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1.0 Introduction
hich comes first — culture or language? The symbiotic relationship
between culture and language should render this question mean-
ingless. Language is a part of culture and culture is a part of language. The
two are inseparable.

However, the scholarly community continues to treat culture and langu-
age as distinct entities, ignoring the possibility that they might influence
each other. A relatively new movement in linguistics, namely Cognitive Lin-
guistics, facilitates research on linguistic phenomena as artifacts of human
experience. With its focus on how human beings conceive of, manipula-
te, and metaphorically extend meaning, Cognitive Linguistics can poten-
tially open a bridge between linguistic and cultural studies. This article will
propose a new line of research on Cultural Linguistics (2.0), showing what
contributions Cognitive Linguistics can make to this endeavor (3.0). Case
studies of linguistic phenomena with possible cuitural import will be pre-
sented (4.0), as well as a concluding argument supporting future research
on Cultural Linguistics (5.0).
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2.0 Cultural Linguistics
Language is a part of culture because language is the vehicle for nearly
every type of cultural expression. Culture includes not only the monum-
ents of prose and poetry representing culture with a capital C, but also the
jokes, sayings, songs and idioms of everyday culture with a small ¢ that
hold a speech community together. Even seemingly wordless artifacts in
media such as music, dance, food, costume and handicrafts are ultimate-
ly transmitted from one generation to the next via lessons, apprentice-
ships, recipes and instructions that are expressed using language. [ndeed,
for this reason language is considered to be the single most important
factor in shaping group identity. Since language is the vehicle of a group’s
culture, if a group’s distinctive language is lost, access to both types of cul-
tural expression (lofty and everyday) is cut off forever. When this happens,
group identity is always severely compromised and most often vanishes.
Unfortunately the vast majority of minority groups in the world are in the
process of losing their languages, putting their cultures in jeopardy as well.
Culture is a part of language because the language that has grown with
a community has also to some extent been molded to the task of express-
ing that community’s culture. As a resuit, cultural concepts are embedded
in language, and the architecture of each language contains culturally
specific features. These include both lexical and grammatical character-
istics. The lexical characteristics are often the most obvious and tend to
attract more attention. Here, for example, we can cite nomenclature sys-
tems relating to specific ecological niches, such as the multitude of names
used in some Siberian languages to reference reindeer according to their
age, sex, level of domestication, breeding status... (Harrison 2006). Other
salient examples are lexemes that exist in one language, but require leng-
thy explanations in another. For example, Czech has the verb misat, which
is extremely difficult to translate into English, because English lacks a sing-
le word to describe eating something particularly delicious, not because
one is hungry, but just because it is enjoyable. Another example is the
Norwegian verb 4 slurve, which likewise lacks an English equivalent, but
is marvelously well-adapted to describing the behavior of a student who
does a rapid, sloppy job with homework. Less visible to the naked eye, but
potentially more significant are language-specific grammatical character-
istics such as syntactic constructions and verb inflections. Grammatical dif-
ferences among languages are more likely to go unnoticed because they
surface only under linguistic analysis, and they can be difficult to compare
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across languages. However, the significance of grammatical differences is
great because grammar dictates the way in which content can be organi-
zed and presented. Unlike lexical items which tend to be isolated facts,
grammar is systematic and its impact is potentially more profound.

Linguistic output is not a direct expression of reality. There are sever-
al “prisms” through which information must pass before a speaker pro-
nounces an utterance. Our sensory perception organs of necessity filter
out some information from our observable environment, and already as
information is being perceived it is conceptually categorized for storage
and retrieval. Indeed the acts of perception and conception are concurrent
and cannot be meaningfully separated, a fact that fed Talmy (1996) to coin
“ception” as an umbrella term for the per-/conceptual process. Beyond
“ception”, we must recognize that any information can be subject to vari-
ous construals, and furthermore that linguistic utterances present more
than observations on perceived reality: they can express mental states,
imagined scenes, hypotheses, and pragmatic intentions. Thus, when conf-
ronted with a scene in which a boy picks a flower, there are many possible
linguistic outputs, even for one and the same speaker, including: The boy
picked the flower, The flower was picked by the boy, or What a lovely thing
to do for Mother’s Day! The first two options contrast in construal, with the
first focusing more on the perspective of the boy and the second on the
perspective of the flower. The third output integrates extralinguistic know-
ledge (that today is Mother’s Day), as well as hypothesis and imagination
(presuming that the boy will give the flower to his mother, envisioning her
joy...). All three outputs are influenced by the grammatical options avail-
able in English, such as active vs. passive and exclamatory constructions
like What a...! The overall choice of possible outputs is facilitated and con-
strained by grammar. Though the choices presented by grammar are lar-
gely unconscious, they are pervasive and can have powerful cultural impli-
cations since they connect to essential concepts such as human relations
and time/event structure.

The grammar of a language determines a large set of parameters that
its speakers must attend to in order to produce intelligible utterances, and
these parameters differ widely across languages. A speaker of Czech, for
example, needs to know the gender of any person or thing that will be ex-
pressed with a noun or pronoun, and must be prepared to mark gender
in a variety of nominal, adjectival and verbal inflectional endings. A speak-
er of Finnish has no such worries, for the Finnish grammatical landscape
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makes no gender distinctions whatsoever (Leheckova 2003). A Czech also
has to pay close attention to number (singular vs. plural), since number
has to be marked on nouns, prenouns, adjectives and verbs, but there are
many languages like Chinese where grammatical number is not an obli-
gatory category and can often be ignored. Some differences are not stark
contrasts between the presence of a category in one language and its ab-
sence in another. There can be differences in the prioritizing of concepts
in different grammars. In verb-framed languages (Talmy 1985) like Span-
ish, path of motion is usually encoded in the verb, while manner of moti-
on is relegated to an adverbial, if it is expressed at all, as in £/ perro entr6
corriendo ‘The dog ran in (lit.: The dog entered running)”. In a sateilite-fra-
med language like Czech, the priorities are reversed, and the manner of
motion is usually expressed by the verb, while the path of motion is exp-
ressed in a prefix, as in Vbéhnul pes ‘The dog ran in (lit.: In-ran dog)”. Thus
verb-framed languages focus on the path of motion, whereas satellite-
framed languages primarily emphasize the manner of motion, giving the
path only secondary priority, and this does indeed result in measurable
differences in the ways that speakers of the two types of languages react
in psycholinguistic tests (Malt—Sloman—Gennari 2003). Different metap-
horical motivations can yield different grammatical structures. In Czech,
for example, days of the week are understood as containers for events, as
evidenced by phrases like v pdtek ‘on Friday’. Here Czech uses the prepo-
sition v ‘in’, which describes containment of physical entities. The English
equivalent on Friday, shows us that English conceives of days of the week
as surfaces, since it uses the preposition on, which signals location at the
surface of an open space.

Decisions concerning whether and how to encode concepts like gend-
er, number, manner of motion and tempora! location might seem too
minor to worry about until we recognize that any grammatical system
entails hundreds of such decisions. In their entirety, the decisions specific
to a given language constitute a distinctive linguistic profile which might
be connected to culture in profound ways. The use of the word “connect-
ed” is crucial. It would not make sense to say that language is the driv-
ing force influencing culture, or conversely that culture determines lang-
uage structure. Language and culture co-evolve in a symbiotic relation-
ship, and are thus continuously tailored to each other. The cultural values
of a speech community are relevant in distributing the differential invest-
ments that community will make in linguistic structures, and the linguistic
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options that have evolved in a language will variously facilitate or discour-
age certain types of expression. This does not mean that a language is
a conceptual prison that predetermines the opportunities of its speakers. It
does, however, mean that a given speech community will have distinctive
patterns of what Slobin (1987) calls “thinking for speaking”, namely deci-
sions about what concepts receive relatively more attention. The “thinking
for speaking” that one does if one is speaking Czech is different from the
“thinking for speaking” that one does if one is speaking any other lang-
uage. The purpose of this article is to examine concrete examples of differ-
ences in “thinking for speaking” and to argue that these differences might
be just as significant as other cultural differences.

Every fanguage meets the expressive needs of its speech community.
No language is in any way superior to any other language. However, the
equality of effectiveness of languages should not be confused with iden-
tity or interchangeability. In other words, if there had never been a Czech
national revival (obrozeni) in the mid 19" century, and the Czech language
had died out and been replaced with German, the Czech culture probab-
ly would have died out with the language. One can’t just take the contents
of Czech culture and translate them into German without losing much
of what makes Czech culture distinctive. The co-evolution of culture and
language means that the matching of expressive needs (culture) and ex-
pressive capacity (language) is specific to each speech community. The
Czech language is perfectly adequate for the expression of Czech culture,
just as German is perfectly adequate for German culture. But they can't be
swapped because a mismatch in language and culture endangers both.
Again this article will present empirical evidence for specific linguistic dif-
ferences with cultural significance.

3.0 How Cognitive Linguistics facilitates Cultural Linguistics

Before turning to the linguistic examples that | will present in support of
recognizing grammatical structure as a type of cultural norm, it is neces-
sary to introduce the framework that will be used in the analysis. Cognitive
finguistics (Janda 2004c, 2006a) is particularly appropriate as a framework
for exploring the grammatical interface between language and culture
because of the way it approaches meaning and cognition. The attributes of
Cognitive Linguistics that are relevant here are recognition of meaning
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as inherent to all linguistic structures, grounding of meaning in human
experience and extension of meaning via metaphor, integration of lingu-
istic and non-linguistic cognition, and the absence of a presumed set of
“language universals”.

Cognitive Linguistics dos not view language as consisting of autono-
mous “modes” such as lexicon vs. syntax. Cognitive Linguistics sees mean-
ing as the driving force behind all linguistic phenomena; in other words,
all grammatical units and structures are meaningful. Meaning is thus not
something exclusive to the lexicon, but rather permeates all of grammar.
Thus the use of a particular linguistic category (number, gender, case, asp-
ect, etc.) or a particular grammatical construction (active, passive, indirect
object, etc.) is not a matter of mere “mechanics”. All grammatical units are
meaningful and there is a continuum of meaning that joins the lexicon and
syntax. If syntax is viewed as nothing more than a plumbing system that
squirts out grammatical utterances, then there is no point in asserting that
grammar might be relevant to culture. But if grammar is engaged in the
project of conveying meaning, as asserted by Cognitive Linguistics, then it
is both possible and necessary to recognize grammar’s relevance to cul-
ture.

Within the framework of Cognitive Linguistics, meaning is grounded
to reality via the embodied experience of human beings, and metaphor
is the main vehicle for extrapolation beyond this physical experience. For
example, all human beings experience gravity at work on their own bod-
ies, yielding a distinction between UP as a state that requires energy as
opposed to DOWN which is where things fall. It is probably the case that
most languages employ metaphorical extensions of UP vs. DOWN in order
to classify and manipulate more abstract concepts, but the range of such
concepts and the details of these metaphors is language-specific. Both
Czech and English use UP vs. DOWN to organize various scales — tempe-
ratures, prices, etc. ‘rise’ and ‘fall’ in both languages. But there are some
differences. There are several abstract domains where Czech uses a verti-
cal scale, with nad ‘above’ marking a point on the scale that is exceeded,
but the usual English equivalents use the non-vertical beyond, as in nad
ocekdvdni vs. beyond expectation and nad mé chdpdni vs. beyond me
(beyond my understanding). In the case studies below we will see more
compelling (and more complex) examples of differences in metaphori-
cal motivations for linguistic structures across languages. The point here is
that Cognitive Linguistics views metaphor as a pervasive and necessary
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component of linguistic meaning (both lexical and grammatical). Because
the details of metaphorical extension differ from language to language,
each language has a unique metaphorical profile, and this profile has cul-
tural relevance.

Cognitive Linguistics does not assume any division between linguistic
and “extralinguistic” cognition. In other words, Cognitive Linguistics assu-
mes that linguistic categories behave in the same way as all other human
cognitive categories and are subject to the same constraints on psychol-
ogical and neurological plausibility. Thus the structure of the per-/concep-
tual category for the color blue is subject to the same cognitive constra-
ints as the linguistic category represented by the lexeme blue in English
(or modryin Czech, etc.). This does not imply that colors (or anything else)
are conceived of in the same way in all speech communities, nor that the-
re is any conformity in the associations with color terms across languages
(indeed there is significant variation; cf. Rakhilina 1995). But the basic
architecture of both per-/conceptual categories and linguistic categories
is the same. “Extralinguistic” knowledge, such as what a concept like blue
means for an English-speaking culture, is part of the same package, fully
integrated with the linguistic category. The parallels that Cognitive Lingu-
istics acknowledges among experiential, linguistic and cultural knowledge
yield a coherent approach in which the study of linguistic phenomena is
de facto the study of cultural phenomena, for the two are inseparable. On
this basis, Zaliznjak, Levontina and Smelev (2005) argue that by studying
the use of “key words” in Russian one can shed light on the Russian world-
view, directly connecting lexical and cultural phenomena. In this article |
will explore linguistic and cultural parallels at the level of grammar.

Cognitive Linguistics makes no a priori assumptions about the content
of languages. Cognitive Linguistics does not adhere to the presumption
(common in other linguistic frameworks) that there is a single “universal
grammar” underlying all fanguages. If the purpose of linguistic inquiry
were to find specific universals that all languages are based upon, then
linguistics would ultimately be about eliminating the “noise” of diversity
to discover uniformity. A framework that assumes uniform universals does
not facilitate the exploration of diversity, be it linguistic or cultural. Cog-
nitive Linguistics assumes only that linguistic cognition is part of overall
cognition and behaves in the same way. Human perceptual experience
may be categorized in many different ways, focusing on and ignoring
various parts of the information continuum. In both Czech and English, for
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example, much of physical location is organized around concepts of con-
tainment and supporting surfaces, using prepositions such as ngch v an.d
na and English in and on. In Korean, however, the importar\t‘dlstmctlon is
between tight (kkita) and loose (nehta) fit (Bowerman & Choi 2003). Thus
whereas speakers of Czech and English would make a distinction be'tween
kazeta v obalu/a cassette in its wrapping and prsten na prstu/a .r/ng oC)
one’s finger, for a Korean speaker, both are described as kkita ’tl.ght fit’,
and overall the pattern of how locations are categorized is quite different.
Cognitive Linguistics does not assume that Czech, English and Korean are
all working with the same universal set of distinctions. This framework cel-
ebrates diversity and supports investigation of the inherent values of the
different distinctions made in different languages. In this way it al.so sup-
ports the exploration of parallels between linguistic and cultural diversity.

To sum up, Cognitive Linguistics is well-suited to research on how gram-
matical differences serve also as cultural differences. If meaning plays a
role in all linguistic phenomena, and grammar is connected to culturg via
shared content, then grammar is part of the semiotic endeavor of prolec't-
ing values and identity. Recognition of the pervasive role of metaphor in
grammar likewise strengthens the bond between language arjd culture,
since both use metaphor to elaborate their content. The inclusion of “ex-
tralinguistic” knowledge in linguistic categories integrates language and
culture by acknowledging that cultural knowledge is actually e?mbedded
in linguistic categories. By not assuming that all languages boil down to
a single set of universals, Cognitive Linguistics encourages us tq focus on
language-specific values and their culture-specific parallels. I will present
a few such parallels in section 4.

4.0 Case Studies '

The grammar of any single language presents a mass of details,‘and acom-
parison across grammars necessarily compounds this complex_lty. [n order
to prevent the main ideas from being drowned in a flood of miscellaneous
facts, the presentation is organized thematically and restricted to tw‘o do-
mains: 1) human relations and 2) time and event structure. The details are
important, however, since the purpose here is to find th§ cultural mean-
ing in what at first glance appears to be a chaos of minutia SUbCOﬂSCIOl‘JS-
ly manipulated by speakers. Because it is essential to respect the details,
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I will limit the case studies primarily to languages that | am well-acquaint-
ed with (Czech, Russian, Polish and English), and will draw upon decades
of research on language-specific details. Thus the generalizations | will be
making here rest upon thorough appreciation of the complex realities of
the languages in question.

In the case studies, the objective is to find how one language consist-
ently directs attention to certain characteristics of human relations or time/
/event structure, while other languages show different patterns of direct-
ing attention. The cultural implications are tentative and subtle, but they
are significant because they are systematic — they reflect patterns of conc-
eptualization that affect every speaker every day. In some instances (asp-
ect, for example) these patterns are so widespread that they have to be
attended to every time a speaker opens his/her mouth.

