTHOCATCS pa3HbIe MECTOMMEHHUSL.

KiroueBble clioBa: pycckue 6onpocumenvHble MecmOUMeHUs, COYemaemMocnmy, KOHCMPYKYUU,
Jlexcuxozpaguieckull mun
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Jlrowa v bopsa — Uropto

Menbuyk — HEKOTOpasi KOHCTaHTa MOEH >KU3HHU, Kak Mou poautenu. OH ObL1
Bcerza. 1 xotst GosblIyt0 4acTh KU3HU S 3HAIO 3aMEUYaTEIbHOTO YUEHOIr0, BEJIH-
Koro JuHreucta Uropst Anekcanaposuda Menbuyka, O KOTOPOM y>K€ MHOT'O JIET
pacckasbiBaro cryaeHtaM, o0 Mrope s nymaro B NMepByIO ouepesib Kak O 3amMeya-
TEJIbHOM Y€JIOBEKE, Ipyre MOUX POAUTENEN U BCell Halllel ceMbH — BEJIMKOM U IpU
3TOM MPOCTOM U JAOCTYITHOM, JIMIIEHHOM KaKoro Obl TO HU ObLIO CHOOM3Ma, 100-
pOM, BecesioM, 3a00TJIMBOM, HaJEXKHOM, KOTOpPBIA BCerja psaoM, BCerja rpeer
CBOMM OTHEM U TEIUIOM, MUILIET CMEIIHbIE TUChbMa B CTUXaX U MOKET MOIHCATHCS
«1BOH cTapuk I[loxaObru». ITouemy-To OCOOEHHO BCHOMHHAIOTCS JIBa 3IU307a.
Opnun — xorga s xuna y MenbuykoB B Kanazge B 1990 roay, ydach Ha Kypcax aH-
rinuiickoro, 1 Iropb caM roTOBUII MHE 3aBTPaK U OECIIOKOMIICS O TOM, YTOOBI 51 KaK
cienyet noena. A Bropoil — koraa Mrops ¢ JIunoit npuesxanu B Mocky u Mrops
IpoYes JIEKLHUIO [T CTYA€HTOB-TMHI'BUCTOB y Hac B Bblllike, a mpoyTsl, 3alpbIrHy I
Ha ctoil. Kaxkercs, cTyeHTbI ObLIIM MPUSATHO NOPAXKEHBI TEM, YTO KJIACCUK JIMHTBU-
CTMKH TaK XOpOILO Mpeiraetr. Ha qpyrux JIeKUUsAX OHU C TAKUM HE CTAJIKUBAJIUCH.
Urops, s Bac ouens mobimo. U xenato, 4To0sl Bl e111e MHOTO-MHOTO JIET MOTJIH
3alpbIrMBaTh Ha CTOJIBI, LIBECTH U MaxXHYyTh (MOJdb3Yysch Bammmu xe BbIpaKeHH-
amu). HasipuBaiite 1 Haxouynucsipusaiite! Bama Jlroma

Hoporoit Urops AnexcanapoBud! Bai TanaHT U ApailB MOTYT IUIEHUTh KO20
Y200HO. Mano kmo yMeeT C OIMHAKOBBIM PBEHUEM COUMHSATH BEJIMKUE JTMHTBUCTH-
YecKue TPYJbl U YUUTh JeTel CKIaAbIBaTh OyMakHbIE CaMOJIETUKU. Pedko koeda
NPUXOAMUTCS CIBIIIATh, KaK YEJIOBEK, Ybe MM C 0JaroroBeHUEM MOBTOPSIOT CTY-
JICHTBI pa3HbIX MMOKOJICHUH, B JIECHOM MPOTYJIKE M0 OKPECTHOCTSIM MoHpeasst BA1OX-
HOBEHHO COUYMHSET CTPAIIMIKU: «MaJleHbKUH MallbuiK IPUOOYKOB MOEM». Xomb
Kmo OLIEHUT Baill snucTOoNspHBIN CTUITB (BOT MpEeKpacHoOe MoKeJIaHUEe B OJTHOM U3
nuceM MHe: «Brepén, k!») DTOT ManeHbKUN TEKCT 51 HAaNMcan He *abbl nouemy u
He *nouemy nonano, a 4ToObI O3paBUThL Bac co 3HaMeHATENbHBIM 0OWIICEM U
noxenarb Bam emé nonro pagoBaThes )KU3HU U pagoBath Hac! Bam bops

1. BeBepeHue

B nocnennue necsAaTuieTus pacTeT HHTEPEC K KOMOMHATOPHBIM (JIEKCUKO-CO-
YETAEMOCTHBIM, KOHCTPYKIIMOHHBIM) CBOMCTBAM SI3BIKOBBIX CJIMHHI] B K MHOTO-
YPOBHEBOMY JIEKCUKOTpapUuecKoMy OMUCAHUIO KaK JCHCTBEHHOMY HHCTPYMEHTY
aHaJmM3a s3bIKa, KOTOPBIA B OTE€UECTBEHHOM JTMHTBUCTHUKE BIIEPBHIE OB OTYCTIIMBO
npozekinapupoBal B Teopun «Cmbicn < Teke» (Menpuyk 1974, Menbuyk u 1ip.
1984, Menbuyk 1995). ITonxom MOCKOBCKOH CEMaHTUYECKOW MIKOJIbI, BO MHOTOM
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IIPOJOJDKAIOIIEH U pa3BUBAIOLIEH e U NpUHIUIBI Teopun «CMbIic < Tekcr»,
JOTIOJIHUTEIBHO TPEANOIaraeT MOUCK CEMaHTHMYECKOH MOTHUBALIUU SI3BIKOBBIX
CBOWCTB, M B TOM 4Hnclie 00beIMHEHNE S3bIKOBBIX €IUHMII B TAaK Ha3bIBAEMBbIE JICK-
CUKOTpa)UIecKre THITBI, T.€. KJIACCHI JIEKCEM, KOTOPBIE B CHIIy CBOMX OOIIMX
JUHIBUCTUYECKHX CBOMCTB TPEOYIOT €JMHOOOPA3HOT0 JIEKCUKOT paUIecKoro omnu-
canus (AnpecsH 2009).

Hama paGoTta nocBsieHa pyccKuM BONIPOCUTENbHBIM MecTouMeHusIM (PBM)
KaK JIeKcuKorpaguueckomy tuny. B Hell paccmaTpuBaroTcst o01ue U pa3anydaro-
HIMecs CBOMCTBA TaK HA3bIBAEMBIX K-CIOB (KMo, K020a, Kyoa, 20e U T. 11.) Ha BCEX
A3BIKOBBIX YPOBHSX: CEMAaHTHKA (B TOM YMCJIE MOJIMCEMHUS ), KOHCTPYKIMH, COUETa-
emoctb. M3BecTHO, uTo PBM 005121210 T HCKITIOUNTENBHO OOraThIMU COYETaEMOCT-
HBIMU U KOHCTPYKLIMOHHBIMU CBOMCTBAMHM, B TOM YHUCJIE MOPOXKIAIOT OOJIBIIOE KO-
anyecTBO cuHTakcuueckux gpazeM (Momaun 2007, Iomdin 2007). Ognako pa3Hble
PBM B pa3Hoii cTeneHn COCOOHBI K yIOTPEOJEHUIO B T€X UM WHBIX KOHCTPYK-
USX U KOHTeKcTax. Hackosbko HaM M3BECTHO, HE CYILIECTBYET paboT, B KOTOPBIX
OBl CUCTEMHO U Ha KOPIIyCHOM MaTepHuajleé pacCMaTpUBaINChb KOMOWHATOpPHBIE U
IIPOYHME SI3bIKOBBIE CBOMCTBA PBM B KOHTEKCTE NX CEMaHTUYECKUX Pa3JIMYMU U 1a-
BaJIOCh Obl CEMaHTUYECKOE OOBSICHEHUE TOMY, UTO UX Pa3INyacT B JEKCUKO-COYE-
TAeMOCTHOM, KOHCTPYKLIMOHHOM, (paszeosiornyeckom Iiane. Llenb paHHOro Hc-
CJIEIOBaHUS — CUCTEMHO ONKCATh U OOBSICHUTh MHOTOYUCIIEHHBIE COYETAEMOCTHBIE
Y KOHCTPYKLMOHHBIE CBOMCTBA, XapaKTEPHBIE ISl PyCCKUX BOIPOCUTENBHO-OTHO-
CUTEJIbHBIX MECTOMMEHH, C UCIIOIb30BAaHUEM JIEKCUKOTpapUUECKUX U KOPITY CHBIX
METOJIOB.

2. Npo6nembl oNUCaHMA BONPOCUTENIbHO-OTHOCUTE/NIbHBIX MECTOMMEHMUIA
KaK nekcukorpaduueckoro tmna

MHorue u3 paccMaTpuBaeMbIX B pabOTe S3bIKOBBIX SBJICHUN B TOM MJIM HHOM
BUJIC AaHAJIM3UPOBAINCH M YIIOMUHAIIUCH B JIUTEPATYPE, IIOCBSIIEHHONW CeMaHTHYe-
CKUM, COYETa€MOCTHBIM U CUHTAaKCUYECKHM CBOMCTBAM PYCCKHX BOIPOCUTEIHHO-
OTHOCHUTEIbHBIX MECTOMMEHHUM, B TOM 4YHcIie 1oousisipom. He ctas cebe menbo me-
PEYUCIUTE Bee paboTh Ha TaHHYIO TEMyY, YIIOMSIHEM JUIIb HekoTopsie': (KoGo3ena
1988) o THmax BONMPOCOB M BTOPUYHBIX (DYHKIUSIX BOMPOCHUTENBHBIX MPEIIONKe-
HUi, (AnpecsH 1995) 00 s3kckiIaMaTUBHBIX YHOTPEOIEHUSIX BOIIPOCUTEIBHBIX CIIOB
kak v kakoti, (bynsiruna, llImenes 1997, [Tagydesa 2010, 2018) o HeBonpoCcUTEINb-
HBIX YMOTPEOJIEHUAX BOMPOCUTEIbHBIX NpenioxkeHui, (Ampecsn 2005) o koH-
CTPYKIHSIX C BOIMPOCHUTEIBHBIMA MECTOMMEHHMSAMHU KaK W KAKol W TlapameTphye-
CKUMHU IpuiarateabHbiMu, (MocToBas 2009) 06 WIIOKYTUBHBIX OCOOEHHOCTSIX U
CEMAaHTUYECKUX (YHKIHSIX KOHCTPYKIHH C MECTOMMEHHSMH 3aueM W Nodemy,
(3eBaxuHa 2018) 00 SKCKIaMaTUBHBIX YIIOTPEOICHUAX MECTOUMEHUHN KaK, CKOIKO

! Bosiee TOJHBIA CIMCOK JIUTEPATYPhl O BOMPOCHTENHHBIX MECTOMMEHHSX MOYXHO HAWTH
B pabote: Wxan K03, CemaHTrKa U QYHKIIUN BONPOCUTEIHHBIX MPEITIOKEHUH CO CIIOBAMH «THE»,
«KyIa» M «OTKyHda»: Iucc. ... K. ¢. H. M., 2019.
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u kakoti, (Jleoutuna, [lImenes 2005, 2018) o MECTOMMEHHBIX CEPUAX HA Y20OHO,
nonaos, aowl u np., (Tecrenen, beumuauna 2005) 00 «aManbraMax» co 3HaYCHHEM
HEONPEICTICHHOCTH Ha OCHOBE BOIMPOCHUTENBHBIX MecTomMmeHul, (B. AmnpecsH
2007) O KOHCTPYKUHUAX C Mano (Au) M BONPOCUTEITHLHBIMU MECTOMMEHUSMH,
(KycroBa 2016, Kycrosa, Jlo6poBonsckuii 2020, B. AnpecsH, Komores 2021,
2022) o OMMECTOMMEHHBIX KOMIUIEKCAX C BONPOCHTEIBHBIMH MECTOMMEHHSMH,
cioBapHas ctarhs cioBa 2de M.S. I'moBunckoii B AC, (Mopnmanckas, Menpuyk
2020) 00 OTHOCUTENILHOM YTIOTPEOICHUHN MECTOMMEHUH KMo U KOMOPbIL.

Onnako OoJbIas 4acTh paboT POKYyCHUPYETCsS Ha KAKOM-TO OJHOM CEMEHCTBE
KOHCTPYKIIUH, HA OJTHOM THUIIE YIOTPEOICHUI, HA OHOM WM HECKOJIBKHX MECTO-
umeHusx. [Ipu sTom obpamraet Ha ceOs BHUMaHue TOT (pakt, yto PBM npencras-
JSFOT c000M JOCTAaTOYHO KOMIAKTHBIN JIeKCHUKorpadudeckuid Tui. Bo-nepBoIX, y
HUX BBIICITSIOTCS OOIUE TCHACHIIMM B TOJHMCEMHH: TaK, Yy OonbmuHcTBa PBM
BBIJICJISIFOTCSI, TOMUMO BOIIPOCUTENIbHBIX 3HAYEHUHN, TaKKE 3HaYCHUE ‘U3BECTHBIN
ropopsmeMmy X' (Tax eom kmo mebe nomoean!; Tax éom umo mei 8uepa denan!,
Kyoa cmoum cxooums, max smo ¢ Myseii umnpeccuonusma) u 3aauenue ‘OnHu
X-bI TaK, qpyrue X-bl uHaue’ (V xoco namepka 3a sk3ameH, a y ko2o u 08otika; I 0e
monsam, a 20e euje He Ha4yuHaau). BO-BTOPBIX, y HUX €CTh OOIME CHHTAaKCUYECKUE
CBOIiCTBa — Tak, MHOrue PBM MoOryT BBOJMTH ONpEAEIUTEIbHbIE TPUIATOYHBIC
(Bom moti dpye, o kom s mebe pacckasvigan; Bom wikag, 2ede s xpanto ceou sewjur).
Hakonen, y MuHorux PBM ecTb Oorareifias KOHCTPYKIIMOHHASI M JIGKCUYECKas
COYETaeMOCTh, HApUMep, C KOHCTPYKIUAMHU BUA MALI0 KMO <Ymo, 20e>, peoKo
Kmo <koeda, Kakou>, ¢ KOHCTpyKuueu penymukanuu (Vo xkmo-kmo, a ou
3Haem), C TUCTPUOYTHUBHON KOHCTPYKIUEH (Kmo Kyoa, Koeda Kak), ¢ IeKCeMaMu
umenHo, dce (kmo umenno, umo xce u 1p.). OTHAKO UMEIOTCSA MEXAYy HUMU U pa3-
JUYUS: HAlpUMeEp, ISl MECTOMMEHUH 3auem U CKOIbKO HEXapaKTEepPHbI ONpeeu-
TeIbHBIC YIOTpeOaeHus (HEBO3MOXKHO *Bom yenv, 3auem s smo coenan, *Bom
CyMMa, CKOAbKO 51 3anaamui), KOHCTPYKLMSI Maio noyemy NPakKTUUECKHU HE BCTpe-
4yaeTcsl, B TO BpeMsl KaK KOHCTPYKIUS Mmano kmo BecbMa 4yacToTHa. [Ipencrasmus-
eTcs, YTO IS TOro, 4ToObl onmucaTh PBM Kak eIMHBIN KJIaCC CIOB, C UX OOIUMH
CBOMCTBaMM M MHAWBHUYyAJIbHBIMHU Pa3INYUsIMHU, HEOOXOAUM CHCTEMHBIM aHau3
MacCOBOT'0 MaTepHalia (BceX MECTOMMEHHUH BO BCEX PEIICBAHTHBIX YIIOTPEOICHUSX )
C UCMOJIb30BaHUEM KOPIYCHBIX NaHHBIX. OJIHAKO CUCTEMHOIO U MOJHOIO pa3Ho-
YPOBHEBOTO JICKCHKOTpaguIecKoro onrcanus Bcex PBM, BBINOIHEHHOTO C yue-
TOM COBPEMEHHBIX KOPITYCHBIX TEXHOJIOTUH, B TUTEpaType He cymiecTByeT. Kpome
toro, cioBapu (MAC, BAC, BTC, CYu, COILl) Takxxe He npeiaraloT nociieo-
BaTEJILHOTO OMMcaHus Bcex cBoicTB PBM kak nexcukorpaduyeckoro tumna. Takum
00pa3oM, Ha JAHHBIA MOMEHT B PyCHCTHKE HET OOIIEro MpeICTaBIeHus 00 yCTpOou-
CTBE IaHHOTO JIEKCUKOTPa(QHUECKOro THMAa, KOTOPBIH ABIISETCS OJHUM U3 BaXKHEM-
[IMX ¥ [IEHTPAIbHBIX HE TOJIBKO B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE, HO U B SI3BIKE BOOOIIIE.

CoOTBETCTBEHHO, MBI IOCTABWIIN LIETh CO3JAaTh €IUHBIH JIGKCUKOTpapUUeCKHii
noaxox k onucanuto PBM. IlpennosxeHHble pelieHusl OMUPAOTCS HA ONUCAHUS,
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cocraBieHHsle B.}O. Anpecsan, F0.J1. Anpecsanom, M.A. I'nosunckoi, A.B. [Iten-
11080, E.B. YpbICOH 1l AKTHBHOTO CJIOBAps PyCCKOro si3bika’. Mbl 00bACHIEM
pa3nuuusi B cBoMcTBax pasHbix PBM Ha ocHOBe pazivuuii B UX OCHOBHOM —
BOIIPOCHUTENILHOM — 3HaueHuu. [loydeHHble pe3yabTaThl, KaK 0KHAAETCS, MOTYT
OBITH IPUMEHHUMEBI HE TOJIBKO K PYCCKOMY SI3BIKY, HO B KAKOW-TO MEpe U K JPYyTHM
SI3BIKAM.

3. MeToAabl U maTtepuanbl

B nanHoi1 paboTe MbI MOIB3yeMcs TEKCUKOTpadhUIeCKUMH U KOPITY CHBIMH Me-
togamu. KoprnycHblil MaTepualn U CTaTUCTUYECKHUE JaHHbIE U3BJIeUeHbl 3 OCHOB-
Horo kopryca HKPSI. Meronomornuecku Mbl onpaemMcss Ha NpUHIAIIBEI MOCKOB-
ckori cemanTrueckor mkoibl (MCIII), B 4acTHOCTH Ha MHTETPAJIBHOE OMUCAHUE
S3bIKa U CHUCTEMHO-JICKCHUKOTpaUUeCKUil MOJIXOM, MpeUIoKEeHHbIe B (AmpecsH
2010) nnst AKTUBHOTO cioBaps pycckoro si3bika. Muorue npunuunsl MCII
BOCXOIAT K Teopun «CMbICH < TekcT», co3aaresieM KOTOPOH SIBISETCS F0OUIIp.
Baxneiimue npuHiuns! Teopun «Cmbicn < Tekct», yHacnenoBanusie MCIL, —
3TO YCTaHOBKA Ha MHOT'OYPOBHEBOE SI3bIKOBOE ONMMCAHNE, BHUMAHUE K CEMaHTUYe-
CKUM M KOMOWHATOpPHBIM CBOWMCTBaM SI3bIKOBBIX €IMHHII, IEHHOCTH CIOBaps Kak
MHCTPYMEHTA TMHTBUCTUYECKOTO uccienoBanus (B TpaktoBke MCIII — unrerpasib-
HOE OTHMCAHME SI3bIKa U CUCTEMHas JIeKCUKorpadusi). Mbl onmupaeMcs Ha JIEKCHKO-
rpadudeckuii moaxo 1, npeaioxkeHubid B (Anpecsia 2010) st AKTUBHOTO CloBapst
PYCCKOTO 513bIKa, & TAK)KE HAa KOPIIYCHOE UCCJIEI0BAHNE, BHIITOJIHEHHOE HA MaTEpH-
ane OcuoBHoro kopiryca HKPSI, aist Toro 9T00BI CO3AaTh €AMHBIN MIA0JI0OH OnUca-
Hust PBM B To#i Mepe, B KOTOPOM UX CBOMCTBA NepecekaroTcsi. Mbl paccMaTpuBaem
MECTOUMEHHUS KMo, Ymo, Kak, 2oe, Kyoa, omKyod, Ko2od, KaKotl, 4ell, CKOIbKOo, a
TaK)K€ BO MHOI'MX OTHOLIEHMSIX IPOTUBOIOCTABICHHBIE UM MECTOMMEHUS 3aueM U
nouemy®, HO He MECTOMMEHHE KOMOpblil, TIOCKOJbKY B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM
A3BIKE OHO MCIOJIB3YETCS] B OCHOBHOM B Ka4€CTBE OTHOCUTENBHOTO. J{J1s Kaxa0ro
U3 3TUX MECTOMMEHUN UCCIEAYETCA NOTEHIAN Pa3BUTHS TOJIMCEMUH, a TAKIKE CO-
YETAaeMOCTHbBIE U KOHCTPYKIIMOHHBIE CBOMCTBA, @ UMEHHO BO3MOXHOCTD MOSIBJICHUS
B TE€X WJIM UHBIX JEKCUYECKNX U CHHTAKCUYECKUX KOHTEKCTaX, Ha OCHOBE KOPITyC-
HBIX JAHHBIX.

2 B cuily HeJOCTAaTKa MECTa MBI HE IIPUBOIMM 31€Ch 00pa3iibl ONUCAHMI, OIHPAIOIIHECS HA €IH-
HBII, BEIPAOOTaHHBIN HAMH MA0JIOH: BCE OMUCAHUS BOTIPOCUTEIBLHBIX MECTOMMEHUN MOYKHO HAWTH
B COOTBETCTBYIOLIHX BBITycKax AC.

3 Hamr ananus 3auem W novemy 1o CPAaBHEHHUIO ¢ ApyruMu PBM B o4eHb Masioli CTENeHu mepe-
CEKaeTCs C aHAIM30M, TIPE/NIOKeHHBIM B padbote (MocToBas 2010), B KOTOPO#t HIIOKYTHBHBIE Orpa-
HUYCHUS U BO3MOXKHOCTH KOHCTPYKIIMUA C 3THMH MECTOMMEHHSMU (T.€. MX (PYHKIMOHUPOBAHUC B
Ka4yecTBE MPSAMBIX U PUTOPUUYECKUX BONPOCOB, BO3PAKEHUH U IP.) MOTUBHUPYIOTCS HPOMO3UIHO-
HaJIbHOM IPUpPOION EeJIeBOr0 U IMPUYMHHOTO 3HaueHMs. Hameil 001acTpio HHTEPECOB SIBIISIOTCS
CEMAHTUYECKHUE OrPAaHUUYEHMs Ha JIEKCUYECKYH0 M KOHCTPYKLHOHHYIO COUYETaeMOCTb 3aueM
U noyemy, BBI3BIBAIOLINE HEBO3MOXHOCTh MX YHOTpeOieHHs B OOJbIIEH YacTH KOHCTPYKLUH,
XapaKTepHBIX s pycckux PBM, 4ro MBI OOBSCHSIEM CEMaHTHKOH 33aJaHHOCTH, WMILTUIIITHO
coJiep KamIeiics B UX 3HAYCHUSX.
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4. Pe3ynbTtaTtbl U AUCKYCCUA

MBI nosty4miid Ba OCHOBHBIX pe3yJIbTaTa: BO-IIEPBBIX, CACTEMHOE OIIMCaHUE
cBorictB PBM kak eauHOTO JeKcUKorpaduyecKoro THIa, BO-BTOPIX, CEMaHTHYE-
CKO€ 00BSCHEHHE MHOTUX M3 3TUX CBOMCTB. MBI OITUCAli pa3HbIe yoTpeOiIeHus,
a TAK)K€ pa3Hble COYETAEMOCTHBIE U KOHCTPYKIMOHHBIE cBolicTBa PBM u npeno-
KU CEMaHTUYECKHE OOBSICHEHUsI TOMY (DaKTy, YTO JUISl pa3HbIX MECTOMMEHHUM
XapaKTepHa pa3Has CTENEHb JTOIyCTUMOCTH U YaCTOTHOCTH pealn3alvii B T€X WU
MHBIX KOHTEKCTax U KOHCTpyKuMsx. Huke onuceiBaroTcs pasHele cBorictsa PBM,
IIPUBOJATCS KOPITYCHBIE TaHHBIE OTHOCUTEIBHO UX NPOSIBICHUS Y Pa3HBIX MECTO-
UMEHUH, a TaKXKe H3JaraloTcsa cooOpa)keHHs, OOBSACHSIIOIIME pa3jindve B ITHUX
IIPOSIBIICHUAX, B IIEPBYIO OYEPENb IIPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUE MECTOMMEHUHN 3auem
U noYemy OCTaJIbHBIM.

4.1. MNonucemus

ITo namum HaGmoNeHUSIM, Y O0obiHCTBa PBM ecTh 3HaueHUs «XapaKTepH-
3allMU», B KOTOPBIX OHU BBOJAT ONPEACIUTENBHbIE IPUAATOYHBIE, CP. HAIPUMED:

(1) Bom ma, koo 5 10610;
(2) Bom mecmo, 20e Mbl NO3HAKOMUNUCY;
(3) Bom wxagh, Kyoa modcHO 8ce ClLOHCUMD.

OnHako y MECTOMMEHH 3ayem, nouemy 1 CKOJIbKO €CTh 3HAUCHHUE ‘U3BECTHBIN
TOBOPAIIEMY , KOTOPOE, BO3MOXKHO, Pa3BWIIOCh M3 ONPEICIUTEIbHON KOHCTPYK-
IIUU, HO CAMH OTPEJEIUTEIbHbIC YIIOTPEOICHUS OTCYTCTBYIOT:

(4) Bom 3auem on noseonun (HO He *Bom yenb, 3auem oH NO360HUN);
(5) Bom cxonvko on 3a smo 3annramun (HO He ¥ Bom Kkonuuecmeo, CKOIbKO
OH 3a IO 3aNAATNIUT).

OHpe,[[eJII/ITeJ'IBHLIe ynOTpe6J'IeHI/I$I MNPUMCHHUTCIIBHO K MLCJIH, KOJUYCCTBY U
IMPUYIKUHE BBIPpAXKAIOTCA aHAJIUTUYCCKHU IMTPHU MTOMOIITHY MECTOUMCHU A K0m0pbl121

(6) Bom yenv, c KOmopotl OH NO36OHUT,
(7) Bom npuuuna, no KOmopou oH He 360HUM.

Takoro pozia 3aMeHbl Ha KOMOPbIL BO3SMOKHBI U 9aCTO MPEATIOYTUTENBHBI Uy
npyrux PBM, HO 17151 mepeyrcieHHBIX TPeX OHU 00s3aTEeNbHBL

IToMMMO «XapakTepHU3yIOIIEro» 3HAYEHUS y 3auem U nouyemy OTCYTCTBYET
yXoJsdlllee 3HAUYEHUE  HEOIPEJCIEHHOIO  HEpe(PEepeHTHOr0  MECTOMMEHUs
(‘-auOyap’), KOTOPOE MPEACTABICHO, B TOM MM UHOM CTETIEHHU U IO KpaiHel Mepe
MIOTEHIUAJIBHO, Y BCEX OcTaabHbIX PBM:

(8) Mooicem, mebe Hyscrno umo?;
(9) Mooicem, kmo umo ecnomnum?

Tax, HeBO3MO>KHO UJTH CTPAHHO CKa3aTh *OH He npuuien noyemy? B 3HAUCHUH
‘mo kakou-to mpuuuHe’]; *Owu smo coeran 3auem? [B 3HAYEHUU ‘C KAKOW-TO
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1IENIBI0” |; "Mooicem, on onozoan novemy; *Moocem, on yexan 3auem. CTeneHb
(He)mpueMIIEMOCTH 3aBUCUT OT KOHCTPYKIMH. B Bonpoce Takoe ynorpediaeHue co-
BEPILIEHHO HEBO3MOKHO, B KOHCTPYKIUHU-TIPEATIONOKEHUH C MOIAJIbHBIM CIIOBOM —
MapruHanbHO. [To-BUAMMOMY, 3TO CBA3aHO U C CEMAaHTHUKOI MECTOMMEHHUH, U C Xa-
pakTepoM Borpoca, ¥ co cepoil AeiicTBHS 0NepaToOpOB, U C HEKOTOPHIMHU OOLTUMU
parMaTi4ecKUMU COOOpaXeHUAMHU. Borpocsl moJo0HOro THIa, HECMOTPS Ha
HAJIMYUE BOMPOCUTEIILHOTO MECTOMMEHHUS, SBIAIOTCS oOmmmu. Bo dpazax Buaa
Tebe I[IOMOI'AJI kmo? BONIPOC OTHOCUTCS K TJIaroiry, KOTOPBIM HaXOauTcs B (o-
Kyce, a MECTOUMEHHE — YaCTh TEMbI, B OTJIMYUE OT CIELHUAIbHBIX BOPOCOB BUAA
KTO mebe nomozcan?, rae rnaron B Teme, a MectouMenue B pokyce. Takum oOpa-
30M, CEMaHTHUYECKOU chepoit AEHCTBUS BOMpOCa SBISETCS HATMIUE YeIIOBEKa, KO-
TopbId momorad [‘beun u kT0-TO, KTO Tebe momoran?’]. Eciu nmoacTaBuTh B TO-
NOOHBIE BOIPOCHI MECTOUMEHHSI nouemy U 3auem, TO cpepoil IeHCTBHs BOMpoca,
T.e. 00JaCTbI0O COMHEHUs, OyAeT Hanu4yue NpuuuHsl y curyauuu (*On ne I[IPU-
HIEJI nouemy? [‘bblna nu npuyuHa, M0 KOTOPOW OH HE MpHILEN?’|) WK LEIu y
neiictBus (*On IIO3BOHUJI 3auem? | ‘bbina nu 1ienb, ¢ KOTOPOU OH O3BOHUI? ]).
3T0, KaK MpeICTaBIseTCsl, CTPaHHO, TOTOMY YTO C TOUYKH 3pE€HHUs HAMBHOMU Mparma-
TUKHU y JII0O0OM CUTYyallMy €CTh MPUYHHA, a Y JH000ro AeCTBHS — 1Ielb.

4.2. CouemaemocmHsle ceolicmea
4.2.1. Couemaemocmo ¢ yacmuyeli UMEeHHO

Kak moxa3pIBaeT KOpIyCHOE HcCieI0BaHuE, TOYTH JJI BCEX BOIIPOCUTENIbHBIX
MECTOMMEHHUH XapaKTepHO MM BO3MOXKHO yrnorpeOieHnue ¢ (pokycHoil yactuueit
UMeHHo. ITa 4YaCTHIIA BBOJUT MPECYIIO3UIUIO CYIIECTBOBAHMS aTbTEPHATUBBI U
YKa3bIBa€T HAa MHOXKECTBO, M3 KOTOPOro MPOUCXOAHUT BbIOOP (0oOpOBOIBCKHIA,
JleBontuna 2010, Kosnos 2020). Cp. cnenyromuii npuMep, U3 KOTOPOTro SICHO, YTO
UMeHHO TIPEJNOJIaracT BhIICJICHNUE OJHOTO 3JIEMEHTA (B JJAHHOM Cy4ae MOBECTH
«3aMmuCcKu CyMacIIeAIIero») U3 pelaeBaHTHOTO MHOXKECTBA (Mpou3BeaeHus [ orois)
0 OTPECIICHHOMY TIpU3HaKy (01m30cTh K JlocTOeBCKOMY):

(10) Hmenno «3anucku cymacuteouie2o» MoAICHO Hazeamov sewybto 1 020,
Haubonee OaU3K0 cmosugeli Kak K gpopme, max u K Memooy JJocmoeg-
ckoeo (M. 3omoTycckmit).

