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INTRODUCTION

Language is not only a system undergoing historical changes, “not only a fossilized
set of lexical units and the rules governing their use”, but also a human activity of a special
kind [Kondratenko 2012]. While it can be purposefully regulated, it primarily complies
with the conventions of a given society and is characterized and evaluated from different
perspectives.

Man is a social animal. Speech facilitates the establishing of contacts and is, to an
extent, the very form of human coexistence. This is why people are evaluated not only in
terms of their appearance, behaviour, and actions, but also in terms of their speech, both
with its external characteristics and its content.

“Language, which is an instrument of culture and at the same time constitutes part
of culture” [Tolstoy 1997: 312], provides the core of the ethnic identity, and any national
culture exists and develops within the medium of an ethnic language [Tatiyeva, Suyunova
2015: 324]. Every language is rooted in a culture and has its own specific ways of
reflecting the speakers and the things that happen to them, including — through the
medium of stable language units.

The semantic system of these units consolidates the knowledge and experience of
the society and reflects the worldview of the speakers. The meanings of various stable
units form a unified system, a collective philosophy of a kind, or norms of behaviour that
speakers of this language have to follow.

Paroemia constitute a particular stratum of linguistic units capturing typical life
situations, ethno-specific ideas, recommendations on behaviour, etc. They have a great
potential for research in cultural linguistics, ethnolinguistics, linguistic axiology, and
cognitive linguistics [Tatiyeva, Suyunova 2015: 323-328]. Russian paroemia are
currently at the centre of attention of linguists, which is seen in the works of
O.B. Abakumova [2012], E.I. Zinovieva [2012], T.G. Bochina [2002, 2023],
E.E. Ivanova [2007, 2019], M.L. Kovshova [2017, 2019a], L.B. Savenkova [2002],
E.IL. Seliverstova [2005, 2017], O.E. Frolova [2007] and many others.
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Proverbs! reflect folk ideas about language and speech, summarize ethno-specific
views on the nature of communication and observations of various types of
communicative behaviour, and provide evaluations. Proverbs verbalizing the idea of
speech can be found in all languages, and their national character is manifested in the
differences between standards, images, and stereotypes used in this or that culture. The
study of a component of a linguistic worldview that represents the speakers attitudes
towards the principal type of human activity, i.e. speech, seems to be extremely important.

Speech is considered “the most complex human system and is the component of
the linguistic worldview that has not been studied sufficiently” [Gutovskaya 2007: 63].
At the same time, little attention has been given to such an object of research as a speaker,
who is present in the Russian linguistic worldview thanks to his individual speech
characteristics. The ideas of speech and the speaker, however, are extremely significant
for both an individual and a society, and lexicographic sources provide rich material for
identifying and generalizing various representations of speech accumulated in Russian
culture and Russian mentality.

On the other hand, the perceptions of speech reflected in proverbs may have
divergences with those cultural attitudes and perceptions that are typical of Russian
speakers today. This makes it expedient and relevant to identify not only the main trends
in the interpretation and evaluation of speech recorded in the corpus of Russian proverbs
and the ideas of speech formed over time in the collective linguistic consciousness, but
also to determine the criteria of evaluating speech by which Russian speakers are guided
these days as well as to find the scale of the differences found.

The scientific novelty of the current dissertation lies in the fact that this topic has
not been subjected to scientific research as regards comparing the attitudes towards
speech expressed in proverbs with the perceptions of speech by today's speakers of the
Russian language. The novelty of the work is also found in the analysis of the evaluation

of an individual through their speech verbalized in proverbs.

!'In this paper we follow a number of contemporary linguists and use the terms “paroemia” and “proverb” as synonyms.
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The object of the current study is Russian language proverbs characterizing the
activity of speech, stereotypical ideas of speech in Russian culture and in Russian
paroemia.

The subject matter of the study comprises the verbalization of stereotypical
perceptions of speech in Russian proverbs, the cultural attitudes and values reflected in
paroemia, and the ways modern Russian speakers tend to view speech behaviour.

The aim of the study is to reveal the linguocultural content of the national-cultural
constant of “speech” as verbalized in Russian proverbs against the backdrop of its
perception by modern native speakers.

The aim of the study makes it necessary to solve the following tasks:

1. to present the theoretical basis of the study based on the analysis of academic
literature on the main issues addressed;

2. to characterise the basic components of proverbs, which allow to develop criteria
for selecting units for analysis and are involved in the formation of the idea of speech as
reflected in proverbs; to select material from dictionaries of Russian proverbs and sayings;

3. to reveal the paradigm of attributes of the national-cultural constant of “speech”
in the Russian paroemiological worldview and to propose a typology of stereotypical
representations verbalized in Russian paroemia and reflecting the main trends in the
interpretation and evaluation of speech;

4. determine the range of characteristics of the Russian individual revealed through
speech and constituting the linguocultural potential of paroemia;

5. to identify the values of Russian speakers expressed in proverbs about speech;

6. to conduct a survey of native speakers of Russian in order to identify their
perceptions of speech, its positive and negative features, and to comment on the results
obtained;

7. to determine the overlap in the representations revealed in proverbs and in the
views on speech of present-day native speakers, and to assess the degree of similarity, i.e.
coincidences and divergences.

The hypothesis is as follows: The study and description of the linguocultural

constant of “speech” in the Russian linguistic consciousness will allow, firstly, to reveal
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the system of parameters by which speech is characterized, and a set of the most
frequently verbalized cultural attitudes and stereotypical representations, in which the
values of native speakers are manifested; secondly, to reveal the character of the nation-
specific view of speech as an important human activity and of the individual, whose traits
are manifested in speech, and also — by comparing the two sets of data — to note the
changes occurring in the consciousness of the collective native speaker or, on the contrary,
the stability of some perceptions of speech and its evaluation.

The following methods and techniques were applied: the method of
linguocognitive analysis, the method of component analysis, the method of continuous
sampling of material from lexicographic sources, the method of quantitative calculations,
the method of questionnaire, descriptive and comparative methods.

The material under examination is extracted from dictionaries of Russian
proverbs and sayings: The collection “Russian Proverbs” by V.I. Dal, the collection
‘Russian Folk Proverbs and Parables’ by I.M. Snegirev, ‘The Big Dictionary of Russian
Proverbs’ by V.M. Mokienko, T.G. Nikitina, E.K. Nikolaeva, ‘The Dictionary of Russian
Proverbs and Sayings’ by A.M. Zhigulev, ‘The Dictionary of Russian Proverbs and
Sayings’ by V.P. Zhukov, ‘The Dictionary-Thesaurus of Russian Proverbs, Proverbs and
Metaphorical Expressions’ by V.M. M. Zhigulev, ‘Dictionary of Russian Proverbs and
Sayings’ by V.P. Zhukov, ‘Dictionary-Thesaurus of Russian Proverbs, Sayings and Apt
Expressions’ by V.I. Zimin, collection ‘Russian Proverbs and Sayings’ by V.P. Anikin.
The total number of paroemia under examination is more than 1500.

The theoretical and methodological background of the dissertation comprises:

— works on cultural linguistics: N.D. Arutyunova 1984, E.S. Yakovleva 1994,
Y.D. Apresyan 1995, V.N. Telia 1996, V.V. Vorobyev 1997, V.I. Postovalova 1999,
V.V. Krasnykh 2002, V.I. Karasik 2004, 2013; D.B. Gudkov, M.L. Kovshova 2007,
V.A. Maslova 2007, 2023; 3.D. Popova, I.A. Sternin 2007, M.L. Kovshova 2009, 2012,
2019a; N.F. Alefirenko 2010, S.V. Ivanova, Z.Z. Chanysheva 2010; E.I. Zinovieva 2016,
I.V. Zykova 2017, etc.;

- works on Russian proverbs: G.L. Permyakov 1970, 1988; V.P. Zhukov 1991,
Z.K. Tarlanov 1999, E.E. Ivanov 2007, 2019; E.V. Ivanova 2002, L.B. Savenkova 2002,
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2006, V.M. Mokienko 2001, 2010; T.G. Bochina 2002, 2023; O.E. Frolova 2007,
O.B. Abakumova 2012, E.I. Seliverstova 2003, 2017; M.L. Kovshova 2019b,
N.N. Semenenko 2020, Ani Rahmat, S.V. Banit, N.E. Yakimenko 2021; Xiaojun Ho,
N.E. Yakimenko 2022, etc.;

— works on the problems of studying speech and the speaker as a
communicating individual: P.A. Sorokin 1992, N.I. Beresneva, L.A. Dubrovskaya,
[.G. Ovchinnikova 1994; N.S. Ryabinskaya 2002, S.Y. Gennadyevna 2007,
M.S. Gutovskaya 2007, 2008, 2020; S.A. Eremina, A.P. Orlova 2009; E.V. Ivanova 2010,
A.N. Ksenofontova 2012, L.B. Matevosyan 2017, E.I. Zabusova, A.Y. Lazareva,
V.V. Kolodchenko 2018; V.Y. Lyubimov 2022, S.V. Moshcheva 2022, etc.;

— works on the semantics value in linguistic units: Shibutani 1961,
N.D. Arutyunova 1984, V.I. Karasik 2002, R.M. Yakushin 2003, L.K. Bayramova 2008,
A.L Lyzlov 2009, N.N. Semenenko 2010, D.B. Kumakhova 2011, E.A. Bogdanova 2012,
E.V. Nichiporchik 2012, 2015, 2023; Y.O. Suleymanov 2017, M.L. Kovshova 2018,
0O.V. Lomakina, V.M. Mokienko 2018; T.G. Bochina 2023, others.

The dissertation has the following structure: an introduction, two chapters, a
conclusion, a bibliography, a list of dictionaries and sources, and an appendix. The
introduction explains the relevance of the topic, defines the object, subject matter,
hypothesis, and aims of the study, formulates the novelty, theoretical and practical
significance of the paper, presents the provisions put forward for defence, as well as the
main results obtained in the course of the study. Chapter One is devoted to the theoretical
foundations of the research: issues related to the anthropomorphic cultural code, the
essence and basic concepts of cultural linguistics, the content of the terms “linguistic
worldview”, “paroemiological worldview”, “paroemia”, “proverb”, ‘“stereotype”,
“linguocultural constants” and others. Chapter Two provides an overview of the lexical
composition of PU, i.e. their components with the semantics of speaking, analyses
proverbs about speech, proposes a typology of stereotypical ideas and cultural attitudes
verbalised in them, and considers the personal qualities manifested in speech. The second
part of Chapter Two consists of the analysis of the results of the survey we conducted,

which provides information about the dominant characteristics of speech in the modern
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Russian linguistic consciousness. The two main aspects of the work create a basis for
comparison and identification of similarities and differences in the perception and
evaluation of speech, reflected, on the one hand, in the paroemia, the latter being as a
collection of folk wisdom, and, on the other hand, verbalised by modern native speakers.

The theoretical value of the research is seen in the fact that its results contribute
to the further development of the theory of cultural linguistics and paroemiology, to the
study of particular components of the Russian linguistic worldview, nation- and culture-
specific semantics, pragmatics, and the axiology of Russian proverbs and sayings.

The practical value of the research consists in the possibility of using the results
in teaching Russian as a first and as a foreign language and in developing courses on the
issues of phraseology and paroemiology, cultural linguistics and lexicography.

The evaluation of results: the results of the research were presented and
considered at the seminars for Ph.D. students at the Department of Teaching Russian as
a Foreign Language, St. Petersburg State University, as well as in the presentations at
scientific conferences:

1. A National (All-Russia) Conference in Sciences and Humanities with
International Participation “Science SpbU —2021” (December 2021, St. Petersburg);

2. The XXVII International scientific and methodological conference ‘“The
problems of teaching philological disciplines in higher education”. (April 2022, St.
Petersburg);

3. The 51* International Scientific Philological Conference named after Ludmila
A. Verbitskaya (March 2023, St. Petersburg);

The main theses and points of the dissertation are covered in six publications, three
of which are published in the journals indexed and recommended by the State
Commission for Academic Degrees and Titles (SCADT):

1. Xu Yao. Stereotypical ideas of speech as reflected in Russian proverbs //
Bulletin of Philological Studies. — 2023a. — Ne3. — Vol3. — P. 68-72.

2. Xu Yao., E.I. Seliverstova. The verbalization of the idea of importance of

choosing words carefully: Evidence from Russian paroemia against the backdrop of
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Chinese ones // Bulletin of Kostroma State University. — 2023b. — Ne2. Vol29. — P.
160-166.

3. Xu Yao. Personal qualities as manifested in speech: Evidence of Russian
proverbs // Bulletin of the 1. Y. Yakovlev Chuvash State Pedagogical University. —
2023c. — Ne4. — P. 32-36.

Other publications:

4. Xu Yao. Stereotypical ideas of language in Russian proverbs viewed against the
backdrop of the Chinese language // Proceedings of the All-Russian Conference on
Natural Sciences and Humanities with International Participation “SpbSU Science —
2021”. — SPb.: Scythia-Print, — 2021. — P. 694-695.

5. Xu Yao. The verbalization of the concept of*‘speech” in Russian proverbs // The
problems of teaching philological disciplines in higher education: Proceedings of the
XXVII international scientific-methodological conference — St. Petersburg: FGBOUVO
“SPbGUPTD”, —2022. — P. 154-160.

6. Xu Yao. Verbalization components of the concept of “speech” in Russian
proverbs: lexis and semantics // LI International Scientific Philological Conference
named after Lyudmila A. Verbitskaya. St. Petersburg: — 2023d. — P. 486-487.

Major research results of the study are as follows:

1. The paper analyses proverbial units within a number of categories: a) expressions
that characterize the manner of speech and the perception of its external characteristics;
b) sayings that reflect an opinion of the content of speech; ¢) paroemia connected with
the choice of the addressee / interlocutor (the smallest category). The analysis makes it
possible to identify the most frequently verbalized stereotypical ideas, both about the
negative characteristics of speech (hasty, pointless, empty, dangerously careless, etc.) and
positive ones (thoughtful, careful, etc.). The paroemia contain a whole range of
recommendations regarding sensible and dignified communication. (Xu Yao.
Stereotypical ideas of speech as reflected in Russian proverbs. — 2023a. — P. 68)

2. Russian paroemia reveal a significant number of cultural attitudes important for
native speakers: about actions outweighing words; the impossibility of unsaying what has

been said; cautiousness in choosing words; evaluating the situation before speaking, etc.
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The fact that the same idea reappears in various proverbs is evidence of the importance
of'this idea in the Russian culture. (Xu Yao., Seliverstova E.I. The importance of choosing
one’s words carefully: The verbalization of this idea in Russian paroemia as compared
with Chinese ones. —2023b. — P. 160)

3. The paper analyses Russian paroemia reflecting speech in terms of its verbal
design, meaningfulness, pragmatic orientation, performance, context, etc. The results
demonstrate the anthropocentricity of proverbs, because what is said in them, no matter
what sphere of activity it concerns, is considered with an individual in mind: how he/she
is seen by the speaker in this or that life situation. Paroemia tend to verbalize critical
attitudes towards speakers; it is not often that positive attitudes or approval are found,
which confirms the axiological nature of these units. (Xu Yao. Personal qualities as
reflected in speech: Evidence from Russian proverbs). — 2023c. — P. 32)

4. Speech as a vital human activity is widely represented in Russian paroemia and
is verbalized using a great variety of components, most of which are verbs and nouns.
Proverbs reflect native speakers’ stereotypical notions about various aspects of speech
and characterize the speaker in terms of the content of his/her speech and its external
characteristics. (Xu Yao. Verbalization of the concept of “speech” in Russian proverbs. —
2022.—P. 154)

5. Proverbs reveal a wide range of lexical items which, acting as components, serve
the paroemiological verbalization of the concept of “speech” and the demonstration of
various perceptions associated with speaking among Russian speakers. (Xu Yao.
Verbalization components of the concept of “speech” in Russian proverbs: Lexis and
semantics — 2023d. — P. 487)

The following statements are to be defended:

1. The variety of lexical units expressing the semantics of speaking and the
stunning variety of proverbs verbalizing ideas about speech are evidence of the
importance of speech as a human activity.

2. Proverbs as units containing a wealth of cultural information provide a lot of

data to be deciphered, which in turn allows to make judgments about typical
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manifestations of communication, about its characteristics in the eyes of native speakers,
and whether the rules of the unwritten code of speech conduct are observed or violated.

3. The corpus of proverbs characterising speakers and their attitudes to their
interlocutors, as well as attributes of speech and typical communicative situations, is
made up of proverbs containing components with the semantics of speaking belonging to
different word classes. At the same time, beyond this array of units there are also proverbs
of similar semantics that do not contain such components.

4. Out of the two main categories of proverbs that concern, on the one hand, the
external characteristics of speech and, on the other, its content, the units of the latter
category prevail in number, since it is the content of speech that is crucial in determining
human relationships.

5. The paradigm of speech behaviour patterns includes units that differ in the
degree of implicit / explicit expression of cultural attitudes and stereotypical perceptions,
including contradictory ones. Among them, there clearly stand out the most important
ones as they are verbalized repeatedly in a variety of ways and differ significantly from
the rest in terms of frequency.

6. The impression of a person depends in many respects on how he or she speaks,
and many proverbs about speaking discuss not speech as such, but how a person's
character shows in their speech, their view of themselves, their attitude to people and to
work, their manner of speaking, etc.

7. Proverbs about speech reveal constants at the level of proverb-specific ideas,
clichéd paroemia components, and logical-structural models typical of the Russian
paroemiological domain and of the component of the paroemiological worldview under
examination.

8. The linguistic consciousness of modern Russian speakers identifies a significant
number of both positive and negative features of speech, which for the most part overlap
with the features mentioned in Russian proverbs, which in turn testifies that the
expectations of the interlocutor and the general rules of communication - first of all, with

regard to the content of speech — have remained relatively stable over the course of time.
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9. Compared with the paroemia, modern speakers of Russian give greater attention
to the standards of speech, to the forms of communication, to the observance of etiquette,

and to the impression speech produces.
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE LINGUOCULTURAL
STUDY OF PAROEMIA

1.1. Foundations and principles of cultural linguistics

€«

1.1.1 The interconnection of “culture” and “language”

The way out of the impasse into which traditional linguistics, which studies
“language in itself and for itself” (F. Saussure), has reached in its time, was its interest in
man, his consciousness, and culture.

Cultural linguistic as an independent science formed its outlines in the 1980s-1990s.
As aresult, a completely new scientific field was opened for research by modern linguists,
which has received wide development prospects. As V.I. Postovalova points out, the
implementation of the anthropological programme of comprehension of language, to
which the science of language has now turned, “begins with the creation of synthetic and
complex disciplines aimed at considering language in close connection with the
fundamental aspects of man, taken in their linguistic refraction” [Postovalova 1999: 29].
Y.S. Stepanov believes that the essence of language can be revealed to researchers only
from philosophical positions — in the aspect of “philosophical anthropology” — the
doctrine of man, his “essence” and “nature” [Stepanov 2007]. Hence the following
conclusion: the scientific world is overdue for the transition of linguistics to a new stage
of development, to a new paradigm in its study [Maslova 2014: 78].

In modern Russian science a lot has already been done to define the status of
cultural linguistics, its essence and directions of study. The notion of “cultural linguistic”
is used in the works of venerable linguologists and their works are heard in the scientific
world — N.D. Arutyunova [Arutyunova 1999], N.F. Alefirenko [2003, 2006],
V.V. Vorobyov [Vorobyov 1997], V.I. Karasik [Karasik 2004, 2013], M.L. Kovshova
[Kovshova 2019], V.A. Maslova [Maslova 2004], Y.S. Stepanov [Stepanov 1985],
T.B. Radbil [Radbil 2017], V.N.Telia [Telia 1996] and many others who addressed the
problem of identifying information of cultural property contained in language units.
Special linguocultural dictionaries are also published [Kovshova, Gudkov 2018;

Kovshova 2019; Krasnykh 2016; Telia 2018, etc.], — including bilingual ones [Xiaojun
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Ho, Yakimenko 2022; Ani Rahmat, Banit, Yakimenko 2021, etc.]. Currently, cultural
linguistic is included as a theoretical course in the programmes of university training of
specialists, resulting in textbooks and manuals on this discipline [Alefirenko 2010;
Vorobiev 2008; Zinovieva 2016; Krasnykh 2002; Maslova 2023, etc.].

As you know, language is closely related to culture, since not a single culture in the
world can fully realize its development and formation without the existence of language.
“Language not only reflects the surrounding reality, but also interprets it, creating a
special reality in which a person lives” [Sklyarova 2021: 5]. Cultural linguistic is not just
a field of determining the national-cultural specificity of linguistic units and text. It is
focused on identifying the mechanisms of introducing cultural information into a
linguistic sign, as well as the mechanisms of its extraction from there by a native speaker
[Maslova 2023: 14].

The connection between culture and language is also pointed out by V.N. Telia:
“Cultural linguistics 1s that part of ethnolinguistics which is devoted to the study and
description of the correspondence of language and culture in their synchronous
interaction”. [Telia 1996: 217]. The researcher considers the concept of cultural
connotation as a way of embodiment of culture in a linguistic sign to be basic for cultural
linguistics [ibid.: 16].

Culture 1s perceived by a person in different ways: it depends on how it is fixed in
language and how it is stored in human consciousness and collective linguistic
consciousness, how it is manifested in the behaviour of a society — including speech, how
it is 16erbalizin in discourse, thus determining its national-cultural specificity. Often this
“cultural content” is not 16 erbaliz and reflexed by the representative of a certain culture
[Krasnykh 2001: 5], it is stored at the deep levels of human consciousness and is
transmitted by culture bearers unconsciously — by various language units, including
paroemias.

The anthropocentricity of the meanings of linguistic units as reflecting the general
properties of human nature was noted by V.N. Telia. As V.A. Maslova writes, V.N. Telia
believed that culture is “included” in language, because language, “being a means of

communication, absorbs into the meaning everything that is related to the cultural
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competence of its speakers” [Maslova 2020: 690].

Thus, linguocultural studies are 17erbaliz in the direction from culture to language
1 7erbalizing national consciousness.

The definition of linguistics given by the Chinese linguist Liu Hong seems fair and
all-encompassing: cultural linguistic is a complex integrative discipline that “combines
the study of language and culture as its primary task, includes research into the
characteristics of national cultures, the core elements of the national mentality reflected
in the system of linguistic means, as well as the peculiarities of the perception of a foreign
language picture of the world and the formation of ideas about a foreign language culture
I’ the’course of studying a foreign language” [Liu Hong 2020: 675].

In conclusion of this section, we will cite the opinion of E.I. Zinovieva, who insists
on the independence of linguacultural studies as a scientific discipline, reasonably
separating it from linguistic and regional studies, cognitive linguistics, ethnolinguistics

and sociolinguistics. In her opinion, we can talk about “the intersection of sciences that
have a common object, but different subjects of research” [Zinovieva 2016: 17]. Cultural

linguistic studies ‘“the material culture and mentality embodied in a living national
language, manifested in language processes in their effective continuity with the language

and culture of an ethnos” [ibid.].

1.1.2. The linguistic worldview as an object of research

The concept of “worldview” as a nomination of semantic modelling of the world
exists in various areas of human life: in science, religion, literature; linguistic worldview
(sometimes — naive linguistic worldview) is understood as a scheme of perception of
reality fixed in language and specific for a given group [Yakovleva 1994]. Any nation in
the process of cognition of the world has developed a special system of names for the
surrounding reality. Everything that people experienced, found, experienced, went

through the stage of processing and linguistic comprehension. Depending on the national
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experience, the linguistic system differs, as the formation and transmission of the results
of the cognition process is impossible without language.
The basic concept of linguistic worldview (LW) appeared in the 60s. The linguistic
worldview is in the centre of attention of modern linguistics as a fundamental concept of
anthropocentric paradigm. The concept of linguistic worldview goes back to W. von

Humboldt's ideas about the internal form of language and the relationship between

language and culture. A significant stage in the development of the concept of linguistic
worldview was the emergence of the hypothesis of linguistic relativity of American
linguists E. Sepir and B. Warf, which consisted in recognizing the influence that language
has on human thinking [Humboldt 1984].

W. von Humboldt, introducing the important concepts of “linguistic worldview”
and “internal form of a word” , believed that languages differ from each other not only in
their external form (sounds, signs), but also in the views of the linguistic community on
the world contained in it [Humboldt 1984: 319]. According to him, the spiritual
characteristics of a nation are necessarily involved in the process of language creation.
The intellectual merits of a language, according to Humboldt, rest “exclusively on the
orderliness, thoroughness and purity of the spiritual organization of peoples in the era of
formation or transformation of languages and are a reflection or even a direct imprint of
this organization™ [ibid.: 101], that is, material and spiritual culture are directly reflected
in language. Briefly, the essence of his views can be summarised as follows: “all culture
1s national, its character is expressed in language through a special vision of the world”
[1bid.]. This idea of “linguistic worldview” was developed in the works of A.A. Potebni,
S. Bally, I.A. Baudouin de Courtenay, P.O. Jakobson and other researchers.

Although the linguistic worldview is not a part of naive or scientific pictures,
researchers note the fact of coexistence of ordinary and scientific knowledge about the
world in it [Pimenova 2019: 9]. Many concepts (time, space) that are reflected in language
are common to both scientific theories and everyday consciousness. These worldviews
can influence the linguistic worldview to a greater or lesser extent due to their linguistic

relevance [Yakovleva 1994: 11].
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Some researchers identify the LW and the naive picture of the world due to the
presence in the former of certain signs of popular misconceptions and even mistakes,
outdated beliefs, simply everyday ideas, which are slowly changing attitudes [ Yakovleva
1994: 10; Apresyan 1995: 39]. However, naive thinking should not be understood as
primitive; it has evolved over centuries and carries within itself the folk wisdom of
generations of people: “naivety is associated with a reflection of everyday, everyday
perception of the order of things, as opposed to their scientific understanding and
explanation” [[vanova 2002: 15].

There are complex relationships between the concepts of “worldview” and
“linguistic worldview”. The fundamental difference is that “the worldview is a concrete
reflection of reality in human consciousness, and the linguistic worldview is information
about reality fixed in language” [Sklyarova 2021: 26]. The LW, like the conceptual picture
of the world, needs reconstruction, which involves relying exclusively on the facts of
language [Ivanova 2006: 38] — this is what makes it interesting to linguists. A conceptual
picture of the world means “knowledge that acts as a result of a mental reflection of
reality”, as well as “the result of sensory knowledge” [Zinovieva 2016: 26]. In order to
reconstruct fragments of the linguistic worldview that require the analysis of linguistic
data and the interpretation of socio-historical and cultural factors, linguists find it
necessary to prioritise linguistic data over socio-historical context.

According to the concept of Y.D. Apresyan, each natural language reflects a certain
way of perceiving and organizing the world. Language is a fact of culture, an integral part
of the culture that we inherit, and at the same time its instrument. It is language that
accumulates and verbalises the key concepts of culture, translating them into sign
embodiment — words. The world model created by language is a subjective image of the
objective world, it bears the features of the human way of worldview [Sukalenko 1992:
77], that 1s, the anthropocentrism that permeates all language.

Let us present another definition of LW that has become fundamental and very
authoritative. According to V.A. Maslova, this “It is structured and multileveled. It is the
linguistic worldview that determines such important phenomena as communicative

behaviour, understanding of the external world and the inner world of a person. It is also
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very important for us that it reflects the way of speech and thinking activity characteristic
of a particular era, with its spiritual, cultural and national values” [Maslova 2007: 296].

V. A. Maslova believes that each language divides the world in its own way, that is,
it has its own way of conceptualizing it. The characteristics of the national language create
for speakers of this language a specific coloring of this world, determined by the national
significance of objects, phenomena, processes, and a selective attitude towards them,
which is generated by the specifics of the activities, lifestyle and national culture of a
given people [Maslova 2004: 66].

From the point of view of modern linguocognitivists, LW is a multi-layered
discourse and meaning formation. Multilayeredness arises both because of the
participation of different layers of linguistic units in its verbalisation and because of the
historical change of worldview paradigms that determine the content and nature of
categorisation and conceptualisation of reality cognised by a person [Semenenko,
Krivosheev, 2019: 34].

Cultural linguistic 1s a direction in linguistics, “aimed at studying culture in
language and language in culture” [Karasik 2013: 4] and engaged in the search for
patterns of linguistic transformation of reality, largely relies on an array of stable units of
language. According to V. N. Telia, the basic concept for cultural linguistic is the concept
of cultural connotation as a way of embodiment of culture in a language sign [Telia 1999:
16], and this is largely true for phraseological units. This opinion is also shared by other
researchers, defining connotation as cultural information extracted from consciousness,
which “connects with verbal signs of language and folklore — idioms and paroemias, is
added to their semantics in the form of a special categorical component” [Kovshova 2019:
173].

Since the object of study in our work is proverbs, we cannot ignore the
interpretation proposed by M.L. Kovshova, who considers the linguistic worldview to be
a general cultural structured and multilevel heritage of the nation. The researcher notes
that “the folklore ‘layer’ of culture <...> is ‘populated’ with fairy tales, proverbs, sayings,

riddles, etc.; in the form of a ‘condensed’, fragmented discourse, it exists in the memory
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of every person and forms the foundation of his or her cultural composition” [Kovshova

2016: 40].

1.2. The study of the paroemiological worldview

When writing this section of the paper, the materials of previously published

articles were used: [Xu Yao 2023a].

1.2.1. The terms “paroemia”and “proverb”

Each language contains a considerable number of speech formations that have
linguocultural value due to their figurative content, laconic form, verbalisation of human
experience in them [Babenko 2020: 15]. Among the linguistic evidence of national
linguistic cultures, phraseological units and proverbs — as one of the varieties of
phraseological units — rightfully occupy an important place as sources of information
about different aspects of the life and worldview of an ethnic group.

Active attention to phraseological problems in the last decades of the 20th century
led to increased interest in such a small genre of folklore as paremiology. Therefore, the
linguistic status of paremiological units is nowadays almost beyond discussion. Note that
in modern research scholars often use the terms paroemia and proverb as synonymous
[Dolgova 2018, Kopylskikh 2016, Seliverstova 2009, etc.]. We follow this principle, since
other proverbial genres — for example, riddles, signs — are not considered by us.

A rather clear distinction between phraseological phrases and Proverbs was made
in his time by V.P. Zhukov. On the basis of semantic and syntactic criteria he distinguished,
firstly, phraseological phrases (proverbs) as “units with an open structure (unclosed)”,
which are based on concepts (tongue swallowed — ‘silent’; tongue without bones —
‘chatterbox’). The second category — proverbs — are units with a closed structure,
completed in semantic and intonational relation, with inherent categories of predicativity

and modality, that is, with the features of a sentence [Zhukov 1991: 9].
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The founder of the logical approach to Proverbs G.L. Permyakov derived a model
of their semantic structure, according to which the basis of a paroemia is always a
thematic pair of components connected by a certain type of relationship [Permyakov 1988:
107-128]. The elements of this thematic pair can be connected by relations of various
properties. For example, the thematic elements of PU If there were a cow, there would be
a milking can are connected by relations “thing — object (tool) directly related to its use”
(milking can — ‘milking utensil, milking can, milking machine’ [DED.3: 159]; ‘a dish in
which milk is poured”). The structural-logical approach allowed the scientist to identify a
certain (limit) number of universal models of Proverbs, applicable to the paremics of any
language and finding in it the corresponding examples of realisation of the selected
models.

Proverbs, demonstrating a great variety of syntactic structures, attracted the
attention of Z.K. Tarlanov, who consecutively considered separate types of syntactic
constructions realised in paremics. For example, he identifies models of paroemias that
demonstrate comparative-contrastive and adjunctive relations, adversative-restrictive,
comparative-adversative and other relations, proverbs with non-union, etc. [Tarlanov
1999].