4.1 Human relations

Given that meaning is grounded in human embodied experience, it is per-
haps no surprise that human relations are often prominently encoded in
the grammars of languages. Human beings and their relations to events
and each other constitute a core feature of human experience. Below | pre-
sent four case studies contrasting grammatical portrayals of human rela-
tions in various Slavic languages.

4.1.1 Virility

All Slavic languages (except probably Slovene) have some grammatical
means to express virility, the distinction between male human beings and
all other possible entities (women, horses, books, substances, locations,
abstractions). These grammatical means include special numerals used
only for counting men, inflectional endings used only in association with
nouns denoting men, and special syntactic constructions. As | have shown
(Janda 1997, 1999, 2000), the phenomenon of virility is far more robust
in Polish than in any other Slavic language. Polish has, in addition to nu-
merals used for counting other items, two sets of numerals dedicated only
to counting men: dwu/dwdch 'two’, trzech ‘three’, czterech ‘four’, pieciu
‘five’, wielu ‘'many’ (this series includes all possible numerals); and dwaj
‘two’, obaj ‘both’, obajdwaj ‘both two’, trzej ‘three’, czterej ‘four’ (a series
limited to these items). The virile numerals are remarkable in that both
series specify that all of the items counted are male humans (unlike other
Polish virile morphology which can be used for mixed groups, provided
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they include male humans). The first series (the one that can be used for
all possible integers, plus indefinite numerals) is associated with a speci-
al syntactic construction in which the verb appears with neuter singular
(default) agreement, the noun designating the male humans is marked
with the Genitive plural, and there is no Nominative subject, as in: przyszfo
trzech studentéw ‘three male students came (literally: came three of male
students)’. In the marking of virility on plural nouns Polish provides a sele-
ction of options: honorific virility, neutral virility, and deprecatory virility.
Both honorific and neutral virility entail special Nominative plural and
Accusative (= Genitive) plural endings for nouns denoting male humans,
along with virile syntactic agreement on associated adjectives, pronouns,
and verbs. Deprecatory virility assigns the same inflectional endings and
syntactic agreement patterns as used with females, animals, and inanima-
te objects. In the Nominative plural, the endings are as follows: -owie is
the honorific ending, -i/(-y) with consonant mutation and -e are neutral
virite endings, and -y/(-/) without consonant mutation is the deprecatory
ending. The distribution of these endings among nouns that refer to men
is revealing. Nouns that typically receive the honorific -owie include pres-
tigious titles and professions, such as krélowie ‘kings’, generatowie ‘gen-
erals’, geografowie ‘geographers’, ethnonyms (if monosyllabic) Baftowie
‘Balts’, and male kinship terms like ojcowie ‘fathers’. Some professions can
receive either honorific or neutral virile endings, such as psychologowie/
/psycholodzy ‘psychologists’ and profesorowie/profesorzy ‘professors’.
Most remaining virile nouns receive the neutral ending -i/(-y) with conso-
nant mutation, as in studenci‘students’ and autorzy ‘authors’. A few nouns
occur with either neutral or deprecatory virility marking, such as Zydzi/
/2ydy ‘Jews’, Murzyni/murzyny ‘Negroes’, and cyganie/cygany 'Gypsies’,
Nouns referring to male human beings that belong to marginalized or
maligned segments of the population tend to have the deprecatory end-
ing, as in bekarty ‘bastards’, koniokrady ‘horsethieves’, karfy ‘midgets’,
pedaty ‘homosexuals (vulgar)’. Clearly the grammar of Polish focuses at-
tention on a scale of virility that places certain “outstanding” types of men
at the top of the scale and negatively-evaluated men at the bottorn. Else-
where | have argued that virility, along with other phenomena peculiar to
the morphology of masculine nouns in Polish, is motivated in part by a
SELF vs. OTHER continuum that identifies the seLr as an “ideal” Polish male
at the top end of the virility scale. Groups that diverge from an Idealized
Cognitive Model (cf. Lakoff 1987) of the adult Polish male in terms of size,




58 Studie_Studies

race, religion, socio-economic status, or sexual orientation are disadvan-
taged in terms of the recognition of their virility. Certainly it would be un-
fair to suggest that Polish language and culture are more discriminatory
against peoples of different race and persuasion than any other language
and culture. It would make more sense to acknowledge that such distin-
ctions are rampant in many societies, and just happen to be somewhat
more salient in Polish grammar. However, there are some parallels here
that should not be ignored either. According to the 2006 CIA World Fact
Book, 96.7 % of Polish citizens today are ethnic Poles, with no minority
group constituting more than 0.4 % of the population. This makes Poland
the most ethnically homogeneous state in the EU for which we have reli-
able data on ethnic composition (some states do not collect such informa-
tion, and a few, like Greece, ingenuously report that “there are no ethnic
divisions”). Homogeneous societies are often less accustomed to accepting
diversity. Poles are demonstrably more nervous than most of their neigh-
bors about the “purity” of their language (Dybiec 2003). The correlation
of homogeneity and linguistic xenophobia with the use of a virility scale
topped by the “ideal” Pole might not be accidental. Poland is also a coun-
try where chivalry has been particularly prized and cultivated — it may be
the only place in Europe where a woman can still expect a man to kiss her
hand when introduced. We cannot say for certain that there is any link
between these linguistic and cultural realities, but neither can we rule out
the possibility that they have co-evolved to be consistent with each other.

4.1.2 Domination

Both Russian and Czech inherited from Proto-Slavic a system of gram-
matical cases including the Instrumental and the Dative. Even today, the
semantic profiles of the two cases in the two languages are quite simifar,
but if one looks very closely, there are a few striking differences. One such
difference involves the case government of verbs that express dominati-
on (for more data, see Janda—Clancy 2002 & 2006).

In both Russian and Czech, the Instrumental case is used with verbs that
express mastery. In both languages one can say things like (Russian) De-
vuska vladeet kistockoj/russkim jazykom; (Czech) Divka viddne Stétcem/
[rustinou ‘The girl has mastery of the paintbrush/the Russian language’,
and the grammatical constructions are identical, with the paintbrush and
the Russian language in the Instrumental case in both languages. But only
in Russian is the Instrumental used to mark people who are mastered.
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some examples of Instrumental-governing verbs of this type in Russian
include: diriZirovat ‘conduct (a musical group)’, komandovat ‘command’,
pravit ‘govern’, rukovodit 'lead, direct’, upravijat“govern, administer’, verx-
ovodit ‘lead’. Thus when speaking Russian, if you want to say that some-
one (A) dominates another person (B), you use the same construction you
would use if you want to say that someone was writing with a pen or mov-
ing a chess piece, as in MalCik pisal avtoruckoj/ posel peskoj ‘The boy wrote
with a fountain pen/moved his pawn’. Czech does not exploit this paral-
lel, but instead uses the Dative case to express the domination of human
beings, as described below.

In both Russian and Czech the Dative case can be used with verbs that
denote human relationships, be they equal or unequal. So in both langu-
ages, verbs denoting human relationships where the two parties are equ-
ally matched use the Nominative for the subject and the Dative for the
object, as in Russian ravnjatsja ‘equal’, protivostojat ‘withstand’ and Czech
rovnat se ‘equal’, odolat/odolévat ‘resist’. Both languages can also mark
an unequal relationship where the Nominative subject is weaker and the-
refore submits to a Dative object, as in Russian poddatsja/poddavatsja
‘submit to’, ustupitfustupat ‘yield to’ and Czech poddat/podddvat se
‘submit to’, ustoupitfustupovat ‘yield to’. The third logical possibility is that
the Nominative subject is the one with the upper hand, thus dominating
the Dative object. This option is realized only in Czech, where the set of
verbs denoting domination uses the Dative case, as in dominovat ‘domi-
nate’, vévodit ‘rule’, viddnout ‘govern’. The set of Dative-governing Czech
verbs fills the same semantic niche as the set of Instrumental-governing
Russian verbs listed above. Russian views a person who is dominated as
grammatically equivalent to a tool or a means by which domination is
achieved, a mere pawn. Czech, however, views domination as a meeting
between two human beings with unequal spheres of influence: the person
dominated is engaged in a relationship, but just happens to be weaker. It
could be that this difference in Russian and Czech grammars is acciden-
tal, but it does happen to conform to a difference in historical experien-
ce. Russia has been one of the greatest imperial powers on the planet,
dominating scores of other ethnic groups and states, whereas the Czechs
have more frequently found themselves the objects of domination, and
would logically be more invested in the human dimensions of a dominat-
ed people.
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4.1.3 Being, having, modals and impersonals

Like 4.1.2, this case study contrasts Russian and Czech. For further detail
and linguistic data, see Janda—~Clancy 2002, Janda forthcoming a. Russian
is a be language and Czech is a have language. This means that Russi-
an does not HAVE a neutral verb meaning ‘have’, but uses the verb meaning
‘be’ to express possession. The most neutral way to say ‘I had a car’ in Rus-
sian is U menja byla masina, literally ‘By me was car’, where the verb byla
‘was’ agrees with masina ‘car’, the Nominative subject in this construction.
Without a neutral verb meaning ’have’, Russian has had no opportunity
to develop modal meanings as extensions of such a verb. On the whole,
the Russian repertoire of modal verbs is rather impoverished, for it is limit-
ed to only one such verb: mo¢ ‘be able’. To compensate, Russian has a rich
inventory of impersonal constructions that express modality, placing the
logical subject in the Dative case. Thus in Russian one says Mne nuZno/
/nado/pridetsja/udalos’ ujti ‘'l need to/have to/will have to/managed to
leave’, literally “To me (Dative) needed/required/will happen/succeeded
to leave’. These and other types of impersonal constructions are pervasive
in Russian, which is a language where obligation, desire, and necessity are
usually conceived of as experiences that happen to people marked by the
Dative case. Czech, as a HAVE language, does have a neutral verb meaning
‘have’, namely mit. Czech mit ‘have’ has developed modal uses roughly
equivalent to English should, ought, as in Mdm ti koupit ten listek? ‘Should
I buy you the ticket?’, literally ‘Have | to you to buy the ticket?” And Czech
has no shortage of other modal verbs, such as moci ‘be able’, muset ‘have
to’, smét ‘be allowed’, potfebovat 'need’. Czech is overall less enamored
of impersonal expressions than Russian, being a language where human
agency is regularly factored into obligation, desire, and necessity. To sum
up, Russian is a language where things happen to people, whereas Czech,
like English, is a language where many of the same experiences are inste-
ad things that people do. Itis possible that there is a cultural correlate here
as well. Russian fatalism is a famous phenomenon, which has been com-
mented on by scholars and writers from Nietzsche (in his Ecce Homo in
1888) to Guelassimov, who declared in 2006 that Russians are “addicted
to fatalism” (http://europe.courrierinternational.com/eurotopics/article.as
p?langue=uk&publication=27/10/2006 &cat=REFLECTIONS &pi=1). There
is no corresponding “Czech fatalism”; such an attitude is not a recognized
part of Czech culture.
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4.1.4 Czech si—for one’s own pleasure

Czech preserved the Proto-Slavic short form Dative clitic reflexive pronoun
si ‘for oneself, which was lost in many neighboring languages (Russian
and Polish, for example). Czechs have made a large linguistic investment
in the expression of self-indulgence with this particle, and this investment
may reflect on their culture. For more detail on this phenomenon, see Jan-
da 2004a and Janda—Clancy 2006. There are a few Czech verbs that use
si to express reciprocality, as in zavolat si ‘call each other’, but aside from
this use of si to express mutual activity, all other uses of si express benefit
and self-indulgence.

Czech si can be combined with near-synonyms of ‘give’ to denote that
someone has procured something for himself or herself, as in the follow-
ing verbs: dobyt si ‘obtain (for oneself)’, dovolit si ‘allow oneself’, koupit
si‘buy (for oneself)’, obstarat si ‘obtain (for oneself)’, opatfit si ‘obtain (for
oneself)’, pofidit si ‘acquire’. There are, additionally, a number of verbs
that take on the meaning of ‘give’ only in the presence of si: chtit si ‘want
for oneself, pfisvojit si ‘adopt/take possession’, pfiviastnit si ‘take posses-
sion’, vynutit si ‘require/get by force’, zaslouZit si ‘deserve’, zaZddat si
‘demand’, ziskat si ‘get’. The verbs dat ‘give’ and vzit ‘take’ undergo a se-
rantic collapse in the presence of si, such that both express ‘give to the
self’, as in: Vzal si cigaretu a hned si ji zapdlil 'He took a cigarette (for him-
self) and lititimmediately”. The use of a verb with si to mean “take from the
self’ is limited only to situations where this would be beneficial, as in: Ten
dalsi zdkusek sis mohl odFici, zacind§ se podobat svému otci, ‘You could
have refused (for yourself) that extra pastry, you're beginning to look like
your father’, Both ddt ‘give’ and vzit ‘take’ participate in important idioms
in conjunction with si; ddt si means ‘have (food, as when ordering in a
restaurant)’, and vzit si means ‘marry (take wife/husband)’.

Czech siis actively deployed in the expression of benefit, where it serves
as a barometer of self-indulgent behaviors. This can be seen in distinctions
between the uses of verbs with and without si, such as: hrdt ‘play’ vs. hrat
si ’play for fun’, hdzet ‘throw’ vs. hdzet si ‘throw for fun’. The use of si to
express self-indulgence is productive, as we see in these examples; Klikné-
te si pro vetsi obrdzek ‘Click (for yourself) for a bigger picture’; V jednom
seridlu jel hlavni hrdina autem, na kiiné mél notebook a surfoval si po Inter-
netu ‘In one serial the main character was riding in a car, he had a laptop
on his lap and was surfing the internet (for himself)’. Czech si, along with
the prefixes po- and za-, participates in a morphological derivation pattern
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that likewise indicates the “pleasure factor” of certain activities, as in za-
jezdit si ‘go for a ride (for pleasure)’ and pochutnat si ‘take a taste of (for
pleasure)”.

Personal comfort and hygiene are associated with Czech si. Verbs that
express taking convenient positions require the use of si: sednout si ‘sit
down’, lehnout si ‘lie down’, diepnout si ‘squat’, stoupnout si ‘stand up’
(used only when standing is convenient for a task). Verbs expressing the
routine maintenance of body parts (and some possessions, usually shoes
and clothes) are accompanied by sj, producing common phrases such as
umyt si hlavu ‘'wash one’s head/hair (literally: wash for oneself head)’,
vydistit si zuby ‘brush one’s teeth’, ostffhat si nehty ‘cut one’s nails’. Vari-
ous verbs expressing both physical and psychological relief are common-
ly combined with si, such as: oddechnout si ‘take a breather’, odpocinout
si ‘rest’, odskocit si ‘relieve oneself (go to the bathroom)’, pohovét si
‘lounge’, postéZovat si ‘complain’. A more subtle expression of benefit is
found with the verbs expressing awareness and capability that combi-
ne with sit cenit si ‘appreciate’, myslet si ‘have an opinion’, pamatovat si
‘remember’, viimnout si ‘notice’,

Though there are examples of harm expressed with si, this use carries
implications of accident or ultimate benefit (through necessary punish-
ment). Harm to a body part is necessarily interpreted as an accident (sin-
ce otherwise si is an indicator of self-indulgence) in expressions such as:
narazit si palec ‘stub one’s toe’, podvrtnout si kotnik ‘sprain one’s ankle’,
rozbit si koleno ‘skin one’s knee’, zlomit si nohu ‘break one’s leg’. On occa-
sion, if a person feels the need to castigate himself or herself for doing
something foolish, it is possible to use si with a punishment verb to deliv-
er self-flagellation, such as nafackovat si ‘slap oneself’ and nakopat si ‘kick
oneself’. This use of si strongly implies that the punishment is beneficial
to the self, as seen in this example: /4 mdm na sebe vztek, ja bych si nako-
pal, ja jsem blbec ‘V’m furious with myself, | could kick myself, I'm an idiot.”

