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PRINCIPLES OF THE CONTRASTIVE
DESCRIPTION OF APHORISTIC PAREMIOLOGY
(in Belarusian and Russian languages)*

Before beginning the description of the results of research it is necessary to
formulate a hypothesis of research:

(1) Structure and semantics of aphorisms in the (closely)cognate languages
should have more differences than similarities despite ithe fact that aphoristic
systems of these languages can have more genetic similarities than differences.

(2) The existing types of differences should have different qualitative indices
and different significance for each of the languages. Similarities and differences
should have similar specific gravity both in “paremiological minimum™ (minimum
of aphorisms, known to all native speakers) and “basic paremiological stock”
(total aphorisms, constituting most commonly used aphoristic paremiology of the
given language at all times). However;. quantitative composition of the units of
“paremiological minimum” and!*basic paremiological stock” may have
considerable differences in each language.

(3) It is supposed that, specifics of structure and semantics of aphoristic
paremiology in (closely)cognate languages are determined by their national and
cultural peculiarities and do'not depend on the degree ofrelationship. Specifics of
structure and semantics.of aphoristic paremiology in (closely)cognate languages
is revealed first and foremost in different ways of expressing aphoristic meaning
on the lexical, marphological and syntactic levels in the phrase, in different
prototypes and/or ways of interpretation of general meaning or separate lexical
and/or phrasealogical components ofaphorisms as well as ways and selectiveness
in revealing,the “world" in aphoristic paremias.

Since contrastive analysis of aphoristic paremiology in (closely)cognate
languages is done for the first time, the important question was a choice of such
language units, sufficient for obtaining valuable results (compare very small by
quantity of units the dictionary of Russian and Belarusian proverbs by Z. Sanko
[see CaHbko 1991]). “Paremiological minimum” (minimum of aphorisms, known
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to all native speakers) and “basic paremiological stock” (total aphorisms,
constituting most commonly used aphoristic paremiology of the given language)
was used as such material to compare structure and semantics of aphorisms in
(closely)cognate languages. These units represent all structural and semantic
peculiarities ofaphoristic paremiology in compared languages. This made possible
to find out the number of structural and semantic similarities and differences in
Belarusian and Russian aphorisms within “paremiological minimum” and.“basic
paremiological stock” and to range the revealed similarities and differencies
according to their significance for nearness vs. remoteness of the given languages
and for evaluation of the specific gravity of national and cultural-component in
aphoristic paremiology of each language.

Thus we faced the necessity of determining the composition of “paremiological
minimum” and “basic paremiological stock” in the Belarusian and Russian
languages.

This problem was partially solved for Russian, “paremiological minimum”
of which has been determined in the course of the *“paremiological experiment”
by G. Permyakov [see Mepmskos 1986; MNepmsakos 1988, 143-169; lNMepmsakos
1989]. Main shortcomings of the “paremiological experiment” by G. Permyakov
are: (1) regional limitation (residents«of -Moscow and Moscow region);
(2) inadequate age, social, and professional stratification of the informants;
(3) accentuated character ofthe experiment (direct choice by the researcher ofthe
texts that the informants should or should not know). In this connection,
“paremiological minimum” of thetRussian language was reevaluated.

Using only Belarusian and, Russian “paremiological minimum” units as
material for comparative analysis is obviously insufficient, since “paremiological
minimum” can not reveal all'possible structural and semantic types of aphorisms
in each language, as it s limited by only recent language material and in many
ways determined by extra-linguistic factors (social cataclysms, change of viewpoint
paradigms, etc.). Thus, it seems necessary to turn to facts, stable in time, that are
reflected in “basic paremiological stock” ofthe language. The latter, in opposition
to G. Permyakov’s [see Mepmakos 1988: 212-213] view should not coincide with
the “paremioelogical minimum™.

For defining “paremiological minimum” of the Belarusian and Russian
languages a special linguistic (paremiological) experiment was carried out.

Method of the “paremiological experiment” by G. Permyakov was used with
the necessary changes.

Paremiological experiment aimed at determining the “paremiological
minimum” of the Russian and Belarusian languages was carried out in 3 types -
accentuated polling (3 stages), non-accentuated polling (2 stages), associative
experiment (1 stage). Every stage of the paremiological experiment was done on
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the same group of informants after a few days’ break. Every stage ofevery type of
the paremiological experiment was carried out on a separate day.