Hmenno 4acTo NosABISAETCS IOCTIO3UTUBHO B IPSIMBIX M KOCBEHHBIX BOIIPOCAX
C KMo, 4ymo, Kakou W TPOYUMHU BOIMPOCUTEIBHBIMU MecTOMMEeHHusiMU. BooOre,
1o/100HbIe KOHCTPYKIUHU COCTABISAIOT 0K0JI0 10% OT Bcex ynorpebieHuit umenHo
B ocHOBHOM Koprryce HKPSI. Takum 06pa3zoM, MOKHO TOBOPUTH O TOM, YTO CEMaH-
TUKa UMeHHO, T.€. UJies BEIOOpa OJHOTO AJIEMEHTa U3 MHOXKECTBA IO 3aJaHHOMY
IIPU3HAKY, «IPUTATUBAETCS» K CEMAHTUKE BOIPOCHUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHN
(Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003). Cp. mpumepst u3 HKPSI:
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(11) Huxonaii ne modicem HAMHO OMEEMUmM», [llm0]4 UMEHHO eM) HYHCHO,
oH Oavice ne 3uaem o uem meumaem (arepaeT-hopym).

3n1ech peub UAET O MOTEHIUAIbHO HEOTPAHMYEHHOM MHOKECTBE JKEeNaHUM U
HYKJ] 4YeJIOBEKa — HACTOJBKO OOJBIIOM, YTO B HEM TPYJHO OPHEHTHUPOBATHCS
caMOMy CYOBEKTY MEHTAJIBHOTO COCTOSIHHSI.

(12) B nepsoe nemo no npuesde 6 Bonoedy, aceii cembéli noOanuch mvl Ha
NPUCMAHD C Yeblo noexams Ha puloaiKy, Ho |Kyoa] umenHo, ewé ne
snaem (B. Actadnes).

31ech Moapa3zyMeBaeMOe MHOXKECTBO — 3TO T€ MECTa, Kya MOXHO MTOEXaTh Ha
pBIOaNKy Ha BOJIOIOJCKOM MPUCTaHU, U OHO SIBHO MOJApPa3yMeBaeT Oosiee JBYX BO3-
MO>KHOCTEH, MOCKOJIbKY MPH HAJIWYUH JIUIIb ABYX albTEPHATHB YMOTpeOICHHE
UMeHHO HE OTPaBJIaHHO; CpP. cTpaHHOCTh (13), Ho He (14):

)
(13) ‘Kmo umenno uz éac 0goux pazoun okHo?
(14) Kmo umenno uz sawezo kiacca pasoui okHo?

DTO OrpaHUYEHHE, O-BUANMOMY, UMEET MParMaTUUYECKyI0 IPUPOAY U Kaca-
€TCS HE TOJBKO UMEHHO, HO W JIPYTMX KBAaHTOPHBIX CJIOB, HAMPHUMED, MOALKO,
HUKMO, 6Ce, KANCObLI:

(15) ’Tonvko 5 us nac 0soux pewiun 3adayy,
(16) ’Huxmo u3 nac 0soux e pewun 3a0auy.

[TomoOHBIE BRICKA3BIBAHMS HAPYIIAIOT MakcuMy mHpopMmaTtuBHOCTH I paiica:
€CJIM B MHOKECTBE TOJIBKO JIBa DJIEMEHTA, UX UJICHTU(UKALMS HEe TpeOyeT KOrHH-
TUBHOTO YCHUJIUS, HA KOTOPBIA T€M WJIM MHBIM 00pa3oM YKa3blBalOT KBAHTOPHBIE
CJIOBa.

IIpuBeneM 4aCcTOTHBIE JaHHBIE IO COYETAEMOCTH BOIIPOCUTEIBHBIX MECTOUME-
HUU ¢ yacTulel umerHo. Mbl yKa3piBaeM OOIIYI0 BCTPEYaeMOCTh MECTOMMEHHUH B
KOpITyce, KOJMYECTBO X COUETAHUHU C UMeHHO W TPOLEHTHYIO JIOJI0 yIoTpeoie-
HUW UMEeHHO CPEAM BCEX BXOXKICHU MECTOMMEHHIA.

W3 tabi. 1 BUIHO, YTO [0 YaCTOTHOCTH MOSBICHUS C UMEHHO BOIIPOCUTEIIbHBIC
MECTOMMEHUSI 00pa3yIOT HEKOTOPYIO UEPAPXUIO, KOTOPAsi HE COOTHOCUTCS HaIpsi-
MyI0 ¢ ux obmeil Bcrpeuaemocthio B HKPS: nampumep, xax, umo u koeoa
3HAUNUTEIBHO YaCTOTHEE, YEeM KaKolu, HO OTHOCHUTEIBHO PEXE BCTPEUAKOTCS C
umenno. IIpu 3TOM 4acTh ynoTpedIeHU ¢ umerHo, 0OCOOEHHO Y umo U, B MEHbILIEH
CTEMEHH, Y K020a HEe OTHOCUTCS K MHTEPECYIOLUM HAcC CIy4asiM, OCKOJIbKY B HUX
NPEJICTaBICHO COIO3HOE 3HAYCHUE JIaHHBIX CJIOB, U OHU HE BXOIAT B cepy Jei-
CTBUS UMEHHO, A, HATIPOTHUB, BKITIOYAIOT YaCTHILY B CBOIO cpepy nerictus; cp. (17):

4 KBapaTHBIMHU CKOOKaMK Mbl OTMeYaeM cepy JeHCTBHS YACTUIIBI UMEHHO, T.€. B JAHHOM CJTy-
Yyae BOIPOCUTEIbHOE MeCTOMMeHHUe. MHTepecHo, 4To BOOOIIE umeHHOo YHOTpeOIseTcs Mperno3u-
THUBHO K CJIOBY, KOTOpOE BXOIUT B ero cepy aercTsus (A mobaio umerto Bacro), 0qHAKO TOCTIIO-
3UTHBHO C BOIIPOCHTEIBHBIMA MECTOUMEHHSIMH.
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(17) Kax nokasvisaiom npusedénHuvle npumepbi, O3MONICHbL CLYYAU, K020A
[umenno cupxkoncmanmel] Aenaomes memu 31eMeHmMamy, Komopbwle
onpeoensiiom HOPMAMUBHOCMb cuHmaxcuyeckoi kouncmpyxkyuu (B.
XpakoBCKUH).

Tabauya 1. BctpeyaeMocTb BONPOCUTENIbHBIX MECTOMMEHUIA C UMEHHO U B LLe/IOM

BXxoxkaeHua 8 HKPA, BXxoxkaeHua 8 HKPA o -
MecToMmeHue % BXOXXL,EHWUIN C UMEHHO
obuwee uncno C UMEHHO
Kakoll 342127 2618 0.76%
yeli 18184 69 0.37 %
Kmo 355623 1119 0.3%
CKO/1bKO 89573 236 0.26%
Kyda 97225 216 0.22 %
20e 323725 615 0.19%
ymo 3707974 11221 0.15 %
KakK 1910556 1165 0.06%
omKyda 41195 26 0.06 %
Koz20a 572008 432 0.005 %

ITockonbKy ynoTpedasieMOCTb BONPOCHUTENBHBIX MECTOMMEHUH € UMEHHO
HaNpsIMyI0 HEe KOPPEIUpPyeT ¢ UX YaCTOTHOCTBIO, JUIsl HEE JIOJKHO OBITh CEMaHTH-
yeckoe o0bsicHeHue. [1o-BuanMoMy, U3 BHICOKOYACTOTHBIX MECTOMMEHUN UJ1esl BbI-
O0opa Hamiy4muM oOpa3oM COYETaeTCsi C CEMaHTHUKOM mMpu3Haka (kaxoti), To-
CKOJIBKY y KaXKJIOTO 00BEKTa €CTh KaKHe-TO, MOTEHIIHAIFHO BApbUPYIOIIHECS, IPHU-
3HAaKU. BpeMs 1 MecTo 3aHUMAIOT HEBBICOKOE IIOJIOKEHUE B JAHHON UEPAPXUHU — C
OJIHOM CTOPOHBI, BpEMSI M1 MECTO IPUCYIIHN 000N CUTyalluu, C IPYroil CTOPOHBI —
OHH, MO-BUIUMOMY, OUY€Hb PEAKO MPENOIaraloT OTKPbITOE MHOXKECTBO BhIOOpA.
Bomnpocs! Tuna kozoa umenno u 20e umenHo (a Takke UX HOBbIE Pa3rOBOPHBIE aHa-
JIOTH K020a NO 8peMeHU U 20e meppumopuaibHo, HECKOJIBKO BBIXOAAIIME 3a Mpe-
JIeNbl JINTEPATypPHOH HOPMBI) HE OTCHUIAIOT K MOTEHIUAIbHO OECKOHEYHOMY
CIIUCKY BCEX BO3MOJKHBIX BPEMEH U MECT, a, KaK IIPaBWJIO, IPOCAT YTOYHUTH TOY-
HYI0 JIOKQJIM3ALMIO WM MOMEHT BPEMEHU B HEKOTOPOM OIPAaHMYEHHOM CUTYALMEH,
XOTSl U HE Ha3BaHHOM 3KCIUIMLUTHO, TPOCTPAHCTBE WM BpEMEHHOM oTpe3ke. He-
CKOJIBKO 0OJIee 9acTO BapbUPYIOTCS HAIpaBIICHHE, KOJIHMYECTBO, CyOBEKTHI U 00B-
€KThl, CP. OTHOCUTEJIBHO 00JIee BEICOKYIO YaCTOTHOCTh Ky0d UMeHHO (CYILIECTBEHHO
Yale, 4eM UCXOAHas TOUKA ABUKEHHUS ), KOJIMIECTBO, CP. CKOIbKO UMEHHO (A TaKxKe
HOBOE€ HEJIUTEPATYPHOE CKOILKO HO 0eHb2dM), & TAKKE KO UMEHHO U YO UMEHHO.

Yro kacaercsi MECTOMMEHHMH 3auem W nouemy, U1 HUX YHOTpeOJICHHE C
umenno KpaiiHe HexapaktepHo. Mmeromuecs B HKPS npumepsr He oTHOcATCS K
MHTEPECYIOIIEH HaC KOHCTPYKIUH: YaCTULA UMEHHO B HUX OTHOCHTCS HE K BOIIPO-
CUTEJIbHOMY MECTOMMEHHIO (B 4Ybl0 cepy JeHCTBUS OHa BXOIUT), a K JAPYyTUM
CJI0BaM:

(18) [Ilouemy umenno [uepez smom 6auk]| notidoym Oenvbeu NEeHCUOHEPOS?
(«AprymeHTsI U ¢pakTeD», 2003.06.04).
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[TIpumepoB Ha 3auem umenno B OcHoBHOM Koprnyce HKPS nammocs 49, npu
3TOM TOJIBKO B 21 mpumepe npecTaBieHa Hy>KHasi KOHCTPYKIIHSL, ¥ O0JIbIIast 4acTh
3TUX MpUMEPOB oTHOcUTCS K XIX Beky; cp.:

(19) o cux nop oan mens mavina, 3ayem UMEHHO OHA NPUSIAULANA HAC K
cebe? (O.M. JlocToeBCKHIA).

[Tpu sToM 1o o6mieii Berpedaemoctu 3auem (¢ 6osee uem 75000 BXOXKASHH-
SIMH ) TIPEBBITIACT CKOILKO, OMKYOa W yell, a nouemy (c 6onee uem 132000 Bx0x-
JIEHUI) IPEBBIIIACT eIle U KYOd.

Uem 00BsICHSIETCS 3TO OTIUYUE noyemy U 3ayem OT IPYTUX BOIPOCUTEIbHBIX
mMectonMeHui? C 0THOW CTOPOHBI, y BCSIKOW CUTYAIlMH €CTh JINOO 1eJb (€ecu OHa
Kay3upOBaHa IeJICHAINIPaBICHHO), MO0 MpUYrHA (€CJIM OHA MPOUCXOIUT HEIleIe-
HATPaBIIEHHO), T.€. BOMPOC O MPUYUHE WU IIeJId CUTyalliu BIIOJIHE OIpaBIaH.
Henb3st 370 1 00BSICHUTH U HECTTOCOOHOCTHIO 3TUX MECTOMMEHHUN K (hOKaTU3aIHH,
MOCKOJILKY OHH HE MPOCTO CBOOOIHO, HO Ja)K€ YACTO COYETAIOTCS C HEKOTOPBIMHU
IpYrUMH (POKYCHBIMH YaCTHIIAMH, HAIIPUMeEp C dce U gom. Cp. cOUeTaHUs nouemy
arce (11473 Bxoxaenus), sauem snce (8625 BxoxaeHuit), gom novemy (9080 Bxox-
neHuit) u gom 3auem (405 BXOKIACHUI).

HecoueraemocTs umenno ¢ nouemy v 3auem 0OBSICHIETCS, O-BUAUMOMY, TEM,
YTO CEMaHTHKA LEIH U 0COOEHHO MPUYUHBI TUNI0XO COBMECTUMA C Haeel BrIOOpa.
[ToreHUManbHBIN KPyT BO3MOXKHBIX LI€JIEH COBEPLICHHOIO JEHUCTBUS WIA BO3MOX-
HBIX IIPUYUH COCTOSIBUICHCS CUTyallul YIMBUTEIBHO Majo BapuaTuBeH. [Ipu Tom,
YTO B KAKOM-TO CMBICIIC IPUYMHA U 1eJTh Yalie ObIBAIOT HEU3BECTHBI, YeM JIPYTHE
aCIeKThl CUTYalnu (OHU HE HAOJII0/IaeMBbl, B OTJIMYUE OT CYOBEKTOB, 0OBEKTOB, ME-
CTa, HAMIPABJICHUS U TIP.), MO-BUJANMOMY, B SI3BIKE 3QJI0)KEHO TPECTaBICHNE 00 UX
BHYTPEHHEHN 3aJaHHOCTH U1 Ka)XXJOM KOHKPETHOW CHUTyaluu W nerctBus. st
MPUYUHBI ATO JIETKO 00BICHUMO: CyOBEKT HE KOHTPOIUPYET MPUUNHY CUTYAIIUH U,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, HE MOXKET BBIOMPATH Ty WM MHYIO PUYHHY, IO KOTOPOH cUTya-
Us UMeeT MecTo. UTo KacaeTcsi LeNH, €€ 3aJlaHHOCTh M «IPUKPEIUICHHOCTH
K CUTYyaI[l HECKOJIbKO MEHEEe OUEBH/IHBI, OJJHAKO, SIBHBIM 00pa30M, coBepIas Jeil-
CTBUE, CyOBEKT HE BBIOMpAaeT Ieb W3 MHOXECTBA JOCTYIHBIX U TOTOBBIX
K YIOTpeOJIeHuIo, a orpenesseT ee A ce0s caM. B camom jene, MOKHO CKazaTh
Jlasaii evibepem mecmo u 6pems npoéedenus 6cmpeyil, Ho CTPaHHO cKa3aTh Jlasail
svlbepem yenvb nposeoenus ecmpeyu, €clii TOJbKO pedb HE UAET O TOM, YTO
COOOIIHUTH MO 3TOMY OBOJY OKpYyKaromuM. Llenpb mim npudruHa MOryT ObITh HEU3-
BECTHBI, ¥ MBI 9aCTO O HHUX CIPAITUBAEM, HO MBI HE TIPEIITOJIaracM, 4TO ITOTCHITH-
aNbHBIN OTBET BHIOMPAECTCS M3 MHOXKECTBA Pa3HbBIX, 3apaHee JOCTYIMHBIX BapHaH-
TOB. BO3MOKHO 3TO CBSI3aHO C TEM, UTO IIEJTb U MPUYHUHA XapaKTEPU3YIOT CUTYAITHIO
B 1IEJIOM, B TO BpeMS Kak CyObeKT, 00BEKT, MECTO, BpeMs U T. M. MPEACTABISAIOT
co00i1 TUIIIb KAKOW-TO €€ acleKT. DTa UMMaHEHTHasl 3a1aHHOCTb €N U IPUYUHBI
U MIPUBOJIUT K HEBO3MOXKHOCTU WU KpalHEHl OrpaHMYE€HHOCTH COYETaHHUs CIIOB,
YKa3bIBAIOMUX HAa MPUYUHY W IEJb, C YaCTULICH UMeHHO, B CEMAHTHKY KOTOPOH
3aJI0’KeHa Uiest BHIOOpa U3 MHOXKECTBA.
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Ora ke ujaes 3aJaHHOCTH OOBICHICT HEBO3MOXKHOCTh MJIM OTPAaHHYECHHOCTH
yHOTpeONeHUs 3auem W noyemy BO MHOTHX JIPYTHMX KOHTEKCTAaX, CBOHCTBEHHBIX
JIPYTHM BOIPOCHUTEILHBIM MECTOMMEHHUSM, KOTOPBIE pAacCMaTPUBAIOTCS HUXKE, U
BBIIEISIET UX B OCOOKBII Ki1acc.

4.2.2. Ymoy4Hsaowue KOHCmpyKyuU ¢ U3 usau o6cmoamenbcmeom

Jnst MEOTMX PBM XapakTepHO MM BO3MOYKHO YIIOTPEOJICHNE B yTOUHSIOLIIX
KOHCTPYKLHUSAX C U3 UM OOCTOSATEILCTBOM BPEMEHH MIIM MECTa, (PYHKIUS KOTOPBIX
COCTOUT B BHIOOpE OJHOTO 3JIEMEHTA, OTBEYAIOIIEr0 HEOOXOIMMBIM YCIIOBHUSIM,
U3 HEKOTOPOI'o 3apaHee OYEPUYEHHOI0 MHOXECTBA, WM BbIOOP TOYHOM JIOKaIn3a-
LM UM MOMEHTA BPEMEHHU U3 3apaHee Ha3BaHHOI'O IIPOCTPAHCTBA WM BPEMEH-
HOro orpeska. Cp. mpuMepbl yTOYHSAIONIMX KOHCTPYKIUH € pa3HBIMU MECTOMMEHH-
SAMU: KMO U3 HUX, KAKOU U3 HUX, YMO U3 9M020, KO20d 3a6mpd, OMKyod u3
I'py3uun T. .

(20) He 3uaro yoic, kmo u3 nux npas, kmo eurogam (B. AKCEHOB);

(21) Cywecmsyem mrodicecmeo nymeil Oisi pa3eumus meopuu, U He SICHO,
Kakoii u3z Hux npeonoumumenviee («3Hanue — cmiay, 2003);

(22) Bapbapa cnpocuna: — Kozoa 3aempa camonem? — B Yaneu naoo dvimo
k 0genaoyamu (B. CKBOpIIOB);

(23) — U3 I'py3uu, — 6e3 oxomsl npusHancsa mysxcux. — Omxyoa uz I'pyzuu?
Ilomu? (A. Tepexos).

PasHbie BompocuTeIbHBIE MECTOMMEHHUS YIIOTPEOISIOTCS B Pa3HBIX YTOYHSIO-
IUX KOHCTPYKIUSX. Kmo, umo, kaxou, ueti yIoTPeOISIFOTCS B KOHCTPYKIIHH C U3,
KOTOpasi yKa3bIBaeT Ha BEIOOP OJHOTO M3 AJIEMEHTOB JUCKPETHOTO MHOXECTBA I10
KakoMy-JI100 npusHaKy: Kmo u3 nux mebs oouoen?; UYmo uz smoeo mebe ne upa-
sumcs?; Kakyro uz smux Knue mol Xouewivb 1 T.I. DTa KOHCTPYKIHS XapaKTepHa U
JUTSL COOTBETCTBYIOIINX HEOIPEICICHHBIX MECTOUMEHHH, a TaKKe JIJIST HEKOTOPBIX
KBaHTOPHBIX CJIOB W JUISl CYNEPIATUBOB; Cp. kmo-mo u3 ee opyzeti, Coiepaii mHe
umo-Hubyov uz Moyapma, kax)cowvlii u3, HeKOMopbvle U3, HeMHO2UE U3, JIYYUIUL U3.
MecToruMeHue cKobKO TaKKe YMOTPEeOsieTcss B KOHCTPYKIMH C 43, B 3HAYCHUHU
‘Kakas 1071 OT o01ero konudecTBa’: CKoabKO U3 9mux deHe2 movl nompamun? Ita
KOHCTPYKIIUSI XapaKTepHA U Ui COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX HEOPEICIICHHBIX MECTOMME-
HUL: [esouke nooapunu oecsimsb KoHgem, CKONbKO-MOo U3 HUX OHA Cpa3y Cved.

JInst MECTOMMEHUM KMo W Kakou YTOYHSIONAask KOHCTPYKIHUS C U3 XapaKTepHa
B BBICIIICH CTETIEHH, KaK BUIHO U3 Ta0JI. 2, ¥ TPAKTUYECKH BCE TIPUMEPBI Ha KMO U3
U KaKoul u3 SIBIISIOTCS €€ pean3ainuei — JI0JIs «IIyMay HUYTOXKHA.

Tabauya 2. BctpeyaemocTb MEeCTOMMEHMIA C Npeasiorom u3

MectoumeHue Kmo Kakoli
obuan yactotHocTb B HKPA 355623 342127
BXOXAEHMUA C U3 10757 3542
% ynotpebaeHui ¢ u3 3% 1%
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Ji1st 20e xapakTepHbI yIOTPEOICHUS C 00CTOSITEILCTBAMU MecTa: I Oe bl dcu-
seme 80 @panyuu?, I'0e onu omovixaiom na I asaiisx? KOHCTPYKIIUU BUAA 20e U3
BBITTIAAAT HEHOPMATUBHBIMHE: -1 0e u3z @panyuu 6wl scugeme? Taxum oOpasoM,
IUTSL 20e MHOKECTBOM BBIOOpA SBJISIETCS 3apaHee 3a/IaHHOE TIPOCTPAHCTBO, B KOTO-
POM IpY MOMOILHY YTOYHSIOUIEH KOHCTPYKIIUU (PUKCHpyeTcs oHa Touka: OpaHius
BOCIIPUHUMAETCS UMEHHO KaK HeIMCKPETHOE MHOXKECTBO, & HE KaK HA0Op TUCKPET-
HBIX TOMOHUMOB. TO € BEpPHO OTHOCHUTEIHLHO BPEMEHH: K020a YNOTpeOyseTcs B
KOHTEKCTE JPYroro 00CTOsTEILCTBA, 3aJAI0IIET0 OTPE30K BPEMEHU: K020d 3a8mpad,
K020a 8 ciedyrujem 200y, koeoa 6 opesrocmu, ko2oa 8 XI1X eexe. Takum 00pazom,
IUTSL K020d HEAVCKPETHBIM MHOKECTBOM BhIOOpA SIBIISIETCS BPEMEHHOM MepHo/I, B
KOTOpPOM (DUKCHpYyETCs OAMH MOMEHT — KaK Obl Bp€MEHHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO. AHAJIO-
TUYHBIC KOHCTPYKITUU XapaKTEPHBI U JIJIs1 COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX HEOMIPEACTIECHHBIX Me-
CTOMMEHUU: 20e-mo 8 necy, 20e-Huby0b 3a 20pOOOM, KO20A-MO 8 NPOULIOM, KO20d-
HUOYOb Ha credyrowell Hedene. Takol crocod YTOUYHEHHUs BOOOIE THUIMHYEH IS
MeCTa ¥ BpEMEHH U BHE KOHTEKCTa BOIPOCOB M MECTOUMEHUI; 00CTOSTEIbCTBA Me-
CTa U BPEMEHHU 4YacTo AyOIUPYIOTCA: Ha NAOWAOU NOO Yacami, 8 iecy Ha ONYuiKe,
8 cnanvbHe o0 Kpo8amvio; 3a6mpa 6 Nol0eHb, 8 NOHEOeIbHUK 6e4epoM U TIp.

Kyoa m omxyoa Taxxke ymnoTpeONsIOTCS C AyOIHpYyIOMUMH OOCTOSTENb-
CTBaMU — HaMpaBJIE€HUS U UCTOYHUKA COOTBETCTBEHHO: Ky0a 0 Ppanyuro, omkyoa
¢ Kaskasza. OnHako BCTpe4aeMOoCTh OJOOHBIX KOHCTPYKIMNA HAMHOTO HIXKE — TI0-
BUJMMOMY, B CHJTy TOTO, UTO HalpaBJieHUE, 0COOCHHO HaIIpaBJICHUE U3 3apaHee 13-
BECTHOT'O UCTOYHHUKA, — ITO U3HAYAIHLHO HEYTO HAMHOTO 00JIee TOUHOE, YeM MECTO
U BpeMs, U M03TOMY HOTPEOHOCTh B YTOUHEHUH HAMHOTO HIDKE. DTUM K€ 00bsic-
HSETCS U OoJiee HU3Kas BCTPEYAEMOCTh KyOa U OMKYyOd, HEXKEIU 20e U Ko2dd, C
YaCTULEN UMEHHO.

YTouHSsIONME KOHCTPYKIIMHA C MECTOUMEHUEM KaK HE BCTPEUAIOTCS C TIPEIIo-
TOM 43, OJIHAKO JIEKCUKaJIN30BaHbl C JPYTMMH KOHTEKCTaMHU, B YACTHOCTH Mpe.-
CTaBJICHBI (hpazeMamMu kax uxaue (1523 BXoxaeHus) u kax no-opyzomy (71 BX0x-
JIEHUE) CO 3HaYEHUEM ‘KakuM JIpyrum oopazom’. CBOOOIHOE BRIpaXKCHHE YTOUHE-
HUS C KaK BO3MOYXHO U C HApEUUsIMU, 0OCOOCHHO B KOMITapaTUBE:

(24) Haoo xopowenvro obcyoums, kak smo coeramov noayywe (H. Tpyoen-
KOM).

(25) YV «napmuu eracmuy opyeas npobaema — xax sgppexmusnee nompa-
mumse 2ueanmckull pexnamusiii 6100xcem («I'azetan, 2003.06.20).

Bce yrouHsonye KOHCTPYKIMHU € KaK TaKKe XapaKTepHbI AJIs HEONpeeeH-
HBIX MECTOUMEHUUN KaK-mo " Kak-Hubyowv: Haoo smo coenamo kak-nubyow unaye,
Haoo cmapamucs kak-mo noHsamuee 6vblpadcamucsi.

VYTouHsIONUME KOHCTPYKIIMM BO3MOXKHBI, HO HE TUIIUYHBI JJISl YMO, CKOJIbKO,
yell, omkyoa (B KOpITyce MPeCTaBICHbI €JMHUYHbIE TPUMEpPHI). MecTouMeHus no-
yeMy W 3a4em HEBO3MOXKHBI B YTOUHSIOIINUX KOHCTPYKLHUSAX; CP. HECTAaHAAPTHOCTD
"ITouemy no cmpannoii npuuune mol pewiun yexams?, **3auem ¢ 61a20poonoli ye-
JIb10 Mol 9o coenan? Y TOUHSIOMNE KOHCTPYKIUU HEBO3MOXKHBI I nouemy W 3d-
yeM TI0 TOM K€ IPUYMHE, YTO U COUETaHUS C UMEHHO — IIOCKOJIbKY CEMaHTHKA 3ayem
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U noyemy HECOBMECTUMA C Ujieel BbIOOpa U3 BO3MOKHBIX aIbTEPHATHUB, BBOJUMOMN
YTOUHSIOUMMH KOHCTPYKIHSMHU.

Onnako BcTpeuaeMocTh PBM B KOHCTPYKIIUHU C UMeHHO HE TTIOTHOCTBHIO TIPe-
CKa3bIBa€T MX BCTPEYAEMOCTb B YTOUHSIOUIMX KOHCTPYKIHMAX. Tak, MecrTouMeHue
ymo, KOTOpPOE OYEHb YAaCTOTHO C UMEHHO, HOCTATOYHO PEAKO YIMOTpedisercs
B KOHCTPYKIHMHU ymo u3. Kak mpencTaBisieTcsi, 3T0 CBSI3aHO C T€M, YTO CEMaHTHKa
Ymo CIUIIKOM IIUPOKA U 3TO MEIIAET JaHHOMY MECTOMMEHHUIO MPUMEHSTHCS IO
OTHOIICHHIO K 3JIEMEHTaM 3apaHee Ha3BaHHOT'O U OYEPUYCHHOT0 MHOXKECTBA OJTHO-
pOIHBIX 00BEKTOB. Bompoc ¢ umo yacto npeanonaraeT B KaueCcTBE OTBETA Ha3bIBa-
HHE KJacca 00beKTa, a He WACHTU(HUKAIMIO OJTHOTO KOHKPETHOTO 00BEKTa U3 3apa-
HEe Ha3BaHHOTO MHOXECTBA; Cp. — Ymo mul eti nodapun? — Knuey (Ha3zbiBaeTcs
KJIacC OOBEKTOB).

Jlaxxe eciu B KauecTBE OTBETa YKa3bIBaeTCs HE KJIAcC, a KOHKPETHBIN 00BEKT,
BOIIPOC C ymo, KaK MPaBUIIO, HE BKIIOUAET MHPOPMALIUH O Kiacce: — Ymo mul ell
nooapun? — «Botiny u mupy». 11o03TOMY KOHCTPYKIIUS C 43, B KOTOPOH MPAKTUYECKU
BCET/J1a Ha3bIBACTCS KJIACC OOBEKTOB, JAJIS /Mo HE CIUIIKOM XapakrepHa. CTpaHHO
ckasath ' Ymo uz knue mol xouewn, ' Imo us caramoe moi xoueuro v 1p. ckimode-
HHUEM SIBJISIOTCSI KOHCTPYKIMH BUIa Ymo u3 2mozo mul xoyeuib?, B KOTOPbIX HE
Ha3bIBAETCS KJIACC 0OBEKTOB, a YKa3bIBACTCA KOHKPETHOE MHOKECTBO, WIIH )K€ KOH-
CTPYKIIMH C 0003HAYCHUSAMHU TAKCOHOMHUYECKUX K1accoB (Ymo uz mebenu/odedxncov
mebe HysxcHo?). B cutyanuu, Korja 3apaHee M3BECTHO, O KaKOH COBOKYIHOCTH
00BEKTOB HJIET peub, U HY)KHO yKa3aThb Ha OJMH KOHKPETHBIH 00BEKT, 00ianaro-
M 33JaHHBIM IPU3HAKOM, YIIOTpeOIIseTCs MECTOUMEeHHE Kakoul: Kakyro uz knue
mu1 xouewn?, Kaxoii uz canamos moi xoueutb?> IT0 00bACHIET BLICOKYIO BCTpe-
YaeMOCTh KaKoU B YTOUHSIOUINX KOHCTPYKIUX ¢ u3. IHTepecHo, 4To kmo BBICO-
KOYaCTOTHO B KOHCTPYKLIMH C U3: 3TO, OISATh-TAKHU, CBSI3aHO C ero (0oJee y3Koii 1o
CPaBHEHHMIO C ¥mo) CeMaHTHKOW. Kmo B KauecTBe OTBETa MpEeIoJaraeT He Kiace
00BEKTOB, 8 YHUKAJIbHYIO KOHKPETHYIO UIACHTU(UKAIMIO; Cp. Koeo mbi nt0buus?
Bacto, pu ctpanroctu — Koeo mut aobuwn? — Yenoseka <cobaky, unoicenepa,
ooHoknaccHuka>. COOTBETCTBEHHO, KMO «IPUTATUBACTCS» K KOHCTPYKLHUU C U3,
GYyHKIUS KOTOPOH — yTOYHEHHE KOHKPETHOro OOBEKTa M3 3apaHee Ha3BaHHOIO
MHOXECTBA.