Proverbs as units of language are studied in different directions. So,
E.L. Seliverstova, comparing phraseological units and proverbs, identifies features
characteristic of PU: completeness and didacticism, a syntactic structure different from
phraseological units-word combinations, special conditions for contextual inclusion and
functioning in the text, a bright pragmatic orientation, certain paradigmatic and
syntagmatic relationships between components, etc. [Seliverstova 2017: 24-25]. In a
number of works, the researcher addresses the problem of proverb variation and argues
for the regularity of the appearance of variants by the presence of a special paremiological
space that authorizes numerous replacements of components and entire fragments of PE,
the formation of single-model sayings, etc. [Seliverstova 2003, 2005].

The most urgent problems that are being solved by modern paremiology are
presented in detail by Prof. V.M. Mokienko in his review article devoted to the main eight

“provocative” questions concerning the directions of studying Proverbs. V.M. Mokienko,
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despite the great variety of different interpretations of proverbs and sayings and criteria
for their selection, insists on preserving the traditional understanding of a Proverb as “a
logically complete figurative or non-imaginative aphoristic utterance, having an edifying
meaning and characterised by a special rthythmic and phonetic organisation” [Mokienko
2001: 10]. In this paper, in the linguistic interpretation of Proverb, we rely on this very
definition.

We consider V.M. Mokienko’s objection to the decline in the functioning of PU in
modern speech and the interpretation of proverbs as “linguistic casts of outdated folklore
stereotypes”, as if not corresponding to the realities of modern life, to be very important.
Linguistic practice, in his opinion, confirms the opposite, which is based on observations
of the proverbial creativity of modern urban societies [ibid.: 11].

Let us dwell in more detail on the proverb as one of the most striking structures
that represent a certain way of ordered knowledge about the world, the method of
organization of which is also an element of this knowledge [Putilov 1994]. Paroemias
reflect the relevance of fragments of the surrounding world, which receive weight due to
reasons of an extralinguistic nature, from which — according to a mosaic principle — a
holistic image, an idea of the world and a person’s place in it is formed in the
consciousness of the collective and the individual [Korneeva 2003: 251]. The American
paremiologist Alan Dundes (Dandes 1980) noted that proverbs are, along with other
forms of culture, the “autobiography of the people” and the “mirror of culture” and are of
interest for study in terms of reconstructing on their basis a total understanding of the
world.

Paroemias exist in any language and during their long-term functioning they form
a significant fund of units. According to V.M. Mokienko, proverbs and sayings are the
core of national consciousness and gradually become ‘“‘a measure of the spirituality of the
people” [Mokienko 1986: 251]. Their attractiveness for speakers is determined by a
significant national colouring at the level of figurative-expressive means of language and
logical-linguistic structure of sayings, as well as by the originality of the ideas expressed,
that 1s, cultural attitudes and their interpretations, the presence of various extra-linguistic

reasons that explain the appearance of these or those units of paremics by the properties
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of national culture. Through the interpretation of the meaning of paroemias and
correlating them with the nature of the prototypical situation, the national-cultural
features of the analysed units are revealed. According to V.M. Mokienko, paroemias are
informatively two-dimensional: they state “various aspects of life”” and have a high degree
of “cumulativeness” [Mokienko 2001: 7].

The famous linguist Anna Vezhbitskaya shows in her work “Understanding
Cultures through Key Words” how nationally marked specificity is manifested in the
vocabulary of languages, making it possible to state differences in the core values of
cultural communities [Vezhbitskaya 2001], and notes that one of the indicators of the
importance of a word is the presence of “a whole phraseological family” with this word.
The scientist writes about the possibility to “untangle” a whole tangle of “attitudes, values
and expectations embodied not only in words, but also in common combinations, in stable
expressions, in grammatical constructions, in Proverbs, etc.” [ibid.: 36-37]. In fact, the
emphasis in the above statement is on the importance of an array of stable units of
language as a source of nationally marked information. The “developed vocabulary”, the
frequency of use of individual words, and the place occupied by a certain concept in a
particular culture can be nationally specific. Arguing the last thesis, the researcher cites
as an example Russian proverbs that verbalize the concepts of ‘truth’ and ‘truth’ [ibid.:
31-33].

Scientists specializing in various fields of science rightly call the phraseological
fund of national languages a “treasury of wisdom” that gives an idea of various areas of
social life. “The centuries-old experience of the cultural and historical development of
the people, native speakers, is truly an encyclopedia of their life” [Antonova 2020: 150].
The fact that each nation, despite the generally universal mechanism of generalization
and stereotyping of various situations recorded by proverbs, “in its own way consolidates
the worldview system in these figurative units of language” [ibid.], allows scientists to

speak not only about linguistic, but also about paremiological worldview.
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1.2.2. The pareomiological worldview as a component of the linguistic

worldview

The paremiological worldview (PW) is understood as a fragment of the linguistic
picture of the world, represented by the proverbial fund of the ethnos. The linguistic
picture of the world as a whole coincides with the reflection of the world in the minds of
people and represents the broadest concept; it reflects the “naive” worldview of the people
[Savenkova 2006, Ivanova 2006, etc.]. The proverbial worldview differs from the
linguistic worldview: “paroemia, often ready to respond with numerous variants of
conveying the same idea, turns out to be quite whimsical and is characterised by
selectivity in reflecting fragments of the surrounding world” . [Seliverstova, Len Si-1 2005:
49].

Being an integral part of the linguistic worldview, PW creates a special “global
image” underlying the worldview of both the nation as a whole and each individual. In
other words, it is a generally accepted stereotype expressing the essential properties of
the world in the understanding of man as a result of his spiritual activity [Postovalova
1988: 9]. This rather general understanding of the paremiological (proverbial) worldview
receives more detailed coverage in the works of other researchers, based on the analysis
of specific material — see, in particular: Zhukov 2004; Komova, Lomakina 2019; Ledneva
2016; Savenkova 2006 and others.

The proverbial picture, reconstructed by linguists, is composed of many proverbial
units, each of which is a carrier of a piece of information, and its meaning is a socially
codified form of social experience [Seliverstova, Len Si-i 2005: 49]. PW reflects the
peculiarities of peoples' worldview, conditioned, on the one hand, by extra-linguistic
factors. These include specific features of historical development of each nation,
peculiarities of material and folk spiritual culture, manifested and reflected in myths,
beliefs, rituals, customs, stereotypes of thinking, national psychology. Compare such
culturally marked PUs as the First Wife from God, the Second from Man, the Third from
the Devil; The first bow to God, the second to the owner and mistress, the third to all good
people; The first puppies (greyhounds) are royal, the second are lordly, the third are dog

puppies. On the other hand, the peculiarities of the ethnomarked paremiological
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worldview are determined by the nature of languages that categorise the same objective
reality in different ways.

The proverb is one of the very specific types of units involved in the narrativization
of human experience. She is, according to G.L. Permyakov, “a sign of a situation™: in it,
the referent event is not a specific, but a typified situation, revealed to a native speaker
with varying degrees of explicitness. The emergence of a similar situation in real life leads
to the retrieval from the memory of speakers of the corresponding expression associated
with it previously and associated with it now.

The paremiological worldview is especially marked by the richness of people’s
stereotypical ideas about the world, a reflection of their sociocultural experience. It
represents “a compact container of experience, a kind of packaging of this experience”
[Bredis, Lomakina 2018: 119]. The paremiological worldview is a worldview of a special
kind, because the linguistic reflection of the environment is overlaid with the peculiarity
of verbalising means, which delineate some life situations in a special way. Proverbs
speak about the actual for the speakers, laconically and expressively formulate inferences
derived from observations, draw analogies between life situations and human behaviour
in them.

The appeal to Russian phrase-paremiological material by researchers — native
speakers of another language and culture is indicative. This interest is explained by the
desire to “decode” the knowledge hidden in a phraseological phrase or Proverb, related
to the categories of culture of the people and a particular country, which include historical
and geographical information, information about the climate, about the mental makeup
of the people, about the way of life in different times, and others. “Cultural discourse”
can be addressed to science, religion, philosophy, social sphere of a particular nation
[Georgieva 2002: 108].

Proverbs and sayings are one of the important factors in the adaptation of the values
of different peoples. That is why it is not only advisable, but also extremely important to
consider the study of phraseological and paremiological material as a way of becoming
familiar with the system of values of a foreign language culture, as a means of relieving

ionophones of possible difficulties in adapting the values of another people.
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Thus, each nation has its own unique paremiological worldview, which makes it
not only interesting, but also relevant to study the sets of Proverbs verbalising certain

aspects of human perception and evaluation of man and the surrounding world.

1.2.3. The axiological foundations of the paroemiological worldview

N.D. Arutyunova noted that language reflects, preserves and transmits from
generation to generation “only the most significant elements of culture for a person, only
those that have a certain value for him” [Arutyunova 1984: 6]. In general, interpreting the
understanding of value in the most general form, the researcher defines it as a concept
denoting the cultural, social or personal significance (meaning) of phenomena and real
facts. Values are the fundamental characteristics of culture, they represent “the most
significant objects and phenomena of the surrounding reality for a person, playing the
role of standards of what is proper and determining the direction and content of human
activity” [1bid.].

In cultural linguistics, the evaluative element in the semantic content of linguistic
units receives special attention as a result of verbalising the object's place in the value
worldview belonging to the speakers of language and culture. According to V.I. Karasik,
the value picture of the world is displayed in language with the help of evaluative
judgements which are coordinated with certain codes (legal, religious, moral), generally
accepted rational judgements, typical folk and popular literary subjects. The value picture
of the world includes a universal one, represented by universal values, and a national-
specific one, within which parts of the qualification of objects are based on different
assessments, and values intersect and match in different ways. The researcher also
believes that the value picture of the world contains the most important for a certain
culture meanings, cultural dominants (constants or cultural concepts), the totality of
which forms a specific type of culture fixed in language [Karasik 2002: 117-118].

Contained in the linguistic worldview of the world, in addition to the cognitive
element, the normative-evaluative component is not by chance a separate subject of study

for linguoculturology and deserves study in the aspect of the so-called value picture of
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the world [Suleymanova 2017: 32]. The manifestation of special interest in the subject,
writes the Japanese researcher Shibutani, is due precisely to its value component
[Shibutani 1961:105].

The authors of the monograph “Paremiology without Borders”, considering value
as the subject of semantic analysis of proverbs, write that the semantic structures of
nominative units of language — including proverbs — are “a creation of the human mind,
a product of the value-semantic interpretation of knowable reality, which constitutes the
meaningful essence mentality of this or that people” [Paremiology 2020: 103].

N.F. Alefirenko also emphasises the value and semantic significance of fragments
of the surrounding world. He writes about the nature of valuable meanings: “A person’s
attitude to the world is, first of all, determined by meaning. If something is devoid of
meaning, it ceases to exist for a person. Man endows the whole world with cultural
meanings, and the world appears for him in its unique value-semantic significance”
[Alefirenko 2013: 10]. The value basis of LW determines its comprehension as a
worldview category, while the content of the term “worldview” is noticeably expanded
and is actually identified with the concept of worldview [Semenenko, Krivosheev 2019].

Y.O. Suleymanova operates with the concept of “worldview image”: for a
researcher, this is not only an understanding of the world, knowledge about it, but “at the
same time, a system of values that determines the nature of a person’s attitude, experience
of the world, a certain assessment of certain of its events and phenomena and, accordingly,
a person’s active attitude to these events” [Suleymanova 2017: 33].

The concept of evaluation can be defined as “the attitude of native speakers towards
an object, conditioned by the recognition or non-recognition of its value in terms of
compliance or non-compliance of its qualities with certain value criteria” [Yakushina
2003: 7]. This definition seems to us to be optimal as it is concise and very meaningful.

Proverbs are the units in which people's values are most vividly reflected. This is
determined by a high degree of paremiological conceptualisation of the value meaning of
material and ideal objects. According to E.V. Nichiporchik, “the source of any knowledge

is determined by human consciousness, and the edifying meanings of paroemias can be
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explained by the intensional essence of values — comprehension of the value meaning of
things as goals, motives and ways of achieving the desired” [Nichiporchik 2015: 19].

Paremiology is a branch of philology in which, when studying proverbs —proverbs,
sayings, riddles, omens and other sayings, the emphasis is often placed on the value
component of the semantics of units. In a brief figurative expression of traditional views
and values based on the life experience of the people, researchers see the main purpose
of proverbs — proverbs and sayings [Massalskaya 2016: 121].

The dominant position of certain values in the paremiological worldview is defined
quite clearly — both by the number of units verbalising them and by the variety of aspects
of their coverage. T.G. Bochina, considering the “axiology of age” in Russian paroemias,
notes such phenomena as “life — death”, “health — illness” as components of the basic
level of values and anti-values. Social-utilitarian values (labor, work), in her opinion, are
associated with youth, and material — utilitarian values are associated with wealth and
frugality [Bochina 2023: 180-181].

N.N. Semenenko pays considerable attention to the value component of paroemia.
She notes the ambiguity of the approach to the stratification of values represented by
paroemias [Semenenko 2020: 217]. The researcher emphasizes the importance of
“terminological specification of the concept of the value substrate of paroemia by analogy
with the concept of the cognitive substrate of paremic meaning.” In it she sees “the
meaningful core of the implementation of the designated communicative intention”, for
the sake of which the paroemia is used — “in accordance with the paremic concept sphere,
in which the value-semantic architectonics of the ontology of culture is structured”
[Semenenko 2017: 49].

Proverbs seem to be the most suitable for expressing the value component of
semantics. As the authors of the monograph “Paremiology without Borders” write,
paremic didactics “consists in the formation of stereotypical assessments, judgments and
algorithms for awareness of reality,” which is carried out in the process of “perception of
the patterns of awareness of the surrounding world inherent in the semantics of PU,”
“clarification of the relationships and correlations of individual value dominants culture”

by projecting them onto the actual linguistic semantics of the paroemia [Paremiology
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2020: 80-81]. Proverbs, thus, not only aptly and expressively characterize a situation that

gives impetus to the understanding of value, but “model the sphere of culture” — in the

entire spectrum of diverse assessments and opinions. In this case, the proverb, being a

carrier of value content, acts not as a nominative, but as an interpretive means of language

[ibid.: 81]. For example, PU from friendly words the tongue will not dry out is intended

not so much to represent a situation where the speaker does not show traditional (accepted)
friendliness and goodwill towards the interlocutor, but rather to negatively assess such

behavior. Politeness, verbalized goodwill, is one of the values associated with

communication and speech activity.

At the same time, to characterize the value component of proverbial semantics, it
1s important to take into account its manifestation both in a separate proverb and in the
national paremiological space as a whole. At the same time, it is advisable to approach
the value, which is objectified by paroemia, as “a cognitive unit of a special kind,
especially since the modern linguocognitive approach to resolving controversial issues of
linguo-semiotic status allows for a very broad interpretation of the cognitive unit”
[Kovshova 2018: 232].

The studies of many modern paremiologists are devoted to various value aspects
of proverbial semantics — L.K. Bayramova [2008], E.A. Bogdanova [2012],
D.B. Kumakhova [2011], O.V. Lomakina, V.M. Mokienko [2018], A.l. Lyzlova [2009],
N.Y. Nelyubova et al. [2019], E.V. Nichiporchik [2012, 2023], N.N. Semenenko [2010]

and others.

1.3. National cultural constants as units of mentalisation

The formation of a separate direction in linguistics — cultural linguistics, the subject
of study of which is language means expressing certain culturally marked constants, has
led to the identification and study of various cultural constants as an important factor in
speech communication. [.V. Zykova gives such an understanding of linguocultural

constants: in her opinion, these are the basic terminological concepts of the metalanguage
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(or metaunits) of linguistic and cultural science. They have a certain set of properties
“relevant for its formation and functioning as an integral system of properties” and are
aimed at studying the deep ontology of “a complex linguocultural object and
comprehension of linguoculturological reality in its versatility and multidimensionality”
[Zykova 2017: 144].

Researchers A.V. Lenets and T.V. Ovsienko write about the constants of
linguoculture as certain standards-standards manifested in everyday life, the main
purpose of which is seen to preserve stability for native speakers of the language and
culture, the ability to navigate the world around them and adapt to the conditions of the
social environment [Lenets, Ovsienko 2018: 62]. Linguoculture is a complex of such
linguistic units that fill the value-sense space of language in the process of cognition of
reality.

R.P. Milrud, developing an algorithm for “decoding culture” with the help of
various units, speaks of the reliability of revealing the worldview of culture bearers on
the basis of texts and sets of metaphors called hypertexts [Milrud 2013: 55]. The
researcher also notes that linguoculture has a complex of linguistic units that make up the
value-semantic space of language in the process of cognition of reality. The researcher
identifies “culturally filled linguistic signs” that correlate not just with objects and
processes of the surrounding world, but with cultural phenomena in the social
environment [ibid.: 43]. Such units are subject to decryption of the information encoded
in them.

Turning to the problem of constants in the field of humanities, researchers note that,
firstly, “constants are realised in everyday life in completely different forms, aspects, and
acts”. Secondly, these units constitute the value-sense space of language in the process of
cognition of reality [Kostina 2017: 197]. Thirdly, “being worldview elements of culture,
constants are based on centuries-old, most generalised cultural traditions”, correlate with
a wide range of specific historical situations and “ensure the overall stability of the
cultural system regardless of changes in social life” [ibid.].

The stable units of any language can be attributed to national-cultural constants,

which are part of the background knowledge of culture bearers and are gradually
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comprehended by those who are immersed in this culture due to their characteristics —
stability, popularity and public “sanction” (Jan Mukarzowski's term), vivid nationally-
marked imagery. They represent typical life situations and collisions, quite tangibly
express the attitude to the presented events and their evaluation [Shuyan Sun, Seliverstova
2018: 47]. Compare: to sit in a puddle, I went by the hair, but returned shorn, I aimed at
a crow, but hit a cow, In the rain the roof is not covered, but in the bucket and the bucket
itself does not drip, etc.

V.A. Maslova notes that the most relevant and valuable phenomena of reality for a
given culture, which “have a large number of linguistic units for their fixation, are the
topic of proverbs and sayings, poetic and prose texts,” become constants. They are a kind
of symbols, emblems that definitely indicate the text, situation, knowledge that gave rise
to them” [Maslova 2004: 28]. It is especially important for us in this definition that the
carriers of the “cultural memory of the people” include stable units, including paroemias.

National differences in paremiological worldviews are most clearly manifested
when comparing data from different languages, demonstrating how the peculiarity of
nationally coloured perception of the surrounding world and attitudes towards it is
manifested in the speakers’ proverbial worldview. It is no coincidence that in recent years
researchers have paid such attention to the possibility of studying the semantics of
paroemias as “complex signs of language and culture” (N.N. Semenenko’s term) against
the background of other languages.

Thus, for the carriers of Russian culture, the idea of an arrogant, snooty person is
traditionally associated with the image of an excessively raised and even tilted head (the
nose as a part of it): A high flight will make your head spin; Don't look high: you will
cover your eye with dust, etc. The image of a snobbish person is traditionally associated
with the image of an excessively raised and even tilted head. The standard “height, high”
becomes in PU a symbol of arrogance, and in vain, censured, which is indicated by the
differently verbalised “danger” of unpleasant consequences: Do not throw your head. you
will stumble; Satan was proud, he fell from the sky; You spit above your nose, you will
spit yourself; The high-minded one bridges high, but sits low, The high heel, but the
nabochok is broken, etc. [Shang Wenqing 2022: 110-111].
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Researchers who analyze linguistic, including paremiological material, use in their
works terms and concepts that allow them to show the features of the worldview

manifested in language. Below we will look at some of them.

1.3.1. Cultural linguistic codes: definition and taxonomy

The concept of code 1s widely used in the humanities and technical sciences, and
the term “cultural linguistic codes” has already entered the terminological apparatus of
cultural linguistics. The basis for this was the realisation and recognition that culture and
language in their interrelation is a structure strongly influencing individual and social life
of each person. From the point of view of E.V. Koroleva, the term Cultural linguistic
codes in comparison with the terms cultural code and linguistic code in the field of
linguistics is the most successful, because “it emphasises the equality of the study of
cultural and linguistic phenomena” [Koroleva 2015: 338]. “The linguocultural code
appears as a result of the verbalization of cultural codes” that acquire a linguistic essence;
such “disobjectification leads to the decoding of cultural codes” [Ivanova, Chanysheva
2010: 75], which contributes to their wider dissemination.

Y.M. Lotman believes that language and culture have a sign character, they can be
regarded as ontologically homogeneous phenomena and include language in the system
of cultural codes. Moreover, from the point of view of cultural semiotics, language
represents the basic, nuclear sign system of ethno-culture, over which all other sign
systems of this culture are built as auxiliary, secondary modelling systems [Lotman 1994].

According to V.A. Maslova, an extensive paradigm of images that perform a sign
function is formed and widely functions in culture, which are called cultural codes in
cultural semiotics [Maslova 2023: 61], that is, images in paremiological units are, in fact,
manifestations of cultural codes. V.I. Karasik also emphasises the essence of the linguistic
worldview, which has developed into “a complex system of images reflecting reality in

the collective consciousness” [Karasik 2002: 105].
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E.L. Berezovich believes that the code of culture is information about the world
fixed in symbolic form, which has a linguistic and cultural marking. The content of this
information is determined not so much by “photographing” reality as by the subjective
and naive worldview of the tradition bearer, which has ethnic, social and cultural
background [Berezovich 2007: 9].

An attempt to specify the content of the term “culture code” was made by
researcher A.l. Kravchenko — he interprets the cultural code as “a set of signs (symbols)
and a system of certain rules with the help of which information can be presented
(encoded) in the form of a set of such symbols.” They are used to transmit, process, store
and remember information as regulatory rules, “codes established by agreement between
bearers of the same culture” [Kravchenko 2001: 241]. Let us emphasize here the
importance of the specific feature noted by the researcher, namely: the function of a
regulating rule, which is directly related to proverbs.

P. Bapt understands cultural codes as clots of the cultural experience of a collective,
fragments of cultural memory, cultural trends (motives), cultural precedents that have
acquired a concentrated, iconic character. They form a sign system that “serves as a model
for understanding the phenomenon of culture, nature and existence in general” [bapt1994:
284].

As R.M. Frumkina writes, “without resorting to sign means of categorisation, we
cannot create a picture of the world that is absolutely necessary for our own functioning
in this world as a reasonable person” [Frumkina 2003: 97]. The categories themselves are
formed in our consciousness spontaneously — in accordance with the specific
requirements of the environment. At the same time, “any language adequately serves its
culture, providing speakers with the means to express culturally significant concepts and
relations™ [ibid.].

V.V. Krasnykh gives the following figurative understanding of the cultural code as
a way of categorizing the world: it is “a ‘grid’ that culture ‘throws’ over the surrounding
world, divides, categorizes and structures, and evaluates it” [Krasnykh 2002: 232].
Covering the linguocultural approach to phraseology and the participation of phraseology

in the categorization of the concept sphere of cultures, M.V. Kovshova interprets culture
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“as a space of cultural meanings, or value content developed by a person in the process
of understanding the world,” and codes, for the transmission of which various material
and formal means are used to signify cultural meanings [Kovshova 2012: 170].

If V.V. Krasnykh named 6 basic codes — spiritual, bodily, spatial, temporal, object,
biomorphic, the authors of the “Big Phraseological Dictionary” under the leadership of
V.N. Telia identified fifteen codes of culture, without pretending to the finiteness of the
list. The classification in the dictionary covers the following codes: anthropic (human
proper), zoomorphic, vegetative, natural, artifactual-vehicle - with a separate
identification of the thing-costume, gastronomic, architectural code, spiritual and / or
religious-anthropomorphic, religious-artefactual, temporal, spatial, quantitative
(numerical), colour and bodily (somatic) [Kuznetsova 2022: 46-47]. “Culture codes are
thematically united on the basis of the properties and actions of man himself, animal,
plant, etc. worlds, the world of object (natural or man-made ‘things’), natural-landscape
or spiritual-religious, etc.” [LPDRL: 13].

V.N. Telia considers it important to note that the code of a culture is considered to
be the “taxonomic substrate of its texts,” which also includes numerous stable units of
language. It is “a set of cultivated ideas about the picture of the world of a particular
society — about the natural objects, artifacts, phenomena included in it, the actions and
events identified in it, mentofacts and their spatio-temporal or qualitative-quantitative
dimensions inherent in these entities” [Telia 1999: 20-21].

A cultural code is “the key to understanding a certain type of culture, unique
cultural characteristics” inherited by an ethnos from its ancestors [Parshukova 2015: 105].
This, however, does not exclude individual coincidences both in the nature of the
categorization of the surrounding world and in the methods of verbalization of codes of
different cultures, which can also be found in the material of proverbs and phraseological
units. On the “similarity-difference” scale, relations of identity, incomplete identity and
difference can be identified [Reichstein 1980: 24]. This is natural, because different
cultures in the course of history naturally collide and interact, exerting mutual influence

on each other and leaving their “traces”. The degree of similarity and difference of codes
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reflects the degree of commonality and divergence of peoples’ cultures [Mamontov,
Moroslin 2016: 142].

Paroemia acts as an ethno-linguistic carrier of value-sense content, that is, “not so
much as a nominative, but as an interpretative means of language” [Paremiology... 2020:
104]. The code of culture is not accidentally called a code, it requires decoding, that is
extracting from the paremiological unit specific content, cultural context, determined by
the worldview of the people, the moral code peculiar to it in a certain period, history, and
so on. [Stepanova 2012: 187].

Paroemias, verbalizing ideal artifacts — linguistic images, symbols, signs and, in
general, “the results of the heuristic activity of the entire linguistic community”

[Georgieva 2012: 219], represent a wealth of material for observation.

1.3.2. Stereotypes and cultural attitudes as national cultural constants

The term “stereotype”, historically associated with the name of W. Lippmann,
refers not only to the field of linguistics. Nowadays, it is used in various sciences and
disciplines — sociology, ethnography, cognitive science, psychology, linguistics, etc.
Representatives of each of the sciences “identify in a stereotype those properties that they
notice from the perspective of their field of study, and therefore social stereotypes,
communication stereotypes, mental stereotypes, cultural stereotypes, ethnocultural
stereotypes, etc.” [Maslova 2023: 108].

We can talk about stereotypes of behavior, which are also recorded in language — it
is no coincidence that the assessment of actions and behavior is often carried out in the
modality “they don’t do that, it’s not customary to do that.” We are interested in linguistic
units and the stereotypical ideas verbalized by them, considered as manifestations of
culture.

The linguoculture of each nation has a number of “universal statements”and
precedent texts that constitute the cultural context and are understandable to the average

speaker [Stepanova 2012: 188]. These include etiquette rules, politeness formulas,
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evaluative meanings of words and values of various ranks. Thus, Y.V. Stepanova names,
in addition to universal values and values peculiar to a certain type of civilisation, values
characteristic of a certain ethnos [ibid.]. Cognising the world in the process of
communication with representatives of a certain nation, a person thus learns stereotypical
ideas and behavioural stereotypes, comprehends value dominants, ethical and utilitarian
values.

Stereotypical perceptions are expressed in their content by proverbial units.
Representing one of the most vivid types of text referred to precedent [ Semenenko 2011:
3], Proverb, along with aphorisms, wings, idiomatics, “enters the hyperspace of culture
not only at the level of quotations [in the text], but also at the level of the conceptual basis
of the author's idea, and, on the other hand, form a very extensive fund serving as a source
for various kinds of precedent references”[Semenenko 2011b: 19]. A paroemia is
considered as a precedent text precisely because of the judgement contained in it, which
1s usually referred to in support of the idea expressed by the speaker when describing a
fairly typical situation. Thus, the meaning of a Proverb is socially sanctioned, and the idea
is shared by the speakers.

From the point of view of cognitive science, linguistic consciousness is defined as
“a set of mental mechanisms for generating, understanding speech and storing language
in consciousness” [Popova 2007: 45]. According to I.V. Privalova, the images formed in
linguistic consciousness are formed “with the help of linguistic means reflecting
perceptual and conceptual knowledge of a linguistic person about cultural objects of the
real world. At the same time, this process is objectified by the real situation (ecology) in
which it takes place” [Privalova 2003: 96]. That is, behind the stereotype formed in the
collective consciousness there is a historical context of this or that length, which is
associated with a psychological process of cognitive property — stereotyping. Stereotype
in such a view appears as a conceptual unit (mental formation, cognitive structure). Since
“stereotypes can be formed in any field of human knowledge, <...> a stereotype, acting
as a regulator of social behaviour, is also a cognitive stereotype” [Pishchalnikova 1999:

166]. The researcher, as we see, includes in the definition of a stereotype its ability to
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serve as a “regulator of social behavior,” which directly concerns paremics, which largely
perform a prescriptive function.

According to V.V. Krasnykh, stereotype, stereotypical representation is a structure
of the mental-linguistic complex formed by “a set of valence relations attributed to a given
unit and representing the image-representation of the phenomenon behind this unit”
[Krasnykh 2002: 231]. The researcher sees in a stereotype “a certain “representation” of
a fragment of the surrounding reality, a fixed mental “picture” that is the result of
reflection in the consciousness of an individual of a “typical” fragment of the real world,
a certain invariant of a certain part of the picture of the world” [Krasnykh 2002: 178].

Many modern researchers rely on the definition of stereotype given by Jerzy
Bartminsky in his monograph “Linguistic Image of the World™: it is “a representation
formed within a certain collective experience and determining what this object is, how it
looks, acts, how it is perceived by a person, this representation is embodied by a person
in language, is accessible through language and belongs to the collective knowledge about
the world” [Bartminsky 2005: 15]. This is a cumulative “subjectively determined idea of
an object, covering both descriptive and evaluative features, and also being the result of
the interpretation of reality within the framework of social cognitive models™ [ibid.: 48].
It 1s impossible not to emphasize the importance of not only the external features included
in the stereotype noted by the scientist, but also its evaluative and interpretive
characteristics.

M.L. Kovshova clearly defines what gives us grounds to speak about a stereotype
in relation to a phraseological unit: “We speak about a stereotype if the figurative
description of a situation in a phraseological unit agrees with a stable representation of a
pattern of some actions, and this representation is fixed in culture, confirmed by its facts”
[Kovshova 2009: 33].

Stereotypical representations constitute the most important element of Proverbs,
which are part of the paremiological fund of the national linguistic community. This is
what makes Proverbs an attractive and promising object of analysis when identifying
cultural attitudes and stereotypical representations typical for a certain ethnic group. This

approach is realised in the works addressed to the stable units of language as verbal signs
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of culture: A.S. Alyoshin [2019], E.I. Zinovieva [2013, 2014, 2018, 2022, etc.],
M.L. Kovshova [2009; 2019a; 2019b, etc.], in the works by V.V. Krasnykh [2002],
L.B. Matevosyan [2017], E.I. Seliverstova [2019a, 2019b, 2020, etc.], Wang Yixuan
[2022], Ma Xiafei [2017] and others.

In the work of V.N. Teliya “Russian phraseology: semantic, pragmatic and
linguocultural aspects” points to the value of phraseological units as having cultural and
national connotations. The researcher points to the cultural-human factor as determining
the formation of phraseological units and notes the manifestation in them of standards
and stereotypes of national culture [Teliya 1996: 271].

When analysing the linguocultural potential of linguistic units — including stable
language units — many of the ideas formulated in paroemias are considered in terms of
“cultural attitudes”. This is one of the important terms of the conceptual apparatus of
cultural linguistics.