The method ofaccentuated polling was represented by a corrected and added
variant ofthe paremiological experiment by G.Permyakov, conducted in two stages
[see Mepmakos 1971; Mepmsakos 1982; Mepmsakos 1988, 149-153]. During the
first stage the informants were asked to find unknown expressions from a list-of
1494 Russian paremias, which the author considers the most widely used today.
The first stage yielded more than 300 answers. During the second stage’of the
experiment, another group of informants (about 100 people) was offered only
538 expressions, selected by the author of the experiment. About 90,0% of the
expressions were chosen as the best known from the first stage ofthe experiment.
However, this time the informants had to complete the second part ofthe paremia,
of which only the beginning was offered (O6ewaHHoro - ...? CkasaHo - ...?
Tuwe egewsb - ...7 etc). The initial paremiological material for the experiment
was selected subjectively, because the main criterion for the selection was the
language competence of the researcher but not the linguistic and extra-linguistic
factors (including the second stage ofthe experiment, despite even the availability
of the interim results, which were taken into account for 90,0% only). Besides,
the scope of the experiment was limited (only Moscow and Moscow region) and
the number ofthe informants was not balanced (more than 300 participant during
the first stage and only 100 during the second) which influenced the results ofthe
paremiological experiment. These serious violations in approach to the experiment
do not allow to expand its results to.all of the paremiological stock of the Russian
language, because the proverbscand sayings included by G. Permyakov in his
“paremiological minimum?”/are valid only for the language material of the
experiment, only “*for this region of Russia” [KpukmaH 1995, 340] and only for
the group ofthe language-speakers who were chosen as informants. This is easy to
illustrate by the examples of really well known Russian proverbs and sayings,
which were not included by G. Permyakov into Russian “paremiological
minimum”. See: B-4y>K0i MOHACT bIpb CO CBOMM YCT aBOM He X0AsT ; Map KocTei
HenomuT, Xopowa Mawa, fa He Hawa, etc. At the same time there is a number
of not so well~known to every Russian speaking person proverbs and sayings,
which were-included into the “paremiological minimum”. See: <Bo Bce.m>
BMHOBAT CTPENOYHUK; L3 nckpbl - nnamsa; HeT po3bl 6e3 wunos (unu: Po3bl 6e3
LWNNoB He 6biBaeT); LUy TKa WyTKOIA, a feno genom, etc.

Accentuated polling was carried out in 3 stages. During the IS stage the
informants were asked to point to unknown to them proverbs and sayings from
the list of 1000 paremias. This list included 500 units from the “paremiological
minimum” by G.Permyakov [see Mepmsakos 1988, 154-169] and 500 units from
the dictionary of the Russian proverbs and sayings by V. Zhukov [XXykos 1991],
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which were not found in the G. Permyakov’s minimum and are not dialectical or
obsolete. During the 2rdstage (independent ofthe 1) the informants were offered
the initial parts of the same 1000 paremias and asked to complete the missing
fragments of the proverb or saying. During the 3 stage (independent of the Ia
and the 2rg) the informants were offered only the meanings and situations in which
the above 1000 paremias were used, and asked to name the corresponding proverb
or saying.

Non-accentuated polling was carried out in 2 stages. During the Irt’stage the
informants were asked to name all known to them proverbs and sayings. During
the 2rdstage the informants were offered to name the most widely used (from their
point of view) paremias.

Associative experiment was carried out in 1stage. The informants were offered
a list of 1000 words of previously selected paremias and asked to name the proverb
or saying, associated with this word.

Quantitative results in all stages of the paremiological experiments were
computed independently of each other (in G. Permyakov’s experiments every
stage quantitatively and qualitatively depended on the previous one. Then the
results of each stage of the paremiological experiment were compared with each
other in order to find out the most well known and the least well known paremias.

Thus paremiological experiment to determine “paremiological minimum?” of
the Belarusian and Russian languageswas carried out. It resulted in revealing 30
to 50 units of the most commonly used (most well-known) proverbs and sayings
ofthe Russian language. The “paremiological minimum” of the Russian language
was specified (about 200 proverbs and sayings, not registered by G. Permyakov,
were discovered). The most.commonly used (most well-known) proverbs and
sayings of the Belarusian-language was determined 80 to 100 units. The
“paremiological minimum” of the Belarusian language was determined as 400-
450 proverbs and sayings. For the first time “paremiological minimum” of the
Belarussian language was determined.