4.3. KoHcmpyKyuu c pedynaukayueli

JI1st BOIPOCUTEBHBIX MECTOMMEHUN XapaKTEPHbI KOHCTPYKLUUU C PEAYILIU-
karmeii . EcTh Kak MHHMMYM TpU KOHCTPYKIHH C pelyIUIMKaIuei, KOTOpbIe
HUMCHOT pa3H1>1171 CMBICII 1 B pa3H0171 CTCIICHU COUCTAIOTCA C pa3HBIMU MCCTOUMCHH-

5 Pycckoe BOTIPOCHUTENBHOE MECTOUMEHHE KAKOL MMEET JIBE MHTEPIPETAIMH B CBOEM IIEPBOM
3nadyeHnn: ‘what kind of” (Bompoc o npusHake o6bekra) u ‘which’ (mpocs0a ykazaTh Ha KOHKpET-
HBIIl OOBEKT M3 3apaHee 3alaHHOW COBOKYITHOCTH): — Kaxoe niamve moi kynuna? — [lleaxosoe,
nemnee [‘what kind of”]; — Bom smo [‘which’].

® O630p nuTEpaTyphl MO penymwMKanuu cM. B (B. Ampecsin 2018).
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aMu. Huxe npencraBiieHa cTaTHCTUKA YNOTPEOJIEHUH BONPOCUTENIBHBIX MECTO-
UMEeHHUH ¢ penyruukanuei mo nanasiM HKPSI (6e3 pa3nuuenus ceMaHTHYeCKU pas-
JVYHBIX TUIOB PENYIUIMKALINN).

Tabauya 3. YacTOTHOCTb MECTOMMEHMIA C pegyniuKauuen

O6wwasn YacTOTHOCTb BxoxpeHusa % BXOXXAEHUMN
MectoumeHue
B HKPA C NOBTOPOM C NOBTOPOM
ymo 3707974 2937 0,07 %
Kmo 355623 715 0,2%
Kak 1910556 549 0,02 %
Kyoa 97225 388 0,3%
3a4yem 66462 330 0,5 %
noyemy 119 077 327 0,27 %
20e 323725 298 0,09 %
Kakoli 342127 185 0,05 %
CKO/1bKO 89573 94 0,1%
Ko2da 572008 83 0,01 %
omkyoa 41195 42 0,1%
yel 18184 11 0,06 %

4.3.1. Pedynaukayus amga3sbi

Haubonee ynuBepcaibHa KOHCTPYKITUS, KOTOPYIO MOKHO Ha3BaTh «PEIyTLIH-
Kauuei sM@a3zpy. OHa BO3MOXKHA JJ1 BCEX MECTOMMEHU, B TOM UHCIIE VIS 3a4eMm
U noyemy. DTO CBSI3aHO C T€M, YTO OHA OYEHBb MAJIO CIEeU(PUIHA CEMAHTHUCCKHU:
sM(aTuyeckas peayIuIMKalus BO3MOXKHA MPAKTUYECKH JJI BCEX 4YacTe pedu u
HE3aBUCUMO OT CEMAHTUKH CJIOBA; CP.

(26) Bcé amo, koneuno, max, Ho mocka, mocka... (B. Ilsemyx);

(27) - A wobmo sac, Bradumup Muxaiinosuu, — ckazana oHa u oOHsIA €20.
— o, noéarw! (F0.0. [JlomOpoBckwii).

KoHkpeTHOe uyBCTBO, KOTOPOE BBIPAXKAET PELYIUINKALINSA, 3aBUCUT OT KOHTEK-
CTa U MOYKET CHJIbHO Pa3IM4aThCsl B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT CEMAHTHKH MOBTOPSIEMOTO
cyioBa. Y BOIIPOCUTEIHHBIX MECTOMMEHH TOBTOP OOBIYHO MEpeacT pa3IpaxeHue,
BBI3BaHHOE BOIIPOCOM, WM 3M(a3y B pUTOPUUECKOM BOMpOCE (COXkKaJleHHE, yKac,
OTYasHUE U JPYTHe CUIbHBIE IMOLUN):

(28) -0, cecmpuuku, kax eawu dena? — Kak, kak? — oepvizuynace 3uua. —
Huxkax, eom xkak («Myp3unka», 2002);

(29) — Kyoa, kyoa? /la na xyovikuny eopy! (A. MoTopoB);

(30) — JlondicHo Ovims, He 8 MO cmeny. — A Kmo, Kmo Obli émecmo eac?! —
6 omyasanuu kpuknyna oua ([1. Pyouna);

(31) Hy 3auem, 3auem 100U NPOURHOCAM MAKOE KOJAUYECMBO Cl087
(A. Bomoc).
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Y HEKOTOPBIX PEAYILIHIINPOBAHHBIX MECTOMMEHHUI B HHTEPIIPETAIIH Pa3ipa-
KCHHSI CYIICCTBYIOT KJIMIIMPOBAHHBIC TPyObIe MPOMOJIKCHUS (KOTOPHIE MOTYT
TaKXKe CIY)XKUTh OTBETAMH Ha BOMNPOCHI C OJUHOYHBIMH MECTOUMEHUSIMH):
Kmo-kmo, 0ed Iluxmo <KoHb 8 nanbLmo™: Ky0a-Kyod, Ha KYObIKUHY 20py; NoYem)-
nouemy, no Kouawy; 2oe-2oe, y mebs Ha 60pooe; omkyoa-omkyoda, om eeponooa u
np. Takoro poma (pasconoruzanuu OOBSICHSIOT OTHOCUTEIBHYK) YaCTOTHOCTb
penyIuMKanuii y 0ojiee peIkux MECTOMMEHHI THITA OMmK)YOd.

4.3.2. Pedynnukayus nepecnpoca

Bropas pacripocTpaneHHast KOHCTPYKIHS C peAyIIMKAue BOMPOCHTEIbHBIX
MECTOMMEHH HCIIOJIB3YCTCA JIA NCPECIpPOCa, CCIN YCIOBCK HC pacCCibllial U
HE MOHSI COOECeTHUKA, W €CIIH TO, YTO OH YCJBIIAJ, CIMIIKOM HEOXKHIAHHO.
CriocoOHOCTD K yHOTPEOJICHUIO ¢ peAyIUTMKAIIIeH Iepecpoca UMeeTcs y BCeX Me-
CTOMMEHHH, KpOME 3aueM W noyemy, JUISL KOTOPBIX 3Ta KOHCTPYKIHS HeXapak-
tepHa. Cp.:

(32) — Mbwt edem 6 3anzubap. — Kyoa-kyoa?;

(33) — Bam 360onuna Kaccuones Huxanoposna. — Kmo-kmo?;

(34) — Hyoicno 3axazams Hosblil Heghenomemp. — Umo-umo?;

(35) — Copox epusen! — Cxkonvko-ckonvko?! — Copok epusen! (P. Kapies);

(36) — Tot omxyoa? Ilapenex nponeneman umo-mo nesuamnoe. On Opodican
6cem menom u yacmo mopeai. — Omkyoa, omkyoa? — C Eopuna. — E0-
puno? I'de smo maxoe? (10. Bszemckuii).

[To-BuauMoMy, peayIuIMKaIis TAKOTO pojia MPEeabsIBIsET Kak (poHeTHUYEeCKHe,
Tak U pedepeHnuanbabie TpeboBanua. C 0HON CTOPOHBI, MOCKOJIBKY IPU peay-
IUIMKALUU TIEPecnpoca MOBTOPEHHOE MECTOMMEHHE MPOU3HOCHUTCS KaK €IMHOE
doneTnyeckoe 1eI0e, OHAa Oojiee XapakTepHa Ui KOPOTKHX, OJHOCIIOKHBIX
cioB (kmo, umo, kax). C Ipyroi CTOpOHBIL, IOCKOJIbKY WIJOKYTHUBHAs LIEIb NEpe-
cIpoca — Kay3upoBaTh MOBTOP BBICKA3bIBAHUS, IMOBTOPSEMOE BHICKA3bIBAHUE HE
JIOJDKHO OBITH CIMIIKOM JJIMHHBIM. Bo Bcex mpumepax mpocb0a 0 MOBTOpE Kaca-
€TCsI OJTHOTO CJIOBA WJIH KOPOTKOH (Ppa3el. MecTonMeHUs 3auem U nouemy, ¢ OTHOU
CTOPOHBI, HE OJTHOCIIOXKHBI, C IPYTON CTOPOHBI — COOOIICHHUS O LEJIN MU TPUYNHE
HE MOTYT IlepeaBaThCsl OJTHUM CIIOBOM; KaK MPaBUJIO, OHU TPeOYIOT LEJIOT0 MpH-
JATOYHOTO TpeuiokeHus. Takum o0pa3oM, perymuKaiys nepecnpoca Hexapak-
TepHA IJI 3aYemM U noyemy: CaMH TH CJI0Ba CIUILKOM JJIUHHBI 715 peAYTUINKAIIUN
C TIpeBpalleHHEeM B enuHoe (oHeTHYecKoe CIOBO, U HH(pOpMAIHs, KOTOPYIO
TpeOOBAIOCH OBI TIOBTOPHTH, TAKKE CIIUIITKOM JTHHHA.

4.3.3. YcmynumenbHO-npomusumesbHaA pedynaukayus

Tpetuii TUN KOHCTPYKLUHMH C PENyIUIMKALMEH, XapaKTEPHBIN A PYyCCKUX
BOIIPOCHUTCIIBHBIX MECTOMMCHUN — 3TO YCTYNUTCIIbHO-IPOTUBUTCIIbHAA
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penymumkaius (Feldstein 2016). Ona Bo3HUKaeT HE B BOIPOCUTEIHFHOM 3HAYCHUH,
a B PA3roBOpHOM 3HAYCHHUU HCOIMPCACICHHOIO0O MCCTOUMCHMHA, OGCy)KIIaBHICMCH
BBIIIIE; CP.

(37) Kmo-xmo, a yoc on He nodgedem ‘Kakue-To ApyrHe IIOOH MOTYT
MOJIBECTH, HO OH HET’;

(38) [0e-20e, a na Kanapax eéceeda xopoutas nocooa ‘B KaKuX-TO APYTHX
MecTax MOXET OBITh TUIOXast moroja, Ho He Ha Kanapax’.

[Ipu naHHOM peayIIMKAIIUU JBOMHOEC MECTOMMEHHUE SBJISICTCS €IMHBIM (DOHE-
TUYECKUM CIIOBOM, 000cabIUBaETCs M yIOTPEOIISETCS TIepe] COI030M d.

DTO 3HAYECHHE OTCYTCTBYET Y 3auem, nouemy U MPaKTUIECKH HE BCTPEUACTCS
y ckonbko. COOTBETCTBEHHO, /Il HUX HEECTECTBEHHA MJIM HEBO3MOKHA 3Ta pely-
TUTMKALS

(39) "’Cxonvro-cronvko, Ho yoic namvcom pybneli on mebe mouHo Oacm;

(40) *3aquem-3auem, HO yorc umodvL eti NHOMOUb, OH MOYHO NATIbYEM He 08U-
Hem;

(41) *llouemy-nouemy, HO Yo U3-3a 6empa Kpblida MOYHO He 00BATUMCSL.

VY ocTanpHBIX BONPOCUTENBHBIX MECTOMMEHMHA KOJUYECTBO 000COOIEHHBIX
KOHCTPYKLHUH C HOBTOPOM IIE€pEJl COI030M @ PacHpeiesieTcs CaelyoInuM 00pa3oM.

Tabauya 4. PegynanumupoBaHHbie BXOXKAEHUA Nepea colo30M a

MecronmeHme O6Lan 4acTOTHOCTb PeaynanumpoBaHHbie BXOXKAEeHUA
B HKpA nepep, coro3om a
ymo 3707974 366
Kmo 355623 296
20e 323725 18
Kyoa 97225 3
Ko20a 572008 2
Kakoli 342127 1
Kak 1910556 0
yeli 18184 0
omKyda 41195 0

Kak BUIHO U3 KOTMYECTBEHHBIX JAHHBIX, yCTYIUTEIbHO-IPOTUBUTEIbHAS pe-
JTYTUTMKAILUSL OTHOCUTENIbHO YaCTOTHA TOJIBKO Y MECTOMMEHUN-CYIIECTBUTENIbHBIX,
OJIHAKO €IMHUYHbIE IPUMEPHI BCTPEUAIOTCA U Y APYTUX MECTOMMEHHM, Y KOTOPBIX
€CTh 3HauUeHue HeomnpeaeneHHoctu. Cp.:

(42) UYezo-uezo, a pabomol y nac xeamaem (B. AKCEHOB);
(43) Kozo-kozo0, a ux-mo dondicHvl 06cydicueams no svicuemy paspsaoy! (M.
I'pexoBa).
Kak u B mpyrux ciyyasx, BCTpEYa€MOCTh Pa3HbIX BOMPOCHUTEIBHBIX MECTO-
UMEHUHN B JTAHHOM KOHCTPYKIIUH OOBACHSAETCA UX CeMaHTHKONW. CMBICT KOHCTPYK-
[IUH C pEIYIUIMKAIMENd TAKOB:
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(44) (Vo) X-X, a Y Z ‘Ectb camble pa3Hble DIEeMEHTHl X HEKOTOPOTO MHO-
’KEeCTBa; MHOTHE W BCE M3 HUX HE 00Iaaf0T CBOMCTBOM Z; DIIEMEHT
Y 3TOro MHOXeCTBa TOYHO 00J1a1aeT CBOHCTBOM Z’,

[TockonbKy nouemy ¥ 3ayem B MPUHIIATIE HECOBMECTHMEI C UACEH aabTepHa-
TUBBI, NJI1 HUX HEBO3MOXHO YHOTpeOJieHWE B KOHCTPYKIMH, YKa3bIBAIOIICH
Ha CyIIECTBOBAaHUE PYTUX AIEMEHTOB, IPUHAJICIKAIINX TOMY K€ MHOXKECTBY — B
JAHHOM CIy4yae MHOJXKECTBY PEJICBAHTHBIX MPUYMH WU Ieneid. YTo KacaeTcs
OCTAJIbHBIX MECTOMMEHHH, TO X PACIIPEICIICHUE PETYyIUPYETCS IParMaTHIECKUMH
¢dakropamMu. MHOKECTBO CYIIECTB HIJIM MHOXECTBO OOBEKTOB, (HE) 00JIaJaronX
OTIpeIeIICHHBIMU CBOMCTBAMH — ATO JISTUTHMHBIC M 9YaCTO BCTPEUAIOIIHECs MHOXKE-
cTBa. MHOKECTBO MECT C OIPEICIICHHBIMH CBOMCTBAMH — TAKKE JOCTATOYHO YACTO
BCTpEYAONIUiics TN MHOXecTBa. OJTHAKO MHOXKECTBO MPHU3HAKOB C OIPEJIEIICH-
HBIMU CBOWCTBaMH (YoC KAKOU-KAKOIL), MHOXECTBO CIIOCOOOB C OIpeaeICHHBIMU
CBOMCTBaMH ()ofC KAK-KAK) B OCOOEHHO MHOKECTBO KOJIMYECTB C ONPECICHHBIMU
CBOMCTBaMH ()yoC CKOILKO-CKOIbKO) TIPEICTAaBUTh ce0e HaMmHOTo TpynaHee. [lo-
9TOMY OOJIBINIasi YacTh MECTOMMEHHWH, MPH MOTCHIUAILHOW BO3MOYKHOCTH YIIO-
TpeOJIeHHs B yCTYMUTEIBHON KOHCTPYKIIUHU, B PEATBHOCTH MPAKTHYECKU B HEH HE
BcTpevaercs. [Ipu 3ToM HeKOoTOphIe MecTOMMEHUs HOPMUPYIOT (hpa3eoIoru30BaH-
HbIE KOJIJIOKALIMU C ATOM KOHCTpYKLUEH; cp. Hanpumep Kmo Ovl 206opun, HYvs Ovl
KOpo8a mwiuana (a meosi vl monuana) co 3HadeHueM [ ‘Ecnmu apyrum u npucrano
00 3TOM TOBOpPHUTH, TO TeOE HET’|.

4.4. KoHcmpyKyuu ¢ pumopu4yecKumu sonpocamu

J1J1s BOTIPOCUTENHHBIX MECTOMMEHUH XapaKTePHO yHOTPeOIeHUE B Pa3HBIX TH-
nax pUTOPUYECKUX KOHCTPYKIMA. MBI HE paccMaTpUBaeM 3/1€Ch IKCKJIaMaTHBBI CO
cioBaMu xakotl ¥ kak (Kak ona npexpacna!, Kaxoii uz neeo my3vikanm v 1ip. ), OTIH-
canHble B paboTax (AmpecsH 1995, 3eBaxuna 2018) u 1p., a TOJIBKO KOHCTPYKIIHH,
3HAYUMBIC JUISI BCEX WIIM OOJIbIIEH YaCTH BOIMPOCUTEIHLHBIX MECTOUMEHUH.

1. Putopuyeckue BOMPOCHI U BOCKJIMIIAHKUS CO 3HAYeHUEM oTputanus (Kmo
Modicem cpagHumvcs ¢ Mamunbooii moeil);

2. Putopuueckue BOIPOCHI U BOCKIUIIAHUS C OTPUIIAHUEM, CO 3HAYCHHEM Bce-
oOmIHOCTH WK pa3zHooOpasus (A kmo He nbem?);

3. Putropuueckue BOpOChl C YACTUIICH -710 CO 3HAUCHUEM ‘HEU3BECTHO, KaKOM
YeJI0BEK/00bEeKT/MeCTO/HAaNpaBIeHUE U Tp. OyAeT yyacTHUKOM cutyaruu Al, u Oy-
IyT JIA OHU XOPOIIUMU B 3TOM KauecTBe (I 0e-mo mwvi 6ydem cums?);

4. Putopudeckrie BOMPOCH UM BOCKIUIAHUS BUIA A Kmo K Ham npuwien!, B
CUTYaIUSX S3BIKOBOM UTPHI, KOT 14 TOBOPSIIIHIA UMEET B BUTY H3BECTHOT'O €My KOH-
KpPETHOTO YenoBeKka (00BeKT, HalpaBJiIeHHE U Ip.), 0 KOTOPOM OH cOOHMpaeTcs co-
OOMINTH aJipecaTy, CUUTast, YTO €T ITO MOPATYET, UIH KE CaMOT0 aJIpecara.

5. Puropuueckue Bonpocsl Buna (a) kmo Al maxou <maxaa>, umobwr A2?,
co 3HaueHueM ‘Al He Takol 4eoBEK, KOTOPbIN UMEET MpaBo Jenath A2’.
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Koucrpykuus Buna ([a) umo (sc) smo makoe BeIpaxkaeT MeHee crienuduye-
CKYIO CEMaHTHKY BO3MYIICHHS 10 TIOBOY UMEIOIICH MECTO CUTYAIIHH:

(45) —Jla umo oce smo maxoe! — sosmymunace Onvea (B. benoycosa).

JU1 OCTabHBIX MECTOMMEHUH, HE ABIIAIOIIUXCS CyLIECTBUTEIbHBIMHU, COYE-
TaHHE BOOOILE HEBO3MOKHO.

Hcuncnenne BCTpE4aeMOCTH KaKJOTO U3 MECTOMMEHHH B KaKJIOM U3 KOH-
CTPYKLMH 3aTPyAHEHO B CHJIy TOTO, YTO OHU JIMOO HE UMEIOT (PUKCHUPOBAHHOIO
CHUHTaKCHYEeCKOro oopMiIeHus, TM00 UMEIOT O0JIbIIOe KOJIMYECTBO CUHTaKCHYe-
CKMX OMOHMMOB.

[TepBsIii TUIT BONIPOCOB U BOCKIUIAHUH (C OTPUIIATENFHOM MHTEPIPETALIEH)
BO3MOJKEH UL BCEX MECTOMMEHMH, BKIIIOYAsl 3a4em U nouemy, MOCKOJIbKY CEMaH-
THUKA OTCYTCTBUS HE IPOTHUBOPEUUT UX CEMAHTHKE:!

(46) Ilouemy 6vl mawuna cromanacey? ‘Het mpUIuHEL, IO KOTOPOI MalirHa
MorJia Obl CIIOMAaThCs

(47) 3auem 6v1 21 cman mebe mewams? ‘HeT tienu, KOTOpyto ObI MOTJIO TIpe-
CJIEZIOBATh TAKOE TIOBEECHHE .

OTa KOHCTPYKIIMS OOBIYHO MpEArojaraeT UCIOJIb30BAHUE COCIAraTreiabHOro
HAKJIOHEHUS, MOJAIILHOTO CJIOBA, Oy IyIIero BpeMEHH UIM HHOTO TIOKa3aTells HeBe-
PUIHUKATUBHOCTHU: Yem mym MoHCHO NOMOYb <nomodxceuib>? [ ‘IoMOYb HEJIb3s HU-
yeM’|; Kax s emy obwscHio, umo e2o ysonvusawom? [‘00BICHUTH HUKAK HEBO3-
MOXHO’|; ['0e Ham uckamso cnacenus? [‘uverne’]; Kmo 6wt ycmosin neped smum uc-
Kyuenuem? [ ‘HUKTO ]. OOIIUNA CMBICT 3TON KOHCTPYKIIMH TaKOM:

(48) X 6w Y ‘Het X-a (uemoBeka, 00bEKTa, CUTyaIllH, MECTa, UCTOYHHUKA,
KOJIMYECTBA, IPUYUHBI, U TIp.), KOTOPBI ObI UMEN CBOMCTBO Y .

DTa KOHCTPYKIHS B BBICIICH CTEIICHHW XapakTepHa s Kmo U o0paszyer psij
(b pa3eonorn30BaHHBIX KOJUIOKAIMA C 3TUM MECTOUMEHHeM: Kmo Ovl moe nooy-
mame ‘Huxro He nyman’, Kmo 6vl moe soobpazums ‘HukTo HE MOT BOOOpa3uTh’,
Kmo 6wb1 3nan ‘Hukto He 3Han’, Kmo 6wl comnesancs ‘HukTo He comHeBaeTCs ',
Kmo 6v1 cnopun ‘Hukto He crioput’.

Y nouemy mipu 3TOM €CTh CBOSI COOCTBEHHAs] KOHCTPYKIIUS C PUTOPHUUCCKUM
BOIIPOCOM, nouemy Obl He, KOTOpasi BEIpaKaeT MPeAJIOKEHUE HEUTO CCNaTh:

(49) A nouemy Ovl 6am He opeanu306aMb NPOOANCY BAUIUX Gewyell V HAC,
3a Ypanom? («HapomgHoe TBOpuecTBO», 2004).

PuTtopuueckass KOHCTPYKIHS CO 3HAYCHUEM BCEOOLTHOCTH B pa3HON CTENEHU
BO3MOYKHA JIJIs1 OOJIBIIEH YaCTH BOIPOCUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHUH. DTa KOHCTPYKITUS
BKJIIOYAET B c€0s1 SKCITMLUTHOE WJIM UMIUTMLIIUTHOE OTPULIAHHE:

(50) Yeeo ne coenaewv paou ceoeeo pebenxa? ‘Cnemnaens Bc’;
(51) Komy noupasumcs maxoe xamcmeo? ‘BcsSkoMy 4elOBEKy HeE MOHpa-
BUTCS TAKOE XaMCTBO’.
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Ona TakXke 4acTo BKJIIOYAET YACTHUILY MOAbKO B YCUIMTEIBHOM 3HAYCHMHU,
0COOEHHO €CIIU TJ1arojl CTOMT B MPOIIEANIEM BPEMEHHU:

(52) Kmo mam moavko ue 6vin! ‘Bce, KOro MOXHO cede TpEICTaBUTh,
ObuTH

(53) Yeeo moavko ona ne nacomoguna! ‘Bce, 4T0 MOXKHO ceOe IpeICTaBUTh
B JJAHHOM CHUTyallly, OHA HATOTOBHUIIA .

CMBICIT KOHCTPYKIIUHM 0€3 YaCTHIIBI 710716K0 MOKHO C(HOPMYIUPOBATH CIETY-
IOIIUM 00pa3oM:

(54) X wnue Y (4 kmo ne nbem?; Komy oxoma 6 60ckpecenve 8 uiecms ympa
uomu Ha pabomy?) ‘Beskuit X (4enoBeK, OOBEKT, CUTyalus, MeCTO,
HMCTOYHUK, IPUIMHA U TIP.) UMEET CBOMCTBO Y.

B couerannu c qaCTHHGﬁ moabKo CMBICIT KOHCTPYKIUHU HECKOJIBKO CABHIA-
CTCA:

(55) X monvro ne Y (Heco moavko on paou nee ne denan <Hezo moabko He
coenaewv paou opyea; Kyoa moavko 1 He obpawarace!> ‘Bece X-bI
(;rrou, OOBEKTHI, CHTyallMHM, MECTa, MCTOYHUKH, MPUYUHBL, W TIp.),
cpenu X-0B, pEIEBAHTHBIX AJIA JaHHOM CUTYalluH, UMEIOT CBOMCTBO Y.

Takum obOpazom, 6e3 moavko (MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B OyIyIleM BPEMEHH M
HACTOSAIIEM XaOUTyalTbHOM) KOHCTPYKITUSI HMHTEPIPETUPYETCS] TCHEPUICCKH — KaK
OTHOCSIIASICS KO BCEM 3JIECMEHTaM OTKPBITOTO MHOXECTBA MIOTCHIIMAIBHO BO3MOXK-
HBIX X-0B. C mosbko (IPEeUMYIIECTBEHHO B IMPOIIEIIIEM BpEMEHH) OHA BOCIIPHHU-
MaeTCsl KOHKPETHO-PEPEPEHTHO — KaK OMUCHIBAIOIIAS BCE 3JIEMEHTHI 3aMKHYTOTO
MHO>KECTBa TeX X-0B, KOTOPhIE MOXHO ceOe MPeICTaBUTh B UMEBIIIEH MECTO CUTY-
aruu. JTO ynoTpebiieHHe HOCUT Oojiee pUTOPUYECKUN U MeHee OyKBalbHBIM
XapakTep: Ha CaMOM JIeJIie UMEETCSl B BHJIY OYCHBb OOJILIIIOE MHOT000Opas3ue X-0B,
a He peasibHas BCEOOIHOCTb.

OTa KOHCTPYKIHS HEBO3MOXKHA ISl 3aYeM U noyemy MO y>K€ MHOTOKPATHO
YIIOMUHABIIECHCS IPUYHHE: 3aueM W noyem)y He COBMECTHMBI C CEMAaHTHKOH MHO-
YKECTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPasi BBOJUTCS, B JAHHOM CJIy4ae, KaK CJICICTBUE CEMAaHTHKHU
BCeOOITHOCTH WM MHOT000pasus. Cp. HEBOZMOXKHOCTh *3auem monvko He nomo-
Jicewy Opyey? [HEBO3MOXKHA HWHTEpHperanusi ‘Y TOMOIIM JIPYTy €CTh BCsAKas
1ens’ |, Ipu BO3MOXKHOCTH (pa3 Buaa Yeco moavko He coenaeuib, 4mobbi NOMOYb
opyey!, *llouemy monbko He 6epHeutbcsi 0oMol [HEBO3MOKHA WHTEPIIPETALIUS
‘Y BO3BpalieHHs TOMOW €CTh BCSIKas MpPUYMHA’|, MPH €CTECTBEHHOCTH Yezo
MOJIbKO He OMOAalb, YUmoobl 8epHYMbCs OOMOTL!

Kpome Toro, 3Ta KOHCTPYKIHS MParMaTudeckKu HEECTECTBEHHA IS CKOJIbKO
(8 HKPS HeT nogo0HBIX MPUMEPOB), 0OCOOEHHO B COUETAHUH C YACTUIIEH MOIbKO.
be3 wacTuipl mo1bk0 BO3MOKHO CKOHCTPYHPOBATh OTHOCUTEILHO €CTECTBEHHBIC
MPUMEPBI CO CKOIbKO B TAHHOW KOHCTPYKIIHH:
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(56) Ckonvko He 3anaamuutb, umobvl éepHymb 300posbe! [‘3amnaTuib
MO0y cyMMY’ |, TOCKOJIBKY PeYb UAET O HEOIPaHUYCHHOM MHOYKECTBE
MOTCHIUATBHBIX CYMM, BCIKYIO U3 KOTOPBIX CyOBEKT TOTOB 3aILIATHTb.

OnHako B COUYETAHHUH C M0JbKO KOHCTPYKIIMS CTAHOBUTCS CTPAHHOM:

2
(57) "“Ckonvko on moavko He 3aniamui 3a C60U Onepayul Ha NO360HOY-
Huxe!

DTO0 CBSA3aHO C TEM, UTO MOJIbKO C MPOIIEAIINM BPEMEHEM YKa3bIBaeT HA He-
KOTOPOE MHOYKECTBO PEJIEBAHTHBIX JCHEKHBIX CYMM, BCE U3 KOTOPHIX CYOBEKT 3a-
IUIaTUJI, YTO IparMaTHYecKHu KpaiiHe MajoBeposiTHO. To ke BepHO AJisi BOIPOCH-
TEIBHOT'O MECTOMMEHUS K020d. HpI/IMepBI 663 moJjabKo B IPUHIOUIIC BO3MOXKHBI,
Xx0Ts 1 He BcTpevatorcst B HKPS:

(58) Koeoa on ne nenuncs u ne omavinuean? ‘OH BCeraa JCHHICS M OTIIbI-
HUBAN .