E.O. Oparina notes that “this term is one of the least defined and amenable to
formalization” [Oparina 2004: 53]. V.N. Telia understands cultural attitudes as “mental
patterns that play the role of prescriptions for life practices and are the product of
interaction between two or more individuals” [Telia 1999: 18].

According to V.A. Maslova, cultural attitudes are certain ideals that each nation has,
which “are developed along the historical path traversed by the people, which is deposited
in social memory and forms attitudes” [Maslova 2023: 50].

Defining the priority tasks facing cultural linguistics, L.M. Kovshova wrote about
the importance of developing methodological assumptions, on the basis of which a meta-
language of linguistics should be developed, “understood as key terms for solving new
problems: culture, cultural attitudes, cultural text, cultural thesaurus, cultural symbology,
etc.” [Kovshova 2012: 55].

As we see, cultural attitudes and stereotypical ideas are terms — “tools” used by

scientists when conducting linguocultural research.



40
1.4. Speech as an activity and a manifestatio of the anthropomorphic cultural

code

This subchapter is written using materials from previously published articles:
[Xu Yao 2023b, Xu Yao 2023d].

Speech (word, language, speaking) is one of the most important activities. As
V.V. Krasnykh writes, “the awareness of the multidimensionality of being of a person
speaking” has made the “unfused unity ‘man — language — culture — linguistic culture —
consciousness — communication — community’ central in modern research” [Krasnykh
212: 345]. According to O.V. Rtischeva, in “anthropocentric humanistics” the subject acts
“as the dominant of the space of human activity”, and the phenomenon of linguistic
personality is central in cultural linguistics [Rtischeva 2021: 153]. Language and its use,
that is, speech activity, are a necessary condition for human cognition and reflection of
the surrounding reality.

Speech is a very capacious concept, including ‘a mechanism for the generation and
perception of speech’, ‘speech act’ and ‘speech work’, ‘speech interaction’ [Gutovskaya
2007: 63]. Language in the system of meanings it expresses “records the knowledge and
experience of the linguistic community, the picture of the world of the people speaking
it” [ibid.]. Through speech activity, a person acquires knowledge, assimilates information
and transmits it [Ksenofontova 2012: 164]. “In the language before us, writes Y.S.
Stepanov, — captures thousands of years of knowledge of the world” [Stepanov 2001: 921].

Language and speech are multifunctional. The function of language and speech
noted by researchers as “a way of conveying the speaker’s attitudes” is considered very
important [Gutovskaya 2007: 63], which directly concerns proverbs, which are exponents
of non-scientific knowledge — worldview. The worldview becomes for modern man the
standard of “correct ideas” [Apresyan 1995: 58], with which he often reinforces his
judgments.

Speech is a means of communication that makes socialisation of a member of
society possible: “in communication a person lives and reveals himself as a person”,

absorbs culture and linguoculture [Krasnykh 2012: 346]. According to A.N. Leontiev, a
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person is always included in joint activity, even if he is actually alone with himself
[Leontiev 1961: 14].

Language, on the one hand, is a means and way of objectifying the linguistic and
cultural realities of a certain nation, its cultural code [Khomyakova 2014: 5], but, on the
other hand, it itself is an object of analysis to identify “ethnic standards of dialogical
interaction” of native speakers, norms speech etiquette, communication traditions, etc. In
this approach, language as a code of culture “is not so much a mirror of the soul of the
people as a mirror of the culture, the originality of which it models” [ibid.: 4].

Like any other activity, real concrete speech, a person’s statement is “a specific
activity that proceeds from certain motives and pursues a specific goal” [Rubinstein 1973].
This allows us to judge by speech about the person himself, his character, upbringing,
intentions and ambitions, and his self-esteem.

Considering the value plan of a communicative personality, E.V. Kosinova notes
that the set of assessed speech characteristics includes norms of behavior enshrined in the
moral code of the people, reflecting “the history and worldview of people united by
culture and language,” such as rules of etiquette, display of good manners,
communicative strategies of politeness, paralinguistic means of communication, etc.
[Kosinova 2011: 183-184].

Speech serves as a way to convey a variety of pragmatic meanings that are
intentionally or not quite consciously verbalized by speakers. At the same time, one
cannot fail to recognize the importance of not only the content of speech, but also the
form in which the speech act is carried out, and the circumstances of communication.

Stable units with the meaning of speech are “always addressed to the subject,” they
are called upon to name one or another type of his speech activity and, more importantly,
“Interpret it in a certain way, give it an assessment” [Zueva 2003: 82]. Therefore, speech
can characterize the linguistic personality itself from different sides. The ways of
presenting speech in paremics and thoughts about it can be ethnospecific and reflect the
originality of the worldview of a certain linguistic community and the characteristics of

its culture [Gutovskaya 2020: 212].
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Numerous proverbs that verbalize the view of native speakers of a language and
culture on the person speaking testify to the importance of speech and its ability to give
an idea of the norms of speech behavior and etiquette, to implement various
communication strategies, to express assessments, and to characterize universal human
values.

The nominative density of Proverbs about “word”, “language”, “speech” (about
1200 units in total were involved in our study), also testifies to the importance of the
concept “SPEECH (WORD)” verbalised by these lexemes actively acting as PU
components. Speech is one of the dominant values in the Russian linguistic and
paremiological worldviews. This explains the fact that researchers have not bypassed the
characteristic of speech with their attention.

Thus, S.A. Eremina and A.P. Orlova characterise the stereotype “speech activity”
in phraseological units reflecting folk linguistic consciousness and highlight positive
characteristics of speech activity, ideas about language fixed in speech practice and
different meanings of the word /anguage [Eremina, Orlova 2009: 70-71]. The authors cite
their understanding of cultural stereotypes: they exist in the consciousness of
representatives of a particular culture in a broad and narrow sense, carry “the potential to
study predictable behaviour of people regulated by some hidden systems” [ibid.: 68].

Serious attention was paid to the concept “Speech” by A.B. Tatiev and
G.S. Suyunova, who assigned speech an important place in the anthropocentric paradigm
and defined speech as a “historically established form of communication between people”
using language constructs based on certain rules, involving the formulation of thoughts
by linguistic (speech) means and their perception and understanding [Tatieva, Suyunova
2015: 325]. Analyzing the selected subject area, the researchers note that “the specificity
of the concept is precisely determined by the number of culturally significant everyday
ideas — everyday concepts shared by members of any ethno-linguistic society” [ibid.]. In
their opinion, ‘“concept-forming features of the semantics of speech-language” are
presented in proverbs “indistinctly and syncretically,” and their isolation is quite

problematic [ibid.: 326]. However, in a number of proverb units the essential semantics
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of speech seems more obvious. In the terminology we use, “everyday concepts”
correspond to “cultural attitudes” and “stereotypical ideas”.

In the article “The concept of ‘speak’, ‘say’ in Russian dialects of Siberia”
A.N. Rostova turns to the dialectal uses of two verbs, which reveal significant originality
in the semantic structure in comparison with all-Russian variants of lexemes. Important
in light of the topic of our work is the range of meanings of the verb to speak - ‘to express
some feelings in oral form of speech, to communicate something’, ‘to have a conversation,
to talk’, ‘to be proficient in oral speech’, etc., differing in frequency of use. Individual
meanings of the word “speak” in the dialect denote different types of speech action: the
implementation of oral speech, a performative act, the expression of intention, an act of
reference; designation by the word — nomination. Analysis of contexts allowed the author
to come to a convincing conclusion about the differences in the conceptual content of the
verbs “speak” and “say”. To speak — ‘to express one’s ideas about the world’. 7o say is to
‘adequately reflect the world and one’s own intentions’ [Rostova 2002: 106, 110].

In the work “Folk linguistics in Russian Proverbs and Sayings”, M.R. Shumarina,
considering Proverbs as potentially polymodal units capable of realising different
meanings, notes that one or another meaning comes to the fore depending on the nature
of the communicative situation [Shumarina 2014: 100]. The author notes that proverbs
“generalise knowledge about communicative behaviour, expressing at the same time its
multidimensional evaluation”, record observations about the facts of language and
“peculiar instructions about the rules of behaviour”, for example: Don t hurry with your
tongue, hurry with your work [ibid.: 98]. The concept of “folk ideas” includes
“observations of deviations from the norm” and manifestations of typical behavior of
people — in particular women — in contrast to men; manipulators, etc. One cannot but
agree with the conclusion that the author comes to regarding metalinguistic proverbs: they
often contain opposing opinions.

Thus, language 1s a defining property of culture and man as its bearer and
representative. Language, speech, word — these concepts are inextricably linked to the
essence of man, they nominate one of the indisputable values of Russian culture and

mentality. A linguistic personality can be characterised from the position of linguistic
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consciousness and speech behaviour [Rtishcheva 2021: 152] — both get multidimensional
coverage in paroemias as units of folk consciousness. This makes proverbial material,
which verbalises stereotypical ideas about speech and cultural attitudes (prescriptions), a
vivid example of the manifestation of anthropomorphic cultural code. Speech in many

respects testifies to the originality of the national character.

Resume

Let us draw some conclusions. Meanings expressed by linguistic units form a
semantic system that serves as a storage for the knowledge and experience of the society
and reflects the worldview of the language speakers. The theory of the interrelation of
language and culture developed by modern researchers, has shaped its main tenets,
established its terms, definitions and methods of research. The task of linguocultural
research, which recognizes the undeniable connection between ethnic culture and
language as a means of its manifestation, is to identify the quanta of information in which
linguistic and culture-specific features reveal themselves.

Language is a defining property of culture and an individual as a representative of
a particular culture. For this reason, it appears important to study the linguistic worldview,
which reflects the perception and evaluation in this culture of the most important type of
human activity, namely speech, its production, perception and functioning. The
importance of speech is evidenced both by a significant number of lexical units with the
semantics of 'speech, speaking' and a vast array of proverbs of different structure and
different pragmatic orientation.

The paroemiological worldview is given increasingly close attention by researchers
as the component of the linguistic worldview which has a very important advantage: it
does not nominate separate objects and phenomena, but recreates typical life situations
and verbalizes the prescriptions and stereotypical ideas that result from the fact that
speakers evaluate those situations. Proverbs as “units of everyday consciousness” allow

to have an insight into the way people think, to better understand the national system of
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values and priorities. This is what makes the material of proverbs so popular in the study
of ethno-specific constants existing in the axiological domain of language.

The nation-specific features of any culture are manifested, among other things, in
everyday communication, in conversation, which, if not regulated by strict and obligatory
rules for all members of society, are viewed and evaluated through the lens of cultural
attitudes formed in the collective consciousness and verbalized in proverbs.

Proverbs have a great heuristic potential and serve as a material for the
development of cultural linguistics, linguistic axiology and other areas of study.
Addressing Russian proverbs verbalizing the views on things of vital importance, to
which language and speech certainly belong, is a reliable way of obtaining information
not only about this part of the linguistic worldview, but also about the humanity, human
character, behaviour and actions.

Folk axiology is manifested in the assessment of both various aspects of speech
and, in general, of the speaker - in terms of his/her intentions, attitudes to other people,
compliance with the conventions of behaviour and communication.

By deciphering the codes of a culture verbalized by means of the Russian language,
the researcher has the opportunity to better comprehend the culture and language of
another ethnic group. This, of course, also applies to the cultural code of speech - with its
variety of stable units, multiple dimensions of talking about speech and expressed

evaluations.
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CHAPTER 2. THE STEREOTYPICAL IDEA OF SPEECH AS REFLECTED IN
PROVERBS AND IN THE PRESENT-DAY LINGUISTIC CONSCIOUSNESS

2.1. Verbalization components of the concept of “speech” in Russian proverbs

This subchapter is written using materials from previously published articles
[Xu Yao 2021; Xu Yao 2022].

A human — and, certainly, a human understood as a collective linguistic persona,
1.e. the totality of all language speakers — tends to model the linguistic reality according
to certain “templates” [Gridina, Pyatinin 2003: 6] that manifest in the nature of
nominative activity, in motivation giving impetus to the formation and further
interpretation of language units. The interaction between a linguistic persona and other
speakers results in a particular range of linguistic units called a lexicon that enable native
speakers to comprehend both the topic and the meaning of an utterance, whether
generalised or situationally dependent. It stands to reason that scholars refer not only
whole proverbs but also their typical vocabulary, which is words linked by “relations of
topical homogeneity”, to units of paroemiological space [Seliverstova 2017: 103]. In our
paper, these are exemplified by such words as peus (speech), 6eceoa (discussion),
paszeosop (conversation), croea (words), 6acnu (fables), cosops (subdialect), condoems
(uproar), etc. Some semantic “distance” between the words involved as PU components
does not prevent them from participating in the expression of various meanings related to
the speech characteristics. Let us compare the verbs cosopums (speak), eanoemw
(clamour), monkosams (rede), bonmamo (chat), coonmuyms (blurt), nenemamuo (babble),
becedosams (talk), ckazamo (say), copexamw (fib), basme (narrate), moneums (utter),
manoviuums (harp) etc. Some of them are typical specifically for proverbs, which makes
it possible for E.I. Seliverstova to point out the “authorisation” by a paroemiological space
for certain vocabulary [ibid.: 65], although particular components of this array of words
are represented with varying frequencies in the paroemia. Thus, for instance, a section of
V1. Dahl’s “Proverbs of the Russian People” collection, namely the “Language — speech”
one representing an impressive array of speech units, has 86 utterances with the s3wix (1.

language, 2. tongue) component, about 50 with the croso (word), crosyo (mot), croseuxo
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(wordie) and cnosd (words) components, while only 13 with the peus (speech), peuu
(speeches) components.? This number does not include comparisons and sayings that are
not structured as a completed utterance, such as ne douwemcsa cnosa (he cannot find a
word); y neeo cnoso cnogy kocmuliv nooaem (his words give a crutch to each other);
eoeopum, umo kiaeum (he speaks as if he glues); cosopum, umo Krewamu Ha 10uadb
xomym mawum (he speaks as if he drags a collar onto a horse with tongs) etc.

Speech situations, represented as separate life scenes or “pictures” in proverb units,
are presented from various perspectives and, as we will demonstrate further, involving
linguistic units of different lexical and grammatical status. Let us address first the noun

components.

2.1.1. Speech nomination with noun components

Paroemias with the 7351k Component

Paroemias include a large number of units containing the s3six component. For this
research, special interest lies in the PU in which s3u1x means not just “a human organ
involved in the formation of speech sounds and thereby in the verbal reproduction of
thoughts, a vocal organ” [SAD.4:780] but is used in its second meaning given in the Small
Academic Dictionary that interprets it as ‘the ability to speak, express one’s thoughts
verbally’ [ibid.]. Here are some examples: A3six s1361kKy 6ecmu nooaem (Tongues report
news to each other); A3zvix nHa 3amox ne 3anpewv (One cannot lock a tongue); H3vix
enepeou noe besxcum (One’s tongue runs before one’s wit); /lea 3anopa — 2yowi da 3y0wl,
a a3viKy yoepoicy nem (Lips and teeth are both latches, yet unable to hold a tongue),; A3vix
He cmpena, a nywe cmpenvl (A tongue is not an arrow, but more than an arrow), Bcakas
copoka om ceoezo A3vika no2ubaem (Every magpie perishes because of its tongue); K
cmapocmu 3yoel mynee, a a3vik ocmpee (In old age, the teeth become blunter and the
tongue sharper) [Zhig.: 294-2957° etc.

In PU A3zwix 2onosy kopmum, ow dice u cnuny nopmum (u 0o cmepmu / 00 06edbl

2 If we follow other proverbial sources, in particular, the “Great Dictionary of Russian Proverbs” edited by V.M. Mokienko,
the quantitative indicators will be different (see the aggregate data on the number of units involved in the analysis).
3 Examples taken from the same source are provided with a single link thereto if the page numbers match.
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0oeooum) (The tongue feeds the head but also damages the back (and leads one to
doom/trouble)) [GDRP: 1013], two meanings of s3six (tongue) are implemented: a tongue
as an ‘organ involved in human food intake’ and a tongue as an “ability to speak’ that may
get a speaker into big trouble. Compare with PU A3six moii — épae moii (nanepeo yma
nenevem) (A man's ruin lies in his tongue (that babbles ahead of the mind)) [D.2: 279].
However, this instance does not exclude another interpretation: a tongue is able to feed a
human through its involvement in the digestion, but engagement in communication it of
importance as well, since it is hard for a person to solve vital issues and satisfy needs
without verbalizing a person’s intentions; compare with 43six 0o Kuesa ooseoém (With
a tongue in one’s head one may find one s way anywhere) [Zhig.: 294].

PU Camoe crnaokoe — azvik, camoe 2copvkoe — sa3vik (A tongue is the sweetest and
the bitterest thing at once) [Zhig.: 295] also allows for several interpretations: literal,
since only the tongue is able to taste both sweet and bitter due to its taste buds; figurative,
since both pleasant and unpleasant for a listener’s ear are expressed by means of the
tongue — and this is certainly related to speech and to the use of the tongue as part of the
human articulatory apparatus.

The Russian language has a total of over 200 utterances with the 5318 component
that imply specifically the speech — such a number of PU selected on the basis of the first
noun included in the utterance may be found in the “Great Dictionary of Russian

Proverbs”.*

Paroemias with the Cnoeo, Cnoeuo, Cnoseuxo and Cnoea'Components

The array of proverbs with the croso, crosyo, croseurxo and crosa components is
rather extensive; however, our primary interest lies in the meanings associated with the
notion of speech as a speaking process and ability to speak and express one’s intention,
which are interpreted in the Small Academic Dictionary as follows: Cro6o — 2. monsko
eo. 4. Peub, 361K 3. €0. u. 6 mom dice 3Hay., ymo u MH. Y. BpICKa3bpIBaHHUE, CIIOBECHOE

BBIPKEHUE MBICIIU, 9yBCTBA U T.11. / Word — 2. only sing. Speech, language. 3. sing. in the

4 This collection of proverbs contains a total of 234 units with the #31x component, of which more than 40 are exemplified
in this paper.
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same meaning as pl. Utterance, verbal expression of thoughts, feelings, etc. [SAD.4: 139-
140]. Cnoso — cepebpo, monuanue — 3onomo (A word is silver while silence is gold).

Here are some instances: Crnogo He cmpena, a cepoye Hackeosb pazum (A word is
not an arrow, whereas pierces the heart right through);, Cnoso ewvinycmuuiv, max u
sunamu ne smawuuisb (Once you let a word out, you would not drag it in with a pitchfork);
brioou xneb na obeo, a cnoso na omseem (Keep some bread for lunch and a word for an
answer), Kmo cnosa ne boumcs, momy u niems ne cmpawina (Who is not afraid of a word
would not tremble at a whip); Xyoozo crosa u bapxammuwvim meoom He 3anveutsb (An evil
word is impossible to be drunk with mellow mead); JIyuuie cnomkhymucsi HO2010, Hedlcenu
cnosamu (It is better to stumble with your foot than with your words) [Zhig.: 223-224] etc.
It is impossible to overlook that the paroemias with the czo60 component have something
common in the content and even structure with the PU containing the peus component:
Cnosa xopowu, eciu onu kopomxu (Words are good when short) (compare Xopowa
sepesKka OnuHHas, a peds kopomras (A good rope is a long one, while a good speech is a
short one)). In PUs Jlobpoe cnoeo nyuuie maeckozo nupoza (A warm word is better than a
puffy pie) and Jlobpas peuw, umo 6 uzbe neuv (A warm-hearted speech is the same thing
as a furnace in a hut), the emphasis is laid on a positive assessment of the information
given, and the crogo and peus components are synonymous in this case.

According to dictionaries, the total number of paroemias with such components as
C1080, Cl08Y0, Clo8euko, cosa in various forms totals, as we have already mentioned,

over 500 units, i.e. more than 30% of the total array of speech PUs.

Paroemias with the Peus Components

Firstly, the PU indicates the very act of speaking, communication, and here the
peub component that names a process, a specific type of activity, turns out to be very
important: we seem to see the speech actor surrounded by communicators listening to
him; compare: Peusb kpacra ciywanvem (A criterion of speech beauty is its listeners)
[CFW]. The peur component appears with various meanings in Russian proverbs. The
following meanings are found oftener than others: ‘the ability to speak, to express a

thought in words’ Peus secmu — ne nanmu nnecmu (Making a speech is not that easy as
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making bast shoes), ‘a language peculiar to someone, a way of speaking’ Kpacna peus
nozosopkorw (Proverbs make ones speech more vivid), ‘words, conversation, the things
they say’ Azvix motl, a peuu ne céou 2cosopro (With my own tongue, I make someone else s
speech); [ynvie peuu, ymo noliv Ha eempy (Senseless speech is like dust in the wind),
‘public speaking’ Xopowa sepesxa onunnas, a peuv kopomkas (A good rope is a long
one, while a good speech is a short one) [SAD.3: 713-714]. Compare also: KpacHo none
PpodicvIo, a peyb 10dicbio (KpacHBIM CIIOBIIOM) (4 field is good with rye, while a speech with
a lie (witticism)).

In paroemiology, the metonymic transfer, rather typical for PUs with the peus
lexeme, is also important. Thus, in the proverb Peuu xak cree, a oena xax casca (There is
white snow in his speech but black soot in his life), the peur component does not imply
the act of speaking itself but the ‘content’ of the spoken words expressed directly or
indirectly. It is no coincidence that this component is accompanied in PUs by definitions
emphasizing this meaning; compare: Ymusie (Xopowiue) peuu npusmuo u ciyuwiamo
(Wise (Good) speech is pleasant to one's ear); I'tynwte peuu, umo noiio na eéempy (Silly
speech is like a dust in the wind); JIuxux peueti ne nepecaywaeutv (All evil speeches are
impossible to be heard); Ilycmeole peuu u caiywams neua (It is not worth listening to
senseless speeches); Iloxeanvnule peuu écecoa enunvt (Laudatory speech always hides
rottenness); JIbcmuewvie peuu oywy xanewam (Flattering speeches cripple ones soul)
[GDRP: 754-755] etc. A person is characterised not so much by the wording of speech
as by its content: Ilo peuam moorcrHo uenosexa yznamo (One can get to know a person by
his speeches), Kaxosa peuw, maxos u cknao (Like speech, like constitution) [GDRP: 754].
Likewise, an indirect indication of the content of a person’s speech is given in the PU Ha
CBAULEHbKUHBIX Peyax Xombv caouchb 0a Kamucs (xoms gvicnucw) (Matchmaker s speeches
are as smooth as a sleigh (as tender as a featherbed)) [GDRP: 754] which seemingly
provides no direct characteristics; however, the cultural type of “matchmaker” is
associated among Russian native speakers with an abundance of complimentary words
for a maiden or a lad she offers as a would-be spouse.

In the composition of paroemias, the peus component is one of quite active and is

included in more than 100 expressions making up 7% of the total PU number containing
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nominal components with speech semantics.

Paroemias with Pazzoeop and beceoa Components

Another category of units under consideration is PUs with such noun components
as paszeosop and beceda. The pazeoeop component and Heceda component are often
synonymous and indicate a verbal communication on a specific topic between two or
more speakers that involves reporting data and exchanging information or opinions:
Pa3zeoeop oopoey kopomaem (A conversation makes a long road shorter); Pazeosopamu
wu ne ceapuwiv (Conversations are useless to cook a cabbage soup); U3 pazeoeopos o
meoe cnaoko 6o pmy He oydem (Conversations about honey never taste sweet in one's
mouth) [GDRP: 745]; Jlowaou y3uarom opye opyea no paicanuto, a 1oou — no pazeco8opy
(Horses recognize each other by neighing and people by conversation.); Kpacen pazeosop,
oa ne cnop (Good people have conversations, not arguments) [Zhig.: 196] etc. The
paszeosop component is significantly inferior in comparison with the cosopume (converse)
verbal component and accounts for approximately 30 PUs.

There are almost the same number of paroemias with the 6eceda component.
Compare: beceda ne be3 kpacnozo crosya (A discussion always has some witticism),;
beceoa natioem coceoa (Those who want to hold a discussion will always find a company),
U nesenuka beceoa, oa uecmua (A discussion may be short but honest); B uyscoti becede
ecak yma kynum (Everyone may gain some wisdom from others’ discussion) [Zhig.: 17];
Cnaoka beceoa, oa conoona (No matter how dulcet a discussion may be, it is unable to
nourish) [D.2: 19]; 36on ne monumea, kpux ne 6eceda (Chime is not a prayer, shout is not

a conversation) [D.2: 26] etc.

Other Paroemia Components Indicating the Act of Speech or Speaking

In addition to the above, the following components are included in proverbs in
small quantities:

— bonmosns, boamoscmeo (chatter, twaddle) (compare dormamv (to chat)) —
bonmosnsa mooicem cmoums ocusnu (Chatter may cost one ones life) [Zhig.: 22];

bonmoens u kpacua, u necmpa, oa nycma (Chatter is pleasant and motley but senseless);
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bonmoscmeo — ne pemecno (Twaddle is not a craft) [GDRP: 83];

— 2010061 (uproar) (compare clamour) — Bowunma — He comvl, 201008H:
(6onmoens) — ne monx (Raw beeswax is not honeycomb, uproar (chatter) is not rumour
[GDRP: 159]; Kmo eonoobmueii, kmo monuanxou (One is strong in uproar and other in
silence) [GDRP: 186];

— omeem (answer) (meaning ‘verbal reaction, response) — brrodu xneb6 na 06eo,
a cnoso na omseem! (Keep some bread for lunch and a word for an answer) [GDRP: 949];
A3vik a3bIKky omeem daem, a 20106a cmexkaem (A tongue gives an answer to the other
tongue, yet a head catches it on) [D. 1: 355];

— oacnu (fables) (‘senseless and useless talks’) — bacuamu 3axkpoma we
nanonusromes (They do not fill granaries with fables); Bacusamu cotm ne 6yoewn (Fables
do not fill the belly); babvu 6acuu, a oypax mo nwooum (Only a fool may like women s
fables) [GDRP: 36];

— ckaska (fairy tale) — Cropo ckaszka ckazvieaemcsi, 0a He ckopo oeno denaemcs (A
fairy tale is a short-time matter while a work takes a good deal of time) [Zhig.: 218]; B
CKa3Kax ece ecmv, 0a 8 pykax Huwezo nem (Fairy tales are bountiful while hands are empty)
[GDRP: 812]; the PU Ilonno mebe ookyumnyto cxaszky ckazvieams (Stop telling an irksome
fairy tale) (Ooxyunas ckasxa (irksome fairy tale) means a narrative in which the same
fragment 1s repeated many times) [D.2: 122] serves as an attempt to interrupt the
monotonous boring speech of an interlocutor;

— npubacka (ditty) — Beakas npubacka xopowa ¢ npukpackou (Every ditty is better
when embellished) [GDRP: 717];

— nacvl (baluster) — Ha nsacax oaneko ne yeoewv (Baluster will not get you far)
[GDRP: 511];

— meneso (ground grain) — Menesa munozo, 0a nomony nem (Much ground grain yet

no flour) (that is, senseless speeches) [GDRP: 527].

Speech Actor Denomination Components
A separate lexical and semantic group of nominative PU components consists of

the denominations of speakers which are the speech actors functioning as an object of


https://vdahl.ru/%D0%B1%D0%BB%D1%8E%D0%B4%D0%B8-%D1%85%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B1-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%BE%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%B4-%D0%B0-%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%BE%D1%82%D0%B2%D0%B5%D1%82/
https://vdahl.ru/%D0%B1%D0%BB%D1%8E%D0%B4%D0%B8-%D1%85%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B1-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%BE%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%B4-%D0%B0-%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%BE-%D0%BD%D0%B0-%D0%BE%D1%82%D0%B2%D0%B5%D1%82/
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observation and assessed from the outside. Proverbial generalisations refer to those
nominations of a person, the meanings of which emphasize the speaker’s obvious
propensity for talking or special speech behaviour:

— oonmyn (chatterbox) — boamyn He ccdem cnpoca, a cam e6ce ckadicem (A
chatterbox does not wait for a question but will tell you everything himself); C sopon
bonmyn Hawan, a Ha copox nepesen (A chatterbox started with crows but moved on to
magpies); C 6ormynamu oepacu a3vik 3a 3yoamu (One should keep one s mouth shut with
a chatterbox) [Zhig.: 22, 23]; Bommyna eéudams no ciosy, a pwvibaka no yiogy (A
chatterbox is recognised by a word and a fisherman by a haul); ¥ ocna ywu onunneie, a
y bonmyHa sazvik (A donkey has long ears and a chatterbox has long tongue) [GDRP: 84,
628];

— 2o06opyH (talker) — Bonvuwioii cosopyn — naoxoti pabomyn (A big talker is a bad
worker) [Zhig.: 46];

— apans (fibber) — Bvinu 6v1 8panu, a ymo epams — coryym (If a fibber is in place,
he will always come up with a lie); Bpanv epem: cemv 6epcm 0o Hebec, u éce necom (A
fibber lies about walking seven miles to heaven, all through the woods) [GDRP: 161] etc.

— wenmyH (wWhisperer) — Illenmynos — na evicenxy (Whisperers should be brought
to outskirts) [GDRP: 1001] etc.

The fact of speech is also allegorically pointed out by such components that are not
a nomination of a process or a speech actor but indicate the organs necessary for speech
reproduction:

— 3y0bl (teeth) — Ewb nupoe ¢ epubamu (kpynamu), a a3vik oepoicu 3a 3yoamu (Eat
your pie with mushrooms (cereals) and keep your tongue behind your teeth) [GDRP: 661];

— pom (mouth): Baoxcno, ne umo 6 pom, a umo uzo pma (Of importance is what
comes out of your mouth rather than what comes in it);, Yyocoii pom ne ceou 6opoma. ne
3ameopuius (You cannot shut someone else’s mouth like your gate); Yyocoti pom ne xnes:
He 3ameopums (Other s mouth is not as easy to shut as a shed); Pmom 6one3usv 6xooum,
a 6eoa evixooum (Through one'’s mouth, the disease comes in while the trouble out);
[GDRP: 765-766] — ‘about the unpleasant effect of what has been said’;

— enomka (gullet) — Inomky pazoepeuv — He 3awvews (A torn gullet will not be
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sewn up) [GDRP: 178]); U nenpasoe enomky pykasuyeii ne zamxneuv (A lies gullet
cannot be plugged with a mitten) [GDRP: 594];

— eopno (throat) (I opnom deno ne cnopumcs (A throat will not help work go well);
Topnom ne mroco nasorewv (One will not achieve much using a throat); He éce copinom,
uno u pykamu (Not every issue may be managed using a throat, for some require hands)
[GDRP: 205]). As we can see, metonymic transference is quite actively used in proverbs:
eopno (throat), pom (mouth), enomxa (gullet) stand for the ability to speak and copno
(throat) and enomxa (gullet) stand for shouting as opposed to an unemotional businesslike
approach.

Thus, paremias show a fairly wide range of nominative components used by culture
bearers to describe speech. Its constituent units take part in the formation of proverbs of

varying degrees of activity.

2.1.2. Speech nomination with verb components

In our paper, the second and quite substantial group of paroemias consists of units
having verbal components that verbalise the semantics of “speech, speech act”. Some
differences can be noted among them.