While determining the “basic paremiological stock” of the Russian and
Belarusian languages, the quality method (in finding out the most frequently used
proverbs and sayings) and transformation method (in describing structural
modifications ofthe same paremia in the different historic periods ofthe language
development) were used.

The main indication of “basic paremiological stock” units should be their
stability in time. Thus, the main criteria for inclusion of paremias into “basic
paremiological stock” is their location in both early and modem paremiological
dictionaries. The absence there of a given paremia at present can testify to it
becoming obsolete or to it leaving the paremiological stock of the active units of
the language. In this respect the “basic paremiological stock” of a language can



be seen as a structure which has its nucleus and periphery. The main sources in
determining the nucleus of the paremiological fund of a given language can be
only those paremiological sources which are the most representative in terms of
their quantity, selection principles and truthfully reveal the state of the language
in different periods of its history.

In order to determine the “basic paremiological stock” of the Belarussian
language the following paremiological sources were studied: books of proverbs
and sayings by S. Rysinski [Rysinski 1618], M. Federovski [Federovvski>1935],
I.Nosovich [HocoBuub 1874], E. Romanov [PomaHosb 1886:290-316]; E. Lyatski
[Naukin 1898], F. Yankovski [AHkoycki [1957] 1992], E. Rapanovich-[PanaHoBiu
1974], M. Grinblat [[pbiH6naT 1976]; dictionaries of proverbs.and sayings by
I. Shkrabaand R. Shkraba [LLIkpa6a, LLkpa6a 1987], I. Lepeshevand'M. Yakoltsevich
[Neneway, Akanu3asiu 2002], A. Aksamitov [AkcamiTay 2002] and others.

As aresult a computer data bank was created with morethan 30.000 Belarusian
proverbs and sayings. It was found out that book of proverbs and sayings by
S. Rysinski [Rysinski 1618] and book of proverbs and sayings by
M. Federovski [Federowski 1935] have 240 corresponding proverbs and sayings,
which should be used to determine the “basic paremiological stock” ofthe modern
Belarusian language and tendencies, which«characterize historic changes in its
units. As a result the “basic paremiological.Stock” of the Belarusian language was
determined as 450 units and their variants. For the firsttime “basic paremiological
stock” of the Belarusian language was determined.

In order to determine the “basic paremiological stock” of the Russian language
the following paremiological sources were studied: books of proverbs and sayings
by I. Snegirov [CHerupes 1995], V. Dal [Aanb 1984], P. Simoni [CumoHun 1899],
M. Rybnikova [Pbi6HnkoBa1961], A. Sobolev [CoboneB 1961]; dictionaries of
proverbs and sayings by V..Zhukov [>Kykos 1991], V. Felitsina and Y. Prokhorov
[Penunubina, Mpoxopos-1988], V. Zimin and A. Spirin [3umuH, CnupuH 1996],
V. Mokienko [MokuneHko n gp. 2002] and others.

It was found tout that first Russian hand-written collection of proverbs and
sayings of the XVII century [see CumoHun 1899, 73-162] and The Dictionary' of
Russian proverbs and sayings by V. Zhukov [>Kykos 1991] have 220 corresponding
proverbs and sayings, which should be used to determine the “basic paremiological
stock” ofthe modem Russian language and tendencies, which characterize historic
changes in its units. As a result the “basic paremiological stock” of the Russian
language was determined as 630 units and their variants. For the first time “basic
paremiological stock” ofthe Russian language was determined.

Structural modifications in time ofthe same aphoristic paremia were qualified
as diachronic paradigm, determined by the immutability ofthe meaning throughout
all the period of the language development. External form may insignificantly
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vary but to a limit until the meaning of aphorism begins to change either in
expression or content (both diachronically and synchronically). The concept of
“diachronic paradigm” was offered for the first time.

