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1. BBenenue

Ecnu BepuTh MCHXOJIOTHH, MOMCKAMHU CMBICTA JKU3HHU JIIOJM 3aHUMAIOTCS,
JIOCTUTHYB ONpENeIeHHON 3penocTi. CMBICT K€ BBICKa3bIBaHMS, U HE TOJIBKO O
KU3HU, MPo(heccCHoHaIbHO MHTEpecyeT MTUHTBUCTOB U ¢minocodoB s3pika. Korma
TaKOH CMBICII )KUBBIM B PYKHU JIMHTBHCTY HE JAaeTCs, MPUXOANUTCS MPENapupoBaTh
MPOAYKTHI SI3BIKOBOW JAEATENFHOCTH U PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh XOJ PACCyKICHUH, Ha
KOTOPBIiA, HE BCeria J0OPOBOILHO U OECKOPBICTHO, HAMEKAET aBTOP PEUH.

. M. Kobozea (Ko6ozesa 2007), onupasich Ha Oosiee paHHIOK MyOIHKAIIUIO
KobGozeBa, Jlaydep 1998, «mamex(anme)» ompenenser Kak (HopMy KOCBEHHOTO
BBIpQKEHHsI CMBICIIA, IPUMEHUTEIFHO K TOMY CIy4ar0, KOTJIa «OH KOAMPYETCS C
MOMOIIBIO  SI3BIKOBOTO  3HAaKa, KOHBEHIIMOHAJIBHO TPEJAHA3HAYEHHOTO IS
BBIPAKCHUSI APYTOTO CMBICIIA, HA3bIBAEMOTO OYKBaJIbHBIM CMBICIOM (= SI3BIKOBBIM
3HAYCHHEM) ITOTO 3HaKa». HamekaM B 39TO# KOHIENIMU MPUCYIIH: BEpOAIBLHOCTS,
KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHAs WHTEHIMOHAJIBLHOCTh, KOCBEHHOCTb, a TAaK)K€ BBIBOJMMBIC U3
JPYTUX TPU3HAKOB 000CHOBAaHHOCTH U BBIBOJIUMOCTD.

B aHTnmiickoM si3bIKe €CTh HECKOJIBKO JIEKCEM, COOTBETCTBYIOIINX PYCCKOMY
CIIOBY Hamek, W3 HHX Hambojee oObuHBI Tpu — CuUe, hint, allusion; x Hum
npUMBIKaoT suggestion, intimation, indication, B3sTbie B MEPEeHOCHOM CMBICIIE,
Ka)XkJJ0€ CO CBOMMH OTTEHKAMH U OTIMYUTEILHBIMHU NpHU3HaKaMu. Jlanee Mbl KpaTKoO
obpucyeM ymoTpeOJeHHWE TEPBBIX TpeX B JIMHIBUCTUYECKOW IJUTEpartype,
MOCBSIIICHHON HEMPSIMOMY CMbICITY SI3bIKOBBIX BBIPKCHUIA.

2. AHrauiickoe cue

Kak nmokassiBaet Bennett 1978, B nuckypce Hameku (cues) paccMaTpHUBalOTCA B
KOHTEKCTE TaKWX Map MOHATUH, Kak «hopMa U colepkaHue», «3HaK U 3HAYCHUEY,
«o3Havarouiee U o3HayaemMoey. DyHIAaMEHTOM AJsl MX HCTOJKOBAHMS SIBISCTCS
teopust 3Hadenus J[k.Jlokka, B KOTOpoil mpeamonaraercs, 4To HaOIOAaeMble
BepOaJbHBIE W HEBepOaJbHBbIE ACWCTBHUS PETYSPHO «COOTBETCTBYIOT» HJIESM
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B BOCIIPHHUMAaEeMOM MHpE UeJIOBEYECKOTO cO3HaHus. MHeHus, purypupyroume B
TaKkoM MHUpE AUCKYpCa, HEHa30MIMBO PEKOMEHAYIOT WIIM Ha30MIMBO MPEIIHICHIBAIOT,
HaMeKasi Ha ONPE/ICTICHHOE «IIPOYTCHUEY BBICKAa3bIBAaHUN B KOHKPETHBIX CUTYAIHSIX
muckypca (cp. «are often conceived of in a form—content, sign—-meaning, signifier—
signified framework which presupposes something like a Lockean theory of meaning
in which manifest behaviors, verbal and nonverbal, are said to 'correspond' in rule—
governed ways to ideas in a conceptual world somehow contained in the mind. This
is an expected bias for those scientists who feel their main concern should be with
empirical validation of hypothesized consistencies in some observed body of data.
Cues in conversation or other forms of human discourse would in this way 'convey'
or even 'force' a particular 'reading' which is the meaning or content that cue is
associated with independently of its actual use in specific discourse situations. In
fact a cue's ability to, as it were, 'contain' some piece of a conceptual world — as if
cues were packages containing bits of information — is what would in this view
distinguish a particular phenomenon as a cue», (Bennett 1978: 570)).