The first group includes the verbs implying ‘to speak’ as the basic meaning in their
semantics:

Tosopums (speak) — ' o6opu menvue — ymuee 6yoem (The less you speak the wiser
you are); He ece 2cosopu, umo 3uaewn (Do not speak of everything you know); I oeopum
Hanpaso, a enaoum Haneso (One speaks rightwards but looks leftwards);, Kmo eopsuo
2ogopum, mom ovicmpo ocmwieaem (Those who speak passionately calm down swiftly);
Tosopu c Opyeum nomenvute, a ¢ coboro nodonvute (Speak less with the other but more
with yourself); Toeops, ne owubewnvcs, a monya He oomonsuwwvcs (You will neither
mistake while speaking nor spill the beans when silent) [GDRP: 181] etc. According to
the “Great Dictionary of Russian Proverbs”, the array of paroemias with this component
in various forms makes up over 600 units.

Ckazamp (Say) — Ckasicem 60onw, a coenaem nonepek (He says it expectably but
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he does it contrariwise); Cradcewvb — He 60pOMULUb, HANUWLEWb — HE COMPeEUlb,
ompyouwus — He npucmasuuib (You cannot unsay what you have said, you cannot erase
what you have written, you cannot stick what you have cut off); Ckasicewv matixom, a
yeaviuuus — He npucmasuuis (What you have said in secret will not be attachable when
you hear it); bvino 6vl ckazano — 3abvims modxcno (No matter what was said, for we can
forget it) [GDRP: 811]; Jlyuwe cxastcu mano, no xopowto (Say it shortly but well); Cnepsa
nooymati, a nomom ckaxcu (Firstly think it over, only then say it aloud); Kak cxazano,
mak u coenawo (It has been done as said); Cxazan 6w1 ewge, 0a doma 3advin (I would say
something more if I did not forget something at home) [Zhig.: 217] etc.

beceooeams (Talk) — beceoosame — ne ycmamow: 6v110 Obl umo ckazams (You will
not get tired of talking if you have something to say) [GDRP: 52]; Yepez nopoe He
300posamucs, He becedosams (Never greet or talk to anyone over a doorway) [D.2: 389]
etc.

Moneums (utter) — [ o6opu, 2o6opu da u monsu (Keep speaking and then utter); B
000pblil yac moneums, a 6 xyoot npomonyams (Uttering in a good hour, silent in an evil
one); Ilooymati, 060ymau, oa u monsu (Think about it, then think it over, and then utter
it); Heooneo oyman, oa xopowo monsun (He did not give it much thought but uttered it
well); He 6ce mo 6 cmpoxky, umo moneumcsi (Not everything uttered is worth being written
down),; Monsuws — ne gopomuuiv, a nioHeuwb — He npoaromuuis (You cannot withdraw
what was uttered or swallow what was spat out) [Zhig.: 124];

Toakoeams (rede) — Kmo menvue monxkyem, mom menvuie mockyem (Those who
rede less grieve less); Iiyxomy ¢ nemvim Heueco monxosams (A deaf and a dumb have
nothing to rede); Ckonbko Hu MOIKOBAMb, a 6ce20 He NepemonKo8ams (He nepextcesams)
(It is impossible to rede up (chew up) every single thing no matter how long it takes)
[GDRP: 478].

The second group can include verbs that, in addition to the ‘to speak’ meaning,
have other differentiating semantic connotations. Thus, the 6o1mames (to chat) verb may
express the semantics of ‘vain, useless’, ‘senseless’, ‘long’, ‘inconsiderate’, etc.
conversations: Kmo muozo bonmaem, mom muozo epem (Those who chat a lot lie a lot),

Mmnoeo bonmams — momy o 6vims (A lot of chatting turns into reality); Ilonno 6onmamo-
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mo, uHo bonmuewb, He sopomums (Stop chatting, for you cannot turn back what was
blurted out) [GDRP: 83]; 3axouewsv 6bonmams — a3vix umo-nubyos oa cxaxcem (If you
want to chat, your tongue will find what to say),; Azeixom 6ormaii, a pykam oo He 0asaii
(Chat with your tongue and keep your hands off); [rynomy nyywe monuameo, Hedxcenu
MHo20 bonmamb (A silly one should rather keep silent than chat a lot) [Zhig.: 22] etc.

Some verb components are quite occasional and can be found in very few
paroemias.

Ckaszvieamn (relate) — Bce ckopo ckazvieaemcs, oa He 6ce CKOpo Oenaemcsi
(Everything can be related quickly, yet not everything can be done soon); 3naem cuna
npasdy, da He nobum ckazvieamo (The power knows the truth but would not prefer to
relate it); Man 6vl8an — CKA3KU CLYULAI, 8bIPOC BENUK — CAM CMAJ cKa3vleams (Being small,
I used to listen to fairy tales; grown up, I relate them myself) [GDRP: 812]; Iosopu,
2o6opu, da ckasvieaii (Keep speaking and relate) [D.2: 357] etc.

I'nazonames (speak out (pathetic)) — A3v1x mou — 8paz moti.: npedicoe yma (Hanepeo
yma) enaconem (My tongue is my enemy, for it speaks out before my head thinks up)
[GDRP: 172];

Jlenemamu (babble) — Ewb kanauu oa nomenvune neneuu (Eat your kalaches and
babble less), Jlenemanocw 6vi, 0a He Opemanocs (I would babble but I could not slumber)
[GDRP: 478]; A3vix 1enevem, a 2onosa ne sedaem (The tongue babbles but the head is
unaware) [D.1: 358];

Pacckazvieamn (tell) — bepecu s3vlk nod cmapocmv — pebAmMam CKA3KU
pacckaszvieams (lake care of your tongue before getting old to be able to tell fairy tales
to children) [GDRP: 812];

Hlenmamo(ca) (whisper) — lllenman mauno — xnronomams seuno (Those who
whisper in secret bustle on the public eye); B memnome xopowio wenmamucs, HO He
nosums 6110x (Darkness is good for whispering, not for catching fleas) [GDRP: 1000];

Xaames (scold) — He xéanu: nonosuna xeou. He 3axeanusaii: oaii 1100sam noxasms!
(Never praise, for there is a half of pine needles. Never overpraise, let people scold (one)!)

Henoumo xaams, xonu nyuweeo (unweeo) nem (No reason to scold if there is nothing

better (other)) [GDRP: 946].
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The third category of verbal components consists of units in which the 'to speak’
meaning is marked as figurative; compare such lexemes as wecamo (scratch), nouecams
(scrape), mouumo (sharpen), monomo (grind) as part of collocations with the meaning of
'to lie, to talk nonsense': A3sbixom monoms — e Oposa konoms. cnuna He 3aboaum (longue
grinding is not as easy as wood chopping and does not make your back ache) [GDRP:
550]; Azvikom menu, a pykamu ne pazeoou (Grind with your tongue but do not spread
your arms) [Zhig.: 295]; Ilycmas menvhuya u 6e3 eempy menem (An empty mill can grind
without wind) [GDRP: 528]; Jlacer mouum oa nrodeti mopouum (One sharpens gabs and
messes with others’ heads); Ilonno nsacer (bansacel, 6anvl) mouums, nopa 2oieHUUA
cmpouums (Enough to sharpen your gabs, for it is high time to stitch the boot tops)
[GDRP: 511, 880].

Other parts of speech can be rarely found as part of the paroemias describing
conversation, speech, and communication. Compare: Peuucm, 0a Ha pyKy Heuucm
(Voluble but with sticky fingers) (peuucmniii (voluble) means ‘grandiloquent; garrulous,
talkative, chatty [SAD.3: 713]). Although not so often, the participles can also be found
in PUs, compare ckazanuwiti (spoken) Ckazannoe cioso — cepebpo, He CKA3AHHOE —
3010mo (A word spoken is silver, yet an unspoken one is gold)).

Having illustrated the composition of components, typical for paroemias, that
obviously make a significant contribution to the formation of the semantics of utterances
about speech, we can proceed to the notions verbalising in the paroemiological space and
the paradigm of parameters according to which speakers and their speech behaviour are

evaluated.

2.2. Stereotypical ideas of speech as represented in Russian proverbs

This subchapter is written using materials published as articles [Xu Yao 2023a,
Xu Yao 2023d].

A proverb is one of the most culturally significant units of any language, and the
study of paroemias verbalising the speech perception and evaluation by culture bearers

enables us to identify a wide range of popular conceptions of speech and attitudes


https://vdahl.ru/%D0%BB%D1%8F%D1%81%D1%8B-%D1%82%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%82-%D0%B4%D0%B0-%D0%BB%D1%8E%D0%B4%D0%B5%D0%B9-%D0%BC%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%82/
https://vdahl.ru/%D0%BB%D1%8F%D1%81%D1%8B-%D1%82%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%82-%D0%B4%D0%B0-%D0%BB%D1%8E%D0%B4%D0%B5%D0%B9-%D0%BC%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B8%D1%82/
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represented in PUs. Language- and speech-related PUs carry information about the
specifics of and evaluate the speech communication, and advise on proper speech
behaviour. Proverbs “summarise knowledge about and express multidimensional
evaluation of communicative behaviour” [Shumarina 2014: 98].

Generally, speech is by no means a simple thing, hence it should be "sophisticatedly
analysed from the standpoint of human behaviour research” [Kosinskaya, Chernykh 2016:
7]. A rather complex system of ideas and notions discovered by us, the analysis of which
makes up the content of this subchapter, also confirms this fact.

The analysis of paroemias, focused on identifying cultural attitudes that native
speakers follow towards speech, makes it possible to distinguish four main groups of units,

based on what a cultural attitude represented by a proverb is associated with.

2.2.1. Cultural attitudes towards the manner of speech and its external characteristics

The first group consists of sayings that highlight the nature of the speech flow and
the communicators’ perception of the external speech parameters.
Let us address the individual categories of PUs unified by a common stereotype or

cultural attitude.

2.2.1.1. Ideas of brevity and verbosity

One of this group’s most important cultural attitudes is that targeting speakers on the
brevity of speech that marks the advantage of laconism. Some paroemias directly indicate
that brief speech action would be preferrable: Crosa xopowu, ecau onu kopomxu [GDRP:
8221; Hepoicu si3vik kopoue! (Keep your tongue shorter) Ewb mnozo, a 2cosopu mano (Eat
more, speak less) [GDRP: 331]; Xopowa eepesxa onunnas, a peuv kopomkas (A good
rope is a long one, while a good speech is a short one) [GDRP: 113]; Heooneas peus
xopowa, a doneas — nosonoka (A brief speech is good, but a long one is procrastination)
[D.1: 357]. Ilosonoxa from sonous ‘linger, procrastinate, play for time’ (compare: Jlyuwe

Ha Y0020l dceHumscs, uem ek ¢ boeamotl gonouumucs (One would rather marry a poor
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woman than drag a century with a rich one) [D.1: 236]). In the PU Kopomok s3zvik, max
8bIMAHYM, A ONUHEeH, mak okopomarom (okopomams — ‘YKOPOTUTH, TIpepBats’) (If your
tongue is short, they will pull it out; if your tong is long, they will trim it down (to ‘trim
down — to shorten, to chop’)) [D. 1: 360], we can even see a threat against an overly
verbose person.

The PU Mnoeo cnos — knaowv 011 ocnos, a Kopomkoe Cl080 — YKpauienue mMupa
(Plenty of words are baggage for donkeys, while a short speech is an embellishment to
the world) [GDRP: 821] represents 2 ways of expressing the attitude to the length of
speech. Firstly, the x1aos component is associated with heavy load that a donkey carries
meekly — similarly, sometimes you have to listen to long speeches without any desire. On
the other hand, interpreting the oczist component in a figurative sense, it is possible to
identify the idea of forced verbosity if a recipient is from among of those of feeble
comprehension, while brief speech is enough for a smart one. The idea of preference and
positive evaluation of short speech as compared to long speech is undoubtedly one of the
most important attitudes in paroemiology. Compare: [ 06opums ne ycmamuw, 661710 Obl UMo
ckazamo (You will not get tired of talking if you have something to say) [GDRP: 182];
boea 6nazooapu, a nuwunezo ne cosopu (Be thankful to God and never talk too much)
[GDRP: 70]; I osopun denw 0o geuepa, a cnyuwams neuezo (Though he talked day to night,
nothing useful was in his talks); Mnocas 2o6ops écecoa cmwvioa dogooum (Too much
speaking results in too much shame) [GDRP: 183] etc. As we can see, the above PUs also
allow for the interpretation that not only give importance to the brevity of a particular
speech act (“reticence”) but also emphasise the fact that one should generally spend less
time on talking.

However, PUs more often advice to show moderation that concerns not only the
ability to briefly and substantially outline something but also to refirain from providing
excess or important information that was not meant for someone else’s ears; compare:
Jluwnee cosopums — cede spedumn (Talking too much may be harmful to you) [D.1: 359];
u xnebau, oa nomenvwe oaii! (Slurp your cabbage soup and talk less) [D.1: 356]; 3nat
bonvute, a 2o6opu menvute (More knowledge, less talking) [D.1: 369]; Jlepoicu s3vik Ha

npusszu (Ha eepesouxe) (Keep your tongue tied (on a leash)); Ewv nupoe ¢ epubamu, a
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361K Oeporcu 3a 3yoamu (Eat your pie with mushrooms and keep your tongue behind your
teeth) [GDRP: 661]. It is no coincidence that the tactic of “shut (locked) mouth” is
verbalised quite actively, with various images involved: Iomky pazdepewv — ue
3awvewn (A torn gullet will not be sewn up) [GDRP: 178]; 3acopoou pom 3anopowm,
3acmaewb 3acmaexoul! (Block your mouth with a latch, put a shutter on it!) Bom mebe
caxapuwlil Kycox, 3amkHu cebe pomok! (Heres a piece of sugar for you to shut your
mouth!) [GDRP: 468]. Many phrases urge a person to deliberately make himself unable
to speak: 3aosicmu pom u ne 2oeopu [c 200]! (Cover your mouth and do not speak (for a
yvear)) 3amkuu pom pykasuyeti! (Shut your mouth with a mitten!) [GDRP: 765].

The second way to emphasise the importance of the ability to speak briefly is to
point out verbosity: Koeoa on 3a2oeopum, mo u cobake He dacm ciosa ckazams (When
he speaks, even a dog cannot get a word in edgewise) [D.1: 361]; I y6b1 0a 3y661 — 0sa
3anopa (3abopa), a yoepacy nem (Lips and teeth are both latches, yet unable to hold a
tongue) [D.1: 361]; Kopomxyro peuv caywams xopouio, noo 0012yi0 pedvb OyMamo
xopouto (A short speech is good for listening, and a long one for thinking) [D.1: 347] —
this example seems to hint that a person stops listening to a speaker with his too long-
lasting speech and instinctively digresses to his thoughts, etc.

Although paroemias do not categorically prohibit verbosity, the disapproval of
verbose speakers seems obvious. The fallacy of the speaker’s chosen behaviour is
indicated by some special PU fragments; compare: Ocmpuiii 51361k — 0aposarue, ONUHHbL
A3biIK — Hakazauue (A sharp tongue is a gift while a long one is a scourge) [GDRP: 1012];
Bo mnoeux cnosax mem cnacenuss (No salvation in wordiness) [GDRP: 823] (nem
cnacenus (no salvation) — therefore, this is a wrong tactic, verbosity is not a remedy);
MHnoeo eosopums — 2onosa 3aborum (Too much talking leads to headache) [D.1: 357] —
negative evaluation is given through the image of a head that has started aching because
of long conversations. In PU f3six 611yonus, umo xo3a (kowka) (A tongue is as rakish as
a goat (cat)) [D.1: 356], a negative evaluative indicator is the 6myonue component
(‘naughty, thievish’, SAD.1:99), which is negatively marked in other paroemias as well;
compare: brayonusoii uywike nonero na wero (A rakish swine deserves a log on her neck)

(uywxe — ‘swine, pig’) [D.1: 185]. The semantics of randomness and lack of control is
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implicitly shown here.

Paroemias express the message that an idea can be conveyed in a concise form
and a smart person does not need many words to understand: Joopomy caywamento
(Ymnomy) nemnozo cnos (A good (smart) listener needs a few words) [GDRP: 824]
(0obpomy, means ‘good, decent’).

The contradiction of PUs [Seliverstova, Chen Weijia 2019: 168]°> manifests as their
immanent quality in the expression of an idea that does not correspond to the preference
for brief speech. Compare the PU Kopomkue peuu u caywamo neua (neveeo) (It is not
worth listening to short speeches) [D.1: 364], 1.e., ‘no reason, no sense’ — perhaps because
a speaker may not have time to convey his thought in its entirety. Most likely, this saying
reproves the understatement, inaccurate or incomplete expression of a speaker’s thought.

The following meaning can also be found in PUs: the assumption of an
interlocutor’s reasonableness eliminates the need to repeat what has already been said.
1Ipo 00nu dpoorcou ne cogopsim mpoodicou (mpusicost) (The same yeast is not discussed
trice) [D.2: 122]; 3anaouna copoxa Axosa oono npo eécaxoco (Jacobs magpie keeps
saying the same thing about everyone) [D.1: 358] etc.

In general, the “to speak — to keep silence” opposition is represented in speech-
related proverbs by three semantic aspects: “to speak briefly, little”, "to speak at length (a

lot)” and ““to keep silence”. Let us take a closer look at the silence-related proverbs.

2.2.1.2. Stereotypical ideas of silence and listening

The viewpoint of K.A. Bogdanov, who regards silence as a “fact of speech culture”,
allows us to dwell on the paroemias about silence that is seemingly opposed to speaking
and speech. It “has to be respected by anyone engaged in this very culture. Silence is
omnipresent and impossible to be ignored” [Bogdanov 1998: 4]. In proverbs, silence is
considered not per se but in contrast to speech that may not always be appropriate and

sensible. There is folk wisdom in such sayings as Ckazano — cepebpo, He ckazano —

5 N.A. Nikitin and M.G. Kharitonov note the general contradiction between ideas and values of the way of life in the
modern world view [Nikitin, Kharitonov 2019: 275].
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30n0mo (A word spoken is silver, yet an unspoken one is gold) [D.1: 362]; Monuok —
3onomoe cnogeuko (Hush is a goldy wordie) [GDRP: 551]; Iosopum (noem, uepaem)
xopouto, a 3amonuum — ewe ayqyuie (It’s good when he speaks (sings, plays) yet much
better when he keeps silent) [D.1: 361]; Monuanxot Hukozo ne obuduwiv (Silence can
never be an insult) [D.1: 362].

M.N. Epstein believes that the phenomenon of silence acquires its thematic
completeness only in conversation; silence is a result, a “continuation” of the
conversation that took place: “If a conversation did not take place, there would be no
silence, for there would be nothing to be silent of. The conversation is not just negated or
stopped by silence — it keeps on lasting in silence in a new way, creates the possibility of
silence, and denotes what they are silent of”” [Epstein 2006: 179]. In paroemias, most of
the silence-related PUs also verbalise the concept of silence as perceived in comparison
with actual or potential speaking and evaluated against its background. For instance: He
208opu, ko20a HyxcHo moruams (Don’t speak when you should be silent) [GDRP: 181];
He sce sopuams, naoo u nomonuams (It is not always opportune to grumble, sometimes
you need to be silent) [D.1: 334]; bproxo, umo cyows,; u moruum (u monya), oa npocum (A
belly is like a judge; it knows how to request despite being silent) [D.2: 282].

Silence is an important aspect of human speech behaviour, which is positively
evaluated in most cases of paroemias: C monuanus s3vix He 6onum (Keeping silent never
makes a tongue ache) [GDRP: 550]. For example, they appreciate the ability to keep silent
at a good hour: Kemamu npomonuams, umo 6oavuioe cinogo ckazame (To silence
pertinently is as good as to make a big speech) [D.1: 364] (npomoruame (to silence)
means to hold back, try not to say a single word).

Remaining silent is vital when words may be undesirable or dangerous: B doopuiii
yac moneums, & xyoou nomonruame (Uttering in a good hour, silent in an evil one) [D.1:
388] one is preferable to talk when the words cannot harm anything or anyone.

A conversationist may often say too much and pay for it, as admonished by such
PUs as Kmo menvuie moaxyem, mom menvuie mocxkyem (Those who rede less grieve less)
(mockosams (grieve) — ‘to be sad about one thing or another’) [GDRP: 909]; Moauanve

— nonosuna cnacenws (Silence is half the salvation); Monuu 6onrvue, maxk nposcuseulv
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oonvute (Keep silent more, so you'll live longer) [GDRP: 550]; Meunvwe 2co6opuuiv —
Mmenvute epexa (Less speaking, less evil); U enyx, u nem — epexa ne eéem (Deaf and dumb,
1 escape the wickedness) (‘1 do not know or deal with”) [D.1: 355].

A feature of proper behaviour is the ability to understand that you have something
to say and should do it in a particular situation while there is sometimes no reason or
ground to do so: He cmbiono monuams, kocoa neueeo ckazamo (It’s not a shame to stay
silent when you have nothing to say) [D.1: 171]; Monuanue nyuwe nycmozo 6ormarusi
(Silence is better than empty talks) [GDRP: 550] — the semantics of the vain, idle is
implemented via the nycmoti component; Yunwiii monuum, kocoa oypax eéopuum (A wise
one keeps silent when a fool grumbles) [D.1: 383]; Vmeii 6ospems ckazams, 6opems
cmonuams (One should be able to speak and keep quiet opportunely) [GDRP: 934];
Tosops ne owubewncs, a monua He oomonsuuives (You can’t make a mistake while
talking and you won'’t let it slip when keeping silent) [GDRP: 183] (o6monsumucs (let it
slip) — ‘to say something wrong, misspeak’). According to the proverb, it is more helpful
to remain silent than to say something inappropriate; compare: Omgadxcuics cio8o
monsums, 0a u mo Hesnonao (One dared to utter a word, yet it was wide of the mark)
[DED: 736].

The information told spreads quickly among people and turns into rumor, so it is
wiser to keep silent in one’s personal interests: Ckazan Kpacho — no uzbam nouino, a
cmonuumess — cebe npucooumcs (One’s beautiful talks go circulating among the
gossipmongers, while one s silence is useful oneself) [D.1: 360].

The ability to keep silent demonstrates a person’s experience wisdom: Kcmamu
npomondams, umo donvuioe cnoso ckazamo (To silence pertinently is as good as to make
a big speech) [D.1: 364]; Kmo monuum, mom 08yx (cemepwix) nayuum (That who keeps
silent can teach two (seven)) [GDRP: 550] — this is a skill that others should learn.

Silence is perceived as a value, so it 1s not accidental that it is evaluated using such
traditional proverbial benchmarks as money, silver, gold: Cxazannoe cnoso cepebpsnoe,
a Heckasanunoe — 3oinomoe (A word spoken is silver, yet an unspoken one is gold);

Ckazannoe cio6o — cepebpo, a monuanue — 3oaomo (A word spoken is silver, yet silence

is gold); Monuox — cmo pybaeu (Hush costs one hundred roubles) [GDRP: 551] etc. A
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different emphasis is put in such PUs as 3a moruanue oenveu nnamam (Silence is paid
with money); W 3a monuanue cocmunyst oarom (One may be gifted for one’s silence)
[GDRP: 550]: they probably mean one person’s silence “bought” in the interests of
another.

It would be impossible not to dwell individually on the paroemias that reprove
silence in the cases where a person stays silent (1) instead of speaking, taking part in a
conversation: Moruamo, mak u 0eno He ckonuams (Keeeping silent, one won t finish one s
job) [D.1: 363]; He monuu, kocoa Hyscro 2osopumo (Don t be silent when you should talk)
[D.1:364]. It is hard to get a silent person to talk: Bcro nedenro cosopun: acw, a 6 cyobomy
ckazan: ymo (He was saying “Eh?" all the week and said “What?” on Saturday) [D.1:
318]; On cnpocma ne 2o6opum: pacmonvipum cnogo oa u mordum (He does not speak
for nothing: he would spread his word out and then keeps silencing) [D.1: 362].

Silence is not always a sign of great intelligence, for not only a wise person but
also a narrow-minded one (2), who simply has nothing to say, may remain silent,
compare the ironically mocking PU Jloneco ne cogopum — ym xonum; a evimonsum —
cryuams Heyeeo (Silent for long, he accumulates his wisdom, but when he speaks his
words are worthless) [D.1: 361], in which the illusion of thoughtful silence practically
turns into empty talk.

Silence can also be evaluated negatively when it hinders communication and
interaction necessary for people (3): He écsaxoe monuanue — 3onomo (Not every silence
is gold) [GDRP: 550]; I'osopums 6eda, a monuamo opyeas (lalking is one trouble but
being silent is another) [D.1: 360] — this PU opposes the talker and the taciturn, providing
negative perception of both. Silence is undesirable when a person is asked for his opinion:
Monuanvem (Monuboro) npae ne o6yoewn (Silence won't make you right) [GDRP: 551];
Tuxoe monuanue — nuuemy ne omeem (Noiseless silence can't serve as answer to any
question) [GDRP: 550].

Silence can also be evaluated negatively because (4) a silent person’s thoughts and
intentions are unknown to others. Compare: Monuarn-cobaka 0a muxuii omym [onacuwi]
(4 silent dog and still waters [are dangerous]) [GDRP: 550] — this proverb is about a dog
that “bites silently, stealthily, without barking” [DED.2: 350] and can figuratively
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describe a silent (taciturn) person who raise some concern by his behaviour.

Native speakers of Russian pay attention to the tact and manners shown during a
conversation.® Paroemias regulate speech behaviour at large, emphasising the importance
of respect for the interlocutor, the ability to listen without interrupting and not only to
speak yourself: He moponuce omeeuams, moponucev ciywams! (Rush to listen rather
than to respond) [D.1: 357]; Kax mym ecoeopums, 20e ne oadym (He Gensim) pma
omeopums (How can I speak if they just don t let me open my mouth?) [D.1: 322]; Caywaii
bonvute, a 206opu menvute (More listening, less talking) [GDRP: 181]. Compare also how
this idea is implemented in the PU Kywamo xywaiime, a 6anvt nawu caywatime (Keep on
eating while listening to our natters) (6anvl (natters) — ‘words, talks’; derived from
banaxamo); Kpacua peusv cnywanuem (A criterion of speech beauty is its listeners) [CFW].
The PE also records one of the rules that remain today: do not interrupt your interlocutor:
Yyorcux cnos He nepedbusati (Never interrupt other s words) [DED.4: 235].

The notion of the benefits of listening as contrasted with speech and speaking is
variedly implemented in paroemias: Kmo cogopum, mom ceem, xmo ciywaem —
cobupaem (noxcunaem) (A speaker sows, a listener gathers (harvests)) [D.1: 356] — the
interpretation of the proverbial metaphor makes it possible to uncover the idea of the
undoubtedly beneficial outcome, that is, “harvesting the fruits” of listening; Kpacna peus
cryuanvem (a beceoa cmupenvem) (Listening is a sign of good speech, while humbleness
is that of good discussion) [D.1: 355].

As mentioned above, paroemias emphasise the preference for restraint,
infrequent participation in a discussion: [lomenvuie 2060pu, noboavuie YCavilUULUb
(Those who speak less hear more things) [D.1: 356]; Menvwe coeopumv, menvuie
coepewums (menvuie epexa) (Less speaking, less evil) [1bid.] (less speaking implies not
only ‘shorter’ but also ‘more rarely’).

They are more likely to heed the words of someone who enters into discussions

less often; compare: [ 0e crnosa peoxu, mam onu eecku (6ec umerom) (Words are weighty

¢ The research by Yuan Ling on the rules related to demonstration of good/bad manners in speech communication is of
interest in this regard. Thus, based on the survey and analysis of contexts from the Russian National Corpus, a well-mannered
person does not raise his voice, does not interrupt his interlocutor, does not keep up empty (idle) conversations, does not talk
publicly about intimate things, does not say unpleasant things about a person behind his back, etc. [Yuan Ling: 59].
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if spoken rarely) [GDRP: 821]; He 6ce cosopu, umo 3uaewv (Don't tell everything you
know) [GDRP: 181].

Silence is regarded as a special behavioural strategy, it can denote a person’s
peculiar traits, stammering and inability to express thoughts clearly, worries or,
conversely, pacification [Mukhametov 2012: 82]. Some of these characteristics of silence
are reflected in the paroemias, which indicates the typicality of the attitudes and notions

verbalised in PUs and the dual evaluation of such a phenomenon as silence.

2.2.1.3. Ideas of hasty and slow speech in Russian proverbs

Speech is broadly represented in the paremiological worldview, and the notion of
the speech tempo and how Russian culture bearers evaluate the speech as too rapid or too
slow, 1s also reflected therein. Both may be regarded disapprovingly as hindering
successful communication.

The idea of disapproving hasty conversation is represented in several PUs based
on comparing useless conversations with a job (see also 2.3.1.4) that should be done first:
AH3bikom He moponucs, moponucsy oeiom (Slow your tongue down, hurry your job up)
[D.2: 68]; He cnewu si3vikom, moponucs (He ieHucy) oenom (Don t rush your tongue but
hasten doing your job) [D.1: 356]. As the proverbs say, one should hurry with his job.
The PU He cnewu sizvixom, moponuce xouaowvikom! (Don't rush with your tongue, hurry
with your kochedyk) [D.2: 68] specifies the type of activity; kochedyk is a special tool to
make bast shoes, using which a bast or hemp is pulled through in the process of weaving.
This tool also appears in the PU Myorcux xouedwvixom, a uucmomotixa (vucmonurouxa)
a3zvikom (A man works with a kochedyk and a cleanly woman with her tongue) [D.2: 68],
implementing the concept of “differentiation of labour”: ‘one works while another talks’’.
All these PUs still provide a motif of desirable slowness in conversation; compare: ironic

Tosopums — ne pabomams, moponumscs He Haoo (Talking is not doing and doesn t need

a rush) [DED.1: 373].

" Placement of this PU in Dahl’s digest’s “Titles — Estates” section indicates that this refers to the busyness of people of
different classes — probably about a peasant as a hardworking man accustomed to manual labour and about a soft-handed
man, for whom talks are a more usual thing.
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It would seem that the “clumping” of speech that makes it incomprehensible should
be disapproved; however, we have not found any paroemias negatively evaluating hasty
and therefore inaudible speech, although such sayings can be attributed to expressions
describing hasty speech as cosopums ecmamky (speak in a crumpling manner) [D.1: 412];
2060pum, cloeHo kauty 6 1anmu ooysaem (He speaks as if he puts bast shoes on porridge),
porridge in one’s mouth [D.1:374] — this implies a hardly comprehensible speech, etc.

The idea of the futility of talking to a person — compare C dypaxkom coeopums — &
cmeny eopox nenumo (lalking to a fool is the same as throwing peas at the wall) [D.1:
388]; C num ecosopums, umo pewiemom 600y Hocums (lalking to him is the same as
carrying water in a sieve) [D.1: 189] etc. —1s expressed without indicating the reason that
may lie in an interlocutor’s haste. On the other hand, you should not rush with advice,
with an answer (He moponuce omeeuams, moponucs ciyuwiams (Rush to listen rather than
to respond) [J1.2: 67]), with any reply or phrase, for one should think first, otherwise one
may find oneself in an unpleasant situation: Crogom nocnewion — ckopo nocmewior (Those
rushing with words may get mocked too soon) [GDRP: 828], i.e., ‘you will become an
object of ridicule’. Compare the PU [osopums ne oymas — umo cmpenams He yeunsico
(Talking unthinkingly is the same as shooting without targeting) [GDRP: 182]. The theme
of the undesirability of a hastily spoken word, which you will have to regret, is
represented in many PUs (see section 2.3.2.2 below).

Slow speech that makes it difficult to listen to a speaker is also negatively
evaluated in PUs, for this reduces the effectiveness of perception: Pom omkpoews, a
c1080 He npucomosuutv (He opens his mouth without preparing a word) [GDRP: 765];
however, this proverb may imply the ability to think quickly rather than a speech tempo.