To sum up, the Czech language makes a large and consistent invest-
ment in the emphatic expression of the benefit to the self of acts that in-
crease comfort, convenience, pleasure, relief, and the like. Among the Slav-
ic languages, only Slovak, which also has a Dative reflexive clitic pronoun,
shows similar investment in expressions of self-indulgence. This emphasis
is typologically unusual. It is tempting to speculate that the use of si to
express self-indulgence may be correlated with cultural patterns of con-
ceptualization, such as the me-first self-indulgence of Svejk, the individu-
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alized comforts offered by the “inventions” of Jdra D. Cimrman, Dubcek’s
policy of “Communism with a Human Face”, and the focus on personal
comforts of the Husdk administration (which even reasoned aloud that the
Czech and Slovaks would tolerate Communism better if their personal
needs were met). This attitude contrasts sharply with that of Russia, which
under Communism was much more focused on collective than on indiv-
idual needs (which were sometimes met on “shopping trips” to Prague).
It is probably not possible to prove this connection, but the alignment of
grammatical and cultural expressions is compelling.

4.2 Time and events

Time is perhaps the only feature of our existence which we all agree exists
despite the fact that we have no direct perceptual experience of it. We
know time only via observation of present states in comparison with mem-
ories of former states. It seems that all human beings use experiences of
space to understand time. In a study of fifty-three typologically diverse
languages, Haspelmath (1997) has shown that all languages use TIME 15
spacE metaphors, but these metaphors are language-specific in detail. The
Slavic languages have a fairly unique aspect system used to describe the
way in which events interact with time, and this system is not uniform ac-
ross the Slavic languages. For more detail on these phenomena, see Janda
2002a, 2002b, 2004b, 2006; cf. also Mehlig 1994, 2003.

Aspect is an obligatory morphological feature in Slavic languages,
whereas in English it is non-obligatory and generally morelexical than
grammatical. Because aspect is obligatory for all forms of verbs, for Slavs,
all activities require aspectual designation. Slavic aspect describes how
an event occupies time, and distinguishes between Perfective and Imperf-
ective. Perfective events are conceived of as discrete solid objects; Perfec-
tive aspect describes single, definite, delimited, completed, sequenced
events. These events occupy time the way a concrete objects occupy space,
like individual, countable objects with clear edges. An example would be
(Russian) Pisatel’ napisal roman ‘A writer wrote a novel’, where the event
is unique and completed, with definite starting and ending points. Imper-
fective events are conceived of as fluid substances; Imperfective aspect
describes that are ongoing, unbounded, simultaneous events. These ev-
ents occupy time the way a substance occupies space, like uncountable,
spreadable masses with no clear edges. An example of an Imperfective
event is (Russian) Pisateli pisut romany ‘Writers write novels’, which is a
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general statement without any temporal borders or definite referents. Ger-
manic languages like English lack Perfective vs. Imperfective aspect; when
English expresses aspect, it is in terms of Progressive vs. Non-Progressive.

In a Slavic language one cannot talk about singing or smiling in gener-
al; one always has to decide whether a given event is packaged as Perfec-
tive or Imperfective. This requirement to categorize all activity in terms of
event structure is reflected in the use of temporal expressions. Russian,
Czech and Polish all use a destinational preposition with the Accusative
case to describe when something took/takes/will take place: (Russian)
v subbotu/(Czech) v sobotu/(Polish) w sobote ‘on Saturday’. In a very real
sense, all of these languages are suggesting that the event is something
pre-packed, pre-existing, that arrives “into” a day in the timeline. This dy-
namic insertion of pre-categorized events is very different from the English
perspective where location in the timeline is more static. The primary dis-
tinction in Slavic is aspect; tense is secondary and not expressed in all verb
forms. This is the reverse of languages like English where tense ranks high-
er than aspect, which need not be expressed at all. Again, the Slavs are
more concerned with the type of event involved than where it is in the
timeline. Slavic and English speakers often describe differences in under-
standing of time as a major contributor to culture shock when visiting each
other’s countries. Perhaps this could be due to the fact that Slavic speak-
ers are focused on precise understanding of the contours of an event as
Perfective vs. Imperfective and are less concerned about when the event
takes place, whereas English speakers are more interested in when some-
thing takes place than in what kind of event it is.

Among languages that do have a Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction,
Slavic is unusual in that Perfective serves as the marked member of the dis-
tinction; in nearly all other languages with this distinction (such as Rom-
ance languages, Chinese, and Arabic), Imperfective is the marked member
(Dahl 1985). This means that for Slavs, the prototypical, unmarked type
of event is unbounded and simultaneous rather than complete, which is
apparently atypical world-wide; most linguistic cultures with an aspect sys-
tem prefer to recognize the prototypical event as one that is complete.

Within Slavic there are variations in the implementation of Perfective
and Imperfective aspect. It appears that Russian is not only geographi-
cally, but also aspectually far from the Slavic center of gravity, for Russi-
an'’s use of aspect is unusual. Russian tends to use the Imperfective more
than other Slavic languages, making distinctions that are not made in other
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parts of the Slavic territory. For example, whereas ali Slavic languages tend
to make use of the Imperfective in historical present narratives, Russian
(along with Ukrainian and Polish) has taken this tendency to the extre-
me, excluding Perfective verbs from this context (cf. Dickey 2000: 12554
and Stunové 1993). The East Slavic languages (Russian, plus Ukrainian and
Belarusian) and Bulgarian have a use of the Imperfective called the “gen-
eral-factual” which is absent in other branches of the Slavic family (Dic-
key 2000: 95-110). The general-factual uses the Imperfective as a back-
grounding device to deemphasize a unitary completed event that would
otherwise be represented by a Perfective verb. Russian is entirely unique
in its use of Imperfectives as a politeness device in certain proscribed situ-
ations (such as coming to a person’s home on a visit). Thus Russian alone
will require the use of Imperfective sadites’’sit down’ when inviting a gu-
est to be seated; compare the use of Perfectives for the same purpose in
other Slavic languages, such as (Polish) niech pan sigdzie, (Czech) sednéte
si, (Bulgarian) sednete (si), (Bosnian—Croatian—Serbian) sedite. Only the
East Slavic languages plus Bulgarian can use the Imperfective to signal that
a completed event has been annulled (Dickey 110-119). This use of the Im-
perfective is associated with verbs describing reversible actions, such as
taking and replacing items, opening and shutting doors or windows, trav-
el and change in position. In Tolstoy’s Russian translation of The Three
Bears, the father bear, seeing his rumpled, but empty bed, roars: Kto /o-
Zilsja v moju postel’ i smjal ee? "Who lay down in my bed and messed it
up?’ He uses the Imperfective verb because whoever lay down there is no
longer there, since Goldilocks ran away before he got there.

In all of these examples, we see that Russian (with or without some
neighboring languages) has a strong tendency to prefer the Imperfective,
thus choosing a diffuse, fluid representation for what other Slavic langu-
ages would characterize as discrete, unitary events. This is consistent with
another linguistic boundary described by Corbett (2000:80), who finds
that Russian, which uses singular-only mass nouns for items such as karto-
fel 'potatoes’, kljukva ‘cranberries’, and izjum ‘raisins’, tends to use diffuse,
mass designations for relatively larger items than other Slavic languages
(cf. the Czech count-noun plural equivalents brambory 'potatoes’, brusin-
ky ‘cranberries’, and (h)rozinky ‘raisins’). The size boundary for individua-
tion of objects is simply higher in Russian. The fact that the level of gra-
nularity in Russian, for both nouns and verbs, is coarser in Russian than in
other Slavic languages might correlate to the difference between Czech
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focus on the individual as opposed to Russian focus on collectives alluded
to in 4.1.4 above.

5.0 Conclusion

The case studies presented in section 4 provide evidence of tantalizing
parallels between language and culture revealed by analysis of language
data in the framework of Cognitive Linguistics. It is a fact that languages
systematically direct attention to certain facets of our existence, while sys-
tematically ignoring other facets, and that the way each language shap-
es attention is language-specific. 1t is also a fact that language is one of
the primary identifiers of ethnic groups, and the means by which much of
their cufture is expressed. It would be reasonable to expect languages and
cultures to co-evolve to be mutually compatible. We do not expect that
everything in a given language’s grammar is consistent with the speech
community’ culture, or even relevant to culture at all. Certainly there are
details of other domains of culture, for example culinary culture, that are
not relevant to any other aspect of culture; whether or not a community
puts garlic in their soups doesn’t have to bear on how members of the
group interact or conceive of their identity. It is not hard to find details of
linguistic difference that are probably culturally irrelevant. For example,
Polish uses the preposition do and the Genitive case to mark human be-
ings as destinations, as in Ide do mamy 'l am going to my mother’. Other
Slavic languages require the preposition k and the Dative case for this sit-
uation, as in (Russian) Ja idu k mame/(Czech) Jdu k mamé ‘I am going to
my mother’. This difference in treatment of human beings as destinations
does not seem to correlate with anything specific to Polish culture. There
are also counterexamples to the correlations suggested above. For exam-
ple, though Russian almost always shows a stronger preference for Im-
perfective verbs than other Slavic languages, there is one use of aspect
where Czech and Slovak admit Imperfectives although Russian (and all
the remaining Slavic languages) prefers Perfectives, namely in narrations
of sequenced events (cf. Dickey 2000: 203-218 and Stunova 1993: 124~
~129). This example contradicts the overall trend described in 4.2. Yet the
presence of linguistic facts that are irrelevant or even inconsistent with cul-
ture does not necessarily negate the possibility that language and culture
might be congruent in other ways. We should not reject that possibility
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without having thoroughly investigated it. Furthermore, our opportunities
to pursue this possibility are just opening up as more analyses are being
made in Cognitive Linguistics. The correlations presented here are prelim-
inary and tentative, They are presented in the hope that they will inspire
a new line of research using Cognitive Linguistics to examine the cultur-
al linguistic phenomena that help to define the identities of thousands of

speech communities on Earth,
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“HAPPINESS” |
IN CROSS-LINGUISTIC
& CROSS-CULTURAL
PERSPECTIVE

ANNA WIERZBICKA
Australian National University

he psychologists David Myers and Ed Diener start their frequently cited
article “Who is Happy” with the observation that “Books, books and
more books have analyzed human misery. During its first century, psy-
chology focused far more on negative emotions, such as depression and
anxiety, than on positive emotions, such as happiness and satisfaction.”
They note with approval that this is now changing quite dramatically.-
There is of course a good reason why books, books, and more books
have been written about human misery. Misery and suffering are part and
parcel of most fives, whereas happiness is not — or so it has appeared to
most people at most times. In the autobiographical novel by the Egypti-
an-born British writer Ahdaf Soueif, the Egyptian aunt of the Westernized
heroine asks her niece why she left her husband. “We were not happy
together,” she replies. The aunt raises her eyebrows: “Not happy? Is this
sane talk? ... Who's happy, child?”-? This exchange is, [ think, a character-
istic clash of culturally informed thought patterns, values, and expectati-
ons.

w1

David G. Myers—Ed Diener: Who is Happy? Psychological Science, January
1995, p. 10.
- Ahdaf Soueif: In the Eye of the Sun. Bloomsbury, London 1992, p. 747.
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The first century of psychology, which, as Myers and Diener point out,
focused to a far greater extent on negative emotions than on positive
ones, was also the century of, inter alia, the two world wars, the Holocaust,
the Gulag Archipel-ago, the millions deliberately or recklessly starved to
death in the Ukraine and elsewhere under Stalin and in China under Mao
Ze Dong, and the horrors of Pol Pot’s Cambodia. By the end of the twenti-
eth century, Hitler, Stalin, Mao, and Pol Pot were all gone, but few of those
who watch the evening news on television would say that the human con-
dition has radically changed since the time of their rule.

Against such a background, the claim of Myers and Diener that “most
people are reasonably happy, but that some people are happier than oth-
ers” seems rather startling. Most people are reasonably happy? Who are
those reportedly happy people?

According to the studies they cite, North America has the greatest con-
centration of happy people in the world. “[I]n national surveys,” writes
Myers, “a third of Americans say that they are very happy. Only one in ten
say ‘not too happy.” The remainder — the majority — describe themselves
as ‘pretty happy.”” Europeans, Myers adds, “by and large report a lower
sense of well-being than North Americans,” but they too “typically assess
themselves positively. Four in five say they are ‘fairly” or ‘very’ satisfied with
their everyday lives.” -

By Myers and Diener’s account, “nations differ strikingly in happiness,
ranging from Portugal, where about 10 % of people say they are very hap-
py, to the Netherlands, where about 40 % of people say the same.” They
emphasize that “nations differ markedly in happiness even when income
differences are controlled for.”-* Is it true that nations differ in happiness?
Or do they differ, rather, in what they are prepared to report about the
state of their happiness?

In addressing these questions, political scientist R. Inglehart is more
cautious than Myers and Diener, in that he speaks only of differences in
reported happiness rather than in happiness as such. He also seems less
willing simply to take his results at face value. For example, he asks:

- David G. Myers: The Pursuit of Happiness. Avon Books, New York 1992,

p. 25.
- Myers~Diener: Who is Happy?, p. 4.
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But exactly what is it that underlies these large and rather stable cross-national dif-
ferences? Can it be true that Italians, French, Germans, and Greeks really are a great
deal less happy and more dissatisfied with their lives than the Danes, Swiss, Dutch,
and lrish? Could fate be so unkind as to doom entire nationalities to unhappiness,
simply because they happened to be born in the wrong place?-*

Trying to answer such questions, one has to address, at some point, the
linguistic problem. For example, if 14 % of Germans declare themselves to
be sehr glticklich whereas 31 % of Americans declare themselves to be very
happy, can these reports be meaningfully compared if gliicklich does not
mean the same thing as happy?-¢

Inglehart considers the possibility that the words used in other langu-
ages to translate the English words happy and satisfied may not exactly
match, but then he confidently dismisses the matter. His main argument
for dismissing it rests on the Swiss case: regardless of the language they
use — whether German, French, or ltalian - the Swiss “rank very highly in
life satisfaction” and “express higher levels of satisfaction than the Ger-
mans, French and ltalians with whom they share a language.” But how-
ever convincing the Swiss case may be, it is hard to see how it can justify
the sweeping conclusion that Inglehart draws from it: “These Swiss results
alone devastate any attempt to explain the cross-national differences as
artifacts of language.”-’

[tis true that the differences in self-reported bonheur (and its adjecti-
ve, heureux) between the French and the French-speaking Swiss cannot
be attributed directly to any linguistic differences.-* But surely it doesn‘t
follow from this that the differences in self-reporting between the French
and the Americans couldn’t possibly have anything to do with the seman-
:c differences between the French word heureux and the English word

appy.

Ronald inglehart: Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial Society. Princeton
University Press, Princeton, N. |. 1990, p. 79.

See Anna Wierzbicka: Emotions Across Languages and Cultures: Diversity
and Universals. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1999,

-7 Inglehart: Culture Shift, p. 78.

Surely, the first hypothesis about the Swiss must be that, unlike their neigh-
bors, they were spared the catastrophe of World War I(. Frequently, happi-
ness studies are lacking a historical as well as a linguistic and a cultural
dimension.

-8
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The glibness with which linguistic differences are at times denied in the
current literature on happiness can be quite astonishing. The economist
Richard Layard, for example, writes, “Of course one could question whet-
her the word happy means the same thing in different languages. If it does
not, we can learn nothing by comparing different countries.” The problem
is dismissed as soon as it is raised; the reader is assured that “there is direct
evidence, for a number of languages, that the words do have the same
meaning in different languages.”

In support of this claim, Layard reports that “a group of Chinese stu-
dents were asked to answer the happiness question, once in Chinese and
once in English... The students reported almost exactly the same average
level of happiness in both Chinese and English.” Instead of inquiring into
the possible reasons for such results, Layard concludes that “since the
English and Chinese languages are very far apart, this finding is highly re-
assuring,” and that “the concept of happiness seems equally familiar in
all cultures.”-?