I'maBHBIM TOTpeOWTEIEM TAaKOrO HaMeKka B JIUCKYpCE  BBICTYMAET
HETIOCPEACTBEHHBIN aapecat auckypca. [1o TakoMy «HaMeKy» yCTaHaBIHBAIOTCS, B
gactaocTr (Backlund 1989: 30-38):

MapKepsl JUHAMHUKH JUCKYpCa, COCTABIIIOMINE JIOTHYECKHE IIePEeXO.IbI
paccykIeHnsT — JIEKCHYeCKHe eAMHUIIBI THIa: Ho, moz2oa, but, now, well,
BOIPOCHI, 3aBEPIIAIONINE KIUIIE, OLEHOUYHBIC CY)KJICHHUS U T. II.;

— Mapkepsl ycuiieHus u noarepikaeHus (markers of reinforcement), tumna this

Mmeans «uHaye roBOpPs»;

— 0030p JOCTUTHYTHIX Pe3yIbTAaTOB JHAJIOra U «B3TJISI B Oyaymiee.

To, 4To JienaeT TeKCT CaMOI0CTATOYHBIM, TIOJIAETCS C TIOMOIIBIO OTIPEIEIIEHHBIX
PEYECBBIX IIPUEMOB, Ha3bIBAEMBbIX KOHTCKCTYAJIU3UPYIONIUMHU HaMEKaMu
(contextualizing cues). Tak, TpeACTaBUTENb AHIIIOCAKCOHCKONW  KYJIBTYPHI
UCTIBITBIBAET TPYTHOCTH C BOCIIPUSTHEM IUCKYpCa Ha KUTAHCKOM SI3bIKE HE CTOJBKO
M3-32 CHHTAKCHUYECKHX CIIOKHOCTEH s3bIKa CaMoro Imo cebe, CKOJBbKO H3-3a
HEIIPUBBIYHOCTHU ITOAAYU TEKCTA, 3aTPYAHAIOIIECTO KOHTCKCTYaJINn3allHIo. A HNMCHHO,
mo (Young 1980: 224), uznoxeHune MO-KUTAHCKH MOYKET MOKa3aThCSA HEYKITIOKUM H
pa3MBITBIM, KOTJIa peaibHas Ieldb Ha3bIBACTCS TOJBKO IIOCIE CPAaBHUTEIHHO
JUIMHHOTO  (TI0  «EBPONEWCKHM» MEpKaMm) MpeIuciIOBUs, OOBACHSIOIIETO
NPEABICTOPUIO, TPUYMHBI W TPEIIOCBUIKH JJIsi HEKOTOPOTO TIOJIOKEHHS el
co0eceIHUK HAauYMHACT CIIMIIKOM H3/ajieka M M3jiaraeT MpealiecTBYIONIYIO KU3Hb.
U3-3a Takux pa3Nuuuil B TEXHUKE CTPYKTYPUPOBaHHS WHPOPMAIMH IUCKYpPC H3
JOpyroi KyJbTyphl KaXKeTCsl HEYMECTHO HOApoOHBIM. OmHAKO 3TO CBOMCTBO —
pe3ysbTaT CTpeMJICHUS K «KoomlepupoBaHHOCTH» (B cmbicine [1. I'paiica),
MPEeJOCTaBIeHNUsI COOECeHNKY MaKCHMyMa TpeOyeMbIX CBEICHHH B OIOpe Ha