The paroemias in which an interlocutor’s wish to hurry the speaker is verbalized
are composed using images of monotonous long-time actions (/lorno naecmu, nopa
oomoti opecmu! (Stop talking, for its time to hobble home) [GDRP: 667] Ilonno momamey,
nopa yzen eazamo (Enough of winding, it’s time to tie a knot) [GDRP: 924]) that one
would like to finalise.

Russian proverbs express the characteristic of speech slowness in a diverse and

expressive way (compare: C1o6o no ciogy, umo na roname nooaem (A word after a word,
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as if he brings it on a shovel) [D.1: 362]; [oéopum, kax canu no necky mawum)(He peaks
as if he drags a sledge across the sand) [Zimin: 367]; [oeopum, kax 6yomo mpu OHs He
en (He speaks as if he starved for three days) [ibid.]; Monoko ckucuem, noka ox ci080
svimonsum (Milk will turn sour before he utters a word) [ibid.]; V nezo cnoeo cnosy
Kocmolib nooaem (His words give a crutch to each other) [D.1: 362]; Cnoeo k cnogy
npucmasisiem, ciloeHo Kiemku copooum (He puts a word to a word as if he builds cages)
[1bid.]), while proverbs that reprove slow speech and advise quicker speaking are rare in
Russian. The very fact of speakers’ description of the speech tempo indicates that it differs
from differs from some average, non-reprehensible one and therefore catches the
interlocutors’ attention: Crnogo nacuny moneum, kax 6yomo s3vik Kucenem xopmum (He
barely speaks the word, as if he feeds his tongue with jelly) [Snegirev: 280]; Tosopum,
ymo niemens niemem (He speaks as if he weaves a wattle) [ Anikin: 64]. These speech
patterns indicate a negative perception of too slow speech that is tiresome to listen. It
seems that in slow speech Russian speakers and culture bearers see an insufficient
completion of the thought that the speaker wants to express, which hinders understanding
the meaning of what has been said. It is no coincidence that the nzecmu (to tat) verb is
also used in PUs: Iosopum, kax nnoxas niemes kpyxcesa niemem: umo chniemem —
Huyeeo He pazoepem (He speaks like a bad lacemaker tats: unable to make out what he

has tatted) [ Anikin: 64].

2.2.1.4. Stereotypical ideas of action being preferrable to conversation

In the PUs under analysis, one of the most widely represented and rather weighty
ideas is the importance and prevalence of an action (work) over a word, since words are
of little help. This attitude can be found in many units, firstly, as a general concept:
Ilomenvute 6wt cnos, oa noboavue dena (A little less conversation, a little more action)
[D.1: 131]; Crosom odena (0eno) ne 3amenuwnv (An action is impossible to replace by a
word) [GDRP: 827]; Ilomenvwe cnos, noboavuie oena (Deeds, not words); He mnozco
cnos, 0a mHozo oena (Not many words but many actions) [GDRP: 821]; Crosamu oeno

He oenaemcs (Work can’t be done using words) [GDRP: 823]; Om cnosa ne coenaemcs
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(A word can’t make it done); Cnosamu 6ceco MHO20 2080pumcs, a Ha oOeje He 8ce
covieaemcs (Words say a lot of things, yet not every single thing turns into action) [ GDRP:
822].

This general concept is also verbalised in several specific attitudes. For instance,
you should prefer a much more useful work or being busy to conversations: Menvuie
2oeopu, oa oonvuwie oenaui! (Less talk, more action!) [D.1: 356], He cnewu sa3zvixom,
moponucs oenom (Don t rush your tongue but hasten doing your job); He cnewu s3vikom,
a He nenucw pykamu (Don’t rush your tongue and don't let your hands be idle) [ GDRP:
1015].

Paroemias mention frequent life-related mismatch between talks (forward-looking
promises, plans, etc.), on the one hand, and their implementation, i.e. deeds requiring
effort and time. One can easily do well in the firstly mentioned thing, for people are not
always able to realistically assess their capabilities, while the secondly mentioned one
requires serious attitude and does not tolerate haste: Bce ckopo ckazvieaemcs, oa ne éce
ckopo oenaemcs (Everything can be related quickly, yet not everything can be done soon);
Ckopo mo 2osopumcs, a He ckopo denaemcs (Fast talks but slow actions) [D.1: 356];
According to proverbs, there are a lot of those eager for talking; however, as we know, a
person is evaluated by his deeds. One of the most frequently verbalized cultural attitudes
is the idea of “It is hard to expect a businesslike approach from a talker”: Kmo crogsom
ckop, mom 6 denax peoko cnop (Those who are swift with his words rarely succeed in
work) [D.1: 145] I'0e muozo cnos, mam mano oen (Many words yet little action) [ GDRP:
821]. Ho pocckasneii oxomnux — naoxou pabomuux (A great fellow for story-making is
a bad man for work) [CFW]; Kmo muozco ecosopum, mom mano oenaem (Those who speak
much do less) [D.1: 356].

The PU Pacckazuuxu ne 2oosmcsa 6 npuxaszuuxu (Storytellers are not fit to be
stewards) [GDRP: 749] may be interpreted as the message that a person cannot be a good
administrator if he talks much. Such a talker would hardly exemplify a good labourer,
although the word-deed contrast is not verbalized in this PU.

And, by contrast, those who speak little create and produce more tangible work

results: Kmo mano 2osopum, mom bonvute oenaem (The least talker by the greatest doer)
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[D.1: 356].

Hence, the PUs disapprove someone who, firstly, fails to fulfil his promises or
boasts: (I1o pazeosopam 6ctodvl (2o0umcsi), a no oenam HuUKyowl (In his talks he is all in
one, but in his deeds he is worth nothing) [D.1: 356]; Cxkopo ckazaHo, kabvl 0a coenano
(It was swiftly said, if only it will be done) [D.1: 357]; 36ony mnozo, oa moaxy mano (Great
boast, small roast) [D.1: 25].

Proverbs focus on the attractive utterances, on a pleasant prospect that can evoke
vain expectations of a decent result from the speaker’s efforts: Ha crosax eco xomw
8bICNUCH (a Ha Oele U 207108bl He npukioHuws) (His words are as tender as a featherbed
(while his actions are worse than a firm bench) [D.1: 365]; Ciogamuu myowst u croowl,
a Oenamu Hukyowl (Good words without deeds are rushes and reeds) [D.2: 187];
Cxkanaono baem, oa dena ne 3naem (His talks are smooth but his work is sloppy) [D.1:
362]; [ea cnosa 6acen — oa u ece deno mym (His only deed is just some fabled words)
[GDRP: 821].

Secondly, disapproval is also expressed to someone who does not know how to
work — and, perhaps, does not want to — and therefore does his job poorly: He ece mo
Oenaemcs (meopumcs), umo cosopumcsi (Not every word turns into a deed) [D.1: 357];
Cnoso 6eno, oa oeno uepno (Unlike talks, work can make your hands dirty) [GDRP: 826];
T'osopum mnoeo, a oena na epowt, da u mom nexopout (Great talker yet bad penny doer)
[CFW]; Ha oymax — umo Ha eunax, Ha cloeax — 4mo Ha Causx, a Ha oeje — 4mo 8 ame
(His thoughts are like a hayfork , his words are like a sledge, but hies deeds are like a pit)
[GDRP: 309]; Menesa mnozo, oa nomony nem (Much ground grain yet no flour) (i.e.,
senseless speeches) [D.1: 358]. The negative evaluation is supported by various PU
fragments: a figurative 6 sive element, the uepno component endowed with symbolic
meaning; the mroeo adverb specially emphasized by being contrasted to the absence of
nomon as an expected result. There is an expressive contrast between words and deeds,
presented in the PU Crosamu, umo nucmosmu coiniem (mucmvem cmenem), a 0eiamu,
ymo uenamu xonem (He speaks as if he scatters leaves, but he acts as if he sticks needles)
[GDRP: 821]. This is how you can describe a hypocrite whose actions towards someone

(something) contradict his speeches, or a man of eloquence whose talents are limited to
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talks only.

Some PUs may accentuate the futility and uselessness of words, while the “deed”,
i.e. work, efforts to do work, implementation of plans and promises do not need comments:
the notion of unconditional dominance of the deed as compared to any talking prevails in
the Russian nationally marked consciousness. This notion is also implemented in PUs
involving other components with the speaking semantics: /[eno 3natl, anonycmy e baii
(Know your work and don’t twaddle) [ GDRP: 826].

An outstanding one is the line linking the motif of uselessness of the word, i.e.
speech, with a way (means) to feed a hungry sufferer, while satiety is one of the vital
conditions of human life: bproxo enyxo.: cnosom ne yimewn (A belly is deaf therefore
can’t be appeased with a word); bproxo ne nacviwaemcs cnosamu (A belly is unable to
be satiated with words) [GDRP: 96, 97]; I'onoonozo crosamu ne naxopmuuwv (You can’t
feed a hungry one with words); Cnosamu sceprnosa He nogepHeuts, a 21yxX020 He HAYYUulb
(Words can help neither turn the millstones nor teach the deaf) [GDRP: 822, 823];
arceproaa is a flour grinding device necessary as a stage in the process of making (baking)
bread as a source of food.

The PU U3 cnos 6nunos ne nanewewv u noayutyoka ne cowvews (Using words, no
one can make pancakes or a sheepskin coat) [GDRP: 821] etc. implicitly hides the
linguistic and cultural attitude: you should earn money for your food, i.e. you have to do
some active practical work. This saying is connected with the others on the basis of a
single structural and semantic model “words or speech are perceived as “material”
impossible to be used to make anything useful or appropriate”: /3 ciog weii ne céapuuib
— HyoicHbl kanycma u msco (Words are useless to cook cabbage soup, you need meet and
cabbage) [ibid.].

It is not only food products that are involved in the field of tangible results in
paroemias. The paroemias such as Cracubo 6 kapman ne nonoacuws (Thanks do not fill
a pocket); Cnacubo 6 cmaxan ne Hanvewv (Thanks can’t be poured into a glass) (‘verbal
gratitude is not enough’) are described, in particular, by E.I. Seliverstova. She believes
that Russian self-consciousness attaches importance to deeds and actions, whereas

conversations, idle words, and even expressions of gratitude can be perceived as
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communication attributes of little use [Seliverstova 2017: 129-130]. The word is useless
in the sense that they cannot be fed and watered: bproxo ne nacviwaemcesa crosamu (A
belly is unable to be satiated with words); U3 cnoe weii ne ceapuiiv — HYI*CHbL KANycma
u msco (Words are useless to cook cabbage soup, you need meet and cabbage); Om cnos
mouna He 6yoem noana (Words can'’t fill a purse). <...> The immateriality of words —
in contrast to money, clothes, grain, and food — is also noted in such PUs as [1oze cnosamu
He 3acesaiom (One can never sow words in the field); Ckonvko Hu 2ogopums, a c
paszeosopy ceimy e obims (However long a conversation is, it will never cram you down)
[1bid.].

Another generalised idea lies in the interpretation of a tongue as a tool. It is indeed
a tool, since communication and speech are impossible without a tongue; however,
neither a tongue nor speech spoken using it are usable to achieve deliverables, what makes
it not good or insufficient: A3sixom kanycmor ne wunkyrom (Cabbage can’t be chopped
with a tongue); A3zvikom u nanms He cnaemeuwiv (One can’t make a bast shoe with a
tongue),; Azvikom yenuny ne noouumewv (New soil won't be broken with a tongue);
A3bikom ibHa He Hampenaews (A tongue is useless to scutch flax) [GDRP: 1015]. The PU
AHzbikom monoms — He Oposa konoms (Grinding with your tongue is not the same as
chopping firewood) [GDRP: 1015], on the one hand, indicates the ease of speaking and,
on the other hand, implicitly expresses the idea that a tongue is useless to chop firewood.

Anyway, this paroemia serves to describe a person who is talkative rather than laborious.

2.2.2. Stereotypical ideas of the content of speech as verbalized in Russian proverbs

Proverbs give advice on reasonable and decent speech behaviour that is one of the
most important activities in human life. One of its essential features is the content and
adequate sense of speech. In general terms, the attitude towards the need for a thorough,
weighty content of the utterance is expressed in such PUs as 1o peuam y3narom uenosexa
(Speeches show what a man is) [GDRP: 754]; Vmeu ckazamv mHo2o 6 nemHo2ux cnosax

(Say many things in a few words) [GDRP: 931] etc.
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2.2.2.1. Stereotypical ideas of sensible vs inane speech

Proverbs recommend avoiding unnecessary conversations or idle discussions: He
c gempa 2060pumcs, umo bonmams 3ps He cooumcs (Not for nothing they say that there s
no good in vain chatters), Ewv kanycmy, oa ne menu nonycmy (Eat your cabbage and
stop prattling in vain) ! [CFW] It is impossible not to mention how active the nycmoii
component is in the composition of the paroemias: Ha armwvin — nonv3svl, a Ha yeaKoawiil
—nycmuix cnos (Pennyworth benefit, pound-worth empty words),; U kpacno, u necmpo,
oa ece nycmo (All nice and gaudy yet empty); Ilycmule cnroea — umo opexu 6e3 s0pa
(Empty words are like kernel-less nuts); Ilycmoimu ciosamu u 0CKOMUHY MONCHO HAOUMb
(Empty words can make one s mouth sore) [GDRP: 822]. In Russian, it means ‘superficial,
lacking any great importance; of little notice, trifles, nonsense; useless’ [SAD.3: 561] and
is involved in expressing the idea of disapproving senseless conversations. Compare also
the PU Ymo monky coeopums 6e3 monxy (What's the use to talk for no purpose?) where
two semantic elements, ‘uselessness’ and ‘senselessness’, are combined in an unusual
way, with both conveyed via the monx component.

The words seem empty and futile to speakers against the absence of any result
emphasised by the neuezo and Huueeco components: Hazcosopunu, umo nasapunu, a 2110v
— an u Hem Huueeo(They have discussed a bagful of things, but this didn t lead to anything)
[D.1: 358]; Toeopum denv 0o eeuepa, a ciywams Heuezo (Though he talked day to
night, nothing useful was in his talks) [D.1: 358]; 3ame ¢ mewero co6opum oenv 00
seuepa, a nocayuwams Heueeo (Though the son- and mother-in-law talked day to night,
nothing interesting was in their talks) [D.1: 345]; Menem 0enwv 0o 6euepa, a nociyuiams
neyeeo (Though he grinds day to night, nothing useful was in his words) [D.1: 357].
Compare also the proverb about the insignificance of the result in comparison with
verbosity: Mroeo ececo cogopumcs, 0a ne 6ce 6 oeno 2ooumcsi (A lot of things can be said,
but not everything fits the bill) [CFW] (‘only a part of the information told is worthwhile”).

The PU Menesa mnozo, oa nomony nem (Much ground grain yet no flour) [D.1: 358]
figuratively conveys the concept of a long but useless, meaningless speech, i.e. ‘speeches
are senseless’; meneso (ground grain) <derived from monomow (grind), ‘the activity and

the product or the result thereof’. Compare the saying Menu, Emens, meos neoens (Grind,
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Emelya, it’s your week) that is commented in the “Russian Phraseology” historical and
etymological dictionary as follows: the szwikom monoms (grind with one’s tongue)
expression was compared with lasting “hard work on a manual millstone”, while a mouth
was associated with a manual mill grinding grain with the help of tongue millstones [HED
2005: 216]. Comparing empty and often long-time chatter with grinding is also expressed
in other Pus, because this is facilitated by the ambiguity of the moroms verb; compare:
A3bik — dicepHos: menem, umo Ha Heeo Hu nonano (A tongue is millstone, it grinds
whatever gets on it) [D.1: 358]; A3zvix 6e3 kocmeu — menem (A boneless tongue grinds
everything). Azvivox — banabonka (This little tongue chatters incessantly) [1bid.]; Menem
O0eHb 00 geuepa, a nocayuams Heveeo (Though he grinds day to night, nothing useful was
in his words) [D.1: 357].

As we have already mentioned (see 2.3.1.4.), the evaluation of empty words as
compared to deeds or fruitful activities is explicitly negative. Sayings with 2 intersecting
motifs of verbosity (see 2.3.1.1.) and, on the other hand, the meaninglessness of speech
occupy a borderline area between the two PU groups. As exemplified by the PU Mnozo
2080peHo, 0a mano ckazano (Though much has been discussed, little has been mentioned)
[D.1: 317], actions indicated by the cosopums and cxazams verbs are contrasted. The
2oeopums verb calls an action that is not obligatory but long-lasting owing to the muozo
clarification, and the desired result as the outcome of the conversation is indicated by the
ckazams verb. Understanding the meaning of PU is also facilitated by a one-model
proverb Mroeo nacoeopero, oa mano nepesapeno (Lot of things said, few absorbed) [D.1:
355] also emphasizing a trifle of the rational grain taken out of the conversation,
understood, and learnt by an interlocutor. Compare the expression about the preference
for short senseful speech, similar to the last given PUs in structure but opposite in
meaning: Kopomko ckazarno, 0oa muozo evickazano (Though a speech was brief, many
things were shared) [CFW].

The proverbs addressed in this subsection are also relevant to the linguistic and
cultural attitude associated with the disapproval of verbosity, since it is traditionally
perceived as unnecessary, time-consuming and often futile: B doneux pewax u xopomkozo

monxy nem (Long speeches never make even little use) [GDRP: 754], i.e. even a bit of
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sense. Muozocnosue (Verbosity) — ‘excess of words, excessive length of speaking’ [SAD.2:
283] — 1s perceived mainly as talking of a narrow-minded or short-witted person, which
is manifested in the content of his speech. It is no coincidence that paremia, on the one
hand, recommends /o0sopu menviue — ymnee 6yoem (The less you speak the wiser you
are) [GDRP: 181] and, on the other hand, emphasises situations where long and beautiful
speeches are meaningless there is nothing to be learned from them: B muozocrnosuu ne
be3 nycmocnosus (Verbosity often shows verbiage) [D.1: 355]; Toeopum mmuozco, a
caywams Hewezo (Though he talks a lot, nothing useful is in his talks); Kpacno cosopum,
a cayuamo Hewezo (Though he talks beautifully, nothing useful is in his talks); 1 kpacno
u necmpo (TOBOPUT), 0a nycmoyeemom (Though he talks beautifully and gaudily, his talks
are a barren flower) [D.1: 359]; nycmoysem (barren flower) means ‘a flower that does
not bear fruit’, figuratively means ‘a person whose activities do not benefit other people,
society’ [SAD.3:562], and as for the paroemia, the component introduces the meaning
‘for nothing, in vain’. Compare also: He mom ymen, kmo muozo coeopum, a mom, Kmo
nonycmy cios ne mpamum (A smart person is not the one who talks a lot, but the one who
never waste words) [CFW].

So, speech and conversation are required to be senseful, useful, providing clever
thoughts: Yuuyr peuv xopouio (006po) u caywams (A wise speech is good to listen);
Kpacnyro peuv kpacro u ciywams (A pleasant speech is pleasant to listen) [GDRP: 755];
Xopowezo nupodcka npusimiHo NOKYWamov, YMHYIO peyb Npusimuo nocayuwiams (Its a
pleasure to eat a good patty, its a pleasure to listen to a wise speech) [GDRP: 756];
Yunuvie peuu u oypak notimem (Wise speech is easy to understand even for a fool) [CFW].

Wise speech is that of a clever person who does not talk too much or in vain and is
responsible for his words: Kmo coeopum 6e3 ymonxy, 6 mom mano moaxy (Those who talk
incessantly are of little use) [GDRP: 933]; U3 nycmou knemu — colu unu cosa, u3z nycmoti
2ono6vl — nycmoie ciosa (An owl flies out of an empty cage, and empty words out of an
empty head) — an empty head, i.e. ‘stupid person’, is unable to say anything reasonable or
useful. Ymo 3naem, 6ce ckasicem, u ueeo ne 3naem, u mo ckasxcem (He’ll tell everything
he knows, even everything he doesn t) [D.1: 355] is about a person whose speech veracity

cannot be guaranteed. Sensible and reasonable utterances are highly appreciated:
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Cnoso monkosoe cmoum yenkogozo (A sensible word is worth a rouble). The PUs B
000poii beceoe ecsax yma konum (A good discussion lets everyone gain some knowledge),
B ymnoii 6eceoe yma nabpamocs, a 6 enynoii — ceoti pacmepsamo (Intelligent discussions
bring you knowledge, while the dumb ones make you lose your own intellect) [GDRP: 52]
recognise the benefits of smart talk, and the proverb 5 mebe cosopio ne (na) enym, a mol
bepu na ym (What I’ve told you is for you to keep in mind, not to sneer at) [GDRP: 178]
contains a recommendation to draw useful information from the communication; ezym —
‘something said for a laugh, as a joke, mockery’.

The value of wise speech is highlighted using the meo (honey, mead) benchmark
that is widespread in the paremiological space: Xopowas peuv nyuwe (crawe) meoa
(Good speech is better (sweeter) than honey) [GDRP: 756]; C ymnviv paseosopumscs,
ymo medy Hanumwcs (Conversing with a smart one is the same as drinking mead) [ GDRP:
524]. Compare it in the PUs of other theme: Jlackosoe croso crawe meoa (A kind word
is sweeter than honey) [GDRP: 824]; Ilvews y Opyea 600y cnawe meody (A friend’s water
is sweeter than honey) [GDRP: 303].

The proverbs disapproving stupid or silly speech are opposite in meaning: /1yno
208opums — ooell cmewums (Stupid speeches make people laugh) [CFW]; I nynvle peuu,
umo nolib Ha eempy (Senseless speech is like dust in the wind) [ibid.], that is, they fade
away quickly without nothing left after them; besides, they are probably unpleasant.
Compare also PUs about reprovable speech: 3a ymnyro peuv xeanam, 3a oypuyio xarom
(Wise speech is praised, silly one is berated) [CFW]; 3a 0ypuyro peuv — 2conosy c niey
(Off with his head for silly speeches!) [ibid.]; Tom dypax, kmo 2oeopum ne max (That
who speaks wrong is a fool) [GDRP: 313]; Inynomy ayuwe monuams, Hedxtceau MHO20
bonmams (A stupid one would better stay silent than talk too much) [GDRP: 178]. It is
better for a fool not to taking part in a discussion at all: C exynor peuvio cuou 3a neuwvio
(Stay behind the furnace with your silly speech) [GDRP: 756].

The PUs regarding interlocutors’ perception of speech also refer to those expressing
disapproval: Iosopum xpacuo, da ciywams mowmno (What he tells is beautiful yet
tiresome to listen) [GDRP: 182]; Bescecmsa ne kynu, ymenocw 6wt 2co6opums (No need in

wisdom if one is able to speak) [GDRP: 107] ironically represents the assessment of a
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speaker who is not intelligent and knowledgeable yet willingly talks about anything;
searcecmeo — derived from gedamw ‘to know’, and the PU [ osopum — cam cebsa eecenum
(He talks for self-amusement) allows for various interpretations: on the one hand, the
speaker may have a conversation just for fun, therefore he is a frothy speaker willing to
show off. On the other hand, a person may talk nonsense that makes him amused himself.
In any case, such a speaker is negatively evaluated.

They ironically refer to a long-lasting silence that can be mistaken for a thinking
process — He co6opum — ym xonum; a ckaxcem — Heuezo ciayuiams (Silent for long, he
accumulates his wisdom, but when he speaks his words are worthless) [D.1: 377] that,
however, is not followed by an expected profound thought.

The PU also warns of the implications of ill-considered, stupid speech: /3-3a
nycmoix c1o6 nponan kax nec (He is lost like a dog because of his empty words) [GDRP:
821]; nec (dog) — ‘About a person who causes contempt or indignation by his deeds
[SAD.3: 113].

Thus, the following requirements are imposed on PUs in relation to the speech
content: speech should be as brief as possible, and its content should be reasonably
outlined stated and useful for listeners. Proverbs do not approve of “speaking for the sake
of speaking”. Compliance with these conditions is greatly facilitated by understanding
how, with whom, about what and why communication, conversation or discussion should

take place.

2.2.2.2. Stereotypical ideas of the importance of choosing words carefully and
of being prudent

This subchapter is written using materials from previously published articles
[Xu Yao, E.I. Seliverstova 2023b].

Speech paroemias include units expressing stereotypes of the need for some
preliminary “preparation” for a conversation. Thus, this PU expresses the attitude “zhe
content of a conversation should be approached wisely”: [osopu nooymasuiu, caouco

ocmompesuucs (Speak after thinking it over, take your seat after looking around) [GDRP:
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181].

A peculiar one is the three-part PU /[ymka uaona, neooymka 6eona, a 6cex mouinetl
nycmocnos (A thought is smoky, a bewilderment is poor, but a windbag is the worst),
where dymxa [GDRP: 310] — ‘a thought’; uaona derived from wao — ‘smoke, vague;
Heooymka — ‘bewilderment’, compare nedoymesams — ‘to be unable to comprehend, to
misunderstand’. An obscurely expressed thought is disapproved; however, as the proverb
states, the worst thing whatsoever is the absolute absence of thoughts: empty words that
have no pragmatic purpose.

Some proverbs directly indicate how to approach the utterance composition
correctly: one should think his words over and only then pronounce them, with
compliance of some unwritten rules. The PU He 6oamau nayezao, kraou ciogo 6 nao
(Don t talk at random, put your words in the right way) [GDRP: 825] defines a general
rule to enter into a conversation in line with the topic, the remark exchange order, etc.

The opportune participation in a discussion is indicated by the paroemia brnroou
xneba 0o obeoa, a croso 0o omeema! (Keep some bread for lunch and a word for an
answer) [GDRP: 954]; Vmeit sospems cxazamo, 608pems cmonuamo (One should know
the right time to say and to silence) [GDRP: 931]. It is not always desirable to interfere
in the conversation: / 0e dgoe cosopsam, mam mpemutl He npucmasaii (Where two have a
talk, the third one is a fifth wheel) [GDRP: 183].

PUs may express disapproval of the things said repeatedly. Account on a
reasonable and intelligent interlocutor makes it unnecessary: Ilpo o0Hu Opooicou
(‘Ipoxxu’) He eogopam mpodicou (mpudxcowt) (The same yeast is not discussed trice)
[GDRP: 299],; 3anaouna (meepoum) copoxa Axoea ooHo npo écaxoeo (Jacob’s magpie
keeps saying the same thing about everyone) [GDRP: 858] etc.

Such sayings as Cuauana nocyu crnoso, a nomom cxkaxcu (First chew a word and
then say it) [GDRP: 827]; IIpooicyii cnoso, 0a u monsu! (Chew your word up and then
start talking) [GDRP: 825]; Pa3zoicesas cnosa, da évinnons (Having chewed the words,
spit them out) [GDRP: 826] may be understood both as a wish to take a slow, thoughtful
approach to what you say and as an advice to pay attention to the speech quality, clarity,

and articulation.
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One need to understand well what the discussion is about: Tonxyi, oa nanepeo
cam pazxcyi! (Chew it up yourself before speaking) [D.1: 399], that is, the speaker himself
must primarily understand the essence of the discussion. Herewith, one should follow the
thread of the discussion and know the limits, since it is impossible to touch on all
possible topics: Bozdyx crosamu ne nanonnums (Air can 't be filled with words). Bceeo ne
nepezosopuus (You'll never discuss every single thing) [D.1: 363].

Thus, a conscious and deliberate approach to speech assumes that the speaker
understands the topic of a discussion and clearly realises the content of his speech, that a
person enters into a discussion opportunely and realises his purpose or reason of speaking.

The linguistic and cultural attitude “One should be diligent in conversation” finds
the widest implementation in paroemias, for many proverbs warn of possible unpleasant
consequences.

Firstly, many proverbs — especially those with the s361xk component — contain the
idea of its uncontrollability and therefore implicitly indicate the need to restrain oneself
in conversation, to mind one’s language: f3vik, umo eexomxa: 6ce noomupaem (A
tongue wipes everything off, like a loofah) [D.1: 358]; Ha s3vix Hem nowtiunsl (A tongue
is not levied with duties) [1bid.]; Toseopu, 0a ne npocosapusatics (0a e 3a2068apusatics)
(Speak but don't ramble) [D.1: 361]; Pom napacnawxy, s3vix na nievo (With a mouth
wide open and a tongue on a shoulder) [ibid.]. The consequences of uncontrolled speech
may be undesirable: /[o ueco 31k He docosopumcs! (A tongue may talk into deep maze)
— docosopumucs — ‘to go too far in a conversation’ [GDRP: 183].

There various ways for proverbs to point to potential harm that should be avoided:
Azbik 00 006pa ne dosedem (A tongue leads to no good); H3zvik 0o 0obpa He 0oedem
oonmyna (A chatterbox s tongue won t lead him to any good) [GDRP: 1013]; Ceoti s3b1uok
nepeuvlil cynocmam (Your tongue is your first foe); Azviye, cynocmame, 2youmento mou!
(My tongue is my foe and destructor) [GDRP: 1015]; H3vix moti — 6pae moti: npescoe
yma pvlyem, 6eovl uwiem (My tongue is my enemy, for it speaks out before my head thinks
up and seeks trouble) [GDRP: 1014]; Jluwnee 2o6opums — cebe épedumsv (601uKy
sepeoumy)(lalking too much is self-harming (aggravates one’s sore)) [GDRP: 85];
Mysicuk pasxcuti, 0a azvik-mo epadxcuti (A sturdy man, but a hostile tongue) [GDRP: 567];
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bonvuwoe eaxanve 0osooum oo osxkanvs (Great yapping leads to heavy crash) [GDRP:
170]; I'oe meou cnosa, mam mos 2onosa (Your words are where my head is) [GDRP: 821]
etc. In the PU Pmowm 6one3ns 6xooum, a 6eoa svixooum (Through one s mouth, the disease
comes in while the trouble out) [GDRP: 766] the mouth (oral cavity) involved in the
speech generation is perceived as a source of trouble. A tongue may harm a person if it
“anticipates” the speech comprehension: 31k moti — 8pae moti: npedxcoe yma (Haneped

yma) enazonem (My tongue is my enemy, for it speaks out before my head thinks up)
[GDRP: 1014].

In such paroemias, the s361x component appears in two meanings at once: ‘an
auxiliary organ of the digestive system’ and therefore “feeding a head” and ‘the ability to
speak, verbally express one’s thoughts; language’ — both of these, though being useful,
can cause harm: A3six 20108y Kopmum, ow dce u 00 noboes (0o cmepmu) 0ogooum (A
tongue feeds a head yet may lead to beating (death)) [GDRP: 1013]; H3zweix xnebom
Kopmum u oeno nopmum (A tongue feeds one with bread and messes everything up)
[GDRP: 1014].

In addition to the general indication of the undesirable final effect of involvement
in a conversation (compare trouble, harm, heavy crash, foe, destructor), the PUs mention
some definite consequences as well: Jluwmnee cnoso 6 docady (6o epex, 6 cmwvid) 6600um
(An odd word leads to displeasure (sin, shame)) [GDRP: 824], that is, you have to
experience unpleasant feelings as a result.