In fact, the linguist Zhengdao Ye’s detailed study of Chinese positive-
emotior concepts shows clearly that while there are two happiness-like
concepts in the traditional list of Chinese basic emotions, both are differ-
ent from the English happiness. The terms in question are xi, which Ye
defines as “festive joy,” and le, which she defines as “attainable enjoy-
ment/contentment.” Of xi Ye says, inter alia, that “the positive cognitive
evaluation, the personal character, and the unexpectedness of the event
all contribute to the sudden, intense good feeling..., which is usually out-
wardly shown via facial expressions and bodily gestures.” On the other
hand, le “seems to have a gamut of components from many ‘happy-like’
words in English. It is like a hybrid of pleased, enjoyment, contented and
having fun.” In particular, she emphasizes the active attitude of /e, which
“results in a wish to do something to keep the current situation going.” Ye
concludes her discussion of the differences between the ethnotheories
of emotion reflected in Chinese and English as follows:

It seems that in Chinese people’s perception and conceptualisation of human emo-
tional experience in relation to good events there are two quite opposite aspects:

= Richard Layard: Happiness: Has Social Science a Clue? Lionel Robbins Me-
morial Lectures. London School of Economics, March 2003, p. 17.
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one is due to a somewhat mysterious external force, to which the experiencer “ac-
tively” responds, experiencing a momentary, intense feeling “stirred” by external
stimuli, and the other is due to human effort. Each aspect is equally important and
culturally salient, and each term occupies a place in the small set of the “basic emo-

tions.”-"

The lack of equivalence between the Chinese and English words does
not mean that Chinese and Anglo attitudes toward life cannot be me-
aningfully compared at all. They can be, but every comparison requires
a common measure. In this case such a measure is provided by the mini-
language of simple and universal human concepts that can be found in
all languages. These simple and universal concepts include GOOD, BAD,
KNOW, THINK, WANT, FEEL, LIVE, and fifty or so others. They do not include,
however, complex culture-specific words like happy, satisfied, or well-be-
ing'_.ﬂ

It is an illusion, then, to think that the English words happy and hap-
piness have exact semantic equivalents in Chinese, or, for that matter, in
other European languages. The differences, it turns out, are particularly
striking in the case of the adjective.

In the language of simple and universal human concepts, the meaning
of happiness can be linked with the following cognitive scenarios: a) some
very good things happened to me; b) | wanted things like this to happen;
and c) | can’t want anything else now. By contrast, the cognitive scenario
of happy can be represented as follows: a) some good things happened
to me; b) | wanted things like this to happen; and ¢) | don’t want anything
else now. The main differences between happiness and happy, then, lie
in the contrast between “very good” and “good” (comp. a) and between
“I can’t want anything else now” and “lI don’t want anything else now”

-0 Zhengdao Ye: Why Are There Two ‘Joy-like’ ‘Basic’ Emotions in Chinese?
Semantic Theory and Empirical Findings. In: Paclo Santangelo (ed.): Love,
Hatred and Other Passions: Questions and Themes on Emotions in Chine-
se Civilisation. E. ). Brill, Leiden, The Netherlands in press.

Cliff Goddard-Anna Wierzbicka (eds.): Meaning and Universal Grammar,
2 vols. John Benjamins, Amsterdam 2002 and Anna Wierzbicka: Semantics:
Primes and Universals. Oxford University Press, Oxford 1996.
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(comp. ¢). In happiness one’s heart is filled to overflowing and there seems
to be no room left for any further (unfulfilled) desires or wishes.

Happiness can be compared, roughly, to the French bonheur, the Ger-
man Gliick, the ltalian felicita, and the Russian scastie, because like these
words it can be used to refer to an existential condition seen as a certain
absolute. The adjective happy, however, does not necessarily imply a sta-
te of happiness. For example, if | say that “I’'m happy with the present ar-
rangements,” | do not mean that | either experience or am in a state of
happiness. Thus, happy is, so to speak, weaker than happiness, whereas
heureux, felice, glticklich, and scastlivyj are not similarly weaker than bon-
heur, Gliick, felicita, and scastie, respectively.

The semantic differences between happy and its putative counterparts
in European languages are often flagged in bilingual dictionaries, which
instruct users not to translate happy as, for instance, heureux, but to use
some weaker word instead. Here are some examples from the Collins-Ro-
bert English-French Dictionary:

I’ll be quite happy to do it. -
Je le ferai volontiers. / Ca ne me derange pas de le faire. (I'll gladly do it. /
It doesn’t bother me to do it.)
I’'m happy here reading. —

Je suis trés bien ici a lire. (I'm very well here reading.)
I’'m not happy about leaving him alone. -

je ne suis pas tranquille de le laisser seul. (I’'m not at ease about leaving
him alone.)

The very fact that happy, in contrast to those other words, has develo-
ped such a weaker second meaning highlights a semantic shift that has
no doubt contributed to the expansion of the term’s use in English, at the
expense of words with more intense meanings like rejoice and joy. Happy
~unlike heureux, scastlivyj, and gliicklich —is not restricted to exceptional
states (like bliss), but rather is seen as referring to states within everyone’s
reach. There is nothing exceptional about being happy, and this is why
one can be quite happy, reasonably happy, pretty happy, not at all happy,
and soon,

As | have argued in my book Emotions Across Languages and Cultures:
Diversity and Universals, the very notion that a person can be pretty happy
is, so to speak, a modern invention. At the time when the adjective happy
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was close semantically to the noun happiness, collocations like pretty hap-
py did not exist in the English language, and being happy was regarded
by speakers of English as something very rare, as witnessed, for example,
by the following line from George Herbert’s “Jacula Prudentium”: “The-
re is an hour where a man might be happy all his like, could he find it.”

To some extent, happiness can still be seen as something rare and exclu-
sive, as can bonheur and felicita. But happy has drifted away from happi-
ness so far that it can almost be said to be halfway between happiness and
okay; syntactic frames such as “I’'m happy with the present arrangements”
reflect this semantic weakening. This weakening, in turn, can be seen as a
manifestation of an overall process of the dampening of the emotions —
modern Anglo-American culture’s trend against emotional intensity.-?

The remarkable expansion of the word happy has gone hand in hand
with the decline of negative words like woes, sorrows, and griefs.-" As
| have tried to show in my Emotions Across Languages and Cultures, mo-
dern English has, so to speak, exorcised woes, sorrows, and griefs from the
fabric of ‘normal’ life. In older English, woes, sorrows, and griefs (in the
plural) were commonly used to refer to everyday life, whereas in present-
day English, grief is restricted, by and large, to the exceptional event of
the death of a loved person. At the same time happiness has come to be
seen not as something rare and unusual, but as altogether ordinary; and
the word happy has become one of the most widely used English emoti-
on adjectives — perhaps the most widely used one of all. According to the
data in the COBUILD corpus of contemporary English, happy is not only
uttered much more frequently than sad (roughly 3:1) and joyful (roughly
36:1), but also much more frequently than, for example, heureux is in com-
parable French listings (roughly 5:2).

Stanistaw Baranczak, a Polish poet who emigrated to America, gives a
particularly astute account of the semantic clash between the English word
happy and its nearest equivalents in some other European languages —an
account based on his personal experience:

=12 peter N. Stearns: American Cool: Constructing a Twentieth-Century Emo-
tional Style. New York University Press, New York 1994,

- Anna Wierzbicka: Emotion and Culture: Arguing with Martha Nussbaum.
Ethos 2003, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 577-600.
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Take the word “happy,” perhaps one of the most frequently used words in Basic
American. It's easy to open an English—Polish or English~Russian dictionary and find
an equivalent adjective. In fact, however, it will not be equivalent. The Polish word
for “happy” (and | believe this also holds for other Slavic languages) has much more
restricted meaning; it is generally reserved for rare states of profound bliss, or total
satisfaction with serious things such as love, family, the meaning of life, and so on.
Accordingly, it is not used as often as “happy” is in American common parlance...
Incidentally, it is also interesting that Slavic languages don’t have an exact equiva-
lent for the verb “to enjoy.” | don’t mean to say that Americans are a nation of super-
ficial, backslapping enjoyers and happy-makers, as opposed to our suffering Stavic
souls. What I'm trying to point out is only one example of the semantic incompati-
bilities which are so firmly ingrained in languages and cultures that they sometimes
make mutual communication impossible.-*

fn the book entitied The Pursuit of Happiness, the American David
Myers asks: “How happy are people?” Given the widespread assumption
that the word happy can be readily translated without any change of
meaning into other European languages, it is interesting to note that the
question raised in the title of that chapter cannot be translated into many
other languages at all. One simply can’t ask in these languages the equiv-
alent of “How happy are people?”:

= Comment (*combien) heureux sont les gens?
e Come felici sono gli uomini?
e Kak scastlivy ljudi?

The reason why all of the above sentences are infelicitous is that unlike
the word happy, the words heureux, felice, and scastlivyj are not gradable.
They all refer to something absolute, to a peak experience or condition that
is not considered a matter of degree. To be asked to measure one’s bon-
heur or one’s scastie on a scale from one to ten is like being asked to mea-
sure one’s bliss on such a scale.

Inglehart, speaking of research into reported happiness carried out in
Europe and based on the so-called Eurobarometer Survey, has maintained

-* Stanistaw Baraniczak: Breathing Under Water and Other East European
Essays. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 1990, p. 12.
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that the questions adapted from American research ~ e.g., How are things
going these days? Would you say you are very happy, fairly happy or not
too happy? — have “been found effective in measuring feelings of happi-
ness [in Europe]”. The phrase “feelings of happiness” is as problematic
here as the idea that such feelings can be effectively measured.

Using French and Russian again as examples, | will note that bonheur
and scastie suggest, roughly speaking, an existential condition rather than
a momentary feeling, and that the phrase “feelings of happiness” cannot
be translated literally into French or Russian (*/es sentiments de bonheur;
*Cuvstva scastia). Incidentally, for this reason, the economist Daniel Kah-
neman’s idea that happiness can be studied more effectively by focusing
people’s attention on the subjective quality of their current circumstances,
rather than on any overall assessment of their lives, may be more applica-
ble to English than to other languages.-** For example, in French, momen-
tary good feelings occurring in the course of an ordinary day would nor-
mally be linked with plaisir (pleasure) rather than with bonheur; and in
Russian, they would be linked with udovolstvie (roughly, pleasure) rather
than with scastie.

In happiness studies, it is often assumed that people’s subjective well-
being can be reliably estimated on the basis of their self-reports. Doubts
about the reliability of such reports are sometimes acknowledged, but they
tend to be minimized.

For example, Layard, having dismissed the question “whether the word
‘happy’ means the same in different languages,” writes, “But again, might
not people in some countries feel more impelled to report high or low lev-
els of happiness, because of local cultural norms? There is no evidence of
this — for example no clear tendency for individualistic countries to report
high or collectivist cultures to report low.”-'

Strikingly, the reliability of the classification of countries as either indi-
vidualist or collectivist is taken for granted here, and since there emerges
no clear correlation between individualism (as measured by such classifi-
cations) and self-reported happiness, it is assumed that self-reports can

-* Daniel Kahneman: Objective Happiness. In: Daniel Kahneman—Ed Diener—
~Norbert Schwarz (eds.): Well-Being: The Foundations of Hedonic Psychol-
ogy. The Russell Sage Foundation, New York 1999,

- Layard: Happiness, p. 19.




78 Studie_Studies

reliably measure the actual well-being of people across languages and cul-
tures.

Myers strikes a more cautious note about self-reports, but his caution
does not include any cross-cultural perspective. He begins by stating that
everyone is the best judge of his or her own happiness: “if you can’t tell
someone whether you’re happy or miserable, who can?” He continues
as follows: “Still, even if people are the best judges of their own experi-
ences, can we trust them to be candid? People’s self-reports are suscepti-
ble to two biases that limit, but do not eliminate, their authenticity.”-"” One
of the biases, according to Myers, has to do with people’s momentary
moods: “By coloring people’s assessments of the overall quality of their
lives, temporary moods do reduce the reliability of their self-pronounce-
ments. Theirhappiness thermometers are admittedly imperfect.” The other
bias is people’s “tendency to be agreeable, to put on a good face.” Peo-
ple, Myers says, “overreport good things” —they “are all a bit Pollyannish.”
However, “this poses no real problem for research,” because “we could
downplay people’s happiness reports by, say, 20 percent and still assume
that our ‘happiness thermometers” are valid as relative scales.”-'*

| do not wish to question Myers’s assumption or conclusions as far as
the subjective well-being of Americans is concerned. One should be care-
ful, however, to distinguish between all Americans and all people. It may
indeed be reasonable to assume that our “happiness thermometers” are
valid as relative scales — if one is comparing individuals who speak the
same language and share, or are familiar with, the same cultural norms.
When it comes to cross-cultural comparisons, however, the situation is
very different.

Thus, when David Myers and Ed Diener state that “nations differ strik-
ingly in happiness, ranging from Portugal, where about 10 % of people
say they are very happy, to the Netherlands, where about 40 % of people
say the same,” a move is made, imperceptibly, from differences in self-re-
ports to differences in actual well-being. In fact, Myers and Diener them-
selves acknowledge that in some societies “norms more strongly support
experiencing and expressing positive emotions.”-" But if so, then how

-7 Myers: The Pursuit of Happiness, p. 27.
- {bid., p. 28,
-¥ Myers—Diener: Who is Happy? p. 12.
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can cross-national and cross-cultural differences in self-reports be equat-
ed with differences in happiness?

somewhat disconcertingly, David Myers and Ed Diener state that “col-
lectivist cultures report lower SWB [subjective well-being] than do indi-
vidualist cultures,” whereas Layard claims, as we have seen, that there is
no clear difference in this regard between so-called individualist and col-
lectivist countries. Even more disconcerting, however, is Layard’s confi-
dent rejection of the possibility that “people in some countries [might] feel
more impelled to report high or low levels of happiness because of local
cultural norms.”

There is plenty of evidence that local cultural norms do produce differ-
ent attitudes to expressing happiness or, more generally, good feelings.
Evidence of this kind cannot be elicited through surveys based on self-
reports; it can, however, be gained by other methods. In particular, there
is a growing body of evidence emerging from cross-cultural autobiogra-
phies, and there is extensive linguistic evidence.

In her memoir Lost in Translation: Life in a New Country, the Polish-born
writer Eva Hoffman, who emigrated with her parents to North America at
the age of thirteen, contrasts two cultural scripts by describing two differ-
ent rituals of farewell, as experienced first in Poland and then, two years
later, in America:

But as the time of our departure approaches, Basia... makes me promise that | won’t
forget her. Of course | won’t! She passes a journal with a pretty, embroidered cloth
cover to my fellow classmates, in which they are to write appropriate words of good
bye. Most of them choose melancholy verses in which fife is figured as a vale of tears
or a river of suffering, or a journey of pain on which we are embarking. This tone of
sadness is something we all enjoy. It makes us feel the gravity of life, and it is grati-
fying to have a truly tragic event — a parting forever —to give vent to such romantic
feelings.

It’s only two years later that | go on a month-long bus trip across Canada and the
United States with a group of teenagers, who at parting inscribe sentences in each
other’s notebooks to be remembered by. “It was great fun knowing you!” they ex-
claim in the pages of my little notebook. “Don’t ever lose your friendly personality!”
“Keep cheerful, and nothing can harm you!” they enjoin, and as I compare my two
sets of mementos, | know that, even though they're so close to each other in time,

I've indeed come to another country,-
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A similar autobiographical account of a clash between Polish and Amer-
ican cultural scripts comes from Laura Klos Sokol, an American woman
who married a Pole and settled with him in Warsaw:

To some extent, Poles enjoy the upbeat American pom-pom skating cheer. Who
would dare claim that cheerfulness is bad? However, sometimes Poles balk at Amer-
ican-style frothy enthusiasm. Ask a Pole to imitate American behavior and chances
are the result will include a wide smile, an elongated “Wooooow!” and “Everything
is fine!” with a thumbs-up.

One Pole said, “My first impression was how happy Americans must be.” But like
many Poles she cracked the code: “Poles have different expectations. Something
‘fantastic’ for Americans would not be ‘fantastic’ in my way of thinking.” Another
Pole says, “When Americans say it was great, | know it was good. When they say it
was good, | know it was okay, When they say it was okay, | know it was bad.”-*

Looking at her native American culture from a newly acquired Polish
point of view, Klos Sokol satirizes: “Wow! Great! How nice! That’s fantas-
tic! I had a terrific time! It was wonderful! Have a nice day! Americans. So
damned cheerful.”

In addition to verbal routines like those mentioned above, and to the
frequent use of untranslatable key cultural words like fun and enjoy, the
differences between the two sets of cultural scripts are also reflected in
nonverbal communication, particularlyin smiling:

A Pole who lived in the States for six years recently returned to Poland for a visit. Dur-
ing a round of introductions to some people in a cafe, she immediately spotted the
American by his smile. “There’s a lack of smiling here...” says the Pole. Another Pole
says, “Americans, in general, smile all the time. Here, people in the streets look wor-
ried.”-2

Noting that “Americans smile more in situations where Poles tend not
to,” Klos Sokol observes: “In American culture, you don’t advertise your

¥ Eva Hoffman: Lost in Translation. E. P. Dutton, New York 1989, p. 78. For dis-
cussion, see Mary Besemeres: Translating One’s Self: Language and Self-
hood in Cross-Cultural Autobiography. Peter Lang, Oxford 2002,

-* Laura Klos Sokol: Shortcuts to Poland. Wyd. (PS, Warsaw 1997, p. 176.