As aresult ofresearch it was determined, that the most commonly encountered
type of diachronic transformation of aphoristic paremias is (1) substitution,
represented at lexical, lexical-grammatical and grammatical (including syntactic)
levels. Supraword substitution is encountered mostly at syntagma borders and is
not always double-sided (or sequential) (only one lexeme can be substituted by a
supraword construction and vice versa). Supraword substitution on the level of
predicative parts ofthe phrase is very seldom encountered. Lexical substitution is
represented by substitution of non-synonymous lexemes of the same part of speech
(verbs or more seldom nouns and pronouns from basic-part of speech and
coordinating conjunctions from syntactic parts of speech). Substitution of
synonymous lexemes is limited only by contextual synonymy, which is determined
in many cases by the contrast of perfective vs. non-perfective aspect at the level
ofverbal lexemes. Lexical-grammatical substitution.is represented most ofall by
the substitution of different grammar forms of.the same autonomous lexemes
(including pronominal) - case and number<forms for nouns and attributes and
tense forms for verbs. The second most commonly encountered (2) transformations
are represented only on the lexical level..Their bulk are pronominal inclusions
and inclusions of syntactic parts of speech. Pronominal inclusions are determined
by the necessity to formally point atthe object or action, evaluated in the second
predicative part of the phrase. Pranominal inclusions into functions of syntactic
lexemes are determined by the-transformation of the paratactical construction of
the phrase into hypotactical.-The inclusions of syntactic lexemes are represented
mostly by coordinating conjunctions, which specify sense relationships of the
predicative parts of the.phrase. Only in some cases the inclusion of syntactic
lexemes is determined by hypotaxis. Inclusions of autonomous non-pronominal
lexemes are very seldom encountered. Among these are inclusions ofthe verb to
have when it is transformed from passive into active form. Other types of
transformations are even less frequent. (3) Inversions are encountered only in
exceptional cases at word modifying level (within syntagmas) most often is the
predicative group ofthe phrase. (4) Elimination is also encountered in exceptional
cases.and is accompanied by the different forms of substitution and inversion. (5)
Augment of the phrase by compositional and structural parts was encountered
only a few times. (6) Parcellation is represented only by very few cases of its
neutralization [see MBaHoB 2003].

Thus it was proved that (1) the “basic paremiological stock” of the language
is as real as the “paremiological minimum?”, that (2) they do not coincide neither
in quantity nor in quality and (3) it is the “basic paremiological stock” that can
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and must (contrary to G. Permyakov) include “basic stock ofall the paremiological
fund of a given language” due to the objectivity of its existence.

And at last, it is very important in comparative researches to determine a
technique of the research.

In comparing the paremiological systems of any two languages, at least two
important problems have to be solved. First, it is vital to determine which
paremiological units in these languages could be compared. Second, it is important
to find out the extent to which the compared paremias coincide in lexical and
grammar sphere and in meaning.

As a result of research it was determined, that in viewing the paremiological
systems of any two languages in terms of lexical and grammar.'sphere and in
meaning of proverbs and sayings, there are only 9 types-of similarities and
differences, based on full or partial similarity or difference in.semantics and lexical
and grammar structure of the paremias [see lwanou 2000]. In particular, the
paremiological units of any two languages can:

(1 type) fully coincide in semantics and be different in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian Makynb ><aHiyua - 3araiuua and Russian fo
cBafbObl 3a>KNBET,

(2 type) fully coincide in semantics and be partially different in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian Cnpo6a HexBapo6a and Russian, MonbITKa He NbITKa,

(3 type) fully coincide both in semantics and lexical and grammar structure,
compare Belarusian A3bik 6e3 kacueit,and Russian A3bik 6e3 KocTeN,

(4 type) partially coincide in semantics and be different in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian Xmo karo no6iub, Toii Toro i yy6iub and Russian
Mwunble 6paHATCA, TONbKO, TelaTcs,

(5 type) partially coincide both in semantics and in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian Jlixa nepaveneuyua - gabpo 6yase and Russian
MepemeneTcs - MyKa-6yaeT,

(6 type) partially coincide in semantics and fully in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian Bbagnisaii kapoBe 6or por He gae and Russian
BoannBoii KopoBe 60r por He faeT,

(7 type)-be different both in semantics and lexical and grammar structure,
compare.-Belarusian Boyk cabaki He baiyua, ane 3BAri He no6iyb and Russian B
YY>KOW'MOHACTbIPb CO CBOMM YCTaBOM He XoaaT,