Secondly, it should be remembered that a stranger may hear a conversation
unintended for him to listen to: Josopu, da nazao oensowisaiics! (Speak but look back)
[GDRP: 181]; I'osopun 6b1 Mro20, 0a coced y nopoea (I would say more, but my neighbour
is at the door) [GDRP: 181]. Using various figurative elements, proverbs warn to be
careful and circumspect while talking: Cka3zan 6wt crosyo, oa cyuox 6 uszbe ecmo (2nas) (1
would say a wordie but my house has a twig (eye)) [D.2: 142] (odd twigs — ‘odd eyes,
ears’); Ckazan 6vl croseuxo, 0a eonk nHeoaneuko (I would say a wordie but a wolf'is getting
closer) [GDRP: 821]. Information heard by an individual may become public, which is
undesirable: He co6opu npu xononwveti onyye: onyua onyue cxadxcem (Don't tell anything

in the presence of a serf's onucha, for it will tell it to the other onucha) [GDRP: 626].
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Thirdly, as advised by the PUs He cosopu ecezo, umo 3uaewn (Don t tell everything
you know); He ececoa cosopu, umo 3nHaewb, HO 6ce20a 3Hal, umo 2o8opuuiv (Dont
always tell what you know but always know what you tell) [GDRP: 181]; He 6ce cxa3zwigati,
ymo nomuHaemcs (nomuumces, ompwoieaemcs) (Don t tell everything you recall) [GDRP:
812] etc., not all information should be shared. Not everything should be said at once,
as recommended by the PU C num eosopu, a 6 3anac cnoseuxo noxuoaii (lalk to him but
keep some words in store) [D.2: 163], — it 1s important to keep some arguments to
convince the interlocutor and thus have the last word in the discussion.

Fourthly, Russian proverbs are very active in expressing the idea that one should
mind his language so as not to regret what was said. In the most general form, the concept
of the irrevocability of the words already spoken is implemented through fairly similar
forms due to verbs with the semantics of possession® used in a negative way: Copsanocs
cnosyo — He cxeamuwb (You can't catch an escaped word); Boinycmuwb cnosyo — He
yxeamuus 3a koavyo (Once you let a word out, you won t catch its ring) [GDRP: 828]; U
00poe2o 6 dan 3a crnoseuxo, 0a He evikynuws (1'd pay a high price for word, yet it couldn t
be bought back), Beinycmuws croseuxo, He 002oHuUUb U HA Kpvlieyke (An escaped word
can 't be caught up even on a porch); Cnogeuko 8vicKoIb3HY10 — He opomuuib (You can't
take back a word that has slipped out) [GDRP: 821].

Russian native speakers verbalised this idea through diverse metaphorical images:
“a word, a remark” 1s compared to a nimble sparrow: Croso ne gopobeii, a 8vinycmuiio
— He cxeamuuib (8vliemum — He noumaeusv) (A word is not a sparrow; if you let it out,
you won t grab it (if it flies out, you won t catch it )); Cnoeo ne opobeli, He nolimaeutv 3a
xeocm (A word is not a sparrow and can't be caught by the tail) [GDRP: 826] etc.
Paroemiology also provides for other figurative solutions to implement the concept of
irrevocability, such as comparison with a bullet (Bsicmpenus, nynto ne cxeamuus, a cio8o
ckazas, He noumaews. (laking a shot, you won't grab a bullet, and having said a word,
you won t catch it) [D.1: 364]; Boinanuws, nynu e notimaews (Having fired, you won't

catch a bullet) [CFW]) or with a horse (Kous Ha 6odicorcax yoepoxcuuib, a cio80 He

8 The structure of possession that assumes the possession subject-object relationship is heterogeneous. It includes both “fixed,
static, and moving, dynamic” relationships [Milovanova 2007: 121]. In this respect, we consider such verbs as fo grasp, to
grab, to turn back, etc.
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sopomuub (a crosa c sa3vika He gopomuwus) (You can keep a horse with the reins, but you
can t get a word back (to your tongue))) [D.1: 364].

As a rule, one has to regret when something has been said in vain, in a hurry, in
anger by a person who did not think about the consequences. Herewith, speech is regarded
as undesirable, capable of offending the recipient. This explains the appearance of the
niesox (spit) component in PUs, which can be literally interpreted as an action that is not
appropriate for a civilised person or as a disregard for someone or something, an
underestimation of someone or something, which may seem offensive if it was sounded
in speech. The spit-word convergence is not accidental, for their connection 1s mediated
by the pom component that is not verbalized in the PUs: I1resxa ne nepexsamuuis, cnoso
(cnosa) ne eopomuwv (One is unable to intercept a spit or return a word) [D.2: 157];
IInonews — ne sopomuws (One's spit can't be get back) [ibid.]. This also explains the
use of such verbs as ciuzame, ciuznyms, noonusames (lick off, lick up) in the PUs: Croso
8bIpOHULULL, He nooaudxceuwv (A dropped word cant be licked up) [GDRP: 826];
Obponennoe cnoso sazvikom He cauznewv (A dropped word can't be licked off with a
tongue) [D.1: 364]. We could also mention the semantics of incident implemented through
the sviponums and ooponums components.

It is impossible to return the spoken words even with considerable effort: Croso
BLINYCMULULD, MAK U 8ULOM (U KptoKom) He smauwuus (Once you let a word out, you won t
drag it in with a pitchfork (and a hook)). As we can see, proverbs are selective in choosing
figurative elements that cover outer world’s objects and phenomena relevant to a
particular nation, and, on the other hand, the motif of the impossibility of “cancelling”
any accomplished speech action and remedying the existing situation [Seliverstova 2003:
48] 1s quite variedly verbalised in the PUs.

The ratio of the paroemias describing particular characteristics of speech identified
by us during the analysis can be graphically represented as diagrams. Thus, the first of
them (Fig. 1) shows that units that reprove verbosity and units that emphasize the
importance of meaningful speech prevail among those with the eosopums verbal

component and its various forms.
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The quantitative ratio of proverbs with the cosopume,
component that indicate speech characteristics

PUs about speech loudness

PUs about speech tempo
PUs about speech 102iC
PUs about speech preparedness, deliberation s
PUs about the ability to speak
PUs about speech length ——

PUs about speech pithiness

PUs about verbosity/ speech restraint

(=}
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B quantity

Fig. 1. The ratio of proverbs with the cosopums component that indicate speech
characteristics.

There are few PU categories related to such characteristic as “logic, coherence of
speech”, “preparedness, thoughtfulness of speech”, “ability to speak”, i.e. speech as the
language skill. The speakers marked speech loudness minimally.

Among the paroemias with the crogo, crosa components (Fig. 2), etc., one of the
most important categories was made up of units emphasising the need to think over
your speech before starting speaking so as not to regret later about what you have said.
The second category is PUs giving an explicit or implicit recommendation to speak

briefly and laconically.
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The quantitative ratio of proverbs with cro6o, crosa
components indicating characteristics of speech

PUs about speech preparedness, deliberation
PUs about speech relevance, timeliness
PUs about speech pithiness

PUs about verbosity / restraint

PUs about speech duration / shortness

15 20

S
W
S

B quantity

Fig. 2. The ratio of proverbs with cnoso, crosa components indicating
characteristics of speech.

This also made it possible to see that the importance of individual parameters of
communicators’ speech can be noted in PU groups united by different components with
the semantics of speaking, because, firstly, the meaningfulness and content of speech as
opposed to idle chatter, and secondly, the length of speech —not only a specific speech act
but also speech communication in general — are significant in both groups; here, the
account is taken of the time allotted by the interlocutors for conversations as an activity.

If we summarise what has been said about speech in the two above-mentioned PU
groups, then the conclusion arises that verbosity and empty chatter are reproved by
speakers while the most important matter can and should be said briefly. Long-lasting
speech cannot be justified either due to the fact that a speaker counts on an understanding
listener, to whom the essence of speech is clear without lengthy explanations and
repetitions (/Ipo 00Hu Opodicou (Opooicoicu) He 2o8opsm mpoxcovl (060icovt) / The same
yeast is not discussed trice (twice) [GDRP: 299]; Ioeopennoe nepezosapusams, umo
sapenoe nepesapusamo / Saying repeatedly what'’s been already said is the same as

boiling food which’s already boiled [GDRP: 181]), or because long conversations
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contradict the idea of a beneficial pastime ((He ma xo3zsatixa, komopas [kpacHo] coeopum,
a [ma, ] komopas wu sapum (A good housewife does not say fine words but cooks cabbage
soup)) [GDRP: 962]. The motif of speech uselessness continues to develop as compared
to labour or job, this is one of the most widely verbalised by proverbs with various
components considered by us: Meusute 6b1 2060pun, borvue 6vL denan / You'd better talk
less and do more [GDRP: 181]; f3vikom nonouu, a pykamu oenaii (Jabber with your
tongue and do work with your hands) [GDRP: 1015]; Peueii mnozo — monxy mano (Much
talking, little use) [GDRP: 755] etc.

This basic cultural attitude determines other semantic vectors of paroemias: speech
should be appreciated and approached from the standpoint of pragmatics and benefits;
speech should be combined with a thought process preferably preceding the speech act
itself; the conditions and possibilities of speech realisation, i.e., essentially the speech
situation and communicators, should be evaluated. These ideas as verbalised by
paroemias are also marked by modern native speakers and culture bearers, as we will
show below.

Having presented the typology of the stereotypical ideas recorded in Russian
proverbs as a fount of folk wisdom, we will further focus on how speech is perceived by
contemporary Russian native speakers and culture beams, which speech aspects are
considered to be the most important, and what speech means to them. To answer this

question, let us review the results of our survey

2.3. Russian native speakers’ stereotypical ideas of speech: survey results

In order to obtain data on what contemporary Russian speakers think about speech,
its purpose in everyday use, its assessment as an activity and the features of a speaking
person, we conducted a survey in which 61 respondents — people aged 20-30 (24.6%), 30
to 50 (36.1%), over 50 (39.3%) — took part. The respondents included people having
various degrees: engineering (11.5%), liberal arts (24.6%), philology (63.9%). The gender

factor was not taken into account when analysing the respondents’ answers. The survey
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was conducted online using a Google form provided on the website. The questions were

mostly open-ended and assumed that respondents would answer by themselves.

2.3.1. Respondents’ understanding of the purpose of speech according to the survey

results

As the first task, the respondents were asked to extend the statement, the beginning
of which was “Speech is ...”. The responses received were very diverse (the respondents
sometimes gave more than one characteristic), which made it possible to identify groups
of responses depending on what emphases the respondents put, what kind of information
they considered substantial to reflect in their comments.

1. The largest group includes the responses (29.5% of the total responses) that
reflected the importance of the human ability to speak and communicate (Table 1). They
are given in the right column of the table.

Table 1. Responses on the perception of speech as a mode of communication’

Speech function | Responses (18)

Mode of | ...means of communication (2)
communication or | apility to speak
interaction

...mode of communication
..oral linguistic communication
...mode of human communication

..one of the forms of human interaction
..oral communication in any language
...use of linguistic material for communication purposes
...human ability distinguishing him from animals, means of
communication
...form of human communication (speaking) (2)

...form of verbal communication

Speech is a means of communication expressed verbally.

? The respondents’ answers are shown as received during the survey in the tables. If the answers match, they are summed
up, as indicated by the number given in parentheses.
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Table 1 continued. Responses on the perception of speech as a mode of

communication

Speech function Responses (18)

...communication process using language, including speakin
Internet source P g guage, g sp &
listening, reading, and writing
...mode of self-expression

...historically developed form of human communication through

language patterns formulated as required by particular rules (2)

It should be noted that some of the respondents used the Internet information and
gave one of the “speech” definitions almost literally — we singled this answer out as a

separate line.

2. The second largest group (21.3%) consisted of responses where respondents

associated speech with mental activity and intellectual functioning (Table 2).

Table 2. Responses reflecting the speech - mental activity relation

Speech Responses (13)

function

Mental activity | ...means of thought expression using language
and ...membrane of thoughts
verbalisation of | expression of thoughts and feelings using language
its results ...means of explaining thoughts

.. capability of expressing one’s thoughts
...process and result of mental activity in the form of words

. ability to express one’s thoughts coherently and articulately
ability to speak, express, convey one’s thoughts, experiences,

whether orally or in writing (2)

.. ability to speak, express, convey something through the words,

whether orally or in writing

...ability to express one’s thoughts orally, in writing, using inner

speech
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Table 2 continued. Responses reflecting the speech - mental activity relation

Speech Responses (13)
function

...demonstration of the level of human intelligence and emotional
range

...ability to express one’s opinion, attitude to life, a person’s

individual feature showing the level of intelligence and education

In addition to assertion of the mental activity and speech relation, the respondents
noted some additional features characterizing the thinking process: reflection of
experience, display of emotions, capability to express one’s thoughts in the written and
oral forms, importance of coherent and articulate presentation of thoughts achievable
exactly with the help of language. The last one in this section is the completest and quite
informative multifaceted response covering several essential points.

3. The third largest group (25% of the total) consists of responses where
respondents commented on the forms of speech, the connection of speech with the
language system and the possibility of its implementation (Table 3).

Table 3. Responses characterising speech by the form of language implementation

as a system

Forms of speech | Responses (15)!°

implementation

Written and oral | ... oral form of language implementation

speech  forms. | ... written and oral language forms

Speech a8 | . .the form of language existence (oral / written) that results from

language system human speech activity using a language code and that reflects the

implementation. . T

P characteristic features of a communicative situation, the addresser
and the recipient, and the context of the communicative situation
(S.Ya. research article citation);

... form of language existence

. speech is a language implemented in its usage

10 The reasons for including individual responses in this group and for their quantitative accounting are italicized.
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Table 3 continued. Responses characterising speech by the form of language

implementation as a system

Forms of speech | Responses (15)

implementation

... language system implementation (2)
... live language (language system) implementation
... purposeful temporal language deployment.
.. any act of speaking being continuous in time and expressed in
phonically or in written
... oral means of conveying information
...ability to express one’s thoughts orally, in writing, using inner
speech
... words spoken by a person out loud
... any text created by a person orally or in writing

...individual language implementation

As we can see, the respondents’ answers, in which they noted the relation between
language and speech, differentiating language as a system of symbols and as speech, i.e.
the “purposeful” use of language for communication purposes, make up a fairly big group.
The mention of written and oral speech forms can also be found in the responses that we
have assigned to other response groups — for instance compare the characteristic of speech
as an “oral method to convey information” where the information conveyance function
makes it possible to take this response into account in another category as well (see Table
5). One of the respondents also mentioned inner speech that often precedes the
verbalization of speech addressed to someone or to oneself.

4. The fourth largest group (8.2% of the total) consists of responses in which
respondents described speech as a type of activity (Table 4).
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Table 4. Responses reflecting the perception of speech as an activity

Speech as an | Responses (5)

activity

...one of the types of activity (3)
...particular act of speaking that takes place over time
...human brain activity to reproduce specific sounds for

communication purposes

As we can see, the respondents’ answers are different: here we can see both a simple
statement of speech as an activity and a definition close to a dictionary one. The last of
the above answers is interesting because it combines the description of the type of activity
(speech) with its pragmatic purpose and an indication of the function of the speech organs
producing sounds.

5. The fifth group consists of responses (8.2% of the total) concerning such an
important language function as the information conveyance (Table 5).

Table 5. Responses on the relation between speech and information conveyance

Speech function | Responses (5)

Information ... ability to convey information using language
conveyance ...information conveyance using words

...human means to convey information.

...oral means to convey information (2)

The survey results show that respondents are aware of the importance of
exchanging various information between people, which is possible through speech.
6. A minor group (5% of the total) consists of responses where respondents noted

the types of speech communication (Table 6).
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Table 6. Responses on forms of speech communication forms (communicative

interaction)

Types of speech | Responses (3)

communication

...text expressed by a human orally or in writing

...public speaking or monologue

...formal speaking

In their answers, the respondents drew attention to such type of speech as a
monologue delivered in the first person, including in the form of a prepared speech. We
considered it possible to classify both the speech in front of the public (official speech)
and the text designed (i.e. created) by a person (author) as monologues, although other
interpretations are also acceptable here. Note that the answers do not mention such types
of speech and genres as “conversation” or “discussion”, 1.e. dialogue or polylogue,
“discourse” (monologue), etc.

7. Not many of the respondents noted the phonic aspect of speech, although this
could also be implied by those who mentioned the oral form, oral speech. We received 5
responses (8%), which include such words as sound, phonic (Table 7).

Table 7. Responses on relation between speech and its phonic aspect

Phonic aspect of | Responses (5)
speech

. senseful sequence of sounds in a sound chain
... sound
the act of speaking that is continuous in time and expressed in
phonic or written forms
human brain activity focused on the production of particular sounds
for communication purposes

... words spoken by a person out loud
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This is an important speech characteristic, since the phonetic form, i.e. the “sound
shell”, 1s included in the list of the main word characteristics, along with semantics,
valence, lexical and grammatical relatedness, etc. [Shansky 2009: 21].
8. The last group (3.3% of the total) includes responses where respondents related
speech to the resultant aspect of speech activity (Table 8).

Table 8. Responses on relation between speech and activity results

Speech function | Responses (2)

Speech activity | ...the whole sum of texts produced using the language system in the

as that focused | course of speech activity

on the result ...usage of a language system to achieve communicative goals, as

well as the result of such usage

Such a small number of responses with emphasis on the ‘efficiency’ semantics by
no means imply that this speech aspect is not valuable for speakers, since respondents
previously named such essential functions of “purposeful” speech as “implementation of
mental activity”, “conveyance of information”, expression of “one’s opinion, attitude to
life”, etc.

Respondents also noted that speech is focused on generating texts as a specific
speech product through the use of the language system units.

The response “Speech is always me”, which was not included in any of the groups,
seems uncommon. It shows attention to the authorship of speech and the speaker’s
persona, since the speech actor is a primary factor determining the speech structure,
intentional direction and achievement of a communicative effect.

The comparison of the survey results with the speech notions discovered in the

paroemias, rather distant from today in terms of time, makes it possible to find certain

similarities in the interpretation of the essence and purpose of speech activity.
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2.3.2. Speech characteristics identified by the respondents during the survey

The second task proposed to the respondents was as follows: “Speech can be
various. Extend the series of words that characterise speech. Write down the most
important characteristics. At least 6 words. For example: long, pertinent ...”. In this way,
we were supposed to receive a response as an aggregate list of characteristics from which,
according to their repeatability, we could single out those that seem to be the most
important for speakers, and it is likely that they will be heard first. Although our survey
is close to associative experiments aimed at identifying native speakers’ “inner lexicon”
reflecting the national linguistic consciousness of its speakers [Zalevskaya 2006], it
differs from associative surveys, since the respondents were given a fairly clear task to
“characterise” speech. In such surveys, the respondents cite a typical word combination,
as fixed in their linguistic consciousness, that can be interpreted as evidence of relevant,
important — especially with a known repeatability of the above characteristics. The
answers received should be grouped under the principle of semantic proximity and
generality of the feature marked.

The range of features resulted from the survey is rather wide and describes speech
from different viewpoints. Let us name sequentially the categories into which we grouped
the individual characteristics.

I. Thus, a number of highlighted characteristics are associated with the perception
of speech in terms of the possibility and convenience of perception and comprehension.
First of all, we discuss the nature of speech flow, temporal and other speech
parameters’’.

Therefore, these are firstly (1) the length noted by 24 respondents: short — 9
responses, brief — 4, laconic — 1, and on the other hand, long — 7, lengthy — 1, terribly
long — 1, protracted — 1. It 1s quite obvious that the length-shortness characteristic of
speech is one of the most important for communicators. It should be noted that the
Russian Associative Dictionary edited by Y.N. Karaulov also illustrates the importance of

this characteristic: the long parameter is one of the most frequent associates describing

11 . . . . .
The responses are given as presented in the questionnaires we received.
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the external aspect of speech. It is marked (as well as flowing) with the highest index of
8. Compare also: long-lasting — 3, short, laconic — 1 each [RAD.1: 554-555].

(2) The speed of speaking, pronouncing speech is described by such adjectives as
slow — 2, and on the other hand, fast — 8, fluent — 1, which makes up 11 responses in total.
By contrast, the fast speed of speech caused 7 reactions in the Russian Associative
Dictionary [Ibid.].

(3) Audibility and articulation of speech that significantly facilitates its perception
was noted by 13 respondents and verbalised by such characteristics as articulate — 3,
audible — 6, and on the other hand, inaudible — 4. In RAD, this parameter of articulated
speech ensuring its good understanding is nominated by respondents in different ways:
inaudible - 7 reactions, inarticulate (2) and opposable characteristics: audible, articulate,
clear — 2 reactions each [RAD.1: 554-555].

(4) Such speech criterion as loudness did not turn out to be very relevant for the
respondents: only one of them mentioned the /loud characteristic — 1 response, and two
respondents described speech as gentle — 2, which may also be taken as an indirect
contrast of loudness.

(5) Regarding the smoothness of speech as a qualitative characteristic of an
utterance, 7 people responded: flowing — 3, curt — 4.

II. Description of the expressed content and the way it is presented is noted by the
respondents according to several criteria — see Table 9.

One of these criteria is adherence to the logic of speech composition, according to
which such parameters as coherence, accuracy of composition, and comprehensiveness
were highlighted. As we can see, incoherent and confused speech was notably mentioned
by speakers.

The second parameter describing speech is its pithiness. Herewith, the respondents
marked (Table 9) this characteristic in two ways: by direct indication of informativeness
or by stating its inanity. Another way is an indirect indication of a speaking person’s

mental abilities evaluated through this person’s speech (wise — dumb, etc.).
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Table 9. Speech characteristics in terms of content (39 responses) and structure of

the expressed content (14 responses). Total 53 responses

Content-based description of
the information reported

Positive characteristic

Negative
characteristic

interesting — 5
important — 2
pertinent — 2
educative — 1
relevant — 1

appropriate — 1

Logic of speech composition coherent — 1 incoherent — 4
3211 comprehensive — 1 chaotic — 2
clear — 1 messy — 1
confused — 1
rambling — 3
Speech pithiness pithy — 6 empty — 3
23&>7 informative — 5 boring — 2

uninteresting — 1
senseless (pointless) —
1

Indirect indication of the
speech content through the
description of the speaker’s
mental abilities

5€>4

wise — 3
reasonable — 1

meaningful — 1

senseless — 2
futile — 1
dumb — 1

Responses provide almost no characteristics of speech in terms of the trust that the
speech content evokes or, conversely, does not evoke, with the exception of the deceitful
characteristic (1 response). This may be explained by the task assigned to the respondents:
to characterise not the speaker but the speech, i.e. in hypothetical isolation from the
speech actor. Meanwhile, numerous speech parameters function as “human-projected” in
the language: boastful speech is the ‘boaster’s speech’, cowardly speech is the ‘coward’s
words’, etc.

On the other hand, the grandiloguent characteristic seems to describe a person
(singular masculine noun) as a florid speaker, though words also characterise the style of

spoken speech, the manner of expression. Compare: grandiloquent — ‘pompous, sonorous’

[SAD.1: 146].
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ITII. In the context of accepted standards and stylistic features, respondents
described speech using the definitions that made up the third group (Table 10). The
respondents’ attention was drawn to speech correctness and normativity as a
manifestation of speech culture. On the other hand, they marked functional and stylistic
registers and even genres (royal speech — 1). Not quite accurately, but 3 of the 5 main
functional speech styles were mentioned.

Table 10. Speech from the perspective of normativity, functional styles and genres,

and richness (57 responses)

Positive characteristics of

Negative characteristics of

Speech in terms of

rich speech — 1

obscene — 1
flat — 1
defective — 1
meagre — 2

speech culture (17) speech culture (9) style and genre (31)
correct — 6 slang — 1 poetic — 2

normative — 1 incompliant with linguistic | formal — 7
competent — 8 standards — 1 everyday — 2

decent — 1 illiterate — 2 informal — 1

colloquial — 5
grandiloquent — 1
solemn — 8

greeting — 1

introductory — 3
royal speech!? — 1

Such characteristics noted by us as royal, solemn also describe rather the general
tone of the spoken speech, while greeting and introductory can be related both to the
speaker’s purpose (to greet those present, announce the agenda, program, etc.) and to the
place occupied by the spoken text in the general order of a particular event that may
include several presentations. The introductory adjective may also imply the division of
the spoken text into parts in the course of defence by students of their research papers; cf.

introductory word.

12 When someone call a speech royal, they usually mean the speech of a monarch addressed to his subjects, mostly to
parliament members or ministers. This meaning is illustrated by many examples of the official activities of the Queen of
Great Britain. The National Corpus also provides examples of the use of the phrase in the meaning of ‘important, significant
speech of an official holding a key position (mayor, president, etc.)’. The emphasis on high stylistic tonality can be seen in
the throne speech phrase.
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IV. The overall impression produced by speech consists of several components.
It is largely determined by the emotional intensity of the addresser’s speech, the
addresser’s persuasion and expression, which was noted by the respondents (see the left
column of Table 11). Many respondents find it important what feelings the speech act
evokes in the recipient, how well it is remembered, how it affects, i.e. both the emotional
feedback or mood of the recipient and the pragmatic effect of the text addressed to him
are taken into account (see the right column of Table 11).

Table 11. Speech evaluation in terms of the speaker’s emotionality and in terms of

the impact on the listener (41 responses)

Speaker’s emotions (10) Speech evoking particular feelings, sensations
in a listener (31)

wrathful — 1 exciting — 2

emotional — 5 encouraging — 1

rhetorical — 1 (‘vivacious, emotional’) | inspiring — 5

pathetic — 1 animating — 1
enthusiastic — 1 breathtaking — 2
passionate — 1 touching — 1

persuasive — 5

impressive — 1

edifying — 1

catchy — 2

fascinating — 2

exciting — 3

vivid - 5

We should not leave unmentioned the relevance for the respondents of such a
speech characteristic as effect on listeners. Undoubtedly, a positive one is the persuasive
characteristic, for it is used to describe the speech of a person who has achieved a certain
goal due to the ability to arrange speech and apply expressive techniques. Speech is called
inspiring, encouraging and persuasive when a speaker has managed to influence the
recipient as much as possible and encourage him to take any actions or make decisions

that meet the interests or are consistent with speaker’s intention.
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Table 12 shows the positive and negative attributes by which speakers give a
general, aesthetic, non-reasoned assessment (beautiful, amazing, etc.) in contrast to the
above.

Table 12. Aesthetic speech assessment (no indication of a characteristic) — 12

responses
Evaluation of speech without a |Evaluation of speech without a
characteristic (positive) (9) characteristic (negative) (3)
beautiful — 4 unpleasant — 1
pleasant — 2 poor —2
amazing — 1
brilliant — 1
great — 1

As we can see, it takes into account the communicator’s perception of external, i.e.
unmeaningful speech parameters.

It is noteworthy that tables 11 and 12 contain relatively few negative characteristics:
the respondents’ wish to highlight exactly those features that make speech worthy of
attention and unforgettable is obvious. Herewith, there is no doubt that this considerable
number of adjectives is not named to describe speech as a whole or as a speech activity
in general; a certain performance before an audience, an individual speech act is evaluated.

V. Respondents indicated the oral and written forms of speech as characteristics
(see Table 13). Both communication channels (the term introduced by N.V. Izotova) are
essential as those making it possible to adequately communicate in order to convey
thoughts and realise intentions of the speaker. Speech is also described by the nature of
participants’ interaction: dialogue as an exchange of utterances, and monologue as a
system of “verbally expressed thoughts” voiced “to deliberately influence upon others”
[Shcherba, 1957: 115]. It is revealing that respondents also mentioned the ways of
conveying someone else’s speech: direct and reported speech, the respective rules of
which are included both in the school syllabus for the Russian language and, certainly, in
the philological specialist’s training programmes, as well as in the educational programs

on the Russian Language and Elocution in recent years.
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Table 13. Speech forms, communication channels, ways to convey someone else’s

speech (37 responses).

Speech forms (26) Types of speech by the | Ways to convey someone
nature of participants’ | else’s speech (5)
interaction (6)

oral — 14 dialogue — 3 direct — 3

written — 12 monologue — 3 reported — 2

VI. According to particular features of speech, listeners can quite easily determine
whether it is previously planned and prepared (i.e., in this case, speech is considered as a
public performance, prevalently an oral one) or, conversely, spontaneous, which often
affects the logic and the impression of the spoken text. For the respondents, the speech
preparedness level was also relevant (see Table 14).

Table 14. Speech characteristics in terms of preparedness (11 responses)

About prepared speech (7) About unprepared speech (4)

prepared — 3 spontaneous — 4

elaborate — 2

deliberate — 1

rehearsed — 1

In order to compare the importance of individual speech parameters for native
speakers and culture bearers, the survey results are shown below as a diagram (Fig. 3)
where individual segments or sectors (contracted as Rv.) differ in colour and are
accompanied by the number of responses received. All parameters are duplicated in the

list following the diagram.
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Rv. 11, 11 Rv. 1' 24

Rv. 10, 37 Rv. 2,11

Rv. 3,13

Rv.9, 12 Rv.5,7

Rv. 8, 41
Rv. 6,53

Rv. 7,57

Fig. 3. Survey results concerning the speech characteristics.

l.

NSk

9.

Speech description in terms of length — 24 responses

Speech in terms of speech tempo — 11 responses

Description of speech audibility and articulation — 13 responses

Speech description in terms of loudness — 3 responses

Speech in terms of flow and continuity — 7 responses

Speech characteristics in terms of content and logical structure — 53 responses
Characteristics in terms of speech culture (normativity, functional styles and
genres, richness) — 57 responses

Characteristics of the emotional aspect of speech (in terms of the impression the
speech makes and the speaker’s emotions) — 41 responses

Aesthetic assessment of speech — 12 responses

10. Speech forms, communication channels, ways to convey someone else’s

speech — 37 responses

11.Speech description in terms of preparedness — 11 responses

The diagram shows that the biggest are several groups of responses. Firstly, these

are characteristics related to the speech culture of and speech description in terms of
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normativity and richness, functional styles and genres (57 responses). The speech
description in terms of content and logical structure ranks second with regard to the
number of responses received (53 responses). Judging by the responses, the emotional
aspect associated with speech activity and an individual speech act is very important for
communicators. There are a total of 41 responses here. Considerable attention is paid to
the speech forms (oral / written) and types of speech by the nature of participants’
interaction (a total of 37 responses). Regarding the description of speech duration, 24
responses were received from respondents, which is also quite large number against such

characteristics as speech tempo, audibility, loudness, flow.

2.4. Personal traits from the perspective of speech activity

This subchapter is written using materials published as an article [Xu Yao 2023c].

The model of linguistic persona introduced by Y.N. Karaulov is understood as “a
combination of human skills and properties enabling a human to create speech products
(texts)” [Karaulov 1987: 3]. The cognitive level as part of this model implies that the
linguistic persona has ideas and knowledge describing it as an individual or as a bearer of
collective linguistic consciousness [Kosinova 2011: 183].

Regarding a speaking human as a communicative persona, V.I. Karasik identifies
several contingent planes in this structure. The value-based approach addresses the code
of behaviour (including speech behaviour) typical at some stage for people united by a
common culture and language [Karasik 2004: 56]. Herewith, the cultural context includes,
among others, precedent texts as units of common socio-cultural background, to which
proverbial units also belong.

Speech makes it possible for a person to manifest himself and for others to identify
him through the qualification of speech behaviour. Speech is considered as a derivative
of a person’s individual abilities, as “a factor of his successful presentation in
communication with other people” [Shkuratova 2009: 57]. This is probably why speech

1s given great importance as an opportunity for versatile description and evaluation of a
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person'’,

Observations of the speech peculiarities and the communicative skills and style are
instrumental in seeing a person from a certain perspective and generalising typical
situations of speech behaviour that form the speaker’s image and reflect the speaker’s
personality, habits, intentions, good or ill manners, tolerance, etc. In the light of active
interpersonal interaction, addressing the specifics of speech communication and traditions
of human perception through the lens of speech is relevant, and the range of
characteristics of a speech actor changes little over time, which indicates the importance

of the characteristics verbalised by paroemias.

2.4.1. Ideas of personal traits manifested in speech as verbalised in proverbs

This subchapter is written using materials published as an article [Xu Yao 2023c].