35
B. 3. JleMbsSHKOB

pecypcsl 3apaBoro cMbicna. Kuralickuii ropopsimuii 6epeT Ha ceOst Tpy Il 00JerYuTh
NMOHMMaHue, cHaOxas coOecemqHrKa Bce HeoOxoauMmoill wuHpopManueil u
YCIIOKanBacTCsA, TOJIBKO y6eILI/IBIHI/ICI>, 4qTo0 'y CO6CC€I[HI/IK3 BCC€ JTO YXKC CCThb.
«EBporneiickas» e Joruka u3jnokenus oonee Gopmaibha u OykBanmuctuuHa (cp.:
«The different ways of structuring information receive different valuations in these
culturs. Viewed callously, the Chinese discourse appears imprecise, unwieldy and
downright inept. Cast more charitably, it is seen to emphasize cooperation, prudence,
and clearheaded caution» Young 1980: 224). A cTpemieHre HE HaBA3BIBATH CBOE
MHCHHUEC MMPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO agpe€caT BUAUT, KaK B KOHCYHOM HTOI'€ MOIJia OBl
BBIITIAAETE LEJIEBasd KapTHHAa MHpa, HO HE BCEraa IMOHMUMACT, YTO C 9TUM BOPOXOM
nH(GOPMAITUY JIENaTh U KaKUX JaJIbHEHIINX ICHCTBUI OT HErO XKIYT.

BaxHyr0 «HaMeKarollyl» poidb B TakOM KOHTEKCTyalIM3alMd HIPAKOT
Bep6aJ'II:HLI€ u HCBCp6aJ'ILHLIC MapKEPhI, a TAKKE UX KOJJMIECTBEHHOC U KAYECTBCHHOC
COOTHOIIIEHHE: N30BITOK KECTUKYIIUU MHOTAA Ka)KETCA HEYMECTHBIM U HE CTOJIBKO
HaMEKacT, CKOJIBKO AaKTHBHO HAaBA3BIBAET IIPEAB3ATOCTD. Ba>1<Hy10 pojib B
HUHTEPIIPETALIMU HAMCKOB HUI'PACT COOTBETCTBUC IMPHUHATHIM COLMAJIBHBIM HOpMaM.
Hampumep, Bo MHOTHX 001IeCTBaX OrpaHUYEHHO JJOITYCTUMO KPUTHKOBATh TIOBEICHUE
MIPUCYTCTBYIOIINX KOMMYHHKAHTOB, OCOOCHHO OO0Jiee CTaporo BO3pacTa, ¥ B pa3HOU
CTENEHU YMECTHBI NpsIMbIE 3aMedaHus MiaaamuM. Yepecuyp npo3payHble HAMEKH Ha
KOMMYHUKAaTUBHYIO HECOCTOATCIILHOCTDH CO6eCGILHI/IKOB, BIPOUYCM, IIPOPBIBAIOTCA
4yepe3 HEMNPOU3BOJIbHBIE HEBepOAJbHBIC JICHCTBHS, TaKHUE KakK: TeJICCHBIC
KHMHETUYCCKUE W TMAapaKUHECTUYCCKHUE MApKEPhbI, BbIAAONIUE YBCPCHHOCTDL I/I/I/IJ'II/I
COMHEHUS B CBOEH W/Win Ily)i(OI\/'I IMpaBoOTE, IPOKCEMUKA — OJIM30CTH WIN YAQAJIICHHOCTD
KOMMYHUKAHTOB B IIPOCTPAHCTBEC, BBIPAXKCHUC JIMIIA n/unm HanpaBJICHUC B3ITIAA4,
npocoanyeckas auHamuka u ap. (Wallat 1984: 27).