-2 |bid., p. 117,
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"

daily headaches ; it's bad form; so you turn up the corners of the mouth —
or at least try —according to the Smile Code.”

Observations of this kind cast doubt on the validity of statements like
the following: “When self-reports of well-being are correlated with other
methods of measurement, they show adequate convergent validity. Thgy
covary... with the amount of smiling in an interview.”-* Statements of this
kind don’t take into account that the amount of smiling, too, is governed
to some extent by cultural norms, and that the norms for smiling are close-
ly related to the norms for verbal behavior (including verbal self-reports).

From the perspective of immigrant writers it seems clear that Anglo-
American culture fosters and encourages cheerfulness, positive thinking,
and staying in control. To quote Eva Hoffman’s memoir again:

If all neurosis is a form of repression, then surely, the denial of suffering, and of help-
lessness, is also a form of neurosis. Surely, all our attempts to escape sorrow twist
themselves into the specific, acrid pain of self-suppression. And if that is so, then
a culture that insists on cheerfulness and staying in control is a culture that—in one
of those ironies that prevails in the unruly realm of the inner life ~ propagates its own

kind of pain.-*

Such assessments of the psychological costs of “obligatory” cheerfulness
may or may not be correct, but few commentators would disagree with the
basic idea that something like cheerfulness is encouraged by American cul-
ture.

Let me adduce here one more autobiographical testimony to the perce-
ived differences between Polish and Anglo-American cultural scripts con-
cerning happiness and good feelings —a fragment of Stanistaw Baraniczak’s
poem “Small talk” (translated from the Polish by the poet):

How Are You, I'm Just Fine; who says there is no chance

for any conversation between us, who says

there’s no communication between the grey stone wall,

or the trembling of a window frame, or the rainbow-hued oil

-2 Ed Diener—Eunkook M. Suh: National Differences in Subjective Well-Being.
In: Kahneman-Diener—Schwarz: Well-Being, p. 437.
-# Hoffman: Lost in Translation, p. 271.

e




82 Studie_Studies

spilled on the asphalt, and myself; how on earth could

my dialogue with them be a lie, how could it be mute,

this talk between the hydrant, fog, stairs, bough, screech of tires
and me, whom they approach —on every path, in every passing
always the same and invariably friendly inquiry,

What's The News, Everything’s OK.-*

For immigrants like Stanistaw Barariczak, English conversational routi-
nes like “How are you, I’m just fine” constitute barriers to genuine heart-
to-heart communication — and, as we have seen earlier, so does the wide
use of the word happy. From this perspective, the tendency of Americans
to declare themselves as happy in the surveys that aim to assess their sub-
jective well-being must be seen as linked, to some extent, with the same
norms that encourage the social smile, the cheerfulness, the use of Great!
and so on.-*

In conclusion, progress in cross-cultural investigations of happiness
and subjective well-being requires a greater linguistic and cross-cultural
sophistication than that evident in much of the existing literature on the
subject. To compare meanings across languages one needs a well-found-
ed semantic metalanguage; and to be able to interpret self-reports across
cultures one needs a methodology for exploring cultural norms that may
guide the interviewees in their responses. | believe that the natural seman-
tic metalanguage, based on universal human concepts, can solve the first

-* Stanistaw Baraniczak: The Weight of the Body: Selected Poems. Triquarteriy
Books, Evanston, 1. 1989.

While | have looked at Anglo-American norms from a Polish perspective,
other perspectives yield comparable outcomes. For example, see Eunkook
M. Suh: Self: The Hyphen Between Culture and Subjective Weli-Being. In:
Ed Diener—Eunkook M. Suh (eds.): Culture and Subjective Well-Being. MIT
Press, Cambridge, Mass. 2000. In his contribution to this important recent
volume, Suh, a Korean American scholar, notes “dramatic differences bet-
ween North Americans and East Asians in their levels of SWB [subjective
well-being] and positive self-views.” He elaborates that “North Americans
report significantly higher levels of SWB than East Asians. For instance, com-
pared to 36 percent of Japanese and 49 % of Korean men, 83 % of Ameri-
can men and 78 % of Canadian men reported above neutral levels of life
satisfaction in Diener and Diener’s study [Ed Diener—Marissa Diener: Cross-
Cultural Correlates of Life Satisfaction and Self-Esteem. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology 68, 1995, pp. 653-663].”

-2

4
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problem and that the methodology of cultural scripts can solve the second
_ and that together they can bring significant advances to the intriguing
and controversial field of happiness studies.

© 2004 by the American Academy of Arts & Sciences
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Cim se zabyva
etnolingvistika?

JERZY BARTMINSKI

tati o lidovém chapani ,prvnich elementl svéta” (ohné a slunce, zemg,

de¥té a vétru, kamen0 a hor, lasky) vznikly na zakladé veétsi prace pfi-
pravované v centru jazykovédci a folkloristd UMCS v Lublinu.-' Tato prdce
mé charakter etnolingvistického slovniku, jehoZ koncepce byla pfedstave-
na v roce 1980 ve zkugebnim svazku pod nazvem Slovnik lidovych jazyko-
yych stereotypd. Podle planu je prvni dil vénovan obrazu kosmu a Zivld,
které ho tvoH, v dal3ich svazcich budou obsaZena hesla seskupené do na-
sledujicich tematickych bioku: rostliny, zvifata, clovék— prévé takto, v pofa-
di ,stvofeni svéta” —, dale ndboZenstvi a démonologie, pak rozméry, vias-
tnosti aj.”?

O co v celém tomto projektu jde? Struéné feceno o rekonstrukci obrazu
svéta a ¢lovéka v polské lidové kultufe na zakladé jazykovych textl i etno-
grafické dokumentace, a to v poloze historické (dané zejména v zdpisech

-1 Clanek byl poprvé publikovan spolu se zmifiovanymi pfispévky v dasopisu
Akcent ji? v roce 1986 (Akcent 26,1986, <. 4, s. 16-22). V nadem kontextu
je viak, domnivdme se, aktudini pravé ted’ (pozn. red.).

-2 Dosud vyiel ve dvou svazcich pryvni dil slovniku, srov. |erzy Bartminski (ed.):
Stownik stereotypdw i symboli ludowych. Tom |, z. 1, 2. Kosmos. UMCS,

Lublin 1997, 2001. Tam téZ srov. obsahlé pasaze ke koncepci slovniku i slov-

nikového hesla aj. (pozn. red.).
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7 devatenactého a dvacétého stoletf) i soucasné (na zakladé specidlnich
terénnich vyzkumda, provadénych autorskym kolektivem); v lidové kultufe,
ktera neni dostatecné zndma a asto se chape zkreslenég, trividiné, pfestoZe
se z ni neustéle ¢erpé a navzdory jejimu pronikéni pres spolecenské a teri-
torialni hranice. Cile této prace, planované na dlouhé léta, tedy vyplyvaji
z jejiho etnolingvistického charakteru. -

Etnolingvistika je podle nejobecnéjsi slovnikové definice ,,I.lngwstlkva za-
byvajici se zkoumanim vztahd mezi jazykem a kulturou”.-* Jeji vyrazné hu-
manitni orientaci dobfe vystihuje synonymni pojmenovéni ,antropologic-
ké lingvistika”. Snahou etnolingvistiky je popsat jazyk nejen jaj<f3 nést’rvoj
spolecenské komunikace, ale také jako soudést kultury. Jde o soucast zylasvta
ni: nejenZe koncentruje podstatné viastnosti kultury jako celku, nejenZe
v sob& zahrnuje inventdr jejich zdrojt, ale odhaluje téZ zplsoby konceptu-
alizace a kategorizace véci vZité v dané kultufe, systémy hodnot, jeZ se Y ni
uplatiiuji, i moznych hledisek a spolecensky zakotvenych postojl ke SVth.j.
V dusledku toho jazyk predstavuje takovou soucast kultury, ktera zaruduje
jeji jednotu, a to v mife vy3si nez cokoli jiného. Specifickou roli j}aZ)./ka. pf’es-
né popsal Emile Benveniste: ,Jazyk je interpretatorem viech sémiotickych
systémd. Zadny jiny systém nedisponuje Jjazykem’, v némZ by m(‘)f)I'!‘(ate-
gorizovat a interpretovat sém sebe podle vlastnich sémiotickych krlter|v|, za-
timco jazyk miZe kategorizovat a interpretovat v zésadé viechno, vietné
sebe sama.”-*

Proto na rozdil od takzvané etnografie feci nebo etnograficko-jazyko-
vych vyzkumi stavi etnolingvistika jasné na prvni misto jazyk. I)vovéry, zyy-
ky, kultura —to vie se dd vycist z jazyka nebo poznat jeho prostredmcfwm}.
Zéaroveh se etnolingvistika p¥i zkoumani jazyka v jeho spoleCensky ustélené
struktute i v konkrétnim uZiti v komunikaci (v fe€ovych aktech) snaZi vydo-
byt vie, co je jazyku vlastni prévé proto, e je soudast kuitury,‘jejfm aspek-
tem, jejim Zivlem a ,ovzdusim”. Etnolingvistika se snaZi vyjit z jazyka a pro-
niknout k ¢lovéku, k jeho zplsobu chdpani svéta.

V tomto kratkém &lanku nelze predstavit vyzkumny program této mlafjé
discipliny v dplnosti. Neni ostatn& Gplné dokonden a v situaci dynamic-

- Sfownik jezyka polskiego. Suplement. Red. Witold Doroszewski. Pafnstwo-
we Wydawnictwo Naukowe, Variava 1969.

-+ Emile Benveniste: Semiologia jezyka. In: Michat Gtowiriski (ed.): Znak, styl,
konwencja. Czytelnik, Vardava 1977, . 31.
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kého rozvoje teorie jazyka i teorie kultury snad ani nemazZe byt. Nacrt pro-
gramu a obecny smér etnolingvistickych vyzkumd mohou ¢tendfi najit
v pracich Bronistawa Malinowského, Kazimierze Moszynského, Tadeusze
Milewského,-* v Cetnych polskych i anglickych studiich Anny Wierzbické,
v ruskych pracich Nikity a Svétlany Tolstych, V. V. lvanova a V. N. Toporo-
va, a konecné& — mozna predeviim — v knihach zakladatel( celého tohoto
sméru, dostupnych nyni i v politing, Edwarda Sapira a B. L. Whorfa.-® Uva-
dime samozfejmé pouze vybrané autory, seznam by mohl byt mnohem
del3i, jak je patrné mimo jiné z kolektivni préce vydané v redakci Made-
leine Mathiotové.-”

Problém vzajemnych vztahl mezi jazykem a kulturou je velmi sloZity.
Z hlediska jejich charakteristiky maji zasadni vyznam vysledky, jichZ doséh-
li védci studiem specifickych aspekt(l téchto otdzek. Nékteré z nich tu pfi-
pomenme:
a) Kulturni funkce jazyka jako spolecenské instituce sui generis (napfi-
klad funkce symbolického chdpéni skute¢nosti, uchovédvani vysledkd pra-
ce pfedchozich generaci a seznamovan( nastupujicich generaci s kulturou,
vytvafeni a formovéni vztahQl mezi lidmi, modelovéni chovéni prostfed-
nictvim piikladd).
b) Vnitini stylova diferenciace jazyka, jeji povaha a dosaZena droven. Po-
kud je jazykovy styl znakem, ktery za pomoci jazykovych prostiedkd pre-
davéa soustavu hodnot (takovych, jako je typ racionality, hledisko, postoj,
zplisob existence pfedstavovaného svéta), pak miZe byt stylové rozliSeni
jazyka chapano jako ukazatel rlznych zptlsobUl existence ¢lovéka ve své-
té, jeZ dand kultura vypracovala (prakticky postoj v béZzné dorozumivacim

-* Srov. Bronistaw Malinowski: Argonauci Zachodniego Pacyfiku, 1922, pol.
1981, Ogrody koralowe i ich magia, 1935, pol. in Dziela. T. 4-5 aj.; Kazi-
mierz Moszynski: Kultura ludowa Sfowian, 192939, Pierwotny zasieg jezy-
ka prasfowiariskiego, 1957, Atlas kultury ludowej w Polsce, 1-3, 1934 -1936
aj.; Tadeusz Milewski: Jezykoznawstwo, 1965.

Edward Sapir: Kultura, jezyk, osobowos¢. Paristwowy Instytut Wydawniczy,
VarSava 1978; Benjamin Lee Whorf: Jezyk, mysl i rzeczywistos¢. Paristwowy
Instytut Wydawniczy, Varsava 1982.

Srov. Madeleine Mathiotovd (ed.): Ethnolinguistics: Boas, Sapir and Whorf
revisited. Mouton, Haag 1979.
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stylu, kontemplativni v ndboZenském a uméleckém, pozndvaci ve védec-
kém,v mocensky v Gfednim, autoritativni v jazyce magie ¢ propagandy).
¢) Zanrové modely textl, podminéné riznymi komunikacnimi zaméry,
zavislé na rlznych typech situaci a na axiologickych faktorech, které se
u miuv€ich uplatiuji v rdznych typech fecovych aktl (epos, hddanka, ro-
man, pfipitek, Zadost, udani...).

d) Gramatické a sémantické kategorie jazyka z hlediska jejich funkci.

e) Slovni zdsoba jako klasifikdtor spolecenskych zkusenosti: bohatstvi riiz-
nych tematickych skupin lexika (napf. lexikum tykajici se hodnoceni obec-
né, zejména hodnoceni mordiniho; ndzvy pocitl; vyrazy pro rodinné vzta-
hy, vyrazy a ndzvy pro riizné spolefenské situace atd.) i kritéria pro popis
a uspotadani jevd, uplatiujici se v zakladech slovni zasoby, jeZ lze zjistovat
metodami jazykovédné sémantiky.

To vie jsou, jak jiz bylo feeno, problémy obtizné metodologicky ucho-
pitelné. Pro mnohé z nich nejsou vypracovany analytické nastroje, neexis-
tuji pevna vychodiska v podobé ustalenych pojm{. Také je jasné, Ze jejich
dilezitost pro lingvistiku jako humanitni disciplinu je tak velkd, Ze prost&
nemohou byt odsunuty stranou a ponechany budoucnosti.

Snad nejvice bylo zatim vykonédno v posledné jmenované lexikalni ob-
lasti. Slovo neni samostatny znak, ktery by v jazykové komunikaci slouzil
jako cihla k vystavbé vét a textd, ale, jak ekl vystizné Igor Mielczuk, ,kaZdé
slovo predstavuje cely svét”. Z naSeho hlediska Ize Fici, Ze slova jsou krys-
taly, které v sobé ldmou obraz svéta a soustfeduji jeho vybrané aspekty;
slova se spojuji v siti vztahtl s jinymi slovy, s pfedméty, s ¢lovékem, s fakty
z jeho vlastni historie i z déjin jazykového spolecenstvi. Studium lexikalni
zasoby jazyka a vyznamd slov tak otevird novou perspektivu pro celou kul-
turu. Pravé toto pozorovani se stalo impulzem pro rozhodnuti, Ze rekon-
strukce obrazu svéta bude vychdzet ze slovnikovych Gdajl s vyuZitim ové-
fenych lexikografickych metod (samoziejmé vietné jejich modifikace tam,
kde to bude potfeba).

Lublinsky etnolingvisticky slovnik je zpracovédn na zakladé nésledujicich
teoretickych princip(.