HpI/IMepBI C moJibKo NparMaTUiCCK HCAACKBATHBI, ITIOCKOJIBKY INPCAIIOIararoT
pa3HooOpa3ue BpEMEHHBIX XapaKTePUCTUK HEKOTOPO KOHKPETHOW CUTYAIIHH:

2 o
(59) ‘Koeoa on monvko He 2060pun eii KomMnaumermuol!

HekoTtopeie MecTonMeHus o0pa3yroT yCTOMYUBbIE (Ppazeosoru30BaHHbIE CO-
yeTaHus ¢ JaHHOH koHcTpykuueil: C kem ne 6visaem [‘He BonHylics, BCIKUM de-
JIOBEK MOXKET CJIeJIaTh OMMOKY, MOI00HYIO TOM, 4TO caenan 1ol |, Yeeo (na ceéeme)
He Ovisaem [‘CiydaloTcs camble pa3HbIE, 9acTO yAMBUTENbHBIC, Bemu |. TouHOoe
MCYHUCJICHHE BCTPEYAEMOCTH JaHHOW KOHCTPYKUMU HEBO3MOXHO B CHILy €€ BBICO-
KO OMOHUMHUYHOCTH C HE-PUTOPHUIECKUM BOTIPOCOM: cp. Kmo ne npudem x Cauwte
Ha OeHb poxcoenus? [‘Beskuit yenoBek npuiet k Caie Ha JIeHb POXKICHUS MU
‘Ckakyl MHE, Kakue JItoau He IpuayT K Camie Ha IeHb poxxaeHus’ |. He-omoHumuy-
HBIMH SIBJISIIOTCSI BXOXKJIEHUS C YaCTULIEH moabko: Ko2o 51 monbko y He2o ne ecmpe-
yan [‘BCTpedaln caMblX pa3HBIX JIIOJCH’ |, OTHAKO OHU MPEJCTABIAIOT COOON JIUIITH
4acTh peajbHO BCTPEUAIOIIUXCS PUTOPHUECKUX BOTIPOCOB CO 3HAUYCHHUEM BCEOOIII-
HOCTH. Hre mpuBOIATCSA 4acCTOTHBIE JaHHBIE BCTPEYAEMOCTH BOIPOCHUTEIBHBIX

MECTOUMEHUN B KOHCTPYKLUHU C mo.bko He (MecTouMeHue + monvko + He)
no HKPS.

Tabauya 5. YacTOTHOCTb MECTOMMEHUI C MO/IbKO He

MectoumeHue ymo Kmo 20e KaK Kyda | Kakoli | omkyda | ueii
O6Las 4aCTOTHOCTb 3707974 | 355623 | 323725 | 1910556 |97225|342127| 41195 | 18184
B8 HKPA

BXOXAEHMA C mosabKo He | 1170 357 106 100 47 41 12 1

Tabnuua yacTOTHOCTEH PUTOPUUECKON KOHCTPYKLUH C MOIbKO B UHTEPIIPE-
TaluU pa3HOOOpa3us U MHOTOYHUCICHHOCTH HANPSMYIO HE KOPPEIUPYET C YacTOT-
HOCTBIO CAMUX BOIPOCHUTENIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHH (32 UCKIIFOUEHUEM CaMOil BepXHel
U caMOM HWDKHEH 4acTeil TabiuIbl), Kak 3TO BEPHO U OTHOCHTENIBHO BCEX IPYTHUX
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paccMaTprBaeMbIX KOHCTpYKIMi. Yallie Bcero peub UAET O pa3HOOOpa3uu 00beK-
TOB M CyOBEKTOB CUTYAIHii, peXe BCEro — 0 Pa3HOOOpa3Uu UCTOYHUKOB U TOCEC-
COpOB, a paszHooOpa3ue MecT (ede), crmoco0oB (kak), HampaBieHUN (Kyoa)
Y TIPU3HAKOB (KaKo1i) 3aHUMAET MPOMEXKYTOUHYIO TTO3UIIHIO.

Tpertbs puroprueckas KOHCTPYKLUSA, C YACTULIEH -0 U BOIIPOCOM, BO3MOXKHA
JUIsl OOJIBIIMHCTBA BONPOCUTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHM. PeanbHble KOpIyCHbIE MpH-
Mephl YoTpeOIeHNs: HAUTH HEMPOCTO, IOCKOJIBKY OHHM BCTPEUAIOTCS JOCTATOYHO
penKo (KOHCTPYKIIHS CTUIMCTUYECKU OKpallleHa KaK YXOIsIIasi U BICOKAs W T10-
ATHUYECKas) U MPU ITOM OHH OMOHHUMHYHBI C BRICOKOYACTOTHBIMU HEOTMpeEeeH-
HBIMH MECTOMMEHUAMHU Ha -m0. OJIHAKO BO3MOKHO CKOHCTPYUPOBAThH JOCTATOYHO
€CTECTBEHHbIE TPUMEPHI yroTpeOaeHus.. KoHCTpyKIus UMeeT cleay ol CMbICIL:

(60) X-mo Y (Kyoa-mo mwvl ¢ mobou nonadem?; Kax-mo mue emy 3mo
obwvacuums?) ‘HemsBectHo, xkako X (4eI0BEK/0O0BEKT/MECTO/
MPU3HAK/CII0CO0/KOTMIECTBO/HATIPABJICHUE)  SBIIACTCS WA OyAeT
SIBIISIThCSL YYACTHUKOM HEKOTOPOW CUTYyalluu W OyJET JIM OH XOpOII B
3TOM KadecTBe .

Jl71s MECTOUMEHUH 3ayem W nouemy 3Ta KOHCTPYKIIHMS HeXapaKTepHa B CHUITY
€€ MPOCHEKTUBHOM OpPHEHTALMU W/WIH HEONPEIEICHHOCTH. 3auem U nouemy pe-
TPOCTIEKTHBHO OPHEHTHUPOBAHBI: MBI OOBIYHO CIIPAIIMBAEM O TMPUYHMHE WIN LENIN
y’K€ MMEIOIIECH MECTO CUTYAIHH; €CITU e BOIPOC 337aeTCsI OTHOCHTEIBHO OyIy-
IIel CUTYyaluu, TOBOPSIININ TOJKEeH ObITh YBEPEH B TOM, UTO OHA IIPOU30MIET, 4TO
MPOTUBOPEUYUT HJEEC HEOMPEICICHHOCTH, BHOCUMOW KOHCTPYKIUEH ¢ -mo; cp.
ctpanHOCTh ‘Tlouemy-mo ona emy omkadcem?; 3auem-mo on ee 6pocum? DTh
¢dpa3bl BO3MOXHBI 0€3 -mo ([louemy ona emy omkasxcem?, 3auem on ee bpocum?),
HO B TAKOM CJIy4ae OHH IPEAIONaraloTcsl B Ka4eCTBE PEaKIUU Ha YTBEPKICHUE
co0eceHNKa, YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIINE CUTYalluu Oy IyT UIMETh MECTO,  BOIIPOC OT-
HOCHUTCSI K OCHOBAHHUSIM BBICKa3aHHOTO MHEHUS. [t omKyoa u ueil ecTecTBEHHbBIE
IpPUMEPHI TaK)KE TPYAHO CHOPMYIHPOBATh, MOCKOIbKY CEMaHTHKA MCTOYHUKA U
CEMaHTHKa MOCeccopa B MEHBIIIEH CTENEHH COBMECTHMBI C IPOCHEKTUBHOCTHIO U
HEOTpeAeNIEHHOCThIO, YeM CEMaHTHKa 00beKTa, CyObeKTa, MecTa U Mp.; Cp. HEToI-
HYI0 €CTECTBEHHOCTbH Clienytomux ¢pa3: Omkyoa-mo mvl HOIYUUM €20 cledyroujee
nucoemo?; You-mo pyku 6yoym ee oonumams 3aempa?

Jl1is Gomnblieil 4yacTu BOMPOCUTENbHBIX MECTOMMEHUN TaK)Ke XapaKTepHBI pU-
TOPUYECKHUE BOMPOCHI WU BOCKIUIaHUSA. OHU UCTIOIB3YIOTCS B CUTYAIHSIX S3bIKO-
BOIl UIPBI, KOT/Ia TOBOPSILIUNA UMEET B BUY W3BECTHOIO €My KOHKPETHOI'O Yelo-
Beka (00BEKT, HAIlPaBIICHHE H T1p.), 0 KOTOPOM OH COOMpAaeTcsi COOOLIUTD aapecary,
CUHMTasi, 4TO ero 3To obpanyer. Takue (hpa3sl MPOUZHOCATCS ¢ 0CO00M pocoueii —
NOJJEMOM Ha TOCJEIHEM CJIOBE U PACTSHKEHUEM ero cjoro. Takoro poaa ymo-
TpeOJeHUs] XapakTepHbI A Pa3rOBOPHOM peud, MpUYeM A MparMaTU4ecKu
BEChbMa OTPaHMYEHHOTO Kpyra KOHTEKCTOB: a UMEHHO, CUTYalllil Croprpu3a ajpe-
caTy, K KOTOpOMY T'OBOPSIIIIMI 00palaeTcsi 10CTaTOYHO (GaMUIIbSIPHO.

JIJ1s1 MECTOMMEHNH KaKou U KaK TIOMCK IMPUMEPOB TONOJHUTEIBHO OCIOKHS-
€Tcs HaJMYUeM OMOHHUMHUHM C IIHUPOKO PpaCIpPOCTPAHEHHOM BOCKIMIATEIHHON
KoHcTpyKuuel kaxou X!; Kax X!: Kaxoti on (nompsacarowuii) myzvikanm!; Kakyro
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(npexpacuyro) on nooapun mue kapmuny!; Kax (xopowo) mvi omooxnynu! Ita KoH-
CTPYKIHS, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, ONMMCAaHA B MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX PaboTax, ¢ JPyroi
CTOPOHBI, XapaKTepHa TOIBKO JUISI KAKOU U KAk, TIO9TOMY 37IeCh MBI €€ HE paccMaT-
pHUBacM.

KoHcTpykius nMeeT cleayomuii CMBICT:

(61) (4) X Y! (A umo s mebe nooapro!; A kmo k ham npudem!; A Kyoa mwi ¢
moboii noedem!; A 20e cetivac meos mama!; A kaxyio s mede uepyuwxy
nooapw!; A ckonvko s eviuepan 6 pyremxy!) ‘I oBopsmmii 3HaeT, Kakon
X ("genoBek/00BEKT/HATIPABICHNE/MECTO/ TIPU3HAK/KOJTMIECTBO) SIBJIS-
eTCsl WM OYIeT SIBJIATHCS YYACTHHKOM HEKOTOPOH CUTYaIlMH, U CUH-
TaeT X OYEHb XOPOIIUM; afpecar 3TOr0 HE 3HAET; TOBOPSIIIUN c000-
maeT ajgpecaTy 00 ATOM, CUUTAs, UTO apecaTy 3TO OyAeT MPHUATHO .

CoueTtaeMOCTb 3TON KOHCTPYKLIUHU C Pa3HBIMU BONPOCUTENILHBIMU MECTOMME-
HUSIMH OTPAaHWYCHA TpArMaTHKoi croprpu3a. CaMble €CTECTBEHHBIE CHUTYalluu
HPUATHOTO CIOpPIPHU3a — KAKOW-TO MOJAPOK MM YeH-TO MPUXOJI, TOITOMY MECTO-
UMEHHUS Ymo W Kmo ynoTpeOsroTes B Heil Hanbosee cBoOoxHO. [y OonpmHCTBA
JPYTHX MECTOMMEHHI KOHCTPYKLUS AOIMYCTHMa, XOTS M C HEKOTOPOH HATSHKKOM.
C npyroii CTOpOHBI, HEKOTOPBIE ACTIEKTHI CUTYAIlHH, TaKHE KaK MPUHAICKHOCTD
(A4 uveco myorca s uepa eudena 6 napxe!) unu cnocod (4 xak mvl pazeedem Kocmep
noo 0oxcoem!), ¢ TPyJIOM MOANAIOTCA HYXKHOW MHTEpripeTanuu. s npuduHbl U
IIeTTM TaKOE BOOOIIE HE MPEICTABISETCS BO3MOXKHBIM; CP. IIParMaTu4ecKyro HeBe-
POSITHOCTH CIIEIYIOUIUX CIOPIPU3OB: *A nouemy on mue nozeonun!; *A zauem ou
suepa ko mue 3auien!

4.5. KoHcmpyKyuu ¢ y200HO, xo4elb, r1ornaso, Hu rnonaos, npudemcs, abs! u np.

Mpr He Oy 1eM OAPOOHO YTy OISIThCS B OIIMCAHNE ITUX KOHCTPYKIIHIA, TaK KaK
OHHM JIOCTAaTOYHO JIeTaIbHO onucaHbl B paboTax (Jlesontuna, [lImenes 2005, 2018).
Jlns BceX BOMPOCHUTENBHBIX MECTOMMEHHUH, KpOME 3auem W nouemy, BO3MOKHO
ynotpeOieHre B KOHCTPYKILHUSAX C )Y200HO, XOuewlb (xomume), nonaio # Tp.,
C MHTepIpeTanueil ceodoaHoro Beioopa (Anna 3amusHsk, [lamxyuesa 2020). s
3auem W nouyemy 3TU KOHCTPYKIMH MPAKTUYECKH HEBO3MOXKHBI (Cp. HEIpHemIie-
MOCTb COYETaHHUUN *nouemy y2oouo, *abwi nouemy, *nouemy nonano u CTpaHHOCTh
COYeTaHHH ‘3auem Y200HoO, a6l 3auem, ‘zauem nonano), T.K. BEIOOP, Kak OBLIO
MHOTOKPATHO TIOKa3aHO, UCKITFOYACTCS CEMAHTHUKOW TN U IPUYHHBL.

B pa3Hbix coueTaHHMsAX M00aBIAIOTCS JOMOJHUTENBHBIE MparMaTHUYEeCKHe
OTTEHKHM: IIMPOTHI BBIOOPA (Y200H0), IIUPOKUX BO3MOYKHOCTEN BBIOOpA JKETAEMOI0
(xouewn), HEOPEKHO CAETAHHOTO BBIOOpA (nOnano, Hu Nonaos), OTCYTCTBUSA 10CTa-
TOYHOTO BBIOOpA (npudemcs), HEOPEKHOTO W TUIOXOrO BhIOOpa (abwi). Kpome
TOT0, XOTS BCE ATH KOHCTPYKIIUU CO 3HAYEHHEM CBOOOTHOTO BEIOOPA HE BEpUIAHKA-
TUBHBI, T.C. HE yHOTPEeONAIOTCS B (DAKTUBHBIX KOHTEKCTaxX (UTO HEYAMBHUTEIHHO
JUISE CEMaHTHUKH CBOOOJHOTO BBIOOpA), OHH MO-Pa3HOMY paCHpEeleNsioTcs II0
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HEBEPUIMKATUBHBIM KOHTEKCTaM. JIJig KaKUX-TO KOHCTPYKIMH XapakTepHa Ipo-
CIIEKTUBHOCTD, JUISI KAKUX-TO MOTSHIIMATLHOCTD, JJI1 KAKUX-TO Y3yaJIbHOCTD.

J1J1s KOHCTPYKIIMH C Y200HO HEXapaKTEPHO PETPOCIEKTUBHOE YIIOTpeOIeHne —
OHA YIOTPEOJIIeTCs B KOHTEKCTaX OyIyIIero W y3yaldbHOCTH: CP. HEBO3MOXKHOCTh
*On npuwen ¢ xem y200Ho, TIPA BO3MOXHOCTH [Ipuxoou ¢ xem yeoono, MoowcHno
npuxooums ¢ kem y2o0ro. [1oAcTaHOBKA B 3TOT PUMEP BCEX APYTHX KOHCTPYKIIHIMA
ObL1a ObI TParMaTHYECKH HEYMECTHOM 10 pa3HbIM npudyrHaMm. Ppa3za suaa Yenosex
HayHem GUHUMb 8 CEOUX HEYOayax Ko2o Xoueulb, HO He cebsi HEeCTEeCTBEHHA, TaK
KaK TOJHOCTHIO HCKJIIOYAEeT MHTEpHpEeTanuio >kenareabHocTu. Cp. clenyronuii
puMep, B KOTOPOM Peub UAET 00 yU4acTUU B TOJOKUTEIBHO OIEHUBAEMOU CUTYa-
IIUH, ¥ YIIOTpeOJIeHne KOHCTPYKIIMUA CBOOOTHOTO BEIOOPA C Xoyeulb OTPaBIaHo:

(62) Omna Oesxa Kpacusas, ymHAsA, KMO XOYellb 8 Hee GLIOOUMCS, 68 NPUH-
yeccy moro (A. MapuHuHa).

BC3YCJIOBHO, TMOJIOKUTCIIbHAA OLCHKA NPCAUKATAa HC SABJISACTCA 06$I3aTeHLHI>IM
YCJIOBHEM YIOTPEOJCHUSI KOHCTPYKIIUU C Xouewtw; cp. (63). OmHako HEKOTOpast
HUACA BOJIMTUBHOCTHU U 3aMHTCPCCOBAHHOCTH B 3TOM IMPUMCPEC MMPUCYTCTBYCT:

(63) A oOeoywra Ovin He maxol yenosek, ymMoobvl NO360aUMb cebs Oumo
u ypooosams. On cam moe uzypooosamo koeo xomume (A. PpidbakoB).

IIpn 3TOM BO3MOXHBI YNOTpPEOJIEHUS, I/I€ HUKAKOH 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTH
YCMOTPETh HEBO3MOXKHO; CP. CIEIYIOIINNA TPUMeEp:

(64) Om maxoil kapmunsl y K020 Xoueulb 20108a 3akpyxcumces (A. T'enacu-
MOB).

[To-BunuMOMYy, Y KOHCTPYKIUU C Xoueuib €CTh O0JbIIOE KOJIMUYECTBO OCIIad-
JICHHBIX YNOTPEOJICHUH, OTHAKO CUTYalllu, KOTOPbIe 0€3yCIOBHO OTPHLATEIHHO
OLICHUBAIOTCSI TOBOPSIIIINM, HCKIIIOUAIOT €€ YIOTpeOIeHue: TaK, CTPaHHO CKa3aTh

)
(65) ‘On Ha Hee KoMy Xoueub 20Mm08 HCALO8AMbCA.

Kpowme Toro, /i1 KOHCTPYKIMHU € XOYeulb, KaK U Uil KOHCTPYKIHH C Y200HO,
XapaKTEPHO MPOCTIEKTHBHOE YIOTPEOIICHUE U HEECTECTBEHHO PETPOCIIEKTUBHOE:

* o
(66) Om smoii kapmuHwvl y K020 X0Ueulb 201084 3AKPYHCUNACH.

KoHcTpyKumu ¢ nonano u Hu nonaos ykasbIBaroT, IOMUMO UJI€U CBOOOIHOTO
BBIOOpA, HA TO, YTO ITH OOBEKTHI BHIOMPAIOTCS 0€3 JIOJDKHOTO TIIAHUS M B CHITY
ATOT'O UMEIOT HU3KOE Ka4eCTBO:

(67) — Ho ona sce cnum nanpago u Haneso ¢ kem nonano! — zakpuuana dib-
supa, evisedennasn uz ceds (A. CnamoBCKuii).

B cunty 31X ceMaHTHYeCKHX 0COOEHHOCTEH — yKa3aHus Ha YK€ MHOTOKPaTHO
C/I€TIaHHBIN M TIPU TOM HENPABUIBHBIH, C TOUKH 3pEHHUSI TOBOPSIIETO, BBIOOD — JIIS
KOHCTPYKLIUU C HONAIo Y HU NONAO0s XapaKTepHO yNOTpeOIeHNe B y3yalbHbIX KOH-
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TEKCTaX, PETPOCTIEKTUBHBIX WM aKTyallbHBIX: OHa cnana ¢ kem Hu nonaost; OH 00-
waemcs ¢ kem nonaio. B cuiy cBoeil ceMaHTHKH OHa He YNoTpeOsieTcsl B UMIIe-
PaTHBHBIX U MPOCIIEKTUBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX: HENb3s cka3atb *Obwatics ¢ kem no-
nano (pu HOpManbHOCTH OOWatics ¢ kem xoueutb, 308U Ko2o y2o0Ho), * Ha makotu
oegyuike Kmo nonano xcenumcs (IIpA HOpMANbHOCTH Ha maxotl degyuike Kmo xo-
yewlb dcenumcs). J{na Hee TakKe HEBO3MOXKHO YIOTpeOJIeHre B CUTYyalluu, KOraa
HE MOKET UJITH PeUb O PeaIbHOM BBIOOpE CyOBEKTa CUTYAIIHH: CP. €CTECTBEHHOCTb
Ona écmpeuaemcs ¢ kem nonano / ¢ kem Hu nonaos (CyObeKT MI0X0 BBIOUPAET, C
KeM BCTpedaThes), TIPH CTPAHHOCTH 'B Hee 6110014emcs Kmo nonano / Kmo Hi no-
naos (0T CyObEeKTa CUTyallii HUYEeTO HE 3aBUCHT).

KoHcTpykuus ¢ npudemcs mogdepkuBaeT OTCYTCTBHE BO3MOXKHOCTH BBIOOpa
U B CHJTY 3TOTO HEBBICOKOE KaueCTBO OOBEKTOB: CYOBEKT CUTYAIlUU BEIHYKICH Y10-
BJICTBOPATHCS TEM, YTO €CTh. DTa KOHCTPYKIUS YIOTPEOISIeTCS B y3yaIbHBIX KOH-
TEKCTax, e pedb UAET O BRIOOPE JOCTYIHBIX HEYOBIETBOPUTEIHHBIX OOHEKTOB:
Enu umo npuoemcs (‘To, 4T0 OBUTO TOCTYIHO U OBIJIO HE OYEHB XOpomuM’), Houe-
sanu 20e npudemcs (‘Tam, rie OblIIa BO3MOXXKHOCTh, B HE OYCHD XOPOIIUX MECTax’).
KoHcTpykuus ¢ npudemcs, Kak M1 KOHCTPYKIHS C HONAI0, HE YIIOTPEOISIeTCS] B UM-
MEPATUBHBIX U IPOCTIEKTUBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX: *IIpusoou koeo npudemcs (Ipu HOP-
ManabHOCTH [Ipusoou koo yeoowno), *Takyio cmamvio KaAKou npuoemcs HcypHal
npumem! (Ipu HOPMATBHOCTU TaKy0 CMamvio KaxKoll y200HO JHCYPHAT NPUMEN).

KoHcTpykuus ¢ abvi UMeeT, 0 CPaBHEHHIO ¢ OCTATBHBIMH KOHCTPYKIIHSMU
cBOOOIHOTO BBIOOpa, cienyromue ocooeHHOCTH. OHa, Kak U KOHCTPYKLUH C HO-
nano u Hu NONaosl, ykasbliBaeT Ha HEKAYECTBEHHBIC 00BEKTHI, OJHAKO, B OTJINYHE OT
HUX, POCTIEKTHUBHO U MPOXUOUTUBHO OpUEHTUpPOBaHa. Eciu nonano n nu nonaos
YKa3bIBAIOT Ha IUIOXO CJETAHHBIA BBIOOP, KOHCTPYKIHS C abbl TPEAIoiaraet
XKeJaHue n30exarh Takoro Beioopa. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHA OTPHUIIATEIHLHO MOJISIPH-
30BaHa W HCIIOJB3YETCS MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B OTPHIIATEIBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX (CM.
JleBonTuna, HImenes 2018), npu 3TOM 4acTO B KOHTEKCTE IJ1arojioB >KEeJIaHuUs:

(68) Cmpoun 0ns cebs: uepenuya, cmponuia 0opabomansl, 1ecmuuya 0yo,
A u cam xomer, umoobwsl ne adbwvl komy (A. Tepexos).

OTa KOHCTPYKLHUA TaKKe MPUMEHNMA K y3yaJlbHbIM OTPUIATEIbHBIM KOHTEK-
CTaM U KOHTEKCTaM C BHYTPUCIIOBHBIM OTPULIAHUEM:

(69) Ee cuumana Snnu Jletibosuy, a Iunu Jleiibosuy abuvl Kko2o He chumaem
(«Pycckuii pemoptep», 2012).

Jnst 3auem v noyemy KOHCTPYKIIMU CO 3HAYEHHEM CBOOOTHOTO BBIOOpa HEBO3-
MOXHBI, TOTOMY YTO 3TH MECTOMMEHHS HECOBMECTHMBI C HeeH albTepHaTHBHI. He
HCKIJTFOUYEHO, YTO 3TO THUIOJIOTHYECKAs] YHHUBEPCAIUS — CP. OTCYTCTBHE MECTOUME-
HHIA CBOOOIHOTO BBIOOpA LIENIN U IPHYMHBI B aHTTIMICKOM (XOTS JTF000€ YTBEpXKIe-
HHUE Ha 3Ty TEMY HYXXIAaeTcs B MPOBEpPKE Ha IIMPOKOW BHIOOPKE M3 TEHETHUYECKH
pa3HBIX S3BIKOB): CP. HEBO3MOXHOCTD *anywhy, *whyever, nipu Hanuuuu whoever,
whichever, whatever, wherever, anybody, anything, anywhere. B HKPS otcyt-
CTBYIOT ITPUMEPHI Ha OAOOHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUH.
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Takum oOpa3oM, B JaHHOM CEMEUCTBE KOHCTPYKIIUH COYETAHHS C Y20OHO U
Xoueuib TIOAUEPKUBAIOT IUPOTY HE OTPUIATETHLHO OIIEHUBAEMOT'O BBIOOPA, nONAI0
U HU NONAOsi — TII0X0€ KAa4eCTBO OOBEKTOB M3-32 OTCYTCTBUS TIIATEIBHOCTH MPH
BBIOOpE, abbl — KenaHue U30exaTh II0XOro BbIOOpa, a npudemcs — ero Cirydai-
HOCTh M BO3MOXXHOE IIIOXO0€ KA4eCTBO OOBEKTOB HM3-32 OTCYTCTBHUS JOCTATOYHBIX
BO3MOXKHOCTEH ISl BBIOOpA.

B tabn. 6 mpencraBieHa BCTpe4aeMOCTh KaXKJI0TO U3 MECTOMMEHUN B KaXKIOH
U3 KOHCTPYyKIui. HekoTopble KOHCTPYKIIMA OMOHUMHUYHBI KOHCTPYKIIHSIM C ApY-
MM 3HAYEHHEM H TP 3TOM 00JIaJJaf0T BBICOKOW YaCcTOTHOCTHIO. Hampumep, y MHO-
TO3HAYHOM KOJUIOKAIIUHU KaK Xoueulb €CTh yCTynuTeNnbHas uaTepnperanus (7u1 kax
Xoueutv, a s noedy), MHTEPIIPETAUs «HECBOOOAHOTO BbIOOpay (Kax xouews, max
u denaii, Ho Ymoobwl K 3a86mpauinemy OHIO 8ce OblI0 20M060), KOMIIO3UIIMOHATIbHAS
uHTepnpetanus (Kax mol xouewv exams, Ha Mawuke uiu Ha camoneme?) N UHTE-
pecyromias Hac WHTepHpeTanus cBOOOJHOro BbIOOpa (B smoil cmpane MO*CHO
JACUMb KAK XOUellb, 0el1amb 4mo Xoueulb, e30Umbv Kyod Xoueulb).

Tabauya 6. CpaBHUTENbHAA YaCTOTHOCTb KOHCTPYKLUMiI cBo60aHOro Bbibopa

O6uwasn Bxoxkpe- | BxoxkaeHua Bxoxkae- | Bxoxpe- | Bxoxxpe-
::;c::e YacTOTHOCTb HUA ¢ xovews / S);O)L(g‘s:qt: HUA HUA C HU HUA
B HKPA C y200HO xomume P cnonano| nonads c abol
= 2360 (=60 % | =207 (=20
3707974 4652 978 98 24
“mo 013934 | %ot 1028)
= = 9
KaK 1910556 1080 8:T63( 455 % 204 673 2 84
= =309
Koeda 572008 238 7:T(223 % 35 15 3 -
= =709
Kmo 355623 1936 52 57750 % 33 427 69 37
= =209
Kakoli 342127 1649 9;(462!(5) % 11 46 1 20
= = 9
20e 323725 561 6;(3228 % 220 398 31 5
CKO/1bKO 89573 2185 904 3 4 - -
= =6 9
Kyda 97225 705 ii ;42 % 55 331 27 4
omkyoa 41195 31 17 5 12 1 -
yell 18184 47 5 - 1 - -

B 1ienmom coyetaeMocTh MECTOMMEHHS C KOHCTPYKIMSIMUA CBOOOJHOTO BBIOOpA
OTpakaeT OTYACTH MX YACTOTHOCTh B KOPITyCEe, OTYACTH TUITUIHYIO CTPYKTYPY CO-
OBITHIA: B TICPBYIO Ouepe/lb BAYKHBI aKTaHTBI, BBOJUMbBIE MECTOMMCHUSIMHU-CYIIIC-
CTBUTEIIBHBIMH YmMo U KMo, T.€. aAreHTUBHBIC U TIAIUCHTHBHBIC POJIH, UX MPU3HAKH
(kaxotl), a TaK)Ke OCHOBHBIE CUPKOHCTAHTBI — MECTO (20e), HampaBleHUE K IENH, B
cuy goal bias (kyoa), crocod (kax), U, B MEHbBIIEH CTENeHH, BpeMs (koeda).
KomnuecTtBo (ckxonvko), MpUHAIEKHOCTD (uYell) M HAMpaBlIEHWE OT HMCTOYHHKA
(omkyoa) mnb0O MEeHEe BaXKHBI JIJIsl OOJBIIMHCTBA CUTYAIUH, THOO MEHEE CITOCOOHBI
K BapHAaTUBHOCTH, BBOJMMOM CEMAaHTUKOI CBOOOHOTO BBIOODA.
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Kpome Toro, cpeam KOHCTPYKIIMH €CTh YacTOTHBIE (C y200HO, C Xxoueub /
Xomume), a €CTb OYEHb PEIIKHE (C abvl, C HU NONAOs), UTO CBA3AHO C PETHCTPOBBIMU
U CEMaHTHYECKUMHU OCOOCHHOCTSIMU: KpailHel pa3sroBOPHOCTBIO (nonano, Hu no-
naost), ycTapelocThio (abdvl), CIIOKHONW CEMAHTUKOU (abbl, npudemcs, nonano, Hu
nonaos). Ilpu 3TOM HEKOTOPBIE peaTh3allii KOHCTPYKIIMM SIBHO JICKCUKAJIA30BaHbBI
U UMOMAaTU3UPOBAHBI, U TAKKE COYETaHUs 00J1a/1al0T BEICOKOIM YaCTOTHOCTBIO MITU
00JbIIeH YaCTOTHOCTBIO, YEM MOXKHO OBLIO OBl 0’KHMJaTh, YUUTHIBas YaCTOTHOCTb
camoro MmecrouMeHnus. Hanpumep, B cepun absi IeKCUKaIM30BaHO COYETAHUE a0bl
kax. IIpu TOM, 4TO caMO MECTOMMEHHE KaK B JiBa pa3a MEHee YacTOTHO, YEM ymo,
codeTaHue abwl kaxk B 3,5 paza 6oJiee 4aCTOTHO, YeM abbl ymo. Abvl kak — 3TO, O
CyTH, IeKkcuueckas pyHkuus AntiBon co 3Ha4eHHEM ‘TI0X0, KOe-Kak’.