Hawmexwu B auasore (conversational cues), cOOTBETCTBEHHO, ONPEAETSAIOTCS KaK
BHCHIHC BOCIIPUHUMACMOC Bep6aanoe u napaBep6aJH)Hoe IIOBCACHUEC, BKJIIOYas
BEChb CIICKTP SA3BIKOBBIX M IMAPAA3BIKOBBIX CPCACTB, TAKHUX KaK BBI60p JICKCUKH,
11a0JI0HBI U KIIMIIC, IpOCOaAnA (KOHTyp BBICOTBHI TOHA, OKpACKa TJIaCHbIX, PUTM,
yIapeHue, PeTUCTp BBICOTHI TOHA), a TaKXKe HeBepOambHbIC CHTHAIBI (Takue Kak
KHMBKH W HarpaslieHHe B3rsaa). MHTeprnperupyeMblie Ha (POHE CHHTAKCHYECKOTO U
JICKCHUYCCKOI'O pernepTyapa, 9THU CHUI'HAJIbI BBIIIOJIHAIOT JABEC (l)yHKLII/II/IZ
(1) KOHTEKCTYaM3UPYIOT JANUCKYPC, YKas3biBas Ha IOAXOMAIIYI0 CXeMy, HIIH
CLIeHapHii, MoBeieH s, (2) MPeaOCTaBISIOT HHYOPMALIIO O TOM, K YeMy THCKYpC
MNpuBA3aH TEMATUYCCKH, BBIACIIAA TaKUE OJJCEMCHTLI PEUYH, KaK 3HAYUMOCTD,
KOHTpacTHas dMda3za, HOBas VS. crapas mH(pOpMaIus, MEepCleKTUBa, WIA CMEHa
tonuka peun («a range of linguistic and paralinguistic phenomena, such as lexical
choice, formulaic utterances, prosody (including pitch contour, vowel coloration,
rhythm, stress, pitch register), as well as nonverbal cues (such as nodding and eye—
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gaze direction). When interpreted in relation to syntactic and lexical choices, these
cues serve two functions: (1) they contextualize discourse, signaling what the
appropriate schema is, (2) they provide information about how the discourse is tied
together thematically, signalling such things as salience, contrastive emphasis, new
versus old information, perspective, or topic shifts», (Michaels, Reier 1981: 180)).
Bce mojo0HbIe «IOIBMKKMY B OOIIEHHH Ha3bIBAIOTCS Takxke conversational cueing
«HAMEKaHHE B Pa3roBOpe».

Koryia KOMMYHHKaHT YyBCTBYET, YTO HAMEK «HE JIOIIEI H/UITU YTO HAMEKAIOIIUE
curHaibl He 3(Q(EeKTUBHBI, HE BBHITIONHSIIOT CBOSTO MPETHA3HAYCHUS, KOHCTATUPYETCS
aBapuiiHblii cOoi (failure cue). A Ha «cOoiHBIX yuacTkax» (failure sequences)
Ha4YMHAIOTCS «PEMOHTHBIE paboThD» («the occurrence of a failure, the recognition (or
suspicion) of a failure by the listener, the emission of a failure cue by the listener, the
identification of the failure, and the repair work that may be made by one or both
parties», Ringle, Bruce 1982: 212). BpiBatoT IMIDIMIIUTHBIE W SKCTUTUIIUTHBIE CUTHAITBI
0 cboe, mocneHMIA cirydait Bkitodaer, 1o (Ringle, Bruce 1982: 212):

1. Tosicuenue (point of extension): ciymaTtens MOIXBATHIBACT MBbICIb,
BBICKa3aHHYIO TOBOPSIIINM, M MPOJIOJDKAET €€ TaK, KaK, M0 ero MHEHHIO, ec
MPOJIOJIKHI ObI TOBOPSIIHIA. B 4aCTHOCTH, CMBICIT CKa3aHHOTO PACIIIUPSCTCS
WK CYXKaeTCsl.

2. Ornamenne («03BydHBaHKE») JOTMYeCKOro BeiBoaa (inference assertion),
BBIBOJMMOTO W3 JINCKypCa TOBOPSILET0, HO HEe 0053aTEbHO CBSI3aHHOTO C
00CYy)XJJaeMOH B IaHHBI MOMEHT TEMOH.

3. Koncraranus ananormu (analogue assertion): ciymarenb MbITaeTCs
MPOBECTH AHAIOTHIO MEXY TOYKOW 3PEHHS TOBOPSIIET0 U YeM—TO ellle,
41O, MO0 €ro MHCHHIO, 3HAKOMO T'OBOpAIIEMY U 4YTO OAMHAKOBO IIOHATHO
BCEM KOMMYHHUKAaHTaM.

4. Kparkoe usnoxxenre win mapadpas (Summary wiu paraphrase): ciuymiarensb
pPE3IOMHUPYET  OCHOBHBIE ~ MOMEHTBI  TOCIEIHEr0  «BBICTYILICHHSD
TOBOPSIIIETO.