The compilers of the “Great Explanatory Dictionary of Russian Verbs™ (edited by
L.G. Babenko) explain the principles of its elaboration and allocation of sections and
subsections by exemplifying the category of verbal units “reflecting the situation of
characterised speech activity”. Herewith, they highlight lexical variants of the “Subject —
Predicate of Characterised Speech Activity” basic model that are represented by
situations where such features of uttering a remark (speech) are noted as opportuneness,
continuity, etc., clarity of content and expediency of utterance, the interlocutors’
perception of speech, speaker’s emotional stress and/or physiological condition, attitude
to an interlocutor, etc. [ESD 1998]. This typology of situations is based on the material
of such lexical units as to speak, to rattle off, to pronounce, to clamour, to boom, to mutter,
to drone, to grumble, to laugh off, to blurt and many others. As the illustrations for
particular situations show, the use of certain verbs describes a speaker, his way of talking,

range of motivations and emotions [1ibid.].

13 To judge a person by his words and either justify or condemn him — this biblical truth is expressed in the “Gospel”
according to Matthew, “But I tell you that for every idle word that men say, will they give an answer on the day of judgment:
for you will be justified by your words and you will be condemned by your words” The Bible Online;
https://bibleonline.ru/bible/rst-jbl/mat-12.37/
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As the situational symbols catching the attention of communicators or outside
observers, proverbs also describe speakers in various aspects. Speech is “a matter that has
nothing to do with simplicity and self-evidence”, the course of its analysis reveals the
issues of importance for studying personality problems [Kosinskaya, Chernykh 2016: 7].
Via speech, a person signals his erudition, intelligence, mental state, sociability, etc.
[1bid.].

According to M.S. Gutovskaya, speech describes a person in the context of the
ability to speak, verbalising ideas, style and way of talking manifested in speech, public
speech performance, whatsoever [Gutovskaya 2007: 164-165].

So, proverbs as a special form of behavioural description give a very detailed
picture of what kind of a person one is through the lens of one’s speech.

1. Thus, the way of taking and willingness to speak reveals a speaker as a talkative
person: [ ogopums — decsimepbix omcmasums, 0a ee o0Hoe npucmasums (She talks so
much that she can replace ten people by herself) [D.1: 320]; ['oéopu 0a omkycwvisai
(Speak and take a bite) [DED.2: 733]; 361k umo ocuno8wiii aucm: 80 8CAKYIO N0200y
mpennemcs (A tongue is like a aspen leaf fluttering in any weather) [CFW] (fluttering
implies ‘in vain); Tewunoeco s3vika u apuiunom He usmepuuiv (A mother-in-law's tongue
is impossible to measure even with a yardstick) [GDRP: 1014].

There are very few proverbs about a taciturn or silent person, and this is most likely
due to the fact that this trait would rather be helpful than impeding in practical life: 'ogops
He ouwubewvbcs, a monua He oomonsuwuivbes (You can’t make a mistake while talking and
you won't let it slip when keeping silent) [GDRP: 183] (let it slip — ‘to say something
wrong, misspeak’). Native speakers express the course of slow speech very vividly
(I'osopum, 6yomo kneum (He speaks as if he glues); [ 'o6opum, xax Kiewamu Ha 10uaos
xomym mawum (he speaks as if he drags a collar onto a horse with tongs), I osopum,
ymo pooum, Cnogo K c108y npucmasisem, clo6Ho Kiemku copooum (He puts a word to
a word as if he builds cages) [D.1: 362] etc.) reflecting the painful search for a way to
express your thoughts, yet rarely recommending you activating your speech activity;

compare He ecosopu «mnpy!», koeoa exams nadoono (Don’t say “whoa!” when you have

to go) [Anikin: 213].
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2. However, the evaluation is given primarily to an overly verbose person, whose
speech does not show the rational grain of utterance, 1.e. a chatterbox: Cam c éepuiok, a
cnos ¢ eopwok (He is an inch high, yet speaks a bunch) [D.1: 115]; I'oeopums ne oymas
— cmpenamo He yensacw (lalking unthinkingly is the same as shooting without targeting)
[GDRP: 182]; C oypaxom eosopume — pewemom 600y nocums (lalking to a fool is the
same as carrying water in a sieve) [D.1: 383]; Cronvko Hu 2o6opu, a ewe na 3aempa
byoem (However long your speech is, you'll leave some more for tomorrow) [D.2: 161];
Compare the saying E2o ciosa Ha 6o0e nucams (His words may be written on the water)
[D.1: 145]- ‘It is not possible to extract the essence of speech, nor to save the text on the
water’; etc. Russian culture bearers perceive a chatterer as not a really active worker if
not particularly as a shirker from work, 1.e. disapprovingly: Ecau xocumo s3vixom, cnuna
He ycmanem (Mowing with a tongue won 't get your back tired);, U xnouem, u eansem, u
anaoum, u xkamaem — u ece asvikom (Using his tongue, he tears, felts, irons, rides,
whatsoever) [GDRP: 1014]; B doneux peuax u kopomxozo moaxky vem (Long speeches
never make even little use) [CFW]; Muozo cosopsim, oa mano oenarom (They speak much
yet do little) [GDRP: 183]. Idle chatter is a serious disadvantage for a person under
description.
Russians ironically and jokingly call frothy speakers those who are eager to talk
and can do it beautifully, but more often those who suffer from verbosity perceived as a
disadvantage; compare: /[ (Paou) xpacunoeo ciosya He nowadum (He nodicaieem) Hu
mamepu, nu omya (For a witticism, he would have no mercy on his mother or his father)
[D.1: 360]; Hati 6onto sa3viky; ckasxcem mo, yeeo u ve snaem (Unleash your tongue and it
would say everything, even unknown to it) [CFW]; I'oéopum — xopowio, a 3amonuum —
ewe ayuute (It’s good when he speaks yet much better when he keeps silent) [GDRP: 182];
Kpacuonnroti 3aeo6opum — ecex ciaywameneii nepemopum (Windbag’s speeches would
make everyone die) [D.1: 360]; U xpacno u cosopum, oa nycmo ysemom (Though he talks
beautifully, his talks are a barren flower) [D.1: 359]- that is, a speaker may not pursue a
specific goal in a conversation, which is equivalent to empty talk.
Nevertheless, proverbs positively evaluate both the speech beauty and the speaking

skill, — Peub secmu — ne nanmu naecmu (Making a speech is not that easy as making bast
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shoes) [GDRP: 756], since not everyone has this talent; Xopowas peuvr crawe meoa
(Good speech is sweeter than honey) [GDRP: 756]. It is no coincidence that proverbs
stress the importance of a tongue and the ability to make a strong impression with speech
and to solve both serious tasks and more pragmatic everyday ones; compare: A3vix
yapcmeamu sopouaem (A tongue rules kingdoms); HAzvik — cmse, opyacuny eooum (Like
a flag, a tongue can lead a squad); Kmo c azvixom, mom c nupozcom (Those who have a
skilful tongue get a pie) [GDRP: 1014].

3. Proverbs recommend showing restraint in conversation (A3»ixy Ooavuie oasail
kawu, Hedxceau eonu (Give your tongue more porridge than freedom), A3viky onu ne
oasati (Do not unleash your tongue) [GDRP: 1015]; Ha sa3vix nowtiunst Hem: umo xouem,
mo u 1onovem (A tongue is not levied with duties, so it mutters whatever it wants) [ GDRP:
1012]) and, therefore, can describe a Russian speaker as a watchful and cautious person
remembering that not all things can be shared with everyone and that there are situations
in which one should restrain. The PUs mentioned generally express this idea, while other
paroemias indicate that conversations and chatter as erroneous actions committed by an
imprudent person and having unpleasant consequences: bozvuie cogopums — OobULE
epeuwumsv [GDRP: 182]; U3-3a nycmoeix cnoeé nponan, xax nec (He is lost like a dog
because of his empty words) [D.1: 359] (empty —1.e. said in vain, frivolous, unreasonable)
etc. This idea is also laconically conveyed by the PU Ceoii sa3vix (s3611u0K) — nepeauiii
cynocmam (Your tongue is your first foe) [GDRP: 1015] — i.e. ‘enemy, adversary’. The
implications caused by a loose tongue, that is, unconstrained by anything, are
metaphorically represented in the PU /laww s3vixy 6onto — 2onoee mecrno b6yoem (An
unleashed tongue makes a head cramped) [CFW] — cramped, probably, due to unwanted
thoughts or search for a way out of the existing situation etc (compare the PhU conogy
aomams (bother one’s head) over smth). Compare also: A3vix cosopum (6onmaem), a
eonosa ne eeoaem (The tongue talks but the head is unaware) [GDRP: 1013] —it is like a
head is not involved in a conversation, 1.e., there is no clear awareness of the purpose and
conditions of speaking; 3a crosa conosa ecunem (A head dies for words) [GDRP: 821]; 3a

xyovie cnosa ciemum u 2on08a (Off with your head for evil words) [1bid.]; A3veik 2conyoum,
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a3vik u 2youm (A tongue can both caress and ruin one) [GDRP: 1013], i.e. ‘a speaker may
pay for his words’.

If a person is circumspect, he takes account of the presence of other people as
unwelcome witnesses of a conversation: / 0gopsam ¢ yxa Ha yXo, a CIbIUWHO C yead Ha Yeoll
(They talk ear to ear, yet it’s heard corner to corner) [GDRP: 938]; Craorcewv matikom,
a yeaviuuus sekom (You'll say it in secret, but you'll hear it in reality) [GDRP: 811];
Ckasan 6wl cnogeuxo, 0a y cmen yuwiu ecmo (I would say a wordie, but walls have ears)
[GDRP: 821] etc. This is especially dangerous, since, according to PUs, negative
information about a person tends to spread rapidly: Xopowee cnogo nexcum, a xyooe
oearcum (A good word lies while a bad one runs) [GDRP: 827]. This is where the motif
of a needles word said in vain, widely used by PUs, comes from: Jluwnee croso oocaoy
npunocum (An odd word brings annoyance), Jluwnee cio6o 0o cmoloa 0oeooum (An odd
word leads to shame) [GDRP: 824]. All sorts of figurative notions are used in PUs to
verbalise the motif of the word spoken by accident, imprudently, which is impossible to
return: Ckazannoe croso — nywennas cmpena (A word spoken is an arrow shot);
CkazanHnoe cn1o60 u monopom He gvipyouwus (A word already uttered can't be cut down
with an axe); Cxazannoe ci1060 8 Kaovik HA3a0 He sopouaemcs (A word spoken can't be
got back to a throat) [GDRP: 825-826] etc.

Paroemias warn that a careless word may easily hurt your friend (/lpusmensvckoe
C1080 He 00JICHO Obimb cyposo (A friend’s word shouldn’t be stern) [GDRP: 825]), and
one may get into a ridiculous and awkward situation without deliberating on one’s words:
Cnosom nocnewion ckopo nocmeutot (Those rushing with words may get mocked too soon)
[GDRP: 828]. Imprudence (it can sometimes be malice as well) may show in verbalisation
of unflattering characteristics and evaluations; compare the PU’s notion of
communicators’ reaction to someone’s utterance unpleasant in terms of form or content:
XKecmkoe cnoso cmponmusum, msekoe (kpomroe) cmupsiem (A harsh word makes one
obstinate while a soft (gentle) one makes one humble) [GDRP: 824]; JKecmoko cnoso
so306uzaem enes (A cruel word evokes wrath) [ibid.] — and therefore breeds objections.

4. Verbosity and verbiage are associated with lack of intelligence. Such a person is

described by the PUs JJrunnsiii sa3vix ¢ ymom ne 6 poocmese (A long tongue is not akin to
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mind) [GDRP: 1012]; I'0e mnozo nnegen, mam mano xaeba, 20e MHO20 €108, MAM MAJLO
myopocmu (A lot of chaff is a little of bread, a lot of words is a little of wisdom) [GDRP:
666]; V oypaka oypayxas u peus (A fool speaks foolishly) [GDRP: 315]; Ocna 3namo no
yuam, meogeost no koemsm, a oypaxa no pevam (A donkey is recognisable by ears, a bear
by claws, and a fool by speech) [GDRP: 628]; Ilenv ne oxonuya, enynas peuv He
nocnosuya (A stump is not a gate, stupid speech is not a proverb) [GDRP: 645]; C enynou
peuvio cuou 3a neywvto (Stay behind the furnace with your silly speech) [GDRP: 756]. That
is why the PUs Bocmep sa3wix, oa oypuoi conose oocmancs (A tongue is sharp, yet it
belongs to a stupid head) [CFW]; /[ypnoii sa3bik 6e3 npussasu kaxk beuieHvlll nec Ha 8ojie
(When untied, a stupid tongue is like a freed rabid dog) [GDRP: 1012] characterise a
narrow-minded person.

Conversely, “wise speeches” are perceived positively, though paroemias about
stupid and clever speakers and their words are incomparable in quantitative terms: Yunsie
peuu npusmuo u caywams (Wise speech is pleasant to one’s ear); Xopowue peuu
npusmuo u cayuwams (Good speech is pleasant to one's ear); C ymHvIM peusb K pasz2oeopy,
a c besymuwvim 6 ccopy (A clever person is an interlocutor, a stupid one is a squabbler)
[GDRP: 755]; Ymnwiii oono crnoso svimonsum, u mo cxkasxcemces (Even a single word of a
clever person has its effect) [GDRP: 827].

5. In paroemias, verbiage and flimflam are qualified from other perspectives as well.
They often distinguish, firstly, a boaster or braggart talking about the advantages that he
does not always have: Xeacmausoe cnoso enuno (A boastful word is rotten) [GDRP: 827];
Ha cnosax zopooa cmpoum, a na dene Huuezo He cmoum (By his words he erects cities,
yet in fact he is worth nothing) [GDRP: 823]; Iloxsanvuvie peuu 3ascez0a eHujivi
(Laudatory speech always hides rottenness) [GDRP: 755]. Paroemias that are based on
the pattern of opposition of two contrary actions evaluate a chatterbox, a person whose
word is not a bond: Ha crosax — Boney nepennvigem, a Ha Oeie — Hu uepes yxcy (By
words he can cross Volga but in practice he can’t cross even a puddle); Ha crosax kHs3v,
a Ha Oene — epsazv (Duke’s speeches but scoundrel’s deeds), Ha cnosax, umo na camsx, a
Ha Oene, umo Ha Konwvlie (He speech is like a sledge ride, but his deeds are like kopyl ride)

[GDRP: 823]; xonsir — ‘a small sledge part’ unfit for riding. Secondly, the PUs describe
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an irresponsible person who fails to keep his word or makes groundless promises: Ha
C108AX, UMO HA NepuHKe, a NPoCcHeulbcs Hazoge (Ha 2one) (His words are like a featherbed,
yet his deeds are a bare place) [GDRP: 823]; nazone — ‘on a bare place’.

We have found only few units describing a person as a man of his word: Tom 6 cioge
cmoum meepoo, Komy ciogo dopoeo (Those for whom a words is a value stand firm in the
words) [GDRP: 823]; compare the saying: Crnoso ckazan, max Ha Hem X0mb mepem Kiaou
(His word is as firm as a basement for a tower) [CFW].

6. Description of an unbusinesslike and useless person, whether a lazy one or one
not used to work, or rather one “working” with his tongue, is one of the most impressive
by number of units: ///edp na cnosa, oa ckyn nHa dena (Generous with words, stingy with
deeds) [GDRP: 822]; Om cnoe 0o dena — yenas eepcma (There’s a mile between a word
and a deed); /lea cnosa bacen, oa u éce deno mym (His only deed is just some fabled
words) [GDRP: 821]; Peuu civiwmanu, a oen ne suoum (We've heard his speech but we
don’t see his deeds; bonvuioti 2o6opyn — nioxoti pabomnuxk (A big talker is a bad worker)
[CFW] etc.

Evaluation of a person deduced from such PUs can be expressed directly: Ha crosax
Kasicemcsi uenosex, a Ha oeie nokunymo (By words he seems to be a man, but his deeds
prove his futility) [GDRP: 823], “futility” — ‘no pity to live; worthless, useless.

7. People may often be flattering and duplicitous if they pursue a specific goal —
this idea is verbalised in PUs warning that a speaker may be insincere and it may be
dangerous to believe his words: Ha iackoo ciogo He coasaiics, a Ha epyboe He cepoucs
(Don’t give in to a sweet word or be angry at a harsh word) [GDRP: 825]; Peuu caxapuuvie,
a 3a naszyxou kamens (Sugary speeches and a stone in his bosom); Jlocmugvle peuu Oyuiy
kaneuam (Flattering speeches cripple one'’s soul) [GDRP: 755]. The PU Peuu — umo meo,
a dena — umo noaviHb (Speeches are mead and deeds are sagebrush) [D.2: 153] shows an
expressive contrast in metaphorical interpretation of two attributes — “sweet” and “bitter”.
Therefore, the PUs negatively describe not only those who are amenable to flattery but
also sly flatterers; compare: Jlecmynvi cymo ykagul. Ha s3vike meod, a 6 cepoye aeo (A

flatterer’s nature is craftiness, for they have a honey tongue and an icy heart) [GDRP:
481].
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Many Russian proverbs mention a person amenable to flatters, vanity: Ilaook
COJl06ell HA MAPAKAHA, YeloseK — Ha Jbcmusvle cosa (peuu) (A nightingale is penchant
for a cockroach, and a man for flattering words) [ GDRP: 854]; He nbcmuce na iecmusvie
cnoea, ckopo ceedym c yma! (Don’t get tempted by flattering words, for they will drive
you crazy soon) GDRP: 822] etc.

8. Russian proverbs actively verbalise a notion of a hypocrite that says pleasant
things about someone while doing bad things to this very person: Peuamu mux, oa
cepoyem aux (Taciturn yet with an evil heart) [GDRP: 754]; Jlocmey noo croeamu — 3metl
noo yeemamu (A flatterer hidden by words is a snake hidden by flowers) [GDRP: 499];
JIbcmusvie cnosa cosopum, a cam 6 kapman noposum (He flatters while striving to get
into my pocket) [CFW]; Cnosa 3010muie, 0a pom y neeo nozcamnwiii (Words of gold but a
mouth of filth) [GDRP: 822]; Ha crosax mux, a na dene nux (Taciturn but with evil deeds)
[GDRP: 823]. It is no coincidence that the proverb directly expresses the linguistic and
cultural attitude: One should not trust flatterers [GDRP: 499].

9. Paroemias show, on the one hand, a vulnerable person that is easy to insult, hurt
with words: Om oonozco cnoea oa nasex ccopa (A single word gave rise to an everlasting
quarrel) [GDRP: 822], and on the other hand, they provide various description for a
sarcastic, mocking, criticizing person able to hurt, offend or slander someone with his
speech: Ocmpwiil 51301k 3met0 Uz enezoa svimanum (A sharp tongue can lure a snake out
of its nest); Mseox s3vik, a socarum dboavho (A tongue is soft but stings painfully) [GDRP:
1012]; Jhyuwe 6vimo 6umvim, wem 3a0emuvim ciogom obuouwvim (It’s better to be beaten
than to be insulted with an offensive word); Cnoso umo yzonv: He 000dcoHCEM, MaK
3amapaem (Like piece of coal, a word can blacken or burn) [GDRP: 827]. Proverbs
disapprove those who swear (Yem pyeaewncs, mem u nooasuwivcs (Your swearing words
may get you choked); Pyeamv — ne nackams, He ckopo 3amopuwwvcs (Unlike caressing,
swearing may not tire one soon) [GDRP: 768]; ['osopio 100ckyro uecmums, omya-mamo
3abvims (Honouring people’s talks but forgetting one’s mother and father) [D.2.161],
curse (bpannausvix nuxmo ne nrooum (Nobody likes cursers); He 6panucsy Hu ¢ kem, max
xopout 6yoewv ecem (Don't curse anybody and thereby you’ll be good for everyone);

bpanwv 0o 0obpa ne oosooum (Curse makes for misery); bpanume — ceos mewumo (To
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curse is to amuse oneself) [GDRP: 90]), or even wage a fight — compare ironical Yem
007120 OpaHumucs, He aydue ab noopamscs (It'’s better to fight than to curse each other)
[GDRP: 90]; Azvikom b6oamaii, a pyxam eonu ne oasati (Chatter with your tongue but
don’t get handsy) [GDRP: 1015].

Wicked, ill-tempered — such people are marked in PUs with a negative evaluation
(I Huno cnoso om enuna cepoya/A rotten word comes from a rotten heart [GDRP: 823]; U
000poe cnoso He yiimem 31020/A gentle word won 't pacify an evil one [GDRP: 824]), in
particular, since the implications of evil words may have an adverse effect for an object
of criticism: Jypnoe cnoso, umo cmona: npucmanem — He omaenumcs (An evil word is a
sticky as a resin) [GDRP: 824]. Paroemias approve the approach where an acid-tongued
person is constrained (Tom ececoa 6yoem cnagen, kmo obauuaem sA3viK 310HpaseH/Those
who condemn an acid tongue will always be gloriuos [GDRP: 1012]), and a discussion is
recognised as useful and pleasant if 31k 0obpoenazonue ymnoscum 0obpy becedy (A
kindly speaking tongue will increase a good discussion) [GDRP: 1013], 1.e. ‘speech of a
person with good intentions will improve a conversation’.

However, we should also highlight the paroemias which mark that it is a challenge
to terminate an unwanted spread of negative information about someone or something:
Ha uyosicoti pomox ne naxuumewv naamox (You can’t cover other’s mouth with a
handkerchief); Yyacoii pomok He ceoti xnesok: He 3ameopuuiv (Other s mouth is not as
easy to shut as your own shed) [GDRP: 766]; Ha uyocoii pom nyzoeuyvlt He Hautbellb
(You can’t sew buttons on the other’s mouths) [GDRP: 765] etc. Proverbs use the image
of a human’s mouth as a source of speech, and the owner of this “mouth” appears as an
idle gossipmonger or prattler.

This paroemias are opposed to utterances stressing the importance of positive
attitude to a person. Kindness, praise, approval, weasel are highly evaluated by the
speakers: /[obpoe cnoso dopooice 3onoma (A kind word is more precious than gold)
[GDRP: 823]; /lobpoe cnoso nusa dopoace (A kind word is pricier than beer),; Jlackoeo
c1080 umo eenuxuti dens (A gentle word is like a great day); /lobpoe crnoso obpawaem
auye, a 3noe omspawiaem cepoye (A good word turns one to you, while a bad one turns

one’s heart away) [GDRP: 824]. Diversity of figurative solutions and value standards
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represented in PUs to express positive evaluation of a “good word” shows how important
the manifestation of such attitude to an interlocutor is: Jlackosoe croso nyuue msaeckozo
nupoea (A kind word is better than a puffy pie); /{lobpoe croso ckazamv, 4mo nocoulox 8
pyky oamo (1o say a good word is like to give a staff), /[obpoe croso uenosexy — umo
0001cOb 6 3acyxy (A good word is like a rain at the time of drought), /[o6poe cro6o — umo
secennutl Oenv (A kind word is like a springtime day) [GDRP: 824]; /[loopoe
CL0BO 8 JiceMuy2ax Xo0um, a 3noe cloeo nywe cmpeinvt pasum (A good word wears pearls
while a bad one shoots worse than an arrow) [CFW].

10. The following PUs say that a straight opinion or characteristic expressed by a
straightforward person may be rather unpleasant: Ilpsmvuxosoe croso umo pocamuna (A
straight word is like a winged spear) [GDRP: 825] — a winged spear is also used in other
paroemias as a benchmark and as a symbol of ‘prickling’ and metaphorically ‘injuring’
object; compare: Xononve cnogo umo poeamuna (A serf’s word is like a winged spear),
LIpsmoe cnoso pooicnom mopuum (A straight word sticks out like a picket) [GDRP: 825],
picket — ‘a sharp pole fixed in an inclined position’ [EDU.3], i.e. ‘unpleasant,
inconvenient, prickling’.

One should not show stubbornness (3axonomu 6 He2o xoms 0OCUHOBbLIL KOJL — OH BCe
b6yoem 2oeopums. conomunka! (Even with an aspen stake flogged into him, he would
repeat “a straw!”) [D.1.114]), arrogance (Bawu cnosd 6 bubauio, a mou, 3Hams, Hu 8
[mamapckuii] Ilponoe [ne cooamcs] (Your words are worth the Bible, and ours are not
good even for the Tatar Prologue); Bawu cnosa 6 Eeancenue nucamo, a Hawu 6 azoyKy
He eooamcs (Your words are worth the Gospel, and ours are bad even for an ABC book);
Hawemy cnosy u mecma nem (There’s no space for our words) [GDRP: 821]), or let
someone lie, since deceitful speeches “smudge” a speaker u make him publicly known as
a liar: He c sempa cosopumcs, umo neamo He cooumcs (It didn 't come from the wind that
lies are no good) [GDRP: 118]; Jlcamb — 602a npoenesums, npasdy cosopums — jarooell
oocaoums,; u monuu (Lies enrage the Lord, the truth annoys people, so please don t speak
at all ) [GDRP: 71]; Buepa conean, a cecoous ncynom oozviearom (He lied yesterday and
is called a liar today) [GDRP: 474].
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Russian proverbs show that the most typical method to indicate an actor’s speech
content and intention is to use an adjective component able to directly or indirectly qualify
a speaker himself, a speech recipient, and observable situations in general.

The PU JKecmoxo cnoso cmywaem cepoye (A cruel word discomfits a heart) [GDRP:
824] says about demonstration of cruelty and describes a cruel person.

The PU 3a b6ecuecmnoe cnoso 3aceepboena conosa (A dishonest word make a head
itchy) [GDRP: 824] describes a disapproved deed of a dishonest person.

The saying Jlecmuoe cnioeo umo sewnuii Oens (A flattering word is like a vernal day)
[CFW] may serve both as encouragement of a person generous in praise and indirect
qualification of a vain person.

The use of the paroemia Jlocmugoe crnoeo nedoneo scusem (A flattering word lives
for a while) is not a direct qualification of a communicant or any third person, yet it
undoubtedly relates it to the notions of a flatterer, hypocrite, sly, astute, provident person
etc.

The proverb [lloxopnoe cnoso enes ykpowaem (A humble word tames wrath);
lloxopHo cnoso coxpywaem kocmu (A humble word breaks one’s bones) [GDRP: 825]
indicate the lack of stubbornness rather than obedience of a person. Display of
agreeableness may have a great effect on an interlocutor and helps in getting along;
compare also: Kpomxkoe cnoso enes nobexcoaem (A gentle word defeats wrath) [GDRP:
824].

Surprisingly, the proverbs are versatile, they urge to, whether directly or indirectly,
to be attentive and welcoming /[o6poe cnoeo u kowke npusmuo (A kind word is pleasant
even for a cat) [CFW]; Om gexcnusvix cnos sizvik He omcoxnem (Gentle words won t make
a tongue wither off) [GDRP: 821]); tactful, sensitive (B 0ome nogeuwiennoco He 2o8opsam
o eepesxe (Don't talk about a rope at a hanged man'’s home) [GDRP: 291]; grateful
Tooxcanyiicma ne xnausiemes, a cnacu6o cnunsl He enem (“Welcome” doesn 't bow and
“Thank you” doesn t bend your back), Ceoeco cnacuba ne sxcaneu, a uysicoco He x#ou (Be
generous with your own thanks and dont wait for the others) [D.1.114]; I[lowen ua
06ed — nacu cnoso Ha npusem (If you go for a lunch, take a greeting word) [CFW];
sagacious [osopumv npasdy — nomepsamo Opyocoy (Ilelling the truth breaks up
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friendships) [GDRP: 713]; reserved — Ha nackosoe cno6o ne kuoaiics (e coasatics), Ha
2pyboe ne eHesaiics (He cepoucw) (Don’t give in to a sweet word or be angry at a harsh
word) [D.1.116]; well-mannered, polite: Yyswcux cnos ne nepeousaii [DED.4: 235]; Pao
He pad, a 2ogopu: murocmu npocum! (Say “You are welcome!” even if you're not glad)
[D.1.263]; Konoxonvuwiii 3601 He moaumaa (a kpuk He beceda) (Chime is not a prayer,
shout is not a conversation) [D.1.38].

Thus, using proverbs as examples, we have tried to demonstrate which human
properties revealing themselves in speech activity are the basic ones, how Russian
speakers see a person in a positive, but mainly in a negative context. This is quite
concordable with the purpose of proverbs as units of “authorised wisdom” (the term
introduced by Jan Mukarzowski) — to orient a person towards the best behavioural

“exemplars”, although through rejection and disapproval of undesirable traits and deeds.

2.4.2. Description of an unpleasant interlocutor through the lens of his speech:

survey results

We conducted a small experiment focused on clarifying what guides the dialoguers
and communicators in evaluating their interlocutors, which properties of a speaker they
find as the most unsatisfying and making a negative impression. Its essence consisted in
a survey of 61 respondents (university graduates) required to answer the following
question: “What kind of an interlocutor could you describe as follows: “It is unpleasant
to have a conversation with him, since he says ...”.

As the survey result, we received a fairly large list of answers showing, on the one
hand, the compatibility of the to speak verb and, on the other hand, a wide range of
features for both the speech actor with his speech style and the content of a speech
utterance unacceptable to others.

The responses received are so diverse that they can be obviously divided into

several categories based on what exactly makes the speech recipients evaluate negatively.
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Let us show individual categories of the responses with a view to demonstrate the
priority for respondents of particular speaker (communicator) characteristics that repel in

communication and are involved in the formation of a general impression of a person.

2.4.2.1. Attitude towards communicators and disregard of the rules of speech

interaction

1. Let us consider the first-group responses that give the characteristics of speech
behaviour that show a negative perception of a speaker evaluated in terms of how he
treats other communicators, disregards the principles of speech interaction, and
makes his own speech difficult to perceive.

Thus, antipathy is caused by behaviour that indicates a person’s sense of
superiority and exclusivity, which is conventionally considered to be a manifestation of
immodesty and bad manners, a violation of the principle of “equality” of interlocutors
(see Table 15). Within this group and those discussed below, this feature is accompanied
by a quantitative index indicating, firstly, the number of respondents who gave this answer
(for instance, arrogantly — 5), which is evidence of its relative importance for speakers as
compared to, for instance, with the given single answer. On the other hand, similar
answers are summarised (for instance, “Demonstration of superiority in conversation” —
a total of 14 responses), which let us see, on the one hand, how many respondents do not
tolerate whatever demonstration of superiority in communication (14 out of 61 people).
On the other hand, this makes it possible to make comparison, based on the priority for
individual groups, of the features mentioned in the survey.

Table 15. Demonstration of superiority in conversation (22 responses)

Reason to consider speech | Responses Quantity

behaviour intolerable

Sense of superiority, | arrogantly — 8 17
demonstration of arrogance, | haughtily —3

haughtiness preachingly —1
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Table 15 continued. Demonstration of superiority in conversation (22 responses)

Reason to consider speech | Responses Quantity

behaviour intolerable

disdainfully — 1

pretentiously — 1

disrespectfully — 1

without  respect for an
interlocutor — 1

as asnob—1

Unreasonable self-confidence | edifyingly — 1 5
self-confidently - 1
challengingly — 2

despotically — 1

2. According to the principles of cooperation and politeness, in the course of verbal
communication, interlocutors should not only speak themselves but also let another
interlocutor speak and be listened to, without depriving him of the right to speak. If one
communicant speaks, “the other should stay listening, which corresponds to silence”
[Bogdanov 1990: 27]. Then they exchange their roles. According to 1.V. Groshev and
A.A. Shcherbak, “the person who interrupted the interlocutor is evaluated as
argumentative, aloof, self-assertive, rude, domineering, prone to rivalry, subjugating the
interlocutor” [Groshev, Shcherbak 2008: 280], 1.e. exclusively negatively.