(8 type) be different in semantics and partially coincide in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian He wykatubl, He 3Hoiia3ew and Russian KTo uueT,
TOT HailgeT,

(9 type) be different in semantics but fully coincide in lexical and grammar
structure, compare Belarusian He ne3b paHeit 6aubkiy nekna and Russian He
nesb Bnepep (Hanepeg, nonepes) 6aThbKuU B MEKNO.
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It was proved, that the object of comparison are paremiological units of all
types except those proverbs and sayings, which are different both in semantics
and lexical and grammar structure. However, only those units, which are fully or
partially similar in semantics, irrespectful of similarity or difference in lexical and
grammar structure, could be viewed as equivalent, i.e. able to function in similar
contexts and thus be the subject of confrontative or contrastive analysis_of the
paremiological systems of two languages, irrespectful of the genetic nearness of
the two languages. Possible interlingual coincidences in lexical and grammar sphere
of proverbs and sayings, which are not similar in semantics could-be only the
object of comparative study, as they are determined either by common origin of
these languages or are consequences of word borrowing.

One more methodological hypothesis has appeared and was substantiated
during the research - that the most important types of interlinguistic correspondence
in comparative description of paremias are those, which.(3 type) fully coincide in
semantics and lexical and grammar structure, (2 type)fully coincide in semantics
and are partially different in lexical and grammar structure, (1 type) fully coincide
in semantics and are different in lexical and grammar structure, and also (4 type)
partially coincide in semantics and are different in lexical and grammar structure.

In this connection 700 widely used Russian paremias and more than 9000

Belarusian proverbs and sayings were compared [compare VBaHoB 1 ap. 2000].
For example:

Russian proverb:

BEJA <HUKOIA> HE (npu-)XOANTOMHA oxBEJJA OAHA HE (npu-)XOAUT
or OJHA BEJJA HE (npu-)XOAWT.

The same, as: BEJIA BEAY POAUT; <O4HA> BEJA WAET, APYTYIO <31
COBOW(-o10)> BEAETand also MOWIET (npuaeT, npuwna) BEAA, OTBOPAN
(oTkpblBaif, pacTBopsin) BOPOTA.

‘Ifthere was one misfortune it will be followed by the second. It is said, when
misfortunes follow one another and also when it seems, that there will be no end
to someone’stroubles’.

Belarusian proverbs:

(3'type) AgHa 6saa He xo43Wb or baga agHa He xop43ilb.

(2 type) AgHa 6s4a He xoA3ilb, Apyryto 3a caboii(-ot) BoA3iyb or bsga agHa
Hexoasiub, Apyryto 3a caboii(-ot0) Boasiub or baga agHa HexopAsiub, 3a caboii(-oto)
Lpyryt BoA3ilb.

(1 type) <ApHa> 6siga igse, </> gpyrytw 3a pyky (3a pyuky, 3a cab6oii(-ot))
Bag3e. <AaHa> 6dafa ifgse, 3apyky (3apyuky, 3a caboii(-010)) apyryr Bagse. AgHa
6ana He if3e, Apyryto 3a py4ky (3a caboii(-ot)) Bag3e or AgHa 6spa He ifse, 3a
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PYKy (3a pyuky, 3a caboii(-ow0)) apyryto Bagse. AgHa 6s4a MiHe, apyras 6yase.
AfHa 6apa He xof3iub, afHO fixa He 6biBae. bsga 6agy Bagse (BA3e) <, a Tpauss
naraHse>. bapga 654y roHiub. baga 3a 64a0ii(-ot0), Ak pbi6a (pbibka) 3a Bagoii(-0to).
Bspa 3a 644010 xoA3iub 3 Kanagot. Bsga 3aycéabl Y napbl xoa3iub. bapga igse /
654y BAg3e. bsga Ha 6543e ease </ (abl) 684010 naraHdae>. baga Ha 6543e, K HA
Wwyanayubl (Ha wuyanubl), egse. baga Ha 64y nese. baga He GbiBae afHa: Kani
AHaxoA3ilb, 3 cabotoyclo paauio cBato BoA3ilb. baga HexoAsiub agHa, a ABoAKaMmi.
bspa na 6s43e, Ak na HiTUbl (Na HiTayubl) ig3e. bagbl He nepabypaseld: agHa
MiHe, gpyras 6yase. Fopa afgHo He iia3e, a 3a cabot cem Bagse. 3aycéabl 6aaa
6aay Baase. Kaayk 6a4y nepabyase - agHamiHe, gsecaub bygse. KaniagHa 6aga
igse, To i gpyryto 3apyuky Baase. Kani 6aga xog3iyb, 3 cabot y.clo pagHio ceao
BoA3iub. Jlixa ig3e i 684y 3a cabot Baase. Jlixa agHo He 6biBae - 6a4y 3a pyKy
Tpbimae. Jlixa agHoii 6s43e npbliicyi, To 6aga 654y poa3wb. Ma 6a43e A3Be
6sa3e. XTO 65y nepabygse - agHa MiHe, Asecsiub 6ygse: Yanasek afgHy 6agy
nepabyase, a fsecaub ix npbibygse. YopT agHy 6saay-nepabypnse, afHa MiHe,
n3ecsiub 6yase. Ak noiigse nixa 3 paHHa - a>k fa 3msgpkaHHs. Ak npoliiwna 6saa,
afuyblHAN BapaTa.