5. TIpsmoe ytBepxnmenue (direct assertion) mim Bompoc: B JOMOJHEHHE K
«KOCBeHHBIM HaMmekam» (Oblique cues) takoro poja, ciaymaTens MOXET
NpUOETHYTh K HPSMBIM YTBEPXKIACHHSIM O CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX 00JacTsIX
3HAHUH WM O UX HEIOCTATOYHOCTH, WIIU 3a]1aTh TOBOPSIIEMY KOHKPETHbIC
Bompockl. Takue KOHCTAaTallMd TO3BOJSIFOT — CAENaTh  BBIBOJBI O
IIOTCHIMAJIBHBIX HCTOYHHKAX cboeB B pasroBopEe MU B )IaJ'H;HeﬁH.IeM
n30exaTh nX.
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3. Anrauiickoe hint

B ocHOBe cemMaHTHMKHU 3TOM aHTJIMHUCKOM JIEKCEMBI JICKHT nacsa 3amnpeTta B
COUYCTaHHUHU C H606XOHI/IMOCTLIO BCC—TaKu COO6HH/ITI), «IOHECTU» KOMY CJIICOYCT:
<<BOHpOC HE B TOM, A€JIAI0 s 3TO WJIN HET, MOT'Y HJIM HE MOT'Y OTKPBITO CKa3aTb 00
OTOM; BOIIPOC B TOM, YTO, OaXKE €CJIN 51 OTKPBITO I'OBOPIO, YTO 3TO UMEHHO TO, YTO A
MOIpa3yMeBalo, s He TOApa3yMeBaro 3TOro, roBopst KMeHHO 310 (cp. «It is true that,
if 1 hint, | must not openly say what it is that | hint — if | do, then | am not hinting at
all. But if, in saying e.g. Is our control system really effective? | imply that bursars
are not to be trusted, I could (I believe) with perfect propriety go on to say quite
openly I imply, of course, that bursars are not to be trusted. The issue is not whether
I do or do not, can or cannot, openly say this; it is that, even if | openly say that this
is what | imply, I do not imply it in saying that. | imply it in saying Is our control
system really effective?», (Warnock 1979: 143)).

Ectp cutyamum, B KOTOpPBHIX TpeOOBaHWE BBITISANT KaK COOOIIEHHWE O
TIOJIOKEHHHU A€ U BOCIIPUHUMACTCA KaK «1'[p5iM0ﬁ HaMCK» Ha CBOC KCJIaHHC, YTOOBI
HEYTO IMpOM301LIO0, CP.: <<MaJ'H:.‘II/IK, ThI CCJI HAa MOIO KOHIKY» CO 3HAYCHUCM «Cne3sb
MOMEHTaJIbHO C MOEH KOIIKW»; KoJlopaTypHoe Bockiumanue «Kakue y TeOs
CpsI3HBbIE PYKW» KOHBEHUUOHAIBHO 3HAaUUT «[loiiau u BEIMOI pyKku», a He «BoT pyku
nsiau Bacu, neicTBUTENbHO, — Uy0 Kakue rpsizubie!» B Takux ciydasx, no (Blum—
Kulka 1989: 42), Toxxe MoxHO roBopuTh 0 Hameke (hint), Ho He TOro e Xapakrepa,
4TO B ciydae ¢ CUe.

Ha mkane «Ha30MIMBOCTH Hameka» riaron hint kBamupuuupyercs Kak
Hauboyee MArkas HpOCLGa NI Tp€6OBaHI/Ie K aapecaTty COBCPIIHUTL HEKOTOPOC
neiicteue. Hampumep, 30ecv ouens xon00HO HaMeKaeT Ha HEOOXOJUMOCTh
MIPOM3BECTH JIOTUYECKUI BBHIBOJ U3 HEOA0OPSEMOM CUTYaIlMH U, CKaXKEeM, 3aKPBITh
OKHO HJTH TTOJIENTUTRCS corpeBarontumM cpeactBoM («The proposition expressed in the
locution is distinct from the proposition to which the illocutionary point refers, but
clearly some implicational relationship must be discoverable for the addressee: It's
very cold here», (House, Kasper 1981: 154)). Ha BTOpOoM MecTe — «CHJIBHBIN
HaMEK», COIep)KaIluica B TIPEIIOKEHUU—Bompoce [louemy OKHO OMKpbImo?
IIpono3unusi, BbIpak€HHAs TaKOW JIOKYI[MEH, HE HWJEHTUYHA TMPOIO3UINH, K
KOTOpPOW OTHOCHTCS WIOKyTHBHas 1ieib (illocutionary point) BbickaseiBaHHs, HO
CBsI3aHa ¢ HEI0 OOIMMHU 3IeMeHTaMu cutyaiuu («The proposition expressed in the
locution is not identical to the proposition to which the illocutionary point refers but
is related to it in that both have referential elements in common other than reference
to either of the interlocutors», (House, Kasper 1981: 155)). Jlanee, o Bo3pactanuio
HAaCTOWYMBOCTH, UAYT 6 OCTAIBHBIX CIIOCOOOB MOMPOCUTH O TOM XK€, HO yike 0e3
HameKa: 7ol Modiceutb 3aKpuimy OKHO? < A 6e0b mbl MOdiCeUlb 3aKpbims 0kHO < Mue
Obl XxO0menoch, umodvl Mol 3aKpvlil OKHO < A 3aKkpwin 661 mbi okHO < S Odondicen
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nonpocums mebs 3akpvims okHo < [Ipowty mebs 3axpvimb 0kHO < 3aKpoul OKHO,
Opsaub makas! (Tam xe).