Vychodiskem je mediacni koncepce vyznamu slova jakoZto prostfedni-
ka mezi znakem a pfedmétem, tedy v rémci sémiotické triddy, nikoli pou-
ze v bilaterdInim systému. Tak je zajiSténa moZnost (alespori ¢astegné) veri-
fikace vyznam( v jejich vztahu k pfedmétlm a je tim zéroveri také pteko-
nana imanentnost saussurovské strukturni sémantiky, prekladajici znaky

na znaky bez ohledu na jejich vztah ke skute¢nosti. Teorii znaku odpovida-
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jici potfebam sémantiky, jiZ miZeme nazvat kognitivni (na rozdil od sé-
mantiky strukturnf), zformuloval Ch. S. Peirce. RozliSuje v ni znak, vyznam
a predmét (,vyznamem znaku je idea, kterd ho spojuje s timto pfedmé-
tem”) a zdlrazfiuje poznavaci funkci znaku: znak reprezentuje svij pfed-
mét prostfednictvim vyznamu. My3lenka vyjadfena v podobé znaku je po-
znénim.-* Tato objektivistickd koncepce znaku zérovefi nezastira zasadni
fakt, Ze popis svéta jazykovych vyznam( neni popisem skutecného svéta.
Je pouze popisem jazykové interpretace objektivniho svéta, nebo dokon-
ce Cisté intenciondlnich svétd, jeZz mluvici spoleenstvi vytvaii. Je strucné
fe¢eno popisem svéta ,mentalnich pfedmétd”. ,Mentdlni pfedmét nebo-
li vyznam,” jak nedavno zdtraznil vynikajici filozof jazyka Hilary Putnam,
je vektorem vedoucim pozornost uZivatel( jazyka smérem ke skutecnos-
ti.” Budeme-li parafrazovat myslenku Ch. S. Peirce, miZeme Fici, Ze vy-
znam je nejen interpretatorem znaku, ale také — v jistém smyslu slova —
predmétu (pfinejmensim tehdy, miZeme-li objektivné potvrdit existenci
tohoto predmétu, jako je tomu v pfipadé zemé nebo hory, a provést srov-
nani), aviak muZe byt také projektantem predmétu (nemdme-li jistotu
o objektivni existenci pfedmétu, nebo dokonce vime-li jisté, Ze pfedmét
neexistuje, jako v pfipadé stradidla nebo carodgjnice). Vyznamy jakoZto
mentalni predméty (které jsou vzhledem ke skute¢nym pfedmétiim jejich
interpretacemi nebo projekcemi) se stavaji soucdstmi jazykového obrazu
svéta, uchovéavaného v kultute.

Etnolingvisticky slovnik se snaZi ukazat celé vyznamové bohatstvi slov,
bez omezeni na ony ,nutné a postacujici” slozky vyznamu, jak je to pfi-
zna&né pro strukturni sémantiku. Je to podstatny pfedpoklad a mé zdvaz-
né dasledky. Definice v nasem slovniku je totiz mnohem rozséhlejsi, nez
tomu byvéa v ,normélnich” slovnicich. Jeji kognitivni, poznévaci orientace
podle naeho nazoru umozZiiuje rekonstruovat zplisoby chapani svéta ve
zkoumaném jazyce. Definice, jejiZ zdsady byly ukdzany uZ jinde, ma svym
obsahem i strukturou odpovidat védomi primérného uZivatele jazyka, no-
sitele lidové kultury. Ma se vyhnout transformaci b&Znych obsahi v obsa-
hy védecké a konstrukci hierarchickych taxonomickych systém, jaké jsou
bé*né naptiklad v akademickém Stowniku jezyka polskiego Witolda Do-
roszewského nebo Mieczystawa Szymczaka (ve kterém je vitr vykladan

% Viz Hanna Buczyniska-Garewiczovd: Znak, znaczenie, wartosc. Szkice o filo-
zofii amerykariskiej. Ksiazka i Wiedza, Vardava 1975, 5. 17--50.
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jako ,horizontéIni pohyb vzduchovych vrstev v urcitém sméru, ktery vzni:
kd v dlsledku rozdilt tlaku”, oher je ,jevem uvoliiovéni tepla a svétla, kte-
ry doprovazi spalovani hmoty...”, kde je voda ,slouceninou vodiku a kysli-
ku [...], nejroziifengjSim rozpouitédlem objevujicim se v pfirodsg...” atd.)

Takto fenomenologicka orientace etnolingvistického slovniku odpovida';
pozadavkim, jaké po dlouhd léta postuluje Anna Wierzbicka. Kognitivni
definice uvadi veskeré souddsti vyznamu, stabilizované v kolektivnim védo:
mi uZivateld jazyka (vyjadiené/vyjadritelné v jazykovém textu), a uspofs:
dava je tak, aby byly v souladu se strukturami tohoto ,naivniho” védomi.
V praxi jde o posloupnost definic odpovidajicich na otdzky, které napadaji
»prostého clovéka”, napfiklad co pfedmét déla (dést nebo snih padd; slun-
ce zachdzi| zapadd za hory; oheri hof, plane; vitr vane, foukd, hvizd4), jaky
je, odkud pochdzi, jak se dé pfed nim chranit atd. Definice je tedy svého
druhu vypravénim o svétg, které se opira o lidové citace, vyt&Zené z pfi-
slusnych prament a ,fazetové” uspofadané.

Pfipravovany slovnik by vSak neby! slovnikem etnolingvistickym, kdyby
vychézel pouze z (dajd ziskanych ve verbéinich textech. N3 slovnik ¢erp4
i z oblasti povér a praktik, jez jsou bohaté dokumentovény v etnografickych
pracich. Rozsifeni materidlové baze o etnografické ddaje je jednou ze znad-
né kontroverznich otazek. Nage stanovisko mé v3ak své predchlidce. Broni-
staw Malinowski v doslovu ke knize C. K. Ogdena a I. A. Richardse The Me-
aning of Meaning (1923) zdGvodiiuje nézor, Ze ,jazyk ve svych prvotnich
formédch musi byt chdpan a zkouman na pozadi lidské ¢innosti a jako zpG-
sob lidského jedndni v praktickych zéleZitostech”, a zavadi pojem ,situaénf
kontext”. Pozdéji v Kordlovych zahraddch a jejich magii (1935) formuluje
(a prakticky uplatiiuje) zdsadu, podle niz ,definice slova spociva ¢astecné
v jeho umisténi do kulturniho kontextu a ¢aste¢né v ilustraci jeho poufZiti
prostfednictvim slov protikladného vyznamu a vyrazd synonymickych”-®
a porozuméni jazykovému vyrazu podle ni vyZaduje vztaZeni celé vypo-
védi do mimojazykového kontextu, do jazykové situace.

Ch. S. Peirce jde jesté dal v ndzoru, ze ,kazdy znak Ize interpretovat pro-
stfednictvim jinych znakd, ale kromé toho musi mit mezi svymi interpreta-
tory jesté takovy znak, ktery je formulaci praktickych zédsad ¢innosti. [...] Tak

> Citovdno dle polského pfekladu Marty Kijewské-Trembecké: Etnolingwis-
tyczna koncepcja jezyka B. Malinowskiego. Przeglad Humanistyczny 28,
1984, & 1112, 5. 76.

vznikéa pojem definitivni interpretator.”-* Konecné V. V. lvanov a V. N. Topo-
rov ukazuji hluboké propojeni vyznam slov s ndboZenskymi pfedstavami
a obfady na materidlu nejstar$i dokumentace slovanské a indoevropské
kultury.™

Teprve vztahy ke kulturnimu pozadi dovoluji spravné pochopit jazyko-
vé texty. V&tu slunce se sméje |ze chépat jako bédsnickou metaforu (animi-
zace slunce) pouze tehdy, neni-li ndm zndmo, Ze v tradi¢ni kultute je vztah
k slunci vztahem k Zivé bytosti. Podobné& mus{ ustoupit do pozadi meta-
forickd interpretace pred mytologickou v pfipadé ohné, vétru nebo vody,
jimZ lidova tradice (zdaleka nikoli jen slovanska) pfipisuje vlastnosti citi-
cich bytosti, a nejenZe o nich v téchto kategoriich mluvi, ale v souladu s tim
vG&i nim uplatiiuje | odpovidajici pravidla chovani. Nechceme se vzdat po-
pisu téchto skutecnosti, nebot odhaluji nejhlub3i struktury chapani dané-
ho predmétu. Pro spolecensky ustdleny obraz svéta, ktery spocivé v zédkia-
dech jazyka, je to podstatné.

K postulovanému kulturnimu kontextu, nezbytnému pro porozuméni
textu, patii prvky povér a symboliky, kterd se o né opird. jako ptiklad uved-
me mazovskou milostnou pisef, kterd obsahuje nasledujici vétu:

Sumi descyk po lescynie,
twdj wianecek marnie ginie
Kolberg 27 nr 321

Sumi destik po ofesi,
tviij vénecek marné hyne

Forma této véty neni pouze vysledkem jednoduchych pravidel grama-
tickych (ktera napfiklad nepfipoustéji spojeni ,Sumime destik” atp.), sé-
manticko-syntaktickych (nepfipoustéjicich napf. spojeni ,hofi destik”) &
slovoslednych (vylucujicich napfiklad sled slov ,po descyk sumi lescynie”).
Pro formulaci takové véty (&i vét podobnych) maji podstatny vyznam urdi-
té ,pFidané” sémantické hodnoty obsazené ve slovech dést, ofesi, vénecek,

- Hanna Buczyriska-Garewiczovéd: Znak, znaczenie, wartosc, s. 44—-45.

-1 Srov. posledni monumentalni zpracovan(: T. V. Gamkrelidze—V. V. lvanov:
Indojevropejskij jazyk i Indojevropejcy. Rekonstrukcija i istoriko-tipologices-
kij analiz prajazyka i protokultury. Sv.1-2. tzdatel'stvo Thilisskogo universi-
teta, Thilisi 1984.
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jeZ je umoZituji chapat jako erotické symboly — tak jak to ve své stati odQ-
vodnuje Urszula Majerovéa-Baranowska.

Ne? se za¢neme v&novat otdzce, jaky je vztah jazykového obrazu svéta
k mimojazykovému védomi o svété, otdzce, kterd znepokojuje jazykovéd-
ce-taxonomy, uvedme jesté nékolik pozndmek o vyznamu a jeho soudds-
tech. Bereme-li v Gvahu ,vzdalengjsi” soudasti, tykajici se mytologickych
pfedstav a ritudld (,padajici dést oplodiiuje zemi”) —které jsou pro mnoho
imanentistd Cisté pragmatické a mimojazykové —, pak samozfejmé musime
brat v Gvahu tim spi3 ty jazykové soudésti vyznamu, které jsou pokladany
za sémantické, aviak fakultativni, tedy ty vlastnosti, jeZz maji (ve struktur-
ni sémantice) status kontextovych p¥znak( (napt. ,dé3t pada na ofesi”).
Stru¢né feceno predpokladame (pfinejmensim v Gvodni etapé vyzkumu),
e budou registrovany veikeré kontexty slova uvedené ve zkoumaném sou-
boru text(. Na namitku, Ze smé&ujeme systémové a kontextové vlastnos-
ti, odpoviddme tim, Ze se odvolavame na samozfejmy fakt: viechny vlast-
nosti, i ty nepochybné systémové (napf. ,matka je dospély clovék, Zena,
ktera porodila dité”), jsou vyjadfovdny v kontextu. Lze je vzajemné odli-
§it? — a jak? Je to samoziejmé moZné, a to mnoha zplsoby. Pro etnoling-
vistu se prvni a nejd(leZitéj3i rozliseni tykd spolecensky ustélenych vlas-
tnosti a viastnosti individuélnich. Na spodni hranici spolecenského usta-
leni je opakovanost spojeni viastnosti s predmétem. Opakovanost otevira
cestu ke stereotypizaci. Etnolingvisticky slovnik musi byt slovnikem stereo-
typd, tzn. kulturné a jazykové ustdlenych charakteristik pfedmétt pfifazo-
vanych k danému ndzvu.

Zvlastni zdGraznéni si zaslouZi dva typy charakteristik, jeZ lze z text( zis-
kat. Prvni typ pfedstavujf takzvané esencidlni druhové véty, obsahujici zo-
becnéni a vztah k typickému pfedmétu, napf. ,zlato nerezavi”, ,Capi hniz-
do chrani diim pted bleskem”, ,bratr se stard o sestru”. Druhy typ tvofi
véty odvolavajici se k mytam dané kultury. Napfiklad ve znamé pisni o tou-
lavém vojakovi sdéluje véta ,kon grzebie zotnierza” (kint pohfbivd vojaka)
pouze jednotlivou konkrétni udalost, aviak tato udélost se opira o symbo-
liku kon& v polské lidové kultute (démonické zvite spjaté s magii, lécitel-
stvim, vé&§tbami, smrti) a o vyznamy, které se nékdy vydéluji jako vyznamy
pFidatné, symbolické. | jediné svédectvi tohoto typu véty chceme ve slov-
niku ukézat a uchovat.

Otazka, k niZ v priibéhu této analyzy vyznamu slov nevyhnuteln& smé-
fujeme, se tyka hranic jazyka a hranic lingvistického popisu. Badatelé, kte-
¥ se Gporn& dr#i Saussurovy teze uzavirajici jeho Kurz obecné lingvistiky:

,Jedinym a pravym predmétem lingvistiky je jazyk uvaZovany sam o sobé
a pro sebe” (ostatné tato my3lenka nepochézi od autora Kurzu, nybrZ od
jeho vydavatele!), se nesmirné boji tuto hranici prekrocit, aby se popis
jazykovych vyznamd nakonec nestal encyklopedickym popisem svéta, kte-
ry je ve svém ,viechnoismu” neplodny. Tato obava se paradoxné poji s cel-
kovou nejasnosti, pokud jde o zpUsob stanoveni této hranice. V tvahéch
védcl o této otézce mivé paralyzujici G&inek. Prece jen viak v soudasné sé-
mantice vyrazné roste potfeba usouvztaZnit vyznam jazykového vyjadreni
(uzivdm zde tuto obecngj3i formulaci) s obrazem svéta ustalenym ve spo-
le¢enském védomi. UZ ryzi strukturalista Jurij Apresjan vidél urcité zdroje
omylti pti definovani slov pravé v tom, Ze se nepfihlizi k »,naivnimu’ obra-
7u svéta utvafenému po staleti, jejZ ovlada [...] kaZdy miuvéi a ktery neje-
nom nalezl sv{ij odraz ve vyznamech slov, ale ktery také rozhoduje o jejich
uZiti“ - Ve svych analyzach se oviem nedostal mimo okruh disté jazyko-
vych, imanentnich Gdajl (jak ukazuje jeho Lexikdlni sémantika, 1980) a mi-
mo tezi o syntaktickych zavislostech ve vyznamu slova.

Odbornici vénujici se sémantice sloZitéj3ich jazykovych spojeni — véty
a textu — zavedli pojem védomi o svété (wiedza o swiecie) jako zd@vod-
néni takového, a ne jiného uZiti a chapani slov. Soucastmi téchto znalosti
jsou ur¢ité predpoklady tykajici se pfirozené povahy (natury) svéta a za-
vaznych model(i kultury. Lakoffova pfikladova véta JJohn fekl Mary, Ze je
o3klivé, a pak zase ona urazila jeho” je pochopitelna pouze na pozadi kul-
turniho (mimojazykového) predpokladu: Fici Zeng, Ze je o3kliva, ji urazi. Ta-
kové a podobné predpoklady pronikaji do jazykovych textd jako presupo-
nované obsahy. Presupozici textu je cely souhrn soudl o svété, které — jak
fekl vystizné Andrzej Bogustawski— by normélni clovék pfedeslal v pfipadé
potfeby slovy ,vim, Ze...”-™ Tyto soudy jsou skrytou vyznamovou rovinou
textu. Jsou v ném pFitomny jako samoziejmost, jako néco, co nevzbuzuje
pochybnosti (pfestoZe jsou nékdy jako takové prezentovany). Presupozice,
které je podminkou odhaleni komunika¢niho smyslu vypovédi, je zaroven
i soucasti obsahu této vypovédi.

-1z Jurij Apresjan: Definiowanie znaczer leksykalnych jako zagadnienie seman-
tyki teoretycznej. In: Anna Wierzbicka (ed.): Semantyka i stownik. Var3ava
1972, s. 44.

-3 Viz Andrzej Bogustawski: Termin ,presuppozicija i ponjatnyj apparat teo-
rii teksta. In: Maria Renata Mayenowa (ed.): Tekst, jezyk, poetyka. Variava
1978, s. 24.
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Role faktoru popsaného jako ,v&domi o svété” vzrista postupné s uvol-
Hovanim jazykové sémantiky z pout kategorialni vétné skladby a s uvaZo-
vanim o vztazich slov a jejich vyznam{ ke skutecnosti. Regeni z tohoto hle-
diska harmonické navrhuje Hilary Putnam. Ve vyznamu slova odli3uje ved-
le syntaktického ukazatele (napf. pro ,vodu” informaci, Ze je to podstatné
jméno konkrétni, nepocitatelné) a ukazatele sémantického (,,voda” je Zivel
a tekutina) jest& takzvanou stereotypni souddst, otevienou v¢i znalostem
o svétd, ktera je konvenéni predstavou typického predméty, jeho <innosty,
chovani, vlastnosti atd. (,voda” je prihlednd, bezbarva, nema chut, hasi
¥izet apod.). Od nékoho, kdo vi, co znamena slovo ,voda” nebo ,tygr”,
se vyzaduje, jak tvrdi Putnam, aby védél, Ze modelova, typickd, normalni
voda je prlizraéna a normalini tygr pruhovany. Bez obezndmenosti s t&mi-
to elementy znalosti o pfedmétech nejsou slova dobfe osvojena. Takové
pojeti vyznamu je odlidné od pfedmétového vztahu, zéroven viak odpo-
vida za spravné uréeni tohoto vztahu.