(4 type) AgHa 6spa - He 6s8a <, afHO rOpa - He ropa>. AfHa 6aaa - He
6s0a, ane Kani ix Hanapg3e uanaa kana, Tagbl- 6saa. AgHa 6a4a - TO AlWY3 He
6spa. AgHa 6aga He 654, A3Be 6a4bl - NOY6AAbI, Kani Tpayll HagblbaeT, BOT
Tagbl 654y cnasHaew. AfgHa 6a4a He 6544, a Kani 43Be, TPbl pasam - TO 6sga.
ApHa 6spa He gaky'ublub. ApgHae 6sAabl 3amana, Tpaba fgsecAub. ALHOW 65abl
3aycénbl Mmana. bsga abl xBapobask 43se NTYiliKi-33t0/1bKi: HaKyKye T cAya0Banb,
nakynb SiHbl BbITaykyyua. Mapaza6ago0y ababimky xoa3aus. Ease ckopa-ycneq
ropa, egse yixa —ycneg nixa. To He 6s4a, Kani agHa, ane A3se, abo Tpbl. To He
ropa, WTO aAHO ropa, a T0 ropa, WTO /iBa ropsbl.

In order to verify the results, 200 Polish paremias and 1800 Belarusian proverbs
and sayings were compared [see IBaHoy 2000; IBaHoy 2001].

The research-revealed that differences in Russian and Belarusian aphoristic
paremias at lexical and grammar levels are:

(1 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) diffemces in phonetic-phonological composition
of the compared components, compare Belarusian Xbiyué npa>kbilb - He none
nepaiicyi.and Russian XXn3Hb NPOXKWTb - He Nofe NepenTH,

(2,subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in accentuation of the compared
components, compare Belarusian Cam epa agHaro He yakawoub and Russian
Cem ep 0 OfHOr0O He >KAyT,

(3 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in the morphemic structure of the
compared components, compare Belarusian Pbi6a 3 ranaBbl 3arH isaeula
and Russian Pbi6a c ronosbl rHune T,
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(4 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in lexical (component) composition
(from difference in one component to difference in all components but one),
compare Belarusian KaTky >kap T bl —mbiwybl ¢M BpL b and Russian Koulke
NTPYWKWU, MbILLKE CNe3Ku,

(5 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in grammar characteristics (meanings)
of the compared components, compare Belarusian /11061y kaTauua, 10b6i i
caHki Basiub and Russian /11061 (-MWb) KaTaTbCA, NHO6WN N CAHOYKN. BOSUT,

(6 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in syntactic word correlation; compare
BelarusianXmo cTapoe cnansaHe, Tamy acutwo K y Boka and Russian KTo
cTapoe NoMsHeT, TOMY rnas BOH ,

(7 subtype 2, 5 and 8 types) differences in syntactic organization of the
sentence, compare Belarusian Ha >kbIBbIX Kacusx maca Hapacue and Russian
Bbln 6bl KOCTU, a Msico b6ygeT.