BakneiimmM ke cBOWCTBOM HaMeka—TIpochObl (requestive hint) ssisiercst ero
AITUMUHHPYEMOCTh, WK ycTpanuMocTh (deniability), T.e. BO3MOXXHOCTH JI€rKO
clenath BU, OyATO HaMEKa W He ObLIO, HIIH JIaKe MPSMO 3TO CKa3aTh, HE YHUKAsI
WJIOKYTHBHOTO JIOCTOMHCTBAa cBoero cobecemnuka («[...] hint bears a high
deniability potential... the potential to deny illocutionary and propositional
components of the request assigned to it, grounding the denial in the utterance
meaning of the hint», (Weizman 1989: 94)). Benb MOXHO MPOCTO HE MOHSTH, YTO
naHHas (Qpa3a COAEPNKHUT HAMEK M JaXe MPIMO OTKa3aThCs BBIOJHHUTH
HECKpbhIBaeMoOe TpeOOBaHKE, HO MPU 3TOM HCKPCHHE WITH TeaTpalbHO OTKA3aThCs
NPHUITHUCHIBATH HY)XHOE 3HAUCHHUE TPETIOKCHUIO POCSIIIETO.

4. Uurepuanuonaausm allusion

OTa nexcudeckas eIUHUIA MPHUILIA U3 JAaTHHCKUX PYKOBOJCTB IO PUTOPUKE B
AHIIIMHACKUH, (paHIly3cKHid, HEMEUKWH, PYCCKUU M Ip. y3YyChl. AIUTIO3US —
MCTa(i)OpI/I‘ICCKOG OTHOLICHUEC, BO3HHUKAIOIICC, KOraa OAWH TCKCT BBI3BIBACT B
MaMSATH IPYrod, HE3aBUCUMBIN TEKCT, JKUBYIIUI CBOEH COOCTBEHHOH JKU3HBIO. JDTO
oOpa3, co3maHHBIH B pe3yibrare Meradopbl B co3HaHud uutarens («the
metaphorical relationship created when an alluding text evokes and uses another,
independent text. Neither the reference nor the referent, it consists in the image
produced by the metaphoric combination that occurs in the reader's mind», Pasco
1994: 13). Amtro3uu JieXxaT B OCHOBe MHTepTeKcTyanbHocTH (cM. Wagner 1996:
282), To ecth «any textual exploitation of another text» (Pasco 1994: 5). A Gosnbline
CJIOBAPY AJUIFO3UBHBIX BBIPAXKEHUI, UMEIOIIUE CTAPYIO TPAIULHIO B €BPOIECUCKON
nexcukorpadun (cm. Urdang, Ruffner eds. 1986: 42), momorarot BOBpeMs 1 KCTaTH
OJIECHYTH UY>KOH 3pYIUIHEH.