Pravé na zakladé zkoumani jazykového stereotypu, v té variantg, jak uve-
denou problematiku chépal Hilary Putnam a jak ji ve svych nejnovéjich
pracich uplatiiuje Anna Wierzbicka, se dospiva k Zadoucimu pfekondni izo-
lace mezi popisem vyznam slov a popisem ,naivniho” obrazu svéta, spo-
tivajiciho v zakladech jazyka a timto jazykem neustédle raznymi zplsoby
a s rliznou intenzitou tvoteného.

Méam-li na zavér zformulovat vlastni stanovisko k této otdzce, pokusim
se o to v t&chto nékolika bodech.

1) Jazyk a jeho sémantika funguiji na pozadi spoleCensky ustaleného védo-
mi o svét&, oboji na sebe vzdjemné dynamicky pasobi.

2) Jazyk viemi moZnymi zplsoby vstfebavé prvky tohoto védomi o svété,
které shromézdili vynikajici jednotlivci, skupiny lidi a celé dané spolecen-
stvi, jeZ neustale rozsifuje svou zasobu informaci. Jazyk z této zésoby jisté

2us

prvky vybird, pretvafi, stabilizuje a ve vysledku nakonec dochazi k jejich
,ukotveni v jazyce”, ,ujazykovéni”.

3) Proces ukotveni v jazyce mé rizné formy. Lze je chépat jako féze. Jde
o fazi, kdy se odvoldvame k obsahu, aniZ je stabilizovan — napfiklad véta
JAni v rdji dnedniho svéta had nepfestava lakat jablkem fale3ného pozna-
ni” poukazuje k hlub3fm znalostem bible, neZ jaké jsou dnes v béZném po-
védomi. Pak je tu faze obsahové stabilizace beze znakd formalniho jazyko-
vého ustéleni, srov. napt. takové véty jako ,Blesk neuhodi do lisky”, ,PoZér
zptisobeny bleskem se nema hasit”, ,Straka na ploté predpovida hosty”

Tyto véty poukazuji k charakteristickym povéram, pfesvédcenim atd. dané-
ho prostfedi, které utvatejl vrstvu topiky (loci communes). Konecné je tu
faze stabilizace jak ve smysiu obsahovém, tak také formalnim, kdy ustéle-
nym slovnim spojenim — dvouslovnym (,svatd zemé&”, ,matka zemé&”, ,jas-
ny blesk”, ,drobny destik”, ,ohném a medem”) i viceslovnym, jako jsou
ptislovi, hddanky, pisné & pohadky — odpovida souhrn ustalenych soudi
o svété.

4) Jazyk oviem nelze povaZovat pouze za prosty odraz skutecného své-
ta, dokonce ani za jeho pfedpokladany model. Ceho by byly odrazem ¢&
modelem naptiklad malé bytlstky v Cervenych epitkach, kterym Fikame
trpastici? Vyznamy jednotlivych slov jazyka, tvofici jazykovy obraz svéta,
maji ke skute¢nosti nepfimy vztah. Predstavuji (navazujeme zde na dfivéj-
§f formulace) interpretaci skute¢nosti v jejich rozmérech fyzickych, psy-
chologickych, spole€enskych i duchovnich. Jazykovy obraz svéta, ktery ma
svou vnitini stylovou a Zdnrovou diferenciaci, svou modalitu, svou ontolo-
gii i poetiku, je vysledkem lidského hledédni smyslu ve svétg, ktery Clovéka
obkiopuje.

PreloZita Daniela Lehdrovd; odbornd redakce prekladu Irena Vankova
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| Profily
a subjektovad interpretace
sveta-’

JERZY BARTMINSKI
STANISEAWA NIEBRZEGOWSKA-BARTMINSKA

Po;:em profilovani, ktery se pouZziva v literatufe z oblasti jazykovédné
se’mantiky, nema pouze jediny vieobecné pfijimany vyznam. Pracuje

se s nim v zasadé dvojim zptisobem. Jeden vychazi z amerického kogniti-
vismu (Langacker 1987, 1995), druhy zname z praci Anny Wierzbické (1985
a di’lle) a jejich nasledovnik(i. Podrobnéji pfedstavime toto druhé pojeti
zonehoi vychazi zkulebni svazek Slovniku lidovych stereotypd a 5ymbol-
1 (1980) a které bylo provéfeno na pikladech ze spisovné i lidové politi-
ny. Pribéh diskuse, kterd o pojeti profilovani probéhla v Lublinu v letech
1980-1993, je lastecné dokumentovan ve sborniku Profilowanie pojec
Wybdr prac (Bartmiriski 1993). .
ANeZ bude fe¢ o rozdilech mezi timto dvojim chapanim zminéného
p.O]mU, poukdZeme na jisté spolecné rysy, které nam dovoluji mluvit v sou-
V|’slosti s profilovanim o jednom sméru hledani. Spole¢né jadro spoéiva ve
vyznamové analyze jazykovych vyrazQ v ramci uréitého SirSiho kontextu,

-' Oproti origindlu (podmiot, podmiotowy) volime vzhledem k silné termi-

.nologi‘cké zatfiv%nosti vyrazu ,podmét” v ceské tradici pfeklad subjekt, sub-
jektovy (srov. téZ rusky pteklad studie Profili i subjektivnaja interpretacija

mira. In: Jazykovoj obraz mira: olerki po etnolingvistike. Indri
So0s. + 1000 P g e. Indrik, Moskva
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jimz je naptiklad pro Wierzbickou fillmoreovské chdpani prototypové si-
tuace (Wierzbicka 1985), pro Langackera pojem kognitivni doména, ktery
odpovida tomu, co néktefi badatelé nazyvaji ramcem nebo idealizovanym
kognitivnim modelem (Langacker 1995, s. 18). V ptistupu, ktery je nejbliz-
§i nam, v modelu antropologickém, jde o soubor pojmt sdruzenych ko-
lem pojmu mluviciho subjektu (homo loquens), ktery se sklada z takovych
Lsubjektovych” prvkd, jako je typ racionality (typ racjonalnosci), védomi
o svété (wiedza o $wiecie), systém hodnot (system wartosci), a zejména
hledisko subjektu (podmiotowy punkt widzenia) a jim motivovany obraz
svéta. Popis vyznamu je v téchto pFistupech podminén vztahy k uréitému
pozadi; je jim situace, 3irsi pojmova struktura &i pozadi subjektu (tto pod-
miotowe), tj. komplex faktorG spojenych s homo loquens, s jeho postoji
a intencemi, jeZ jsou v textu p¥itomny mimo jiné jako charakteristika Zan-
rové-stylové a obecné vzato kulturni. Takové chdpani pozadi vytvafi pers-
pektivu pro celostni lingvisticky popis. Pfednosti subjektového pojeti poza-
di je moZnost pouZit lingvisticky (sémanticky) popis nejen v souvislosti
s jazykovym a pojmovym systémem, s rozlignymi relacemi jazyka a Fecové
situace, ale i v souvislosti s ¢lovékem a — slovy A. M. Lewického — k tomu,
abychom poukézali ke ,spojitosti jazykového chovéni ¢lovéka s jeho mys-
lenim, kulturou a vyvojem civilizace” (Lewicki 1993, s. 623).

Subjektovy charakter pozadi zvoleného pro popis vyznamu je rovnéz
dokumentovan v pfislusné terminologii, kde dominuji vyrazy typu hledis-
ko (punkt widzenia), perspektiva (perspektywa), profilovani, profil (pro-
filowanie, profil), vize (wizja), obraz (obraz), portrét (portret), aspekt (as-
pekt) aj. Viechny implikuji pfedstavu pozorujiciho subjektu.

V souladu se zasadami etnolingvistiky, uplatiiujici subjektovou rekon-
strukci kultury z jazykového zékladu, vychéazime pfi definici pojm profi-
Jovdni a profil z bézné intuice. Chdpeme profil — tak jako Sfownik jezyka
polskiego Mieczystawa Szymczaka (déle S|P Szym) —jako ,konturu, obrys,
formu néceho” a sloveso profilovat jako ,dat predmétu urcitou formu”.
V nagi definici znamené profilovani subjektovou (tj. svdj subjekt majici) ja-
zykové-pojmovou operaci, ktera spotivé ve svébytném vytvofeni obrazu
daného predmétu, a to prostfednictvim jeho uchopeni z hlediska urditych
aspektil (podkategorii, fazet), jako je napiiklad pGvod, vlastnosti, vzhled,
funkce, udalosti, proZitky apod., a to v kontextu védomi (wiedza) urcitého
typu a v souladu s poZadavky uréitého hlediska.

Pojmy profil a profilovani pro nas znamenaji centrum celého komplexu
pojmd, do néhoZ patii navic pojmy hledisko, aspekt, zkusenostni rdmec
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a scéna, kterd zahrnuje aktualizované souddsti pozadi, obsaZené ve zku-
fenostnim ramci. Viechny tyto pojmy se na obecnéjsi roviné vztahuji
k pojmu jazykového obrazu svéta. Faktory, na nichZ zavisi profilovéni, jsou
spojeny s vyde zmin&nymi subjektovymi kategoriemi: s typem racionality
(tj. n&&i racionality), néctho védomi o svété, néciho systému hodnot a né-
¢iho hlediska; vztahuiji se k vysoké arovni organizace jazyka, s niZ je nutng
spojena pFitomnost ¢lov &k a jako interpretatora a ,organizatora scény”
(Tokarski 1991, s. 137).

Upfesnéme nase chapani téchto pojmu na vybranych piikladech. Bude-
me je sledovat v jistém nendhodném potadi, podle stupné jejich jasnosti
v priibéhu analyz. Jazykovédec provadéjici popis v rdmci modelu, ktery nds
zajima4, se setkava nejprve s mnoZstvim tdajl vyjadfenych v riznych kul-
turnich kédech (kéd verbalni, k6d chovéni, kéd mytologicko-ideologicky,
kéd predmétn&-symbolicky); tyto Gdaje tvofi komplexni pozadi, vyplfiuji-
cf zkudenostni ramec zG¢astnéné osoby tak, jak je dostupny zkoumani.

Pojem zkusSenosini ramec (rama doswiadczeniowa), jehoZ tu uZivame,
je 3irsi neZ pojem rdmec vnimani (rama postrzezeniowa), ktery se vyskytu-
je v pracich kognitivistd (Langacker 1995, s. 66): chceme totiZ obsahnout
nejen to, co je postfehnutelné zrakem a konceptualizuje se v aktu poznani,
ale navic i to, co je kulturng ustaleno na zakladé ritualizovanych zptsobd
chovéni, povér, emodi, axiologizace apod., a také —z jiného hlediska — vse,
co do aktualni zkugenosti vna¥i individudini a spolecenskd pamét. Ramec
vniméni, poznavaci ramec, rémec sémanticky —to jsou podtypy zku3enost-
niho rdmce.

Kolektivni prace na lublinském slovniku stereotypt potvrzuje ucelnost
takto 3irokého chapani zku3enostniho rémce: diky nému se dafi zachytit
vnitini diferenciaci obraz( svéta v jazyce i v kultute, diferenciaci danou rdz-
nymi kédy, styly a zanry Fedi. Je zajimavé, Ze zkoumani axiologické slovni
zasoby polstiny, probihajici soub&Zné se Slovnikem stereotypt a symbo-
I, se setkala s problémem pfilisné jednostrannosti Gdajd — byly to vyhrad-
né tdaje jazykové —, coZ nedovolilo napfiklad konfrontovat proklamova-
né hodnoty s t&mi, které Polaci skutecné& vyznavaji.

Ke konkretizaci idaj(i obsaZenych ve zku3enostni bazi dochézf v feco-
vych aktech p¥i konstrukci scény. Vychazime —na rozdil od badateld uplat-
fujicich zjednoduSenou dichotomii systém : uZiti — z pfedpokladu, Ze tato
konkretizace méa dvé etapy: jednu predstavuje konkrétni fecovy akt, déjici
se ted a tady, jeho? vysledkem je konkrétni vypovéd' (jak by to zfejmé od-
povidalo tomu, co Langacker nazyva ,bezprostfedni oblasti konceptuali-
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zace” — Langacker 1995, s. 67), druhé se uskutecfiuje na drovni spolecen-
ské konvence, jeji? vlastnosti je opakovatelnost v riiznych vypovédich.

To Ize ilustrovat na ptikladu hvézd a souhvézdi. Analyza bohatého kom-
plexu ndzv( hvézd v lidové polstin€ z hiediska jejich onomaziologického
zékladu (Niebrzegowska 1996) umoznila rekonstrukci dvou velkych kon-
ceptudlnich scén, ,naboZenské” a »,hospodafské”.

O konvenéni scéné ,vanoéni” mizeme mluvit v souvislosti s pojmeno-
vanim Venuge jako Betlémské hvézdy, Orionu jako Betlémského chléva,
Kastora a Polluxe jako Hvézd TF kréli apod., coZ se na textové drovni poji
s pFisluinou opakuijici se (,folklorizovanou”) fabulaci, pfidanou k neutral-
nim nazvim: napfiklad hvézddm ze souhvézdi Vlasy Bereniciny se lido-
vé& Hka Sito a k tomuto nazvu se dodava konvendni text, Ze jde o ,sito, pfes
néZ TFi kralové sypali konim oves”; souhvézdi pojmenovana Skopec a Ku-
Fatka (Plejady) se dopliuji komentafem, Ze jsou to ,darky pro détatko od
pastyfe” apod.

Dal3i komplex je tvofen takovymi nazvy hvézd jako Kladivka, Sekery,
Siary, Sip, Klests, Zebfik, Sloup, Svaty kiiZ (Labut), které se vztahuji k jiné
nabozenské scéné — ,padijové”. Tuto scénu spoluvytvareji takové nazvy
hvézd jako Hvézda Matky BoZi Bolestné, Nevésty a Tri Marie (tfi hvézdy
Strely). Urity soubor nazv(i ddva opodstatnéni mluvit o ,scéné posledni-
ho soudu”, dal3i zase o ,scéné nazaretské” atd.

,Hospodafska” konceptualizace hvézd ma své ife znamé lexikalni uka-
zatele v ndzvech typu Velky viz, Vozka, Baby, Zenci, Mléénd dréha, v je-
jichZ zakladu tkvi metafora NEBE JE VELKA VESNICE. Rovnéz v tomto pfipa-
dé tvofi sémanticky kompaktni soubor nejen nazvy samy, ale rovnéz to, Ze
jsou s nimi spojovany urcité uddlosti, pfedavané jako folklorizované fabu-
le. Klasickym pikladem takovych podvojnych vyjadfeni metafory NEBE=
=VESNICE (nazvti i fabule) je ,hvézddFska nauka” Vojského v osmé knize
Mickiewiczova Pana Tadedse.

Klicovou pozici v naSem pojmovém systému zaujimaji pojmy aspekt,
podkategorie, fazeta. Tyto tfi terminy, Casto zaménovang, znamenaii vice-
méné toté? (prestoZe by mélo smysl je rozlisovat, miuvit napfiklad o aspek-
tu ve vztahu k obrazu heslového pfedmétu nebo o fazeté jako o souhrnu
soudd tvoficich explikaci pojmu a popisujicich vlastnosti heslového pfed-
métu). MoZné by se mél uZivat jen jeden termin —a snad by to mohl byt
ten, ktery pouZivd Wierzbicka, fazeta. Langacker a jeho Zaci a nasledovnici
pouZivaji v tomto smyslu terminu doména (Langacker 1995, s. 164).
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Stoji za poznédmku, Ze pojem fazeta ma tradici rovnéZ v jinych védach.
V teorii informace se uplatriuje koncepce fazetové kiasifikace (Czerny 1981,
s. 69-75), jejiz zaklady vytvoFil indicky bibliograf Shiyali R. Ranganathan,
autor dél Colon Classification (1933) a Philosophy of Library Classification
(1951). V oblasti védeckych informaci znamenad fazeta totéZ co ,podkate-
gorie”, ,skupina tfid odpovidajicich né&jaké spolené charakteristice”, ozna-
¢ujicich napfiklad druh materidlu, druh ¢innosti atd. Fazety se mohou se-
skupovat do kategorii (Sfownik terminologiczny informacji naukowej, déle
STIN, 1979, s. 45).