B cepun y200no nexcukanu3oBaHO COUETAHUE CKOIbKO y20oHo. Ilpu ToM, uTO
B HKP/ cronvko B 21 pa3 MeHee 4acTOTHO, UeM KaK, COUETaHUE CKOIbKO Y200HO B
2 pa3a 6osee 4aCTOTHO, YeM Kak y200Ho. 1o cyTH, ckonvko y200Ho — 3TO NeKcude-
ckasi pyHKuus Magn co 3Ha4eHUEM ‘OYEHb MHOTO .

4.6. KoHcmpyKyuu ¢ maso, pedKo, MHO20

CeMaHTHKa M CBOWMCTBA JIaHHBIX KOHCTPYKIMH aHATU3UPYIOTCS B paboTax
(AmpecsiH, Momana 1990, Momaun 2006, B. Anpecsa 2007), mo3ToMy 3/1€Ch MBI
MIPUBOIUM JIHIIH KOJMYECTBEHHBIC IAHHBIC 110 KAKIOMY U3 MECTOMMEHHIA; CP. TIPH-
Mepbl ynotpebnenust Mano kmo ymeem max pabomams ¢ oemomu; Mnozo xmo
myoda 3axooum; Pedxo kmo dobupaemcs 0o nauteli Oepesru. JIerKo 3aMeTUTh, YTO
YaCTOTHBI B JAHHBIX KOHCTPYKILHUAX TOJBKO MECTOMMEHHUS, KOTOPbIE HAMITYULIUM
00pa3oM codeTaroTcs ¢ CEMAHTUKOW JAMCKPETHOCTH, MPUBHOCUMON KBAaHTOPAMHU
Mano, MHO20 Y pedKo — T.€. ¢ ymo U kmo. OueBUIHBIM 00pa30M, COUETAHUs C 3ayem
U nouemy HEBO3MOXHBI, B CHJIy UX HECOBMECTHUMOCTH C HJIeCH albTEPHATHUBHI H,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, MHOKecTBEeHHOCTH. 3aripoc B HKP S 011 chopmynmpoBan Takum
00pa3zoM, 94TOOBI MO BO3MOKHOCTH U30€KaATh «IIIyMay.

Tabauya 7. YaCTOTHOCTb KOHCTPYKLMIA C MHO20, MAs10 U pedKo

0O6wW,an YacTOTHOCTb BxoxaeHusn BxoxkaeHusa BxoxkaeHus
MecTtonmeHue
B HKPA C MHO20 c masno c pedko
Ymo 3707974 1208 2410 28
Kak 1910556 - - -
Koeda 572008 - 9 269
Kmo 355623 60 3324 719
Kakoli 342127 - 41 72
e 323725 43 49 110
CKOsbKO 89573 - - -
Kyoa 97225 7 11 4
Omkyoda 41195 1 - -
Yeli 18184 1 3 1
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4.7. KoHcmpyKyuu ¢ Kak (6b1) HU

YcrynurenbHble KOHCTPYKIMU CO 3HAYEHUEM Ipenena Buaa Kmo (bvt) Hu 06-
pawancs K Hemy, oH 6cem omkazviean; Koeoa (6vl) u nu npuesoican, ee nukoz0a He
Ov110 doma oApoOHO paccmaTpuBaroTes B (B. Anpecsa 2015), mosToMy 3/1€Ch MBI
MIPUBOIUM JIUIIIb KOJIMYECTBCHHBIC JaHHbIe. V3 Ta0i. 8 BUIHO, 4TO Hanbojee Ja-
CTOTHa KOHCTPYKIHMsI BUAa kax (bvt) Hu. OHa JEKCHKATU30BaHA B 3HAYCHHUH
‘HECMOTpS Ha MPENETHHO BBICOKYIO CTEMEHb X, UMEET MeCTO Y  IJIsi COUETaHUS
KaK HU U B 3HAYEHUU ‘HECMOTPS Ha BO3MOXKHYIO MPEAETHLHO BBICOKYIO CTENECHD X,
Oynet umeTh MecTo Y’; cp. Kax on nu cmapancs, nuuezo He gviuino, Kax smo nu
neyanbHo, HAM HYHCHO ye3ocamb; Kak 61 mul meHs Hu ybescoan ocmamucs, 5 yeoy.
[TockonbKy ri1aBHOE 3HaYCHHWE KOHCTPYKLUHU — 3TO 3HAUYEHUE JTOCTUTHYTOTrO WU
BO3MOXXHOTO KOJIMYECTBEHHOT'O MpeJesa, MOKHO IMPEANOIIOKHUTh, YTO 3HAUCHUE
CTETICHH, BapbUPYIOIIEEcs BIUIOTH JI0 MpeJienia, BEIpakaeMoe B pealiu3aliy Kax,
Haubosee BOCTpeOOBaHO s3bIKOM. CoueTaHHe KaK Hu JEKCUKAIU30BaHO M JaKe
(pazeosorn30BaHo B pa3IMYHBIX YCTOMYUBBIX COUETAHUAX CO 3HAYCHUEM YCTYIIU-
TEIBHOCTHU: KAK HU KPYMU, KAK HU 6epmu, KaK HU NOBEPHU, KAK HU NOCMOMPU, KAK
HU cmapaiics, Kak Hu CMpanHo, KaK HU 2pyCMmHO U T.JI.

Tabauya 8. YacTOTHOCTb KOHCTPYKUMI € (6b1) HU

MectonmeHue O6wan yacrotHocTb B HKPA BxoxkpgeHusa c 66! HU BxoxXaeHua ¢ Hu
umo 3707974 2103 12289
Kak 1910556 2576 14742
Koz20a 572008 56 424
Kmo 355623 583 1175
Kakoli 342127 600 974
20e 323725 343 550
CKO/1bKO 89573 459 1633
Kyoda 97225 306 1807
omKyda 41195 38 549
yeli 18184 13 1

Taxke J0CTaTOYHO YaCTOTHO BapbUPOBAHKUE O0BEKTA, BILIOTH JI0 TOTO, YTO OH
CTAHOBUTCS JHOOBIM (umo (6v1) Hu), M KOMHUECTBA (CK0bK0). Jlss MecTonMeHni
nouemy Vi 3ayem pealn3anus ¢ Hu HEBO3MOXKHA, T.K. OHA IPEAIOJIAraloT 0CyecTB-
JICHHYK) MHO)KECTBCHHOCTb TIPUYHH U LIEJICH:

(70) *Ilouemy on HU PPUXOOUT, 5I €20 HE NPUHSLT,
(71)  *3auem on HU NPUXOOUN, 51 €20 He NPUHSIIL.

Coueranus nouemy 6bl HU U 3a4eM Obl HU TIOTEHIIUATIBHO BO3MOXKHBI, TaK KaK
BBIPAXKAIOT JIMIIb NMPeAnoaaraeMy0 MHOKECTBEHHOCTb IPUYMH U LIeJIeH U BCTpe-
THJIUCH B KOpITyce. DTHM K€ OOBSICHSACTCS BO3MOXKHOCTh (XOTSI U OrpaHHYCHHAS)
MECTOMMEHUN nouemy W 3ayem COEIMHATHCS C MapKepOM HEOIpPENeeHHOCTH
-HU6YOb, KOTOPBII IOy CKAET MOTEHIHATBHY0 MHOKECTBEHHOCTD : Ecau nouemy-

7 MeI 611aT0/1apMM 32 9TO COOOPAKEHHUE U 33 IPHMEPHI HAILIETO AHOHUMHOTO PELIEH3EHTA.
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HUOYOb 51 €20 He HAtldy, Mo NPOCMO-HANPOCMO NO308) NOIUYEUCKO2O CbICKHO2O
azenma u npuxasicy omuvickams (A.W. Kynpun); A eciu novemy-nubyos ne cmo-
Jcewv npuexamv 6 HAimy, mo nycme ona ux eviuiiem... (JI. BepTuHCcKas);
Beposmuo, naoo zawem-nubyon, umobvl s no2ub, 6om u NOOCIACMUIU GUHAL
(/1. beikoB).

4.8. KoHcmpykyuu ¢ xoms

Bce BonpocutensHble MECTOUMEHUS, KPOME 3aueM U nouemy, ynoTpeostoTcs
B KOHCTPYKLIUHU C YaCTHULIEH xomb:

(72)  Onua cuodena 0o 3apu / U eosopuna: — [looapu / Xomw wiane, xoms ymo,
xomw nonywanox (0. ManaensITam).

B 3T0#i KOHCTPYKIIMH MECTOMMEHUS BBICTYIIAIOT B pa3TOBOPHOM H/WIIH yCTa-
pEBILIEM 3HAYCHWH, OTYACTH CHHOHMMHUYHOM HEONPEICICHHBIM MECTOUMCHHUSIM
¢ -Hubyow u -mo: Ilooapu xoms umo = Ilooapu xomv umo-nu6ydb. ITO 3HAUCHHE
BEChMa PEIKO, TaK 4YTO OOIIee KOJIMYECTBO TAaKUX COYCTAHHH HEBEIUKO Jaxe
y CaMBIX YaCTOTHBIX MECTOMMCHHA. 3HAUCHUE YACTHIIBI XOMb B JAHHOM COYCTAaHUHN
TaKOBO (MBI MPUBOJIUM OTYACTH MOJIUPUIIMPOBAHHOE TOJIKOBaHUE U3 B. AmpecsH
2015: 239):

(73) ‘Cuawmras, 4yTo KenarenbHas cuUTyanuss A2 HEBO3MOXKHA, TOBOPSIIHIA
WIN CYOBEKT TOTOB YIOBJIETBOPUTKCS JIFOOBIM Al M3 TOTO ke Kiacca
CUTyalui, yto u A2’.

HNHbIMU c1OBaMH, CMBICT JAHHOW KOHCTPYKIIMU TaKOB: TOBOPSIIWNA COTrjiamnia-
eTCs Ha 000, Jake caMblii HECTaHAAPTHBIN, MAJIEHbKHIA, TUTOXOW WIJIM UHBIM 00-
pa3oM HEMOIXOIAH 00BEKT (MpU3HAK, CIIoco0, MECTO U T.J.) B KAUECTBE y4acT-
HUKa cuTyanuu. Takum 00pazom, KOHCTPYKIIHSI C XOMb — 3TO PAa3HOBUIAHOCThH KOH-
CTPYKIIUH CBOOOJHOTO BBIOOPA, B COUETAHWU C CEMAHTUKON YCTYITUTEIBHOCTH: YTO
yTroaHO (CBOOOAHBIN BEIOOD), TaXkKe caMOe MaJIOe WIIM HeTToAXosIIee (YCTyTHTEIhb-
HOCTh). COOTBETCTBEHHO, B KOHCTPYKIIMH C XOMb KaXKI0€ U3 MECTOUMECHHI CeMaH-
TUYECKU TpaHchopMupyeTcs, OOBIYHO CIEAYIOUUM 00pa3oM: Xoms Ymo — 3TO
‘9TO-TO HEOOJIBIIIOE WMJIU HEIOCTATOYHO XOpOIIee’, Xomb KMo — 3TO ‘KTO-TO, HE
yAOBJIETBOPSIONINI CTaHJApPTaM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOTO YYaCTHUKA CUTYAIUH’ , XOMmb
Kak ‘HE OYEHb XOpOIIO’, XOmb Kakot ‘HE OYEHb XOPOILIUM’, XOmb CKOIbKO
‘HEMHOTO’, X0Mb 20e ‘B HE OUYEHb XOPOIIEM WU MOIXOAIIEeM MecTe’ U T.1I.

YacTo KOHCTPYKIUS C XOmb UHTEPIPETUPYETCS] UMEHHO B 3HAYCHUU MAJIOTO
U TJIOXOTO MONI0Cca, Kak B MPUMEpax BBIIIE, OJJHAKO BO3MOXKHA U MPOTHBOIIOIOXK-
Hasi UHTEPIPETALIHS; CP.:

(74) — C moboii cosopume, Eenpaxcus, He03MONCHO, 00 MO20 MBOU XAPAK-
mep ucnopmujici. — Bol xomo ueti xapaxmep ucnopmume! (A.®. I1u-
CEeMCKHHN);

(75) Kenux xoms komy, a 6cé-maxu yuumenu xoosam, uaca He mepsiem ([.U.
®DoHBH3MH) [ “KEHHX IIF000M, JaKe caMoii xopoieii HeBecte’|.
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Jlisa HeompeeNeHHbIX MECTOMMEHUIN BTOpask MHTEpIpeTalrs HEBO3MOXKHA:
Cp. ECTECTBEHHOCTh

(76) Ham 661 xXomb Kyoa-HubyO0b Ha KAHUKYIbL 8bLOPATNBCS, XOMb 8 0ePEBHIO

IIpu CTPAHHOCTH

29
(77) “Onu na xanuxyavl mocym xomv KyO0a-HubyOb ROEXamv — XOmMb Ha
Manvouewt, xoms nHa Cetiuensl.

Hwxe npuBoasTCs JaHHBIE COYETAEMOCTH 3TOM KOHCTPYKIIMU C PA3HBIMU Me-
CTOUMEHUSAMU. [[71s1 MecTOUMEHU novemy u 3auem yrnoTpeOlIeHHUEe ¢ Xomsb HEBO3-
MO>HO — CoueTaHuul *xomo nouemy, *xomwo 3auem B HKPS He BcTpeTuiiocs. 1o
CBSI3aHO OMSTH-TAKU C TEM, YTO CEMaHTHKa CBOOOJHOTO BHIOOpA MpeAroyaraeT
BBIOOP M MHOXECTBEHHOCTh, KOTOPbIE€ HECOBMECTHMBI C CEMAHTHUKOW MPUYHHBI
1781 (178

[Tpumeps! ObUTH BPYUYHYIO OUHIIEHBI OT «IITyMay — HaIlpuMep, OT Gppa3s ¢ 3armsi-
TOM mocie xomw: Xopowio xoms, umo...; Tel 3Haewb xoms, Kyoa... n 1.4. Kpome
TOTO, ObLJIa UCKITIOYEHA M3 PACCMOTPEHUS MIPEAUKATUBHASI UIUOMA XOMb K)YOd CO
3HAYEHUEM ‘OYEHb XOPOIINA .

Tabauya 9. YaCTOTHOCTb MECTOMMEHMIA C Xomb

MectoumeHue O6wasn yacroTHocTb B HKPA BxoxkaeHua ¢ xomo
ymo 3707974 150
KakK 1910556 90
Ko20a 572008 18
Kmo 355623 303
Kakoli 342127 237
20e 323725 16
CKO/16KO 89573 57
Kyda 97225 =103 (=24 % o1 429
omKyoa 41195 2
yel 18184 2

JlaHHBIC paclpeleieHus MECTOMMEHUH TI0 KOHCTPYKIIMSM HE OTPaKAIOT MX
OTHOCHUTEIILHOW YaCTOTHOCTH, 2 MOTHBUPYIOTCS CEMaHTHUKOH KOHCTPYKIuU. OHa
BBOJIMT IMPEACTABICHUE O HEKOTOPOW IIKaJe, M0 KOTOPOW BBICTPOCHBI DJIEMEHTBI
MHO>KECTBA, MIPUYEM TOBOPSIIIHIA COTJIANIACTCS JaKe Ha SJIEMEHTBI, HAXOSIIHeCs
Ha IMOJTI0cax — OOBIYHO HA TUIOXOM W/Wiu MajioM. Hanbosee 4acTOTHBI coueTaHus
C MECTOMMEHHUSIMHU, KOTOPBIE 0003HAYAIOT IPATyHPyEMbIe C TOUKH 3PCHHSI KA4eCTBa
WM MaciiTada CyIIHOCTH — HalpuMep, MpU3HaKu (Kakotl), HO B TOPa30 MEHbIIICH
CTEMNEeHU BpeMs (K020a).

4.9. JucmpubymusHaa KOHCMpPYKYus

JuctpuOyTuBHas OMMECTOMMEHHasi KOHCTpYKuuMs Buna X Y (kmo kak, koeda
KaK, Kmo o uem, KOMY umo) W TIp., BeIpaxkaromiasi cMbici ‘PazHbpiM X-am CBOW-
CTBEHHBI pa3Hble Y, paccMarpuBaercs B padorax (I1IBegoa 1998, Kycrosa 2016,
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Kycrosa, Jlo6poBonbckuii 2020), a Takke MoapoOHO aHAIM3UPYETCs Ha 0a3e Kop-
nycHoro uccienoanus B (B. Anpecsn, Konores 2021, 2022), no3tomy 31€ch OHa
He pazOupaerca. OTMETHM JUIlIb, YTO Yy HEE €CTh HECKOJIbKO HanboJiee YaCTOTHBIX
peanuzanyii (kmo kak, Komy Kak, Ko20a Kak, Kmo O uYeM, Kmo Kyoa), €cTb
HEBO3MOJKHBIE peaynm3anuu (*3auem novemy, *nouemy 3auem) U €CTh OOJBIIOE
KOJIMYECTBO MOTEHUUANBHBIX WIN PEAKUX peanu3auuil (komy uetl, ymo 3auyem |
np.). YacTOTHOCTh peanu3anuii 3TOW KOHCTPYKIIUU PETYJIHPYETCS NMPUYUMHAMH,
KOTOpBIE TOJIPOOHO paccMarpuBaioTcs B padorax (B. AmpecsH, Komotes 2021,
2022). 3aMeTM KpaTKo, YTO K AUCTPUOYTUBHBIM KOHCTPYKIUSIM TSATOTEIOT, B
IEPBYIO OUEpEslb, MECTOMMEHHE KO B TIO3ULIMH IIEPBOIO 3JIEMEHTA U MECTOMME-
HUS MECTa, HallpaBJIeHus, criocoda (kyda, eoe, kak) B TIO3UIIMHA BTOPOTO DJIEMEHTA,
4TO OOBACHSACTCS 00CYKIABIIUMUCS CEMAHTUUYECKUMH, MPArMaTHIECKUMU U KOM-
MYHHUKaTUBHBIMU TPUUUHAMHU.

5. 3aKkniouyeHune

B 3axnroueHne MOXHO OTMETHUTH: ITOIYUYEHHBIE PE3YIbTaThl CBUIAETEIBCTBYIOT
0 TOM, 4TO OOJbIIasi 9acTh PYCCKUX BOMPOCUTEILHBIX MECTOMMEHUU IEHCTBH-
TEJHLHO MPEICTABIISIET CO00H JTeKCUKOTrpadUIECKUd THI, O0BEAMHEHHBIN CXOTHOMN
CEMaHTUYECKOW JepuBalnueil (mojmceMus), a TakK€ COUYETAEMOCTHBIMH U KOH-
CTPYKUMOHHBIMHM CBOMCTBAMHU, KOTOPBIN JOJKEH MOIYYUTh €INHOE JIMHIBUCTHYE-
CKOE€ OMKCaHUe, B YaCTHOCTH, B cIoBape. MecTouMeHus 3auem U nouemy NpoTHUBO-
MOCTaBJIEHbl OCTaJbHBIM BOMPOCHUTEIBHBIM MECTOMMEHHUSM B OoJblIeil YacTu
CBOMX SI3bIKOBBIX CBOWMCTB. B 4acTHOCTH, OHM HE PAa3BUBAIOT 3HAYECHUM, KOTOPHIE
CBOMCTBEHHBI IpyruM PBM, 1 He ynmoTpeOIsIFoTCsl B KOHCTPYKIMSIX M JICKCHUECKUX
KOHTEKCTaX, XapaKTEePHBIX is ocTadbHbIX PBM. Kak Ob110 oka3aHo, 3TO CBA3aHO
C UX CEMaHTHYECKUMH M MparMaTHYecKUMU OCOOCHHOCTSAMHU. boinbmias dactb
COYETaEMOCTHBIX M KOHCTPYKUMOHHBIX cBoWcTB PBM cBsi3aHa ¢ uzaeel BbIOOpa,
KOTOpasi HE COYETAETCS C CEMAHTUKOU 3a4eM U nouemy, B CUIy TOTO, UTO B SI3bIKE
3aJI0’KEHO TIPEJICTABICHHE O HEBO3MOXKHOCTH BHIOOpA MPUYHMHBI, BBI3BIBAIOIICH
CUTyalIo, U LIeJI, MOTUBHpYIolel neictBue. [lomydeHHble pe3ynbTaThl MOTYT
OBITh WCIOJIL30BAHBI TPU OMUCAHWH BOMPOCHUTEIHHBIX MECTOMMEHUH B JIPYTUX
A3BIKaX.

®duHaHcupoBaHue

PaGora BbImoiHEHAa B pamMKax rpaHta MUHHCTEpPCTBA HAyKH W BBICIIETO OOpa30BaHUS
Ne 075-15-2020-793, «KoMnbloTepHO-THHIBUCTHYECKAs IJIaT(GopMa HOBOTO HOKOJICHUS
U1 U(POBOI TOKYMEHTAIlMM PYCCKOIO s3bIKa: MH(QPACTPYKTYpPa, PECypchl, HaydHbIE
UCCIIEIOBAHUS.
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Abstract

In linguistic theory, there is no common point of view on the question of whether verbs in
aspectual pairs are in inflectional or derivational relations. At the same time, the prefix and
suffix methods of forming aspectual pairs are contrasted in this respect. The publications
(e.g. Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011) pointed out the need to develop new quantitative approaches
to this aspect of the text corpus. We propose two new approaches that compare the quantitative
characteristics of aspectual pairs of both types. One approach is based on the Google Books
Ngram corpus and analyzes the dynamics of the frequency of the use of words in pairs. The
aspectual pairs from the databases created by Janda and Lyashevskaya are considered. For a
numerical assessment of the degree of proximity of the frequency graphs, the Pearson
correlation coefficients were used. The second approach introduces a numerical characteristic
of the semantic proximity of verbs in pairs using modern computer methods. Semantic
proximity of verbs is calculated as a standard cosine measure between vectors representing the
compatibility of the considered verbs in the corpus. Several computer models and text corpora
are considered. Both proposed approaches did not reveal significant numerical differences
in semantic proximity between verbs in aspectual pairs with prefix and suffix pairing. This is
in good agreement with the results of an early study by Janda and Lyashevskaya (2011).
Together with the results of this work, our research shows that the suffixal and affixal ways
of forming aspectual pairs have an equal status in terms of their classification as inflectional
or derivational.

Keywords: aspectual pairs, inflection, word formation, quantitative analysis, corpora,
Russian
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AcnekTyaJsibHbI€e AaphbI:
npeduKcaJIbHbIA VS. CyGpPUKCATbHBIN CIOCO6 00pa30BaHUSA

B.J. COJIOBBEB <, B.B. BOUKAPEB”, B.P. BAUPAIIIEBA

Kaszanckuii pedepanvusiii ynueepcumem, Kazanv, Poccus
D<Imaki.solovyev@mail.ru

AHHOTALMSA

B nmurepatype Het oOmieil TOUKM 3peHHUs 10 BONIPOCY, HAXOAATCS JIM TJ1aroJibl B aCHEKTyaIbHBIX
napax B CIOBOM3MEHHUTEIBHBIX HIIHM CIOBOOOPA30BATENBHBIX OTHOLICHHSX, IPH 3TOM IHpeduK-
calbHBII U cyQdukcanbHblid criocoObl 00pa3oBaHMs aCIIEKTYIbHBIX Map 4acTO MPOTHBOIOCTABIIS-
IOTCS B 3TOM OTHoOIIeHUU. B myOsukanusx (Hanpumep, Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011) yka3biBaioch
Ha HeO6XOZ[I/lMOCT]: Pa3BUTHA B 9TOM BOIIPOCEC HOBLIX KBAHTUTATUBHBIX NOAXOA0B Ha KOPIyCaxX TCK-
cTOB. B naHHO# cTaThe MBI peiaraeM JBa HOBBIX MOAX0/a, COMOCTABISIFOUINX KBAHTUTATHBHBIC
XapaKTepUCTHKH aCIEKTYyaJIbHBIX Map PYCCKHUX IIarojoB o0oux THHoB. OIUH MOJIX0/1 OCHOBaH
Ha koprryce Google Books Ngram u aHanu3upyeT IMHaMHKY 4acTOT YIOTpeOJIeHHS CJIOB B apax.
PaccmarpuBaroTcs acrekTyaabHBIE Taphl U3 0a3 NaHHBIX, co3gaHHbIX JI. Sanoit u O. JIamieBckon.
JLJ1s 9uCIieHHOH OIIEHKH CTENeHH OJIM30CTH TpaHKOB YaCTOT UCIOIB30BaH KOA(OUIIMEHTHI KOppe-
nsmun [Tupcona. BTopoit moaxor BBOJUT YHCIOBYIO XapaKTEPUCTHKY CEMaHTHUECKON OIM30CTH
IJIaroJIOB B II1apax ¢ UCIIOJIb30BAHHEM COBPEMEHHBIX KOMIBIOTEPHBIX METOHOB. CeMaHTHYecKas
OIM30CTh TJIAarojoB PAacCUMTHIBACTCS KaK CTAHIApTHAs KOCHHYCHAs Mepa MEXAy BEKTOpaMHu,
PEIPe3eHTUPYIONIMMH COYETaeMOCTh PacCMaTPUBAEMBIX IJIaroJIoB B Kopiycax. PaccMoTpeHo
HECKOJIbKO KOMIIBIOTCPHBIX Moﬂeﬂeﬁ 1 KOpPIIyCOB TCKCTOB. Hu OAWH M3 MPEAJIOKCHHBIX IMOJAX010B
HE BbISIBUJI CYIIECTBCHHBIX YUCJICHHBIX pa3J’Il/l'-Il/II‘/ll B CTEINEHU CEMaHTUYECKOM 6J'II/130CTI/I MEXKOY
rJIaroJiaMy B acleKTyalIbHbIX Napax npu npedukcanbsHoM U cydukcanbHoM criocodax odpa3oBa-
HUS T1ap. DTO HAXOIUTCS B XOPOILEM COTJIACHH C pe3ysIbTaTaMy paHHero ucciepoanust JI. STHubI
u O. JIsmesckoit (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011). CoBmecTHO ¢ pe3ynbraraMu 3TOH paOOTHI HAIIH
HCCIIeJOBAaHMS [TOKA3bIBAIOT, 4TO cydukcanbublii u adhukcaabHbINA criocoOb 00pa30BaHMs aclek-
TYJIBHBIX [Iap HMEIOT PaBHBIM CTaTyC C TOUKH 3pEHHS UX KJIaCCH()UKALUH KaK CIOBOM3MEHUTEb-
HBIX HJIM CIIOBOOOPa30BaTENbHbIX.

KaioueBble clioBa: acnexmyaivHbie napbl, CL080USMEHEHIUE, CI08000PA306aAHUE, KEAHMUMATNUG-
HbIl QHATU3, KOPNYCbL, PYCCKULL A3bIK

JJ1st H(MTHPOBAHMA:

ConosreB B.Jl., boukapes B.B., baiipamesa B.P. AcnexTyanbHble nmapbl: NpeduKCaNIbHbIH
vs. cypduxcanpHblii criocod obpazoBanus. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. T. 26. Ne 4.
C. 1114-1135. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-27394

1. BBepgeHue

Pycckwuii Bup (B 3apyOexHOH TEPMHUHOJIIOTUU «ACHEKT») SBISIETCS OIHOU U3
Hau0oJiee CIOXKHBIX I'PAMMaTHYECKMX KaTerOpHil, BBI3bIBAIONICH MHOIO CIIOPOB
CpeJly JTMHTBUCTOB U TPYJHOM JUIsl yCBOEGHUS HHOCTPAHIIAMH. 3HAYUTEIbHBIN BKJIa/
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B (popMaTU3aINIO U TOHUMAaHKUE IPUPOIBI 3TOTO MOHATHS BHeceH M. A. Menpuykom
B ¢yHnameHnTtanbHoi MoHorpaduu “Kypc oOmieir mopdonorun” B 4-X TOMax.
B Hacroseit pabote MbI onupaeMcst Ha U3JI0KCHHBIC B HEH MPEICTaBICHUSI.

HecMmoTpst Ha ATUTENBHYI0 HCTOPUIO U3YYCHHS PYCCKOTO BHJIA OCTACTCsI HEesiC-
HBIM, KaK CJIEIyeT €ro TPaKTOBAaTh C TOUKH 3PEHMsI TPaMMAaTHUYECKOTO CTaTryca —
HAXOJSATCS JIU TJArojbl B aCMEKTYallbHBIX Mapax B CIOBOM3MEHHUTEIBHBIX HIIU
CJI0BO0OOpa30BaTENbHBIX OTHOIICHUSIX. OCHOBHBIE TOUKU 3PEHUS CIIETYIOIINE.

1. Bug — cinoBousmeHuTeNbHAs KaTeropus (3To kiaccuuyeckuid moaxon B.B.
Bunorpanosa (Bunorpanos 1972, Menbuyk 1997, Tuxonos 1998).

2. Bun — cnoBokiaccudunupyromas kareropus (Pycckas rpammaruka 1980,
[Terpyxuna 2000, Janda et al. 2013, IToynarsa 2000).

3. Bux — cinoBooOpazoBarenbHas kareropus (Becesonogosa 1997, Filip 1999).

4. TlpedukcanpHoe 0Opa30BaHUE TJIAr0JIOB COBEPIIEHHOTO BUIA (TepdeKTr-
BOB) OT 0a30BBIX IJIar0JIOB HECOBEPIIEHHOTO BH/A (MMIIEPHEKTUBOB) — 3TO CIOBO-
obpasoBanue, a cybhduxcaapbHOe 00pa3oBaHWE BTOPUYHBIX HUMIIEP(HEKTUBOB OT
nepQeKTUBOB — CIOBOM3MEHEHHUE (IMOKamyid, HauOoJliee 4acTO TMpeicTaBliseMast
touka 3peHust (MacioB 1978/2004, 1984, bounapko 1971, Mcauenko 1954/2003,
T'op6osa 2017)).

Pazymeercs, 3Tu paboThl pa3nuyaloTCs HIOAHCAMHU TPAKTOBKHU MepedHCIeH-
HBIX TTOHSITUM.