Respondents also negatively evaluate neglect of the interlocutor, of the subject and
content of his utterance. This is a kind of disregard for a person of little importance (use)
for communication, as if included in the circle of “subjectively insignificant persons” (the

term introduced by I.V. Groshev, A.A. Shcherbak). The following responses should be

attributed to such evaluations (Table 16).



116
Table 16. Neglect of the interlocutor as a communicator, underestimation of the

interlocutor (16 responses)

Reason to consider | Responses Quantity
speech behaviour

intolerable

Speech interruption | interrupting the interlocutors — 3 3
Lack of attention to | not listening to the interlocutor — 2 7
the interlocutor’s | does not hear the interlocutor at all — 1

speech without caring for the interlocutor — 1

inattentive — 2

would always be distracted by something — 1

Getting off the subject | would always (speak) on other subjects — 1 2
touched on fails to keep up the conversation — 1

Speaking exclusively | without letting (me) give an answer — 1 4
himself nonstop — 1 (talking)

he speaks selfishly — 1

revelling in his speeches — 1

3. As disapproved characteristics, there are also those that describe the tone,
communication style, and way of talking incorrectly chosen by the interlocutor (54
responses in total) that evoke antipathy and make the interlocutor unwilling to talk in a
similar tone:

Rudely — 15 (25% of the total respondents), aggressively — 5 (8%), harshly — 3 (5%),
boorishly — 1 response (2%), impudently — 2 responses (3%), i.e. ignoring the norms of
etiquette, inconsiderately, shamelessly. As we can see, rudeness as a tactic used in a
conversation is one of the most undesirable features of speech behaviour in
communication — a total of 26 responses;

obscenely — 4, cursing, obscene words — 2, uncivilised, use of slang, use of filler
words — 2; a total of 11 responses.

sarcastically, venomously, in an insulting tone — 3 answers indicating one’s
intention to offend the interlocutor, to characterise something in an unflattering,

offensive way;
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importunately, that is, ‘bothering, tedious, intrusive’ — 1 response.

A tactless and ill-mannered person i1s described with such characteristics as with
irritation (1), naggingly (1), shamelessly (1), “through clenched teeth” (1), tactlessly (1),
defiantly (2), disgustingly (1), nastily (1), categorically (1) — 10 responses.

On the other hand, the general style and tone are also evaluated by the speakers;
compare the features: pompously — 2 responses, i.e. ‘in an extremely puffy, haughty way’,
‘in an excessively solemn, falsely elated, stilted way’ [SAD.2: 386]; grandiloquently — 1
response; a total of 3 responses.

4. The features indicating the ambiguity of the content, the lack of a clearly
expressed idea or logic, inability, unpreparedness are given in such responses as
incomprehensibly (4), incoherently (3), tentatively (1), haltingly (5), chaotically (1), too
confusingly or as if in delirium (1); he is unable to articulate his idea clearly in his speech
(1) — such speech is difficult to perceive, significantly reduces clarity, and hinders the
achievement of a specific goal — a total of 16 responses.

These should probably include the features, as indicated by the respondents, that
may also make it difficult to understand what has been said. The disapproval of an
illiterate interlocutor — 14 responses — was expressed in such answers as: illiterately (7),
making errors (4), ignorantly (2), uneducatedly (1). A total of 30 responses.

5. Of great importance were the characteristics indicating the inability to fully
understand the interlocutor’s speech due to audible pronunciation deficiencies. This is
evidenced by the fact that more than 20% of respondents mentioned indistinctness of
speech (15 responses), and together with the responses inaudible (8), inarticulate (2) and
swallowing words (2), incomprehensible due to poor diction (1), tongue-tied (2), slurring
(1) and a figurative characteristic as if his mouth is full of porridge (1 response), the total
indicator of the importance of articulate, easily perceived speech was 32 responses.

6. A small group consisted of responses in which respondents expressed their
dislike of an uncultured person who eats while talking (2 answers —3%), and of an untidy
person who splashes saliva during a conversation (1 response — 2 %); a total of 3

responses.
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The responses indicating individual violations of the speech interaction principles

that create obstacles to successful communication are given by a various number of
respondents, i.e. their priority is graded in a certain way. This is quite clearly shown in

the following diagram (Fig. 4).

A
.

mRv.1 ®mRv.2 ®=mRv.3 Rv.4 mRv.5 ®mRv.6

Fig. 4. Speaker’s unacceptable attitude towards other communicators: violation of
the speech interaction principles, creation of difficulties in speech perception.

1. Demonstrating superiority in conversation (22 responses);

2. Lack of attention to an interlocutor as a communicator (16 responses);

3. Characteristics of the wrong tone, style, and way of talking chosen by an

interlocutor (54 responses);

4. Lack of clarity of idea, logic (30 responses);

5. Audible pronunciation deficiencies that interfere with perception (32 responses);

6. Attitude towards an uncultured person (3 responses).

Respondents paid considerable attention to such characteristics as the speaker’s
arrogance and superiority, violation of the speech interaction norms manifested in the
inattention to the interlocutor and rude and harsh behaviour. Unexpectedly, a large group
of responses indicated factors that impede the optimal perception of the interlocutor’s

speech.
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2.4.2.2. Characteristics of audially perceived speech

The speech tempo and loudness are important parameters, since both too fast
speech resembling a tongue twister and slow lengthy speech, as well as too loud or,
conversely, quiet speech is hard for listeners to perceive. Any of these features is
important if speech displays its excessive manifestation.

As negative, the respondents mentioned the external speech characteristics forming
pairs that are opposite in meaning:

(1) the first pair includes such features as fast (9 responses — 15%) and slow (8
responses — 13%) that are similar in number of responses;

(2) The second pair includes loudly (13 responses — 21%) and quietly (5
responses — 8%).

There are also such features of how speech sounds as discordant (1); making one’s
ears tingle (1) and, indicatively, unemotional — 1 response, boring — 2 responses and
monotonous (3 responses). The last three characteristics show that emotionally colored
speech and its audibly perceived intonational expressiveness are welcomed in
communication.

The data summarising the speech characteristics of in terms of audible perception
are given in Table 17.

Table 17. Speech characteristics in terms of audible perception and length

Reason to find speech | Mentioned features Quantity
unacceptable
Speech tempo fast — 9 responses 18

like a machine gun — 1 response

slow — 8 responses

Speech loudness loudly — 13 responses 20
quietly — 5 responses

under one’s breath — 2 responses

Speech length much and for a long time — 15 responses | 18

incessantly — 1 response

day to night — 1 response
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Table 17 continued. Speech characteristics in terms of audible perception and length

Reason to find speech | Mentioned features Quantity
unacceptable
nonstop — 1
Emotional and intonational | monotonously — 4 responses 9
speech melody ponderously — 2 responses

unemotionally — 1 response
discordantly — 1 response

making one’s ears tingle — 1 response

Voice pitch squeakily — 2 responses 2

2.4.2.3. Speech features in terms of content

The analysis of the survey results allowed us summarising what exactly is
evaluated as unacceptable and disapproved in the dialoguers’ speech in terms of the
contents of utterances. Let us mention individual subgroups as a result of grouping the
responses offering the same concept or similar, overlapping concepts.

1. Thus, the first response subgroup consists of features describing speech as

meaningless, meagre, and uninteresting:

boringly — 7 responses (11%) senseless — 1 23 responses
platitudes — 4 (7%) off the point — 8 (13%)
stale news — 1 the same things — 2 (3%)

2. The second subgroup consists of more judgemental evaluations of respondents

who define the interlocutor’s speech as firankly stupid.

humbug — 13 (21%) nonsense — 1 16 responses

unthinkingly — 1 rubbish — 1

3. Listeners get a particularly unpleasant impression from negative information

about something or someone and from negative evaluation of the interlocutor or any
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third persons (29 responses):

Unpleasant things — 4, hurtful things — 2, horrible things — 2 responses. The “bad
things (about everyone)” characteristic given by 8 respondents (13%) can be considered
as a generalising feature. However, there are also more specific comments on the negative
content of utterance: it is unacceptable to discuss interlocutor’s shortcomings in the
presence of others (1), which is adamantly frowned upon both in business relations and
in child upbringing. Interestingly, the respondents particularly marked a stranger’s
displeasing eagerness to “nose” into others’ affairs, to air someone else s dirty laundry (1)
and to discuss mainly other people’s sins (1). This is a fairly typical situation: as the
Russian proverb says, “We see a speck in someone else’s eye but fail to notice a beam in
our own eye”, i.e., ‘flaws are always visible from the outside in a situation with another
person, while they are hardly noticeable when it comes to our own affairs’.

In addition to the relatively neutral characteristics of the unacceptable content of
utterances, respondents also mentioned more specific and “harsh” features indicating

speech of immoral or obscene content and disgusting words:

nasty things — 1 foul things — 3

ribald things — 2 dirty — 2

smut — 1 peppering one’s speech with some vulgar
Jjokes — 1

4. Respondents considered it unacceptable to give (spread) unverified or

deliberately misleading information (9 responses):

untruth — 4 insincerely — 2
untruthfully — 1 gossips — 1
Spreading silly rumours about our mutual acquaintances — 1

5. If a conversation is focused on any subject matter interesting only to one of the
communicants (6 responses) — for instance, a speaker is fixated solely on his issues,
affairs, successes, etc. and ignores the option to discuss something else, then this becomes
of little interest to the rest and often makes a conversation stop, or even cuts ties in the
future. It is not by chance that we have such responses regarding undesirable subjects of
discussion: exclusively about oneself (5) and discusses solely one’s own issues (1).

The scattered responses, which also addressed the speech content, failed to make
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up individual groups. Thus, when one of the interlocutors is sure that he knows everything
better than others is hardly a good option for communication: ke knows the way one
should live your life and what one should do (1) and one should follow other people’s
models (1), 1.e. the speaker exemplifies someone else’s life as an appropriate behavioural
option for the interlocutor.

The respondents also gave 4 positive speech features as commendable
characteristics of speech behaviour — 1 answer each: interesting, extensive experience,
meaningfully, broad knowledge.

Thus, we can summarise the responses regarding the content of speech denounced
by respondents as communicators. Diagram 2 shows the ratio of the response groups

demonstrating the priority of the above-mentioned speech characteristics.

mRv.1 ®mRv.2 ®=Rv.3 Rv.4 mRv.5

Figure 5. Criteria for evaluating the speech content as unacceptable.

1. Meaningless, meagre, uninteresting speech (23 responses);

2. Interlocutor's frankly stupid speech (16 responses);

3. Speech containing negative (discrediting) information about something or
someone, negative evaluations of an interlocutor or any third persons (29
responses);

4. Speech containing unverified or deliberately misleading information (9
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responses);
5. Speech reduced to any subjects and aspects interesting solely to one of the
communicants (6 responses).

As we can see, speech is perceived positively if it provides useful and interesting
information, does not contain information discrediting a interlocutor or any third parties,
does not embarrass communicators with obscenity, disgusting details, etc. To a lesser
extent, communicators are dissatisfied with misleading information, rumouring and
gossiping, as well as the lack of subjects relevant to all (both) interlocutors in a

conversation.
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Resume

Let us summarise the results of our analysis.

1. Proverbs, in which native speakers and culture describe speech situations, speech
characteristics, features of communication and communicators, make up a big array of
units with components included in the “speech, speech activity” thematic field. Some of
them are represented in the composition of paroemias to a larger extent — the cosopumse
verb in all its forms (over 600 units), such nouns as s3wix (over 200), peus (over 100),
cnoso — the latter also appears in other forms (crosyo, cnoseuxo, cnosa) and has more
than 500 PUs. These components make up an active proverbial vocabulary, sanctioned
by the paremiological space, which also includes stylistically marked units, whether
substandard (6pexamu) or book (eraconamu). Other components are also used to verbalise
ideas about speech in PUs. They are less frequent yet very diverse, which makes it
possible to assess the scope of over 1,500 units of the material under consideration.

Owing to the proverb card file stored in the Dictionary Room of the Faculty of
Philology of Saint Petersburg State University, which served as the basis for compiling
the Great Dictionary of Russian Proverbs, we got an idea of how many units there are,
according to a variety of paremic sources, that components with speaking semantics.

2. A wide range of lexical tools is involved as components in the verbalisation of
various notions related to speaking among native Russian speakers. The tradition of
grouping proverbs about speech in dictionaries influenced the choice of the “speech”
lexeme as a generic word for various denominations of speaking as one of the most
important activities. Thus, in the Proverbs of the Russian People digest, paroemias about
a speaking person and the nature of his speech are collected under the Language — Speech
heading. In the Perm Region’s paremiological dictionary entitled Each Rides to the Feast
Yet Utters for the Word (edited by I.A. Podyukov), these PUs are united under the About
Speech, Conversations title. Thus, on the one hand, there is no uniformity in the principles
of grouping units about speaking and choosing a common name for them. On the other
hand, units containing various components with the speaking semantics and describing
different aspects of speech activity are united within these arrays of paroemias. They are

not divided depending on whether they imply the ability to speak, the manner of speaking
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(pronunciation, etc.), conversation, discussion or speech as a public appearance,
informative aspect of speech, etc. This is how, in particular, Dahl’s digest of proverbs is
arranged.

Reference to separate paremic categories united by the same component (peus,
A3bIK, €060, 2osopums) shows that many stereotypical ideas can be repeated from one
category to another, i.e. the expression of one particular idea can be assisted by different
components with the semantics of speaking — for instance, the cosopums u moroms verbs
(Bamb ¢ mewero cosopum Oenv 00 eyepa, a nocayuwams Heveeo (Though the son- and
mother-in-law talked day to night, nothing interesting was in their talks); Menem oenv 0o
seuepa, a nocayuams Hevezo (Though he grinds day to night, nothing useful was in his
words)), or the crosa and s3wix nouns in the PUs Muozco cioe — mano dena (Many words
yet little action) and He moponucs a3vikom — nocnewai oenom (Hurry with actions rather
than with words), which indicate the preference of actions to conversations.

3. Among the speech-related PUs, there are units that firstly evaluate the capability
of speaking at large due to the availability of a tongue as a speech organ (/1 genux u wupox
Kopoge 602 A3biK 0an, 0a cosopums 3axaszan / Though God endowed a cow with a big and
wide tongue, a cow is forbidden to speak; A3vix moti, a peuu ne ceou cogopro / With my
own tongue, I make someone elses speech) and, secondly, units that formulate general
communication rules and relate to the external audibly perceived speech characteristics
such as speech tempo, length (Xopowa sepeska onunnas, a peus kopomras /A good rope
is a long one, while a good speech is a short one; [oeopumb — He pabomamy,
moponumscs He Haoo / Talking is not doing and doesn t need a rush), etc. Herewith it is
interesting that the level of speech loudness is almost irrelevant for speakers.

Thirdly, the PUs directly or indirectly express prescriptions concerning the speech
content. The typology of stereotypical ideas proposed by us demonstrates their diversity,
on the one hand, and the importance of individual attitudes for native speakers, on the
other. First of all, culture bearers are disgusted by verbosity and empty words that are
especially negatively perceived in contrast to necessary and fruitful labour (/lomenvuue
cnos, noboavwe dena / Deeds, not words, He cnewu sizvikom, moponucs kouaowvikom! /

Don't rush with your tongue, hurry with your kochedyk) that the speakers have given an
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important place to in the paroemias as a whole.

It is also recommended to take a serious attitude to the choice of words: one should
speak after thinking about it, critically considering the meaning of one’s own speech
(Besikas copoxa om ceoeeo sizvika nocubaem | Every magpie perishes because of its
tongue), weighing the potential consequences (Jluwinee cosopumv — cebe 8pedums /
Talking too much may be harmful to you), evaluating an interlocutor (3uaii 6orvwe, a
2oeopu menvuie / More knowledge, less talking, [l{u xnebaii, 0a nomenvuie oau! / Slurp
your cabbage soup and talk less), showing caution (Ckazan 6vl crogeuko, 0a G0JK
Heoaneuxo / I would say a wordie but a wolf is getting closer, /epocu sa3vik Ha npussazu /
Keep your tongue tied), etc.

Some motifs have got a chance to be repeatedly verbalised in proverbs; this regards
vivid figurative units implying the impossibility of remedying what was said, the benefits
of silence and restraint in talking, the importance of tact and politeness in communication,
etc.

4. While describing speech, proverbs note a person’s various properties that
manifest in speaking, although it is hardly possible to name all the traits manifesting in
speech within the framework of one research paper, since speech enables the realisation
of a variety of intentions (for instance, to flatter, bring to reason, insult, praise, envy, etc.),
determined by the relationship between people, a person’s temper and speakers’ habitual
communication style.

In the range of human characteristics, a significant place is held by direct and
indirect indications of negative personal properties and traits that can manifest through
speech, for instance, stubbornness (3akoromu 6 He2o xomb 0CUHOBbLIL KOl — OH 8Ce OyOem
2ogopums: conomunxa! | Even with an aspen stake flogged into him, he would repeat “a
straw!”), caution (I o6opu, 0a nazao oensowisatics! / Speak but look back), haste and self-
confidence (He cosopu «2ony, noxa e nepeckouuuiv | Do not say “hop” until you jump
over), straightforwardness (He cosopu obunsaxom, cosopu npamuxom / Do not talk in a
roundabout way, speak straight out), etc.

5. The attitudes we have identified are verbalised using a number of images,

comparisons and standards (Ckasaunnoe cnogo — cepebpo, ne ckazannoe — 3010mo / A
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word spoken is silver, yet an unspoken one is gold; Cnoso ne cmpena, a cepoye Hack6o3b
pasum / A word is not an arrow, whereas pierces the heart right through, f3vik ymo
OCUHOBbIU TUCT: 80 8CAKYI0 no2ody mpeniemcs / A tongue is like a aspen leaf fluttering
in any weather; C ymuoim pazeosopumscs, umo medy nanumocs / Conversing with a
smart one is the same as drinking mead; /[obpoe cno6o oopooice 3onoma / A kind word is
more precious than gold etc.), which gives the proverbs a memorable form.

Thus, paroemias about speech characterize a peculiar set of right or wrong speech
behaviour models evaluated by communicators and perceived by native speakers and
culture bearers as a practical guide to action.

6. Let us focus on the results obtained during the survey. As part of the task to
define speech, which allows for a fairly arbitrary choice of answers, most respondents
gave their understanding and noted such features that made it possible to correlate them
with the ideas verbalised in proverbs. When grouped, they show that speakers emphasise
various speech aspects, of which the most important ones — as shown by the number of
responses received — turned out to be: “speech is a way of communication or interaction”,

29 (13

the possibility of “mental activity using language”, “implementation of the language
system, the form of language existence”, “conveyance of information”; that is, almost all
the main aspects of the speech definition as given in dictionaries and indicating the speech
and language functions are covered by the responses.

These answers also show similarities with PUs in the interpretation of the essence
and purpose of speech activity. Proverbs also consider speech as a way to convey
information (Ceunss ckaxcu 6opogy, a bopos ecemy copody / The pig will tell this to the
hog, and the hog to the whole city); it is related to mental activity (Cnepsa nooymaii, a
nomom cxadxcu / Firstly think it over, only then say it aloud); exists mainly orally (J/lyuwe
ckadicu mano, Ho xopowto / Say it shortly but well), provides an opportunity for
communication (hecedosamuv — He ycmambw. 6b110 Obl ymo ckazams / You will not get tired
of talking if you have something to say); is characterised by sound realisation (/oprom
oeno ne cnopumces / A throat will not help work go well), etc.

We should note that none of the respondents left this task uncompleted. According

to the well-known linguist B.Y. Norman, a person whose consciousness is “thoroughly
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saturated with language” [Norman 1987: 17] cannot but has an idea why one needs a
tongue language and what the purpose of tongue is in real life.

7. Naming the speech features, the respondents gave a big range of characteristics,
thus demonstrating knowledge of many essential speech parameters such as oral, written,
inner forms of speaking, stylistic varieties represented by formal, poetic, everyday speech;
communication forms (monologue, dialogue), the degree of speech preparedness,
characteristics of speech culture.

It should be noted that the responses reflected speakers’ exigent attitude to the
speech quality — firstly, to respect its clearness and correctness, and secondly, to lexical
realisation determining the speech richness, expressiveness and emotional colouring, as
well as acceptability / unacceptability for speakers, since respondents noted such features
as rude, obscene, etc.; thirdly, to the impression that speech can (and often should) make
on the communicators and that is evaluated both positively and a negatively. Fourth, they
named the external speech features, which formed impressive groups, that characterise
the features of speech course such as length, rate, audibility, loudness, flow that have a
major effect on the perception of and possibility of understanding speech.

The second large block of criteria consisted of features associated with the speech
content, i.e., what speech activity is for — the ability to convey some content. According
to the responses received, it must comply with the requirements of logic (coherent),
clearness (clear), attention-worthy content (pithy, substantive, etc.). Herewith,
respondents follow the path of nominating positively evaluated parameters (informative)
and also name undesirable, reprehensible characteristics (meaningless, empty). It is
noteworthy that respondents indicate the connection between the content, meaningfulness
of speech and speakers’ mental abilities (wise, reasonable and stupid, senseless) — this 1s
one of the constants reflecting the specifics of the Russian mindset.

8. Since paroemias often represent situations that make it possible, whether directly
or indirectly, to verbalise undesirable or reprehensible speech features manifested in
communication, respondents were tasked with describing precisely the unacceptable
behaviour of speakers, which can serve as an indirect attestation of prescribed speech

behaviour. This allowed us to obtain a wide range of features significant for effective
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communication: the presence / absence of pronunciation defects that interfere with
perception as noted by 52% of respondents; the presence / absence of demonstration of
superiority in conversation — by 36%; manifestation of bad manners (ignoring the
interlocutor, avoiding the topic of conversation, interrupting, etc.) — by 27% of
respondents; the presence / absence of rudeness — by 25% of respondents.

The analysis of the responses concerning compliance with the speech cooperation
rules has shown that the speaker’s attitude, as manifested in speech, to other
communicators is very important, as evidenced by both the total number of marked signs

and their diversity.
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CONCLUSION

Viewed through the lens of language, the culture manifests itself in different ways.
“Cultural content” can be found at the deepest levels of human consciousness and
unconsciously conveyed by culture bearers, in particular, through paroemias. As our
analysis shows, proverbs characterise numerous details and various aspects of speech.
Typical speech situations, prescriptions and verbalised stereotypical ideas found in them,
which deal with the priority of actions over words, disapproval of verbosity and idle talks,
prudence and foresight in conversation, showing tact and good manners in speech etc.,
confirm the importance of judgments about and evaluations of speech as expressed by
Russian culture bearers.

The observation results show that proverbs are anthropocentric, because their
contents, no matter what area of activity it concerns, are viewed with a projection on a
person: how speakers see him in a particular life situation. This is also an obvious fact
with regard to paroemias about speech: being prescriptive units, proverbs verbalise
mainly a critical attitude towards speakers who break unspoken rules of communication,
while less often a positive or approving one, which generally confirms the axiological
nature of these units and their edifying nature.

Involvement of modern native speakers and culture bearers in communication and
observation of communication features result in the formation of a whole range of features
describing speech and an interlocutor that make up two “plus” and “minus” poles on the
rating scale. These feature groups include both characteristics making importance for a
particular speaker and those being part of the unspoken “code of speech” in society. The
survey results have shown that Russian speakers appreciate good and high-quality speech
and outline in detail the range of features that can reduce the importance of a speech act
and even exclude its pragmatic meaning, devalue speech and communication.

The comparison of sets of ideas about speech, which describe two different ways
of identifying them and two time slices, confirmed the relevance of the approved and
reprehensible speech features verbalised by proverbs for culture bearers of the first
quarter of the XXI century. Both cases note external characteristics such as speech tempo,

audibility, and preparedness. Excessive talkativeness and idle talks, unreasonable speech
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length, rude and reckless speakers, etc. are frowned upon by both modern Russian native
speakers and their predecessors.

An important aspect that reveals coincidences is the speech content (in the
responses: substantive, important, relevant,) coupled with the speakers’ mental abilities
(in the responses: wise, reasonable, meaningful). However, the emphasis here is put in
different ways: the proverbs actively highlight the explicit unacceptability of idle chatter,
since labour is the main proverbial imperative.

The discrepancy lies in the absence of proverbially verbalized ideas that are not
among those determining the effectiveness of communication. Such parameters
mentioned by respondents as speech genres and forms, normativity and stylistics,
communication channels, etc. are characteristics and notions relevant to today’s discourse.
To some extent, they are also determined by professional activities of the respondents,
among whom philologists make up 63.9%.

The difference in the speech evaluation by contemporaries and traditional folk
culture bearers is also visible in the attention they pay to certain speech parameters. Thus,
a positive evaluation of the speech beauty is rare in paroemias, while beautiful, rich,
expressive speech is given great attention in the respondents’ evaluations. This indicates
the modern Russian language consciousness that includes an evaluation of the aesthetics
and expressiveness of speech, the impression it makes, while folk wisdom puts a greater
emphasis on the aspect of benefit, thereby illustrating the pragmatic and utilitarian
approach as typical of proverbs and folk culture bearers. As we believe, this shows a
temporal change in the view of speech: it is currently considered not only through the
prism of a socially sanctioned code of speech behaviour but also as an aesthetic
phenomenon and a manifestation of speaking skills.

The coincidences and discrepancies in the sets of speech features noted in proverbs
and in respondents' questionnaires are illustrated below in the Appendix, where the degree
of relevance of individual features for modern native speakers of Russian is indicated by
the number of plus signs. The lacunarity of individual features is indicated by a dash in
the corresponding column.

In the light of active interpersonal interaction, the attention to the specifics of
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speech communication and the perception of a person through his speech turned out to be
quite significant, since the range of features of the speech actor does not change so quickly
over time, which indicates the importance of the characteristics verbalised by paroemias.
Many proverbial cultural attitudes and speech features are still relevant for the perception
and evaluation of the interlocutor today.

As resulted from our work, the ideas of the national and cultural specifics of the
evaluation of speech and speakers themselves by Russian native speakers and culture
bearers can be verified on the basis of the corpus of modern contexts that directly or
indirectly describe the speech activity of communicators. This provides a prospect for the

development of the trend in line with which this research has been carried out.
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APPENDIX. SPEECH ATTRIBUTES IDENTIFIED IN PROVERBS ABOUT
SPEECH AS COMPARED TO THE ATTRIBUTES IDENTIFIED IN THE

SURVEY
Speech in terms of perception and Speech Speech features verbalised in PUs
understandability features
based on
survey
results
long-lasting, ++ Too much speaking results in too much
Nature of verbose speech shame [GDRP: 183]; It’s vain to wait
temporal flow for his mots to end [D. 2: 10]
(length, tempo) short speech +++ A good rope is a long one, while a good
speech is a short one [GDRP: 113];
Plenty of words are baggage for
donkeys, while a short speech is an
embellishment to the world [GDRP:
821]
fast, ++ Don’t rush your tongue and don’t be
hasty speech lazy doing your job [GDRP: 1015];
Talking is not doing and doesn’t need a
rush [DED.1: 373]
slow speech + Enough of winding, it’s time to tie a
knot [GDRP: 924]; Milk will turn sour
before he utters a word [GDRP: 549]
Speech audibility, | audible, ++ L
articulation articulate
inaudible, + L
inarticulate
Loudness loud (shout) +++ A throat will not help work go well
[GDRP: 205]; Chime is not a prayer,
shout is not a conversation [GDRP:
368]
quiet, + L
calm
Smoothness flowing + He speaks like a nightingale sings
[GDRP: 826]
curt + L
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attributes identified in proverbs about speech

Speech in terms of perception and Speech Speech features verbalised in PUs
understandability features
based on
survey
results
Speech in terms of content
Logic, coherent, + A pleasant speech is pleasant to listen
meaningfulness logic [GDRP: 755]; No need in wisdom if one
is able to speak [GDRP: 107]; Don't
talk at random, put your words in the
right way [GDRP: 825]
incoherent, +++ A thought is smoky, a bewilderment is
chaotic, poor, but a windbag is the worst where
rambling a thought [GDRP: 310]; He speaks like
a bad lacemaker tats: unable to make
out what he has tatted [ Anikin: 64]
Pithiness pithy, +++++ | A good discussion lets everyone gain
informative some knowledge, Intelligent
discussions bring you knowledge, while
the dumb ones make you lose your own
intellect [GDRP: 52]; 4 sensible word
is worth a rouble [GDRP: 827]
empty, ++ Empty words are like kernel-less nuts
useless, [GDRP: 822]; Much ground grain yet
pointless no flour [GDRP: 527]; They have
discussed a bagful of things, but this
didn t lead to anything [D.1: 358]
unreliable ++ One speaks rightwards but looks
untrue leftwards [GDRP: 181]; His words are
like a featherbed, yet his deeds are a
bare place [D.2: 136]
Indirect wise, + Wise speech is easy to understand even
indication of the | meaningful for a fool [CFW]; A wise speech is good
speech content of to listen [GDRP: 755];
through the stupid, + Stay behind the furnace with your silly
description of senseless speech [GDRP: 756]; Stupid words
speaker’s mental deserve silly ears [GDRP: 822]; 4
abilities donkey is recognisable by ears, and a
fool by speech [GDRP: 628]
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evaluation

Speech in terms of perception and Speech Speech features verbalised in PUs
understandableness features
based on
survey
results
Speech in terms of accepted
standards and stylistic features
positive features | correct, -+ L
competent
negative features | slang + L
illiterate, +++ o
defective
style and genre formal ++ L
colloquial ++ L
informal + L
Speech evaluation in the context of
impression
speaker’s emotional, ++ He speaks like a nightingale sings
emotions rhetorical [GDRP: §826]
listener’s feelings | exciting, +++ o
and sensations inspiring
significance for persuasive, ++ A bird can be caught by seeds, and a
recipient edifying man by a word [GDRP: 731]; A speaker
sows, a listener gathers (harvests)
[D.1: 356]
commanding, + A word spoken opportunely has more
catchy power than a written or printed one
[GDRP: 826]
positive speech good, ++ A pleasant speech is pleasant to listen;
evaluation beautiful, Proverbs make one’s speech more vivid
pleasant [GDRP: 755]; He speaks like a
nightingale sings [GDRP: 826];
negative speech unpleasant + Stupid speech is not a proverb [GDRP:

755]; Stay behind the furnace with your
silly speech [GDRP: 756]
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Speech in terms of perception and Speech Speech features verbalised in PUs
understandableness features
based on
survey
results
Neglect of an interlocutor
display of interrupting the + Don 't interrupt other’s words [DED.4:
tactlessness interlocutors 235]
lack of not listening to the ++ More listening, less talking [GDRP:
attentiveness interlocutor, 181]
inattentive
getting off the fails to keep up the + When they tell him about a priest, he
subject touched conversation, would keep discussing foolish Emelya;
on always  changing Unleash your tongue and it would say
the subject everything, even unknown to it [CFW]
speaking without letting (me) + If you choose a clever woman, she
exclusively give an answer, won't let you utter a single word [ D.1:
himself revelling in his 284); When he speaks, even a dog
speeches cannot get a word [D.1: 361];
Unacceptable way of talking
violation of the rudely, ++++++ | Curses lead to no good; It’s better to
code of etiquette | aggressively fight than to curse each other [GDRP:
90]
obscenely, +++ L
uncivilised
demonstration of | shamelessly, ++ L
bad manners defiantly
disapproved pompously, + Despite his grandiloquence, he is
speech style stiltedly unable to touch the sky [GDRP: 774]