Differences on the semantic level are:

(1 subtype 4 -8 types) differences in primary and’transferred motivation of
both compared components and general meaning,;compare Belarusian asapsl,
abl He ycé pgarapbl and Russian [oBopu,.fia He 3arosapuBaincsa,

(2 subtype 4 -8 types) differences in prototypes of figurative semantics of
both compared components and general meaning, compare Belarusian Bsiuikamy
KaHt - BAniki xamy T and Russian bonbwomy kopab6nt - 6onbwoe
nnasaHue,

(3 subtype 4 -8 types) differences in degree and character of generalization
ofreality, compare Belarusian ManeHbki cabauka 3ay c éabl  wyaHa and Russian
ManeHbkas cobayka 40 CTFapoCcTMK LEHOK.

Differences in semantics'and lexical and grammar structure of proverbs and
sayings in Russian and Belarusian languages were differentiated and classified in
comparing the units of “paremilogical minimums” and “basic paremiological
stocks” of both languages. This has allowed to achieve maximum objectivity and
representation of the discovered similarities and differences, even one time cases,
which in such case have typological character.

Thus it was proved, (1) that structure and semantics of aphorisms in
(closely)cognate languages have more differences than similarities despite the
fact thataphoristic systems of these languages have more genetic similarities
thandifferences, (2) that similarities and differences have similar specific gravity
both’ in “paremiological minimum” and “basic paremiological stock”, (3) that
specifics of structure and semantics ofaphoristic paremiology in (closely)cognate
languages are determined by their national and cultural peculiarities (in ways
and selectiveness in revealing the “world” in aphoristic paremias) and do not
depend on the degree of relationship.
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One of the problems of the modem linguistics is determining those units of
the language which reveal the national picture of the world. At present there aie
no linguistically objective methods of determining national and cultural component
ofthe language. This leads to many mistakes [see MokueHko 1999]. For example
famous regional geographic dictionary of Russian paremias by V. Felitsina and
Y. Prokhorov [®enuubiHa, Mpoxopos 1988] includes many foreign borrowings
(very often international in character). Compare Russian Cnoso - cepebpo, <a>
monuyaHue - 30no0To and Polish Mowajest srebrem, a milczenie zlotem and English
Speech is silvern, silence is golden and French La parole est d argent, le‘silence
estd 'or and German Reden ist Silber, Scimeigen ist Gold etc.

Objectively, there are no universal criteria to determine composition of the
national and cultural component. For every language this component must be
determined separately, which is especially important when two languages are
(closely) related.

It was proved that national and cultural component of the 'Belarusian language
includes, besides Belarusian in origin and area of usage, aphorisms which are
commonly used in Belarusian, Russian (and other languages), and in some cases
was borrowed. Such units acquired in the modern Belarusian literary language a
status of its national and cultural component in-their meaning and/or lexical and
orammar composition. Compare Belarusian Ha si3bIky MAAO0K, a Ha Capubl 140K
and Russian Ha a3bike .meg, a nog asslkom Aeq (and also Ukrainian Ha asbiuimig,
anig asbikom nig and Polish Na jgzyku/midd, a podjqzykiem lod and Czech |
ustech med, a w srdcijed etc); compare also Belarusian BonbHOMy - Bond < a
wanéHamy - none> and Russian BofbHOMY Bons <, cnaceHHomy paii> (and also
Polish Wolnemu wola, zbawionemu-raj or Wolnemu wolnajego wola etc), compare
also Belarusian He ne3b y neknapaHeii 3a 6aubky (or Manepag (paHeit) 6aybkiy
nekna He cyHbcs) and Russian. Mpe>kge oTua (Mpe>kae 6aTbku) B NeTNO He
cyiics (Henesb) etc. [see-lBaHoBa, IBaHOy 1997, 52-53, 99, 102-104].

Belonging of such.units to the national and cultural component of the
Belarusian language.can be also substantiated by the fact that common usage of
the nominative units of the language depends on their topicality in social and
cultural life of-the people. This means that they are part of the communicative
“minimum” of-the nominative units (for aphorisms —corresponding part of the
“paremiological minimum” of the language), which reflects basic conditions of
national existence. It is a specific microcosm of realities, which determines
peculiarities of the ethnic and/or national culture.

Thus it is the comparative (contrastive) analysis, that must become major
empiric criterion, which permits to determine unmistakably common and specific
features both in internal structure of every (closely)cognate language and in
relationship to their national and cultural specifics.
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