I[J'ISI AJUTFO3UBHOCTHU CYIIECTBCHHA HCYCTKOCTH B Pa3rpaHUYCHHUUN HOHHTI/Iﬁ,
MMpE3yMIIUsA, YTO BbICKa3bIBaAHUA OBIBAIOT MOHATHBEIMHU HE BCEM HOCHUTEISAM SI3bIKA,
a TOITBKO MTOCBAIIIEHHBIM, «BHIHBIM 3HaTOKam» («Le discours allusif convoque dans
le texte produit, & travers une certaine combinaison de ses marques, un univers de
discours qui appartient & savoir supposé partagé par les membres d'une méme
communauté socio-linguistique. Cette convocation beaucoup plus subtile, que le
discours rapporté — parce qu'elle n'est pas annoncée comme telle et qu'elle fait appel
a la connivence des protagonistes — sera appelée allusive, non pas dans le sens de
«floux, [...] mais dans le sens de «rappel direct d'un possible univers de discours».
[...] le discours allusif est un rappel pouvant faire émerger une connivence, jamais
obligatoire», (Charaudeau 1983)).
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JIt000Bb K PUTOPUYECKON AJUTFO3MBHOCTH MOKET PACIpPOCTPAHSTHCS Kak Ha
OYCHb Y3KHE KPYTd TOCBSIICHHBIX (3TO CBOCOOpa3HbI pHUTyal yXaKUBaHUS 3a
enuHOMBIITIeHHUKaMu, cM. Rosaldo 1973: 222, mogoOHbIi TMOTHOIIEHHIO PEIKUX
[[BETOB), TaK U HA IIMPOKHE. B mo06oM cirydae, Mpu ajuTio3ud UCXOIST U3 HATHYHS
ONpeeTIeHHBIX 00X KOMMYHAaIBHBIX (COMMON) 3HaHMI, MOJOOHO MecTaM M
npeaMeTaM o0IIero NoJIb30BaHKsI B KOMMYHAIIBHBIX KBAPTHPAX. AJUTIO3UH JTOJDKHBI
MOHMMATBCS CIICTY: ATOMY y4aT KJIaCCHKU KpacHopeuus (Hamp., Du Marsais 1730:
127), nHaue BMECTO HATJISAHOCTHU U PA3bSICHEHHSI OHU TIPEISITCTBYIOT HOHUMAHHIO,
M BMECTO WIPHI CIIOB craHOBsTcs opyauem meitkd (Du Marsais 1730: 188): o
3arajJkax KUTaicKou MmpuHIecchl TypaHIoT MBI €1e TOMHHM.

OT Hay4YHBIX COYMHECHHUI TPEOYIOT MaKCUMAaJIbHOW SKCILUTMIUTHOCTH: BMECTO
HAMEKOB BEIIIHU JI0JDKHBI ObITh Ha3BaHBI TOJIKO CBOMMH, KEJIATeIbHO YHUKATbHBIMH,
UMEHaMH, 8 YeM MEHBIIIE PACIUIBIBYATOCTH, TEM JIy4IIIe.

OngHako TO, YTO KAKETCSl CEroaHs KPUCTAJIbHO SICHBIM  JIETAIbHO
cOpMyITHPOBaHHBIM, BBINIAAS KaK «ompeaesieHHbie  naeckpumimny  (definite
description), 3aBTpa, B HHBIX 0OCTOATENBLCTBAX MPOUTCHUS OKA3bIBACTCS BCETO JIHIID
HaMeKoM Ha uctuny (cp. Bogustawski 1977: 172). Bonee Toro, 3ajaBaeMblii BOIPOC
(B ToM gucie, U HOpMyITUPOBKA HAYIHOUN MPOOIEMBI) MOXKET COAEPIKATH AJUTHO3IUIO
(cp. Diller 1984: 104) — namek Ha TO, KaKUM ObI CIIPAITHBAIOIINI XOTEN YBUIACTH
oTBeT. BO3M0OXHO, IOTOMY CTOJIb 3aMaHYHBBI TIPE/ICKA3aHUsI TPOPOKOB.

5. 3akiaouenne

KonnenryaneHelil anmapat, npemioxennsiii M. M. Ko6o3eBoii, mo3Bossier
[IpOaHaIM3UPOBaTh MaTepuall pPa3IUuYHBIX S3bIKOB. PycckoMmy cllOBY Hamex
COOTBETCTBYET HECKOJBKO AHTIMHCKUX JIEKCEM, XapaKTepU3YIOMIUX pPa3IUYHbIE
CTETIeHH KOOIIEPHPOBAHHOCTH KOMMYHHUKAHTOB TPU PAaCHyThIBAHUM CKPBITHIX, TO-
pa3sHoOMy BepOaTM30BaHHBIX CMBICIIOB PEUH.
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