Zakladni otazka spojena s fazetami se tykd toho, zda je prostfednictvim
analyzy materidlu objevujeme, zda jsou néjakym zplsobem vyhledavény
v mnoZstvi empirickych ddajd, anebo zda je na material klademe zvnéjs-
ku jako sit, kterd materidl uspofaddvd a umoZiuje snéze porovnat rlizna
hesla. S tim se poji dalsi otdzka —jsou fazety specifické pro jednotlivé pojmy
a jejich skupiny, anebo jsou univerzalni?

Pokud jde o prvn{ otdzku, od pocatku jsme ddvali pfednost takové ka-
tegorizaci, kterd ,by se bliZila ke zkuSenostem, pocitlim, intuici prostého
¢lovéka, ,plebejce’, nositele lidové kultury” (SLS) 1980, s. 21), a naplfiovala
by tedy poZadavek subjektové rekonstrukce. Proto jsme navdzali na aris-
totelovské kategorie, které jsou — podle formulace Jodtowského - vysled-
kem ,pozorovéni vztahu obycejného smrtelnika ke svétu, jenZ ho obklopu-
je” (SLS} 1980, s. 21).

KdyZ byla v roce 1980 (v SLS]) navrZena kategorizace defini¢nich vét,
nebylo jesté rozhodnuto, jaké misto v kognitivni definici pfipadne pojmu
fazeta. Ukézalo se, Ze to bude misto vyznamné. Nejen proto, Ze zména me-
tod definovéni, totiZ opusténi modelu taxonomické definice (viz jeji kritika
in Bartminiski 1984) a sméfovani k definici kognitivni (Bartminski 1988a),
oteviené (Bartminski—Tokarski 1993), s sebou pfinesla znany narlst roz-
sahu definice, a tedy nezbytnost ji urcitym zp@sobem vnitfné ¢lenit. Pfede-
v3im v3ak proto, Ze fazetovy systém vystavby vykladu otevira nové, neob-
vyklé perspektivy, co se ty¢e poukaz( ke kognitivni struktufe pojma. Praveé
takové vzorové uplatnéni fazetové koncepce se podafilo Anné Wierzbické
(1985). Prokézala existenci defini¢nich schémat pro urcité skupiny lexika
(naptiklad nazvy artefaktdl, ndzvy zvifat) a teoreticky je zdGvodnila. Odlisi-
la pojmy taxonomické, funkcionalni, partonomické a kolektivni a pFisoudi-
la jim odli3né defini¢ni struktury jak ve sloZce kategorizuijici, tak ve vybéru
fazet. Naptiklad pro 3alky — Gicel, materidl, vzhled, rozmér, pouZziti (Wierz-
bicka 1985, s. 33 - 34), pro my3i -, pfirozenost”, puvod, prostfedi, velikost,

vzhled, chovani, vztah k lidem (Wierzbicka 1993, s. 254-256). MoZnost
pouZivat jedno spole¢né explikaéni schéma byla potvrzena pro drahé ka-
meny (Mazurkiewicz 1989a), hvézdy (Niebrzegowska 1990), obilniny (Zie-
ba 1991), byliny (Steckiewicz 1991), kvétiny (Lis 1995), stromy (Wawreta
1991), ptéky (Swi¢—Chlebiej 1991, Winiarczyk 1995) apod.

Specificky soubor fazet byl zapotfebi k interpretaci a srovnavacimu po-
pisu narodnich stereotypd; $lo o nasledujici fazety: postoje k lidem; vlast-
nosti charakteru a intelektu; Zivotni postoje a vztah k majetku; svétovy
néazor; vnéjsi vzhled (Bartminski 1995b).

Pro charakteristiku profesnich stereotypl (zemédélce, déinika a ured-
nika) vyclenil Andrzej Wejland ponékud jinak definované ,aspekty”, to-
tiZ: city a postoje k lidem; kvalita préce a vztah k prédci; majetkova situace
a vztah k majetku; Zivotni situace a Zivotni postoje; svétovy ndzor (nabo-
Zenstvi a politika); osvéta a zvyky; misto mezi lidmi; vzhled a obleceni
(Wejland 1989, s. 94).

Teze o existenci jednolitych defini¢nich schémat pii vykladu hesel z jed-
noho sémantického pole nelze chdpat dogmaticky. Ve skupiné narodnich
stereotypli se napfiklad jako znacné odlisné od ostatnich z hlediska faze-
tové struktury jevi pojmy Némec a Rus —ten prvni Poldci (v roce 1990) in-
terpretovali v kategoriich nérodnosti, druhy v kategoriich ideologie (Bart-
minski 1994), a ve skupiné profesnich stereotypt — napftiklad dfednik a ze-
médélec — je prvni vnimédn zkoumanymi délniky prostfednictvim svého
vztahu k lidem a druhy prostfednictvim svého vztahu k praci (Wejland
1989, s. 95).

Kategorizace pfedmétu, vybér fazet odpovidajicich uplatiiované kate-
gorizaci a kvalitativni charakteristiky pfedmétu v rémci pfijatych fazet spo-
le¢né svéddi o tom, co lze nazvat profilovanim. Profilovani je proces, jehoZ
vysledkem je profil. Uvedenym terminem rozumime nejen variantu vyzna-
mu, ale spiSe variantu pfedstavy o interpretovaném pfredmétu. Ta je vytvo-
fena vybérem fazet a jejich uspofadanim v souladu se zasadami implika-
ce a naplnéna obsahem v duchu pfijatého védomf( o svét&; soucasné jde
o variantu vytvofenou n&jakym dominantnim faktorem, dominantou. Vy-
tvafeni profilu je vpojeno do mechanism organizace scény, at uZ na Grov-
ni individudlniho fe¢ového aktu, anebo na Urovni spolecenské konvence
(jak jsme o tom hovofili vy3e).

Ne? se dostaneme k souvislosti pojm( profil a hledisko subjektu, zastav-
me se nakratko u otdzky vztahu profilu k vyznamu slova. Pokud pfijmeme
nejobecnéj3f chapéani vyznamu jako sémantického korelatu stojiciho mezi
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Kdyb,y odpovéd’ na otazku ¢islo 1) byla kladnd, uvazovani o dalii h
dvgu otazkach by bylo bezpfedmétné. Musime tedy pfedpokladat, Ze o;
p(;];n):)lljedplcl)uiivat v ramci jedné sémantické teorie. Provedené,analyzj/
oo ggé;a é(c)fiur;iréce, pravice—levice, vlasti — dokazuji opravnénost pré-

) ftla otdzku 2) - zda jsou profily prosté jen rlznymi vyznamy — zni odpo
vedivN?.v{\rgumentem je tu mimo jiné pfiklad viastnich jmen, o nichips -
traducnevrlké, Ze nemaiji vyznam a pouze oznacuji, aviak k jeji,chi anal’ze
Ize p?u2|t pojmu profilovani. Vlastni jména totiz doprovazi sémantiik?
‘korelaf”, ktery mlize byt rtzné profilovan: mluvi-li se o X mﬁi:e se to tyk );
J.evho’ruzn)’/ch aspektl v souvislosti s postoji a intencemi n;luvéich Toto{oal
l|§em profild se podafilo popsat v souvislosti s Némcem i u dalii'ch na’roc?-
mcf) sterfeot):p&, je to moZné u mistnich nazva typu Krakov, Varsava Pod:
half, u n’azvu zemi jako Polsko, jmen osob jako Napoleon léos’ciuszklo at,
Tato ]mena »Chladné” denotuijf to, co denotuji, a nikdo a’mi trochu ne S'
chybu;e, jak je méa pouzivat, kde?to charakteristiky s nimi spojované«kpt -
:jer negctip;)vidaji klasickému chapani vyznamu — jsou velice rozrtiznéné r?a-

ovni toho, co jsme oznadili j i i g j &
g (oo b;Ude jegtéarc;g.;ako profily, determinované subjektové a kul-

) Na otaézku 3) odpoviddme kladné. Profily se nachdazejf uvnitf vydélenych
vyznanowuva znamenaiji specifickou formu utvateni bazového obsahu Pr):)fi-
ly rozriziiuji pfedstavu o prototypovém pfedmétu. '

Me?hanismus vytvafeni profilu pojmu je mozné popsat v nékolika 'eho~
typickych pribézich, propojujicich souasti z r(znych vrstev vyznamulslo-
va. Za ?,FVé je kvalita profilu spjata s vybérem kategoriza¢niho komponen-
tu. Z pr‘lk!adl‘j jiZ anatyzovanych ptipomefime CHRPU (blawatek) Ifteré je
ka’ltegorlvzove’t‘na jako ,rostlina” jako ,kvétina”, Joylina” & plevel’l’ a ziskii«

vé pokaz’dé jiny soubor fazet a rlizny obsah jejich vnitFnic,;w charakteristik
LiD (rzarod), definovany v pfesném smyslu jako »neprivilegované vrstv‘
spole¢nosti” a kategorizovany na niz3i Grovni jako ,stav”, t¥ida” ,spole)—/

o
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genska skupina”, podléhd vyrazné obsahové diferenciaci, pokud jde o vias-
tnosti, chovani, symboly atd. (Bartminski—Mazurkiewicz 1993).

Za druhé nadfazené kategorie nemusi podléhat variabilité, rozliseni se
muZe tykat jen jedné z niZiich trovni, napt. OHEN je v lidové pol3tiné dife-
rencovan pomoci profilli zejména vzhledem k mistu vyskytu: oheri nebes-
ky, pekelny, v ocistci, domdci (Szadura 1996), VODA zase vzhledem ke své-
mu uplatnéni a pouZiti: voda jako napoj, jako prostredek ocisty, jako 1€Civy
a magicky prostfedek (Majerova-Baranowska 1993).

Vztah mezi profilovanim — polysémii — kategoriza¢nim komponentem
rozhodn& neni prosty a jednosmérny. Odpovidaji riznym zplsob(m kate-
gorizace réizné vyznamy? Samoziejme ano, pokud jsou tu pFitomny i dal3i
denotaty: napf. kania (kang) Lptak” i ,houba”, Zuraw (jefdb) ,ptak” i ,va-
hadlo u studny”. V kazdém z téchto pFikladu je rozdilné celé schéma vykla-
du, protoZe kognitivni struktury pojmd ,ptak”, ,houba”, ,technické zafi-
zeni” jsou odlidné.

Proti zjednodusujicimu zobeciiovéani viak hovofi piiklady metaforizace,
kdy rozdilna kategorizace nenaruduje sémantickou jednotu hesla v lexi-
kografickych pracich, napt. baran (beran) — zvite i ¢lovék, mfot (kladivo) —
naradi i €lovék, klops (masové rolada) —jidlo i situace (krach); tyto pfikla-
dy jsou ve slovnicich popisovany spole¢né, jako by to byla sémanticky
homogenni hesla — slovnikafi tu jesté nechtéji mluvit o odlidnych vyzna-
mech. Nejde tedy o riizné profily, tvofici jakoby niZsi Groven diferenciace
obsahu slova, néco, co by bylo mozné nazvat ,skrytou polysémii”?

Zastavme se u funkce vyrazu jako ve zkoumanych kontextech a poloZme
si otazku, v jaké mite, piipadné v jakych uZitich odliduje tento vyraz profily
od vyznami. Jsou niZe uvedené kontexty sémanticky identické?

1) kania (kané&) jako ptak a kania jako houba,
2) baran (beran) jako zvife a baran jako clovék,
3) cztowiek (€lovék) jako spoleCenska bytost a czfowiek jako biologicky

organismus.

Skute¢né vyraz jako pouze ,pfepind” pfedstavu o pfedmétu z jedno-
ho aspektu na jiny, anebo — pouZijme popis tohoto vyrazu ze SJP Szym —
zdirazituje funkci, specificky charakter néceho, ¢innost, pozici, roli zauji-
manou ve vztahu k négemu”? Zda se, Ze ke ,zdlraznéni funkce” dochazi
ve viech uvedenych pfikladech, aviak zd(raznuje se pokaZdé néco jiné-
ho, jinak se chape hlavni ¢len: v pfikladech 1) a 2) je slovni spojeni s jako
ptifazeno k hlavnimu &lenu, chapanému ve formélni supozici (mél by byt
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zapsan v uvozovkach:  kania” ,baran“ anebo opatfen slovem ,vyraz”),
v pfikladu 3} je hlavni ¢len chdpan v ,materialni” supozici, jde o pojem, ne
0 nazev véci. Pouze u tfetiho pfikladu maZeme miuvit o rdznych profilech.

PFi shrnuti musime konstatovat, Ze rzné profily nejsou rGznymi vyzna-
my; jde o zplsoby organizace sémantického obsahu uvnitf vyznamu. Utva-
fejl se na zakladé derivace, jejimZ vychodiskem je bazovy komplex séman-
tickych viastnosti v rdmci vyznamu jako otevieného komplexu viastnosti,
Profilovani pfedpokldda existenci prototypu. Pojem prototyp ize spojovat
s profilovanim, souhlasime-li s tim, Ze existuje prototypovy profil a pak pro-
fily dal3i, od ného odvozené.

Takové pojeti profilu potvrdilo svou hodnotu napfiklad pfi popisu ste-
reotypu Némce a zdroveri umoznilo provést velice podstatny pfechod od
chapani profilu na zékladé fazetové struktury k objeveni pojmu hledisko,
a déle pak ke stanoveni hypotézy tykajici se subjektu, s kterym je toto hle-
disko spojeno. V historii stereotypu Némce v polském prostiedi se poda-
filo ukdzat, Ze existuje korelace mezi rGznymi obrazy zdpadniho souseda
a subjektivnimi hledisky, a jit i dal, totiZ provést historicko-kulturni identifi-
kaci téchto subjektd. Stru¢né feceno: model ,Némce jako ciztho” odpovi-
da hledisku ,prostého clovéka”; model ,Némce jako ,pludraka’ (hanlivé
oznaceni motivované typickym obledenim, pozn. pfekl.) — hledisku 3lech-
tice-Sarmata; model ,Némce okupanta a nepfitele” — hiedisku polského
vlastence bojujiciho za nezévislost zemé; model ,Némce kata” — hledisku
obé&ti nasili; a nakonec sou¢asny model Némce jako pracovitého, bohatého
a kulturniho Evropana se dnes vytvati z hlediska sou¢asného mladého pol-
ského inteligenta (Bartmiriski 1994).

Metodologicky podobné byla provedena analyza pojmu LID v politiné
dvou poslednich staletl. Vychazela z podrobné dokumentace uplatnéni
slova a pojmu v riiznych typech textd, respektovala pfedpoklady subjekto-
vé rekonstrukce a dospéla k zavérlim tykajicim se hledisek a déle zejména
zkoumdni vnimajiciho subjektu. Tento subjekt se podafilo blize charakteri-
zovat vzhledem k jeho spolecenskému, politickému, ekonomickému a in-
telektudInimu statutu (Bartminski—Mazurkiewicz—Brzozowska 1993).

V takto zaméfenych popisech se propojuji lingvistické analyzy s ana-
lyzami literdrnich text(. Literdrnf védci shromazdili fadu poznatkt o zp(-
sobech konstruovani obrazl svéta z rGznych hledisek — uvedme na zévér
alespon tfi pfiklady: v Grotesce Stefana Themersona je to svét vidény olima
termitl, v Nabarveném ptéceti Jerzyho Kosifiského jde o vychodopolskou
venkovskou spolecnost vidénou ocima Zidovského ditéte a v Plechovém
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bubinku Gunthera Grasse je védlka vniména z perspektivy inteligentniho
mrzacka-trpaslika. Takto chdpany kognitivnélingvisticky popis je zéroven

i popisem antropologickym.

PieloZila Daniela Lehdrové; odbornd redakce prekladu Irena Vartkova

PieloZeno z: Profile a podmiotowa interpretacja $wiata. In: jerzy Bartmirski-

~Ryszard Tokarski (eds.): Profilowanie w jezyku i w tekscie, Lublin 1998, 5. 211-224.
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