Takum 006pa3om, 3TH Ba croco0a BHAOBOM TpaHC(HOPMAIIMKA TECHO CBS3aHbI
C TPaMMATUYECKUM CTaTYyCOM aCHEeKTyalbHBIX Map. OTMETHUM, YTO BHIOBBIC MTAPHI
00pa3yroTcs pa3HbIM criocoboM. [TepdhexTuBbl 00pazyroTcs U3 6a30BbIX UMIIEP(EK-
THBOB | ¢ IOMOIIBIO MPHCTABOK’, 4 BTOPUYHBIE MMIEP(PEKTUBBI 00Pa3yIOTC U3
nephekTBOB q00aBieHreM cypdukcoB). Llenbio cTaTbu SIBIAsSETCS MPOBEPKA KBAH-
TUTATUBHBIMUA METOJIaMU TMOCIICTHEN M3 IEPEUUCIICHHBIX 4-X TOUYeK 3peHus. B mo-
cle/lHee IeCATUIIeTHE pobieMa, SIBISIETCS JIM PYCCKUIA BUJ] CIOBOU3MEHHUTEIBHOM
WIH CJIO0BOOOPa30BaTENbHON KaTeropuel, akTHBHO HCCIeAoBalach B paboTax
E.B. T'op6osoii u B.C. Xpakosckoro (I'opoosa 2014, 2015a, 20156, 2017, Xpakos-
ckuit 2015, 2018), ogHako K KOHCEHCYCYy OHM Tak M He mpuuuid. IIpoGremaruka
pycckoro Buaa moapoOHO ocBemieHa B MoHorpaduu (3amu3usk u ap. 2015). Ilo
paccMaTpruBaeMOMY BOTIPOCY TOYKA 3PEHUS, MPEACTABICHHAs B 9TOM MOHOTpaduH,
CJIETyIOIIast: «BOMPOC BOOOIIE HE UMEET OJJHO3HAUHOTO PEIICHHUS. .. YTO OTpa)KaeT
peaNbHO IBOMCTBEHHYIO MPUPOY KATETOPUU BUIA B PYCCKOM si3bIKe» (C. 20).

K coxanenunro, oomenpru3HaHHOTO (opMaIbHOTO (ONIEPAIIMOHHOTO0) KPUTEPHS
pasrpaHUYeHHs CIIOBOOOPA30BAHUS M CIOBOM3MEHEHUS! TOXKE HET. B pasnmuyHbIx
paborax (Dressler 1989, Plank 1991, IlepuioB 1996, Menbuyk 1997) o6cyknanuch
pa3HbIe MPU3HAKK 3TUX KaTeropuii. ABTOpsI paboTsl (Singh 1980) BooOIIe HacTa-
MBAIOT HAa OTMEHE ATOT0 pasrpannyeHus. B (Menpuyk 1997) npennaraercst BBeCTH
MIPOMEKYTOUHYIO KaTeTOPUIO KBa3UrpaMMeM. Bce ke ecTh o0Iee HHTYUTHBHOE
MOHUMAaHUE PA3JINYUS MEXKIY HUMH, XOTS Obl B MPOTOTHUIHYECKUX CIIydasXx: MpU

!B nmocnennee BpeMs HCIONB3yeTCs Takke TepMuH ‘cumiiekchl’ (Gorbova 2022).
2 Jlpyroe Ha3Banue — npeduruposannsie (Gorbova & Chuikova 2022).
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CJIOBOM3MEHEHUH CaMO CJIOBO HE MEHSETCS, €ro JIEKCUYecKasi CEeMaHTHUKA COXPaHsi-
eTcsl, MEHSIETCs JIUIIb ero (popma, a Ipu CI0BOOOPA30BAHUU MEHSETCS CIIOBO, T.C.
€ro 3HauyeHue. JTa MO3ULKS IPEJICTaBICHA U B (JOPMAIU30BAHHOM OIPE/ICTICHUN B
(Menpuyk 1997). Takum 06pa3om, Mbl IPUXOANM K BOIIPOCY O TOM, MEHSIETCS JI
CEMaHTHKa CJI0Ba (KpOME YMCTO BUIOBOH) IpH npedukcanbHoi U cyddhuKcanbHOU
TpaHc(hOpMaIHH.

OpnHako, KaKk M3BECTHO, CEMaHTUKa HE (GopMann3yeMa WU KpailHe CIO0XKHO
dbopmanmzyema. [Ipennoxxennas A. BexxOuiikoit Teopusi CEeMaHTUYECKUX PUMUTHU-
BOB (BexoOwuikas 1999) k nanHoi# 3a/1a4e mI0Xo MpUMEHUMa, TTPEK]IEe BCETO, B CHUITY
KpaitHeil ClIoXKHOCTH (OpMYIT MPECTABICHUSI CEMAaHTUKHU, a TAK)Ke B CHIIy COXpa-
HSIOMIETOCS CYOBEKTHBU3MA B IMOCTpPOEHUHM Takux Qopmyin. [IporuBopeunBas
OIIEHKa MHOTHX Tap TJIaroJIOB KakK acMeKTyaJIbHBIX WIH HET B paboTax (3aau3HsiK,
Muxkasnsa 2012, Kysunenosa, Slana 2013) moka3bIBaeT, YTO UHTYHIIHS JTaXkKe BEaY-
[IMX JIMHTBUCTOB-AaCIIEKTOJIOTOB HEJOCTATOYHA MJIsi yYCTAHOBJICHHSI CEMaHTHYe-
CKOro TOXJecTBa. JTo npuBoauT K caenannoMy (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011:
201) BeiBOOy, uTo “At the level of intuitive analysis, it has not been possible to
resolve this debate” u, cienoBarensHO, A PEHICHUS ATHX MPOOIEM HYKHO MPH-
MEHSTh CTATUCTUYECKHE METO/IBI K KOPITYCHBIM JaHHBIM.

Hrak, mccinemoBaTeabCKUid BOIPOC, pPEIIaeMblii B JAaHHOM CTaThe: B KaKOH
CTETICHH MEHSETCS CEMaHTHKa CJIOB MpHU cyPdUKCaTbHOM U MPePUKCATHHOM CIIO-
cobax oOpa3oBaHuMs acnieKTyalnbHbIX map? [IpoBepsiemast runoresa: ceMaHTHUYECKAsS
OJIN30CTh MEXKAY TJIaroJiaMd B aclEKTyaJIbHBIX Mmapax Nep(EeKTHB — BTOPHYHBIN
nMrepdeKTUB OyIeT OOJIbIIIe, YeM MEXK Y TIarojaMu B mapax 0a30BbIid uMIepQek-
TUB — niep(ekTuB. B cTaThe MBI OrpaHUYMBAEMCS PACCMOTPEHUEM OCHOBHBIX CIIO-
co00B 00pa30BaHUS ACMEKTYaIbHBIX Tap: MPUCTABOYHOTO JIJIsi 00pa30BaHUS TIEp-
dekTrBa U cyGduKcaIBHOTO 11 00pa30BaHMsI BTOPUYHOTO UMIIEPHEKTHBA.

B nanHO# cTaThe MBI IpenaaraeM JBa Mojaxoja K MOJyYeHUI0 OOBEKTUBHOM
YHCJICHHON OLIGHKU CTENeHM CEMAaHTHYECKOW OJM30CTH CIIOB, COCTABJISIOLIMX
acneKkTyaibHble nmapel. O0a moaxoAa NPUMEHEHBI K aclIeKTyalbHBIM IapaM, Moiy-
yaeMbIM npedukcanuei u cypdukcanueit. B utore Mbl He HAIIUTH 3aMETHBIX KOJH-
YECTBEHHBIX PA3IUYNI MEXKIY dTUMHU IBYMS CIIOCOOAMHU, KOTOPBIE TTO3BOJIMIH ObI
UX 4eTKO MU hepeHIpoBaTh KaK CIIOBOOOPA30BATEIbHBIC HITH CIIOBOU3MEHUTEIb-
HBIE. DTO XOpoIo corjacyetcs ¢ padoroit (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011), B koTo-
pOH Tak)Ke HE HaWJEHO TaKUX PA3JIMYMU IIPU NPUMEHEHHUHU €IIe OJAHOI0 KOJIMYe-
CTBEHHOTO MeToja. B 310l paboTe CpaBHMUBAIKCH TPaMMaTHYECKUE MPOPHIN —
pacnpenenenus ¢popm riaroya B HarmonaasHOM KOpITyce pPyCCKOTO SI3bIKa — M OBLIT
noilyueH creayromuit pesynbrar: “we do not find reportable differences between
the grammatical profiles of aspectual partners formed with prefixes as opposed to
suffixes” (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011: 213).

B a3T0ii cTaThe MBI HCHONB3yeM NpeanoxkeHHyto B (Janda et el. 2013) Tepmu-
HOJIOTHIO: TIep(EKTUBBI B aCIEKTyalbHBIX Mapax ¢ 0a30BBIMH UMIEpP(EKTUBAMU
OyJieM Ha3bIBaTh €CTECTBCHHBIMHU, & HHBIC MTePPEKTUBHI — CIICIIHATN3NPOBAHHBIMH.
Hamnpumep, npouumams — ectecTBEHHBIN IEPPEKTUB, COCTABIISIONINN aCTICKTy b~
HYIO TIapy C Yumamo, a 004UMams — ClelMaIn3uPOBAHHBIN Mep(HEKTUB.
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2. TeopeTuyeckue npeanoCbIIKU

B »TOM pasnerne MbI KpaTKO MpeIcTaBUM HEOOXOAUMBIN TEOpEeTUIECKUIl MaTe-
puan. B cooTBeTcTBUH C 3asIBI€HHBIMH LEISIMU YTOYHUM MIPUHLIUIIAATIBHO BaXKHbIE
JUTSL TaHHOTO MCCIIEAOBAHMUS MOHATHS CIIOBOOOPA30BaHUS U CTIOBOU3MEHEHUS. MBI
OTTaJKUBaeMcs OT Kiraccudeckoro Tpyaa M. A. Menpuyka «Kypce o6miei Mmopdoito-
rum» B 4-x ToMax. XOTs 3TU MOHITHS U XOPOIIO U3BECTHHI, Bce ke N.A. Menpuyk
B CBOEH MOHOTpaduu MOAPOOHO UX pacCMATPUBAET. ITO CBSI3aHO, B YACTHOCTH, C
TEM, YTO MEX]y CIOBOM3MEHEHHUEM U CIIOBOOOPA30BaHHWEM HET YETKOW TPaHMUIIbI,
ITH MOHATHS, CKOpEE, IPayUpOBaHHBbIE.

CrnoBou3MeHEeHHE U CTI0BOOOpa30BaHUE YMECTHO PACCMATPHUBATh C AIBYX TOUYEK
3pEHHSI: CEMaHTHKO-JIEKCUKOTrpaduueckoit u popmanbHoit. [log cemanTiko-1ekcu-
Korpauyeckoil MOHUMAETCSl BOIPOC: SBISIOTCS JIM JIBa CJIOBA, HAXOMAAIIUXCS B
CJIOBOM3MEHUTEIBHBIX/CIOBOOOPA30BATENbHBIX OTHOIICHUSIX, BApUAHTAMU OIHOM
JIEKCEMBI WJIH 3TO JIBE PA3HBIX JIEKCEMBL. JTO ONpeAesieT B TOM YHCIIe U IPeICTaB-
JIEHHE CJIOB B CJIOBapsAX — AOJKHBI JIM OHU OIIMCHIBATHCS B OJTHOM CIIOBAPHOM CTaThe
WIH B IBYX Pa3HBIX.

B (Menbuyk 1997) aBTOp HCXOAUT U3 CIEIYIOIINX [IOCTYIATOB: «JlepuBaTeMsl
pa3IuyaroT pa3HbIe JEKCEMbI» (C. 274), rae moa AepuBaTEeMO TOHMMAETCS BIpa-
xKaemoe MOP(HOJIIOTHYECKUMHU CPEICTBAMH  CIOBOOOpA30oBaTeIbHOE 3HAUCHHE.
B 51011 MOHOTpaduu rcnonb3yeTcs TakKe MOHATHE TPAMMEMBI KaK 3HaYeHUs, IPH-
HaJJIeXKaIlero K CIOBOM3MEHMTENbHOW Kareropuu. llpm 3tom mnoctynupyercs
(c. 258): «rpamMMeMBbI pa3audaroT (POPMBbI “‘OTHOTO M TOTO K€ CI0BA’» (BBIICICHUE
N.A. Menbuyka). Takum o06pazom, mo Menb4yKy, IpH CIOBOM3MEHEHUH MbI OCTa-
eMcsl B IpejiesiaX «OJIHOTO U TOTO K€ CJIOBay, T.€. JEKCHYeCKasi CeMaHTHKa He Me-
HSeTCA. A TIpU CJI0BOOOPAa30BaHHUM MOTYYAIOTCs IBE Pa3HbIE JIEKCEMBI C pa3HOH ce-
MaHTHKOM (yUUTHIBasi, YTO aOCOIIOTHAS CHHOHUMUS IPAKTHYECKHU HEBO3MOXKHA).

N.A. Menbuyk npenjiaraet Takxe GopMaabHOE ONpeeNieHHe CIIOBOM3MEHH-
TeIbHOMN KaTeropuu. YToObl He YCIOXKHATh U3JI0KEHUE B JAHHOMN CTAaThe, MbI OTCHI-
JaeM yuTarens K nepBoucTouHuKy (Menbuyk 1997: 249). UyTh yTOUHEHHBIN Ba-
pHAHT 3TOTrO ONpeeseHus MpUBeIeH B cBexel ctatbe M.A. Menbuyka ¢ coaBTO-
pamu (Mopnanckas u np. 2020). Coaepx’aTeIbHO 3TO OIpPENEICHUE CBOJIUTCS K
JIBYM TpeOOBaHUSIM — 00s13aTEIIbHOCTH U PETYJISIPHOCTH clioBon3MeHeHus. C1oBo-
oOpa3oBaHue He 00s3aHO 00NanaTh 3TUMHU cBoicTBamu (Menpuyk 1997: 271).
Pycckwuii Bup (moa HazBaHueM ‘ActieKT V’) OMHMCBHIBAETCS B 3TOM MOHOTpaduu B
rnase [ CemanTuyeckue cioBon3MeHuTenbHbIe 3HaueHus: (Menbuyk 1998).

CaoiicTBa 0053aTENBFHOCTU U PETYJSIPHOCTH CIOBOM3MEHEHUS! paccMaTpHBa-
JMCh U B ipyrux padorax. Tak, B (Cuunnasa 2011) mpu oOcyx1eHU rpaMmaTnye-
CKOT'O CTaTyca BHUa IPUBOJSATCS CIEAYIOIINE JOBOAbI (Jlajee — [IUTaTa):

e BBIpaXEHHUE NPU MIPUCTABOYHOH Mep(EKTUBAIIUN COBMECTHO CO CIOBOOOpA-
30BaTeJIbHBIMU 3HAYCHUSMH (B MOJIB3Y CJIOBOOOPA30BATEIHHOM TPAKTOBKH);

e OTCYTCTBUE OOIIMX MOP(OJIOTHUECKUX MOKa3zaTeNnel Buaa (IpOTHB CIOBO-
U3MEHUTEIbHON TPAKTOBKH);
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e OJIHO3HaYHasl 0XapaKTePU30BaHHOCTh OCHOBHOTO MacCHBa CJIOBOGOPM IO
BUJY (B IIOJIb3Y CIIOBOM3MEHUTEIBHON TPAKTOBKH);

e BBICOKAs PETYJSPHOCT, 00pa3oBaHUS BTOPUYHBIX HMMIEPHEKTUBOB
(B O3y CIIOBOU3MEHHUTEIBLHOU TPAKTOBKH).

K coxanenuto, mpuMeHeHHEe TOIbKO (hOpMaTbHBIX ApaMETPOB HE MO3BOJISIET
OJTHO3HAYHO KJIacCU(UIMPOBATh BHUI. TaK, peryIsipHOCTD SBIISICTCS TPayaTbHBIM
MOHSITUEM, U HE BIIOJIHE OYEBUAHO, TPAKTOBATH JIU MPUMEHEHUE Habopa MPUCTAaBOK
npu npepuKcaTbHOM 00pa3oBaHUH MepPEeKTUBA KaK PETyIsipHOe UIH HeT. Psg 6o-
Jee TOHKUX (POpMAIbHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHK paccMOTpeHsl B padote (I'opbosa 2017).

BepreMcst kK ceMaHTHKO-JIeKCHKOTrpaduaeckomy moaxoay. Kak yxe otmeva-
JI0Ch, KPUTUYECKUM SIBJISIETCS BOIMPOC, COBIMAJACT JIM JIGKCHUECKasi CEMaHTHKa y
YJICHOB AacleKTyalbHOW mapbl. s riaronoB map ‘mepeKkTUB — BTOPHUYHBIN
uMIeppeKTHB’ OOJNBIIMHCTBO HCCIEAOBATENCH CUMTAIOT, YTO WX CEMaHTHKa
unentudyHa. M3Bectuwiii mpumep 10.J[. Anpecsna (Anpecsa 1995: 112) numo —
8bINUMb — GbLINUBAMNDL TEMOHCTPUPYET HAIMYUE JOMOJHUTEIHHON JEKCHYECKOM
CEMaHTUKHU Y BTOPUYHOTO UMIIepeKTHBa. bojee Toro, 3To OTHIONb HE STMHUYHBIN
cinyuait. B (CuumnaBa 2011) oTMedeHO, YTO BTOPUYHBIA UMIEPPEKTUB «CEMAHTH-
YECKHU CIBHHYT B CTOPOHY HTepaTHBa». HecoBmaneHue JeKCHuecKkoi CEeMaHTHUKH B
atux mapax Tpakryercs B (['opboBa 2017) kak «cneacTBue JEKCHKAIM3AIUU
(IerpaMMaTHUKAIA3aNNN) TPaMMaTHYECKON (POPMBD).

CooTHoleHrne ceMaHTUKU 0a30BOro nMIiieppekTuBa U MPUCTABOYHOTO MeEp-
dexTrBa ABISETCS MPEIMETOM JaBHUX AUCKyccuil. COBMaeHUE UX JEKCUIECKOU
CEMaHTHKHU HKBUBAJIEHTHO OTCYTCTBHUIO COOCTBEHHOW CEMAaHTUKU Y NMPHUCTABOK B
coctaBe mepdekxtuBa. OTHpaBHON sBIseTCs Touka 3peHusi (Bunorpamos 1972,
TuxonoB 1998), 4To B acmeKTyanbHBIX Mapax MPUCTABKU 3TOTO TUMA SBISIOTCA
«YUCTOBHIOBBIMY, TO €CTh HE HECYT COOCTBEHHOW CEMaHTUKH, & BRIPAYKAIOT TOJILKO
Bua. OmHAKO eCTh M aJbTepHATHBHBIC TOUKH 3peHus. I umoreza Bes—CxoneBenma
(Schooneveld 1978) rmacut, 9T0O 3TH MPUCTABKU UMEIOT COOCTBEHHYIO CEMAHTHKY,
HO OHA HAKJIAJbIBAETCS Ha CEMAHTUKY KOpHsA. B mocneanee necstuiierue uues
HaJIM4YUsl COOCTBEHHON CEMAHTHUKH y NMPHUCTABOK B aCHEKTyaJIbHBIX Mapax UMIIep-
(eKTHB — IPUCTABOYHBIN MEp(PEKTUB aKTUBHO OTCTamBajach B padotax JI. SHmbpI
(Anma 2012, Janda et al. 2013, Ky3nenosa, fAuga 2013). JI. SIlana Tpaktyet BU Kak
KJIacCU(UIMPYIOITYIO KATETOPHIO.

B.A. IlnyHTrsiH Takke CUMTAEeT PyCCKUN BHJT CJIOBOKIACCU(MHUIINPYIOIICH KaTe-
ropueil, xots u ¢ oroBopkamu (ILmynrsa 2000: 125). B sT0ii pabote npuBoasTCs
MHTEpECHbIC HAOIIOACHUS TUIIOJIOTHYECKOTO U JHAaXpOHUYECKOro xapakrepa. [1o
naHHbIM B.A. IlnyHrsiHa, BO MHOTMX SI3bIKax MHpa aclEKT HOCHUT CIIOBOM3MEHHU-
TENbHBIA XapaKkTep C TEHACHILMEH MPEBpalleHUs B CIOBOKIACCHU(PHUIMPYIOUIYIO
kareroputo (IlmynrstH 2000: 294). CydduxcanpHble acnekTyaabHbIE Mapbl
B.A. IInyHrsiH TpakTyeT Kak CIOBOM3MEHHUTEIbHBIE, OJHAKO OTMEYAET, YTO TaKHUE
Napel HE ABIAIOTCS JOMUHUPYOMKUMU. OTMeuaeTrcs, uto B nociennune 200-300 et
ymcno Takux nap Bo3pacraet (Ilmynrsu 2000: 126). [Toaxon B.A. [TnyursHa k cio-
BOM3MEHEHUIO/CII0BOOOPa30BaHUIO B IeJioM 030K K moaxomy M.A. Menbpuyka,
HO MeHee (hopMalu30BaH.
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Otmerum uHTepecHyto padory (Mopnanckas u ap. 2020), B KoTOpoil mapsl
TJIaroJIOB JBIDKCHHUS THIIA Jlenemy/lemams TPAKTyIOTCs KaK HaXosIuecs B CJo-
BOM3MEHUTEIILHOM OTHOLIEHNH, HECMOTPS Ha JIEKCUKOIpahUUECKyI0 TPAIULINIO UX
OTMCaHMs B Pa3HBIX CIOBAPHBIX CTaThiX. B paboTe 000CHOBBIBAaETCS TOUKA 3pEHUS,
YTO pa3IMyus B CEMAHTHKE IJ1aroJIoB B TAKHUX Iapax MOXHO OMMCAaTh KaK rpaMMa-
THYECKHE, ONPEEIIeMbIe TPAMMEMaMH 0OHOHANPABIEHHOe/HeHanpasieHHoe BU-
XKeHHe. DTO MPUMEp TOTo, KakK, Ka3aaoch Obl, pa3HbIe CII0BAa MOTYT ObITh IPE/CTaB-
JeHbl KaK (hopMbI 0fHOTO cioBa. TakuM 00pazom, pa3rpaHUUYECHUE CIOBOM3MEHE-
HUE U CJI0BOOOPA30BaHUS SBJISIETCS COBEPILIEHHO HETPUBUAIBHOMN MPOOIEMOH.

3. [laHHble u meToAbI
3.1. Modxo0 1: duHamuKka yacmomHocmu ynompebneHus cnoea

[lepBriii U3 ABYX MpejuiaraeMblX HaMU TIOJIX0JI0B OCHOBAH Ha MCIIOJIb30BaHUU
kopryca Google Books Ngram (B nanbHeiimem cokpamenHo GBN). Kopnyc co-
JEPKUT JJIsL PyCCKoro si3bika 6onee 80 mmmmuapaos ciioB (B 100 pa3 Gomnbiiie, yem
HarmponaneHeIi KOPITyC PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa) M OXBaThIBaeT Oosiee 2 BekoB. CepBUC
Bm3yamm3aruu Ngram  Viewer (https://books.google.com/ngrams/) mo3Bosser
CTPOUTH rpaUKU 4YaCTOT BCTPEYAEMOCTH CIIOB U CJIOBOCOUYCTAHHI 110 TO/IaM.

Konnexuus GBN comepuT TOIBKO TEKCThl KHUT, U B 3TOM CMBICJIE OHA HE
ABJSIETCS BceoxBaThiBatoed. C Apyroil CTOPOHbBI, METOJIMKA CO3/ITaHMS ITOTO KOp-
nmyca Obuia TakoBa (Michel et al. 2011): monHoe ckanupoBanue kHur (6onee 15 %
OT BCEX M3/aHHBIX B MUpE KHUT) Oojee ueM u3 40 KpynHeHmux OUOIMOTEK IO
BCEMYy MUY, BKJItodas Oubnmmoreku yHuBepcutretoB Okcdopmaa, [apBapma u mp.
(ENA, September 20, 2022)*. D10 06eCneunIo penpe3eHTaTHBHOE MPEICTABICHUE
BCEX ACIIEKTOB YEJIOBEYECKON KYJIbTYPBI, B TOM MEpE, B KOTOPOH OHU IIPEICTaB-
JICHBI B M3/IaHHBIX KHUTAX, XPAHALIMXCS B BEAYIIUX Onbmnorexax. Bompockl, cBs-
3aHHBIC CO COATAHCHPOBAHHOCTHIO U pernpe3eHTaTuBHOCTRI0O GBN, 06cyxnatorcs
B (Solovyev 2019, Richey & Taylor 2020).

Hama ocHoBHas uzest cocTOUT B cliefyromeM. Ecinu 1Ba cioBa HaXoAsTCs B
CJIOBOM3MEHUTEIILHOM OTHOILIEHUU M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, UMEIOT TOXIAECTBEHHYIO
JIEKCUYECKYI0 CEMAaHTHKY, TO 4acTOTa YMOTpeOJIeHHs 3TUX IBYX CJIOB OyneTr me-
HATBHCS CHUHXPOHHO, B 3aBHCHMOCTU OT CTETNIEHH BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTHU CJIOB C ATOM
CEMAaHTUKOW B TOT WJIM MHOW MEPHOJ BpeMeHU. Eciu ke 1Ba ClIoBa HAXOASITCA B
CJIIOBOOOPA30BATENbHBIX OTHOILICHUSAX, T.€. MPEICTaBISAIOT CO0OW JBa pas3HBIX
CJIOBA, TO YACTOTHI UX YIOTPEOICHHUSI MOTYT MEHATHCSI HE CHHXPOHHO, B 3aBUCHUMO-
CTH OT BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTH KaXKIOT'0 U3 3TUX CJIOB. JTO CIEAYET, B YACTHOCTH, U3
nucTpuOyTuBHOU THUmoTe3bl (Sahlgren 2008). Takum o6pa3om, st TOTO, YTOOBI
OILICHUTH MpePUKCATbHBIN U Cy(PPHUKCaANbHBIN cCIOCOOB 00pPa30BaHMSI ACTIEKTYalb-
HBIX Tap C 3TOH TOYKH 3peHHs], TPeOyeTcsi COMOCTaBUTh IHMHAMUKY YacTOT
CJIOBOYIIOTpEOJICHUSI COOTBETCTBYIONMX riaarojoB. B GBN ymnorpe6ienue cioBa
pENpe3eHTUPYETCS BPEMEHHBIM PSIOM YacTOT B MOCJENOBaTeNbHbIE ToAbl. MBbI

3 http://www.google.com/intl/en/googlebooks/library/partners.html
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UCIIONIb3yeM HHTepBai BpeMeHH ¢ 1920 r., uroObl n30exaTh BIAMSIHUSA CTApoil op-
¢dorpaduu (1o pepopmser 1917 r.), He Bceraa TouHo oTpakaeMoil B GBN.

CreneHb CHHXPOHHOCTH W3MEHEHHs YacTOT YHOTPEOJIEHUS OIpenensercs
61M30CThIO (POPM KPUBBIX — BPEMEHHBIX PSAZIOB U MOXKET OBITh oJcunTana. Oomeit
npobiaemMaTuke OJM30CTH BPEMEHHBIX PSAJOB MU METOJAM €ro OICHKH IOCBSIIEHA
pabora (Batyrshin et al. 2014). [[yst 9uCICHHON OIIEHKH CTEIICHU OJIM30CTH OyIemM
UCTONb30BaTh K03 duuuenTsl koppensuun [Tupcona, kak 4yacTo MCIOJIb3YyEeMbII
JUISL OLIEHKU OJIM30CTH BPEMEHHBIX PsiioB. JlaHHBIH 01X0 OBLT BIIEpBbIE AHOHCH-
poBan Ha koHdpepenuu 15th Slavic Cognitive Linguistics Conference (ConoBbeB
2017). O6ocHOBaHue To1x01a U3JI0kKeHO B cTathe (ComoBbeB 2022).

ByayT ucnonp3oBaHbl ABa HAOOpa JaHHBIX. ACNEKTyallbHbIE aphl ¢ MpeduK-
CaJIbHBIM CIIOCOOOM BHJI000pa3oBaHMsl B3ATHI M3 0a3el gaHHBIX Exploring
Emptiness (Janda et al. 2013), (ENA, September 20, 2022)*. ITaps! ¢ cyddukcans-
HBIM THIIOM BHJ1000pa3oBaHMs — U3 0a3bl JaHHBIX BUAOBBIX nap (O. JldmeBckas
2016 (ENA, September 20, 2022)°).

IIpu pabote ¢ BpemeHHbIMU psigamu yacToT u3 GBN ciegyer umers B BUIy
CJIEAYIOUIYI0 0COOEHHOCTh. [l HU3KOYACTOTHBIX CJIOB BO3pPAcTaeT BJIMSHHUE Ha
dopmy rpadukoB cirydaiiHbIX GakTopoB. [loaTomy nenecoodpa3Ho aHATU3UPOBATh
10 OTAETFHOCTH CJIOBA C Pa3HON YaCTOTHOCTHIO. By/ieM cpaBHHUBAThH TOJIBKO CIIOBA,
OTJIMYAIOIIHECs MO YacToTe He Oonee, yem B 10 pa3. T.e. menmum Bce ciaoBa Ha
rpynnsl ¢ yactotamu £ f > 104, 10*> £ > 10 u 1.1. YacToTa HOACUMTHIBAETCS
Kak cpenHad Ha uHtepBase 1920-2008. PaccMaTpuBaroTCs JUILIb aCIIEKTyaJlbHbIE
napsl, 00a Tyarojia KOTOPbIX MPUHAIICKAT K OJTHOM 4acTOTHOM rpymie. B Tabm. 1
NPUBEECHbI yCpeAHEHHbIE KO GUIIMEHTHI Koppesiiuuu 1o [Iupcony BpeMeHHBIX
PSI0B YACTOT IJ1arojioB B aCMEKTYyAJIbHBIX Mapax.

Tabnuya 1. CpeaHuii KoadpuumeHT Koppenaunm MUPCoHa YacToT rNaroNoB B acNeKTyanbHbIX napax/
Table 1. Average Pearson correlation coefficient of verb frequencies in aspectual pairs

Yacrora, logl0 Mpe¢uKkcanbHoe BUA006pasoBaHue CyddpuKcanbHoe BMA0o6pasoBaHue
-4 0,65 0,61
-5 0,66 0,68
-6 0,53 0,58
-7 0,31 0,39
-8 0,19 0,27
-9 - 0,29
Bcero nap 673 7800

Kak BUHO U3 TaOMIUIb], 71 Hauboee BHICOKOUACTOTHBIX TIarojos ¢ f> 107
KOPPEJISIHS 0Ka3bIBACTCSI HECKOJIBKO BBINIE JIJISI IPpe(hUKCaTBHOTO Crioco0a BUIO-
oOpa3oBanus. J[s ClIeMyONMX IBYX YaCTOTHBIX TPynn — s CyPPUKCaIbHOTO
cnoco0a BHI000pa30BaHusl, IPHUYEM TOXKE HE HAMHOTO BbIIIe. J{JIs1 HU3KOYACTOT-
HBIX TJIATOJIOB B CJICIYIONIMX Ipymnnax Ko3()PUIHEHT KOPPesSIuu uMeeT HeOOb-
IIMEe 3HAYCHUS B CUITY (aKkTopa, 0 KOTOPOM OBLIO CKa3aHo Bbilie. Takum 00pa3om,
P TAaKOM TIOJICYETE CYIIECTBEHHOW Pa3HUIIBI HE OOHAPYKUBACTCS.

4 http://emptyprefixes.uit.no/
5 http://ru-eval.ru/go/resources.html
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OpHUM U3 BO3MOKHBIX BIMSIOIINX HA pe3yJIbTaT (PaKTOPOB MOKET ObITh MHO-
TO3HAYHOCTb TJIAr0JIOB. DTO CHIDKACT 3HAYCHUS KO (HUIIMEHTOB KOPPEIISALIUH, TaK
KaK rpa@uk 4acToT CJIOBOYHOTPEOICHHM CTPOUTCS OJUH JIJIsl BCEX 3HaYEHHI CIIOB,
YCpPEeAHAA YaCTOTHI I BCEX ero 3HaueHuil. OTOepeM HEKOTOPOE YHCIIO0 STATIOHHBIX
nap — J0CTaTOYHO BHICOKOYACTOTHBIX TJIaroJIOB, HE SBIISIOMIMXCSI OMOHUMAaMHU WIIH
MOJIMCEMUYHBIMU CIIOBAMH C 3aBEJIOMO PA3IMYHBIMU 3HAYCHUSIMH, U PacCUYUTAEM
KO2(PUITMEHTHI KOppesaiuu I HuX. B 1abn. 2 mpuBeaeHbl paccMaTpruBacMbie
naps! cjioB. Cnucok noarotosieH JI. Snaoi.

Pacuet npoBoauTCs Tak *e, Kak U JUIsl IOJTHOTO Ha0opa aceKTyallbHbIX Map.
PesynbraThl npuBeaeHs! B Tab. 3.

Tabauya 2. NMapbl 6a30Bblit UMNep¢EeKTUB — eCTeCTBEHHbI NepdeKTUB
1 cneuvannsnpoBaHHbii nepdpeKkTus — BTOPUUHbIA umnepdektus /
Table 2. Pairs of basic imperfective — natural perfective
and specialized perfective — secondary imperfective

basoBbii EcTecTBeHHbIN CneunanmsmpoBaHHbIi BTopuuHbIii

nmnepdekTus neppeKTmus nep¢pekTus umnepdekTus
aenartb caenatb nepegenatb nepegenbiBatb
KasaTtbcA MoKa3aTbCA OKa3aTbCA OKa3blBaTbCA
npocuTb nonpocuTb BbINPOCUTb BbINPaLINBaTb
CTaBUTb nocTaBuTb NpuUCTaBuTbL NpUCTaBaATb
XpaHWUTb COXPaHWUTb OXPaHUTb OXPaHATb
npATaTb cnpATaTb npunpartaTb npunNpATbIBaTb
nnesatb HannesaTtb onneBaTtb onneBbiBaTb
pacTuTb BbIPacTUTb OTPacTUTb oTpalmBaTh
XKpaTtb COXpaTb noxpatb NnoXKupaTb
HIOXaTb MOHIOXaTb BbIHIOXaTb BbIHIOXMBATb
wynaTtb noLynaTb HalynaTb HallynbiBaTb
urpaTb CbIrpaThb BbIMIPaTh BbIMTPbIBaTb
BEPUTb noBepuTb npoBepUTHL npoBepATb
3BOHWTb NO3BOHMUTb nepesBoOHUTb nepesBaHuBaTb
pucosaTtb HapucoBaTb cpvcoBaTb CPVCOBbIBaTb
B/eYb nosneyvyb npuneneyb npuBaeKaTb
eub CKeyb 3a)eub 3a¥uraTb
Mep3HYTb 3aMep3HyTb NPOMEP3HYTb npomepsaTtb
KonaTb BbIKOMaTb packonaTtb pacKanbiBaTb
KpacTb YKpacTb 060KpacTb 0b6KpaabiBaTh

Tabauya 3. CpeaHmit KoapduumeHT Koppenaunmu MUpcoHa YacToT rnaroaos

B acneKTya/bHbIX Nnapax u3 Taébauubi 2 /

Table 3. Average Pearson correlation coefficient of verb frequencies in aspectual pairs from table 2
Yacrora, logl0 MNpedukcanbHoe BuaoobpasosaHue | CydpoukcanbHoe BUA006pasoBaHue
-5 0,94 -
-6 0,75 0,72
-7 0,71 0,72
-8 - 0,53

3/1ech MUHYC O3HAa4aeT OTCYTCTBUE Map B JaHHOW yacToTHOM rpymme. Kak u
0’KU/1JI0Ch, JJIS STAJIOHHBIX Map K03()(UIMEHT KOPPEsILUU 3aMETHO BBILIE, YEM
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B TaOy. 1. AcrmektyanbHbIe Mapbl 00OMX THIOB TpaHC(OPMAIUU MPUCYTCTBYIOT
TOJIBKO B JIBYX YaCTOTHBIX rpymmax: 10°> > 10°u 10°> > 107. B o6oux rpyn-
nax K03 GUIMEHTH KOPPEISIUUA TOYTH PABHBI.

Takum 00pazom, mpU TaKOM TOJIXOJE PA3IUYUS B CTETICHU CEMaHTUYECKOU
omm3ocT ipu cyphUKCATbHOM M TpePUKCaTbHOM CIoco0ax oOpa3oBaHUs BHIA
JUTSI STAIOHHBIX Map TaKKe He 00HAPYKEHBI.

3.2. [1odx00 2: cemaHMu4ecKkoe cxo0cmeo 8 8eKMOpPHOU cemaHmukKe

XO0poI1I0 U3BECTHOH SIBISETCS AUCTPUOYTUBHAS TUTIOTE3a, COTTIACHO KOTOPOit
JMHTBUCTUYECKUE €MHUIIBI, BCTPEUAIOIINECS B CX0KHX KOHTEKCTaxX, UMEIOT OJIH3-
kue 3HadeHus. OCHOBBIBASICh HA HEW B KOMIIBIOTEPHOM JIMHI'BUCTHKE pa3paOdO0TaHBI
METO]Ibl BEKTOPHOM CEMaHTUKHU, O3BOJIAIONMIKE (HOPMATU30BaTh CEMAHTHUKY CJIOBA
KaK BEKTOP 4acTOT CJIOB, C KOTOPHLIMH OHO BMECTE BCTPEUALETCS B TEKCTaX KOpITyca.
CeMaHTHYECKOE CXOJICTBO MEXK/1y CJIOBAMU JIETKO BBIYUCIIUTh, OTHUM U3 CTaHIapT-
HBIX MaTEMaTHYECKHX METOJIOB, HANpUMEp, KaK KOCHHYCHYIO Mepy CXOACTBa
MeX 1y BeKTopamH ciioB. [IpeanoskeHbl pa3nuyHble METOAbI TIOCTPOSHHS BEKTOPOB:
skipgram, fasttext u ap. (Mikolov et al. 2013, Bojanowski et al. 2017, Pennington
et al. 2014). lanHbIi TOAXOA U €T0 MOCIICYIONTHE MOIU(UKAIIUN ITUPOKO UCTIOJTb-
3YIOTCS B Pa3IMYHBIX 33a4ax 00pabOTKH TEKCTOB, TAKUX KaK KJIacCU(DUKAIIUS TCK-
CTOB, BOIIPOCHO-OTBETHBIE CHUCTEMBI, CyMMapu3aiusi TekcToB (Sivakumar et al.
2020, Yang et al. 2019). [Iis pyccKoro si3blka CyIIECTBYIOT CHCTEMBI, B KOTOPBIX
yKe TIOCTpOEHBI BeKTOpa Juisi coTeH Thicsadu cioB (Grave et al. 2018, Kutuzov &
Andreev 2015). MbI UCTIOIB3yEeM 3TH METOBI AJISI pacueTa CEMaHTUIECKOTO CXO/I-
CTBA CJIOB B aCMEKTYyaJbHBIX Mapax.

B Tabmmue 4 npuBeacHa BennuyuHa cxojacTtBa (B mHTEepBasie or 0 jmo 1;
1 — MakcHMaIbHOE CXOJCTBO) JUISl Halllero Habopa 3TajoHHbIX map. /s pacyeToB
npuMeHsIcs MHCTpyMeHTapuii Rusvectores (ENA, September 20, 2022)°, ncrons-
syromuid  Mojenk skipgram, oOydeHHyro Ha kopmyce Taiira (Shavrina &
Shapovalova 2017). B Hee BKIIFOUCHBI TaK)Ke 3HAYCHUS CXOJICTBA MEXTy Oa30BBIM
uMIep(PEeKTUBOM U CIIEIUATU3UPOBAHHBIM NepdekTrBoM. CXOACTBO MPUBEACHO B
CTONOIAX, PACTIONIOKEHHBIX MEX]Ty COOTBETCTBYIOIUMHU CIIOBAMHU.

B npunoxenun npuBesieHbl ABe TaOIUIIbI, B KOTOPBIX HCIOIb30BaHbI IpyTrHe
MaTeMaTHYeCKHe MOJICTH U JPYTHe KOPIychl. UncIeHHbIe JaHHBIE B HUX HEMHOTO
OTJIMYAIOTCS. OT JAaHHBIX TaOnuIBl 4, HO JIEMOHCTPHUPYIOT Te e 3P EKTHI.
B Tabnuie S1 ¢xoJIcTBO pacCUMTHIBAIIOCH IO Mpe00ydeHHOM Moaenu fasttext 6e3
JOTIOTHUTEILHOTO J1000y4YeHus, a B Tabnuie S2 mo skipgram, oOydeHHOW Ha
kopnyce HKPA u Buxkuneaus. Pa3nuuue B xopirycax cOCTOMT B TOM, uTo Taiira
COCTOMT TMOYTH NOJHOCTBIO (95%) U3 XyHoXKecTBEHHBIX TeKCTOB. IIpodepk
B TaOJIMIIaX HIDKE O3HAYAET, YTO B JAHHOW BBIYUCIUTEIHHONU MOJIEIH OTCYTCTBYIOT
HEOOXOAUMBIE CIIOBA.

6 https://rusvectores.org/ru/misc/
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Tabauya 4. BennunHa cXo4CcTBa MeXAyY C/10BaMMU B BEKTOPHOI CEMaHTUKe,
modens skipgram, kopnyc Taiiza /
Table 4. The value of the similarity between words in vector semantics,
skipgram model, Taiga corpus

- basoBbi Cneunanusmu- "

EctectBeHHbIN | CxoAacT- Cxoact- . Cxopct-| BTopuyHbIN

Ne nep¢peKTus BO mmnep- BO poBaHHbin BO umnepdekTus
¢eKTus nepgeKTus
1 caenatb 0,73 |@enatb 0,20 |nepepenatb 0,73 |nepepenbiBatb
2 nokasaTbcs 0,64 |kasaTtbcA 0,21 |okasaTbcA 0,69 |oKa3biBaTbCA
3 nonpocuTb 0,82 |npocutb 0,45 |BbiNnpocuTb 0,60 |BbinpawmBaTb
4 NoCTaBuTb 0,81 |cTaBuTb 0,30 |npucrtasuTb 0,78 |npucrtasnatb
5 COXPaHUTb 0,52 |xpaHutb 0,38 |oxpaHuTb 0,50 |oxpaHATb
6 cnpATatb 0,81 |npAaTaTb 0,68 |npunpsaTaTtb 0,82 |npunpATbiBaTb
7 HanaesaTb 0,84 |nnesaTb 0,41 |onneBaTb 0,50 |onneBbiBaTb
8 BbIPaCTUTb 0,73 |pactutb 0,27 |oTpactuTb 0,69 |oTpawmBatb
9 COXpaTb 0,62 |*paTb 0,60 |noxpaTb 0,48 |noxwupatb
10 NOHlOXaTb 0,76 |HIOXaTb 0,34 |BbIHIOXaTb 0,59 |BblHIOXMBATb
11 noLynaTb 0,70 |wynatb 0,46 |HawynaTtb 0,48 |HawynbiBaTb
12 cbirpaTb 0,65 |urpatb 0,27 |BbiMrpatb 0,81 |BbiurpbIBaTH
13 noBepuTb 0,76 |Beputb 0,19 |nposepuTb 0,81 |npoBepAaTb
14 NO3BOHUTb 0,77 |3BOHUTb 0,71 nepes3BoHUTb 0,75 |nepe3BaHuBaTb
15 HapucoBaTb 0,80 |pucosaTtb 0,42 |cpucoBaTtb 0,55 |cpucosbiBaTb
16 nosaeYb 0,63 |[Bneub 0,39 npuBeaeyb 0,76 |npuBnekatb
17 CXKeyb 0,58 [Keub 0,38 [3axeub 0,82 |[3axuraTb
18 3aMep3HYTb 0,63 |mep3HyTb 0,52 |npomep3HyTb 0,74 |npomep3atb
19 BblKONaTb 0,70 |KkonaTb 0,50 |packonaTb 0,71 |packanbiBaTb
20 YKpacTb 0,50 |kpacTb 0,46 |obokpacTb 0,67 |obKpaapiBaTb
CpenHee 0,70 0,41 0,67

4. O6cyaeHue pe3ynbTaTos

AHanusupys AaHHbIe TaOIUIL, CIEAYET OTMETUTh CIIEIYIOLIEe.

1. CpaBHeHHME cXO/CTBA B Mapax «0a30BbIii UMIEP(HEKTUB — €CTECTBEHHBIN
nephexkTuBy ¢ napaMu «0a3oBblil UMIIEP(YEKTUB — CTIEHUATN3UPOBAHHBIN Nepdek-
THUBY.

Kak u cnenoBasio 0xuaaTh, CX0JCTBO MEXKIY CJIOBaMU B Mapax «0a30BbIi UM-
nep(heKTUB — eCTeCTBEHHBIN NepekTuB» (cTonber 3) 3HAaYUTEIHHO BHIIIIE ITO CPaB-
HEHMIO ¢ mapamu «0a30Bblii UMNEp(EKTUB — CHENUATU3UPOBAHHBIA NEep(HEKTUBY
(cronbery 5). Paznuune B ceMaHTHUKE CIIOB B Mapax «0a30BbIil UMHIEP(EKTUB —
€CTECTBEHHBIN Nep(peKTUB)» 00YCIOBIEHO TOJBKO pa3jiidMeM B BHJE, a B Mapax
«0a30BbIil UMNIEPPEKTUB — CHIEIHUATIN3UPOBAHHBIN TEPPEKTUB» KPOME BUa CEMaH-
THKA TJIaroJIOB Pa3NyaeTcs elle ¥ CEMaHTHKOW MPUCTaBKU. DTO MOATBEPKAAET
IPAaBWIBHOCTh MPEJIOKEHHOIO METO/1a BBIYUCIICHUSI CEMAaHTUYECKOW CXOKECTH B
JaHHOM 3amaye. OTMETHM, YTO HE TOJIKO B CPEIHEM, HO M B KaX/10i CTpOKe 3Ha-
YEHHUE B TPETHEM CTOJIOIE BHINIC, YeM B IATOM (UCKIIOYCHHE B CTpoke 9 Tabm. S2
HPUIIOKEHUS CO CIIOBOM Jcpamy, T7ie UMEET MECTO PABEHCTBO 3HAYCHUN).
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2. CpaBHEHHE CXOJICTBA B Mapax «0a30BbIM UMIEPPEKTUB — CIICIHATAZUPO-
BaHHBIN Nep(EKTUB)» C MapaMH «CHEIHMATU3UPOBAHHBIN NEPPEKTHB — BTOPUUHBIN
UMITep(HEKTHBY.

AHaJIOTUYHOE COOTHOIICHHE MBI BHJIUM U IPHU COMOCTABIICHUH Tap «0a30BbIiA
uMIepPeKTUB — CHEeIMATU3UPOBAHHBIN NMEepHEKTUB» C MapaMHu «CHEeIHaTU3UpO-
BaHHBIM MEepPEKTUB — BTOPUYHBIA UMIEpekTuBy». CTEMeHb CXOJCTBA B IMapax
“crienMaTu3upOBaHHBIN IEPPEKTUB — BTOPUIHBIA UMITEp(EKTUBY (cTo0e1] 7) mo-
YTH BO BCEX CIIy4asx OOJbIIe, YeM B Mapax «0a30BbIi UMIIEPPEKTHB — CIEIIUATH-
3upoBaHHBIN nepdexTuB» (crondern 5). OOpaTiM BHUMaHHE HAa MHTEPECHOE HC-
KIIFOUEHHE.

B Tabn. 4 u S1 B mape nooxcpame — noscupams CTENEHb OJIU30CTH CIIOB
MEHBIIIE, YeM B MApE HCPamsv — No#Cpamsy. ITO yKazaHUE HA TO, YTO HOHCPAMb —
nodxcupams He SBJSETCS YUCTON acleKTyalbHOM Mapou, nodcupams UMEET KaKylo-
TO JIOTIOJIHUTENIbHYIO CEMAaHTHKY TI0 CPaBHEHUIO ¢ nodcpams. [IpoBeaeM TUHIBU-
CTHUYECKHI aHaJu3 3THX CJOB MO UX TOJKOBAHHSM, YTOOBI BBISIBUTH BO3MOKHBIE
pacxokaeHusl B ceMaHTHKe. Bo3bMeM TOJIKOBaHHMS B clioBape MajoM akajgemMuye-
ckoM ciioBape (EBrenseBa 1981-84). Ilooxcpams 03Ha4aeT TO K€, UTO U noeCmsb C
JIOTIOJTHUTEHHBIM 3HAYEHUEM ‘C )KaTHOCTHIO (0 )KUBOTHBIX) HJIM Ipy00€ MpOTOHA-
POZIHOE BBIpa)KE€HHUE, €ClIM TOBOPUTCS 0 yesnoBeke. CIIOBO nocupams KpoMe 3TOT0
UMeEET ellle U MepeHOCHBIe 3HaueHus: 1) bricTpo, ¢ ’aTHOCThIO M HHTEPECOM IPO-
YUTHIBATH (KHUTH, 5KypHANbI U T. 11.). CodueTanue ° noscpan Knueu MapruHajbHO.
B Google 310 cnoBocoueranue BcTpedaercs 27 pas, B TO BpPEeMsl KaK HONCUPATL
kuueu — 6600 pas. 2) [lornomars, TpeObOBaTh AJis c€0s1 YTO-JI. B OOJIBIIUX KOJTUYE-
cTBaxX. 3) YHHUTOXATh, cxkuras (00 orHe, miameHu). 4) 3axBaThIBaTh IEIHKOM
(o uyBcTBax). Takum 00pa3oM, MEXIY CIOBAMH HOHCPAMb U NOXCUPAMb TEHUCTBU-
TEJIBHO €CTh 3HAYUTEIIbHBIC CEMAaHTUYECKHE PA3INYUS, KPOME BUIOBBIX.

To, uto cyddukcanpHOe 00pazoBaHre BTOPUUHOTO UMIIEpHEKTHBA HE BCETIa
SBIISICTCSI YUCTO BHJOBOHM TpaHcopmalueil paHee OTMeEYaloch, HalpuUMeEp,
B pabote (AnpecsH 1995: 112), B koTopoit yKa3aHO, 4TO TJIAroJl 8b1NUBANb UMEET
JIOTIOJTHUTEBHOE 3HaYCHUE KPAaTHOCTH, @ YMCTO BUJOBOM Mapoil ¢ vinume sBIIA-
€TCsl UMEHHO NUmb.

3. CpaBHeHHE cpeHUX 3Ha4eHU cxoacTBa. CpenaHue 3HaYeHUS OJIM30CTH B
napax «0a30BbIii UMIEPPEKTUB — €CTECTBEHHBIN NEPPEKTUBY U «CIEIUATHUIUPO-
BaHHBIN Nep(EeKTUB — BTOPUUHBINA UMIIEp(EKTHUB» OUeHb OJIM3KH U CYIIECTBEHHO
MPEBBIIIAIOT CPEeIHEE 3HAUCHHE B Mapax «0a30BbIi UMIEPHEKTUB — CHECIUATU3H-
POBaHHBIN IEP(HEKTUBY.

[Tpu pacuerax o moaenu skipgram c¢ kopmycom Taiira (tabm. 4) B 10 ciyuasx
3Ha4YeHue OJM30CTH BBIIIE JJIS Map «0a30BbIid UMIEPPEKTHB — €CTECTBEHHBIH Mep-
bexTuBy», B 9 ciydasix — 1715 ap «CHelHaaTu3upOBAHHbIN MePPEKTUB — BTOPUUHBIN
umneppexTuB» (B OJHOM ciydae paBeHCTBO). llpum pacuerax mo Moaenu
fasttext (Tabis. S1) B 8 cimyuasix 3Ha4eHHE OJIM30CTH BBIIIE IS Map «0a30BBIA UM-
nepQeKTUB — eCTECTBEHHBIN nephekTuBy», B 10 cirydasx — uist map «Creruain3m-
pOBaHHBIN IEPPEKTUB — BTOPUIHBIA UMITEP()EKTUBY (B ABYX CIydasx PaBEHCTBO).
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[Ipu pacuerax mo moxaenu skipgram ¢ koprycamu HKPA u Bukunenus (ta6n. S2)
B 10 ciydasx 3HayeHue ONM30CTH BbIIIE JUIA Hap «0a30BbI UMMIEPPEKTUB —
€CTECTBCHHBIH Tep(PEeKTUB», B & cCiydasx — Ui Map «CICIHATU3UPOBAHHBINA
nep($eKTUB — BTOPUUHBINA UMIIEPHEKTHBY.

Takum 00pa3oM, XOTSI TOYHBIE 3HAYCHUS BEIMUYMHBI OJM30CTH ISl ap CJIOB
HECKOJIBKO Pa3iuyaroTcs Ui Pa3HbIX BEIYUCIUTEIBHBIX MO/IETICH, 00IIre 3aKOHO-
MepHOCTH coxpasstorcsa. O0a crocoba 00pa3oBaHUs aCNEeKTYalbHBIX Map — Ipe-
¢dukcanbHpli ¥ cyPurcaabHBIl — B OTUHAKOBON CTENEHW MEHSIOT CEMAaHTHKY
cIIOB. B ciydasx 3HaUNTETLHOTO PACXOKACHUS 3HAUEHUH OJIM30CTH Hap CJIOB aHa-
JU3 3HAYCHUN CIIOB IO CIIOBAPSM IO3BOJISET OOBSICHUTH MPHUUMHBI PACXOKICHHUS.
Hampumep, B nmape 3aoiceuv — 3asxcueams CEMaHTHYECKOE CXO/ICTBO 3HAYUTEIBHO
BBIIIIE, YEM B MApPeE dHceub — cocedv. CEMAHTUK CIIOB 3adiceub, 3adcueams TpaKkTHye-
CKH COBIAJIACT, B TO K€ BPEMS MEKIY CIIOBAMH JfCeUb, CHceib NMEETCS 3aMeTHAs
pasHUIA: J#ceub WMEET 3HAYCHHE ‘BBI3BIBATH OXKEr', KOTOPOTO HET Yy TIJlarosa
corced.

[TonmyuyeHHbIE YUCIIEHHBIE TAHHBIE MOTYT OBITh HCIIOJIb30BaHBI [T TIOJTYYESHUS
U JIpyTux pe3ynbTaTtoB. Paccumraem koadduuuments! koppemanuu mno [Iupcony
MexXIy cTonOuamu 3, 5, 7; pe3yabTaThl IPUBEICHHI B TA0M. 5.

Tabauua 5. Koppenauua mexay pasHbimu cnocob6amu o6pasosaHua nap /
Table 5. Correlation between different ways of pairing

Mopaenb Moaenb Mopaenb
fastText skipgram+Taiira | skipgram+HKPA+Wiki
MpedunKcanbHan acnekTyanbHasA napa — 0,173 0,018 0,332
cyddurKcanbHaa acnekTyanbHasa napa
MpedunKcanbHan acnekTyanbHasa napa — 0,065 0,097 0,040
cnocob rnaronbHoOro AencTeus
CyddurKcanbHaa acnekTyanbHas napa — -0,441 -0,150 -0,371
cnocob rnaronbHOro fencrema

Mexny npedukcaabHbIM U CyPduKcaTbHBIM clIoco0aMu 00pa30BaHUS acTICK-
TyaJbHBIX TIAP KOPPEJSIHS OJIM30CTH Map TaroiioB cinabdas (mo Yennoky). I1o xe
KacaeTcs U CpaBHEHUS: MpepUKCAIbHbIE aCTIEKTyaJIbHBIE APl — CIIOCO0 TIIaroib-
HOTO JeiicTBUs. B TO ke BpeMst Mpu CONOCTaBICHUH JaHHBIX 10 cyddukcaibHOMY
croco0y 00pa30BaHUs aCIEKTyalIbHBIX Map ¢ MapaMu, KIACCU(PUIUPYEMBIMU KaK
Croco0 TIJIaroJpHOrO JEHCTBUS, HEOXKMJIAHHO OOHApY>KMBAETCS 3HAUUTEIHHO
0osiee BBICOKHI YPOBEHBb KOPPENALNHU, IPUYEM C OTPHUIATEIbHBIM 3HAKOM. Jlis
monenu fastText aTa koppensus XapakTepusyercs Kak yMepeHHasl, Onm3kas K
cpeaneit: —0,441. KauecTBeHHO 3TO O3HAYaeT, YTO YEM MEHBIIHMM BKJIAJ BHOCHUT
IpHUCTaBKa B CEMaHTUKY CIEHUAIU3HUPOBAHHOTO TNep(heKTHBa MO CPaBHEHUIO
¢ 6a30BBIM UMNIEP(HEKTUBOM, TEM B OOJBIICH CTETIEHN BTOPUYHBIA UMIIEPPEKTHB
OyJeT CeMaHTUYECKH OTIMYAThCS OT CHEIHMATU3UPOBAHHOTO NIep(eKTHBa.

Hanpuwmep, B Tabnuue 4 cpeiHsst cTeneHb OJM30CTH B mapax «0a30BbIN
UMIIep(HEeKTUB — CTICIUATH3UPOBaHHBIN TiepdekTuBy paBHo 0,41, a B mapax «crie-
UATU3UPOBAHHbIN Nep()eKTUB — BTOpUUHBIN umnepdextun» — 0,67. IIpu sTom y
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PacCMOTPEHHOTO BBIILIE TJ1aroia scpams B Iape Hcpams — HOHCPams CTENeHb 0Jn-
3octy 0,60, 3aMETHO BBILLIE CPEIHEN, UTO YKa3bIBAET HA BHICOKYIO CTEIIEHb CEMaH-
TUYECKOU OJIM30CTH, XOTSI nOXHCpamsb M CIEUAIN3UPOBAaHHBIN TepEKTUB, a B Iape
nodcpams — noxcupams TonbKo 0,48 — 3HAUUTENIbHO HUXKE CPEJTHEr0, UTO YKa3bl-
BaeT Ha MEHBIIYIO0 CEMAaHTHUECKYIO OJIM30CTh, 00YCIOBICHHYIO TOTOIHUTEIbHBIM
3HAYCHHUEM CIIOBA nOJCcUpamy, Kak ObLIO yKa3zaHO BbIIIE. B TO ke Bpems y mapsbl
denamuv — nepedenams cTenenb 6mm3octu Beero 0,20 (MEeHbIIe CpeHei ), 00yCIoB-
JICHHAs SICHBIM Pa3lIM4MeM B CEMAHTHKE, a y Maphl nepedenams — nepeoenvléams
creneHb oym3octr 0,73 (Oosbile cpeHeit). ITa mapa SBISICTCS YUCTO aCTICKTYyaTb-
HoH (YmakoB 1994). Hackonpko HaM HM3BECTHO, Takoil 3 (eKT paHee HE OMUCHI-
Basicsi. OH TpeOyeT JOMOIHUTENBHOTO U3YUECHHUS.

5. 3aKkniouyeHune

C nosiBneHreM OOJBIINX KOPIMYCOB TEKCTOB MOSBUJIACH HAJEXK/Ia HA TO, YTO
NPUMEHEHHUE CTaTUCTHYECKUX, KOMIBIOTEPHBIX METOAOB MO3BOJHUT IMPOSICHUTH
BOIPOC O TOM, HAXOSTCS JIM TJIArojibl B aCHEeKTYaJbHBIX Mapax B CIOBOU3MEHH-
TEJIHBIX WJIM WHBIX TPAMMATHYECKUX OTHOLICHUAX. [ mOCTyIMpoBaHus CIOBO-
W3MEHUTEBPHOTO WM CJIOBOOOPA30BATENHHOTO (+CIIOBOKIACCU(DHUITMPYIOIIETO)
CTaTyca acleKTyaJbHbIX Map, MOIyd4aeMbIX Cy(hHUKCcaTbHBIM U IPeUKCATbHBIM
Croco60M, IPUHUUITHAIBHBIM SBJISIETCS ONpeieJIieHHe TOTr0, B KaKOW CTENeHH Iiia-
rOJIbl B MApe SBJISAIOTCS CEMAaHTHYECKU OMM3KUMU. B 3HaunTensHOM umcie padoT
MpeANnoaarajioch, 4to cypdukcalbHbId coco0 00pa3oBaHMS aCIEKTYaJTbHBIX
napsl SBJISAETCS CIOBOM3MEHUTENBHBIM, a Mpe(UKcaIbHbII — CTIOBOOOpa30BaTeb-
HBIM (+cioBokaccuGuIupyomumM). COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOKHO OBLIIO ObI 0KHIATh,
410 cy(pPuKcambHBII CIOCO0 HE MEHAET CEMAHTUKH TJIaroJIoB, OH MEHSET TOJIBKO
BUJ, a TNpedUKCHl BHOCIT ONpPEIEICHHBIN BKJIaJ B TJIaroJibHyl0 CEMaHTHKY,
IIOMHUMO BUIOBOM.

B crarbe npoBepsnack 3Ta runotesa. [Ipennoxens! 1Ba pa3Tu4HbIX MOAX0AA
JUISL TIOJTyYEHHsI TOYHBIX KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX OLIEHOK CEMAaHTHYECKOW OJM30CTH Iiia-
rOJIOB B acleKTyalbHbIX mapax. Oba mojaxoja pealn3oBaHbl B JIByX BapHaHTaXx.
[Tpu »TOM HuUTZE HE OOHAPY’KEHO 3aMETHOM pPa3HMIIBI B CTETIEHU CEMaHTUYECKOU
OJIM30CTH TJIAroJioB B MpeuKCaIbHBIX U CY(DPUKCATBHBIX aCTIEKTyalbHBIX Mapax.
Takum oOpa3oMm, OTBET Ha CQOPMYIMPOBAHHYIO B Hayajie CTaTbU TUIOTE3Y:
«ceMaHTHU4ecKasi OJIM30CTh MEXIY TJIarojiaMu B acHEeKTyallbHBIX Mapax mnepdek-
TUB — BTOPUYHBIA UMIIepPEKTUB OyaeT OOJIbIIe, YeM MEXIy IIarojlaMy B mapax
0a30BbIi UMTIEPHEKTHB — MEPHEKTUBY» OTPUIIATEIHHBIH.

AHAJIOTUYHBIN pe3yibTaT MpU NPUMEHEHUH COBEPIIEHHO WHOTO IMOAXO0Ja —
a IMEHHO COTNOCTaBJICHUH I'PaMMaTHUYECKUX MPOQUIIe TaroioB — ObUT OJyUYeH U
B pabore (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011). HaiiTu koiaruecTBeHHBIE pa3inuvus B CBO-
cTBax cy(ddUKCaATbHBIX WIN MPEPUKCATBHBIX aCMIEKTyaIbHBIX Map HE y1aeTcs.

OTO 03HAYaeT, YTO OCHOBHOW NMPU3HAK OTHECEHMS I'paMMaTHYEeCKOH KaTero-
PHUU K CIIOBOM3MEHEHHIO WM CIIOBOOOPA30BAHMIO — COXPAHEHHUE WM HE COXpaHe-
HHE JIEKCHUYECKON CEeMaHTHKU — HE TO3BOJISICT PAa3TPaHUUUTh MpedUKCaIbHbBIN U

1127



ComnosweB B.J1. u np. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2022. T. 26. Ne 4. C. 1114-1135

cybduKcanbHBIA CIOCOOBI BUA000pa30BaHUs C TOYKH 3PEHUS UX T'paMMaTH4de-
CKOTO cTaTyca. MHOTOJIETHIOI AUCKYCCHIO O TIPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUU IpaMMaTHde-
CKOTO CTaTyca AacCleKTyaJlbHBIX Tap, OOpa30BaHHBIX Mpe(QHUKCATBHBIM |
cypdukcaapbHBIM CIOCOOAMH, IO HAILIEMY MHEHHIO, MOKHO CUMTATh MPAKTHUECKH
3aBEPUICHHOM.

OOpaTum BHUMaHUE HA TO, YTO BTOPOU U3 MPEIOKESHHBIX MMOAXOI0B — C BBI-
YHCIICHHEM BEKTOPHOW OJIM30CTH MEXKIY CJIOBaMHU Ha OCHOBE OOJIBIIMX KOPITYCOB
TEKCTOB — IIUPOKO HUCIIOJIB3YETCsI B KOMITbIOTEpHOH JIMHTBUCTHKE (Solovyev et al.
2022), HO U1 B TTOCJIETHEE BPEMs Hauasl TPUMEHSATHCS IS PEIISHUs COOCTBEHHO
auHrBUCTHYecKHX 3a1a4d (Ryzhova & Paperno 2022, Shavrina 2021). Mexay tem
OH MOXeET 0Ka3aThCs IEPCIICKTHBHBIM B UCCIICIOBAHHSX, CBSI3aHHBIX C CEMaHTHYC-
CKOM OJIN30CTHIO CIIOB.
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NPUNOXKEHUE

Tabnuya S1. BeanumHa cxo4cTBa MeXKAay CN0BaMu B BEKTOPHOM cemaHTUKe, mogens fasttext /
Table S1. The value of the similarity between words in vector semantics, fasttext model

EctectBeH- o Cneumanusu- -
No Hblii Paccro- ba3osBbliii Paccro- POBaHHbIFH Paccro- BTropuuHbIii
nepdeKTHB fiHMe | umnep¢pekTus | AHMe nepdeKTHB AHMe | mmnepdekTus
1 caoenatb 0,76 |penatb 0,51 |[nepegenaTb 0,76 |nepepenbiBatb
2 nokasaTbcs 0,74 |Ka3aTbcAa 0,63 |oKasaTbcA 0,63 | oKa3sbiBaTbCA
3 nonpocuTb 0,82 |npocutb 0,59 |BbinpocuTb 0,65 |BbinpawmBaTb
4 nocTaBuTb 0,81 |[cTaButb 0,41 |npuctasutb 0,82 |npucrtasnaTb
5 COXPaHUTb 0,59 |xpaHuTb 0,39 | oxpaHuTb 0,64 | oxpaHaTb
6 cnpAaTaTtb 0,80 |npsartatb 0,65 |npunpartatb 0,64 |npunpAaTbiBaTb
7 HanaeBaTb 0,89 |nneBaTtb 0,49 |onneBaTb 0,71 |onneBbiBaTb
8 BbIPacTUTb 0,74 |pactntb 0,45 |oTpactuTb 0,78 |oTpawmsatb
9 COXKpaTb 0,63 |KpaTb 0,61 |[noxpaTb 0,47 |noxupatb
10 NOHIOXaTb 0,71 |HioxaTb 0,51 |BbIHIOXaTb 0,71 |BbIHIOXMBATb
11 nowynarb 0,67 |wynaTtb 0,45 |HawynaTtb 0,76 |HawynbiBaTb
12 CbIrpaTb 0,76 |wurpatb 0,48 |BbMrpatb 0,75 |BbMrpbiBaTh
13 noBepuTb 0,72 |BepuTb 0,40 |npoBepuTb 0,75 |npoBepATb
14 NO3BOHUTb 0,76 |3BOHUTL 0,54 |nepe3BOHUTb 0,63 |nepesBaHuBaTb
15 HapucoBaTb 0,75 |pwucosaTtb 0,55 |cpucosaTb 0,80 |cpucoBsbiBaTb
16 nossaeyb 0,64 |Bneub 0,51 |[npusneyb 0,79 |npuBneKaTb
17 CXKeyb 0,66 |»keub 0,59 |3a)keub 0,77 |3a)kuratb
18 3amep3HyTb 0,75 | mep3HyTb 0,60 |[npomep3HyTb 0,76 |npomep3aTb
19 BbIKOMaTb 0,61 |konaTb 0,58 |packonaTb 0,71 |packanbiBaTb
20 yKpacTb 0,69 |KpacTtb 0,50 |obokpacTb 0,53 | obKkpaabiBaTb
Cpeg- 0,73 0,52 0,70
Hee
Tabauya S2. BennunHa cXo4cTBa MeXKAy C/1I0BaMu B BEKTOPHOM CEMaHTUKe,
mopaenb skipgram, kopnyc HKPS u Bukunedus /
Table S2. The value of the similarity between words in vector semantics,
skipgram model, RNC corpus and Wikipedia
EcrecTBeH- basosbii Cneuyunanusu- "
No Hblii Paccro- Umnepdek- Paccro- POBAHHbIH Paccro- BTopu4HbIN
fiHne fiHne AHne | nmnepdeKTms
nepdekTus TMB neppekTus
1 caenatb 0,77 |penaTb 0,19 |nepegenatb 0,73 |nepepenbiBatb
2 noKasaTbcA 0,69 Ka3aTbCA 0,38 |oKasaTtbcAa 0,76 |OKa3sbiBaTbCA
3 nonpocuTb 0,79 npocuTb 0,53 |BbINpocuTb 0,62 |BbINpawmBaTb
4 nocTaBuUTb 0,86 CTaBUTb 0,39 |npucTtasutb 0,69 |npuctasnAaTtb
5 COXPaHUTb 0,53 XPaHUTb 0,39 |oxpaHuTb 0,45 |oxpaHATb
6 cnpATaTb 0,80 |npsaTaTtb 0,72 |npunpAaTaTb 0,67 |npunpAaTbiBaTb
7 HanneBaTb 0,65 nnesaTtb 0,51 |onneBaTtb 0,56 |[onneBbiBaTb
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OKoH4YaHwue Tabn. S2

EctectBeH- ba3oBblii Cneuunanusu- -

No Hblii Paccro- Umnepdek- Paccro- POBaHHbI? Paccro- BTopuuHbIN
fIHMe fAIHKe fIHMe umnepdeKkTus

nep¢pekTus TMB nep¢pekTus
8 BbIPacTUTb 0,61 pacTutb 0,27 oTpacTUTb 0,58 oTpawmeaTb
9 COXpaTb 0,51 KpaTb 0,51 |noxpaTtb 0,54 |[noxkupaTtb
10 MNOHIOXaTb 0,69 HIOXaTb - BbIHIOXaTb - BbIHIOXMBATb
11 nowynaTtb 0,65 wynaTb 0,51 |HawynaTb 0,70 |HawynbiBaTb
12 cbirpatb 0,70  |urpatb 0,27 |Bbivrpatb 0,82 |BbIMrpbIBaTh
13 nosepuTb 0,78 BEepUTb 0,33 |nposeputb 0,82 |npoBsepATb
14 NO3BOHUTL 0,75 3BOHUTb 0,63 |nepe3BoHUTb 0,60 |nepe3BaHMBaTb
15 HapucoBaTb 0,80 |pucosaTb 0,53 |cpucosatb 0,52 |cpucosbiBaTb
16 nosseyb 0,69 BN€Yb 0,34 |npuBneyb 0,73 |npuBnekatb
17 CXKeyb 0,56 Keub 0,49 [3axeub 0,76 |[3axuraTb
18 3amep3HyTb 0,57 Mep3HYTb 0,51 |npomep3HyTb 0,62 |npomepsaTtb
19 BblKOMaTb 0,68 KonaTb 0,45 |packonaTtb 0,63 |[pacKanbiBaTb
20 YKpacTb 0,44  |KpacTb 0,39 |oboKpacTtb - 06KpaablBaTb

CpenHee 0,69 0,42 0,66
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This review is a certain digression from what a typical review for a journal is
supposed to be. The laws of the genre are violated for a number of reasons.
No doubt this review has a personal touch, as the name of Igor Mel’¢uk cannot help
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evoking a storm of memories and associations for those who started or did their
research back in the 70-s and early 80-s. And that is the generation I belong to.
That’s why the book under review is not only a book for me, it is not only about
linguistics, even though it is a great contribution to it — it is part of history for me
as a member of the research community in Russia whose life in linguistics started
in the early and mid-80s. In fact, this review could have been entitled “Forty years
later”. About forty years ago my Ph.D. course started at the Maurice Thorez
Institute of Foreign Languages in Moscow. We, Ph.D. students from different parts
of the Soviet Union, wrote our theses. We worked in the libraries, talked to each
other and shared our findings not only in the classrooms of the well-known school
of foreign languages but also in the kitchen in the dorms in Usachevka — a great
place where future researchers were bred. Among this shared knowledge transferred
by word of mouth in the kitchen (a symbolic place for those who lived back then)
was the name of Igor Mel’¢uk whispered with amazement and awe. We all knew
his name, we avidly read his articles in the Problems of Structural Linguistics
(Menpuyk 1968, 1972) series but could not refer to them in our reference lists, it
was one of the conventions, an unwritten rule we all knew and had to abide to. We
read his books and articles (mostly articles) though, we admired him, we all
respected his stance as a researcher. Since then, Igor Mel’¢uk has delighted his
followers with numerous books, and I cannot help mentioning some of the latest
publications (Mel’¢uk 2018, 2021). Now about forty years later, yours truly,
inspired and humbled, is writing a review of the book by one of the Mohicans of
linguistics. Holding this book, I again feel as a Ph.D. student in Moscow who is
privileged to do this job and overwhelmed with responsibility.

Natural language semantics has been a great challenge for linguistics since day
one. After all, what is there in language that makes it a salient means of
communication? It is meaning. That puts semantics in the limelight of linguistic
studies and makes it one of the greatest challenging objects for linguists to describe.
Various schools in linguistics approach it from different angles, which results in a
diversity of answers. Igor Mel’¢uk and Jasmina Mili¢evi¢ offer their take on
semantics which draws upon and incorporates achievements of numerous schools
of linguistic thought but, first and foremost, it fits in the Meaning-Text Theory.
The authors start with fundamentals (Part I), concentrate on meaning in language
and its description (Part II), and then discuss Meaning-Text model of semantics
(Part III).

In Fundamentals (Part I) the authors paint a general picture to show the
correlation between language as a bigger entity and semantics as one of its
components. Then the layout of the book displays the logic of zooming in on lexical
semantics which afterwards is followed with the part about meaning in the
framework of the text. Nevertheless, in the preliminary notes (p. xix) the authors
give a fair warning that the book cannot and, I would say, should not be read linearly
as language itself is not a linear structure, everything in it is interwoven and
interconnected. In fact, this is a great advantage of the book since you can go to
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whatever section you are interested in and try to fathom those acute questions which
need answering.

First of all, the authors differentiate between two meanings of the term
‘semantics’. On the one hand, semantics is a component of language and, on the
other, it is a branch of linguistics. Semantics in this latter meaning is a relatively
new discipline. It is located on the crossroads of linguistics and some other spheres
of research like cognitive science, psychology, artificial intelligence and so on that
have vested interest in semantics, as linguistic meaning is not only the pivot of
language structure but also a mysteriously elusive product of communication that
could be approached and described from different perspectives for its enigmatic
nature to be disclosed.

After giving some general remarks on the nature of semantics as a branch of
linguistics, the authors switch over to the object of their studies which is semantics
as a component of language, the prime of linguistic description. Since semantics is
integrated into the system of language as a component, it could be described along
the same lines as the bigger entity. Language as this bigger entity is understood as
“a set of rules encoded in the brains of its speakers that establish a correspondence
between meanings of language and their expression, or texts of language” (p. 4).
Meanings are expressed by texts and in texts and thus could be extracted from them.
Obviously, meanings and texts are linked together by means of rules which
“constitute language proper” (p. 11). Consequently, linguistic meaning is a formal
description (p. 71) and it operates as “shallow” meaning (‘non-pragmatic, non-
extralinguistic, non-encyclopedic meaning’) opposite to “deep” meaning which is
accessible through life and situational experience (encyclopedic together with
pragmatic knowledge and referential identification) as well as logical capacities
(p. 73-74). There are three aspects of linguistic meaning: propositional,
communicative and rhetorical (p. 76). Propositional meaning is “the meaning that
targets the state of affairs described by this expression — that is, entities and facts in
the world, as well as the relations between them, including the Speaker’s interior
states, such as his thoughts, attitudes, desires, etc.” (p. 76). Communicative
meaning is tied to the Speaker’s intentions whereas rhetorical meaning has to do
with the Speaker’s stylistic preferences and intentions (p. 77).

After putting linguistic meaning in relation to language as a system of formal
rules, the authors define the former. Linguistic meaning is a complex entity which
“is described in terms of discrete semantic units — semantemes and semantic
dependency relations between them” (p. 79). A semanteme is interpreted as
“a lexical meaning — that is, the signified of a full lexical unit of language” (p. 79)
and characterized by structural complexity. The authors introduce a whole set of
notions that make up semantic metalanguage and perform the role of instruments
of linguistic description of linguistic meaning, including semanteme, arguments,
semantic actants, semantic dependency.

Semantemes are represented by two major classes, those of semantic predicates
and semantic names. If semantic predicates are an “incomplete,” or “binding,”
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meanings (when used by the Speaker, they require that some other meanings, called
its arguments, be expressed alongside it) (p. 83), “a semantic name is a complete
and non-binding meaning; it cannot have arguments” (p. 85). The term semantic
dependency is introduced to show how the semantic predicate is related to semantic
actants or arguments. These two types of semantemes are the basic instruments of
semantic decomposition which is necessary not only for defining words per se but
also will be further used to describe the propositional meaning. Thus, homogeneity
of semantic representations on different levels of the language system is ensured.
The notion of semantic decomposition is crucial for this approach as it reveals the
hierarchical structure of linguistic meaning which “is composed of clearly
identifiable units” (p. 89). It also makes it possible to represent the internal structure
of linguistic meaning on any level of language structure. This is a particularly
important tenet of the authors’ conception as the authors show further how it all
works in lexicography and in the text and how text semantics can be formalized for
machine translation, for one.

If Part I addresses fundamental problems of semantics, Part II deals with
lexical meaning and the application of lexical meaning description in lexicography.
As the authors state, lexicography cuts through all branches of linguistics as it
studies words from all angles. Since the authors maintain that semantics may be
formalized, they posit what a lexicographic definition should be. This definition
includes formal description of meaning. Lexicographic practice embraces all kinds
of units: lexical units (lexemes and idioms), collocations, and cliches. Besides, the
authors introduce another opposition which could be of use in meaning description:
lexeme vs phraseme which is “a phrase consisting of at least two lexemes that is
paradigmatically constrained” (p. 105). If collocations and cliches as examples of
phrasemes are well-known, it is of interest to get familiar with nominemes (p. 111)
and pragmatemes (p. 112).

The formalization of the meaning concerns connotation as well. The authors
understand connotation as “a semantic characteristic which, in language L, is
attributed to the entities denoted by I(exeme) but which does not constitute a part
of its meaning and, consequently, is not a component of l(exeme)’s lexicographic
definition” (p. 135). Though the authors believe in linguistic intuition, they
maintain that (1) connotations should be supported by linguistic evidence, (2) they
cannot be part of the lexicographic definition of the lexeme and (3) they can be
indicated in the semantic zone of the dictionary entry, under a special heading
“Connotation”. The authors also dwell upon lexical relations (synonymy,
antonymy, polysemy, conversion) and lexical functions. Both chapters are a vivid
illustration how the idea of formalization may be applied in semantics.

Part III puts the problem under consideration into the perspective of the
‘Meaning-Text’ theory. In the long run, the description of linguistic meaning is
necessitated by the fact that words do not exist separately. Lexical semantics is
revealed in sentences, that’s why the ‘Meaning-Text’ theory is essential for the
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application of the formal procedures. Semantic networks as an embodiment of
formalism are used to reveal the propositional meaning of lexical units and that of
utterances, in particular, sentences (p. 255). The sentential meaning, the authors
argue, is established by means of indicating dependency relations. “Deep-syntactic
relations are “generalized” syntactic relations, each subsuming several concrete
surface-syntactic relations” (p. 294). The three fundamental distinctions in syntax,
according to the authors, are: coordination ~ subordination; weak subordination ~
strong subordination; modification ~ actancy (p. 295). According to this theory,
linguistic knowledge is represented as a huge inventory of correspondences
between thought and speech, and semantics is viewed “as a component, or module,
of the linguistic system, whose functioning is simulated by a corresponding
linguistic model” (p. xvii). Within this approach, semantics is viewed formally and
gets its formal representation in the system of rigorous notions, specified by about
eighty mathematical-like definitions. The sentential meaning is presented as
semantic representation which is an aggregate embracing semantic structure, the
semantic-communicative structure, the rhetorical structure, and the referential
structure (p. 257). All of them are represented as networks with nodes or tree
diagrams.

All in all, when it comes to analysis, language boils down to form and meaning
as a linguistic sign unites the plane of content and the plane of expression, the
signified and the signifier. Thus, according to the authors’ stance, semantics is
inseparable from formal representation. The third constant used to describe
semantics is function as that’s what the unity of form and meaning is employed for.
The authors are consistent in their approach and use these three constants of
linguistic description to reveal semantics as the “crucial component of human
language” (p. 1). Semantics is represented as a system of rigorous rules and notions
with an emphasis on formal modelling (p. xvii).

As a reviewer I can add that the view on semantics presented in the book by
Igor Mel’¢uk and Jasmina Mili¢evi¢ ties together many a thread woven into the
fabric of present-day linguistic theory. The authors put together the legacy of
well-known linguistic schools to the advantage of the approach they present. For
example, the Saussurean postulate that language is a system of systems is reflected
in the idea that the Text-Meaning model at large works on all levels of language:
semantic, syntactic, morphological, phonological (p. 13-14). The idea that
semantics consists of a lexicon and grammar (p. 18) relates to M.A.K. Halliday’s
idea about lexicogrammar which was suggested by him within functional linguistics
and afterwards this approach was considered as one of the major principles in
cognitive linguistics. The understanding of language as a structure goes back to
Ferdinand de Saussure as well as to American structuralists according to who
language can be presented formally. When we read that “the lexical stock is a
psychological and neurological reality, namely, particular information stored in the
brains of speakers” (p. 99), we cannot but remember Bloomfieldian linguistics. The
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claim that “every language presents a unique conceptualization of the world; this
phenomenon is often referred to as specific articulation of extralinguistic reality,
which is “built into” a language and which it imposes on its speakers” (p. 81) is in
line with Humboldt’s lingua-philosophical heritage, or Potebnya’s ‘close’ and
‘distant’ meanings. Obviously, the statement that “languages differ widely in the
quantity of information that they can “squeeze” into their semantemes” (p. 81)
corresponds to the tenets of modern cultural linguistics. Moreover ‘“semanteme
packaging” is different in different languages which can be exemplified with verbs
of motion in English in contrast to Russian or Spanish. Semantic decomposition
which presupposes that complex meanings may be represented with simpler
meanings (using cause verbs and such) is the development of the ideas of generative
semantics. The way lexical meaning is described and the range of instruments used
for this type of analysis shows close ties with Russian school of semantics. There
is a certain correlation of Meaning-Text theory with Anna Wierzbicka’s Natural
Semantic Metalanguage with a certain digression outlined by the authors: “Whereas
for us semantic primitives represent a goal, for Wierzbicka they are a starting point:
she posits several dozens of universal primitive meanings called semantic primes
(such that they have lexical — or at least morphological — expressions in all the
languages of the world) and uses them to describe all lexical and grammatical
meanings in all languages” (p. 92). Another theory that is close to the authors’
understanding of how semantic components function is the theory of semantic roles
elaborated by Charles Fillmore: semantic roles are associated with semantic actants
(p. 96). The authors’ stance was influenced by the generative grammar tradition
(Noam Chomsky’s deep and surface structures) and Roman Jacobson’s ideas (texts
are explained in Roman Jacobson’s terms as “something immediately perceptible”,
whereas linguistic meaning is “something conceivable and translatable™).

To sum up, the book by Igor Mel’¢uk and Jasmina Mili¢evi¢ is undoubtedly a
great read for students of linguistics and linguists at large, especially researchers
working in the field of linguistic semantics, machine translation, lexicography,
language learning and teaching, to name just a few. This book is another good
reason to delve into Mel’Cuk’s ideas, reflect on them and admire the parsimonious
and elegant ways a true researcher can approach one of the most mysterious and
challenging objects of linguistic description. Bravo, Igor Alexandrovich! Encore!
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The book by Igor Mel’cuk, one of the greatest living scholars of modern
philology, presents a number of case studies carried out within the Meaning-Text
approach with its insistence on scrutinizing the strictly dependent nature of syntax.

Beginning in the 1960s, the work on the development of a functional model of
Natural Language grew into a linguistic theory, which came to be known as the
Meaning-Text theory, and into the study of the system of logical rules, which
constitutes a functional model of language. Though the Meaning-Text approach is
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connected to the traditional study of language structure in its purest state, it differs
in its specific emphasis on linguistic synthesis, which is considered more important
than linguistic analysis. It could well be said that a readiness to analyze anything is
one of the distinctive marks of modern linguistics (a position shared by the current
reviewer). However, it is no longer possible to claim to analyze text comprehension
without first studying text production. Thus, as Mel’Cuk puts it, “text synthesis is
obviously primary to analysis” (Mel’¢uk 2021: 10). As the author declares in his
prologue, “the Meaning-Text approach presupposes three levels of syntactic
description for a sentence: the deep-syntactic representation, the surface-syntactic
representation, and the deep-morphological representation” (Mel’c¢uk 2021: 1),
with the focus of the book being on the surface-syntactic module of the Meaning-
Text model.

There are four parts of the book, collectively broad in linguistic range, all
covering major topics.

Part I (Chapter 1) gives a brief overview of the Meaning-Text model, its three
postulates, main notions, rules (semantic, deep-syntactic, surface-syntactic,
morphological), basic structures of the model of linguistic representations
(deep-syntactic, surface-syntactic, surface-morphological), paradigmatic (both free
and restricted) and syntagmatic lexical choices. This part explains every concept in
a comprehensive manner, which is crucial for understanding the syntactic
dependencies and general inventories discussed in the following parts. In fact, Igor
Mel’cuk has taken the transition between the surface-syntactic representation of the
sentence and its deep-morphological representation, and married them to a useful
functional model so that the reader may easily apprehend the author’s theory of the
world of syntax and syntactic dependencies.

In Part IT (Chapters 2-5), the author turns to the notion of surface-syntactic
relations found in various languages (Russian, English, German, French, Korean,
Hindi, and many others), which are grouped according to their syntactic properties,
starting with the strongest subordinative dependencies and going towards the
weakest coordinative links: actantial, modifying, attributive, auxiliary,
circumstantial, etc. (more than a hundred types). Various surface-syntactic relations
have been discovered by the author to prove his theory, and it becomes apparent
that these formulations can be extended and deepened (Chapter 2). This part lays
the groundwork for the comparative study of languages, and particularly those
languages that diverge in many respects from a syntactical point of view and are
fundamentally different in character. For instance, Chapter 3 tackles a popular and
controversial linguistic problem of basic surface-syntactic relations and the notions
of syntactic subject and direct object. Mel’Cuk proposes a set of rigorous
definitional parameters and discusses several complex cases involving the syntactic
subject. The emphasis in this chapter is on the coding, or definitional properties of
the syntactic subject; its characterizing, or behavioral aspects, are discussed only
insofar as they bear on the former. Chapter 4 continues the focus on the issue of
basic surface-syntactic relations and the problem of the so-called “multiple subjects
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and objects” in Korean. Fascinated by the syntactic phenomena of Korean, the
author attacks the problem within the framework of the Meaning-Text perspective
basing his analysis on general typological considerations, dependent syntactic
representation and a formal system of linguistic notions and terms. Examining
strings of same-case Korean nouns, he formulates “privileges” (the author’s term)
of the surface syntactic subject and object in the language and convincingly
demonstrates that Korean has neither “multiple subjects” nor “multiple direct
objects”: “what is theoretically not possible is impossible in any of the possible
worlds (in any language)” (Mel’¢uk 2021: 203-204). Chapter 5 is a perceptive
analysis of the syntactic organization of genitive adnominal dependents in Russian:
it contains a list of the semantic relations between a noun and its syntactic nominal
dependent in the genitive case without preposition, and an inventory of surface
syntactic relations within phrases of this type.

Part III (Chapters 6-9) cracks “some hard nuts in syntax” by dependency
description, in an account that is pleasingly metaphorical without a loss of its formal
and even formalized character. The major purpose of this part is to analyze four hot
topics which constitute a challenge for today’s linguistics. Chapter 6 brings a
typology of relative clauses to the level of modern linguistic theory. Determined to
elaborate and perfect the conceptual apparatus of linguistics and propose a rigorous
definition of the relative clause, Igor Mel’¢uk attempts to refine and standardize the
terminology (modifier, clause, relative, head / top node, antecedent), reformulating
some concepts that have been used in previous studies, defining the relative clause
and its types: restrictive and descriptive, differentiating each from constructions
often confused with relative clauses and, finally, sketching a typology of restrictive
relative clauses, each featuring a distinctive syntactic structure and allowing
different deep-morphological realizations. The chapter marks an important
transition in typological research on relative clauses. In Chapter 7, the author
addresses a complicated and significant issue of binary conjunctions, sketches their
general typology and offers an inventory of Russian binary conjunctions, proposing
the surface syntactic description of sentences containing these conjunctions. The
next chapter (8) represents a crucial shift in the way in which a passive construction
in Mandarin Chinese has been understood. The author provides research evidence
that shows that the category of voice does not exist in this language. The point that
deserves particular attention in this chapter, in my view, concerns the requirements
proposed for scientific definition (both substantive and formal). The principles that
are formulated might well apply to the definition of linguistic phenomena and
concepts in other fields. Chapter 9 explores pronominal idioms in a case study of a
blasphemous noun in the Russian language. Mel’Cuk illustrates their surface-
syntactic structure, their possible lexicographic description and offers a universal
typology of phrasemes, including major classes of lexemic, morphemic, and
syntactic instances.

In Part IV (Chapter 10), the author discusses word order in Russian within the
framework of the Meaning-Text approach, examining the operation of linearization
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and following his own step-by-step strategy. The two steps presented here are input
and output representations, defined in terms of dependencies and major classes of
linearization rules, their form and their interaction. The importance of Mel’Cuk’s
work here consists in the primacy of this work on word order, which formally
presents both the syntactic input structure and the linearization rules.

There is a creative dimension in Igor Mel’¢uk’s logical and practical approach
to presenting the material. The work, which at times has a technical aspect, vastly
expands the “syntactic” horizons of the reader. The incorporation of various
schemes and tables with rigorous definitions, clear examples and comprehensive
explanations makes this an excellent read, as they greatly assist the reader’s
understanding of dependency syntax. Mel’Cuk breaks down syntactic structures so
that their meanings are potentially accessible to all.

He shows, with great force and erudition, that the Meaning-Text approach
affects other disciplines and fields of study. Meaning-Text models are of high
practical utility and crucial for understanding the way philology is applied in
various disciplines in the modern world: Natural Language Processing (machine
translation, text generation, etc.), psycholinguistic experimentation, teaching and
learning languages, manufacturing dictionaries, grammars, and manuals. This book
is also important for its typological perspectives: Igor Mel’Cuk has refined existing
typologies and offered new inventories of syntactic phenomena. Moreover, the
examples to illustrate the key points of his theory are taken from more than seventy
languages, comprising different language families (Austronesian, Afro-Asiatic,
Indo-European, Niger-Congo, Sino-Tibetan, Trans-New-Guinea, etc.), some
unrelated isolates (Basque, Burushaski, Seri) and some dead languages (Ancient
Chinese, Ancient Greek, Biblical Hebrew, Sanskrit).

Communication involves two parties, the author and the reader, and Igor
Mel’¢uk always tries to draw the reader into his theory, encouraging them to engage
with the text through his specific tone and style of writing. The emphasis is on
communicative interaction: the author directly addresses the reader so that the latter
will feel more involved with the story of dependency syntax, inviting them to solve
linguistic problems and puzzles. The author’s comments and remarks, combined
with his omniscient point of view, help the reader to better understand the nature of
the Meaning-Text approach, exemplified in ten studies in dependency syntax. His
metaphors, analogies and jokes used to explain complex phenomena paint a vivid
syntactic picture and, in my opinion, deserve as much interpretation as the text
itself. On this point, parenthetically, among my favorites are a joke about a Soviet-
era military medical cadet and an enema, and a comparison of a woman to a
syntactic subject.

From a personal perspective, an ideal title for the review could be “A Journey
into the Jungle of Syntax”. The field of syntax may at times appear to be a kind of
jungle, a thriving system that comprises masses of topics discussed, each having its
own basic notions, definitions, principles to study, numerous typologies, examples
in foreign languages and challenges to the reader’s survival. As a guide in these
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difficulties, Igor Mel’Cuk assists his reader to find a way through the bushes and
trees of syntactic structures. The correct patterns and perspectives are conveyed by
means of schemes, tables, symbols, abbreviations and codes. Thanks to the clarity
of Mel’¢uk’s theoretical accounts, then, the complexity of dependency syntax is
rendered much less daunting for readers of all levels of linguistic competence.
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